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Abstract

The European Union’s tremendous dependence on energy imports has long been a
geopolitical ,, Achilles” heel”. While the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022 marked
a paradigm shift in the Union’s energy policy, earlier shocks —mainly the 2014
annexation of Crimea—did not result in any major strategic shift in Brussels. This
study examines the differences in the EU’s energy policy responses to these two
crises and investigates the factors that influenced this process. Using different
theories of policy change and change management, the analysis employs a multi-
method approach, comparing the Commission’s 2015 Energy Union Framework
Strategy with the 2022 REPowerEU Plan. The analysis reveals that the 2022 invasion
affected the Union’s energy policy more profoundly and persistently than the 2014
annexation of Crimea due to shifting economic and political contexts, such as the
increased maturity of LNG and renewable energy or evolving regulatory
frameworks. Furthermore, the paper identifies underlying mediating processes—in
particular, the roles of energy market dynamics, public opinion, and the European
Commission’s strategic change management—providing robust explanations for
the observed differences after both shocks. In light of new dependencies arising
under REPowerEU, the findings emphasize the geopolitical relevance of energy for

European politics, companies, and ultimately all citizens of the EU.
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Prologue

2011
“Energy is the life-blood of our societies.
The wellbeing of our people, industry and economy
depends on safe, secure, sustainable and affordable energy.”

~ Glinther Oettinger, EU Commissioner for Energy from 2010-2014 (DG Energy,
2011: 29)

May 28, 2014
“The European Union's prosperity and security
hinges on a stable and abundant supply of energy.”

~ European Energy Security Strategy (EC, 2014)

December 3, 2025
“Today, we enter the era of Europe’s full energy independence from Russia.
REPowerEU has delivered. It shielded us from the worst energy crisis in decades,
and it helped us to transition from Russian fossil fuels at record speed.”

~ Ursula von der Leyen, President of the European Commission (EC, 20250)

VIII



Waking up in Times of Turmoil:

Shifts in the European Union’s

Energy Policy after 2014 and 2022

1 Introduction

In early December 2025, the European Parliament and the Council reached a
provisional agreement to “effectively and permanently stop the import of Russian
gas and move towards the phaseout of Russian 0il” (EC, 20250). This marked the
latest step in the European Union’s remarkable departure from Russian fossil fuels,
triggered by Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine in February 2022. As a reaction
to the Russian aggression, the EU decided not only to fund the delivery of weapons
to Ukraine, but also to end its energy dependency on the Russian Federation. Even
prior to the European Council’s Versailles Declaration, the European Commission
(EC) presented its approach to achieving energy independence from Russia “well
before the end of the decade” (EC, 2022c: 1) by announcing the REPowerEU
(REPEU) initiative—just two weeks after the invasion began. In May, the

Commission then published the more detailed REPowerEU Plan which suggested
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to improve the EU’s position by saving energy, diversifying energy sources, and

accelerating the clean energy transition (EC, 2022i).

Despite the concrete actions and far-reaching implications of REPEU for EU
energy policy, in May 2025 the Commission recognized that there was still a long
way to go to reach full independence from Russia, considering that natural gas of
Russian origin still accounted for around 20 % of the EU’s total gas imports in 2024
(EC, 2025j). This underlines the profound difficulty for the Union to overcome the
legacy of decade-long, close energy relations with the Russian Federation, which
created strong lock-in effects, for instance, through the joint establishment and

ownership of an extensive gas pipeline and storage infrastructure.

Almost two decades earlier, Europe’s vulnerability due to its lack of
domestic natural resources (compared to, e.g., Russia or the United States (Statista,
2021)) and its resulting dependence on energy imports had already been exposed.
In 2006 and 2009, the Gas Disputes between Ukraine and Russia caused temporary
stops of Russian natural gas exports to Europe —resulting in drastic consequences
for EU citizens and companies. While these events were perceived as a first wake-
up call and culminated in a large reform of EU energy markets (Third Energy

Package), the Union continued to import vast amounts of Russian gas.

Then, in 2014, Russia’s annexation of Crimea from Ukraine caused further
turmoil in Europe. Once more, the Russian proceedings in Crimea raised concerns
about Russia’s status as a reliable energy supplier to the EU. For a while, there was
a “securitizing trend in EU energy policy” (Siddi & Kustova, 2021: 1080), as the then-
President of the European Council, Donald Tusk, prioritized energy security on his
political agenda. It was Tusk who created the vision of a strong European Energy
Union that could achieve independence from Russian fossil fuels through joint
action and exploitation of domestic reserves. The European Commission, in turn,

acknowledged the EU’s exposure to external energy shocks in its 2014 European
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Energy Security Strategy and followed up on Tusk’s idea through the Energy Union
Package in 2015 (EC, 2014, 2015b). However, the Commission significantly
broadened the scope of the Energy Union’s goals in its Framework Strategy for a
Resilient Energy Union with a Forward-Looking Climate Change Policy (EC, 2015b). In
particular, the EC emphasized promoting the further integration of the internal
market, increasing energy efficiency and decarbonizing the economy to ensure the

EU’s energy security.

Nevertheless, the Commission’s efforts to diversify the EU’s supply, such as
the Southern Gas Corridor or the promotion of Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG), did not
materially affect the Union’s energy import reality. On the contrary, the share of
Russian gas in the EU’s overall imports increased to over 40 % after 2015 and
remained at this level until 2022 (Eurostat, 2025a). Foreshadowing future events,
Donald Tusk warned that the EU “will not be able to efficiently fend off potential
aggressive steps by Russia in the future, if so many European countries are
dependent on Russian gas deliveries” (Krajewski, 2014). However, his urgent

message failed to create a sufficient momentum for change in Brussels.

How can the different reactions of the European Union to the 2014 and 2022
shocks be explained? Certainly, one reason lies in the fact that the 2014 annexation
of Crimea and the 2022 full-scale invasion were of different magnitude and
severity —but this does not suffice as an explanation. The limited academic literature
explicitly comparing both policy reactions discusses multiple reasons. These reasons
include a more favorable institutional context and momentum for substituting fossil
fuels with renewable energy in 2022 (Giuli & Oberthiir, 2023), the evolution of the
EU’s relationship with Ukraine (Rabinovych & Pintsch, 2024); and the different
effects of the shocks on European energy markets and prices (de Jong, 2024).
However, the existing literature mostly focuses on individual aspects when
comparing the implications of the 2014 and 2022 events. A more holistic evaluation

of the respective economic and political contexts, as well as the underlying processes
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that induced changes to the EU’s energy policy, is needed to enable a comprehensive

comparison. Therefore, this thesis aims to answer the following research question:

How did the Russian annexation of Crimea and the invasion of Ukraine change the

European Union’s energy policy and which factors influenced this process?

In other words, this thesis aims to provide potential explanations for the different
changes in EU energy policy after 2014 and 2022, considering various contextual
factors and relevant processes, without claiming to provide a full causal attribution.
To maintain a manageable scope, two analytical foci are adopted. First, the primary
emphasis lies on the role of the European Commission in shaping the Union’s
energy policy, while also considering the influence of the European Council and
individual member states. And second, the analysis of the Union’s energy imports
concentrates on natural gas, due to its importance to the Union’s energy supply,
and, in particular, to account for the limited short-term substitutability of pipeline

gas compared to oil or coal imports' (McWilliams et al., 2023).

To answer the research question, the analysis focuses on a variety of relevant
EU policy documents, mainly from the European Commission. These are
complemented by data on energy flows and prices, public opinion surveys,

reporting of news agencies, and academic literature.

This thesis is structured as follows: First, Chapter 2 briefly summerarizes the
scholarly discourse on the implications of both shocks on EU energy policy. Chapter
3 introduces the central definitions and relevant theoretical frameworks which are
used to develop the core hypotheses. After a short description of the applied
methodology and utilized data (Chapter 4), the fifth chapter provides a

chronological review of key developments in EU energy policy —before and after

! The greater relevance of gas imports is also reflected in the central policy documents: While gas is
mentioned 75 (50) times in the 2022 REPowerEU Plan (the 2015 Energy Union Framework Strategy),
oil is only mentioned on 19 (13) occasions and coal a negligible 7 (0) times.
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the 2014 and 2022 shocks, which are also briefly summarized. This informs the
subsequent comparison of differences between the agenda and implementation of
the European Commission’s central initiatives—the Energy Union Framework
Strategy and the REPowerEU Plan. At the core of this thesis, Chapter 7 attempts to
explain the analyzed differences in three subchapters. While Chapter 7.1 briefly
contrasts the scope of the Russian aggression in 2014 and 2022, Chapter 7.2 discusses
the moderating role of the respective economic and political contexts in shaping the
EU’s policy responses. Most importantly, Chapter 7.3 examines the processes that
explain how and why the Russian invasion of Ukraine changed EU energy policy
more comprehensively than the annexation of Crimea did. The following discussion
in Chapter 8 reflects on the EU’s resulting evolution from a mainly liberal to a more
realist actor, overall geopolitical implications, consequences for carbon emissions
and the private sector, and limitations of the thesis as well as suggestions for future
research. Finally, Chapter 9 concludes by revisiting the main findings and offering

a short geopolitical outlook.

2 Status Quo of the Academic Literature

The scholarly literature discussing the effects of the 2014 and 2022 shock on the
European Union’s energy policy can be segmented into three main categories: (1)
papers examining the extent of a paradigm shift in EU energy policy —from a liberal,
market-based approach to a realist, security-centric strategy; (2) literature on the
consequences for the EU’s decarbonization trajectory and climate neutrality plans;
and (3) studies on the shocks” implications for EU institutions and their
competencies in the Union’s energy policy-making process. However, as previously
mentioned, studies explicitly comparing the 2014 and 2022 shocks and their effects

on EU energy policy, or considering the different underlying contexts, are limited.
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In one of the few dedicated comparative studies, Giuli and Oberthiir (2023)
contrast the different effects on climate policy integration. They assert that the 2022
response was guided by a higher level of coherence between energy security and
climate objectives compared to the EU’s reaction in 2014. This difference is explained
by the change in several contextual factors. Remarkably, the authors posit that the
framing of energy security in the EU discourse did not see a significant change over
time, arguing that the prominent concept of strategic autonomy had mostly been
applied to areas other than dependence on fossil fuels. However, their analysis
suggests that the material context—especially regarding energy prices—showed
substantial differences, considering stable gas prices in 2014 and extreme volatility
in gas markets after the start of the invasion. These high fossil fuel prices, combined
with a more favorable political and institutional context in 2022 (e.g.,, more
ambitious emission reduction targets compared to 2014), are used to explain why
the 2022 invasion had a stronger effect on the EU’s climate policy integration into its

external energy policy.

From a different perspective, Casier (2025) compares the implications of the
2014 and 2022 shocks for the overall power balance between the EU and Russia.
Building on the work of Katzenstein and Seybert (2018), Casier argues that Russia
experienced a fundamental shift in its capacity to exert Protean Power in 2022, which
is defined as “the agility of actors to deal with the unexpected through
improvisation and innovation as well as the capacity to generate uncertainty for
others” (Casier, 2025: 633). Casier attributes this shift to the fact that, in 2014, the
Russian Federation generated tremendous uncertainty about its intentions
regarding Ukraine, causing the EU to struggle to find an adequate response.
However, Casier argues that this uncertainty —which had paralyzed the EU
before —evaporated in the face of Russia’s overt and full-scale invasion in 2022. With
a clear consensus on Putin’s territorial ambitions, the EU was able to swiftly agree

on a common position in record time, leveraging its economic power through
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sanctions and shifting its energy policy away from dependence on Russia. Casier

describes this as “the most significant use of protean power by the EU” (2025: 646).

In their analysis of reasons for the different responses to the 2014 and 2022
shocks, Rabinovych and Pintsch (2024) suggest another explanation: the evolution
of the EU-Ukraine relationship. The authors highlight the role of path dependence
in these relations and focus on the socialization of EU representatives. Building on
insights from interviews with involved officials, Rabinovych and Pintsch show how
their participation in the EU-Ukraine association process “promoted shared
understandings and identification with Ukraine” (2024: 1241) which—in a
reinforcing feedback process—changed the cognitive and affective attitudes of these
officials in favor of support for Ukraine. Providing anecdotal evidence for this,
former EC Vice President Josep Borrell stated that just a short visit to Ukraine in
2020 made him “even more committed to do everything possible [...] to ensure that
EU support can lead to a significant improvement [...] for the prospects for peace in
the region” (Borrell, 2020). The authors conclude that this close cooperation
enhanced the EU’s ability to react to the 2022 crisis via the established networks and

mutual trust.

While the three studies above have different perspectives, they all emphasize
the importance of evaluating the underlying processes and accounting for the
distinct contextual environments that shaped the dynamics in 2014 and 2022.
Moreover, the papers assert that 2022 marked a turning point in the EU’s energy
policy. This is certainly the mainstream position in the first body of literature which
asserts that the invasion caused a paradigm shift in the EU’s overall strategy and its
energy policy. However, some argue that the policy change through REPowerEU
cannot only be traced back to the 2022 shock. They call for a more nuanced

assessment of the pre-2022 dynamics.
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For instance, Goldthau and Sitter (2014) posit that before the annexation of
Crimea, the European Commission was a largely liberal actor in an increasingly
realist world. Based on their analysis of energy-related acts of the EC between 1990
and 2012, Goldthau and Sitter argue that the Commission mostly relied on a liberal
toolbox, promoting its common market and international trade, leveraging
diplomacy and intervening only on rare occasions (e.g., to support infrastructure

projects through ad-hoc exemptions).

In contrast, Siddi and Kustova (2021) argue that the EC began to transform
into a more realist agent before 2014. They back this claim by referencing the World
Trade Organization’s (WTO) ruling that the EU’s Third Energy Package of 2009
discriminated against gas of Russian origin and was therefore inconsistent with
WTO law (WTO, 2018). Additionally, the authors contend that the 2019 Gas
Directive amendment was a clear legislative intervention that stalled the Nord
Stream 2 project and addressed the geopolitical reservations of some member states
and the EC itself. Comparing the EU’s energy relations with Russia before and after
2022, Georgiou (2024) posits that “[t]he Ukraine invasion has been a watershed
moment in EU-Russia gas relations, which has resulted in a shift in the [...] EC’s
approach towards Russia and European energy policy” (p. 47). This argument is
based on the idea that the EC shifted from using its regulatory power only for the
promotion of its Single Market to employing interventionist measures with the goal

to ensure security of supply.

Supporting this view, Goldthau and Youngs (2023) assert that “the year 2022
saw an unprecedented urgency, intensity and breadth of policy change in the area
of energy and climate action” (p. 119). The authors discuss the Commission’s
interventions, including the EU Energy Platform for the joint purchasing of natural
gas as well as the introduction of a gas price cap which was framed as a Market

Correction Mechanism (Council of the EU, 2022a). According to Goldthau and
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Youngs, both instruments demonstrated a clear departure from the EU’s liberal

stance which had prevailed in the preceding decades.

In a different vein, Schramm and Terranova (2024) assess REPowerEU
through the lens of budgetary governance. Acknowledging the EC’s swift reaction
to the 2022 crisis, the authors point out that the central fiscal vehicle of REPowerEU,
i.e., the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF), was originally introduced to fund
NextGenerationEU (NGEU), the EU’s COVID-19 response. Thus, the paper
concludes that the 2022 shock led to the repurposing of existing resources, implying

fiscal continuity.

Similarly, Heidbreder’s (2024) investigation suggests that the EU’s reaction
to the invasion could only be relatively strong because it was mostly embedded in
already established agendas, such as Fit for 55 and NGEU. According to the author,
the pressure of the exogenous shock necessitated immediate action while strongly
constraining the exploration of alternative solutions. Therefore, Heidbreder

challenges the perception that 2022 was a definitive turning point.

The second body of literature discusses the implications of the 2014 and 2022
shocks on the EU’s decarbonization strategy. For instance, Siddi (2016) argues that
the Energy Union Package had an ambivalent effect on the EU’s sustainable
trajectory because ensuring energy security and achieving climate neutrality were
considered two distinct, and potentially conflicting, objectives. While the EU
committed to the expansion of renewable energy capacity and energy efficiency
improvements, the author posits that investments in fossil fuel infrastructure and
associated partnerships were prioritized. This hindered the transformation toward

a decarbonized economy in the long run.

In contrast, Kuzemko et al. (2022) discuss how the 2022 invasion catalyzed
the sustainable transformation, showing that the EC reframed decarbonization as a

key enabler of energy independence in its REPowerEU Plan. Therefore, the authors
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contend that the 2022 shock accelerated the clean transition because the plan
increased the targets for the deployment of renewable energy sources (RES) and
energy efficiency. At the same time, they emphasize that the soaring gas prices in
2022 temporarily increased the use of lignite and hard coal for electricity generation.
This, in turn, led to higher greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. This is corroborated
by Goldthau and Youngs (2023) who discuss how CO: emissions from the global

power sector increased by 4 % in 2022.

In a more critical piece, Vezzoni (2023) points out some inconsistencies in the
REPowerEU Plan. For instance, the author discusses how even the most optimistic
expansion of solar photovoltaic (PV) capacity would only provide for around 5 % of
the EU’s final energy consumption. This expansion would create new dependencies
on raw materials and end-of-life problems due to low recycling rates. Furthermore,
Vezzoni argues that investing in large-scale infrastructure projects, e.g., for the
import of LNG, may lead to fossil fuel lock-in effects, which could hinder the clean
energy transition in the long term. Prdger et al. (2023) support this argument,
showing that Germany overshot the build-up of LNG import infrastructure, where

many projects may become stranded assets in the future.

In another study, von Homeyer et al. (2025) analyze the invasion’s impact on
EU climate policy in the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic. The authors’ key
explanation for the accelerating effect of the 2022 shock on decarbonization is that
the gas price shock united EU member states behind the joint goal to reduce
dependence on Russian fossil fuels, sidelining the historical East-West divide in EU
climate policy. However, von Homeyer et al. criticize the fact that member states

were permitted to spend up to 30 % of EU funds on fossil fuel projects.

Finally, in Wendler’s (2023) evaluation of whether REPowerEU created a
policy shift in the implementation of the European Green Deal, the author argues

that, overall, “policy stability outweighs aspects of disruption and change” (p. 352).
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He backs this claim by showing that most of the REPowerEU actions had already
been introduced in previous EU’s energy-related programs, except for the
coordinated purchase of LNG. However, as Chapter 5.2.2 will show, the EC had
already discussed LNG in 2015 “as a back-up in crisis situations when insufficient

gas is coming into Europe through the existing pipeline system” (EC, 2015b: 5).

The third and final cluster of literature discusses the shocks’ consequences
for the role of the key stakeholders in the EU’s process of energy policy-making. For
instance, Biirgin (2020) investigates how the reorganization of the EC through the
Juncker Commission altered the EU’s overall direction, with a focus on Energy
Union legislation. Drawing from various interviews with EC officials, the author
shows how the Vice Presidents and the Secretariat-General served as a filter for
initiatives of individual Commissioners, effectively increasing the EC President’s
overall discretion. According to Biirgin, this enabled a more top-down policy
steering process, as seen when the President of the European Council (EUCO),
Donald Tusk, failed to gain sufficient support for joint gas purchases in 2015 due to

resistance from some member states and the EC President.

