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Abstract : European energy security has recently emerged as an important topic of
scholarly attention. Many studies have scrutinised the political and institutional
innovations triggered by the establishment of the European Union internal energy
market and external energy policy. However, the literature indicates a particularly
striking gap between growing research and concept development, and only recently
have efforts been made to analyse this current dynamic more accurately. By
focussing on the security of gas supply and liquefied natural gas development in
France, Italy and Spain, and extending the model of the catalytic state to the
energy-security realm, this article contributes to the empirical and conceptual
debate. In particular, the article argues that the catalytic state model, which
emphasises the active role of governments in a liberalised market structure and
their wide participation in a networked pattern of energy diplomacy, is better
equipped than the regulatory state model to capture the new European politics of
energy security.
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Introduction

Since the late 2000s, many studies have addressed the political, institutional
and legal dimensions of energy security in the European Union (EU) (e.g.
Correlje and van der Linde 2006; Aalto 2007; Youngs 2009; Umbach
2010; Proedrou 2012). In particular, with regard to security of gas supply –
the major area of concern – there is a common understanding that
establishing the internal energy market (IEM) and developing the EU’s
external energy policy have challenged the traditional institutional struc-
ture underpinning the European politics of energy security, consisting
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mainly of a combination of national champions and bilateral foreign policy.
However, when it comes to identifying the actual effects of these forces,
the situation is less clear. Usually, European energy security is placed
between “multilateral governance and geopolitics” (Westphal 2006) and
“geopolitics and the market” (Youngs 2009), or between multilateral and
bilateral diplomacy and national manoeuvres and common energy policy
(e.g. Kirchner and Berk 2010; Proedrou 2012). Only recently have
conceptual efforts been made to analyse the current dynamics more
precisely (e.g. Herranz-Surrallés 2016). An important branch of this
research has focussed on the crucial “states-markets nexus” and the inter-
play between government and transnational actors as ways to conceptualise
the emerging equilibrium in the politics of European energy security
(Keating et al. 2012; Aalto and Korkmaz Temel 2014; Aalto 2015).
The main aim of this article is to contribute to this conceptual and

empirical debate and to connect it with the broader study of the trans-
formation of western European states (e.g. Caporaso 1996; Majone 1997)
by focussing on security of gas supply and liquefied natural gas (LNG) in
southern Europe and adopting the concept of forms of state. This article’s
first section develops and extends the model of the catalytic state (Weiss
1998, 2010) to the energy-security realm. It highlights the main features of
the catalytic state and argues that this model, which emphasises the active
role of governments in a liberalised market structure and their wide parti-
cipation in a networked pattern of energy diplomacy, is better equipped
than the regulatory state model to capture the equilibrium emerging from
the development of the IEM and the EU’s external energy policy. The
second section discusses and clarifies the research design and the main
hypotheses that emerge from the conceptual discussion and the
operationalisation of the catalytic state model. The article’s third section
uses the case of LNG development in France, Italy and Spain to illustrate the
merits of this model. In particular, it analyses the politics of LNG in these
three countries, with special emphasis on the 2000s, when important
transformations emerged in line with the catalytic state hypothesis.
The study is designed according to what Odell (2001, 163) calls a

“preliminary illustration” of a new concept: the limited goal of the
empirical analysis is to place “concrete flesh on the bare bones of an
abstract idea in order to help readers see its meaning more clearly”. In this
regard, the comparative qualitative analysis adds the granularity necessary
to locate the catalytic state model, as an ideal-typical state forms, in
concrete historically and nationally specific empirical contexts (Clift 2014,
183). In other words, the primary and limited goal of this article is to clarify
and refine the concept of the catalytic state in the realm of energy security
and to demonstrate its contribution to our understanding of current
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European energy security politics. However, the catalytic state hypothesis
also offers interesting insights for the study of the transformation of western
European states in the wake of liberalisation, privatisation and European
integration. First, the gas sector – along with other public utilities such as
electricity or telecommunication – was one of the empirical foci used in
Majone’s (1996a, 1997) seminal works to illustrate the rise of the
regulatory state. Thus, it is an important area in which to challenge the
widely accepted generalisability of the regulatory state. In particular, this
article points out that specific features of the gas industry, especially its
international dimension and strategic relevance for governments, limit the
applicability of this model to this crucial element of EU energy security.
Second, by adopting the concept of the catalytic state to understand the
recent transformations in the gas sector, the article connects the emerging
literature on European energy security to two other important traditions:
the international business literature assessing state-company relationships
and the role of governments and state diplomacy in companies’ inter-
nationalisation (e.g. Colli et al. 2014) and the comparative research on the
varieties of capitalism across countries (e.g. Schmidt 2009). In particular,
by studying the “rise” of the catalytic state in different cases, the article also
offers insights into the varieties of catalytic states for future research –

mirroring the existing literature on the varieties of regulatory states in the
EU (e.g. Lodge 2002) – and into the effectiveness of state policy under the
catalytic state model. Both issues will be discussed further in the conclu-
sions, along with some broader theoretical implications of the conceptual
and empirical analysis for research on the transformation of western
European states and energy governance in the EU.

Conceptual framework

Forms of state and energy security in Europe

The concept of forms of state has traditionally been used – especially by the
transformationalist branch of globalisation literature (Held et al. 1999) – to
understand the transformations of the state and of the interactions among
state and market actors in the wake of complex changes in the ideational,
institutional and market structures in which they operate (e.g. Clift 2014).
In the realm of energy policy, this concept was initially adopted in research
into the oil sector. With regard to producer states, the characteristics of the
rentier state have been widely studied (e.g. Beblawi and Luciani 1987).
With regard to consumer countries, Randall (2005) described the United
States (US) experience using the term associative state. In an associative
state, energy companies are in private hands and pursue their own
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direct, short-term commercial interests. The government works with and
for the companies and supports their business activities abroad. Never-
theless, the government does not just serve the oil industries, but rather
seeks to balance the companies’ commercial interests with the country’s
long-term interests in energy security. The model of the associative state is
closely related to the peculiar history of the US oil sector and the “guiding
principles” behind the US domestic approach to economic and energy
governance (Sovacool and Sidorstov 2013). Unlike in western Europe, these
factors prevented the development of something like a “US National Oil
Company” (Wälde 2008).
With regard to the European gas sector, the models of positive state (or

interventionist state) and regulatory state have already been applied to
highlight some important transformations in the energy governance of the
EU member states (Majone 1996a, 1996b, 1997). Gas, along with other
public utilities, such as electricity, railways, etc., was the quintessence of the
post-WWII European positive state: public ownership, long-term planning,
centralisation of the decision-making process and direct government inter-
vention in the industrial organisational structure were the norm. Western
European governments considered these sectors so strategically important
that the state needed to retain the power to protect the public interest
against powerful private interests. Progressive liberalisation and privatisa-
tion and the establishment of newmarket-oriented methods of regulation in
these sectors confirmed the “rise” of the regulatory state in Europe (Majone
1996a). In the energy realm, this process had begun by the late 1980s, with
the emergence of the market paradigm in energy policy (Helm 2005) and
the launch of the IEM project by the European Commission. The process
continued with the diffusion of the market paradigm in Europe and the
three EU energy legislative packages (1998, 2003 and 2009) that imple-
mented the IEM in the gas and electricity sectors promoting the unbundling
of energy networks, third-party access (TPA) to infrastructures and
regulation by independent authorities (Boussena and Locatelli 2013; Talus
2013). With these changes, the focus shifted from command and control
policy instruments to rulemaking and enforcing, from governments to
independent regulatory authorities and from “old” guiding principles
(defending and promoting the public interests) to “new” ones (avoiding and
preventing market failures).
To be sure, both models – the positive and the regulatory state – capture

important features of the post-WWII European organisation of energy
governance and of its recent transformation. However, both models have
been used to describe the general modes of national economic governance
and cannot account for all the peculiarities of the energy sector, especially
in the area of security of supply. Their focus is mainly on domestic
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policymaking, whereas security of supply has an important external and
foreign policy dimension (e.g. Duffield 2015). In addition, both models
neglect the role of energy companies in international energy markets and
the crucial relationships between them and national governments.
With regard to the traditional politics of security of gas supply in western

Europe, the partner state model can take into account this external
dimension.1 According to this model, national governments create and
protect national champions at home and use bilateral diplomacy and
foreign policy to support those champions’ negotiations with producer
states and their companies abroad. In this model, the patterns of energy
diplomacy were easily captured by the so-called “triangular diplomacy”
framework (Stopford and Strange 1991), because the most important
agreements in the gas sector were the outcome of government-to-
government, government-to-company and company-to-company negotia-
tions. Western European governments in particular were at the centre
of all the agreements for infrastructure development: they actively
supported the construction of international pipelines and LNG terminals
with state-backed finance, negotiating long-term contracts with producers
and creating gas demand at the national level to match the rigid structure
of supply from abroad (Stern 1990; Estrada and Kare 1995; Hayes and
Victor 2006).
On the other hand, the model of the regulatory state has been extended to

cover the external “governance dimension” of the European energy policy,
which parallels the market-oriented approach pursued internally by the
European Commission with the IEM (Herranz-Surrallés 2015, 912). In
particular, scholars have referred to this dimension as the “external” face of
the EU regulatory state (Goldthau and Sitter 2014, 2015; Andersen,
Goldthau and Sitter 2016). According to this perspective – in line with the
market approach to energy policy (e.g. Goldthau and Witte 2010) – rather
than negotiating ad hoc bilateral deals for specific projects, or supporting
particular energy companies, the goal of public authorities is to set up,
ex ante (mainly) multilateral governance structures that prevent market
failures, lower transaction costs and set rules and standards for market
exchanges. The empirical manifestation of the external face of the EU
regulatory state is based on a variety of multilateral governance structures.
These structures range from legally binding treaties, such as the Energy
Charter Treaty and the Energy Community Treaty, to less institutionalised
regional initiatives, such as the Inogate, the Eastern Partnership, the Baku
Initiative, etc. The European Commission has used them to promote stable

1 The model of a partner state is derived from Andersen (1993).
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and predictable legal frameworks and/or transnational dispute resolution
mechanisms to support energy companies in upstream and midstream
activities beyond EU borders, and to push producer and transit countries to
align their domestic energy governance with EU principles, rules and stan-
dards (e.g. Prange-Gstöhl 2009; Padgett 2011; Goldthau and Sitter 2014).

Catalytic versus regulatory state

The model of the regulatory state – extended to include its “external” face –
correctly points to both the shift from state to market and from bilateralism
to multilateralism that occurred in the domestic and external governance of
the European gas sector in the last two decades. However, it neglects
important aspects of the current situation. First, although EUmember states
have liberalised and privatised, or partially privatised, their energy sectors,
they have continued to pay special attention to national energy business.
In order to respond to traditional concerns over security of supply –

aggravated by the Russian-Ukrainian disputes and the instability in the
Middle East and north Africa – or to achieve other goals in the area of
industrial or foreign policy, European governments have continued to
develop their bilateral energy diplomacy. They have also continued to
adopt – along with new market-based policy instruments – more direct
measures of state intervention, including ownership and planning. On the
other hand, since the mid-2000s, the European Commission has also begun
to develop a more direct approach to energy security, engaging bilaterally
specific producers or transit states and more actively supporting infra-
structural projects with financial and diplomatic assistance (notably in the
case of the so-called Southern Gas Corridor). In fact, even the defenders of
the “EU as a regulatory state” approach admit that when it comes to
security of gas supply, the European Commission is only “mostly” a liberal
actor (Goldthau and Sitter 2014, 1468).
Focussing on the level of the EU member states, the final result of these

processes can be better described by the concept of the catalytic state.
Similar to the regulatory state, the catalytic state is committed to the new
methods of energy governance and is concerned with avoiding and pre-
venting market failures. However, in a more specific sense, its actions are
oriented towards supporting market actors and facilitating their efforts to
realise specific investment projects by combining market-based incentives
and more direct forms of intervention. The idea that the state acts as a
“facilitator” to promote and support market actors in order to realise
specific goals emphasises the role of governmental agents as strategic actors
in a liberalised market environment (Schmidt 2009; Colli et al. 2014).
According to this perspective, liberalisation and privatisation do not
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necessarily imply a linear shift from direct government action (faire) to
market action (laissez-faire), or only the emergence of forms of faire-faire,
with private actors taking on the state’s former responsibility and public
authorities relegated to setting guidelines and incentives for market actions.
Indeed, in many cases, states have adopted a wider set of instruments and
have begun to engage in faire-avec policies by collaborating with market
actors to pursue their objectives (Colli et al. 2014).
The idea of the catalytic state, first introduced by Lind (1992), was

