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Prologue 
This is it. 
This thesis is the conclusion of half a year of hard, and sometimes harsh work, which was the concluding course of the Master Media & Journalism, which was the concluding college year at Erasmus University, which was the concluding college where I spent my concluding college days. This thesis is the icing on my concluding course, college and college days-cake.
And, if I may say so myself, it is simply sweet! 
Yet writing this thesis was not simple at all. It has been a challenging, but rewarding process, with some good ups (sitting 
in the setting sun at Berkeley University to interview some students about the setting sun was definitely a good up) and even better downs (after returning from Jiska’s office, I would often be dazed and confused due to our discourses about discourse, although after a few dawning days these downs would turn upside down into ups, hence even better downs). 

Therefore I would like to write a little word of thanks to everyone who has not only made the realization of this thesis possible, but also a lot more pleasant. First of all, I would like to thank Jiska, who from the start showed sincere interest and confidence in me and this thesis, who’s knowledge on discourse seems endless, which was considerably convenient and who is strict, but light-spirited at the same time, what makes her a superb supervisor. Furthermore, I would like to thank Luit, who (how sweet) kept, and still keeps, coming up with paper cuttings on climate change, who (how handy) contributed some conceptions on how to keep this thesis, as well as my mind, crystal clear, and (how special) who not only supported me as every parent would, or should, but continuously encouraged me to not only think of this thesis as something that is enforced, but as something that reinforces. And so this thesis has not only become the conclusion of half a year of hard work, but also, hopefully, the starting point of a prosperous career in journalism. And last, but certainly not least, I would like to thank Wout, who has lovingly pushed me to do my bestest best, and above all, who has been so patient for me to finally finish this thesis.
Wout, relax, I just put my last words in writings. My last words of my last assignment of my last college year. This thesis is where everything I have learned comes together. Something which is evident and transparent throughout this entire thesis. This thesis does not simply consist of some theory, some method and some results, accepted in advance and arrogance. This thesis is an exploration of relevant literature, a search for a suitable method and an extensive enlightenment of possibly interesting results. As a result, reading this thesis may sometimes seem an endless experience, however, hang in there, 
for I guarantee you, due to new theories and new methods, new knowledge about media discourse and public discourse 
on climate change controversy will be brought to light, which is worth your wile. 

With that in mind I welcome you to my world, in which no truth is taken for granted. You can imagine I am really relieved 
for what has been and actually excited for what is coming. But what is coming, that is up to you. Half a year of hard work 
lies behind me and in front of you. Good luck. And above all, enjoy.
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1.1 Social Discussion & Social Significance of Researching Climate Change Controversy
Social Discussion of Climate Change Controversy

Almost ten years ago Sheldon Ungar argued that, as opposed to the ozone hole, climate change never really engendered
a ‘hot crisis’. “That is, the ozone hole provided a sense of immediate and concrete risk with everyday relevance. Climate change fails to do so and remains in a public limbo.” (Ungar, 2000: 2) However, looking at the immense intensity of international interest in the issue today, it seems as though things have changed. Over the past few years climate change has become the subject of many conversations within many areas and many arenas. From the Netherlands all the way to
the US and back, it is now one of the most prominent topics within politics, the media and the public arena. According to Anabela Carvalho “a series of remarkable events has contributed to transform climate change into one of the most high profile issues of the present moment: hurricane Katrina, Al Gore’s film and book An Inconvenient Truth, the Nobel prize 
that was awarded jointly to him and to the IPCC, the Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Change, Live Earth, and the gloomy forecasts of the 4th IPCC Assessment Report all concurred to putting climate change on the media, the public’s and the political agendas, which then tend to feed each other.” (Carvalho, 2008: 8) And so climate change literally has become a hot crisis. 
Nowadays ‘green’, ‘organic’ and ‘sustainability’ seem to be buzzing words, and one and all is well aware and concerned 
of the changing climate and how it is, supposedly, harming our planet. Nevertheless, lately there has been an enormous increase in criticism towards climate change. Some say the notion of climate change, let alone the notion of a crisis, 
is highly overdone. Besides, even if there is such thing as climate change, we cannot do anything about it anyway. Some say climate change is not a crisis at all, but a climate shifting, in which the North Pole is melting and the South Pole is freezing, and in which some parts of the world are more or less affecting or affected by climate change. Some say climate change 
is an undulation and that in a few years it will automatically become cooler again. And last, but certainly not least, some say climate change is not an inconvenient truth at all. At least now it’s nice and hot, right?

Everywhere everyone evermore has a certain image of, hence a certain opinion about climate change. And the number 
and nature of signals is nothing but increasing. Global warming seems to be undisputed. But whether climate change is caused by human beings and their greenhouse gasses, or whether it is just a normal, natural process of climatic cycles, 
is definitely disputed. And so a climate change controversy has come into being. There seems to be a somewhat populistic, Al Gore-ish side, which preaches problems, infelicity and urgency, and a so called specialised side, which points to the long term rotations of the earth, in combination and coherence with the sun, the moon and the stars, plus… little urgency. Opinions differ on both the causes and effects of climate change, as well as possible policies and measures. And this is not only visible within politics and the media. Just look around. Look at the everyday conversations between you and me. 
For most of us the media are a major, sometimes sole, source of information. And so people base their opinions on what they see on the television, what they hear on the radio, what they read in the paper and what they come across on the web. In the case of climate change public opinion is therefore formed on the basis of a variety and multiplicity of critical sounds and debates, in short, an ambiguity within the media. Public understanding of climate change is thereby equally ambiguous.

Social Significance of Researching Climate Change Controversy

The concerning social discussion of the current climate change controversy confirms the social significance of researching the current climate change controversy. I would like to analyze to what extent, when, where and how, within both the media and the public arena, this controversy comes to existence and what the consequences are. To me climate change is a fact. Therefore I am surprised, and at the same time intrigued, by the worldwide confusion and commotion that somehow, despite this thing called common sense, increasingly spreads across society. Learning more about climate change, the way in which the media inform on climate change, the way in which images, opinions and conceptions on climate change are constructed, hence the way in which the world deals with climate change is obviously, always, very important, for climate change is a particularly current affair, that sooner or later, concerns every single one of us. Moreover, een beter milieu begint bij jezelf. And so the objective of this thesis is to study how the media speak of climate change, how the public speaks of climate change and how these ways of speaking are affected and affect one another. It focuses on whether, when, where and how the media construct climate change controversy, whether, when, where and how the public constructs climate change controversy and whether, when, where and how these constructions of climate change controversy correlate.
1.2 Scientific Discussion & Scientific Significance of Researching Climate Change Controversy
Scientific Discussion of Climate Change Controversy

This thesis on climate change controversy within the media and the public arena isn’t the first and sure won’t be the last. Because, as climate change grew into a significant subject of discussion, so did the number and nature of researches concerning climate change as a significant subject of discussion. Over the past few years, quite some serious, scientific studies have been dedicated to the aforementioned ambiguity within the way the media and public think, talk and debate about climate change. The existing analyses of media and public ambiguity can be divided, roughly, into two trends. 
On the one hand, a great quantity of research has been directed to media reporting on climate change, that is, to media discourse. These analyses almost always start off by stating that science, as represented by the IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change), comprised of top climate scientists from around the globe, has reached consensus that human activities significantly contribute to climate change. (Climate Change 2007: Fourth IPCC Synthesis Report) Nevertheless, 

this consensus is not visible within the media, which is the main source of information for millions of readers and viewers. And as most people gain most of their political, economical or other news mostly through newspapers, magazines, television, radio and the internet, so they do with most scientific stories. (Boykoff & Boykoff, 2007) Therefore the media have a crucial responsibility as a source of information about science for citizens. Public perceptions and perspectives on climate change are significantly influenced by representations of scientific knowledge conveyed by the press and other mass means of communication. (Carvalho, 2005) The media are key actors in the identification and interpretation of environmental issues. Scientific findings constitute a specialized mode of knowledge that is almost always packaged in professional language. Scientists generally employ a lexicon of caution and speak in a language of probability, which usually does not translate smoothly into the crisp, unequivocal commentary that is valued in the press. (Boykoff & Raja, 2007) 
In other words, the very language scientists employ plays into scientific uncertainty as a salient theme in media coverage. (Weingart et al, 2000, Zehr, 2000) Therefore, scientific findings usually require translation into more colloquial terms in order to be comprehensible. Like any other dimension of reality, science is reconstructed and not merely mirrored in the media. Depictions of the world in the media result from a series of choices such as whether an issue will make the news, what highlight it will be given, and who is going to speak for it. Operations of codification of the issue into media discourse are directed by its perceived interest and impact, as well as other ‘news values’, economic considerations and editorial lines. Particular worldviews are produced, reproduced and transformed in media discourses, others are excluded from them. (Carvalho, 2005) And the same goes for climate change. Although science suggests climate change is a fact, the media sometimes include, sometimes exclude and sometimes transform this fact, thereby constructing climate change as a case 
of no consensus, as a controversy. By referring to well-known media discourse theorists, such as Fairclough, Baudrillard, McLuhan, Hall, Fiske, Dewey and Carey, who theorize media discourse to be quite context specific, and by applying critical discourse analysis, which analyzes media discourse according to its context, the previous pieces problematize climate change controversy within media discourse.
On the other hand, a great quantity of research has been directed to the formation of public opinions on climate change, 
that is, to public discourse. These analyses, just like analyses of media discourse on climate change, almost always start off by stating that scientists today speak with a near unified voice on the existence of a human induced greenhouse effect and 
in least in general ways on its potential dramatic impacts. The citizens of various nations of the world, on the other hand, appear to possess wide-ranging views and levels of understandings about global climate change as a real or potential threat. (Brechin, 2003) Improved understanding of public perceptions about climate change can contribute to informed scientific and policy debates. Scientists need to know how the public is likely to respond to climate impacts or initiatives, because those responses can attenuate or amplify the impacts. Policy makers need to know what the public wants, in order to design policies that will be supported or at least tolerated. Both groups need to understand the extent to which people’s responses will differ across regions. (Bord, 1998) However, research is lacking that directly tests public responses to media discourse on global warming, in particular, the media’s portrayal of its (un)certainty. (Corbett, 2004) By referring to well-known public opinion theorists, such as Habermas and Lippmann, who theorize public discourse, like media discourse, to be quite context specific as well, and by applying critical discursive psychology, which analyzes public discourse, like media discourse, according to its context as well, the previous pieces problematize climate change controversy within public discourse.
Scientific Significance of Researching Climate Change Controversy
Evidently, most academic endeavour on climate change addresses either media discourse or public discourse. However, 

the basic assumption of these analyses is that both media discourse and public discourse are constructed by their context. 

A context which they are both part of. According to this reasoning media discourse and public discourse construct one another. So why study them separately? Why not combine them? Researching climate change controversy within the media in combination with the public is scientifically significant because, whatever the issue may be, media discourse always contributes to the construction of public discourse, and so it always influences the way science is translated into policy. Something which is particularly visible with environmental issues, such as the concerning. On the contrary though, political, economical and other interests also influence what the media produce, hence how they shape our images and opinions. 
In short, media discourse is an absolute essential context for understanding the construction of the public discourse on climate change. And this conception on its turn carries a practical importance, for often the public opinion points to whether, when, where, what or which action is undertaken to combat climate change.

The US & the Netherlands

Speaking of context, when analyzing media discourse and public discourse on climate change, one should take into account the countries in which these discourses occur as well. Different countries, hence different contexts, construct completely different discourses. By changing countries, hence by changing contexts, one can test whether discourse indeed depends 

on context. I’m especially expecting a significant and therefore interesting difference between the way the United States, henceforth the US, and the Dutch media report on climate change, which influences the US and Dutch public understanding of climate change, and the other way around. The Dutch media landscape can be characterized by a high level of public control and ownership through media policies and organizations. The fundament for Dutch media policy is article 7 of the Constitution, allowing freedom of speech, although, when it comes to newspapers the Media Law focuses on preventing disruptions of the free market due to vertical and horizontal media concentration. Besides, the Netherlands Competition Authority investigates and sanctions cartels and misuse of economic power in all media sectors, and assesses mergers and acquisitions. The government is actually planning to limit concentration in the newspaper market to a maximum share of 35 percent. Furthermore, the Dutch Press Fund is an independent authority that supports newspapers, magazines and websites with loans or subsidies. It also supports research projects and joint efforts to improve minorities’ access to the media. In short, the Dutch press seems to represent many different parties, and therefore many different viewpoints on many different subjects. (EJC, http://www.ejc.net/media_landscape/article/netherlands_the/)
The US media landscape, on the other hand, can be characterized by a relatively limited level of public ownership, control and regulations, and a high level of private ownership, causing media bias, which is the description of media being used to systematically present a particular point of view, such as a liberal or conservative one. There is a variety of watchdog groups that attempt to find the facts behind both biased reporting and unfounded claims of bias, and research about media bias is a subject of systematic scholarship in a variety of disciplines. Liberal bias in the media is commonly thought to be the result of liberal principles and ideas influencing the selection or coverage of news stories. (Goldberg, 2002) In fact, most journalists 
at most media outlets, such as The New York Times, The Washington Post and various broadcast networks, are Democratic voters whose attitudes are well to the left of the general public and whose coverage of controversial issues tends to reflect these attitudes (Lichter et al, 1991), carefully pushing climate change controversy in a liberal direction (Kuypers, 2002). 
On the contrary, conservative bias in the media is commonly thought to be the result of conservative principles and ideas influencing the coverage or selection of news stories. It is claimed to exist for several reasons. First, the majority of the US media is owned by a handful of corporate conglomerates (General Electric, Time Warner, Walt Disney, News Corporation’s Media, CBS Corporation and Viacom). This uniformity of ownership leads to stories that might not benefit big businesses, such as their significant share in causing climate change, may not be run. Besides, the US media are often operated for profit and funded through the sale of advertisements. This tends to drive news, commentary and public affairs towards supporting industry and mercantilism, instead of a sustainable environment. (Goldberg, 2002) 
In short, the US media seem to promote a single side, instead of representing the many different parties with their many different viewpoints on many different subjects. And I expect these different degrees of objectiveness within the US and Dutch media (due to different, more or less interest serving media landscapes and due to different, more or less interest in the topic of climate change in the first place) to come across in the US and Dutch public understanding of issues covered by the media, such as climate change. In fact, research indicates that the US tends to distort global warming in contrast to other countries’ representation of the issue and in contrast to scientists’ views on the issue, for the US economy is strongly tied into the fossil fuel industry and so it is in their interest to pretend that global warming is not a serious problem. (Dispensa, 2003)
1.3 Research Question
On the basis of the previous social, somewhat common sense discussion of the climate change debate and the subsequent rather serious, scientific discussion of the current climate change controversy, which generally distinguishes media discourse on climate change from public discourse on climate change, one wonders what these different discourses on climate change exactly come down to, whether media discourse and public discourse on climate change indeed really differ from one another, whether media discourse and public discourse on climate change differ per place or whether they are actually completely connected throughout the different areas (place versus place) and arenas (public versus media) of the universe.
And so the research question arises…

The Climate Change Controversy 
What is the media discourse and public discourse on climate change within both the US and the Netherlands, 
and what is the relationship between the two kinds of discourse and between the two countries?

… which can be divided into the following smaller, more specific sub questions:
Discourse

What is discourse?

What is media discourse?

What is public discourse?

What is the relationship of media discourse and public discourse?
Discourse Analysis

How can discourse be analysed?

How can media discourse be analysed?

How can public discourse be analysed?

How can the relationship of media discourse and public discourse be analysed?
Influenced Influence: US Media Discourse versus US Public Discourse

What is the US media discourse on climate change?

What is the US public discourse on climate change?

How do the US media discourse and the US public discourse on climate change relate?

Influenced Influence: Dutch Media Discourse versus Dutch Public Discourse

What is the Dutch media discourse on climate change?

What is the Dutch public discourse on climate change?

How do the Dutch media discourse and the Dutch public discourse on climate change relate?

Cross Comparison: US Media Discourse & US Public Discourse versus Dutch Media Discourse & Dutch Public Discourse
How do the US media discourse and the US public discourse on climate change relate to the Dutch media discourse and the Dutch public discourse on climate change?
1.4 Research Composition
In the following literature review I will first define discourse, focussing on Foucault and reviewing some relevant researches into climate change controversy that focus on Foucault’s definition of discourse as well. After first following the limitations 
of these researches and distinguishing two different domains in which the different discourses on climate change occur, 

that is the media and the public, I will use Stuart Hall’s conception of communication to connect media discourse and public discourse, for they are influenced influences of one another. 
After again defining discourse analysis, again distinguishing two different approaches, that is critical discourse analysis and critical discursive psychology, and again connecting them, I will try to create a fresh, fitting and therefore effective and efficient method to analyse media discourse and public discourse on climate change, which I will further explain in the next methodological chapter. In accordance with the literature review, the method first makes a twofold, in which the US and Dutch media discourse and the US and Dutch public discourse are selected and studied separately (although according 
to the same fresh and fitting method), after which the different domains of discourse (that is media discourse and public discourse) and the different countries in which these different domains occur (that is the US and The Netherlands) are crosswise compared. 
The next chapter reports on the results of this research, successively the US media discourse, the US public discourse, 
their influenced influences, the Dutch media discourse, the Dutch public discourse, their influenced influences, and finally 
the combined US media discourse and public discourse compared to the combined Dutch media discourse and public discourse. The conclusion consists of a recapitulation of this research, a recapitulation of the specific sub questions and 
a recapitulation of the research question. At last, the discussion is dedicated to the social and scientific contributions of 
this research, the strengths and limitations of this thesis and recommendations for further research into media discourse 
and public discourse on climate change.
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         2.4 Media Discourse Analysis & Public Discourse Analysis
Before one can distinguish different discourses on climate change, or even analyse different discourses on climate change, one should first formulate a theoretical framework, by reviewing some relevant literature on some crucial theoretical concepts in relation to this topic. Therefore I will begin by giving a general definition of (2.1) discourse, a term which will turn out to be very versatile, which is why I will focus on one specific significant side of the story, that is Foucault’s definition of discourse 

as constitutive and a constitution of context. After reviewing some relevant researches into climate change controversy that focus on Foucault as well, it turns out these researches unreasonably distinguish between two different domains in which the different discourses on climate change occur: the media and the public. After first following these limitations and studying (2.2) media discourse & public discourse separately as well, I will use Stuart Hall’s conception of communication to connect and combine media discourse and public discourse into a complete definition of discourse, in which media discourse and public discourse are continuously constitutive and a constitution of one another. After reviewing some relevant theories that go into some of the specific sides of this definition of discourse, and simultaneously some relevant researches that go into the same sides, specifically of climate change controversy, I will turn to how to actually (2.3) analyse discourse. 

This is where method and methodology meet. After again beginning by giving a general definition of discourse analysis, 

the term, just like the term discourse, will turn out to refer to multiple meanings, or at least lots of approaches. Hence, I will distinguish between two of those approaches, that is (2.4) critical discourse analysis & critical discursive psychology, which are generally used to analyze media discourse and, respectively, public discourse. Acting on the understanding 
of these theoretical and practical concepts, I can connect and combine them and create an appropriate method for identifying different discourses on climate change, which I will further explain in the third, more methodological chapter of this thesis.

2.1 Discourse
According to the dictionary, there are multiple definitions of the term discourse:

	1. Onward course; process or succession of time, events, actions, etc.; = COURSE. Obs. 

1540-1 ELYOT Image Gov. (1549) 134 The naturall discourse of the sunne. 
b. In the following the meaning is perhaps ‘course of arms or combat’ (cf. COURSE n. 5); though other explanations have been proposed. 

2. ‘The act of the understanding, by which it passes from premises to consequences’ (J.); reasoning, thought, ratiocination; the faculty of reasoning, reason, rationality. Obs. or arch. 

b. Phr. discourse of reason: process or faculty of reasoning. Obs. or arch. 

3. Communication of thought by speech; ‘mutual intercourse of language’ (J.); talk, conversation. arch. 

b. The faculty of conversing; conversational power. Obs. 

c. (with a and pl.) A talk, a conversation. arch. 

d. A common talk, report, rumour. Obs. 

4. Narration; a narrative, tale, account. Obs. 

5. A spoken or written treatment of a subject, in which it is handled or discussed at length; a dissertation, treatise, homily, sermon, or the like. (Now the prevailing sense.) 

6. a. Familiar intercourse, familiarity. b. Familiarity with a subject; conversancy (in). Obs. 

7. Comb. 1628 EARLE Microcosm., Scepticke in Relig. (Arb.) 67 He is strangely vnfix't, and a new man euery day, as his last discourse-books Meditations transport him.

8. Special Comb.: discourse analysis Linguistics, a method of analysing the structure of texts or utterances longer than one sentence, taking into account both their linguistic content and their sociolinguistic context; analysis performed using this method. 

Add: Linguistics. A connected series of utterances by which meaning is communicated, esp. forming a unit for analysis; spoken or written communication regarded as consisting of such utterances. Also transf. in Semiotics.  