LaBelle (2024), on the other hand, contends that the Russian invasion of
Ukraine profoundly affected the balance of power between member states and EU
institutions in energy policy. Based on a case study analysis of the evolution of the
Russian energy relationship with Germany, Poland, and the EU, the author shows
how EU member states collectively transferred some of their de jure energy
sovereignty into de facto energy solidarity. This enabled joint action through the

European Commission, e.g., in establishing the EU Energy Platform.

Finally, Genschel et al. (2023) take a similar stance by showing that while
public opinion across EU member states did directly and formally centralize power
in favor of the European Commission, it did not directly facilitate the spontaneous

coordination of predominantly national action. Thus, the authors argue that the
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invasion created a decentralized, intergovernmental alliance driven by the “cross-
national convergence of public attitudes and the general rallying around the EU

flag” (p. 353).

After providing an overview of the relevant scholarly literature, the next
chapter establishes the necessary theoretical foundation and introduces the central

hypotheses.

3 Theoretical Background & Hipotheses Development

This thesis is based on two fundamental tenets, which will be discussed below. First,
the suggestion that exogenous shocks and resulting crises enable policy
transformation by unfreezing the status quo and opening windows of change
opportunities is made. Second, it proposes that the realization and adoption of new
policies are shaped by the respective contemporary contexts and mediating
processes. This implies that the configuration of the economic and political
environment may further open or shut a window for policy change. Moreover, to
understand the effect of a shock, it is indispensable to examine the processes
through which the shock is translated into policy change. For example, the Major
Accident at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plants (NPP) in 2011 led to the
closure of all NPPs in Japan and Germany. However, countries like France initially
promised to reduce their reliance on nuclear electricity but quickly returned to it
(Broomby, 2014). This can only be explained by considering, e.g., the different
national energy mixes, political discourses, and institutional setups in these

countries.
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3.1 Definitions

First, some central terms must be introduced. In general, Policy Change can be
characterized by its magnitude and scope (Hall, 1993; Howlett & Cashore, 2009),
speed (Streeck & Thelen, 2005: 9; Baumgartner & Jones, 1993: 3), or direction (Jordan
et al., 2012: 5). The following chapter will elaborate on different models that aim to

conceptualize Policy Change.

Defining Energy Policy is challenging due to the concept’s complex nature,
which Helm (2002) describes as “both multi faceted and context-dependent”
(p-174). However, the key challenge of energy policy—regardless of its
conceptualization—is even more formidable. As portrayed by the Energy Policy
Triangle, the goals are to ensure security of supply, competitiveness, and
sustainability simultaneously (Szulecki et al., 2016). As Chapter 5.1 points out, this
triad is also embedded in the foundation of the EU’s energy policy through Article
194 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) (de Jong et al.,
2010). However, the relative importance of these three objectives can vary

significantly over time (Szulecki et al., 2016).

Therefore, Energy Policy Change is operationalized as any major shift in the
relative importance of sustainability, competitiveness, and security of supply within
a policy system, such as the European Union. To enable a more nuanced analysis,
this concept is specified into two categories. First, changes relate to the agenda-
setting, vision, and overall direction of energy policy (Princen, 2007). However,

these changes do not necessarily lead to actual transformation. The second category,

therefore, captures the actual policy implementation and realization of the proposed

changes (Sabatier & Mazmanian, 1980).2

2 Nb: While the title of this thesis mentions shifts in the EU's energy policy, the term change is used
interchangeably, with the advantage that it allows to discern changes in the political agendas and
changes in the agendas' adoption.
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Moreover, the understanding of the three goals of the Energy Policy Triangle
may also differ. For instance, Security of Supply can be defined as “the capacity of
states to have enough energy to cover their needs at any time” (Proedrou, 2025: 9).
However, this capacity is inextricably linked to the price of energy. Acknowledging
this connection, Yergin (2006) combines two of the three dimensions of the Triangle
in his definition of Energy Security as “the availability of sufficient energy supplies

at affordable prices” (p. 70).?

To describe the events of 2014 and 2022, Shocks are equated with
“significant perturbations external to the policy subsystem [...] [which] include
changes in socioeconomic conditions, regime change, outputs from other
subsystems, or disaster” (Sabatier & Weible, 2007: 198-199). If a shock persists and
becomes significant enough, it is often referred to as a crisis (Grossman, 2013: 6-7).
However, the threshold for reframing a shock as a crisis is arbitrary. Gamble (2009)
argues that “a crisis is not a natural event, but a social event, and therefore is always
socially constructed and highly political” (p. 38). Following Hermann’'s (1969)
conceptualization, crisis usually manifest unexpectedly and require swift action
because they threaten the core objectives of decision-makers (Diick & Stahl, 2025).
In this way, crises are “testing existing paradigms, policies, institutional roles and

rules” (Laffan, 2016: 916).

Finally, this thesis defines a change Mediator as any factor that transfers the
effect of an exogenous event, shock, or crisis into policy change. This chain of effects

is then referred to as a traceable process (Blatter et al., 2018: 250-253).

3 Consequently, the events of 2014 and 2022 may be referred to as both shocks and crises in the
following.
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3.2 Theories of Policy Change and Change Management

To explain how the events of 2014 and 2022, along with their consequences, affected
EU energy policy, this thesis draws on theoretical literature from the realm of the
Political Science, as well as a prominent Change Management model from Harvard

Business School.

3.2.1 Policy Change in the Political Sciences

In Political Science, several models describe the policy process and policy change.
In a seminal work, Pierson (2000) argues that the political arena is highly path
dependent, i.e., exhibiting increasing returns along a selected path. The author
contends that, once a certain path is selected, the cost of switching increases with
each step, thereby increasing the likelihood of further development along the initial
path. Inter alia, he bases this central claim on the change-resistant nature of formal
institutions and the short-term orientation of political actors, concluding that major
political development depends on the occurrence of critical moments or junctures.
The concept of these Critical Junctures is further developed by Capoccia and
Kelemen (2007), who understand them as short periods of time during which
structural constraints on political actors are significantly relaxed. In line with the
first tenet, this broader range of feasible options creates an opportunity for policy
change, which in turn triggers subsequent path-dependent processes. However, the
authors underline that critical junctures do not necessarily lead to fundamental
change. Rather, the status quo prior to the critical juncture may also be maintained
or restored. Finally, Capoccia and Kelemen conclude that the outcome of a critical
juncture is contingent on the spatial and temporal environment—thus supporting

the second tenet of this work.

Overall, there are three other major conceptualizations of policy change: the
Punctuated-Equilibrium Theory (PET), the Multiple Streams approach (MS), and the

Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF). Although all three theories aim to provide
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causal explanations of policy change, they apply different perspectives and

analytical lenses (Real-Dato, 2009).

Closely connected to Pierson’s (2000) concept of Path Dependency, Punctuated-
Equilibrium Theory (Baumgartner & Jones, 1993) assumes that the policy process is
described by long periods of slow, incremental change which are punctuated by
short periods of major change. PET strives to explain both agenda-setting and policy
adoption by analyzing changes in interest mobilization, policy image, and
institutional arrangements (Sabatier & Weible, 2007). PET ultimately posits that
policy change is only possible when change proponents successfully redefine the
current policy image and gain sufficient support from actors outside of the policy
subsystem. If the resulting positive feedback process outweighs negative feedback
processes, which tend to uphold the status quo, then major change is possible. The
enabling role of punctuation makes PET a suitable framework for the analysis of

shock-induced policy change.

While the Multiple Streams approach (Kingdon, 1995) was later adapted to
also account for policy adoption, it was initially focused only on the agenda-setting
process (Real-Dato, 2009). Essentially, the framework hinges on the interplay of
three independent streams: problems, policy alternatives, and the macro-political
context. This coupling, in turn, hinges on the opening of a window of opportunity
for policymakers to promote their preferred solutions (e.g., through an exogenous
shock) and on their ability to exploit such opportunities under conditions of high
ambiguity. The MS approach posits that policymakers who manage to link their
suggested solutions to a salient problem in accordance with the overall political

context successfully couple the streams, thereby enabling policy change.

Finally, the Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier, 1987, 1988; Sabatier &
Jenkins-Smith, 1993) seeks to explain changes that occur over longer timeframes—

usually more than a decade. This theory builds on the proposition that policies
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mirror the beliefs of those involved and traces policy change back to changes in the
underlying beliefs. By distinguishing basic core beliefs, policy core beliefs, and
secondary aspects, the ACF posits that only the latter are receptive to incoming
information, implying limits to cognitive policy change through learning. Therefore,
major policy change affecting policy core beliefs is only possible through the
formation of strong advocacy coalitions in the face of major disruptions to a system

or its external environment (Real Dato, 2009).

In summary, the three overarching theories all explore causal mechanisms
of policy change, but they suggest different boundary conditions for it to materialize
out of a certain environmental change. This analysis mainly draws on PET and MS,
since the long-term orientation of ACF makes it less suited to investigate policy

change induced by sudden shocks or crises.

3.2.2 Leading Change —The 8-Step Process of Kotter (1995)

Originally conceived to describe transformation processes in a corporate context,
the 8-Step Process for Leading Change of Harvard Business School Professor John P.
Kotter (1995) provides fertile ground for the analysis of any greater change process.
As the Konosuke Matsushita Professor of Leadership, Kotter discussed how and
why many companies struggled to introduce change successfully in order to
compete in an ever-changing market environment. Chapter 7.3.3 applies Kotter’s
framework to compare the European Commission’s management of change
processes after 2014 and 2022. Here, the 8-Step Process is briefly introduced and

adapted to the political arena.

The first step in the stylized change process is about establishing a sense of
urgency. In environments where the need for change is not apparent, change leaders
will draw attention to major opportunities or potential crises. This is crucial because
large systems, such as corporations and supranational organizations like the EU,

often have tremendous inertia that favors maintaining the status quo. Therefore,
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persuading key stakeholders that business as usual is not an option is crucial for

initiating major transformations.

Kotter’s second step is to form a powerful guiding coalition. Even if the
head of the system is firmly committed to drive the transformation, meaningful
change will only occur if all major change agents are on board. In the context of the
EU, this implies that the Commission must act unequivocally and ensure a
consensus among EU institutions and member states to prevent that the effort from

stalling or halting early on.

Once the coalition is established, the third and fourth steps focus on creating
and communicating a clear vision. This is crucial for clarifying the direction of the
change. According to Kotter, this vision should extend far into the future yet be
relatively easy to communicate. In a political context, the vision must appeal not
only to politicians but also to their constituents. Without a vision, “transformation
effort can easily dissolve into a list of confusing and incompatible projects that can
take the organization in the wrong direction or nowhere at all” (p. 63). Once the
vision is established, it must be communicated to all relevant stakeholders through
all possible channels to generate maximum buy-in. During this phase, it is of the

utmost importance to frame the change vision in line with the desired outcome.

The fifth step is to empower broad-based action by removing obstacles to
the new vision. These obstacles may lie within the organizational structure, among
reluctant individuals, or in mental barriers impeding change. In the context of the
EU, barriers may arise from, e.g., regulatory frameworks, the distribution of

competencies among EU institutions, or resistance from member states.

Since complex transformations take time, Kotter underlines the importance
of generating short-term wins and consolidating improvements in his steps six and
seven. Visible progress is essential to maintaining the drive for change and the

initiative’s legitimacy, as well as keeping the urgency level high. This is particularly
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important in the political arena of the EU, where a favorable assessment of the
transformation’s success among constituents is a key objective of change leaders.
However, Kotter cautions that “[w]hile celebrating a win is fine, declaring the war
won can be catastrophic” (p. 66), as this can diminish momentum. Therefore, it is
crucial to leverage the credibility gained through short-term wins to tackle even

bigger problems.

Finally, the eighth and last step is to institutionalize the new approaches.
Overall, policy transformation can only succeed in the long run if it becomes
embedded in the system’s norms and culture. Once deeply rooted, a radical change
vision becomes the new normal. Organizational structures and processes are adapted

to the regulatory frameworks, and the reforms stabilize.

While Kotter emphasizes that all steps are vital for the transformation’s
success, he contends that “the problems [often] start early in the process: the
urgency level is not intense enough, the guiding coalition is not powerful enough,

and the vision is not clear enough” (p. 66).

3.3 Main Hypotheses

Drawing from Punctuated-Equilibrium Theory as well as Capoccia and Kelemen
(2007), the first hypothesis contends that the Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014
and the invasion of Ukraine in 2022 represented critical junctures for the European
Union’s policy. By disrupting the respective equilibria and periods of relative
stability and path dependency, it is assumed that the crises opened a window for
changing the EU’s energy policy (H1). However, it is also posited that the 2014 shock
was only a minor punctuation for the EU, while the 2022 events shocked the
European Union more strongly, and therefore, ceteris paribus, affecting its energy
policy more comprehensively (H2). Both hypotheses are addressed in Chapters 5.2,
5.4,7.1, and 7.3. The third hypothesis proposes that the actual outcome of the policy
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shifts after 2014 and 2022 is however strongly contingent on the respective
contextual environments and change-transferring mediators (H3). For instance, the
Multiple Streams approach suggests that differences in the policy outcomes can be
explained by comparing the configurations of the macro-political context or the
available policy alternatives. These configurations are assumed to have varied
significantly between 2014 and 2022, due to different economic and political
environments, as discussed in Chapter 7.2 (H3a). This hypothesis is also in line with
the stance of PET and Repetto (2006: 9) that the economic and political situation
determines whether change is enabled by positive feedback or obstructed by

negative feedback effects.

Regarding the mediators that translate shocks into policy changes, it is
proposed that the main effects stem from the role of energy markets, the
mobilization of public opinion, and the European Commission’s active change
management (H3b). The following processes are therefore compared for 2014 and
2022 in Chapter 7.3. The first path accounts for the shocks’ impacts on energy
markets. Thus, Chapter 7.3.1 illustrates how rising energy prices can put pressure
on policymakers by driving inflation and making constituents demand ad-hoc
responses and structural reforms. The second route captures the effect of the shocks
on the mobilization of public opinion in the EU (see 7.3.2), which might favor
support for Ukraine and urge the European Commission to distance itself from
Russia in general, particularly regarding energy supplies. The third process posits
that the shocks not only forced the Commission to act (with different intensity) but
also presented an opportunity to actively steer the policy change at the EC’s
discretion, e.g., by framing the shocks accordingly in relevant communications or

proposing and enforcing regulatory adaptations (see 7.3.3).

These mediators and processes were selected for the following three reasons.
First, MS emphasizes both the role of economic mechanisms in the problem stream,

and the influence of the public opinion in the macro-political context. Second, PET
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emphasizes the significance of the dominant policy image, which is closely related
to how policymakers frame the relevant problems. Finally, Kotter’s 8-Step Process
points out that managing the change process is a decisive determinant of any

transformation’s outcome.

4 Methodology & Data

To answer the research question and investigate the developed hypotheses, this
thesis applies a multi-method approach based on different categories of sources. The
analysis focuses on a comparative case study of the Russian annexation of Crimea
in 2014 and the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022, as well as their implications for
EU energy policy, particularly considering the Energy Union Framework Strategy
(EUFS) and REPowerEU policy documents (EC, 2015b, 2022c, 2022i). To some
extent, this presents an application of the most similar systems design of Przeworski
& Teune (1970) [in: Blatter et al., 2018: 222], as both shocks and results relate to the
same actors and policy system. However, beyond the design’s logic, the analysis

also emphasizes differences in the respective contexts of 2014 and 2022.

The applied methodology combines descriptive-comparative case analysis
with outcome-based process tracing (Blatter et al., 2018: 187, 236). Chapter 5 informs
the subsequent parts by providing context on historical events and political
developments in the EU, based on contemporary reports and various policy
documents. This builds the foundation for a direct comparison of the EUFS and
REPowerEU policies in Chapter 6, which considers different dimensions and
applies a descriptive content analysis of the two policy documents (Blatter et al.,
2018: 115-133). While this chapter examines the way the Commission framed certain

relevant aspects, it does not intend to conduct a full discourse analysis.
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After establishing the different policy outcomes, Chapter 7 examines
potential causal explanations for these differences. It is important to note that this
chapter does not claim to establish a deterministic link between the shocks and the
change in EU energy policy. Instead, it illustrates how differences in the exogenous
shocks (independent variable) might explain a different reaction and change in the
European Union’s energy policy (dependent variable). Similarly, the assessment of
the respective economic and political environments aims to uncover potential
moderating effects that amplify or constrain the shocks” impacts. Finally, the
rigorous process-tracing of relevant mediators that are likely to transport the shocks’
effects is instrumental in reconstructing how EU energy policy was changed. This
process is based on, e.g., the application of Kotter’s renowned framework of Change
Management framework (1995), which allows one to carefully trace the different

steps of the change process.

Overall, this thesis draws from a variety of sources. Yet, the emphasis clearly
is on policy documents, such as EU regulations, directives, proposals for such laws
or progress reports. Overall, a total of 55 such policy documents are referred to, 42
of which are from the European Commission —spanning nearly two decades. These
documents were selected using purposive sampling method (Bryman, 2016: 408),
considering their relevance and capacity to answer the research question. However,
the core analysis mainly concentrates on the 2015 Energy Union Framework
Strategy (EC, 2015b) and the 2022 REPowerEU Introduction and Plan (EC, 2022c,
2022i). The focus on the latter documents is evident, as these presented the European
Commission’s explicit policy reaction to the Russian invasion of Ukraine. The 2015
EUFS was selected for the following three reasons. First, it was published less than
a year after the annexation of Crimea and —despite the policy’s cautious wording —
it can only be interpreted under this context. Second, its holistic nature makes it
more comparable to REPowerEU than the narrow scope of the 2014 European

Energy Security Strategy (EESS) (EC, 2014). Third, the EUFS was created by the
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newly elected Juncker Commission, presented as one of its top ten priorities and
defined the EU’s energy policy for subsequent years. In comparison, the EESS’

significance was rather limited and temporary.

To assess the implementation of both policies, the EC’s Reports on the State of
the Energy Union were consulted. Reports from 2015 to 2019 served to examine the
progress of the EUFS achieved under the Juncker Commission, whereas the
respective documents from 2022 to 2025 were used to examine the implementation
of REPowerEU. The 2020 and 2021 versions were excluded to avoid interference

with COVID-19 effects.

Chapter 7 assessed the impacts of the shocks on energy prices based on the
EC’s Quarterly Reports on European Energy Markets, complemented by additional
documents from the International Energy Agency (IEA) and Eurostat. To account
for the opinions of EU citizens, several Standard, Special and Flash Eurobarometer
reports were investigated, mainly focusing on the recurring editions about public
opinion in the EU, opinions about the EU’s priorities, and the Union’s response to
the war in Ukraine since 2022. Chapter 8 briefly discusses potential biases of using
EC reports to assess the implementation of the Commission’s own agenda or public
opinion surveys published by the EC. Throughout the thesis, scholarly literature
was integrated which covered, e.g., econometric analyses of European energy
markets (Henderson, 2024; Ruhnau et al., 2023) or assessments of the EC’s strategy
through the political science lens (Giuli & Oberthiir, 2023; Siddi, 2016). Finally,
historical developments and recent events are described using reporting from

reputable news outlets, primarily Reuters.
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5 Review of EU Energy Policy amid the Russo-
Ukrainian Conflict

This section provides an account of the evolution of the European Union’s energy
policy before, during and after the different episodes of conflict between the Russian
Federation and Ukraine. It informs the research question and the subsequent
chapters by pointing out the shocks” implications for EU energy policy, examining
changes in the focus on the three core objectives of the Energy Policy Triangle, and

briefly describing the two central shocks.

