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Abstract 
Public policy aspects of climate change have been relatively neglected in debate 

and in academic analysis at the more pragmatic end of policy development and 
implementation, yet are enormously significant.  Indeed it could be argued that it is 
the enormity of the governance challenge of climate change that has contributed to the 
lack of effective policy action to reduce emissions in Australia and elsewhere.  
According to the Australian government independent adviser Ross Garnaut, climate 
change is a diabolical policy area, beyond rational policy making, for Australia in 
particular, which is structurally dependent upon emissions intensive energy.  However 
this paper suggests that emission reduction efforts may be better modelled in 
Australia at the subnational than the national level and it considers Tasmania as a case 
in point.  It begins by contrasting the so called diabolical problem of climate change 
with contemporary governance theory and practice and arguing that climate change is 
in fact well suited to the multi-faceted nature of the governance response.  However 
empirical consideration of efforts by governments to reduce their own emissions, 
including Tasmania, and the impact of these efforts on broader policy development 
does suggest a key decision making role for the state.  The climate challenge therefore 
illustrates the benefit of contemporary networked based governance solutions to 
emissions reduction, but within the context of more traditional, hierarchical policy 
parameters. The paper describes the climate challenge through the lens of governance 
theory, discusses the context for policy action, and reviews Tasmania's climate policy. 
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The Devil is in the Detail: 
The Governance Challenge of Climate Change 

 

 
 

1. Introduction - A Diabolical Policy Challenge 

 
This paper argues that the enormity of the governance challenge of climate 

change has contributed greatly to the lack of mitigation action and the failure of 
policy to reduce emissions in Australia and elsewhere.  According to Australian 
government independent adviser Ross Garnaut, climate change is a diabolical policy 
arena, beyond rational policy making, for carbon intensive countries in particular that 
are structurally dependent upon emissions intensive energy.  By diabolical he means 
‘harder than any other issue of high importance that has come before our polity in 
living memory’.  As a policy problem, climate change is uncertain, insidious, beyond 
national control, too complex, too captive by numerous, powerful, intense special 
interests, and with effects that can only be seen over the very long term but that 
require immediate response  (Garnaut 2008, xviii).  Garnaut suggests on the one hand 
that mitigation will fail at all levels without good governance, but on the other that 
such governance will be complex, and confronting to established interests.  Indeed the 
only antidote to the capture of policy by vested interests, he argues is good 
governance, namely the articulation of clear and soundly based policy principles, and 
the establishment of strong, effective and well resourced institutions to implement 
them (Garnaut 2008, xxix).   Good governance is left undefined but appears to refer to 
well considered, well embedded, effective policy, made in the absence of pressure by 
special interests or electoral cycles. 

The need for effective governance is clear.  It is well appreciated that 
emissions reduction governance has proven difficult to achieve historically with a 
doubling of greenhouse gas emissions since the early 1970s, and the OECD’s 
projected rise of emissions on current policies by over 70% between 2008-2050 
(OECD 2008, 6).  Australia faces particular challenges.  Of the Annex 1 Parties to the 
Kyoto Protocol, it has had the fourth greatest increase since 1990 in total aggregate 
emissions excluding land use, land use change and forestry, at 28.8%, behind Portugal 
at 40%, Spain at 50.6% and Turkey at 95.1% (UNFCCC 2008, 9). Only by offsetting 
its soaring energy emissions against its plummeting land clearance since 1990, can 
Australia claim to be meeting its Kyoto target of an 8% increase in emissions from 
1990 to 2008-2012 (Crowley 2007). 

The urgent need for mitigation policy is also underlined by the trending of 
global emissions growth for 2000-2007 at above the most fossil fuel intensive 
scenario previously identified by the Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change, an 
expert panel of 4,000 scientists from 150 countries (IPCC 2007).  Anthropogenic or 
human induced Co2 emissions have been growing four times faster since 2000 than 
during the previous decade, despite efforts to curb emissions by Kyoto Protocol 
inspired action (Global Carbon Project 2008).  In the lead up to the 2008 post-Kyoto 
talks in Poland, the WWF report Climate Change: Faster, Stronger, Sooner 
summarising key findings warned that the first climate tipping point may have been 
reached in the Arctic, where sea ice has disappeared 30 years ahead of IPCC 
predictions (WWF 2008).  IPCC projections for warming from 1990 levels are for 
average temperature rises of 1.6°C by 2100 where mitigation achieves atmospheric 
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concentrations of 450 ppm CO2-e, or 2°C at concentrations of 550 ppm CO2-e, or 
5.1°C where there is no mitigation at all (Garnaut 2008, 88-9).  Such trajectories 
confirm Garnaut’s call for effective governance to reduce national emissions.  
Uncertainty and instability are indeed key features of wicked problems, however 
whichever projected scenario plays out, it is apparent that climate change presents a 
potential global catastrophe.  

