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Abstract
This thesis looks at the Carbon Reduction Commitment (the CRC) Energy Efficiency Scheme. This, for
the purposes of this PhD, is a green tax on energy consumption that targets large businesses not
already covered by the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme or Climate Change Agreements.
The CRC is has had a rocky life. It has been reformed on numerous occasions and will now come to
an end in 2019. Importantly, the CRC has received relatively little academic attention, especially in
legal scholarship. As such, this thesis aims to plus a gap in academic scholarship by providing a case
study of the scheme in an original, empirical analysis of the scheme. Drawing upon 31 semistructured interviews with regulatees, solicitors and the Environment Agency; and a quantitative
analysis of emissions under the scheme, this PhD will begin to tell the story of how the CRC has been
perceived by those who pay it.

Whilst the CRC is coming to an end in 2019, this thesis remains important for two reasons: first, it is
important to gain a deeper understanding of the failings of the CRC from the eyes of regulatees, and;
second, this study will provide broader lessons to take away from the CRC and which can be carried
forward to its replacement (the Climate Change Levy).

This is an account of how different regulatory aspects send deeper messages to regulatees. In
particular, this thesis considers: stability; competence of the regulator; nudging; positive incentives;
and the efficiency of the CRC. As such, this thesis draws on a wide range of literature in order to
analyse the above themes in light of the original data from the empirical study. This thesis concludes
that how regulation is packaged and presented to regulatees is critical and can affect how they
engage with a regulatory scheme such as the CRC.
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Chapter One: Introduction
"[C]limate change is no longer some far-off problem. It is happening here. It is happening now."1

Climate change is a significant environmental threat. Human influence on the Earth’s changing climate
has been scientifically confirmed and is growing.2 It is today considered to be “extremely likely” that
climate change has been caused by anthropogenic greenhouse gases.3 These anthropogenic sources
of greenhouse gas emissions are at their highest in history,4 and have risen from around 280 parts per
million (ppm) at the start of the industrial revolution to around 400ppm.5 In 2017, the 12th annual
Global Carbon Budget predicted a 2% rise in global carbon emissions, which signifies the first increase
in carbon emissions in three years.6 These emissions are having “widespread impacts” on natural
systems,7 and the best-known consequence of climate change is temperature increase, with global
surface temperature projected to rise 1.5°C in the next century.8 It is of little surprise, therefore, that
the law has attempted to mitigate the anthropogenic causes of climate change.

The policy challenges associated with tackling climate change have been described as “super wicked”,9
due to the extraordinary difficulties associated with crafting climate change legislation.10 It has also
been described as the “defining issue of our age”.11 The challenges surrounding climate change are
linked to its global impact (i.e. we are concerned with overall, global levels of GHGs) and its long term,
“potentially irreversible” consequences.12 As such, its international nature requires largely
international action. Difficulties arise because the benefits of climate change mitigation are not
accrued by the individual countries taking action, but rather by all countries;13 meaning that most
1

Barack Obama, August 31st 2015, Anchorage US. Available at https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/thepress-office/2015/09/01/remarks-president-glacier-conference-anchorage-ak accessed 24/08/2017.
2
IPCC, ‘Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report’ (2015), Foreword.
3
Ibid, Summary for Policymakers.
4
Ibid, 2.
5
Ibid,4; a recent reading of 406ppm was recorded in January 2017 by Scripps Institute of Oceanography, ‘The
Keeling Curve’ available at https://scripps.ucsd.edu/programs/keelingcurve accessed 04/10/2017
6
Global Carbon Project, ‘Carbon budget and trends 2017’ (13 November 2017). Available at
www.globalcarbonproject.org/carbonbudgetpublished last accessed 14/11/2017.
7
IPCC (n 2), 4.
8
Ibid, Summary for policymakers.
9
Richard Lazarus, ‘Super Wicked Problems and Climate Change: Restraining the Present to Liberate the Future’
(2010) 40 Environmental Law Reporter 10749.
10
Ibid, 10750.
11
UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon, Opening Remarks at 2014 Climate Summit (23rd September 2014)
12
Daniel Bodansky, Jutta Brunnée and Lavanya Rajamani, International Climate Change Law (OUP 2017), p2.
13
Ibid, 3.
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countries will only engage in climate change mitigation, if other countries do the same.14 On the
international level, it has been difficult to reach a global agreement on climate change. Bodansky et al
suggest this is for the following reasons: 1) climate change impacts most areas of domestic policy (for
example energy, agriculture, transport etc.) and so has high economic stakes; 2) states are being
required to act now to tackle future, long term impacts of climate change; and, 3) each state has a
different list of priorities, capacities and perspectives on climate change.15 All of these factors result
in climate change being an expensive, long-term problem that cannot be resolved by one country
alone.

The aims of this thesis are twofold. First, to shed light on a relatively unexplored regulatory regime
that forms part of the climate change regulatory toolbox in the UK (the Carbon Reduction
Commitment (CRC)). Second, to consider how and why regulatees have responded to the CRC.
Following a public consultation on the scheme in November 2015, the government abolished the CRC
and it will end in 2019. The fact that the CRC now has a limited lifespan does not detract from the
original contributions that this PhD thesis has to offer. These contributions lie in three domains.
First, the study of the CRC is itself original.16 The CRC is a relatively untouched subject in legal
scholarship. This thesis will therefore provide an exposé of a major environmental tax regime in the
UK. Second, this thesis draws upon the data collected from an original, empirical study (31 interviews
with regulatees, the regulator and CRC advisors). Third, and finally, this thesis draws upon a number
of theoretical frameworks to triangulate an analysis of the CRC. This combination of approaches is a
novel blend of theories that allows for an original insight into the CRC. In particular, this thesis draws
upon both regulatory and tax literature to provide a number of policy recommendations for future
regulation.

By engaging with regulatory and tax literature as well as the original, empirical data, this thesis will
also put forward several policy points. In particular, this thesis will tell the story of how the various
regulatory aspects of the CRC communicate different messages to regulatees. First, in line with
economic literature this thesis argues that tax instability has negative impacts on engagement with

14

IPCC, ‘Climate Change 2014: Mitigation of Climate Change’ (2015), p5.
Bodansky et al (n 12), 3-4
16
A study on the effectiveness of the CRC was commissioned by the government prior to its abolition in 2016:
DECC, CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme Evaluation: Final Synthesis Report (July 2015). This report focuses on
Phase One of the scheme. The current study builds on this work in three ways: first, this thesis considers the
second phase of the CRC; second, my study considers the views of participants, solicitors and the regulator
(while the government study only looks at regulatees; and finally, the government study does not engage with
any legal scholarship (or scholarship in any field). Also of note is the fact that this report is relatively difficult to
find unless you know it exists.
15
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regulation by regulatees. Beyond this, this thesis goes further to argue that an unstable piece of
regulation can lead to perceptions of unstable policy. Second, where there is a lack of trust in the
competence of the regulator, this also has impacts on engagement and compliance – echoing
existing trust literature that demands a level of trust between the regulator and regulated. Third,
nudging literature primarily focuses on the role of nudging with individuals. This thesis argues that
there is a role for nudging to play in businesses, and in particular, how the use of social norms and
reputation can provide a driver for behavioural change in the corporate setting. Fourth, this thesis
argues that rewards can be better than sanctions (in line with current regulatory literature).
Taxpayers would like to be able to make some link between what they are paying in taxes and
environmental projects. While this thesis does not argue for tax hypothecation, some rebranding of
tax revenues and/ or environmental projects would help CRC participants make the link between
green taxation and an environmental benefit. Finally, the narratives from the above all draw from
the point that the CRC is perceived as ‘just a tax’. My work suggests that a complex scheme is a
difficult scheme to understand and engage with, confirming regulatory and tax literature on this
point. Furthermore, as the CRC is perceived as ‘just a tax’, it is arguably too complex for purpose.
This thesis argues that a higher level of complexity could be tolerated for something that is more
than ‘just a tax’.

The take away point for this study on the CRC is that regulatees are perceptive. How a regulatory
scheme is packaged to them has the ability to alter how they engage with a scheme. Despite the CRC
ending in 2019, lessons can be carried forward to future regulatory schemes and, in particular,
future environmental taxes. The key contribution of this thesis is therefore to provide some lessons
to take forward to the Climate Change Levy (CCL),17 which will replace the CRC. How this future tax is
packaged to taxpayers/ regulatees could have an impact on how the tax is engaged with and
whether a high level of emissions reduction could be achieved.

This chapter will provide the contextual backdrop to this thesis. First, the existing regulatory responses
to climate change will be briefly outlined, at both an international and domestic level. Here, this
chapter will consider the overarching agreements which drive climate change mitigation; as well as
explore the underlying politics behind the UK’s response. Second, a short introduction to the CRC will
be provided. This chapter will then move on to the study which underpins this thesis, and will outline

17

By way of introduction, the CCL is a UK tax that targets business consumption of energy. The tax is paid by
energy suppliers and is then added onto the energy consumer’s energy bill. See Section 1.1.4 of this Chapter
for more information.
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the research methods, questions and theoretical frameworks which form the basis of this doctorate.
Finally, by way of guidance, the structure for the remainder of this thesis will be summarised.

1.1 Regulatory Responses to Climate Change
1.1.1 What is regulation?
While the pool of regulatory literature is vast, regulation has been defined as a sustained and focused
control over certain activities by a public agency.18 Baldwin et al identify a number ways in which the
word regulation has been used, including: as a specific set of commands; as deliberate state influence;
and, as all forms of social or economic influence.19 These ideas move from the more restrictive (i.e. a
specific set of commands held within a piece of legislation) to broader concepts of influence that go
beyond legislation and include the use of economic measures (such as taxes and subsidies). At its
widest, all forms of social and economic influence could be considered as regulation, meaning that
regulation need not be created by the State.20 Gunningham distinguishes environmental regulation
from environmental ‘law’ by saying that:

“Regulation is a rather broader category and includes much more flexible,
imaginative and innovative forms of social control which seek to harness not just
governments but also markets (as with economic instruments), business and
third parties”21

With this broader concept of regulation in mind, there are therefore a number of regulatory tools at
the disposal of the government. These tools are available to provide either a ‘red light’ to certain
activities (i.e the regulation seeks to restrict behaviour) or to provide a ‘green light’ whereby activities
are facilitated.22

18

P Selznick, ‘Focusing Organisational Research on Regulation’ in R Noll (ed), Regulatory Policy and the Social
Sciences (Berkeley 1985), p363.
19
Robert Baldwin, Martin Cave and Martin Lodge, Understanding regulation: Theory, strategy and practice
(2nd Edition) (OUP 2012), p2.
20
Neil Gunningham and Peter Grabosky, Smart Regulation (Clarendon Press 1998).
21
Neil Gunningham, Environment Law, ‘Regulation and Governance: Shifting Architectures’ (2009) 21(2) JEL
179, 181.
22
A Ogus, Regulation, Legal Form and Economic Theory (OUP 1994)
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There are also a number of different, possible regulatory approaches.23 Traditionally, and a common
starting point when looking at regulation,24 command-and-control regulation was the most common
form of regulation and is “where legal authority and the command of law is used to pursue policy
objectives”.25 For emissions control, the most common example of command and control regulation
is the setting of standards to achieve environmental aims.26 This approach has the advantage of
bringing political legitimacy to the regulated activities;27 as well as sending strong moral signals to both
the regulatees and the wider population – namely, that to engage in polluting activity is a concession
and not a right.28 However, from the 1980s command-and-control regulation was widely criticised for
“being inflexible and excessively costly to business”.29 This can lead to problems of overregulation,
intrusion into business,30 and the impediment of competition.31 While command and control
regulation will arguably remain relevant to any modern regulatory framework,32 arguments were
made for the “introduction of ‘less-restrictive’ and ‘incentive-based’ controls.33

Despite criticisms of command-and-control regulation, businesses have still resisted the introduction
of taxes in the place of direct regulation.34 There has, however, been a shift towards a greater use of
economic instruments since the late 1990s.35 Economic measures work by altering the negative and
positive incentives associated with a particular environmental behaviour in order to encourage
business to change their behaviour.36

23

For a succinct review of the literature, see: Christopher Taylor et al., ‘Selecting Policy Instruments for Better
Environmental Regulation: a Critique and Future Research Agenda’ (2012) 22 Environmental Policy and
Governance 268.
24
Bronwen Morgan and Karen Yeung, An Introduction to Law and Regulation: Text and Materials (CUP 2007),
p80.
25
Baldwin et al (n 19), 106.
26
There are different standards approaches that can be taken; namely performance-based standards,
technical standards and ambient-based controls. For definitions of further approaches in command and
control regulation see: G Lubbe-Wolff, ‘Efficient Environmental Legislation – On Different Philosophies of
Pollution Control in Europe’ (2001) 1 JEL 79.
27
E Elliott, ‘Environmental TQM: Anatomy of a Pollution Control Program that Works!’ (1994) 92 Michigan Law
Review 1840, 1845.
28
Gunningham and Grabosky argue that other instruments may send out moral signals that would indicate
that polluting is a right: Gunningham and Grabosky (n.19), 42.
29
Gunningham (n 21), 183.
30
See for example, C Veljanovski, ‘Economic Approaches to Regulation’ in R Baldwin, M Cave and M Lodge, The
Oxford Handbook of Regulation (OUP 2010) 28.
31
Baldwin (n 19), 108; C Veljanovski (n 29), 33.
32
J Harman, ‘Environmental Regulation in the 21st Century’ (2004) 6 ELR 141, 143.
33
Robert Baldwin, Martin Cave and Martin Lodge, Introduction: Regulation – The Field and the Developing
Agenda in Robert Baldwin, Martin Cave and Martin Lodge, The Oxford Handbook of Regulation (OUP 2010), p9.
34
Gunningham (n 21), 184.
35
Ibid, 185; Baldwin (n 19), 7.
36
Roger Perman et al., Natural Resource and Environmental Economics (Addison Wesley 2011).
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These economic measures are considered to be more efficient and cost-effective compared to
traditional command-and-control regulation,37 and include charges, taxes, subsidies, and trading. The
principal function of these charges and taxes is to create behavioural change for a certain activity. 38
However, as environmental taxes also raise revenue, it is difficult to identify genuine economic
instruments for behavioural change amongst more generic, revenue raising taxes.39 The CRC, as will
be discussed below, is a de facto tax, but one which has clearly been marketed as part of the climate
change toolbox for the government. The CRC is therefore not an example of classic command-andcontrol regulation, but rather an economic instrument, which (according to the government) aims to
reduce carbon emissions. Government attitudes towards regulation are reflected in the shift away
from command-and-control regulation. In the UK, this is reflected in the “better regulation executive”
which seeks to ensure that regulation is “smarter, better targeted and less costly”.40

Beyond economic instruments, alternative approaches to regulation include self-regulation and
voluntarism. The government describes self-regulation as “an approach initiated and undertaken by
those whose behaviour is to be regulated”.41 In the environmental sphere, these measures encourage
business to introduce their own mechanisms for environmental protection and so provide a
“significant degree of flexibility to businesses”.42 It can also “engender a degree of ownership of
regulation within the industry”.43 However, business interest in these mechanisms could be explained
by a desire to escape “the imposition of binding standards altogether”.44 Other criticisms include a
scepticism that self-regulation can achieve environmental goals without being underpinned by
command-and-control regulation.45 More generally, Gunningham notes that the attitudes of business
towards environmental protection has traditionally been a reactive, rather than proactive, one.46
However, these attitudes are now changing with the knowledge that going beyond compliance with
environmental regulation is good for business as well as the environment.47 Compliance in regulatory

37

Gunningham (n 21), 185.
Morgan and Yeung (n 24), 86.
39
Ibid.
40
https://www.gov.uk/government/groups/better-regulation-executive last accessed 02/11/2017.
41
UK Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, ‘Promoting Alternatives to Regulation’ (2012); also the
wording of the definition adopted in: Christopher Hodges, Law and Corporate Behaviour: Integrating Theories
of Regulation, Enforcement, Compliance and Ethics (Bloomsbury 2015), p466.
42
Taylor (n 23), 281.
43
National Audit Office, ‘Using Alternatives to Regulation to Achieve Policy Objectives’ (June 2014) page 16
44
Gunningham (n 21), 187.
45
Christopher Taylor et al., ‘Better by Design: Business Preferences for Environmental Regulatory Reform’
(2015) Science of the Total Environment 287.
46
Gunningham (n 21), 193.
47
Ibid, 194.
38
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literature can be seen in a number of landmark concepts: responsive regulation;48 smart regulation;49
and really responsive regulation.50 These concepts will be explored further in Chapter Five, but
primarily consider how the regulator approaches issues of non-compliance.

This thesis does not seek to provide an answer to this regulatory debate of ‘what works best’. Rather,
this thesis will apply regulatory and tax theory to the CRC in order to identify shortcomings and
strengths, with a view to problematising key regulatory features that will improve engagement with
the scheme (and most importantly future schemes that will replace the CRC from 2019) and reduce
carbon emissions. The following sections will consider the international and UK regulatory responses
to climate change.

1.1.2 International level approaches

Climate change 'law' goes beyond the individual regulatory response to tackle the environmental
problem, and has an "integral international dimension".51 The first foundation block in international
climate change law is the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), which was
adopted in 1992 and ratified in 1994.52 The Convention, now ratified by 176 states, seeks to stabilise
greenhouse gas levels in the atmosphere to a level that would “prevent dangerous anthropogenic
interference with the climate system”.53 The Convention places the onus of this stabilisation on
developed countries by asking them to “take the lead” in the fight against climate change.54 However,
the convention does not require action. Instead, it highlights climate change as a problem and
encourages change. This is demonstrated in its only provision that refers to limiting GHGs, Article 4.2,
which is phrased as a non-binding aim, rather than a legally binding target.55 The Framework also
establishes a Conference of the Parties (COP), which meets annually and is the highest decisionmaking body of the UNFCCC.56 Of particular note are COP meetings COP3, which adopted the Kyoto
Protocol in 1997, and COP21, which adopted the Paris Agreement in 2015. The Kyoto Protocol and
Paris Agreement will be considered in turn.
48

Ian Ayres and John Braithwaite, Responsive Regulation: Transcending the Deregulation Debate (OUP 1992).
Gunningham and Grabosky (n 21).
50
Julia Black, ‘Really Responsive Regulation’ (2008) 71(1) MLR 59.
51
Jacqueline Peel, ‘Climate Change Law: The Emergence of a New Legal Discipline’ (2008) 32 MULR 922, 978.
52
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (adopted 9 May 1992, ratified 21 March 1994) 1771 UNTS
107.
53
Ibid, Article 2.
54
Ibid, Article 3.
55
Ibid, Article 4.2.
56
Ibid, Article 7.
49
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The requirement to act is found within the Kyoto Protocol, which creates an obligation for states to
ensure that their GHGs do not exceed “assigned amounts” with the objective of reducing emissions
by 5% between 2008 and 2012.57 The assigned amount varies in line with each country’s ability to
reduce emissions. In order to enable this reduction, the Protocol allows for three flexibility
mechanisms; whilst their efficacy has been called into question, it is worth outlining each in turn.58
First, the Protocol allows International Emissions Trading which permits countries that are below their
assigned amount to trade with other countries. The Protocol, therefore, only aims to reduce emissions
by 5% by 2012, and no further (though it was envisaged that there would have been further phases).59
Second, the Protocol provides for the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), which allows developed
countries to offset some of their emissions by implementing emissions reducing programs in
developing countries.60 Finally, Article 6 allows for a Joint Implementation mechanism, which allows
Annex I countries to transfer emission reductions units to other Annex I countries for emissions
reducing projects which are aimed at reducing anthropogenic GHGs.

In addition to the three flexibility mechanisms under the Protocol, Article 4 allows for the cooperation
of parties to fulfil their commitments jointly under the Protocol. For example, the EU has adopted a
cooperative approach under the protocol with its Burden Sharing Agreement, which was an
agreement by fifteen EU Member States at the time of the Protocol to aggregate emissions and
distribute the burden according to each member’s ability to reduce GHGs.61 Specific measures
adopted by the EU will be discussed below.

The Paris Agreement is the most recent addition to the international law portfolio, and once again
builds upon the work of the UNFCCC. The Agreement, which has been ratified by 175 parties to the
Convention,62 aims to keep global temperature increase below 2 degrees Celsius.63 In order to achieve
this, the Agreement requires parties to put their best efforts to achieving “nationally determined
contributions” (NDCs) as well as putting in place the infrastructure and financial means for developing
countries. According to Article 4 of the Agreement, parties are responsible for determining and

57

United Nations, Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(1997;2005), Article 3.
58
Gerd Winter, ‘The Climate is no Commodity: Taking Stock of the Emissions Trading System’ (2010) 22(1) JEL
1.
59
Elizabeth Fisher, Environmental Law (OUP 2013) p643.
60
Kyoto Protocol (n 57), Article 12.
61
Council Decision 2006/944/EC of 14 December 2006 determining the respective emissions levels allocated to
the Community and each of its Member States under the Kyoto Protocol [2006] OJ L358/87.
62
Correct as of 5th March 2018 with the most recent state to ratify being Trinidad and Tobago on the 22nd
February 2018. http://unfccc.int/paris_agreement/items/9444.php accessed 05/03/2018.
63
United Nations, Paris Agreement (2015), Article 2.
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communicating their NDCs; which countries will then work towards by implementing national climate
change mitigating measures.

1.1.3 European Union level approaches

Taking a geographical step down from the international scene, the European Union (EU) has been a
key player in the international climate change scene. In general, “there is broad agreement within the
European Union that law and regulation have an important part to play in mounting a response to this
era-defining challenge [climate change]”.64 Although, Čavoški argues that this positive and strong
stance on climate change is not necessarily as visible in a post-austerity Europe.65 Overall, the EU has
ratified the UNFCCC, the Kyoto Protocol, and the Paris Agreement.66 As discussed above, the 15 states
who were members of the EU at the time of the Kyoto Protocol aggregated their emissions and worked
together towards their Kyoto targets. In addition, the EU also introduced its EU ‘Climate and Energy
Package’ in 2008. This package contains measures such as the Renewable Energy Directive,67 and the
Carbon Capture and Storage Directive.68 However, the best-known measure of the EU in its climate
change toolbox is undoubtedly the EU Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS).

Economic approaches to environmental problems are not novel.69 Many groups have come to realise
that the power of economics and the market can be harnessed in order to tackle environmental
problems.70 That is to say that the optimal financial path can be made to coincide with the best (or

64

Suzanne Kingston, Veerle Heyvaert and Aleksandra Čavoški, European Environmental Law (CUP 2017), p258.
Aleksandra Čavoški, ‘A Post-Austerity European Commission: No Role for Environmental Policy’ (2015) 24(3)
Environmental Politics 501, 501.
66
Council Decision 94/69/EC of 15 December 1993 concerning the conclusion of the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change [1993] OJ L 33/11; Council Decision 2002/358/EC of 25 April 2002
concerning the approval, on behalf of the European Community, of the Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change [2002] OJ L 130/1; Council Decision 2016/1841 of 5 October 2016
on the conclusion, on behalf of the European Union, of the Paris Agreement adopted under the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change [2016] OJ L 282/1.
67
European Parliament and Council Directive 2009/28/EC of 23 April 2009 on the promotion of the use of
energy from renewable sources [2009] OJ L 140/16.
68
This Directive provides the framework for the safe storage of carbon dioxide. European Parliament and
Council Directive 2009/31/EC of 23 April 2009 on the geological storage of carbon dioxide [2009] OJ L 140/114
69
See for example, T Tietenberg, ‘Economic Instruments for Environmental Regulation’ (1990) 6(1) Oxford
Review of Economic Policy 17, 17. For a recent working paper on the intersection of environmental policy and
taxation at an EU level, see: Ulrike Spangenberg, Ann Mumford, and Stephen Daly, ‘Navigating Taxation
towards Sustainability: Contradictions between social, gender, environmental, and economic ambitions,
obligations and governance capacities in European tax law’ (February 2018) available at http://umu.divaportal.org/smash/get/diva2:1180582/FULLTEXT01.pdf accessed 18/04/2018.
70
Ibid.
65
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better) environmental path.71 As set out above, this is an alternative to more traditional command
and control regulation. One example of an economic approach is the emissions trading scheme and
includes regimes such as California’s AB-32 Cap-and-Trade System,72 Quebec’s Cap and Trade System
for Greenhouse Gas Emissions,73 and the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS).74 One
way of defining an emissions trading scheme is that “it is a scheme under which the government
imposes a total limit on the total quantity of emissions, issues allowances adding up to that total and
then allows emitters to buy and sell surplus allowances among each other”.75 One of the general
principles underlying emissions trading, put forward by Coase,76 is that pollution is part of production,
and that pollution can therefore be turned into clear, transferable legal rights. By defining pollution
as such, it is possible then to allow the open market, rather than the Government and command-andcontrol regulation, to aid in its regulation.77 Following on from Coase’s work, the concept of emissions
trading has been widely discussed in environmental literature.78

Peeters and Weishaar argue that “significant academic literature” supports the use of emissions
trading schemes as a regulatory instrument;79 while Freeman and Kolstad state that the use of such
schemes will continue, “unless one can show that [they] are somehow deficient”.80 In a review of
emissions trading schemes from the past thirty years, Schmalensee and Stavins highlight a number of
advantages that emissions trading schemes have over more traditional command and control
regulation.81 These include being “environmentally effective and economically cost effective”;82
providing incentives for emissions reductions at lower costs;83 as well as providing a source of revenue
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for governments.84 The EU implemented its own Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS) which
commenced in 2005,85 and the scheme has been labelled as a “cornerstone” of Europe’s
environmental protection policy.86 It is the largest multi-country emissions trading scheme in the
world.87 Its aim is to facilitate the achievement of international climate change targets (discussed
above), and does this through a ‘cap and trade’ system, which entails setting a cap on the aggregate
emissions of the participating states, and allows the individual states to trade their emissions to stay
within the cap. The scheme applies to all Member States of the EU, plus Iceland, Lichtenstein and
Norway. In its first phase, the EU ETS was criticised for granting so many free allowances and the lack
of a price floor.88 Directive 2009/29/EC substantially reformed the EU ETS, and the current scheme has
been described as being “meatier” and more “detailed” than its predecessor.89

Baldwin has criticised the use of emissions trading by arguing that a trading process does not
necessarily achieve a reduction in GHGs, but that this depends very much on mode of distributing
allowances.90 As of Phase III (2013), much of the EU ETS has become more centralised, with a single
EU-wide cap;91 and a central emissions trading EU registry.92 The scheme has also expanded, with
more gases and industries covered in the scheme, for example aviation.93 Originally due to cover all
flights taking off or landing in the EU, a ‘stop the clock’ has now limited this to intra-EU flights.94 In
terms of how the EU ETS now works, the EU allocates Member States their allowances, and then the
states then auction most of these allowances off at a national level.95 The EU ETS covers 45% of
Europe’s GHGs,96 and as such, is a significant tool aimed at mitigating climate change.
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1.1.4 Regulatory Responses to Climate Change: The UK Response

Closer to home, UK policy is committed to “working at home and abroad to adapt to the effects of
climate change and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by investing in low-carbon energy sources,
improving fuel standards in cars and increasing energy efficiency wherever possible.”97 Former Prime
Minister David Cameron referred to climate change as “one of the most serious threats facing our
world”.98 This is offset by other UK policy manifestations under a more recent Conservative
government, such as the abolition of the Department of Energy and Climate Change in 2016, a decision
that has since been labelled as “plain stupid”.99 Former Secretary of State for the Environment, Andrea
Leadsom, reportedly asked ministers “is climate change real?”100 In addition, the current environment
secretary, Michael Gove, attempted to drop climate change as a subject from the geography
curriculum at school.101 Yet, Gove has also criticized US President Donald Trump over his decision to
pull out of the Paris Agreement.102 More recently in the 2017 Autumn Budget, however, Chancellor of
the Exchequer Phillip Hammond MP talked of a need to protect the future environment and
specifically stated that “the tax system can play and important role in protecting our environment”.103
The UK policy front on climate change therefore sends mixed messages. When considering the UK
regulatory response to climate change, this can also be seen in the numerous reforms over the past
10 years. The UK climate change toolbox primarily consists of the following: the Climate Change Act
2008; the Climate Change Levy; Climate Change Agreements; and, the Carbon Reduction
Commitment.104

The Climate Change Act 2008 embodies what has been described as a “tighter and more robust series
of measures” and an “aspiration to do the right thing”;105 and which purports “to impose legally
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binding domestic targets, supported by transparent budgeting and reporting processes”.106 Key
arguments on differences the Act has made are: “a better political debate on climate change”; “the
climate consensus has held”; and an example of “international leadership, inspiring others to act”.107
Other reviews of the Climate Change Act 2008 call for a greater focus on decarbonisation,108 and argue
that the Act has so far failed to secure political commitment and investor confidence.109 The Act
requires a climate change risk assessment to be carried out in the UK every five years.110 The first of
these assessments was published by the government in 2012,111 and the most recent in 2017.112 The
2017 report labels the Climate Change Act as “an important piece of UK legislation”.113 Furthermore,
the 2017 report highlights six key areas of concern for the UK: 1) flooding; 2) risks to health from higher
temperatures; 3) risks of shortages in water supply; 4) risks to natural capital; 5) risks to food
production; and, 6) new and emerging pests and diseases.114 The government then attributes a risk
level to each of the areas, which in turn forms the basis of the UK plan of action against climate change.
In addition, the Act also introduces the Committee on Climate Change,115 which aims to advise the UK
on climate change and the setting of carbon targets.116

This thesis is not concerned with the more specific consequences of climate change, but rather is
seeking to consider how the UK’s broader climate change regulatory response is helping to reduce
GHGs. Part of the UK’s GHG reduction package is the Climate Change Levy, which was introduced in
the Finance Act 2000,117 and which applies a tax on supplies of energy. Supplies which are taxable are
considered taxable commodities, and include electricity, gas, oil and coal.118 The Levy only targets
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business consumption;119 and the levy is paid by the energy supplier.120 In practice this then equates
to an additional ‘bill’ being added onto businesses’ energy bills by their supplier – so for instance,
British Gas would work out the amount of levy to be paid and add this onto the bill.

For those with a Climate Change Agreement (CCA), a reduced rate of Climate Change Levy is
charged.121 These agreements require businesses to report and set two-year interval targets to reduce
energy consumption.122 These are voluntary agreements made between industry and the Environment
Agency that sit under broader umbrella agreements made between the government and industry
sectors. Once a certificate is issued by the Environment Agency, this entitles the holder of a CCA to a
90% reduction in the CCL rate for electricity.123 A list of organisations that have been issued a reduced
rate certificate due to a CCA is published and available to view online.124

As set out above, the Carbon Reduction Commitment forms the foundation of this study. Introduced
in 2009, it also targets business consumers of energy in an attempt to reduce energy consumption.
The details of the CRC will be considered later in the thesis, but a brief introduction is provided below.

1.2 The Carbon Reduction Commitment
The CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme has operated in phases and is currently in its second phase (from
2014).125 As explored above, following the conclusion of the second phase, the CRC scheme will end
in 2019. The CRC targets high consumers of energy (that are not already covered by other climate
change linked regulatory schemes, such as Climate Change Agreements, 126 or the European Emissions
Trading Scheme),127 in order to reduce their carbon emissions. Once a participant meets the
qualification criteria for the scheme (consumption over 6000MWh of energy, and a special type of
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meter fitted to read energy consumption),128 the scheme is mandatory, and the participant must
register for the CRC and comply.

The CRC then operates by effectively taxing participants on their carbon emissions.129 This is through
the purchase and surrender of allowances where the participant is required to purchase and surrender
one allowance for every tonne of carbon dioxide emitted.130 The revenues from the allowances go to
the Treasury.131 A difficulty with the CRC lies in the fact that it bases its initial measurements on energy
consumption (i.e. qualification is based on energy consumption), yet the tax is based on carbon
emissions. This requires participants to convert their energy consumption into emissions data using
government issued emissions factors.132 In England, the CRC is enforced and regulated by the
Environment Agency.133

There is a debate to be had about whether the CRC should be labelled as a tax. Whether or not the
CRC is a tax is important in the sense that a wider pool of tax literature opens up and becomes more
relevant. For the purposes of this PhD, I label the CRC as a de facto tax and in so doing then draw upon
this additional tax scholarship. I set out the rationale for this decision below.

Whilst there are a number of definitions of a tax,134 Re Eurig Estate sets out key criteria. 135 This
approach has been adopted by leading tax law textbooks and provides a useful starting point for this
discussion. 136 The criteria are as follows:

1. The tax is compulsory – once the qualification criteria have been met under the CRC, it is
mandatory to comply.137
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2. The tax is levied by a public body – in the case of the CRC, the Environment Agency is the
administrator and ensures compliance. This involves the payment for allowances through the
CRC Registry.138
3. The tax is intended for public purpose – in the 2010 Spending Review, it was specifically stated
that the revenues of the CRC were destined for “public spending”.139
4. The tax has been introduced by legislation – this is a potential sticking point of the CRC. The
CRC scheme itself is actually held within a piece of secondary legislation: The CRC Energy
Efficiency Scheme Order 2013.140 The parent Act for this secondary legislation is actually the
Climate Change Act 2008.141

The CRC has not been introduced specifically by a piece of primary legislation and this is a clear
argument against the CRC being a tax. The full name of the CRC is also CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme
which would also indicate something other than a tax. This is not, however, the first time that the
mechanics of a taxation scheme have been introduced by secondary legislation. The Income Tax
(Employments) Regulations 1944 introduced the PAYE (Pay-as-you-earn) system;142 and whilst this
secondary legislation did not impose the tax itself,143 it is an example of a significant tax element being
held in secondary legislation – just as is the case with the CRC.

Furthermore, there appears to be some level of confusion about how to label the CRC both within
government and outside. In addition, mixed messages have been sent by government when the CRC
has been lumped under the same bracket as other environmental taxes.144 Other mixed messages
include sending the revenues of the CRC to the Treasury,145 as well as the government including the
CRC as part of the business energy tax landscape.146 During interview, all interviewees were asked:
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“do you consider the CRC to be a tax”. All interviewees in my study referred to the CRC as a tax. The
following quotes from interview data summarise the interviewees’ views on the subject well:

“Well, it is – I believe it is technically a tax because I believe there is a definition
of a tax and I remember a meeting where the Treasury stated quite clearly that
this is a tax – so it is a tax. But I have always considered it to be a bit more than
a tax. One of the successes of the CCAs is that it mixed the carrot and the stick
and so it mixed a bit of the push and a little bit of pull. The original intent of the
CRC is that it would do the same through the revenue recycling scheme, so you
provided a bit of a stick and a bit of a carrot and incentivised what you were
trying to incentivise. So, I thought it was always a bit more than a tax, even
though it technically is just a tax since the Treasury took the revenues from it.”
(CRC M9)147

“Amy: Do you think that the CRC is a tax?

Interviewee: I didn’t think so when it was first devised, and it was certainly was
the case with everything that came out on the CRC – nothing mentioned it
being a tax, but when you spoke to people who were sceptical about how it
was going to work, people said: ‘oh it is just another tax’. Now I have noticed
that as each year has gone by, it has been seen more and more as a carbon tax.
When you explain what the CRC is to people, if you only have 30 seconds to
explain it to somebody, then it doesn’t feel misrepresentative to just say: ‘oh,
it’s a carbon tax’.” (CRC M11)

The fact that the CRC is not a tax under current definitions of taxation does not stop the CRC from
being perceived as a tax in the eyes of the interviewees. CRC M9 clearly believes that the CRC is a tax
in the legal sense as they refer specifically to tax definitions. Both excerpts from CRC M9 and M11
demonstrate that the CRC has been labelled as a tax by the wider CRC community (and potentially
also the Treasury). Considering these mixed messages about whether the CRC is labelled as a tax, and
the fact that all participants in this doctoral study considered the CRC to be a tax, this PhD will adopt
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the stance that the CRC is a de facto tax. One of the key purposes of this thesis is to explore how
participants have engaged with the CRC. Therefore, if they engage with the CRC as a tax, then tax
literature is very much relevant.

This plurality of the CRC (the fact that it is both a tax and regulatory scheme) can cause some linguistic
issues. There are a number of terms that could be used to refer to those who have to comply with the
CRC: participant; taxpayer; and regulatee. Throughout this thesis, it would be disingenuous to the
specific fields of study to only adopt one term. As such, each of these terms will be used dependant
on the literature I am looking at, and all refer to a participant of the CRC scheme.

1.3 Thesis Methodology
1.3.1 Overview

Doing a PhD was, for me, the next logical step in an academic career following on from my LLM at
the University of Birmingham. Both an interest in research and my desire to pursue an academic
career after the PhD were the principal drivers behind my decision to apply for funding to complete
a PhD at Birmingham. My interest in environmental taxes and the CRC was almost a happy accident.
The research area for this thesis derives from a longstanding interest in the environment, and more
specifically environmental law, which dates back to my undergraduate studies at the University of
Sheffield. There, Dr Carolyn Shelbourn made the subject come alive for me. I specialised as much as I
could in environmental law for my LLB.

I brought this keen interest in environmental law to my LLM at Birmingham. During this time, I thought
about areas that were lacking research – which is how I stumbled across the CRC. The CRC at this point
in 2014 was considered a technical and dense scheme, which was scheduled to run for the next 30
years.148 The scheme was largely untouched in the academic sphere, providing an opportunity to make
a real contribution to the CRC literature. I began my research journey by focussing on the 2012 reforms
to the scheme as part of my LLM dissertation, which led on to the start of my PhD in 2014. It was
during this work that I first engaged with the CRC and it was impossible to ignore that the CRC had
undergone a significant amount of reform for its age. These reforms then raised the questions of why
they were needed and what went wrong with the first iterations of the scheme. It was here that I
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began to think about what makes an effective environmental tax. Taking a purist viewpoint, the CRC
aims to reduce emissions and forms part of the UK climate change toolbox. As such, an effective
environmental tax is one which facilitates and encourages behavioural change: in this case, resulting
in a drop in carbon dioxide emissions.

The CRC is due to end in 2019. However, this does not alter the importance of a PhD that focusses
on the CRC. The importance of this study remains on two levels: First, it is always important to
consider why a piece of regulation does not work; and second, the CRC will be replaced by an
incarnation of the CCL that will cover the scope of the CRC.149 As such, this PhD remains relevant in
considering the final form of what will succeed the CRC, and will still help to paint the picture on
what drives behavioural change under an environmental tax regime.
This thesis will explore the following research questions:

1. What is the CRC, and how does it work?
2. How have regulatees perceived the CRC, and has this perception altered how the regulatees
have engaged with the scheme?
3. What drives regulatees to change their behaviour under an environmental taxation scheme?
4. What does existing literatures say about these drivers, and is there a role for these drivers in
a UK environmental tax regime?
5. Has the CRC been effective in reducing carbon emissions?

1.3.2 Research Methods

This is an empirical thesis in which I will draw upon both qualitative and quantitative research to shed
light on the CRC. Whilst regulatee perceptions of the CRC (uncovered by interview) are important, the
objectivity of the CRC emissions data will help to form a more comprehensive picture of the scheme.150
By triangulating and drawing together both the qualitative and quantitative data,151 I hope to discover
whether and how regulatees have engaged with the CRC, and what, if needed, could improve this
engagement. Chapter 2 sets out my methodology and methods in a much greater depth.
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The qualitative aspect of this thesis comprises of 31 50-minute semi-structured interviews. In order to
gauge a wider perception of the CRC, these interviews targeted: the regulator; participants of the CRC;
environmental consultants; and, solicitors. Two phases of interviews were undertaken for this study:
a pilot study and a main study. The initial pilot study of 8 interviews was undertaken between October
and December 2015. The interviewees for the pilot study were all university participants of the CRC,
and were selected at random to be contacted. This was done by collating each university participant,
identified through the CRC 2013-2014 ARP,152 onto a spreadsheet and using a random number
generator to generate the corresponding university to be contacted. Out of 50 universities contacted
by email, 8 positive responses were received and the interviews took place both over the phone and
face-to-face. The interviews were semi-structured, using an interview schedule as a basis.

Following this pilot, a further 23 interviews were scheduled and undertaken between January and
April 2016. Initially, recruitment for these interviews was done at random by letter (again using the
ARP and a random number generator). Despite 90 letters being sent to participants of the CRC, no
positive responses (and only one negative response) was received. I then contacted the regulator for
the scheme and asked for an advert to be placed in the taxpayer newsletter.153 This proved more
productive. The interviewees for the main part of the study were therefore self-selecting, and were a
mix of taxpayers, advisers (i.e. consultants), and solicitors. The regulator (an Environment Agency
official) was also interviewed, with questions focussing on taxpayer perception of the CRC. The
demographic of the taxpayers was varied. Interviewees came from a range of sectors including: higher
education; construction; utilities; retail; transport and logistics; hospitality; the NHS; and local
authorities. The study therefore consists of data from both the public and private sector.

The quantitative aspect of the thesis involves an analysis of the raw emissions data which is published
annually by the Environment Agency in the ARP.154 This quantitative approach required me to collate
the emissions data for each of the six years for which the scheme has been active and a published
report, including only those participants that had reported their emissions for all years under the
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CRC.155 Using this redacted emissions data, I outline in Chapter 3 some descriptive statistics including
the median and mean (average) emissions under the scheme for each participant. In addition, I
perform a paired t-test on each pair of consecutive years to determine whether there is a statistically
significant difference between the years of the CRC. The purpose of this is to determine whether there
has been a change in emissions under the scheme. As the CRC aims to reduce carbon emissions, an
effective CRC would see a drop in emissions on a yearly basis. To complement the t-tests, a repeated
measures test has also been conducted, and this compares each year to every other year under the
scheme to test whether there is a statistical difference between years.

1.4 Thesis Structure and Theoretical Frameworks
The theoretical frameworks adopted by this thesis form part of its original contribution, in the sense
that the analysis of the CRC is being conducted through a number of theoretical angles. This thesis will
adopt multiple theoretical frameworks to mirror the themes that arise from the study data. As such,
work on regulatory stability, trust, nudging, incentives, and efficiency will be covered in the
substantive chapters of this thesis. During the analysis of my interview data, it quickly became
apparent that one overarching theoretical framework would not tackle all of the issues raised by my
interviewees. Given this, I decided that it would be disingenuous to my data to artificially shoe-horn
my data into one theory; and adopted a multiple theory, inductive approach.

Chapter 2 of this thesis will consider the method and methodology underlying my study of the CRC (as
raised above) in more depth. The thesis will then move on to consider the scheme which forms the
basis of the study: the CRC. Chapter 3 will outline the key features of the CRC, the existing literature
on the CRC and, finally, will present the statistical findings from the CRC emissions data. This chapter
will then inform chapters 4 through to 8, which cover the substantive themes that arose from the
interview data.

The numerous reforms of the CRC during its lifespan drew out concepts of regulatory stability and the
practical impacts of instability on an environmental regime. As such, Chapter 4 will consider the role
of tax and regulatory stability and the CRC. The concept of stability will draw upon the work of wider
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economic theorists and Elen Stokes,156 who argue respectively that tax stability and regulatory stability
have a role to play. Economic literature argues that stability is important to maintain stability in the
rule of law, property rights and institutional stability.157 Stokes argues that how regulation is packaged
is important and that stability and change can be used to illustrate the adequacy of regulatory
regimes.158 The chapter will argue that an unstable regulatory regime is a less efficient one; and that
instability is perceived and interpreted by regulates. This can bring into play a bigger role for how
policymakers package regulation, as unstable regulation can also speak to unstable policy in the eyes
of the interviewees.

The interview data also raised questions surrounding the competence of the regulator, and Chapter 5
considers the role that trust has played between regulatees and the Environment Agency. When
looking at trust, this thesis will rely upon the work of Roger Kaperson et al,159 who explore the role of
social trust alongside a more traditional cognitive trust. This social trust comprises of four key
elements: competence, caring, predictability and commitment. By running through these elements of
trust, Chapter 5 will outline the practical impacts of what is perceived to be an incompetent regulator.
Chapter 6 considers the role of nudging and draws upon the seminal work of Cass Sunstein and Richard
Thaler, who look at how influencing choices can drive behavioural change.160 Interviewees expressed
an interest in a reputational element for the CRC (for example rankings and performance publications).
Thaler and Sunstein argue that we follow the crowd and are conscious of our public image.161 Through
the use of reputational drivers, policymakers can harness social norms to encourage competition and
collaboration between businesses to further behavioural change goals. Chapter 6 therefore examines
the potential for nudging under the CRC and how a reputational element under the scheme could help
to drive behavioural change.

Incentives, which are similar to, but distinct from, nudges are covered widely in literature. Chapter 7
will draw upon this wide range of literature to consider the role of incentives in environmental

156

Elen Stokes, ‘Regulatory Domain and Regulatory Dexterity: Critiquing the UK Governance of ‘Fracking’’
(2016) 79(6) MLR 961.
157
Douglas North, Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance (CUP 1990); Friedrich von
Hayek (edited by Ronald Hamowy), The Constitution of Liberty (University of Chicago Press 2011); Walter
Lippmann, The Good Society (Transaction 1938).
158
Stokes (n 156).
159
Roger Kasperson, Dominic Golding and Seth Tuler, ‘Social Distrust as a Factor in Siting Hazardous Facilities
and Communicating Risks’ (1992) 48(4) Journal of Social Issues 161.
160
See for a comprehensive introduction to nudging: Richard Thaler and Cass Sunstein, Nudge: Improving
decisions about health, wealth and happiness (UK: Penguin 2009).
161
Ibid, p65.

25

taxation. Specifically, this chapter will consider the differences between the negative incentives (the
cost of the tax) and potential positive incentives (included tax hypothecation and green investment)
and how they are viewed by participants of the CRC. Chapter 7 will argue that the carrot can be better
than the stick,162 and as in the case with the CRC, how revenues have been labelled is important to
participants of the scheme, particularly as the CRC scheme was originally revenue neutral. In addition,
positive incentives in general can work well alongside the negative incentive of the tax to improve
participant engagement. Chapter 7 therefore explores a wider role for incentives, both negative and
positive, to consider whether incentives have the potential to reduce emissions further.

Finally, the above themes will be drawn together by considering how they all affect efficiency. What
makes ‘good’ regulation will be considered by drawing upon the work of Robert Baldwin et al.163
Chapter 8 will specifically consider the complexity of the CRC and the impacts that this has had on
regulatee understanding and engagement with the scheme, in order to argue that the CRC has been
perceived by participants as unnecessarily complex.

All of the themes in chapters 4-8 feed into Chapter 9 which discusses the regulatory package. This
chapter will draw together all five themes to argue that how regulation is packaged is crucial to
efficiency and to increasing regulatee/ taxpayer engagement. The role of regulatory symbolism is
considered, and by drawing on the work of John Dwyer and Bart van Klink,164 this chapter argues that
the attributes of the CRC covered in this thesis form part of the perceivable regulatory package and
all feed into how the CRC has been perceived since its introduction. By considering this overall image
which is being portrayed to regulatees, policymakers can tailor the regulatory package to imbed
environmental values. My work suggests that these environmental values will be perceived by
regulatees and engaged with. Chapter 9 also looks to the future and beyond the abolition of the CRC,
as questions which have been raised throughout this thesis are equally relevant to the CRC’s future
replacement.
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Chapter Two: Research Methods and
Methodology
In 2015, a government study into the CRC was commissioned by DECC, which undertook a quantitative
and qualitative analysis of the first phase of the CRC scheme.1 Where similar themes arise from the
two studies, reference will be made to the government study. However, in general, nuanced, different
themes (which this thesis has drawn from legal scholarship) run through the two studies.

There is a general lack of empirical work in environmental law.2 There is a general lack of empirical
research in law full stop.3 This Chapter will outline both the methods and methodology that have been
used for my empirical study of the CRC scheme. I will explain the structure and rationale behind my
study on the CRC. My study is based on 31 semi-structured interviews of CRC participants, advisors
and the regulator of the CRC scheme. The interviews took place between October 2015 and April 2016.
The study also draws upon the raw data published within the Annual Report Publication. This is an
Excel spreadsheet which details the emissions data for each CRC participant published annually by the
Environment Agency.

