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Abstract
Energy-intensive processing industries (EPIs) such as iron 
and steel, aluminum, chemicals, cement, glass, and paper and 
pulp are responsible for a large share of global greenhouse gas 
emissions. To meet 2050 emission targets, a transition to low 
carbon, often radical innovations is required, but this process 
is going slow. Insights from sociotechnical and innovation sys-
tems perspectives are therefore needed to facilitate and steer 
this transition process. The transitions literature has so far how-
ever, neglected EPIs. 

This paper characterises the sociotechnical and innovation 
systems of EPIs in terms of stylized facts, identifying similari-
ties and differences between the individual industries. These 
stylized facts are recognized through an iterative process that 
builds on the authors’ expertise on EPIs and a review of avail-
able literature and documentation. Building on the limited 
body of available literature, it subsequently explores how these 
stylized facts may influence low carbon transition processes 
and identifies literature gaps from which a first agenda to fur-
ther transitions research on EPIs is sketched. Insights obtained 
through such research would not only benefit policy recom-
mendations, but may also lead to theoretical enrichment, as 
the unique EPI characteristics are likely to result in for example 
new transition dynamics or lock-in mechanisms. The paper is 
concluded with some implications for policy.

Introduction
Energy-intensive processing industries (EPIs) are industries 
that convert natural resources into basic materials through 
processes that require high energy inputs. The EPIs included 
in this paper convert natural resources such as iron ore, baux-
ite, petroleum, lime stone and biomass into iron and steel, alu-
minum, chemicals, cement, glass and paper; essential material 
building blocks on which society relies (Allwood and Cullen 
2012). The need for sustainability transitions in these industries 
is significant; globally, industry is responsible for over 30 % of 
all greenhouse gas emissions, of which the majority is emitted 
by EPIs (Fischedick et al., 2014a). In the EU28, EPIs emitted 
in 2010 13 % of all energy-related greenhouse gasses and are 
responsible a large share of local air pollutants (Lechtenböh-
mer et al. 2015). Although significant resources and energy ef-
ficiency improvements have been made over the past decades 
(Worrell et al., 2009; Fischedick et al., 2014a), meeting the EU 
2050 emission reduction target of 80 to 95 % compared to 1990 
(EC, 2011), requires extensive low carbon innovation. The re-
cently in Paris adopted “well below 2C” target even requires 
EPIs to decrease emissions to zero before 2070 (Åhman et al 
2016). The transitions to low carbon EPIs are however going 
slow (Saygin et al., 2011; Cagno et al., 2013) and more insight 
into the socio-technical barriers that inhibit these transitions is 
necessary to formulate adequate policy support. 

Studies employing sociotechnical systems and innovation 
systems (ST&I systems) perspectives have provided valuable 
insights into the drivers and barriers to the development, dif-
fusion and adoption of new, sustainable technologies and 
practices, as well as into the lock-in of existing regimes with 
established and less sustainable technologies. These insights 
have shaped public policy to more effectively facilitate and 
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steer sustainability transitions (Alkemade et al., 2011; Kivimaa 
and Kern, 2015; Smith and Kern, 2009). Empirical analyzes of 
sustainability transitions have so far, however, focused on the 
energy, buildings and transport sectors and has insufficiently 
studied other sectors, like EPIs, where insights into sustain-
ability transitions and associated policy recommendations are 
also needed. 

There is however also a theoretical contribution to studying 
EPIs from an ST&I systems perspective. Examples of such stud-
ies conducted so far have focused on the tile (Gabaldón-Este-
van et al., 2014), paper and pulp (Karltorp and Sandén, 2012), 
steel (Rynikiewicz, 2008) and cement and concrete industries 
(Dewald and Achternbosch, 2015; Wesseling and Van der 
Vooren, 2016), and indicate that many barriers to low carbon 
innovation result from unique EPI characteristics. The lack of 
demand for example, relates to EPIs being far removed from 
the end-consumer, while the lack of regulatory pressure results 
from a fear of disadvantaging domestic industries in a highly 
global and price competitive commodity market. This paper 
argues that these unique ST&I system characteristics provide 
opportunities for theoretical enrichment of the transitions lit-
erature, for example by identifying new transition dynamics or 
lock-in mechanisms. 

This paper positions EPIs in the transitions literature, to ena-
ble broader empirical application of the literature and to enrich 
its theoretical foundations. For this purpose, it first systemati-
cally discusses the characteristics of ST&I systems in EPIs, us-
ing stylized facts. Subsequently it explores, based on the limited 
data available, how these stylized facts may affect low carbon 
transitions in EPIs and specify an agenda on how to further the 
field of sustainability transitions research focusing on EPIs. It 
is referred to low carbon transition here instead of sustainabil-
ity transition, because the paper is primarily interested in cli-
mate related sustainability; other sustainability issues relevant 
to EPIs, like resource exhaustion, are outside the focus of this 
paper. The paper is concluded by reflecting on the emerging 
field of low carbon transitions in EPIs and by providing policy 
implications based on existing knowledge.

Methods

ST&I SYSTEMS PERSPECTIVE
Different approaches have been developed to study sustainabil-
ity transitions, including the multi-level perspective, strategic 
niche management, transitions management, and sectoral and 
technological innovation systems perspectives. What these per-
spectives have in common is that they study the emergence, 
functioning or transformation of an ST&I system. Such a sys-
tem is comprised of actors (firms, trade associations, govern-
ment, research organizations, consumers, etc.), institutions 
(such as norms, values and formal policies or regulations), 
technologies or materiality (such as plants, infrastructure) and 
the interactions between these system components. Systems 
develop or transform through the co-evolution of these sys-
tem components as innovation cannot take place in a vacuum 
(Edquist, 2005). Exogenous factors like climate change may 
exert pressure on an existing ST&I system, driving it to change 
along a technological trajectory, e.g. through the development 
of energy efficiency improvements, or, when external pressure 

is strong enough, destabilizing the existing systems enough for 
it transition to a new system, which typically revolves around 
new technology (Geels, 2004).

To understand the technological change in EPIs, this paper 
distinguishes between incremental innovations that follow ex-
isting technological trajectories, and radical innovations that 
constitute new technologies. Utterback (1996, p. 200) defines 
radical innovation as “change that sweeps away much of a firm’s 
existing investment in technical skills and knowledge, designs, 
production technique, plant and equipment”. For EPIs this defi-
nition typically means investing in novel technologies for the 
basic process (such as going from coke and coal in blast fur-
naces to renewable electricity for electrowinning) or to chang-
ing feedstock which involves significant changes to the primary 
production process (for example for bulk chemicals going from 
petroleum based plastics to bio- and electricity based plastics).

To understand low carbon transition dynamics, this paper 
also distinguishes between innovations that range from mar-
ginal to significant (described as low carbon innovation) emis-
sion reductions. These innovations may purposefully or not 
(sometimes emissions reductions are only a by-product, for ex-
ample of energy efficiency and recycling), directly or indirectly 
(e.g. when emissions are captured during use of the product 
like CO2 absorbing concrete) reduce emissions

We use the structural components of ST&I systems and the 
innovation typology to structure the discussion of the factors 
that influence the innovation processes in EPIs and how this 
may affect the transition to deep decarbonization. 

RESEARCH DESIGN
To position EPIs within the transition literature, this paper first 
characterizes the ST&I system of EPIs in terms of stylized facts, 
i.e. broadly generalized and simplified representations of em-
pirical findings. The stylized facts presented in this paper build 
on experience and data on EPIs in climate ambitious, industri-
alized countries like in Europe, the US and Japan and are not 
necessarily generalizable to the global level. 

After characterizing the ST&I systems of EPIs through styl-
ized facts, literature on EPIs is analysed to infer how these may 
influence low carbon transition. The literature gaps identified 
in this process are formulated into a research agenda that aims 
to further transition studies on EPIs. 

Innovation system characterization of EPIs 
Figure 1 provides an overview and describes in terms of styl-
ized facts, the most important actors, networks and institutions 
that characterize ST&I systems in EPIs and embeds these sys-
tems within the larger value chain. This overview shows that 
EPIs are very different from the energy, buildings and transport 
sectors conventionally studied by the transition literature, not 
only in terms of their position along the value chain, but also in 
their ST&I system characteristics. The remainder of this section 
further discusses these stylized facts, followed by a reflection on 
their differences between EPIs. 