Climate change is also a problem of infinite scale, in the temporal, physical, 
and policy senses, indeed a classic ‘wicked problem’ problem that has thus far defied 
solution.  Defying solution is a key characteristic of a wicked problem, and, with the 
difficulty of ‘fixing’ or ‘solving’ the problem, policy emphasis is often simply upon 
managing it.  As a wicked problem, climate change is multi-causal and requires a 
range of coordinated and interrelated responses, but it is additionally complex and 
cross cutting in the institutional and societal senses, and requires action at and across 
all levels.  Climate change is a classic wicked problem as well for requiring new 
solutions from established politics, interests, structures and processes, and for 
requiring both behavioural change and individual action to achieve policy outcomes 
(Rittel and Webber 1973; Australian Public Service Commission 2007).  Given these 
complexities, it comes as no surprise that the Australian Public Service Commission 
(2007, 5) has identified chronic policy failure as a further characteristic of wicked 
problems and climate change as a case in point.  This failure is exacerbated by the fact 
that climate mitigation policies and action are urgently required just as the effects of 
climate change, which are not entirely certain, are nevertheless becoming more 
apparent, at the global, regional and local levels.  Part of the challenge of the climate 
policy response as we shall see in Tasmania is in devising emission reduction policies 
that are sufficiently networked as to mirror the complexities of the problem, whilst 
sufficiently legitimated by traditional hierarchical decision making means. 

It makes sense, this paper argues, to examine the governance challenge of 
climate change at the relatively neglected level of domestic policy detail and in terms 
of policy principles, construction, implementation and results.  We have seen that 
climate change is one of the hardest policy challenges, characterised by uncertainty, 
complexity, and policy capture by special interests, and that it requires urgent, 
coordinated, cross cutting action.  However this paper argues that contemporary 
conceptions of ‘governance’ should facilitate rather than frustrate effective emissions 
reduction action.  This paper argues that the devil is in the policy detail however, and 
so the paper explores governance theory as a means of pragmatically reflecting on 
real policy practice in broad terms before considering innovative subnational efforts 
in the Australian state of Tasmania.  Rabe (2007, 442) has found an ‘unexpectedly 
robust body of state policy development’ amongst the American states, with ‘a 
surprisingly diverse and continually expanding set of policy innovations’, partly taken 
advantage of the policy room created by lack of federal action.  There are important 
lessons to be learnt from such studies in Australia as well. 

 
 

2. Governance and Climate Policy 

 
The climate crisis is looming at an interesting period in the history of public 

policy theory and practice, at a time when as Goodin et al observe 'government is 
giving way to governance'.  By this the authors mean that 'governing is less and less a 
matter of ruling through hierarchical authority structures, and more and more a matter 
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of negotiating through a decentralised series of floating alliances' (Goodin et al 2006, 
12). If Goodin’s high modernist models of policy making were, first and foremost, as 
they suggest, models of central control (p. 14) then the antithesis is the concept of 
networked governance. Rhodes presents networked governance as varying levels of 
increasing societal control. These range from networks with minimal state 
involvement to networks as self-organising at the extreme. Self-organising networks 
can resist government steering, develop their own policies, and mould their own 
environments (Rhodes 1997:53).  The enduring theme in governance literature is 
complexity, in terms of the shift from simple to negotiated authority, from simple to 
insoluble policy problems, and from simple to obscured accountability.  Traditional, 
hierarchical authorities have moved beyond post World War Two economic largess 
and political legitimacy, through straitening, turbulent reforms of the 1980s, to the 
post strong state era of the twenty first century (Crowley and Coffey 2007).  The 
contemporary de-centred state does more with less, and is ‘complex, messy, resistant 
to central direction and in many respects difficult for key policy-makers let alone 
members of the public to understand’ (Stoker 1998). 