5.1 Recent EU Energy Policy before 2014

From the foundation of the European Union in 1993 to 2005, the EU’s imports of
natural gas nearly doubled, growing from 190 to nearly 380 billion cubic meters
(bcm), mainly due to economic growth and EU expansion (Eurostat, 2025a). During
this period, imports of natural gas (NG) from Russia increased by over 20 %, and
the EU was looking back on a long-standing energy relationship with the Russian
Federation (Lutz, 2024).* Therefore, the outbreak of the Russia-Ukraine gas dispute
in March 2005 was deeply disquieting for the Union, and the European Commission

acknowledged that “Europe has entered into a new energy era” (EC, 2006: 3).

Consequently, the EU established a legal foundation for a common
European energy policy in Article 194 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union, signed in December 2007 (de Jong et al., 2010). The first paragraph
clearly states the EU’s energy priorities: ensuring competitiveness through a

functioning internal energy market (e.g., by promoting network interconnection,

4 For an extensive account of European gas relations with the Soviet Union/ Russia, see, e.g.,
(Gustafson, 2020).
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ownership unbundling, and further regulation), ensuring security of supply, and
promoting energy efficiency and renewable energy (TFEU, 2009). This enabled the
Union to pursue, for instance, security of supply as an explicit goal. At the same
time, Article 194 (2) asserts each member state to independently “determine the
conditions for exploiting its energy resources, its choice between different energy
sources and the general structure of its energy supply” (TFEU, 2009).
Acknowledging its high and growing dependence on imports of fossil fuels, the EC
presented its vision of an energy policy for Europe that would address the key

challenges sustainability, competitiveness, and security of supply (EC, 2007).

Two years later, in early 2009, the gravity of the latter challenge was
underlined by the resurgence of the Russia-Ukraine gas dispute, which caused the
largest supply interruption in the European Union’s history, “creating hardship
during the coldest weather Europe has faced within a number of years” (IEA, 2009
[in: de Jong et al., 2010: 521]). At that time, over a third of the EU’s NG imports came
from Russia, 80 % of which were routed through Ukraine (Giuli & Oberthiir, 2023).
Hence, an increase in domestic production and imports from alternative sources
could not prevent curtailment in some eastern EU member states, mostly due to
insufficient interconnection and different gas standards (BBC, 2009a). Catalyzed by
the initiative of a consortium of Eurogas members and Gazprom, a political
agreement was reached in mid-January, ending the halt of gas deliveries after

almost three weeks (BBC, 2009b; de Jong et al., 2010).

With the stark image of millions of EU citizens experiencing heating fuel
shortages during the cold winter of 2005/2006, the EC subsequently prioritized the
integration of the internal energy market and the introduction of new solidarity
mechanisms for gas emergencies over diversifying its NG imports (de Jong et al.,
2010; Maltby, 2013). The EC then enacted the Third Energy Package which, inter alia,
promoted the further liberalization of the gas and power markets through the

effective ownership unbundling of production and distribution (EU, 2009a, 2009b).
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Moreover, the package led to the establishment of the Agency for the Cooperation
of Energy Regulators (ACER) and the European Networks of Transmission System
Operators (ENTSO) for electricity and gas. They were intended to serve as platforms
for the supervision of energy market regulations and system coordination,
respectively. In contrast, the Union’s continued efforts of “promoting improved
conditions for investments in international projects” (EC, 2007: 25) did not result in
the desired diversification of gas imports. For instance, the Nabucco pipeline,
envisioned to transport NG from the Caspian Sea, failed to sign any supply
agreements and was finally abandoned due to financial unfeasibility (Gloystein,
2012). Reflecting the priorities of the Commission at that time, “strengthening the
external dimension of the EU energy market” (EC, 2010: 6) ranked fifth and last in
the Energy 2020 Strategy of 2010.

Still, the EC had started to explore alternative gas import routes more
thoroughly, e.g., by promoting the smaller Trans-Adriatic Pipeline or investing into
LNG infrastructure. However, the share of Russian NG in the EU’s overall imports
remained consistenly high, at or above 30 %, until 2014—and also thereafter

(Eurostat, 2025a).

5.2 Russian Annexation of Crimea in 2014

This chapter summarizes the annexation of Crimea and its implications for EU

energy policy.

5.2.1 Timeline of Events and International Reactions

In February 2014, pro-European protests continued, leading to the Ukrainian
parliament ousting the pro-Russian President, Victor Yanukovych, in the Maidan
Revolution (Polityuk, 2014a). As a reaction, Russian President Vladimir Putin told

his trustees in Kremlin that they “must start working on returning Crimea to
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Russia” (AFP, 2015). Soon after, unidentified uniformed troops arrived on the
peninsula (S. Walker et al., 2014). On February 27, 2014, further unmarked armed
men seized the Crimean parliament building in Simferopol, installing a member of
the Russian Unity Party as prime minister (Prentice, 2014). Two days later, the
Russian action was formalized by the Duma asking President Putin to “stabilize the
situation in Crimea and use all available means to protect the people of Crimea from

tyranny and violence” (Reuters, 2014a).

According to Kyiv's Ambassador to the United Nations, over 15,000 Russian
troops had been deployed to Crimea by March 3 (Charbonneau, 2014). Moreover,
warships of the Russian Black Sea Fleet locked in a third of the Ukrainian navy’s
ships by blocking a strategically important exit to the sea (Osborn, 2014). After an
OSCE observer mission was repeatedly denied access to the autonomous region, a
referendum deciding on Crimea’s future legal association was held on March 16
(Prodhan, 2014). However, there was no option to vote for maintaining the status
quo of Crimea as a part of Ukraine on the ballot paper (R. Balmforth, 2014). In the
end, the referendum, which took place under the presence of Russian military
forces, produced an overwhelming majority in favor of Crimea reuniting with
Russia (Reuters, 2014c). This enabled Russia’s President Putin to sign a treaty
formally annexing Crimea from Ukraine which stated that “Crimea has always been
and remains an inseparable part of Russia” (Gutterman, 2014). The following day,
after the Duma approved the treaty, Putin told the crowd gathered outside the
Kremlin that Crimea had returned to “home port” (Gutterman, 2014). This marked
the Russian Federation’s fourth territorial expansion since Transnistria in 1992 and

Abkhazia and South Ossetia in 2008 (Tsvetkova, 2014).

In the immediate aftermath of the Russian annexation of Crimea, the
reactions of the Western community were unanimous. Evidently, the Ukrainian
government itself condemned the referendum, with acting president Turchinov

calling it “a farce, a fake and a crime against the state which is organized by the
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Russian Federation’s military” (Polityuk, 2014b). In a similar vein, British Prime
Minister David Cameron said that “it is completely unacceptable for Russia to use
force to change borders, on the basis of a sham referendum held at the barrel of a
Russian gun” (Gutterman, 2014). The Secretary-General of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization also condemned the annexation and stated that “NATO allies will not
recognize it” (Gutterman, 2014). On March 16, top EU officials announced that the
Union would also not recognize the outcome of the referendum—even before the
results were revealed —and dismissed the annexation as “illegal and illegitimate”
(Reuters, 2014d). Moreover, on March 20, the European Council reiterated its
condemnation of the “illegal annexation of Crimea and Sevastopol to the Russian
Federation” (EUCO, 2014: 2) and acknowledged the Union’s important role in
maintaining peace and stability in Europe. However, the EU’s response was
perceived as relatively weak as it only included additional travel-bans and asset
freezes against trustees of Putin, not more impactful financial or trade sanctions,
due to a lacking consensus among member states (Baker, 2014). One EU diplomat
aptly summarized that “even if we never recognize Crimea, I guess Crimea has been

digested by Russia” (Baker, 2014).

Overall, the annexation of Crimea in 2014 can be perceived as a medium-

sized punctuation in the sense of the Punctuated-Equilibrium Theory.

5.2.2 Implications for EU Energy Policy

Although the Russian Federation did not stop or reduce its gas exports to Europe
during or shortly after the annexation of Crimea, the Russian aggression raised
serious concerns about its status as a reliable energy supplier for the European
Union (Siddi & Kustova, 2021). Therefore, in May 2014, the European Commission
launched a new European Energy Security Strategy, followed by its Framework Strategy
for a Resilient Energy Union in February 2015 (Siddi, 2018: 252).
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In “an unprecedentedly geopolitical tone” (Youngs, 2014: 5), the EESS
acknowledged that “the EU remains vulnerable to external energy shocks” (EC,
2014: 2). On the one hand, the EU had improved its overall capacity to react to an
abrupt gas shortage after the 2006 and 2009 disruptions (Godzimirski & Nowak,
2018: 233). This is corroborated by simulations of the European gas network
(Rodriguez-Gomez et al., 2016). On the other hand, the results of stress tests by
ACER showed that an interruption of Russian NG deliveries would still
significantly impact on European consumers and businesses (Szulecki, 2018b: 2).
Consequently, the Commission prioritized immediate actions to increase short-term
resilience and solidarity mechanisms for potential emergencies—these two points
topped the EESS’" agenda. In contrast, “diversifying external supplies [...] and
speaking with one voice in external energy policy” (EC, 2014: 3) ranged at the
bottom of the action list. This reflects the DNA of EU energy policy, as the
sovereignty of member states over their energy policy is enshrined in TFEU Article
194. In line with its liberal stance (Goldthau & Sitter, 2014), the Commission
cautiously mentioned that “voluntary demand aggregation mechanisms that could
increase the bargaining power of European buyers could be assessed” (EC, 2014:

19).

This was the EC’s reaction to an initiative led by the former President of the
European Council, Donald Tusk, who actively pushed for more unity and joint
action in EU energy policy, and conceived the idea of a European Energy Union
(Szulecki, 2018a: 3; Tusk, 2014b). In the Financial Times article A United Europe Can
End Russia’s Energy Stranglehold, Tusk had outlined his vision in six pillars. The first
one proposed joint negotiation of energy supply contracts, as Tusk asserted that the
EU should “confront Russia’s monopolistic position with a single European body”
(Tusk, 2014b). Moreover, he suggested to reduce the EU’s overall dependence on
imported fossil fuels by maximizing domestic reserves —which was later perceived

as a move to protect Poland’s coal industry (Biirgin, 2020). Overall, Tusk
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emphasized that ensuring a secure supply was the primary concern of his Energy
Union vision, explicitly diminishing the importance of climate and other issues

(Tusk, 2014a).

After Jean-Claude Juncker took over as new President of the European
Commission in November 2014, the EC published its Framework Strategy for a
Resilient Energy Union with a Forward-Looking Climate Change Policy in February 2015
(EC, 2015b). The Energy Union Framework Strategy consisted of five different
dimensions, with “energy security, solidarity and trust” (EC, 2015b: 4) mentioned
first. While the EUFS reiterated the stance of the EESS on the Union’s exposure to
external energy shocks, it had a different focus than Tusk’s proposal, asserting that
“[tlhe key drivers of energy security are the completion of the internal energy
market and more efficient energy consumption” (EC, 2015b: 4). At the same time,
the EC underlined the importance of diversifying energy suppliers, sources and
routes. Therefore, it pledged to promote the Southern Gas Corridor for importing of
Azerbaijani gas. Paving the way for the large-scale imports of LNG from the US and
other countries, the EC announced a dedicated strategy for 2016 (EC, 2016b).
However, while the EC acknowledged that major petrostates used energy policy to
achieve foreign policy goals and recognized the value of a joint European energy
policy, Tusk’s central suggestion of a joint gas purchasing authority was attenuated
by the Commission due to reservations among certain member states, such as
Germany, interference of the gas lobby, and concerns about compliance with WTO
and EU competition rules (Siddi, 2016). Instead, the EC announced that it would
revisit the practices concerning Intergovernmental Agreements (IGA) between
member states and third countries. Following the Commission’s logic, the EC’s
participation in the negotiation of energy-related IGAs would enable to “avoid
undue pressure and ensure respect of European rules” (EC, 2015b: 7). This could be
perceived as a response to Russia’s divide-and-rule strategy, in which the bilateral

negotiation of energy supply contracts effectively pitted EU member states against
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each other. This strategy had already led to an EU antitrust investigation against
Gazprom in 2011 (Maltby, 2013; Siddi, 2023: 88).

To ensure security of supply through a “fully-integrated internal energy
market” (EC, 2015b: 7), the EC relied on cross-border interconnection via
infrastructure projects within the Projects of Common Interest (PCI) framework.
Moreover, the EC pledged that “[t]he European Networks of Transmission System
Operators for Electricity and Gas [...] need to be upgraded” (EC, 2015b: 9) and
promised to strengthen the Single Market through “a significant reinforcement of
the powers and independence of ACER” (EC, 2015b: 9). Finally, the Commission
underlined the importance of improving energy efficiency by increasing the
indicative target of 27 % and making it binding. However, the EC acknowledged
that “[m]ost of the work has to be done at national, regional and local level” (EC,

2015b: 12).

Yet, during the first meeting of the European Council after the EUFS’ release,
differences in the priorities between EUCO President Tusk and other (Eastern)
European member states compared to the rest of the EU became evident, for
instance regarding energy efficiency. While the topic was not on the agenda, it was
adressed in the meeting’s conclusions after Northern and Western European
countries intervened (Biirgin, 2020). Moreover, observers noted that Tusk had
seemingly reclaimed the Energy Union agenda, shifting the focus back to security
of supply and away from the more balanced approach envisioned by the
Commission (Van Renssen, 2015). Chapter 7.2.2 discusses the impact of the dissent

between the EC and the EUCO on the progress of EU energy policy in more detail.

In conclusion, the European Commission leveraged Tusk’s proposal but
changed its focus and strongly broadened its scope. Based on existing legislation,
such as the Third Energy Package, the EC’s vision encompassed the EU’s climate
ambition and market integration targets aside the initial core concern security of

supply (Siddi, 2016). In contrast, the EUFS’s text included only one explicit mention
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of the Russian Federation, stating that “[w]hen the conditions are right, the EU will

consider reframing the energy relationship with Russia” (EC, 2015b: 7).

5.3 EU Energy Policy in Between Crises

While the EUFS established the vision of a more independent Energy Union and
greater diversification of energy supplies, the reality was quite different. In 2016, EU
countries even increased their imports of NG from the Russian Federation by over
40 % in 2016 (Eurostat, 2025a). Meanwhile, “energy security underwent a
deprioritization” (Giuli & Oberthiir, 2023: 405) and the EU’s focus shifted once more
toward market integration and decarbonization, driven by the adoption of the Paris
Agreement in December 2015 (Goldenberg, 2015). In response to the Paris
Agreement, the European Commission published its proposals for the Clean Energy
for all Europeans Package in 2016 (Proedrou, 2025: 55). Although security of supply
and diversification of (gas) imports had topped the agenda of the EUFS in 2015, the
2016 package clearly prioritized different goals, e.g., “putting energy efficiency first”
(EC, 2016c: 4) and suggesting a binding efficiency target of 30 % by 2030. The
package also aimed at “providing a fair deal for consumers” (EC, 2016c: 9),
designing a more resilient electricity market and achieving “global

leadership in renewable energies” (EC, 2016c: 7).

In the following years, the European Green Deal —announced in December
2019 —dominated EU energy policy, inextricably linking it with the Union’s struggle
against climate change and achieve climate neutrality by 2050 (EC, 2019b). In an
unprecedented boost for renewable energy, the plan was to mobilize investments
amounting to €1 trillion in the 2020s (Ekblom, 2019). When COVID-19 hit Europe,
the EU established the NextGenerationEU program to cope with the pandemic’s
fallout and allocated a total of €648 billion in loans and grants through the Recovery
and Resilience Facility (EU, 2025b). Through the Fit for 55 package, the EU specified



Tobias Tilch 33

its plans to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions by at least 55 % by 2030. The
package included, inter alia, a reform and expansion of the EU Emissions Trading
System (ETS), the introduction of a Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism to address
carbon leakage, and advances in energy efficiency and integration of renewables

(EU, 2025a).

In the wake of the Green Growth momentum, new dependencies arose —for
instance, on the supply of rare earths from China (Proedrou, 2025: 73). Meanwhile,
Russia’s state-controlled Gazprom became the single owner of major gas storage
facilities in Austria and Germany. The company operated several thousand
kilometers of pipelines and had a 20 % share of the German gas market through its
subsidiary Wingas (Sturm, 2022). While the EU continued to rely on Russia for 40 %
of its NG imports, projects like the Southern Gas Corridor were continuously
pursued to diversify but did not materially improve the EU’s NG import balance
(5iddi, 2019). Moreover, diversification through LNG was only promoted in select
member states, such as Lithuania, Poland, and France (Siddi, 2018: 258). Yet, mostly
due to lower prices for Russian pipeline gas, the overall importance of LNG

remained limited for the Union as a whole (Vatansever & Goldthau, 2025).

In contrast, the Nord Stream 2 (NS2) pipelines played a significantly greater
role in the EU’s energy policy. With an annual capacity of 55 bcm, the project has
sparked ongoing political controversy within the Union since its announcement in
2015 (Reuters, 2015). Unlike any other energy project, NS2 illustrated the division in
the EU’s external energy strategy. On the one side, some EU member states like
Poland or the Baltic states strongly opposed the project, arguing that it would
strengthen Russia’s geopolitical position while increasing the EU’s dependence.
Similarly, the U.S. under Donald Trump strongly opposed NS2, threatening to
sanction involved companies (Siddi, 2023: 95). On the other side, the main
stakeholder Germany continued to insist that NS2 was a “purely economic

enterprise” (Mello, 2024: 11) —a position which underlined the fact that the realist
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perception of energy as a tool of power and as a potential weapon had not been
dominant in the EU prior to 2022. Only after the Russian Federation effectively
terminated the Minsk agreements by recognizing the independence of the People’s
Republics of Donetsk and Luhansk, did German Chancellor Scholz halt the
certification process of NS2 on February 22, 2022 (Marsh, 2022).

Finally, while the EU’s decarbonization efforts had increased the share of
renewable energy in the overall energy mix to 17 % by 2021, the Union remained
heavily dependent on fossil fuels (Eurostat, 2023a). Hence, when Russia started to
reduce its gas exports to the EU in the second half of 2021, gas prices quickly surged,
putting pressure on energy markets (Misik, 2022). As a reaction, the Commission
presented a toolbox for action and support (EC, 2021) which included suggestions for
various short- and medium-term measures, including reduced taxes on power and
gas retail prices and a review of the wholesale electricity market design. However,
the toolbox was ineffective in mending the underlying problems and bringing down
prices, exposing European energy markets to tremendous volatility already prior to

February 2022 (Smeets & Beach, 2023).

5.4 Russian Invasion of Ukraine since 2022

Similar to Chapter 5.2, the most important developments since the start of the
Russian invasion in 2022 are presented below, followed by an account of their

implications for EU energy policy.