INDUSTRY STRUCTURE
The industrial structure of EPIs is generally characterized by 
strong economies of scale and high energy and capital intensity. 
EPI plants are energy intensive because the processing of raw 
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materials typically requires chemical conversions taking place 
at high temperatures or requires energy intensive breaking of 
chemical bonds. Significant energy efficiency and organization-
al economies of scale can be achieved by large scale processing 
of raw materials, combined with the high fixed costs and, re-
sults in large scale processing plants (Crompton and Lesourd, 
2004). These large scale, often highly automated, processing 
plants are complex, often producing several different qualities 
of products, interlinked to other industries, and require high 
upfront costs. High fixed costs in large processes need to be 
earned back in cyclic markets with large variations in prices. 
High capacity utilization is important in order to cover high 
fixed cost and plants may keep operating at an overall loss as 
long as prices are higher than variable production costs. On 
the other hand, plants may be very profitable during periods 
of high demand and high prices. Investment cycles for major 
reinvestments can typically range between 20–40 years, but ac-
tual lifetimes may vary widely in practice (Worrell & Biermans, 
2005). However, plants are more regularly refurbished, result-
ing in debottlenecking, increased productivity, and improved 
energy efficiency. These cycles vary for different technologies, 
from 4–6 years for chemical facilities to 10–20 years for glass 
tanks (Scalet et al. 2013) and blast furnaces (Fischedick et al. 
2014b).

The scale, energy and capital intensive business case results 
in high barriers to market entry. Any new entrants that wish 
to compete, have to cooperate with, but more generally are ab-
sorbed by, established players. The high sunk costs also impose 
barriers to exit. This is why, in most industrialized countries, 
brown field investments in existing factories are more typical 
to create new production capacity than building new factories 
(i.e. green field investments). Expansion of production ca-

pacity in US mini-mill steel plants has been larger in existing 
plants than in new greenfield sites (Worrell & Biermans, 2005), 
while the rapidly expanding production capacity in develop-
ing countries is primarily found in new greenfield sites. Due to 
these barriers, many EPIs are characterized by a few consoli-
dated multinationals that own factories across the world and 
may have a dominant position in the supply of basic materials. 
The European glass Industry for example consist of more than 
1,000 companies but more than 80 % of the glass is produced by 
less than a dozen multinationals (Wintour, 2015).

INNOVATION STRATEGIES
Innovation strategies in EPIs are strongly shaped by industry 
structure. They are predominantly technological as organiza-
tional structures and business cases are seen as stable. With lit-
tle room for product differentiation in the bulk basic materials 
segment, EPIs rely mostly on process innovation. Downstream 
product differentiation into specialized market segments is 
however possible and will be discussed below. These process in-
novations tend to follow predefined technological trajectories 
through incremental innovation aimed at enhancing produc-
tivity. Through learning by doing, the engineers operating the 
factories generate incremental process innovations that trigger 
partial reinvestments. However, most of the process innova-
tions used by EPI-firms are outsourced to, or co-developed 
with, technology providers.

With the exception of chemicals, R&D investments in EPIs 
are low (EC, 2015), resulting in low rates of innovation that can 
be explained by several factors. First, the long investment cycles 
provide few windows of opportunity for changing technology 
(Worrell & Biermans, 2005). Second, due to the characteristic 
low, cyclical profit margins in EPIs, investment capital is of-
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Figure 1. Overview of the different structural components of EPIs and their characteristics.
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ten not available and return on investment times are very long 
(SPIRE, 2013). Third, there is a high risk perception regard-
ing innovation as technical failures that impair the production 
process are extremely costly and may directly result in loss of 
market share. Fourth, there is limited opportunity to test the 
technology and become familiar with it on a small commercial 
scale. Finally, many of the core process technologies have been 
improved considerably over the past decades (and longer1), 
leaving room only for incremental improvements, resulting in 
a disadvantage for radical innovations that have not accumu-
lated these incremental improvements. Another bottleneck for 
the industrialized, climate ambitious countries is the focus on 
refurbishing existing large-scale factories through brown field 
investments, which does not always enable the integration of 
radical innovations.

Many radical innovations are perceived as very risky, costly, 
hard to integrate, unable to compete with scale-economies of 
established technologies and therefore unable to overcome the 
valley of death that characterizes the early stage of scaling up 
in the technology life cycle. Radical innovations have however 
developed historically, driven by enhanced productivity (Os-
ter, 1982; Luiten, 2001), better feedstock (Bennet and Pearson, 
2009) or demand-pull supported by regulation (Bergquist and 
Söderholm 2015; Yarime 2009); contemporary examples in-
clude thin slab casting (iron and steel) and oxy-fuel gas firing 
(glass). Other radical innovations are only competitive under 
specific conditions (such as access to specific resources), like 
the Corex process, which renders obsolete the coking and sin-
tering plants but has a lower production capacity than currently 
found in most blast furnace-operated integrated iron and steel 
plants. 

NETWORKS
Instead of in-house development, EPI companies often out-
source or collaborate intensively with a small number of tech-
nology providers on process innovation and factory upgrades. 
These technology providers are specialized engineering firms 
that supply machinery to industrial customers around the 
world. Because the technologies used by EPIs are very specific, 
tend to be intellectually protected (EC, 2015), low in demand 
and with long lifetimes, relations between technology providers 
and EPI firms can be very strong. Analysis of a limited number 
of key energy-efficient innovations in the steel and paper indus-
try has shown that strong, so-called mini-networks of one or a 
few suppliers and potential users are essential for the success of 
an innovation (Luiten, 2001). 

Although local collocation amongst rival EPI companies 
may take place around transport nodes such as ports to enable 
low-cost import of globally sourced resources through relative-
ly cheap bulk shipping, formal research collaborations between 
these firms and knowledge institutes typically takes place at the 
national and supranational scale, i.e. North-America, Europe 
or Asia. Because no single firm can carry the high R&D costs 
and risks of radical innovations alone, competitors collabo-
rate extensively with each other in networks that also include 
technology providers and knowledge institutes. Through such 

1. See e.g. De Beer et al. (1998) for a discussion of the long-term trends in iron 
and steelmaking.

multi-stakeholder formal partnerships, organizations are able 
to pool ideas, knowledge and resources – often complemented 
with public funding. Although these collaborative projects are 
effective at developing innovation at the pre-competitive stage, 
(inter)national competition regulations and IPR struggles im-
pair the collective translation of these ideas into commerciali-
zation. Similarly, collaborations between firms and knowledge 
institutes are typically limited to the pre-competitive stage, 
although some collaborations extend to application-driven in-
novations.

Supply chains in EPIs are organized in different ways, with 
strongly varying degrees of vertical integration among different 
EPIs and EPI companies. Customer-supplier (both provider-
EPI as well as EPI-manufacturer) ties are stronger and fewer 
when the natural resource or basic material has a more narrow 
application or is more scarce (e.g. special ores or high-quality 
steels). Historically, local clustering and close network forma-
tion took place between companies along the value chain to 
reduce transport and energy costs. 

GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION
EPIs are often well-regulated when it comes to local air, wa-
ter and soil pollution and safety; firms risk losing their license 
to operate if they do not comply with these regulations. Local 
stakeholder groups may pressure policy makers to make these 
regulations even stricter. To safeguard economic competitive-
ness, the regulations for GHG emission control are however 
often lenient. EPIs also typically pay lower energy taxes, com-
pared to other energy users2. Due to their economic importance 
and the so far lacking urgency for more radical innovation, 
EPI-focused policies tend to focus on incremental innovation. 
This holds also true for the Best Available Techniques (BAT 
Reference documents) which have been established under the 
IPPC and the IED Directives although they aim at “ambitious 
consumption and emission levels” (Schoenberger, 2009). How-
ever, sometimes regulation has been able to stimulate more 
substantial innovation, such as local air pollutant regulation 
for the glass industry, which successfully stimulated oxy-fuel 
gas furnaces (Schep, 2009). Finally, voluntary or negotiated 
agreements are used, but are criticized for being ineffective, as 
industry typically only agrees on what they can achieve with 
business as usual (Ashford, 2005).

EPIs are characterized by well-coordinated, powerful lob-
bying groups that can oppose regulatory interventions. These 
lobbying groups comprise industry associations that have 
close ties with trade unions that represent the workforce, and 
with local and regional policymakers in regions where they 
are concentrated. Due to the economic importance in these 
regions, local influence is particularly important to oppose lo-
cal/regional regulatory initiatives. As in other industries, the 
industry associations tend to take the position of their most 
conservative member and oppose any regulations that they 
perceive as threatening their competitiveness (Wesseling and 
Van der Vooren, 2016). 