developed byWeiss to stress the crucial role that states still have in the face of
globalisation, liberalisation and the spread of regional, supranational
governance structures (Weiss 1998, 2010). According to Weiss, states have
lost many of their traditional instruments for controlling economic activities;
however, they are not only engaged in setting the stage formarkets to operate
by providing rules and institutions but also have been able to develop new
strategies to pursue their goals more actively. In particular, catalytic states
seek to achieve their goals less by relying on their own resources than by
working with a wider range of actors – that is, the catalytic state tries to
balance the loss of some of its power by forging coalitions with other (state
and nonstate) actors to realise its objectives (Weiss 1998, 209–210). These
strategies include new forms of government-company cooperation and the
establishment of national and transnational public-private partnerships or
consortia to promote policy implementation (Weiss 1999, 2010). Such
institutional arrangements are becoming more and more common in the
energy realm, where new modes of public involvement in ownership are
replacing the traditional forms of public ownership (Haney and Pollitt 2013;
Pollitt 2016). The latter tended to take the form of a large state-owned
company or local municipal utility that were 100% owned by the central
government or local authorities, whereas the new modes of public involve-
ment take many different forms, from partly privatised companies to hybrid
types of ownership at national and local levels.
Drawing on Weiss, Hocking (1999) uses the notion of “catalytic

diplomacy” or “network diplomacy” to reconceptualise the new practice of
diplomacy in the present international economic environment, char-
acterised by the growing liberalisation of commercial and trade relations
and the fragmentation of the state. That is, states have lost powers in favour
of markets and supranational and subnational layers of governance, and
governments are increasingly involved in bargaining relationships at
different levels, with a greater number of both private and public actors, in
order to pursue their policy goals. Accordingly, not only is the catalytic
state characterised by a faire-avec approach, which combines market-
oriented policy tools with direct forms of state intervention and new modes
of public involvement in ownership, but it also embraces a specific practice
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of network diplomacy (Figure 1).2 This pattern of diplomacy is different
from both the (mainly) multilateral ex ante diplomacy of the regulatory
state and Susan Strange’s triangular diplomacy framework. Triangular
diplomacy rests on classical, bilateral government-to-government and
company-to-government interactions. It does not take into account the
relevance of the supranational level (e.g. the EU) or the complex negotia-
tions involving networks of actors that transcend domestic-international
frontiers. Domestically, with the growing public awareness of environ-
mental issues and sustainable development, the local level has become
especially important: subnational actors and nongovernmental organisa-
tions (NGOs) are now important players in gas infrastructure localisation,
along with governments and energy companies. Energy companies’
involvement in local politics for large infrastructure energy projects is not
new, but the nature of this participation is quite different in the new
environment. In the past, the national champions were usually regarded as
a branch of the state, committed to the country’s modernisation and
development, whereas current private companies lack this public

2 At first glance, some of the differences sketched here between the regulatory state and the
catalytic state in the area of domestic governance might seem to recall the “new public
management (NPM) versus governance” debate in public administration (on this debate, see
Klijn 2012), with NPM practices associated with the regulatory state model and its market
approach and the governance perspective, with its focus on horizontal coordination, closer to the
catalytic state. However, neither perspective is fully capable of addressing the differences between
these two forms of state in the energy security realm. These perspectives have beenmainly applied
to the national (or EU) context of public administration, with a focus on services provision
(especially integrated services) and delivery. However, this focus is too narrow to cover the
international and foreign policy dimension of both the regulatory state model, when it is extended
to include its “external” face, and the catalytic state, with its networked patterns of diplomacy.
That is to say, the components of energy diplomacy, government-company relations and
government-to-government negotiations fall outside the NPM versus governance debate. In
particular, when considering these elements, NPM’s focus on, for example, agentification,
intraorganisational dynamics, contracting out, performance indicators, auditing and control is
somehow misleading. Indeed, as anticipated, scholars adopting the lens of the regulatory state
model and market approach have drawn on the literature on EU external governance to cope
with the international dimensions of the regulatory state in the European energy sector
(e.g. Goldthau and Sitter 2015; Herranz-Surrallés 2015; Andersen et al. 2016). This exposes
another problem of the NPM versus governance debate: the fact that this debate is possible only
if we assume a very narrow and “restricted” definition of governance (Klijn 2012), which is,
however, very problematic when we move outside the public administration and public
management literature. Similarly, the notion of network diplomacy resembles some elements of
the governance perspective, with its focus on horizontal coordination and interorganisational
cooperation. However, this concept – which has recently emerged in the new economic
diplomacy scholarship (e.g. Hocking 1999) – best illustrates the coexistence of these new
dynamics with more traditional patterns of foreign policy and diplomacy, an issue that is not
addressed by the horizontal governance and network management perspectives that are
commonly adopted in public administration literature (e.g. Agranoff and McGuire 2001).
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perception and must devote more attention to building positive relation-
ships with local communities.
In other words, in the catalytic state, the new political-diplomatic layers –

supra- and subnational – coexist with components of energy diplomacy
that are more traditional, that is, government-to-government and
government-to-company negotiations. In particular, governments continue
to depend on energy companies for the practical realisation of their energy
security agendas, and they must balance the interests of the companies with
their own political interests. However, in the liberalised and competitive
Europeanmarket structure, these relationships are becomingmore complex
than in the partner state tradition. Governments are losing their long-term
strategic connection to a national champion, and they should be prepared
to support different energy companies actively on an ad hoc basis if those
companies’ projects are consistent with the government’s energy strategy.
That is to say, in the partner state, the relationships between public
authorities and energy companies were mutually supportive – the govern-
ment protected the domestic market (e.g. by establishing monopolies) and
supported the internationalisation of national champions with the aim of
ensuring energy security, whereas in the catalytic state governments are
indirectly supportive. Energy companies are interested in backing govern-
ment strategies if they can expect sufficient financial returns and political
and diplomatic support. Owing to their huge financial burdens and risks,
large infrastructure energy projects, such as pipelines or LNG facilities,
cannot be developed without political and institutional commitments
(Walker 2000). In the partner state, the contributions of public authorities
to the implementation of such projects were related to their capacity to
create demand at the national level, which, along with state-backed

State Market 

Domestic governance 

Bilateralism

Multilateralism

External governance

Partner state 

Regulatory state 

Catalytic state 

Market-oriented policy 
tools and direct forms of 
state’s intervention 

Market-oriented 
policy tools  

Direct forms of state’s 
intervention (e.g. ownership, 
planning) 

Multilateral  
diplomacy 

Network 
diplomacy 

Triangular 
diplomacy 

Figure 1 Partner state, catalytic state, regulatory state and European energy
security.
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financing, constituted a sufficient guarantee for the operators. In the regulatory
state, the capacity and credibility of public authorities as rulemakers and
enforcers provide the necessary legal stability and the adequate regulatory
incentives to guarantee private operators and finance projects. Non-
majoritarian institutions, that is, independent regulatory agencies, are
particularly important in the logic of the regulatory state because they are
supposed to address the policy commitment problem and enhance the long-
term credibility of public authorities vis-à-vis market actors (e.g. Majone
1996b; Gilardi 2002). Rulemaking and enforcing and regulatory incentives are
also important in the catalytic state, but governments must play a more active
and strategic role in facilitating the implementation of projects by engaging in
political negotiations at the EU, international and local levels, adopting forms
of state intervention that are more direct and/or creating partnerships with
market actors. The establishment of public-private partnerships are important
not only for spreading risks among market and state actors – a traditional
function of these policy instruments (e.g. Skelcher 2005) – but also to signal to
the companies involved the political commitment of public authorities towards
specific projects.3 This is an important issue, considering the significant
political implications, domestic and foreign, of the energy business. On the
other hand, by cooperating with public authorities, companies can increase
their legitimacy in the perception of local communities, speed up authorisation
processes and/or reduce the political and legal risks.
In summary, the model of the catalytic state and the related network

diplomacy framework provide an alternative set of criteria to those offered
by the regulatory state and the traditional practice of the partner state to
understand the reconfiguration in the states-markets nexus in European
energy security (Table 1).

Research design and hypotheses

The model of the catalytic state aims to illustrate some important new
tendencies that have emerged in European energy security politics. It recog-
nises that crucial changes have led to a reconfiguration in the traditional
states-markets nexus described by the partner state but also that they are not
properly addressed by the application of the regulatory state to the energy

3 Although the concept of public-private partnership has been widely debated and discussed
in the public administration and public policy literature, a clear and accepted common definition
of its specific features and contents is still lacking (e.g. Skelcher 2005, 2010; Zarco-Jasso 2005).
For the purpose of this article, public-private partnerships are considered to be those institutional
arrangements in which public actors and private firms cooperate in order to realise specific
projects by sharing a certain degree of ownership, funding and control (e.g. Zarco-Jasso 2005).
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realm. It is worth noting, however, drawing from Caporaso, that each state
form illustrated in the previous section has to be considered less a discrete
category and more an emphasis, that is, “something to be accented rather
than something to sort into categories” (Caporaso 1996, 31). This perspec-
tive has traditionally characterised the adoption of the forms of state concept.
Forms of state should not be considered as settled realities, but as ideal-
typical characterisation of an emergent process of transformation (Clift
2014, 172; see also Jessop 2002). For example, in challenging the regulatory
state hypothesis, in her works on industrial policy, Weiss clarified that the
regulatory-oriented state and the developmental-oriented state must of
course be considered in terms of broad ideal types: “all states in reality
combine both features” while “the purpose of the ideal type is to highlight
and magnify those features which tend to predominate” (Weiss 1999, 81).
Similarly, to demonstrate the “rise” of the catalytic state in the next section,
this article emphasises some important tendencies in line with this ideal type
rather than dispute the regulatory state model in its entirety. However, taken
together, the conceptual and empirical analyses weaken the regulatory state
model as a “general statement of tendency” (Weiss 1999, 80).
Three hypotheses in particular, derived from the previous section’s

conceptual analysis, will be discussed because they contribute to showing
the merits of the catalytic state model. First, as we saw, an important
dimension of this model is regarding the way in which governments

Table 1. Partner state, regulatory state, catalytic state and European energy
security politics

Partner State Regulatory State Catalytic State

Public authorities’
role in the
implementation of
energy investment
projects

Demand creator/
state-backed
financing

Rulemaking and enforcing Rulemaking and
enforcing/facilitator

Guiding principles Defending/
promoting
public interest

Avoiding/preventing market
failures

Supporting/facilitating
market actors

Relationships
between public
authorities and
energy companies

Mutually
supportive

Neutral Indirectly supportive

Policy instruments Direct forms
of state
intervention
(e.g. planning,
ownership)

Market and regulatory instruments
(e.g. regulatory and financial
incentives, independent
regulatory agency)

Market and regulatory
instruments/direct
forms of state
intervention/public-
private partnership

Energy diplomacy Triangular
diplomacy

Ex ante multilateral diplomacy
(to promote international
agreements and institutions)