Oxford English Dictionary (1989)
On the basis of these definitions, one could conclude discourse broadly refers to spoken or written communication. Broadly. Because even though many may have attempted to define discourse, there is no all-embracing, all-explaining definition of discourse. “The term discourse has become common currency in a variety of disciplines: critical theory, sociology, linguistics, philosophy, social psychology and many other fields, so much so that it is frequently left undefined, as if its usage was simply common knowledge.” (Mills, 2004: 1) 
Discourse is one of the widest used terms when analysing literary and non-literary texts, and it probably has one of the widest ranges of possible significations. Yet it is often the term which is least defined within theoretical texts. It is therefore interesting to trace the ways we try to make sense of discourse. Consulting a dictionary would indeed be a fine first step, for we now know that in linguistics the term would refer to a connected series of utterances by which meaning is communicated. However, in cultural theory the term often combines the general meanings derived from its French origins and influences (histoire/discours as speech or conversation) and a more specific theoretical meaning, which sees discourse as the general domain of the production and circulation of rule-governed statements. In social psychology and critical discourse analysis the term is used in a variety of ways, but all of them mix the meanings derived from linguistics and cultural theory, integrating a concern with power relations and the resultant structures of authorized utterances. (Mills, 2004) The term discourse thus may refer to many different meanings used within many different disciplines. One could argue that within these traditions, the notion of discourse is itself subject to discourse, that is, debated on the basis of specialized knowledge. 
In order to try to introduce some clarity into this theoretical framework, and ultimately, obviously, preferably provide a definition of discourse which we can actually work with, I will focus on Michel Foucault, a French philosopher, historian, critic and sociologist who’s work has been crucial for our current understanding of the term. Besides, since the research question of this thesis wonders how different discourses within different countries relate, and whether differences within the relations between different discourses can be explained according to the contexts of the countries in which they are constructed, 

this research focuses on how climate change controversy comes about socially. It focuses on discourse as a social product, as well as a social construct, which, as a significant social scientist, is the fundament of Foucault’s definition of discourse. 

2.1.1 Post-structuralism & Foucault

In order to be able to show what makes Foucault’s definition of discourse so special and why focussing on Foucault is especially relevant for this research, one should start at the beginning. For even if we take the simplest route through history, one can see a shifting from the highlighting of one aspect to another. (Mills, 2004) Modernist theorists, such as Immanuel Kant in philosophy, Charles Darwin in biology and Karl Marx in political science, fundamentally focused on the transition from tradition, on tracing the truth and on theorizing certainty and predictability. (Giddens, 1991) They therefore defined discourse as something relative to talking, as something merely functional and as a ‘natural’ product of common sense usage or progress. And so, as apposed to Foucault, modernist theory dissociated discourse from power and ideology. (Brown, 2005) 

Following the perceived limitations of modernist theory, followed postmodernist theory. Whereas modernism aspired to rationality instead of religion, science instead of church, postmodernism rejected the thesis of one theoretical approach explaining all aspects of society, one absolute truth. (Jameson, 1992) Rather, postmodernist theorists focus on the variety of individual and collective experiences and emphasized differences over similarities. They shift away from truth seeking and instead seeks answers to how truths are produced and sustained. Postmodernists contend that truth and knowledge are plural, contextual and historically produced through discourses. (Brown, 2005) Although this altered definition of discourse commences coming closer to Foucault’s definition of discourse, structuralism is where Foucault’s real roots can be found. 

Structuralist theorists, such as Ferdinand de Saussure, subsequently stated that every system has a structure and that structure determines the position of each element of a whole. (Assiter, 1984) Therefore “individual elements of a system, such as sentences within discourse, only have significance when considered in relation to the structure as a whole, and structures are to be understood as self-contained, self-regulated and self-transforming entities.” (Howarth, 2001: 17) 

Within structuralist theory and in turn post-structuralist theory, within which Foucault is a fundamental philosopher, 

the definition of discourse signaled a big break with previous views of language and representation. “Rather than seeing language as simply expressive, as transparent, as a vehicle of communication, as a from of representation, theorists now saw language as a system with its own rules and constraints, and with its own determining effect on the way that individuals think and express themselves.” (Mills, 2004: 7) This has made an important contribution to Foucault’s definition of discourse, for it highlights the decisive role of meaning and signification in structuring human life more generally. (Howarth, 2001) 
Thus, when trying to define discourse “we may resort to referring to dictionaries, to the disciplinary context of the utterance or to terms which are used in contrast to discourse, even though none of these strategies produce a simple, clear meaning of the term, but rather only serve to show us the fluidity of its meaning”. (Mills, 2004: 5) Because, although the previous piece, which reproduces the relation of Foucault’s definition of discourse to modernist, postmodernist and structuralist theory, determines the development of the definition of discourse and Foucault’s start and part within that development, it also shows discourse has a complex history and is used in a range of different ways by different theorists. Therefore even Foucault cannot pin down discourse to one meaning: “Instead of gradually reducing the rather fluctuating meaning of the word ‘discourse’, I believe I have in fact added to its meanings: treating it sometimes as the general domain of all statements, sometimes as an individualized group of statements, and sometimes as regulated practice that accounts for a number of statements.” (Foucault, 2002: 90)

In the beginning bit of this sound bite all utterances which have meaning and effect would pass as discourse. This somewhat wide definition, which Foucault mainly made use of in his earlier, more structuralist theories, speaks of discourse in general, instead of a discourse. In the second part however, Foucault focuses on the particular structures within discourse and is concerned with identifying groups of utterances which seem to be regulated in such way, having a coherence and force to them in common. It is this definition within one would distinguish discourses on terrorism, discourses on femininity or, here it comes, discourses on climate change. Foucault’s final definition may sound most familiar, for here he is not interested in the actual utterances that are produced, as in the rules and structures that particularly produce them. Most theorists use these different definitions before, in between and behind one another. And so does Foucault.

2.1.2 The Constitution of Discourse
In fact, in The Archaeology of Knowledge, which was published in 1969 and written as an appendix to his previous piece
The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences, Foucault made his main excursion into methodology, and so developed an entirely original definition of discourse: “Discourse is constituted by a group of sequences of signs, in so far as they are statements.” (Foucault, 2002: 121) As these and the aforementioned words elucidate, for the bigger part of the book Foucault focuses on the ‘statement’, which he believes is the absolute atom of discourse. “And the problem soon arises:
if the statement really is the elementary unit of discourse, what does it consist of? What are its distinctive features? 
What boundaries must one accord to it?” (Foucault, 2002: 91) The ‘statement’ is the English translation from French énoncé, for Foucault meaning that which makes sentences, propositions or speech acts meaningful. However, in lines with postmodern theory, that is, the break with the past view of language, he argues that statements themselves are not the same as sentences, propositions or speech acts. Rather, statements create a network of rules establishing what is meaningful, and it is these rules that are the preconditions for sentences, propositions or speech acts to have meaning. 

“When one wishes to individualize statements, one cannot accept unreservedly any of the models borrowed from grammar, logic or analysis. In all three cases, one realizes that the criteria proposed are too numerous and too heavy, that they limit the extent of the statement and that although the statement sometimes takes on the forms described and adjusts itself to them exactly, it does not always do so: one finds statements lacking in legitimate propositional structure, one finds statements where one cannot recognize a sentence, one finds more statements than one can isolate speech acts” (Foucault, 2002: 94) In short, depending on whether or not they obey the rules of meaning, a grammatically correct sentence may still lack meaning, and vice versa, an incorrect sentence may still be meaningful. Statements, or actually entire entities of statements (and this is where Foucault directs to the term ‘discursive formations’, that is, the regularities that produce certain discourses within certain bodies of knowledge, such as climatic science or media commenting on climate change), depend on the conditions in which they emerge and exist within a field of discourse. (Foucault, 2002)

Discourse. Foucault does indeed provide us with some general definitions of discourse. However, since his work couldn’t quite be considered a coherent construction of ideas, nor a general theory, neither is the term discourse really rooted within a larger system of fully worked-out ideas. It is simply one of the many elements in Foucault’s work. (Mills, 2004) This lack of system may be hard to grasp and surely it has contributed to the many different definitions of the term discourse that exist today. On the other hand, due to this lack of system one can be flexible when using Foucault’s work to fit to one’s own work. At one point Foucault mentions that he “does not, or no longer, treat discourses as groups of signs or stretches of text, but as practices that systematically form the objects of which they speak”. (Foucault, 2002: 54) 
In this case a discourse is something which produces something else, such as an utterance, concept or effect, rather than something which exists in and of itself and which can be analyzed on its own. “A discursive structure can be detected because of the systematicity of the ways of thinking and behaving which are formed within a particular context, and because of the effects of those ways of thinking and behaving.” (Mills, 2004: 15)

2.1.3 Discourse as Constitutive
In terms of thinking about discourse as having effects, it is absolutely key to consider the factors of truth, power and knowledge, since it is due to these elements that discourse has effect. As a matter of fact, focusing on Foucault’s treatment of the terms truth, power and knowledge would be a wise thing to do indeed, since the configuration of these elements is what essentially constitutes discourse. (Mills, 2004) And so Foucault finds himself tracing the role of discourses in wider social processes of power, emphasizing the construction of current truths, how they are maintained and what power relations they carry with them. 
In his subsequent works Discipline and Punish, which was published in 1975, and Society Must Be Defended, which is a collection his lectures at the Collège de France from 1975 till 1976, Foucault first instills that power and knowledge are interrelated, for knowledge is both the creator and creation of power. Therefore every relationship is a struggle and negotiation of power. He then theorizes that discourse is related to power, for it operates by the rules of exclusion. Discourse is controlled by objects (or what can be spoken of), by rituals (or where and how one may speak) and by the privileged 
(or who may speak). It really is a medium through which power relations produce speaking subjects. And last, but certainly not least, Foucault finds himself discoursing that power is always present, but that it can construct as well as obstruct the truth. (Brown, 2005) And so a discourse can be considered to be an institutionalized way of thinking that can be manifested through language. It is the social boundary defining what can be said about a specific topic (Foucault, 2002). It is the limit of acceptable speech, or possible truth. (Butler, 1990)

Foucault, who relates to modernist theory so far that he dislocates the definition of discourse as a natural, transparent, merely functional product of progress, to post-modernist theory so far he is not in search of the truth, but in search of how 

the truth is produced through discourse, and to structuralist theory so far that he accedes every system, such as discourse, has a structure and that structure determines the position of each individual element within that system, such as a sentence within discourse, defines discourse not only as a system which is structured by its individual elements, but as a system which structures on itself as well. According to Foucault discourse is a constitution of statements, which exist in a particular context, but discourse is constitutive as well, for it affects the truth, power and knowledge. This definition of discourse is relevant for this research, because it focuses on how discourse works within context, which is the starting point of my research question, that is how climate change controversies within different countries can be explained according to the consequently different contexts in which they occur.

2.1.4 Foucault Applied to Climate Change Controversy

Foucault’s definition of discourse as the fundament for researching climate change controversy is not unusual at all. 

Boykoff for example, who has done lots of research on what the different discourses on climate change look like and 
how they are contained, states that the US is comparatively critical to the opinion of the majority of scientists, namely that anthropogenic release of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases into the atmosphere is causing a rise in average global temperatures, and that the media are responsible for this. (Boykoff & Rajan, 2007) 
“The US media constitute key influences among a set of complex dynamics shaping information dissemination in this politicized environment. Mass-media coverage of climate change is not simply a random amalgam of newspaper articles and television segments, rather, it is a social relationship between scientists, policy actors and the public that is mediated by such news packages.” (Boykoff & Boykoff, 2007: 1190) And so the differences in discourses on climate change are not random either. Rather, they are systemic and occur through “complex socio-political and economic reasons rooted in macro-power relations, as well as micro-processes that under gird professional journalism.” (Boykoff & Rajan, 2007: 207) Boykoff’s researches demonstrate that consistent adherence to interacting journalistic norms has contributed to impediments in the coverage of climate change, which confirms Foucault’s definition of discourse as a medium through which power relations produce speaking subjects, and which can construct as well as obstruct the truth. “Adherence to first-order journalistic norms, such as personalization, dramatization, and novelty, significantly influence the employment of second-order norms, such as authority-order and balance, and this has led to informationally deficient mass-media coverage of this crucial issue.” (Boykoff & Boykoff, 2007: 1190) Indeed, the discourse on climate change is the limit of its possible truth.
According to Foucault discourses are seen to affect our views on everything. Therefore it is not possible to escape discourse. According to Carpenter, in the case of climate change, two distinct different discourses can be distinguished. On the one hand climate change is described as a ‘disaster caused by mankind’, a discourse fed by various new findings in climate science, statements from land leaders, public officials and media figures, such as Al Gore, in “cautionary and limiting language, and frequently couched in terms of possible long-term effects” and “the astonishing rise in the frequency and severity of erratic weather events and catastrophic natural disasters occurring in recent years around the globe, many of which have been linked directly and indirectly by reporters, scientists and NGOs to climate change”. (Carpenter, 2001: 323)
According to Kahandekar “the global warming debate as presented by the media usually focuses on the increasing mean temperature of the earth, associated extreme weather events and future climate projections of increasing frequency of extreme weather events worldwide. In reality, the climate change issue is considerably more complex than an increase in the earth’s mean temperature and in extreme weather events the dissenting view offered by the sceptics or opponents of global warming appears substantially more credible than the supporting view put forth by the proponents of global warming. 
Further, the projections of future climate change over the next fifty to one hundred years is based on insufficiently verified climate models and are therefore not considered reliable at this point in time.” (Khandekar, 2005: 1557) Khandekar appears to be both a critical analyst of the ‘disaster’ discourse on climate change, as well as the ultimate embodiment of the contrary, ‘sceptical’ discourse on climate change. For, according to Carpenter, the strongest evidence of the increasing interest in climate change comes from ‘sceptics’. “With recurring frequency, sceptics raise suspicions of a conspiracy perpetuated by a ‘gloom-mongering press’ and call for equally extensive coverage of studies critical of accepted or mainstream climate science.” (Carpenter, 2001: 323) In short, on the other, more sceptical side of the story, climate change may be described as a ‘natural phenomenon which nothing can be done about’. Or to be exact on the counter claims, analysis of prominent conservative think tanks revealed that “first, the movement criticized the evidentiary basis of global warming as weak, if not entirely wrong. Second, the movement argued that global warming will have substantial benefits if it occurs. Third, the movement warned that proposed action to ameliorate global warming would do more harm than good.” (McCright, 2000: 499) 

In other words, the selected discourse delivers the vocabulary, expressions and perhaps also the style needed to communicate. (Butler, 1990) Besides, the preliminary researches into the different discourses on climate change confirm Foucault’s theory that these different discourses (the ‘disaster caused by mankind’ discourse versus the ‘natural phenomenon which nothing can be done about’ discourse) are constructed by their context (‘interacting journalistic norms which contribute to impediments in the coverage of a crucial issue’ versus ‘a gloom-mongering press which perpetuates conspiracy’) but construct their context as well (conviction versus scepticism).
2.2 Media Discourse & Public Discourse
After determining Foucault’s definition of discourse to be the fundament of the concerning research regarding climate change controversy, and exploring some existing Foucault inspired researches into the same subject, a paradox attracts the attention. Almost all of the previous researches into the different discourses on climate change distinguish between two different domains in which these different discourses occur (as Boykoff indeed already revealed): the media and the public. But although Foucault forms an obvious source of inspiration to these researches into media discourse and public discourse on climate change, concurrently, according to Foucault’s definition of discourse, one could wonder whether there is a difference between public discourse and media discourse at all. One could contemplate that every expression of discourse 
in the end is part of one big, universal discourse and therefore no difference should be made. One could also argue that even if there is a difference, public discourse and media discourse are continuously influenced by one another and entirely intertwined with one another, so once again, no difference should be made. According to Foucault’s definition of discourse, that is discourse as constitutive and a constitution of contexts such as the media or the public, studying media discourse and public discourse separately seems unjust. However, in order to be able to take Foucault’s general definition of discourse further, studying the specific different domains in which discourse occurs separately, can be quite convenient after all. 

For only the complete comprehension of media discourse, as well as public discourse, can lead to an overview on how 

these different domains are constitutive and a constitution of one another. And so, to revise the limitations of the previous researches, I will first follow the limitations and discern between media discourse and public discourse as well, after which 

I will connect these different domains, to ultimately offer a complete conception of climate change controversy.

2.2.1 Public Discourse

If Foucault would have distinguished such thing as public discourse, he would have defined it in lines with his general definition of discourse, and called it the complex collection of all statements produced by the public. Statements which influence and are influenced by the public opinion (Foucault, 2002), that is, the aggregate of individual attitudes and beliefs held by the people (Oxford English Dictionary, 1989). However, the concept public opinion, as the concept public discourse, can only come by credence when there is a public to begin with. Jürgen Habermas, a German philosopher and sociologist in the tradition of critical theory and American pragmatism, developed an entirely original theory on this issue. In The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere, the topic and title of his first book, which was published in 1962, Habermas reconstructs the rise and fall of the so called public sphere, by relating social, cultural and philosophical developments to one another.
Going all the way back to the late 17th century he historically analyses the transformation of a monarchical feudal status society, which makes no distinction between state and society, public and private, and which organizes politics around symbolic representation and status, into a bourgeois liberal constitutional order that does distinguish between the public state, the private realm and then, within that private realm, a bourgeois public sphere for rational critical political discourse for the formation of public opinion. 
People become increasingly critical towards the notion of absolute power and divine rights and start regarding the state as having to perform for them, instead of before them. And with the rise of the bourgeois coffee house-culture, a symbolic accommodation for the public sphere, the subjects of conversation switch from art, literature, birds and bees to what the state should behave like. And so the public, public opinion and equally public discourse come to existence. People start developing a sense of being more than an individual, a sense of being part of a collective, in which public discourse has the ability to be critical and actually do something. And even though at this time the public sphere was overly exclusive, for the simple reason that not everyone could be a member of the white wealthy men’s upper class club, it was symbolically inclusive as well, for it did represent the public opinion, that is, the complex collection of all opinions, influencing and influenced by public discourse and the other way around. (Habermas, 1989)
However, due to the major socio-economic transformations of industrialization and the rise of mature and advanced mass society consumer capitalism by the early twentieth century, Habermas sees the fall of the public sphere. Money and power undermine the possibility of rational forms of understanding, and so the room for a critical, pubic sphere. The revamped importance of the spectacle society, in which politicians perform before the people again, bring on a process of refeudalisation, re-integration and entwining of state and society, seen, above all, in the development of the social welfare state. The public sphere is the “realm in which something approaching public opinion can be formed, and where access is guaranteed to all citizens” (Habermas, 1989: 102). However, Habermas believed that the features for how public opinion should be formed, that is, universal access, rational debate and disregard for rank, are not in place in western democracy and that these days the public opinion is highly susceptible to elite manipulation. (Habermas, 1989) 
Walter Lippmann, an American award-winning writer, journalist and political commentator, also commented on the way public opinion is being controlled. And even though his book Public Opinion was published way back in 1922, it analyzes the nature of public opinion with many valuable insights that still hold true today. Lippmann’s main idea is that “the manufacture of consent amounts to a revolution in the practice of democracy” (Lippmann, 1997: 248), for this allows the control of the public opinion on the world and the public’s interests in that world, and therefore the control of public behavior. (Lippmann, 1997) To a certain extent the manufacture of consent may be useful, maybe even necessary within modern society, for our common interests are often unclear and therefore most of us must have the world summarized by those who do indeed get it. However, “that the manufacture of consent is capable of great refinements no one, I think, denies. The process by which public opinions arise is certainly no less intricate than it has appeared in these pages, and the opportunities for manipulation open to anyone who understands the process are plain enough. The creation of consent is not a new art. It is a very old one which was supposed to have died out with the appearance of democracy. But it has not died out. It has, in fact, improved enormously in technic, because it is now based on analysis rather than on rule of thumb. And so, as a result of psychological research, coupled with the modern means of communication, the practice of democracy has turned a corner. A revolution is taking place, infinitely more significant than any shifting of economic power.” (Lippmann, 1997: 135) 

Lippmann further feigns that the increase of propaganda’s power, along with the necessity of specialized knowledge in political decision-making, have made the traditional notion of democracy impossible. “Under the impact of propaganda, not necessarily in the sinister meaning of the word alone, the old constants of our thinking have become variables. It is no longer possible, for example, to believe in the original dogma of democracy; that the knowledge needed for the management of human affairs comes up spontaneously from the human heart. 
Where we act on that theory we expose ourselves to self-deception, and to forms of persuasion that we cannot verify. It has been demonstrated that we cannot rely upon intuition, conscience, or the accidents of casual opinion if we are to deal with the world beyond our reach.” (Lippmann, 1997: 136) In the very beginning of the book, Lippmann actually literally lays out this thought. In “the world outside and the pictures in our heads” he states that people are unable to avoid fiction, for they simply cannot always experience reality. Therefore public discourse would be based upon fiction. In “the self-centered man” Lippmann subsequently postulates that people are more likely to have opinions about things that actually mean something to them. If these opinions conform with those of the elite, then they are accepted. If not, the consent has to be ‘manufactured’, which happens through the mainstream media. Yes, you read it right. Lippmann concludes by stating that it is in fact the dominating media that increasingly disturb democracy’s working, because by means of selecting and judging on discourse, the media are able to create and so sow the seeds of the public opinion. (Lippmann, 1997)

Recapitulating, public discourse is the complex collection of statements produced by the public, influencing and influenced by the public opinion, that is, the opinions of the people and the sum of all their views. (Petrieff, 2008) The principle approaches to the study of public opinion are the quantitative measurement of opinion distributions, the investigation of the internal relationships among the individual opinions that make up public opinion on an issue, the description or analysis of the public role of public opinion or, and this approach is based upon the previously worked out theories, as well as it represents the transition to the next chapter, which will attend to media discourse, the study of both the communication media that disseminate the ideas on which opinions are based and the uses that propagandists and other manipulators make of these media. (Petrieff, 2008) In short, to poll the public discourse on climate change, one should study its media discourse as well.