Government funding can be important to develop radical 
innovations throughout their early stages of development, but 

2. Energy intensive companies in Germany are e.g. largely exempted from levies to 
support renewable electricity generation.
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may not be essential when the innovation generates important 
productivity benefits. This is evidenced by the development 
path of the shoe press in papermaking and thin slab casting 
in steelmaking (Luiten, 2001). Long-term policies for radical 
innovations to meet societal challenges often take form at the 
European and national level. Public Private Partnerships that 
involve the collaboration between industry, research institutes, 
academia and government to come up with technology road-
maps, i.e. shared visions on the directions of future industry 
developments, have been used in the US since the 1990s (DOE, 
2001), in EU member states, and are increasingly coordinated 
at the European level (SOURCE). Such initiatives could be a 
first step towards overcoming the uncertainty and riskiness of 
radical innovations in EPIs.

MARKETS
EPIs supply their basic materials to two types of markets: ba-
sic material markets that trade in bulk and smaller specialized 
material markets. 

Markets for basic materials
The mass markets for bulk basic materials, like construction 
steel, flat glass, cement, and polyethylene, are by far the largest 
in EPIs. There is little room to differentiate in bulk materials 
that strongly compete on price. With the exception of some 
commodities like cement or glass-wool (where long-range land 
transport is costly), markets for bulk materials have a global 
scope. Fast developing and industrializing countries like China 
and India pose a competitive threat to the European EPIs with 
an active industrial policy favoring production volumes by of-
fering e.g. lower energy and capital costs and favorable market 
access (Haley and Haley, 2013). 

The market for bulk materials is often characterized by 
strong price volatility. Prices and profit margins swing with 
market demand and with international overcapacity in global 
and regional markets. This creates cyclical profit margins. Be-
cause of the high fixed costs of operation and inflexible produc-
tion technologies, EPIs are unable to fully exploit these cyclical 
profits. 

Markets for specialized materials
Although there are little opportunities for product differentia-
tion in the mass markets, firms can target smaller market seg-
ments for specialized (high quality) materials. These segments 
are low-volume (demand is typically limited to one or a few 
discrete manufacturers), add more value and compete less on 
price and more on quality, reliability and timing of delivery 
(these factors may differ per EPI). Because specialized demand 
is limited, specialized materials are often developed in coopera-
tion with the customer which creates long-lasting ties based 
on trust. The competitive focus on quality, reliability and tim-
ing and the role of trust results in reduced price-elasticity of 
specialized products and creates higher and more stable profit 
margins. 

Due to the competitive threat of emerging industries in an 
increasingly global market for bulk materials, the specialized 
materials segment has become increasingly important for EPIs 
in industrialized countries, enabling their firms to leverage their 
superior expertise and to partially compensate for the lower 
profit margins in bulk markets. Examples are Dutch producers 

of solid cardboard, French producers of high quality steel 
used for high speed railways and Swedish producers of metal 
powders. Innovations that enable smaller scale production in 
downstream processing steps, like continuous slab and thin 
strip casting (steel), may be particularly beneficial for these 
low-volume segments as they may enable collocation with 
specialized monopolistic buyers. Finally, material replacement 
competition is particularly strong in these specialized segments; 
high-end steels, aluminum and plastics, for example, compete 
for car applications (Miller et al., 2000). Hence, ST&I system 
characteristics for specialized markets are somewhat different 
from those for mass markets. 

SECTOR SPECIFIC DEVIATIONS FROM THE EPI CHARACTERIZATION 
The above described characterization of EPIs does not apply 
for every sector to the same extent. Table A1 in the Appen-
dix provides an overview of the stylized facts and whether the 
EPI experts perceived them as applicable to each EPI sector. It 
shows that the experts agreed most stylized facts are applica-
ble to all sectors, as there are only 3 instances where the styl-
ized facts do not apply to certain sectors, and 19 that remained 
unclear. More specifically, breakthrough technologies do not 
enable smaller scale aluminum or cement production. Mar-
ket segments for specialized materials are furthermore more 
prominent in steel, aluminum and chemical industry and less 
developed in cement and glass industry. 

Decarbonization of EPIs
While there is potential to reduce energy intensity and carbon 
emissions with commercially available processing and recy-
cling technologies and practices, meeting long term emission 
targets requires a transition to low carbon process innovations. 
These innovations are often complementary and enable the 
replacement of fossil fuels with electricity or biomass (e.g., 
electric glass melting, electrowinning in steel or biofuel in 
lime kilns), replacement of feedstock (such as geopolymers in 
cement or bio-based plastics) or integration of CO2 emission 
capture (CCS) into the process design. These low carbon inno-
vations, the level of technical change compared to established 
technologies (i.e. the radicality of the innovation), the estimates 
of their technology readiness levels (TRL) and their technolo-
gy-specific drivers and bottlenecks are listed in Table 13. 

Because of its significant environmental and economic ben-
efits, recycling has been developed in many EPIs to create a sus-
tainable feedstock stream (Worrell and Reuters, 2014; UNEP, 
2013). However, today most recycling results in sub-optimal 
down-cycling. Relying on higher inputs of recycled material to 
achieve deep reductions in GHG emissions will require novel 
technologies (e.g. smart DNA-marking) and ICT to guarantee 
sustained material quality. Processing recycled materials re-
quires different capabilities and often provides lower quality 
products, which is why recycled materials are blended in with 
raw (virgin) materials and traded on separate markets. With 

3. In Table 1 “I” signifies incremental innovation; “R” refers to more complex in-
novations that do not significantly change existing production structures; “RR” im-
plies new technologies that require change in production facilities and systems; 
“RRR” refers to innovations at very early stages of development that would radi-
cally change the production system.
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current technologies, raw materials will always be needed and, 
with the exception of some scarce resources, are unlikely to de-
plete in the next few hundred years (Henckens and Driessen, 
2014; UNEP, 2013).

The remainder of this Section places the previously identified 
stylized facts on EPIs in the context of low carbon transition, by 
exploring how they the development, diffusion and adoption 
of the low carbon innovations listed in Table 1. This section 
furthermore identifies literature gaps that are formulated into 
an agenda for advancing transitions research on EPIs.

HOW INDUSTRY STRUCTURE AFFECTS DEEP DECARBONIZATION
How EPI’s industry structure affects deep decarbonization has 
been insufficiently studied. One important implication of the 
industry’s long investment cycles is that new factories installed 
today need to be ready to comply with 2030 and 2040 emission 
reduction targets (Worrell & Biermans, 2005). The scale, energy 
and capital intensity of EPIs and their oligopolistic production 
form significant barriers to entry both for EPIs (Dewald and 
Achternbosch, 2015) and their technology providers. Such bar-
riers may inhibit transition since new entrants have been iden-
tified as important drivers to low carbon transitions in other 

sectors, like automotive (Wesseling et al., 2014) and energy 
(Jacobsson and Lauber, 2006). Some radical innovations that 
enable processing at a lower temperature and smaller scale may 
reduce such entry barriers. The dependency on brown field in-
vestments in industrialized countries may limit the introduc-
tion of many low carbon innovations that require radical tech-
nical changes that are not facilitated by existing infrastructure 
(see Table 1). Related to industry structure, research agenda 
topics include the analysis of:

•	 Opportunities for step-wise upscaling (i.e. niche accumula-
tion – Raven (2007)) of low carbon innovations

•	 Opportunities for retrofitting existing plants with low car-
bon innovations

•	 Opportunities to exploit scale-reducing effects of radical in-
novations

•	 How concentrated ownership affects low carbon innovation

•	 Ability of new firms to enter EPIs with low carbon innova-
tion

Table 1. Overview of low carbon innovations per sector necessary for 2050 emission target, and their drivers and bottlenecks to implementation. (Sources: 
Lechtenböhmer et al., 2015a;b; Van Lieshout, 2015).