Network diplomacy

Source: Author.
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combine market-oriented instruments with more traditional tools of direct
state intervention. That is to say, governments have liberalised, privatised
and de-monopolised their gas sector. They have also established national
independent regulatory authorities to oversee energy markets and have
designed the regulatory and financial system of incentives to support invest-
ments in energy infrastructures and promote competition. In the LNG and
gas sector, the main element of this system is the TPA regime. The first gas
directive (1998) on the IEM provided for two different options: negotiated
and regulated TPA. The second directive (2003) obliged all member states
to adopt the regulated TPA model overseen by independent regulatory
authorities. However, in accordance with the IEM project, the new
regulatory framework also includes provisions to avoid market failures,
which are mainly related to the rules on TPA exemption, granted by the
national regulatory authorities (and verified by the European Commission).
According to these rules, developers of new LNG terminals –which could not
be implemented if the usual market rules were applied – can request a TPA
exemption, preventing access (under certain conditions and for a specific
period of time) to the facility by those who do not own the physical infra-
structure. Exemptions are granted on the grounds of the contribution of the
investments in providing “public goods” – that is, improving security of
supply and boosting competition in the gas market. Findings in line with the
catalytic state hypothesis should show that governments apply these instru-
ments but also that, in order to achieve their goals and facilitate market
actors, they combine those tools with traditional instruments of direct state
intervention (e.g. ownership and planning) and/or promote public-private
partnership to support specific projects. More precisely, under the catalytic
state model, we expect that rather than playing a marginal role in the new
liberalised context, direct state intervention and new modes of public invol-
vement in ownership are the “normal” strategies in LNG development.
The second hypothesis in line with the catalytic state model is related to

the emergence of networked patterns of energy diplomacy. In this case, the
empirical analysis should focus on the coexistence of new political-
diplomatic layers – supra- and subnational – along with the traditional
components of energy diplomacy: government-to-government and
government-to-company negotiations. With regard to the supranational
level, it is important to look at the way in which national governments try to
“upload” their energy security agendas in Brussels and influence the
European Commission’s energy diplomacy towards specific countries or
regions. With regard to the subnational level, it is important to assess not
only whether governments are involved in designing the regulatory frame-
work concerning localisation procedures, but whether they play a more
active role in mediating between energy companies and local actors.
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This role is important owing to the shift from the traditional national
champions to the new privatised (or partially privatised) energy companies
and the growing public awareness of environmental issues.
Finally, the third hypothesis is regarding the transformation in the rela-

tionships between governments and energy companies. According to the
catalytic state model, in the last two decades western governments have lost
their privileged partnership and “mutually supportive” relationships with
their national champions. This, obviously, does not mean that they have
stopped supporting the former incumbents, often still in state hands, but they
have opened their domestic markets to competition and are ready to support
different companies if their strategies are consistent with the government’s
energy security agenda. This new “indirectly supportive” pattern of rela-
tionships can be traced empirically by looking at the way in which national
governmental agents have used direct forms of intervention and diplomacy to
back energy companies other than the former national champions and have
tried to facilitate their investment projects at home and abroad.
With regard to the case studies, the selection of France, Italy and Spain is

justified on a substantive ground and theoretically, for their relevance to the
specific set of hypotheses advanced in the article.4 These countries occupy
the first (Spain), second (France) and third (Italy) places for the volume of
annually installed LNG-receiving capacity in the continental EU market,
with 68.9, 34.7 and 14.8 bcm/year, respectively. They represent more than
70% of the total European LNG import capacity and can contribute to
improving the diversification of EU gas supplies (European Commission
2016). To be sure, debate on EU energy security and LNG has also recently
involved other countries, especially Lithuania and Poland, where LNG is
regarded as one way to reduce their dependency onMoscow (e.g.Mišík and
Prachárová 2016). However, LNG capacity in these countries accounts for
less than 5% of the total EU installed capacity. Besides, in both cases, LNG
development is a very recent phenomenon (Lithuania opened its first
terminal in 2014 and Poland in 2015), and both countries are outside the
scope of the traditional debate on the transformation of the state in western
Europe. By contrast, the selection of France, Italy and Spain is theoretically
important for a number of reasons. First, they make it possible to trace the
historical trajectory of LNG politics from the original model to the catalytic
state. Indeed, LNG in Europe originally developed in the 1970s–1980s
in the Mediterranean Basin, with France, Italy and Spain as the main

4 In case-oriented research, the selection of cases according to their relevance for the specific
set of hypotheses scholars want to focus on is common and justified (see e.g. Della Porta 2008). It
is also common to select cases because they are substantially important for the issue under
scrutiny (Della Porta 2008).
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importing countries and Algeria and Libya as the main exporting countries.
More importantly, the main pattern of LNG development was similar in
these countries and resembled the traditional practices of the partner state
and triangular diplomacy. The main promoters and developers of the
projects were the gas monopolists Gaz de France (GDF) in France, Ente
Nazionale Idrocarburi (ENI)-Snam in Italy and Enagas in Spain. These
national champions negotiated with the producers and their national com-
panies (the Algerian Sonatrach and the Libya National Oil Company),
backed by state diplomacy in Madrid, Rome and Paris (e.g. Ghilès 1995;
Naylor 2000). Another common feature of early LNG politics was the cen-
tralisation of the decision-making processes in the hands of national gov-
ernments and the lack of opposition from local authorities and communities.
LNG facilities were generally regarded as important symbols of modernisa-
tion and opportunities for local industrial development. Second, gas devel-
opments and recent reforms in energy governance in France, Italy and Spain
have been traditionally analysed through the lens of the regulatory state (e.g.
Majone and La Spina 2000; Finon and Midttun 2004; Thatcher 2007; Fed-
erico, Vives and Fabra 2008), and thus this study can offer new perspectives
for framing policy dynamics in these western European countries. Finally,
these three cases are interesting theoretically because, although from an
institutional point of view they are traditionally grouped among the “state-
influenced market economies”, they also have different features (Colli et al.
2014). France is the ideal type of directive state acting in a positive, enhancing
manner in economic policymaking. Italy, on the other hand, is stylised as a
capitalism “state-led bymisdirection”, stressing the predominantly hindering
effects of state action (Schmidt 2012). In Spain, originating from an author-
itarian corporatist capitalism, the state has done more to hinder than to
enhance the economy over the long term (although Spain has generally out-
performed Italy). Italy and Spain are also characterised by a regionalised
institutional structure (a “compound polity”), whereas France is an example
of a “simple polity”, with highly centralised political power (Schmidt 2009).
All in all, the three cases present important differences thatmake it possible to
study the “varieties” of catalytic states. That is to say, although the article
hypothesises that the move towards the catalytic state is a common tendency
in European energy politics, it also expects that institutional and ideational
differences can affect the pace and timing of this movement and the effec-
tiveness of states’ faire-avec policies. In particular, we can expect that in a
“compound polity”, the subnational dimension of energy security will be
more pronounced, both in a positive way (with enhancing effects on state
strategy) and in a negative way (with hindering effects). On the other hand,
we can expect more resistance to the emerging trends in France, with its
highly centralised structure and stronger tradition of state direction.
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The empirical evidence: the new politics of LNG and the “rise” of the
catalytic state

The original model of LNG development – with its patterns of domestic
politics, government-company relations and bilateral energy diplomacy –

began to change in the mid-1990s, first in Spain and Italy and later in
France, where the opening of domestic energy markets was slower. How-
ever, it has been especially during the 2000s that national governments have
enacted new measures to promote LNG in a market environment char-
acterised by an expected growing gas demand, concerns for security of gas
supply and the implementation of the IEM provisions. In France and Italy,
several projects were considered, but in the end only two new terminals in
each country were built (at Fos Cavaou and Dunkirk in France and at
Rovigo and Livorno in Italy) (Table 2). LNG thus remained a minor com-
ponent in Italy’s security of gas supply, accounting in the 2000s for about
5–10% of total gas imports. In France, pipeline imports were predominant
as well, although during the 2000s LNG accounted for about 25–30% of
total gas imports. On the other hand, in Spain, four new terminals were
completed at Bilbao, Sagunto, Mugardos and El Musel (Table 2), and LNG
continued to be a major component of the country’s gas supply, accounting
for about the 60–70% of total gas imports (this situation changed slightly
after 2011, when the Medgaz pipeline connecting Spain with Algeria
started operations).
In many cases, the new terminals were developed by a different set of

companies than the traditional gas incumbents (Table 2). In addition, in all
three countries, they were realised by combining regulatory incentives with
direct forms of state intervention and new modes of public involvement in
ownership (Table 2). In this period, new LNG supplies also arrived, sup-
ported by the international activism of old and new players involved in the
French, Italian and Spanish markets, who, backed by national govern-
ments, signed medium- and long-term contracts with different exporters
and, in some cases, took part in liquefaction facilities abroad while pursuing
integrated business strategies along the entire LNG value chain (Table 3).
Especially in Spain, the final result was an increased diversification of sup-
pliers, although Algeria remained the main LNG exporter to France and
basically Qatar replaced Algeria as the dominant LNG supplier to Italy
(Table 4). More importantly in all three cases, the politics of LNG departed
from the traditional partner state model and moved towards that of the
catalytic state. In the next subsections, this trend is illustrated by high-
lighting common emerging patterns among the three cases in accordance
with this model. In addition to examining the realised LNG projects, the
analysis also includes the projects discussed but not finalised.
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Table 2. Liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals in France, Italy and Spain: main features, developers, ownership and policy instruments

Site
Start-up
date

Capacity
(bcm/year)* Developers† Owners‡

Modes of public involvement
in ownership

Other instruments
of direct state
intervention§ TPA regime¶

France Fos-sur-Mer 1972 3 GDF Elengy (Engy group, former
GDF)

GDF was the gas monopolist
100% state-owned

– Regulated TPA

Montoir-de-
Bretagne

1980 10 GDF Elengy (Engy group, former
GDF)

Fos Cavaou 2010 8.3 GDF, Total STMFC: owned 71.21% by
GDF-Suez and 28.79%
by Total

GDF-Suez is 33% state-owned – Regulated TPA (90% of
capacity subscribed on long-
term basis, 10% available for
short-term contracts)

Dunkirk 2015 13 EDF, Fluxys, Total Dunkerque LNG: EDF
(65%), Fluxys (25%),
Total (10%)

EDF is 84% state-owned – TPA exemption granted for
20 years. EDF is not allowed
to subscribe more than
8 bcm/year of long-term
regasification capacity

Italy Panigalia 1971 3.3 ENI-Snam LNG Italia (Snam group)║ ENI was the gas monopolist
100% state-owned

– Regulated TPA

Rovigo 2009 8 Edison, Exxon-Mobil,
Qatar Petroleum

Adriatic LNG: Qatar
Petroleum (22%), Edison
(7.3%), Exxon-Mobil
(70.7%)

Edison was 30% owned by
Italian municipalities (until
2012)

Financial
contribution form
the Italian state

TPA exemption for 80%
capacity used by Edison on a
long-term basis for 25 years
(20% capacity open for
regulated TPA)

Livorno 2013 3.8 E.On, Iride, ASA, OLT
Energy Toscana,
Golar

OLT: Uniper (former E.On)
(48.24%), Iren**
(49.07%), Golar
(2.69%)

Iren is a local multiutility
company 60% owned by
Italian municipalities

– TPA exemption for 20 years and
for total capacity††

Spain Barcelona 1969 17.1 Enagas‡‡ Enagas Enagas was the gas monopolist
100% state-owned

– Regulated TPA
Huelva 1988 11.8 Enagas Enagas
Cartagena 1989 11.8 Enagas Enagas
Bilbao 2003 7 BP, Repsol, Iberdrola,

EVE
BBG: Enagas (50%), EVE

(50%)
EVE is the Basque Government

energy agency (it owns 50%
of BBG)

Planning system Regulated TPA
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Table 2. Continued

Site
Start-up
date

Capacity
(bcm/year)* Developers† Owners‡

Modes of public involvement
in ownership

Other instruments
of direct state
intervention§ TPA regime¶

Sagunto 2006 8.8 Union Fenosa,
Iberdrola, Endesa,
Oman Oil

Saggas: Infraestructuras de
Gas (Unión Fenosa Gas
and Oman Oil
Company) (50%),
Iniciativas de Gas
(Enagas and Osaka Gas)
(50%)

Enagas (5% state-owned)
joined Saggas in 2015

Planning system Regulated TPA

Mugardos 2007 3.6 Union Fenosa, Endesa,
Xunta Galicia,
Sonatrach, Tojeiro
Group, Galician
Government, Caixa
Galicia, Banco
Pastor, Caixanova

Raganosa: Tojeiro Group
(51%), Galicia
Government (24%), First
State Investment (15%),
Sonatrach (10%)

Galicia Government owns the
24% of Raganosa

Planning system Regulated TPA

El Musel§§ 2013 7.1 Enagas Enagas Enagas is 5% state-owned Planning system Regulated TPA

Note: TPA = third-party access; STMFC = Société du Terminal Méthanier de Fos Cavaou; OLT = Offshore LNG Toscana; BBG = Bahia de Bizkaia Gas; EVE = Ente Vasco de la Energia.

*Send out nominal capacity in 2015 [Groupe International des Importateurs de Gaz Naturel Liquéfié (GIIGNL) 2016].

†Companies involved in the early stages of the terminal’s development (GIIGNL Reports, various years).

‡Ownership in 2015 (GIIGNL 2016).

§Only for new LNG projects.

¶King and Spalding (2015).

║In 2012 Snam, previously owned by ENI, became the Italian Independent Transmission System Operator (30% owned by the Italian state).

**Iren was established, in 2010, after a fusion between Iride and Enìa (both controlled by Italian municipalities).

††In 2014 the developers renounced to third-party access (TPA) exemption.

‡‡In 2012 Enagas became the Spanish Independent Transmission System Operator (5% owned by the Spanish state).

§§Construction completed in 2013 but mothballed.