2.2.2  Media Discourse

“Very few of us, if any, are unaffected by media discourse.” (Talbot, 2007: 3) These days the media are immensely influential, therefore undeniably important and in the end inevitable. People no longer turn to pre-modernist churches, post-monarchical, bourgeois, liberal coffee-houses or other old institutions, in order to understand the world. They now turn to the media. “Since discourse plays a vital role in constituting people’s realities, the implications for the power and influence of media discourse are clear. Moreover, in modern democracies the media serve a vital function as a public forum.” (Talbot, 2007: 3) Therefore everyday engagement with the media is a big deal, and understanding this engagement is an even bigger deal. Then what is media discourse? “An initial understanding might be in terms of what it is not: direct, face-to-face communication”. (Talbot, 2007: 4) Or in the case of this thesis, the opposite of public discourse. Media discourse as the complex collection of all statements produced by the media, that is, newspapers and magazines, radio, television, films and the internet. Although this definition of media discourse serves as a satisfactory starting point, the term will turn out to be much more complicated indeed. “Media discourse circulates in and across institutions and it is deeply embedded in the daily life and interaction of almost everyone.” (Talbot, 2007: 5) Theorizing the circuit of culture will completely clarify this comment.

Stuart Hall, a Jamaican cultural theorist and sociologist, states that culture roughly refers to ‘shared meanings’ and that the media are of major importance in the circulation of these ‘meanings’. In Representation: Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices, published in 1997, Hall presents the circuit of culture model in order to make this process explicit. In the concerning model, which is based on Hall’s original encoding and decoding model, published in 1973, meaning is produced at different sites and circulated in a continuous process of production, consumption, regulation, representation and identity.
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The circuit of culture (Hall, 1997)
The circuit of culture takes issue with the simplistic transmission model of communication, in which Claude Elwood Shannon and Warren Weaver reduce communication to a process of ‘transmitting information’. (Shannon & Weaver, 1999) 
Since Shannon and Weaver worked as engineers for Bell Telephone Labs in the US, their goal was to ensure the maximum efficiency of telephone cables and radio waves. They therefore developed a model of communication,  which was initially intended to assist in developing a mathematical theory of communication and, by making information measurable, it indeed gave birth to the information theory. However, at the same time it turned out to have a much wider application to human communication than a purely technical one. (Blahut & Hajek, 1999) In fact, the transmission model of communication is “widely accepted as one of the main seeds out of which Communication Studies has grown”. (Fiske, 1982: 6)
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Transmission model of communication (Shannon & Weaver, 1948)

Shannon and Weaver’s transmission model consists of an information source, which produces a message, a transmitter, which encodes the message into signals, a channel, to which signals are adapted for transmission, a receiver, which decodes the message from the signal, and a destination, where the message arrives. (Shannon & Weaver, 1999: 36) 
And then there is noise, a dysfunctional factor which refers to any interference with the message travelling along the channel which may lead to the signal received being different from that sent. In case of a telephone for instance, the channel is a wire, the signal is an electrical current in it, the transmitter and receiver are the telephone handsets and noise would be the crackling from the wire. 
Although these days no serious communication theorist would still accept this oversimplified model, in which communication consists of a sender transmitting a message to a receiver, it has also been the most influential model of communication which has yet been developed, for indeed it is simple, generalizable and quantifiable and it reflects a common sense understanding of what communication is. Common sense, but misleading. Because, whilst such simple usage may be adequate for many everyday purposes, for this thesis the concept needs some critical consideration.
According to Hall, transmitted messages do not have a transparently recognizable content at all. “Reality exists outside language, and what we can know or say has to be produced in and through discourse. Discursive ‘knowledge’ is the product not of the transparent representation of the ‘real’ in language, but of the articulation of language on real relations and conditions.” (Hall, 1997: 7) Specific cultural conditions apply at every stage of any communication process, and so we cannot assume that the encoded meaning of a media message is the same as the decoded meaning of a media message. 
This focus on representation and the relation between production and consumption, which has definitely derived from Foucault’s theory, is key when wanting to define media discourse. (Hall, 1997) 

In short, one could literately follow Foucault and postulate that public discourse is the complex collection of all statements produced by the public, just like media discourse is the complex collection of all statements produced by the media. However, one could also find his or her inner Foucault and dig a little deeper. According to the circuit of culture, one could combine these different definitions and argue that in fact, public discourse continuously influences media discourse and media discourse continuously influences public discourse.
2.2.3 Media Discourse & Public Discourse as Influenced Influences

When entering the world in which communication consists of more than the simple sender, receiver, message-model, a wise entrance point would be John Dewey, an American philosopher, psychologist and educational reformer, whose thoughts on communication have been highly influential around the whole wide world and whose complex, sometimes even paradoxal lines remain regularly quoted in the literature of communications. Or in this thesis. One of his most well-knows claims is that “of all affairs communication is the most wonderful” (Dewey, 1958: 166), as well as that “society not only continues to exist by transmission, by communication, but it may fairly be said to exist in transmission, in communication”. (Dewey, 2004: 4) 
One may wonder why Dewey considered communication to be wonderful, for today’s communication commonly consists of slander and shallowness. Nevertheless, Dewey’s intelligent ideas on communication sure are wonderful. 
According to Carey, a communications theorist, media critic and teacher of journalism, the concerning underlying complexity comes from Dewey’s use of communication in two different ways, the starting point of his own theory. And so Carey’s communication theory distinguishes two different concepts, that is the transmission view of communication and the ritual view of communication (Carey, 1989: 14). And again, although “our basic orientation to communication remains grounded, 
at the deepest roots of our thinking, in the idea of transmission, that is, communication as a process whereby messages are transmitted and distributed in space for the control of distance and people” (Carey, 1989: 15), the ritual view of communication is by far the oldest one. “A ritual view of communication is directed not toward the extension of messages in space, but toward the maintenance of society in time, not the act of imparting information, but the representation of shared beliefs.” (Carey, 1989: 18) It is not just about Shannon and Weaver’s transmission of information, but about “the construction and maintenance of an ordered, meaningful cultural world that can serve as a control and container for human action”. (Carey, 1989: 19). It is about communication as confirmation.
When we apply this theory to this thesis, which wonders how media discourse and public discourse on climate change influence one another, indeed, it turns out that the media make use of many mechanisms to construct our conception of climate change. First of all, Major mentions that media messages on climate change generally focus on dramatic and unexpected events. This episodic reporting results to incidents not being framed in a wider climate context. (Major, 2004) Smith’s study shows that “in most areas of reporting journalists refuse to tell stories in the abstract, and the climate change dimensions of a story can be cut out, having been considered too complicated, or too uncertain. Alternatively, the scope of climate-change-related issues may be narrowed by journalistic practices.” (Smith, 2005: 1477) “Commonly, the force of the specific story might be very visual, including perhaps a flood, storm, landslide, or drought, or politically immediate, such as a fuel tax protest or new jobs/job loss story, and the cross-cutting and long-term nature of the wider issues will be obscured.” (Smith, 2005: 1477) Furthermore, thematic reporting puts concrete events in a more abstract context, by providing professional comments and possible causes and effects, which leads to priming, that is the pointing to the responsible. 
Longer running processes, such as climate change, have less news value than a current, concrete event, such as a flood or hurricane. And so the slow development of some environmental issues, such as global warming or deforestation, forms an obstacle for the reporting on them. Weingart figures communicating such scientific stories through the mass media requires a format of reporting tailored to the receiving habits of the audience. “One way to do this is to translate abstract scientific findings into a sequence of events. In the case of climate change, this means the transformation of the climate discourses in science and politics into past, current, and future events. The media facilitate the representation of the highly complex and abstract interrelationships of the anthropogenic influence on climate by differentiating distinct points in time and reducing them to spontaneous events. The recipients are thus permitted to perceive a coherent development. (Weingart, 2000: 277) And so, by connecting climate change to the everyday experiences and perceptions of the public, the media construct climate change as something tangible and thereby as something solvable.

It seems as though the media have great difficulty placing climate change. And not only within time, but quite literally as well. It is an issue that not only spans these scales and categories, but that is also constituted by the interactions between them. Hence, Smith shows that references to climate change have most commonly been placed at a global scale. “For example, with Margaret Thatcher or Tony Blair represented as international leaders on an international threat or via UN conferences and political wrangling, such as US stances on the Kyoto Protocol. They might also arise through an ideally visual localized threat. Environment correspondents have acknowledged that they regularly work to get climate change stories on air or into articles via the narrative device of located flood damage, coastal erosion, or the arrival of ‘exotic’diseases/species. These devices allow journalists to give editors a place on a map with a name, a dramatic image - almost a personality - and a clearly figured denouement such as “when will it fall into the sea?” In this way they are turned into situation morality plays whose plot and denouement depend to a considerable degree on the nature of the community in which the drama unfolds.” (Smith, 2005: 1477) So storms in the Netherlands over the past few years, that before would have been presented as unpredictable forces of natural hazards, have increasingly become associated in the opening or concluding sentences of stories on human induced global climate change. “Dramatization of climate change through narratives of danger has allowed the issue to be represented in the context of disasters. Nevertheless, it has often been presented in terms that specialists would not have chosen, and that publics may not be able to work with. When trying to summarize in news stories the meaning of climate change for human societies the threat is expressed in dramatic terms that can be difficult for people to connect with the decisions about lifestyle and resource use that they make every day.” (Smith, 2005: 1477) And so, by dramatizing climate change, the media construct climate change to be powerful, and the public to be powerless.
Besides, as Smith analyzed before, the possibility to visualise plays an enormous part in the selection of news subjects. Climate change can hardly be visualised, simply because the slow warming of the earth is not perceptible. So where some environmental issues are very ‘mediagenic’, some are very complex and hard to report on. The fact that most journalists have no scientific background amplifies this even more. (Nas, 2000) Zehr’s analysis indicates that this lack of scientific background is exactly the reason why scientific uncertainty is such a salient theme in climate change articles, for “scientific uncertainty is constructed through various, sometimes unintentional, processes, including represent-ations of controversy, new research topics, and an expanding problem domain.” (Zehr, 2000: 98) However, according to Antilla, scientific uncertainty is not an accidental at all. “Sceptics refer to mainstream scientists as alarmists and to mainstream science as junk science (or similar terms), which is a fundamental tool in their construction of climate change as a controversial issue.” (Antilla, 2005: 350) Antilla’s study shows that by enlisting the media, climate sceptics continue their very cynical and deeply interested campaign to discredit the science of climate change and that these efforts are facilitated by professional journalism practices within both newspapers and wire services. (Antilla, 2005) McComas’ content analysis further reveals that “implied danger and consequences of global warming gain more prominence on the upswing of newspaper attention, whereas controversy among scientists receives greater attention in the maintenance phase.” Which is now. (McComas, 1999) Yet, the easiest way to think of the process of increasing media interest in climate change, is Henderson-Seller’s resemblance to the children’s party game of Chinese whispers, “in which a simple statement is modified, sometimes beyond recognition, by repetition without understanding or correction”. (Henderson-Sellers, 1998: 421)
By showing certain images of certain places, certain people and certain points of view, the media construct and confirm our image of reality and thereby maintain a meaningful world. In the case of climate change the media sometimes construct climate change as something concrete, with concrete causes and solutions, and sometimes as something so powerful, 

which nothing need to be done about. This ritual notion of communication may be the oldest one, but perhaps it is too old. 
Too limited. Just like Marxist media theories, which, obviously, apply an approach to media studies derived from the work of Karl Marx, meaning a political philosophy and practice with at its core a critical analysis of capitalism and a theory of class struggle being the central element of all social change. Marxism thinks of the media as a carrier of dominant ideologies, which can be reduced to pure economic interests. Marx theorizes the media industries, or everything for that matter, as having an economic basis. Everyone thinks and acts, everything exists due to this dominant economic superstructure. Nothing more, nothing less, in the end it simply is the economy that drives us. (Marx, 1990)

When we apply this theory to this thesis, which wonders how media discourse and public discourse on climate change influence one another, Carvalho, who has done lots of research on this issue concerning climate change, found evidence that the discursive (re)construction of scientific claims in the media is indeed strongly entangled with ideological standpoints. “Understood here as a set of ideas and values that legitimate a program of action vis-à-vis a given social and political order, ideology works as a powerful selection device in deciding what is scientific news, i.e. what the relevant “facts” are, and who are the authorized “agents of definition” of science matters. The representation of scientific knowledge has important implications for evaluating political programs and assessing the responsibility of both governments and the public in addressing climate change.” (Carvalho, 2007: 223) Marx would say that the media are a propaganda-machine for a small group of owners. Antilla tells us this is true. “Although the science of climate change does not appear to be a prime news topic for most of the newspapers, there were numerous examples of frames constructed as valid science. 
Nonetheless, articles that framed climate change in terms of debate, controversy, or uncertainty were plentiful. Not only were there many examples of journalistic balance that led to bias, but some of the news outlets repeatedly used climate sceptics, with known fossil fuel industry ties, as primary definers. Worse yet, in some instances, such articles originated from wire or news service providers, which caused the exponential spread of misinformation.” (Antilla, 2007: 350) This also explains why “in response to President Bush’s withdrawal of the Kyoto Protocol in 1991, the US public appeared to be far more supportive of the action than the citizens of a number of European countries where there was considerable outrage about the decision.” (Brechin, 2003: 106) And so this Marxist approach is actually pretty critical as well. It includes instrumentalism, for the media are an instrument to get across a certain message. And it also includes structuralism, because this propaganda mechanism called media, is unable to be challenged. (Hay, 1999) So where Liberalists have no concerns at all, since that would just undermine the social structure, and have great confidence in active audiences and the ultimate outcome of market forces, is where Marxists worry that economic structures are fixed in such a way, that nothing can be changed within the existing system. Nothing but a revolution could bring about a completely different production process. (Marx, 2002)

Critical political economists, on the other hand, argue that the media are not just part of an economic production process. The produced content plays a significant role in how we experience and make sense of our everyday lives as well. Media are being constructed, but they also construct on itself. Whereas the classical Marxist approach only focuses on the economic organization of media industries, the critical political economy perspective takes up interplaying symbolic dimensions as well, such as social construction. (Murdock & Golding, 2005) When we applied Carey’s communication theory to some existing relevant researches, it turned out media discourse on climate change indeed constructs public discourse on climate change. But then how come climate change controversy rules over society? Does the media construct this controversy and does this controversy construct the public? Or for that matter, does the public indeed interpret the media as intended? Who knows. Who knows how the public produces meanings and what their significance might be. Over the years many have theorized the social applications of the interaction between the media and its audience. Revising classical Marxism, as explained afore, their prominent shared concern is Stuart Hall’s encoding and decoding model, which states that the media are always commodities within a dominant system, encoded with dominant meanings, according to which the decoding subordinate creates a sense of self, the world around it and its relationship to others. (Hall, 2001) Some agree. Some definitely do not agree. But this model, in which meaning is the product of interaction between the media and its audience, sure has been the starting point for many media theorists and their ultimate objective of finally placing the public in the picture.

Especially Marshall McLuhan, a Canadian educator, philosopher and communication theorist, is viewed as one of the cornerstones of the study of media theory, and has made some pretty useful comments on how the media would work as a constructing mechanism. At first, McLuhan as well was quite concerned. He noted that not only the media construct our sense of self and the world around us, but that they have a manipulative potential as well. And so, in the time and line of the critical Frankfurt School he first rejected their disillusion of activity. However, he then made a gradual shift and started realising that the media do not alienate or create a passive public at all, but are actually extensions of our human nervous system. Think about it, books are an extension of our eyes, the radio is an extension of our ears, and so television is both. McLuhan started thinking about the radical impact of new forms of communication, such as the latter, upon the dimensions of time, space and human perception. In Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man, published in 1964, he introduces his famous phrase ‘the medium is the message’, meaning that “the form of a medium embeds itself in the message, creating a symbiotic relationship by which the medium influences how the message is perceived’. (McLuhan, 2001: 7)

Simply spoken, we should focus on the characteristics of the medium itself, instead of the more obvious content it carries, for that is what affects the society in which it plays a role. Take McLuhan’s demonstration of electric light, which is a typical example of a medium without contents. It is simple, but can create spaces during nighttime, and so it completely changes the way we organize our lives. “A light bulb creates an environment by its mere presence.” (McLuhan, 2001: 8) So not only does McLuhan think of cultural contents as a peripheral issue, his pun ‘the medium is the massage’ implies that the media mould and shape the way humans think, act, and ultimately perceive the world around them. (McLuhan, 1996) 
Opposed to the Marxists I attended to earlier, McLuhan doesn’t theorize television in terms of power, ideology or economic determinism. Instead he turns to technological determinism and postulates that television invites participation, because it is “low definition”, that is low on informational content. (McLuhan, 2001: 24) By reflecting upon the biases of time and space, and how these determine the way society is organized, he makes a distinction between oral societies, which are preliterate, have no means to document and so keep narratives alive through rituals en repetition, and literate societies, which focus on space and can spread printed stories beyond borders. McLuhan says there is a relationship between these modes of cultural transmission, social organization and the way we experience modern media. He argues that a book is as hot as is gets, for reading is a private experience, one that requires being literate, so with limited accessibility and because books are high on informational content and low on public participation. Television, on the other hand, is a cool medium, for it invites audience participation and two-way communication. (McLuhan, 2001: 25-26)
Consequences of the rise of electronic media, such as television, are the gradual displacement of hot media with these cool, low content media, and the annihilation of time and space, for in a mediated society we can always, watch everything, from across the entire globe. The world is at our doorstep. Therefore we can understand and embrace others, create networks without a connecting core and so a global village is being born. A global village in which we increasingly return to local village, preliterate ways of living and where people unite through common rituals again. In brief, on the one side globalization leads to a smaller world, but on the other side cool media leads to the implosion of culture. More importantly, the expansion of the media make the public sphere redundant. That is, in terms of the distinction between more and less literate societies. Hierarchies disappear and, according to McLuhan, now everyone can be an expert within these decreased linear patterns and increased blurred boundaries between public, private, politics, education and entertainment. The public sphere is everywhere, within everyone. The media have massaged the people into an interactive mass. (McLuhan, 2001: 35) 

Just like McLuhan, the French philosopher, sociologist and cultural theorist Baudrillard radically reconsiders Marx’ theory on political economy and ideology as false consciousness. He, on the other hand, defines a shift from misrepresentation to misrecognition. The thesis that the consumer society constitutes to an ideological state apparatus, positioning us as subjects, constructing our needs which can be met by what society has to offer, and that if we do not maintain our appetite for social distinction the system collapses, is complete nonsense. Baudrillard focuses on consumption instead of production, and argues that needs are actually constructed and that we are not being addressed as individuals, but as a mass. He therefore observes a state of misrecognition, in which we don’t accept a certain ideology, but in which we actually acknowledge being addressed, recognize identities that are being offered and actively accept our passive role within that process. So yes, mister Marx, the consumer society, with the media as its most devoted product or at least its best example, constructs certain ideologies, but by interpreting them we allow them. So let’s move away from the so called consumer society’s agenda, and let’s look at the consumers themselves. For the ideas that the media try to put forward depend on whether we take it up. (Baudrillard, 1998)

Baudrillard contradicts McLuhan when saying that the media are the absolute key in enabling the consumer society to maintain its relations of dominance. First of all, the media offer the illusion of an unmediated appropriation of the social world. Television, taken as an example, makes us misrecognize the representation of reality, for in fact it just allows ludic curiosity, which means we’re not really being informed, just in this distant way. You see, the overload or even overkill of over the top images doesn’t affect us. Television is univocal and unilateral, in a word one-sided, for it shouts for attention, but we cannot really talk back. It creates indifference, rather than participation. We do not engage with what we see and, as apposed to what McLuhan says, we do not feel invited to involve at all. It actually kills the art of symbolic exchange. It may seem as though people have a say, by for instance voting for our favorite idol, but the fact we can only vote yes or no indicates the limitations of television. Really, it obstructs response and democratization. Baudrillard is hopeful however, for the public could and should resist this misrecognition of the media. We should find an outlet, an alternative mode with no resemblance to the media, to express our resistance to the consumer society. (Baudrillard, 1998)