Sector Technology Type of innovation: Incremental or 
Radical and technical description

TRL Drivers (what are 
the benefits of 
the innovation):

Bottlenecks (why 
hasn’t it been 
implemented yet):

All EPIs CCS I/R Typical end of the pipe technology, 
can be incremental, but typically 
needs significant additional space 
and technology, which can make 
it radical; needs infrastructure to 
transport captured CO2

up 
to 6

Less CO2 (++) Additional energy 
demand, costs, 
infrastructure, 
acceptance by 
local public

Material 
Efficiency & 
Recycling

I/R Reduce the (primary) material 
intensity of supplying material 
services through improved product 
design, product re-use, high-quality 
recycling, and different business 
models

Resource 
efficiency
less CO2 (++/+++)

Low resource vs. 
high labor costs, 
traditional supply 
chain organization

Iron & steel Recirculating 
Blast Furnace 
& CCS

R Currently under R&D (e.g. ULCOS 
project) needs high integration into 
existing plants which might need 
major changes in plant/site setup

4–5 Less CO2 (++) Higher energy 
demand, costs, 
infrastructure, 
acceptance

Smelt reduction 
& CCS

RR Makes obsolete coke ovens, BF & 
BOF of conventional steel factories

3–4 Less CO2 (++/+++) Costs, 
infrastructure, 
acceptance

DRI with H2 RR Makes obsolete coke ovens, BF & 
BOF of conventional steel factories, 
but is combined with electric 
arc furnace; needs H2 supply 
infrastructure

Less CO2 (+++, 
with Res H2) 
(potentially 
excess electricity 
converted to H2)

Costs, 
infrastructure & 
technology

Electrowinning RRR Makes obsolete coke ovens, BF & 
BOF of conventional steel factories, 
needs large electricity supply; 
technology only on lab scale 
available

2–4 Less CO2 
(+++ with RES 
electricity) smaller, 
probably lower 
CAPEX

Only available in 
lab; low coal/CO2-
prices and high 
electricity prices

Aluminum Advanced 
(inert) anodes

I Technology development necessary 4 Less CO2 (++), 
lower energy 
demand

Availability of 
technology, 
research needed
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Table 1. Continuation.

Sector Technology Type of innovation: Incremental or 
Radical and technical description

TRL Drivers (what are 
the benefits of 
the innovation):

Bottlenecks (why 
hasn’t it been 
implemented yet):

Chemicals

Advanced 
steam crackers 
& CCS

I Advanced furnace materials, 
gas turbine integration, use 
of membrane technology for 
separation, catalytic cracking

4–5 Less CO2 (++) 
(higher efficiency 
compensated by 
CCS)

Costs, 
infrastructure, 
acceptance

Electroplastics 
(with RES-
Methane)

I Needs conversion to bio or 
electricity based feedstocks (and 
respective supply infrastructures) 

5–6 Less CO2 (+++, 
depending on 
RES-share)

Costs, availability 
of renewable 
electricity and 
hydrogen

Electroplastics 
(with Fischer 
Tropsch)

R Needs integration into existing 
plants to use excess heat 

4–6 Less CO2 (+++, 
depending on 
RES-share of 
electricity)

Costs, availability 
of renewable 
electricity and 
hydrogen

Bio-based 
polymers

RR New process technologies, new 
feedstock (with limited experience 
at most companies), may need new 
platform chemicals 

4–7 Less CO2 (++) 
partially new 
properties

Relative high 
costs of biomass, 
economies of scale

Glass Electric melting I/R Currently in use but not for large 
scale float glass applications, 
unclear if electric melting 
technology can be upscaled 
or larger change of production 
process is needed 

6–7 Less CO2 (+++, 
depending on 
RES-share of 
electricity)

High electricity 
price, size of 
technology

Cement Geopolymers R Requires a new way of making 
cements with different input 
materials

3–4 Less CO2, lower 
(++ ???)

Requires new 
resource streams; 
unproven long 
term performance; 
stringent norm 
compliance

Self-healing 
concrete

RR Requires new production 
techniques to manage bacteria that 
regenerate concrete to enhance 
durability

3–4 Less CO2, longer 
durability, lower 
cost long term

Requires new 
resource streams; 
unproven long 
term performance; 
stringent norm 
compliance

CCS I End of the pipe technology; needs 
infrastructure to transport captured 
CO2

6 Less CO2 (++) Cost

Paper & 
pulp

Efficiency I Increase efficiency to make pulp 
and paper industry 100 % bio-
based

8 Less CO2 Cost compared to 
alternatives

CCS I End of the pipe technology; needs 
infrastructure to transport captured 
CO2

6 Less CO2 (+++, 
even negative)

Cost

Refineries 
& petro 
chemical

Biorefinery 
development

RRR Biorefineries could potentially 
replace refineries. Biorefineries can 
merge with paper and pulp industry

4–6 Less CO2 (+++) Feedstock 
availability and cost 
(competition for 
biomass)

Electrofuels/ 
plastics

RRR Fuels and chemicals can be 
replaced with electricity and CO2 
based solutions. Might also merge 
with biorefinery

4–6 Less CO2 (+++) Electricity cost

CCS I End of the pipe technology; needs 
infrastructure to transport captured 
CO2

5–6 Less CO2 (+) Cost

“I” signifies incremental innovation; “R” refers to more complex innovations that do not significantly change existing production structures; 
“RR” implies new technologies that require change in production facilities and systems; “RRR” refers to innovations at very early stages of 
development that would radically change the production system. Less (fossil) CO2: + refers to up to 33 % reduction vs. reference technol-
ogy; ++ 33–66 % reduction; +++ more than 66 % reduction.
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LOW CARBON INNOVATION STRATEGIES
EPI firms typically engage little in low carbon innovations, not 
only because of the numerous bottlenecks to innovation in 
general that were discussed above, but also because of reasons 
specific to low-carbon innovation. EPI firms for example often 
perceive no competitive advantage in lowering emissions. Con-
sequently, only few companies partially internalize the costs of 
carbon in their decision making and low carbon innovation tend 
to be successful only when they provide productivity increasing 
and cost lowering co-benefits, like energy or material efficiency 
gains (Luiten, 2001). Emission reduction is in those cases often 
not the main goal but a side-effect. In some cases, like for some 
low carbon cements, product properties might even decrease 
(Wesseling and Van der Vooren, 2016). End-of-pipe technolo-
gies like CCS provide nothing but higher cost in return for emis-
sion reductions and require major innovation and reinvestment 
for most EPIs in core processes (IEA, 2013). Fuel-replacing low 
carbon innovations, in turn, are for their profitability depend-
ent on how the electricity price develops in relation to fossil fuel 
prices. These and the factors discussed below partly explain why 
the often risky and costly technologies in Table 1 are not breaking 
through commercially. Hence, sustainability is not perceived as 
a competitive advantage in EPIs and inhibits low carbon transi-
tion, while sustainability in the automotive and energy sectors 
is an important means of product differentiation and boosting 
brand name perception and drives transition (see e.g. Wells and 
Nieuwenhuis, 2012; Wesseling et al., 2015).

To reduce emissions, EPI-firms currently focus mostly on in-
cremental process innovations, exploiting co-benefits with spe-
cialized materials where possible, on recycling and, to a lesser 
extent, changing feedstock and fuels4 (Skjærseth et al., 2013). 
However, the tendencies to realize these incremental innovations 
differ strongly between firms, as some do not even have a well-
functioning energy management system, and therefore lack the 
organizational structure to engage effectively in even these incre-
mental emission reducing innovations. In Europe, this has im-
proved with the monitoring, reporting and verification require-
ments of the EU ETS (Skjærseth et al., 2013). Some EPI-firms 
argue (also in their lobby against GHG regulation) that they pro-
duce specialized materials that may cause more emissions dur-
ing processing, but result in emission reductions in down-stream 
applications. Examples are lighter and more durable steel and 
concrete with enhanced CO2 absorption (Andersson et al., 2013). 

In sum, the limited body of available literature indicates 
that low carbon innovation strategies are lagging behind and 
hampering low carbon transition for various reasons (some of 
which apply to innovation in general; others to low carbon in-
novation specifically); relevant research agenda topics to delve 
further into these strategies include:

•	 Systematically analyzing rates and types of low carbon in-
novation and related R&D, e.g., are firms becoming increas-
ingly dependent on publically funded R&D for this? 

•	 Analyze why some firms even lack the well-functioning en-
ergy management systems needed to engage in incremental 
emission-reducing process innovations.

4. This is particularly the case in the concrete (Christensen, 2013) and paper and 
pulp industries (Gulbrandsen and Stenqvist, 2013).

•	 Identifying effective policy measures to help low carbon in-
novation through the pilot stage.

•	 Analyzing ways of reducing risk for low carbon innovation 
(such as public procurement and long term policies).

•	 Systematically analyzing the co-benefits of low carbon in-
novation.

•	 Analyzing the solutions to enhance investment opportuni-
ties for low carbon innovation.

