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Wind Wars
I live in a rural part of Norfolk, a corner of England looking across the North Sea to Holland.  Well, looking that way if you crane your neck around to the right.  There's Dutch influence everywhere here - in the architecture of houses, the old sail-powered Dutch North Sea Klipper moored in the harbour, even street names: squares in North Norfolk are 'plains', as in plein.  All over the landscape there are windmills, many originally built for milling grain that ships like the Albatros (http://www.albatros.eu.com/) used to carry to the continent. When they were put up, the windmills faced stiff public opposition.  In the 1600s it was opposition to land drainage (and windmills by Dutch engineers to pump water), and in the 18th and 19th centuries opposition to corn-laws that sometimes prevented people making their own flour, and associated enclosure of common lands.  I'm told that some campaigners of the time opposed windmills as an alien Dutch influence on the landscape.  Now they are treasured as icons of Norfolk.
In Cumbria, at the top left corner of England, a modern windmill battle is now underway - this time of course about wind turbines.  What's "interesting" about this dispute is that it has pitted 'green' groups against one another.  The Guardian newspaper reports [1]:  
A seven-week public inquiry that opened yesterday will have to decide whether one of the biggest wind farms planned for Britain will make a major contribution to renewable energy sources or be a hideous blot on the landscape of the Lake District.  Chalmerston Wind Power (CWP) wants to build 27 turbines, each 115 metres (377ft) high - taller than St Paul's cathedral - on a windy ridge at Whinash, between Borrowdale and Bretherdale, close to the M6 in Cumbria ... In the run-up to the inquiry, the proposed wind farm has already divided accustomed allies: the Campaign To Protect Rural England and the Council For National Parks (against) are lined up against Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth (for, because of global warming caused by carbon dioxide emissions).
It has to be said that the British 'wind lobby' hasn't been very clever about its campaigning.  That's partly because it hasn't had to campaign much - it's moved forwards under the skirt of government policy, which favours a slow expansion of renewable energy.  It's also because, like the 'green movement', it doesn't really exist as a coherent lobby: groups like Friends of the Earth are devoted to making arguments, Greenpeace to seeking political and cultural leverage, and  the renewable energy companies simply to winning business on a project-by-project basis. On balance, they are gradually winning, not least because government has found that once farms are built, a lot of public opposition evaporates, especially if there are local winners - such as landowners getting rent or local employees, or in a few cases, where a community has been given a stake in planning, owning or reaping economic benefits from a wind farm.
Both advocates and the UK government have also been careful to place most emphasis on developing wind offshore, although that is not without its problems, especially where consultation of fishermen has been inadequate or insensitive siting has led to conflicts over seabird populations.  But that's just avoiding the 'hard nut' problem (see 'significance box' - extract from How To Win Campaigns at www.campaignstrategy.org).
Wind promoters might have been more successful if they'd implemented a communications strategy based on psychology rather than simply relying on winning the policy arguments and waiting for government to overcome the various lobbies - which include groups that are simply fronts for the nuclear industry.  Take a look at the Voters and Values survey on my website www.campaignstrategy.org for a psychological map.  
Broadly speaking the opponents of wind farms are using arguments which resonate with the 21% of the population who are security-driven 'settlers' (disliking a new foreign intrusion into a traditional landscape) and, more importantly, with the esteem-driven prospectors (44% of the UK population, opposed to anything that threatens their status, achievements or self interest).  The proponents tend to rely on a pitch that is framed almost wholly in global terms (eg action on climate change for global benefits): something that appeals mostly to some of the inner directed pioneers (35% of the UK population).  This is brought into sharp relief by the current dispute in Cumbria: 'green' groups are using opposing cases which are separated by a psychological divide, not 'facts', and they pass each other like ships in the night. 
The way this interacts with political identity - with the Liberal Democrats overwhelmingly a party of the pioneers - is graphically illustrated by the maps in the Values and Voters survey. 
If wind advocates had wanted to build a strategic platform, they could have created pilots, demonstrations and secured processes and policies which resonated with the settlers and the prospectors.  For example, wind projects could emerge from a community analysis of the need to retain local jobs.  They would then be job-projects, or job + village projects, which just happen to involve wind energy.  
For the prospectors, wind could be - or have been - made fashionable. In that case it might be perceived as promoting house values rather than depressing them. A few tiny experiments have been tried in this direction - awards for beautiful design of turbines for instance but nothing serious.  If wind power was made a consumable (something you could buy into for example at the scale of your garden, or like 'white goods'), fashionable and visible, then the instinctive or 'natural' constituency would be far larger and stronger than it is today. If wind was made a normal part of life for millions, then it would be 'unrealistic' to oppose its expansion.  So long as it remains in the realm of a few large scale power-station style projects justified through abstract 'issues', it will only be an easy sell to the pioneers. 