John Fiske couldn’t agree more. Understanding Popular Culture, published in 1989, as well attends to the public of popular culture and the way it could and should resist the encoded meanings of the media. Fiske distinguishes the commercial, in which users passively accept and consume commodities, from the popular, in which users actively rework cultural resources. Our capitalist society not only exists of, but also because of commodities. These may be basic necessities or unnecessary luxuries, and even non-material objects, such as a television program. Commodities contribute to the generation and circulation of wealth, but satisfy personal needs such as warmth, comfort and simple survival as well. And in addition to these obvious material functions, commodities have a cultural function, for they can be used by the consumer to construct meanings of self, social identity and social relations. However, this approach, differentiating between money and meanings, puts the power with the producers of the commodity. They are the ones making a profit and promoting certain ideologies and we are the ones being exploited, the ones adopting ideologies and thereby living, validating and invigorating capitalism. (Fiske, 1989)
But what about consumers? What about their resistance to these dominant ideologies? By discussing the example of a torn jeans, Fiske states that “the raggedness is the production and choice of the user, it is an excorporation of the commodity into a subordinate subculture and a transfer of at least some of the power inherent in the commodification process. It is a refusal of commodification and an assertion of one’s right to make one’s own culture out of the resources provided by the commodity system.” (Fiske, 1989: 113) In short, excorporation is the individual subject making its own culture out of the resources provided by the dominant system. In popular culture there’s an active audience which decodes what senders encode, making do what is available and making it their own. (Hall, 2001) Some exclusively focus on the forces of domination and state that producers subsequently adopt these signs of resistance by incorporating them in the dominant system, hence robbing subordinate groups of their oppositional meanings. Fiske, on the other hand, feels this explanation fails to recognize the complex and creative forms of resistance to this incorporation, thereby “devaluing the struggle entailed in constructing popular culture within a capitalist society” (Fiske, 1989: 114) According to clever guerrilla tactics, the weak will always be able to resist the powerful and their dominant ideology and maintain the sense of social difference. However big or small, in whatever domain, people will always struggle between domination and subordination, find popular tactics to cope with, evade and resist dominant forces and so bring about social change. Fiske is pretty optimistic and concludes to see popular culture, such as the media, as potentially and often actually, progressive. (Fiske, 1989)

Habermas turns out to be quite optimistic as well. At first, as became apparent before, Habermas argues that the rise of capitalism undermines the possibility of rational forms of understanding, and so the room for a critical, public sphere, (Habermas, 1989). However, in 1981 Habermas publishes his Theory of Communicative Action, in which he continues on the rehabilitation of critical argument. With its normative foundations of discussion in the public sphere, this book is based on communicative reason, which Habermas distinguishes from the rationalist tradition. That is, it considers rationality to be the structure of interpersonal linguistic communication, rather than the structure of either the cosmos or the knowing subject. According to the principle of intersubjectivity, rationality and coming to agreement about general interests is not located in but between subjects. We learn who we are, make sense of the world around us, from our basic relations with others. (McCarthy, 1984) And so Habermas’ theory also challenges Marx’ focus on economics, or alienation, as the main or mere determining factor of oppression. (Ollman, 1976) Instead, Habermas argues that the key to liberation is rather to be found in language and communication between people. According to the classical public sphere theory we should pursue undistorted communication or, in terms of the more relevant communicative action theory, we should aspire to the ideal speech situation. A situation in which all voices are entitled to be heard and the best available arguments are brought to bear. A situation in which an uncoercive force of the best argument determines collective decisions as the expression of the general will, without internal or external constraints. The general interest should rather be a collective achievement, than an assumption or expert prescription. And so the truth should be a product of undistorted communication. (McCarthy, 1984) Now the question raises whether the media suffice with this condition, and indeed function as a platform of undistorted communication.
When it comes to climate change Hall, McLuhan, Baudrillard, Fiske and Habermas would argue that the public is a critical, (inter)active mass, which doesn’t just take the media discourse for granted. On the one hand this conception seems to be correct, for a series of different researches demonstrate that “although global warming generates concern around the globe, it is not a ‘front-burner’ issue.” (Bord, 1998: 75) And even though climate change has become a prominent topic within the media, Lorenzoni’s examination on how climate change is conceptualised by publics in Europe and in the US tells us “it still is of secondary importance in comparison to other issues in people’s daily lives.” (Lorenzi, 2006: 73) Besides, “although the scientific community today speaks out on global climatic change in essentially a unified voice concerning its anthropogenic causes and potential devastating impacts at the global level, it remains the case that many citizens of a number of nations still seem to harbour considerable uncertainties about the problem itself.” (Brechin, 2003: 106) 
These errors in assessing the causes of global warming, which are global in nature (Bord, 1998), lead to the public not becoming genuinely concerned about climate change and not willing to undertake real action to address climate change. O’Connor’s survey of 1218 Americans illustrated that “the key determinant of behavioural intentions to address global warming is a correct understanding of the causes of global warming. Knowing what causes climate change, and what does not, is the most powerful predictor of both stated intentions to take voluntary actions and to vote on hypothetical referenda to enact new government policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.” (O’Connor, 2000: 205) However, Dessai’s study shows us that, besides having ‘external’ perspectives on climate change, which are usually based on scientific risk analysis, performed by experts, which usually talk through the media, the public also makes up an ‘internal’ definition of dangerous climate change, which recognises that “to be real, danger has to be either experienced or perceived, it is the individual or collective experience or perception of insecurity or lack of safety that constitutes the danger.” (Dessai, 2004: 11)

Leiserowitz indeed found out that “American risk perceptions and policy support are strongly influenced by experiential factors, including affect, imagery, and values, and that public responses to climate change are influenced by both psychological and socio-cultural factors” (Leiserowitz, 2006: 45) and Lorenzoni indeed found out that in Europe “most individuals relate to climate change through personal experience”. (Lorenzoni, 2006: 73 ) However, Rebetez argues that human expectations regarding weather and climate, such as “the two very characteristic complaints about current climate in Switzerland, that is, the lack of snow in winter and the lack of sunshine in summer”, sometimes lead to perceptions of climate change which are not supported by actual evidence.” (Rebetez, 1996: 495) Besides, Weber says it should come as no surprise that the public does not seem to understand and concern about climate change and its consequences. “Behavioural decision research over the last 30 years provides a series of lessons about the importance of affect in perceptions of risk and in decisions to take actions that reduce or manage perceived risks. Evidence from a range of domains suggests that worry drives risk management decisions. When people fail to be alarmed about a risk or hazard, they do not take precautions. Recent personal experience strongly influences the evaluation of a risky option. Low-probability events generate less concern than their probability warrants on average, but more concern than they deserve in those rare instances when they do occur. Personal experience with noticeable and serious consequences of global warming is still rare in many regions of the world. When people base their decisions on statistical descriptions about a hazard provided by others, characteristics of the hazard identified as psychological risk dimensions predict differences in alarm or worry across different classes of risk. The time-delayed, abstract, and often statistical nature of the risks of global warming does not evoke strong visceral reactions.” (Weber, 2006: 103)
Moreover, translating public concern for climate change into effective action requires real knowledge. Because, up till now “general environmental concern or concern for the negative effects of air pollution appear not to motivate people to support programs designed to control global warming. (O’Connor, 2000: 205) The public simply does not understand climate change, due to the controversy within the media, which “acting as one driving force, is providing citizens with piecemeal information that is necessary to assess the social, environmental and political conditions of the country and world.” (Dispensa, 2003: 74) And so the media do not function as a platform of undistorted communication and cannot provide us with the truth, and nothing but the truth, on climate change. However, they do provide us with a certain discourse on climate change and so, 
in the lines of Hall, McLuhan, Baudrillard, Fiske and Habermas, it indeed is very interesting to study how this media discourse comes about through the social interaction with the public discourse, and the other way around.
2.3 Discourse Analysis
Now that we have established what discourse is (a complex collection of statements composed of ideas, attitudes, courses of action, beliefs and practices that systematically construct the subjects and the worlds of which they speak), the difference between media discourse (discourse produced by the media) and public discourse (discourse produced by the people) and more importantly, the relation between media discourse (media discourse as an influenced influence of public discourse) and public discourse (public discourse as an influenced influence of media discourse), we can turn to how to analyse discourse. See, providing an overview of the descent, domains and many different definitions of discourse is an absolute significant starting point, but the question of how to conduct discourse analysis is what really matters for this thesis. Therefore I will first turn to locating discourse analysis, by trying to define the term and explain why we should bother to analyse discourse at all, after which I will explore some approaches to discourse analysis, two of which will be the basis of my research.

In order to locate discourse analysis within the academic field, first of all, a definition of discourse analysis would be in perfect place. However, just like the term discourse directs to many different definitions, depending on its many different domains, the term discourse analysis has a very wide reference as well. “It can describe very different research activities with different kinds of data.” (Taylor, 2001: 5) In order to cover this diversity Taylor starts with a loose definition, as follows: “discourse analysis is the close study of language in use”. (Taylor, 2001: 5) But why would one want to do that? Why would one bother to closely study language in use? For the very simple reason that discourse has always been, still is and will always be everywhere, constantly affecting everyone and everything they think, say and do. No one or nothing can escape from discourse. Discourse constructs reality, and so the study of language in use is of absolute significance. 

But before we can actually work with this definition, it is important to understand what it means. What does the close study of language mean? What does language mean? According to Taylor the common starting point of any approach to discourse analysis is that “discourse analysts are looking closely at language in use and, furthermore, they are looking for patterns”. (Taylor, 2001: 6) But then again, what are patterns? One possible answer to all of the afore can be clarified according to the example of how people learn a new foreign language. “This common sense strategy rests on a particular model of language, as a static system which can be broken down to its component parts.” (Taylor, 2001: 6) And so a person learns the parts, such as verbs like cat, dog, desk and chair, or tenses like love, loves and loving, or fixed expressions like hello and goodbye, in the end trying to connect them together again. Through analysing what other people say into its component parts and building up appropriate messages back, a person eventually learns to communicate with people speaking that specific language. (Taylor, 2001) In this model of communication language simply is a vehicle for meaning, that is, it can be used to convey meaning from one person to another, provided that both know the concerning components of the language. 
However, after careful critical reconsideration of Shannon and Weaver’s transmission model of communication, we already found out a few problems for this straightforward view of language as a system. First of all, language is not static at all. 
On the contrary. Language is constantly changing, for the simple reason that its elements are constantly changing. Change occurs over time, for who knew that today a ‘faggot vote’ would refer to a whole different thing than back in the 19th century, when it meant ‘a vote created by the portioning of a property into as many apartments as will entitle the holders to vote’. (Oxford English Dictionary, 1989) But also within the interaction of two parties new meanings may be created, through the combined contributions of both. (Taylor, 2001) “Because these new meanings are being created, and also because the language is being used to do things, it is not sufficient to understand language as transparent or reflective. It is not a neutral information-carrying vehicle, as the transmission model of communication would imply. Rather, language is constitutive: it is the site where meanings are created and changed.” (Taylor, 2001: 6) Besides, language is not static in such sense that it is an important means for doing things. Through language one can claim, one can convince, one can confront and one can do many, many more things. But to understand what is being done, one not only needs to know what happened earlier during the conversation, but even what happened before that conversation. Does it take place due to an argument, due to a theatre performance or perhaps due to a first date? “To understand what is being done with language, it is necessary to consider its situated use, within the process of an ongoing interaction.” (Taylor, 2001: 7)
By going into this interaction, all of the afore treated theories show that Shannon and Weaver’s model of language as the transmission of information is way too static, hence way too simple. More importantly, for the purpose of this thesis they serve to introduce the following few possible approaches to discourse analysis. (Taylor, 2001) 
The first approach focuses exactly on the variation within language as a system, and the way this variation relates to different social situations, different environments and different users. This type of discourse analysis generally goes into the regularities within an imperfect and unstable system, whereas another approach attends to the activity of language in use, instead of the language itself. This second sort of discourse analysis sees language use as a process, investigating the interaction between different parties and looking for patterns. Furthermore, the interest in use implies a particular view of language users, understanding them as constrained by their interactive context. The third approach to discourse analysis focuses on patterns within language in use as well, although this time looking for sets of terms which are related to a particular topic or activity. Just think of typical medical or technological terms. In this analysis language is understood as situated as well, but within a particular social and cultural context, rather than a particular interaction. A final possible approach to discourse analysis focuses on patterns within even larger contexts, showing how language constitutes society and the people within it. The key idea is that language not only influences the expression of ideas, but that it is constitutive and blurs into practices. The way in which something or someone is talked about does indeed make a difference to the larger workings of society. This type of analysis “draws attention to the all-enveloping nature of discourse as a fluid, shifting medium in which meaning is created and contested. The language user is not a detached communicator, sending out and receiving information, but is always located, immersed in this medium and struggling to take her or his own social and cultural positioning into account. Even more than with the second approach, this fourth approach to discourse analysis understands the language user not as a free agent, but as one who is heavily constrained in her or his choice of language and action, even if these are not fully determined. And of course the discourse analyst is not outside these struggles and constraints, 
but is one such user within them.” (Taylor, 2001: 10)
2.4 Media Discourse Analysis & Public Discourse Analysis

Evidently, the term discourse analysis, just like the term discourse, refers to many different definitions, or at least lots of approaches. Hence, I will distinguish between two of those approaches, that is critical discourse analysis, which is generally used to analyze media discourse, and critical discursive psychology, which is generally used to analyze public discourse. Since media discourse and public discourse are often studied separately, critical discourse analysis and critical discursive psychology are often applied apart as well. However, as this thesis treats discourse as constitutive, as well as a constitution, and consequently combines media discourse and public discourse as influenced influences of one another, so should one combine media discourse analysis and public discourse analysis as the analysis of the influenced influence of one another. In line with my definition of discourse, I will first study critical discourse analysis and critical discursive psychology separately and, acting on the understanding of these methodical and more and more methodological concepts, I can combine them and create a fresh, fitting and therefore effective and efficient method to analyse both media discourse and public discourse on climate change. 
2.4.1 Critical Discourse Analysis

Although in the previous piece I have presented some different approaches to discourse analysis as distinct, in reality they 
are often implicated in one another and shaded together. Just like Critical Discourse Analysis, or CDA, which is an interdisciplinary approach to the study of discourse and views language as a form of social practice, therefore focusing on the way social and political domination is reproduced by text and talk (Fairclough, 1995), sometimes combining all of the aforementioned approaches. And so CDA is also based on what I earlier called influenced influence, that is, the idea that discourse is not a simple message transmitted from sender to receiver, but that it is a social and cultural construction within a process of interaction between the sender and receiver of a message. 
“Its objective is to show how language figures in social processes. It is critical in the sense that it aims to show non-obvious ways in which language is involved in social relations to power and domination, and in ideology. It is a resource which can be used in combination with others for researching change in contemporary social life, including current social scientific concerns.” (Fairclough, 2001: 229) Such as climate change.  

CDA often makes a distinction between text and discourse, which can be useful in an exploration of media discourse and the way it is continuously constructed. (Talbot, 2007) The term text then refers to ‘the observable product of interaction: a cultural object’ and the term discourse refers to ‘the process of interaction itself: a cultural activity’. (Talbot, 2007) This distinction distinguishes between the actual product of discourse, such as a book, a newspaper article or even an image, and the ongoing process of making it. “Discourse is not a product, it is a process. To analyse it we need to look at both the text itself and the context the text is embedded in. A text is part of the process of discourse and it is pointless to study it in isolation. 
It is the product of a meaning-producer (encoder) and a resource for a meaning-interpreter (decoder).” (Talbot, 2007: 10) 

By now we know that discourse, as much as discourse analysis, comes down to multiple meanings. Some say discourse analysis is the study of language in use, an approach which takes the communicative function of language as its primary area of investigation and assumes that the way something is said is as interesting and significant as what is being said. (Taylor, 2001) Others say discourses are the structures of possibility and constraint, that is, historically constituted socials constructions in the organisation and circulation of knowledge, which position people as social subjects. (Foucault, 2002) The difference is that this last approach does not really look at language at all. Instead, “it examines the social constitution in language of accumulated conventions (that is, structure) related to bodies of knowledge, by investigating how power is exercised through them (that is, agency), including how they define social identities”. (Talbot, 2007: 11)These two different definitions of discourse, and equally the definitions of discourse analysis, come from different analytical traditions.

“Understanding them as complementary, the CDA formulation of discourse as social practice combines them. Discourses are bodies of knowledge and practice that shape people. They give positions of power to some but not others. But they can only come into existence by taking place in social interaction in specific situations. Each being entirely dependent on the other, they exist in a dialectical relationship.” (Talbot, 2007: 13) For example, reading about the ‘truly life threatening, catastrophic climate change’ in the newspaper does not happen in a social vacuum. It is shaped by situational, institutional and social structures. But it also shapes them, for reading such a piece of panic in the paper either helps to sow and sustain a status of sorrow or, perhaps, to contribute to transforming it. And so, as a social practice discourse is highly influential, for it is “socially constitutive as well as socially shaped: it constitutes situations, objects of knowledge and the social identities of and relationships between people and groups of people”. (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997: 258) The following figure represents this dual view of discourse.
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Framework for CDA of a communicative event (Talbot, 2007)
“The text is in the centre, embedded within discourse practice, which is itself embedded in sociocultural practice. As a product, the text consists of traces of production processes (Hall’s ‘encoding’). From the position of the person decoding it, 
it is a resource, consisting of cues for interpretation processes (Hall’s ‘decoding’).” (Talbot, 2007: 14) In short, texts, the products of interaction, influence discourse, the process of interaction, and the other way around. Discourses interpret and discourses are being interpreted.
Talbot tells us these cues for interpretation, or actually ‘lexico-grammatical realisations’, relate to three basic language functions that are inherent in any text. The first function is the ideational, which refers to the function of language to communicate ideas, then there is the interpersonal function, which looks at language as establishing and maintaining social identities and relationships, and the third, textual function, refers to the text-creating function of language. This three-way distinction “allows us to distinguish between the way in which the writer/speaker relates to the world of ideas, or the propositional content of texts (ideational), how s/he relates to the receiver(s) of those ideas (interpersonal), and the way in which the writer/speaker organises these into cohesive stretch of discourse (textual)”. (Talbot, 2007: 14) However, these meanings are always interpreted with other resources in mind. And so CDA combines linguistic and intertextual analysis, looking at the texts themselves and the different discourses that are drawn upon.

Although some scientists sometimes confuse CDA for being an actual ‘method’ of discourse analysis, they generally agree that any method may be used, “as long as long as it is able to adequately and relevantly produce insights into the way discourse reproduces (or resists) social and political inequality, power abuse or domination. That is, CDA does not limit its analysis to specific structures of text or talk, but systematically relates these to structures of the sociopolitical context.” (Fairclough, 2001: 229) However, Fairclough does propose a possible analytical framework, in which one first focuses upon a social problem that has a semiotic aspect. Because CDA “analyses texts and interaction, and indeed any type of semiotic material (written texts, conversations, television programs, advertisements on billboards, etc.), but it does not begin with texts and interactions; it begins with the issues which preoccupy sociologists, or political scientists.” (Fairclough, 2001: 236) Or me. Then one identifies the obstacles to the social problem, in my case the climate change controversy, being tackled. “The objective here is to understand how the problem arises and how it is rooted in the way social life is organized, by focusing on the obstacles to its resolution – on what makes it more or less intractable.” (Fairclough, 2001: 236) This stage of the analytical framework is particularly interesting in my case, for it is here where the analysis of discourse, as such, takes place. 
By means of structural analysis one can look at how the order of discourse is structured, “how semiosis itself is structured within the network of practices. For instance, the media, from a semiotic perspective, are an order of discourse within which there are diverse recurrent representations of various areas of social life and various groups and communities.” (Fairclough, 2001: 237) And so climate change is represented in different ways, sometimes in a skeptical way, sometimes in an exaggerated way and sometimes in a rather neutral, apparently truthful way. However, “looking at the discourse itself as part of the obstacle involves both structural and interactional perspectives” (Fairclough, 2001: 238), and so one should also look at what’s actually going on within specific texts and interactions. “It is at this point that we reach what many would see as the exclusive concern of discourse analysis, the actual analysis of the text.” (Fairclough, 2001: 238) This is what Fairclough calls interactional analysis. “Whereas analysis of orders of discourse tries to specify the semiotic resources available to people (the social structuring of semiotic diversity), interactional analysis is concerned with how those resources interact, that is, 
the active semiotic work that people are doing on specific occasions using those resources. It is in the process of being used and worked that these resources come to be transformed.” (Fairclough, 2001: 241) 
To understand this process one can apply interdiscursive analysis, which identifies which genres and discourses are drawn upon in a text and how they work together and even transform one another. Because, “on the one hand, genres and discourses acquire a degree of permanence and continuity as a (semiotic) part of the social order (social practices), while on the other, they undergo local transformations in texts.” (Fairclough, 2001: 241) Think of a newspaper article on climate change, whose genre mixes elements of a scientific research, an everyday, common sense conversation or some TV talk show, in which the climate change controversy is intensely debated on. 
Finally, one can also apply linguistic and semiotic analysis, which is a complex and many-sided process and which can work on the language of a text at various levels. First, it can cover the whole-text language organization, that is, “the narrative, argumentative etc. structure of a text, the way a dialogue is structured”. Second, there is the clauses combination, that is, “the linking of clauses in complex or compound sentences (i.e. with or without one being subordinated to another) and other ways of linking sentences together”. Third, one can look at clauses or simple sentences, that is, “the grammar and semantics of clauses, including categories such as transitivity (transitive or intransitive verbs), verbs relating to action (thought, speech, being, having), voice (active, passive), mood (declarative, interrogative, imperative), modality (degrees of commitment to truth or necessity)”. And fourth, this linguistic approach to CDA can cover words, that is, “the choice of vocabulary, semantic relations between words (e.g. synonyms, hyponyms), denotative and connotative meaning, collocation (i.e. patterns of co-occurrence), metaphorical uses of words, etc”. (Fairclough, 2001: 242)

2.4.2 Critical Discursive Psychology

Evidenced by the endless number of books, theories and theorists that come up when studying discourse and its analysis, 
it is clear-cut there is no simple way of defining discourse analysis. As I explained earlier, there are many approaches to this type of research, most of them deriving from, drawing upon or at least overlapping one another. Critical Discursive Psychology, or CDP, would be one of those separate strands within discourse analysis. Although “discursive psychology is itself a complex field, underwritten by a multiplicity of different, sometimes even contradictory, ideas and arguments” (Edley, 2001: 189), CDP does indeed have a lot in common with discourse analysis in general, and even CDA in particular.