HOW INDUSTRY NETWORKS AFFECT DEEP DECARBONIZATION
Little research has been done on the effect of the differing levels 
of value chain integration on low carbon innovation, on the 
role of technology providers in deep carbonization, or on the 
effect of EPI’s dependency on the fossil fuel energy system for 
a switch to low carbon fuels.

With the acceptance of international, long term GHG re-
duction targets, policy makers have initiated public-private 
partnership (PPP) with firms and knowledge institutes from 
different sectors to develop shared future vision on low carbon 
innovations and pool financing and expertise throughout their 
early stages of development. They are particularly important 
when the low carbon innovations are costly and bring little co-
benefits. One example is the Ultra-Low Carbon dioxide Steel-
making project, were 48  European companies, including all 
major steel makers, energy and engineering firms, and research 
collaborate under support of the EU (ulcos, 2016). The Sustain-
able Process Industry through Resource and energy Efficiency 
(SPIRE) roadmap, established to make the European process 
industries “more competitive and sustainable” (SPIRE, 2013, 
p.4), is another example. PPPs are also used outside of the EU, 
e.g. Japan’s Course50 and the US’s APRA-E. Hence, outside the 
effects of PPPs, little research has been done on how industry 
networks affect decarbonization; although they are effective in 
stimulating low carbon innovation at the RD&D stage, they 
lack commercial application. Research agenda topics include:

•	 Analyzing how the co-dependence of EPIs and technology 
providers affects low carbon innovation.

•	 Studying how the weak network ties affect low carbon in-
novation.

•	 Analyzing the role of knowledge institutes and intermediary 
organization in low carbon innovation.

HOW GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION AFFECTS DEEP DECARBONIZATION
As indicated in the previous section, GHG emission control 
regulations in EPIs are often lacking or not enforced, for 
reasons of economic competitiveness. EPIs are, for example, 
largely shielded from the direct cost of the European Emis-
sion Trading Scheme (EU ETS) (Åhman and Nilsson, 2015) 
and have resulted in less low carbon innovation than other 
affected sectors (Skjærseth et al., 2013). EPIs also typically 
pay lower energy taxes, compared to other energy users. The 
regulations that are in place focus on incremental innova-
tions that also have economic benefit, like energy efficiency 
improvements, some fuel shifts and minor process improve-
ments. In the Netherlands for example, factories have to adopt 
the most energy efficient measures every five years, although 
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•	 Analysis of low carbon policy instruments to facilitate pol-
icy learning, e.g.

–– Opportunities for public procurement in infrastructural 
projects.

–– Policy options that integrate push and pull mechanisms, 
e.g. feebates to support the development and uptake of 
new technologies while pricing the externalities.

–– Facilitating commercialization of innovation (impaired 
by IPR and EU competition) from collaborative EU pro-
jects.

–– (carbon price volatility created by) the current EU ETS.

•	 Analyze to what extend expectations in industry roadmaps 
conflict with scientific literature5.

•	 Analyze the political influence of the lobby groups in frus-
trating GHG regulations.

HOW MARKET SEGMENTS AFFECT DEEP DECARBONIZATION 
EPIs supply other companies and are therefore less subject to 
consumer pressure to become more sustainable. This pressure 
trickles down the value chain when big manufacturers of end-
products, such as IKEA, decide to demand more sustainable 
basic materials. Customers of EPIs are however typically not 
willing to pay a price premium for cleaner basic materials, be-
lieving they cannot channel this premium to the end-consumer, 
even though the net price impact is very small6 (Wilting and 
Hanemaaijer, 2014). One reason is intransparency, since, so 
far, consumer products typically do not show the carbon foot 
print of the materials they use. Wesseling and van der Vooren 
(2016) show, for concrete, that there is simply no willingness to 
pay this price (and risk) premium; not even by public agencies, 
which are the most important buyers of concrete. Channeling 
the price premium to the end-consumer is particularly trouble-
some in the price-competitive mass markets for basic materials, 
but may be easier in the smaller market segments for specialized 
materials with higher value added that compete more on quality 
and less on price. The distance of EPIs from the consumer and 
the ensuing lack of demand for clean materials is an impor-
tant inhibitor to low carbon transition. Public visibility drives 
transition in consumer sectors, like agriculture and especially 
the automotive and energy, where driving electric vehicles or 
installing solar panels on rooftops signals the consumer’s sus-
tainable lifestyle (Spaargaren, 2003; Tran et al., 2013). 

Research agenda topics include:

•	 Systematically analyze future market opportunities for low 
carbon innovations:

–– In markets for bulk or specialized materials? 

–– What drives large consumers of basic materials (like 
LEGO) to start buying sustainable basic materials?

–– How can transparency in the carbon footprint of basic 
materials in consumer products be enhanced?

5. Wesseling and Van der Vooren (2016) find that for concrete they are too con-
servative and unable to meet 2050 emission targets.

6. FSC paper is an exception (and closer to the end-consumer than other EPIs).

this is not sufficiently enforced (Abeelen et al., 2014). These 
regulations drive firms to prioritize investments needed to 
maintain the license to operate (e.g. pollution abatement 
to meet regulatory standards) over GHG emission control. 
Support programs, such as RD&D are furthermore limited 
to the pre-competitive pilot stage, which is where most radi-
cal innovations are stuck. In sum, although govern support 
low carbon innovation throughout the RD&D stage, effective 
regulations or demand-side support is lacking and inhibits 
low carbon transition. While such regulations and support are 
also underdeveloped in the agricultural sector (Klerkx et al., 
2012), they seem to be developed more (at least in some coun-
tries) and form important drivers to sustainability transition 
in the automotive and energy sectors (Jacobsson and Lauber, 
2006; Kemp et al., 2007; Wesseling, 2016).

The well-coordinated lobby groups of these economically 
important sectors typically oppose GHG emission regulations, 
perceiving them as cost drivers (Skjærseth et al., 2013). These 
groups have made extensive use of the “carbon leakage” argu-
ment, stressing that regulatory burdens will increase compli-
ance costs, resulting in a significant competitive disadvantage 
in a highly globalized market, forcing affected companies to 
move their production to other, less regulated countries, where 
they will emit the same or more than they did originally. This 
argument has been influential in relaxing the EU ETS for the 
concrete (Christensen, 2013), steel (Wettestad and Løchen, 
2013) and paper and pulp industries (Gulbrandsen and Sten-
qvist, 2013). In practice, this carbon leakage argument only 
holds to some extent for markets of global, price-competitive 
bulk materials, but not for specialized materials markets. Lob-
byists also argue that emissions from EPIs are off-set during 
the use of their materials and that compliance with other envi-
ronmental regulations, such as pollution and dust prevention, 
requires more energy and therefore increases GHG emissions. 
Finally, although no systematic evaluations have been made of 
the impacts of technology roadmaps, a study on the concrete 
industry suggest they might be captured by industry interests, 
making them more conservative than academic forecasts (Wes-
seling and Van der Vooren, 2016). 

Research agenda topics include:

•	 Analyze why GHG emission control policies are lacking 
(what are predominant policy rationales and goals and how 
do they interact?)

•	 Analyzing how policy can drive down GHG emissions with-
out affecting industry competitiveness:

–– If allowed under EU legislation, mandating the use of 
clean materials could for example protect the European 
market from developing countries’ low-cost, high-emis-
sion materials.

–– Low carbon policy support may profit industry, as Maz-
zucato (2013) showed for Danish wind turbines.

–– Consumer oriented policies could be used to shift the 
costs of carbon from upstream producers to the con-
sumers.

•	 Analyze to what extent GHG emission regulations really 
inhibit competitiveness.
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•	 The identified lack of demand for clean basic materials ne-
cessitates stronger market-pull policy. So, when low carbon 
innovations are closer to commercialization, policy should 
move beyond RD&D support to enable innovation to move 
beyond the demonstration stage. Particularly in public sec-
tors that demand a lot of basic materials, like infrastructure, 
public procurement should reward low carbon innovation 
(e.g. through functional procurement or providing ficti-
tious discounts in tender processes based on emission re-
ductions). Other demand-side policy measures stimulating 
voluntary efforts (e.g., LEGO’s search for a green plastic); la-
belling to create carbon foot print transparency; regulation 
(e.g., banning petroleum based plastic bags); quota based 
systems and feed-in-tariffs for green materials; and carbon 
pricing also on chemical feedstock. 