But why would the era of complex, messy, confusing governance suit a policy 
challenge like global climate change, which requires strong state action with 
legitimate, effective and urgent emission reduction?  Firstly, even if traditional 
hierarchical authority were the dominant mode of government today in modern liberal 
democracies, it would struggle with the scale, complexity, uncertainty and temporal 
dimensions of climate change.  Heightened reflexivity in the non-government arena 
furthermore requires clear avenues of participation by the non-government sector and 
negotiation between conflicting interests that is not a feature of hierarchical authority.  
And in terms of effective policy processes and pathways, hierarchical authority is 
characteristically top down, whereas effective climate policy development must be 
top-down, bottom-up, and cross-cutting (Crowley forthcoming).  There is a question 
in much of the governance literature over the capacity of the state to assert traditional 
policy and political authority in the contemporary networked governance era.  This is 
significant in terms of the legitimation of urgent action to reduce emissions. 

Howlett and Rayner (2006, 251-2) see ‘new governance’ strategies as required 
in order to achieve contemporary environmental policy goals in an era of decreased 
national state capacity and autonomy, and suggests that they will involve private 
actors much more heavily than traditional policy design.  The de-centred state is 
involved or partnered at multi-levels, across multi-sectors, from the local to global 
arenas, in a way that hierarchical authority is not, and which suits the climate change 
engagement imperative for all sectors, at all levels, and with all players.  This 
engagement and policy integration challenge is not new for environmental policy, but 
decades old in terms of international commitments made to pursue sustainable 
development at the domestic level. Since sustainable development governance has 
had a manifestly mixed record of success (OECD 2002) its failings are instructive for 
domestic climate policy design. 

However, issues such as sustainable development or climate change may be 
well suited to the era of governance, with its accommodation of complexity and its 
de-centred processes, but they may still suffer high levels of policy failure. Had 
sustainable development been successfully integrated into Australian decision making 
over the last twenty years, then the country would be better prepared for the climate 
challenge.  However Australian sustainable development is considered a largely failed 
exercise despite policy rhetoric to the contrary and isolated successes across levels of 
government and in some sectors (Productivity Commission 1999, Yencken 2002). 
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Indeed the OECD’s survey of sustainable development policy progress in five 
countries found limited effectiveness, with both policy and programs being limited, ad 
hoc, reactive, partial and at times even contradictory (OECD 2002).  

It is important to appreciate that governance has done nothing to overcome 
self-interested political decision-making and may even have increased the political 
strength of forces that would thwart innovative environmental policy initiatives.  
Equally, however, to return to the theme of this paper, in terms of policy failure the 
devil is very much in the detail of policy design and the capacity of contemporary 
bureaucracies to implement effective governance practice.  Russell and Jordan’s 
(2006) research has found a weak, highly sectorised rolling out of policy appraisal or 
governance for sustainable development in the United Kingdom, indeed even 
Whitehall resistance to it.  In fact, on the basis of the institutional failings of 
sustainability policy, in particular the difficulty of achieving cross cutting 
environmental goals, there may be grounds for arguing that government has yet to 
accede to governance within the bureaucracy itself. 

Is there a mismatch, then, between the shift from hierarchical authority to 
decentralised alliances outside the bureaucracy as a means of achieving complex 
goals, and a persistent, silo based, rigidity within bureaucracy itself that frustrates 
effective, innovative governance?  Whilst autonomous societal networking, and 
networking between the government and non-government sectors are established 
governance practices, bureaucratic networking, or joined up governance has met with 
less success.  There is a tension, firstly, between the policy coordination that 
networking promises, and the promotion of specialisation that distinct policy silos 
foster and preserve (Christensen 2006, 461).  Networked governance practices within 
bureaucracy face the pathology of departmentalism then (Richards and Kavanagh 
2000) but they also suffer from the overlap, mixed messages, and excessive planning 
and meetings that joining up can bring (Hogg 2000).   

Sustainable development policy has been failing in Australia for its lack of 
cross agency cooperation and lack of integration across government despite effective 
partnering between the government and non-government sectors (CWLTH 1999, 139-
141). Climate change similarly requires integrative structures and processes at a 
number of levels, between and across levels of government and sectors, but it does 
have a sharper focus on the urgent need to cut to emissions and for everyone within 
and beyond government to play their part.  The need to reduce emissions over the last 
two decades has perhaps been less appreciated than it is today, so it is timely to 
consider how policy design can mimic rather than undercut new governance and 
networking practices. 