First, let me turn to the theoretical tensions which characterize CDP, and the way it borrows and departs from other forms of discourse analysis. As apposed to more traditional psychological approaches, which look at language as a resource to peek in people’s brains, CDP looks at language as its topic, to study the way in which people talk about things like attitudes, memories and emotions. Apparently people do not simple speak and that is it. People produce accounts, depending on contexts and accomplishing certain social actions. In CDP, “action is conceptualized in terms of the enormous range of practical, technical and interpersonal tasks that people perform while living their relationships, doing their jobs, and engaging in varied cultural domains. Action (practices, getting stuff done - the precise term is not meant to carry weight here) is central to people’s lives, and therefore central to understanding those lives.” (Potter & Edwards, 1999: 447) This concern with the ‘action orientation’ of people’s discourse, attends to “the interactional business that is performed in and through the production of descriptions or accounts”. (Edley, 2001: 190) So once again, interaction appears to be the magic word, 
this time applied within the analysis of people’s discourse, that is, public discourse, instead of media discourse. However, 
the same theory seems to apply, for on the one hand public discourse depends on its context, but on the other hand public discourse brings about certain social behaviour. So CDP accedes the same paradox as CDA, for public discourse is an influenced product, but an influencing producer as well. People talk using a historically determined repertoire of terms, in which some become culturally dominant or ‘hegemonic’ and are accepted as accurate or true descriptions of the world. 
CDP analyses this process of normalisation and naturalisation, and attends to whose interests are best served by different discourses. Because people are products of discourse, but at the same time producers of discourse. Discourse on, for instance, climate change, which is constructed through the characteristics which we conventionally associate with climate change, such as ‘an inconvenient truth of melting icecaps, floods and warmer weather’ or ‘an indeed inconvenient, however heavily hyped fairytale’. And so climate change, as well as many more things in life, is “a discursive accomplishment rather than a natural fact, it is something that is done collectively of jointly with others and climate change is typically negotiated and involves the operation of power”. (Edley, 2001: 196) 

It is commonplace to characterize CDP as constructionist. “Social representations are not treated simply as devices for people to perceive (or misperceive) their social worlds - they construct the nature and value of those worlds.” (Potter & Edwards, 1999: 449) In CDP, this construction is done in texts and talk as specific versions of the world are developed and rhetorically undermined. In CDP, then, construction is relatively easily analytically tractable, because “how representations are constructed, established and undermined can be studied using a set of materials.” (Potter & Edwards, 1999: 449) Because CDP focuses on public discourse, it asks for an approach that is capable of analysing conversations or dialogue, 
for this is where meanings are constructed, an approach that is sensitive to the context of a specific subject and can identify the ranges of resources that society offers to construct such a subject, and last, but not least, an approach which attends to the operation of power and to when and where which interests are best served and how.
CDP meets these requirements through the concepts of ‘interpretative repertoires’ and ‘ideological dilemmas’. Interpretative repertoires are the different ways in which people talk about objects, that is, the repertoires of terms that people use to characterize and evaluate certain actions or occurrences. “Interpretative repertoires are the building blocks of conversation, 
a range of linguistic resources that can be drawn upon and utilized in the course of everyday social interaction. Interpretative repertoires are part and parcel of any community’s common sense, providing a basis for shared social understanding.” (Potter & Edwards, 1999: 198) But then, how does one analyse these building blocks of conversation? Turns out there is no standard procedure or vast method to do so. It is all about following hunches and developing, abandoning and revising tentative interpretative schemes, an ability that develops with practice. Mostly there are only a few ways of talking about something, which counts for climate change as well.  By attending to these different ways, one can come to understand the existing restrictions in our construction of reality and ourselves. When going into ideological dilemmas, the second CDP concept, one must make a distinction between intellectual dilemmas and lived dilemmas. Intellectual dilemmas, which are the ruling and commonly accepted ideas within society, refer to the classical Marxist notion of ideologies as “integrated and coherent sets of ideas that served to represent the domination of the ruling sections of society as natural or inevitable.” (Potter & Edwards, 1999: 202). Lived dilemmas, on the other hand, are the way of life, the culture or, simply spoken, the common sense of a society. These ideologies can be characterized as inconsistent, fragmented and contradictive, hence, as dilemmatic. Therefore many think of them as faulty and unreliable, even though this ignores the basic concept of common sense, namely, “that the interdeterminacy of lived ideologies makes them wonderfully rich and flexible resources for social interaction and everyday sense-making”. (Potter & Edwards, 1999: 203) Interpretative repertoires and ideological dilemmas overlap so far as interpretative repertoires are part of a culture’s common sense. Moreover, ideological dilemmas tell us that different interpretative repertoires of the same social subject, such as climate change, are themselves constructed rhetorically. Talking about climate change either as terribly truthful or exasperatingly exaggerated does not necessarily arise spontaneously and independently. These different ways of talking about this specific subject “develop together in an unfolding, historical, argumentative exchange”. (Potter & Edwards, 1999: 204) 

2.4.3 CDA & CDP applied to Media Discourse & Public Discourse

Although CDA and CDP emphasize different aspects of language use, they both view language as social interaction, and are concerned with the social contexts in which discourse is embedded. After first studying CDA and CDP separately, I can now combine them as an actual applicable approach for the regarding research on the different discourses on climate change. 
Although CDA is usually applied on media discourse, and rarely on public discourse, the concerning approach to discourse analysis can be quite useful for analyzing public discourse anyway. When studying people’s everyday conversations, one could follow the same sort of procedure as when studying media messages. Public discourse, like media discourse, is very influential as well, hence the motivation to study this type of discourse in the first place could be the same is as well. Public discourse, like media discourse, is deeply rooted in our daily lives and above all, it is based on interaction and interpretation. You see, what a sender says within a conversation could be interpreted rather wrong by the receiver, or at least different from what the sender initially intended to say, simply because sender and receiver find themselves in complete odd contexts. So when analyzing public discourse one should focus on language and interaction, that is, the way people talk, as well as the context, that is, what people talk about. What a subject says (the text) is shaped by its surroundings (the context), but what a subject says is also shaping its surroundings. Public discourses, like media discourses, are influenced influences, for on the one hand, they are continuously constructed and consist of traces of bigger discursive practices, which in turn consist of bigger social cultural practices. On the other hand, public discourses construct an image of reality and the people within that reality. And so one could apply the CDA method on public discourse as well, and identify the different genres and discourses that are drawn upon in a conversation and how they work together and even transform one another during that particular conversation. One could also apply a linguistic and semiotic analysis, and look at the way a conversation is structured, how clauses are linked in complex or compound sentences, the make up of these clauses in particular, and the choice of words. 
Although CDP is usually applied on public discourse, and rarely on public discourse, the concerning approach to discourse analysis can be quite useful for analyzing media discourse anyway. When studying media messages, one could follow the same sort of procedure as when studying people’s everyday conversations. The basic principles of both approaches are the same: discourse is a product and producer, discourse is a master and slave, discourse influences and is being influenced, therefore discourse is an influenced influence. That’s why both CDA and CDP emphasize the significance of not simply focussing on texts on their own (which are the products, as well as the producers of discourse), but on their contexts as well (which are the producers, as well as, guess what, the products of discourse). And although at first CDP seems to implement a somewhat different method of analysis, after comparison the concepts interpretative repertoires and ideological dilemmas could might as well be applied on media discourse. In the case of interpretative repertoires one would wonder whether 
one recognizes some sort of division in how the media talk about a specific subject, with one side employing a negative, pessimistic or somewhat sober repertoire, and the other side employing a positive, fanatic or completely complex repertoire. Furthermore, in discourse, and thus in media discourse, one can always identify ideological dilemmas, which are always filtering through in every media message. People always utilize certain utterances of common sense, for these ought to legitimate certain actions or events, but which collide with other utterances (expressed by someone else or the same person, in an earlier or later stage of the discourse) and therefore elicit argument. In short, when analyzing media discourse one could very well focus on how the sender of a media message addresses the receiving subject, and constructs the other subjects within that media message. What remains is a concrete method, derived from CDA and CDP, to actually analyze media discourse and public discourse on climate change, and ultimately, finally solve the research question of this thesis.
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3.1 Media Discourse Analysis applied to Climate Change Controversy


3.2 Public Discourse Analysis applied to Climate Change Controversy

In order to be able to solve the research question of this thesis…

The Climate Change Controversy 

What is the media discourse and public discourse on climate change within both the US and the Netherlands, 
and what is the relationship between the two kinds of discourse and between the two countries?

… I have tried to carefully set up an analytical method, which step by step, covers every single, separate section of the statement. In accordance with the theory, the method first makes a twofold, in which the US and Dutch media discourse and the US and Dutch public discourse are analyzed separately, after which the different domains of discourse (that is media discourse and public discourse) and the different countries in which these different domains of discourse occur 
(that is the US and The Netherlands) are crosswise compared. So that at last, I can indeed answer the questions

(Influenced Influence: US Media Discourse versus US Public Discourse) what the US media discourse and the US public discourse on climate change are, and how the US media discourse and the US public discourse on climate change relate, (Influenced Influence: Dutch Media Discourse versus Dutch Public Discourse) what the Dutch media discourse and the Dutch public discourse on climate change are, and how the Dutch media discourse and the Dutch public discourse on climate change relate, and (Cross Comparison) how the different countries in which different discourses occur relate, 
that is how the US and Dutch media discourses on climate change relate, how the US and Dutch public discourses on climate change relate and how the relationship between the US media discourse and public discourse and the relationship between the Dutch media discourse and public discourse relate.
3.1 Media Discourse Analysis applied to Climate Change Controversy
What? Newspaper Discourse

Why? I am analysing media discourse on climate change. However, the entire ‘media’ is way too broad a field of research, 

so I have narrowed it down to one specific discipline, which is print media, or newspapers. Every country has them, everyone reads them, all the news is in there, and so newspapers are a good representation of the news-facility and media landscape within a certain time or place. Papers are also very researchable, for they are already written out, often documented texts. For both countries I have analyzed one newspaper. The newspaper, actually. In the US that would be The New York Times, because even though it comes third in the list of US newspapers with the widest circulation (after USA Today and The Wall Street Journal), it is the largest metropolitan newspaper in the US, regarded as a national newspaper of record and named “The Gray Lady” for its staid appearance and style. Its focus is on an elite, relatively high educated audience, which suits the public I am applying my discourse analysis on: Berkeley University students. Besides, The Times typically represents the biased US media landscape, for it is owned by The New York Times Company, which publishes 18 other newspapers and holds Arthur Ochs Sulzberger Jr. as chairman, whose family is one of the US newspaper dynasties and has controlled the paper since 1896. Therefore the paper has often been accused of being biased, that is, giving too little or too much coverage to events for reasons not related to objective journalism.
In the Netherlands a similar sort of newspaper would be De Volkskrant, which doesn’t have the widest circulation either, but, after the biggest, but bad and babbling paper De Telegraaf, the somewhat simplistic Algemeen Dagblad and the free tabloids, does have the most respected reputation. Its focus is on an elite, relatively high educated audience, which suits the public I am applying my discourse analysis on: Erasmus University students. Besides, of all the Dutch newspapers 
De Volkskrant comes closest to The Times, for if one considers it being biased, its coverage leans to the left well.
When? March 2009
Why? 2009 is a crucial year in the international effort to address climate change, culminating in the United Nations Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen, which will be held at the end of the year. In 2007, parties agreed to shape an ambitious and effective international response to climate change, to be agreed at Copenhagen. The Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) and the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action under the Convention (AWG-LCA) will operate in full negotiating mode in 2009 to advance work towards meeting their respective mandates. (UNFCCC, http://unfccc.int/)

The next major round of negotiations will be the Bonn Climate Change Talks (which is the seventh session of the AWG-KP and the fifth session of the AWG-LCA), for all Parties and observer States to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and its Kyoto Protocol, all United Nations Secretariat units and bodies, specialized agencies and related organizations and all intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) admitted as observers by the Conference of the Parties at its previous sessions. The Bonn Climate Change Talks will take place between Sunday 29 March and Wednesday 8 April 2009 in Hotel Maritim, Bonn, and is the first of three planned negotiating sessions before COP 15 in Copenhagen in December. (UNFCCC, Bonn Climate Change Talks, March 2009, http://unfccc.int/meetings/intersessional/bonn_09/items/4753.php) 

Although the interest in environmental issues is largely determined by the state of the economy (which was pretty bad at this particular time), unexpected incidents (which did not occur at this particular time) and the competition for attention with other issues in the political arena (financial crisis anyone?), the interest in environmental issues does increase when a completely new product is introduced (such as an IPCC Synthesis Report) or a unique event takes place (Breeman, 2008). Meaning that in the run-up to the Bonn Climate Change Talks one may expect an international increase in media attention on climate change. Therefore I have specifically chosen to analyze US and Dutch newspapers during the month of March. One month is a well demarcated, doable timeframe, but is also still wide enough to provide significant, varied information.
How? I have collected the newspapers through Lexis Nexis, an online database which contains over 10.000 newspapers, magazines and other printed media from all over the world, including The Times and De Volkskrant. In order to collect as many articles on climate change as possible, I have searched Lexis Nexis using the following climate change key words:
De Volkskrant: Klimaat, Klimaatverandering, Klimaatcrisis, Klimaatdebat, Klimaatproblematiek, Broeikaseffect, Milieu, Opwarming van de Aarde

The Times: Climate, Climate Change, Climate Crisis, Climate Debate, Climate Change Controversy, Greenhouse Effect, Environment, Global Warming 
Since I specifically chose to analyze The Times and De Volkskrant during the month of March, I ended up with approximately 30 issues per paper, which makes 60 issues in total. Although I initially intended to integrally investigate all 60 newspapers and use every single news report on climate change, due to the multitude of articles that randomly, but unremarkably report on climate change, I ultimately decided to make a selection and solitary use articles that specifically and significantly report on climate change. Starting with the most specific and significant article (assessed according to the sub-subject and the presence of the preceding climate change key words) and working my way towards relatively less specific and significant articles, I ended up with about one message per paper, so 50 articles in total (appendix I).
On those 50 articles I applied a carefully designed discourse analysis, derived from both CDA, as well as CDP. 
I have decided to apply a qualitative research method, for a quantitative research method merely measures data, thereby passing by the motives, meanings and processes behind these data. Quantitative research is relatively superficial for 
it focuses on what, when and where, whereas qualitative research is relatively penetrating for it focuses on how and why, which is the fundamental thought of this thesis. Subsequently, I have decided to apply this sort of qualitative research, instead of another sort of qualitative research, such as frame analysis. First of all, frames do not easily translate into measurable indicators, and so frame analysis sometimes still makes use of measuring models. Furthermore, frame analysis 
often focuses on corresponding pieces of data to perform best, whereas I intend to analyse media discourse, that is newspaper articles, as well as public discourse, that is interviews, which do not correspond at all. Finally, frame analysis often assumes data to belong to either one or the other frame, and often analyses data according to already established masterframes, passing by variability through interaction and interpretation, which once again, is the fundamental thought 

of this thesis. By remaining as objective as possible, I have reported as detailed as possible on the discourse on climate change. For each and every single news item I have noted down when climate change is discussed (what date, what day within what context), where climate change is discussed (what paper, which country), what the specific sub-subject within 
the subject of climate change is, who speaks (who wrote the article, who is quoted or paraphrased, who is referred to), 
which versions of climate change come about and stand out (climate change as a crisis, climate change as a problem, 
which will or should be solved or climate change as exasperatingly exaggerated) and how these versions are validated.
Or to be more conscientious, by combining some typical theoretical concepts derived from CDA, such as interdiscursive analysis (which analyses the different genres and discourses that are drawn upon and influence one another) and linguistic and semiotic analysis (which analyses the way a text is structured, the way clauses are linked in complex or compound sentences, the make up of these clauses in particular, and the choice of words), as well as some typical theoretical concepts derived from CDP, such as interpretative repertoires and ideological dilemmas, I developed an entirely original method to analyse the concerning different versions and validations of climate change. Because, although discourse analysis is a qualitative method, although this qualitative method is a matter of sensing, detecting and interpreting prominent patterns 
and although sensing, detecting and interpreting prominent patters is subject to subjectivity, to guarantee verifiability and reliability I have set up a statute to analyse the newspaper articles. Above all, I have looked at which verbal repertoires dominate and how they become dominant. What are the traces, the pointers, the evidences of these verbal repertoires?
Turns out these traces can be classified into two categories. One can look at the entire text, which is what I call structure, and one can look at specific words within that text, which is what I call lexicon. And so this classification culminates into the following framework: 
Structure

Whole text organization: is it a narrative, dialogue, dispute, script, research, interview?
When is something being said: at once or at last?
How often is something being said: randomly or repeatedly?

Tone: is the tone positive, negative, insecure, accusative, defensive?

Mood: does someone declare or does someone ask questions?
Modality: does someone commit to the truth or does someone make truth claims?
Activity, passivity: does someone do something, or does something happen to someone?
Ideological dilemmas: does someone say something as though it is common sense?
Lexicon

Adjectives: does someone use excessive adjectives?

Repetition of terms: does someone repeatedly refer to the same terms or related terms?
Type of terms: doe someone repeatedly refer to technical, economical, psychological terms?
Synonyms, metaphors: does someone use synonyms and metaphors?

Denotation, connotation: does someone suggest something or does someone literally lay out something?

Transitivity: does someone do something to someone or something or does someone just sit, sleep and be?
These are the traces of specific ways of talking about climate change, the indicators of the different views on climate change, the mechanisms that are made use of when validating a verbal repertoire on climate change. Because, when something is being said right away and repeatedly it is a lot more prominent than when something is being said suddenly and randomly. And when someone adopts a secure tone, a declarative mood and convincingly commits to the truth, instead of adopting a defensive tone, asking questions and making truth claims, such as “usually” and “probably”, someone comes across a lot more credible, and so a lot more conclusive. And when someone speaks of someone else, as though it is a passive player, which doesn’t do something, but on which befalls something, the other comes across as vulnerable and inferior, whereas when someone speaks of someone else, as though it is an active player, which does do something, the other comes across as strong and superior. And as far as goes for lexicon, when someone continuously repeats something, linking something to excessive adjectives, specific terms, specific synonyms or specific connotations, something obtains a specific, more or less dominant or determined meaning as well. In short, the aforementioned mechanisms make up if, how and how well a specific verbal repertoire is validated.
Hence, I have analyzed the 50 newspaper articles, applying a carefully designed discourse analysis, derived from both CDA, as well as CDP, sensing, detecting and interpreting prominent patterns, that is, watching which verbal repertoires attract the attention, and according to the aforementioned framework, how these verbal repertoires are validated. 

The subsequent sample shows how I dissected the first article from the New York Times.

Sample Analysis 
When? Article 1: March 29, 2009, 1st day of the Bonn Climate Change Talks

Where? The New York Times, US

What? Climate change as a subject of controversy: Andrew C. Revkin puts apart the dispute over ‘tipping points’ among climate scientists, with on the one side (climate change as a problem, with disastrous consequences) NASA climate scientist James E. Hansen, who says “the climate is nearing tipping points”, and on the other side (climate change as an overstatement) the earth scientists Kenneth Caldeira of Stanford University, John S. Wettlaufer of Yale and Ian Eisenman of the CIT who say that “there is little hard evidence to back up specific predictions of catastrophe”, that “a lot of this threshold and tipping point talk is dangerous” and that it is important to be “caustically honest about what we know and don’t know”.

How? The overall, typical structure of the text emphasizes the idea of a debate, with Hansen and the other scientists speaking on alternating turns. The author of the text underlines the controversy within climate science, by using words such as “wedge”, but also more subtle, invalidating words, such as “but”, “while”, “nevertheless” and “on the other hand”. Besides, the author bears out doubt, by using words such as “enormous uncertainty” and “no one knows”. 

What? Climate change as a problem, with disastrous consequences. 

How? Hansen constructs his view on the “dangerous, disastrous human-warmed climate”, by pointing out the possible, by now kind of obvious and familiar sounding natural consequences of climate change, and connecting these to exaggerated adjectives such as “widespread”, “overwhelming”, “immediacy”, “menace”, “threats” and “collapse”. Moreover, by using the metaphor “tipping points” he implies a threshold in which change suddenly becomes unstoppable, which is an effort to stir public concern. The ideological dilemma “If we do not change course, we’ll hand our children a situation that is out of their control” intensifies this, meaning we should take into account the next generation, instead of being selfish. Hansen also speaks in an active, alarming manner.

What? Climate change as an overstatement.

How? Hansen speaks in an alarming, active manner, whereas the other scientists speak in a worried way, trying to neutralize strong statements, such as the one on the tipping point. By making invalidating assaults, with words such as “misleading”, “backfire”, “fueling criticism of alarmism” and “threatening public support”, they actually aim their argument in the exact same direction as Hansen does, that is, the people as the key to solve climate change. However, the ideological dilemma “If we say we passed thresholds and tipping points today, this will be an excuse for inaction tomorrow” warns scientists not to overreact, or no one will act.