5.4.1 Timeline of Events and International Reactions

After a continued buildup of Russian troops and insufficient success of diplomatic
de-escalation, the Russian Federation launched a full-scale invasion of Ukraine on
February 24, 2022. The invasion included missile and air strikes, as well as ground

forces advancing from Russia, Belarus, and the annexed Crimea region (T.
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Balmforth, 2022a; Brose, 2022; Reuters, 2022). On the same day, Russian President
Vladimir Putin announced a “special military operation” (Zinets, 2022), that aimed
for the “demilitarization and denazification of Ukraine” (Zinets, 2022), prompting
Ukraine’s President Volodymyr Zelenskyy to announce martial law and order a
general mobilization (Ho, 2022). While major cities, including the capital Kyiv and
Kharkiv, were attacked, initial expectations of a swift Russian victory were refuted
when Russian units suffered from logistical problems and high losses (Reuters,
2022). By March 30, over four million Ukrainians had already left the country,
according to the UN (Hnidyi, 2022).

As Russian forces withdrew from Kyiv after failing to capture Ukraine’s
capital, they left traces of what Ukraine and Western nations condemned as war
crimes, most prominently in Bucha (Gardner, 2022). After sinking Russia’s Black Sea
flagship Moskva in April 2022, the Ukrainian army lost the strategic port city of
Mariupol to Russian forces who subsequently claimed full control over the Luhansk
province (Graff, 2024). In contrast, the Ukrainian counteroffensive which started in
September allowed Ukraine to recapture large parts of the Kharkiv region (T.
Balmforth, 2022b). As a reaction, Putin promptly announced the mobilization of
300,000 reservists and the annexion of Donetsk, Luhansk, Zaporizhzhia, and
Kherson regions. In November 2022, Russian soldiers were successfully driven out
of Kherson by Ukrainian forces, marking the last major shift in the front lines before

the war settled into a longer period of attrition (Graff, 2024).

In 2023, major events of the war included Ukraine’s defeat in the urban
combat in Bakhmut in May, a one-day insurrection led by the chief of the Wagner
mercenary group, and the start of a Ukrainian counteroffensive in the summer
(Reuters, 2023a, 2023b, 2023c). While this strategy led to the liberation of several
villages, Ukrainian gains were slower and smaller than expected. Overall, the war
in year 2023 was marked by massive bloodshed (e.g., in the battle of Avdiivka) and

stagnated movement along the front lines (Dysa, 2023).
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By February 2024, as the war entered its third year, Russia had started to
continuously gain ground on Ukrainian territory, outnumbering Ukraine’s soldiers
who increasingly struggled with a lack of weapons and ammunition supplies
(Hunder, 2024). In spite of this, President Zelenskyy signed a novel mobilization law
aiming to generate fresh manpower to replace exhausted troops (Dysa, 2024). In
August, Ukraine conducted a cross-border counterattack, capturing several villages
and over a thousand square kilometers of territory in Russia’s Kursk region. By
November, Ukraine still controlled about 800 square kilometers and Russia did not
eject the last foreign forces from its territory until March 2025. Having forced nearly
200,000 Russian civilians to flee their homes, President Zelenskyy stated on
February 6, 2025, that the operation successfully “brought the war home for

Russians so that they might feel just what war is” (Trevelyan, 2025).

In 2025, diplomatic efforts to restore peace, such as the meeting between
Presidents Trump and Putin in Alaska, did not produce any major breakthroughs.
Meanwhile, Russian forces were on a slow but steady ascendancy in Ukraine,
continuing and intensifying their hybrid warfare through missiles and drones
targeted at Ukrainian energy infrastructure in a repeated attempt to cause power
outages—with the ultimate goal to break the population’s morale during the 2025/26
winter (Peleschuk, 2025; Smith, 2025). To date, the most recent U.S.-led attempts to

end the war have been inconclusive (Slattery, 2026).

While the EU had already enacted sanctions as a reaction to the Russian
Federation officially recognizing the independence of the Donetsk and Luhansk
People’s Republics, the bloc’s response to the invasion on February 24, 2022, was
fast and far-reaching (Emmott, 2022a). The EU’s sanctions were targeted at Russia’s
financial, energy and transport sector and imposed export controls, while adding
President Putin and Foreign Minister Lavrov to the list of sanctioned individuals
(Baczynska, 2022). Moreover, the EU and its transatlantic allies banned several

Russian banks from the SWIFT international payment system, and the NATO
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activated its defense plans (Emmott, 2022b; Holland, 2022). On March 2, 2022, the
United Nations General Assembly condemned the Russian invasion of Ukraine with
a majority of 141 votes (Pamuk, 2022). In an unprecedented move, EC President
Ursula von der Leyen promised that the EU would spend €450 million on weapons
for Ukraine through the European Peace Facility (Siebold, 2022). Four months after
the invasion began, the EU granted Ukraine and Moldova a candidate status to join

the EU (Polityuk, 2022).

Until November 2025, the EC reported that the EU had provided Ukraine
with a total of €187.3 billion in support, including €66 billion in military assistance
(EC, 2025m). As a consequence of the Russian invasion, Finland and Sweden joined
the NATO in 2023 and 2024, respectively, ending long periods of military neutrality
(Kauranen, 2023; Reuters, 2024). Additionally, NATO’s commitment in June 2025 to
increase military spending to 5 % of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) by 2035
would have been hardly conceivable without the Russian aggression which caused
a profound Zeitenwende in the defense policies of EU member states (Diick & Stahl,

2025; Gray, 2025; Mello, 2024).

Overall, the Russian invasion of Ukraine can be seen as a critical juncture
that strongly impacts the EU and its PET. Finally, it also had a profound impact on

energy policy of the European Union, which will be discussed next.
5.4.2 Implications for EU Energy Policy

The Russian invasion of Ukraine caused energy prices in the European Union to
reach unprecedented highs (Henderson, 2024). While the EU imposed sanctions on
imports of oil and coal from Russia and swiftly diversified its supply of these fuels,
the exports of Russian natural gas to Europe decreased from over 150 becm in 2021
to 84 bem in 2022 (Eurostat, 2025a; McWilliams et al., 2023). This was the result of
several factors: Russian supply cuts under the pretext of maintenance work on the

Nord Stream 1 pipelines, mutual sanctions on the operators of the Yamal pipeline,
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and the unwillingness of many EU countries to adhere to the Russian demand to

settle their gas obligations in rubles (Henderson, 2024).

To align its energy policy response to the Russian invasion, the European
Commission first presented its strategy in a communication from March 8, 2022,
which discussed immediate emergency measures and introduced the REPowerEU
initiative (EC, 2022c). Acknowledging that “[v]ery high energy prices are hurting
the economy” (EC, 2022c: 2), the EC pointed towards EU state aid rules for short-
term relief and additional financing through higher ETS revenues or the temporary
taxation of windfall profits. To end its dependence on Russian fossil fuels, the
Commission suggested a dual approach, consisting of diversifying gas supply and
reducing overall reliance on fossil fuel (EC, 2022c). Moreover, the Commission
proposed a mandatory gas storage filling target of 80 % to be reached by all member
states by November 1, 2022 (EC, 2022d). This proposal, including an even higher
target of 90 % for the subsequent year, was adopted by a regulation in June 2022
(EU, 2022). Complementarily, a Council Regulation then urged EU member states
to voluntarily reduce their gas consumption by 15 % between August 2022 and
March 2023 —compared to the average of the five previous years (Council of the EU,
2022c). However, the Council maintained the right to issue a Union alert that would

make the demand reduction mandatory.

In May 2022, the more detailed REPowerEU Plan was published which
clearly formulated the core of the EC’s strategy as “rapidly reducing [...]
dependence on Russian fossil fuels” (EC, 2022i: 1). To accomplish this, the plan
defined a triad of actions: saving energy, diversifying energy sources and
substituting fossil fuels with renewable energy—all facilitated through smart

investment.

Motivating the first set of actions, the Commission contended that energy

“[s]avings are the quickest and cheapest way to address the [...] energy crisis” (EC,
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2022i: 3). Consequently, the EC suggested to increase the Energy Efficiency
Directive’s binding target from nine percent to 13 % (Wendler, 2023). Underlining
the importance of behavioral changes, the EC and the IEA jointly launched a
campaign which communicated actionable steps to reduce energy usage (EC & IEA,
2022). Lastly, the Commission urged the European Parliament (EP) and the EUCO
to “enable additional savings and energy efficiency gains in buildings through the

Energy Performance of Buildings Directive” (EC, 2022i: 3).

In line with the Commission’s second objective to diversify energy imports,
the “EU Energy Platform for the voluntary common purchase of gas, LNG and
hydrogen” (EC, 2022i: 4) had already been established by April 2022. According to
the REPowerEU Plan, the three key functions of the platform were the aggregation
of demand, more efficient infrastructure usage and international outreach for long-
term cooperation. The underlying core rationale of the EC was “to prevent EU
member states from outbidding each other” (EC, 2025k) by increasing transparency
and leveraging the weight of the Single Market to increase competition among
suppliers. To achieve this, the development of a voluntary “/joint purchasing
mechanism’ responsible for negotiating and contracting on behalf of participating
Member States” (EC, 2022i: 4) was discussed. However, when the mechanism was
established in 2023 under the name AggregateEU, its function was reduced to
demand-pooling and match-making—with purchasing and contracting explicitly
taking place outside of the platform (EC, 2025h). Nevertheless, member states were
required to enter at least 15 % of their storage filling target into the aggregation

process (Council of the EU, 2022b).

Building on the trajectory of the European Green Deal and the institutional
foundations of Fit for 55, the third REPowerEU pillar focuses on the impact of
accelerating the clean energy transition to phase out of Russian fossil fuels.
Therefore, the EC proposed to increase the target share of renewable energy to 45 %

by 2030, constituting an increase of five percentage points compared to Fit for 55
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(EC, 2022i). To reach this goal, the jointly presented EU Solar Energy Strategy (EC,
2022h) outlines how to install new solar PV capacity amounting to over 300
Gigawatt (GW) by 2025, complemented by the European Solar Rooftop Initiative (EC,
2022i). Moreover, the EC prioritized expanding electricity generation capacity,
particularly from offshore wind, and increasing the deployment of heat pumps. The
EC pledged to support innovation through the Important Projects of Common
European Interest (IPCEI) framework (EC, 2022i). Aside from the promise to scale-up
the sustainable production of biomethane to 35 bcm by 2030, the Commission put a
dedicated focus on developing a European hydrogen economy, asserting that
“[r]lenewable hydrogen will be key to replace natural gas, coal and oil in hard-to-
decarbonise industries and transport” (EC, 2022i: 7). Therefore, the EC set out the
goal of producing 10 million tons of domestic hydrogen production and importing
an equivalent amount by 2030. Acknowledging the need for the corresponding
infrastructure and industry standards, the Commission provided additional
regulatory guidance through two Delegated Acts and vowed to mobilize funds from
different fiscal sources (EC, 2025c¢). To accelerate the clean transition further, the EC
recommended to streamline and speed up permitting processes, e.g., through the
designation of so-called ‘go-to” areas for RES projects. Overall, as Chapters 6.1 and
7.3.3 will show, the EC presented the clean energy transition as the pathway to
achieve both, enhanced energy security through independence from Russia and the

EU’s ambitious climate goals.

Following the EC’s analysis, the REPowerEU Plan added up to a total
investment of €210 billion —on top of the funds needed for the Fit for 55 package. At
the same time, the Commission contended that “[sJuch investment will pay off” (EC,
2022i: 12) and argued that the joint implementation of REPowerEU and Fit for 55
together would yield a combined total of €93.7 billion per year by 2030, from savings
in import expenditures for gas (€80 billion), oil (€12 billion) and coal (€1.7 billion).

The EC also expected investments of €29 billion in the power sector, €10 billion in
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LNG and pipeline infrastructure, and up to €2 billion for switching from Urals crude
oil to other oil grades by 2030. To finance these investments, the European
Commission intended to leverage €225 billion through loans under the Recovery
and Resilience Facility established as part of the NextGenerationEU program.
Additional funding should be generated through the auctioning of additional EU
ETS allowances and the transfer of resources from other vehicles, e.g., cohesion
policy funds. The EC announced a new budget of €800 million for PCI projects under
the Connecting Europe Facility for Energy, calling for compliance with state aid
rules —except through the Temporary Crisis Framework —and encouraged member
states to implement tax incentives to save energy and reduce fossil fuel usage. Also,
the InvestEU Program aims to mobilize private finance to achieve the REPowerEU

targets.

Finally, the EC emphasized the importance of predictable conditions for
private investments by asking member states to update their National Energy and
Climate Plans and providing further guidance on them. Focusing on national
implementation, the EC invited the member states to include a chapter on how they
will achieve the REPowerEU’s objectives plan into their national Recovery and
Resilience Plans. This was supposed to “ensure complementarity between measures
funded under the RRF and actions supported via other national or EU funds” (EC,
2022i: 16), for instance, this would apply to a cross-border interconnector project

supported by the Connecting Europe Facility.

In conclusion, the Russian invasion and the REPowerEU response have
profoundly changed the European Union’s energy policy. Meanwhile the
Commission’s focus on the three objectives of the Energy Policy Triangle has shifted

multiple times in the wake of the Russo-Ukrainian conflict.
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6 Policy Comparison: Energy Union Framework

Strategy & REPowerEU

After introducing the central developments of EU energy policy over the past two
decades, this chapter provides a dedicated comparison of the European
Commission’s reactions to the 2014 and 2022 shocks in two steps. First, Chapter 6.1
analyzes differences between the EC’s agendas as stated in the Energy Union
Framework Strategy and the REPowerEU Plan. Then, Chapter 6.2 critically
compares the degree to which both policies” agendas were implemented after their

announcements.

6.1 Agenda-Setting

The following comparison of the agendas of EUFS and REPowerEU focuses on core
objectives, rationales for change, short- versus long-term orientation, specificity of
the proposed actions, overall structure, and differences in prioritized energy policy

dimensions.

REPowerEU was an explicit reaction to the Russian invasion of Ukraine;
however, the Energy Union Framework Strategy did not directly mention the
Russian aggression in 2014 as the trigger for its publication. This is reflected in the
core objectives which are communicated in the respective documents. The
Commission’s plan of May 2022 stated that “REPowerEU is about rapidly reducing
our dependence on Russian fossil fuels by fast forwarding the clean transition and
joining forces to achieve a more resilient energy system and a true Energy Union”
(EC, 2022i: 1). In contrast, the EUFS begins by stating that “[t]he goal of a resilient
Energy Union with an ambitious climate policy at its core is to give EU consumers —

households and businesses—secure, sustainable, competitive and affordable
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energy” (EC, 2015b: 1). Though the latter objective conveys more balance and
moderation, the EUFS was also motivated by the Russian annexation of Crimea, as

pointed out below.

A more detailed comparison of the REPEU and EUFS reveals the different
rationales for policy change provided by the European Commission clearly stand
out. On the one hand, the EUFS based the need for an Energy Union on a variety of
different factors. These include regulatory fragmentation, insufficient network
interconnection, the Union’s high costs for energy imports, and uncompetitive
energy prices for the industry compared to other countries, such as the US.
Additionally, the Commission emphasized the Union’s vulnerability to external
energy shocks in general but avoided addressing Russia directly, e.g., when stating
that “[s]Jix Member States depend on a single external supplier for their entire gas
imports” (EC, 2015b: 2). On the other hand, the REPowerEU Plan opened with the
claim that “Russia’s unprovoked and unjustified military aggression against
Ukraine, has massively disrupted the world’s energy system” (EC, 2022i: 1) while
the EU’s “[h]igh amounts paid for Russia’s fossil fuels are helping Russia sustain its
war against Ukraine” (EC, 2022i: 1). Implying that this cannot continue, the
Commission also justified the need for change with the lacking reliability of Russian
energy supplies. Finally, building on a Eurobarometer report of May 2022 (see 7.3.2),
the EC argued that “[t]he public expects the EU and its Member States [...] to reduce
our dependence on Russian fossil fuels” (EC, 2022i: 2). In contrast, the EUFS only
demanded to reduce dependence on individual suppliers in general, without

explicitly referencing to Russia.

There are further important distinctions between the two agendas, such as
the different emphases that are placed on the short- and long-term orientation of
policy change as well as the specificity of the proposed actions. REPEU advocated
for a fundamental and general overhaul of EU energy policy in the long run and

complemented this overarching vision with actionable deliverables and
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intermediate targets to be achieved in the short to medium term. For instance,
Annex 1 of the REPEU Plan specified concrete amounts of gas to be saved by
increasing energy efficiency, diversifying fuels, and promoting renewables (EC,
2022k). Additionally, the REPEU Plan was announced alongside several
accompanying policy papers, e.g., the EU Solar Strategy, which in turn defined
tangible goals, such as 320 GW of Solar PV capacity by 2025 (EC, 2022h). This
presented a clear departure from the nature of the Energy Union Package in at least
two ways. First, the EUFS suggested a far-reaching reform of EU energy policy from
a structural and long-term perspective but did not translate the envisioned changes
into tangible transformation goals in the short run. Notably, the fifteen action points
of the EUFS merely provided a summary of the Commission’s overall priorities for
future EU energy policy (EC, 2015b: 19-21). Second, the “Roadmap for the Energy
Union” (EC, 2015c) did not include deliverables nearly as granular as those in the
REPEU’s annex. Instead, it only outlined the legislative proposals, communications,
and initiatives on which the Commission intended to focus on in 2015 and the

subsequent years.

Examining the overall structure and focal dimensions of REPEU and EUFS
uncovers further divergence between the two policies. The Energy Union
Framework Strategy had five pillars: energy security and solidarity, market
integration, energy efficiency, decarbonization of the economy, and technology and
innovation (EC, 2015b: 4). In contrast, as mentioned in Chapter 5.4.2, the
REPowerEU Plan differentiates between actions to promote energy savings,
diversification of supply, and the replacement of fossil fuels with renewable
energy —enabled by smart investment and reforms (EC, 2022i: 1). Although there is
an evident overlap between the dimensions of EUFS and REPEU, their relative

importance differs from each other, as the following examples illustrate.

First, while energy security was an important dimension of the EUFS, it is

now the cornerstone of the REPowerEU Plan, permeating all its components. All
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actions proposed by the REPowerEU are evaluated based on their ability to reduce

dependence on Russian natural gas and ultimately increase security of supply.

Second, the REPowerEU Plan advocates for diversification and collective
European action more rigorously than the EUFS did. While the Commission had
already acknowledged in 2015 that “diversification of energy sources, suppliers and
routes is crucial for ensuring secure and resilient energy supplies” (EC, 2015b: 4),
corresponding projects, such as the Southern Gas Corridor, did not match with the
ambition of the political agenda. In contrast, REPEU promotes diversification more
vigorously, e.g., by making the documentation of tangible diversification efforts a
condition for releasing RRF funding to member states. Similarly, the EC’s previous
reluctance to promote the joint natural gas procurement gave way to the proposal
of an “EU Energy Platform for the voluntary common purchase of gas, LNG and
hydrogen” (EC, 2022i: 4). Through this initiative, the Commission furthered its
ambition, first expressed in 2015, “to improve its ability to project its weight on

global energy markets” (EC, 2015b: 6).

Third, since the release of the EUFS, the political importance of alternatives
to pipeline gas has increased dramatically. For instance, hydrogen and biomethane
were not on the EC’s radar in 2015; however, both fuels are crucial pillars in the
Commission’s overall REPEU strategy. LNG, on the other hand, had already
received the EC’s attention in the EUFS and a subsequent standalone strategy (EC,
2016b). However, the fuel’s relevance to the European Union was drastically
elevated through the REPowerEU Plan, where it presented as the central vehicle to
swiftly replacing Russian pipeline gas. Consequently, the Commission pledged to
secure LNG imports from a variety of suppliers, ranging from the United States and

Qatar over Egypt and Israel to Japan and Nigeria.