The last two decades have seen a clearer shift to governance practices, and the 
attempt to do more with less regarding more complex problems, in greater partnership 
with the non-government sector, parallel, in Australia, a manifest failure to reduce its 
greenhouse gas emissions.  This raises two issues, firstly what the role of the state is 
in de-centric governance practice, and what the point is of governance practices and 
engagement that do not achieve clear policy outcomes.  But it also suggests that the 
governance challenge of climate change is complex, as well as confronting to a nation 
state structurally dependent upon emissions intensive energy, to the point of crippling 
policy development.  In terms of what the role of the state is, leadership and 
legitimacy are not concepts that governance extinguishes in liberal democratic states, 
so the state remains as capable of hierarchical decision-making and policy 
pronouncements as ever.  What the governance perspective emphasises is the changed 
process of governing in pursuit of policy goals (Stoker 1998, 18), for example the 
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manner in which emissions reduction may be pursued once a target is determined by a 
nation state under pressure from an attentive public.  The devil is in the detail then of 
policy design which must at once clearly pursue its goal, but, in terms of climate 
change, also build in governance features that promote autonomous action, 
engagement, accountability and clear policy progress.  Indeed the difference between 
high nation state rhetoric about reducing emissions and real progress towards 
achieving that can be partly gauged by the efforts made to reduce the emissions of 
government’s own activities. 

 
 

3. Mitigation Global to Local 

 
It can be instructive to examine mitigation efforts where governments have 

attempted to reduce their own emissions in terms of considering state capacity to act 
on a complex policy challenge in the governance era, and of modelling mitigation 
efforts. Governments can generate a huge impact by committing to reduce their own 
emissions, not least by gaining legitimacy with an attentive public if they lead by 
example, but by being seen to play their own part in a global effort of enormous 
consequence.  They can also trigger markets to respond, for example to greener 
procurement, to new energy efficiency standards, to developing expertise in emissions 
auditing, and to the design challenge of monitoring and reporting systems/processes.  
The work of reducing government emissions will have further spin off effects by 
signalling policy trends and commitment, by challenging and inspiring public sector 
employees, and by modelling change in arenas well beyond government.  
Government action also offers the opportunity to adopt a new comprehensive 
governance approach across the whole of government where the business of 
sustainability, and practices which reduce emissions, could then become standard.  
There is furthermore arguably a civic responsibility for public agencies to support 
sustainability and reduced emissions in a genuine, open, transparent and accountable 
fashion.  Indeed, 'given their size and influence, public agencies are expected to lead 
by example in reporting publicly and transparently on their efforts to promote 
sustainability’ (GRI 2005: 7-8).  It should be relatively common for climate strategies 
and policies to include actions to show that government is leading by example. Even 
so, only the Provincial British Columbia Government, the UK Central Government 
Office and six of New Zealand's public sector agencies are prominently doing so, by 
aiming to be carbon neutral operations by 20121. 

British Columbia is committed to 33% emissions reduction below current 
levels, or 10% below 1990 levels, by 2020, with action on government emissions 
including an off-setting scheme and new standards of energy efficiency to apply to 
upgrades of the Parliament buildings (ENS 2007).  But more systemic action than this 
is needed if government action is to not only lead effectively by example, but to 
promote integrated processes and sustained emission reduction results.  The UK has 
headed in this direction by adopting a comprehensive program of change that includes 

                                                 
1 The most obvious down-side to aiming for carbon neutrality is of course that it may not 

engender the changed processes, purchases or behaviours that will be needed for moving into a carbon 
constrained future, and that it could rely upon compensating activity that perpetuates current carbon 
excesses (Downie 2007; Ryan 2007).  Planning for actual emission cuts on the other hand will force 
changed bureaucratic processes, purchases and behaviours.   

 



The Governance Challenge of Climate Change 

7 

reducing government office and vehicle emissions, water usage and waste, whilst 
increasing the energy efficiency of Departments, and the use of renewables and 
recycling.  Its program for Sustainable Operations on the Government Estate includes 
reducing carbon emissions from government offices by 33% by 2020 on 1999/2000 
levels, and carbon emissions from government vehicles by 15% by 2010/11 on 2005/6 
levels.  UK Departments are furthermore required to increase energy efficiency per 
m2 by 30% by 2020 on 1999/2000 levels and to adopt sustainable procurement 
practices including green procurement policy for energy using products (UK 2007). 