I have structured this chapter into three parts: Part 1 of this chapter will consider the research
questions that I set out to answer during the study; Part 2 will explore the mixed methods
methodology and underlying paradigm which underpinned the analysis; and Part 3 will outline the
methodology for my study as well as the methods of analysis.
This chapter has been revised iteratively following the conclusion of the interviews, and so the past
tense will be used from now on for consistency.
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2.1 Research questions and analysis overview
2.1.1 Research questions

Originally, my research questions focussed on the 2012 simplification of the CRC, and whether this
influenced the scheme’s efficiency. However, it quickly became apparent that this was not an
important point for the interviewees. In addition, I had a research question on the Polluter Pays
Principle, which again was removed because I no longer thought it to be key to answering the question
of whether the CRC was efficient. Finally, my original research questions were wider, bringing in a
comparison of other schemes and analysing their efficiency. However, the CRC tends to run in isolation
from other schemes, and while participants were aware of other taxes and regulatory schemes, they
were unable to draw in depth comparisons. Comparisons will, however, still be drawn between the
schemes in the chapters that follow to consider whether an alternative to the CRC can be suggested.

My research questions have since changed into one main research question, and several subquestions which flow from the main question. The research questions addressed in the subsequent
parts of this thesis are:

1. Is the CRC an effective tool to reduce carbon emissions?
a. How is the CRC perceived by those that pay it?
b. Has the CRC reduced carbon emissions?
c. In what ways, and to what extent, have the participants of the CRC engaged with scheme?
d. What is the role of politics and the government in terms of participant engagement with
the CRC?
e. Is there a role for incentives in environmental taxation?
f.

Would an alternative regulatory mechanism provide a more effective solution to
environmental taxation alone? Could environmental taxation be combined with other
tools to make it more effective?

To answer the above research questions, this project blended both qualitative and quantitative
research. This is justified on the premise that the study aims to look into the efficiency and the
perceptions of the CRC. The efficiency of the CRC will be studied in two ways: through a consideration
of tax theory, and also a quantitative analysis of the CRC emissions data published by the Environment
Agency within the Annual Report Publication (ARP). In terms of the quantitative analysis, various
28

statistical approaches were taken to determine whether the CRC has had an impact on carbon
emissions. Additionally, to gain an insight into the perceptions of the scheme, over 30 interviews were
carried out.
Due to the dual nature of this study's research aims (i.e. whether the CRC has been efficient and how
the CRC is perceived), I made the decision that it would have been impossible to achieve both without
the blend of both qualitative and quantitative methods. This duality is reflected in the methodology
that was adopted for this study.

2.1.2 Limitations of the study

First, I acknowledge that my sample size was relatively small at 31. Within this figure, there was a
mixture of participants, consultants, solicitors and the regulator; which means that each individual
pool of interviewee type was much smaller than 31. In Chapter Two, I highlighted the difficulties I saw
in recruiting participants of this study. It was only following an advertisement in the CRC newsletter
that the majority of participants for this study were secured. There are therefore issues in the fact that
my interviewees were, for the large part, self-selecting, and would indicate that they already had
strong opinions on the CRC. In addition, with a bigger pool of participants, I acknowledge I would have
a richer data set which would allow me to present more concrete conclusions throughout this thesis.

Second, whilst this thesis acknowledges that the CRC is coming to an end, it does not cover the
replacement in any great depth. It would have been useful to gain a deeper picture of the views held
by CRC professionals on the CCL. These views were hinted at during interviews, and it would have
been useful to develop these in further questions. Additional research is necessary to understand the
role that the CCL will play in organisations from 2019. Nonetheless, I would argue that the lessons
learnt from the CRC have a wider regulatory application and are still useful in terms of understanding
how regulatees respond to regulation and environmental taxes more specifically.
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2.2 Methodology
2.2.1 Mixed methods research: the paradigm war

As the name might suggest, mixed methods is usually the combination of quantitative and qualitative
research methods.4 Traditionally, mixing methods has been discouraged because quantitative and
qualitative methods are considered to be separate paradigms. Following Kuhn’s definition of a
‘paradigm’,5 Morgan states that it is a “consensual set of beliefs and practices that guide a field”. 6
Quantitative methods tend to follow a positivist approach, which looks at facts and truths as
independent from human experience and perception.7 Durkheim argues that research should only
consider facts, and that a reliance on subjective experience is not necessary.8 On the other hand,
qualitative methods tend to take a constructivist approach, which instead argues that there is more
than one truth and that truth depends on human experience.9 Constructivists argue that it is not
possible to analyse human behaviour in the same way as we might analyse natural/ scientific
phenomena.10

Critics of mixed methods research, and particularly purists (from both camps),11 state that it is
impossible to reconcile the two methods, which are in themselves linked to paradigms that have
'impermeable' boundaries.12 This is based upon the idea that qualitative and quantitative data are on
opposite ends of the epistemological spectrum and so should not be brought together.13 This inability
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to combine the two different methods has also been labelled as the 'incompatibility thesis'.14 Purists
in the quantitative camp argue that qualitative methods are too subjective and lack precision;15 whilst
purists in the qualitative camp criticise quantitative methods for their lack of flexibility which leads to
surface data (i.e. data that is not deep or rich).16 There are then two sides of the debate, with number
crunchers on the one side of the fence and “navel-gazers” on the other.17
The incompatibility thesis has since been largely dismissed with the possibility of merging methods.18
In this sense, each method will be accorded their own paradigm, but that they are "compatible and
can be used fruitfully in conjunction with one another".19 Mixed methods research has, in fact, been
hailed as a response to the paradigm wars.20 Bazeley has argued that:

"Although the epistemological arguments of the "paradigm wars" sharpened
our thinking about issues relating to mixed methodology, their lingering legacy
has been to slow the progress of integration of methods".21
"If quantitative and qualitative are poles on a multidimensional continuum, as is
now widely recognized, then emphasis on the separate definition of these
components (and inclusion of both) in a mixed methods study can create
unhelpful boundary issues and potentially impede analytic integration."22

In light of these above arguments, I adopt an intermediate position. I disagree with the idea that there
is an absolute truth as favoured by the positivist approach; yet, qualitative data from interviews is
limited by its subjectivity, and is context dependent.

Mixed methods researchers have attempted to create an alternative philosophical framework in
which to place mixed methods research.23 Whilst no perfect solution has yet been found, an attempt
can be made to "fit together the insights provided by qualitative and quantitative research into a
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workable solution".24 Against this debate, I argue that the two methodological approaches can be
combined in this middle ground through a pragmatic approach. This framework has been adopted as
a paradigm for mixed method research by many authors,25 and it argues that methods should be used
as a tool for research. 26 As such, I believe that this framework resonates with and bypasses the
arguments put forward in the paradigm war debate – it frames the diverging methodological
approaches as a tool to help answer research questions. This is echoed in the literature, which, under
a pragmatic approach, argues that there is a false dichotomy between the two methodological
approaches.27

Evidence of this can be seen in the fact that there is quite often an overlap in the two approaches in
research. For example, it has been noted that most forms of research make use of numbers in some
capacity, thus bringing the quantitative into the qualitative.28 In terms of quantitative research, it has
been argued that eventually the data will be analysed with some qualitative elements, as even
quantitative researchers need to make sense and select the relevant data.29 This builds upon the idea
that quantitative researchers make decisions during the design and implementation of the study
which are not objective, introducing a level of subjectivity into their findings.30 Pragmatists separate
the practical from the theoretical and believe that one single methodological approach is not exclusive
to a particular paradigm.31 Rather, they adopt an approach which identifies the problem to be
explored, and choose the appropriate methods to tackle the problem.32

However, pragmatism itself has a muddled history.33 As a philosophical concept, pragmatism accepts
that there are both singular and multiple realities which are all open to research.34 John Dewey argued

24

Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, Mixed Methods Research: A research paradigm whose time has come (2004) 33
Educational researcher 14, 16
25
See John Creswell and Vicki Plano Clark, Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods Research (Sage 2007)
p26.
26
Janice Beyer, ‘Researchers Are Not Cats – They Can Survive and Succeed by Being Curious’ in Peter Frost and
Ralph Stablein (eds), Doing Exemplary Research (Sage 1992).
27
Isadore Newman and Carolyn Benz Qualitative-Quantitative Research Methodology: Exploring the
Interactive Continuum (Southern Illinois University Press 1998).
28
Stephen Gorard and Chris Taylor, Combining Methods in Educational and Social Research (Open University
Press 2004).
29
Alan Bryman, Quantity and Quality in Social Research (Unwin Hyman Ltd. 1988).
30
Anthony Onwuegbuzie and Nancy Leech, ‘On Becoming a Pragmatic Researcher: The Importance of
Combining Quantitative and Qualitative Research Methodologies’ (2007) 8(5) International Journal of Research
Methodology.
31
Nigel Gilbert, Researching Social Life (third edition) (Sage 2008).
32
Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (n 24).
33
Feilzer (n 23), 7. It is not within the scope of the thesis to go into a detailed historical analysis of pragmatism.
34
Creswell and Plano Clark (n 24), 24; and Feilzer (n 23), 8.

32

that pragmatism was simply the search for the truth, be that an objective truth (as in the positivist
stance), or the truth of many realities (akin to the constructivist stance).35 The pragmatist standpoint
on research “relies on an argument for the utility of research means for research ends";36 orienting
itself to solve “real world” problems.37 Critics of pragmatism argue that relying on this practical
pragmatism as a philosophical pragmatism is not so simple.38 This is because Dewey’s pragmatism "did
not so much offer new answers to old epistemological questions as he replaced the very assumptions
on which modern epistemology had been based."39 It is also a philosophical approach that does not
sit among the traditional philosophical strands; it is "rather a set of philosophical tools that can be
used to address problems."40

What is key about Dewey's pragmatism is that it does not accept that knowledge is the only version
of reality, but that experience is equally important.41 In fact, pragmatism accepts that knowledge is
both constructed and based on the reality of the world we experience.42 In a project where the focus
is experience and perception, as well as hard facts, this approach resonates well. Whilst a philosophical
paradigm is important to any project involving social research, "it matters less how this philosophy is
packaged."43

2.2.2 Mixed Methods Research: Justification of approach

It is important that the research questions of a project are framed with the methodology in mind.44 It
is also important to choose a methodology that can best answer the research questions posed. 45 Tax
research is not traditionally reflexive, and methodology of research is not often discussed at any
length.46 Whilst my project does focus on a UK tax, I wish to openly justify my approach to methods
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and methodology. In this study, I considered both whether the CRC is efficient (objectively) as well as
how the CRC is perceived (subjectively) – these questions demonstrate the need of both quantitative
(objective) and qualitative (subjective) methods. Thus, the duality of methods used in this project is
the reason behind my initial decision to adopt a mixed methods approach. 47 The main aim of the
research was to explore whether the CRC is considered to have been an effective instrument.
Therefore, the quantitative data will provide a general backdrop, whilst the qualitative data is
intended to provide a deeper understanding of how the CRC operates. Whilst it is unusual for the
qualitative methods to be the primary focus in a mixed methods study, it is not unheard of.48

Whilst not a novel methodology (work using this methodology can be seen to date back as far as
1855),49 mixed methods research is growing in popularity and influence.50 That is not to say that the
approach is without criticism in the literature. Denzin states, for example, that there is a need to
acknowledge the messiness of mixed methods.51 In addition, there has been discussion that would
suggest that mixed methods research subordinates qualitative research below quantitative research.52
This problem is overcome by the acknowledgement that qualitative research has much to contribute
to this project (indeed, it is the primary focus of this project); and by the thorough integration of both
quantitative and qualitative into the project.53 In the present study, qualitative research will provide
a crucial fleshing out of our understanding of how environmental taxation is perceived by those
affected by it, and is an insight that would never be obtained by quantitative data alone.

Furthermore, there are logistical difficulties with mixed methods research - the costs in both time and
money of conducting the research. This is a salient point, due to the time constraints attached to
conducting doctoral research as well as financial considerations. There is also a question of training;
as the researcher would need to be competent with both the qualitative and quantitative methods.54
Teddlie and Tashakkori argue that to combat these criticisms, mixed methods research should only be
used when it is necessary to answer a research question.55 In the present study, I wanted to explore
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and uncover how the CRC has been perceived by those affected by it and this would have been
impossible without the use of interviews and participant involvement. In addition, the known benefits
of mixed methods research make this approach useful in the current study.

Johnson et al argue that such a blend of qualitative and quantitative methods allows the researcher
to gain a broader and deeper understanding of the problem.56 The blend also allows “words, pictures
and narrative” to be added to the quantitative data in order to develop a meaning to the numbers.57
The approach allows the researcher to have multiple ways of seeing the problem at hand.58 There are
further benefits to employing a mixed methods framework to this research. Greene et al and HesseBiber both raise three key advantages to using a mixed methods approach which influenced my
decision to adopt a multi-method approach: triangulation; complementarity; and expansion.59 The
first benefit of triangulation will be considered in more detail below, in section 2.2.3, which considers
how the two sets of data will be brought together to examine the same research questions.60

A second benefit of complementarity allows the researcher to “gain a fuller understanding of the
research question” as one data type enhances the other.61 It allows the strengths of each method to
enhance the other.62 In this particular study, the quantitative data complements the qualitative by
providing a statistical backdrop to the CRC on which to build the more detailed picture. The approach
also allows me to give voice to two different perspectives: the raw emissions data published by the
government; as well as those of the participants.63 Ultimately, the complementarity of both sets
means that bringing them together allows me to create a much “bigger picture” of the CRC.64

Finally, Greene et al and Hesse-Biber speak of expansion, which is the extension of the breadth and
range of the enquiry by potentially producing more detailed findings than would be otherwise
produced without a mixed methods approach.65 By collecting data from a wider range of sources and
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stakeholders, a greater and more comprehensive understanding of the research topic can be
achieved.66 This is not necessarily the case in my current study as the Environment Agency data does
not truly broaden the range of enquiry. Rather, the use of quantitative data in this study is another
perspective, which will enable me to tell the story of the CRC. I consider the analysis arising from the
quantitative data to be the broader, foundational blocks of the story of the CRC, with the deeper
qualitative data identifying the more specific issues that arise from the scheme. I argue that without
both methods, the story of the CRC would not be as rich. Indeed, the quantitative data would not
stand alone very well,67 and so it necessary to combine this with the qualitative interviews. The next
section will now consider the bringing together of these two methods.

2.2.3 Method design

Triangulation is one of the benefits of a mixed methods strategy.68 Traditionally, triangulation brings
together the two data types so that the one may validate the other.69 However, in my study, I was
conscious of the fact that the quantitative data may not reflect the issues raised in the qualitative
phase of the project. In light of this, I still saw value in bringing the data sets together for two main
reasons: 1) regardless of whether the data sets agree, they still form part of the CRC story; and, 2) it
is interesting to consider how and why the two data sets diverge from one another. In this sense, I will
be using triangulation as a way of bringing two different, yet complimentary, data sets together.70
There are four major designs that are commonly used for mixed methods research: the triangulation
design, the embedded design, the explanatory design and the exploratory design.71 The reasons for
choosing a certain design will be made clear throughout the rest of this section, but I will first explain
my reasons for dismissing the other designs. The embedded design is where the qualitative data is
secondary to the quantitative data.72 As such, I have dismissed the design asfor both of my data sets
are of equal weight but have been used differently. The explanatory design uses qualitative data to
subsequently explain the quantitative data,73 and whilst the role of my qualitative data has been to
help explain any quantitative findings, the qualitative data also has the purpose of painting a picture
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of the CRC in combination with the quantitative data. Finally, the exploratory design builds on the
explanatory design where there is a need for further exploration for the quantitative data by the
qualitative data (for example, where a variable needs to be explored further).74 Again, this is not the
primary purpose of the study, and whilst the qualitative data may help to shed some light on the
quantitative data, the focus is on the two data sets working together. Some aspects of each of the four
designs reflect within the current study, however, the design chosen encompasses the primary
purpose of the study.

This study has adopted the triangulation design as a structure for this thesis. It is a "well-known
approach"75 which brings together research from different sources to "obtain different but
complementary data on the same topic".76 A succinct definition of the aims of triangulation can be
seen within the work of Brewer and Hunter:

"Triangulated measurement tries to pinpoint the values of a phenomenon more
accurately by sighting in on it from different methodological viewpoints".77

The design essentially keeps the two different data sources separate (quantitative data and analysis
can be found in Chapter 3, while the substantive qualitative chapters can be found in Chapters 4
onwards), until the two sources are interpreted together to more effectively answer a problem (see
Chapter 8). Cresswell and Plano Clark explain the use of the triangulation design as:

"the design is used when a researcher wants to directly compare and contrast
quantitative statistical results with qualitative findings or to validate or expand
quantitative results with qualitative data."78

In this study, the quantitative data and analysis is presented first as a foundation for the thesis. This is
subsequently followed by the qualitative data which seeks to paint a deeper picture of the CRC
through the eyes of those involved with it. To determine whether the CRC is an effective instrument,
both emissions statistics (quantitative data) and participant perceptions (qualitative data) will be
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brought together. This depth of analysis would not be achieved by quantitative data analysis or
qualitative data analysis alone.

The data is kept distinctly separate until it is time to interpret the results of both datasets in Chapter
8. As such, this study will not adopt the simple triangulation design but will adopt the convergence
model of the triangulation design.79 This model goes one step further than the standard triangulation
design by explicitly separating out the two data sets throughout the process until a final interpretation
is conducted using both sets of data. This suits the present study well, as the quantitative data will be
analysed separately from the qualitative data.

Quantitative
data
collection

Quantitative
data
analysis

Quantitative
data results

Qualitative
data
collection

Qualitative
data
analysis

Qualitative
data results

Compare
and
Contrast

Interpret
quantitative
and
qualitative

Diagram illustrating the convergence model of the triangulation design.80

Whilst there have been appraisals of the triangulation design, there have also been criticisms. These
need to be dealt with to justify the adoption of this design for the present study. Cresswell and Plano
Clark outline a number of potential criticisms of the triangulation design, of which four are relevant to
the CRC study.81 The first criticism is that researchers need to bear in mind the fact that having at least
two different samples and sample sizes will have consequences when considering both data sets
together; and that it is crucial to specify the interplay between both the quantitative and qualitative
data.82 Whilst this is an important consideration, my study into the CRC has already borne this in mind
during its development - for the quantitative data will provide a more general insight into the CRC
with a smaller, deeper insight provided by the qualitative data.
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Secondly, Cresswell and Plano Clark build upon this by saying that it could be difficult to converge the
two types of data. Again, this has been considered by accepting the fact that the quantitative data
analysis will provide the background context to the qualitative data which will then fill in the fine detail
of the study. I do not believe that the data sets need to be identical to converge them in this manner.
Thirdly, there is the risk that the two data sets may not agree with one another. This is the case with
the current study, for whilst the quantitative data demonstrates that the CRC has been effective on
some level, the qualitative data is very much mixed in terms of how participants view the CRC. Bringing
the two types of data together naturally introduces a conflict. I therefore acknowledge that this
conflict exists, but the two types of data remain of interest as they still paint the picture of the CRC. It
is also perfectly possible that the CRC is effective (based on the emissions data), but that the
regulatees despise its existence (and so it is painted as inefficient in the qualitative data). Even if the
emissions data indicate an effective instrument, the fact that participants do not view the scheme as
effective is striking and is worthy of exploration. Unexpected results are a possibility in any study, and
the diverging data sets provide a rich source of interpretation for this thesis.

Finally, it requires a lot of time and expertise to collect and analyse two data types at the same time;
however, this study perfectly suits simultaneous data collection, since the quantitative data is already
readily available via the Environment Agency. Without the need to collect data for the quantitative
aspect of the project, allows the two data sets to run parallel to one another harmoniously. In addition,
the triangulation approach also has benefits to a study. It has been described as an "intuitive design"
when dealing with two types of data,83 and it is certainly simpler than trying to convert both data sets
to weave them together at an earlier point in the study design. It is also an efficient design in terms of
time,84 as both data sets may be collected at the same time rather than one after another. This is a
significant benefit of the triangulation design for the present study which has ambitious data goals.
Finally, each type of data can be collected and subsequently analysed. This allows for the most to be
taken from each of the data sets and minimises any loss from the convergence of the two sets of data.
I will now consider the design of each methodological approach in the following section.
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2.3 Qualitative Methods
I opted to conduct interviews for this project because I wished to obtain wider perspectives on the
CRC from the people who are involved with it. I believed that it was important to gain this perspective
to understand how the CRC operates in practice and whether it was perceived to be effective in
practice. In the main, these interviews were conducted over the telephone for the convenience of the
interviewee. However, on five occasions, I was able to conduct the interview face-to-face, and this
enabled me to explore participants’ experiences in more detail.85 The interviews themselves were
semi-structured and I had identified a number of issues (that I had gleaned from the literature)
beforehand.86 However, I was looking to glean “an account of the values and experiences of the
respondent in terms meaningful to them”.87 Therefore, whilst I had a list of questions covering certain
topics as a starting point, the interviewee was free to answer in the manner they saw best, and free
to introduce new ideas and topics.88 Brinkmann and Kvale describe the semi-structured interview as
an “openness to changes of sequence and forms of questions in order to follow up on the specific
answers given and the stories told by subjects”.89

The issues therefore naturally changed and developed through the course of the itnerviews. As such,
I had to be flexible and change the interview schedule during and after the pilot study; and, indeed,
during the interviews themselves.90 This allowed interviewees to develop their ideas and drive the
direction of the interviews.91 This was critical for this study as I was looking at how the CRC has been
perceived by the interviewees, and not what I thought they had perceived. During the interviews, I
used open-ended questions which allowed interviewees to express themselves in their own words.92
I avoided the use of ‘leading questions’, as I did not want to influence the answers provided by
interviewees.93 Drawing upon literature, I also kept questions as simple as possible and considered my
use of language to ensure that the questions did not incite closed or short answers.94 The interview
schedules can be found in Appendices 1 and 2.
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The following section of this Chapter will take a closer look at the interviews that have been conducted
as part of this project. Interview theory will be considered as well as the practical methods and
methodology of the interviews themselves. Broader aspects of the project, such as ethics, will also be
outlined. First, I turn to the pilot study.

2.3.1 The Pilot interviews

My anticipated problems in the early part of the study were primarily concerned with data collection.
The primary problem was likely to be interview recruitment; that is identifying suitable candidates for
the study and arranging an interview with them. As such, I was conscious to keep re-evaluating the
success of my recruitment strategy, which is one of the reasons why a pilot study was introduced. In
addition, other anticipated problems revolved concerned the interview questionnaire. I was
apprehensive that the questions would not be suitable for two reasons: 1) They simply might not have
gone down well with interviewees, in the sense that interviewees did not respond well to them; and
2) I might have missed out further relevant questions on issues that I had not identified in the first
draft of the interview questionnaire. Once again, I thought that the pilot study would help to rectify
this.

Initially, between 30 and 40 interviews were planned, and in light of the literature which dictates that
interviews should be carefully thought out alongside the research questions,95 several drafts were
made of the interview questionnaire. Interviewing, however, is an art and not a science.96 Therefore,
the interviewing process included a pilot interview stage where the initial interview questionnaire was
tried and tested and then amended in light of issues that were raised during these initial interviews.
This allowed me to obtain the most relevant data in the most efficient way. I decided to undertake
between 4-5 interviews for the pilot study, with the intention of using these initial interviews to amend
and improve my interview questionnaire and interview technique. In addition, I made the decision to
limit the pilot study to the university participants of the scheme. This was for two reasons: universities
would give a useful insight into the public-sector approach to the scheme; and they would also be
understanding, hopefully, of the need to develop and work on interview questions for the purposes
of research.
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Following this decision, it was necessary to determine the sampling method for the pilot interview. I
decided to choose a random sampling method, which is a form of probability sampling that allows me
to generalise my results.97 The random sampling was conducted by populating a spreadsheet with the
names of the universities that participated in the scheme, in the order that they are featured within
the 2013-2014 ARP (alphabetically). Then, using a random number generator,98 I generated five
random numbers (using the number of universities as the range). For example, if the generator gave
me the number 2, then I would contact the second university on the list, the number 7 would
represent the seventh on the list and so forth. These five numbers represented the first five
universities that I would contact for the pilot interview.

On reflection, this method of choosing participants made it difficult for me to recruit a sufficient
sample for the pilot study because I had to contact a high number of participants to get enough
positive responses. The process for recruiting the pilot participants was adapted during the
recruitment process itself. Initially, I planned to contact the five universities with the invitation by
email. However, this was quickly changed to 10 universities, and finally to 50 universities, to
compensate for the fact that the response rate would not be 100%. In the future, I would increase the
number of potential interviewees contacted from the start of the study, as waiting for responses and
incrementally increasing the pool of potential recruits was a slow and arduous process. A small
number of the candidates responded quickly, but the general response was slow and not positive. It
was therefore necessary for me to chase potential participants on several occasions before receiving
a positive response. I decided to follow up the initial email within two weeks with a second, follow up
email. In addition, I contacted a number of institutions by phone, but again had only limited success.
From the 50 universities that were contacted, I received eight positive responses, three negative
responses, and 39 without response. My pilot study therefore consists of eight interviews which were
conducted between October 2015 and January 2016.

Fortunately, the pilot study did give me the opportunity to trial my initial interview schedule. The pilot
study also allowed me to draw some initial conclusions on the data;99 and I was flexible to new ideas
that were raised by interviewees that were not in my original interview schedule.100 The result of this
was that the interview schedule changed significantly to include the themes raised by the interviewees
including the revenues of the CRC. Overall, I found the pilot study to be incredibly formative to the
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final interview schedule used in the main study phase. Appendix 2 contains both the pilot and revised
interview questionnaire.

2.3.2 Main study phase

Following the pilot study of the project, I progressed onto the main phase of interviewing. Once again,
I had problems recruiting interviewees for the study. For this stage of the project, I decided to target
interviewees who fell under the following three headings: participants of the CRC; solicitors/ advisers
of the CRC; and the regulator. By targeting three different aspects of the CRC, I hoped to triangulate
the various views of the CRC and draw conclusions that take into account views from all sides of the
CRC. The approaches for each type of interviewee were different and will be discussed in turn.

2.3.2.a The regulator

The regulator was identified and contacted directly for the project. This communication consisted of
an email which was sent directly to the regulator and resulted in an interview being scheduled. A
limitation of this interview is that I selected the interviewee, and that there is no element of
randomness to this sample. However, since the administrator for the CRC is fixed in the CRC Order,
there was no way to bypass this. This interview was conducted face-to-face, and was the longest
interview conducted under the study (at 91 minutes in length). It provided me with a unique
opportunity to allow the regulator to express itself at length.101

As will be discussed below, following this interview, my research was advertised to all the participants
of the CRC via a newsletter in April 2016:

“Request for Volunteers – Research Project on Environmental Taxation
Amy Louise Lawton of Birmingham University is looking for participants of the
CRC Energy Efficiency scheme to participate in a project exploring the purpose
and design of environmental taxation; and the role that environmental taxation
could and should play within the climate change arena, using the CRC as a case
study. She is interested in anyone who has been a participant for either phase
of the CRC. It is a great opportunity for you to share your views in an
independent study of the scheme.
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Participants of the study will take part in a short (30-40 minute) interview with
Amy, and all interviews will be on an anonymous and confidential basis. If you
would be interested in taking part in this project, please send an email to
a.l.lawton@bham.ac.uk.”

This advertisement was key to this study’s viability as it provided me with a fresh access point to those
involved in the CRC. Following the circulation of this newsletter, the project received interest from
both participants and consultants and provided me with the opportunity to schedule a further 16
interviews in April and May 2016. Without this newsletter, it is likely that I would have struggled to
recruit a sufficient number of people to the study. I now turn to the recruitment of participants of the
CRC.

2.3.2.b Participants of the CRC

Following the approach taken for the pilot interviews, I initially contacted the participants in the same
way. I used the 2013-2014 ARP as a point of reference,102 and used a number generator to identify the
participants that I would contact. Using this method, I generated 25 participant names. Due to the
constraints of my ethical approval, if the number for a local authority or NHS trust was generated, I
simply generated a new number and moved on.103

Participants of the CRC tend to be large, private organisations and it was difficult to identify the CRC
contact within the organisation. As such, I took the decision to contact these organisations by letter,
as I was able to send the letter to the registered headquarters of the company.104 I sent out 25 letters
to the 25 names on the list. Out of those 25, I received two negative responses and the remaining
number did not respond. A month later, following the low response rate, I sent out a further 60 letters
to participants identified in the same manner. Of these 60 letters, I received a further two negative
responses with the remaining number not responding. It was quickly apparent that this approach was
not yielding results. Following the advertisement of my project in the CRC newsletter, I received
interest from a further 16 people who were willing to be interviewed – these were a blend of
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participants and consultants for the CRC. Therefore, the interviewees for my main interviews were
self-selecting.

The demographic of the participants I interviewed varied. I interviewed participants from the following
sectors: Higher education; construction; utilities; retail; transport and logistics; hospitality; the NHS;
and local authorities.105 I therefore had a mix of public and private participants from a range of sectors.
A limitation of this is that whilst I had a varied range of interviewees from the participant pool, I did
not have the opportunity to probe deeply into specific sectors. I acknowledge, therefore, that my data
is more of an overview of the participants of the CRC and cannot be used to explain trends in specific
sectors. In terms of organisation size, my interviewees also varied. Due to the nature of the CRC, all
the organisations would be considered ‘large’ organisations as the scheme was designed to capture
larger consumers of energy.106 However, within this, there is still a wide range of organisations. This
study included an interview with an organisation that only just fell into the CRC with a liability in the
tens of thousands of pounds; but also included an interview with one of the emitters in the top 1% of
the scheme, with a liability figuring in the millions. Most organisations naturally fell in the middle and
there was generally a six figure (i.e. above £100,000) liability under the CRC. The individuals
interviewed were generally male (two interviews were with women in this category) with a career
history in environmental management. The interviews also consisted of organisations throughout the
UK (except for Northern Ireland), although there was a concentration of organisations in the South
East of England. A good mix of different organisations were represented in the interview data set.

2.3.2.c Solicitors/ advisers of the CRC

It was not easy to identify which solicitors had a practise on the CRC, either from an existing list of
solicitors, or from the websites of key firms. In order to identify these solicitors, I generated a possible
list of solicitors from the Law Society website.107 The list consisted of 86 solicitors who potentially
worked on the CRC, and I systematically took the name of every other solicitor on the list (so the first,
third, fifth and so on). If the solicitor did not practise in the UK, I moved to the next solicitor on the
list. This gave me a shorter list of 43 solicitors to contact, which was achieved by a short email
addressed to the solicitor, a copy of which can be found in Appendix 5.
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One of the main difficulties in interviewing solicitors is that they are ‘elites’.108 Whilst they are used to
being interviewed or asked their opinion,109 they are also time poor, and so recruitment to the study
was a particular concern. Following contact with the first 43 solicitors, I received one positive
response. Two weeks later, I sent a reminder email to the 42 remaining solicitors and received seven
positive replies as a result. Of those seven, five scheduled interviews, and four interviews were
eventually undertaken.110 From the five interviews undertaken, one further solicitor was identified,
and an interview scheduled. I undertook a total of six interviews with solicitors. My response rate was
therefore relatively low, but this in line with the idea that lawyers are busy and hard to access.111 A
further demonstration of this is that one solicitor submitted a short monograph style email in the place
of an interview because he was too busy to do an interview.

In addition, elite interviewing can skew the interview dynamic. Here, there is a tendency for the
researcher to “be in awe” or to be “intimidated” by the people they are interviewing.112 These feelings
can come from a range of sources such as the solicitor’s status, influence or expertise.113 It can result
in the interviewer being “talked down to” in light of the interviewee’s elite status.114 I found that when
interviewing these solicitors, such a talking down was not really present. I did not feel patronised by
the solicitors, nor was I made to feel intimidated during the interview. What was interesting was that
I had some experience of what is termed “gate-keeping questions”,115 where the solicitors would test
my knowledge of the CRC by asking specific questions. For example questions such as “I don’t know
whether you have heard of X”, and “I’m not sure how much you know about Y” preceded some
explanations of more complex points. My background as a researcher (without experience in the legal
profession) probably did not help the dynamic of the interview,116 and the interviewees were explicitly
told that I was a doctoral student. Overall, however, I do not believe that the elite nature of these
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interviews negatively impacted on the views that were expressed by the solicitors, and I noticed a shift
away from gate keeping questions as the interview progressed.117

Following the advertisement of my research in the CRC newsletter, I also received interest from
consultants who were willing to be interviewed. In total, 31 interviews were conducted. Whilst there
is no magic number for the number of interviews to make a study viable, there needs to be enough
interviews to answer the intended study question. 118 In the case of the current study, I believe 31
interviews were sufficient to answer the research questions in this thesis, as recurrent themes were
present throughout all interviews. Below is a summary of all interviews.

Interview stage

Number of interviews

Demographic of interviewees

Pilot Interviews

8

Universities across the UK.

Solicitor Interviews

6

Solicitors

largely

based

in

London and the South of
England.
Main Interviews

16

A mix of participants (12) and
consultants (4).
Participants from across the UK
geographically and a wide
range of sectors (hospitality,
retail, utilities, logistics and
education).

Regulator

1
TOTAL

31

Note: an additional monograph
was submitted which has also
been coded. Therefore, 32
sources of qualitative data.
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2.3.4 Access, ethics and informed consent

For all research undertaken at the University of Birmingham, ethical approval must be obtained.119
Ethics approval for this project was obtained in August 2015 through the University of Birmingham via
a process of self-assessment and an ethics approval form which was then approved by the
University.120 The process required me to consider the potential ethical questions raised by my project,
as well as how to handle the data and obtain informed consent. Both anonymity and confidentiality
posed significant problems for my research - for without both, there is the risk that the participants of
the study could be exposed to negative publicity depending on their response to the interview
questions. The data used within the study therefore had to be both confidential and anonymous.

To ensure that the data was both confidential and anonymous, a number of precautionary measures
were taken. Most of the raw interview data (sound files) were sent to a private company for
transcription. Before transcription, the transcription company was required to sign a confidentiality
agreement prior to them receiving the sound files. Once the data had been transcribed, I went through
all the data and redacted any confidential information that could identify the participant. This left a
transcript that could not be linked back to the original participant and was followed by a permanent
deletion of the original transcript and recording. From then on, only the redacted files were retained
for the rest of the project. For analysis, the participant will not be linked to any ID number or name.
Only their regional location and ‘type of organisation’ information (e.g. retail, education etc.) will be
retained. These steps should mitigate the above risks and prevent any negative portrayal of an
individual organisation, as well as limit the ability of third parties to identify who participated in the
study.

In addition, I secured informed consent from my participants. Simply obtaining consent may not be
sufficient when undertaking a qualitative study, and this is particularly relevant when the interviews
are to be recorded.121 It is therefore necessary to obtain further consent.122 In addition, the University
requires the consent to be an informed consent,123 and a failure to implement a strategy for obtaining
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informed consent could be deemed as negligence.124 Silverman argues that informed consent includes
the provision of information that is understood by the participants who are volunteering.125 As the
project targeted adult businessmen, lawyers and civil servants, I was relatively unconcerned about
their ability to provide informed consent. Nonetheless, a procedure was designed and developed to
obtain informed consent for the current study.

The participants of the study were asked to give their consent on two occasions: firstly, by email, when
the details of the interview are confirmed; and secondly, at the start of their interview. As all the
interviews were recorded, there remains a permanent record of their oral consent given at the start
of each interview in the interview transcript. For the consent to be informed, the participants received
a participant information sheet,126 which detailed all the information relevant for the study
(withdrawal, contact details, the data collection and analysis etc.). The sheet was written in clear and
simple language so that it was accessible to all participants; there was also the opportunity for
participants to email any further questions that they may have had to ensure that they had understood
both the contents of the information sheet and the study itself: none of the interviewees emailed me
any questions.

2.3.5 Analysis of the data

The purpose of qualitative data analysis is to make sense of the data.127 There is no one correct way
to analyse qualitative data.Rather, the method of analysis should consider the purpose of the study
and integrate this purpose into the methods used from the start.128 There are risks attached to the
fact that this analysis was conducted by a human (i.e. me), and it is important that any analysis is
systematic, disciplined and transparent to ensure that the analysis is conducted in a rigorous
manner.129 The purpose of this study is to identify and perceive CRC participants’ perceptions of the
scheme; as well as identify how their level of engagement links to existing tax and regulatory theory.
The method of analysis will therefore be largely thematic and will draw upon the existing literature in
these areas.
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At the outset, a decision was taken to transcribe all of the interview data to ensure that the data was
clear and readily accessible for data analysis once the interviews had been completed.130It was
thought that doing this would enable me to re-familiarise myself with the data.131 Initially, the decision
to transcribe for clarity was balanced against the factor of time (roughly three to four hours per hour
of recording),132 as well as the ethical issues that are raised by transcribing interview data. The
interview data was transcribed from the audio recording of the interview. As it is important to start
data analysis from the outset,133I transcribed my first few interviews immediately after the interview.
This allowed me to review the initial data in light of my research questions,134 and where appropriate,
alter my approach to the interview. Due to the risks of basing my transcriptions solely on an audio
recording of the interview, I also made the decision to take notes during the interview, both as a
transcription aid135 and in case of technology failure.

I therefore transcribed my first four interviews verbatim myself, following the start of the pilot study
and removed any identifiers within the data. Following the receipt of external funding from the
Chartered Institute of Taxation, the decision was made to get the rest of the interview recordings
professionally transcribed. Therefore, 27 of the recordings were transcribed ‘intelligent verbatim’
(which removes stutters and repeated words) by an external company. Once the transcripts were
returned, I then began the process of cleaning and redacting the data to make it confidential and
anonymous. To clean the data, I listened once again to the recordings with the transcripts open.
Overall, there were few issues with the transcripts; it was largely a matter of correcting a few lesserknown acronyms which had been typed incorrectly. The cleaned, redacted copies of the transcripts
were then uploaded into NVivo 11 for coding.

2.3.6.a Initial exploration of the data

I presented on the initial findings of my data at a conference before I had coded my data.136 I therefore
familiarised myself with the data before the coding process began. A difficulty with this was that there
was a lot of data to read and reflect upon. However, it gave me the opportunity to get an initial idea
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of the themes that were emerging from the data. Reading through all the data before coding allows
researchers to focus on the data as a whole, rather than the intricacies that are identified with
coding.137 I therefore read through each interview transcript twice, in order to “capture the essential
nature of what was being spoken of”.138 In hindsight, I would have preferred to have read through the
transcripts one more time – as I believe this would have made the process of coding much swifter.
Another limitation is that reading through transcripts categorises the data by document, rather than
allowing ideas to cut through all the data.139

2.3.6.b Coding the data

For most researchers, coding forms a key part of any analysis of qualitative data;140 as it forms the
foundations of any subsequent analysis.141 Coding can be used to identify themes and develop theory
from qualitative interview data.142 Auerbach and Silverstein define a theory as “a description of a
pattern that you find in the data”.143 It helps by allowing the researcher to look across the data as a
whole, rather than by individual piece of data.144 It is a process of both data reduction and data
retention,145 by keeping relevant parts of the data.

I used NVivo 11 to code my data.146 I found the use of this software to be helpful, as it allowed me to
readily visualise the themes in the data and organise my ideas. Using software to aid the coding
process is not a novel idea.147 Some issues have been raised about the use of software for analysing
data,148 including technological aversion and the potential to make errors due to the complexity of
coding programmes. However, NVivo is a useful programme which focusses on providing the
researcher places in which to store and visualise their data to facilitate analysis.149 In addition, I
attended a training course on NVivo in March 2016, which equipped me with the skills required for
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using the software. I went through the codes several times in the software in order to streamline the
nodes, a process which has been labelled first and second cycle coding in the literature.150

2.3.6.d First cycle coding

A number of methods can be used to initially code data, and these can be mixed and matched in order
to complete what is referred to as ‘First Cycle’ coding.151 These methods are largely low-inference
codes, i.e. fairly descriptive, used to build a foundation for later coding cycles.152 I identified a number
of First Cycle coding methods which were relevant to this study: sub-coding; simultaneous coding;
emotion coding; and theming the data. I used these methods alongside one another to initially identify
codes within the interview data.

Sub-coding is the process of attributing further codes to an initial code in order to develop detail and
to enrich meaning.153 It is especially useful when there is a volume of data and a greater depth of
categorisation is desired.154 In this study, whilst the volume of data is not particularly great (31
interview transcripts and 1 short monograph of two pages), sub-coding was useful to organise codes
– i.e. to allow for broader codes to contain more detailed codes, which was a useful tool to organise
my data. In addition, emotion coding allows data to be labelled in terms of emotions that are
experienced by participants.155 By coding the emotions in my data, I was able to gain a deeper insight
into participant perspectives,156 and therefore, their perceptions of the CRC. Since I am particularly
interested in whether the participants are willing to engage with the CRC, I limited these codes to
“engaged” and “disengaged”. This limited the amount of emotion I was able to explore, but I decided
that a full emotive coding would have produced little reward for the time cost involved.

The main approach to coding my data was theming the data. This is the most pertinent approach to
coding my data, since I will be drawing upon the relevant literature bases to create meaning in the
data. Theming the data involves attributing a meaning to a unit of data, whether that is a word or a
phrase.157 It is a way of organising repeating ideas within the data into implicit topics, as a way getting
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to the core meaning of the data.158 This is because a theme is not limited to a specific extract of text,
but is something that runs throughout the data.159 It is argued that this is an active process, with the
researcher playing a role in identifying the themes and selecting those which are of interest.160 Whilst
there is not one correct way to go about this, a logical approach to thematic coding is to draw on
literature at the start of the coding process.161 Building upon this, my choice of themes is only one way
of interpreting the data from this study.162 It is also important to attribute names to these repeating
ideas, in order to create the themes, and the goal of this naming is to strike to the core of the repeating
idea.163 To achieve this, I drew upon the surrounding literature to attribute meaningful names to the
codes. As such, my codes referred to ideas and themes within regulatory, tax, nudge and governance
literature. Whilst there is no set number of themes to identify, it is important to only code what is
necessary to avoid too great a volume of codes and/ or themes.164 Auerbach and Silverstein suggest
around 60 themes are sufficient for a study.165 In the end, this study had 70 nodes.166

Following this process, I mapped the codes. This is the process of reorganising the full list of codes and
condensing them further to create a smaller number of central themes.167 This was particularly useful
in the present study. I discovered several themes were repeated that were essentially identical and
could be condensed (for example, I initially had both simplicity and complexity, but decided to
condense this down to the idea of complexity alone); as well as identifying codes that were core to
my study (for example regulatory overlap). Overall, I deleted eight codes that were either repetitive
or proved to be insignificant (as they only featured in single interviews).

2.3.6.e Second cycle coding

Similar to code mapping, second cycle coding is the recoding of data to ensure that the most accurate
words or phrases are used; as well as the reorganising and reanalysing data which is coded during the
first cycle.168 In addition, second cycle coding gives the researcher an opportunity to review the data
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and start to introduce theoretical codes (also referred to as analytical or pattern codes169), which are
umbrella codes that cover the codes already identified during the first cycle.170 These codes are larger,
and more abstract than those identified in first cycle coding, and are also referred to as theoretical
constructs.171 It allows the researcher to identify their core conceptual categories that are emerging
from the data.172 During this stage, I thought about the main, overarching themes that ran through
my data. This allowed me to bring together several nodes into broader ideas.

2.4 Quantitative Methods
Statistics “play a vital role in collecting, summarising and interpreting data”.173 The statistical aspect
of this project aims to shed light on the efficiency and effectiveness of the CRC. As the data is published
annually by the regulator, the data did not need to be collected other than from the regulator itself.
As such, the next section of this chapter will outline the sampling techniques and analysis
methodology that was used to determine whether or not the CRC has had an impact on emissions.
Basic statistical analysis will also be used to paint a broader picture of the scheme itself.

2.4.1 Access to data

The access to the data for statistical analysis was relatively simple. This is because the raw emissions
data for the scheme is now published annually within the Annual Report Publication (following the
2012 CRC reforms). As such, I based my analysis on all the annual data up to the most recent report
available (the 2015-2016 ARP), which encompasses six years of raw emissions data. Another aspect of
the data is that it is published within a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The benefits of using this data are
clear: it is data that is readily accessible, and in an easy to use format.
Whilst the data is simple to access, and the software easy to use; the data does have one drawback.
The Environment Agency (EA) only publishes the raw data for emissions, and each year is on separate
sheets of the document. In addition, the EA is clearly limited to publishing the data that they have
received, and as such, there are 'holes' within the data. For example, although there are over 2500
registered participants for phase one, there are only 2040 data entries for the compliance year 2013169
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2014. Furthermore, many participants do not have data for each of the four years (for example there
is only data for the first two years, or the last two years). As such, the data needed considerable sorting
and cross referencing before it could be used to represent all four years. A limitation of this aspect of
the study is also that it will be limited in scope and will not cover every participant for the CRC.

2.4.2 Approaches to statistical analysis

A range of statistical approaches was used to answer the question of whether the CRC has been
effective. However, this analysis does not consider other variables which could impact on emissions
(such as gains or losses in assets and increases or decreases in production) and so only provides an
initial snapshot into the emissions under the CRC. I acknowledge that this is a major limitation in the
utility of this data. Nevertheless, the time and resources required to gather the data on these other
variables would have been beyond the confines of doctoral study. I believe that the very general
trends shown by the statistics can still paint a background to the CRC.

Initially, descriptive statistics were used to get an idea of trends in the emissions data. The descriptive
statistics used with the CRC include: the total emissions; the median emissions; the mean (average)
emissions; and the raw difference between yearly averages. Baguley argues that descriptive statistics
“are an excellent starting point for most statistical analyses and are a good way to summarize and
communicate information”.174 I found these descriptive statistics to be a useful starting point for my
statistical analysis and allowed me to gain a provisional idea of what to expect from the more complex
statistical analysis.

Two forms of statistical analysis were then used to provide a basic picture of the CRC and the emissions
of the participants. In order to determine whether there is a relationship between the first-year
emissions (2010-2011) and the final year emissions (2013-2014) of Phase 1, a two-sample t-test was
carried out. In addition, a further analysis of all the data was attempted to determine whether there
is an annual change/ relationship in the data, by using a repeated measures analysis. The two
approaches will now be explained, along with my methodology.
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2.4.2.a Paired t-test

There are four steps to carrying out a hypothesis test:175

1. Set up the hypotheses;
2. Specify the significance level;
3. Compute the test statistic and generate the p value;
4. Decide whether to accept or reject the hypothesis.

The first step was to decide upon a hypothesis that I wanted to test using the t-test. It was my
hypothesis that the CRC scheme has resulted in a reduction in emissions over the four years between
2010 and 2014. As such, the null hypothesis will be that there has been no reduction, or no change in
emissions (this will be represented by the term H0), and the alternative hypothesis will be that there
has been a reduction in emissions (this will be represented by H1). Therefore, my hypothesis can be
represented as follows:

H0 :  1 =  2
H1 :  1 >  2
Within the above hypothesis,  is the population mean of the data set,176 and so  1 will be the mean
for the 2010-2011 emissions data and so forth. Furthermore, as the test is looking to see whether the
emissions have decreased, this will be a one tailed test - which means that is it only interested in
whether the emissions have reduced, and not whether they have increased. SPSS generates a 2-tailed
significance (which looks at whether there has been an increase or decrease in emissions), which
means that the figure needs to be halved to obtain the one-tail figure.177

The next step requires a significance level to be chosen. The significance level represents the
percentage of error that will be taken - for instance, a 1% significance level means that the author can
state that there is a relationship with 99% accuracy should the t-test be satisfied. For the purposes of
this study, a 5% significance level has been chosen as this is the orthodox approach.178
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Once both the hypothesis and the significance level have been determined, it was then time to
compute the t-test and generate a p value - which will be used to either accept or dismiss the null
hypothesis (H0). The calculation for the t-test was conducted through SPSS, a statistical software
package. To produce a p value, the emissions data for both the 2010-2011 year and the 2013-2014
year were inputted into SPSS. This was achieved by simply copying the data column from Excel into
SPSS. Once both variables were copied over, the test was conducted by first selecting the 'Analyse'
tab, followed by 'Compare Means', and 'Paired Samples T-Test'. SPSS then generates a table with the
p value, which can then be judged against the significance level.