•	 To overcome directionality failures, stakeholder-oriented 
low-carbon scenario, vision and pathway processes are 
important tools to learn, strategize, communicate, coordi-
nate, direct and legitimize transitions (Weber and Rohra-
cher, 2012); also in the EPI. Critical aspects such as tech-
nology options, co-evolution with decarbonized energy 
systems, conflicting goals and interests, and policy options 
can be explored and assessed through such processes. The 
EU Low Carbon Roadmap recognized this (EC, 2011): “As 
solutions are sector-specific, the Commission sees a need to 
develop specific Roadmaps in cooperation with the sectors 
concerned.” So far however, roadmaps have been dominat-
ed by industry associations, which may use them to secure 
their vested interests (Wesseling and van der Vooren, 2016). 
This powerful transition tool therefore instead needs to be 
developed in cooperation with other stakeholders. 

•	 To overcome the problem of carbon leakage (resulting from 
the price-competitive, global markets for bulk basic materi-
als) and the lack of investment capital (resulting from the 
low profit margins in these market segments and high in-
novation costs), a globally coordinated policy approach 
would be important (Åhman et al, 2016).

•	 Finally, the governance challenges in the EPIs are greater 
than in other sectors, notably due to high mitigation costs, 
lack of co-benefits or competitive edge to clean materials, 
the economies of scale and capital intensity, and interna-
tional trade and competition. Risks and costs must be shared 
between industry and governments without overcompen-
sating industry or distorting markets in unintentional ways. 
Investment opportunities are few, come in large pieces, and 
commodity markets are often cyclical. Balancing different 
interests will therefore be a great challenge and governing 
the transition will require high levels of expertise in the 
evolving institutional frameworks that will shape technol-
ogy, innovation, market, state-aid, trade and industrial poli-
cies for decarbonization. 

References
Abeelen, C.J., Harmsen, R. & Worrell, E. (2016). Planning 

versus implementation of energy saving projects by 
industrial companies. Insights from the Dutch Long Term 
Agreements. Energy efficiency, 9 (1), (pp. 153–169).

•	 Cross-sectoral analysis of how globalization affects the dif-
fusion of low carbon innovations.

•	 Analyze effects of material-replacement competition on 
sustainability.

ST&I SYSTEM-HOLISTIC RESEARCH TOPICS
In addition to the previously mentioned research topics that 
are specific to components of the ST&I system, also system-
holistic topics are identified for further research. First, al-
though many technology assessment studies have focused on 
the low carbon technologies listed in Table 1 (e.g. Fraunhofer 
ISI et al. 2011), socio-technical analyses are limited. These 
technologies should therefore be studied from ST&I systems 
perspectives like the Technological Innovation Systems (TIS) 
perspective to identify technology-specific drivers and barri-
ers to innovation (see for example Dewald and Achternbosch 
(2015)). 

Second, it would be interesting to analyze the low carbon 
transformation of mature EPI sectors, from a multi-level per-
spective, as done by Karltorp and Sandén (2012) for paper and 
pulp industry, or from an innovation systems perspective as 
done by Wesseling and Van der Vooren (2016) for the concrete 
industry. Once more case studies on the transformation of EPIs 
are available, comparative case studies could identify similarities 
and differences in transition processes across EPIs, adding to 
existing transition pathway typologies (Geels and Schot, 2007; 
Geels et al., 2016). Building on the sectoral taxonomies of tech-
nical change by for example Pavitt (1984), such comparisons 
could also start with systematically analyzing how the role of 
certain ST&I system components in transition differs across 
sectors (as this paper mentioned for the role of new entrants, 
low carbon competitive advantage and consumer visibility, and 
sectoral protection from regulation), which may lead to a bet-
ter understanding of why transitions unfold differently across 
sectors. 

Conclusions and policy recommendations
This paper concludes that the ST&I systems of EPIs are charac-
terized by a set of stylized facts that set them apart from other 
industries. These stylized facts are likely to affect low carbon 
transitions in EPIs differently from conventionally studied 
sectors, but how they precisely influence transition processes 
remains unclear due to the underdeveloped body of transitions 
literature on EPIs. Filling the gaps in this literature, will provide 
a better understanding of how to facilitate and steer low carbon 
transition processes in EPIs in order to meet long term emis-
sion targets, which is important for providing effective policy 
recommendations. Such an understanding may furthermore 
enrich ST&I systems perspectives, by identifying new transi-
tion dynamics and constellations of systemic lock-in and by 
broadening the scope for sectoral comparisons of transition 
processes. 

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
The identified EPI structures, innovation strategies, networks, 
government interventions and markets have implications for 
policy recommendations aiming to facilitate low carbon tran-
sition e.g.:



4. TECHNOLOGY, PRODUCTS AND SYSTEMS

	 ECEEE INDUSTRIAL SUMMER STUDY PROCEEDINGS  515     

4-088-16 WESSELING ET AL

their barriers in a basic industry. Environ. Innov. Soc. 
Transitions 1–16. doi:10.1016/j.eist.2015.10.001

DOE. 2001. Office of industrial technologies: summary of 
program results. DOE Office of Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable Energy. Washington.

EC (2011). A Roadmap for moving to a competitive low 
carbon economy in 2050, Communication from the 
Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, 
the European Economic and Social Committee and the 
Committee of the Regions. Brussels, 8.3.2011 COM(2011) 
112 final Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/
strategies/2050/index_en.htm.

EC (2015) The 2015 EU industrial R&D investment score-
board. Luxembourg.

Ernst Worrell and Gijs Biermans. “Move Over! Stock Turno-
ver, Retrofit and Industrial Energy Efficiency.” Energy 
Policy 7 33 pp. 949–962 (2005).

Fischedick M., J. Roy, A. Abdel-Aziz, A. Acquaye, J. M. All-
wood, J.-P. Ceron, Y. Geng, H. Kheshgi, A. Lanza, D. Per-
czyk, L. Price, E. Santalla, C. Sheinbaum, and K. Tanaka 
(2014a): Industry. In: Climate Change 2014: Mitigation 
of Climate Change. Contribution of Working Group III 
to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmen-
tal Panel on Climate Change [Edenhofer, O., R. Pichs-
Madruga, Y. Sokona, E. Farahani, S. Kadner, K. Seyboth, 
A. Adler, I. Baum, S. Brunner, P. Eickemeier, B. Kriemann, 
J. Savolainen, S. Schlömer, C. von Stechow, T. Zwickel and 
J.C. Minx (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cam-
bridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA.

Fischedick, M., Marzinkowski, J., Winzer, P., Weigel, M. 
(2014b): Techno-economic evaluation of innovative steel 
production technologies, Journal of Cleaner Production 
84 (2014) 563–580.

Fraunhofer ISI; IREES; Hassan A. (2011): Möglichkeiten, 
Potenziale, Hemmnisse und Instrumente zur Senkung des 
Energieverbrauchs und der CO2-Emissionen von indus-
triellen Branchentechnologien durch Prozessoptimierung 
und Einführung neuer Verfahrenstechniken. Karlsruhe, 
Berlin: Fraunhofer Institut für System- und Innovations-
forschung (Fraunhofer ISI), IREES GmbH, TU Berlin; 
2011. (In German).

Gabaldón-Estevan, D., Criado, E., Monfort, E., (2014). The 
green factor in European manufacturing: A case study 
of the Spanish ceramic tile industry. J. Clean. Prod. 70, 
242–250. doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.02.018.

Geels, F.W., (2004). From sectoral systems of innovation to 
socio-technical systems: Insights about dynamics and 
change from sociology and institutional theory. Res. 
Policy 33, 897–920. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2004.01.015.

Geels, F.W., Kern, F., Fuchs, G., Hinderer, N., Kungl, G., 
Mylan, J., Neukirch, M., Wassermann, S., 2016. The enact-
ment of socio-technical transition pathways: A reformu-
lated typology and a comparative multi-level analysis of 
the German and UK low-carbon electricity transitions 
(1990–2014). Res. Policy 45, 896–913. doi:10.1016/j.
respol.2016.01.015.

Geels, F.W., Schot, J., 2007. Typology of sociotechnical transi-
tion pathways. Res. Policy 36, 399–417. doi:10.1016/j.
respol.2007.01.003.

Åhman M., Nilsson L J, (2015) Decarbonising industry in the 
EU – climate, trade and industrial policy strategies. In: 
Dupont, C. and S. Oberthür (eds.), Decarbonisation in the 
EU: internal policies and external strategies, Basingstoke, 
Hampshire: Palgrave MacMillan.