At present the Cumbrian dispute involves two sets of people making rather rarefied arguments but it could quickly get more small-p political and then 'gut instinct' (read psychology) begins to drive the outcome, especially if it is 'decided in the court of public opinion', ie trial by media.  To start with neither side probably looks much more empathetic than the other but the outcome may well be decided by which is seen to be the most deserving case. The current posting of a section from How To Win Campaigns (see website) is 'Staying On The Side Of The Victims'.  Potential victims here may be the residents of Tuvalu (homes will probably be drowned/ are being drowned by climate change) and other climate-victims human or otherwise, on one side,  and those with an interest in preserving the current view on the other.  
The advocates themselves are probably not terribly appealing.  Greenpeace campaigners with an unusual enthusiasm for talking terawatts or long-winded water colourists who see a wind turbine as unspeakable desecration of a particular view will tend to come across to many people as 'talking a foreign language'. The result of the dispute may well be decided by who best manages to show that they are on the side of those who "really deserve our sympathy", and who make those victims visible.  
More On Air Travel
The politics of climate and air travel (see previous newsletters) continue to get more interesting [2].  The British Airports Authority has now come out in favour of subjecting the industry to an emissions trading scheme as soon as possible.  While opposed by the American airlines this is a view shared by many in the European carriers.  Of course their motivation is to avoid something worse, and in the case of high-cost airlines, to put some low-cost competitors out of business.  
A lot of campaigners are mulling how to tackle this issue. They don't necessarily need to form a public alliance with the BAA but they'd probably be well advised to add their weight to moves that split the industry.  It's much easier to exert more change once the target is on a slippery slope than to try and get it moving in the first place.  They also need to remember that the lubricant on such a slope is mostly cultural.  Governments will do the possible - how far the air industry gets pushed down the route to zero-carbon will depend very much on what 'the public' wants. That's the thing that only campaigners are likely to influence, so they need to make sure they supply it, rather than focussing too much on devising 'policy solutions'.  
Create the right context and market competition will magically make all sorts of change practicable.  Equally, if campaigners don't get on the case at all, the BAA  and their ilk may succeed in getting governments to adopt a scheme which is 'stable',  change may grind to an early halt and the issue could rest there for some years, once the attention of policy makers wanders off to something else and momentum is lost.  This is a critical moment. 
F-gas Spin
Real campaign anoraks may enjoy the current dispute over the UN f-gas report.  OK - so only real anoraks will enjoy it.
A joint report from scientists in the IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change - covers greenhouse gases) and the Montreal Protocol (covers ozone depleting gases) has examined the problem with f-gases aka Potent Industrial Greenhouse Gases (some of which are both greenhouse gases and ozone depleting gases, and all of which contain fluorine, hence 'f-gases').  
The f-gas industry (the chemicals industry) enjoys considerable penetration of the international policy-making machinery on ozone-depleting gases.  The group MIPIGGs (Multisectoral Initiative on Potent Industrial Greenhouse Gases), of which I have to admit, I am a part time coordinator, has detailed numerous instances of the influence of the American chemicals industry over US, UNEP/international and even 'European' policy on these gases.  Until now their influence on the work of the IPCC, the scientific advisor to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, has been relatively slight.  Of course this is partly because though the US is a party to the Climate Convention, it has rejected the Kyoto Protocol, which is the mechanism by which the Convention tries to place on controls on a 'basket' of greenhouse gases, including f-gases.  So this joint working group, known as the IPCC-TEAP group, gives the American f-gas boys a back door into that policy.
A week or two ago, the joint group produced its report [3], to enthusiastic applause from the f-gas industry [4].  MIPIGGs posted a ten point critique [5] and asked the Austrian, Danish, German and Swiss governments - those who'd done most to adopt policies requiring alternative technologies avoiding f-gases - to ensure it didn't form the basis of policy.  IPCC has now posted its riposte to MIPIGGs [6].  It's a small earthquake in f-world.  
Campaigners who don't share an obsessive interest in this environmentally important but obscure subject don't need to read any of the papers but the key point is much more widely applicable.  Apparently the joint panel did some very good work.  Word has it that the scientists and techno boffins involved have examined the mountain of evidence that essentially shows that what works in a slab of insulation foam or a fridge in Switzerland or Germany could work in say, a slab of insulation foam or a fridge in Australia or the USA.  But funnily enough this detail and balance and certainly this can-do-better impression, hasn't made it into the Executive Summary for Policymakers. 
Even funnier, the Executive Summary has been released, complete with press release from the IPCC but the full report won't be released until it's published by the Cambridge University Press in the summer.  And there we have it.  It looks like the industry has secured the publication of a summary for policy makers which gives the impression it wants (f-gases are really not much of a problem, if they are, the problem is being dealt with, and 'alternatives' are themselves jolly problematic or not yet ready), while scientists will be able to truthfully be able to say that all sorts of detail is to be found in the full report. Only that probably won't have any impact on policy.  Not only will it be very long and very expensive, it will come out during the northern holiday season and the 'policy makers summary' was published months before.  Chemical industry spin can be added to the list of causes of climate change, as if you didn't know that already.  An example of the importance of timing, and of a few other things besides
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