As I have chosen a 5% significance level, the p value needs to be less than 0.05 to be statistically
significant; and as this is a one tailed test (I am only looking at whether there has been a drop and not
whether there has been an increase), I needed to halve this value. As such, the p value searched for
was one which was less than 0.025 (or 2.5%). If a p value of less that 0.025 was generated, I could
dismiss the nullhypothesis and accept the alternative. On the other hand, if the value was greater than
0.025, then no statistically significant relationship will exist between the two years. The effect of this
was that such a figure left me unable to state that there had been a reduction in emissions.

2.4.2.b Repeated measures analysis

It was whilst I was on a statistics course at the University of Hertfordshire (June 2015) that I was first
introduced to this potential method of statistical analysis. It is more complex and less commonly used
than the t-test but will complement my analysis. Repeated measures explore the difference between
all four years at the same time to determine whether there is a statistically significant relationship.179
However, because the repeated measures analysis does not simply calculate the mean of the two data
sets but looks at the individual changes between the same data over the four years; a different
approach was required. It was necessary to dismiss data entries that did not have entries for each of
the four years. As such, the data had to be correlated manually within Excel,180 and a final emissions
data sheet created, which could then be copied from Excel to SPSS.181
Once in SPSS, the method of conducting the statistical analysis was simple, yet longwinded. The
method for analysing the data by repeated measures is listed below:
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1. 'Analyze' tab;
2. 'General Linear Model';
3. 'Repeated Measures';
4. Once within the repeated measures tool, it is necessary to specify the number of levels to be
measured - in this case, I had four years’ worth of data and so there were four levels to be
measured;
5. Each level then needed to be defined within SPSS, which simply put, was the transfer of each
year into the test. For example, level 1 was the 2009-2010 emissions data, level 2 the 20102011 emissions data and so forth;
6. Once all the levels had been defined, the test was run by clicking 'OK' in SPSS - this then
generated the results.

It is important to note that repeated measures tests for sphericity meaning it requires a data set with
a normal distribution. Sphericity has been defined as: “the assumption that the variances of
differences between repeated measures are equal”.182 In other words, the repeated measures test
explored whether there was an overall relationship between the changes in CRC emissions on a yearto-year basis. When doing an initial trial with a sample of 100, I found that this method of analysis did
not work, because I had only tested the participants beginning with ‘A’ within the 2013- 2014 ARP. As
such, my data did not follow the normal distribution curve. In addition, a significance level of 5% was
once again chosen and SPSS will provide a value in a table to this effect.

2.5 Concluding Remarks
Traditionally, mixed methods research has received criticisms from an epistemological viewpoint.
Combining both quantitative and qualitative methods is to combine to methods which are at the
opposite ends of a spectrum. One way to get around this is to adopt a pragmatic standpoint, where
methods are a tool to help answer research questions. This is the approach taken by this thesis. In
order to answer questions of the efficacy of the CRC, both statistics and interviews are used to tell a
story of the CRC.
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In terms of interviews, this study comprises of 31 semi-structured interviews and includes interviews
with the regulator, participants of the CRC and solicitors/ advisors on the CRC. The structure of these
interviews has given interviewees the opportunity to express their own views on the CRC which has
directly informed the structure for the rest of this thesis. During the analysis of these interviews,
transcripts were coded, and themes were identified. In the second stage of coding, these themes were
brought together to form more complex ideas which form the foundation of each of the substantive
chapters to follow.

In addition, quantitative, statistical analysis will be introduced to provide a more general backdrop of
the CRC. These statistics will look at the raw emissions data published on the CRC to consider whether
there has been a reduction in emissions during the scheme. Approaches include descriptive statistics
(averages, medians etc.), as well as more complex statistics (t-tests and repeated measures). It is
important to reiterate that the quantitative analysis seeks to complement the qualitative data and is
only being used to paint some rough, initial pictures of the CRC. The following chapter will now
consider the structure of the CRC, as well as present the findings of the quantitative analysis.
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Chapter Three: The Carbon Reduction
Commitment
This Chapter summarises the substance of the CRC scheme as it is found within the CRC Energy
Efficiency Scheme Order 2013 (as amended by the CRC amendment Order 2014),1 hereafter referred
to as the Order.2 The substance of this chapter will be very dense and dry. However, this is an
important point in itself, as the density of the CRC feeds into how the regulatees engage with the
scheme. It is also important to outline how the CRC works as the different aspects of the CRC form the
basis for the analysis chapters that follow. These subsequent chapters will take various points from
the CRC and draw upon literature and interview data, in order to consider how the CRC is perceived
and engaged with.

This chapter will draw upon the CRC Order and the government issued guidance for the scheme.
Guidance forms part of the ‘soft law’ that surrounds the CRC and works alongside the hard law (in this
case the 2013 Order). It is, as put forward by Vaughan, “governance arrangements that operate in
place of, alongside or blended with […] ‘hard law’”.3 It is important to bear in mind that the guidance
on the CRC is plentiful, but also extremely dense and technical. The 2013 Order spans 152 pages,
although this is shorter than the 2010 Order, which spanned 235 pages. Whilst this is not as copious
as other pieces of regulation,4 the guidance for the CRC remains vast. It comprises of guidance
communicated in a variety of mediums by both the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC)
and the Environment Agency. To date, the guidance is made up of 650 pages of PDF guidance; 39 slides
of PowerPoint; and, 18 pages of website guidance.5

The structure adopted for this chapter consists of a chronological summary of the scheme found in
the 2013 Order, which will be considered alongside all the relevant guidance. It is split into five main
parts comprising of: a brief literature review; a brief overview of the CRC scheme; an exploration of
the 2013 Order; the abolition of the CRC; and the presentation of a statistical analysis of CRC reporting
and emissions data. Due to the length of the Order, the section which runs through the substance of
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the scheme will be further split into six subsections and will consider: the trading scheme; emissions
and supplies; participants; the administrator; group liabilities; and, enforcement and penalties.

By way of introduction, and as set out in Chapter One, the Carbon Reduction Commitment is a scheme
within the UK that aims to reduce carbon emissions, in accordance with the UK's international
emissions targets, using economic and market incentives. The CRC targets high-energy consuming
organisations that are not already covered by other regulatory schemes such as Climate Change
Agreements (CCA) and the European Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS). It operates by effectively
taxing participants for each tonne of carbon dioxide that they emit. This is achieved by assigning a
price per tonne of CO2 (which is an 'allowance'), and by making participants purchase and surrender
a number of allowances that is equivalent to their emissions. It is enforced and regulated by the
administrator, which varies dependent in which country of the UK the organisation is based. For
England, the administrator is the Environment Agency, and it is charged with the operation of the
scheme within England and its enforcement.

3.1 Literature Review of the CRC
The lack of existing academic literature on the CRC forms one of the claims as to the originality of this
thesis. When searching for the "Carbon Reduction Commitment" in the database for the Journal of
Environmental Law, there is only one result - a piece about Northern Ireland's consent to the Climate
Change Act 2008.6 This is not a paper which focuses on the CRC, it simply contains the phrase within
the main body of its text.

When considering literature outside the Journal of Environmental Law, there is a similar lack of
literature on the CRC. The literature that does exist can be divided into two main groups: writing that
predates the introduction of the scheme and/or descriptive pieces that lack any level of analysis. For
instance, Grubb praised the introduction of the CRC, stating that it plugged a gap in emissions control
in the UK. However, as his article predated the introduction of the CRC, his article was based upon the
theoretical CRC, rather than final legislation that was introduced.7 Further examples can be seen
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within a 385 page book that contains only 13 lines about the scheme,8 short legislative pieces,9 or
within four short paragraphs in an article on emissions reduction.10 Other literature includes pieces
that lack analysis - which are mostly concentrated on the reforms of 2012 - and simply bullet point
information to the reader.11 By and large, the CRC is simply mentioned in passing as one of the
regulatory tools in the climate change toolbox.12 Other contributions include the publishing of the
Environment Agency's CRC league table (which ranked the participants each year, but which has since
been abolished) in academic journals.13 In all of the literature, however, there has yet to be an indepth analysis of the scheme, as seen within this thesis.

It could be argued that the lack of literature in the area could be justified by the fact that the CRC is a
relatively new instrument, only coming into force in 2010. However, as time goes by this argument
loses its potency, particularly as the scheme is now in its eighth year and second phase. The lack of
literature may also be justified by the technical and complex nature of the scheme. The CRC has its
roots in numbers: and in particular, the calculation of emissions across potentially complex
organisations from energy supplies to potentially numerous sites. This is compounded by the fact that
at the start of the scheme 29 fuels were included (this has now been reduced to two), requiring
participants to calculate emissions from obscure energy supplies. It is also perhaps the fact that phase
one required participants to structure their organisations into complex qualifying units (SGUs), that
discouraged scholars from tackling the subject. Regardless of the reasons behind the lack of literature
on the CRC, it gives this thesis, and this Chapter, the opportunity to shed some light and explain a
modern, and important tool of environmental protection as part of a broad suite of approached to
combatting climate change.

Due to the lack of useable literature on the CRC, this chapter will be largely descriptive in nature,
drawing its content from the CRC Orders and associated guidance. Wider literature will be brought in
later on in the thesis in order to explore specific aspects of the CRC.
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3.2 A brief overview of the CRC scheme
3.2.1 The CRC Scheme

As introduced within Chapter I, the CRC was introduced in 2009 and the first phase was implemented
in April 2010. As each phase lasts four years, the CRC is currently in its second phase, which
commenced on the 1st April 2014. The scheme was introduced as a mechanism to help the United
Kingdom meets its Kyoto Protocol targets (to reduce CO2 emissions by 80% by 2050).14 The scheme is
therefore centred on CO2 emissions, and acts as a green tax for those that qualify for the scheme. It
is a mandatory contribution to state revenue based on the quantity of CO2 that the participant emits,
for the emissions equal to a number of allocations which must be paid for by the participant. The CRC
therefore also has a secondary purpose of raising state revenue and it was initially predicted that the
tax would create £1.1 billion per year by 2015.15 However, this prediction has since been lowered to a
prediction of £0.9 billion for 2015, and an actual revenue of £0.7 billion in 2011-2012.16 The CRC still
represents a large proportion of green tax revenue for the United Kingdom, however, as it is the third
highest revenue tax behind the Climate Change Levy and the Landfill Tax.17

An organisation will qualify for the CRC scheme if it meets the scheme's qualification criteria: at least
one settled half hourly meter (half hourly meters are used by large consumers of energy and allow the
energy data to be read remotely by the energy supplier every 30 minutes); and consume at least 6,000
MWh of energy.18 The energy sources that are covered by the scheme were dramatically reformed
with a major simplification of the scheme in 2012. The reforms were preceded by a public Consultation
by the government in December 2012, during which the majority of the proposed reforms were
approved by those consulted (which included both participants to the scheme and third parties).19 The
approved reforms mainly (with the exception of a small number which came into effect immediately)
came into effect with the start of the second phase in April 2014 and so there is little empirical data
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on the efficiency of the simplified scheme. The reforms will be briefly outlined so that the current
scheme may be contextualised next to how the scheme used to be.
A government review of the scheme was commissioned in 2015 and looked at Phase One of the CRC.20
This review found that whilst the CRC had been effective at making some participants reduce their
energy consumption, the effectiveness of the CRC was hindered by its complexity.21 Following this
review, a second public consultation on the CRC was held in late 2015, which asked stakeholders
whether the CRC should be abolished.22 In the 2016 Spring budget, the abolition of the CRC was
announced.23 The CRC will therefore come to an end following the 2018-2019 compliance year and
will be replaced by the CCL.

3.2.2 The 2012 reforms

The CRC scheme first underwent a vast reform in 2012-2013. There is not the space here to consider
all 46 of the proposed 2012 reforms, however, the main purpose of the reforms was to simplify the
scheme, primarily due to its high administrative costs. George Osborne, the then Chancellor of the
Exchequer, gave the reasons behind the reform as the following:

"The carbon reduction commitment was established by the previous Government.
It is cumbersome and bureaucratic and imposes unnecessary costs on business, so
we will seek major savings in the administrative cost of the commitment for
business."24

The Chancellor also indicated that a change in political stance within Government was also a reason
behind the reforms, but it remains clear that the financial burden of the unreformed CRC was the
primary concern behind its reform. The Consultation and Government therefore proposed that the
2012 simplifications would cut the costs of the CRC by 55% million by the year 2030.25 As such, the
reforms focussed on cutting unnecessary aspects of the scheme and included: cutting the number of
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energy supplies from 27 to two;26 abolishing the footprint report,27 and the league table;28 postponing
the date for the surrender of allowances;29 and the introduction of a de minimis threshold for gas
supplies (any gas supplies which represent less than 2% of total supply are now discounted from the
scheme).30

3.3 The 2013 Order
The new CRC Order came into force on the 20th May 2013.31 It was introduced following the
consultation undertaken by the DECC in 2012, whereby proposals for reform of the CRC were put
forward to stakeholders for comment.32 The proposals were implemented, largely unamended, by the
government.33 It is this, more simplified, version of the CRC scheme that will be considered in the
present chapter and the wider thesis.

The 2013 Order is comprised of 15 parts containing 96 articles and an additional 9 schedules which
help to interpret the Order. Article 3 assists with the interpretation of the scheme, and includes 89
definitions of both technical CRC terms such as "qualifying electricity", as well as more generic items
of interpretation, seen within the definition of "day" (which is coined as including working days only).34
The following 'general provisions' within Chapter I of the Order will provide the structure for the rest
of the chapter: the trading scheme (Art.2); supplies and emissions (Art.4); registration and
requirements of participants (Art.5); the powers and duties of the administrator (Art.6); and the
penalties of the scheme (Art.7).

26

DECC, Government Response to the Consultation on simplifying the CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme,
December 2012.
27
Ibid.
28
Ibid.
29
Ibid.
30
Ibid.
31
CRC Order 2013 (n 2), Article 1.
32
DECC Consultation 2012 (n 19).
33
DECC Consultation Response (n 26).
34
CRC Order 2013 (n 2), Article 3.

65

3.3.1 The trading scheme

One of the first objectives of the Order is to establish a trading scheme under the CRC.35 The trading
scheme, which commenced on the 1st April 2014, was to consist of six phases (five phases of five years
and one final phase of four years).36 However, organisations that fall under the exemption or have
relief from taxes under the International Organisations Act 1968 do not fall within the scope of the
Order, and this Order does not apply in any way to those organisations.37 Such organisations include
but are not limited to international courts and tribunals, diplomats, and organisations of which the UK
and other countries are members.38

Allowances:

The allowances, which form the currency of the trading scheme, are valid for the year that they are
issued or any subsequent year.39 This is subject to Art.35(2) which does not permit a participant to
surrender an allowance which is valid for a subsequent year when they are required to surrender
additional allowances under Art.74 or Art.77.40 If a participant does require additional allowances,
then these must be acquired from either a special allocation or trading with third parties.41 All
allowances are only valid for the purposes of complying with Art.36,42 which requires participants to:

"surrender a quantity of allowances from its compliance account to the cancellation
account which is at least equal to the participant's CRC emissions for that year."43

This surrender must happen "by the last working day of October after the end of the applicable year"
via the registry.44 However, should a participant's annual emissions equal less than 1 tCO2, no
allowances are required to be surrendered.45 The surrendered allowances must be placed within a
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cancellation account and be cancelled by the Environment Agency.46 The above is subject to the
following exceptions: when the participant has not yet provided an annual report;47 as part of a
penalty for failing to provide an annual report;48 when the participant has failed to surrender the
correct number of allowances and is subject to a sanction;49 and when the participant later discovers
a shortfall in surrendered allowances and is required to surrender them the following year.50 On the
contrary, where a participant surrenders too many allowances, these must be kept within the
cancellation account for cancellation the following year.51 Alternatively, any surplus allowances can
be repaid to the participant on application to the Secretary of State.52 Records must be kept by the
administrator for all allowances, and which detail the important dates of the allowance and the
important information of the allowance-holder.53

The Trading Scheme:

Aside from the establishment of a trading scheme within Article 2, the trading of allowances is only
dealt with in article 38(2), which states that participants and third parties are permitted to trade
allowances.54 There is, however, further guidance outside the Order which can be used to better
understand the trading scheme. If a participant is in need of further allowances, these may be
purchased from another participant or third party if they are offered for sale.55 It is possible to identify
the allowances that are 'for sale' by consulting the CRC Registry, which has a 'notice board' facility to
match up buyers and sellers of allowances.56 Additional security measures have been created for the
trading scheme to protect buyers and sellers; therefore, a one-time pass code (OTP) is required for
the transaction to take place.57 The government states that this is "to check the identity of the person
making the trade and prevent fraud".58 As such, there is also a process to obtain an OTP which requires
the party to undergo an ID check and register their mobile telephone number with the CRC Registry.
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The codes will then be sent to their phone each time a transfer takes place.59 A limitation to the trading
scheme is that participants may only have three contacts with whom they can trade at any one time,
and therefore OTP codes will only be generated for three contacts. This is presumably to improve the
security of the scheme, although no authoritative explanation can be found.60 Further guidance on the
mechanics of obtaining the OTP and trading allowances can be found within the 'How to trade
allowances' guidance on the government website.61

3.3.2 Supplies and Emissions – the scope of the CRC

The information that is required concerning the supplies and emissions that fall under the Order is
outlined within Article 4. 'Supplies' are the provision of energy sources that fall within the scope of
the scheme, and 'emissions' is the total carbon dioxide that results from the provision of the said
energy:

"As provided under this Order, Schedule 1 (supplies and emissions) has effect
concerning— (a) whether a supply is made of electricity or gas; (b) the amount of
such a supply; and (c) the emissions from such a supply."62

CRC supplies therefore "means the supplies of electricity and gas supplied to a participant and
participant equivalent".63 The Order also indicates that the lowest value of CRC emissions is zero,
which would indicate that emissions cannot be offset so that they equate to negative emissions.64"CRC
emissions" are defined as the emissions that are calculated in accordance with paragraph 33 of
Schedule 1 of the Order.65 The cited paragraph within the first Schedule states:

"The emissions in tCO2 from an amount of electricity or gas supplied is found by
applying to that amount the relevant conversion factor".66
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or;
"Emissions (tCO2) = Quantity of fuel supply × Emission factor × 0.001".67

All fuel must be converted into kWh before entering the quantity of fuel into the above equation, and
the government provides participants with a conversion table to aid the process.68 The emission
factor, published annually by DEFRA, represents the amount of pollution which is created by the two
fuels: electricity and gas,69and therefore acts to represent the true greenhouse gas value of both
electricity and gas. The emission factors for the fuels are based upon the trending methods of
electricity generation - for example, the recent increase in coal consumption has increased the
emissions factor for electricity due to the more carbon intensive nature of coal.70 The factors are
currently set at 0.541 for electricity and 0.1836 for natural gas.71

Further clarification and detail on the supplies and emissions that fall under the CRC scheme may be
found within Schedule 1 of the Order. The schedule outlines the two fuels which fall under the scheme:
electricity and gas.72 Electricity is supplied following an agreement and the performance of supply
under that agreement, as long as the electricity is measured by a metering device or classed as an
unmetered supply (defined a electricity "supplied otherwise than through a metering device"73).74 The
supply is effective at the time it is made, meaning that the supply counts towards the scheme on the
day that it is received by the participant.75Likewise, gas is only supplied subject to an agreement to
supply, a receipt of the supply and that the supply is measured by a metering device - note, there is
no unmetered supply for gas.76 The scheme not only encapsulates supply from a third party, but also
self-supply which is where a participant supplies electricity and/ or gas to itself (for example, where a
site generates its own electricity).77 This supply also falls under the scheme with the exception of
electricity that is used for the generation, transmission or distribution of electricity;78 and the
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transport, supply or shipping of gas.79 Self-supplied gas is also exempted from the CRC if it is used for
the transport, supply or shipping of gas;80or if it is used for the generation, transmission or distribution
of electricity.81

The question of supplies to franchises is covered in Section 3 of the Schedule. The schedule proceeds
to define a franchise82 and what does not represent a franchise.83 When a franchise does exist, and
supply is made to the franchise premises, the Order states that the supply is a supply to the franchisor
and not the franchisee.84 Trusts of land are dealt with in the following section of the schedule and
concerns supplies to trustees, beneficiaries and operators.85 In this regard, any supply to a land held
on trust is a supply to the trustee,86unless the beneficiary holds more than half a share of the land
under trust - in which case, the supply is to the beneficiary and not the trustee.87 This is similarly the
case for operators that are carrying out a regulated activity in relation to the land under trust and
receives supplies of electricity or gas for this reason. It is the operator, and not the trustee, who is
considered to receive the supplies for the purposes of the CRC in this scenario.88

Following the calculation of the supplies of gas and electricity, there is the possibility of having
deductions from the total individual supplies. This is covered within section 5 of Schedule 1. Any
electricity which remains unconsumed following supply may be deducted from the overall supply
providing that it is measured by a meter or a device "which measures electricity supplied but the
measurements are not used for the purpose of charging for that electricity."89 The position is the same
for any gas that remains unconsumed.90However, if any unconsumed supply is subsequently
consumed by an occupier that occupies premises with the permission of the owner of the unconsumed
supply, this may not be deducted from overall supplies.91 Further supplies that are deducted for the
purposes of the scheme are any supplies that are consumed outside the United Kingdom, for these
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supplies fall outside the scope of the CRC.92 This provision is of specific importance to the 7 participants
during phase one that were registered with an address outside the United Kingdom. Another exclusion
is the domestic accommodation exclusion, which essentially excludes any electricity or gas that is used
"for the purposes of domestic accommodation".93 This is defined within the Schedule as being a
"premises intended to be used as a person's permanent home",94 and also includes certain communal
areas which are also used solely or partly for domestic accommodation.95 The exception does not
cover all accommodation, however, and DECC guidance states that such examples of accommodation
which will still fall under the scheme include but are not limited to: university accommodation;
nunneries; hotels; and hospitals.96 There is a similar provision concerning caravan sites used for
accommodation purposes. Under paragraph 19 of Schedule 1, a participant is not supplied with
electricity or gas under the scheme if the supply is consumed at a caravan site used for
accommodation.97 The exceptions to supply extend beyond permanent accommodation and also
provide an exception for supply that is consumed for the purposes of emergency or temporary
accommodation.98 Emergency and temporary accommodation is defined within the Housing Act 1996
and is the provision of accommodation by the local authority for those who are homeless.99

Another exclusion under the schedule is the use of supply for transport purposes.100 The schedule
defines the meaning of the "purpose of transport" and includes the use of supply for any road going
vehicle, vessel, aircraft or train, conveyor belts exceeding 8km in length and any buildings connected
to the network service of the railway.101 This exception is subject to the condition that the participant
may in fact be supplied with an un-metered supply where the participant has decided that the supply
was not consumed for the purposes of transport (as defined above).102 As stated above, gas is only
counted as a supply if it used for the purposes of heating.103 This means the:
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"gas is consumed for the purposes of heating where it is used as part of a process
where the primary purpose of that process is the generation of heat."104

This does not include any gas that is used in a process which is both for electricity generation and
heating.105 In addition to the requirement that gas is used for heating purposes, there is also a de
minimis threshold for gas supply. Therefore, if the supply of gas used for heating represents less than
2% of the electricity supply, it is not considered to be consumed for the purposes of heating and does
not count as a supply under the scheme.106

A final group of exceptions include supply that falls under a scheme other than the CRC scheme. For
example, a supply does not fall within the CRC scheme if it is consumed for the purposes of running
an installation which is already covered by the European Energy Trading Scheme (EU ETS).107 This is
likewise if the supply is consumed in order to operate a facility covered by a Climate Change
Agreement (CCA).108 However, supplies to both will count if the participant decides that the supply
has not been consumed for the purpose of operating the facilities.109 This decision must be made
before or when a participant submits their first annual report and may not be changed for the duration
of the phase.110 A final exception to the supplies that fall under the CRC scheme concerns metallurgical
and mineralogical processes. During these processes, a supply will not fall within the scope of the
scheme if it is consumed for this purpose.111 Examples of processes that would fall under a
metallurgical process include, but are not limited to: the manufacture of iron and steel; precious
metals production; and the forging, stamping and rolling of metal.112 Mineralogical processes include
the manufacture of glass and ceramics amongst other processes.113

Whilst the total supplies may be potentially reduced in consideration with the exceptions to supplies
discussed above, total supply may also be increased under the scheme. For instance, where the
supplies through a metering device are estimated by the supplier for at least half of the year, and the
participant cannot prove that the estimates are based upon readings from the meter, an "estimation
104
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adjustment" is added onto the supply.114 This adjustment is valued at 10% of the supply which is
measured by the participant's meter.115

Finally, schedule 1 considers renewable energy generation and stipulates that any participant that
generates their own electricity in this way that is eligible either for a Renewable Obligation Certificate
(ROC),116 or to receive a financial incentive made under the Energy Act 2008 is to be counted towards
their supply.117 These financial incentives are Feed-in Tariff payments (or FITs) and consist of payments
for "small-scale low-carbon generation of electricity".118 If renewable energy is used, then this must
be submitted, along with any ROCs or FITs received within the Annual Report.119 Within a 2013
Government Consultation on renewables within the CRC scheme, it was suggested that the CRC should
go further to incentivise the use of renewables within the scheme.120 Therefore, the government
reformed the CRC in 2014 to assign a zero rating to any renewable energy generated under the scheme
that is not eligible for a ROC or FIT payment.121 This means that such renewable energy does add to
the total supplies for the participant.

3.3.3 Participants: registration and requirement s

The initial provisions on registration and the requirements of participants can be found within Article
5. More detailed provisions for participants are available throughout the Order, and indeed, the
provisions that relate to participants and their obligations are numerous. This section will therefore
attempt to summarise the participants' obligations in terms of registration and generally.
The CRC had 2757 participants registered for phase one of the scheme (an equivalent list for phase
two has not yet been published).122 The regional demographic of participants is relatively diverse, with
participants registered in 632 towns in the UK. There is a heavy dominance of participants based in
London, with 574 participants giving London based addressed to the CRC Registry, but there are also
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a strong number of regional firms from small towns - for instance, there are two participants based in
Kidderminster, a small town within the West Midlands.

Registration:

As set out earlier, it is necessary for participants to register for the scheme if they meet the qualifying
criteria: at least one settled half-hourly meter,123 and an annual supply of at least 6000 MWh.124 If the
qualification criteria are satisfied, participants are required to register with the administrator (the
Environment Agency) using the Registry.125Government guidance stipulates that access to the Registry
is limited to those that possess a Government Gateway ID, which is a username for government
services.126 There is therefore the requirement to provide the administrator evidence of identity or
any other information asked for by the administrator.127 All participants must make an application for
registration no later than 2 months before the beginning of each phase.128 For Phase Two, which
started on the 1st April 2014, this would have meant that participants should have been registered by
the 1st February 2014. Those that register late will receive a fine of up to £5000, and then £500 for
every working day that registration is not completed - this is imposable for up to 80 days following the
registration deadline creating a maximum fine of £40,000.129 There is a fee for registration which is
currently set at £950 with an annual subsistence charge of £1290.130 Following a successful registration
and payment of the fee, participants will receive a certificate and are then registered for the relevant
phase.131
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Figure 1:

Qualification flow diagram, DECC, Guidance for the CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme: Assessing Qualification and
Registering for Phase 2, May 2013

It is important to note here that registration is mandatory for some public bodies including:
government departments, Scottish Ministries, the Welsh Government, a Northern Ireland department
or a public body in relation to which a public authority decision is made (local authorities are therefore
included within this definition).132 A public body which is a member of one of the above groups also
falls under the mandatory registration.133 The existence of any other public bodies is to be determined
on the qualification day of the qualification year.134 These public bodies can apply to register in groups
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as long as they meet the qualification criteria for the qualification year,135 but it is the administrator
who may determine whether a public body is a member of a group.136 This is also the case for public
bodies that do not fall under article 14(1) as a mandatory participant, and who do not apply as a
group.137

The Order also makes provision for universities and colleges under the scheme. The university must
be wholly or mainly situated in England,138 and whether it is a university or a college of a university is
determined on the qualification day of the qualification year.139 Once it has been decided that a college
is part of a university, the colleges of a university become a group for the purposes of the scheme
regardless of whether they have a separate legal identity.140 If the university and/or colleges do not
meet the qualification criteria then they do not fall within the scope of the scheme.141 However, if they
do meet the qualification criteria, they must then decide if any colleges will form an independent
group,142 and the university must apply for registration informing the administrator of any
independent groups within the university structure.143

Reporting Obligations:

A participant has the obligation to provide an annual report to the administrator using the Registry
(unless provided for otherwise),144 and before the last working day of July of each reporting year.145
The deadline for the report is important, because if a participant fails to submit a report then the
administrator may ‘determine’ (make the report) the report 40 days after the due date.146 For the
annual report to comply with the scheme, the participant must include the following within the report:
the amount of CRC supplies, how those supplies were directed to any participant-equivalent member
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of a group; and whether there were any estimation adjustments, renewable electricity generation and
their respective amounts.147 The administrator will then calculate the participants' emissions.148
The website guidance on reporting states that the report should include at least two meter readings
which are at least six months apart.149 Without these two meter readings, the report is estimated only
and will have a 10% estimation adjustment added onto the supply figure provided by the
participant.150 In addition to providing details of supply, the annual report has several voluntary
sections. Participants are invited to provide the following information on a voluntary basis: turnover
data, details of any carbon management within the organisation, and a comments box for any general
comments that the participants may have on the CRC.151 Any data that is inputted into the report can
be amended up until submission of the report, participants are also invited to download a digital copy
of their report for their records.152 Once the report has been submitted, a copy will be sent to the CRC
contact for the participant who will be able to check the report for any errors - should any be found,
it is possible to submit a new report up until the reporting deadline.153 Failure to submit an annual
report by the deadline will incur a penalty and a publication by the Environment Agency.154 For
example, Mansfield College received a fine for £2,500 for failing to report in May 2014 and the Harbour
Exchange Management Company received a fine of £179,952 for the same failure in May 2014.155 The
penalties for an annual reporting breach can therefore be substantial.

Records and information:

As well as having obligations to report data under the scheme, the participant also has the obligation
to maintain records.156 All records must be maintained for six years after the end of the year to which
the record relates,157 and must be adequate, up to date and available for inspection by the
administrator at all times.158 Records must be kept of any information used for a participant's annual
report and any information that is relevant to the changes outlined in Schedule 5.159 Schedule 5
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provides for when governmental departments across the UK create, transfer or merge
departments;160 or when Government decisions affect a participant that contains a separate
participant within.161 The Schedule also provides for changes which occur in other public bodies that
are not Government departments.162 These public bodies must notify the Environment Agency within
three months should they merge with another participant that is not a Government department
during the first year of a phase,163 and the newly formed public body must then apply for registration
as a participant and comply with the Order as if it existed for the whole of Year 1.164 Similar changes
for non-public participants are dealt with under Part 3 of the Schedule, and essentially create an
obligation for any newly created qualifying participant to register, inform the Environment Agency and
keep a record of the change.165 When informing the EA of any of the above changes, guidance states
that the information provided should include: the nature of the change, the parties involved, which
participant/ equivalent was bought or sold, who was it sold from, and when the change took place.166

Looking back at the 2013 Order, if a participant discloses its emissions targets to the public (this is not
obligatory) alongside its performance in accordance with those targets, and a) a person is responsible
for those matters or b) the participant operates an employee engagement programme, then the
participant must maintain records of the information disclosed.167 The participant must audit its
records once a year to ensure that the records comply with the Order and must be evidenced with an
"audit certificate", which is a certificate signed by a person in a management position and which is
kept with the records.168 The Environment Agency may also ask to audit the records to ensure that the
participant is keeping sufficient records.169 The use of audits under the CRC scheme is covered more
in depth in Chapter Five.

In addition to the requirements to keep records, there are also situations where participants are
required to provide information to the administrator. There are also situations where the participant
may make a request for information, for example, the participant may request information from their
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energy supplier.170 A participant may also ask any occupiers to provide such information that is
required for the participant to be able to comply with their obligations.171 The same applies for
franchisees, public bodies that form a group and administrators where a group member has gone into
insolvency.172 The participant is also required to provide information when required on their supplies
to the administrator, and this is discussed above in relation to the Annual Report.173 More generally,
a participant is required to provide information to the administrator when they move location, and
must provide the new address within 10 days of moving.174

3.3.4 The Administrator: powers and duties

The "administrator" of the CRC and any reference to the "administrator" under the scheme may refer
to the Environment Agency in England, the Natural Resources Body for Wales, the Scottish
Environment Protection Agency in Scotland and the Chief Inspector for Northern Ireland.175 The
references vary throughout the Order, and there is a table which informs the reader of when each
reference applies.176 The relevant administrator of the CRC scheme has numerous duties and powers
which enable it to administer the scheme effectively. These powers and duties will now be considered.

Powers:

To enable the administrator to carry out its duties and to ensure the running of the scheme, the
administrator possesses a number of statutory powers. These powers include the discretion to decide
whether or not a public body is to be considered as part of a group,177 whether a non-public
undertaking is to be considered as part of a group,178 and other powers relating to the collection of
information. For instance, the administrator has the power to ask for information regarding
supplies,179 and for any information relating to the monitoring of compliance by the administrator.180
The administrator also has the power to inspect any premises in order to monitor compliance with the
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Order.181 This power is limited with the proviso that reasonable notice must be given by the
administrator to the participant.182

In addition to the administrator's duties toward the creation and maintenance of the Registry, the
administrator also possesses the power to prevent the use of the Registry by a participant who is in
breach of the Order, or who wishes to use the Registry for a criminal offence.183 The administrator
may also suspend a participant's use of the Registry on the same grounds.184 In terms of publication,
the administrator has the discretion to publish information on a participant's performance within the
scheme - this publication is based upon the information held within the participant's annual report or
any other information collected by the administrator.185 Following the 2012 reforms, this publication
now takes the form of the Annual Report Publication (ARP), which is the raw data on each participant's
annual emissions.186 There has only been one ARP so far, the 2013-2014 report, but it contains the
data for all annual emissions since the scheme started in 2010.

The administrator also has the power to charge participants for activities that are listed within the
Order as being chargeable.187 These listed activities include: the participant's registration,188 the
maintenance costs of a participant throughout the years of the phase that it is a participant,189 the
costs of an account that is other than the compliance account,190 and the costs associated with the
maintenance of such an account.191 The administrator may also charge for any determinations that
are made under Art.31(3) (Where the participant has failed to provide an annual report, and so the
administrator does so on behalf of the participant.192 This power is limited by the fact that the
administrator may only charge the amount that is listed within a charges document made available by
the administrator.193 The administrator may only revise its charges document after approval from the
Secretary of State.194 If the charge is collected by an administrator other than the Environment Agency,
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this charge must be paid directly to the Secretary of State.195 The administrator also has powers of
enforcement which will be discussed alongside the enforcement of the Order generally.

Duties:

One of the first duties of the administrator is to register an applicant as a participant when an
application has been duly made, and provide the participant with a certificate of registration.196 In line
with this duty, the administrator must also provide and maintain an up to date list of all the
participants of the scheme.197 Following the end of a participant's participation in the scheme, the
administrator must finally cancel the registration of a participant where the participant has
permanently ceased any scheme activity within the United Kingdom.198 Further duties include the duty
to maintain a record for all allowances, and which shows: the year of the allowance, the date, to whom
it was issued, the account it is held in and the cancellation of the allowance (when the allowance has
been surrendered).199

In addition to the administrator's duties to maintain an up-to-date list of all participants and a record
of all allowances, the administrator also has the duty to create and operate an electronic Registry.200
The administrator has a duty to ensure that the Registry is accessible to those who are entitled to use
it every working day at any other time that the administrator believes reasonable.201 The Registry is
also to be used as a platform for communication between the administrator, the participants and any
third party account holders.202 The security of the Registry is also a duty that belongs to the
administrator, who must "take reasonable steps to ensure that the operation of the Registry is secure
from misuse".203 This duty includes the ability for the administrator to suspend any accounts on the
Registry when the security of the Registry is at risk.204 The administrator is under an obligation to make
any determinations (in relation to its powers stated above)205 in writing and sent to the affected
persons within 10 days of the decision.206
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3.3.5 Group and undertaking liabilities

Group liabilities arise, where for the purposes of the scheme, several undertakings come together as
one participant under the scheme. Whether a group exists is a matter to be decided on the
qualification day of the qualification year,207 by the administrator.208 A group may then apply to be a
participant of the scheme if they meet the qualification criteria of a standard participant (6000 MWh
of energy consumption and one half hourly settled meter).209 Likewise, if an undertaking applies to be
a participant of the scheme but is not part of a group, the undertaking may register for the scheme if
it meets the qualification criteria.210

The Order also has special provisions relating to trusts. An undertaking or public body which is a
trustee of a trust; and the trustee is required to register under the scheme as a participant, may apply
for registration as a separate participant in respect of any trust activities.211 This means that, although
the trustee is required to become a participant on their own merits, they may apply for a different
registration in relation to their trust activities. Operators are also treated differently under the
scheme, and may also apply for separate registration in relation to the activities for which they are an
operator only.212

3.3.6 Penalties and enforcement of the CRC

For the CRC scheme and the Order to be effective, it is enforceable by the administrator. The
enforcement of the CRC will be covered in more depth in Chapter Five, but this section will outline the
relevant aspects of the 2013 Order: Parts 11 through to 14. It contains 28 articles on potential
penalties and the powers that the administrator possesses in order to enforce the scheme, giving
enforcement a large presence within the Order. These can broadly be separated into four main areas:
enforcement notices, civil penalties, the criminal offence, and the appeals process.
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The powers held within Part 11, are exercisable when the administrator "reasonably believes that
there has been a failure [...] to comply with a provision of this Order."213 The powers include the ability
of the administrator to require a participant to provide information surrounding a failure to comply
with Article 40 or 41, by means of a written notice.214 This written notice to provide information may
be withdrawn by the administrator at any time.215 In addition to information notices, the administrator
may also serve enforcement notices upon anyone who fails to comply with the Order.216 The
enforcement notice must be written and contain the following: the provision of the Order in respect
of which there has been the breach;217 the matter that constitutes the breach;218 the steps that need
to be taken by the person in breach;219 and how long the person has to take those steps.220 As with
the information notices, the administrator reserves the right to modify or withdraw the enforcement
notice at any time.221 If the enforcement notice is not complied with, the administrator has the option
to do what the person was required to and recover the costs of doing so from the person.222

The Order also provides for civil penalties within the CRC scheme. Therefore, the administrator may
also serve a penalty notice for a civil penalty where they are liable.223 A penalty notice takes effect
once it is issued,224 apart from financial penalties which are due 60 days after the notice is given.225 If
a financial penalty is not paid by the person against whom the notice is served, the administrator may
recover the amount as a civil debt.226 The administrator retains the power to waive, modify (but only
by lowering the amount of a financial penalty), or allow more time for the person to pay;227 and if the
administrator subsequently decides that the person is no longer liable, they may withdraw the notice
or modify it by lowering the penalty.228 The civil penalties themselves are listed within the Order and
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consist of: a failure in respect of registration;229annual reports,230 and their inaccuracies;231 a failure to
provide information;232 a failure to surrender allowances,233 and any later discoveries of failed
surrenders;234 and a failure to maintain records.235 A holistic list of these penalties is available within
a guidance document created by the Environment Agency, and lists the penalty for each area of noncompliance.236 As well as imposing a financial, civil penalty, the administrator may also impose a
'blocking penalty' until any failure is remedied and any financial penalty is paid.237 The administrator
may also publicise the person's failures, as long as the time for appeal has expired, or if there has been
an unsuccessful appeal.238 It is possible to see a list of the civil penalties issued on the Government
website, and, for instance (as stated above), Mansfield College received a penalty of £2500 for an
annual reporting breach on the 15th May 2014.239 However, whilst the civil penalties are viewable on
the government website, there are only three penalties published, and all are recent.240 This might
imply that the civil penalties are not displayed indefinitely and are not readily accessible following
their removal; which has implications on the efficacy of publication, the transparency of the tax and
also the play off between business and environmental concerns - i.e. that the Environment Agency is
not willing to tarnish business indefinitely for green tax transgressions.

Part 13 outlines the criminal offences which are created by the Order. As such, it is an offence for a
person to make a statement which is knowingly false or is recklessly false where the statement is made
in relation to compliance with the Order.241 Non-compliance with an enforcement notice is also an
offence;242 although this offence has the defence of reasonable excuse.243 It is also an offence to
pretend to be an authorised person for the purposes of the scheme.244 The final offence listed within
Art.82 is that it is an offence for a person who is in control of a premises to refuse entry to the
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administrator or an authorised person where such access is reasonably required.245 These offences
give rise to criminal penalties which differ between England and Wales, and Scotland (Scotland has a
much higher imprisonment penalty on summary conviction than England and Wales). In England and
Wales, the offence of a false statement and failure to comply with an enforcement carry up to a
£50,000 fine and three months imprisonment on summary conviction;246 or a fine and/ or 2 years
imprisonment upon conviction.247 The offences of imitating an authorised person and refusing entry
to the administrator carry a fine (not exceeding the statutory minimum) and three months
imprisonment upon summary conviction;248 and the same penalty as the other offences upon
conviction.249 In terms of corporate bodies, if the offence is committed with the consent or neglect of
an officer of the body corporate (director, manager, secretary, or anyone else in a similar position),250
then the officer as well as the body corporate will be guilty of the offence.251 The position is the same
for Scottish partnerships,252 but criminal immunity is granted to the Crown.253

The powers listed above are all subject to the appeals process set out within Part 14 of the Order. An
appeal may be made against a determination made in relation to article 57 (a determination of
whether a public body or undertaking forms part of a group, see above), an enforcement notice, and
an appeal by a public body or undertaking against the imposition of a civil penalty.254 The Order
provides for three grounds of appeal: error of fact, error of law and that the decision appealed was
unreasonable.255 The appeal is heard by the First-tier Tribunal for appeals within England and Wales,256
and by the Scottish Ministers in Scotland.257 If a person brings an appeal, this has the effect of
suspending any enforcement notice, financial penalty or publication, but will not suspend a
determination or any other kind of notice.258 The appellate body may either cancel or affirm the notice
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or determination;259 they may also modify any affirmed decision.260 Any decision made by the appeal
body must be made on the balance of probabilities, that is to say the evidence must favour one side.261
Schedule 7 provides further information and guidance on the appeals procedure of the CRC, and is
split into guidance dependant on what decision is being appealed and who made that decision.262 As
an example, the guidance for decisions made by the Chief Inspector or the Department of the
Environment (appeals within Northern Ireland) is held within Section 2 of the Schedule.263 In such
circumstances, anyone who wishes to appeal to the Planning Appeals Commission (which is the
appeals body) must do so in writing and must also provide a statement of the grounds of appeal.264
The written notice must be given within 47 days of the decision to be appealed.265 Following receipt
of this written notice, the appeals body must then send the administrator a copy as soon as soon as is
reasonably possible.266 The person making the appeal retains the right to withdraw an appeal, and
should they do so, the appeals body should inform the administrator.267

The Order also provides guidance on the service of documents within the scope of the scheme.
Schedule 8 therefore dictates that all documents must be in writing;268 and must be served to a person
in person, by leaving it at their proper address or by sending it by post or email to that person's proper
address.269 The case for companies is slightly different, and is covered within paragraph 4 of the
Schedule.270

3.4 The abolition of the CRC
In the Spring Budget of 2016, the CRC was scrapped and will end in 2019.271 The abolition of the CRC
followed a short public consultation which took place between September and November 2015.272
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The consultation sought to engage with the interplay between green taxes (such as the CRC, Climate
Change Levy (CCL), and the Energy Saving Opportunity Scheme (ESOS)) in an assessment of their
effectiveness in regards to the then current (as of September 2015,) government priorities of:
simplicity, productivity, security of energy supplies and decarbonisation.273 The government also
stated the clear objectives of encouraging the long term investment of capital in order to boost
productivity; as well as encouraging “the uptake of energy efficiency and low carbon measures” in
order to achieve the above government priorities.274

In general, the consultation raised a number of concerns from those involved with the scheme.275
These primarily focussed on three points:

1. The current green tax landscape is too complex,
2. Uncertain tax policy can undermine investor confidence,
3. The then current (as of 2015) hierarchy of incentives did not drive people to invest in energy
efficiency, rather investment in renewables.276

Specifically looking at the CRC, the consultation proposed abolishing the CRC and moving to a single
tax where the revenues from the CRC were covered by the CCL.277

There were 356 responses to the consultation, from a variety of sectors ranging from public authorities
to well-known high street names.278 The government response to the consultation was published
alongside the Spring Budget in 2016, and added more flesh to the decision to abolish the CRC, which
was announced during the budget itself. In a summary of stakeholder responses, the report stated
that:
“The majority of respondents agreed with the proposed move towards a single
tax. There was broad support from respondents for abolishing the CRC in favour
of a new tax based on the CCL. Respondents cited several benefits including
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simplicity, reduction in collection errors and a reduction in administrative
burdens.”279
This stakeholder response formed the basis for the government’s response, which detailed the
abolition of the CRC, effective from April 2019, this being the end of the 2018-2019 compliance year.280
The reasoning behind the decision was a desire to “reduce the administrative burden of the CRC and
simplify the tax system”.281 In its place, the CRC will move to become part of a single tax: the existing
CCL. Furthermore, the rate of the CCL will be increasing from April 2019 in order to recoup the
revenues from the CRC.282 The rationale behind this being that one, single tax will help encourage
energy efficiency.

The CRC will therefore come to an end in April 2019 and will be replaced by the CCL with a higher main
rate.

3.5 The CRC: statistics
As mentioned in Chapter Two, I am interested in undertaking a statistical analysis of the raw emissions
data published by the Environment Agency. It is important to point out that this is an initial
quantitative analysis that does not take into account other variables which could explain any change
in emissions under the scheme.283 Nonetheless, I believe this analysis remains a useful exercise to
explore the broader efficiency of the CRC. The statistical analysis will primarily take the form of a
paired t-test and repeated measures test conducted through SPSS. These tests will be looking at
whether there is a relationship between the emissions data in each year to determine whether there
has been a reduction in emissions over the years. The merits of using these tests were set out in
Chapter 2.

These tests were only conducted based on the participants who had submitted emissions data for all
six years of the CRC (i.e. had emissions data from 2010 to 2016). As a result, the tests tested 1403
participants for all six years, rather than every participant of the CRC (where n= 1935).284 A
consequence of this is that the statistical analysis does not take into account over 1000 participants
279
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who have been a part of the CRC, but who have not reported emissions data for all six years. To try to
combat this, a separate t-test has been conducted on the organisations who have reported data for
the second phase only, which comprises 1734 participants.

As set out in Chapter two, this chapter will adopt a 1% significance level. A significance of less than 1%
(or 0.001) enables the rejection of the null hypothesis (which is that the CRC emissions have not
changed over the relevant years) with a 1% chance of error. That is to say that I can then accept the
alternative hypothesis (the hypotheses are set out below) with a 1% chance of being wrong. Therefore,
if any of the tests produce a significance level of less than 1%, the null hypothesis will be rejected.
First, this section will present a number of descriptive statistics on the emissions data. This will include
looking at the median and mean (average) emissions for each year in order to paint a broadbrush
picture of the CRC over the six years of data. Next, this section will present the findings of a number
of t-Tests conducted on SPSS, which look at how the CRC has progressed each year. Finally, this section
will present the results of a repeated measures test, which looks at the relationship between each
year with all other years in order to determine whether there is a statistically significant difference.
These tests will be able to illustrate whether the emissions under the CRC have changed since the CRC
began properly in 2010.