Åhman M., Nilsson L.J., and Johansson B., (2016) Global cli-
mate policy and deep decarbonization of energy-intensive 
industries, in press Climate Policy.

Åhman, M., Nikoleris, A., Nilsson, L.J., (2012). Decarbonising 
industry in Sweden – an assessment of possibilities and 
policy needs. Environmental and Energy Systems studies, 
Report No. 77. Internet source: https://www.lth.s/filead-
min/lets2050/Rapporter o Abstracts/121002 Decarbon-
ising Industry in Sweden EESS report 77.pdf, accessed 
November 2014.

Alkemade, F., Hekkert, M.P., Negro, S.O., (2011). Transition 
policy and innovation policy: Friends or foes? Envi-
ron. Innov. Soc. Transitions 1, 125–129. doi:10.1016/j.
eist.2011.04.009.

Allwood, J., Cullen, J. 2011. Sustainable Materials – with Both 
Eyes Open: Future Buildings, Vehicles, Products and 
Equipment – Made Efficiently and Made with Less New 
Material Paperback.

Ashford N (2005) Government and Environmental Innova-
tion in Europe and North America in Weber, K. Matthias 
& Hemmelskamp, Jens (eds.) (2005), Towards Environ-
mental Innovation Systems. Springer: Heidelberg, pp 
159–174. (340p. ISBN 3-54022322-3.)

Bellevrat, E., & Menanteau, P. (2009). Introducing carbon 
constraint in the steel sector: ULCOS scenarios and 
economic modeling. Revue de Métallurgie, 106 (09), 
318–324. doi:10.1051/metal/2009059.

Bennett, S. J., Pearson, P. J. G. (2009) From petrochemical 
complexes to biorefineries? The past and prospective co-
evolution of liquid fuels and chemicals production in the 
UK. Chemical engineering research and design (ChERD), 
87 (9) 1120–1139.

Bergquist A-K., Söderholm K., (2015) Transition to greener 
pulp: regulation, industry responses and path depend-
ency. Business History vol 57. 862–884.

Cagno, E., E. Worrell, A. Trianni, and G. Pugliese. A novel ap-
proach for barriers to industrial energy efficiency. Renew-
able & Sustainable Energy Reviews 19: 290–308 (2013).

CEPI (2013). The Two Team Project. unfolding the future, 
www.cepi.org.

Christensen, A.R. 2013. Cement industry. In: Skjærseth, J.B., 
Eikeland, P.O. (eds.). Corporate responses to EU emis-
sions trading. Ashgate. Farnham.

D. Saygin, E. Worrell, M. K. Patel, D. J. Gielen. Benchmarking 
the energy use of energy-intensive industries in industri-
alized and in developing countries. Energy 36: 6661–6673 
(2011).

Danloy, G., Berthelemot, A., Grant, M., Borlée, J., Sert, D., 
Stel, J. van der, Jak, H., u. a. (2009). ULCOS – Pilot testing 
of the Low-CO2 Blast Furnace process at the experimental 
BF in Luleå. Revue de Métallurgie, 106 (1), 8. doi:10.1051/
metal/2009008.

Dewald, U., Achternbosch, M., (2015). Why did more sustain-
able cements failed so far? Disruptive innovations and 



4-088-16 WESSELING ET AL

516  INDUSTRIAL EFFICIENCY 2016

4. TECHNOLOGY, PRODUCTS AND SYSTEMS

Markard, J., Raven, R., Truffer, B., (2012). Sustainability tran-
sitions: An emerging field of research and its prospects. 
Res. Policy 41, 955–967. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2012.02.013.

Meijer, K., Denys, M., Lasar, J., Birat, J.-P., Still, G., & 
Overmaat, B. (2009). ULCOS: ultra-low CO2 steel-
making. Ironmaking & Steelmaking, 36 (4), 249–251. 
doi:10.1179/174328109X439298.

Miller, W., Zhuang, L., Bottema, J., Wittebrood, a, De Smet, 
P., Haszler, a, Vieregge, a, 2000. Recent development in 
aluminium alloys for the automotive industry. Mater. Sci. 
Eng. A 280, 37–49. doi:10.1016/S0921-5093(99)00653-X.

Neuhoff K, Acworth W., Barret S., Owen A., Fisher C., Mun-
nings C:, Ismer R., Yong G.K. Pauliuk S., Wood R., Sartor 
O., Sterner T., Xilian Z., Zetterberg L, Roth S. (2015) 
Inclusion of consumption of carbon intensive commodi-
ties in carbon pricing mechanisms. Climate Strategies 
Policy Paper May 2015 http://www.diw.de/documents/
dokumentenarchiv/17/diw_01.c.523297.de/policy-brief-
ioc.pdf.

Oster, S. (1982) The diffusion of innovation among steel firms: 
the basic oxygen furnace, The Bell Journal of Economics, 
vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 45–56, 1982.

Pavitt, K., 1984. Sectoral patterns of technical change: To-
wards a taxonomy and a theory. Res. Policy 13, 343–373. 
doi:10.1016/0048-7333(84)90018-0.

Prime metals (2016). Ironmaking. Available online: http://
primetals.com/en/technologies/ironmaking#Corex.

Raven, R. (2007): Niche accumulation and hybridisation strat-
egies in transition processes towards a sustainable energy 
system: An assessment of differences and pitfalls. Energy 
Policy 35, 2390–2400. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2006.09.003.

Rynikiewicz, C. (2008). The climate change challenge and 
transitions for radical changes in the European steel 
industry. J. Clean. Prod. 16, 781–789. doi:10.1016/j.
jclepro.2007.03.001.

Scalet B. M., et al. (2013): Best Available Techniques Refer-
ence Document for the Manufacture of Glass, Industrial 
Emissions Directive 2010/75/EU Integrated Pollution 
Prevention and Control; JRC.

Schep, J. J. (2009): Experiences with an 14 year old container 
glass furnace with silica crown – 14 years – a world 
record? in 69th Conference on Glass Problems. Ceramic 
Engineering and Science Proceedings, Volume 30, Issue 1, 
2009, Wiley&Sons, p 3–11.

Schoenberger, H. (2009): Integrated pollution prevention 
and control in large industrial installations on the basis 
of best available techniques – The Sevilla Process, Journal 
of Cleaner Production. Volume 17, Issue 16, November 
2009, pp. 1526–1529.

Skjærseth, J.B., Eikeland, P.O., Christensen, A.R. Gulbrandsen, 
L.H., Underdal, A., Wettestad, J. 2013. Comparative analy-
sis. In: Skjærseth, J.B., Eikeland, P.O. (eds.). Corporate 
responses to EU emissions trading. Ashgate. Farnham.

Smith, A., Kern, F. (2009). The transitions storyline in 
Dutch environmental policy. Env. Polit. 18, 78–98. 
doi:10.1080/09644010802624835.

Spaargaren, G., 2003. Sustainable Consumption : A 
Theoretical and Environmental Policy Perspec-

Gulbrandsen, L.H., Stenqvist, C. 2013. Pulp and paper indus-
try. In: Skjærseth, J.B., Eikeland, P.O. (eds.). Corporate 
responses to EU emissions trading. Ashgate. Farnham.

Haley U. and Haley G. (2013) Subsidies to Chinese Indus-
try – State capitalism, business strategy and trade policy. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Henckens, M.L.C.M., P.P.J. Driessen, E. Worrell (2014). Metal 
scarcity and sustainability, analyzing the necessity to 
reduce the extraction of scarce metals. Resources, Conser-
vation and Recycling 93: 1–8.

Henckens, M.L.C.M., P.P.J. Driessen, E. Worrell Metal scarcity 
and sustainability, analyzing the necessity to reduce the 
extraction of scarce metals. Resources, Conservation and 
Recycling 93: 1–8 (2014).

IEA, (2013). Global Action to Advance Carbon Capture and 
Storage, A Focus on Industrial Applications. Paris.

Iosif, A.-M., Hanrot, F., Birat, J.-P., & Ablitzer, D. (2010). Phys-
icochemical modelling of the classical steelmaking route 
for life cycle inventory analysis. The International Journal 
of Life Cycle Assessment, 15 (3), 304–310. doi:10.1007/
s11367-010-0160-y.

Jacobsson, S., Lauber, V., 2006. The politics and policy of 
energy system transformation—explaining the German 
diffusion of renewable energy technology. Energy Policy 
34, 256–276. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2004.08.029.