I dissected the other 49 newspaper articles the exact same way, keeping a detailed record of my findings and, in the end, drawing conclusions for each country and comparing these to one another, as well as to the country’s public discourse, which will contribute to the solution of the overall research question of this thesis.
3.2 Public Discourse Analysis applied to Climate Change Controversy
What? University Students’ Discourse

Why? I am analysing public discourse on climate change. However, the entire ‘public’ is way too broad a field of research, 
so I have narrowed it down to one specific part of the public, that is, university students. First of all, university students tend to be young and smart. Therefore they’re often well informed on current affairs, such as climate change, and educated in forming founded, reasoned opinions on these matters (especially climate change, for they are the people of the future and so they will have to live with it). Besides, university students tend to be trained in being critical towards everyone and everything, such as opinion influencing mechanisms, such as the media, and so such as newspapers. Second, university students are also very researchable, for I am a university student myself and so I’m literally surrounded by other university students. 
Being one of them, it is relatively easy for me to get in touch with them and get them to talk to me, in a willing, participating, enthusiastic, but open, honest and critical way. Because, as I mentioned before, they are trained to do so. And last but not least, university students match my chosen newspapers perfectly, for The Times and De Volkskrant’s focus is on a relatively high educated, elite audience.

Where? Berkeley University California & Erasmus University Rotterdam

Why? Both Berkeley and Erasmus are prominent, respectable universities with a high standard of education. However, 
they are not as uptight and conservative as some other universities typically tend to be, but both known for their social, no nonsense attitude. So surely its students have an opinion on environmental issues. Especially considering Rotterdam’s and San Francisco’s share in solving climate change (think of Rotterdam Climate Initiative and San Francisco’s typical protests and idealistic action plans to save the planet), due to these cities’ sincere, and also necessary concern for climate change. Furthermore, both Berkeley and Erasmus have significant, outstanding journalistic departments, with students specialized in media, which comes in quite convenient when conducting an interview on this particular topic. 
In brief, Berkeley and Erasmus are a lot alike and therefore very comparable. And lost but not least, Berkeley and Erasmus are relatively easily accessible, for I am an Erasmus student and I will be visiting Berkeley shortly.

When? March 2009

Why? Actually, the date doesn’t really matter, for whether it’s now or in a few months, people will always have an opinion on a hot topic, such as climate change. But because the timeframe of my media discourse analysis is the month of March, 
I have conducted my public discourse analysis in the month of March as well.

How? For both Berkeley and Erasmus I have selected a focus group of university students, with which I have held a group discussion on climate change, by using a semi-structured interview schedule (appendix II), upon which I have applied the exact same carefully designed discourse analysis, derived from both CDA, as well as CDP. For this type of analysis I am interested in interpretative repertoires and ideological dilemmas, which can only flourish in the first place through interaction and interpretation. When conducting research analyses through interviews, most interviewers want to hear one specific answer, and so they treat variability from one participant to another and variability among the responses of particular individuals as distortion or technical difficulties. I, on the other hand, am actually interested in this variability, instead of one specific answer, or for that matter, answers on their own at all. And so the focus of my analysis is not on what is being said, but on how it is being said. There are no right or wrong answers. On the contrary. It’s about the variability within discourse and the way it comes to existence within specific contexts. At which point, which arguments are brought to which table? 
Therefore I held a group discussion, for I hoped that through the interaction with each other (instead of the limited interaction with one single interviewer or no interaction at all) the students would keep coming up with different interpretative repertoires and ideological dilemmas, in short different ways of talking, instead of specific answers. Therefore the focus group had to exist of several students, preferably five or ten, and preferably with a journalistic, media oriented or climate oriented background, such as a journalism, media or sustainability, to increase my chances of collecting interesting data, 
due to interesting discourse. The students need not to be experts on the topic of climate change, because neither am I. However, it is quite convenient if they know something, or anything, about climate change and the way the media report on it. 

And so I have sent a request to Dean Henry, a couple of lectures and other faculty members of Berkeley Graduate School of Journalism (request I, appendix III) and the presidents of some Berkeley University student organizations involved with the environment (request II, appendix III), explaining I am writing a thesis on the US and Dutch media discourse and public discourse on the climate change controversy, and how, when, where and why I would like to involve Berkeley in my thesis. 
Ultimately only one student (organization) replied to my request: 

Dear Guusje,

As a signatory and fellow founding member for Global Public Health Brigades, I would be happy to assist you on your master thesis on media discourse about climate change. Although we do not have any upcoming meetings, I can gather some of my friends who are also founding members to have an informal discussion about the topics you are interested in. I went to the Netherlands two summers before and I personally am very interested in Dutch media and public texts on a range of issues such as race/religion, the current economic recession, legalized prostitution and of course climate change.
I am free at the dates you have listed, and will contact my friends to see if they can meet up. I look forward to an interesting discussion.

Sincerely,

George K. Jiang
University of California, Berkeley (Class of 2010)
B.S. Business Administration, B.A. Economics
949.395.8868 | gkjiang@berkeley.edu
And so for Berkeley I finally decided the members of the Global Public Health Brigades would make a very fine focus group, for they are a group in the first place, consisting of more than just one student and on top of that, they are obviously environmentally engaged, thus they will know a thing or two about climate change and probably provide some very interesting discourse, and so some very interesting data for this thesis. I held my Berkeley group discussion on Monday March the 30th 2009, in Berkeley, California, underneath a big oak tree on the grass hill in front of the International House at the south side of Berkeley University, with George K. Jiang, Sam Jackson and Paul Davies (Appendix IV).
For Erasmus it was a lot easier to select a focus group. I have sent the same sort of request (however translated and adjusted to Dutch standards) to Professor Rotmans, who is a professor at Erasmus University and the scientific director of the Dutch Research Institute For Transitions (request III, appendix III), and contacted the presidents of some Erasmus University student organizations involved with the environment (request IV, appendix III).
Ultimately only Jan Rotmans responded to my request:

Beste Guusje,

Dank voor je leuke email! Wil daar best een keer met je over praten, probleem is natuurlijk mijn drukke agenda, zal toch proberen of er niet een half uurtje vrij te maken valt de komende twee weken. Ik laat het je snel weten. Hartelijke groet, Jan Rotmans
However, after writing him several e-mails (one of which telling him that I myself would be rather busy the next few weeks as well, for I had to do an interview at Berkeley University), he never got back to me again.
And so for Erasmus I finally contacted Girls Gone Green, an environmentally active student organization, which I discovered through the RSC, which is the oldest, largest and most versatile student organization in Rotterdam. I decided the members of Girls Gone Green would make a very fine focus group, for they are a group in the first place, consisting of more than just one student, they are obviously environmentally engaged, thus they will know a thing or two about climate change and probably provide some very interesting discourse, and so some very interesting data for this thesis, and on top of that, the Girls Gone Green speak English, for they are solely students studying International Business Administration, which is an English bachelor at the Erasmus University.
I held my Erasmus group discussion on Wednesday March the 25th 2009, in Rotterdam, over drinks and diner in a old student house somewhere in charming and cosy Kralingen, with Naomi Boortman, Bianca Knotter and Melanie Wijnolst (Appendix V).
I conducted both the Berkeley group discussion and the Erasmus group discussion in the exact same way (staying in the background, remaining neutral, however inviting interaction, bringing on variability in discourse) according to the exact same semi-structured interview schedule (except for a few minor changes in the manner of approaching and addressing).
On those two interviews I applied the same carefully designed discourse analysis, derived from both CDA and CDP. 
By remaining as objective as possible, I have reported as detailed as possible on the discourse on climate change. For each interview I have noted down when climate change is discussed (what date, what day within what context), where climate change is discussed (what university, which country), what the specific sub-subject within the subject of climate change is, who speaks (who is talking, who is quoted or paraphrased, who is referred to), which versions of climate change come about and stand out (climate change as a crisis, climate change as a problem, which will or should be solved or climate change as exasperatingly exaggerated) and how these versions are validated.
Or to be more conscientious, I have analyzed the interviews according to the exact same, entirely original method, 
which combines some typical theoretical concepts derived from CDA, such as structure and lexicon, as well as some 
typical theoretical concepts derived from CDP, such as interpretative repertoires and ideological dilemmas, and so sensing, detecting and interpreting prominent patterns concerning climate change, that is, watching which verbal repertoires attract the attention, and according to the foregoing framework of structure and lexicon, how these verbal repertoires are validated. 

The subsequent sample shows how I dissected part of the Berkeley University interview.

Sample
When? March 30, 2009, 2nd day of the Bonn Climate Change Talks

Where? Berkeley University, California, US

What? Climate change is a subject of controversy.

How? The overall, typical structure of the text emphasizes the idea of a debate, with George, Sam and Paul speaking on alternating turns. The respondents underline the controversy of climate change, by using phrases such as “it’s really debatable”, “it’s kind of difficult to create your own opinion, because there is so much going on with what everyone is telling you”, “you read it’s gonna be hot, and then you read that maybe this warm gulf stream that is causing climate change is going to change, so no, it’s getting cooler again” and “you really have to put your mind to it, to come to the right conclusions”, by emphasizing that their opinions are based on a controversial subject, through terms such as “for me”, “I think”, “in my view”, “in my opinion” and “personally”, by pointing out contradictory parties through phrases such as “everyone in the world”, “a lot of people are now concerned” and “a lot of people argue against this”, but also by using more subtle, invalidating phrases, such as “but”, “while” and “nevertheless”.
I dissected the rest of the two interviews the exact same way, keeping a detailed record of my findings and, in the end, drawing conclusions for each country and comparing these to one another, as well as to the country’s media discourse, which will contribute to the solution of the overall research question of this thesis.
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On both the US and Dutch media discourse, that is 50 articles from respectively The New York Times and De Volkskrant,

as well as on the US and Dutch public discourse, that is two interviews with respectively Berkeley University students and Erasmus University students, I applied the same carefully designed discourse analysis, derived from CDA and CDP. 
By remaining as objective as possible, I hereby report as detailed as possible on what I sensed, detected and interpreted 

to be prominent patterns concerning climate change, that is, the views and how structure and lexicon validate these views. One of those prominent patterns is that the verbal repertoires on climate change can be divided into definition, causes, effects and solutions. And so, due to this remarkable regularity and moreover, the surveyability of this chapter, I will hold on to this division. I will first report on the media discourse within the US, that is, the New York Times articles (4.1). Then I will report on the public discourse within the US, that is, the Berkeley University interview (4.2), after which I will compare the influenced influence of the US media discourse and the US public discourse (4.3). Subsequently, I will report on the media discourse within the Netherlands, that is, the Volkskrant articles (4.4). Then I will report on the public discourse within the Netherlands, that is, the Erasmus University interview (4.5), after which I will compare the influenced influence of the Dutch media discourse and the Dutch public discourse (4.6). Finally, I will compare the combined US media discourse and public discourse with the combined Dutch media discourse and public discourse (4.7). The following framework completely clarifies the composition of this chapter:
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4.1 US Media Discourse on Climate Change: The New York Times

I have analysed 25 articles from The New York Times, dividing the described views into definitions, causes, effects and solutions of climate change, and looking at structure and lexicon to validate these views.

Definition

When it comes to structure, the remarkable fact that a lot of articles immediately turn to the solutions of climate change, implicates that most media take climate change for granted. They already accept climate change as a problem, in need of a solution. This view is validated
· by going against arguments that assert otherwise, either by using strong, excessive adjectives, which explicitly construct climate change as a problem, which shouldn’t be underestimated  (article 13: the reviewer comments that the book “doesn’t make enough, perhaps, of necessity”, because “after all, the world has destroyed itself totally”), 
· by almost personally attacking climate change sceptics and emitting an attitude of natural arrogance (article 19: 
“global warming sceptics are showing signs of internal rifts and weakening support”, they are a “shrinking collection 
of extremists” that are left “talking to themselves”, they are “oblivious to the data they seek to discount” and try to “bamboozle the innocent”). As if, obviously, they are so stupid, and off course, we are right. 

However, although the media generally agree on climate change being a problem, there appears to be some controversy over its definition after all. 
· Some articles apply a typical text structure which implies the idea of a debate, with “believers” and “non-believers” speaking on alternating turns, which is emphasized by words such as “wedge”, but also more subtle, invalidating words, such as “but”, “while”, “nevertheless” and “on the other hand” (article 1). 
· Some articles construct climate change as a mechanism which exploits basic human anxieties to achieve a controlled, swaddling, formal society, through the word game “the planet is in the process of being “ceiled”, that is, roofed over, the delight of this is that it has been “sealed” too: in her attempt to produce a safe environment, Mother Earth has closed off many kinds of behaviour” (article 13).
· Some blame climate change to be an excuse to put more money into science, which is emphasized through invalidating phrases such as “hyperbole” and “hyperventilation” and the accusing statement that “all administrations use science in service of a political agenda”, implying Obama is imposing some ideology (article 18). 
· Moreover, the view that climate change is a not a problem at all is constructed through standard, cool, common sense comments such as “if the planet’s climate is getting hotter, it is part of a natural cycle and will probably correct itself” and “experts have been wrong before” (article 15) and through repeatedly declaratively denying climate change, for there is “no solid scientific evidence” and “no urgent risk” (article 19). 
· The view on climate change as an overstatement is validated by speaking in a worried way, trying to neutralize strong statements, such as “climate change is nearing tipping points”. By making invalidating assaults, with words such as “misleading”, “backfire”, “fueling criticism of alarmism” and “threatening public support”, sceptics actually aim their argument in the exact same direction as alarmists do, that is, the people as the key to solve climate change. However, the ideological dilemma “If we say we passed thresholds and tipping points today, this will be an excuse for inaction tomorrow” warns scientists not to overreact, or no one will act.
Causes

When it comes to structure, the remarkable fact that almost all articles sooner or later, repeatedly or randomly link climate change to CO2, implicates that the media already, quite automatically accept climate change to be caused by CO2. 
· No discussion needed. Statements that “global warming from emissions of greenhouse gases are the most important long-term threat to bears” (article 11), that the Environmental Protection Agency’s proposal would require factories to report their emissions of “carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide and other gases that climate scientists link to global warming” (article 16) and that “CO2 is the main heat-trapping gas linked to global warming” (article 12 and 25) directly denote CO2 to be the cause of climate change. 
· Furthermore, the continuous random repetition of the term CO2, its link to the severe consequences of climate change (which I will return to in the next section) and the endless list of economical solutions that are all aimed at reducing CO2 emissions (which I will return to later on as well), contribute to the construction of CO2’s connotative meaning: the cause of climate change. 
· Moreover, by referring to experts (article 11) and the scientific consensus on greenhouse gases causing climate change (article 16) this argument becomes more plausible. 

At the same time, the denomination “human-induced climate change” (article 10) literally constructs climate change being caused by human beings. A view which is validated through phrases such as

· “by 2013, the entire Arctic could be devoid of ice in summer, and the region is likely to experience an influx of shipping, fishing and tourism”, “the town’s piedibuses have so far eliminated more than 100.000 miles of car travel and, in principle, prevented thousands of tons of greenhouse gases from entering the air” (article 5), 
· “from these changes, Americans would reduce the amount of land, water and chemicals used to produce the food we eat, as well as the incidence of lifestyle diseases linked to unhealthy diets, and greenhouse gases from industrial meat production” (article 9)
· “two categories accounted for 95 percent of the emissions: fuel for on-site generators, transportation and special effects, and the electricity used for sets and offices” (article 25), which include alarming terms and numbers, and above all suggest climate change is caused by human lifestyles.

Moreover, some of the articles construct the notion of climate change not being caused by the US, which is validated
· by blaming China (article 14: “now the world’s largest emitter of carbon” has to “get on board”, because “without China’s participation, any climate policy, along with the associated revenue, may be a political non-starter”), which is emphasized through declarative clauses with overdone adjectives and so increases the credibility of China causing climate change,
· by blaming Russia (article 4: “Russia planted its flag in the North Pole’s ocean floor two years ago”), which is emphasized by the flag-metaphor, contributing to the visualisation of Russia causing climate change, and by a high level of transitivity, as though Russia actively causes climate change,
· by blaming other countries (article 4: “other northern nations find themselves under mounting pressure to lay claim to huge swaths of the seabed”), which is emphasized through passiveness, as though the northern nations can’t help claiming and thereby harming the climate, which validates the view that other countries cause climate change and distract you from the US’ share in causing climate change.
Effects
Although most articles immediately turn to the solutions of climate change, some report on the effects as well. First of all, there is the conception of climate change having severe natural consequences
· which is constructed by pointing out the possible, by now kind of obvious and familiar sounding, standard, stereotype natural results of climate change, and connecting these to exaggerated adjectives such as “widespread”, “overwhelming”, “immediacy”, “menace”, “threats” and “collapse”. 
· Moreover, the metaphor “tipping points” implies a threshold in which change suddenly becomes unstoppable, which is an effort to stir public concern. The ideological dilemma “if we do not change course, we’ll hand our children a situation that is out of their control” intensifies this, meaning we should take into account the next generation, instead of being selfish. And finally, the alarming tone, the active voice, the declarative mood and the lack of modulation of truth claims all contribute to the construction of climate change having severe natural consequences (article 1). 
· Furthermore, by referring to tangible victims of climate change, such as Bangladesh, which is emphasized by excessive phrases such as “desperate delta folk”, “one of the world’s most vulnerable countries”, “concern that a swelling sea will soon swallow parts of Bangladesh” and “a nation that many see as indefensible to the ravages of human-induced climate change” and by talking intransitively, as though climate change is something which simply befalls on Bangladesh, for it is “among the nations most susceptible to climate change, already prone to cyclones, it could be hit by more frequent and intense storms, seawater is creeping into the agricultural land, its long coast is exposed to the hungry sea” (article 10), and such as polar bears near the arctic, which is emphasized by the continuous repetition of the term polar bears, which at some point makes you feel the fluffy animals, and linking this term to a tone of defenceless-ness, which at some point makes you feel for the fluffy animals (article 11). 
· Moreover, by referring to the Environmental Protection Agency and Dork Sahagian, professor of earth and environmental science and director of the Environmental Initiative in Bethlehem, the view of climate change affecting water quality and, naturally, nature, is scientifically confirmed and becomes convincing (article 20).

However, as much as the articles report on the natural consequences of climate change, the articles also regularly report on the economical consequences of climate change. 
· First of all, by comparing climate change to the economical crisis, which is emphasized through a couple of typical metaphors, such as “The Market” versus “Mother Nature”, “red numbers on the Dow” versus “Mother Nature doesn’t have a Dow” and “401(k) collapsing” versus “sea level rising”, and by subsequently stating that climate change is caused by the economical crisis and the other way around, the idea of climate change having economical consequences is connotatively constructed (article 2). 
· Besides, by repeatedly urging on the inconvenience of climate change in mere economical terms (article 2: “hey, Mother Nature, we’re having a credit crisis, could you take a couple of years off?”, article 7: “businesses fear that the finding will impose complex and costly rules” and article 21: many power plants “complain” that they are “forced” to pay for the allowances and Paterson “argues” that the number of free allowances is “not enough”), which is emphasized through citing the US Chamber of Commerce, coal industry groups and other economically concerned parties, in a passive and negative tone, as though they are the victims of climate change, climate change becomes an economical issue, instead of a mere environmental issue.

Solutions

Although most articles seem to agree on climate change being an issue in the first place, though sometimes somewhat overrated, commonly caused by greenhouse gases, though not by the US, and affecting nature, but the economy as well, it turns out there is considerable controversy after all. Controversy over the solutions to climate change, that is. When it comes to structure, the remarkable fact that almost all articles take climate change, caused by CO2 and having severe natural and economical consequences for granted, and almost immediately and mainly focus on solutions, implicates these are considered most interesting, most significant, most worthy of writing about. The offered solutions can be broadly divided into four repertoires. 

1. First of all, there is the view that climate change is a problem, which will finally really be solved. 
· This view is validated through the constant comparison between Obama and his predecessors (article 3: “longstanding issues that have blocked the development of an international climate treaty”, “the talks organized by the Bush administration were criticized as an effort to circumvent global climate negotiations” and “the US refused to ratify an earlier international agreement, the Kyoto Protocol”, article 8: Bush “supported terrorists and had nuclear ambitions”, article 14: Clinton’s policy was more “symbolic than real” and Bush “never made finding an alternative approach to climate change a major priority” and article 18: “Mr. Bush was often accused of trying to shade or even suppress the finding of government scientists on climate change”), which particularly portray Bush as the evil, sly, calculating character in the story, and repeatedly refer to the term “intended”, as though Bush indeed “intended” to solve climate change, but never really did. 