Source: Author.
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Table 3. Long- and medium-term contracts signed by companies operating in Spain, France and Italy and companies’ shares in
liquefaction facilities abroad (only extra European Economic Area)

Contracts

Exporter Import Terminal Buyer (Start-End/Duration) Companies’ Ownership in Liquefaction Facilities

Spain Algeria/Sonatrach Barcelona, Huelva,
Cartagena, Sagunto

Endesa (2002–2017)
Cepsa (2002–2022)
Iberdrola (2002–2022)

Egypt/Egas Barcelona, Huelav,
Cartagena, Sagunto

BPGM (2005–2025)
Union Fenosa Gas (2005–2029)

Damietta (Union Fenosa Gas 80%)

Nigeria/NLNG Barcelona, Huelva,
Cartagena, Bilbao,
Sagunto

Gas Natural Fenosa (1999–2021; 2002–2014)
Endesa (2005–2025)
Iberdola (2005–2025)
ENI (2006–2028)
Galp Energia (2005–2016)

Trinidad Tobago/
Atlantic LNG

Cartagean, Barcelona,
Huelva, Bilbao

Gas Natural Fenosa (1999–2018; 2002–2023)
Repsol (2006–2023)

Atlantic LNG T1 (Repsol 20%)
Atlantic LNG T2 and T3 (Repsol 25%)
Atlantic LNG T4 (Repsol 22.2%)

Qatar/Qatargas,
RasGas

Barcelona, Huelva,
Cartagena, Sagunto

Gas Natural Fenosa (2001–2009; 2002–2007;
2005–2025)

ENI (2004–2023)
Endesa (2005–2025)

Oman/Qalhat LNG Spain terminals BPGM (2004–2009)
Union Fenosa Gas (2006–2025)

Qalhat (Union Fenosa Gas 7.4%)

Peru/Peru LNG – Repsol (2010–2018)* Pampa Melchorita (Repsol 20%)
France Algeria/Sonatrach Fos-Montoir, Fos Cavou GDF-Suez (1992–2013; 1972–2013; 1976–2013)

(all extended until 2019)
Egypt/ELNG Montoir, Fos Cavou GDF-Suez (2005–2025) Idku (GDF-Suez 5%)
Nigeria/NLNG Montoir GDF-Suez (1999–2022) NLNG (Total 15%)
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Table 3. Continued

Contracts

Exporter Import Terminal Buyer (Start-End/Duration) Companies’ Ownership in Liquefaction Facilities

Qatar/Qatargas Fos Cavou Total (2009–2034) Qatargas 1 T1&2 (Total 10%)†
Qatargas 1 T3 (Total 10%)
Qatargas 2 T2 (Total 16.7%)

Qatar/RasGas Dunkirk EDF (2017–2021)
Yemen/Balhaf – GDF-Suez (2009–2029) Yemen LNG (Total 36.9%)

Italy Algeria/Sonatrach Panigaglia ENI (1997–2014)
Nigeria/NLNG ‡ Enel (1999–2022) NLNG (ENI 10.4%)§
Qatar/RasGas Rovigo Edison (2009–2034)

Note: LNG = liquefied natural gas; NLNG = Nigerian LNG project; ELNG = Egypt LNG project.
*In 2013, Repsol sold its stake in Peru LNG as well as its LNG sale contracts to Shell.
†Swap deal between Enel and GDF (LNG sent to Montoir-de-Bretagne and then delivered to Enel at various delivery points across Europe).
‡Total has a 5% share in Abu Dhabi LNG at Das Island.
§Through its participation in Union Fenosa Gas (ENI has the 50% share of the company) ENI is involved in Egypt and Oman. ENI has also other important shares in
liquefaction facilities in Africa (70% of the Area 4 LNG in Mozambique and 13.6% in Angola LNG), Australia and Indonesia (ENI 2015).
Source: GIIGNL (2011, 2012) and author’s own elaboration.
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Table 4. French, Italian and Spanish main liquefied natural gas (LNG) suppliers (% of total LNG supply)

2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015

France Algeria 93% Algeria 53%
Egypt 16%
Nigeria 30%

Algeria 60%
Nigeria 29%
Egypt 9%

Algeria 56%
Nigeria 18%
Egypt 12%

Algeria 39%
Nigeria 25%
Qatar 22%

Algeria 60%
Qatar 21%
Nigeria 14%

Algeria 66%
Nigeria 15%
Qatar 6%

Italy Nigeria 63%
Algeria 37%

Algeria 96%
Egypt 4%

Algeria 100% Qatar 53%
Algeria 43%

Qatar 70%
Algeria 18%

Qatar 95% Qatar 97%

Spain Algeria 49%
Nigeria 28%

Algeria 23%
Nigeria 22%
Qatar 20%
Egypt 16%
Trinidad and

Tobago 2%

Nigeria 34%
Qatar 18%
Algeria 18%
Egypt 16%
Trinidad and

Tobago 8.6%

Algeria 19%
Nigeria 18%
Qatar 18%
Egypt 15%
Trinidad and

Tobago 15%
Norway 5%
Oman 4%

Nigeria 27%
Qatar 19%
Algeria 16%
Trinidad and

Tobago 10%
Peru 8%

Qatar 23%
Algeria 21%
Nigeria 20%
Trinidad and

Tobago 13%
Peru 10%

Algeria 28%
Nigeria 27%
Qatar 22%
Trinidad and

Tobago 8%
Peru 7%

Source: Author’s elaboration from BP Statistical Review of World Energy (various issues).
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Combining policy instruments and promoting public-private
partnerships

As anticipated, since the mid-1990s, LNG development in Spain has inter-
acted with the ongoing reforms in the domestic energy markets and has
been favoured by the steady growth in energy demand. In particular,
liberalisation and privatisation of the Spanish electricity and gas sectors
anticipated EU reforms and received a boost with the appointment of the
centre-right government of José María Aznar in 1996. The Aznar govern-
ment completed the privatisations of the main Spanish energy companies
initiated under the socialist government of Felipe González. The privatisa-
tion of Enagas, initiated in 1994, was completed in 1998. The same year
also saw the completion of the privatisation of the electricity company
Endesa (which began in 1988), whereas the oil company Repsol’s privati-
sation was completed in 1997 (it began in 1989). With Royal Decrees 1377/
1996 and 2033/1996, the Spanish gas market was also opened to
competition, and LNG importing terminals were subject to regulated
TPA to encourage the access of new players into the domestic market.
Subsequently, in 1998, the Spanish government issued Law 34/1998, the
so-called Hydrocarbon Law, which further liberalised the gas sector but
also limited individual company ownership of Enagas to a maximum of 5%
(voting rights were limited to 3%), with an exclusion for the state-owned
holding company Sociedad Estatal de Participaciones Industriales (SEPI)
(SEPI holds a 5% of Enagas). At the beginning of the 2000s, other measures
were taken to support investments in gas infrastructure: measures to
guarantee a reasonable profitability for new LNG terminals, a national
mandatory plan for infrastructure development and measures to facilitate
the localisation procedures of LNG facilities (García 2006; Honoré 2011).
As a result of this new institutional framework and market environment,

three new importing terminals – envisaged in the 2002–2011 national
mandatory plan (Mityc 2002) – were rapidly built at Bilbao (2003),
Sagunto (2006) and Mugardos (2007). However, in contrast to previous
projects, the main developers and operators in these cases were not Enagas
but wider consortia (Bahia de Bizkaia Gas, at Bilbao and Reganosa at
Mugardos) and joint ventures (Saggas at Sagunto) involving Spanish
(Enagas, Repsol, Iberdrola, Endesa and Union Fenosa) and nonSpanish
companies (Table 2).5 Among the latter, there were both major inter-
national oil companies, such as British Petroleum (BP) and the national oil
companies of producer states (Sonatrach and Oman Oil). Regional

5 In 2009, the Italian Enel acquired about 90% of Endesa. In 2015, Enel reduced its share in
Endesa to 70%.
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governments (Xunta Galicia, the Galician government, and Ente Vasco de
la Energia) and banks (Caixa Galicia, Banco Pastor and Caixanova)
were also involved in the projects. The LNG terminals were developed
through (local) public-private partnerships with the participation of
regional governments, particularly in the cases of Mugardos and Bilbao
(Table 2). On the other hand, in the case of Sagunto, public involvement in
ownership was realised only later when, in 2015, Enagas took shares in the
Saggas joint venture. In 2013, Enagas also completed a fourth terminal –
envisaged in the new national mandatory plan issued in 2006 to renew
the previous plan (Mityc 2006) – in Asturias at El Musel. Owing to
declining gas demand, however, the opening of this terminal was
mothballed the same year.
Rather than Spanish LNG developing from the TPA exemptions – the

LNG terminals were subjected to regulated TPA – it mainly resulted from a
combination of new modes of public involvement in ownership and
planning. The planning system in particular represented a crucial measure:
although it was possible to develop LNG infrastructure outside this system,
nobody has chosen to do so because of the higher risks in developing these
facilities outside of it [International Energy Agency (IEA) 2009a].
In Italy, as in Spain, LNG development interacted with reforms enacted

in the 2000s aimed at liberalising national energy markets and improving
the diversification of supply (in this period the former gas and electricity
monopolists ENI and Enel were also partially privatised, although the
Italian state still owned about 30% of these companies). At the beginning of
the new millennium, the centre-left government of Giuliano Amato issued
Legislative Decree No. 164/2000 to implement Directive 98/30/EC and
provided a system of incentives to guarantee investment returns in the
construction of new LNG terminals. Next, in 2000, the government
authorised the construction of two new LNG terminals that were proposed
by new entrants in the Italian gas market. First, an offshore terminal was to
be built in the North Adriatic Sea off the coast of Ravenna. This project was
proposed in 1998 by the Italian Edison – at that time controlled by the
French Électricité de France (EDF) and some Italianmunicipal utilities (EDF
will acquire the 99.4% of share of Edison in 2012) – in a joint venture with
Exxon-Mobil. The Ravenna offshore terminal also received its environ-
mental impact assessment (EIA) in 2003 with the consent of the regional
authorities involved (Emilia Romagna and Veneto). Second, an onshore
terminal was to be built by British Gas in the Puglia region near Brindisi.
The centre-right government of Silvio Berlusconi, appointed in 2001,
embraced this strategy. The new government enacted Law No. 273/2002
that allowed exemption for 20 years from TPA for new LNG-receiving
terminals. Law No. 273/2002 also granted a special financial contribution
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of 70 million Euros to the Ravenna terminal, as it was regarded as a stra-
tegic project for the Italian security of gas supply. Finally, in 2004, another
law was enacted by the government (Law No. 239 of 23 August 2004),
which provided for a simplification of the authorisation procedure for the
terminals’ construction and increased investor incentives.
In 2006, the new centre-left government of Romani Prodi confirmed

Italian support for LNG expansion. LNG development was now framed
not only as an answer to the security of supply concerns – which had
increased in the wake of the first Russian-Ukrainian gas crisis – but also as a
wider industrial strategy for the country. According to the Ministry of
Infrastructure, at least 11 LNG terminals were required in Italy, of which
four were to be given higher priority by accelerating their authorisation and
localisation procedures.6 This support, along with the reforms ongoing at
the national level to implement the IEM and the new regulatory framework,
incentivised LNG development. In the second part of the 2000s, in a market
environment characterised by expected growing gas demand, the number of
projects increased drastically (Table 5). Projects for new terminals were
presented by different categories of companies: private Italian petroleum
companies (e.g. Falck, Petrolifera Gioa Tauro), Italian utilities (e.g. Enel,
Edison and Sorgenia), European utilities (e.g. Endesa, British Gas, E.ON,
Gas Natural and GDF-Suez), oil majors (e.g. Exxon-Mobil, Shell and BP)
and producers’ national companies pursuing an integrated business model,
as in the case of the Rovigo offshore terminal that had Qatari participation.
In the case of the Livorno terminal, a Floating Storage Regasification Unit,
presented by Offshore LNG Toscana, regional and local governments also
took part in the project through the utilities they controlled: Iride
(a multiutility mainly owned by Italian municipalities) and Azienda Servizi
Ambientali (ASA) (a local multiutility controlled by the municipality of
Livorno and other Tuscan municipalities) (Table 5). Iride also took part in
the LNGMedGas project at Gioia Tauro. The Livorno project in particular
was similar to the (local) public-private partnerships established in Spain
for the Mugardos and Bilbao LNG terminals. Exemption from TPA was
allowed for the most advanced projects (Rovigo, Brindisi, Livorno and
Porto Empedocle) (Table 5). However, many problems arose with the
localisation processes, with many LNG terminals being strongly opposed
by regional and local governments, local communities and NGOs on