Fourth, energy efficiency played a pivotal role in REPEU due to its potential

of delivering ad-hoc results by reducing energy consumption. This explains why
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energy savings topped REPEU’s agenda and why the EC proposed to further
increase the binding target defined in the Energy Efficiency Directive. In contrast,
the EUFS took a vaguer approach to energy efficiency, focusing on the long run
benefits and discussing the topic in relation to the buildings and transport sector,

e.g., through the Shift2Rail initiative (Council of the EU, 2014).

Fifth, the integration of the European internal energy market was a more
prominent feature of the EUFS than of the REPowerEU Plan. This was partly due to
the limited physical interconnection of power grids, as well as the weak positioning
of ACER and ENTSO-E/G in 2015. However, this action area was also subject to
REPEU’s agenda which continued EUFS’ legacy of supporting critical infrastructure

projects via funding under the PCI scheme.

Finally, the last central difference between the REPEU and EUFS agendas is
in the conveyed importance and role of renewable energy for the EU’s
decarbonization. While the Commission had already stated in 2015 that the EU was
“committed to becoming the world leader in renewable energy” (EC, 2015b: 15), it
did not complement this ambition with specific, tangible goals. Instead, it elaborated
on the numerous challenges that would need to be overcome. REPowerEU,
however, positioned the massive rollout of renewables as the key to reduce
dependence on (Russian) fossil fuels in the long run and defined concrete goals and
steps to reach the proposed target of a 45 % share of RES in the EU’s energy mix by
2030.

To conclude, the EUFS' title accurately reflects its nature as an overarching,
general framework (and) strateqy which aimed at long-term reforms of EU energy
policy, enabling the Union to “react to unexpected events, seize new opportunities
and anticipate and adapt to future trends” (EC, 2015b: 18). The REPowerEU Plan, in

contrast, contain both, an overall vision of a more resilient and renewable energy



Tobias Tilch 47

system in the long run, and dedicated, tangible objectives to ensure short- to

medium-term independence from Russian fossil fuels.

6.2 Policy Implementation

Having contrasted the agendas of the Energy Union Framework Strategy and the
REPowerEU Plan, this section compares the subsequent implementation of both
policies. This is challenging because the tangible REPEU goals are easier to evaluate
than EUFS’ less concrete objectives. Nevertheless, the following analysis attempts to
highlight differences in the policies” realization, focusing on the five dimensions:
diversification, joint action, energy efficiency, renewable energy and

decarbonization, as well as market integration.

First, REPowerEU’s swift and dedicated turnaround of the Union’s gas
import strategy after the Russian invasion inarguably represents one of the strongest
differences compared to the envisioned diversification of the EUFS. Overall, REPEU
dramatically rearranged the EU’s gas import balance by shrinking the share of
Russian NG in its total imports from 45 % (150 becm) in 2021 to 24 % (79 bem) in 2022
and further down to 15 % (43 bcm) in 2023 (EC, 2023c: 4). This contrasts sharply with
the Union’s actions during the EUFS era, when EU imports of Russian NG increased
by 38 %, from 115 bcm in 2014 to 159 bem in 2017 —while imports from other
partners, e.g., Norway, decreased by 20 %, from 73 bcm to 58 bcm (Eurostat, 2025a).
These numbers dwarf the significance of diversification projects of the EUFS, e.g.,
the Southern Gas Corridor. When it became operational in 2020, the Southern Gas
Corridor could transport only ten bcm of Azerbaijani gas annually to Europe,
thereby not even covering 3 % of the EU’s gas imports (Jewkes, 2020; Siddi, 2019).
In contrast, LNG played a different role under the EUFS. While LNG imports to the
EU had fallen from 87 bcm in 2011 to 47 bem in 2014, their contribution to the

Union’s total gas imports grew slowly but steadily to around 15 % by 2017 (EC,
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2015a: 7, 2018a: 11). This growth was mainly driven by the continuous expansion of
LNG import infrastructure. For instance, the Floating Storage and Regasification
Unit (FSRU) Klaipéda began operating in Lithuania in 2014, followed by the Polish
Swinoujs’cie Terminal in 2015 and another one in Dunkirk in 2017, which was able to
transmit 20 % of the gas demand by France and Belgium at that time (EC, 2016a;
Siddi, 2018: 258). Thus, certain member states acted in line with the EC’s LNG
strategy by building a technical foundation to enable diversification of supply. Still,
the overall utilization of the EU’s regasification capacity remained below 30 % until

2019 (Vatansever & Goldthau, 2025).

This changed dramatically with the Russian invasion in 2022, when LNG
became the vehicle of REPEU to substitute Russian pipeline gas in the short term.
[lustrating this trend, the utilization rate of French and Dutch LNG import
terminals surpassed 100 % of their nominal capacity in the fourth quarter of 2022
(EC, 2023b). By increasing its regasification capacity by 40 bcm, the EU became the
world’s largest importer of LNG in 2023, with a total volume of over 120 becm (Pollak
& Schubert, 2024). Compared to its overall minor role in the 2010s, LNG now made
up a substantial share of the Union’s imports, accounting for 35 % in 2022, 42 % in
2023, and 37 % in 2024 respectively (EC, 2025d). Since Norway was already
exporting natural gas to the EU at maximum output, a large part of this was covered
by the US, which provided almost half of the EU’s LNG imports in 2023 (56 bcm),
tripling its contribution to the EU’s total gas imports compared to 2021 (EC, 2023c).
Although these contracts were negotiated bilaterally between the US and individual
EU member states, this was facilitated by the Commission’s LNG supply deal with

the US in March 2022 (Blenkinsop, 2022).

Second, another area in which REPowerEU delivered more tangible results
than EUFS is joint action. As discussed in 5.2.2, the proposal of Donald Tusk to
establish a joint gas purchasing authority had been diluted by the EUFS for several

reasons. Consequently, the idea was not further pursued. Instead, the Commission
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focused on extending its competencies regarding Intergovernmental Agreements.
Previously, member states were only obliged to inform the EC about new IGAs ex
post. Based on a 2016 Commission proposal, Decision 2017/684 then provided the
EC with a mandatory ex ante control mechanism for new IGAs concerning oil and
gas (Batzella, 2021). This gave the Commission more discretion to assert EU interests
against the objectives of individual member states, illustrating a case of successful
implementation of the Energy Union Framework Strategy. The 2022 shock then
brought new impetus to common EU energy action and led to the launch of the EU
Energy Platform in April 2022 (EC, 2025k). However, the mechanism at the
platform’s heart was in the end implemented differently than the Commission
originally anticipated. Based on a Council Regulation of December 2022 (Council of
the EU, 2022b), AggregateEU was established with the task to pool gas demand from
companies within the EU and the Energy Community to ensure “sufficient and
diversified gas supplies for the winter 2023-2024” (EC, 2025h). Since April 2023,
AggregateEU has facilitated five short-term matching rounds across 25 points of
delivery (EC, 2025h). Overall, more than 115 bcm of gas demand was aggregated
and the mechanism successfully matched nearly 100 bcm of gas (EC, 2025f).
Contrary to the EC’s initial considerations, the contracts were bilaterally negotiated
and settled outside of AggregateEU. Moreover, when appraising the amount of
matched gas, the delivery period (up to five years) and the EU’s total annual gas
consumption (far more than 300 bcm in the 2020s) must be taken into consideration
(EC, 2025d). Still, the EU Energy Platform was instrumental in coordinating

infrastructure use and leveraging the EU’s economic weight by pooling demand.

Third, in the area of energy efficiency, both EUFS and REPEU largely
delivered what they promised. For instance, the 2018 amendment of the Energy
Efficiency Directive (EED) entailed an even higher target for 2030 than suggested by
the EC, mandating a 32.5 % reduction in final energy consumption compared to

2007 (EC, 2025n). Moreover, the EU met its previous 20 % target in 2020—but the
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EC itself acknowledged that this was “highly influenced by the Covid-19 pandemic”
(EC, 2025n). In contrast, the REPowerEU proposal to increase the 2030 energy
efficiency goal from 9 % to 13 % compared to 2020 did not reach a consensus; the
revised EED set a goal of 11.7 % (von Homeyer et al., 2025). The EUFS, in turn, also
promoted energy efficiency in another realm: buildings. As promised, the EC
presented a proposal to amend the Energy Performance of Buildings Directive
which was largely adopted in the 2018 revised version (EC, 2016d; EU, 2018a).
Additionally, the Commission launched the Smart Finance for Smart Buildings
initiative in 2017 (EC, 2018b). REPowerEU, for its part, also made the EU more
energy efficient in the sense of short-term energy savings. According to the EC’s
2024 State of the Energy Union report, between August 2022 and May 2024, the
Union reduced its gas demand by 18 %, exceeding the voluntary target of 15 % and
saving an equivalent amount of 138 bcm of gas (EC, 2024c). These results align with
those of Ruhnau et al. (2023), who found that the German gas consumption in the
second half of 2022 was 23 % below the temperature-adjusted baseline. Moreover,
in 2023, final energy consumption decreased by 5.4 % in the industrial and 6.1 % in
the residential sector. Correspondingly, almost 75 % of citizens surveyed across six
countries of the EU stated that they had tried to save energy by turning down the
thermostat, primarily for financial reasons (Jaeger-Erben et al., 2025). This suggests
that initiatives like the playing my part campaign by the EC and IEA may have
facilitated behavioral changes among the public. Finally, the EU’s gas storages were
filled more and earlier than mandated, reaching a level of 95 % in November 2022
and 90 % already in August 2023 and 2024 (EC, 2023e, 2024c). Hence, industry

curtailments or power outages were successfully avoided (EC, 2023e).

Fourth, when it comes to the promotion of renewable energy and
decarbonization, there are again strong differences in the degree to which REPEU
and EUFS were implemented. Released before COP 21 in Paris, the latter only

promised a revision of the Renewable Energy Directive (RED) without naming a
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specific ambition for the share of renewables in the Union’s energy mix. In its
November 2016 proposal for the revised directive, the EC maintained the 27 %
target for 2030, which had been adopted in 2014 (EC, 2017c). When RED II was
finalized in late 2018 with a RES goal of 32 %, the European Parliament’s demand
for a higher value of 35 % was largely responsible for this higher ambition
(Bocquillon & Maltby, 2020). Still, with an RES share of 22 % in 2020, the EU

surpassed the goal mandated by the preceding RED I (Eurostat, 2022).

Although the EC demonstrated greater ambition regarding decarbonization
and the rollout of renewable energy in the REPowerEU Plan, the desired target share
of 45 % RES in the energy mix could not be agreed on in the 2023 revision of the
Renewable Energy Directive. Instead, RED III set a goal of at least 42.5 % by 2030
(EC, 2025e). To reach this, the EC primarily relied on the expansion of electricity
generation capacity from solar photovoltaic and wind energy —however with
differing progress so far (EC, 2022j). Driven by the EU Solar Energy Strategy, a total
of 63 (66) GW of new PV capacity was added in 2023 (2024), respectively, leading to
an estimated overall installed capacity of 338 GW, which exceeded the 2025 goal of
320 GW (EC, 2025f). Still, the EC acknowledged that even greater efforts are needed
to reach the 2030 targets. To this end, in May 2024, the Commission published a
package of recommendations and guidance for member states on reforming the
design of RES auctions, accelerating permitting procedures and designating ‘go-to’
areas for renewables (EC, 2025f). Despite this and the EC’'s Wind Power Package
presented in October 2023, the EU’s wind capacity grew by only 15 (13) GW in 2023
(2024), adding up to a total of 231 GW (EC, 2024a, 2025f). Moreover, recent offshore
auctions in Germany which ended without receiving any bids aggravated the
concerns about reaching the REPowerEU target of 592 GW by 2030 (Alkousaa, 2025;
EC, 2022j).

Considering hydrogen, the achievement of the REPowerEU targets seems

not feasible, when considering the goal of a domestic production of 10 million tons
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of green hydrogen by 2030, which would require around 40 GW of electrolysis
capacity, compared to the current installed capacity of 0.3 GW as of 2024 and an
additional 1.8 GW currently under construction (Pacheco, 2025). These results are
the outcome of four waves of IPCEI funding for hydrogen projects which have been
approved between July 2022 and May 2024, as well as two delegated acts adopted
by the EC in June 2023 to establish regulatory clarity for the industry (EC, 2025c).
Regarding the second goal of importing 10 million tons of hydrogen by 2030, there
was incremental progress through several Memoranda of Understanding with third
countries and the promotion of a European Hydrogen Backbone (EC, 2022j; Jerzyniak,
2024). A similar trend is seen with biomethane, whose domestic production capacity
increased to 6.4 bcm in 2024, but is still far from reaching the envisioned goal of 35
bem by 2025 (EC, 2025f). In contrast, the rollout of heat pumps experienced a strong
boost, with a year-on-year growth reaching 39 % from 2021 to 2022 (EC, 2023e).
However, the deployment stagnated in 2023, with only 2.7 million new heat pumps
purchased across the EU, and decreased to 2 million in 2024 (EC, 2025f). This implies
that, starting in 2025, 6 million heat pumps must be deployed each year to achieve
the planned gas savings of 37 bcm, which requires a total force of 41.5 million heat

pumps by 2030 (EC, 2022j).

Finally, in market integration, both EUFS and REPEU have successful cases,
as well as lagging implementation in various domains. For instance, the
Commission delivered on the EUFS” promise to overcome the fragmentation caused
by national regulatory frameworks. This was achieved by, e.g., strengthening the
role of the Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators in supervising
European energy markets through a respective regulation within the Clean Energy
for All Europeans package (EU, 2019). Regarding the interconnection of European
electricity markets, the EUFS had reiterated the call that all member states must
reach a target of 10 % of the installed electricity production capacity by 2020 (EC,

2015b). However, eight member states (including Ireland and Cyprus) failed to
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reach this target (Escribano et al., 2023). REPowerEU emphasized the importance of
increasing cross-border interconnection capacity between France and Spain, for
example, neither countries have surpassed a threshold of 6 % to date (EC, 2025b). In
late April 2025, a severe power outage on the Iberian Peninsula has epitomized the
potential consequences of lacking interconnection on geographical or de facto energy
islands (Pinedo, 2025). Despite an elevated 15 % target for 2030, mandated in 2018,
eight EU member states still did not meet the 10 % goal by the beginning of 2025
(EC, 2025b). On a positive note, ENTSO-E was able to perform an emergency
synchronization of the Ukrainian and Moldovan power grids in March 2022. In
February 2025, the Baltic States also successfully joined the Continental Europe
Synchronous Area, permanently disconnecting from Belarus and Russia and
terminating the BRELL agreement (EC, 2024c, 2025l). The latter project was
supported with grants of €1.23 billion through the Connecting Europe Facility (EC,
2025]). Concerning the development of the EU’s gas network under the EUFS, the
Commission promoted strategic initiatives as Projects of Common Interest, such as
the Balticonnector, which has enabled bi-directional flows between Estonia and
Finland since early 2020, and the Gas Interconnector Poland — Lithuania which became
operational in May 2022 (EC, 2020, 2022e). The EC’s efforts ensured that by 2019 “all
Member States but one [had] access to two independent sources of gas” (EC, 2019a:
14). Under REPowerEU, further projects were supported to connect, for instance,
Poland with Slovakia and Greece with Bulgaria (EC, 2022k). From 2014 to 2019, a
total of 30 PCIs were implemented to upgrade the EU’s electricity and gas networks,
while the EC disbursed €4.5 billion to 91 PCIs that reportedly triggered total

investments of around €50 billion (EC, 2019a).

In summary, the analysis revealed several differences in the implementation
of EUFS and REPowerEU. Most notably, both agendas advocate for diversification
and common action, but these were pursued with disproportionately greater

dedication and success after the Russian invasion in 2022. The assessment is more
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ambivalent regarding energy efficiency, renewable energy and decarbonization as
well as market integration, and not all of the EC’s ambitious proposals of
REPowerEU were adopted. Moreover, despite tremendous subsidies, the capacity
build-up of renewable energy is largely behind schedule. In contrast, the short-term
energy savings achieved under REPowerEU were considerable, whereas the
interconnection of European energy markets had already been successfully

promoted.

Overall, the agenda of the Energy Union Framework Strategy was actively
pursued, even though it was less concrete and urgent. By the end of the Juncker
Commission’s term, 35 out of 48 legislative proposals had been adopted (Bassot &
Hiller, 2019). REPowerEU was not among the first von der Leyen Commission’s
initial six policy priorities, so a direct comparison is not possible at this point. But
its central objective, the rapid reduction of the Union’s dependence on fossil fuels of

Russian origin, has generally been achieved (EC, 20251).5

7 Explaining the Different Policy Outcomes

The central contribution of this thesis is to provide potential explanations for the
different changes in energy policy after 2014 and 2022. To do so, this chapter first
focuses on Hypotheses 1 and 2 by comparing the different scales of the Russian
aggression (7.1). Then, the relevant moderating effects of the economic and political
environments during both periods are presented. These effects shed light on

Hypothesis 3a (7.2). Finally, Chapter 7.3 investigates multiple processes to explain

5 Moreover, it is reasonable to expect that the REPowerEU’s gas demand reduction targets of 235 (310)
bem by 2027 (2030) will be met, given the EU’s total gas consumption decreased by 17 % between
August 2022 and January 2025. This translates to savings of 70 bcm/y (EC, 2025f).
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how the change in EU energy policy was transferred by different mediators

(Hypothesis 3b).

7.1 Comparison of the Russian Aggression in 2014 and 2022

Evidently, the Russian full-scale invasion of Ukraine which started in February 2022
was of a different magnitude than the Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014. This
section provides a more detailed assessment of the central distinctions that are

important for a better understanding of the EU’s response to both shocks.

The most notable difference is certainly the different scales of the Russian
aggression. While the 2014 interference was limited to Crimea, the 2022 attack
affected all parts of Ukraine, including the capital Kyiv. Most importantly, in 2014,
the Russian Federation intervened by supporting a limited number of separatists
and by deploying (initially) unmarked troops to the peninsula. In sharp contrast, in
2022, the Russian military started a full-scale, cross-border invasion with ground
forces—complemented by air and missile strikes. Consequently, the duration and
resulting casualties also differ considerably. On the one hand, the annexation 2014
was over in less than a month and entailed only limited fatalities (N. Walker, 2023).
On the other hand, hundreds of thousands of casualties have been observed since
February 2022. While official figures are not available, a New York Times article
reported that the number of Ukrainian and Russian troops wounded or killed was
nearing half a million by August 2023 —with tremendous civilian losses and

casualties rising daily as the war continues (Ayyub, 2023).

A second difference lies in the fact that the 2014 annexation started as a
covert operation. By concealing its involvement, Kremlin could plausibly deny any
official Russian engagement in the first place (Reuters, 2014b). In contrast, the 2022

invasion was announced on its first day —albeit framed as a special military operation
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rather than an officially declared war (Zinets, 2022). Moreover, the Kremlin’s
communication differed in another way. In 2014, when President Putin signed the
treaty formally annexing Crimea, he stated that he did not intend to capture any
other regions of Ukraine (Gutterman, 2014). Despite Russia’s subsequent actions,
this statement could be interpreted as a signal of temporary relaxation by the
international community. In contrast, in 2022, there was no comparable
appeasement, with Putin asserting that Russia would achieve its goals in Ukraine

(Faulconbridge, 2022).