The UK Sustainable Operations’ whole of government approach is designed 
for quick action facilitated by ambitious interim targets, with leadership shown by 
having responsibility for the program designated to the highest levels.  The 
implementation of the program has also been carefully considered, by linking the 
program to deliver efficiency savings to the performance objectives of key staff, and 
by having Departments identify any financial barriers to choosing more sustainable 
practices.  In terms of more sustainable procurement, it has updated all contracts to 
meet new standards, with all suppliers and sub-contractors required to comply with 
agreed mandatory standards and sustainability targets.  This is now a powerful lever 
for private sector action because it requires key suppliers to have in place plans to 
lower their carbon footprint, and those of their supply-chains, if they are to continue 
to do business with the government (UK 2007, 3).  This is more than 'good will' effort 
to appease a concerned public, and is not an effort that is focused on offsetting in the 
first instance in order to achieve the UK Central Government Office's carbon 
neutrality by 2020 target.  Neither is the New Zealand program, which will be 
expanded beyond six initial agencies to include all thirty-four agencies and will 
ensure that their plans are in place by 2012 for eventual carbon neutrality.  
Underpinning this program, and the UK’s, are key emission reduction efforts in 
energy, waste and transport usage. 

The self-described 'world-leading' New Zealand program is indeed exemplary 
for its ambitious attempt to create a sustainable nation, possibly the first ever, if its 
objectives are achieved over the longer term (NZ 2007).  And it is more likely to 
achieve these objectives because of the policy integration that has eluded other 
countries with existing policies such as the New Zealand Energy Efficiency and 
Conservation Strategy; the New Zealand Sustainable Development Program of 
Action; and the New Zealand Waste Strategy.  There is also a relatively new 
sustainable government procurement policy and a GOV3 program that is targeting the 
pursuit of whole of government sustainability in buildings, transport, office 
consumables and equipment, and recycling/waste minimisation (NZ 2007b).  Green 
or sustainable government procurement means that public purchasers take account of 
environmental factors when buying products, services or works and have been 
adopted right across Europe2.  The NZ Carbon Neutrality program will involve 
several stages: measuring and reporting greenhouse gas emissions; reducing 
emissions; and offsetting the remainder.  The program has various key elements 
including the symbolism of early adoption, the goals of low carbon governance and 
best sustainability practice, and integration with existing policy programs and with 
price-based measures.  The government emission reduction program had the support 
of the NZ Cabinet, and whilst it may not greatly reduce the country's carbon footprint, 
it is designed to provide business and households with a clear impetus to act (NZ 
2007). 

                                                 
2 See the European Commission site: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/gpp/guideline_en.htm. 
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The Australian states and territories typically include government leadership in 
their climate change policies and strategies, in isolated, symbolic, good will fashion 
rather than as part of an integrated set of strategic initiatives like the UK’s or NZ’s.  
ACT is planning for example for government buildings to be carbon neutral by 2009, 
and government schools by 2017.  NSW Government buildings must now meet 
greenhouse ratings.  The Queensland Government is planning for its office buildings 
to be carbon neutral by 2020. Energy audits and efficiency plans for government 
activities have been launched in the ACT, QLD, NSW, WA, SA and VIC, and many 
jurisdictions are planning greener, carbon neutral government fleets.   

But none of these initiatives come close to comprehensive, whole of 
government efforts to transform the carbon excesses of government activities.  In 
terms of reducing government emissions, the principles that apply are clear from 
discussion thus far.  Firstly that government action can trigger broader action, 
legitimacy can be gained from it, markets will respond especially to greener 
procurement policies, and aspirational policy led by government can be symbolic, but 
also highly motivational.  The process to be followed by integrated emission 
reduction action in any nation, sector or at any level is relatively clear not only from 
the UK and NZ but from broader emission reduction practice. First there is an audit of 
emissions, then reduction targets are set, with interim targets being critical, and any 
structural, policy or financial obstacles to meeting those targets are identified and 
addressed.  Auditing and reduction efforts can then be phased, taking the easiest 
actions first, but with iterative improvements made in subsequent more difficult 
phases after some lessons have been learned.  And, finally, offsetting is considered as 
a last resort to reducing emissions so as not to displace the pursuit of changed 
processes, purchases or behaviours. 