Descriptive statistics

In this sub-section, using the six-year emissions data, the total emissions under the scheme will be
calculated. The median has also been calculated to provide further illustration of how the emissions
data have changed over the six years of the CRC scheme. In addition, the mean (average) amount of
emisisons under the scheme will be calculated. This figure is the amount of emissions that the average
participant releases in a year. This is complemented by an additional calculation which shows how this
average has changed on a yearly basis during the CRC.
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YEAR

2010/2011

2011/2012

2012/2013

2013/2014

2014/2015

2015/2016

TOTAL

49,905,746

46,577,238

47,746,320

45,534,150

40,199,432

36,080,266

MEDIAN

13,952

13,022

13,488

12,666

11,820

10,297

MEAN

35,545

33,175

34,007

32,432

28,632

25,698

Difference

N/A

-2,370

+832

-1,575

-3,800

-2,934

EMISSIONS

in mean to
prior year
Table 1: all values are in tCO2

In terms of raw data, there are 13,825,480 fewer tonnes of carbon dioxide reported under the CRC
scheme from the first reporting year (2010/2011) to the latest available year (2015/2016). However,
looking at the raw number of emissions reported under the CRC is not capable of painting a general
picture of participants under the CRC. This is because a drop in raw emissions could be explained by a
small number of participants. The median shows the middle point in the data set, and the median
emissions for the CRC again show a general decrease in emissions.

By looking at the mean (the average) emissions reported, I can consider the average emitter under
the scheme. By looking at how this average has changed over the years of the CRC, I can start to paint
a picture of the ‘average participant’s’ journey through the scheme. As is illustrated by Table 1, the
average emissions reported under the scheme drops every year,285 with the exception of the
2011/2012 to 2012/2013 difference, where there is in fact an increase in average emissions. In
general, however, the differences in means between each year would indicate that there is a
decreasing trend in emissions since the start of the CRC.

Paired t-Tests

Using SPSS, paired t-Tests were conducted on the yearly emissions data to determine whether there
was a relationship between the emissions at the start of the scheme and the emissions at the most
recent data point (2015/2016). The paired t-Test was testing the following hypothesis:

H0 :  1 =  2

285
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H1 :  1 >  2
If we illustrate this by taking an example t-Test; the null hypothesis (H0) would be that there is no
significant difference between the years 2010/2011 and the 2011/2012 year. That is to say that the
emissions for both years should largely be the same. The hypothesis that this thesis attempts to prove
is that there is a significant difference between the emissions in 2010/2011 and the emissions in
2011/2012. The CRC aims to reduce emissions, and so the hypothesis is that the emissions are lower
on an annual basis. As this thesis is only looking at identifying a reduction in emissions, this will require
a one tailed t-Test.286 Therefore, the hypothesis to be tested are:

H0: Earlier year = Later year
H1: Earlier year > Later year
This t-Test has been conducted between each of the years in order to see whether there is a significant
difference between each consecutive year. In addition, a t-Test has been performed to measure the
start of phase one with the end of phase one (2010/2011 and 2013/2014) and the start of the scheme
with the most recent data set (2010/2011 and 2015/2016):
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Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval
Std.

Std. Error of the Difference

Deviation

Mean

Lower

Upper

t

- 2370.732 13976.527

373.006

1639.023

3102.442

6.356 1403 .000

- -832.679 10497.134

280.148

-1382.233

-283.126

-

Mean
Pair Year20102011
1

Year20122013

Pair Year20122013
3

- 1575.620 10576.438

282.264

1021.914

2129.325

5.582 1403 .000

- 3799.657 24523.068

654.472

2515.807

5083.506

5.806 1403 .000

- 2933.879 13405.694

357.772

2232.054

3635.704

8.200 1403 .000

- 3113.672 18762.263

500.728

2131.417

4095.928

6.218 1403 .000

- 9847.208 38423.788

1025.455

7835.618

11858.798

9.603 1403 .000

Year20132014

Pair Year20102011
7

2.972

Year20152016

Pair Year20102011
6

1403 .003

Year20142015

Pair Year20142015
5

tailed)

Year20132014

Pair Year20132014
4

df

Year20112012

Pair Year20112012
2

Sig. (2-

Year20152016

Table 2: SPSS t-Test results table

The significance levels for each of the years can be found in the final column of the table labelled Sig
(2-tailed) (the values in this column have been highlighted and are in bold). In all but one year the
significance is stated as being .000. This does not mean that the probability of wrongly rejecting the
null hypothesis is zero, but rather than that the probability is less than 0.0005, or 0.05%. The test
between the 2011/2012 and 2012/2013 has a .003 significance which is 0.3%. Due to the fact that
SPSS provides the significance as a two-tailed test, these values need to be halved for a one tail test.
As it is impossible to know the values for the .000 significant years, this thesis will not halve these
values. The final significance value for the 2011/2012 year is therefore 0.0015, or 0.15%.
As a result, all of the significance levels are below the 1% level of significance which has been adopted.
What this means in terms of the above hypotheses is that the null hypothesis (that there has been no
change) has been disproved, and the alternative hypothesis (that the earlier year is greater than the
year) proved within a 1% degree of error.
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Repeated measures

Another method of testing the data is a repeated measures test, which tests multiple data sets where
the participants are the same for each data set. In particular, the repeated measures test on SPSS
performs a test for sphericity which looks at whether the mean emissions data between each year is
statistically different.287

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects
Measure: MEASURE_1
Source
factor1

Type III Sum of Squares df

Mean Square

95711737910.000

5

19142347580.000 63.918 .000

Greenhouse-Geisser 95711737910.000

1.544

61991133250.000 63.918 .000

Huynh-Feldt

95711737910.000

1.545

61935953190.000 63.918 .000

Lower-bound

95711737910.000

1.000

95711737910.000 63.918 .000

2100877360000.000

7015

299483586.500

Sphericity Assumed

Error(factor1) Sphericity Assumed

Greenhouse-Geisser 2100877360000.000

2166.174 969856327.100

Huynh-Feldt

2100877360000.000

2168.104 968993030.700

Lower-bound

2100877360000.000

1403.000 1497417933.000

F

Sig.

Table 3: Repeated measures results table from SPSS

The above table shows us that once again there is a statistically significant difference between means
for each year of the CRC (each test provides a significance of <0.0005). This means that once again
there are statistically significant differences between each compliance year under the CRC. This would
indicate that the CRC is having some impact on carbon dioxide emissions. What the table does not tell
us is where those differences occurred. To have a look at where the difference occurred, the repeated
measures test also produces a comparison of each year compared to the other five years (similar to
the multiple t-Tests performed above):
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Pairwise Comparisons
Measure: MEASURE_1
95%

2010-2011

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

2015-2016

Interval

for

Differenceb

Mean Difference
(I) Year

Confidence

(J) Year

(I-J)

Std. Error

Sig.b

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

2

2370.732*

373.006

.000

1639.023

3102.442

3

1538.053*

373.630

.000

805.120

2270.986

4

3113.672*

500.728

.000

2131.417

4095.928

5

6913.329*

907.269

.000

5133.580

8693.078

6

9847.208*

1025.455

.000

7835.618

11858.798

1

-2370.732*

373.006

.000

-3102.442

-1639.023

3

-832.679*

280.148

.003

-1382.233

-283.126

4

742.940*

332.244

.026

91.191

1394.689

5

4542.597*

732.860

.000

3104.977

5980.217

6

7476.476*

838.866

.000

5830.909

9122.042

1

-1538.053*

373.630

.000

-2270.986

-805.120

2

832.679*

280.148

.003

283.126

1382.233

4

1575.620*

282.264

.000

1021.914

2129.325

5

5375.276*

745.586

.000

3912.693

6837.859

6

8309.155*

877.532

.000

6587.739

10030.572

1

-3113.672*

500.728

.000

-4095.928

-2131.417

2

-742.940*

332.244

.026

-1394.689

-91.191

3

-1575.620*

282.264

.000

-2129.325

-1021.914

5

3799.657*

654.472

.000

2515.807

5083.506

6

6733.536*

776.820

.000

5209.682

8257.389

1

-6913.329*

907.269

.000

-8693.078

-5133.580

2

-4542.597*

732.860

.000

-5980.217

-3104.977

3

-5375.276*

745.586

.000

-6837.859

-3912.693

4

-3799.657*

654.472

.000

-5083.506

-2515.807

6

2933.879*

357.772

.000

2232.054

3635.704

1

-9847.208*

1025.455

.000

-11858.798

-7835.618

2

-7476.476*

838.866

.000

-9122.042

-5830.909

3

-8309.155*

877.532

.000

-10030.572

-6587.739

4

-6733.536*

776.820

.000

-8257.389

-5209.682

5

-2933.879*

357.772

.000

-3635.704

-2232.054

Based on estimated marginal means
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments).

Table 4: Pairwise comparison between each year of the CRC
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The table above demonstrates that there is a statistically significant difference (<0.0005, and 0.003 for
2011/2012 and 2012/2013) between all years in the CRC with the exception of 2011/2012 and
2013/2014 where the significance is 0.026, or 2.6%. This is above the 1% significance threshold
adopted and so indicates that there is no significant difference between these two years. This lack of
significance could be explained by the fact that there is a raw increase in emissions under the scheme
which would then skew the general trend of decrease in emissions under the scheme. As such, in
general, this statistical test shows us that for all but two years there is a statistically significant
relationship between the changes in emissions. The two anomaly years correlate with the descriptive
statistics and t-tests, which showed an increase in emissions in the 2012/2013 compliance year. For
all other years, it is possible to say that there has been a statistically significant drop in emissions under
the CRC scheme.

3.6 Concluding Remarks
This chapter has outlined the core aspects of the CRC in order to provide an overarching
understanding of how the CRC functions. This has included a consideration of: the allowances; scope
of the scheme; participant obligations; regulator powers; and the enforcement of the CRC. The
abolition of the CRC in 2019 is a significant development in the CRC’s life and changes the lens
through which this thesis will consider the CRC. The fact that the CRC scheme will end in 2019 will
therefore run throughout this study. Many of the specific aspects of the CRC, as outlined above, will
be explored in more depth, and alongside relevant literature, later in this thesis.

In addition, this chapter has presented an initial statistical analysis of the CRC. The purpose of this
analysis was to start to paint a picture on the CRC’s efficiency as a tool to reduce carbon emissions.
Because of this analysis, I argue that the CRC has had at least some positive impact on carbon
emissions during this time.288 Further statistical analysis is beyond the time and resources of this
doctoral study. However, a fuller picture would be able to be painted, if other variables (such as
turnover, assets etc.) were able to be collected and measured. The rest of this thesis will now turn to
specific elements of the CRC that formed the core themes running through the qualitative
(interview) data. Chapter Four will consider the reforms of the CRC and the impacts this has had on
the scheme’s stability.

288

This echoes the government’s findings that there had been a potential drop in emissions of around 3-5%
under the CRC during Phase One. DECC (n 20), p9.
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Chapter Four: Stability, legitimacy and
credibility
Constantly changing regulation is inefficient regulation.1 This chapter focusses and builds upon two
different concepts seen in regulatory and tax literature: tax stability/instability; and Elen Stokes’ ideas
of regulatory domain/dexterity.2 Tax stability refers to the changes in legislation and/ or rate at which
a tax is levied; whilst regulatory domain and dexterity refer to how regulation has been packaged by
government – the domain is the stable, existing regulatory field, and the dexterity the changing. In an
original combination of both concepts, this chapter introduces a novel method to analyse
environmental taxation and environmental regulation more generally. Both regulatory domain and
tax stability are required for the same function in environmental taxation: to present a consistent
green policy in order to retain credibility in the eyes of those subject to regulation, and therefore
investment by regulatees into the environmental tax. Assuming that an environmental tax is designed
with two functions (raising revenue and changing environmentally unfriendly behaviour),3 then
regulatory credibility is fundamental for any environmental tax in its behavioural changing capacity.
Through the lens of my study on the Carbon Reduction Commitment (CRC), I will argue that it is only
through the promise of secure investment for regulatees (that comes from a stable regulatory
environment) that taxpayers will be willing to go above and beyond compliance for environmental
taxes.

This chapter maps traditional economic literature onto the concepts of regulatory domain and
dexterity put forward by Stokes.4 Much in the same way as Stokes maps the regulatory field of fracking
to consider the changing and unchanging; a similar exercise has been undertaken in economics
literature by mapping stability and change through time.5 Identifying change and stability in the

1

For a general discussion of “good regulation” see Robert Baldwin, Martin Cave and Martin Lodge,
Understanding regulation: Theory, strategy and practice (2nd Edition) (OUP 2012); Robert Baldwin, Martin
Cave and Martin Lodge, The Oxford Handbook of Regulation (OUP 2010) and, Martin Lodge and Kai Wegrich,
Managing Regulation: Regulatory Analysis, Politics and Policy (Palgrave MacMillan 2012).
2
Tax and economic stability has been discussed in a wide range of tradition economic theory; For regulatory
domain and dexterity, see Elen Stokes, ‘Regulatory Domain and Regulatory Dexterity: Critiquing the UK
Governance of ‘Fracking’’ (2016) 79(6) MLR 961.
3
Snape and de Souza also argue that a “levy is not prevented from being a tax by the fact that raising revenue
is not the government's main reason for imposing it”: John Snape and Jeremy de Souza, Environmental
Taxation Law (Ashgate, 2006), p169.
4
Stokes (n 2), 961-963.
5
Douglas North, Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance (CUP 1990), Chapter 13.
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regulatory arena is therefore not a novel concept. More generally, stability has been considered in
wider economic literature and has been considered through various lenses including rule of law;6
institutional stability;7 and property rights.8 The most relevant to legal scholarship is an argument put
forward by Hayek:

“But the important point is that all coercive action of government must be
unambiguously determined by a permanent legal framework which enables the
individual to plan with a degree of confidence and which reduces human
certainty as much as possible.”9

As such, similarly to how Stokes discusses a regulatory domain, economic literature looks at the
permanent legal framework. It is the idea that there is an unchanging body of rules which provide
certainty to those subject to them. What is novel about Stokes’ work is the linking of this change and
stability to how regulation is packaged to regulatees. Stokes argues that the use of domain and
dexterity can be used to convey messages (such as sufficiency or confidence) regarding the regulatory
field. This chapter will further this idea by considering how these messages are received by regulatees.
In particular, the ability of regulatees to perceive and garner meaning from the stability (or instability)
of a regulatory field is of particular interest.

This chapter unfolds in three parts. First, by way of context, a brief recap of the changes to the CRC
will be provided. Second, the themes of reform and stability will be explored through the lens of the
interview data. My work raises questions in terms of Government credibility, as well as taxpayer
engagement with the CRC, and environmental taxation more generally. The concepts of tax stability
and regulatory domain/ regulatory dexterity will be explored as the theoretical framework which
underpins this chapter. Finally, this chapter will combine these two concepts. Combining the two
concepts of the regulatory landscape (comprising of regulatory dexterity and regulatory domain) and
tax stability, stability is demonstrated through a sound regulatory domain. Without this domain (and
therefore demonstration of stability), the green tax will be perceived as unstable; as such, questions
of credibility will arise.

6

Friedrich von Hayek (edited by Ronald Hamowy), The Constitution of Liberty (University of Chicago Press
2011).
7
North (n 5).
8
Walter Lippmann, The Good Society (Transaction 1938).
9
von Hayek (n 6) pp331-332.
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I wrap together the concepts of tax stability and regulatory domain/dexterity to argue that regulatees
are perceptive and sensitive to regulatory change. Whilst there remains a role for regulatory dexterity
in terms of reforming inefficient regulatory schemes, the importance of maintaining a strong
regulatory domain is not to be underestimated. Stability itself is perceived by interviewees/ regulatees
to be portrayed by a strong regulatory domain (a body of regulation that remains unchanging); and
this stability is, through the eyes of the regulatees, also a manifestation of government policy. In the
case of the CRC, the unstable nature of the scheme therefore translates to a perception of an unstable
green policy and a lack of commitment to the environment. Without this underlying policy
commitment to the environment, a green tax will lack credibility, as is the case with the CRC. As such,
my data has much to offer policy makers looking at what works in the context of environmental
regulation.

4.1 Context: the changes to the CRC
The regular changes to the CRC form the contextual foundation to this chapter. As set out in the
previous chapter, in its initial form, the CRC was criticised by the Coalition Government for its
“administrative burdens” and complexity. 10 The scheme as originally conceived covered almost 30
fuels, required reporting on 90% of emissions (as opposed to 100% reporting), and ranked participants
in an annual League Table based upon their performance.11 Following a public consultation, the CRC
was reformed significantly in 2013, in order “to streamline and simplify the scheme to create a new
leaner, simplified and refocused CRC.”12 Reforms of note include a drop in the scope of the CRC from
19 fuels to two (electricity and gas) and the abolition of the Performance League Table. These are
important later when I turn to my data. For the large part, these changes came into effect at the start
of the second phase in 2014. Since then, the CRC Energy Efficiency (Amendment) Order 2014 has come
into force, which makes smaller changes to the scheme.13 Finally, it will be recalled that in 2016 the
scheme was abolished, as part of a larger energy tax reform, and the CRC will come to an end following
the 2018-2019 compliance year.14 It is following the announcement of the CRC’s abolition that the
main part of my CRC study took place.

10

DECC, ‘Consultation on simplifying the CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme’ (March 2012), 6.
The CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme Order 2010, SI 2010/768, Article 77.
12
DECC (n 10), 6 and 11.
13
CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme (Amendment) Order 2014, SI 2014/502.
14
HM Treasury, ‘Budget 2016’ (2016), para 4.14.
11
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Although the CRC will now come to an end in 2019, it nevertheless provides an interesting case study
of a green tax. In addition, the Climate Change Levy will be expanding to cover the scope of the CRC
from 2019 onwards – as such, questions of taxpayer engagement and regulatee behaviour in this field
will continue to resonate beyond the time of the CRC. These insights into regulatees and how they
react to regulation will have a wider application to other green taxes, and as such is especially
important given the lack of empirical socio-legal work in environmental law.15

4.2 The changing landscape of the CRC: tax stability and the regulatory
domain
I had not set out to explicitly discuss the number of reforms to the CRC with my interviewees. The
multiple reforms did not form one of the questions asked of the interviewees. This aspect of the CRC
was, however, raised by 27 out of 31 interviewees without stimulus.16 When I came to analyse the
data from the study four overarching themes emerged which are relevant to notions of stability and
domain/dexterity: 1) the changing landscape of the CRC was attributable (by the interviewees) to
political interference; 2) the multiple changes to the CRC inhibit participant/advisor understanding of
the scheme; 3) the changes reduce the levels of engagement with the scheme by participants; and 4)
the participants’ perception of the credibility of the CRC also drops in line with the number of changes.
These four themes will now be explored in turn before turning to the relevant literature as a basis for
analysis.

As I set out in the introduction, this chapter draws upon the ideas of stability and regulatory domain
and dexterity; building upon the work of Elen Stokes and wider economic literature. These ideas
resonate with the changes to the CRC, and specifically, taxpayer reactions to the numerous changes
that have taken place during the scheme’s life. Economic literature argues that a stable framework is
necessary for the formation of regulatee expectations and economic growth; whilst Stokes looks at
how the regulatory landscape in a field is packaged by government. The two ideas are drawn from two
different fields: economic literature and regulatory literature. It should be noted, that whilst Hayek
15

On which, see: Elizabeth Fisher et al., ‘Maturity and Methodology: Starting a Debate about Environmental
Law Scholarship’ (2009) 21 JEL 213.
16
Interviewees will be identified by an identifier code which has been attributed to each interview. An
example of this is CRC M1. The letters prior to the number denote which pool of interview the interview is
from. ‘P’ is an interview from the pilot study; ‘M’ an interview from the main study; and, ‘S’ an interview with a
solicitor.
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and wider economic literature can be traced back to traditional theorists such as Hume and Smith;17
Stokes relies heavily on policy documents (rather than other academic literature) as a basis for her
argument.18 By bringing the two ideas together, this chapter builds upon the debate set out by Stokes
and Hayek, and analyses the two ideas in light of an existing taxation scheme. This literature, along
with other, relevant literature, will be woven through the study data to illustrate the effects of
instability on the CRC.

4.2.1 Political interference with the scheme

The concept of regulatory domain is coupled with regulatory dexterity.19 Stokes discusses how the use
of domain and dexterity is important in terms of how regulation is packaged by government, using
fracking (the process – hydraulic fracturing - of injecting water at high pressure into underground rocks
to extract oil and gas) as a case study. Stokes’ analysis shows how government preference for fracking
is shown in two ways: one narrative which says existing laws are sufficient to control fracking issues
(i.e. regulatory domain) and another which introduces new, specific fracking laws which enable
fracking to advance (i.e. regulatory dexterity). My work builds on this idea and Stokes’ work and
considers how those narratives are perceived by regulatees.
Domain and dexterity are antithetical in their meaning; in terms of time, domain represents
continuity, whilst dexterity is change.20 In terms of focus, domain is broad, whilst dexterity is specific.
Regarding regulatory response, domain is resisting reform, whilst dexterity introduces new, specific
legislation.21 The two concepts are therefore contradictory. The high number of changes seen under
the CRC is more reflective of regulatory dexterity than domain. My participants suggested that political
interference with the scheme was responsible for the high number of changes:

“So, I actually felt sorry for the people that were trying to do it because they didn’t
know what they were doing – you’ve got the political masters changing the rules.”
(CRC P8)

17

This chapter will also draw on David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature (Oxford Philosophical Texts) (OUP
2000); and Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations Books IV-V (1776) (Penguin Classics 1999), Book V.
18
For example, Stokes (n 2), 964-965.
19
Ibid.
20
Ibid, 962.
21
Ibid, 962.
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Economic literature has traditionally advocated against government interference with the economy.22
Smith’s concept of justice also limited the role of government intervention to the protection against
foreign foes and the maintenance of justice (which included property stability).23 Government
intervention should be limited to those interventions that protected this stability, to the point that
government intervention is seen as a positive when it protects these interests.24 Lippmann provides
an alternative viewpoint through a property rights lens:

“Only by recognizing that legal rights are declared and enforced by the state is
it possible to make a rational examination of the value of any particular right.
The latter-day liberals did not see this. They fell into a deep and confusing error
when they failed to see that property, contracts, corporations, as well as
governments, electorates, and courts, are creatures of law, and have no
existence except as bundles of enforceable rights and duties.”25

Here, Lippmann is arguing that these fundamental property rights (as well as other rights such as those
under contracts) are, in fact, created by laws; and, as such, can be modified by law.26 This would
indicate that there are circumstances which would justify the modification of laws and the introduction
of instability (regulatory dexterity). Hayek agrees with this viewpoint in the sense that the economic
freedom advocated by Hume and Smith actually means economic freedom under the law, rather than
an “absence of all government action” full stop.27 Some political and legislative interference is
therefore to be expected in taxation.

However, due to the fact that this “political interference” was “constantly changing” (CRC P8), this
resulted in a higher than what participants would consider as normal amount of reforms to the CRC.
This in turn meant that the changes were perceived as a failing of the CRC:

“A lot of the problems with CRC is the fact that they’ve changed the rules. When
it came in in 2010 and there was a 2010 order, a 2011 order, a 2013 order and a
2014 order so it’s a lot of changes.” (CRC R1)

22

Hume (n 17), Book 3, Chapter 2.
Smith (n 17), Book V.
24
Adam Viner, ‘Adam Smith and Laissez Faire’ (1927) 35(2) Journal of Political Economy 198, 220.
25
Lippmann (n 8), p244.
26
Ibid, p245.
27
von Hayek (n 6), p329.
23
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“I think the biggest single thing that created bad reputation for the CRC was the
constant meddling. If they had brought it in and stuck with all the phases and
stuck with the broad design, I can understand there would have been some
minor tweaks, then it would have been a successful scheme I think – but it
became a political football.” (CRC M9, emphasis added)

Since the frequency of changes was so high, this was considered to be political “tinkering” with the
scheme (CRC S3, CRC S5, CRC M9). One interviewee linked this tinkering to the wider green taxation
landscape; where they stated that the government has “a habit of changing taxation” (CRC M6). The
language surrounding the changes was not impersonal. The changes were seen as intimately linked
to government interference.

This is not to say that there is not a role for regulatory dexterity in a regulatory field. Amongst the
backdrop that some government intervention is to be expected in the economic field,28 regulatory
domain and dexterity can work well together. They can provide justification for one another in the
sense that “[o]ne reason for invoking 'dexterity', for example, is that it is underpinned by an ostensibly
sound and solid 'domain'.”29 Dexterity and domain can also protect each other from criticisms: an
example provided by Stokes is that any concerns that the law is too slow can be alleviated by the
swiftness of regulatory dexterity.30 In essence, the two concepts can be complementary to one
another, even though they are so different.31 Stokes argues that, with fracking, both approaches are
taken as part of a policy agenda: a resistance to reform the existing legislative framework under which
fracking arguably falls (regulatory domain); whilst introducing specific pieces of legislation to plug any
gaps left by that overarching regulatory framework (regulatory dexterity).32

The CRC has a single piece of parent legislation – the Climate Change Act 200833 – but sits within, on
the national level, a wider energy consumption and carbon emissions regulatory framework, and, at
the international level, a further host of climate change linked emissions agreements.34 Further afield

28

Ibid, p329.
Stokes (n 2), 983.
30
Ibid, 984.
31
Ibid.
32
Ibid.
33
Climate Change Act 2008
34
Such key international agreements include: UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (adopted 9 May
1992, ratified 21 March 1994) 1771 UNTS 107; United Nations, Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (1997;2005); United Nations, Paris Agreement (2015); European
29
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still are energy efficiency regulations such as other taxes on energy consumption/ carbon emissions
include the European Emissions Trading Scheme; and the CCL (including the regulation of Climate
Change Agreements).35 Moving away from taxes, the CRC sits alongside other regulatory schemes such
as the Energy Savings Opportunity Scheme (ESOS).36 Using this wider definition of the ‘energy
efficiency domain’, I would suggest that the regulatory domain, whilst forming part of a policy agenda,
is also a physical projection of that policy, and in this case green policy. By maintaining a stable
regulatory domain, policymakers are able to communicate a commitment to green policy through this
stability. Regulatees are able to perceive this commitment (through the stability) and are more likely
to positively engage with the specific instrument within the green policy landscape (in this case, the
CRC).

The fact that interviewees have explicitly attributed the changes to the CRC to the government mean
that they make the link between the regulatory changes and government policy. This sort of
connection may be somewhat unsurprising and what I would otherwise expect even in the absence
of my data. What this means, however, is that a strong and stable regulatory domain is therefore a
reflection of stable policy underlying the regulatory field. As will be discussed below, this has impacts
on the emotional response of the CRC participant towards the government and policy. First, two
practical impacts of the changes will be considered: the impact on understanding, and the impact on
engagement with the scheme.

4.2.2 Understanding the CRC scheme

It is not surprising that the constant changes to the CRC have had an impact on the ability of
participants to understand the scheme. Two main themes emerged from the data regarding such
knowledge. The first was that the frequency of the changes made it hard to ‘catch up’, and the second
was the fact that because there have been no substantive changes to the scheme for the past 2-3
years (apart from the abolition of the scheme) this had allowed participants to settle into a routine.
This lack of understanding (as participants struggle to stay up to date) under the CRC makes it difficult
for participants to know how to behave, or how to comply, with the scheme.

Parliament and Council Directive 2003/87/EC of 13 October 2003 Establishing a Scheme for Greenhouse Gas
Emission Allowance Trading Within the Community [2003] OJ L275/32 (as amended by Directive 2009/29/EC).
35
Introduced in the Finance Act 2000.
36
ESOS was introduced under Article 8(4-6) of EU Energy Efficiency Directive (2012/27/EU). The scheme is held
in the Energy Savings Opportunity Scheme Regulations 2014, SI 2014/1643.
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In the institutional literature, institutions are defined as “are the rules of the game in a society or,
more formally, are the humanly devised constraints that shape human interaction.”37 As such,
institutions “reduce uncertainty” by providing a structure that shapes everyday life so that people
know how to behave – for example, North talks of how we know how to drive a car, how to conduct
a sales transaction, and how to start a business.38 The same could be said of taxes – institutional
certainty tells us how we pay our taxes. If, as is the case with the CRC, that institutional stability is
lacking, then this could affect the participants’ ability to know how to conduct themselves under the
scheme. Once again, this institutional stability should not come at the expense of stagnation. North
argues that change is necessary:

“The major role of institutions in a society is to reduce uncertainty by
establishing a stable (but not necessarily efficient) structure to human
interaction. But the stability of institutions in no way gainsays the fact that they
are changing. From conventions, codes of conduct, and norms of behaviour to
statute law, and common law, and contracts between individuals, institutions
are evolving and, therefore, are continually altering the choices available to us
[…] institutions typically change incrementally rather than in discontinuous
fashion.”39

Formal rules therefore facilitate desired social exchanges,40 and their stability is important. The
difficulty here lies in the character rather than the volume of changes.41 As with the rule of law
approach adopted by Hayek, it is not the fact that the law is changing that is the problem. Following
institutional stability, changes come incrementally. In the case of the CRC, therefore, it was important
to avoid regular overhauls of the scheme that would then alter how much tax participants would be
paying under the scheme. Smith has also considered this concept, as he draws on the idea of
institutions in his own work.42 In particular, he argues that if taxation is to be imposed, then it should
be in accordance with the “generally accepted” canons of taxation.43 The key canon of interest here is
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Ibid, pp3-4.
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Albert de Vaal and Wouter Ebben, ‘Institutions and the Relation between Corruption and Economic Growth’
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the canon of certainty. Here, Smith argues that “the time of payment, the amount to be paid ought all
to be clear and plain to the contributor and to every other person”.44

With annual changes to the scheme in the first half of its life, some of this certainty is lost as
participants had to keep track of the CRC rules in order to ensure compliance (CRC P8). Effort and
resources were required to follow the changes and understand them (CRC M15).

“Because the person working in their business, who’s not from an energy
background, and hasn’t been kept in the loop with the changes in the legislation
- I really don’t think would have any chance of truly understanding how CRC
works.” (CRC M3)

This interviewee discusses the need to closely follow the changes in the CRC, to have a chance of
understanding the scheme. Keeping up with the scheme is therefore demanding in terms of time and
resources. As such, the changes were viewed as a burden which acted as a drain on expertise, time
and physical resources.45 CRC participants have struggled to keep up with the significant changes (CRC
R1), and so struggled to understand the scheme (CRC P3). Solicitors and consultants also raised the
problem of coming to grips with the scheme:

“Because there’s been so many changes and there’s been so many changes of
terminology, it is very difficult sometimes to provide clients with very clear
advice without boring them and going into lots of detail.” (CRC S2)

The changes make it difficult for advisors to give concise, and accurate, advice on the CRC whilst
working with their clients. Advisors also had a “tough three or four years” coming to grips with the
scheme relearning the rules as they changed (CRC M7). Whilst another participant believed that the
scheme was even too complex for some consultants to understand:

“You’ve got a compliance scheme, you set yourself up, then suddenly they
change the rules. Then you’ve got to change again. There’s a lot of time and
effort and you can’t afford to get it wrong. And I'm also aware that some of the

44

Smith (n 17), p416.
One participant claimed that the CRC took around one month of staff time to comply with – which largely
included “reading and understanding the regulations, which were constantly changing” (CRC P8).
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consultants out there did not understand it. I know some people took advice
from consultants which was misleading.” (CRC P8)

The regularity with which the CRC has changed over the years has led to difficulties in understanding
the scheme, both by participants and by their advisors. This level of regular reform and regulatory
complexity (even for specialist advisors) may be of concern, and it has potential scheme-wide impacts
in terms of compliance and engagement. Any incorrect understanding could filter down from the
advisors to the participants. The regularity of the changes is also resource heavy and requires both
participants and advisors to actively engage with each issue of new CRC legislation enacted to ensure
a current understanding of the scheme.

The CRC scheme had settled down following the reforms which were implemented at the start of phase
2 (April 2014), and no further changes were applied to the scheme prior to the announcement of its
abolition in March 2016. The CRC therefore experienced its first taste of stability between April 2014
and March 2016. This period of stability had been picked up by participants without my prompting, in
what they referred to as “fairly settled down” (CRC M11) and as a “business as usual” (CRC M7) phase:

“Only now really, especially post-ESOS do we feel like we're finally in a position
where CRC has settled down. It's become a routine. It's been more incentivised.
There's more focus on energy efficiency improvement, etc.” (CRC M10)

Several interviewees expressed negative emotions towards the abolition of the CRC purely due to the
fact that they did not want to see another change.46 Specifically because the CRC will be replaced by
something else (CRC M12) and, as such, this is another regulatory scheme that they will have to come
to grips with after the CRC has ended. From the data, there seemed to be a level of fear of the
unknown. These responses show two things. First, that taxpayers can perceive and respond positively
to stability. Second, that instability coupled with the unknown has created positive emotion towards
what is currently in place (i.e. the CRC), and negative emotion towards what is to come (i.e. the CCL).
This may prove problematic in enacting the CRC’s replacement and driving taxpayers to engage with
it.

46

CRC M7, M10, M12, M13.
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4.2.3 Lack of engagement with the CRC

Historically, the argument put forward by Hayek for the need of “a permanent legal framework which
enables the individual to plan with a degree of confidence”,47 also draws roots from property rights
arguments. As a tax regime changes, the levying process also changes and can include changes in how
much tax is levied and/ or the way in which the tax is levied. Stability therefore has “large
consequences” for property,48 as it will indirectly enhance any property rights.49 It provides a “robust
private sphere” for taxpayers.50 Hume argues that one of the three fundamental laws of nature is
stability of possession.51 This stability is key, he argues, to the growth of society:

“There are three different species of goods, which we are possess’d of; the
internal satisfaction of our mind, the external advantages of our body, and the
enjoyment of such possessions as we have acquir’d by our industry and good
fortune. We are perfectly secure in our enjoyment of the first. The second may
be ravish’d from us, but can be of no advantage to him who deprives us of them.
The last only are both expos’d to the violence of others, and may be transferr’d
without suffering any loss or alteration; while at the same time, there is not a
sufficient quantity of them to supply every one’s desires and necessities. As the
improvement, therefore, of these goods is the chief advantage of society, so
the instability of their possession, along with their scarcity, is the chief
impediment.” (Emphasis added)52

The stability of possession of property is therefore key for societal security; and, according to Hume,
this stability must be inflexibly applied to the whole of society.53 More specifically to business
engagement and stability, Smith argues:
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“Commerce and manufactures can seldom flourish long in any state which does
not enjoy a regular administration of justice; in which people feel themselves
secure in the possession of their property...”54

Smith is arguing here that without some level of stability in possession, business cannot flourish. More
recent literature also considers the role of tax stability on property,55 where stability has been
described as “critical to capitalist exchange”.56 An unstable regulatory regime, and particularly a tax
regime (which requires money to be paid to the Treasury), does not provide this property stability.
The Mirrlees Review reiterated the importance of stability, stating that, alongside simplicity and
neutrality, stability was a factor to be considered when assessing a tax system.57 As they put it:

“Tax systems that continually change impose greater compliance costs on those
who are taxed. They lead to difficulties in making long-term plans. Lack of stability
can impact negatively on investment decisions by firms and on saving and
investment decisions by individuals.”58

Regulatory stability “is widely considered to be important to promote investment in general”.59 Black
argues that businesses should be able to operate in “a stable regulatory environment”.60 Goldsmith
argues that “uncertainty discourages investment and commerce”;61 and that “guaranteed economic
rights are a sine qua non [essential] for producing an environment where investors are willing to
trade”.62 It is the negative impacts of instability in this long-term engagement that is particularly
interesting. It is important to note here that I am not advocating the permanent stagnation of
legislation,63 rather, a level of stability that allows for taxpayer investment into the particular
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regulatory scheme. Whilst the abolition of the CRC, and the unknown that follows, has created some
positive feelings towards the CRC; there has largely been a lack of regulatee engagement with the
CRC scheme. This disengagement can be categorised into two camps: a general disengagement with
the scheme by regulatees; and an unwillingness by regulatee organisations to invest financially into
the scheme.

Stability of policy has the ability to create co-operation and engagement under a regulatory scheme.64
The converse, with the CRC, saw my participants “fed up” (CRC R1), “discouraged” (CRC P3), together
with an acceptance that the CRC is just a cost that needs to be paid (CRC M6), and loss of confidence
in the scheme (CRC S3). One interviewee stated:

“It just bores people. When you do a seminar explaining the rules and what has
changed year on year, people actually fall asleep.” (CRC M8)

Thus, I saw a general disengagement with a scheme that consistently changes. The emotions of being
“bored” and “fed up” indicate that the change/ instability is a long-term feature of the CRC scheme.
That is to say that there have been a sufficient number of changes, that regulatees have had time to
get used to the fact that the scheme has changed and had time to get bored by the fact that the CRC
has changed.

This disengagement extends to regulatees investing into the scheme and measures taken by
participants which promote energy efficiency. The nature of taxation is that it deprives the taxpayer
of their own property, which is justified through the consent of their elected representatives.65
Without this certainty under the CRC, investment simply will not happen. One interviewee explains:

“I think a key concern you hear over and over again is certainty and confidence.
And I think all of these schemes work best if businesses have the confidence to
invest in equipment and management tools and structures and so on. And I think
it is difficult to do that when they’re lacking certainty and confidence.” (CRC S3)

As business cases for investment are based on returns, an uncertain scheme means that incentives
could be removed, or the scheme changed in such a way that the returns are never realised. As such,
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taxpayers are reluctant to invest into energy reducing measures for the CRC, because “there’s no
certainty about their returns” (CRC S4). This was particularly pertinent due to the uncertainty of the
future of the scheme, and the fact that there was the risk that the CRC would simply “go away anyway”,
rendering any significant investment into the scheme pointless (CRC M5). In addition, one interviewee
suggested that the link between paying the tax and reducing emissions had been lost during the
changes of the scheme – meaning that they were less inclined to engage and invest in energy reducing
measures (CRC M6). Regulatory instability thus leads to apathy and disengagement.

The changing landscape of the CRC therefore invokes negative emotions in the taxpayer and a
disengagement from the scheme. This disengagement is not only emotional but is demonstrated in an
unwillingness to invest financially into the scheme. This in turn reduces the ability of the CRC to lower
carbon emissions – as it is through the investment into energy efficiency projects that reductions in
energy consumption (and thus emissions) can be realised. The CRC is, to some, simply a cost that is to
be swallowed rather than engaged with.

Due to the fact that the changes in the CRC are seen to be attributable to political interference, the
disengagement not only has implications for the scheme itself, but also links back to the creators of
the scheme. There is therefore a potential drop in wider taxpayer confidence in the government.

4.2.4 Lower level of credibility for the CRC

Tax stability was one limb of the Conservative/ Liberal Democrat coalition government policy. Here,
one of the principles for corporate tax reform was stated to be “maintaining stability” in the
Corporate Tax Road Map of 2010.66 The link between stability and confidence has also been made by
Smith:

“Commerce and manufactures, in short, can seldom flourish in any state in
which there is not a certain degree of confidence in the justice of government.”67

Hayek also argues that there needs to be a stability which “enables the individual to plan with a
degree of confidence”.68 In the area of taxation, this is particularly pertinent as Skinner highlights:
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“Government, while bound by the laws of political economy, is by the same
token faced with the necessity of understanding them and being capable of
implementing policies which are appropriate to particular cases […] a point
which is especially important in the discussion of taxation and debt – areas
where the government is peculiarly liable to offend the people and to be
constrained by the necessity of preserving some ‘degree of confidence in the
justice of government’”.69

In order to preserve a level of confidence, Snape argues that it is important to winnow out the
unnecessary changes from the necessary; and it is the government’s skill at doing this that represents
the strength of the tax and how the tax will be accepted.70 CRC M9 highlights their opinion on
whether some of the changes under the CRC have been necessary:

“The biggest problem with the simplification was actually it probably wasn’t
necessary. It was done to beat the political drum really. In my experience 80%
of people out there would be saying ‘don’t touch it, now we understand the
rules let’s just stick with it’, and that 80% would have included the people
previously complaining about it. I’ve been to meetings where that has
happened, so that’s not me making that up. That was a definite effect of what
was happening at the time.” (CRC M9)

CRC M9 argues that the changes to the CRC were unnecessary and that change was perceived
negatively in wider meetings they had attended, demonstrating a potentially, wider negative
consensus around the reforms. It is important in this context, therefore, to consider whether the
taxpayer considers the changes to the CRC to have been “necessary”.71 Any unnecessary changes are
“in the language of my times, a matter of credibility”.72
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An interesting example to illustrate this point more specifically can be seen in the changes to the CRC
revenues. Although the revenues now go to the Treasury, this was not always to be the case. The
revenues were originally ring-fenced to go back to taxpayers, depending on their performance under
the scheme.73 Whilst not held in legislation, a number of interviewees talked of how the top half of
performers would get their CRC costs plus 10% back, whilst the lower performers would get their
CRC costs minus 10%. The CRC was therefore designed to be revenue neutral. The government
changed this in 2010, where it was decided that the revenues “will be used to support the public
finances, including spending on the environment, rather than recycled to participants”.74 In the
interviewees’ minds, this has led to a drop in credibility for the scheme:

“And then as soon as the new coalition government came in, they scrapped that
within about four months I think, and just said, “No, we’re going to keep the
money. Whatever you pay for allowances, we’re going to keep it, because there
won’t be any revenue recycling going on.” And at that point, everybody just said,
“That’s a tax then.”” (CRC M16)

“Yeah so the simplification. But the simplification didn’t come across as
simplification so much as a tax grab.” (CRC M6)

"That's a tax then" and "tax grab" are two phrases that label the CRC in quite a negative way. The idea
is that the CRC is just a government revenue raising tax. The constant changes illustrated, therefore, a
shift from an energy efficiency scheme with potential benefits to regulatees to an energy tax. This shift
undermined the environmental aims behind the CRC,75 and this was perceived by interviewees as a
proactive policy decision by the government to place revenue raising above environmental aims.

Once the revenue recycling element of the CRC was removed, and the revenues went instead to the
Treasury, one interviewee questioned the motives of the government:

“But I think if it goes into general taxation and just gets lost, I think you are at
risk of saying, “You’re just taxing us because you can and you’re not taxing us to
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actually drive change.” So, I think one needs to be very careful how one frames
the taxation.” (CRC M16)

This incremental move away from the environmental aims of the CRC through various changes forms
the basis of the loss of confidence. These changes have then been linked back by interviewees to the
underlying policy of the government. I argue that this change has created a new standpoint in regard
to stability. The taxpayers, in their minds, have already hypothecated the revenues of the CRC for
environmental gain (i.e. those that reduced their energy consumption the most would receive more
money out of the revenues) and this change has clearly been labelled as a strategic policy move by
government; leading to a drop in confidence.

Beyond the revenue changes of the CRC, the other reforms that the CRC has undergone are also a
reflection of government policy in the eyes of the taxpayers.76 They interpret the changes and identify
a shift in policy towards a policy that they are less engaged with:

“I think within the industry we’ve become very disillusioned with what the
government are doing at the moment and it needs to be what you’re joining up
to, and if the government has got the policies in place and the right reasons for
doing it, and then that falls down on the institutions to play their part, then they
will do. But at the moment, it’s a pure tax and we see the government going in
a certain direction, it makes it very difficult to get people to engage really.” (CRC
P5, own emphasis added)

This means that, in Stokesian terms, the packaging of regulation, in terms of how changes to the CRC
have been portrayed, is important.77 Participants are able to interpret these changes, and perceive
them to be manifestations of wider government policy. As such, what are seen as the frequent and
unnecessary changes have led participants of the CRC to question the motives and policy of the
government:

"From a university’s point of view, certainly from some people, I think they see
it as just a way of generating income and maybe more of a taxation, particularly
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this government, and maybe it’s more about just getting the money in, rather
than necessarily the commitment to improve the carbon performance of
organisations, because we don’t necessarily see other drivers from government
on this." (CRC P6)

"[T]he very strange position of a government who’s making commitments about
energy or carbon reduction, but at the same time effectively dismantling an
otherwise successful renewables sector without thinking it through" (CRC S5)

The interviewees have identified a disparity in what the government was claiming to do (help combat
climate change), and what the reforms to the CRC and other environmental schemes have reflected in
practice. There was the view that the government was "reneging" on its environmental promises, in
favour of generating revenues from taxes (CRC P1). The instability of the CRC also has, in participants'
eyes, a presence throughout the energy efficiency landscape. CRC S4 summarised as follows: "for God’s
sake let’s have a proper coherent energy policy that ties in together." In 2015, the Conservative
government held a public consultation on "reforming the business energy efficiency landscape" with a
view to "to simplify and improve the effectiveness of the landscape".78 This move to potentially further
change the CRC (and which later resulted in the abolition of the CRC), was viewed with some scepticism
by interviewees. When asked whether they would respond to the consultation, one interviewee
opined:

"I think all the clients I work for, everybody thought it (the CRC) was going to be
cancelled. So they all thought, “Oh there’s no point responding because it’s
going to be cancelled”, do you know what I mean?" (CRC M7)

M7 insinuates here that the government already had a policy agenda before the consultation began;
and as such, there was little point in trying to change that agenda through a consultation response.
This was reiterated by CRC P4, who was "cynical" that the consultations would ever change the position
of the government. As such, not only has there been a disengagement with the CRC a specific piece of
regulation, but also a disengagement with wider policy. The result of this is, is that the CRC no longer
has any credibility as an environmental scheme (CRC S5) and participants see the government as
disingenuous due, in part, to the multiple and many CRC changes.
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4.2.5 Converging concepts: tax stability and the regulatory domain

As I have just set out, without prompting, participants wanted to talk about the numerous changes to
the CRC and, and more importantly, they attributed the changes to political interference with the
scheme (i.e. change without any ‘good’ cause). There have been two practical responses to these
changes: 1) there is now a general lack of understanding of the CRC; and 2) these changes mean that
participants are less engaged with the scheme. The CRC is considered too unstable to invest in energy
reducing programmes and guarantee their payback. However, this link back to political interference
runs deeper, and has manifested into an emotive response: a lack of confidence in wider government
'green' policy. This connection with the underlying policy means that, in the participants' eyes, the CRC
scheme as a whole lacks credibility. It is this emotional consequence of the changes that are
particularly interesting and resonates with aspects of tax and regulatory literature to which I now turn.