As pointed out in Chapters 5.2.1 and 5.4.1, the EU’s initial reaction to both
shocks was characterized by strong condemnations of the Russian actions.
However, the EU’s support for Ukraine after 2022 was more extensive (e.g.,
featuring considerable weapon deliveries) and persistent. This is epitomized by a
statement from an EU diplomat shortly after the annexation that “Crimea has been

digested by Russia” (Baker, 2014).

Overall, both Russian interventions constituted a violation of international
law (Diick & Stahl, 2025; Motyl, 2015) and, as noted, embodied critical junctures for
the EU, supporting the first hypothesis. However, this chapter also showed that the
2022 shock was significantly stronger than the one in 2014. Sections 5.2.2 and 5.4.2,
as well as Chapter 6, illustrate that the change in EU energy policy was substantially
more far-reaching and dedicated after the Russian invasion compared to the

annexation of Crimea. This provides robust support for the second hypothesis.

7.2 The Moderating Role of Contexts

According to the Multiple Streams approach, policy change depends on the
alignment of policy solutions to a salient problem in accordance with the wider
institutional environment. Therefore, this section aims to address the moderating

role of the different economic and political contexts before and during 2014 as well
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as 2022. Overall, the impact of a shock on policy change can either be enhanced or
constrained, depending on the dominance of positive (reinforcing) feedback
processes which promote change or negative (dampening) feedback effects that

favor maintaining the status quo (Repetto, 2006: 9).

7.2.1 Economic Context

This section assesses how the economic context affected policy change in both
periods, focusing on three relevant factors: the macroeconomic situation, the
maturity of the Renewable Energy Industry, and the availability of LNG as the main

alternative to Russian pipeline gas.

Comparing the overall economic circumstances that the European Union
faced before and during both shocks reveals that both periods were generally
characterized by post-crisis recovery. After two years of decline caused by the
Eurozone crisis, the EU’s economy finally grew again in 2014, with a 1.5 % increase
in real GDP (Eurostat, 2026c¢). Yet, after the considerable economic downturn caused
by the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, EU economies grew substantially stronger prior
to the Russian invasion, experiencing a considerable 6.4 % increase in 2021. This
suggests that the Union was able to leverage greater economic momentum in 2022,
which is supported by further macroeconomic indicators, such as a lower
unemployment rate® (7.1 % in 2021 compared to 11 % in 2014) and a robust inflation
rate of 2.9 % in 2021 compared to almost deflationary tendencies of 0.1 % to 0.4 %
between 2014 and 2016 (Eurostat, 2026b, 2026d). Overall, policymakers have more
degrees of freedom to promote their agenda in a booming economy, which directly
translates to the European Commission’s ability to enact policy change (Helm, 2014;
Proedrou, 2025: 112). However, a more nuanced consideration of two relevant

industries is proposed to compare the specific available policy alternatives, which—

6 Here measured by the unemployed percentage of the population in the labour force.
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according to the Multiple Streams approach—are crucial determinants of policy

change.

Secondly, examining the maturity of the Renewable Energy Industry
uncovers big differences between the two periods. For example, estimated global
investments into renewables were $250 billion in 2013 compared to $750 billion in
2021. Moreover, European RES investments had even declined by approximately
$30 billion in 2013, despite the installation of 420 GW of RES capacity in Europe—
including over 200 GW of Hydropower (IEA, 2015, 2022a; Statista, 2026). In contrast,
the total European capacity already stood at 650 GW in 2021, a record year for final
investment decisions on large-scale renewable projects (IEA, 2023). This shows that
the EC’s ability to rely on renewables to reduce the Union’s dependence on the
supply of (Russian) fossil fuels was higher under REPowerEU than during the
Energy Union era. However, the substitutability of natural gas and electricity from
RES is still limited in the short run, considering that NG is needed for various
applications, e.g., as a heating fuel, a chemical feedstock, or for the flexible
generation of electricity (EC, 2022b). Illustrating this, the Commission stated in its
2022 EU Solar Energy Strategy that the envisioned expansion of PV capacity would
only displace 9 bem of NG per year by 2027, compared to an aggregate EU gas
consumption of 332 bem in 2024 (EC, 2022h, 2025d). Hence, it is necessary to
examine the EU’s capacity to replace Russian pipeline supplies in the short term.
This leads to the comparison of the LNG market in both periods. First, there are clear
differences in the aggregate level of global LNG trade, with a significantly lower
volume of 322 bem in 2013, compared to 544 bem in 2021 (EC, 2023c; IEA, 2014).
Second, most LNG supplies were directed to Asia due to limited pipeline
infrastructure and historically higher prices (IEA, 2014). Therefore, Europe served
as a residual market, as reflected by the low utilization of its regasification capacity
throughout the 2010s. And finally, the availability of LNG for the European Union
was significantly augmented by the U.S. shale gas revolution. The technological

breakthrough and maturation of hydraulic fracturing increased the U.S. production
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capacity of NG and laid the foundation for LNG exports from the U.S. mainland
which started in 2016 (EC, 2017a). This shows that the EU was able to rely on a
trusted trade partner for the supply of substantial volumes of LNG after the

invasion, in contrast to the lack of meaningful alternatives in 2014.

Finally, the EC’s strategy may have been affected by lock-in effects arising
from the construction of pipelines between Russia and the European Union, as these
create sunk costs and can reinforce path dependency (Pierson, 2000; Vatansever &
Goldthau, 2025). However, investments into pipeline infrastructure do not appear
to have played a major moderating role. This is based on the observation that—
while large pipeline projects were ongoing in both periods—work on South Stream
was cancelled by Bulgaria due to pressure by the EC, whereas Nord Stream 2 was
pursued with great perseverance by Germany between 2015 and 2022, until the
project was abruptly terminated in response to the Russian invasion (Marsh, 2022;

Romanova, 2016).

7.2.2 Political Context

Based on the MS stance that policy change is shaped by the macro-political context,
this section investigates the extent to which political circumstances during both
periods moderated the effect of the two shocks on EU energy policy. Specifically,
the following analysis focuses on the broader regulatory environment as well as the

configuration of EU institutions.

Beginning with the regulatory and institutional context, a central difference
lies in the fact that the Russian annexation of Crimea (in 2014) and the publication
of the Energy Union Framework Strategy (in February 2015) preceded the adoption
of the Paris Agreement at COP 21 in December 2015 (UN, 2025). While the EU had

already committed to ambitious GHG reduction targets in 2014 and presented its

7 For instance, German utility Uniper reported a loss of €2.7 billion due to Nord Stream 2 in 2022
(Sturm, 2022).
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blueprint for tackling global climate change beyond 2020 as part of the Energy Union
Package, the EC’s commitment to decarbonize and promote renewables gained a
different quality and increasing momentum in the years after Paris (EC, 2015d;
Szulecki & Westphal, 2018: 186). The notion of COP 21 as another critical juncture
for the EU is supported, e.g., by the significantly more ambitious target for the share
of RES in the Union’s energy mix, which was increased from 20 % to 32 % by RED II
in 2018 (EC, 2025e). As mentioned before, the announcement of the European Green
Deal in late 2019 and the ensuing Fit for 55 package significantly shaped EU energy
policy and providing additional impetus for the clean transition and the expansion

of RES (Schramm, 2025).

Moreover, the Commission’s strategy under REPowerEU was significantly
affected by the U.S. Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) of 2022 which dedicated $369
billion of spending for energy and climate related issues and thus presented a strong
boost for the Renewable Energy Industry in the U.S. (Colgan et al., 2023). While the
IRA was not finalized until August 2022, negotiations had already begun in the
Congress in 2021, and its tremendous tax incentives imposed a serious challenge for
EU industrial competitiveness and the attractiveness of investments in Europe

(Bose, 2022).

Another perspective reveals further differences in the political context of
both periods through the configuration of the Union’s central institutions. Most
notably, the EUCO presidency of Poland’s former and current Prime Minister,
Donald Tusk, from 2014 to 2019, stands in contrast to the tenure of his successor,
Charles Michel, who led the EUCO until 2024. On one side, the latter was perceived
as a discreet, coordinating facilitator and largely acted in accordance with the
European Commission. This was especially evident in his leadership of the Council
after the Russian invasion, as he coordinated the EU’s reaction in close collaboration
and unanimity with EC President von der Leyen and strongly supported the

Commission’s REPowerEU proposal, as seen in the Versailles Declaration (EUCO,
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2022). Tusk, on the other side, claimed a much more active, agenda-setting role in
his presidency and decidedly promoted the energy security concerns of particularly
Eastern member states (Szulecki et al., 2016). In doing so, he did not fear the overt
confrontation with the Commission which became evident, for instance, in the
controversial EUCO meeting after the EUFS’ publication —as described in Chapter
5.2.2. This significantly impeded the EC’s capacity to orchestrate EU energy policy

more independently —providing a strong contrast to the post-annexation period.

Another difference concerns the timing of the publication of EUFS and
REPowerEU during the respective Commissions’ terms in office. As mentioned
above, the EUFS was announced just three months after the Juncker Commission
had taken over in November 2014, whereas REPowerEU was presented in the
middle of the first tenure of Ursula von der Leyen as EC President. Since the
Commission simply had significantly more time to demonstrate progress on the
EUFS agenda, compared to a much shorter timespan under REPowerEU, this could
explain why the latter has more specific objectives and was implemented more
quickly (Pierson, 2000). Similarly, the observation that the Russian annexation of
Crimea happened shortly before the end of the second Barroso Commission implies

that there was limited room for structural policy change in the aftermath.

Finally, the role of the Union’s member states in EU energy policy embodies
another important moderating factor, but a detailed investigation exceeds the scope
of this thesis. Still, it must be noted that the strong dissent between, for instance,
Poland as well as the Baltic countries and other member states concerning climate
policy and the security dimension of energy —which dominated the Union’s energy
policy until 2022 —drastically constrained the Commission’s capacity to enact
structural reforms satisfying all stakeholders. However, the Russian invasion
strongly affected all EU member states, albeit some more than others. Scholars argue
that the 2022 shock effectively terminated or at least sidelined the East-West divide

in the Union’s energy and climate policy due to a “convergence of threat
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perceptions” (Genschel et al., 2023: 356; Buzogany et al., 2023; von Homeyer et al.,
2025).

In conclusion, this chapter supports Hypothesis 3a by illustrating the
moderating role of the economic and political contexts for the European Union’s
energy policy during both periods. First, the analysis shows how strong
macroeconomic impulses, a more developed Renewable Energy Industry and,
particularly, a greater and more accessible supply of LNG favored change in 2022.
Then, the analysis examined how the change in EU energy policy after the invasion
could also benefit from greater institutional momentum for the clean transition and
decarbonization as well as a stronger consensus among central EU bodies and
member states. In contrast, the configuration of the economic and political context

around the 2014 annexation did not facilitate change as much or even impeded it.

7.3 Mediators of Policy Change

As indicated before, this chapter outlines the processes that were assumed to

mediate the shocks’ effects on EU energy policy.

7.3.1 The Role of Energy Markets

Inarguably, energy prices are a crucial determinant of an economy’s
competitiveness (Proedrou, 2025: 90). Since energy is an essential production factor
for many industries, unhedged price spikes or permanently elevated energy costs
can have detrimental consequences (Natili & Visconti, 2023). For instance, in a 2024
survey by the German Chamber of Industry and Commerce, 45 % of firms from
energy-intensive industries stated that they were considering cutting production or
relocating abroad due to high energy prices, raising concerns about the
deindustrialization of Germany (Alkousaa, 2024). Complicating matters further,

energy markets are interconnected; the gas price is determining the electricity price
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whenever gas-fired power plants are dispatched, in accordance with the marginal
price-setting logic of the Merit Order Model in the design of European power
markets (Ruhnau et al., 2022). As increases in wholesale energy prices are inevitably
translated into higher retail prices, ultimately rising inflation and impacting key
economic performance indicators, energy markets can be a crucial mediator of

change in the realm of energy policy.

The start of Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine shocked energy markets
across the world (Henderson, 2024). However, as mentioned at the end of Chapter
5.3, European gas and electricity markets had already been under pressure since
mid-2021. This was mainly caused by the stop of short-term sales of Russian gas and
Gazprom not replenishing its gas storages in Europe. This resulted in a 25 %
decrease in year-on-year pipeline flows in Q4/2021 and “a significant divergence in
filling pattern between Gazprom-held and other capacities” (IEA, 2025b: 7).
Consequently, the EU’s underground storages reached their lowest filling level in
almost a decade. Wholesale gas prices, in turn, reached 70 to 100 € per Megawatt-
hour (MWh) in January and February, constituting a steep increase compared to the
range of 5 to 306/MWh that had been observed at major EU gas hubs between 2015
and 2021 (EC, 2022a, 2025g). Yet, after the Russian invasion, the spot price on the
EU’s leading trading hub, the Dutch Title Transfer Facility (TTF), reached an
average of 212€/MWh on March 7, 2022 (EC, 2022a). Aggravated by Russian supply
cuts (see 5.4.2), July forward curve prices (which incorporate future market
expectations) “showed a significant upturn, as the market [...] [did] not anticipate a
quick return to lower price levels” (EC, 2022b: 33). Consequently, the spot price
reached an “historical peak” (EC, 2023a: 33) of 316€/MWh on August 26. From there,
gas spot prices slowly recovered to around 406/MWh by April 2023 (EC, 2025g).

As mentioned above, the design of European power markets resulted in a
strong contagion effect of elevated gas prices on wholesale electricity prices. In

combination with the maintenance on nuclear power plants and unfavorable
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conditions for hydropower and renewables, the European Power Benchmark hit
400€/MWh in August 2022 —compared to values between 40 and 60 €/ MWh from
2015 to 2019 (EC, 2025g). The volatility was even more extreme in individual
countries, with German spot prices exceeding 5506/MWh and French contracts for
(Q4/2022 reaching 1,035¢/MWh on August 17 (Crellin, 2022). The increased
wholesale gas and electricity prices were passed on to households and industry,
albeit with great national variation. From 2021 to January 2023, household retail gas
prices increased from 68€/MWh to 143€/MWh (EC, 2024b). Similarly, electricity
prices for industrial customers in the second half of 2022 stood at 238¢€/MWh,
compared to 132€/MWh in 2020. While the effect of this on the public opinion in the
EU is discussed in detail in the subsequent chapter, the surging energy prices also
had a strong impact on the inflation rate in the EU. The Harmonized Index of
Consumer Prices increased from 2.9 % in 2021 to a staggering 9.2 % in 2022,
remaining well above the 2 % threshold at 6.4% in 2023 before recovering to 2.6 %
in 2024 (Eurostat, 2025c¢).

When the European Commission introduced REPowerEU in March 2022, it
anticipated that “[c]Jontinued high energy prices are likely to increase poverty and
affect business competitiveness” (EC, 2022c: 2). For instance, while the energy
expenses of EU households had decreased across all income levels from 2012 until
2021, the 2022 shock disproportionely affected low-income households. Their
energy expenditures increased from less than 8 % of their total budget in 2020 to
12 % in 2022, resulting in an “increasing number of households struggling to meet
their energy needs” (EC, 2024b: 10). In the Energy Emergency Communication of
October 2022, the Commission therefore contended that as “both businesses and
households [...] are increasingly burdened by costly gas and electricity bills [...] [,
this] requires action, in particular for gas, given its weight for households and
industry and its impact on electricity price” (EC, 2022m: 4). This shows that
permanently elevated energy prices had a direct effect on the EU’s energy policy by

maintaining high pressure on the Commission to alleviate the dire situation on



Tobias Tilch 65

European energy markets and deliver on the promises made by REPowerEU. The

next chapter addresses how the EC managed this process in detail.

To grasp the implications of the energy market disruption, the EC’s reports
on the evolution of the EU’s total estimated energy import bill provide valuable
insights (EC, 2025a). For instance, the EU’s expenses for oil, gas and coal totaled €251
billion in 20198 but decreased to €127 billion in 2020 due to the economic downturn
caused by COVID-19. Until 2021, the major share of the energy bill was related to
oil. That year, the energy bill totaled €249 billion, of which €60 billion was for natural
gas. Yet, in 2022, the total gas expenses almost quadrupled to €220 billion, leading
to an overall bill of €550 billion. Elevated prices contributed €254 billion to the
aggregated €300 billion increase in spending compared to 2021. In 2022, the EU’s

total expenses for energy imports equaled 3.4 % of its GDP.

In 2014, the total energy bill was relatively high at €303 billion (2.6 % of
GDP). However, the sum decreased in the following two years, dropping to €171
billion in 2016, largely driven by falling oil prices. This illustrates a central difference
between 2014 and 2022: the latter’s political shock translated into a profound energy
shock, whereas the Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014 did not have any real effect
on energy markets. Although Russia aimed to reduce its dependence on the transit
through Ukraine by adapting the routes through which Russian natural gas reached
Europe, no major disruptions in the EU’s gas supply were observed (Siddi, 2023: 7,
87). Unaffected by the localized conflict on the Crimean Peninsula, the prices in both
the electricity and gas markets remained relatively stable throughout the 2010s.
Therefore, the European Commission faced a completely different situation when
the EUFS was released, as reflected in the EC’s statement that the “low oil and gas
prices [...] should be seized as an historic opportunity” (EC, 2015b: 4). Yet, low
prices for fossil fuels evidently implied a low immediate necessity to decarbonize in

the EUFS era. This was in stark contrast to REPowerEU, when the EC had to change

8 All following Euro amounts are expressed in the Euro’s 2025 nominal value.
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its course drastically to mitigate the damage for European economies caused by
volatile energy markets and surging fossil fuel prices. From a counterfactual
perspective, it is hardly conceivable that the EU’s energy policy would have
undergone such tremendous changes experienced after 2022 without the strong

push provided by extremely high energy prices.
7.3.2 Mobilization of Public Opinion

While the role of energy markets cannot be underestimated, any major successful
policy change in a democratic system like the EU requires the support of its
constituents. To enable fundamental change, the current status quo—including the
underlying beliefs of citizens —must be unfrozen first, for instance, by an exogenous
event (Lewin, 1947). Accordingly, this chapter analyzes how the 2014 and 2022
shocks affected the public opinion in the European Union, assessing how EU
citizens’ attitudes and concerns shaped the Union’s energy policy. This is in line
with Gamble’s (2009) claim that the public perception of a shock is a crucial

determinant of its impact (p. 38).

In Fall 2014, the greatest personal concerns of Europeans were prices and the
financial situation of their household, mentioned by 30% and 19 % in
Eurobarometer (EB) 82 respondents, respectively (EB, 2014b). At the European level,
the most important issues were the EU’s economic situation (33 %) and
unemployment (29 %). In contrast, only 6 % of EU citizens considered the Union’s
energy supplies a major concern, which was unchanged compared to the previous
EB report. Overall, 73 % of Europeans supported a common energy policy among
EU member states. When asked about the desired priorities of a European Energy
Union, “[g]uaranteeing reasonable energy prices for consumers’ and ‘developing
renewable energy’ [...] ranked in joint first place” (EB, 2014b: 250), mentioned by
four out of ten respondents. In 2015, 65 % of EU citizens agreed that “reducing

imports of fossil fuels can [...] increase the security of EU energy supplies” (EB,
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2015b: 5). However, not even every fifth respondent thought that the Energy Union
should prioritize “‘guaranteeing a continuous supply of energy’ [...] [or]
‘guaranteeing EU's independence in the field of energy’” (EB, 2015c: 219). This
shows that the security of energy supply was not perceived as a major issue in the
public opinion of European citizens at that time. In 2014, the EU was still recovering
from the Eurozone crisis, before immigration became the top concern at the
European level in 2015 (EB, 2014a, 2015c). Nevertheless, in March 2015, 79 % of
citizens considered the EU a secure place to live in (EB, 2015a). This indicates that
the 2014 annexation of Crimea was not perceived as a major threat to the EU’s

overall security, including its energy security.