 

4. Sub-National Policy Action? 

Both climate change and environmental governance are typically depicted at 
great remove from the pragmatic detail of emissions reduction policy design, very 
often at the most abstract level of international regimes.  Environmental governance is 
further abstracted into a multi-stranded theoretical discipline that explores the role and 
capacity of nation states, for instance, and of markets and communities in tackling 
collective, contested problems (Chhotray and Stoker 2009, 195).  There is on the 
other hand an upwelling of global dialogue in the lead up to the 2008 Post-Kyoto 
Poznan talks regarding the environmental governance models that may in future 
deliver global emissions reduction (e.g. Aldy and Stavins 2008; Drexhage 2008; 
OECD 2008).   

 ‘Good’ climate change governance at the nation state level is defined without 
elaboration by Garnaut (2008, xxix) as clear and soundly based policy principles, with 
strong, effective, well resource institutions to implement them.  He argues that 
contemporary economic, social and political institutions may not be appropriately 
constituted for dealing with climate change and may generate inertia rather than 
emissions reduction action.  Nevertheless any effective mitigation action will greatly 
reduce future uncertainty  (p. 301).  Chapman (2006, 8-10) also questions whether 
contemporary institutions are up to the mitigation task. Can they can organise and  
‘join up’ their efforts sufficiently; can climate change be integrated into national 
policy; can planning better accommodate climate issues; and can top level public 
servants fully appreciate the significance of climate change?  What is largely absent 
from debate, Rabe (2007, 424) observes, is the institutional capacities of various 
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national and subnational governments to develop and implement policies that could 
actually stabilise or reduce emissions. 

Injecting debate with an empirical study of an ambitious, subnational climate 
change policy process, albeit from a small island state on the global periphery, could 
be instructive then in adding to the growing ‘lesson learning’ from actual emission 
reducing policy models.  The Tasmanian study may contribute further to the fleshing 
out of Garnaut’s good governance principles, which, it will be shown, can be 
generated and action progressed in the absence of national or international policy 
settings or mechanisms.  The Tasmanian case study is also an interesting study in 
agenda setting, with the Tasmanian Premier, Paul Lennon, casting aside a mediocre 
draft state climate policy (DPIW 2006) and determining to implement more 
ambitious, centralised action.  Some argued that this was a simplistic political re-
branding by a widely unpopular leader, others that it was an attempt by a Labor leader 
to attract green votes, others still that it was pure rhetoric and would prove 
meaningless (Neales 2008).  However the Premier had grasped that Tasmania is 
capable of strong state action on climate change curtesy of two key advantages: firstly 
a high proportion of energy requirements already being met by hydroelectric power; 
and secondly, a significant sink capacity with over 60% of the state covered in forest 
(DPIWE 1999).  The Premier announced that legislation would be drafted enshrining 
a 60% cut in state emissions by 2050, establishing an independent climate action 
advisory council, with a process to be implemented for cutting the government’s own 
emissions (Lennon 2007).  

It took two years for the state’s draft climate change policy to be revised and 
released by Lennon’s successor Premier David Bartlett (Bartlett 2008; TCCO 2008), 
by which time an innovative, principle based framework for reducing the 
government’s own emissions had already been implemented.  This meant that the 
process of considering how best to reduce state government emissions, then fed into 
and informed, in terms of policy learning, the much broader process for reducing the 
state’s emissions.  The framework for reducing government emissions was premised 
on the highest levels of political support and a sense of urgency driving action, with 
legitimate but challenging emission reduction plans set within at times tight, indeed 
overlapping timeframes.  Action was intended furthermore to send clear signals both 
to industry and the community about the need to cut emissions, and to realise the 
economic benefits of Tasmania building on and marketing its ‘clean, green’ 
reputation.   

The key action areas are: emission auditing; target setting for reducing 
emissions; monitoring and reporting systems being established; agency emission 
reduction plans being devised; an employee engagement and cultural change program 
being developed; and evaluation and learning processes being put it place.  The 
framework is explicitly cross-cutting, with joint agency efforts to reduce emissions 
encouraged, and fast, lean, cooperative, iterative and consultative elements built in.  
The framework’s guiding principles were endorsed by Cabinet and now inform 
broader state policy, ie. leadership, shared responsibility, best practice and beyond, 
accelerated outcomes, creative thinking, openness and transparency (Crowley 2007b; 
Appendix One). 