In his speech to the Department of Energy and Climate Change in 2010, David Cameron stated that he
wanted “to be the greenest government ever”.79 These words were repeated verbatim by
interviewees during the study (CRC P3, M6, M13, S4), but with incredulity.80 The CRC has undergone
much reform during its lifetime, but so has the energy efficiency landscape more generally.81 The CRC
instability has therefore spread throughout the regulatory domain. As a result, what is left is an
overarching climate change framework which actually comprises of piecemeal, regularly changing
legislation and secondary schemes, lacking the constant regulatory domain that Stokes discusses. This
lack of stability (or domain) has led interviewees to doubt the policy commitments which have been
communicated publicly by the government. The individual scheme, in this case the CRC, loses
credibility, and as a result, suffers a drop in engagement from participants of the scheme. They are far
less willing to invest time and resources into a tax regime that lacks credibility and is prone to change.
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4.3 Concluding Remarks
This chapter has explored how taxpayers have perceived the series of regular reforms to the CRC.
Taxpayers have made the link between the regular changes to the CRC and political motivation. This,
in turn, has allowed the taxpayer to “map” what they think the underlying, wider policy behind energy
efficiency is. This perceived policy preference diverges from the “green government” image that the
government is keen to portray; and taxpayers have started to disengage, not only from the CRC, but
from energy efficiency policy in general. The data shows a reduction in taxpayer confidence, and a
wider correlating reduction in government credibility.
There has already been empirical work conducted on how regulatees respond to regulation.82 Stability
has also been discussed in other fields. For example, Gracia discusses the role of stability being defined
through relational interactions between the regulator and regulatee to build stability from the ground
up:

From a Bourdieusian perspective, relative stability and certainty in the tax
compliance game emerges from the relational interactions, or collusion, of the
dominant player (tax professionals and the tax authority), which maintains
HMRC’s illusion of legitimacy to control, act and regulation the field.83

The ability to improve and maintain legitimacy would have been useful for the CRC. However, as the
problem here stems not from the regulator, but the government, it would be difficult for the
Environment Agency to build up stability and therefore improve legitimacy themselves. Such
legitimacy has been described as “a crucial aspect of organizational success within an organizational
field”.84

The concept of legitimacy also figures in the work of Gunningam and Sinclair. They specifically raise
the legitimacy of regulation as a motivational factor for regulatees.85 However, this motivation for
compliance runs much deeper: to the legitimacy of policy. They argue:
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It may also be that a prosecution policy that is perceived to be fundamentally
unfair is undermining the general belief in the legitimacy of regulatory
requirements. Certainly there is evidence from other studies that if regulated
enterprises mistrust the regulator and believe that regulations are being used
strategically, with regard to purposes and values with which they fundamentally
disagree, then they are far less motivated to comply with these requirements.86

Evenksy builds on this by saying: “more generally, where government is perceived as unjust,
individuals will dismiss the authority of government”.87 Lacking this confidence, Evensky argues that
people will not “buy-in”, and so commit to the scheme.88 As such, where the regulatory scheme or
policy underlying it is perceived to be unfair and/or unreasonable, the law loses legitimacy and the
regulatees lose the commitment to comply.89 The prosecution policy that is perceived to be unfair in
their work can be widened, using my work, to governmental policy. The legitimacy of this policy that
underpins the CRC can have wide ranging impacts on compliance. Whilst Gunningham and Sinclair
discuss legitimacy in terms of unfairness, I believe this stretches to arbitrary and unnecessarily
changing policy. Here, unnecessary (or, to merge vocabulary, unreasonable) changes result in a drop
in credibility.90 For Gunningham and Sinclair, unreasonable policy leads to a drop in legitimacy. The
connection between the two: they both result in less engagement from regulatees.

How the regulatory field is packaged is then important as a means of potentially overcoming this loss
of credibility and engagement. Interviewees demonstrated a disengagement with general
governmental ‘green’ policy due to its lack of consistency, and this in turn has led to a disengagement
with the specific CRC scheme itself. Drawing together the concepts of regulatory domain and
dexterity, interviewees demonstrated that the stable (domain) and the changing (dexterity) also
reflect policy decisions. Stable policy is reflected in stable regulation, whilst unstable policy is reflected
in a constantly changing regulation.
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In the interviewees’ minds, the changes to the CRC were unnecessarily frequent. The CRC would,
therefore, be considered an unstable tax according to Snape.91 When I expand this to the bigger
picture, the government’s green policy is also seen by interviewees as unstable, due to the prevalence
of regulatory dexterity. As such, Snape’s comments on credibility and instability resonate in a
regulatory landscape that lacks constancy, or domain. If an individual tax’s instability can call in to
question its credibility, so can the instability of the wider policy that underpins it; as interviewees
made the link between the unstable CRC and unstable green policy. As such, any loss of credibility in
terms of the CRC also resonates throughout the government’s green policy. A lack of stable policy in
this context has made taxpayers question the motivations of the government in introducing and
reforming the CRC. This, in turn, has resulted in a disengagement with the CRC, or a drop-in motivation
to go beyond compliance, demonstrated through a reluctance to invest in energy efficiency schemes.
The instability of the regulatory landscape in this area has a direct impact on businesses being able to
guarantee a payback, or return, on their investments.

As such, how regulation is packaged is critical. What the CRC shows is that the action or inaction of
the government in terms of changing regulation forms the basis of how the regulatory landscape in
an area is perceived. For those subject to regulation, a resistance to reform, or a regulatory domain,
portrays an image of stability; whilst regulatory dexterity portrays instability. That is not to say that
regulatory dexterity in itself is an inherently bad thing. However, the data suggests that taxpayers will
not be able to identify a coherent policy without an underlying regulatory domain to link this policy
to.92 Take this underlying regulatory domain away, and taxpayers can lose confidence in policy – for
this regulatory domain is the clearest physical representation of policy. As such, policy and the
regulatory landscape in a certain field (i.e. green energy or climate change) should be packaged as
stable and unchanging in its early phases. Once this has been established, individual taxes in that
regulatory landscape can be reformed to iron out any specific inadequacies, and dexterity can be
introduced.

With stability comes taxpayer engagement and understanding. Taxpayers are much happier to go
beyond compliance, and invest in energy efficiency projects, when the stability is there to ensure such
projects will provide a guaranteed payback. An individual scheme that changes too regularly will also
be hard to follow for taxpayers and can lead to taxpayers losing interest in the environmental
objectives of the scheme. Having a stable, overarching energy efficiency policy may offset some of
91
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these effects in individual schemes, like the CRC, that are later considered to be inadequate by
policymakers. As such, dexterity can be combined with domain to produce regulatee perceptions of
stability and confidence. The following chapter will build on this chapter by considering the levels of
trust and the regulator-regulatee relationship between participants of the CRC and the Environment
Agency, the CRC regulator.
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Chapter Five: Trust and Competence
The previous chapter on stability outlined the importance for the government to package its
regulation carefully, as taxpayers are perceptive and form judgements on the government and its
policy and regulatory choices. Linked to this idea is the concept of trust. This chapter will argue that
just as the perceptions on policy can impact on taxpayer engagement, so can taxpayer perceptions of
the regulator. In the case of the CRC, the regulator is primarily the Environment Agency (see Chapter
Three for a more detailed discussion on which body acts as the CRC regulator in different contexts).
Drawing on my interview data, this chapter will argue that a strong regulator-regulatee relationship
would help the taxpayer to engage with the tax.
Questions surrounding the competence of the Environment Agency in relation to the CRC were raised
by regulatees and advisors during interviews. Whilst the term “expertise” or “competence” was not
raised explicitly, interviewees talked of their relationship and contact with the Environment Agency.
This contact, which was usually in the context of taxpayer queries, regularly tested the competence of
the regulator. Expertise has been coined as the ability to contribute to a field of scientific knowledge,1
and that is not what is being considered here. The questions here primarily focus on the EA’s ability
to deal with participant queries and understand and portray understanding of the CRC scheme more
generally.
This chapter will first outline the scholarship on trust. Second, this chapter will explore the support
that is provided to taxpayers by the Environment Agency. Finally, through the framework of trust,
taxpayers’ perceptions of the regulator will be considered to argue that a regulator-regulatee
relationship built on trust is key to improving taxpayer engagement.

5.1 Trust Literature

The role of trust and environmental regulation has recently been considered by Joanne Hawkins in her
doctoral thesis entitled “The Legitimisation of Hydraulic Fracturing Regulation: Power, Prejudice and
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Public Participation”.2 In this empirical work on how local communities respond to fracking regulation,
Hawkins builds on the trust literature to argue that trust is made up of both cognitive and social trust;
and that both are required for a meaningful relationship of trust between regulator and regulatee.
She further argues that trust is vital where “risk is part of the narrative”.3 Whilst the CRC is not
surrounded by the same risks as fracking,4 there are still risks in investing in technology, expertise and
other resources, in order to reduce energy and comply with the scheme.5 This chapter will argue that
trust is also vital for an engagement with the CRC. First, the literature on trust will be considered.
Trust plays a key role in processes where the tasks are too complex for individuals to manage
themselves.6 It has been argued that trust is important for sustaining “individual and organizational
effectiveness”. 7 Both the psychological and sociological approaches argue that trust is necessary for
effective societal interaction.8 Psychologists argue that:
“People who trust more are less likely to lie and are possibly less likely to cheat
or steal. They are more likely to give others a second chance and to respect the
rights of others. The high truster is less likely to be unhappy, conflicted, or
maladjusted, and is liked more and sought out as a friend more often, both by
low-trusting and high-trusting others.”9
It has been argued in the e-commerce sector that a lack of trust can lead to a disengagement with ecommerce.10 Whilst this is a vastly different sector to the environment, this chapter will argue that a
positive relationship of trust between the Environment Agency remains to be crucial for sustaining an
effective regulator/ regulatee relationship. This, in turn, makes regulatees more willing to engage with
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the regulation, and not attempt to cheat, the regulation. In the case of the CRC, this affects the general
levels of engagement with the scheme, and in particular, as raised by interviewees, a trust in the
scheme’s enforcement and audit mechanism.
The literature on trust is varied, and can be found within psychology, sociology, and economics.11 In
sociology, trust “has long been recognised by sociologists as an essential and somewhat taken-for
granted element of social relations”;12 and work here considers the relations among people rather
than any one individual psychological state.13 The definition of trust varies and is rarely well set out,14
with most scholars tailoring the definition of trust according to their subject discipline.15 Examples of
definitions can be seen with the following:
“a person’s expectation that an interaction partner is able and willing to behave
promotively toward the person even when the interaction partner is free to
choose among alternative behaviors that could lead to negative consequences
for the person.”16
And;
“the degree of confidence you feel when you think about a relationship.”17
Attempts to define trust have been described as a “confusing pot pourri”;18 and each approach to trust
has different elements and considerations.19 It is not the purpose of this chapter to come to a definitive
conclusion on the correct definition of trust. However, as trust will form the lens of analysis, some of
the approaches will be considered.
A distinction has been made by McAllister between cognition based trust and affective trust.20
Cognition based trust is a choice to trust based on good reasons, which constitutes evidence of
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trustworthiness.21 Therefore, competence and responsibility (which are said to be easily evidenced)
have traditionally been “central” to an understanding of trust.22 On the other hand, affect based trust
considers the emotional bonds between individuals and organisations.23 It consists of people investing
emotionally, and expressing genuine care and concern for others.24 These emotional bonds can also
form the basis for trust.25 McAllister et al. conducted a study looking at the extent of cognitive-based
and affect-based trust where they discovered that some level of cognitive-trust was required in order
to allow affect-based trust to then develop.26
The elements of cognitive and affect-based trust can be seen in Kasperson et al’s consideration of
social trust; which comprises the following four elements.27 First is ‘competence’. In my study, this
correlates to the ability of the Environment Agency to regulate the CRC. Whilst Kasperson et al
acknowledge that mistakes are made; consistent failures (or the perception thereof) will demonstrate
a lack of competence. The second element is ‘caring’, as it is important for the Environment Agency
to demonstrate a caring attitude towards the participants of the CRC. This is particularly important
when there is a power imbalance in the relationship, as is the case in the regulator/ regulatee
relationship. Third, is the element of ‘predictability’. Here, it is important that CRC participants’
expectations are fulfilled. Whilst complete consistency would be contradictory, complete
inconsistency “nearly always results in distrust”.28 The final element is commitment, which is the
commitment to a goal and the fulfilment of any obligations. In my study, this is the commitment to
both regulating the CRC and a commitment to energy reduction.
Kasperson et al argue that trust operates simultaneously at a cognitive, emotional (see the discussion
on affect-based trust above) and behavioural level.29 The four elements of trust above form the
foundations of these three types of trust, which they argue, must be fulfilled for the maintenance of
trust.30
First, a brief introduction to the CRC Helpdesk, which is the main point of contact between the
Environment Agency and CRC participants, will be provided. It will be argued that these four factors,
as applied previously in legal scholarship,31 resonate with the interview data and the CRC. These
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factors provide a much wider definition of trust than cognitive trust alone and are necessary in order
to develop trust between the regulator and regulatee. Without trust, it is difficult for a positive
regulator/ regulatee relationship to develop, which in turn leads to disengagement on the part of the
regulatee.

5.2 The CRC Helpdesk

The CRC has a helpdesk, staffed by the Environment Agency, which is available to contact should the
taxpayers have any questions regarding the CRC. This help is advertised clearly on the gov.uk website,
which provides an email address and telephone number which taxpayers may use to get in touch with
the helpdesk.32 In addition to the helpdesk being advertised on the government website, the CRC
helpdesk regularly contacts taxpayers via email in a CRC newsletter. This newsletter, which provides
updates on the law and reminders for important CRC deadlines,33 also sets out contact details on how
to contact the helpdesk in the future.
Interviewees were asked about their contact with the Environment Agency, and in particular, how
much contact they had with the CRC helpdesk each year. The general consensus from the interviewees
was that taxpayers generally had little contact with the Environment Agency each year. The contact
that was made between taxpayers and the regulator was concentrated in bursts around the main
compliance dates for the CRC year:
“In terms of the CRC, well it’s one of these annual things isn’t it, so you have a
mad moment when it comes to submission when things don’t quite work right
on the website or whatever and then you don’t speak to them again for another
six months.” (CRC M1)
“Amy: So, in terms of the CRC, do you get in touch with the EA at all?
Interviewee: Maybe once a year if there is a specific question that I’ve got
regarding the CRC admin, but because we are into the third or fourth year of
doing it now, it’s fairly settled down.” (CRC M11)
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Some interviewees did not contact the Environment Agency at all:
“I don’t think we’ve actually contacted them. We just carry on and do our own
little thing, really. So, we don’t really need the Environment Agency” (CRC M13)
In general, contact with the CRC Helpdesk was generally quite sporadic, and focussed on specific
questions regarding compliance with the scheme. This infrequent contact was not reflected in the
interview with the regulator, who claimed that at peak times the Environment Agency was receiving
400-500 emails a week regarding the CRC. It could be that my largely self-selecting sample of
interviews is a potential explanation for this difference in appearances. What was consistent between
the interviewees was the subject matter of the queries. The regulator was mainly dealing with
administrative questions of compliance, such as password resets, questions relating to the registry,
and changing the name of the CRC contact in the organisation. The questions asked of the regulator
were therefore important in terms of securing compliance with the CRC, but were not complex, and
were procedural rather than substantive. With this in mind, the rest of this chapter will consider this
contact in more depth. How taxpayers perceived this contact with the regulator raised questions of
competence, or lack thereof, on the part of the Environment Agency.

5.3 Trust and the CRC

5.3.1 Competence: Issuance of competence
This chapter has already considered the use of Kasperson et al’s work in Hawkins’ thesis. As I have set
out above, Kasperson et al argue that trust occurs at the cognitive, emotional and behavioural levels
at the same time.34 This, in turn, leads to a hierarchy of situations where trust occurs:
“Thus, general societal processes, situation-specific experiences, and continuing
validation affect the levels of trust or distrust in institutions, and by extension,
influence the possibility of developing or recovering trust.”35
Thus, it is not only the individual-individual communications between the Environment Agency and
the participant which have the ability to affect trust. More general group social interactions and
institutional interactions also contribute to trust. The Environment Agency therefore has the
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opportunity to demonstrate its competence on three levels with the CRC: first, in how it responds to
specific participant queries; second, in its group communications to all participants; and third, in its
general publications as an institution (for instance, via formal guidance documents and web guidance).
These three forms will all be considered to explore how they potentially affect the perceived
competence of the Environment Agency.
The CRC helpdesk provides community update emails to keep participants in the loop of key changes
and key deadlines. The regulator sends these emails on a semi-regular basis, when there is something
to say (CRC R1); and they are used as both an information tool and enforcement tool. In its interview,
the regulator (CRC R1) talked about using these emails to identify when emails were bouncing back
because the email address was no longer valid (if the CRC contact had left the organisation for
instance). They would then use this as a starting block to approach participants to update their registry
and ensure they were on track for compliance (CRC R1). In general, these emails were positively
received by participants. CRC P2 found these updates useful:
“Yeah, they send through what are called participant updates very regularly and
those are basically telling you when the deadlines and what should be done next
all that kind of things. I mean it's quite difficult to fall out of the loop really.”
(CRC P2)
The emails allow the Environment Agency to provide all the information that is needed for participants
to comply with the scheme (CRC P3). These emails also help to build a relationship (discussed below)
between the Environment Agency and participants of the CRC.
The Environment Agency has also issued guidance for each phase of the CRC, as well as website
guidance for the various compliance stages of the scheme.36 This guidance has been described as
“plentiful”, but difficult to find since the guidance moved onto the gov.uk website (CRC M14). The
quality of this guidance was questioned by CRC P8:
“The EA guidance I felt was very poor for CRC. Interestingly, it’s actually quite
good for EU ETS. And I do remember filling in a survey from the Environmental
Agency at one time, which was asking about both schemes and basically saying
to CRC was very, very poor and EU ETS was quite good.” (CRC P8)
This interviewee also considered the CRC guidance too in-depth and over complex (CRC P8). This
perceived complexity of guidance actually creates further queries and contact with the regulator:
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“Yeah [we have been in touch with the Environment Agency]. Definitely for
understanding the guidance. We've spent a lot of time over the years back and
forth reinterpreting, getting one answer from one individual compared to
another answer from another.

I've built some good relationships.

[My

colleague] especially has built a number of good relationships with people
[example given], who's helped write the legislation and the guidance, and
[another employee of EA] and quite leading people who at the time in the EA
were leading on that.” (CRC M10)
This is a positive experience of to-ing and fro-ing between regulatees and the regulator building a
stronger relationship through query communication. In that sense, therefore, the guidance has
provided a launch pad for discussion. It is interesting that what is considered to be bad guidance has
led to communications between the regulatee and regulator which in turn lead to good relationships.
The attitudes of the Environment Agency have also been picked up on as a positive:
“When I phoned them, they were incredibly helpful I have to say. So, if I’ve ever
had to phone them they’ve been really helpful, if I’ve emailed them you get a
response back.” M2
This positive, “caring” attitude will be discussed in more depth below but is conducive to a positive
regulator/ regulatee relationship. The Environment Agency is not perceived as an absent regulator;
they do communicate with their regulatees.
However, not all queries raised by participants have resulted in such a positive relationship. In fact, a
number of interviewees questioned the ability of the Environment Agency to answer these queries:
“There isn’t that many people around on the EA side who actually understand it [the CRC]” (CRC M7).
This was repeated by CRC M11:
“When you phone up the EA telephone number, you speak to people who don’t
know anything about the CRC and so they basically say: ‘oh, I’ll have to find out
about that and get back to you’. I get the impression that there are perhaps only
two people from the EA who know how [the CRC] works and what you are
supposed to be doing.” (CRC M11)
In addition, whilst the Environment Agency is “helpful”, they are not seen as being “particularly
knowledgeable” or “the authority on all things CRC” (CRC M3). This is, effectively, the regulatee
questioning the competence of the regulator. One interviewee talked about the responses they had
received from the CRC and described them as very “standard emails” (CRC M2); whilst another
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discusses how expertise, in the form of experienced staff, has been moved away from the CRC
following the introduction of ESOS (i.e. staff from the CRC have moved onto ESOS) (CRC M7). One
solicitor questions the ability of the Environment Agency to regulate the CRC at all:
“To me, the CRC, because it essentially functions as a tax, the environment
agency is not the best regulator for it because they don’t have the understanding
of complex corporate structures, they don’t understand how large international
group companies work, and they just simply don’t have sufficient understanding
to be able to effectively regulate it.” (CRC S1)
The helpdesk (the public facing, CRC branch of the Environment Agency) is therefore perceived by
some of the interviewees as providing generic responses to queries. Communications between the
regulator and the regulatee have therefore called into question the ability of the EA to competently
respond to regulatees. Next, I will explore the attitude of the regulator in more depth, in order to
consider whether it could be deemed to be caring.

5.3.2 Caring: The regulator/ regulatee relationship

A caring attitude on the part of the regulator is especially important where “dependent individuals
rely upon others with greater control or authority”.37 In the case of the CRC, the Environment Agency
has the role of the regulator, which clearly creates a power imbalance between the Agency and
participants of the CRC. In addition to a caring attitude being essential for the growth of trust, this
section will also argue that a de minimis, active relationship needs to be established the EA and the
CRC taxpayer. At the moment, there are a number of interviewees who claim to have no relationship
with the EA, and this makes it difficult for the regulator to convey a caring attitude.
A by-product of how regulatees perceive communications, and whether the regulatees trust the
regulator, is the impact that this has on the overall regulator/ regulatee relationship. The literature
around this relationship is well established. Ayres and Braithwaite have helped to define and explore
the fluidity of regulator/ regulatee interactions in their work on ‘Responsive Regulation’.38 They have
also helped to emphasise the complexity of these relationships, with multiple compliance motivations
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on the part of the regulatee and the regulator.39 The regulator/ regulatee relationship is therefore
fluid and complex, and requires a respectively flexible approach to enforcement (see below for an
exploration of regulatory enforcement literature). Beyond enforcement interactions, however, this
complexity continues into other regulatory encounters.40 A range of factors can easily affect the
regulator-regulatee relationship, and these include formality in interactions,41 as well as the
involvement of third parties.42
Hutter discusses this in terms of environmental regulation:
Inspectors interpreted the reception they received from the regulated according
to the nature of their relationship. For instance, difficulties in parking could be
interpreted as a company being awkward or as an understandable pressure on
parking. Being asked to sign a visitor’s book would be seen either as a sensible
precaution in case of fire or as obstructionist and rude. Inspectors also reacted
differently to offers of coffee and lunch according to the social distance they
wished to maintain between themselves and the regulated. Where there was a
close and co-operative relationship inspectors would expect to be offered coffee
and possibly lunch.43
In the passage above, a number of seemingly insignificant exchanges have taken place between the
regulator and regulatee. Yet, it is clear that the regulator has drawn some deeper meaning from these
encounters. There is somewhat of an ambiguity in regulatory literature on the meaning of regulatory
encounters.44 This ambiguity is also echoed in associated empirical literature, which argues that there
is ambiguity for both regulatees and regulators in regulatory interactions.45 Etienne argues: “What it
means to have a cooperative rather than a conflictual relationship is not always clear”.46 How
regulatees and the regulator “make sense” of this relationship is closely linked to motivation.47 For
39
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example, Etienne highlights the example of self-interest, whereby a regulatee will interpret
interactions in terms of gains and losses if they are driven by self-interest.48 As the regulator and
regulatee may not always be driven by the same interests, there are quite often motivational
inconsistencies.49 As such, regulators may attempt to alter these motivations, especially in situations
where regulatory exchange and interaction is frequent and ongoing – allowing for the regulator to
influence the regulatee on more than one occasion.50
The work here refers to these repeated interactions as “relational signals”, whereby the regulatees
and the regulator can come to understand one another and their interactions, even if their motivations
are different.51 These repeated interactions are therefore important, and are even more important for
an understanding of enforcement to be established between the regulator and regulatee.52 The use of
relational signals during these repeat encounters can be used positively (to express satisfaction with
the relationship) or negatively (to express a lack of satisfaction). Hutter demonstrates this range of
possible signals:
“An Industrial Air Pollution Inspector explained to a newly registered business
that he would use first names and be known by his first name while he was
satisfied with their environmental control. But if he had cause for dissatisfaction
he would refer to the regulated by their formal titles and expect to be similarly
addressed by them.”53
Hutter therefore explains how the use of formality (or lack of) can help communicate positive or
negative signals to regulatees. In addition, regulatees are quite able to perceive these relational
signals.54 The use of these signals during the repeated encounters of a regulator-regulatee relationship
can therefore help each party understand a common goal. As both parties become aware of the
different positive and negative signals, they are both more able to manage the relationship.55 They can
also start to control one another. Etienne argues, “in relationships built on trust, threats or actual
48
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sanctions are perceived negatively”.56 As such, prosecution is only used as a last resort by regulators.57
The use of these relational signals potentially poses the risk of regulatory capture, where the regulator
becomes controlled and/ or dominated by its regulatees.58 This is because the “features of regulatory
encounters that foster the evolution of cooperation often also encourage the evolution of capture and
corruption”.59 However, whilst capture should be borne in mind;60 the risk of capture does not detract
from the importance of also establishing a meaningful regulator/ regulatee relationship.
The interaction between regulator and regulatee therefore frames the messages that regulatees
receive from the regulator. The regulator-regulatee relationship defines much of what happens under
a regulatory scheme. The rest of this chapter will consider how interviewees view the regulatorregulatee relationship under the CRC, and how this affects their engagement with the scheme.
As mentioned above, the Environment Agency exhibits a positive attempt to respond to and help
participants. More than this, some participants have perceived a genuine desire on the part of the
regulator to help regulatees.
“And I think early on… I think there was a genuine…I think even now there’s a
genuine attempt to help us through the process. I don’t think anybody’s leaving
us on our own to sink or swim or anything like that.” (CRC M12)
This gives the perception that the Agency has the capacity to show concern for the participants of the
CRC, which is important for the portrayal of a caring attitude.61 One interviewee also identified the
fact that a positive relationship with the regulator was of mutual benefit to both the regulator and the
regulatee:
“So, it is a two-way thing, they benefit, we benefit. It’s a sensible approach and
I’d say it’s a good example of where regulators and industry should be working
well together, and I think they do on the CRC.” (CRC M16)
M16 perceives the working relationship between the Environment Agency and participants to be
successful under the CRC. CRC M11 describes the Environment Agency as an “invisible regulator”
where “as a professional, [they] feel that [they] could be there and the [Environment Agency] be here”
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– i.e. that the Environment Agency felt like one of them in the professional sphere. Having a positive,
successful regulator/ regulatee relationship under the scheme would facilitate the sharing of expertise
in a two-way flow between the Environment Agency and the CRC participants.
This positive attitude to help participants expressed by M16, M12 and others is somewhat ajar to
alternative interviewee views. Namely, a number of interviewees raised the fact that they thought the
Environment Agency used communications as a starting point for audits. That is to say, that if a
participant approached the regulator with a query on compliance, for example, they would then be
far more likely to be audited as a result. This view is not the perception of a caring regulator and is not
beneficial to the building of trust. It is, however, difficult to see how this view could be dispelled
without making the audit process more transparent to the regulatees. It is also perhaps just part and
parcel of the use of intelligence in a risk-based system of regulation. The use of audits by the
Environment Agency will be considered in further depth during the below discussion of the
predictability of the regulator.
Moreover, it is hard to establish a caring regulator when some regulatees have no active relationship
with the Environment Agency at all, despite the fact that all participants receive the community emails
(providing they have an up-to-date email address on the CRC registry) and have access to the online
guidance. This would indicate that for some taxpayers, this broad-brush contact is not enough. A
distant and/ or absent regulator is hard to portray as a caring regulator. Participants may only feel the
need to contact the regulator if they are audited (CRC M5) or may not contact the Environment Agency
at all (CRC M14). This lack of relationship was not perceived by the regulator, who described their
relationship with regulatees as “on the whole pretty good” (CRC R1).
Examples of relationships which are strong under the CRC can be seen in the number of working
groups that have been set up in some sectors (for example, logistics) and liaise more frequently with
the Environment Agency (for example, they are specifically consulted before changes). These working
groups are usually organisations in the same sector grouping together. The interviewees participating
in working groups were positive and talked about a strong relationship with the regulator:
“Also, my colleague I passed on - she's our compliance director - she sits on the
operations liaison board with the Environment Agency. I think she's the only
consultant, or one of two consultants, to be there. I guess it's testament to the
relationship that we've built up with them around CRC, ESOS and wider
compliance requirements.” (CRC M10)
And;
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“Yeah, we have a good relationship with the Environment Agency. I sat on the
LLG for five years so I know, I’ve seen three or four different Chairs from the
Environment Agency, so I know all the people really well and I have their
personal emails, so if they want a question answered, if they say, “We’re
thinking of doing it this way, what do you think?” they’ll ask the LLG.” (CRC M16)
Whilst the use of groups to forge stronger regulator/regulatee relationships could be a way forward,
it would be impossible to use this as a basis to improve relationships on a large scale given the number
of regulatees (which now stands at 1935 for Phase Two).

5.3.3 Predictability: the audit example

Interviewees specifically raised audits by the Environment Agency in the context of predictability. As
such, the audit process for the CRC will be used as a lens in which to frame the predictability discussion
to follow. The audit forms part of the enforcement procedure for the CRC scheme, and so enforcement
literature will first be explored to provide some context to how regulatory schemes are enforced. In
Chapter One, an introductory overview of regulatory literature was provided, and the following
section builds on this.

5.3.3.a The enforcement context

The predictability of how a regulatee is going to be treated is important for creating a trusting
relationship.62 The Environment Agency has the power to audit participants’ records,63 and
participants are required to maintain evidence packs ‘just in case’ an audit is carried out.64 The audit
is a tool for enforcement under the CRC as it allows the regulator to identify any non-compliance.
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Effective enforcement has been described as being “vital” for an effective piece of legislation.65 By
way of context, the literature on regulatory enforcement has been developed and built upon in a
number of landmark ideas: responsive regulation; smart regulation; and really responsive regulation.
Macrory has also done extensive work on the enforcement of environmental regulation.66 Here, he
looks at the use of sanctions and argues that they are “an essential feature of a regulatory
enforcement toolkit and are central to achieving compliance by signalling the threat of punishment”.67
The idea of responsive regulation was first introduced by Ayres and Braithwaite and is based on three
core ideas: 1) a tit-for-tat strategy should be adopted meaning that regulation is both tough and
forgiving;68 2) there should be access to a hierarchical range of sanctions, and; 3) the height of the
enforcement pyramid is important.69 In particular, the hierarchical range of sanctions was illustrated
in Ayres and Braithwaite’s enforcement pyramid,70 and comprises of a base made of the lesser
sanctions (such as persuasion and letters) which increase with severity as you proceed up the
pyramid.71
The CRC would appear to take a responsive approach to regulation. During its interview the regulator
(CRC R1), outlined the pathway for enforcement. First a number of letters (which became increasingly
more strongly worded) would be sent to participants before any notices were issued. This would then
be followed up with civil penalties or prosecution if necessary. Following a Freedom of Information
Request that I submitted to the EA dated the 9th March 2016,72 a total of 439 enforcement notices
were issued in phase one,73 and 131 notices (up to March 2016) in phase two.74 Throughout the whole
scheme up to March 2016, 22 civil penalties have been issued, and no criminal prosecutions have been
brought. The number of civil penalties and prosecutions (which would be towards the top of the Ayres
and Braithwaite pyramid) is therefore vastly lower than the number of reminder emails, letters and
notices that have been issued by the regulator.
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In the taxation arena, there has been a noticeable shift from traditional command and control
approaches to responsive regulation approaches in a number of jurisdictions.75 This shift was driven
by challenges to the legitimacy of taxation schemes (via increasing amounts of tax evasion);76 and the
failing integrities of tax authorities which were seen to have a “culture of fear and punishment” under
command and control regimes.77 The shift away from command and control regulation for taxes has
encountered challenges specifically with the adoption of responsive regulation to take its place.78
Responsive regulation was met with resistance when it was first introduced, as the very nature of
responsive regulation required a culture change within a sector that “stifles innovation”.79The
adoption of responsive regulation in the tax arena does not diminish the significant criticisms that
responsive regulation has encountered. For instance, Gunningham has argued that one of the
shortcomings of responsive regulation is that the enforcement pyramid only allows for a relationship
between regulator and regulatee, and does not allow for third party interaction.80 In addition, Black
argues that the pyramid does not rank sanctions in terms of context – for some, naming and shaming
may be more of a sanction than a fine.81
An alternative to command and control regulation and responsive regulation is smart regulation. Here,
Gunningham attempts to correct some of the criticisms of responsive regulation. As such, smart
regulation incorporates five ideas: 1) A mix of policies and instruments is preferential; 2) using less
interventionist instruments is preferential; 3) a three-dimensional enforcement pyramid, “which
considers the possibility of regulation using a number of different instruments implemented by a
number of parties”;82 4) the use and empowerment of third parties as regulators, and; 5) a
maximisation of opportunities for regulatees.83 Black argues, however, that this approach still does
not deal fully with real life problems of regulatory enforcement,84 and proposes an alternative
approach. Her ‘really responsive regulation’ approach requires the consideration of five criteria for
enforcement:
1) The “attitudinal settings” of the regulatee;
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2) The institutional setting of the regulatory scheme;
3) The different logics of the tools and strategies available under the scheme;
4) The assessment of the scheme’s own performance; and
5) The modification of any of the above criteria.85
Black’s work on really responsive regulation resonates with Macrory’s work on the role of the
regulator which he argues should encompass seven characteristics:
“Seven characteristics (regulators should): 1) publish an enforcement policy; 2)
measure outcomes not just outputs; 3) justify their choice of enforcement
actions year on year to stakeholders, Ministers and Parliament; 4) follow-up
enforcement actions where appropriate; 5) enforce in a transparent manner; 6)
be transparent in the way in which they apply and determined administrative
penalties; and, 7) avoid perverse incentives that might influence the choice of
sanctioning response.”86
It is beyond the scope of this thesis to determine the regulatory approach that should be taken for the
enforcement of the CRC. At present, the CRC adopts a somewhat responsive approach to regulation,
as indicated by both the regulator and the enforcement statistics. This chapter will now consider how
the predictability in the use of the audit process can impact on trust.

5.3.3.b Predictability and the CRC

Predictability in this scenario is linked to two things: a) the quality of audits, and b) the frequency of
audits. Interviewees expressed uncertainty as to the depth and competence of the Environment
Agency auditor demonstrated when an audit is carried out, and those that had not been audited
expressed uncertainty as to when and why they would be audited. This combination could have
considerable impacts on taxpayer engagement with the scheme, and how it is complied with. In terms
of rigour and competence, one interviewee talked about how they felt they could have cheated the
audit process (CRC P3).
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In addition to the quality of audits, the interviewees also questioned their frequency. Whilst there is
no mention of the frequency of audits in the phase two CRC guidance, interviewees were under the
impression that audits were to be carried out every couple of years for all participants. Instead, only
two interviewees out of the participant interviews had been audited (the consultants had all come
across audits in some fashion, but this perhaps makes sense if they were advising the bigger CRC
participants). CRC M14 stated that they had expected to be audited by this point (2016) in the scheme,
but had still not been. As such, there is a lack of predictability in terms of the frequency of audits. This
unpredictability was termed as a “worry” for CRC M2; whilst CRC M5 did not think that there were
enough audits. A practical consequence of this unpredictability is that participants are less inclined to
keep their evidence packs up to date. For instance, CRC M11 kept their evidence packs up to date
during phase one, but has decided that the risk of being audited is now too low to continue with
updating. CRC M4 now does the evidence pack “as fast as [they] possibly can” and now maintains a
“poor quality” evidence pack. Thinking in terms of ‘really responsive regulation’, this is perhaps a
useful indication of the scheme’s own performance from the eyes of the interviewee (here, that
resource limitations meant that the EA were not able to audit as much as initially planned (CRC R1)).
Building on the frequency of audits is the linked point on how audits are triggered. As set out earlier,
interviewees voiced concerns that the Environment Agency was using communications and
interactions as the basis for conducting audits. This view obviously impacted on participants’
willingness to forge a relationship with the Environment Agency:
“One of the challenges of the CRC is that organisations tend to not want to
make themselves too visible – so you tend to get, the relationship you keep as
brief as possible […] there is no point in raising your head above the parapet
and inviting another audit because it just means more time doing that activity.
So even if it is as simple as that, there is no point in inviting that […] It’s kind of
a risk thing as in you’re not sure that there is a risk there, so you think that
unless you need to do it [contact the Environment Agency] you might as well
pretend there is a risk there and not do it.” (CRC M9)
“Yeah. And a lot of people I know don’t contact the EA anymore with questions
because they feel that the EA has got a tick list somewhere. And the more times
you phone up and ask questions, the more it puts you in the pot of, “You don’t
know” as opposed to the pot, “Oh my God I’ve got lots of complicated questions
because I’ve got lots of complicated clients and I’m trying to do right by them in
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asking for clarification.” And that should be seen as a positive not as a negative.”
(CRC M7)
This “tick list” also triggers when errors in compliance are voluntarily sent to the regulator so that they
can be rectified. CRC M7 also discussed how they knew “that the EA has mostly audited people who
have re-submitted”, that is after the EA was aware that there were errors in the original submission.
This is the negative side of predictability, and demonstrates that communication and the perception
of a routine tick list can actually disengage participants and reduce levels of trust. It encourages
participants to keep a low profile, reduce communications with the regulator and so minimise any
relationship with the Environment Agency in order to reduce the risk of an audit and possible
associated enforcement actions.
Whilst interviewees discussed this audit “tick list” in a negative way, this process has been previously
communicated to participants by the Environment Agency. The process of selection for audits is listed
in the phase two CRC guidance as including the following factors:87 risk of non-compliance, complexity
of organisational structure, and compliance history.88 Some attempt has been made by the EA to bring
transparency to the risk-based process in this guidance. However, the three bullet-point list is buried
in 176 pages of guidance and may not have been taken on board by the participants/ interviewees.
This part of the guidance was not raised by the interviewees during the interviews.
Overall, in the interviewees’ eyes, a significant amount of uncertainty surrounds the audit process.
Interviewees have expressed concerns over the quality, but more often the quantity of these audits.
Practical ramifications of this could be the belief that it is possible to cheat the audit process, which is
a significant disengagement with the CRC scheme. Whilst interviewees did not discuss cheating the
audit process per se, they have begun to identify that this lack of predictability can be used to their
advantage.

5.3.4 Commitment: Wider issues

In terms of commitment, the interviewees attributed some of the lack of expertise and relationship
with the Environment Agency to wider problems affecting the regulator. Namely, the lack of resources
at the disposal of the Environment Agency. Interviewees were aware of the cuts made to the
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Environment Agency, and they attributed these cuts to a loss of resources which then affected the
relationship between the regulator and regulatees. This lack of resource was perceived to have limited
the powers of the Environment Agency as a regulator of the CRC (CRC M2).
In particular, interviewees noted the loss of the CRC Helpdesk telephone line, and the move to email
focussed contact for the CRC helpdesk. The phone line was considered to be a key resource to
participants:
“I used to phone in an awful lot, and they used to explain over the phone, which
helped massively. But that arm doesn’t exist anymore; you can’t actually phone
in anymore. So, anybody new coming in, trying to explain I think would be very
difficult if they had a query. If there are people there in their work teams who
don’t understand something and they’re not able to explain it there will be a
chance there will be missed reporting.” (CRC M5)
And;
“Yes. I’ve spoken to them a lot over the last few years. They’ve been pretty good;
pretty responsive. I understand that they changed recently to not allowing
telephone contact, and instead requested emails to be sent […] it would have
been a lot more helpful if we’d had a human being to speak to. But I understand
that they’ve probably been cut massively, like other government departments,
and they don’t have that resource there.” (CRC M3)
The phone line was seen as “a help” (CRC P3) to participants who had queries, and its removal has a
correlating potential to impact on the understanding of CRC participants and the regulator-regulatee
relationship. This loss of the phone line was also attributed to the wider cuts to the Environment
Agency by CRC M3. As such, the lack of expertise of the regulator in terms of the ability for participants
to access that expertise is not blamed on the Environment Agency. Nonetheless, the loss of the phone
line has wider repercussions.
The shift to email communication gives the perception that the CRC helpdesk is now poorly manned:
“They’ve already reduced the number of people on the CRC helpdesk to like one person, or something
ridiculous for the entire country” (CRC P2). This also impacts on the perceived waiting time for a
response which was quoted by one interviewee as ten working days (CRC M3), but in reality, may well
be much shorter. Indeed, the regulator stated that the average response time for emails was one and
a half days (CRC R1).
In terms of justifying the move to email based communicated, the regulator stated:
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“We actually set up a help desk both on phone and e-mail in the first few years.
We’ve taken the phone line away. We are just doing e-mail; we found it’s more
efficient and more effective. At times, we were probably getting – at the peak
period we were getting four or five hundred [queries] a week.” (CRC R1)
The EA was confident in its ability to deal with the volume of emails sent to the CRC helpdesk. There
is therefore a disparity between what the interviewees have perceived by the loss of phone line, and
the Environment Agency’s logic behind the move. In the regulator’s eyes, the removal of the phone
line was an efficiency move and helped them to deal with higher volumes of queries than the phone
lines. There was therefore at least some issue of poor communication regarding the change, as the
interviewees have viewed the changes in a negative light and perceive the changes to be cutbacks to
the scheme. It could be a question of marketing, in the sense that the EA did not ‘sell’ the move to
emailing. Or, it could be that the interviewees see the move to email as a drop in the standard of
service that the EA provides as regulator.
Linking this idea to the financial incentives, which will be seen in Chapter Seven, one solution to this
was put forward by two interviewees: reinvestment of some revenues back into the resources of the
Environment Agency. CRC P7 stated:
“Possibly supporting organisations like the Environment Agency and Defra
which are getting severely cut the government at the moment, perhaps some
money could be funded back into there; because I do think they’re an important
resource for things like that.”
And;
“So, beef up the Environment Agency, take the liability away from local
authorities and I think you might see more effective regulation. There’s nothing
wrong with the regulations, the regulations are only good as those who enforce
them.” (CRC S4)
This may appear to be a case of turkeys voting for Christmas, as a bigger, more powerful regulator is
then a bigger force to contend with for regulatees. However, when coupled with the fact that the
interviewees wanted the support and competence of the EA, a better resourced EA seems less of a
death wish. This approach would work hand in hand with tax hypothecation discussed alongside
incentives. By investing the revenues of the CRC back into the regulator, it gives the Environment
Agency more resources. This in turn, allows them to provide services to participants; which in turn
provides the regulator more opportunities to provide expertise to participants. This would potentially
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allow for a higher level of trust between the participant and the regulator. It gives the perception of a
more “effective regulator”, which is key to effective environmental regulation (CRC S4).
It is important, therefore, to consider how taxpayers and regulatees perceive a regulator which is
struck with wider issues such as resource cuts, which impact on its ability to provide expertise. In the
case of the CRC, the cuts to the Environment Agency, and more specifically to the CRC Helpdesk, have
given participants the impression that the regulator is now more inaccessible. When this is combined
with the perception that the helpdesk provides only generic advice to queries, and is not authoritative
on the CRC, we are left with a regulator that is seen to lack both expertise and resources.

5.4 Concluding Remarks

Kasperson et al explore a framework for trust which resonates well with the interview data from the
CRC study. This framework is one of many frameworks available for trust.89 As such, it is not the only
approach that could be taken. However, the data from my CRC study raises questions of commitment,
competence, caring-ness and predictability, and as such, Kasperson’s model fits the interview data
best:
1. Competence – It is through the communications between the Environment Agency and the
participants, that the incompetence of the Environment Agency was perceived. This
communication includes guidance issued by the regulator, community emails and responses
to enquiries.
2. Caring – Interviewees talked of the generally helpful attitude of the Environment Agency. CRC
M12 stated: “I think even now there’s a genuine attempt to help us through the process”.
3. Predictability – A manifestation of predictability was raised through the use of the audits
procedure.90 More specifically, participants believed that contacted the Environment Agency
raised a flag against their name which then resulted in an audit.
4. Commitment – Interviewees drew upon wider issues of commitment such as lack of resources
and commitment to policy.
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Not all of these factors raise questions of a lack of trust for the CRC. Indeed, some of these factors
were seen as positives (and so building blocks of trust) by interviewees. In addition, building trust
through one factor may come at the expense of another,91 and as such, the factors are for guidance
only.
By applying this framework, this chapter has highlighted some areas which could be improved in order
to strengthen the levels of trust between the Environment Agency and the participants of the CRC.
Namely these are: the quality of responses provided by the EA to participant queries to demonstrate
competence; and, the perceived resources of the regulator, whether that is experienced staff with a
working knowledge of the CRC, or the resources to carry out a more systematic and thorough auditing
of regulatees. At the same time, this chapter has also highlighted the areas in which the participants
are already content with the Environment Agency such as the general helpful attitude of the EA
towards regulatees. By continuing to build on these areas, as well as by improving on areas of concern,
this chapter argues that the regulator will be able to foster a stronger regulator- regulatee
relationship. In addition to the above discussion, this chapter has also highlighted key relevant areas
of literature including regulatory literature on enforcement and literature on regulator-regulatee
relationships. By drawing on a Freedom on Information request, this chapter has also begun to paint
the enforcement and compliance picture for the CRC.
Overall, this chapter has focussed on the four key areas of social trust as put forward by Kasperson et
al: competence, caring, predictability and commitment.92 The data from my study would appear to
confirm the importance of these four elements in establishing a meaningful relationship of trust
between regulator and regulatee. This echoes the work of Hawkins, who also applied and confirmed
Kasperson’s concept of social trust in her work.93 In terms of competence, regulatees questioned the
quality of online guidance and the ability of the EA to respond to specific queries relating to the
scheme. Communications between the regulator and regulatee have, in the eyes of the interviewees,
called into question the competence and commitment of the EA. On the other hand, a number of the
interviewees did consider the EA to have a caring attitude, once a meaningful relationship had been
established. This was demonstrated by interviewees discussing the fact that the EA wasn’t ‘out to get
them’ in terms of enforcement. Where the regulator struggles with the CRC is the apparent lack of a
meaningful relationship between the regulator and regulatees of the scheme. This lack of relationship
(despite regular community email updates) could impact on regulatees’ perceptions of enforcement.
Here, interviewees raised the issue of predictability through the example of the CRC audit.
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Interviewees questioned the frequency and quality of the audits. Whilst the audit process has been
communicated to regulatees, this did not seem to prevent some from doubting the integrity of the
process.
Finally, interviewees did not attribute any perceived lack of commitment to the regulator. Instead,
interviewees considered the EA to lack resources, and that this lack of resources links back to a
bigger policy picture. As such, there is the possibility that interviewees see a shift of resources and
resource cuts as a lack or drop in commitment to the environment by the government. The next
chapter will shift the focus back to CRC participants, and will consider whether nudging could be
used to increase CRC engagement.
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Chapter Six: Nudging and Behavioural
Change
This chapter will consider the role of incentives in changing taxpayer behaviour. As one of the aims of
the CRC is to reduce energy consumption, by effectively taxing each linked tonne of carbon emissions,
the CRC aims to change behaviour.1 In its current form, it does this through a negative incentive – that
is, by attaching an additional cost to the use of energy. The more energy that is consumed, the higher
the cost will be. The increased cost provides an incentive in reducing the burden of the CRC, by
lowering the amount of energy consumed.
In addition to more traditional incentives, many of my interviewees raised the ideas of reputation and
information during their interviews.2 Reputation in this sense, as they are businesses, means
widespread public opinion; whilst information referred to the provision of performance and
enforcement information by the regulator. These concepts flagged up the potential for the use of
social nudges (an intervention that seeks to influence choice rather than remove choice) to change
participant behaviour in addition to (and not instead of) the cost incentive already offered by the CRC.
This chapter will consider, through the lens of the CRC study data, the role that nudging could have to
play in an environmental tax scheme. This chapter will begin by outlining the literature and theoretical
framework which form the basis of nudging. This will include a consideration of libertarian
paternalism, as well as what constitutes a nudge. Following on from an understanding of what a nudge
is, this chapter will apply the literature to the CRC to analyse how nudging could be useful in effecting
behavioural change. Overall, it will be argued that there is a secondary role for nudging alongside a
tax. By harnessing the power of reputation, a social nudge can drive behavioural change through
competition and collaboration. Taxpayers can compete with their fellow taxpayers in a bid to be ‘seen
to be green’,3 and sectors come together to collaborate and pool resources. As the CRC targets
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businesses and not individuals, reputation can only really drive change if the harmful behaviour
resonates with the public.