6 Interview with Antonio Di Pietro, Italian Ministry of Infrastructure, in Gas: Di Pietro,
a Italia servono subito 4 rigassificatori e 11 in tutto. Press release, Adnkronos, 19 August
2006. Retrieved 3 April 2016, from www1.adnkronos.com/Archivio/AdnAgenzia/2006/08/19/
Economia/Energia/GAS-DI-PIETRO-A-ITALIA-SERVONO-SUBITO-4-RIGASSIFICATORI-E-
11-IN-TUTTO_093209.php
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Table 5. Projects for liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals in Italy (2001–2009): main features and localisation issues

LNG Site (Region) Proponents/Shareholders*
bcm/
year

Date of Operations
(Prevision in 2008) Notes/Localisation Issues

Porto Levante, Rovigo,
offshore (Veneto)

Terminale LNG Adriatico (Edison 10%,
Exxon-Mobil 45%, Qatar Terminal
45%)

8 2009 TPA exemption for 25 years and 80% of total capacity
Financial contribution received from the Italian government

(70 million euro)
Opposition from local communities and NGOs

Brindisi (Puglia) Brindisi LNG (100% British Gas) 6 (In 2003 it was expected
to enter in operation
in 2007)

TPA exemption for 20 years and 80% of total capacity
Regional government opposition (Puglia gave its negative opinion in

the EIA procedure)
Local government opposition (the Brindisi municipality opposed the

authorisation procedure in front of domestic administrative
courts)

Opposition from local communities and NGOs
Rosignano, Livorno

(Tuscany)
Edison, BP, Solvey 8 – Regional government opposition (Tuscany gave its negative opinion

in the EIA procedure)
Regional government available to support only one project (see

below, Livorno FSRU)
Opposition from local communities and NGOs

Taranto (Puglia) Enel 5–8 – Abandoned in 2004 after Enel acquired a 50% share of Brindisi LNG.
In 2005 Enel withdrew from the Brindisi LNG projectVado Ligure (Liguria) Enel 5–9 –

Muggia (Friuli) Enel 5–9 –

Lamezia Terme
(Calabria)

LNG Terminal (Falck Group) 6–10 – Negative opinion from the regional government. Projects cancelled
in 2004

Corigliano Calabro
(Calabria)

LNG Terminal (Falck Group) 8 –

San Ferdinando, Reggio
Calabria (Calabria)

LNG Terminal (Falck Group) 6–12 – In 2005 the two projects were merged and a new project was
presented by the LNG MedGas Terminal (see below)

Gioa Tauro, Reggio
Calabria (Calabria)

Petrolifera Gioa Tauro (Italpetroli) 4–8 –

Gioa Tauro, Reggio
(Calabria)

LNG MedGas (Sorgenia 35%, Iride 35%,
Belelli 30%)

12 2014 Positive opinion from regional government
Opposition from local governments and NGOs

3–6 2010
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Table 5. Continued

LNG Site (Region) Proponents/Shareholders*
bcm/
year

Date of Operations
(Prevision in 2008) Notes/Localisation Issues

Livorno, offshore FSRU
(Tuscany)

OLT (E.On 46%, Iride 41%, ASA 5%,
OLT Energy Toscana 3.7%, Golar LNG
2.6%)

TPA exemption for 20 years and for total capacity
Support from local governments (ASA is a local multiutility

controlled by the Municipality of Livorno and others Tuscany’s
municipalities)

Opposition from local communities and NGOs
Taranto (Puglia) Gas Natural 8 – Regional government opposition (Puglia gave its negative opinion in

the EIA procedure)
Opposition from local governments, communities and NGOs

Zaule, Trieste (Friuli) Gas Natural 8 2013 Regional government available to support only one project in the
Gulf of Trieste (see below)

Trieste, offshore (Friuli) Terminale Alpi Adriatico (Endesa 100%) 8 – Regional government available to support only one project in the
Gulf of Trieste

Porto Empedocle,
Agrigento (Sicily)

Nuove Energie (Enel 90%) 8 2014 TPA exemption for 25 years for the total capacity
Opposition from local governments, communities and NGOs

Rada di Augusta,
Siracusa (Sicily)

Ionio Gas (ERG 50%, Shell 50%) 8 2014 Opposition from local governments, communities and NGOs

Porto Recanati, Anona
(Marche)

GDF-Suez 5 – Regional government opposition (Marche gave its negative opinion in
the EIA procedure)

Opposition from local governments, communities and NGOs

Note: TPA = third-party access; NGOs = nongovernmental organisations; EIA = environmental impact assessment; FSRU = Floating Storage Regasification Unit;

OLT = Offshore LNG Toscana.

*Proponents/shareholders as March 2009 [Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas (AEEG) 2009].

Source: AEEG (2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009) and author’s own elaboration.
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environmental grounds (Table 5). In the end, the only two projects to be
realised were the Ravenna and Livorno offshore terminals (see below).
At the start of the 2000s, in contrast to the Spanish and Italian cases, in

France – where the opening of domestic energy markets was slower – only
one proposal for a new LNG terminal, at Fos Cavaou, had been advanced
as a joint venture (Société du Terminal Méthanier de Fos Cavaou) between
the traditional state-owned incumbent, GDF, and the French oil major
Total. This situation changed somewhat after the mid-2000s. In 2005, the
centre-right government led by Dominique de Villepin issued a new
national energy strategy (Law no. 2005-781, 13 July 2005) that focussed on
LNG to diversify gas supplies and improve energy security (as increasing
gas demand was expected, especially in the electricity sector). In 2006, the
government also promoted the merger of GDF with Suez to create a global
energy player, but the French state remained in control of the new
company, acquiring a 35% share of GDF-Suez.
After the government called for new LNG development and the clari-

fication of the regulatory framework for investors – with Law 9 in August
2004, the government implemented directive 2003/55/EC and granted TPA
exemption for new LNG facilities – between 2006 and 2009, four new
projects were presented by the former electricity incumbent EDF (with 85%
still owned by the French state), private French utilities (Poweo), a local
French company (Cim), European utilities (the German E.On, the Austrian
Verbund and the Dutch company 4Gas) and international oil majors (Shell)
[Commission de Régulation de l’énergie (CRE) 2007, 2008a, 2009]
(Table 6).

Table 6. Projects for liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals in France
(2006–2009): main features and localisation issues

LNG Site (Region)
Proponents/
Shareholders*

bcm/
year

Date of Operations
(Prevision in 2008)

Notes/Localisation
Issues

Dunkirk (Nord-Pas-de-
Calais-Picardie)

EDF 6–13 2012 Public debate (September
to December 2007)

Anfiter (Normandie) Gaz de Normadie (Poweo
34%, E.ON 24.5%,
Verbund 24.5%, Cim)

9 2012 Public debate (September
to December 2007)

Le Verdon (Aquitaine) 4Gas 6–9 2012 Public debate (September
to December 2007)

Suspended by the French
government in 2009

Fos Faster (Provence-
Alpes-Côte d’Azur)

Shell 8 2015 Public debate (September
to December 2010)

Note:* Proponents/shareholders as 2009.

Source: CRE (2007, 2008a, 2009) and https://www.debatpublic.fr/.
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By 2008, it was already clear that not all the new projects presented
would be completed because the forecasted demand did not support all the
planned investment (CRE 2008b). However, according to French law, a
public debate procedure was launched for the localisation process of these
new terminals (Table 6). Meanwhile, the GDF-Total project at Fos Cavaou
moved ahead; it received final approval from local authorities and began
operations in 2010 under the regulated TPA regime, although 90% of the
capacity was dedicated for long-term subscription including to GDF-Suez,
Total and EDF (the regulated TPA regime was also applied to the other
existing terminals operated by GDF). The same year, the developer of the
Dunkirk terminal, EDF, asked for and obtained the full exemption from
TPA as a way to favour the planned investment. In 2011, the Belgian Fluxys
and the French Total joined EDF in the construction of the Dunkirk term-
inal and a joint company, Dunkerque LNG, owned by EDF (65%), Fluxys
(25%) and Total (10%) was established. In 2011, President Sarkozy
reiterated the state’s commitment to the terminal’s construction. It was
completed in 2015 with the first LNG cargo arriving in summer 2016. On
the other hand, progressively the other projects encountered problems and
were abandoned (see below).
In all of the cases examined, LNG developments confirm the first

expectation of the catalytic state hypothesis about the prevailing strategies
in this sector. Governments have combined market-based tools with tradi-
tional instruments of direct state intervention (e.g. ownership and planning)
and/or promoted public-private partnerships to support specific projects
and achieve their energy security goals (see Table 1). In particular, rather
than playing a marginal role in the new liberalised context, governments
have been crucial to facilitate projects implementation; direct state inter-
vention and new modes of public involvement in ownership have become
common practices in Spain, Italy and France. These findings support the
emergence of a faire-avec approach rather than laissez-faire or faire-faire,
but they also support the expectation that this approach is sensitive to
specific national contexts. As we saw in Spain and Italy (“compound
polities”), the new modes of public involvement in ownership have directly
involved regional and local governments (in the Mugardos, Bilbao and
Livorno LNG projects, for example), whereas in France the national
government and state-owned companies have remained crucial in
establishing partnerships with private actors as well.

Emerging patterns of network diplomacy

The Spanish LNG strategy – for a country that still remained poorly con-
nected with the European network – was effective in ensuring adequate gas
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supplies and infrastructure for the growing domestic demand. In 2009, the
national regasification capacity was 58 bcm/year, compared with a natural
gas demand of about 35 bcm (IEA 2009a). The Spanish strategy was also
effective in promoting the diversification of suppliers beyond the traditional
Mediterranean focus, due to the international activities of a variegated set
of companies operating in the domestic market that had negotiated and
signed medium- and long-term contracts with producer companies
(Table 3). The new geography of supply was supported by the Spanish
government through bilateral engagements, especially with Nigeria, Latin
American and new Mediterranean LNG players such as Egypt (e.g.
Escribano 2014). In Egypt (2005), Oman (2006) and Peru (2010), Spanish
companies also took shares in liquefaction facilities (Table 3). Inter-
nationally, the Spanish government also took action at the EU level to shift
the sole focus of EU external energy policy from Russia to the neglected
Mediterranean and African producers (e.g. Pérez and Vaquer i Fanés 2008;
Escribano 2014). This diplomatic action continued after the war in Eastern
Ukraine. On the other hand, Spain has also continued to reassert its com-
mitment to improving its security of supply through “bilateral actions” and
by strengthening trade relations with producers (Ministry of Foreign
Affairs 2015).
The same combination of bilateral diplomacy with actions oriented to

refocus the EU energy security agenda can be traced in the Italian and
French cases. In the second part of the 2000s, the Italian government
worked to include an energy policy dimension into the Union for the
Mediterranean, in parallel with its traditional bilateral energy relations
with north African producers, including new LNG producers such as
Egypt, where the former gas incumbent, ENI, had a stake in regasification
facilities through Union Fenosa Gas (Frappi and Varvelli 2010; Coticchia
et al. 2011).7 Similarly, once appointed, the new government of Matteo
Renzi – along with Spain – took action at the EU level to include a reference
to the Mediterranean dimension of EU energy security in the framework of
the Energy Union. However, the new Italian government also continued to
support, using bilateral diplomacy, ENI’s internationalisation activities in
the Mediterranean and in Africa, where the company was involved in LNG
and energy business (Politi 2014).
The internationalisation of French companies in the LNG business was

also supported by government diplomacy and foreign policy. During the
2000s, new long-term contracts were signed with Egypt andQatar by GDF-
Suez and Total (another contract had been signed by GDF in 1999 to

7 ENI acquired the 50% of the shares of Union Fenosa Gas in 2003.
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import LNG from Nigeria) (Table 3). French companies, especially Total,
also took part in overseas liquefaction ventures, mainly in Nigeria and
Qatar (Table 3). In this period, not only did French President Sarkozy try to
re-orient the focus of EU foreign policy towards theMediterranean region –

notably with the launch of the Union for the Mediterranean – he also
further strengthened France’s relations with Qatar andNigeria (e.g. Oxford
Business Group 2009; Alao 2011;Melly andDarracq 2013). French-Qatari
relations were also strengthened under French President François Hollande
(in June 2016, a new medium-term contract was signed by EDF to import
gas from Qatar).8