· By subsequently describing Obama in phrases of hope, positivity and activity (article 3: “expect the Obama administration to be more productive” and “I think this administration is truly committed to finding a solution for everybody”, article 7: “the first step in a new approach to climate change” and “this finding will officially end the era of denial on global warming”, article 14: Obama’s budget makes “clear” he “really” wants to “address the problem of global climate change”, a “commitment” that stands in “stark contrast to policy during the previous two administrations” and article 18: Obama “delighted” many scientists by “formally announcing” that he was “overtuning” Bush’ “limits”, which was “another in long string of rebukes by Mr. Obama towards his predecessor”), which emphasize the shortcomings of the previous presidents, which contain a tone of pessimism towards the “bad before”, and optimism towards the “happy ever after”, and which consciously construct Obama as a hero (article 18: “the line “we make scientific decisions based on facts, not ideology” drew more applause than any other”), Obama becomes the symbol of the solution to the climate.
2. And although the articles repeatedly refer to the “global treaty” to be signed in Copenhagen in December (article 3, as well as article 7), to the delight of China and India’s participation in the “international climate treaty” (article 7) and to phrases such as “negotiations for a new global treaty are under way” (article 3), “America can’t afford to ignore friends” (article 8), “the thing we need to do is look to the global community to seriously address and mitigate climate change” (article 11) and “I have never been part of something like this where the power of an idea has grabbed so many people so quickly” (article 15), as though climate change should be solved together, jointly and globally, above all, climate change should be solved on the US’ initiative. The blame does not lie with the US. 
· But the solution does, as the following phrases emphasize: “As citizens of a shared earth, we also have a stake in the greater good that can come from exploring the depths of the fastest warming part of the planet. American leadership on a polar park would send a clear message that we are attuned to the climate crisis.” 
The terms “citizens”, “American leadership” and the repetition of “we” connotatively construct an optimistic, almost idealistic and patriotic image of climate change which can and should be solved by the US. 
· Phrases such as “it sends bad signals to other states, which for years have looked to New York for leadership - not backsliding - on climate change” (article 22) and “the governor’s move sends the wrong message” (article 23) connotatively construct the ideological dilemma of the US having an example function.
3. Furthermore, the articles argue that if climate change is solved, it should be solved economically. 
· By first constructing climate change as an economical issue, instead of a mere environmental issue, which is emphasized through typical economical terms such as “cost”, “consumers”, “higher energy prices”, “revenues”, “tax increases” (article 14), “financing”, “government support” and “loan programs” (article 15) and trough the phrases “with 350 days of sun, the city is making a calculation that has nothing to do with saving the Earth”, “renewable energy is important here as an economic choice” and “we can use the money we’ve saved to race new toys”, which literally lay out this thought (article 15) and the phrases “concern with water quality still drives the job market” and “salaries for hydrologists range from an entry level of about $35.000 to well into six figures”, which connotatively construct the meaning of climate change, that is, a highly economical issue, the view that climate change is an economical problem in need of an economical solution is validated. 
· Subsequently, by repeatedly referring to the cap and trade-pact, which is an economical measure, in which “ten states, from Maryland to Maine, agreed to cap the emissions from hundreds of power plants to make them pay for polluting” (article 21), by portraying Patterson, who decided to reopen the rules reducing greenhouse gas emissions, as someone “whose list of friends in the political world seems to be growing shorter by the week” (article 22), by using strong, emotional statements from Paterson’s opponents, such as “his decision infuriated environmental groups”, “environmentalists are perplexed”, “we’re extremely troubled by this development” and “I have trouble even fathoming what played out”, and distant, businesslike claims linked to Paterson’s party, such as “Paterson appeared to overrule”, “Paterson does not plan to withdraw”, “it’s a responsible decision to reopen it” and “my personal views don’t really matter” (article 23) construct a contrast in which Paterson’s decision is “the bad”, and more importantly, the original cap and trade-pact is “the good”, for it “discourages pollution”, raises money for “clean energy investments” and is “more important to environmentalists than any other program” (article 22). 
· Another manner to validate economical measures is to zoom in on companies that are actually already doing so, such as EBay, which has set up a “Green Team” that works on making the company environmentally friendly (article 24) and Fox, which announces that “24” is going green to become the first “carbon neutral” television series (article 25), by subsequently setting out an extensive summary of concrete examples, such as “it has hired consultants to measure the carbon-dioxide output from the production”, “started using 20 percent bio diesel fuel in trucks and generators”, “installed motion monitors in bathrooms and kitchens to make the lights more efficient” and “paid the higher fees that help California utilities buy wind and solar power” (article 25) and by lastly linking these economical efforts to experts, such as Andre de Fontaine, a fellow at the Pew Center on Global Climate Change who helps businesses create programs addressing global warming, who says that eBay “deserves credit” for the way it is “trying to solve climate change” (article 24), Joel Makower, executive editor of GreenBiz.com, which advises businesses and evaluates the effectiveness of environmental measures, who said he was “impressed”, that “these are not just feel-good measures” and that “they did their homework” (article 25) and Alan Marks, senior vice president for global communications at eBay, who says that “we think we have a leadership role to play both in the industry and the broader world, we think we have the ability to help start conversations” and that eBay “commits to promoting sustainable consumption conversations” (article 25), which not only constructs companies being on the right track, but also validates the view of companies having an example function in solving climate change economically. 
· Moreover, the proposal of five policies of a “climate bailout”, which, again, all have to do with economics (emphasized by the use of exact numbers, years and amounts of money) and which, most importantly, “pay long-term dividends” to the economy, denotatively construct the climate as an economical issue, in need of an economical solution (article 2).

· That is why some articles argue that some solutions to climate change seem to be mere marketing tools. The sceptical, metaphorical phrase that “over the last couple of years, protecting the environment has become as American as apple pie and Derek Jetter” makes you wonder whether companies want to be green for the sake of saving the climate, or for the sake of saving themselves (article 24). And finally, the critical comment that the cap and trade-pact is a “secret process with an industry that has donated tens of thousands of dollars to Paterson’s campaign coffers” implicates that the whole climate change issue is part of a political and economical lobby (article 23).
4. And finally, there is the view that climate change is a problem, which can be solved by the people. 
· This view is validated through declarative phrases, such as “it’s not enough to say no to things anymore”, “we have to say yes to the right thing”, “we have to accept our responsibility that something that we have been advocating for decades is about to happen”(article 6) and “we’re not where we were, but we’re not where we want to be” (article 17), which repeatedly refer to the terms “we” and “have”, as though “we”, the people, together “have” to, are obliged to solve climate change, and contain an idealistic image, which appeals to the sentiment and so stimulates people to take action.

· Furthermore, by quoting a little Italian blonde boy who takes the piedibus and says “I get to see my friends and we feel special because we know it’s good for the environment”, the article sweetly, smartly and skilfully suggests the ideological dilemma een beter milieu begint bij jezelf (article 5). 
· Moreover, the introduction of the expert Roger L. Mackett, a professor at the Center for Transport Studies at University College in London, who says that there is growing evidence that children whose parents drive a lot will become car-dependent adults, validates the view that climate change should be solved by the people, due to the ideological dilemma that we have to take care of and set an example for the future generation (article 5). 
· The reoccurring concrete, considerable examples of how people can compete with climate change, such as “Cosmopolitan’s list “Sexy Ways to Go Green”, including showering with your boyfriend, using all-natural lubricants and lounging naked on summer days instead of using air-conditioning”, “Good Housekeeping’s contribution - Recycling Made Simple - which suggests that women lose interest in sex in two decades, and gain an interest in separating their recyclables” (article 24) and particularly Michelle Obama’s suggestion of “you can begin in your own cupboard, by eliminating processed food, trying to cook a meal a little more often, trying to incorporate more fruits and vegetables” (article 5) popularize the view that you can deal with climate change yourself. Again, een beter milieu begint bij jezelf. 
· And finally, stimulating sentences such as “the stars of “24” will encourage viewers to take steps themselves” and “if we can do it, anyone can” (article 25) validate the view that climate change can be solved by the people.

4.2 US Public Discourse on Climate Change: Berkeley University

Now that I know what the US media discourse on climate change looks like, I would like to know how the US public discourse on climate change is constructed. And so I have analysed the interview with the Berkeley University students, dividing their views into definitions, causes, effects and solutions of climate change, and looking at structure and lexicon to validate these views.

Definition

When it comes to structure, the remarkable fact that when the respondents are asked to define climate change, they immediately turn to possible causes and solutions, implicates that they already take climate change as an issue for granted. No discussion needed. Furthermore, the comments “I think the big question right now is: are we as humans adding to the pace of change? Are we speeding it up or is it gonna happen anyway? And if we are speeding it up, how much are we effecting climate change?” and “I think everyone agrees that the natural resources, like oil and steel or whatever, are diminishing, and that all of it will be gone in twenty years or so. Everyone agrees on that. I think the question is whether we can or cannot do anything about it”, implicate that we are passed the question whether climate change is an issue at all.

It just is. 

Nevertheless, the overall, typical structure of the text emphasizes the idea of a debate, with George, Sam and Paul speaking on alternating turns. The respondents underline the controversy of climate change, by using phrases such as “it’s really debatable”, “it’s kind of difficult to create your own opinion, because there is so much going on with what everyone is telling you”, “you read it’s gonna be hot, and then you read that maybe this warm gulf stream that is causing climate change is going to change, so no, it’s getting cooler again” and “you really have to put your mind to it, to come to the right conclusions”, by emphasizing that their opinions are based on a controversial subject, through terms such as “for me”, “I think”, “in my view”, “in my opinion” and “personally”, by pointing out contradictory parties through phrases such as “everyone in the world”, “a lot of people are now concerned” and “a lot of people argue against this”, but also by using more subtle, invalidating terms, such as “but”, “while” and “nevertheless”. 

So there is also the view of climate change as a subject of uncertainty, which is validated through the overall tone of the interview.

· The respondents bear out doubt, by continuously asking questions back (for instance, when asked to define climate change), such as “are we speeding up the pace of climate change or is it gonna happen anyway?”, “can we do something about it?”, “or is it just a cycle which we cannot do anything about?”, “how about you guys?” and “so then, what is it?”. 
· Furthermore, the continuous repetition of the phrase “I don’t know” also emphasizes the uncertainty of climate change (the average temperature was something, like, I don’t know, 20 or 30 degrees Celsius”, “I don’t know, because all the news is on the economy right now”, “I don’t know, the weather in Berkeley doesn’t really follow the seasons”, “I don’t know, make it as crazy as you like” and “I don’t know actually”). 
· Besides, the continuous repetition of the filler “I think” also amplifies a sense of uncertainty. In an interview of a little over half an hour, the respondents said “I think” 32 times, which is about once every minute. That’s a lot. 
· And finally, a phrase such as “I’m just pulling it of the top of my head” indicates that the respondents are already making excuses for not being certain on climate change. They don’t know “because all the news is on the economy right now, they don’t talk about climate change too much”.
But except for climate change being an issue, though controversial and uncertain, there appears to be a verbal repertoire in which climate change becomes part of a conspiracy theory. This view is validated
· by accusing the media of “trying to create a vision that it’s our fault, that everything, all the problems, we can fix it”, by introducing the thought that climate change is “just a commercial thing for businesses to make money”, “a problem that is there, but that is not so much there…”
· by metaphorically referring to these businesses as the “green mafia” (mafia is a loose association of criminal groups that share a common organizational structure and code of conduct), as though climate change is a delusion, a conspiracy,

· the continuous repetition of “they”, “they’re creating” and “they’re saying”, the introduction of some terrifying images such as “the Netherlands will flood” and “the whole of Europe will be gone”,

· the literally down to earth, cool comment “but when you’re here, sitting on the grass in the sun, you don’t feel like that, do you?” emphasize the thought of us being framed, as though we are weak, blind, paralyzed robots being controlled by this higher, criminal, money minded power.
Causes

First of all, there is the conception of climate change being part of a natural cycle
· which is constructed through a couple of comments, in which climate change is denotatively defined as a cycle, such as “climate change is a cycle that has been happening for maybe tens or hundreds or thousands of years” and “I view it as a greater cycle in the earth’s natural history”, but also through the repeatedly mentioning of the actual word “cycle”.
·  Furthermore, in terms of intransitivity, by calling climate change a cycle that “has been happening”, as though it is not caused by something or someone, but happens on itself, by arguing that “it has been happening for tens or hundreds or thousands of years”, “we’ve had ice ages before”, “before that, in the age of dinosaurs, it was really hot” and “in the big cycle a hundred years is nothing”, and by using the specific phrases “thousands of years”, “long before” and “the long run” the respondents construct a sense of overwhelming grandiosity and almightiness. Climate change is out of our hands. It is part of a higher power, a natural cycle. 
· And finally, by invalidating the arguments against this view (“In my opinion humans have a minimal impact” and “I think, yes, we are speeding it up, but I think that in the long run it doesn’t matter that much by how much we speed it up”) and confidently positioning oneself (“I’m a big cycle guy” and “us cycle fans”) this view on the climate becomes convincing.

However, even though climate change is considered to be part of natural cycle, by continuously, strongly stressing that “we are speeding up the pace of climate change”, “the CO2 emissions are definitely pacing up global warming”, “we’re helping the cycle”, “we are speeding it up” and “we are adding to the pace of change”, by talking of “industrializing”, “carbon emission have gone up” and “exploiting all the resources the earth offers us” (which are all human inductions) and by repeatedly talking of “we”, “us”, “humans” and the “human race” the idea that climate change is a human-induced problem is connotatively constructed.

Despite this, the respondents provide a pair of perspectives which perfectly prove that the US is not guilty of causing climate change. 
· First of all, by using strong statements with pressing words such as “right now, the focus is on developing countries, like China” and “China has a very big impact” and by subsequently stating that “because right now, I’m taking this course on the Chinese economy”, the view of China causing climate change becomes convincing, for it is based on an actual, academic research. On the other hand, by continuing on how “China is trying to develop from a developing nation into a developed nation”, an example in which climate change is seen from China’s perspective (emphasized by phrases such as “all you Western nations”, “you’ve already industrialized”, “we’re just trying to catch up” and “we can’t do anything to stop it”), China’s industrialization is described as a natural, logical phenomenon (emphasized by phrases such as “part of the process” and “the same thing we have done in the past”) and developing countries are excused through the phrase “industrialized countries can’t really blame the developing countries right now”. 
All in all, these sentences, this tone and this specific example validate the ideological dilemma that you “can’t blame” anyone for causing climate change, for this behavior is historically determined and therefore justified. In brief, climate change is inevitable. 
· Second of all, this idea of climate change is constructed through the example of how “poor countries burn their woods”. It confirms the view of climate change being inevitable through the common sense arguments that “they’re poor and that’s why they burn their woods”, “they have no other option” and “because every country wants to be big and wealthy”. Finally, phrases such as “I think that because of the many people that live here, the US has to” and “well, we’re not able to, because it will affect the country” explains away the US’ share in causing climate change, as though it can’t help itself, as though they are excused for causing climate change, for climate change is simply inevitable. 
· A final excuse for the US would be the structure of its society. Arguments such as “the bigger social problem is the way America’s suburbs are structured”, “everyone has to drive around and every family has two or three cars” and “there’s no public transport, you have to drive everywhere”, contain a sense of a higher power (which is emphasized by the term “bigger social problem”), and so a sense of powerlessness (which is emphasized by the stress on “has”). Furthermore, the merely economical, and therefore logical line of thought “gasoline prices are cheaper here than in Asia or Europe, so they just spend more on gas” and the common sense, stereotype supporting argument “and Americans like to drive big cars too” justify and therefore validate the view that climate change is caused and excused by the social structure of the US society.
Effects

When it comes to effects, the dominating verbal repertoire views climate change as a problem, with severe natural consequences
· which is constructed through the continuous repetition of some standard terms that are typically referred to when talking of the severe natural consequences of climate change, such as melting ice caps (“the ice caps will melt” and “definitely, the polar ice cap melting issue is a really big topic”), sea level rising (“the sea level is gonna rise”, “the sea level rising is pretty bad” and “there will be floods”) and storms (“the storms and the sea level rising are the biggest issues there are” and “off course, climate change leads to more and bigger storms”). 
· Moreover, the remarkable fact that when the respondents discuss climate change, they automatically, interchangeably use the term “global warming” (“pacing global warming”, “if we’re talking about global warming” and “the disasters of global warming”), implicates that climate change is principally linked to natural consequences, instead of for instance economical or social effects. 
· Subsequently, by connecting these natural consequences to intense, excessive, frightening phrases such as “we are destroying the earth”, “the earth will eventually break down”, “eventually, the whole of Europe will be gone”, “there will be big problems, there will be floods, there will be bigger storms, there will be diseases, because of the disasters of the global warming” and “there are definitely people out there that are genuinely concerned, they really believe it’s gonna happen” the sense of severity is strengthened. 
· And also by mentioning exact periods of time (“melting of the ice caps in the next ten years”, “the Netherlands will flood in ten years” and “swim in my backyard in a few years”), by strongly stressing that we need to think about “where we’re heading the next generation”, by mentioning that “when the next generation grows up, will they see the sea flooding their homes” (twice!) and by mentioning that “if the sea level is gonna rise, the entire world will suffer”, especially Bangladesh (which, although casually, is mentioned repeatedly), but closer to home, the big cities in the Western world as well (“because, whether it’s in Asia, North America or Europe, most of the world’s biggest cities are close to the coast line” and “Manhatten is a rock, right? No, it’s not that high. It’s still gonna be flooded”) the idea of climate change as genuinely having severe natural consequences becomes even more convincing. 
· And finally, by referring to what they have heard and seen in the media (“I saw it in some movie, they created a vision of the earth, and they created the melting of the ice caps in the next ten years”, “in that movie he made it perfectly clear what will happen”, “there’s also the 11th Hour with the same sort of message” and “have you guys seen the documentary by All Gore, An Inconvenient Truth? he shows a pretty gloomy picture”) the respondents make their argument even more valid.
However, these same media are the subject of another effect, for the respondents repeatedly render the repertoire of climate change being a problem, which is not correctly reproduced by the media. 
· By accusing the media of being part of a conspiracy (which is emphasized through suspicious sentences such as “they try”, “they say” and “they create”, which are linked to typical terms such as “attention”, “a vision” and “a problem that is there, but is not so much there”) the assumption that the media do not correctly reproduce climate change is defended. Furthermore, when asked whether the media clarify or confuse the image climate change, the answer is “it’s both”, for “it depends on the media source”. This dubious image of the media implicates that they are not a clarifying, correctly reproducing mechanism.

· The argument “I read the BBC website, which has some really interesting articles that presents maybe both sides. 
But there are some really conservative newspapers or channels here in the US, sometimes it’s really politically oriented and they just say that climate change has a minimal impact on how we live or whatever”, literally lays out this view on climate change, exactly because it contains so much hesitation (which the terms “maybe”, “sometimes” and “whatever” verify) and so much influential factors (which the terms “conservative” and “politically oriented” indicate). 
· Ultimately, the critical comment “I also think that the bigger issue, at large, there are normal people just walking around that don’t have that much of an interest in climate change. They are like, it’s not gonna effect me, maybe my grandkids, but I’ll be dead by then” implies the ideological dilemma that climate change does not grab the media attention, because it is not about the presence, but more about the future. And so climate change is not correctly reproduced by the media.
Solutions

Although climate change turns out to be a subject of uncertainty, the solutions sure aren’t uncertain. Because although the media are currently incorrect on climate change, the media might as well solve climate change. 
· By stressing the importance of the media (“the media are pretty important”), 
· by stating that the media attention on climate change should be increased (by critically commenting on the current situation in terms of “not on a daily basis”, “sometimes there’s something on the news about global warming, but not every day” and “there’s simply too little attention for climate change” and by fiercely arguing that the exact opposite should happen, perhaps even “exaggerate” climate change to “get the people’s attention”, for “especially” in the US people have “really short attention spans” and they “won’t be aware” of climate change until it’s “big enough” on the “covers of newspapers”, which is a “good attention grabber” to make them “stop” and think about where we’re “heading the next generation”), 
· by providing proof that it works (“after the movie you walk outside and you start paying attention to it”) 
· and by finally providing an actual, tangible example of how the media attention on climate change could be increased (“there should be a channel”, “some channel that pays constant attention to climate change and to these debates” and “the CNN climate change channel to constantly create awareness”).

Furthermore, there is the verbal repertoire of climate change as a problem, which should be solved by the world leaders 

· which is constructed through the continuous repetition of the term “leaders” (“I think the leaders of those countries, and especially to polluting countries, they should unite”, “the world leaders from America, Europe, Russia and so on, somehow they must regulate the price of wood” and “I think it would be nice, now that we have this economical crisis, that the leaders of the world would gather together”) and terms that are generally associated with leadership, such as “ruler” (“as a world ruler they should make the first, big step to actually make a change”), “power” (“but the government, they have the power”) and “responsibility” (“I think the polluting countries should take responsibility and take action”). 
· Furthermore, when turning to solutions, the respondents randomly refer to the G20, which is an economic forum consisting of 19 of the world’s largest economies, plus the European Union, the respondents repeatedly argue that the world leaders should enjoin (“they should unite” and “the leaders of the world should gather together”) and the respondents make the common sense comments that “the polluting countries should take responsibility and take action”, “the US always claims to be a world ruler, so as a world ruler they should make the first, big step to actually make a change” and “the government, they have the power, and so they have to obligate the people to have certain lifestyles”, meaning that those who claim and are considered to be the leaders should solve climate change. 