6.1 Nudging Literature
In the seminal work of Cass Sunstein and Richard Thaler,4 the concept of nudging was introduced as
an alternative to command and control regulation and economic market instruments. Richard Thaler
has recently won the Nobel Prize for economics for his work on the subject.5 The concept of nudging
seeks to influence choices to change unwanted behaviour, rather than stopping behaviour through
mandates; as whilst laws and regulations have been historically good at stopping unwanted behaviour,
they have been less effective at starting wanted behaviour.6 As the CRC is aiming to improve energy
efficiency and not curb the use of energy full stop, it is argued that the CRC is, in a way, attempting to
start a new behaviour: energy efficiency.7
Work on nudging is growing and has been since 2009 when Sunstein and Thaler introduced the
concept of a nudge. Since then, a wealth of literature on the subject has developed. A google scholar
search of ‘nudging AND sunstein’ brings up nearly 13,000 results from a wide range of areas including:

competition-based regulation as follows: “in competition-based regulation, regulators provide a venue for the
"better" chemicals to prosper at the expense of the "worse" (untested or unnecessarily risky) chemicals by
adjudicating claims of environmental superiority”, 640. Nudging is subtler than this and would not entail the
regulator producing specific certificates of “environmental superiority” for products (641). The notion of
competition is, however, similar here.
4
Richard Thaler and Cass Sunstein, Nudge: Improving Decisions about Health, Wealth and Happiness (UK:
Penguin 2009).
5
https://amp.theguardian.com/world/2017/oct/09/nobel-prize-in-economics-richard-thaler accessed
11/10/2017.
6
David Halpern, Inside the Nudge Unit: How small changes can make a big difference (WH Allen 2015), p21.
7
The alternative view to this is, of course, that the CRC is trying to stop some energy use. However, as the
amount of energy reduction is not specifically mentioned in the CRC, it makes sense that it is trying to promote
energy efficiency rather than stop energy consumption.
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ethics,8 health,9 and finances.10 Sunstein himself has written prolifically on the subject, with 71 articles
on nudging.11 This has become a rich field in a short amount of time.
In addition, the topic has received considerable political attention. In 2009, President Barack Obama
signed a memorandum with the aim of exploring the role which behavioural sciences could have in
the development of regulatory policy.12 Following this, Cass Sunstein headed up the regulatory division
of the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs (in the US Whitehouse), between 2009 and 2012.13
In the UK, former Prime Minister David Cameron set up the Behavioural Insights Team (BIT), known
better as the ‘nudge unit’, and which is now a separate company that researches and tests nudges.14
On a more international scale, the OECD has also published a policy document on nudging; 15 and the
European Commission has shown an interest in the subject.16
Relevant to this thesis, there has been a keen academic interest in nudging for the environment.17 The
first link between nudges and the environment dates back to the start of the field, with Thaler and
Sunstein dedicating a chapter to “saving the planet”.18 Now, nudging has a presence in core
Environmental Law textbooks.19 More specifically, the role of nudging, individuals and ‘green
consumerism’ has also been considered by Quigley and Stokes.20 These ‘green nudges’ aim to promote
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environmentally friendly behaviour amongst individuals.21 The interplay between environmental
taxation and nudging has also been considered at an individual level (that is, on taxes on individuals
rather than businesses).22 The academic focus on nudges in the environmental field has centred on
the role of defaults, 23 which are mechanisms that aim to change the default option, that is, the status
quo if a proactive decision is not made.24 However, this thesis is primarily concerned with the use of
social norms, in particular reputational elements, to drive behavioural change in environmental
regulation.
This section will first explore the theoretical hurdles to nudging, which are anti-paternalism and the
Harm Principle. Next, this section will delve deeper into the concept of nudging itself. Finally, the use
of nudges in the UK, and their potential use in the CRC will be explored.

6.1.1 Theoretical framework: Libertarian Paternalism

Sunstein and Thaler label nudging as a form of libertarian paternalism.25 Paternalism can be loosely
defined as:
“The interference with a person's liberty of action justified by reasons referring
exclusively to the welfare, good, happiness, needs, interests or values of the
person being coerced.”26
A policy or piece of regulation is therefore paternalistic if it aims to influence the choices of a class of
persons for their own good.27 Delving deeper, this can be further characterised into pure and impure
paternalism. Pure paternalism is where the class of people whose liberty has been restricted is the
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same as the class of people who are intended to benefit from the restriction.28 In impure paternalism,
the class of persons who benefit from the interference is different.29 Taking the CRC as an example, a
tax is being imposed upon larger emitters only to benefit all (the idea being that this helps to mitigate
climate change, which affects everyone), making it an example of impure paternalism. This is echoed
in nudging, which includes examples of nudges which are aimed at benefiting others, and not just the
person being nudged.30
John Stuart Mill expressed objections to the idea and use of paternalism:
“Neither one person, nor any number of persons, is warranted in saying to
another human creature of ripe years, that he shall not do with his life for his
own benefit what he chooses to do with it.”31
Therefore, power should not be exercised over members of a civilised society to influence or change
their life decisions. The quality of their decision is independent of the ability to make the decision and
the preservation of choice should prevail regardless of whether the chooser then makes a bad
decision.32 The exception to this, as put forward by Mill, is to “prevent harm to others”.33 In general,
the approach adopted by Mill can be labelled as anti-paternalistic; and an “objection to paternalistic
interferences with a man's liberty”.34 The absolute opposition to paternalism has been labelled the
Harm Principle, and has been heavily criticised as the following text illustrates.
The main criticism of Mill’s work is that it is premised on the lack of proof that humans are so aware
of their own interests that “no compulsion or restraint put upon them by any others for the purpose
of promoting their interest can really promote them”.35 Following Mill’s Harm principle, there was a
general decline “in the belief that individuals know their own interest best”.36 Thaler and Sunstein
reiterate this point in their more recent literature. They justify paternalism by stating that whilst there
has been no evidence that human choices are rational, there has been evidence that they are
potentially irrational:
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“The presumption that individual choices should be free from interference is
usually based on the assumption that people do a good job of making choices,
or at least that they do a far better job than third parties could do. As far as we
can tell, there is little empirical support for this claim. Research by psychologists
and economists over the past three decades has raised questions about the
rationality of the judgments and decisions that individuals make.”37
This research38 is coupled with the argument that some form of paternalism is always inevitable.39 If
the world is not rational, then simply the use of a ‘default setting’ (for example, in England, the default
is that you are not an organ donor unless you opt to be)40 will affect choice and be a form of
paternalism.41 These arguments form the basis of Thaler and Sunstein’s justification for libertarian
paternalism,42 which is paternalism modified by liberalism.43 The libertarian aspect is the “insistence
that, in general, people should be free to do what they like”.44 As such, the focus is on preserving choice
and liberty, whilst acknowledging that it is “legitimate for choice architects to try to influence people’s
behaviour” to improve their lives.45 Nudging is therefore based in the idea of libertarian paternalism.
Universal agreement with Thaler and Sunstein’s interpretation of libertarian paternalism does not
exist. Hanson for example, argues that whilst literature treats nudges and libertarian paternalism as
one and the same,46 this is not necessarily the case. Hanson further argues that without defining the
line between nudges and libertarian paternalism, nudging leaves itself open to “accusations of
slippery-slopes, claims of conceptual inconsistency, and warnings that nudges may quickly turn into
shoves”.47 Hausman and Welch also question the role of libertarian paternalism. They argue that if a
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policy is paternalistic only if it limits the choice of what people can choose, then no nudges are
paternalistic.48 Unhelpfully, a relationship between nudging and libertarianism paternalism has not yet
been determined.49
It is not the purpose of this thesis to dive into a debate on the exact definitions and boundaries
between nudging and libertarian paternalism. It suffices to say that Thaler and Sunstein base their
original concept of nudging in libertarian paternalism, but that this approach is not accepted by all
scholars.

6.1.2 The concept of nudging

While behavioural psychology has talked of the same concept for much longer, the concept of a
‘nudge’ was first labelled as such by Thaler and Sunstein in 2009. Halpern argues that Thaler and
Sunstein’s work has advanced the work on nudging in three ways: 1) as Thaler and Sunstein are not
psychologists, it helped to push nudging out of the realms of pure psychology; 2) they blended the
ideas from psychology with concepts from ‘behavioural economics’; and, 3) their ideas directly
engaged with policy.50
Thaler and Sunstein define a nudge as follows:
“A nudge, as we will use the term, is any aspect of the choice architecture that
alters people’s behaviour in a predictable way without forbidding any options
or significantly changing their economic incentives. To count as a mere nudge,
the intervention must be easy and cheap to avoid. Nudges are not mandates.”51
It is a “means of encouraging or guiding behaviour” without “heavy financial incentives or sanctions”.52
Nudging therefore uses choice architecture to alter decisions to a more preferred choice without
removing any of the choices from the decision-maker.53
Therefore, this chapter does not consider the pure, financial incentive that is the tax of the CRC (i.e.
the payment made to the Treasury for the purchase of allowances) as there is no choice involved in
48
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paying the tax. Instead, both nudging and this chapter will be considering more subtle methods of
changing behaviour which will run alongside the CRC and form part of the regulatory package of the
CRC. It is a consideration of behavioural changing mechanisms which are above and beyond the
payment of a tax.
A choice architect “has the responsibility for organizing the context in which people make
decisions”.54A nudge is therefore the influencing of choices in a way which prioritises a choice, which,
in the eyes of the architect, is a better choice for the chooser. The basis of their idea lies in the fact
that humans make errors. They split the world into “humans” and “econs”.55 “Econs” can think through
all possibilities and information, in order to come to an informed decision.56 “Econs” are driven by
incentives rather than emotion.57 Life decision makers are human:58
“Human beings can be myopic and impulsive, giving undue weight to the short
term (perhaps by smoking, or texting while driving, or eating too much
chocolate). What is salient greatly matters. If an important feature of a situation,
an activity, or a product lacks salience, people might ignore it, possibly to their
advantage (perhaps because it is in the other room, and fattening) and possibly
to their detriment (if it could save them money or extend their lives) […] they
are greatly affected by default rules, which establish what happens if they do
nothing.”59
This builds upon the criticisms of Mill’s work, in the sense that humans do not make perfect decisions.
In the UK, the concept of introducing psychology into policy is not an entirely novel one. A cabinet
office discussion paper published in 2004 explored the different theories of behavioural change, which
included criticisms of the ‘Rational Man’ model (which, like Mill’s work, assumes that humans
“rationally seek to maximise their own welfare”).60 The paper also started to explore where these
theories could start to be applied in the areas of health, crime, employment and education. As a report
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which predates ‘Nudge’, it draws upon Thaler and Sunstein’s earlier work on ‘libertarian
paternalism’.61
In 2010, the Institute for Government published ‘MINDSPACE’, which provided a checklist to
policymakers, 62 to ensure that they take into account the most “robust effects” on human behaviour
when making policy:63
Messenger

We are heavily influenced by who communicates
information

Incentives

Our responses to incentives are shaped by predictable
mental shortcuts such as strongly avoiding losses

Norms

We are strongly influenced by what others do

Defaults

We „go with the flow‟ of pre-set options

Salience

Our attention is drawn to what is novel and seems
relevant to us

Priming

Our acts are often influenced by sub-conscious cues

Affect

Our emotional associations can powerfully shape our
actions

Commitments

We seek to be consistent with our public promises, and
reciprocate acts

Ego

We act in ways that make us feel better about
ourselves

Source: Institute for Government and the Cabinet Office, MINDSPACE: Influencing behaviour through public
policy (2010), page 8

The Institute for Government draw upon the previous work of DEFRA in the field and DEFRA’s ‘4 Es’
framework (Enable, Engage, Encourage, Exemplify),64 to create a framework for ‘MINDSPACE’. The ‘4
Es’ are actions that should underpin any attempt by the government to change behaviour.65 The
MINDSPACE report builds upon this by adding two further Es – Explore (before the 4 Es) and Evaluate
(after the 4E s).66 This provides the framework within which the tools provided by MINDSPACE may be
applied.
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The Behavioural Insights Team (BIT) (also known as the ‘Nudge Unit’) was created in 2010 by the then
Conservative/ Liberal Democrat coalition government. Originally a team within the cabinet office, the
BIT team is now a private company,67 and has been labelled “the global poster child for the latest
behavioural turn in policy and regulation”.68 The Nudge Unit had three objectives: 1) to make public
services more cost-effective and accessible; 2) to introduce more realistic models of human behaviour
into policy; and, 3) to enable people to make “better choices”.69 The Nudge Unit in the UK developed
and built upon Thaler and Sunstein’s work in ‘Nudge’, UK policy documents,70 and wider academic
literature;71 and developed the following acronym: E – Easy; A – Attract; S – Social; T – Timely
(otherwise known as EAST).72 The concept of ‘Easy’ relies on the use of defaults (much like in Nudge)
to change behaviour.73 The use of images of personalisation can be useful in attracting attention, as
humans are more likely to change their behaviour if they are ‘Attracted’ to it.74 It is ‘Social’ if you can
show that most people behave in a certain way.75 It is also important to time any influence for when
people are most receptive.76
As has been previously set out, the CRC forms part of the UK regulatory toolkit for climate change, and
the CRC aims to change behaviour to help the UK meet its international climate change commitments.
Whilst this chapter does not consider the role of the financial incentive under the CRC; it will consider
the role of secondary tools which can complement the tax and further behavioural change. During my
interviews, interviewees often referred to the performance of others under the scheme – and, more
importantly, a desire to perform better than their competitors under the scheme. As the CRC
previously had a reputational element (in the form of the publicly available Performance League
Table), it is interesting that participants engage with and seek to know how others are performing
under the scheme. It is this social side to the CRC which will be considered in this chapter, to argue
that exploiting the social nature of the CRC could be important to enhance the positive behavioural
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change impacts that the CRC could have. This chapter will now consider the interview data in light of
nudging literature.

6.2 Nudging and the CRC

6.2.1 Reputational element of the CRC

In the environmental context, nudges have often been bypassed for more interventionist measures
to control pollution and other environmentally harmful behaviours.77 Whilst Sunstein and Thaler’s
work focusses largely on the use of defaults,78 the data from the CRC study indicate the potential role
for social norms. Here, the idea is that the “social environment influences behaviour”.79 The concept
of social norms was initially split into two categories by Thaler and Sunstein: 1) Information, where if
enough people take a certain approach this will convey the idea that it is the way to do things; and, 2)
peer pressure, which is particularly important if the human cares what others think.80 With the CRC,
my interview data suggests that it is the second form of social nudging which is primarily at play.
Social norms “matter for individual choices”,81 “as people are constrained by reputational forces and
concern about the perception of others”.82 They help us not only to understand behaviour, but also
its regulation.83In later literature, building on Thaler and Sunstein’s work, the concept of social norms
has been developed to include further considerations. The first category relates to social norms and
the choices that other people are making. Sunstein and Reisch argue that if a chooser is aware that
most other people are choosing green energy (for example), then they are far more likely to follow
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suit.84 Sunstein and Reisch also tackle the question of expression, arguing that, for some, their
decisions are based upon a desire to express certain values (in this case being green – they want to
“make a statement”).85 Finally, signalling could drive behaviour, or, as Sunstein and Reisch explain,
people act if it improves their social status.86 Here, they point out:
“Socially visible actions, such as driving electric sports cars, are naturally more
useful for status signalling than switching to green electricity, installing a high
efficiency heat pump in the basement, or opting for car sharing. “Buying green”
is often done for status reasons, while “behaving green” is usually less visible
and status-laden.”87
This is problematic for using signalling under the CRC as behaving green is not as visible as, for
example, buying a shiny new wind turbine. Under the scheme, participants are required to reduce
energy consumption, but this has no status value unless this is publicised and engaged with.
Criticisms have been raised against nudging by the advocates of more traditional regulation. Baldwin
argues that nudging lacks the transparency that is seen in the process of introducing more traditional
forms of regulation.88 There is also a trade-off in autonomy when using nudging in favour of the
desired behaviour, as the decisions are shaped for the decision-maker to bypass conscious individual
judgment. Nudges can therefore be an expression of the capacity of individuals and their ability for
“autonomous and responsible decision-making”.89 In addition, I am conscious that nudging and
behavioural economics might be being stretched “to solve problems it wasn’t meant to address”.90
The concept of nudging targets “individual behaviour”, rather than behaviour in an organisational
setting.91 If interpreted at face value, it would mean that the concept of nudging would translate
poorly into the business context. However, during the main stage of interviews, I asked participants:
Is it just you working on CRC, or do you have a team? For most interviewees, they (usually with the job
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title of energy manager, or similar)92 were working alone or in a team of two. The biggest CRC team
was a team of four (CRC P8). A solicitor also added:
“With many larger clients, there tends to be a person that is responsible for
sustainability that deals with CRC and related things, so it tends to be quite a
centralised function rather than something that many people are involved in.
Most clients tend to have their expert which is usually one or two people.” (CRC
S2)
CRC staff units in the businesses involved in the scheme tend to be very small. Their job roles are
specifically linked to the environment. These are the people that are steering the environmental and
energy efforts of the firm and they are individuals.93 In addition, the very limited role of senior
management in participants of the CRC means that all substantive decisions relating to the CRC (except
for the financial sign off for the purchase of allowances by the Finance Director) are taken by the
energy managers. As such, any nudges that were introduced under the CRC (or a similar scheme)
would, de facto, be targeting an individual (or limited number of individuals) rather than the whole
business. Therefore, nudges have the potential to have some behavioural changing effect in
businesses as well as individuals. This potential to nudge the powerful (i.e. business rather than the
individual) is a unique concept that is not found within nudging literature.
The CRC used to have a reputational element in the form of the Performance League Table (PLT).
Another potential use of nudging can be seen in the publication of offences and civil penalties by the
Environment Agency.94 The rest of this section will consider these nudges, as well as whether nudging
has a future role to play in environmental taxation.

6.2.1.a Performance League Table

The PLT was introduced at the start of the CRC scheme, and ranked participants in terms of their
performance under the scheme.95 The PLT created a public reputational element to the scheme,
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whereby participants could compare and contrast their performance with others. The government
concluded that there was “some evidence” that the PLT acted as a reputational driver.96 It should be
noted here that this was originally coupled with an economic incentive: those that did well under the
scheme in terms of the PLT stood to gain their CRC payment plus 10% back.97
In 2012, the government proposed the abolition of the PLT.98 The PLT received two main criticisms
from interviewees: 1) that the table was not presented in a format that easily allowed for comparison;
and 2) that the table did not accurately portray information (i.e. the table was easily skewed).99 These
criticisms were reflected in the interview data:
“The [League Table] has to be tempered a little bit with, ‘Yes, but we’ve been
able to exclude this group and we’ve been able to exclude that group and maybe
other people can massage their figures as well’.” (CRC M13)
And;
“I think the existence of a League Table was a good idea, the League Table as it
stood didn’t provide, wasn’t usable, but I think that instead of just scrapping it
they should have tried to improve it. But I think they thought it was too big of a
challenge, so they gave up.” (CRC P3)
Interviewee M13 explicitly highlights that the table could be skewed through the ‘massaging’ of data,
whilst P3 accepts that the table in its original format was not useable. CRC M9 described the PLT as “a
distortion which created anomalies that were not really fair on organisations”. Some interviewees
never bothered to look at the table (CRC P7); or only looked once or twice (CRC M11). The PLT was
therefore not ‘easy’, it was not simple enough that participants could engage with the table.100 An
easy nudge, reduces any “hassle factor” and “simplifies messages”.101 There was the underlying
concern that the data within the table could be tinkered with, meaning that participants could not
take the table at face value.
What is interesting, is that P3, along with a few other interviewees saw the removal of the PLT as
having a negative impact on the scheme. Whilst the table as it stood was not viable, once removed,
CRC M8 believed that the purpose of the scheme had also been removed, indicating that the
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reputational element of the scheme had the potential to drive behavioural change. The reputational
element of the scheme was lost (CRC M12). This sense of loss is developed below, in how the ‘social’
element could be exploited.

6.2.1.b Publication of offences

Any civil penalties or convictions under the CRC scheme are published.102 The publication contains the
name of the participant, the reason why the civil penalty was issued, and the penalty amount. By way
of initial observation, only 16 penalties are currently (March 2017) published on the gov.uk website.
To put this figure into context, there are over 2000 participants of the CRC. The penalties are often
published long after the year to which they relate (for instance, Aquaterra Leisure received a penalty
of £250 for failure to surrender sufficient allowances for the 2013/2014 compliance year – this was
published in January 2017).103 The publication is therefore not “timely” – people are more responsive
to costs and benefits that take immediate effect.104 The delay in receiving a penalty can affect the
manner in which people respond to it especially if the penalty is received months or years before it
was published. This creates a potential disconnect between the penalty, the publication and its
potential social influence.
Whilst the publication of offences was argued to be “particularly important” (CRC R1); the disconnect
between publication and its impact has been noted by interviewees:
“I cannot recall any article whereby it's indicated that a certain entity has been
prosecuted for failure to partake or register or submit annual reports or what's
necessary to comply with the CRC.” (CRC M14)
Whilst the penalties are published, they are not always obvious to participants. One interviewee
recalled an email communication from the regulator, stating that ‘fines had been issued’, but that it
was still “really hard to judge” who and how many were receiving penalties (CRC M10). In addition
to the EAST framework, Sunstein argues that as a ‘rule of thumb’, any disclosure should be “concrete,
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straightforward, simple, meaningful, timely and salient”.105 In the case of the CRC, it is primarily the
last two criteria, which are an issue. It is important for a nudge to be salient to those being nudged.106
Indeed, “sensible regulatory policies, especially those that involve disclosure, are attentive to the
importance of salience.”107 Without salience, people might ignore the feature that the regulator is
trying to highlight: in this case, the regulator is trying to draw attention to non-compliance, yet it is
not being engaged with.108 Participants are therefore not ‘attracted’ to the publications.
Though the PLT and the publication of offences may not have been explicitly labelled as nudges, they
appear to be attempts to alter the behaviour of CRC participants without mandating or providing a
concrete incentive. However, the nudges were not effective in relation to the government frameworks
provided for nudging: they were not easy, attractive or timely. What they did however harness was
the power of ‘social’. This chapter will now consider the potential benefits of introducing another social
nudge into the CRC scheme, and into environmental taxation schemes more generally.

6.2.1.c Alternatives raised by interview

An alternative social nudge was raised during interview:
“You can almost give them like a, you know, like a washing machine type rating,
you know, an A, a B, a C – you know, something like that.” (CRC R1)
Informing people of what others are doing is a useful method to help change behaviour.109 A washing
machine type rating would potentially provide an easy (people have come across this type of ranking
before, and have been awarded letter grades throughout school), and attractive (especially if this
energy efficiency ranking was required to be displayed, as this would mean shareholders would view
the ranking, and potentially the public if on a website) social nudge. However, giving a letter grade
rating is arguably no longer a nudge, but a paternalistic measure, as you have the government making
substantive judgments on who gets what letter.110 Instead, Thaler and Sunstein suggest the following
nudge for climate change:
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“With this example in mind, we can now sketch an initial, low-cost nudge for the
problem of climate change. The governments of many nations should be
creating a Greenhouse Gas Inventory (GGI), requiring disclosure by the most
significant emitters. The GGI would permit people to see the various sources of
greenhouse gases in the relevant nation and to track changes over time. Seeing
that list, governments could respond by considering legislative measures.”111
This alternative approach to climate change also relies on the disclosure of information – or the use of
social norms. It is different from the PLT, as the PLT ranked participants on both their emissions and
other variables. It is similar, however, to the ARP (which replaced the PLT) which publishes the raw
emissions data annually. The ARP is limited to the CRC, however, and so is linked to the profile of the
scheme.
The use of social norms more generally could have several positive impacts on behaviour. Sectors could
work together to achieve a sector wide ranking and/ or pool resources. Businesses would want to be
the same letter/ grade or better than their competitors. It also acts as a connection between the public
and the behaviour: the layman in the street would be able to understand that an A-grade company is
greener than a C-grade company. These ideas of collaboration, competition and connection also came
up during interview and will be explored below. Whilst a social nudge should fulfil the EAST
framework,112 it should also facilitate collaboration, instigate competition, and, connect the behaviour
to be changed with the general public.

6.2.2 Collaboration

Humans left to their own devices do not cooperate.113 Yet, there are many positives to be gained from
such cooperation; which tends to arise through stable policy (see Chapter Four) and incentives for
people to work together.114 A social nudge, which has reputational consequences, has the potential to
act as this incentive. Interviewees highlighted the start of a collaborative movement amongst
participants in certain sectors, suggesting that the CRC may have prompted participants to come
together. A difficulty with collaboration arises where it is challenging to relate to the different
organisations, because they are all different, with different reasons behind their emissions figures (CRC
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P5). Indeed, collaboration does appear to be limited by sector, as there is “no point comparing apples
with oranges” (CRC P2).
Collaboration can create a sense of community, however, with sectors coming together and working
together:
“And also I suppose the collaborative point is important, so we've talked to
other companies, the other water companies; we do talk to each about the CRC
and how it affects us and we come up with common points of feedback that get
fed through the Water UK response. So that's another area where we've
invested time to try and understand it between ourselves.” (CRC M15)
The water company example shows that they have worked together to understand the CRC scheme.
This collaboration was also seen in other sectors (logistics, hospitality and education). This practical
observation builds upon existing psychological literature: that people are more influenced by the
behaviour of those who are similar.115 That is, if sectors come together and collaborate, they would
further be influenced by the behaviour of their fellow sector members, above the general influence of
others in the CRC scheme.
Sharing ideas will also help engage and create behavioural change. The sense of community is an
important one. In the agricultural sector, there appears to be a strong sense of community, with
farmers knowing “exactly what their neighbouring farmers are up to” (CRC R1). This sense of
community could provide a stronger foundation for the use of disclosures – i.e. the publication of
offences. What affects an individual in terms of reputation, might also affect a sector, facilitating
further collaboration.
If the trading scheme element of the CRC had continued and worked as a trading scheme, this would
also have enabled collaboration between organisations (CRC M6). This may suggest that the abolition
of the CRC by the government was premature.
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6.2.3 Competition

A social nudge may, according to the interview data, also have the potential to improve performance
and energy reduction through competition. This echoes wider literature on corporate social
responsibility, which argues that:
“There are characteristics of the industry in which the corporation is embedded,
such as the level of competition therein, which can make corporations more
likely to imitate what others are doing with respect to some set of policies.”116
Businesses change their behaviour to preserve their reputation.117 Competition in itself can help
“fracture these high stakeholders and pit them against one another".118 Participants strive to improve
when compared against others, and this desire to improve equates to a behavioural change in terms
of energy reduction. This is because, as a starting block, behaviour is greatly influenced by the
perceived behaviour of other people;119 and “describing what most people do encourages others to do
the same”.120 As well as being able to see the behaviour of others, a reputational element also casts
eyes onto the participant’s own behaviour – and even just the suggestion that someone is watching
has the potential to change behaviour.121 Any reputational element may also be used as a signalling
device. Just as a reputational element (such as performance tables, or the publication of performance
information for example) allows one to perceive the behaviour of other people, it can also be used to
demonstrate trends in behaviour and signalling what “most people do”.122
A social nudge that allows participants to compare their performance to others (like a PLT, or other
ranking system) was deemed “worthwhile” (CRC M13). It also enables participants to track the
progress of their own performance: “it’s useful for me to talk to my members and say, “Yeah. Yeah.
We’ve moved so far up the league table”” (CRC M13). The ability to compare progress, in turn, allows
for competition between participants; with “companies going against other companies trying to
compete in how efficient they are” (CRC M8).
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This competition drives participants to want to be the best in their field:123
“Some companies it’s a big differentiator for them, so, for example, we do a lot
with (another organisation), and I know, for them, they want to be a leader in
this area because they are actually advisors on sustainability and energy
efficiency, so they want themselves to be a leader in it, so it’s a reputational
thing for them.” (CRC S1)
“Certainly, amongst the real estate investor clients that I work with, there is a
massive drive always to be top quartile of whatever it is that is being looked at.
So, any CRC league table that had existed, all my clients would have wanted to
be top quartile in it and, more importantly, they would all want to be able to say
that they were higher than each other. So, I think that would have driven a lot
of competition amongst people to actually generate savings and things.” (CRC
S6)
It was perceived that this is especially important for larger organisations that are captured by the CRC
who “like to showcase themselves as being the best” (CRC M4). This desire to be better than their
peers is the foundation of a reputational element, as they are presenting an image when eyes are on
them.124 Interviewees valued some form of reputational element, such as the PLT, being introduced
into the scheme:
“But it was better news when they thought that they could put themselves on a
league table and have a better reputation as a consequence of the action they
were taking. But there we are.” (CRC M12)
The removal of this reputational element was perceived as a negative by M12 in the sense that
organisations now do not have the incentive to change their behaviour in terms of reputation. The
reputational drivers that came out of the PLT cannot be “under-estimated” (CRC S6). Following on from
this sentiment, it is potentially a shame that the PLT (and ergo the CRC) was abolished.
However, this reputational element holds very little value if it is not understood by the wider, general
public. As such, an understandable connection needs to be forged between the environmentally
unfriendly behaviour and the public. If the public understand and value the reduction in energy, then
a company that does not engage in energy reduction could negatively affect their public image.
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6.2.4 Connection

“If we get all hot under the collar about something that the public don’t care
about, you are not really going to get the support.” (CRC R1)
A reason why social norms can work is that people “think that others are closely paying attention to
what they are doing”; and as such, that their behaviour is under scrutiny and judgement from others.125
This is why Thaler and Sunstein argue that if choice architects are seeking a change in behaviour, then
they could “simply” publish the performance of others.126 This is all well and good in inciting
competition amongst the participants (who all hopefully understand the CRC), but this publication
could have a wider impact on the reputation of the participant. If an organisation is concerned about
its reputation, then a nudge will not be able to affect that reputation unless there is a connection
between the behaviour to be changed and the public.
In this case, energy reduction and/ or emissions reductions need to be “socially relevant”; it needs “to
be an issue that people are worried about” (CRC R1). This poses a problem when dealing with the
participants of the CRC. Whilst a number are high profile organisations, the rest either report under an
organisation name that is different to their high-street trading name,127 or they are middle sized,
unknown-to-the-public organisations:
“Who cares whether a particular hospital has high emissions or who cares if a
company that only sells to business has high emissions. So, I think it depends
whether you’re likely to be affected by publicity or not.” (CRC M2)
It is difficult to incite a public emotional response to energy reduction when most of the companies
are not public facing. Instead, it is possible to draw upon one advantage highlighted by CRC S6: who
said that his/ her organisation was “driven by our own desire to tell clients in our tenders and pitches
that we were doing this kind of thing”. Placing an emphasis on energy efficiency in winning work could
make the connection between energy reduction and reputation for some.
For those CRC participants that are public facing, the emphasis needs to be on public disclosure (CRC
M10). Any information that builds a picture of how the company works can provide the public with a
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better understanding of how that organisation works (CRC P3). However, a hurdle to this is still a public
understanding of the information being presented to them. In terms of the CRC, “most people don’t
even know what it is” (CRC M1). Every single interviewee stated that they did not believe the layperson
in the street would be aware of the CRC.128 The CRC therefore has a low profile. A resolution to this is
to work towards “one version of the truth”:
“I talked about if I designed a new scheme I would have clarity and a high level
of disclosure. ‘One version of the truth' is a term we often use, is really
important, and that's what we should be aiming for.” (CRC M10)
Letting go of specific scheme disclosure (in terms of public disclosure only) and simplifying disclosure
into one understandable figure that translates across all energy efficiency schemes could take a step
towards allowing the public to get to grips with energy efficiency. It is unclear whether the government
intends to take this step in the short or long-term, but a single reporting mechanism and publication
mechanism could improve public engagement.
If there was one method of portraying energy efficiency data, it would still be difficult to get the public
to engage with that information. This is where technology, and specifically social media, could play a
bigger role in nudging:
“Brand and reputation which can be particularly damaged, as with social media,
it is far easier to portray negative impressions for relatively small
misdemeanours, so that’s become much more important.” (CRC S5)
Beyond the scope of the CRC, social media has a role to play in all energy efficiency schemes and taxes.
The Environment Agency can publish offences and publish performance data on a readily accessible
platform, which already has a wide audience.129 This is already done for other ‘big offences’ (notably
involving rivers),130 yet, a search of the Environment Agency’s tweets shows no such publication for
any penalties issued under the CRC or even tweets on energy.131
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6.2.4.a Naming and Shaming

If a connection is made between energy reduction and the reputation of the organisation, then naming
and shaming can be a powerful social nudge. Linked to the competition element of a social norm, the
connection to reputation brings the possibility of damage to a brand image. It brings an additional
‘nudge’ to the table, above and beyond the tax already in place:
“I think originally, when they were going to name and shame everybody and all
of that, I thought it would have been good. But it’s just a tax now, short and
simple.” (CRC P5)
Even with a connection to reputation, naming and shaming still relies on the organisation’s views on
publicity – “some organisations will be unconcerned by bad publicity” (CRC P7). In terms of the PLT,
there was some scepticism regarding the larger emitters: “You know who the big polluters are and
they will always be that way” (CRC P5). Although, anomalies in the table can cause publicity:
“I go back to the first year the company I worked for did its early action metrics
and ended up as one of the top 22 companies and I remember there was a big
hoo-ha because was it Virgin was right at the bottom?” (CRC M2)
It is possible for participants to engage in a social nudge and pay attention to how other organisations
are performing. This will especially be the case in a social nudge that incites collaboration, competition
and connects the behaviour to the organisation’s reputation. The competition engages participants in
a reputational element, which gives them something additional to gain from good performance. By
inciting collaboration, participants are working together as sectors to share ideas, which also promotes
energy reduction. Any form of disclosure needs to make that link back to the reputation (be that to
the public or other businesses), for without this, organisations have nothing to gain from an improved
performance.

6.3 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has explored the concept of nudging and where this literature sits in academic
scholarship. What is perhaps equally interesting is the fact that nudging has also received significant
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political attention. Resources from both the US and the UK have gone into setting up policy units which
consider the potential role of nudging in modern regulation.
Nudging itself aims to influence choice without mandating behaviour through choice architecture.
Nudges can, for the purposes of this thesis, be separated into two camps: defaults and social norms.
This chapter has been concerned with exploring the potential role of the latter alongside more
traditional economic measures. Social norms are the need to be seen to be doing the right thing, as
well as the concern for how our behaviour is perceived by others. Whilst the literature focusses on
individual behaviour, this thesis sees no reason why these principles cannot be translated across to
business – at least in terms of social norms.
Interviewees raised the PLT and the publication of offences as current and potential means of driving
change. As these measures both impact on reputation, there is the potential for the use of social
nudges under the CRC. This is built upon by interviewees discussing how the PLT instilled a level of
competition between participants of the scheme; and how the scheme could benefit from something
similar now that the PLT has been abolished. In addition, my data speaks of sector collaboration and
the pooling of resources to achieve energy reductions. A social nudge which utilises reputation has
the potential to drive additional change (above and beyond that achieved by a tax alone) by
encouraging competition and collaboration amongst participants. This competition and collaboration
would not be possible, however, unless the social nudges had the potential to damage reputation. For
this to happen, there needs to be a connection built between the harmful behaviour, the public, and
the business’ reputation. If the public do not perceive a high consumer of energy to be a bad thing,
then being a high energy consumer will not affect reputation. More specifically, the public may not
judge performance under a specific scheme (in this case the CRC) unless they are aware of the CRC.
The profile of the CRC, and the number of discrete carbon reporting mechanisms may render it
virtually impossible for a member of the general public to even be aware that the scheme exists; let
alone consider the performance of a business under the CRC. The chapter that follows builds on the
ideas of nudging and considers the wider role that incentives could play under the CRC scheme.
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Chapter Seven: Incentives
The previous chapter considered the use of nudges as a way of engaging taxpayers with the Carbon
Reduction Commitment. These nudges are subtle ways of influencing choices. Another, more direct,
measure was highlighted by interviewees. During interviews, the word “incentive” was mentioned 229
times, and at least once by every single interviewee; highlighting it as an important matter for CRC
regulatees. In addition, seven interviewees further discussed the notion of “reward” in terms of an
incentive. This chapter will consider the role of incentives in changing taxpayer behaviour. As we know,
one of the aims of the CRC is to reduce energy consumption by effectively taxing each linked tonne of
carbon emissions. In its current form, it does this through a negative incentive – that is, by attaching
an additional cost to energy, the more energy that is consumed, the higher this cost will be. This
therefore gives the incentive of reducing the burden of the CRC, by reducing the amount of energy
consumed.
First, this chapter will introduce the idea of incentives more generally. Second, and by engaging with
my data, this chapter will consider the use of negative incentives under the CRC and whether this has
been well received by taxpayers. Third, the role of positive incentives will be explored. Specifically,
this will include a consideration of the role of hypothecated taxes, as well as the provision of financial
reward for taxpayers.
Overall, this chapter will argue that whilst it is acknowledged that the negative financial incentives
already provided for by the CRC (in the form of a tax) have some impact on driving behavioural change,
this could be improved by introducing positive incentives under environmental taxes like the CRC. If
the CRC’s primary focus is to reduce carbon emissions, participants of the CRC appear to be more
willing to engage with positive mechanisms as opposed to negative mechanisms. It would appear that
the use of positive incentives is also capable of communicating a deeper commitment to the
environment, rather than just having the revenue raising function of the tax. One such positive
incentive is the ring-fencing of revenues. This chapter will consider a range of suggested incentives, in
order to argue that how the revenues are labelled is important. My data suggests that if taxpayers see
that the revenues of an environmental tax are, in some way helping to improve the environment
(notably, this does not need to be all of the revenues, and does not require a strict hypothecation of
revenues), then taxpayers are more willing to engage with the tax.
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7.1 Incentives Literature
“If men were angels, no government would be necessary.”1
“So if you’re trying to force change, you have to give people a reason for change,
and I don’t think being a good citizen and saving the planet, frankly, is a big
enough reason for most people. Most people just want to have some money in
their pocket.” (CRC M16)
Financial and fiscal incentives are not classed as nudges as they introduce specific economic incentives
on certain behaviours.2 As such, anything that goes beyond the nudges discussed in the previous
chapter is counted as an incentive rather than a nudge. The CRC in its current form consists of an
incentive through the additional financial burden which is introduced with the purchasing of
allowances. This places a cost on each unit of carbon dioxide emissions, which is a financial driver to
reduce emissions.3 There is a distinction to be made between incentives that discourage behaviour
(negative incentives or penalties), and incentives that encourage behaviour (positive incentives or
rewards).4 Taxes and fines are examples of the former, whilst subsidies and grants fall under the latter
type of incentive.5 The CRC, as a tax, is therefore a negative incentive – it discourages the emission of
carbon dioxide.
Taxes can be used to penalise polluters.6 For smaller businesses, these taxes could constitute a
significant incentive in themselves.7 However, Feld and Frey argue that this should be coupled with
further incentives in order to uphold what they say is the psychological tax contract.8 This tax contract
comprises of the idea of tax morale, which is a “complicated interaction between taxpayers and the
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government establishing a fair, reciprocal exchange that involves the giving and taking of both
parties”.9 They argue that without further incentives, tax payers with low morale will not pay their
fair share.10 Therefore, incentives are needed to enforce taxation and ensure tax compliance.11
The BIT team, which was set up in 2010 to research the role of behavioural economics (and specifically
nudges, see chapter six) in policy have commented on the role of incentives for future policy. They
state:
“There is also a case for considering ‘incentives’ more broadly than we normally
do. The processes for carrying out a behaviour can make it more or less
attractive, quite apart from the end reward on offer. For example, it has been
shown that people are more honest when responding to survey questions about
their drinking through text messages than a phone interview.”12
There is therefore a potential need to consider and research incentives more often as an alternative
to traditional regulatory approaches. The field of regulatory literature is vast, as is the literature which
discusses the use of alternatives to command and control regulation. Here, advocates of the use of
incentives claim that an incentive-based regime is cheaper to administer than more traditional
command-and-control regulation.13 In terms of specific fields, the use of incentives has been
considered in health care,14 policing,15 business,16 and the environment,17 to name a few.
However, legal scholarship on incentives still remains a sparse field compared to other work on
regulation. For example, incentives are covered in less than half a page in ‘An Introduction to Law and
Regulation’;18 and is only mentioned in passing in key regulatory textbooks.19 There are two key
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articles on the use of incentives in regulation by Braithwaite and Grabosky,20 and these will form the
foundation of this chapter’s analysis. The lack of legal scholarship in applying the ideas put forward by
Braithwaite and Grabosky, particularly in the environmental field, should be noted. This chapter
therefore goes some way to building on their work, by applying their key concepts to the CRC.

7.2 Negative incentives (financial drivers)

This section will consider the role of negative incentives, and specifically, financial drivers. The cost of
the CRC has been highlighted as the scheme’s biggest driver for behavioural change.21 The participants
of my study have expressed seemingly mixed and contradicting messages on the cost of the CRC, the
cost of energy, and whether the tax has drawn their attention to energy reduction. The message to
take away from this section is that the CRC has not been the clear cut financial incentive that it was
perhaps hoped to be by government. The rest of this section will now consider how the tax element
of the CRC has been perceived by its participants, as well as whether they think that the rate of the
CRC has been high enough to drive behavioural change.

7.2.1 The ‘Carrot and Stick’ Analogy: The Financial Stick

A ‘carrot and stick’ analogy was referred to by over a third of interviewees,22 and provides a good
imagery for the discussion below. The concept derives from the idiom which makes reference to the
cart driver who uses both a carrot (dangling in front of a donkey pulling the cart) and a stick to motivate
the donkey. It also forms part of motivation theory, first attributed to Jeremy Bentham, which
identifies that some individuals act for reward, whilst others from fear:23
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“Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign masters,
pain and pleasure. It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well
as determine what we shall do.”24
Translating the concepts to the carrot and stick theory, the pain represents the stick, whilst the
pleasure, the carrot. Bentham argues that these concepts are the only way in which behaviour can be
changed.25
Building upon this, the carrots and sticks represent extrinsic motivational factors from the activity/
behaviour to be changed. Intrinsic motivation is different and links to the activity itself – it is intrinsic
if the activity is “is undertaken for one’s immediate need satisfaction”.26 This motivation of the
individual may not always align with the needs of the organisation. As such, “to discipline the effects
of undesirable intrinsic motivation, external interventions via carrots and sticks are needed”.27
However, the use of extrinsic motivational tools has been argued to then undermine intrinsic
motivation, or the attitude of the individual.28 That is to say that once rewards have started, humans
will continue with the desired behaviour only whilst they believe rewards will follow, creating an
expectation of reward.29
This section will initially consider the use of sticks as motivation for behavioural change. Both
Braithwaite and Bentham have made the argument that sticks (or punishments) are more effective at
changing behaviour than rewards.30 The CRC in its current form already makes use of sticks, in the
sense that there is a tax to pay, with sanctions for non-compliance. Interviewees engaged with the
use of this stick, and explicitly refer to the tax element of the CRC as the stick of the scheme:
“It is an interesting one because people always go, “Oh, the CRC, that tax. We
need to reduce our energy use to avoid that tax.” And I always say, “Well no,
you need to reduce your energy use, full stop. Whether you are avoiding tax or
not is irrelevant.” So all the tax does is it focuses people, it is a useful stick for
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someone like me, who is always going to the operations and saying, “What are
you doing to reduce your fuel consumption? What are you doing to reduce your
electricity consumption?” M16 [own emphasis]
Here, CRC M16 explains that the tax allows them to approach more senior managers in the company
and tackle the question of energy efficiency; it provides them with additional weight to their energy
efficiency argument. This is one of the key benefits of the financial stick; it has allowed those with
responsibility for operationalising the CRC to approach more senior management and propose energy
efficiency projects. It “has given an additional incentive to say, ‘this is why you should do it’” (CRC M3).
It creates engagement at board level (CRC M10), and the cost has helped keep the carbon
management on senior management’s agenda (CRC M12). It is an additional cost which has to be
factored into new projects, which promotes energy efficiency (CRC M14).
Interviewees suggested that the cost of the CRC also had some impact on their decision to reduce
energy consumption. This is based on the simple idea that if they reduce their energy consumption,
they pay less under the CRC (CRC P6, CRC M1):
“So, it's a way of pricing carbon pollution, so the more energy you use, the more
carbon you release into the atmosphere and the more you get taxed for it. So
there's a direct financial incentive to reduce the amount that you use so that
you'll be taxed less.” (CRC P2)
The CRC adds a salient cost which is “on top of our bills” and which helps drive energy reduction (CRC
M12). This cost can be quite significant for the larger emitters, which adds to the drive to reduce
energy consumption (CRC M2, CRC M15, CRC M16). The CRC also has the advantage that, because it
is an additional figure on top of energy bills, it provides a supplementary sum which needs to be signed
off higher up in an organisation (CRC M2). This, coupled with the concern that energy prices are rising
more generally, adds further weight to the cost of the CRC (CRC P7, CRC S1).
This is the “financial stick” of the CRC – it promotes behaviour by charging more if an organisation
consumes more energy, or less if there is a reduction in energy consumption. It creates a behaviour
that could be perceived as largely “money driven” (CRC M8). This is perceived as fundamental for
changing the behaviour of private organisations: “Private sector yeah, they definitely are engaged
because at the end of the day they just see it as money” (CRC M4). One disadvantage of this financial
driver is that it potentially focusses the attention too narrowly on the costs of the CRC:
“So when you’re looking at the CRC tax, people get really bent out of shape
because it’s a tax and they really pay attention when you talk about it. The reality
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is that if they’re paying £1,000 in CRC tax, they’re paying £10,000 in energy, so
surely the biggest opportunity is the £10,000, not the £1,000! And yet people
don’t see it like that, they just focus on the tax, which is good for me, it’s easy
for me to get their attention, but it’s bloody daft, because they’re only attacking
10% of the problem.” (CRC M16)
The costs of the CRC therefore detract from the principle of reducing energy more generally. This
contrasts with the idea above that the costs of the CRC do drive a reduction in energy consumption,
and suggests that while the CRC does open the eyes of organisations, the scheme has not managed to
penetrate deeper into the culture of reducing energy to reduce energy costs. As such, the CRC has
indirectly drawn attention to the issue of energy consumption by drawing attention to the costs of the
CRC. When discussing an alternative with no costs attached, CRC M10 opined:
“The fact that there's no monetary value attributed to what you are reporting in
these other schemes, there's less reason to have it as accurate. So, I've always
seen that a strength of the CRC, is that it has created amongst the participants
in CRC a real, better understanding of their energy consumption and their
energy performance.”
The fact that there is a tax attached to the CRC drives engagement with the CRC. There is generally a
desire to save money by reducing energy (as discussed above), which also has the indirect
consequence of improved data collection (CRC M15) as regulatees are required to collect data on and
report on their energy consumption in order to calculate how many allowances they need to buy.
The financial stick of the CRC is therefore an incentive because of the costs that are attached to the
CRC. This drives organisations to reduce energy, and keeps energy on the agenda at a more senior
level. However, for some of the interviewees, this cost is only “marginal” (CRC P8). The rate at which
the CRC is levied (i.e. the price that is attributed to each allowance) has the potential to increase or
decrease the size of the stick. How carbon pricing impacts on negative, financial incentives will now
be explored.
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7.2.2 Size Matters – Carbon Pricing

Many interviewees raised the price of carbon under the CRC during interviews. Literature on optimal
taxation dates back to Pigou and his theory of externalities.31 Applied to environmental taxation,
Pigou’s work equates to: a “tax (subsidy) per unit on the externality-generating activity equal to its
marginal external damage (benefit)”.32 In practice, this is difficult to achieve, especially on the first
try.33 As such Baumol and Oates considered the “standards and pricing” approach, which looks at
increasing the tax rate incrementally until the desired rate has been reached.34 In the case of the CRC,
this would mean slowly increasing the allowance price until it was high enough to achieve carbon
emissions reduction. As it stands, the price of carbon under the CRC increased in line with the Retail
Pricing Index only.35
For many, the CRC is simply not “a vast amount of money” when considering that other business
spending is in the millions or billions (CRC M13). In part, this could be a result of how the emissions
are calculated under the scheme. Whilst allowance prices continue to rise, this can be offset by lower
emissions factors,36 meaning that, in real terms, more energy can be consumed for the same price.
This has an impact on organisations’ motives to reduce their energy consumption (CRC M6). For the
rest, it is the allowance price that has the biggest impact on the size of the financial incentive – that is
to say, the higher the allowance price, the higher the tax, and the bigger the financial stick.
At the moment, this financial stick is not perceived by interviewees as being big enough:
“I think that the costs that we see at the moment are very low and the costs
associated with the CRC are tiny.” (CRC P1)
There is the perception that the carbon price is currently too low to change behaviour (CRC P1, CRC
P4, CRC P7, CRC M1, CRC S2): “in the scheme of things it's £90 000 and the budget [of the entire
company] is £60 or £70 million you know” (CRC P1). The price attached to carbon is arguably more
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symbolic than a substantial financial stick.37 CRC M11 talks about how the costs of the CRC are factored
into business models:
“The cost element in terms of the additional price that you are paying because
of the CRC - I’ve never seen that factored into any project. I have never seen a
project that is either taken on or not taken on because of the upside or the
downside regarding the CRC. It tends to be: ‘oh we have got this project, we are
building some new pubs for instance – we want to build new pubs – that is going
to increase our total energy as a group, oh yes, we have to pay more CRC too’.
It doesn’t influence our decisions about whether or not those projects are still
going to go forward.” (CRC M11)
As it stands, the CRC cannot be the driving force in new projects, when the CRC costs are low enough
that more money can be saved through by simply selling a building rather than reducing energy (CRC
M13). “At the moment, it’s too cheap” (CRC M1).
An issue that compounds the cost of carbon is the cost of energy and, in particular, the recent lower
costs of energy. For instance, between 2014 and 2015, the cost of energy dropped 3.7%;38 and
between 2015 and 2016, energy prices dropped a further 4.4%.39 The lower costs of energy have
“lessened” the impact of the CRC (CRC M2), as the aggregate cost of energy remains similar to previous
years even with the costs of the CRC factored in. The costs of the CRC generally only form a small part
of the overall energy costs; as such, if energy prices are low, then this is the bigger opportunity (CRC
M16) and the costs of the CRC get swallowed up into the “costs of doing business” (CRC M6).
As such my interviewees suggested that the only method to increase the effect of the negative
incentive alone, is to increase the cost of carbon (CRC P2, CRC M1, CRC M7, CRC M15, CRC M16). CRC
M9 calls for the costs under the CRC to be based on an “accurate assessment of what the cost of
carbon is”. As the price of carbon increases, the price of energy also increases (CRC P1), and
investment into energy efficiency becomes more viable (CRC P3):
“I think it is, because as energy generally costs more you reach a tipping point
where people start to do things about it. I think the downside of it is it does
attract a lot of criticism because generally energy costs are going up anyway, so

37

For more on symbolism, see Chapter Nine.
Department of Energy and Climate Change, ‘Quarterly Energy Prices’ (September 2015), p4.
39
Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, ‘Quarterly Energy Prices’ (September 2016), p6.
38

176

you would expect companies to do something about it before being taxed.” (CRC
M3)
CRC M15 argues that raising the tax on carbon is a “good approach”; if the unit price of carbon is
increased, then this will focus everyone’s mind onto the issue of carbon (CRC M1). However, a CRC
that is constantly raised may be perceived as a “losing battle” (CRC M8), whereby participants struggle
to keep up with energy reduction in line with the increasing costs. In turn, this would lead to a sense
of exasperation on the part of these participants and lead to a level of disengagement with the
scheme, as participants give up the struggle to reduce more than the increasing costs. Overall, the
consensus amongst interviewees is that the price needs to be higher, to draw more attention to the
CRC. “If there’s a monetary incentive, and it’s a large one, then that’s the only time you can get their
engagement” (CRC M4). This would require a change in policy from the government, who are currently
pro-business.40 Interviewees are sceptical about policy shifting to a higher tax, arguing that the
government is not willing to go far enough in this area.
Reliance on a negative financial driver, such as a tax that is trying to alter behaviour (as in the case of
the CRC), is dependent upon taxpayers engaging with that cost and trying to reduce it. Whilst an
additional cost draws attention to a behaviour and starts to create engagement, this has not been
completely successful. With lower energy costs, and the perceived low cost of the CRC, the CRC cannot
currently provide a driver for change with a tax alone. Any negative financial driver therefore needs
to be a significant cost. It is not within the scope of this thesis to try and calculate what that cost may
be; however, an alternative approach may be to couple the negative incentive with a positive
incentive. Here, and notwithstanding the potential for a large, financial stick to change behaviour;
interviewees expressed concern over the sole use of negative financial incentives to change
behaviour. Interviewees respond much “better to carrots that [they] do to sticks” (CRC P4). This
chapter will now turn to the potential use of carrots alongside the tax scheme.
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7.3 Positive incentives

7.3.1 The Salient Carrot
The majority of interviewees that raised the carrot and stick analogy did so in reference to carrots
rather than sticks. Even those that did not specifically raise the idea of “carrots” spoke of rewards and
incentives – which are the same thing. Those that raised the idea of carrots etc. spoke of combining
the CRC tax with a positive incentive:
“I think you need to again provide both a stick and a carrot. You need to have
regulation that will penalise those who are not prepared to do even the bare
minimum but you also need to provide incentives for those who are prepared
to go further.” (CRC P4)
CRC P4 refers to going beyond compliance here, and states that in order for organisations to take that
step beyond compliance, positive incentives are required. This does not displace the need for a stick
“to shove people in the right direction” (CRC P1), but rather suggests that the emphasis should be on
“incentivising change not penalising” (CRC P3). This chapter will therefore consider the potential use
of carrots alongside the CRC in order to “make things happen” (CRC M1).41
Some of the interviewees suggested that a positive incentive provides much more freedom to business
to achieve change in their own way (CRC S3).42 Whilst the stick focusses participants, the carrot gives
the freedom for participants to get creative. For example, CRC M15 discusses the incentives provided
for renewables and how this has had an impact on the organisation:
“Our renewable energy generation has exploded since 2002 and that has been
the positive incentives that renewables have been subject to, so that's the
reward side rather than the ‘stick’ side. So because renewables are growth, it's
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doing something, it's growing the company, you're getting a reward and a
positive revenue stream from that work, that I think has proven more effective
than the stick side.” (CRC M15)
This would equally apply to energy efficiency. A financial incentive here would provide that positive
revenue stream; in addition, the push to reduce energy consumption provides an additional reward
by reducing energy bills (above and beyond any energy cost fluctuations). Energy efficiency projects
could regenerate old buildings or bring in new technology which is also a reward for the business.
There is therefore a reward-reward, or win-win, culture. Without this, unless energy efficiency is
already built into a building, you simply cannot change behaviour – you “can’t get them to turn the
lights off”, or manage buildings correctly, and “you don’t get the maximum benefit” (CRC M13).
An initial point to be made, and which forms the backdrop of the discussion below, is that any
incentives which are introduced need to be clear and apparent to the taxpayer. This means that they
are obvious, clearly labelled, and understandable to the taxpayer. For instance, M14 discussed how
they had considered making use of government incentives to reduce their energy consumption, but
that they were unable to do so because the incentives were not well publicised. Another got “into a
right fuddle” due to the complexity (M16) of incentives. Incentives therefore need to be clearly
available and understandable to taxpayers.