In 2022, however, a different picture unfolded: 83 % of Europeans
considered the Russian invasion of Ukraine a threat to the security of the EU —and
76 % considered it a threat to their own country (EB, 2022c). Moreover, every third
interviewee feared that the war might spread to further countries in Europe (EB,
2022c). Three years later, this perception persisted, with 77 % (73 %) of EU citizens
still feeling threatened by the invasion and 78 % of respondents expressed concern
about the EU’s security and defense in the next five years (EB, 2025b, 2025a). As a
consequence, the vast majority continuously supported a common EU defense and
security policy (EB, 2023b, 2025a). Shortly after the invasion’s start, surveyed EU
citizens were strongly in favor of supporting Ukraine through humanitarian aid
(93 %), sanctions against Russia (80 %), and financing military equipment (67 %)
(EB, 2022a). Importantly, in Summer 2022, 79 % of Europeans agreed that “by
standing against the Russian invasion of Ukraine, the EU is defending European
values” (EB, 2022c: 20). Despite national variations and minor changes, the public’s
overall opinion remained stable, with 77 % of respondents stating that “the EU
should support Ukraine until a lasting and just peace is achieved” (EB, 2025b: 24) in
Spring 2025. These results show that the Russian invasion strongly affected citizens

across the Union, who predominantly and consistently urged the Commission to
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support Ukraine for normative reasons, thereby calling for a shift away from Russia

and its energy supplies.

Secondly, the invasion of Ukraine also had another effect on the opinion of
EU citizens via its implications for energy markets and (fuel) prices. 62 % of
Europeans agreed that the war had serious financial consequences for them
personally (EB, 2022c). By Summer 2022, rising prices, inflation and cost of living
were the most important personal concern for EU citizens, mentioned by 63 % of
respondents —up from 35 % in Spring 2021 (EB, 2022b). Notably, 86 % of EU citizens
stated already in April 2022 that “rising energy prices have a significant impact on
their purchasing power” (EB, 2022a: 30). Therefore, 90 % of the respondents
supported the idea that “measures should be taken at the European level to limit the
impact of rising energy prices on consumers and companies” (EB, 2022a: 30).
Moreover, energy supply was the second most frequently mentioned concern in the
summer of 2022 at both the national and European levels. At the start of 2022, it had
only ranked in sixth and seventh, respectively (EB, 2022b). To ensure the security of
energy supplies, more than four out of five Europeans posited that “the EU should
reduce its dependency on Russian sources of energy as soon as possible” (EB, 2022c:
27). Complementing this, 87 % of citizens favored massive investments in renewable
energy (EB, 2022c). The Eurobarometer report on the Union’s response to the war in
Ukraine of Summer 2022 included questions about citizens” support for the
measures which had been proposed or already implemented by the Commission.
The report documented widespread support for, e.g., filling gas storages, promoting
energy-efficient buildings or jointly purchasing energy from third countries (EB,
2022c¢). The next chapter discusses a potential rationale behind the inclusion of these

questions into the EB survey and the publication of their results.

Overall, the attitudes and priorities of EU citizens outlined above remained
relatively stable until 2025. Rising prices and inflation remained by far the most

pressing personal concern for Europeans until 2025, when the war in Ukraine
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became the main concern for citizens at European level in Spring 2025 (EB, 2023c,
2024b, 2025a). Similarly, in the seven Standard Eurobarometer surveys conducted
between June 2022 and April 2025, the European public’s support to phase-out
Russian fossil fuels as soon as possible has only dropped below the 80 % mark once
(in fall 2024). Meanwhile, citizens” support for massive RES investment decreased
marginally from 87 % in Summer 2022 to still 81 % in Spring 2025 (EB, 2022c, 2023a,
2023d, 2024a, 2024c, 2024d, 2025b). Finally, the most recent Standard EB report
based on interviews from October and November 2025 revealed that over three-
quarters of EU citizens agreed that “in the long run, renewable energy can limit the

price we pay for our energy consumption” (EB, 2025c: 52).

To conclude, the analysis of relevant Eurobarometer reports indicates that
the Russian invasion on EU’s energy policy was mediated by public opinion in two
ways. First, by increasing citizens’ overall solidarity with Ukraine in the face of the
brutal aggression. Second, through the indirect effect of financial distress faced by
households and industry. The combined and sustained impact of both mechanisms
necessitated a structural reform of the Union’s energy policy. As the public opinion
in the EU stayed largely supportive of the REPowerEU vision, the pressure on and
momentum for the Commission to deliver on its promises remained high. In turn,
the Russian annexation of Crimea was not perceived as a major threat, nor did it
affect (energy) prices. Thus, its impact on the public opinion among European

citizens was limited, as was the resulting pressure to realize the EUFS agenda.
7.3.3 Change Management of the European Commission

The previous chapters have outlined two central mechanisms which have facilitated
change in the EU’s energy policy, primarily by exerting different levels of ‘negative’
pressure on the European Commission. In contrast, this chapter posits that the
critical junctures of 2014 and 2022 also presented a ‘positive’ opportunity for the EC

to change the Union’s energy policy at its discretion (Capoccia & Kelemen, 2007).
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This perception is supported by a body of scholarly literature which argues that—
particularly in 2022 —the EC acted as a policy entrepreneur, actively shaping the
change (Rabinovych & Pintsch, 2024; Schramm & Terranova, 2024; Szulecki et al.,
2016). To assess how exactly the Commission steered this process, Kotter’s (1995)

model of Change Management is applied in the following.

Comparing the way in which the two shocks were framed in the political
discourse and the relevant documents allows to consider how the EC established a
sense of urgency in order to motivate the need for change. Regarding the 2022
invasion, the EC’s introduction to REPowerEU of March 2022 already set the tone
by “addressing the emergency” (EC, 2022c: 2) and stating that “[ilmmediate actions
are warranted to mitigate the impact of high prices” (EC, 2022c: 10). The
REPowerEU Plan, published in May, clearly identified the underlying problem of
“the EU’s over-dependence on gas, oil and coal imports from Russia [...] helping
Russia sustain its war against Ukraine” (EC, 2022i: 1). Therefore, the Commission
concluded that “[t]he time to reduce Europe’s strategic energy dependence is now”
(EC, 2022i: 20). Moreover, the EC explicitly addressed the “double urgency” (EC,
2022i: 20) to end this dependence due to both the Russian aggression and the climate
crisis. The March Communication had accurately summarized this by concluding
that the “[d]evelopments [...] in recent months [...] require to drastically accelerate
the clean energy transition” (EC, 2022c: 10). Overall, the Commission presumably
tried to justify the “unprecedented urgency” (EC, 2022i: 18) by highlighting the
potentially severe repercussions of the (energy) crisis for the economy, including
“increased risks of poverty” (EC, 2022c: 2), especially for low-income households.
Finally, the impression of an EU in serious danger was reinforced by accentuating
the menacing “risk that, without further action in the coming months, [gas] storages
will not be sufficiently filled” (EC, 2022i: 19) ahead of the 2022/23 winter and by the
EC’s overt claim that Russia used the Union’s dependence on (Russian) fossil fuels

as an “economic and political weapon” (EC, 2022i: 20).
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The last point provides an interesting contrast to the EC’s communication in
the EUFS. In 2015, the Commission had already acknowledged that “[e]nergy policy
is often used as a foreign policy tool” (EC, 2015b: 6). However, due to the
circumstances at that time, the EC had only derived that this “has to be taken into
account when discussing Europe's external energy policy” (EC, 2015b: 6), without
translating it into a concrete adaptation of its strategy. In general, the urgency
conveyed by the Commission in the EUFS text is much lower compared to
REPowerEU. This can be largely attributed to its nature of an overarching strategic
framework, as opposed to the ad-hoc crisis-response of REPEU. Therefore, the EC’s
claim that “Europe needs to make the right choices now” (EC, 2015b: 3) resonates
more as a call for long-term reforms through general decisions rather than concrete,
immediate actions. Finally, the framing of low energy prices as a “historic
opportunity [...] to reset the EU’s energy policy” (EC, 2015b: 4), combined with the
only cautious mention of the Russo-Ukrainian conflict as “recent events at the
European Union’s Eastern border” (EC, 2015b: 8) support the impression that the

level of urgency was different in 2015 than in 2022.

While forming a powerful guiding coalition is crucial in the institutional
set-up of the EU, the EC achieved this to very different extents. When the Energy
Union was established in 2015, the political dissent about its priorities between
Commission and Council (and particularly its President, Donald Tusk) substantially
impeded the implementation of the already ambiguous EUFS agenda. At that time,
the EC had to cater to the often conflicting preferences of member states.
Additionally, since the renewable energy and LNG industry and infrastructure were
less developed than 2022, the Commission faced a formidable challenge in forming
an alliance to drive change. Under REPowerEU, the Commission’s ability to act was
significantly strengthened by securing the strong support of the Council, which
largely endorsed the EC’s first REPEU communication in its Versailles Declaration

of March 2022 (EUCO, 2022). In addition, the Commission was not only able to gain
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robust backing for its strategy in the European Parliament, but its actions enjoyed
widespread popularity among EU citizens. Aware of the importance of public
support, the Commission included some results of the Flash Eurobarometer of May
2022 into the REPowerEU Plan, which revealed overwhelming approval for phasing
out of Russian fossil fuel imports and investments in renewable energy (EB, 2022a).
Similarly, as mentioned above, the Standard EB of Summer 2022 then featured more
detailed questions on individual actions suggested by the Commission, presumably
with the goal to provide reassurance for the EC’s drastic and novel measures (EB,

Ay

2022c). Finally, by emphasizing that citizens” “short-term energy saving measures
could achieve a 5% reduction in the demand for gas” (EC, 2022i: 3), the EC

attempted to further motivate public contributions.

As the Commission was aware that it is indispensable to create and
communicate a vision to direct change, the EUFS text explained what the Energy
Union should represent, introducing its priorities with the repeated phrase “Our
vision is” (EC, 2015b: 2). However, due to the aforementioned reasons, this vision
was exceptionally broad, encompassing everything from solidarity among member
states to a sustainable economy and the active participation of citizens in energy
markets. On the one hand, the Commission clearly articulated what the EU needed
to move away from, i.e., “an economy driven by fossil fuels [...] [and] a fragmented
system characterised by uncoordinated national policies” (EC, 2015b: 2). On the
other, the EC’s elaborations on the Energy Union’s dimensions remained relatively
vague and without a dedicated focus or a lot of specific actions, casting ambiguity
on “the way forward” (EC, 2015b: 4). For instance, the EUFS’ list of 15 action points,
which covered a potpourri of different areas epitomized Kotter’'s warning that
without a tangible vision, transformation can “dissolve into a list of confusing [...]
projects” (Kotter, 1995: 63). Moreover, the EUFS’ vision was primarily directed at
and communicated to institutional stakeholders within the EU. Finally, the EC’s

communication concerning the Energy Union was limited to the policy’s publication
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in February 2015 and subsequent regular Reports on the State of the Energy Union (EC,
2015e, 2017b, 2017d, 2019a).

This was certainly different for REPowerEU. After introducting it in March
2022 and further elaborating on it in May, the EC continuously followed up with
further communications, e.g., addressing the Energy Emergency (EC, 2022m) in
October and drawing attention to progress made through the EU Energy Platform
(EP, 2022). Yet, the biggest advantage of REPowerEU lay in the simplicity of its
vision: “to phase out Europe’s dependency on Russian energy imports as soon as
possible” (EC, 2022c: 1). This clear focus enabled the EC to easily convey the core
objective of REPEU to all relevant stakeholders. At the same time, framing the clean
transition as the key to unite sustainability and energy independence created an

appealing narrative.

By directly addressing citizens through the Playing my part campaign (EC &
IEA, 2022) or the Save Energy Communication (EC, 2022g), the EC managed to gain
considerable buy-in from the population under REPowerEU and thus empowered
broad-based action. This is reflected by the fact that 81 % of citizens stated that they
had reduced their energy usage or intended to do so in early 2023 (EB, 2023a).
Additionally, the Commission repeatedly presented EU member states with
different measures to alleviate the energy crisis and drive the clean transition. These
measures included ad-hoc responses such as taxing windfall profits “addressing the
emergency” (EC, 2022c: 2) or outlining how to accelerate RES permitting processes
(EC, 2025f). Improving the bargaining power of European companies on
international gas markets, the EU Energy Platform also integrated the private sector
into the change effort. Lastly, this was reinforced through various industry
initiatives, such as the EU Solar Industry Alliance and the European Wind Charter (EC,
2023f, 2025f). The EUFS strived to include other stakeholders in the change process,
but in a different fashion. For instance, the Commission emphasized the importance

of enabling citizens to actively participate in energy markets. Well aware what this
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presupposed, the EC insisted that, “to empower consumers, Member States and
their authorities need to fully implement and enforce existing European rules” (EC,
2015b: 11). Moreover, the Commission’s continued reliance on PCIs to support the

integration of the internal energy market facilitated Union-wide action.

The performance of EUFS and REPowerEU differs significantly in
generating short-term wins. As Kotter noted, “transformation takes time, and a
renewal effort risks losing momentum if there are no short-term goals to meet and
celebrate” (Kotter, 1995: 65). To avoid this, the swift reduction of the Russian share
in natural gas imports by nearly 50 % in 2022, as well as the 18 % decrease in EU’s
gas demand between August 2022 and March 2023 (compared to previous years)
could be considered as tangible success stories of REPowerEU (EC, 2025i). Other
concrete achievements included the early filling of gas storages across the EU or the
strong reduction of Russian oil imports, which decreased from a share of 24 % to
31 % between October 2021 and January 2022, ultimately dropping to just 4 % in
December 2022 due to the EU embargo on Russian seaborne crude oil imports
(Eurostat, 2023b). However, arguably the most drastic and visible action of the
Commission was its advocacy for direct intervention into EU energy markets in
2022. After the gas price had surpassed the mark of 3006/MWh in August 2022, the
EU introduced a conditional gas price cap in December 2022 (Council of the EU,
2022a). Earlier, another Council Regulation formalized an emergency intervention to
address high energy prices (Council of the EU, 2022d) in an attempt to mitigate the
contagion effect of high gas prices on the electricity market (EC, 20221). These and
further measures were intended to provide tangible relief by reducing energy retail

prices for EU citizens and companies, showcasing the EC’s ability to act on the crisis.

Yet, in its May 2025 Roadmap towards ending Russian energy imports, the
Commission addressed difficulties in consolidating improvements and conceded
that “in 2024, the EU still imported 52 bcm of Russian gas [...] [accounting for] 19 %

of total EU gas imports” (EC, 2025j: 1). Inter alia, this was traced back to the fact that
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vast amounts of Russian gas were still being tied to long-term contracts—despite
the far-reaching 2023 reform of the European gas market that enabled member states
to terminate such contracts on the ground of force majeure (Pollak & Schubert, 2024).
Moreover, the stalled expansion of RES capacities and the uncertain market outlook
for hydrogen cast doubt on the continued and complete realization of all REPEU
goals (EC, 2024c). Due to its long run focus, the EUFS produced fewer and less
tangible short-term success stories. Illustrating this, the EC contended in February
2017 that “2016 was the year of delivery [...] in which the vision of the Energy Union
Framework Strategy was further translated into concrete legislative and
nonlegislative initiatives” (EC, 2017b: 2). However, it did not finalize the revised
Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Directives until 2018 (EC, 2025e, 2025n).
Therefore, the introduction of annual Reports on the State of the Energy Union served
to continuously revisit the Energy Union’s development over time (EC, 2015e,

20251).

In a sense, the Commission predominantly consolidated the EUFS’ progress
by institutionalizing the new approaches in the Clean energy for all Europeans
package (EC, 2016c¢, 2024d). Consisting of eight laws, the package served as the
institutional foundation for the Energy Union and, inter alia, defined its governance
through a dedicated regulation (EU, 2018b). Still, only half a year after the package’s
complete adoption, the announcement of the European Green Deal in December
2019, substantially redefined the Commission’s strategy (EC, 2019b). To incoperate
the changes induced by REPowerEU into the Union’s energy policy, the EC did not
need to establish a new institutional and regulatory foundation, as it did for the
EUFS in 2015. Instead, the Commission could and did largely build on existing
frameworks, such as the European Green Deal and Fit for 55 (EC, 2022i). As
discussed, REPowerEU also leveraged the NextGenerationEU, which was created
in response to the pandemic, by repurposing €225 billion from the program’s

Recovery and Resilience Facility to finance REPEU. The ability to rely on established
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regulatory frameworks and mobilize funds from existing financial vehicles may be
one of the most important reasons for the Commission’s more dedicated and
effective management of the change process under REPowerEU compared to the

Energy Union Framework Strategy.

Taken together, the analysis of the European Commission’s actions after the
2014 and 2022 shocks show how the EC actively strived to steer the change
processes. This analysis also uncoveres further differences that may explain why
REPowerEU was pursued with greater dedication and led to a more successful
outcome—at least in the short term. Overall, this chapter has attempted to trace
three different, yet interconnected processes which provide possible reasons for the
different policy outcomes of EUFS and REPowerEU, thus supporting Hypothesis
3b.

8 Discussion and Implications

This discussion builds on the arguments introduced above and extends them to
address several additional aspects. First, the energy policy of the European Union,
especially that of the Commission, is examined for its alignment with different
political ideologies. Second, the implications for the geopolitical position of the
European Union, European companies and greenhouse gas emissions are
discussed.” Lastly, this section critically revisits the limitations of the applied

methodology and data, alongside recommendations for future research.

When appraising the energy policy of the European Union through the lens

of different political schools of thought, its liberal DNA can be traced back to the

° Due to the more extensive implications of the Russian invasion, the focus lies mainly on the post-2022
period.
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establishment of the European Coal and Steel Community in 1951. It eliminated
tariffs and created a single common market for Europe’s most important industries
at that time (EU, 2026). Since then, the European Union and its predecessors have
often been guided by liberal ideas regarding economic and foreign policy issues.
The EU’s energy policy —which relied on energy supplies from the Russian
Federation for decades—mirrored this tendency. It was in line with the neoliberal
tenet of transnational interdependency (Fischer, 2024: 25) and was led by liberal
pragmatists who viewed energy interdependence as a potential conflict-mitigating

measure.