The implementation of any government policy is a moving feast of 
adjustments and revisions so it remains to be seen how the framework for reducing 
government emissions will unfold under a new Premier.  Action to date has had a 
catalysing effect, however, driven initially by Premier Lennon, and prompting the 
moving of climate responsibility into the Premier’s Department, and the establishment 
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of both a Tasmanian Climate Change Office (TCCO) and an independent advisory 
Action Council.  The framework is being coordinated by the TCCO, which is not 
bringing key experts into its premises but is reliant upon developing and capturing 
networks of expertise with action teams forming in each agency and to be linked via 
intranet.  

The framework will also unfold in phases, with the easiest to audit areas of 
government activity being audited first, and additional areas audited in subsequent 
phases, or as the new Premier now decides (Parsons Brinckerhoff 2008).  Target 
setting for reducing government emissions, will be differentiated across agencies, 
with emission reduction the priority and off-setting programs only a last resort after 
all other efforts have been exhausted.  The framework advocates complete openness 
and transparency regarding emission auditing and reduction efforts, and proposes 
What We Have Learnt reports for each stage, and a review by the Auditor General.  
There is reflexivity, or two-way communication on emission reduction planning built 
in, with grass roots cultural change components attempting to inspire change beyond 
government and into the community (TCCO 2008b).  This looks like happening with 
the likely adoption state wide of the framework for reducing government emissions 
by local government. 

What sets this framework for reducing government emissions apart in 
Australia is firstly that no other state, federal or local government has attempted to 
reduce its entire carbon footprint in such a systematic way.  What this implies, is that 
there is not the political leadership that there has been in Tasmania, nor perhaps the 
opportunity elsewhere of being a primarily renewable energy state as Tasmania is.  
Being premised on urgent action also sets the Tasmanian approach apart, with 
extremely tight timeframes.  Phase one audits of government emissions in less 
complex areas/ operations have been undertaken in 2008, and the phase two audit of 
the rest of government is proposed for 2009 with the benefit of stage one experience.  
Agency emission reduction plans must be in place six months after the audits, and 
after Cabinet endorsement of the setting of Agency reduction targets.  By 2010, the 
whole of the government's activities will have been audited, reduction plans set in 
place, and monitoring and reporting systems that articulate nationally established, in 
time for review by the Auditor General.  

Tasmania already has an emission reduction target of 25% by 2020 established 
in the Tasmania Together state plan, which is a deliberatively derived document based 
on the most extensive public consultation for any state plan in the country (Crowley 
and Coffey 2007).  The framework for reducing government emissions differs again 
for its articulation with Tasmania Together consultation and planning processes. 
These are driving its 2020 focus, with five-year reviews in 2012 and 2017 intended to 
maintain momentum, and to drive transparent implementation of reduction efforts. 

As part of the framework for reducing government emissions, Premier Lennon 
announced that: a minimum feed-in tariff paper would be prepared, the government’s 
vehicle fleet would be carbon neutral by 2010, all government travel would be offset, 
energy efficiency would be implemented in government buildings, a green 
procurement policy would be adopted, and emissions reductions would be reported in 
agency annual reports (Lennon 2008).  The ‘action’ focus of the Premier’s approach 
and the attempt to comprehensively reduce emissions then informed state climate 
change policy development.   

Tasmania is following the state of Victoria (2007) by commissioning a wedge 
analysis of emission reduction opportunities across the economy that will be used to 
set interim and sector based targets.  This will also promote sectoral engagement 
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beyond government, and promote innovative climate change solutions and an 
emissions reduction culture across Tasmania. Victoria is also looking for deep and 
early emission cuts, and further research has confirmed that the state’s emissions 
could be halved by 2020 with accelerated transformative changes across the energy 
supply sector (Nous 2008).  In terms of integrating climate imperatives into policy 
processes, Tasmania is incorporating climate considerations into regional planning, 
and into all cabinet submissions and budget papers and submissions.  A community 
engagement program, Earn Your Stars, has been launched and is backed by a 
community based climate action fund, and a trial is underway for energy efficiency in 
low-income housing (TCCO 2008).  The opportunity to diffuse or transfer the best of 
Tasmania’s emission reduction policies to other states is available through the climate 
change working parties of the Council of Australian Governments. 