7.3.1.a Revenue recycling element of the scheme

When the CRC was first introduced, it was designed to be a revenue neutral scheme which recycled
the revenues generated from allowance sales back to participants.43 How much money a participant
got back out of the scheme depended on their performance on the Performance League Table – so
the top performers would get back the money they paid under the CRC, as well as an additional 10%.44
P4 describes the original CRC as follows:
“When it first came in it was quite a novel instrument in the sense that it
provided a stick and a carrot. So it encouraged you to not only monitor and
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report on your energy use but there were some incentives there that if you
made some savings then you might actually get some money back out of the
scheme to invest in energy efficiency.” (CRC P4)
Most interviewees saw the revenue recycling as an incentive, and as a positive of the scheme. The
“ethos” of the scheme was perceived as being right (CRC M12, CRC P8). It provided the opportunity
for some people do better out of the scheme, and some people to do worse (CRC P1). The effect of
this is twofold: 1) participants have a direct positive incentive to do well (i.e. to perform well enough
to get additional money out of the scheme), and 2) an incentive which is tied to a ranking system
provided the opportunity for participants to compare their own performance with others.
In terms of the positive incentive, this provided the opportunity for participants to engage with the
scheme in order to improve their performance under the scheme to receive the positive financial
reward. It allowed for consultants to provide support, in terms of energy efficiency ideas, to business
in order to get the most out of the scheme (CRC M4). The potential for money to be coming back to
participants was deemed “a very good incentive” (CRC P8). The transition from revenue neutral to
revenue raising was perceived as the CRC’s transition to a tax. As such, it is now perceived as “just a
tax” (CRC P4, CRC M2, CRC M3) rather than an energy efficiency scheme with environmental aims as
its primary focus. Following its removal in 2010, any positive incentive under the scheme was deemed
to have been removed by some interviewees (CRC P4, CRC P8, CRC M3), which meant that regulatees
disengaged with the scheme.
The CRC therefore started its life with a positive incentive. This was well received by participants, but
was removed by the government after just one year of the CRC – as such, no recycled payments were
ever made to participants. This coincided with, and was published less than a month after, the 2010
change in government from Labour to the Conservative – Liberal Democrat Coalition. This builds upon
the link that participants made between the changes to the CRC and policy.45 Now that participants
view the CRC as just a tax which raises revenue for government, and one without incentives,
participants suggested that they are less likely to change their behaviour.
My data suggests that positive incentives have an important role to play in the CRC, in order to get
participants to go beyond compliance and change their behaviour. This is potentially taking the data
at face value, as it is only logical that regulatees want to see more positive incentives under a scheme.
However, the consistent narrative throughout this thesis that the CRC is perceived by interviewees as
‘just a tax’ would indicate that just a tax is not good enough for regulatee engagement. The use of
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positive incentives is therefore one way in which policymakers could improve regulatory engagement.
This chapter will now consider a number of incentives that were raised by interviewees, and how they
may help to contribute to the overall engagement with the scheme, and behavioural change.

7.3.2 Food for thought: proposals for the CRC

According to the interviewees, there is no point in the CRC scheme only being a tax. "You can't just tax
people to death if you don't give them another option" (CRC P1). Positive incentives, as it has been
discussed above, have a role to play in engaging taxpayers to change their behaviour. In this case,
incentives would be trying to reduce energy consumption. Interviewees discussed the potential
incentives that they would like to have seen introduced with the CRC.

7.3.2.a Ringfencing revenues – earmarked taxes

Interviewees often highlighted the fact that the revenues from the sale of allowances goes to the
Treasury and are not dedicated to environmental issues. This is referring to what is otherwise known
as hypothecated, or earmarked taxes. The modern concept of an earmarked tax was first raised by
James Buchanan in 1963: “’Earmarking’ is defined as the practice of designating or dedicating specific
revenues to the financing of specific public services.46 It provides a “means for compartmentalizing
fiscal decisions” and allows for the individual to participate in how tax revenues are spent.47 Buchanan
argues that earmarking allows the individual to have a say in how specific services are funded, in
contrast to general funding (where all tax revenues go to the Treasury), where the individual only has
a say in the aggregate spending.48
Whilst the academic literature in this area is relatively sparse, the theory of hypothecation has been
built upon and developed since 1963.49 Margaret Wilkinson differentiates between strong and weak
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hypothecation.50 Strong hypothecation is where the revenue from the tax fully determines the
spending.51 By way of example, if a road tax raises £1 billion, and its revenues are hypothecated for
roads in the strong sense, then exactly £1 billion will be spent on roads. In the weak sense, the
hypothecation is more of a formality; an exercise to make the tax system more transparent and to
inform taxpayers of the costs of certain services.52 It is the latter type of hypothecation that this
chapter is concerned with, and at no point will this chapter argue that the CRC revenues should form
the sole basis for environmental spending. As will be explored below, strong hypothecation creates
more constraints than benefits to the environment.53
A historic example of a hypothecated tax can be seen in the “Ship Money” tax, raised by Charles I
between 1634-38, where money raised was earmarked for the Royal Navy.54 The tax was seen in a
negative light, and was even argued to have contributed to the English civil war, and Charles I’s
beheading.55 In general, the UK policy on earmarked taxes has remained constant over the years, with
a general unwillingness to engage in tax hypothecation.56 Despite this, hypothecation has been
advocated in two, separate, policy-related documents. In 1993, the think tank Demos published a
pamphlet advocating the use of tax hypothecation.57 Their goal was to “bring tax raising closer in line
with service provision by hypothecating funds wherever possible”.58 In 2011, the Environmental Audit
Committee made the following statement:
“There is a pressing need for Government to take a more coherent approach to
environmental taxation. A clear strategy should be adopted, setting out their
objectives and rationale, the basis on which rates are set, and how their impact
will be evaluated. Even partially hypothecating revenues from environmental
taxes for environmental ends can also help to build greater acceptance, whilst
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also providing much needed funding for the low-carbon transition.”59 (Own
emphasis).
This report drew criticisms from the Institute for Fiscal Studies (which is routinely against tax
hypothecation),60 and the UK government has not yet adopted any widespread tax hypothecation
policy.
This standpoint is echoed in the government’s dealings with the CRC. In the 2010 spending review, the
government announced that revenues from the CRC would go to the Treasury and be spent on public
spending. Whilst this may include public spending on the environment, the revenues are not labelled
as such. This has been picked up, unprompted by me, by some of the interviewees. In their minds, the
revenues from the CRC should be ringfenced for the environment:
"But I think you need to be very clear about what you’re trying to achieve and
where the money goes that you collect for it. So, if the money goes into general
taxation, to the Treasury, and just into the general pile of money that you’ve
got, then I think there’s a risk that companies will think, “Well, hang on a minute,
we’re paying a lot of money for our energy and we’re not even seeing
improvements to the National Grid or improvements to our generating
capacity,” those type of things. So, I think as long as you can show the that the
money that is being collected by a tax is going towards better power
infrastructure that is going to help us meet our UK obligations as far as climate
change is concerned, then I think you can make it stand up." (CRC M16)
It is the idea that taxpayers see some link between the money that they are paying in taxes and a
benefit. This link between the tax and the revenues was emphasised by Demos, because there is a
clear link between “action and effect”.61 According to interviewees, the effect could be capital
improvements to energy infrastructure; or, better received, would be the investment of revenues into
energy efficiency projects:
"So, some of the money being generated by CRC income to then go back into
energy efficiency projects, either in terms of grant or match funding or even
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carbon trust loans that used to exist, loans for energy efficiency equipment, I
think should return." (CRC M3)
This would label the revenues of the CRC as green money. As it will be seen in Chapter Eight, how
regulation is packaged is important. It is often argued that hypothecated taxes garner more public
support than unhypothecated taxes. For instance, in 2007, the Green Fiscal Commission
commissioned a poll which looked at public attitudes to green taxes.62 The results of the poll suggest
a general 51 per cent support of green taxes, which rises to 73 percent when the revenues are
hypothecated to be spent on emissions reduction projects.63 However, this use of hypothecated taxes
to gain public support could result in HM Treasury “being deluged with petitions” for taxes that the
public no longer want to pay.64 On balance, this does not appear to be likely with the CRC, as the tax
is not paid by the public at large (and it is also being abolished). What hypothecation of the CRC
revenues could achieve is to make the CRC taxpayers more willing to pay the tax,65 and so more likely
to engage with the scheme.
In addition to hypothecation being able to improve public support for taxation, it can also play “an
expedient role in getting a specific project” off the ground.66 It is particularly important in getting the
right message across to taxpayers in the early stages of a tax’s development.67 The fact that the CRC
does not ringfence its revenues sends a signal to taxpayers: one that is focussed on raising revenues,
rather than trying to improve the environment. As P3 states, "I think if the CRC was to try to encourage
companies to reduce, it would reinvest that money into energy efficiency". As such, my interviewees
view the CRC as a revenue raising tool as well, and the CRC is labelled as a tax, rather than a tool to
protect the environment:
“[T]here doesn’t seem to be any sort of a feedback on revenues that are ring
fenced for anything particularly on energy or environment or anything like that,
you know, so it’s just a billion-pound carbon tax.” (CRC P7)
The sentiment, that “it’s just a tax” (CRC M12) resonated through all the interviews. It is the very
opposite of positive incentives, and led to a level of disengagement; with a “it’s one of those where
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you’ve got to pay it so you’ve got to pay it” attitude. This attitude is not particularly conducive to going
beyond compliance and reducing energy consumption. It was argued that revenues from
environmental taxation “should go towards providing incentives, so encourage change” (CRC S5).
Indeed, taxpayers were of the opinion that it was “reasonable” for the government to earmark any
environmental tax revenue for investment into energy efficiency measures (CRC S1).
My work suggests that by not ringfencing the revenues of the CRC, the government has seriously
undermined the intentions and aims of the CRC. This has led to a disengagement with the scheme,
and has even led to one interviewee questioning the legitimacy of the scheme:
“Yes, I do. I think in order for it to have legitimacy the tax has to have a purpose
rather than just being a revenue raiser and the income that that tax generates
should therefore be used for that purpose. So for instance, I go back to my
example about generation, I think if there were a tax on electricity supplies
through the grid that were then used to subsidise people in producing local
generation, that would incentivise valuable behavioural change.” (CRC S6)
Whilst a tax does not need “a purpose” in order for it to be a legitimate tax,68 this does provide an
invaluable insight into how taxation is perceived. Earmarking revenues from environmental taxes can
be used as a legitimacy strategy for policy makers.69 The ideas additionally link to Adam Smith’s canon
that a tax should not be arbitrary;70 the interviewees have clearly implied that an environmental tax
without an environmental purpose is arbitrary. However, the use of earmarking to create legitimacy
is still subject to the traditional criticisms of tax hypothecation.71
In addition, the lack of ringfencing also has an impact on the tax morale of the taxpayers as they cannot
make a link between the tax they are paying and any benefit. When taxpayers can make the link
between the action and the effect, in this case the tax and the revenues, this has a profound effect on
taxpayer attitude:72
"As long as the money from it is invested and then people know where it’s going,
because at the end of the day people are quite happy to pay generally tax and
things like that, as long as they can see where it’s going and it’s actually achieving
something." (CRC M1)
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“My firm view is if any political party was upfront and said: “we’re going to
charge you more tax but this is what we’re going to spend it on”, and kept to
their promise, people would be prepared to pay more tax. But the trouble is that
isn’t how it works in practice.” (CRC S4)
The ringfencing of revenues is therefore important not only because it sends important
signals to taxpayers about the CRC, but also because it can fundamentally affect tax
morale. Critics of hypothecations argue that making this link between action and effect
does not necessarily equate to understanding on how the revenues are spent in practice.73
Ringfencing also introduces rigidities in terms of how revenues are spent – i.e. if the CRC
revenues are ringfenced for energy efficiency programmes, they can only be spent on
this.74 It is for this reason that strong hypothecation (where revenues = spending) would
not be appropriate. The aim of the CRC is to reduce carbon emissions, and should,
theoretically be a tax that diminishes over time in line with reducing emissions. As such,
these lower revenues would lead to lower spending,75 which is not logical for a problem
as enduring as climate change. However, weak hypothecation or even partial, weak
hypothecation (where only some revenues would be ringfenced) would be enough to
convey a link between revenues and spending, and which could improve tax morale.
Happy taxpayers are engaged taxpayers. Existing literature on tax morale clearly states
that happy and engaged taxpayers are less likely to try to avoid the tax.76 I would argue
that my study builds on this, in the sense that happy taxpayers are more likely to engage
with the tax – and this means going beyond compliance and reducing energy
consumption.
This chapter will now consider the energy efficiency measures that CRC taxpayers would
like the CRC revenues to be spent on.
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7.3.2.b Positive incentives under the CRC

Regardless of whether revenues from the CRC are hypothecated for the environment, the
following positive incentives raised by interviewee shed a light on how engagement with
an environmental tax could be improved.
Interviewees were clear that there needed to be a positive incentive that went beyond the inherent
incentive of the tax, in order to get them “switching off” energy (CRC M14). This positive incentive
ranged, they suggested, from tax rebates to investment of the revenues into big, energy efficiency
schemes. It is perhaps not surprising that the majority of the suggestions raised by interviewees were
focussed on positive, financial incentives. The financial incentives raised by interviewees can be
generally grouped into two camps: (i) wider investment into energy efficiency measures (more indirect
incentives); and (ii) direct investment into grants and rebates for CRC taxpayers.
More specifically, interviewees were looking for energy efficiency grants and/ or loans which are
available for those under the CRC to improve their energy efficiency.77 Making use of these grants or
loans would afford taxpayers the flexibility and freedom to spend the money to best fit the
organisation.78 This is one of the advantages of incentives: “positive incentives allow freedom of
choice; penalties do not”.79 A grant or loan to be spent on energy efficiency would provide a positive
incentive, as it would allow the investment into new technologies and management processes which
reduce energy consumption – this has the twofold benefit of reducing energy costs and reducing CRC
liability. Especially when considering the use of a grant, this would not have to be repaid, and so is an
instant, clear incentive to taxpayers. The use of loans would provide the opportunity for organisations
that do not have the initial capital to invest in energy efficiency, to invest and improve their
organisation.
Closely linked to the administration of the CRC itself were the incentives of tax rebates (CRC M4) and
tax holidays.80 These fall under the camp of tax incentives, which have been defined as “all measures
77
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that provide explicitly for a more favorable tax treatment of certain activities or sectors compared to
what is granted to general industry”.81 Here, the idea that good performance under the scheme (linked
to the reputational element, which also has the ability to change behaviour)82 would be rewarded with
tax rebates (having tax returned to the taxpayer) or tax holidays (breaks from paying the tax). Links
were also made with Climate Change Agreements, which are voluntary agreements between the
regulator and the regulatee, and which allow for a reduction in the Climate Change Levy if certain
targets are met.83 Interviewees argued that a similar mechanism could be put in place under the CRC:
“I think the whole concept of the climate change agreements. This is not
obviously good for the government revenue generation, but if you’re really
trying to incentivise people to save energy, there has to be some reward for
saving energy. So the climate change agreement is whereby if you can
demonstrate that you’re going to reduce your consumption over a given period,
then it allows you to keep your exemption certificate, to me I think has worked
really well…” (CRC M7)
This would combine a voluntary agreement with a financial incentive. It also requires taxpayers to
engage with the scheme in a positive way, by making them demonstrate an energy reduction. This is
something that would require far more engagement, than say, simply paying a tax. It is useful to note
here that when the CRC comes to an end in 2019, it will be replaced by the CCL (or something very
similar). This positive opinion of CCAs is therefore a useful take away point forward for post-CRC in
2019.
Whilst most interviewees wanted more positive incentives, financial incentives have been criticised
by some interviewees and academics. For instance, CRC P6 argues that while taxpayers would take
advantage of financial incentives at the start, they would quickly lose their appeal. Another criticism
highlighted was the fact that taxpayers would begin to try to cheat the tax, in order to maximise the
incentive received:
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“So yeah, I think tax incentives on that basis are fine, but again, the only thing
that worries me about tax, I’m a little bit cynical and I do think that when tax
gets involved people start to distort the way they approach things because
they’re just trying to maximise the incentive rather than do the right thing.” (CRC
M16)
This is a criticism that has been echoed in academic literature. Financial incentives tied to performance
could lead to a “narrow accounting mentality, and may ultimately defeat the spirit of the incentive
programme”.84 Braithwaite also argues that when an incentive is introduced for something such as
energy reduction here, then the businesses that are already in a strong position to claim these
incentives will compete to retain these incentives.85 The problem arises with those that are in a poorer
position to claim the incentives. These businesses do whatever they can to stop the stronger
businesses from gaining an advantage by using the incentives.86 This can include lobbying to delay
incentives, manipulating compliance data, and bribing regulators.87 A more common term to describe
this consequence of the use of incentives is referred to as “creative compliance”.88
Braithwaite highlights creative compliance in their study of nursing homes in the US.89 In this study,
where care homes were given incentives to involve residents in extra activities, they noted that
sleeping residents were “being wheeled in to the room […] so they could be recorded on the head
count as participating”.90 Overall, they found that the bigger the incentive provided to them, the more
creative the creative compliance becomes.91 Whilst M16 admitted to having a cynical view when it
comes to incentives, this was not echoed throughout the rest of the interviews. It raises the question
of the efficacy of the audit process (covered briefly in Chapter Five), as the mechanism that would be
responsible for catching any creative compliance. There is not the scope in this thesis to answer this
question; however, my study data would indicate that creative compliance was not a primary concern
for interviewees.
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Another potential pitfall of incentives is money: with financial incentives comes financial cost. It is
argued that the cost of incentivising everyone far outweighs the cost of punishing those who
transgress the rules.92 The extension of incentives to all citizens would be too costly and
administratively difficult to be effective.93 In the case of the CRC, the scheme deals with a limited pool
of taxpayers to be rewarded (i.e. only those that fall under the scheme), which would limit the costs
of administering these incentives. However, considering the future policy objectives of the
government, and their move away from individual energy efficiency schemes to one single energy
efficiency tax,94 an automatic rebate or financial payment for all taxpayers depending on their
performance is unlikely to be feasible. The taxpayer pool will be considerably larger.95
Looking beyond financial and reputational (covered in Chapter Six) incentives, only one additional
suggestion was made by one interviewee. This suggestion was improved, free support for taxpayers:
“And again, an incentive could, for example, be free support. That would be nice,
but within lots of organisations they’re too busy or stretched or whatever to
utilise that. And an example in point is that we’ve been offered free support
from (an organisation) to come and do some interesting energy audit work. That
would be great if we had the time to get them in and then respond to the
actions; it’s not always the case that you can do that. So I think other incentives,
again, and I think there was talk about it, or originally there was, within the CRC,
kind of that league table or that name and shame.” (CRC P6)
CRC P6 would like to see further support for energy efficiency, but questions whether organisations
would have the time and resources to take up this support. This interviewee criticises incentives in the
fact, that quite often, one type of incentive is not enough to engage behaviour. This mirrors the
general regulatory concept that a mixture of measures should be combined in a regulatory scheme.96
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7.4 Concluding Remarks

“Carrots and sticks need not be inextricably linked. Nor are they invariably
independent. Their respective use, alone or in combination, will vary according
to the risk which they are intended to control, the target of the incentive in
question, and the wider regulatory context in which they exist.”97
This chapter has considered the interplay between positive and negative incentives. In terms of
negative incentives, these can be useful in getting the attention of the taxpayer. With the CRC, this
negative incentive is the tax to be paid on each tonne of carbon dioxide. Interviewees were almost
unanimous in arguing that the cost of this negative incentive was not high enough. In addition,
interviewees argued that a negative incentive alone was not enough to change behaviour, but that a
positive incentive was also required.
Positive incentives have been criticised in academic literature. A significant number of interviewees
called for the revenues of the CRC to be ringfenced and invested into positive incentives. This thesis
does not argue for strong ringfencing of CRC revenues, but a weaker ringfencing of revenues could
provide a positive image for participants – rather like a labelling exercise – where participants can see
that the CRC is aiming to improve the environment by spending on the environment. By making the
link between the revenues of the CRC and some environmental spending, the government would add
legitimacy to the scheme in the eyes of the taxpayers. This partial ringfencing would, in turn, be able
to fund some financial positive incentives for energy efficiency. Whilst a tax wide financial incentive
under the CCL is likely to be unworkable once the CRC comes to an end (as the CCL covers a far greater
number of taxpayers than the CRC), the traditional advantages found in the literature, of providing
low interest green loans, or grants (say to those who demonstrate an engagement with energy
efficiency through an application process) could apply. In addition, the labelling process achieved by
partially ringfencing revenues would be strengthened by spending on a scheme which further helps
achieve energy reduction.
A tax is traditionally used to discourage certain behaviour, through the use of a negative incentive.
Under the CRC, the government is trying to discourage high emissions and making organisations pay
for those emissions. Considering the aim of the CRC, it would perhaps be more effective to frame the
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CRC in a more positive light: that is, encouraging energy efficiency rather than discouraging high
energy consumption. As P4 states:
“[B]ut since that incentive has been taken away, since it’s become just a pure
tax it’s become very frustrating because the reporting is still very onerous for
what it is and completely unnecessary. And it’s – it’s not having an impact; all
it’s doing is actually taking money out of my budget and not allowing me – it’s
not providing me any incentive to do further energy efficiency.” (CRC P4)
Because no incentives are provided through the CRC, participants find the scheme a burden for what
it is. That is to say that they believe the scheme should be streamlined if it is only a revenue raising
tool (i.e. a tax). As such, the CRC could be perceived to be inefficient in its current form. Chapter Eight
will now go on to consider regulatory efficiency more generally, in order to analyse the CRC in its
current form.
The chapter that follows is the final, substantive chapter in this thesis. Chapter Eight will now consider
how the complexity of the CRC scheme has affected its efficiency and how regulatees engage with the
CRC.
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Chapter Eight: Efficiency and Symbolism
In the previous chapters, different themes emerging from the data were explored. To recap, this thesis
has considered the role of stability in green tax policy; the regulator/ regulatee relationship and the
role of trust; the power of nudging in green taxes; and the role of incentives in taxation.
This chapter will consider one final theme that arose from the data: the complexity of the CRC. During
interviews, interviewees were specifically asked: “how complex do you find the CRC?”. My data
suggests that the CRC is considered to be a complex tax.1 The complexity of the CRC had previously
been highlighted by government during the 2012 reforms to the CRC, and so the subject of complexity
seemed to be worth exploring. The complexity of a regulatory scheme will be tied into the overall
efficiency of the CRC, in order to discover how regulatees engage with a complex scheme. As such,
this chapter offers, on the basis of my data, some learning experiences for regulators when it comes
to regulatory design and operationalisation.
This chapter will first consider the literature on regulatory efficiency before moving onto the
complexity of the CRC. There, I will outline a number of the perceived complexities of scheme including
mechanical complexities, the problem of regulatory overlap, and administrative complexities. Drawing
on interview data, this section will consider the practical impacts of complexity, including
understanding and engagement with the CRC scheme and how these can impact on the overall
efficiency of the scheme. I begin by looking at concepts of ‘good’ regulation.

8.1 Regulatory efficiency: complexity

The pool of regulatory literature is vast. However, the literature on taxation and regulation is less so.
Taxation regulates market activity,2 and the author Arthur Pigou made the link between taxation and
externalities (environmental harm, for example, is an externality).3 In his seminal work, the Economics
of Welfare, Pigou argues that an optimal tax taxes the externality-creating activity at a rate that is
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equal to the damage caused by the externality.4 Despite this foundational work, Braithwaite argues
that traditionally the link has not been made between taxation and the wider regulatory arena.5
Braithwaite argues:
“If regulation entails directives to act in certain ways but not others, backed by
enforcement practices, formalized as law and justified in terms of protecting the
public interest, taxation should be at the center of the regulatory stage.”6
There is very little by way of discussion on the interplay between regulatory efficiency and taxation in
the academic field.7 This chapter will primarily focus therefore on wider regulatory theory literature,
drawing on taxation and economics literature where available.
“Well designed” and “properly implemented” regulation can help policymakers achieve
environmental aims, but what constitutes ‘good’ regulation is difficult to pinpoint.8 Within the
regulatory field, a number of theoretical approaches have been taken to describe “good regulation”.
Baldwin et al reject the idea that ‘good’ regulation is regulation that maximises wealth;9 although it is
a factor that can be taken into account when looking at regulation.10 The reasoning behind this
objection lies in the fact that regulation impacts upon individual rights, and wealth distribution cannot
explain or justify an interference with individual rights.11 Instead, Baldwin et al propose five key tests
which should be considered when deciding whether regulation is ‘good’ regulation:12
1) “Is the action or regime supported by legislative authority?
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2) Is there an appropriate scheme of accountability?
3) Are procedures fair, accessible, and open?
4) Is the regulator acting with sufficient expertise?
5) Is the action or regime efficient?”13
These five questions are based in real-life debates on regulatory reform, and collectively, they set a
benchmark for assessing regulation.14 As for the first three questions in relation to the CRC, the first
can easily be answered in the affirmative (i.e. the CRC is supported by legislative activity). The second
and third questions are outside the ambit of this thesis. In relation to the fourth question, this thesis
has already considered the role of expertise when looking at the regulator/ regulatee relationship in
Chapter Five. In that chapter, we saw that where regulatees perceived the regulator to be lacking in
competence, then this lack of faith had wider ramifications on the scheme as a whole. In the case of
the CRC, this has led to a general disengagement with the scheme by regulatees, and specific problems
of enforcement through the audit process. However, it is only really point number five, which
considers the efficiency of regulation, which speaks to the rationality of a piece of regulation. It is this
fifth point which will form the point of focus for this chapter.
The concept of regulatory efficiency is not covered in much depth by key authors on regulation15 –
that is, whilst regulation should be “efficient”, there is little that follows by way of definition of what
“efficient” is. Efficiency more broadly has been considered by Vilfred Pareto, who describes efficiency
as the efficient distribution of resources; which is achieved when it is no longer possible to improve
one person’s situation without making another person worse off.16 This applies equally to preference
criteria as to individuals. This definition of efficiency can be seen in government policy, which states
that efficiency is where “nobody can be made better off without someone else being made worse
off”.17
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An alternative approach splits efficiency under two headings: First, productive efficiency, where the
regulation is being “implemented at the least possible level of inputs or costs”;18 second, outcome
efficiency, where an efficient piece of regulation is one which produces efficient results.19 These
approaches to efficiency both describe what regulation should be, but does not really inform the
reader as to what efficient regulation looks like. Below, I will apply these concepts to what the
interviewees said about the regime and its complexity.

8.1.1 The complexity of the CRC

During interviews, one of the most recurring criticisms of the CRC related to its complexity. Those who
have read Chapter Three of this thesis may agree. Whilst the link between the issues of complexity
and efficiency may not be immediately obvious, this section will discuss how the practical impacts of
the CRC’s complexity have impacted on its efficiency. The complexities to be covered include
mechanical complexities of the CRC (in terms of setting up and integrating the CRC into an
organisation; regulatory overlap (the fact that the CRC overlaps with a number of other environmental
regimes); and finally, the administrative burdens of the CRC. We will now turn to the first of these
complexities.

8.1.1.a Mechanical complexities of the CRC

“In our business, we still refer to it but we call it Complicated Really Complicated.
It's an acronym obviously for CRC, but historically it's been extremely
complicated.” (CRC M10)
All but two interviewees made a reference to the complexity of the CRC and/or the evolution of this
complexity through the CRC reforms (for more on the reforms to the CRC, see chapter Four).
Interviewees refer to what this chapter will label the “mechanical complexity” of the CRC – that is to
say, the overarching principles of the CRC are not complex, but that their application in the real world
is complex. This perceived unnecessary complexity leads to confusion amongst participants, as well as
the opinion that the CRC is “tiresome” (CRC M1). If the regulatees are unsure as to what their
18
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obligations are under the scheme, then this requires further resources and time from regulatees to
come to grips with the scheme.
In terms of productive efficiency,20 this would render the CRC inefficient. Furthermore, not only does
this make the CRC less efficient in practice, but these inefficiencies are also felt by the regulatee –
here, the complexities of the CRC have been labelled by interviewees as “unnecessary”. The
disadvantages of complexity are therefore twofold: a productive inefficiency; and a perceived
inefficiency. That is to say, regulatees are aware that the CRC is inefficient. The later part of this
chapter will consider the role of symbolic legislation to explore how the CRC has been packaged to
regulatees. Obvious inefficiencies that are perceivable by those regulated form part of this package –
i.e. they form part of the visible attributes of the CRC – and impact on how the scheme is approached
as a whole.
The CRC was often described as “complex” by interviewees.21 A distinction needs to be made in terms
of the overarching ideas underpinning the CRC, and the mechanical processes that constitute the CRC
and how it functions. It is only the latter that has been perceived to be complex by interviewees:
“I think it is very complex. I think a lot of the rules are very complex. I think the
broad-brush structure of the scheme isn’t that complex, but nothing is simple. So, I
think it’s very difficult. There are always going to be lines that have to be drawn
that make it complicated. There are always going to be complicated corporate
structures and ownership of entities and so on that require a rule book for them to
be dealt with within the scheme. But it is a very complicated scheme.” (CRC S3)
“Well in its principle it is not complicated at all, it is quite straightforward. But in
its application, it is actually very complex.” (CRC S6)
What is interesting, is that these two quotes come from two interviews with solicitors with extensive
experience in working in environmental and property law – and as such, have experience dealing with
technical pieces of legislation across the wider field of environmental law. A different solicitor
described the CRC as “one of the most complex things we advise on” (CRC S2). Even in the eyes of the
professionals, therefore, the CRC is viewed to be complex on a micro level. Exploring these
complexities in more depth, a number of specific complexities were highlighted during interviews.
Whilst it is not the purpose of this chapter to tackle these complexities head on, and suggest
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alternatives, these complexities will be raised to illustrate how the CRC is perceived by regulatees and
those who advise regulatees.
First, interviewees discussed the initial difficulties of setting up the CRC as a scheme in their
organisation and preparing for compliance. One interviewee, CRC P5, discusses the set up in their
organisation:
“I don’t find it particularly onerous now we’ve got a good idea of what all our
meters are doing and we’ve got procedures in place. It’s not particularly onerous
now, but if I was on my own, I would find it very difficult, because to get all those
processes in place has taken us a couple of years really.” (CRC P5)
The CRC is now well established, being in its second phase, and as such, the CRC is an embedded
scheme in many organisations which have learnt how to “deal with the grey areas” (CRC M12).
However, the complexity of the CRC can still be experienced by those who are newcomers to the
scheme (for example through participant staffing changes). For these people, “it’s incredibly complex
for them to get their head around a lot of the mechanisms” (CRC M4). This is due to both the base
complexity of the scheme (i.e. the scheme as it stands), and the numerous reforms that the CRC has
been through (see chapter Four for more on stability) (CRC M13, M15).
Interviewee M6 compared their experience with setting up the CRC to their experience of the EU
Emissions Trading Scheme. Here, they discuss the fact that whilst the CRC is difficult to set up, it is not
as complex as the EU ETS:
“In terms of complexity, I think it’s complex to set up. It’s more complex than
just mandatory carbon reporting, which is very straight forward, it’s basically
just like use a recognised methodology and help and compliance. But obviously
it’s not as complicated as things like the EU ETS. So sometimes it’s really just
carbon reporting, but definitely not EU ETS.” (CRC M6)
Overall, there were mixed views on the CRC set up, with some interviewees talking about the “faff” of
the process of setting the scheme up (CRC M1), to the sentiment that the scheme was very much well
established now. This included negative feedback from interviewees on the abolition of the scheme
(CRC M3); there was, for some interviewees, some consistency and stability to be found in the fact
that the CRC had now been around for a number of years and become a familiar face in organisations
(See Chapter Four for more on stability and the CRC).
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8.1.1.b Regulatory Overlap

Second, a complexity highlighted in interviews was where the CRC fits into the regulatory landscape.
There are currently a number of different green taxes that all have different rates,22 and regulatees
need to navigate this landscape. In regulatory literature, where there are a number of different
instruments targeting the same area, this is referred to as regulatory pluralism. The regulatory
literature tends to take quite a positive approach to regulatory pluralism, arguing that there is too
much focus on “single instrument” approaches.23 Instead, a multiple-instruments based approach, as
well as a broader range of regulatory actors, is said to produce better regulation.24 It has also been
argued that it is useful to use multiple instruments for the same approach, including a mix of command
and control with other forms of regulatory instrument.25 Regulation is therefore “a toolbox from which
the optimal tools are (or should be) selected”.26
When considering the more tax specific literature, however, the viewpoint on regulatory pluralism is
much more negative. Here, authors argue that while pollution control instruments can be combined
with other instruments (such as information policies to overcome information asymmetry),27
international tax overlap with national taxes results in inefficiencies. In the case of the CRC, this
plurality can be seen with the overlap seen between the CRC, CCL and EU ETS.
Interviewees discussed the complexities that are created if they also have to deal with EU ETS supplies
or have a Climate Change Agreement in place (CRC M5). This regulatory overlap is a point on which
solicitors are asked to provide advice (CRC S3), and is a source of complexity with the CRC (CRC S3):
“The complexity of the legal regulatory fiscal landscape for energy is very
complex. Because there’s a number of schemes we have to interact with, which
overlap. I think the CRC were overlapping with them.” (CRC P8)
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More specifically, the overlap creates administrative burdens in terms of data collection, and
reporting. With multiple schemes overlapping, regulatees often have multiple reporting obligations
which are all different, and such are not resource efficient. CRC P5 argues that: “The trouble is, there
are lots of very similar reporting mechanisms, but just slightly different, and they’re just a burden
really”. This “massive duplication” is therefore something that should be avoided in a green tax
scheme (CRC P1).
With its roots in Smart Regulation (the idea that a mix of policy instruments should be used with a
three-dimensional enforcement pyramid),28 Gunningham et al. argue that the full range of policy
instruments available to a task should be considered, before employing a mix of these instruments to
achieve the task.29
Gunningham and Sinclair argue that whilst there is too much focus on single instrument approaches,
it cannot always be assumed that multiple instruments “will be better”.30 They then categorise
multiple instrument approaches into the following groups:
“1) mixes that are inherently complementary; 2) mixes that are inherently
incompatible; 3) mixes that are complementary if sequenced; and 4) mixes
whose complementarity or otherwise is essentially context specific”.31
They then consider the compatibility of different mixes of command and control, economic
instruments, self-regulation, and voluntary agreements.32 The current situation with the CRC
resonates with the fourth group more than the others, in the sense that we are dealing with a mix of
instruments in the set context of emissions control. However, what is not considered is the
compatibility of multiple economic instruments which are broadly covering the same (but slightly
different) emissions. In the case of the CRC, for example, the CRC targets organisations that could also
be covered by the CCL and the EU ETS for some of their energy consumption. In this scenario,
regulatees are required to identify the different energy supplies by each regime, in order to exclude
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them from the CRC. This pluralism is viewed negatively by regulatees as an administrative burden and
additional complexity.
This is echoed in various of the EU ETS literature,33 which considers the impact of domestic tax regimes
on the efficiency of the EU ETS. Here, it is argued that the EU ETS is affected by national tax regimes,
rendering a multiple regime approach “at best redundant and at worst counterproductive”.34 This
literature focusses on the situation where the EU ETS emissions are subject to a second tax, the
proponents for which argue that there would be an additional incentive for emissions reductions.35 In
a study by Boehringer et al. they dismiss the use of additional taxation in conjunction with the EU ETS
as “environmentally ineffective”, raising the costs of compliance with the EU ETS.36 This is particularly
pertinent when the multiple instruments have one single policy objective, with the potential for
“costly overlaps”, and therefore inefficiencies.37 In a more recent study, Goal and Holtsmark also argue
that the efficiencies of permit trading are also lost when additional taxes come into play.38
However, again, this is not the case with the CRC. Energy supplies which are already covered by the
EU ETS and the CCL fall out of the scope of the CRC.39 There is therefore a lacuna in the regulatory
literature which considers the situation where the regulatory instruments overlap in the sense that
there is the possibility of pluralism (i.e. in theory the EU ETS and the CRC can cover the same
emissions); but that in practice, there is no pluralism. Whilst an organisation can fall under both the
CRC and the EU ETS, one supply of energy would not be covered by both regimes at the same time.
Therefore, organisations can have emission X which is covered by the EU ETS, and emission Y which is
covered by the CRC. Both regulatory regimes (while targeting different emissions) are therefore both
part of an overall package of climate change regulatory responses that target, to a degree,40 the same
organisations. As such, the regulatees are instead required to wade through the complex regulatory
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landscape to navigate this potential pluralism. I consider this situation to be a question of efficiency,
and an additional administrative burden on regulatees.
This raises questions about the broader regulatory landscape in which the CRC sits. This difficulty was
also highlighted in the 2015 consultation on the business energy tax landscape:
“The government believes there is potential to streamline taxes in a way that
reduces variations in tax rates faced by different users, simplifies the tax system
and strengthens the price signal. This consultation proposes doing this by
replacing the CRC and CCL with a new energy consumption tax based on the
CCL.”41
This proposal was subsequently adopted by the government in their response to the consultation:
“The government is responding by abolishing the CRC energy efficiency scheme
(CRC) – a burdensome and bureaucratic tax. Instead, we will move to a single
tax, the existing Climate Change Levy (CCL), and consult on a new streamlined
reporting framework.”42
Therefore, whilst the regulatory overlap was identified by interviewees as a source of complexity of
the CRC, steps have already been taken by the government to mitigate this overlap. The exact logistics
of how the CCL single tax will replace the CRC is yet to be published, but will hopefully tackle the
problems of regulatory overlap which the CRC has experienced.

8.1.1.c Administrative complexities

Finally, more specific bureaucratic complexities have been raised by interviewees. These include the
numerous deadlines under the scheme:
“And there wasn’t this deadline after deadline after deadline [in reference to
another scheme], that with CRC is almost intended to trip you up and make you
realise, ‘Oh, I’ve forgotten to do something and now I’m going to be subjected
to an enforcement notice’.” (CRC M3)

41

HM Treasury, ‘Consultation: Reforming the Business Energy Efficiency Landscape’ (September 2015), p14.
HM Treasury, ‘Reforming the Business Energy Efficiency Landscape: Response to the Consultation’ (March
2016), Foreword.
42

202

This is linked to the preparation of the evidence packs which include all the consumption data in
preparation for an audit (see Chapter Three),43 which has been described as “over complicated” (CRC
M14). The preparation for compliance is therefore seen as a burden by some interviewees. Other
technical complexities can be found in the use of corporate structures for the scheme. The CRC
requires organisations to separate their organisation into group structures,44 and use this as a basis to
calculate their energy consumption. The rules surrounding this process are incredibly complex, and
solicitors often face queries about structuring and the CRC (CRC S3).
CRC M10 explains the difficulty as follows:
“The biggest complications would be around interpretation of organisational
structure, highest parent primary member’s participant equivalence.
Specifically trust funds, investment vehicles and larger multinational
organisations, there are quite a lot of queries and support that we can give
organisations around that.” (CRC M10)
Overall, there are a number of complexities that surround that CRC. However, these complexities are
generally focussed on the mechanical implementation and operation of the CRC. The overarching
principles underpinning the CRC are not contested – that is, the idea of using a tax to lower energy
consumption – and are not considered complex. This shows, therefore, that it is the process of putting
a tax into practice that causes the complexities in the eyes of the regulatee.