Karltorp, K., Sandén, B. a., (2012). Explaining regime desta-
bilisation in the pulp and paper industry. Environ. Innov. 
Soc. Transitions 2, 66–81. doi:10.1016/j.eist.2011.12.001.

Kemp, R., Rotmans, J., Loorbach, D., 2007. Assessing the 
Dutch Energy Transition Policy: How Does it Deal with 
Dilemmas of Managing Transitions? J. Environ. Policy 
Plan. 9, 315–331. doi:10.1080/15239080701622816.

Kivimaa, P., Kern, F., (2015). Creative Destruction or Mere 
Niche Creation? Innovation Policy Mixes for Sustain-
ability Transitions. Res. Policy 02, 29. doi:10.1016/j.
respol.2015.09.008.

Klerkx, L., van Mierlo, B., Leeuwis, C., (2012): Evolution of 
systems approaches to agricultural innovation: concepts, 
analysis and interventions, in: Darnhofer, I., Gibbon, D., 
Dedieu, B. (Eds.), Farming Systems Research into the 21st 
Century: The New Dynamic. Springer Netherlands, New 
York, pp. 457–483.

Lechtenböhmer S, Nilsson L.J:, Åhman M., Schneider C: 
(2015a): Decarbonising the energy intensive basic materi-
als industry through electrification – implications for 
future EU electricity demand, Proceedings of the 10th 
Conference on Sustainable Development of Energy, Water 
and Environment Systems, SDEWES2015.0694, 1–16 
(2015).

Lechtenböhmer, S., Schneider, C., Yetano Roche, M., Höller, S. 
(2015b): Re-Industrialisation and Low-Carbon Economy 
– Can They Go Together? Results from Stakeholder-Based 
Scenarios for Energy-Intensive Industries in the Ger-
man State of North Rhine Westphalia, Energies 2015, 8, p 
11404–11429; doi:10.3390/en81011404.

Luiten, E.M. 2001. Beyond energy efficiency. Actors, net-
works and government intervention in the development 
of industrial process technologies. PhD Thesis. Utrecht: 
Universiteit Utrecht.



4. TECHNOLOGY, PRODUCTS AND SYSTEMS

	 ECEEE INDUSTRIAL SUMMER STUDY PROCEEDINGS  517     

4-088-16 WESSELING ET AL

lation: The case of California’s ZEV mandate. Environ. In-
nov. Soc. Transitions 1–19. doi:10.1016/j.eist.2015.03.001.

Wettestad., J., Løchen., L.A. 2013. Steel industry. In: Skjær-
seth, J.B., Eikeland, P.O. (eds.). Corporate responses to EU 
emissions trading. Ashgate. Farnham.

Wilting and Hanemaaijer (2014). Share of raw material costs 
in total production costs, PBL publication number 1506, 
PBL.

Wintour, N. (2015): The glass industry: recent trends and 
changes in working conditions and employment relations, 
International Labour Office, Sectoral Policies Depart-
ment. – Geneva: ILO, 2015 (Working paper ; WP 310).

Worrell E. Biermans, G. (2005). “Move Over! Stock Turnover, 
Retrofit and Industrial Energy Efficiency.” Energy Policy 
33: 949–962.

Worrell, E. and M.A. Reuter (Eds.). Handbook of Recycling – 
State-of-the-Art for Practitioners, Analysts and Scientists, 
Elsevier, Amsterdam (1st edition, 595 pp.), 2014.

Worrell, E., L. Bernstein, J. Roy, L. Price, J. Harnisch. “Indus-
trial Energy Efficiency and Climate Change Mitigation” 
Energy Efficiency 2: 109–123 (2009).

Yarime M., (2009) From End-of-Pipe Technology to Clean 
Technology: Environmental Policy and Technological 
Change in the Chlor- Alkali Industry in Japan and Eu-
rope. Saarbrücken, Germany: VDM Verlag.

Zuo, G., & Hirsch, A. (2008). The Trial of the Top Gas Recy-
cling Blast Furnace at LKAB’s EBF and Scale-up. Proceed-
ings of the ULCOS Seminar.

Acknowledgements
We want to thank the Swedish Energy Agency for funding this 
study through the GIST project.

tive. Soc. Nat. Resour. An Int. J. 16, 687–701. 
doi:10.1080/08941920390217429.

SPIRE. 2013. SPIRE roadmap. Brussels. Available at: http://
www.spire2030.eu/uploads/Modules/Publications/spire-
roadmap_december_2013_pbp.pdf.

Tran, M., Banister, D., Bishop, J.D.K., McCulloch, M.D., 2013. 
Simulating early adoption of alternative fuel vehicles 
for sustainability. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 80, 
865–875. doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2012.09.009.

Ulcos 2015. About ULCOS. Available online at: http://www.
ulcos.org/en/about_ulcos/home.php.

UNEP (2013). Metal Recycling: Opportunities, Limits, Infra-
structure, www.unep.org/resourcepanel.

Van Lieshout, M. (2015). Update Prioritering handelings- 
perspectieven verduurzaming quickscan van 16 door het 
MVO Netwerk Colofon. Delft.

Wells, P., Nieuwenhuis, P., 2012. Transition failure: Under-
standing continuity in the automotive industry. Technol. 
Forecast. Soc. Change 79, 1681–1692. doi:10.1016/j.
techfore.2012.06.008.

Wesseling JH., Van der Vooren A. (2016). Lock-in of mature 
innovation systems, The transformation towards clean 
concrete innovations in the Netherlands. Paper in innova-
tion studies.

Wesseling, J.H., 2016. Explaining variance in national electric 
vehicle policies. Environ. Innov. Soc. Transitions 1–11. 
doi:10.1016/j.eist.2016.03.001.

Wesseling, J.H., Faber, J., Hekkert, M.P., 2014. Technological 
Forecasting & Social Change How competitive forces sus-
tain electric vehicle development. Technol. Forecast. Soc. 
Chang. 81, 154–164. doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2013.02.005.

Wesseling, J.H., Farla, J.C.M., Hekkert, M.P., 2015. Exploring 
car manufacturers’ responses to technology-forcing regu-



4-088-16 WESSELING ET AL

518  INDUSTRIAL EFFICIENCY 2016

4. TECHNOLOGY, PRODUCTS AND SYSTEMS

Appendix

Table A1. Overview of applicability of stylized facts to individual EPI sectors.

Description of characteristics of the EPI’s core 
processes:
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Industry 
structure

scale, energy and capital intensive production of basic 
materials

Y Y Y Y Y Y

  new technologies need to fit in existing factories (brown 
fields)

Y Y Y Y Y Y

  some breakthrough technologies enable smaller scale 
production

Y N Y N Y ?

  oligopolistic production ? Y Y ? Y Y

  high entry barriers Y Y Y Y Y Y

Firm strategy
 

low rates of Innovation Y Y Y Y Y Y
predominant focus on incremental, technical process 
innovation

Y Y Y Y Y Y

  most breakthrough technologies stuck at pilot stage Y Y Y Y Y Y

  innovation is risky and expensive Y Y Y Y Y Y

  low profit margins inhibit investments in innovation Y Y ? Y Y Y

  long investment cycles provide little opportunity for 
innovation

Y Y Y Y Y Y

Networks EPIs do not always own the technology they operate with ? N ? ? ? ?

  strong relation with technology provider to out-source or 
co-develop innovation

Y Y Y Y Y Y
 
  strong horizontal networks (of firms, knowledge institutes) 

mostly at pre-competitive stage
Y ? Y Y Y Y

  disintegrated supply chain/weak vertical network ties (bulk 
materials freely available on market)

Y Y Y Y Y Y

Government
intervention

regulations focus on local pollutants and safety but are lax 
on GHG emissions

Y Y Y Y Y Y

economic competitiveness inhibits GHG regulations Y Y Y Y Y Y

  GHG are only affected through incremental energy 
efficiency regulations

Y Y Y Y Y Y

  only pre-competitive innovation policy support Y Y Y Y Y Y

 
technology roadmaps provide long-term guidance but lack 
industry commitment

Y ? Y Y Y Y

  powerful, unified industry associations oppose regulations 
that drive cost

Y Y Y Y Y Y

Markets high-volume markets for low-end basic materials Y Y Y Y Y Y

small market segments for specialized materials Y Y Y ? ? ?

  markets are global Y Y Y ? ? Y

  strongly price-oriented competition Y Y Y Y Y Y

  small and cyclical profit margins on bulk materials due to 
price competition

Y Y Y Y Y Y

  some material replacement competition Y Y ? Y ? ?