 
5. Discussion and Conclusions 

 
This paper has argued that the enormity of the governance challenge of 

climate change has contributed to the lack of mitigation action and the failure to 
reduce emissions in Australia and elsewhere.  It has shown that emissions reduction 
must be strongly supported politically, and clearly articulated and soundly based as 
policy, before being integrated into governance processes if it is to succeed.  
However, it has interpreted governance in the broadest terms, as an act of governing 
in the contemporary de-centred sense, before turning to the detail of ‘action based’ 
subnational emission reduction.  It has suggested, furthermore, that the de-centred 
state has greater capacity to respond to an uncertain, complex, multi-causal, challenge 
such as climate change than has government in the hierarchical sense.  Indeed 
contemporary theoretical conceptions of governance should facilitate rather than 
frustrate effective action to reduce emissions with their emphasis upon cross cutting 
action, community networks, heightened reflexivity, and multi-levelled, multi-sectoral 
policy engagement.   

This paper has also argued, however, that the devil is in the detail of policy 
design, and that it makes sense to examine the neglected level of domestic policy 
detail in terms of principles, construction, implementation and results.  It turns to the 
subnational level in order to test its ‘capacity to act’ proposition, and to see whether 
the climate challenge is defeated by its own complexity and by the contemporary de-
centred state with its new governance practices. On the contrary, it finds a great 
willingness to act to cut emissions in Tasmania in a manner not yet attempted by the 
national government. The climate policy response in Tasmania therefore illustrates 
both the benefit of contemporary networked based governance solutions to emissions 
reduction, and the legitimating context of traditional, hierarchical policy parameters. 

There are nevertheless many caveats to this study.  Firstly the Tasmanian 
study is of a newly established policy effort, which is yet to bear results, and which 
will need to be subject to implementation analysis in coming years.  It is yet to be 
seen for example, whether the Tasmanian Premier opened a policy window, in 
Kingdon’s (1984) terms, that has now been slammed shut by a new Premier, and nose 
diving economy, only twelve months later.  Equally, the governance elements of the 
Tasmanian approach are yet to be sustained in practice, and thus to prove more 
resilient to departmentalism and competing priorities than past sustainability agendas 
and efforts.  The Tasmanian program is de-centred and cross cutting, in a manner 
coordinated by the Tasmanian Climate Change Office, but it was prioritised by a now 
departed Premier.  Political leadership is critical to agenda setting and the change of 
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Premiers may also prove a critical one, given the previous Premier’s energy expertise 
and the new Premier’s priority focus on education.  There is also the question of the 
relevance of a subnational emission reduction efforts on a global scale.  The 
Tasmanian government is responsible for only 10% of state emissions, Tasmania is 
responsible for only 1.45% of Australian emissions, and Australia is responsible for 
only 1.2% of global emissions.  In this case, it helps to appreciate Rabe’s (2007, 442) 
point that with international climate compacts failing to reduce emissions over 
previous decades, it is time to turn to systematic subnational studies ‘of actual 
experience in policy development and implementation’. 
 

 
 

APPENDIX ONE 
Principles to guide action on reducing  

the Tasmanian Government’s emissions: 
i. Leadership – Strong leadership is required to drive change past the inevitable 

obstacles and challenges that face new ways of organising and behaving.  
Government needs to both demonstrate leadership in driving change and also 
create the environment for others, within the public sector and the broader 
community, to demonstrate leadership. 

ii. Shared responsibility – Every individual is responsible for the problem of a 
warming climate and therefore every individual is responsible for the 
solutions. Leadership that fosters inclusivity and facilitates a sharing of the 
solutions will help to bring about an improvement in the environment and 
human wellbeing. 

iii. Best practice and beyond – Identifying international best practice and then 
striving to move beyond it will place Tasmania’s approach to climate change 
at the cutting edge of current thinking. 

iv. Accelerating outcomes – Climate change requires organisations to respond 
much more quickly than they have in the past.  The framework seeks to ensure 
that results are achieved quickly by removing barriers and creating incentives 
for change while at the same time building in long-term sustainability. 

v. Creative thinking and innovation – Climate change is a complex, multi-
disciplinary issue that requires new ways of thinking.  Leadership that grants 
people permission to think creatively will also foster collective learning and 
adaptive management. 

vi. Openness and transparency – Empowering people to find the solutions to a 
warming climate requires building trust. A key way in which to build trust is 
to communicate openly and transparently though multiple communication 
pathways (Crowley 2007, 7-8). 
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