8.1.2 Efficiency and complexity

In terms of efficiency, interviewees themselves identified that a complex scheme is not an efficient
one. For example, CRC P3 stated:
“I would say an effective piece of environmental legislation is that it is easy to
understand, and is easy to understand why it was created as well.” (CRC P3)
This is echoed by CRC S2:
“Environmental regulation has to be effective, I’m not sure the CRC is, it needs
to be as simple to understand as possible.” (CRC S2)
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The CRC should therefore be understandable to be effective. A piece of regulation should be effective
in achieving its aims to be efficient. Therefore, taxpayers should be able to follow and understand a
green tax regime; so that they can comply and change their behaviour in line with the CRC’s aims.
One of the more light-hearted consequences of this inefficiency is the difficulty that interviewees had
in defining the CRC:
“You need to be able to say what the scheme is or what the goal is, what the
regulation is, what the legislation is in 30 seconds. I can't say what CRC is in 30
seconds beyond saying it's a tax for carbon. If I go any more than that, I take
five minutes to explain what it is. Or if I don’t take five minutes and I take one
minute, I haven't said everything that I need to say. The regulation has to be
something you can say in 30 seconds, and then from that, there is a simple set
of rules around it.” (CRC M8)
All interviewees were asked to explain, in their own words, what the CRC was. No answer was the
same, and varied from a one line “it’s a tax” (CRC M1), to a page long explanation of how the scheme
works. Even in the longer answers, not all aspects of the scheme were covered. It was argued by one
solicitor, that this is the tell-tale sign of a bad piece of regulation:
“I think, a sign of a poorly drafted piece of legislation when law firms have to be
brought in to advise clients on how it works and what it means. If it’s a good
piece of legislation it shouldn’t be that difficult. I think it’s very complex, I think
it applies, sometimes, in a way that doesn’t really make sense.” (CRC S1)
The CRC is therefore a complex scheme which is difficult to explain – a characteristic which favours
consultants (CRC M3) and solicitors (CRC S2) who make money by selling specialist advice to
regulatees.45 In general, the CRC requires far too much “lawyer time” to be efficient (CRC S7).
Building on from the above is a more serious consequence of complexity: a lack of understanding of
the regulation. Drawing on tax literature, this is referred to as tax salience. Within the pool of tax
literature, there are both empirical studies and theoretical papers on tax salience.46 Definitions of tax
salience in literature include “the extent to which taxpayers account for the costs imposed by taxation
45
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when the taxpayers make decisions or judgments”.47 However more recent literature frames the
concept of tax salience in terms of understanding. Mumford argues that tax salience refers
“essentially, to the capacity of taxpayers to understand legislation”.48
In tax literature, tax salience overlaps with and has been confused with the concepts of ‘complexity’
and ’transparency’.49 However, salience is very similar to the idea of complexity, with the literature
arguing that “low tax salience by taxpayers generally may be related to greater levels of tax
complexity”.50 Whilst tax complexity has been considered above, the focus here is on salience – i.e.
the ability of the CRC participant to understand the CRC. This tax salience is broken down into what is
termed high and low tax salience:
“High tax salience indicates that taxpayers have an accurate understanding of
the law, whereas the description ‘low tax salience’ refers to a significant gap
between a taxpayer’s impression of legal obligations and those that actually
exist, whether or not the taxpayer is aware of this gap.”51
The importance of a high tax salience is contested in academic scholarship. The obvious problem
linked to low tax salience is that it has potential negative impacts on taxpayers’ ability to comply with
the tax.52 There is also evidence arguing that high tax complexity can result in “taxpayer confusion and
error”,53 or an environment of uncertainty.54
This confusion is reflected in the interview data. Interviewees discussed a general confusion that
surrounds the CRC – with statements such as “it’s so confusing” (CRC M1) and “it was a bit perplexing
when it all started” (CRC M12). CRC P1 did not understand the process of the CRC, and CRC P8 felt
sorry for lots of organisations “because they didn’t know what they were doing”.
Consultants and solicitors talk about the confusion of their clients:
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“I think a lot of clients are confused by it. I think the climate change levy, the
stuff that gets added onto electricity bills, I think, makes more sense to clients,
and is much less administratively onerous for them.” (CRC S1)
“Now, they didn’t understand what it was; they mostly saw it as just a tax to
them. So, they literally said, “Look can you deal with all our CRC?” and that’s it.
And they didn’t really want to know anything otherwise; they just wanted for
me to let them know when it was all done and over. So, they never really
engaged from the onset.” (CRC M4)
As M4 highlights, clients were willing to pass the responsibility of the CRC onto a consultant because
they did not understand what it was. The data suggests that not only is there a lack of understanding
because of the complexity of the CRC, but that this complexity results in a disengagement with the
scheme. The purpose of the scheme becomes lost on the regulatee:
“Sometimes people get into a right fuddle with things and the way that they
name things becomes really complicated, and the essence of the new regulation
or the incentive or the tax gets lost a little bit, and I think a little bit more clarity
around why something is being done and how it fits in with lots of other taxes.”
(CRC M16)
This links to how the regulatee perceives the environmental tax that they are paying. It has been
argued in tax literature that a clear green policy equates to a clear tax scheme.55 The interview data
appears to take this further. As in Chapter Four, the role of stable tax policy was discussed as being
key to how regulatee’s perceive the motives behind a green tax; here, if a tax is so complex that the
regulatee does not understand it, then the motives are lost once again. The complexity of the CRC
therefore detracts from its supposedly clear aim: to reduce energy consumption.
Tax salience needs to be balanced with other priorities when designing tax regimes. Gamage and
Shanske argue that whilst salience is important, it is but one of a list of priorities when drafting
legislation, and not necessarily at the top of that list.56 In addition, Mumford argues that another
source of complexity can be found in the unrealistic expectations of the taxpayer.57 That is to say that
perhaps regulatees “place unreasonable demands upon the capacity of written legislation to
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communicate, effectively, what at first glance might appear to be simple concepts”.58 Building on from
Chapter Four on a stable green tax policy, it has been argued that clear legislation stems from clear
policy.59 In terms of the CRC, I argue that the instability of the CRC over the years has led to the
perception that the underlying policy behind the CRC is also unstable. Not only does this have the
effect of creating disengagement (Chapter Four), but associated literature would also indicate that it
has consequences for the salience of the tax.
This is echoed further in tax literature. Picciotto argues that if taxpayers disengage with a tax system
due to its complexity, and as such its uncertainty (as seen with the CRC), then avoidance could
increase.60 In the case of the CRC, my data suggests that its complexity could have led to further
disengagement with the scheme. Mumford argues that should uncertainty create a change in the
psychology of taxpayers – for instance, mistrust in the state – then tax complexity should potentially
be placed higher on the list of priorities when designing tax schemes.61 Considering, therefore, the
confusion that complexity has created; and linking this to the negative emotive reaction that can be
seen through the disengagement with the CRC, my data suggests that the CRC is too complex to
achieve its aims.
This is particularly pertinent where regulatees view the complexities of the regime as unnecessary;
and this is the case with the CRC. CRC S2 labelled the CRC as “unduly complex”, whilst CRC M2 stated
that it is “more complex than it needs to be”. Interviewees were of the opinion that if the CRC is just
a tax, then it is too complex. Complexity appeared to be acceptable for the CRC whilst it retained its
perceived dual purpose: raising revenue and as a tool to reduce energy consumption.62
CRC P4 argued:
“I think it’s a missed opportunity because I think when it was first brought in it
was quite complicated but it was complicated for a reason and it did provide
incentives. So I think it was quite – I was okay about it, I was quite willing to put
in the effort, but, since that incentive has been taken away...” (CRC P4)
Therefore, with the incentives, regulatees are more willing to accept complexity – this perhaps strikes
back to the regulatees being able to see the motive behind the regulation. In the eyes of the
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interviewees, incentives reflect a positive policy message in terms of the environment. As the CRC is
perceived as ‘just a tax’, any undue complexity is not tolerated:63
“In terms of the complexity of the actual process, I don’t think there’s any real
upside to that. Once they decided it was going to be a tax, I think they should
have perhaps done the work to make it a tax and take away all these different,
what I was outlining about submit the annual report and buy your allowances,
pay your allowances, surrender your allowances, all those different milestones,
I just don’t really see that that’s absolutely necessary. A bit of thought and you
could have got rid of all that stuff.” (CRC M16)
“If it’s going to continue down the taxation route, it would be easier if it came
out of a point of billing; and it was then on all consumption.” (CRC P3)
As such, the complexity of the CRC is seen as too high for what it is trying to achieve as a tax (CRC M1).
A number of interviewees advocated that if the CRC was just a tax, then the tax should simply be levied
at the point of billing (i.e. the energy supplier will collect the tax on behalf of the consumer and this
would be added onto the energy bill, as seen with the CCL).64 However, whilst this is a possible
alternative, the data does also indicate that there is some acceptance for a more complex scheme
which outwardly appears to be tackling energy consumption. The distaste for complexity appears to
stem from the fact that the CRC is viewed as a mere tax, rather than because the CRC is complex per
se.

8.2 Concluding Remarks

The CRC is known for being a complex scheme. In 2012, the initial complexities of the scheme were
highlighted by the government as a reason for significant reform.65 Despite significant reforms in 2013,
some complexities from before the reform, as well as continued complexities of the CRC, have been
highlighted as an issue by interviewees. These include problems of integrating the CRC into
organisations, issues with regulatory overlap, and administrative burdens under the scheme.
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Regulatory complexity impacts on the regulatees’ ability to understand the regulation, and therefore
engage with it. In the case of the CRC in particular, the complexities are viewed by regulatees as
unnecessary, and, in their eyes, this undue complexity detracts from one of the CRC’s aims: to help
reduce carbon emissions. This, in addition to the policy discussions seen in Chapter Four on stability,
makes interviewees question the policy underlying the CRC.
The complexities of the CRC are visible and are perceived by regulatees. Complexity therefore forms
part of the visible package of the CRC and can affect how regulatees engage with the scheme. The
next part of this chapter will consider how regulatory symbolism can potentially be used to embed the
values of environmental protection and greener policy into the package of the CRC. My data suggests
that if regulatees perceive the CRC to be green, they are potentially more willing to engage with, and
go beyond compliance with the scheme.
This chapter has considered the role of complexity and efficiency in terms of how the former can
impact on the ability or desire for regulatee to engage with the CRC. The resources required to gain
an understanding of the CRC have a negative impact on its productive efficiency (i.e. it is not regulation
that operates at minimum cost; see also Pareto efficiency and the efficient distribution of resources).
This, in turn, impacts on how participants engage with the CRC – creating a negative effect on the
CRC’s outcome efficiency – as participants engage less with the CRC, and so potentially engage less
with energy reduction. As discussed above, these complexities are perceived by regulatees.
Regulatees can identify complexities and this affects how they perceive the CRC as a whole. Because
of this, it is useful to consider regulatory symbolism and how the CRC has been packaged as a whole.
Chapter Nine will bring together the themes of this thesis and explore the regulatory package of the
CRC in more detail.
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Chapter Nine: Conclusion
This thesis has shed light on one of the major environmental taxes in the United Kingdom. The CRC is
an environmental tax that targets larger businesses and public-sector bodies and aims to reduce
energy consumption (and, by proxy, carbon dioxide emissions) by placing a fixed charge on energy
consumption. This fixed charge is generated by the requirement for participants to purchase and
surrender one allowance per tonne of carbon dioxide emitted. What is interesting is the lack of
literature to date on the CRC, and the little that does exist is lacking depth of analysis. This thesis plays
a significant role, therefore, in plugging a gap in legal scholarship. Throughout this thesis, various
aspects of the CRC have been explored including its complexity, reforms (very much in the plural),
reputational elements, the regulator, and its incentives. The aim of this concluding chapter is to
summarise and tie together the themes that have flowed throughout, in order to argue that while
each of the above aspects can affect the efficiency and effectiveness of the CRC in their own right,
together (and with all other perceivable aspects not covered in this thesis), they form part of the
regulatory package which shapes the perception of regulatees. How an environmental tax is packaged
is therefore very important for regulatee engagement.
The previous eight chapters have told the story of how the CRC has been communicated to its
regulatees through various regulatory aspects. As such, there are a number of practical take away
points for policy-makers. First, without some level of stability, regulatees get bored and disengage
with regulation. Furthermore, in the case of the CRC, instability also conveys negative policy
messages to regulatees about the government’s wider commitment to the environment. Chapter 5
explored how the Environment Agency has been perceived by CRC regulatees. Interviewees in my
study have questioned the competence of the EA, but attribute this to a lack of regulator resources.
Policy-makers could consider the policy messages that a poorly-resourced regulator sends out to
regulatees. Policy-makers could and should also consider the role that the reputation of regulatees
can play alongside more traditional methods of regulation. Interviewees indicated that there could
be a role for the use of social norm nudges to encourage further behavioural change. Positive
incentives for behavioural change could also have benefitted the CRC. Most of these incentives (for
instance tax hypothecation and green investment) could be construed as a demonstration, on the
part of the government, of their commitment to the environment. As such, multi-modal approaches
to regulation may have some benefit in using different types of carrots and sticks to achieve end
goals (here, reduced energy consumption and reduced GHG emissions). The overriding narrative
from the previous chapters is that the CRC is perceived as ‘just a tax’. A result of this is that the CRC
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is perceived to be far too complex for purpose. My data suggests that a higher level of complexity
could be tolerated had the CRC been perceived as something ‘more’. The data thus suggests a
balancing between resources, aims, regulatory approaches and, ultimately, on whether and how
regulatees have faith in the government doing things for the reasons they say they are doing them.
My study on the CRC is based, in part, upon raw emissions data published by the Environment Agency
in the CRC’s Annual Report Publications. Using quantitative methods, Chapter Three undertook a
statistical analysis of the CRC data. Initially, descriptive statistics (averages) were presented to provide
an initial view of how the raw emissions data had changed over the six years of reporting. These
statistics all demonstrated a drop in emissions on a yearly basis with the exception of one year
(2012/2013). By using t-tests and a repeated measures test, this thesis was able to look at the
relationship between the emissions data for each year of the CRC. In so doing, it was possible to
determine whether there had been a reduction in emissions under the scheme. Whilst this approach
does not take into account other variables (such as changing business size through the acquisition or
sale of assets), it was useful to start to paint a broader picture of the CRC and its effectiveness. These
tests showed that the emissions under the CRC decreased, statistically significantly, on an annual basis
for all but one of the years (2012/2013) since the CRC has come into force. As such, it is arguable that
the CRC has had some effect in reducing emissions.1
The content of this thesis also draws upon an original study of the CRC comprised of 31 semistructured interviews with: the regulator; participants of the CRC; solicitors; and, consultants. By
combining the findings from both the qualitative and quantitative methods, this thesis is able to paint
a broader picture of the CRC than one method alone. The themes that arose from the interview data
influenced the themes raised in each chapter. As such, this thesis therefore represents the talking
points for participants under the CRC.
In short, regulatees are perceptive. They engage (and disengage) with the whole package of the
scheme, and its regulatory backdrop. As such, how a piece of regulation is packaged to regulatees is
important. This may seem somewhat self-evident, but it is only through the data offered up in this
thesis that such self-evidence is grounded. Given the importance of regulate perception, it is useful
to consider regulatory symbolism alongside the content of the regulatory package. Legislation can
have symbolic qualities which convey values above and beyond the legislation itself. This chapter will
consider how conveying environmental values through the CRC package could be beneficial for
regulatee engagement. My data suggests that if regulatees perceive a positive underlying
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environmental goal behind aspects of regulation (for instance, stability, incentives and so forth),
they appear to be more willing to engage with the regulation and go beyond compliance.
In what follows, I unpack in further depth the regulatory package and its perception before turning
to the literature on regulatory symbolism to consider how environmental values can be embedded
and communicated to regulatees. My argument here is simple: that by tailoring the regulatory
package of the CRC, and other such schemes, policymakers can achieve a greater level of
engagement from regulatees. The CRC will come to end in 2019 and will be replaced by the Climate
Change Levy (CCL). Whilst this thesis focuses on the CRC journey, interviewees did talk about this
future change and shift to the CCL. These opinions will be presented in this chapter with calls for
future research.

9.1 The Regulatory Package, Symbolism and the CRC

9.1.1 The Regulatory Package of the CRC

At the beginning of this project, I did not set out with a particular image of the CRC in mind. The
journey through this thesis has painted a picture of the scheme in terms of its stability; its regulator;
its incentives and drivers; and its complexity. By exploring these features of the CRC, this thesis has
set out that various regulatory aspects of a scheme are perceivable by regulatees, and that this
perception has the ability to alter how those regulatees engage with a scheme. Whilst this thesis has
focussed on the strongest themes that have emerged from the interview data, I do not think that
regulatee perceptions are limited to these particular features, but rather that all aspects of a
regulatory scheme feed into its regulatory package. Or, how regulation is packaged to regulatees.
From this regulatory package regulatees are able to draw meaning on the underlying environmental
values (or lack thereof) that underpin environmental schemes. Reflecting on the different themes
throughout this thesis, it becomes clearer that these features of the scheme feed into how regulatees
have responded to the CRC. Since its introduction in 2009, the CRC was substantially reformed in 2013
and has been “tinkered with” in smaller ways by an almost annual legislative change during its first
phase (2010-2014). Chapter Four considered these changes in light of economic and regulatory
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literature to argue that constant change is perceived negatively by regulatees, and that a stable front,
or stable regulatory domain,2 needs to be presented to regulatees.
The regulatory domain is the overall continuity of a regulatory regime and is coupled with regulatory
dexterity, which represents change. Whilst dexterity is useful in remedying specific problems with a
piece of regulation, this thesis argues that regulatory domain is extremely important for also
portraying a stable policy which underlies the regulatory field. If regulatory dexterity, and therefore
change, is the predominant image in participants’ minds, then this will have an adverse impact on the
scheme’s credibility. This, in turn, leads to a negative change in participant behaviour and
engagement. Overall, whilst there is a role for dexterity in regulation to alter and amend inefficient
regulation, the number of changes under the CRC portrays a lack of consistent, green policy to
participants of the CRC. Therefore, the government could present a more consistent and committed
green policy in the form of more stable regulation in the energy reduction field. This stability will allow
participants to engage and invest into the CRC (or indeed what comes to replace it) with confidence.
In addition, the competence of the regulator can also feed into how the CRC has been perceived.
Chapter Five questioned the ability of the Environment Agency to respond to regulatees and to have
a meaningful dialogue with them about the scheme. This chapter relied on the scholarship of
Kasperson et al,3 adopting a definition of trust that incorporates both elements of cognitive trust and
social trust. Kasperson et al discussed four elements of trust which include: competence; caring (the
demonstration of a caring attitude); predictability; and commitment. In particular, the issue of
commitment was attributed by my respondents to wider policy considerations, rather than as a
negative of the EA. Interviewees questioned the commitment of the government here to the CRC and
to the EA. They spoke specifically of the limited resources of the EA in carrying out their role as
regulator. It was suggested that by ring-fencing the revenues of the CRC and reinvesting them to
bolster the resources of the EA, then this would strengthen the position of the EA as a regulator and
potentially allow for an improved level of trust.
The next two chapters (Chapter Five and Six) considered the various incentives provided or not
provided by the CRC. How the CRC operated and tried to change behaviour was explicitly identified by
regulatees, and how regulatees engaged with those incentives varied. Chapter Five demonstrated that
there is an appetite amongst business for reputational drivers to further environmental goals. The
interview data raised concerns surrounding the Performance League Table (PLT) and the publication
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Elen Stokes, ‘Regulatory Domain and Regulatory Dexterity: Critiquing the UK Governance of ‘Fracking’’ (2016)
79(6) MLR 961.
3
Roger Kasperson, Dominic Golding and Seth Tuler, ‘Social Distrust as a Factor in Siting Hazardous Facilities
and Communicating Risks’ (1992) 48(4) Journal of Social Issues 161.
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of offences. For the former, interviewees were largely disappointed over the abolition of the PLT in
the sense that a reputational element under the scheme had been lost. They also perceived the
publication of offences to be too slow and not obvious enough to both participants and the public.
This concept of reputation and the potential damage to reputation aligns with the concept of a social
nudge.4 Nudges which rely on social norms are based on the idea that people care about what people
think of them, and that they are seen to be doing the right thing. This sentiment, I argue, can be
transferred to businesses as environmental decisions are generally taken by individuals. Moreover,
businesses do care about their reputation – this is demonstrated by a large number displaying
environmental achievements on websites and in buildings – and in being seen to be green. A social
nudge harnesses the power of reputation to change behaviour.
Chapter Six looked at how regulatees have engaged with the existing financial drivers under the CRC.
Whilst discussing the costs of the CRC, interviewees also expressed a desire to see more positive
incentives under the regime. This provides an opportunity for policymakers to tailor the incentives
package that accompanies environmental schemes such as the CRC to improve regulatee engagement
and commitment. In particular, interviewees raised the power of ring-fencing revenues for
environmental projects to help them make the link between what they are paying and the
environment. Ring-fencing the revenues (tax hypothecation for taxes) is problematic and is not a
practice much adopted by government. It has the potential to confine and limit government spending
on environmental projects and removes flexibility for the money to be used elsewhere. However, I
would argue that some partial ring-fencing, or at least informing regulatees what the money is being
spent on, could be beneficial for tax morale and so engagement with the scheme. The existing
literature argues that taxpayers like to make a link between what they are paying and some benefit,
and partially ring-fencing the revenues would provide this link to taxpayers. If tax hypothecation is
politically unacceptable, then listing environmental projects that the CRC has helped to fund (i.e. a
labelling exercise) could otherwise increase morale and engagement.
Finally, the interviewees perceived the CRC to be unnecessarily complex for what it is trying to achieve.
This unnecessary complexity also forms part of the regulatory package of the CRC. Chapter Eight
highlighted three areas of complexity that were raised most frequently by interviewees: mechanical
complexities (in integrating the CRC into the organisation); regulatory overlap (in the sense that there
are a number of schemes in the UK which target large consumers of energy); and administrative
burdens. When describing the complexity of the CRC, interviewees were particularly negative and
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See Richard Thaler and Cass Sunstein, Nudge: Improving decisions about health, wealth and happiness (UK:
Penguin 2009).
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disdainful – with a number specifically labelling the complexity of the CRC as “unnecessary”. In
particular, the complexity was seen as too high for an instrument that is now perceived by regulatees
as just a tax. This would indicate that regulatees are willing to tolerate a level of complexity if this is
backed up by an environmental aim.
Throughout this thesis, it has become clear that at least some of the CRC’s regulatees would like to
see a different regulatory package presented to them. Whether that is: more stability; a betterresourced regulator; a different package of incentives (comprising of negative incentives, positive
incentives and nudges); and/or, lower levels of complexity. Interviewees have drawn negative
conclusions on the environmental aims of the CRC as a result of these features and there has been a
lower level engagement with the CRC as a result. This thesis therefore calls for policymakers to think
about how the regulation they introduce or amend sends deeper policy messages to regulatees. The
concept of embedding values in legislation is not novel. Here, work on regulatory symbolism
specifically argues that these values can be incorporated into regulation. This thesis will now draw
upon this final pool of literature to argue that wider environmental messages can and should be built
into regulatory schemes such as the CRC.

9.1.2 The Regulatory Package and Regulatory Symbolism

The themes raised by my interviewees point towards the fact that they would like to see something
more than just a tax. Using the broad definition of regulation, which includes all forms of social
influence,5 how the CRC is packaged is therefore important in terms of regulatory pluralism – i.e. the
argument that the use of multiple regulatory instruments will always be better than the use of a single
instrument.6 Gunningham argues:
“This will allow the implementation of complementary combinations of
instruments and participants tailored to meet the imperatives of specific
environmental issues, and will result in a more flexible, efficient and effective
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Robert Baldwin, Martin Cave and Martin Lodge, Understanding Regulation: Theory, Strategy and Practice
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179, 200.

215

approach to environmental regulation than has so far been adopted in most
circumstances.”7 (Emphasis added)
Chapter Eight considered how the complexity of the CRC affects its efficiency. However, the bigger
picture on how different elements of the scheme work together, or could work together, also has an
impact on the scheme’s efficiency. Whilst regulatory pluralism often looks at the use of multiple
instruments (i.e. multiple bits of regulation), I argue that combining multiple types of approach in one
instrument (in this case the CRC) can also be better than one approach alone. By combining the tax,
incentives, nudges, stable policy, and trust; the government is presenting regulatees with a multimodal package that comprises a number of social influences. Whilst alone, it is unlikely that these
‘extras’ would work without being underpinned by the tax, the plurality of instruments allows “the
state to steer not row”.8 What is meant by this, is that the broader package proposed in this thesis
drives behaviour change with less intervention by the government – nudging, for example, could start
a game of competition and/or collaboration between regulatees in which the government would not
directly intervene.
It should be acknowledged here that the blend of features highlighted in this thesis is obviously not
the only possible combination, nor does this thesis cover all important aspects of a regulatory regime.
What this thesis does highlight are key aspects of the CRC package that regulatees were not satisfied
with and raised during interview. This thesis therefore forms a starting block for how regulation could
be better packaged in regulatees’ eyes. A combination of tools and instruments is generally more
efficient than a single instrument alone. This combination of features also forms part of a regulatory
package that is perceptible. As well as efficiency, the makeup of this package can also send symbolic
signals to regulatees.
The remainder of this chapter will draw together the themes of this thesis alongside regulatory
symbolism literature, in order to argue that how the CRC has been packaged to regulatees has had an
important impact on how the CRC has been perceived by regulatees; and, perhaps more importantly,
how the CRC has been approached. This chapter will conclude by arguing that the CRC needs to be
packaged as simply as possible; with a competent administrator; incentives to drive engagement
beyond compliance; and a stable policy backdrop which demonstrates the motives of government
which underlie the CRC. On a deeper level, the CRC needs to embody a commitment to the
environment; a higher symbol which can be drawn from the scheme itself.

7
8

Ibid.
Ibid, 208.
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In literature, a law is considered symbolic if its primary purpose is to function as a symbol.9 That is to
say that the law has another meaning beyond its literal meaning; which is generally more general and
indeterminate than its literal meaning.10 A symbol refers to a “body of social values, knowledge and
practices which offer guidance for interpreting, processing and coping with specific issues or
situations”.11 Also referred to as ‘symbolic politics’, it is a term which criticises both the insufficiency
of policies and those who create them.12 In summary, a symbolic piece of legislation is an ineffective
one:
“The enactment of symbolic legislation reflects a breakdown of the legislative
policymaking machinery, a system that all too frequently addresses real social
problems in an unrealistic fashion. It also creates a dilemma for regulators and
judges. While they generally are reluctant to usurp the legislature's
policymaking prerogatives by substituting their own version of appropriate
public policy, they also are loath to implement and enforce a statute whose costs
are grossly disproportionate to its benefits.”13
Symbolic legislation often has ambitious intentions and goals, but is said by some to be designed to
be ineffective in practice – and, as such, is unable to attain these ambitious aims.14 The antonyms for
symbolic legislation have been described as ‘serious’ and ‘functional’ legislation;15 and, ‘substantive’
and ‘strong’ legislation.16
The traditional symbolic politics approach regards almost all laws to be “primarily symbolic”.17 Indeed,
Newig argues that “all legislation is symbolic (to a certain extent), and that almost all symbolic laws
are also effective”.18 It is important to contrast partly symbolic laws with those that are ‘merely

9
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11
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847.
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symbolic’. These ‘merely symbolic’ laws are ineffective, nearly impossible to enforce,19 and place the
regulatory burden on the agencies that enforce them, creating a regulatory distortion.20 ‘Merely
symbolic’ laws are known to be ineffective from the outset by the legislature.21 This is what
distinguishes merely symbolic legislation from legislation that proves later to be ineffective.22 Symbolic
laws are often introduced to tackle environmental problems, which have high stakes, and often
require rapid responses by the legislature.23 Indeed, symbolic legislation is a “real and present danger”
for climate change regulation as public concern on the subject is mounting.24 However, Bowen argues
that some level of “symbolic greening” is to be expected from policy-makers – and indeed, this
symbolic greening forms part of their role as they focus on deliberate “political strategies”.25
The CRC is not a piece of symbolic legislation in the pure sense. It is, on some level, effective. CRC R1
discussed the drop-in emissions that have been seen following the introduction of the CRC. This would
appear to correspond with the statistical findings of this thesis in Chapter Three. As set out above (and
found in Chapter 8 in more detail), paired t-tests for each year of the CRC showed (with significance)
that there had been a drop in emissions under the scheme in all but one year of the scheme. This
result was echoed in the repeated measures test. Whilst this statistical analysis is only indicative, and
does not take into account the wide range of variables that could also account for this drop, it would
appear to indicate that the CRC has been at least partly effective. What the interview data has
demonstrated throughout this thesis, however, is a desire by regulatees to see ‘more’ from the CRC.
When considering stability, interviewees perceived instability as a physical manifestation of the policy
underlying the regulation. In the case of the CRC, this was felt to be a demonstration of a lack of
commitment on the part of the government to the environment. In terms of trust, the interviewees
perceived the regulator to lack competence. The Environment Agency, here, is not perceived to an
authority, but, this is tied by interviewees to the resources the Environment Agency has been allocated
by government. In terms of nudges, interviewees expressed a desire to see some form of reputational
element in the scheme; with incentives, this was echoed with a desire for positive incentives. The
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absence of both nudges and incentives was blamed on the government; and led interviewees to
consider the CRC as just a tax. Considered above, the complexity of the CRC was considered to be too
high for what the CRC was trying to achieve.
As such, the intentions behind the CRC, and the motives of the government are important for the
effectiveness of the scheme. However, regulatees read and lift these intentions and motives from the
scheme itself. A stable scheme demonstrates stable policy. Incentives demonstrate a commitment to
behavioural change. In this sense, the CRC needs to take on a symbolic meaning which goes beyond
the scheme in its literal sense, and embodies its greener aim: a commitment to the environment and
the reduction of carbon emissions. This approach can be loosely found within the symbolic legislation
literature, as non-symbolic legislation can have symbolic qualities:
“Conversely, non-symbolic legislation commonly has ‘symbolic’ qualities. This
apparent paradox can be resolved by separately considering an issue-related
substantive and a political-strategic dimension of legislation.6 The former refers
to a manifest, explicit end which the legislative act serves as a means. This end
is in the first place legal effectiveness, but ultimately to change certain realworld (e.g. ecological) conditions.”26
In addition, symbols have been argued to be necessary for politics,27 and as such, symbolic legislation
can have positive effects.28 A symbol, could for example, express “collectivism and a shared
intention”.29 Blühdorn highlights other positives of symbolic legislation including: 1) a tool of ‘political
integration and mobilisation’; and, 2) a strategy for complexity reduction.30 Van Klink discusses the
difference between negative and positive symbolism – here, symbolism can form a communicative
approach with regulatees:
“According to this communicative or interactive approach, a law can be called
‘symbolic’ in a positive sense, if a law has acquired an extraordinary meaning
within the legal and political community. The law is not merely a set of rules, but
also a symbol for something higher, more valuable. It gives expression to values
which are fundamental for the community, for example human dignity, equality
or environmental protection.”31
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It is possible for climate change, therefore, to form the basis for something ‘more valuable’ than is
embodied by the CRC. This commitment needs to be seen from the offset, at the design stage of a
piece of regulation, in order for the scheme to embody the important features highlighted throughout
this thesis. For the CRC, it needs to be packaged as simply as possible; with a competent administrator;
incentives to drive engagement beyond compliance; and a stable policy backdrop which demonstrates
the motives of government which underlie the CRC.
To conclude, the CRC is not a symbolic piece of legislation in the ‘merely symbolic sense’, despite its
perceived lack of effectiveness and inefficiencies by those regulated by the CRC. However, the CRC
needs to symbolise energy efficiency and environmental goals, as well as being a tax per se.

9.1.7 How regulation is perceived by regulatees forms part of the regulatory package

The themes running through this thesis are all visible traits and features of the CRC that are capable
of being perceived by regulatees. These traits and features form part of the regulatory package for the
CRC. As such, regulatees are capable of drawing deeper meanings from the different aspects of the
scheme, and more specifically, identify an environmental commitment (or lack thereof).
Legislation that is introduced to be ‘merely symbolic’ is largely ineffective regulation. It would appear,
from the statistical analysis in Chapter Three and the regulator’s comments, that the CRC has been
effective on some level at reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions. However, the fact that
the CRC is not a symbolic piece of legislation in the ‘merely symbolic’ sense, does not stop it from
retaining (or introducing) some symbolic properties. In this sense, a piece of legislation could
symbolise public concerns and values whilst still being an effective piece of legislation. The
interviewees have made it clear throughout this thesis that they are concerned with the government’s
commitment to environmental values.
Despite David Cameron’s and Theresa May’s assertions that they are a green government,
interviewees have not perceived the CRC to be an instrument with underlying environmental values.
Interviewees have labelled the CRC as just a tax. How policy maker’s package regulation could be
important in terms of embedding these values and communicating these values to regulatees.
Interviewees have expressed a level of disengagement with an environmental tax that does not
embody these values, and so policy makers can potentially increase this engagement by how they
package environmental regulation in the future.
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9.2 Concluding remarks

Whilst the CRC has now been abolished, this thesis contains wider regulatory lessons to be considered
by policy makers. The CRC has had a relatively turbulent life as part of the UK’s regulatory response to
climate change, and has been criticised by participants and the government alike. Despite this
criticism, it is encouraging to see some positive views towards the CRC. The constructive comments
and criticism seen during interviews demonstrate that businesses are willing to engage in an
environmental tax or scheme aimed at reducing carbon emissions. This thesis tells the story of how
the CRC has evolved over time, and how the changes to the scheme have been perceived by
regulatees. It tells a tale of a scheme introduced with the best of intentions but which was complex to
implement. As such, the CRC has been simplified, but this may have been at the expense of the
message it is trying to convey: to reduce carbon emissions. What we are left with towards the end of
its life is a scheme that is perceived as just a tax. In its current form it is unlikely that too many people
will be sad to see it go.

9.2.1 The future of the CRC

The CRC will end in 2019, but this is not the end of the story. Following the abolition of the CRC, a new
tax will take its place: the CCL. By way of reminder, the CCL is a levy on energy supply which targets
businesses. It is levied by the energy supplier and therefore is added to the energy bill. All but three
interviewees raised the CCL at some point during their interview. Views on the shift to the CCL were
mixed amongst interviewees, with some being grateful for the reduction in administrative burdens:
“If that’s all it is, is just a tax and it’s just moving from one scheme to the other,
but financially it adds up to the same thing; I think it’s going to make very little
change other than it’s going to free up some of my time so I can actually do some
proper energy efficiency work.” (CRC P4)
“Yeah, certainly I think if it was bundled up into the Climate Change Levy then it
would be a lot easier for everybody involved.” (CRC P6)
“I think that’s a sensible change. I think – the devil is always in the detail of
course and quite how they do it remains to be seen. But I think that putting a
straight line charge on electricity and gas consumption makes practical sense.
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Administratively it is much easier, which will free up resource for the
Environment Agency. And it is much easier for the people who actually pay it to
be in control of what they pay because you reduce your energy consumption
you directly reduce what you pay.” (CRC S6)
Interviewees talk about simplifying their tax obligations and removing administrative burdens that
exist under the CRC and which they perceive will no longer exist under the CCL.32 This corresponds
with the government’s desire to streamline the business energy tax landscape,33 and also with the fact
that the CRC was considered to be too complex as ‘just a tax’:
“it is a shame it [the CRC] hasn’t achieved as much as we would like because
the minute we started talking about it as a tax people were saying: ‘oh well
why don’t they just stick it on the bill as a straightforward tax and then we
don’t have to worry about all this energy management stuff’. So, that was the
moment in which it started to lose its impact as a good thing to do.” (CRC M9)
The fact that the CRC has been perceived as an overly complex tax has therefore perhaps paved the
way for the CCL to take its place – which is a more straightforward tax on an energy bill. How the CCL
is being perceived by interviewees therefore needs to be framed in light of their negative perceptions
of the CRC. In addition, CRC M9 argued that the CCL is perceived more favourably than the CRC
because of the possibility of tax relief under a Climate Change Agreement:
“The difference is that all of the participants wanted the CCAs because they
were going to get cash back from them. The CCL relief. So, as a result, they
wanted them and I think that is the biggest single factor here between the
reputation of the CRC and the CCAs/ CCL. The CRC was just seen as something
we don’t want and so we are going to moan about it, whereas CCAs we will
support as there is a financial benefit to it.” (CRC M9)
The role of incentives under the CRC was considered in Chapter Seven, where it was outlined that the
CRC has no visible positive incentives. Further research into how the CCL has been perceived by CCL
participants is needed before conclusions on the CCL can be drawn. It is possible that the opinions on
the CCL outlined above are tainted/ biased by interviewees’ experience and perceptions of the CRC.
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Comparatively, the CRC has no visible incentives as seen with the CCAs and is, at least in the eyes of
interviewees, more complex than the CCL.
I can draw, however, a couple of initial observations on potential obstacles that the CCL will face. First,
the shift away from the CRC to the CCL is the final change that the CRC will see. Much in the same way
that the constant changes to the CRC were perceived as a negative thing by interviewees, there is a
danger that the abolition of the CRC will also be perceived negatively. Policymakers should ensure that
the CCL does not become the “political football” that the CRC was (CRC M9).
Second, a number of interviewees questioned the ability of the CCL to change behaviour. In particular,
the regulator highlighted the loss in visibility that the CCL would bring:34
“Largely because the people who matter -the Finance Directors - they don’t see
CCL. It’s integrated into the fuel bill so they don’t actually see it. They won’t see
– unless they actually look at the fuel bill itself they don’t see it as a CCL. What
they get is, this is your energy cost. The CRC they get, this is your energy cost
and this is your CRC bill, you’ve got to sign separately and that’s the key thing,
that’s the key difference. CCL doesn’t do that.” (CRC R1)
This was echoed by participants:
“I think there’s more of a chance of it [the CRC] actually doing something like
that, than like the climate change levy and all those which are just sort of tagged
on to the…you know, and there’s lots of things that just go onto the bill, and just
people just saying well, that’s another cost…” (CRC P7)
There is therefore a balance to be struck between the administrative burdens of the CRC (and lack of
burdens for the CCL) and the visibility of the cost and scheme to organisations (the CRC provides a
higher amount of visibility than the CCL). If anything, this thesis raises a potential missed opportunity
for the government in terms of the CRC, but also the potential opportunity to learn from the mistakes
made with the CRC going forward to the CCL.

34

See also: DECC (n 1), p42.

223

9.3 Calls for future research

More widely, this thesis has demonstrated that there is still a long way to go before policymakers
design regulation that is fully engaged with by regulatees. The CRC has been a case study to show
why it is still important to better understand how regulatees respond to different aspects of
regulation. It would be useful, therefore, for further research to explore regulatees’ motivations and
what ‘regulatory package’ should be presented to regulatees to encourage engagement and
behavioural change. This greater understanding would enable policymakers to combine a more
optimal mix of measures alongside environmental taxation; in order to engage regulatees to change
their environmentally harmful behaviour, whilst retaining some level of revenue stream from such
taxes. Further research into nudging businesses and the use of a wider range of incentives would be
useful in this regard. It is particularly important that we understand the way in which regulatees
interact with green taxes. If lessons can be taken away from the CRC and brought to the CCL, then a
more positive engagement with environmental taxation could be achieved.
As this thesis has focused on the CRC and has not covered the CCL in any depth, this naturally opens
the door to future research in this field. As the environmental tax that will replace the CRC, further
empirical research on how regulatees have reacted to the CCL would be timely and would help to
paint a fuller picture on how lessons from the CRC could be brought forward after its abolition. This
additional research, drawing on the themes and findings in this thesis, would help inform policy
makers on how better to present the CCL to achieve environmental aims and would therefore be
useful for informing a policy change. This thesis has begun to tell the story of the CRC Energy
Efficiency Scheme from regulatees’ point of view. It is now time to broaden the scope of this
research and look at how policymakers can use environmental taxes and schemes to achieve
environmental goals.
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APPENDIX 6 – EXPORTED LIST OF NODES FROM NVIVO

Name

Sources

Accessibility

References

Created On

Created By

Modified On

Modified By

5

6

16/11/2016 15:59

AL

13/01/2017 13:30

AL

16

25

23/08/2016 11:11

AL

13/01/2017 11:44

AL

28

154

12/05/2016 10:01

AL

13/01/2017 14:08

AL

27

54

12/05/2016 09:58

AL

13/01/2017 11:52

AL

3

3

12/05/2016 09:53

AL

01/12/2016 11:34

AL

Engagement

28

121

12/05/2016 12:44

AL

13/01/2017 13:58

AL

Experience

29

38

12/05/2016 09:53

AL

13/01/2017 11:27

AL

10

13

12/05/2016 09:55

AL

01/12/2016 11:06

AL

25

66

12/05/2016 12:21

AL

13/01/2017 13:33

AL

7

10

12/05/2016 09:55

AL

28/11/2016 13:54

AL

Awareness

25

103

12/05/2016 10:00

AL

13/01/2017 13:47

AL

Compliance

22

49

12/05/2016 11:33

AL

13/01/2017 14:09

AL

Enforcement

21

51

16/05/2016 13:51

AL

13/01/2017 13:45

AL

Incentives

25

82

12/05/2016 10:58

AL

13/01/2017 14:04

AL

1

2

12/05/2016 10:58

AL

12/05/2016 11:14

AL

Obstacles

16

31

12/05/2016 12:47

AL

13/01/2017 13:48

AL

Regulator Relationship

20

56

17/05/2016 13:44

AL

13/01/2017 13:41

AL

Reporting

12

15

12/05/2016 11:16

AL

13/01/2017 11:52

AL

Software

5

6

12/05/2016 11:34

AL

28/11/2016 15:40

AL

29

159

12/05/2016 10:01

AL

13/01/2017 13:58

AL

12

20

12/05/2016 10:54

AL

13/01/2017 11:56

AL

18

48

12/05/2016 11:00

AL

13/01/2017 14:06

AL

4

5

12/05/2016 11:14

AL

05/12/2016 16:30

AL

Politics

12

19

12/05/2016 10:53

AL

13/01/2017 14:06

AL

Trust

26

71

12/05/2016 09:56

AL

13/01/2017 14:00

AL

Aims of the CRC
Behavioural change
Attitude
Education

Responsibilities
Organisation Attitude
Organisation Performance

Subsidies

Financial drivers
Carbon price
Policy
Deregulation

253

Revenue

20

54

16/05/2016 13:46

AL

13/01/2017 14:08

AL

Tax

24

52

17/05/2016 12:59

AL

13/01/2017 14:08

AL

18

39

16/05/2016 13:43

AL

13/01/2017 14:08

AL

26

65

12/05/2016 11:02

AL

13/01/2017 11:55

AL

2

2

12/05/2016 10:59

AL

30/11/2016 14:53

AL

Tax Morale
Alternatives
Renewables
Big Guns

4

6

29/11/2016 15:27

AL

06/01/2017 13:19

AL

Burden

11

25

16/11/2016 15:46

AL

11/01/2017 14:21

AL

CCL Opinion

20

43

11/10/2016 12:43

AL

13/01/2017 14:09

AL

CRC Staff

9

9

05/10/2016 09:51

AL

28/11/2016 14:58

AL

Culture

15

35

25/11/2016 15:18

AL

13/01/2017 14:08

AL

Disengagement

22

86

17/10/2016 13:51

AL

13/01/2017 13:58

AL

Efficiency

26

93

12/05/2016 10:52

AL

13/01/2017 14:04

AL

Complexity

29

113

17/05/2016 14:08

AL

13/01/2017 14:09

AL

Understanding

3

3

12/05/2016 10:04

AL

06/01/2017 13:18

AL

Confidence

5

9

12/05/2016 10:31

AL

06/01/2017 11:41

AL

13

25

12/05/2016 10:05

AL

13/01/2017 13:58

AL

19

33

12/05/2016 10:29

AL

13/01/2017 11:35

AL

5

10

12/05/2016 10:28

AL

16/11/2016 11:06

AL

21

39

16/05/2016 13:10

AL

11/01/2017 14:41

AL

Understanding (CRC)
Training
Understanding (green taxes)
Consistency
Regulatory consistency

7

9

12/05/2016 10:57

AL

30/11/2016 13:36

AL

14

30

12/05/2016 12:17

AL

13/01/2017 14:04

AL

12

29

28/11/2016 13:40

AL

13/01/2017 14:01

AL

EU ETS

2

2

01/12/2016 15:47

AL

13/01/2017 11:25

AL

Flexibility

3

3

25/11/2016 11:58

AL

25/11/2016 17:00

AL

Global engagement

5

7

22/11/2016 09:53

AL

11/01/2017 11:37

AL

Green Investment

3

5

22/11/2016 09:48

AL

01/12/2016 12:54

AL

Inertia

7

8

06/10/2016 14:40

AL

13/01/2017 11:56

AL

Linkage

7

10

11/10/2016 12:32

AL

13/01/2017 11:25

AL

Lobbying

6

8

22/11/2016 13:33

AL

13/01/2017 14:06

AL

Mechanical process

9

15

16/11/2016 11:26

AL

07/12/2016 14:38

AL

Regulatory overlap
ESOS

254

NIMBY

6

7

22/11/2016 10:11

AL

13/01/2017 11:54

AL

Polluter Pays

4

5

16/05/2016 13:29

AL

25/11/2016 16:55

AL

Social Nudge

17

40

05/10/2016 10:04

AL

13/01/2017 11:40

AL

Tax Certainty

11

20

05/10/2016 10:25

AL

11/01/2017 11:19

AL

4

6

16/11/2016 15:44

AL

05/12/2016 16:00

AL

Tax Rate

17

40

05/10/2016 10:12

AL

13/01/2017 13:58

AL

Tax Salience

15

25

05/10/2016 10:37

AL

11/01/2017 11:20

AL

Third Parties

8

15

12/05/2016 11:37

AL

13/01/2017 13:36

AL

Tax Complexity (Nodes)

3

4

12/05/2016 11:38

AL

01/12/2016 12:55

AL

Visibility

Influence

21

47

12/05/2016 10:55

AL

11/01/2017 12:00

AL

Profile

21

50

12/05/2016 11:34

AL

13/01/2017 13:57

AL

4

5

12/05/2016 10:58

AL

30/11/2016 13:40

AL

Publicity

22

43

12/05/2016 11:35

AL

13/01/2017 13:58

AL

Publication

Senior Management

8

12

12/05/2016 12:24

AL

11/01/2017 12:00

AL

Publicity

7

9

17/05/2016 13:51

AL

19/12/2016 15:15

AL

255

APPENDIX 7 – FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST NR6994

NR6994

CRC ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS
Number of Notices issued

Non-Compliance:
Failure to submit an annual report

Phase
1

Compliance year
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14

Enforcement Notice

TOTAL FOR PHASE 1
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14

Failure to surrender allowances

TOTAL FOR PHASE 1
PHASE 2
Failure to register by the registration deadline
Failure to submit an annual report
Failure to surrender allowances
TOTAL FOR PHASE 2 to MARCH 2016

2
2014-15
2014-15

Notice of Intent
0
0
0
0

3
1
7
11

135
37
267
439

11
11

7
0
124
131

6
8
3
17

Civil Penalties issued and published

(March 2016)

Non-Compliance:

Phase

CRC Reg. No.

Name of organisation

Footprint Report

1

CRC4704005

Saur Services (Glasgow) Limited

£20,500

2012

Paid

Annual Report

1

CRC4704005

Saur Services (Glasgow) Limited

£20,500

2012

Paid

Footprint Report

1

CRC5959337

Henkel Limited

£19,000

2012

Paid

Annual Report

1

CRC5959337

Henkel Limited

£19,000

2012

Paid

Footprint Report

1

CRC6892135

Criterion Capital Limited

£25,000

2012

Paid

Amount

Published

Status
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Annual Report

1

CRC6892135

Footprint Report

1

CRC7481939

Criterion Capital Limited
SPTS Technologies UK Limited (formally SPP Process
Technology Systems Limited)

£25,000

2012

Paid

£5,000

2012

Paid

Footprint Report

1

CRC7010111

BI Group PLC

£5,000

2012

Paid

Annual Report

1

CRC7010111

BI Group PLC

£5,000

2012

Paid

Footprint Report

1

CRC2351236

Rocco Forte and Family Limited

£5,000

2012

Paid

Annual Report

1

CRC2351236

Rocco Forte and Family Limited

£5,000

2012

Paid

Footprint Report

1

CRC5476594

Tomkins PLC

£5,000

2012

Paid

Annual Report

1

CRC5476594

Tomkins PLC

£5,000

2012

Paid

Annual report

1

CRC0939753

Aptuit (Glasgow) Limited

£3,500

2013

Paid

Annual report

1

CRC0428280

Harbour Exchange Management Company Limited

£179,952

2013

Paid

Annual report

1

CRC6878507

£2,500

2013

Paid

Annual Report

1

CRC8772457

Mansfield College
RB Investments/ PSC Nominee 1 Ltd (Paig
Investments)

£4,740

2015

Paid

Annual Report

1

CRC20173788

£5,000

2015

Paid

Annual Report

1

CRC7164753

Geraud (UK) Limited
Pentair SSC UK Limited (formerly Pentair Flow
Control (UK) Limited)

£13,500

2015

Paid

Failure to Register

2

CRC0718856

Poundworld Retail Limited

£45,000

2015

Paid

Annual Report

1

CRC 9911785

The Planning Inspectorate

£2,850

2015

Paid

Inaccurate Report
Inaccurate Report

1

CRC1502651

Merkur Casino UK Ltd

£3,466

2015

Paid

1

CRC4781854

Stobart Transport and Distribution Limited (formerly
Stobart Holdings Limited)

£2,957

2015

Paid
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