The subnational dimension of LNG politics is the second new political-
diplomatic layer. Along with the supranational (EU) layer, the subnational
dimension illustrates the emergence of networked patterns of energy
diplomacy. In Spain, the participation of regional governments promoted
the rapid implementation of new terminals and helped avoid local opposi-
tion or delays in infrastructure development.9 Regional governments were
involved not only in the realisation of the projects, in partnership with
private actors, but also in the national mandatory planning process,
another element that sped up the subsequent implementation of the LNG
infrastructure (García 2006; Honoré 2011). By contrast, in Italy – the other
“compound polity” – the situation was very different. The decision-making
power of subnational actors on energy matters had been enhanced with the
Italian constitutional reform of 2001. According to the Italian environ-
mental law, regional and local governments have only a consultative role in
the EIA procedure, but they have other important tasks related to LNG
terminal localisation (e.g. deciding on economic and/or environmental
compensation for local communities where LNG terminals and facilities
were to be built) and their opposition could halt or create delays in invest-
ment plans. Against this background – and owing to the diffuse local
opposition to the projects (Table 5) – the national government not only
enacted several measures to reform and speed up the authorisation proce-
dures, but also took action directly to mediate compromises between
regional and local actors and energy companies in the context of the so-
called “conference of services”. In the case of the Ravenna terminal, for
example, while engaging at the international level withQatar to facilitate its

8 In May 2015, France and Qatar signed an important 6.3 billion euro deal for the sale of 24
Rafale fighter jets. See France, Qatar sign Rafale deal, Hollande hails Gulf ties, Reuters, 4 May
2015. Retrieved 23 June 2016, from http://www.reuters.com/article/us-france-qatar-rafale-
idUSKBN0NP0OE20150504

9 The Spanish case in this regard represents an exception to many other EU member states
where national governments were struggling to overcome local opposition to LNG localisation
(see Cameron 2008).
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realisation, the national government also successfully mediated compro-
mises on environmental compensation between Edison and the local
governments opposing the onshore sections of the project (in particular, the
Province of Rovigo and other municipalities). However, on many other
occasions, government involvement was unable to resolve the problems and
overcome local opposition. At the end of the decade, the other terminals
were still lacking the necessary permits and were encountering several
hurdles. In 2012, British Gas decided to abandon the project at Brindisi,
and in subsequent years, although some projects (Falconara Marittima,
Gioa Tauro, Porto Empedocle and Zaule) eventually obtained all the
necessary authorisations, the perspective of an increasing gas demand in
Italy had disappeared and many companies decided to postpone
investment plans.
In Italy, unlike Spain, subnational actors have mainly had hindering

effects on state policy. However, it is worth noting that the only projects
that were eventually realised were those developed with the contribution of
local governments through their municipal utilities – that is, Ravenna and
Livorno. Thus, the result seems to be more of a mixed one, with both
hindering and enhancing effects. It is also worth noting, however, that the
Ravenna and Livorno projects were the only two “offshore” terminals, a
factor that may have reduced local opposition.
In France, when the new LNG projects were subject to public debates, it

was the first time in history that similar procedures had been launched for
projects that were also sponsored by private investors. This situation
created problems because it was generally difficult for local communities
“to agree on the development of LNG terminals sponsored by private
operators, sometimes from other countries” (CRE 2008b, 33). Indeed, the
projects encountered widespread local opposition.10 Energy companies
proposed changes to the original plans in response to local concerns and
negotiated environmental and social compensation schemes with local
actors. Governmental agents tried to mediate compromises between com-
panies and local actors, but the project at Le Verdon in particular faced
significant opposition. In this case, in line with its tradition of centralised
decisionmaking, the French government took action directly and decided,
in August 2009, to suspend the LNG project (Courtois 2009). The other
planned terminals, at Fos Faster (Shell) and Anfiter (Gaz de Normandie),
were halted because of the uncertain prospects of domestic gas demand.

10 See the reports of the public debates. Retrieved 9–12 June 2016 from: http://cpdp.
debatpublic.fr/cpdp-leverdon/; http://cpdp.debatpublic.fr/cpdp-dunkerque-gaz/; http://cpdp.
debatpublic.fr/cpdp-antifer/
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The above-mentioned internal and external dynamics in Spain, Italy and
France support the second hypothesis concerning the “rise” of the catalytic
state. In line with the network diplomacy framework, new political-
diplomatic layers – supra- and subnational – have emerged alongside the
more traditional components of energy diplomacy: government-to-
government and government-to-company negotiations (see Table 1). In
particular, the EU level has become a common reference point for national
governments seeking to re-orient EU external action towards their indivi-
dual energy security agendas. Similarly, especially in Spain and Italy
(“compound polities”), but also in France, while negotiating at the EU and
international level, governmental agents were also actively involved –

although with different degrees of effectiveness – in facilitating project
implementation and mediating between energy companies and local actors.

Indirectly supporting energy companies

As anticipated, national governments have continued to back the former
incumbents and support their expansion abroad in the LNG supply chain,
departing from the regulatory state’s logic, which assigns public authorities
a “neutral” role in energy affairs (see Table 1). However, in order to achieve
their energy security objectives, they have also granted support to other energy
companies, both domestically and abroad. In the new liberalised market
environment, the “mutually supportive” relations between governments and
national champions have changed and a national champion’s commercial
strategies may differ from its country’s energy security agenda.
In Italy, the government’s efforts to promote diversification of supplies

and LNG have been opposed by ENI (Luciani and Mazzanti 2006;
Skalamera 2015). With the ENI’s opposition to the Italian LNG strategy,
the government had simply lost its traditional instrument to implement its
energy security agenda. As we saw, the government has tried to promote the
construction of new LNG terminals by enacting new laws and regulations.
However, LNG projects require the ability to make multibillion US dollar
investments in uncertain market conditions and, in the Italian case, in a
context characterised by very problematic localisation procedures. In other
words, the actual implementation of LNG projects required a large balance
sheet – and specific technical knowledge and expertise – available to ENI
but not always available to the new entrants in the Italian gas market. In the
late-1990s, the government supported the plans of the former electricity
incumbent Enel, which, wanting to secure direct gas supply for its gas
power plants, was seeking LNG sources abroad (Shepherd and Ball 2006).
Enel, backed by the Italian government, signed a 20-year contract for
3.5 bcm/year with the developer of the Nigerian LNG project (Table 3).
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The company’s intention was to build a new regasification facility and start
supplying the Italian market by the beginning of the 2000s. However,
despite the government’s support, Enel was unable to realise its plan
because of the strong local opposition the company encountered during the
localisation process for the terminal’s construction (Enel also had to sign an
LNG-pipeline swap deal with the French GDF to market the LNG
contracted from Nigeria).
After the experiences of failure with Enel’s regasification projects, the

Italian government turned to support the third-largest company active in
the domestic market – that is, Edison (in 2009, Edison surpassed Enel to
become the second-largest company for imports of natural gas in Italy and
ENI’s main competitor). At that time, Edison was owned by several
municipal utilities and the French EDF. As we saw, in 2002, the government
granted a financial contribution to the Ravenna offshore LNG terminal
promoted by Edison, Exxon-Mobil andQatar Petroleum on energy security
grounds. With its capacity of 8 bcm/year, it would cover about the 10% of
total national consumption. In the following years, the Italian government
also supported the Ravenna LNG project by engaging in political negotia-
tions with Qatar and strengthening its diplomatic ties with Doha.
This process began under the centre-left government of Romano Prodi and
was strengthened under the centre-right government of Silvio Berlusconi
(e.g. Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2009). It is worth noting that during this
period, Italian governments also supported two new pipeline projects,
Interconnector Greece-Italy (IGI) Poseidon and Galsi, promoted by Edison
to supply the Italian market from Algeria and Azerbaijan, although ENI
refused to participate and lobbied against these projects (Luciani and
Mazzanti 2006). Finally, in the same period, the Italian government also
enacted several measures to reduce ENI’s market power in the national
market, such as antitrust ceilings, compulsory gas release programmes and
mandatory pipeline upgrades (Honoré 2013). ENI’s share of total gas
imports to the country declined from 87% in 2000 to 40% in 2011,
whereas Edison’s share in the same years increased from 1.5 to 18%
(Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas 2004, 2011). Rome’s support for
Edison’s activities and internationalisation continued after 2012, when the
company was totally acquired by the French EDF.
In Spain, the energy market’s liberalisation paved the way for the emer-

gence of an important new private player, Gas Natural. This company was
created in 1992 by the merging of various regional companies and different
gas pipeline shares from the Spanish oil company Repsol, which at that time
owned 45% of Gas Natural (in subsequent years, Repsol reduced its
participation to 30%). In 1994, Gas Natural purchased 90% of Enagas and
became the largest company in the Spanish gas market. At the end of the
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1990s, its market share was about 70% and it supplied about 85% of
Spain’s natural gas (IEA 2009a). In this period, Gas Natural’s commercial
strategy and the government’s energy security agenda largely overlapped.
Madrid acted at the international level to support Gas Natural’s negotia-
tions with Sonatrach, Algeria and Morocco for the construction of the
Gazoduc-Maghreb-Europe pipeline, which was completed in 1997 (Hayes
2006). However, the government was also concerned about the low level of
supply diversification and competition in the domestic market. In this
context, LNG became the favoured option both for the government’s
energy security strategy and for newcomers, especially electricity utilities,
wishing to compete with Gas Natural and bypass the difficulties of acces-
sing Enagas pipelines. In addition, as we saw, the government
supported several companies through domestic measures – that is, the
mandatory planning system – and diplomatic actions. The Spanish LNG
strategy was effective both in promoting diversification of suppliers and in
allowing electricity companies entering the gas market to secure their own
gas supplies. In turn, this strategy – along with other government provisions
to limit Gas Natural’s dominant position (Honoré 2011) – resulted in a
decline in Gas Natural’s market share, from about 70% at the beginning of
the 2000s to about 45% at the end of the decade, and in a parallel increase
in the share of gas imports by other companies, such as Iberdrola and
Endesa (IEA 2009a; IEA 2014).
Unlike Italy and Spain, in France, a stronger continuity with the past

practice of the partner state and its “mutually supportive” relations between
state-owned national champions and the country’s energy security strategy
has been at work, even in the new liberalised market environment. With the
GDF-Suez merger, a global energy player was created. This move was
important in light of the increasing role that natural gas was acquiring in the
national energymix and owing to the traditional marginal position that GDF
had played in the French energy system, mainly dominated by EDF and oil
companies (e.g. Finon 1996). Domestically, although the government
implemented all the EU provisions on the IEM, it preserved the dominant
position of GDF-Suez, constraining “the ability for other market players to
supply the French natural gas market” (IEA 2009b, 68). GDF-Suez was also
involved in the new French LNG strategy. It promoted the first facility built at
Fos Cavaou in the post-liberalisation era. The only relevant change with
regard to the previous period concerns the involvement of the other French
energy national champion, EDF, in the LNG and gas business and the par-
ticipation –withminority shares – of other companies in the realisation of the
LNG terminals (Total at Fos Cavaou and Fluxy and Total at Dunkirk). Both
GDF-Suez and EDF were also supported by government diplomacy in their
negotiations with producer countries and their companies. Moreover, both
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companies still seem to be the main policy instrument used by the French
government to implement its energy security strategy.
Overall, with regard to the third hypothesis – the transformation of the

relationships between governments and energy companies from “mutually
supportive” to “indirectly supportive” patterns (see Table 1) – the findings
are mixed. The Spanish and Italian governments granted political and
diplomatic support to companies other than the traditional incumbents.
This enabled those governments to pursue national energy security goals,
which the traditional actors did not fully support. In France, on the other
hand, national energy security and the strategy of a “national champions”
have remained aligned. However, this dynamic, rather than shedding doubt
on the catalytic state hypothesis, confirms the expectation that the move
towards this state model is not uniform and is significantly influenced by
ideological and institutional differences in the EU member states.