However, this changed dramatically after February 2022, as “[t]he Russian
full-scale invasion of Ukraine [...] delivered a death blow to all hopes of a bright
joint Russia and EU energy future” (Godzimirski et al., 2025: 103). Since the start of
the invasion nearly four years ago, various scholars have pointed out that the 2022
shock caused the European Union and the EC to abandon their primary liberal
approach in favor of a more realism-oriented one (Georgiou, 2024; Matthijs &
Meunier, 2023; Siddi & Prandin, 2023). This notion is largely corroborated by the
above findings. Prior to 2022, it can be argued that EU energy policy largely
prioritized securing absolute gains by maximizing welfare for its economies and
citizens. Hence, from a neoliberal perspective, favoring cheap Russian pipeline gas
over more expensive LNG might have been a rational choice to achieve this goal —
if aspects of power and security are neglected. The German Chancellor’s insistence
that Nord Stream 2 was a “purely economic enterprise” (Mello, 2024: 12) illustrates
perfectly that this was indeed the case. However, as the prosperity of states and their
citizens strongly depends on economic development, which hinges largely on the
input of energy, any project that materially affects the EU’s energy supply is never
just an economic issue, but inarguably a matter of European security. While the
general awareness of this logic had existed before 2022—as pointed out in the

Prologue and acknowledged by the EC itself in 2015 (see 7.3.3) —the rationale of
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energy as an instrument of power and a potential weapon only became dominant
after the Russian invasion. This shift is evident in the EC’s framing and handling of
the crisis, as the Union’s security of supply was vigorously prioritized under

REPowerEU.

As Donald Tusk had predicted in 2014, the EU found itself unable to
adequately counter the Russian aggression because more than half of its member
states received at least a quarter of its natural gas imports from the Russian
Federation (Eurostat, 2025a). Therefore, in the face of the invasion, the reliance on
Russian gas that had been developed and tolerated for decades, was now reframed
as “over-dependence” (EC, 2022i: 1). With this, the Commission addressed classical
realist concerns regarding the relative distribution of power among parties while
catering to the EU’s moral entitlement to stand by Ukraine and defend the rule of

law.

Further aspects illustrate the departure from a predominantly liberal energy
policy. For instance, the EC promoted multiple instruments that constituted clear
interventions into energy markets, such as the mandatory filling of gas storages or
the introduction of demand reduction targets, with the goal to ensure sufficient gas
reserves. Similarly, the EU swiftly established the Energy Platform, which focuses
on the “power of the European market” (EC, 2022i: 5). Two additional factors
reinforce the view that EU energy policy is increasingly driven by (neo)realist
considerations. First, analyzing the EU’s stance on gas prices shows that—due to the
prevailing liberal logic—the Union mainly did not value the greater independence
provided by LNG supplies enough to be willing to pay more for it than for cheap
gas from Russia. This is backed by the Commission’s 2025 Report on energy prices and
costs in Europe, in which the EC stated that the limited role of LNG prior to 2021 “can
partly be linked to the cost competitiveness of Russian pipeline gas over LNG” (EC,
2025g: 8). After 2022, the dominance of commercial considerations subsided as

almost all member states were now willing (or urged) to pay a considerable
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premium to attract LNG supplies from Asia. In parallel, regasification capacities
were added in record time and required tremendous investments.'* The security-first
stance of many countries is reflected by the considerable excess capacity build-up in
many countries (Prager et al., 2023; The Guardian, 2024). Second, the Commission’s
plans to rapidly reduce dependence on Russian fossil fuels intend to foster “strategic
autonomy” (EC, 2022f: 2), relating to the realist principle of self-help (Fischer, 2024:

14) and aligning with the “EU’s drive for energy independence” (EC, 2022f: 2).

The overall geopolitical implications of the EU’s reaction to the Russian

invasion of Ukraine are discussed next as part of an expansion of the analytic angle.

When the Global Financial Crisis hit Europe in 2008, the EU forecasted that
the Union’s dependence on gas imports could reach 70 % by 2020 (Bradshaw, 2009).
In reality, this mark was surpassed already in 2014 (Eurostat, 2026a). By 2020, EU
gas import dependency had reached 84 %, and for 2022, a value of 98 % is reported
by Eurostat. Acknowledging “that the EU’s domestic [...] gas production is much
diminished” (EC, 2022f: 2), the Commission reached out to existing and many
prospective suppliers of natural gas and successfully reduced its dependence on
Russian gas, as detailed above. However, the EC’s claim that “[tlhe EU has
diversified its energy imports”(EC, 2024c: 9), deserves a more nuanced examination.
In 2021, three suppliers covered 82 % of the Union’s imports: Russia (48 %), Norway
(24 %) and Algeria (13 %) (EC, 2023c). Comparing this to the situation after the
invasion shows that, in 2024, four countries provided 83 % of EU imports: Norway
(34 %), Russia (19 %), the U.S. (17 %) and Algeria (14 %) (EC, 2025d). While a large
part of gas imports is covered by allies or partners of the European Union, the
portfolio is far from being diversified: a small number of suppliers still deliver most

of the EU’s total gas imports.

10 The German Federal Government allocated a total of €6.6 billion for FSRUs, only in 2022 (Hoffart et
al., 2024).
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In general, the EU’s strategy to cover more imports with LNG!' —albeit the
only available alternative in the short run—technically increased the Union’s
capacity for energy independence, since replacing an LNG supplier is easier and
cheaper than building a new pipeline. Yet, the composition of the EU’s LNG imports
shows even more concentration than its total gas imports. Since 2022, the EU-U.S.
LNG cooperation made the United States the EU’s main supplier, with its shipments
contributing to around 45 % of all imported LNG* (EC, 2025d). In addition, the EU

has been buying considerable amounts of LNG from Qatar.

These figures illustrate that—despite all the diversification efforts of
REPowerEU — the Union still depends on a small number of suppliers for nearly all
its gas consumption. This has several implications. First, it reduces the overall
bargaining power of the EU. Considering that LNG is also a highly demanded
commodity in other parts of the world, it diminishes the leverage of the Union’s else
most powerful weapon, i.e. its enormous common market (and the reverse
dependence of suppliers to access it). Second, the EU’s increased reliance on LNG
from authoritarian regimes, such as Qatar or Azerbaijan, limits the Union’s degrees
of freedom in promoting its foreign policy objectives. Third, alternative pipeline
supplies are similarly subject to geopolitical risks. For instance, regarding the
Algerian deliveries to Spain in light of the conflict in Western Sahara (Siddi, 2023:
107). And finally, an excessive dependence on energy supplies can have unintended
consequences, even with a trusted partner. This is particularly true for the role of
U.S. LNG, as the United States relentlessly pursue their national interests under the
second Trump Administration, using whatever leverage is available. Therefore, it is
reasonable to question the geopolitical prudence of the EU increasing its energy

dependence on a country whose administration has recently announced new tariffs

11 n the first half of 2025, 48 % of the EU’s imports were covered by LNG, compared to 23 % in H1/2021
(IEEFA, 2025).

12 For pipeline supplies, the concentration is even higher, as Norway provided 50 % of the Union’s
imports in 2023 and 2024 (EC, 2025d).
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on several European countries that oppose Trump’s endeavors to purchase

Greenland (Martina, 2026).

However, the EU’s current dependence on natural gas is only one piece of a
larger puzzle. In 2022, the Commission stated that “the green energy transition is at
the heart of the EU’s drive for energy independence” (EC, 2022f: 2). According to
this logic, reducing the overall consumption of fossil fuels would naturally reduce
the dependence on imports from other countries. While this may be true in general,
the suggested narrative that the clean transition would end all dependencies is
overly simplistic and simply misleading. In theory, solar and wind energy are
abundant—and accessible to all. However, to harness the sun’s radiant energy, a PV
module requires certain critical minerals just like a submarine cable that is supposed
to feed the electricity generated by an offshore wind turbine into the grid' (IEA,
2022b). Hence, access to these raw minerals is crucial to promote the roll-out of
renewable energies, giving way to new dependencies on extraction and processing
capacities. Once again, the EU relies “almost exclusively on imports for many of
these raw materials” (EC, 2023d: 63) and is highly dependent on China, as the largest
supplier by far. This new type of vulnerability was recently exposed when the
Chinese government imposed strict export controls on several rare earth elements

and related technologies in late 2025 (Reuters, 2025).

Finally, the EU also still depends on the Russian Federation, not only
regarding natural gas, but also in the nuclear sector. In 2024, the Union sourced
around 15 % of its demand for uranium from Russia and was even more reliant on
Russian conversion and enrichment services (EC, 2025j). In short, the European
Union may have reduced its imports of Russian natural gas, coal and oil under
REPowerEU, but it is still highly dependent on both, the supply of fossil fuels and

particularly gas which is imported from a small number of countries. Additionally,

13 For reference, an offshore wind (solar PV) installation needs 13 (six) times more critical minerals per
installed MW than a gas-fired power plant (IEA, 2022: 318).
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the EU is dependant on critical mineral imports to achieve its ambitious

decarbonization and renewable energy strategy.

Zooming in on the invasion’s consequences for GHG emissions and climate
change yields ambivalent results. First, the Commission framed the clean transition
as the key to achieve both energy independence and the Union’s Net Zero target in
the wake of the 2022 shock. Thus, the strong emphasis on renewable energy and
decarbonization in REPowerEU seemed to be a step into the right direction. In
addition, the accompanying document Implementing the REPowerEU Action Plan (EC,
2022j) provided further details on how to realize the EU’s ambitious objectives.
However, the EC’s decarbonization strategy relied heavily on technologies and
energy carriers that were either facing severe roll-out problems (e.g., wind) or were
not yet commercially viable or available on a large scale (e.g., green hydrogen).
Certainly, the Russian invasion and subsequent call to reduce gas consumption
temporarily lowered GHG emissions from natural gas. Yet, as previously
mentioned, this also caused unintended consequences as reflected in increased
global GHG emissions from power generation —mainly due to switching to coal as
a fuel source (Goldthau & Youngs, 2023). Aggravating concerns, there is so far no
indication for the EC’'s REPowerEU claim that “[iJn the new reality, the EU’s gas
consumption will reduce at a faster pace, limiting the role of gas as a transitional
fuel” (EC, 2022i: 2). After the Union’s gas consumption dropped from 413 bcm in
2021 to 356 bcm in 2022 and 330 bem in 2023, it stagnated at 332 bem in 2024, and
increased slightly by 4 % in the first half of 2025 (EC, 2023c, 2025d; IEEFA, 2025).
Most importantly, the higher flexibility resulting from the EU’s reliance on LNG
imports has led to higher GHG emissions because “LNG transport is, in general,
more emissions intensive than pipeline transport” (IEA, 2019: 45). This is because
liquefaction and regasification processes require additional energy, LNG must be
shipped over vast distances and —especially when produced from shale sources—

is often associated with methane leakage (IEA, 2025a). Finally, the large-scale build-
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up of regasification capacity in the EU is poised to create strong lock-in effects due
to the long lifetime and capital recovery period of gas infrastructure (Prager et al.,

2023).

This may provide strong economic incentives to continue using fossil

technologies, which would further fuel global warming.

While this thesis clearly focused on the (geo-)political realm of energy, it is
also relevant from a business perspective, as it can provide valuable insights for
managers of utility companies, energy-intensive industries (e.g., chemicals) and the
private sector in general. This is best illustrated by the dramatic case of German
utility Uniper. As mentioned before, the company’s high stakes in Nord Stream 2
resulted in a tremendous loss of nearly €3 billion in 2022. However, the elevated
wholesale gas prices caused an even higher fallout for Uniper. The company had to
honour its contractual obligations and procure gas on the surging natural gas
market, leading to an additional €12 billion loss (Sturm, 2022). Consequently, the
German government had to bail out Uniper by taking a 30 % equity stake in the
struggeling company. Uniper was neither the only company that had invested in
Nord Stream 2'* nor that was hit by the energy crisis in 2022. Several energy-heavy
industries had to temporarily curtail production due to soaring gas prices (Goldthau
& Youngs, 2023). Conversely, the Russian invasion and the ensuing policy response
provided a significant boost for the Renewable Energy Industry, and the EU’s
dedicated support for, e.g., hydrogen projects under the IPCEI scheme would have

been hardly conceivable without the 2022 shock.

This underlines that exogenous crises can have a significant impact on

companies, which can quickly become the pawn in the power play of states. It shows

14 Further important stakeholders of Nord Stream 2 were BASF/Wintershall, Shell, Engie and OMV
(Sturm, 2022).
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that managers are well advised to increase the resilience of their organizations by

building geopolitical muscle (WEF, 2026).

Lastly, this thesis has several limitations, mainly due to time and scope
constraints. One of the most important limitations is the (deliberate) focus on the
European Commission, based on its central agenda-setting function in the EU and
the intertemporal comparability of its actions. While the roles of other key
stakeholders in the EU’s energy policy, such as member states or the EUCO, have
been addressed, examining their underlying objectives and resulting conflicts in
more detail could enhance the overall explanatory power. This is true for the

European Parliament.

Similarly, future research should consider the different predispositions and
preferences of individual member states more. For instance, assessing factors such
as economic growth or the energy mix not on a national level, rather than just on the
aggregated European level, will increase the validity of the derived findings (Sturm,
2022). Aside from this, the selected methodology and data also impose some
restrictions. First, the textual analysis of public EU documents can capture the
inherent processes of the Union’s energy policy only to a limited extent (Bryman,
2016: 561). Yet, collecting further primary data through interviews with EU
representatives, for example, was not feasible in the short timeframe (see, Schramm
& Terranova, 2024). Time constraints also prevented a systematic comparative
discourse analysis, which would have enhanced the academic integrity of Chapters
6.1 and 7.3.3, in particular. Furthermore, as already mentioned, the utilization of
reports from the European Commission that track its own agenda may introduce
certain biases, because the EC may be motivated to frame the results of its policies
more favorably than an independent assessment would. However, this also enables
further insights into the Commission’s implicit appraisal of certain aspects. Still,

external sources were used to reduce bias. Similarly, the EC’s Eurobarometer reports
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may be politicized, too, as it was pointed out that the Commission actively relied on

the results of multiple non-standard EB reports to justify its policy.

Finally, one epistemological issue shall be considered. As mentioned above,
this thesis presents potential explanations for the different policy outcomes that
resulted from the 2014 and 2022 shocks. Therefore, several factors were carefully
selected and further investigated, inter alia, by tracing different processes which are
relevant for policy change. However, in reality, the agendas and (even more) the
subsequent implementation of the Energy Union Framework Strategy and
REPowerEU were determined by a myriad variables. Therefore, providing an
exhaustive causal explanation for the observed outcomes is impossible —and
claiming to do so would be hubristic. The author would like to refer to what Nassim
N. Taleb coined the narrative fallacy: the inclination and urge of humans to provide
simplistic, logical causal explanations for events, by rationalizing them ex post
(Taleb, 2015: 120-122). Thus, it is advisable to treat the explanations developed in
this thesis with caution, not least to counter deterministic tendencies and avoid,

what Daniel Kahneman named, the illusion of inevitability (2012: 248).

Overall, future research should integrate stakeholders other than the
European Commission closer into the analysis. It should also strive to collect
additional primary data and conduct a full discourse analysis which directly
compares EUFS and REPEU with further nuance. Moreover, while the criteria of
Chapter 7 were carefully selected, alternative processes and contextual factors that
could have affected the EU’s energy policy should be theoretically deducted and
investigated empirically. Most importantly, future research should account for the
Union’s dependence on other energy carriers than natural gas with the same
granularity to incorporate other key sources of dependence. Last, scholars may also
compare the implications of the 2014 and 2022 shocks for other outcome variables,

such as European integration.
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9 Conclusion and Outlook

This master’s thesis departed to examine how the Russian annexation of Crimea and
the subsequent invasion of Ukraine changed the European Union’s energy policy
and which factors influenced this process. In essence, the answer to the first part of
this question is that the 2014 annexation had a significantly weaker effect on EU
energy policy than the Russian invasion of Ukraine that started in 2022. The
previous chapters have pointed out that the shock of 2014 temporarily brought the
Union’s dependence on Russian natural gas to the forefront of the political
discourse, yet it did not result in a major strategy adaptation under the Energy
Union Framework Strategy. In contrast, the comparative analysis shows that this
was fundamentally different in 2022, when the unprecedented Russian aggression
prompted a paradigm shift in the Union’s energy policy and REPowerEU was
announced to swiftly reduce Europe’s dependence on Russian fossil fuels. While
this was a significant change to the EU’s energy import strategy, the examination
has also revealed that not all elements of the Union’s policy response to the invasion
were radically new (e.g., the focus on renewable energy). This leads to the second

part of the research question.

In an attempt to provide potential explanations for the different policy
outcomes, Chapter 7 examined the differences between the two shocks, the
corresponding contemporary contexts, as well as several mediating processes.
Overall, the results allow the general inference that the full-scale Russian invasion
of 2022 was a critical juncture, providing enough of a shock such to overcome the
path dependent energy dependence on the Russian Federation that had created
lock-in effects over decades. In contrast, despite also violating international law, it
is suggested that the annexation in 2014 was not strong enough to achieve this

fundamental change. However, the analysis also accounted for further possible
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reasons that could explain the different observed outcomes. First, it was found that
a more favorable economic and political context in 2022 promoted far-reaching
policy change after the Russian invasion, unlike the situation after the 2014 shock
which did not facilitate change as much or even impeded it. This relates, for
instance, to the European Commission’s ability to rely on enhanced policy
alternatives through more mature LNG and Renewable Energy industries in 2022,
greater political momentum for decarbonization after COP 21 in Paris, established
institutional frameworks (e.g., Green Deal, Fit for 55) and existing fiscal vehicles

(i.e., NGEU), as well as stronger unity among key EU stakeholders.

Second, tracing several different mediating processes substantiated the
notion of 2022 as a major shock compared to the temporary shock of 2014. The
detailed assessment of energy flows and prices revealed that the Russian invasion
had a detrimental effect on European energy markets, resulting in fallout for the
Union’s economies, thereby necessitating structural change. Moreover, the public
opinion of EU citizens also played an important role in 2022 by increasing pressure
on the European Commission to limit the impact of surging inflation in the short
run, provide support for Ukraine and present a long-term plan to avoid similar
crises in the future. Neither factor had a relevant effect after the 2014 annexation.
Finally, comparing the Commission’s change management during both periods
using Kotter’s eight steps uncovered that the 2022 shock was leveraged more
decisively to promote the EC’s agenda. The Commission actively steered policy
change by framing the Russian invasion and its consequences for the Union’s energy

policy in accordance with its own objectives.

In conclusion, the Russian annexation of Crimea failed to convince the EU
that its strategic energy dependence on the Russian Federation had maneuvered the
Union into a geopolitical cul-de-sac. Hence, after waking up in times of turmoil in
2022, the European Union had to drastically change its energy policy and apply

unconventional measures if necessary and simultaneously build on established
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frameworks and trusted partners wherever possible. While REPowerEU was largely
successful in reducing dependence on Russian energy imports, the turnaround
came at the expense of hundreds of billions of Euros—and the Union still remains
heavily reliant on fossil fuels in general.’> Meanwhile, the EU has already entered
the next blind alley. Its longing for renewable energy now puts it at the mercy of
rare earth supplies from China, and —in the transition —the EU still depends on LNG

supplies from the United States.

The European Union is struggling to keep up with a geopolitical reality that
is increasingly dominated not by the rule of law, but by the laws of power. This
makes its parallel quest for energy independence, decarbonization, and global
competitiveness, an admittedly formidable challenge. Acknowledging the
tremendous complexity of this challenge is a necessary first step to addressing it—
and the EC President may have just started to do so at the 2026 World Economic
Forum, by admitting that Europe is undergoing a seismic change that highlights the

“necessity to build a new form of European independence” (DW, 2026).

15 In 2023, the EU’s energy mix still consisted of over two thirds of oil, gas, and coal (Eurostat, 2025b).
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