Conclusions

This article’s conceptual and empirical analysis has demonstrated the
contribution of the catalytic state model to understanding the emerging
equilibrium in the politics of European energy security. In particular, the
model helps avoiding the shortcomings of a simplistic distinction between
politics and economics and between bilateral and multilateral diplomacy in
energy governance. The study has also shown the merits of the catalytic state
model with respect to the regulatory state. However, it is worth noting that,
although tendencies in line with the catalytic state hypothesis have been
confirmed in all the three cases, the move towards this model – as well as the
effectiveness of faire-avec policies – has been affected, as expected, by the
different national institutional contexts and trajectories. France’s centralised
structure and strong tradition of state direction have resulted in minor
changes with respect to the original partner state model, even if in this case
the traditional practice of economic management has also been adapted to
the EU’s emerging multi-layered political and diplomatic environment and
the new forms of public involvement in ownership. In Italy and Spain, on the
other hand, transformations have been more evident. As “compound
polities”, Italy and Spain have also highlighted the possibilities and limita-
tions of subnational governments under the catalytic state model. In Spain,
the capacity of central government to involve subnational governments in the
planning system, along with regional participation in (local) public-private
partnerships to implement LNG projects, have been instrumental in
achieving the government’s policy goals. In Italy, unlike Spain, subnational
governments have mainly had hindering effects on state strategy – with the
notable exception of the Livorno LNG project which resembles the Spanish
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(local) public-private partnerships – and central government has been only
partially able to engage local actors positively. Italy seems to confirm its
tradition of misdirection and its mixed record with regard to state involve-
ment in economic sectors under the catalytic state model. Overall, the study
confirms the importance of focussing further on the “varieties” of catalytic
state and of exploring further the factors that can explain the pace, timing
and degree of movement towards this model, as well as the hindering or
enhancing effects of different states’ institutional features.
Finally, this study has broad implications because it reflects on some

limits of the regulatory state model as a “general statement of tendency”
(Weiss 1999, 80) in the transformation of western European states. As
anticipated, natural gas is one of the traditional public utilities sectors
where the rise of the regulatory state has been observed. Findings in
accordance with those described in this article regarding the LNG have also
been found in the pipeline sector, the other major component of the gas
business (e.g. Prontera 2015, 2017). Moreover, faire-avec policies, gov-
ernment support for companies’ internationalisation, new forms of
government-company cooperation and new modes of (national and local)
public involvement in ownership have also been recently described in the
telecommunications, electricity and railway industries (e.g. Colli et al. 2014;
Di Giulio 2016; Di Giulio andMoro 2016). Interestingly, all of these studies
point to the emergence of hybrid configurations and policy mixes in which
elements of the positive and regulatory state are interrelated and used to
restructure states’ direct intervention rather than to bring about their retreat
(Di Giulio 2016). On the other hand, however, it is also important to recall
the peculiarities of the gas sector, such as its strategic relevance for govern-
ments and its infrastructural and foreign policy dimensions that affect its
domestic and external governance. Large infrastructures with significant
local and environmental effects are common in this industry, and concerns
about security of supply have traditionally pushed consumer governments to
back energy companies in negotiations with producers. Recently, such
concerns led the EU to develop a specific EU-level external energy action. In
other words, although some findings of this study are similar to those of
recent research in other utilities sectors, the catalytic state model, with its
focus on network diplomacy and the combination of new and old diplomatic
practices, seems especially suitable for describing the emerging political
dynamics in this policy area and challenging the regulatory state – including
the perspectives that have considered its “external” face (e.g. Goldthau and
Sitter 2014, 2015) – in EU energy security governance. In this case, however,
it is also interesting to consider some additional implications that arise
from the challenge to the regulatory state hypothesis. Two points are worth
noting here. The first point is regarding the “characteristic institutions”
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(Majone 1997) of the current model of governance in the gas sector.
Hybridisation and hybrid institutions – exemplified by public-private part-
nerships and new modes of public involvement in ownership – rather than
independent agencies and tribunals – are emerging as crucial features of the
current model. Hybrid institutions, in turn, present specific problems of
accountability, which differ from those of the traditional nonmajoritarian
institutions (e.g. Skelcher 2005, 2010). This issue deserves more attention,
especially as energy security is a policy area that, because of its international
and strategic dimensions, has already revealed problems for parliamentary
scrutiny in EU member states (e.g. Herranz-Surrallés 2017). Second, under
the catalytic state model and the related faire-avec approach, a discretionary
policy style still seems to be very important in contrast to the “rule-bound”
and “legalistic” style of the regulatory state (Majone 1997). The main
difference with the partner state tradition of energy governance is that in the
current EU’s multi-layered political and diplomatic environment, govern-
ments’ room for manoeuvre – even for states with a centralised structure and
a strong tradition of state direction such as France – is constrained by the
need to negotiate with wider actors’ networks, which transcend domestic-
international frontiers. That is to say, a negotiated-discretionary policy style
seems to have replaced the previous practices in the realm of energy security,
and the ability of national governmental agents to forge coalitions with other
state and nonstate actors in order to realise their objectives is becoming
crucial for policy effectiveness.

Acknowledgements

The author thanks the editor and the four anonymous reviewers of the
Journal of Public Policy for their helpful comments on earlier versions of
this article. The article also benefitted greatly from a research period the
author spent at the Oxford Institute for Energy Studies, and the author is
grateful to Jonathan Stern and all the members and staff of the Institute for
their support and advice.

References

Aalto P. (ed.) (2007) The EU-Russian Energy Dialogue: Europe’s Future Energy Security.
Aldershot: Ashgate.

Aalto P (2015) States andMarkets in Energy Policy. In Belyi A. V. and Talus K. (eds.), States and
Markets in Hydrocarbon Sectors. London: Palgrave-Macmillan, 40–60.

Aalto P. and Korkmaz Temel D. (2014) European Energy Security: Natural Gas and the
Integration Process. Journal of Common Market Studies 52(4): 758–774.

Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas (2004) Rapporto annuale 2004. AEEG, Milan.
Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas (2005) Rapporto annuale 2005. AEEG, Milan.
Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas (2006) Rapporto annuale 2006. AEEG, Milan.

546 PRONTERA

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

01
43

81
4X

17
00

00
6X

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X1700006X


Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas (2007) Rapporto annuale 2007. AEEG, Milan.
Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas (2008) Rapporto annuale 2008. AEEG, Milan.
Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas (2009) Rapporto annuale 2009. AEEG, Milan.
Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas (2011) Rapporto annuale 2011. AEEG, Milan.
Agranoff R. and McGuire M (2001) Big Questions in Public Network Management Research.

Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 11(3): 295–326.
Alao A. (2011) Nigeria and the Global Powers: Continuity and Change in Policy and Perceptions.

Occasional Paper No. 96, South African Foreign Policy and African Drivers Programme,
October, Johannesburg.

Andersen S. (1993) The Struggle Over North Sea Oil and Gas. Government Strategies in
Denmark, Britain and Norway. Oslo: Scandinavian University Press.

Andersen S. S., Goldthau A. and Sitter N. (2016) The EU Regulatory State, Commission
Leadership and External Energy Governance. In Godzimirski J. M. (ed.), EU Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Governance. London: Palgrave-Macmillan, 51–68.

Beblawi H. and Luciani G. (eds.) (1987) The Rentier State. London: Croom Helm.
Boussena S. and Locatelli C. (2013) Energy Institutional and Organisational Changes in EU and

Russia: Revisiting Gas Relations. Energy Policy 55: 180–189.
Cameron P. (2008) LNG: Study on Interoperability of LNG Facilities and Interchangeability of

Gas and Advice on the Opportunity to Set Up an Action Plan for the Promotion of LNG
Chain Investments. Study for the European Commission DG, Bussels.

Caporaso J. (1996) The European Union and Forms of State: Westphalian, Regulatory or
Post‐Modern? Journal of Common Market Studies 34(1): 29–52.

Clift B. (2014)Comparative Political Economy. States, Markets and Global Capitalism. London:
Palgrave.

Colli A., Mariotti S. and Piscitello L. (2014) Governments as strategists in designing global
players: the case of European utilities. Journal of European Public Policy 21(4): 487–508.

Correlje A. and van der Linde C. (2006) Energy Supply Security and Geopolitics: A European
Perspective. Energy Policy 34: 532–543.

Coticchia F., Giacomello G. and Sartori N. (2011) Securing Italy’s Energy Supply and Private Oil
Companies. In Giacomello G. and Verbeek B. (eds.), Italy’s Foreign Policy in the 21st
Century: The New Assertiveness of an Aspiring Middle Power? New York: Lexington
Books, 175–195.

Courtois C. (2009) L’Etat s’oppose à un terminal méthanier en Gironde. Le Monde, 19 August
2009, http://www.lemonde.fr/planete/article/2009/08/19/l-etat-s-oppose-a-un-terminal-
methanier-en-gironde_1229822_3244.html. (accessed 12 April 2016).

Commission de Régulation de l’énergie (CRE) (2007) Activity Report 2007. CRE, Paris.
Commission de Régulation de l’énergie (CRE) (2008a) Activity Report 2008. CRE, Paris.
Commission de Régulation de l’énergie (CRE) (2008b) Report by the Working Group on the

Regulation of LNGTerminals in France. CRE, Paris, April, http://gttm.cre.fr/ (accessed 24
June 2016).

Commission de Régulation de l’énergie (CRE) (2009) Activity Report 2009. CRE, Paris.
Della Porta D. (2008) Comparative Analysis: Case-Oriented Versus Variable-Oriented Research.

In Della Porta D. and Keating M. (eds.), Approaches and Methodologies in the Social
Sciences: A Pluralist Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 198–222.

Di Giulio M. (2016) Reshaping State Structure and Strategy: The Reform of Railway Policy in
Germany and Italy. International Journal of Public Administration 39(3): 226–237.

Di Giulio M. and Moro F. N. (2016) The Internationalization of Network Industries:
A Comparative Policy Analysis of Italian Railways and Utilities. Journal of Comparative
Policy Analysis: Research and Practice 18(1): 21–37.

The new politics of energy security 547

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

01
43

81
4X

17
00

00
6X

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

http://www.lemonde.fr/planete/article/2009�/�08/19/l-etat-s-oppose-a-un-terminal-methanier-en-gironde_1229822_3244.html
http://www.lemonde.fr/planete/article/2009�/�08/19/l-etat-s-oppose-a-un-terminal-methanier-en-gironde_1229822_3244.html
http://gttm.cre.fr/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X1700006X


Duffield J. S. (2015) ) Fuels Paradise: Seeking Energy Security in Europe, Japan, and the United
States. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

ENI (2015) ENI in LNG, May, Rome.
Escribano G. (2014) Spanish Energy Security in a Changing Scenario. Cuadernos de Estrategia

166: 93–124.
Estrada J. and Kare D. (eds.) (1995) The Development of European Gas Markets: Environ-

mental, Economic and Political Perspectives. Chichester: John Wiley Publisher.
European Commission (2016) Commission Staff Working Document Accompanying the

Document on An EU Strategy for Liquefied Natural Gas and Gas Storage. SWD(2016) 23
Final, Brussels.

Federico G., Vives X. and Fabra N. (2008) Competition and Regulation in the Spanish
Gas and Electricity Markets. Public-Private Sector Research Center, No. 1, November,
Barcelona.

Finon D. (1996) French Energy Policy: The Effectiveness and Limitations of Colbertism. In
McGowan F. (ed.), European Energy Policies in a Changing Environment. Heidelberg:
Springer, 21–56.

Finon D. and Midttun A. (eds.) (2004) Reshaping European Gas and Electricity Industries.
Oxford: Elsevier.

Frappi C. and Varvelli A. (2010) Le strategie di politica energetica dell’Italia. Criticità interne e
opportunità internazionali. Quaderni di Relazioni Internazionali 13: 98–114.

García L. A. R. (2006) The Liberalisation of the Spanish Gas Market. Energy Policy 34(13):
1630–1644.

Ghilès F. (1995) España Y El Gas Argelino. Política Exterior 9(44): 169–176..
GIIGNL (2011) The LNG Industry, Annual Report, GIIGNL, Neuilly-sur-Seine - France.
GIIGNL (2012) The LNG Industry, Annual Report, GIIGNL, Neuilly-sur-Seine - France.
GIIGNL (2016) The LNG Industry, Annual Report, GIIGNL, Neuilly-sur-Seine - France.
Gilardi F. (2002) Policy Credibility and Delegation to Independent Regulatory

Agencies: A Comparative Empirical Analysis. Journal of European Public Policy 9(6):
873–893.

Goldthau A. and Sitter N. (2014) A Liberal Actor in a Realist World? The Commission and the
External Dimension of the Single Market for Energy. Journal of European Public Policy
21(10): 1452–1472.

GoldthauA. and SitterN. (2015)ALiberal Actor in aRealistWorld. TheEuropeanUnionRegulatory
State and the Global Political Economy of Energy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Goldthau A. andWitte J. (eds.) (2010)Global Energy Governance: The New Rules of the Game.
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Haney A. B. and Pollitt M. G. (2013) NewModels of Public Ownership in Energy. International
Review of Applied Economics 27(2): 174–192.

Hayes M. H. (2006) The Transmed and Maghreb Projects: Gas to Europe from North Africa. In
Victor D. G., Jaffe A. M. and Hayes M. H. (eds.), Natural Gas and Geopolitics. From
1970 to 2040. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 49–90.

Hayes M. H. and Victor D. G. (2006) Politics, Markets, and the Shift to Gas: Insights from the
Seven Historical Case Studies. In Victor D. G., Jaffe A. M. and Hayes M. H. (eds.),
Natural Gas and Geopolitics. From 1970 to 2040. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 319–353.

Held D., McGrew A. G., Goldblatt D. and Perraton J. (1999) Global Transformations: Politics,
Economics and Culture. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Helm D. (2005) The Assessment: The New Energy Paradigm. Oxford Review of Economic
Policy 21(1): 1–18.

548 PRONTERA

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

01
43

81
4X

17
00

00
6X

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X1700006X


Herranz-Surrallés A. (2015) European External Energy Policy: Governance, Diplomacy and
Sustainability. In Aarstad A. K., Drieskens E., Jørgensen K. E., Laatikainen K. and
Tonra B. (eds.), Sage Handbook of European Foreign Policy. London: Sage, 911–925.

Herranz-Surrallés A. (2016) An Emerging EU Energy Diplomacy? Discursive Shifts, Enduring
Practices. Journal of European Public Policy 23(9): 1386–1405.

Herranz-Surrallés A. (2017) Energy Diplomacy Under Scrutiny: Parliamentary Control of
Intergovernmental Agreements With Third-Country Suppliers. West European Politics
40(1): 183–201.

Hocking B. (1999) Catalytic Diplomacy: Beyond “Newness” and “Decline”. In Melissen J. (ed.),
Innovation in Diplomatic Practice. London: Palgrave-Macmillan, 21–42.

Honoré A. (2011) The Spanish Gas Market: Demand Trends Post Recession and Consequences
for the Industry. Oxford: Oxford Institute for Energy Studies, NG-55, July.

Honoré A. (2013) The Italian Gas Market: Challenges and Opportunities. Oxford: Oxford
Institute for Energy Studies, NG-76, June.

IEA (2009a) Energy Policies of IEA Countries, Spain 2009 Review, Paris.
IEA (2009b) Energy Policies of IEA Countries, France 2009 Review, Paris.
IEA (2014) Energy Policies of IEA Countries, Spain 2014 Review, Paris.
Jessop B. (2002) The Future of the Capitalist State. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Keating M. F., Kuzemko C., Belyi A. V. and Goldthau A. (2012) Introduction: Bringing Energy

into International Political Economy. In Kuzemko C., Belyi A. V., Goldthau A. and
Keating M. F. (eds.), Dynamics of Energy Governance in Europe and Russia. London:
Palgrave-Macmillan, 1–19.

King & Spalding (2015) LNG in Europe: An Overview of European Import Terminals in 2015,
http://www.kslaw.com/imageserver/KSPublic/practice_areas/energy/LNG-In-Europe.pdf
(accessed 10 November 2016).

Kirchner E. and Berk C. (2010) European Energy Security Co‐Operation: Between Amity
and Enmity. Journal of Common Market Studies 48(4): 859–880.

Klijn E. H. (2012) New Public Management and Governance: A Comparison. In
Levi-Faur D. (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Governance. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 201–214.

Lind M. (1992) The Catalytic State. National Interest 27: 3–12.
Lodge M. (2002) Varieties of Europeanisation and the National Regulatory State. Public Policy

and Administration 17(2): 43–67.
Luciani G. and Mazzanti M. R. (2006) Italian Energy Policy: The Quest for More Competition

and Supply Security. International Spectator 41(3): 75–89.
Majone G. (1996a) Regulating Europe. London: Routledge.
Majone G. (1996b) Temporal Consistency and Policy Credibility: Why Democracies Need Non-

Majoritarian Institutions. Working Paper RSC No. 96/57, European University Institute,
Florence.

Majone G. (1997) From the Positive to the Regulatory State: Causes and Consequences of
Changes in the Mode of Governance. Journal of Public Policy 17(2): 139–167.

Majone G. and La Spina L. (2000) Lo stato regolatore. Bologna: il Mulino.
Melly P. and Darracq V. (2013) A NewWay to Engage? French Policy in Africa from Sarkozy to

Hollande. Chatham House, May, http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/files/chathamhouse/
public/Research/Africa/0513pp_franceafrica.pdf. (accessed 18 July 2016).

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2009) Rapporto 2020. Le scelte di politica estera. Italian MFA,
Rome.

Mišík M. and Prachárová V. (2016) Before “Independence” Arrived: Interdependence in Energy
Relations Between Lithuania and Russia. Geopolitics 21(3): 1–26.

The new politics of energy security 549

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

01
43

81
4X

17
00

00
6X

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

http://www.kslaw.com/imageserver/KSPublic/practice_areas/energy/LNG-In-Europe.pdf
http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/files/chathamhouse/public/Research/Africa/0513pp_franceafrica.pdf
http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/files/chathamhouse/public/Research/Africa/0513pp_franceafrica.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X1700006X


Mityc (2002) Secretaría General de Energía, Planificatión de los sectores de electricidad y gas
2002-2011. Ministerio de Industria, Turismo y Comercio, Madrid.

Mityc (2006) Secretaría General de Energía, Planificatión de los sectores de electricidad
y gas 2002-2011, Revisión 2005-2011. Ministerio de Industria, Turismo y Comercio,
Madrid.

Naylor P. C. (2000) France and Algeria: A History of Decolonization and Transformation.
Gainesville, FL: University Press of Florida.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2015) National Energy Security Strategy. Departamento de
Seguridad National, Madrid, 20 July.

Oxford Business Group (2009) The Report. Qatar 2009. Oxford: Oxford Business Group.
Odell J. (2001) Case Study Methods in International Political Economy. International Studies

Perspectives 2(2): 161–176.
Padgett S. (2011) Energy Co-Operation in the Wider Europe: Institutionalizing Interdependence.

Journal of Common Market Studies 49(5): 1065–1087.
Pérez F. A. and Vaquer i Fanés J. (2008) Spain in the Genesis of Europe’s New Energy Policy. In

Barbé E. (ed.), Spain in Europe 2004-2008, Monograph of the Observatory of European
Foreign Policy, n. 4, February 2008. Bellaterra, Barcelona: Institut Universitari d’Estudis
Europeus, 1–8.

Politi J. (2014) Italy Renzi’s Pivots to Africa for Alternatives to Russian Gas. Financial Times,
5 December, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/ed33efb6-7bcc-11e4-b6ab-00144feabdc0.html?
siteedition=uk#axzz4I0P9YAlf (accessed 10 September 2016).

Pollitt M. G. (2016) New’ Models of Public Ownership in Energy. In Picot A., Florio M.,
Grove N. and Kranz J. (eds.), The Economics of Infrastructure Provisioning: The
Changing Role of the State. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 387–405.

Prange-Gstöhl H. (2009) Enlarging the EU’s Internal Energy Market: Why Would Third
Countries Accept EU Rule Export? Energy Policy 37(12): 5296–5303.

Proedrou F. (2012) EU Energy Security in the Gas Sector: Evolving Dynamics, Policy Dilemmas
and Prospects. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Prontera A. (2015) Italian Energy Security, the Southern Gas Corridor and the New Pipeline
Politics in Western Europe: From the Partner State to the Catalytic State. Journal
of International Relations and Development, http://doi:10.1057/jird.2015.31 (published
online: 14 August 2015).

Prontera A. (2017) Forms of state and European energy security: diplomacy and pipelines in
Southeastern Europe. European Security, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2017.
1313233 (published online: 09 Apr 2017).

Randall S. J. (2005)United States ForeignOil Policy SinceWorldWar I: For Profits and Security.
Montreal: McGill-Queen’s Press-MQUP.

Schmidt V. A. (2009) Putting the Political Back Into Political Economy by Bringing the State Back
in Yet Again. World Politics 61(3): 516–546.

Schmidt V. A. (2012) What Happened to the State-Influenced Market Economies? France, Italy,
and Spain Confront the Crisis as the Good, the Bad, and the Ugly. In GrantW. andWilson
G. K. (eds.), The Consequences of the Global Financial Crisis: The Rhetoric of Reform
and Regulation. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 156–186.

Shepherd R. and Ball J. (2006) Liquefied Natural Gas From Trinidad and Tobago:
The Atlantic LNG Project. In Victor D. G., Jaffe A. M. and Hayes M. H. (eds.),
Natural Gas and Geopolitics: From 1970 to 2040. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 268–318.

SkalameraM. (2015) Italy’s Path to Gas Liberalisation: Corporate Power,Monopoly Distortions
and the Russia Factor. Contemporary Italian Politics 7(2): 161–184.

550 PRONTERA

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

01
43

81
4X

17
00

00
6X

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/ed33efb6-7bcc-11e4-b6ab-00144feabdc0.html?siteedition=uk#axzz4I0P9YAlf
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/ed33efb6-7bcc-11e4-b6ab-00144feabdc0.html?siteedition=uk#axzz4I0P9YAlf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X1700006X


Skelcher C. (2005) Public-Private Partnerships and Hybridity. In Ferlie E., Laurence E. L. and
Pollitt C. (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Public Management. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 347–370.

Skelcher C. (2010) Governing Partnerships. In Hodge G., Greve C. and Boardman A. (eds.),
International Handbook on Public-Private Partnerships. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar,
292–304.

Sovacool B. and Sidorstov R. (2013) Energy Governance in the United States. In Goldthau A.
(ed.), The Handbook of Global Energy Policy. West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 435–456.

Stern J. (1990) European Gas Markets: Challenge and Opportunity in the 1990s. London:
Dartmouth Publishing Company.

Stopford J. and Strange S. (1991) Rival States, Rival Firms: Competition for World Market
Shares. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Talus K. (2013) EU Energy Law and Policy: A Critical Account. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Thatcher M. (2007) Regulatory Agencies, the State and Markets: A Franco-British Comparison.
Journal of European Public Policy 14(7): 1028–1047.

Umbach F. (2010) Global Energy Security and the Implication for the EU. Energy Policy 38(3):
1229–1240.

Wälde T. W. (2008) US Foreign Oil Policy Since World War I–For Profits and Security. The
Journal of World Energy Law & Business 1(1): 113–117.

Walker W. (2000) Entrapment in Large Technology Systems: Institutional Commitment and
Power Relations. Research Policy 29(7–8): 833–846.

Weiss L. (1998) The Myth of the Powerless State. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Weiss L. (1999) Globalization and National Governance: Antinomy or Interdependence?.

Review of International Studies 25(5): 59–88.
Weiss L. (2010) Globalization and the Myth of the Powerless State. In Ritzer G. and Ataly Z.

(eds.), Readings in Globalization. Key Concepts and Major Debates. West Sussex:
Wiley-Blackwell, 166–175.

Westphal K. (2006) Energy Policy Between Multilateral Governance and Geopolitics: Whither
Europe? Internationale Politik und Gesellschaft 4: 44–62.

Youngs R. (2009) Energy Security: Europe’s New Foreign Policy Challenge. London: Routledge.
Zarco-Jasso H. (2005) Public–Private Partnerships: A Multidimensional Model for Contracting.

International Journal of Public Policy 1(1–2): 22–40.

The new politics of energy security 551

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

01
43

81
4X

17
00

00
6X

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X1700006X

	The new politics of energy security and the rise of the catalytic state in southern�Europe
	Introduction
	Conceptual framework
	Forms of state and energy security in Europe
	Catalytic versus regulatory state

	Figure 1Partner state, catalytic state, regulatory state and European energy security.
	Research design and hypotheses
	Table 1Partner state, regulatory state, catalytic state and European energy security politics
	The empirical evidence: the new politics of LNG and the &#x201C;rise&#x201D; of the catalytic state
	Table 2Liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals in France, Italy and Spain: main features, developers, ownership and policy instruments
	Table 3Long- and medium-term contracts signed by companies operating in Spain, France and Italy and companies&#x2019; shares in liquefaction facilities abroad (only extra European Economic�Area)
	Table 4French, Italian and Spanish main liquefied natural gas (LNG) suppliers (&#x0025; of total LNG supply)
	Combining policy instruments and promoting public-private partnerships

	Table 5Projects for liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals in Italy (2001&#x2013;2009): main features and localisation�issues
	Table 6Projects for liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals in France (2006&#x2013;2009): main features and localisation�issues
	Emerging patterns of network diplomacy
	Indirectly supporting energy companies

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	References