Such as the US. 
· By referring to the common case of the Kyoto Protocol (“yeah, a good first step would be signing Kyoto”), by referring to the complaining current economical situation (“and now is the moment, with General Motors and Chrysler being bankrupt and all”) and by linking these typical US terms and situations to a sense of hope and opportunity, the respondents validate their view on climate change, being solved by the US. 
· Besides, the continuous repetition of “we” brings about a perception of patriotism, as though “we”, the US, will solve climate change. Moreover, the arguments “the US has to”, “we just have to see the light” and “the US always claims to be a world ruler, so as a world ruler they should make the first, big step to actually make a change” (which contain a lot of “should”, “have” and “has”), not only create of a view of climate change, which will be solved by the US, but also an urgent, pressing view of climate change, which simply should be solved by the US. 
By Obama, to be exact. 
· This idea of climate change is constructed through the repeating reference to Obama (“right now Obama is talking about, to jumpstart the economy by investing in infrastructure, so I think that would be a really good opportunity to invest in more energy efficient infrastructure”, “with Obama and all, now there’s a real chance” and “Obama is gonna do good, I’m sure”), linking his name to terms of convincement, such as “really good”, “real chance” and “I’m sure”, to a typical tone of hope and to his famous motto “yes we can!”. Yes we can, solve climate change. 
· Furthermore, the reoccurring phrases “now is the moment” and “now is a good time” implicate Obama has come to the rescue. He has come to solve climate change. The phrase “Obama is gonna do good” literally lays out this thought.

But above all, the verbal repertoire of climate change as an economical issue, that therefore asks for an economical approach, seems to be dominant throughout the entire interview. 
· First of all, when asked to define climate change, the respondents start with the standard stand of climate change being a natural, yet partially human induced problem, with severe natural consequences. However, the respondents almost immediately start wondering whether climate change might be “just a commercial thing for businesses to make money”, thereby linking climate change to economics, something which continues and therefore dominates throughout the entire interview. 
· Besides structure, by continuously repeating typical economical terms, such as “money” (which reoccurs eight times), “economy” (which reoccurs seven times) and “price” (which reoccurs six times) the entire interview oozes out the conception of climate change being an economical issue, instead of a mere environmental issue. 
· Moreover, the reoccurring argument that lobbying, which is the practice of influencing decisions made by the government, sometimes stands in the way of the solution to climate change (“America contributes to big businesses, and so big businesses’ interests, like oil companies, which spend a lot of money on lobbying the government to pass laws that favor them, or to not pass laws that are bad for them”, “the big companies are trying to push it down through lobbying and everything”, “the money these projects (hybrid or electric cars) need to accomplish their goals, they try to hold it back by paying a lot of money, indeed, they break and change the laws” and “I think the lobby power is too big”), 
· the reoccurring common sense reasoning that at the end of the day, money is all that matters (“I just feel like Americans want to be good at what they’re good at, and so they don’t care about climate change, because how’s that gonna help me?”, “how am I gonna profit from that?”, “the other option is to just not do it, but that’s not possible, because every country wants to be big and wealthy” and “everyone is always greedy on their own money and so people will change”) 
· and the reoccurring defensive phrases “my political view is liberal” and “I’m a liberal as well, a fan of the free market”, validate the view that everything can and will always be reduced to mere economical interests. Which counts for climate change as well. Just like everything else, climate change is an economical issue, which exists (“just a commercial thing for businesses to make money”) and (literally) extinguishes in economy. 
· Because, although the preliminary phrases point out otherwise, the key to come to grips with climate change appears to be in economy as well. By stating that “all the news is on the economy right now”, but that the current economical situation could actually be a chance to solve climate change (“I think it would be nice, now that we have this economical crisis, that the leaders of the world would gather together, in their G20 or whatever, and decide that, come on, we now have this other crisis, so when we invest, just invest in sustainable cars or whatever”, “right now Obama is talking about to jumpstart the economy by investing in infrastructure, which would be a really good opportunity to invest in more energy efficient infrastructure, like solar or renewable sources of energy” and “now is the moment, with General Motors and Chrysler being bankrupt and all, you see, the government puts money in it… but they have to say, we help you, but you have to make smaller cars or cars that are less polluting”), 
· by repeatedly providing ideas on how to solve climate change in an economical way (“the government has to obligate the people to have certain lifestyles, like if you don’t take your bicycle out tomorrow, you get a fine”, “or somehow the world leaders from America, Europe, Russia and so on, they must regulate the price of wood, the market price should go up, it’s so stupid to burn it, because it’s very valuable”, “the same goes for the price of oil and so on, it has to go up”, “the prices of oil and wood should rise” and “or again, make the price of wood higher, because I want to buy a bush”), 
· by providing perspectives on how to even profit from climate change (“Swim in my backyard in a few years? Yeah, we should invest… in the shipping industry…”) 
· and by providing an actual, tangible example of a company that profited from climate change (“I don’t think there are countries that benefit, but I do think there will be companies that benefit enormously from climate change, just think about the Toyota Prius, for example”) climate change becomes an issue which exists and extinguishes in economy. Because, on the one hand climate change still exists due to economical interests, rather than environmental interests. But on the other hand, these same economical interests might be the key to the solution of climate change. 

4.3 Influenced Influence: US Media Discourse Compared to US Public Discourse

By analysing both The New York Times articles and the Berkeley University interview, I now know what the US media discourse and the US public discourse on climate change look like. By subsequently comparing these discourses, that is 
the articles’ views on climate change and the respondents’ views on climate change and how they are validated through structure and lexicon, I can conclude whether the US media discourse is an in influenced influence of the US public discourse and the other way around.
Both the New York Times articles and Berkeley University students immediately turn to the solutions of climate change, which implicates they accept climate change as an issue, in need of a solution. However, both the media and the public emphasize the controversy of climate change. Though not deliberately denoting the term “conspiracy”, the media make use of down to earth (what’s in a name) comments, criticize climate change to be “a hyper-ventilation”, “an excuse to invest money”, “a mechanism to impose ideology” and “a mechanism to control society”, and so connotatively construct a sense of conspiracy after all. This controversy concerning climate change subsequently filters through the public discourse as well, for the respondents repeatedly, literally say that they “don’t know”, “it’s really debatable” and “in my view”, which implicates that their opinions are based on a controversial subject, they repeatedly refer to “they”, “they’re saying” and “they’re creating” and make the exact same statement of climate change being “an excuse to invest money”, which contribute to the connotation of climate change as a subject of controversy. 
Almost all articles repeatedly, randomly refer to the term “CO2”, linking it to the severe consequences of climate change, as well as to the solution of climate change, that is, reducing CO2 emissions, which all in all, contributes to the construction of CO2’s connotative meaning: the cause of climate change. At the same time, the term “human-induced climate change” denotatively constructs climate change caused by human beings. Moreover, some of the articles construct the notion of climate change not being caused by the US, above all, by blaming China, which is emphasized through declarative clauses with overdone adjectives and a high level of transitivity, as though China, “the world’s largest emitter of CO2”, certainly and actively affects climate change. The public, on the other hand, connects climate change to a natural cycle, which is emphasized through a couple of comments, in which climate change is denotatively defined as a cycle, by repeatedly referring to the term “cycle” and by intransitively calling climate change a cycle that “has been happening”, as though it is not caused by something or someone, but happens on itself. However, by repeatedly dropping the term “pacing up”, by mentioning actual human inductions and by talking in terms of “we”, “us” and the “human race” the idea that climate change is a human-induced problem is connotatively constructed. Despite this, the respondents provide a pair of perspectives which perfectly prove that the US is not guilty of causing climate change. By blaming China, which is emphasized through strong statements with pressing words (“China has a big impact”), by blaming the social structure of society, which is emphasized through the sense of a higher power and so the sense of powerlessness, and by blaming inevitability, which is emphasized through the ideological dilemma that you “can’t blame” anyone for causing climate change, for this behavior is historically determined and therefore justified, the public excuses the US for causing climate change and even distracts you from thinking so in the first place.
Almost all articles argue that climate change has severe natural consequences. By pointing out the possible, by now kind of familiar sounding, standard, stereotype natural results of climate change, and connecting these to exaggerated adjectives, an alarming tone, an active voice, a declarative mood, a lack of modulation of truth claims, and actual, tangible victims, such as Bangladesh, this conception becomes convincing. However, as much as the articles report on the natural consequences of climate change, the articles also regularly report on its economical consequences. By repeatedly referring to climate change in mere economical terms, it connotatively becomes an economical issue, with, hence, economical consequences. Within the public discourse, the dominating verbal repertoire is the one on the natural consequences as well, which is constructed through the continuous repetition of some standard, typical terms as well, by connecting these to intense, excessive, frightening phrases as well and by picturing particular places, such as Bangladesh, as well. By referring to what they have heard and seen in the media, the respondents make their repertoire more valid. 
When it comes to structure, almost all articles immediately and mainly focus on the solutions of climate change, which implicates these are considered most considerable. First of all, there is the view that climate change is a problem, which will finally, really be solved, which is validated through the constant comparison between Bush and Obama, the “bad before” and “happy ever after”. By blaming Bush to be the sly, calculating character in the story and by subsequently describing Obama in phrases of hope, positivity and activity, Obama becomes the symbol of the solution to climate change. Next, the dilemma “as leaders of the world, we have an example function, and so we should solve climate change” and the continuous repetition of “citizens”, “American leadership” and “we” connotatively construct an optimistic, almost idealistic and patriotic image of climate change which can and should be solved by the US. Furthermore, by constructing climate change as an economical issue, instead of a mere environmental issue, which is emphasized through typical economical terms, repeatedly referring to the cap and trade-pact, which is an economical measure and zooming in on companies that are actually already doing so, the view that climate change is an economical problem in need of an economical solution is validated. Finally, the idea that climate change can be solved by the people is constructed through declarative phrases, which repeatedly refer to the terms “we” and “have”, contain reoccurring concrete, considerable examples of how people can compete with climate change and implement idealistic images and the ideological dilemmas that “we have to set an example for the future generation” and that “een beter milieu begint bij jezelf ”. Within the public discourse, one of the dominant verbal repertoires is that climate change should be solved by the world leaders, which is constructed through the continuous repetition of the term “leaders” and terms that are generally associated with leadership, the random reference to the G20, and common sense comments that “the polluting countries should take responsibility and take action” and “those who claim and are considered to be the leaders should solve climate change”. Such as the US. By referring to the common case of the Kyoto Protocol, by continuously repeating the term “we” and by turning to the ideological dilemma that the “US always claims to be a world ruler, so as a world ruler they should make the first, big step to actually make a change” the respondents bring about a perception of patriotism, as though “we”, the US, will solve climate change. Obama to be exact, which is constructed through the repeating reference to Obama, linking his name to terms of convincement, to a typical tone of hope and to his famous motto “yes we can!”. But above all, there is the verbal repertoire of climate change as an economical issue, that therefore asks for an economical approach, which is constructed through structure, immediately linking climate change to economics, which continues and therefore dominates throughout the entire discourse, by continuously repeating typical economical terms, by dropping the ideological dilemma that “at the end of the day, money is all that matters”, by linking climate change to the current economical crisis, providing perspectives on how to solve climate change in an economical way, how to even profit from climate change and by providing an actual, tangible example of company that profited from climate change. And so both the media, as well as the public, construct climate change as an issue which exists and extinguishes in economy. 
4.4 Dutch Media Discourse on Climate Change: De Volkskrant

Now that I know what the US media discourse and US public discourse on climate change looks like, and to what extent they are influenced influences, I would like to know what the Dutch media discourse and Dutch public discourse on climate change looks like, and to what extent they are influenced influences, so that in the end, I can crosswise compare them and conclude to what extent these influenced influences correspond. And so I have analysed 25 articles from De Volkskrant, dividing the views into definitions, causes, effects and solutions of climate change, and looking at structure and lexicon to validate these views.

Definition

When it comes to structure, the remarkable fact that almost all articles immediately turn to the effects and solutions of climate change, implicates that the media take climate change for granted. They already accept climate change as a problem, in need of a solution, which is emphasized by
· intense, excessive phrases such as “wankel klimaat”, “groot probleem”, “klimaat verandert in hoog tempo”, “ieder jaar stijgt de CO2 uitstoot verder”, “ernst van de klimaatcrisis” (article 26), “dreigen” and “ramp” (article 31), 
· the way Wouter van Dieren, initiator of the modern Dutch environmental movement and co-author of “Grenzen aan de Groei”, a report which was presented by the Club of Rome in 1972, refers to Al Gore’s film, which he presumes we have all seen, and makes the common sense statement that therefore “hoef ik u niet te vertellen dat het klimaat onze levenswijze niet langer kan verdragen” (article 47), 
· the actual, literal denotation of “klimaatcrisis” (articles 31, 32 and 34) 
· the way Wijnand Duyvendak, former member of Groen Links and author of “Klimaatactivist in de politiek”, continuously repeats the term “klimaatcrisis” (article 26), validate the verbal repertoire of climate change as a climate crisis. After twenty times coming across “klimaatcrisis” the idea of a critical situation becomes convincing.
Causes

When it comes to structure, the remarkable fact that almost all articles sooner or later, repeatedly or randomly link climate change to CO2, implicates that the media take CO2 as the cause of climate change for granted. They already, quite automatically accept climate change to be caused by CO2. No discussion needed. 
· Statements that “er zijn veel aanwijzingen dat de gevoeligheid van het klimaat voor de steeds hogere concentratie CO2 in de atmosfeer veel groter is dan lang gedacht” and “er blijft meer CO2 in de lucht en het gevolg daarvan is een serieuze temperatuurstijging” directly denote CO2 to be the cause of climate change. 
· Furthermore, the continuous random repetition of the term CO2, its link to the severe consequences of climate change (which I will return to in the next section) and the endless list of technical solutions that are all aimed at reducing CO2 emissions (which I will return to in the next section as well), contribute to the construction of CO2’s connotative meaning: the cause of climate change. 
At the same time, the articles connotatively construct the idea of climate change caused by humans, which is emphasized by
· the nonchalant, natural remark that “pakweg eenvijfde van de kooldioxide die de mens jaarlijks door verbranding van kolen en olie in de atmosfeer brengt, wordt daar vastgelegd in extra hout” (article 28), 
· the way Pieter Hilhorst wonders whether subsidizing the car industry to stimulate the economic crisis, is appropriate with global warming in mind (article 29) 
· the declaration that “de grootste bedreigingen zijn overbevissing, illegale, destructieve vismethoden, watervervuiling en duiktoerisme”, which are all threats brought on by humans

· and the phrase “de stress op het rif is een optelsom van menselijk activiteiten”, which literally lays out this verbal repertoire (article 45).

Effects

Although most articles aim at the solutions of climate change, they relatively frequently report on the effects as well. 
First of all, there is the conception of climate change having severe natural consequences, which is constructed by 

· communicating nature in typically over the top terms such as “aardbeving”, “onderzeese vulkaanuitbarsting”, “tsunami” and “natuurgeweld”, by linking these terms to intense, excessive adjectives such as “zwaar”, “heftig”, “sensationeel” and “kolossaal” (article 36) and to even more alarming arguments such as “dramatische gevolgen”, “overstromingsgevaar”, “toename schade met factor 2 á 3”, “toename aantal slachtoffer met factor 2 á 5” and “verwachte doden” (article 46), which include actual facts, figures and forecasts and are provided by Hans Hartong, expert on “waterbeheer en waterveiligheid”, and therefore convincingly construct the claim that climate change can cause deaths. 
· Moreover, by stating that “Kampen wordt vijf keer zo onveilig als een hoogwater-nevengeul wordt aangelegd” and “bij een dijkdoorbraak zullen er in Kampen-stad 460 tot 530 doden te betreuren zijn”, which include the dawning Dutch dike bursts as the symbol of climate change in the Netherlands, and by stating that the Netherlands used to be known for its good goalies (“Edwin van der Sar”), that this is no longer the case and linking this clause to the cause of climate change (“het keepersprobleem wordt mede veroorzaakt door de klimaatverandering” for “sneeuwballen gooien en vangen is er niet meer bij, met die slappe winters”) (article 37), the consequences of climate change suddenly become a lot closer and more concrete. 

However, although these arguments validate the view that the Netherlands will be affected by climate change, there’s also the view that developing countries will suffer the most from climate change (“in de krottenwijken van Nairobi rukt de malariamug op en maakt duizenden mensen ziek”)

· which is emphasized through terms of passiveness and vulnerability, such as “slachtoffers”, “kwestbaren”, “minst verantwoordelijk” en “hardst getroffen” (article 27). 
· Furthermore, by referring to well-known conflict zones, such as Darfur, Rwanda and New Orleans and connecting these to intense terms such as “intense strijd”, “catastrofale situatie”, “bloedige conflict”, “eindeloze aaneenschakeling van wreedheden”, “aanvallen”, “wraak”, “waanzin”, “gemoord”, “verkracht” and “geplunderd” (article 27), Harald Welzer, a German social-psychologist and the author of “Climate Wars”, constructs an image of climate change causing more than just floods and warmer weather. It causes war, for “klimaatverandering haalt het slechtste in ons boven”. 
· All in all, by sketching a perfect picture of Sabah, Malaysia, with the help of phrases such as “tropisch paradijs”, “rijk marien leven”, “duikwalhalla”, “barst van het leven”, “zo bijzonder” and “grote verscheidenheid”, and subsequently disturbing this perfect picture by suddenly stating that “die biodiversiteit wordt echter wel ernstig bedreigd”, using the metaphor “trouble in paradise”, literally linking this to climate change (“en ook de klimaat-verandering speelt mee”) (article 20) and by creating a disturbing, pitiful picture of actual effects (“zeevogels werden levend verbrand”) (article 36) the overall opinion of climate change leading to disasters is validated.

Solutions

Although most articles seem to agree on the conception of a climate crisis, commonly caused by greenhouse gases and having critical consequences, it turns out there is considerable controversy after all. Controversy over the solutions to climate change, that is. When it comes to structure, the remarkable fact that almost all articles take climate change, its causes and effects for granted, and almost immediately and mainly focus on solutions, implicates these are considered most interesting, most significant, most worthy of writing about. The offered solutions can be broadly divided into four repertoires. 

1. First of all, there is the view that climate change is a problem, which can be solved through technical adjustments. 
· This view is validated through the conspicuous constant re-occurrence of the same long list of possible, although exclusively technical adjustments to solve climate change, which includes “cars that run on electricity, the isolation of houses, the adjustment of production processes, the improved technologies to gain wind energy and solar power, windmill parks at sea, investing in railways and bonuses on car destruction” (article 26, 31 and 42). 
· Besides, declarative phrases such as “de techniek is veelbelovend en kan een belangrijke rol spelen in onze energiewinning in de 21ste eeuw” (article 44) and exhaustive phrases such as “alle experts zijn het erover eens” (article 42) convincingly construct a promising picture of technical adjustments. 
· Moreover, by providing actual examples of these technical theories, such as the one on terra pretta, which undoubtedly declares that “biochar is een panacee die zowel de voedselcrisis als de brandstofcrisis en de klimaatcrisis aanpakt”, which is based on thousands of years of practice (which is emphasized through the phrases “erfenis van pre-Columbiaanse volkeren” and “duizenden jaren lang verrijkten de Indianen”) and on top of that scientific evidence (which is emphasized through a complicated, chemical theory of pyrolyse plus oxygen stores CO2 etcetera) (article 32),
·  and such as the one on algae, which uses strong, symbolic sentences such as “diep in de Achterhoef ligt één van de sleutels naar een duurzame economie”, “de energiebron van de toekomst”, “afval is geen probleem, maar een bron van energie”, “de groene plantjes kunnen tot een revolutie leiden” and “dan heeft afval de waarde die het hoort te hebben: een bron voor energie”, concrete, convincing numbers and objectives such as “algen kunnen 20 procent van de Nederlandse energie behoefte leveren” and “over enkele jaren produceren wij brandstof voor de nieuwste vliegtuigen van Boeing of Airbus”, intensifying phrases such as “stellige overtuiging”, “de potentie is enorm”, “buitengewoon veelzijdig”, “heel eenvoudig” and “groot pluspunt”, romanticized, descriptive phrases “in de andere ruimte pruttelen, druppelen en centrifugeren buisjes algendrab” and “we hebben het recept voor de perfect vliegtuigbrandstof bijna gevonden” and the headline “algen als heilige graal” (article 44), the view that technical adjustments can solve climate change is connotatively constructed. 
· Finally, romanticized phrases such as “een enorme zee van blauw glas op stalen poten”, “levert onder de wolkenhemel van vandaag de energiebehoefte van een klein dorp” and “tienduizenden panelen in het gelid op de glooiende vlakte, als vooruitgeschoven post in de strijd tegen het broeikaseffect” and picture perfect, positive words such as “succes”, “levensvatbaar” and “sterke impuls”, which make the production of sustainable energy feel like a fairytale (article 41), 
· by quoting Harry Hendriks, executive director of Philips Benelux, who repeatedly stresses the significance of sustainability (“duurzaamheid is de belangrijkste bestaansreden van ons bedrijf”, “streven naar duurzaamheid” and “wij willen marktleider zijn op het gebied van duurzaamheid”) and explains some actual examples of Philips’ efforts to be sustainable (such as “minder energieverbruik bij productie”, “minder verpakkingsmateriaal” and “componenten zonder giftige stoffen”) (article 39),
·  and by technically theorizing that electrical cars are cleaner than current cars, and linking this thesis to the Green New Deal (which is generally expected to solve climate change) and phrases such as “verzachten”, “vergaand positieve invloed” and “gedroomde voertuigen van de toekomst” (article 34), the view of electrical cars, and so sustainability, and so technical adjustments, as a promising solution to climate change is connotatively, though carefully constructed.
2. A lot of articles also argue that climate change is a problem, which should be solved on a higher level. 
· Strong, stimulating sentences such as “we mogen deze crisis niet aanpakken op een wijze die de draagkracht van de aarde nog verder op de proef stelt” and “sterker, de besluiten moeten er aan bijdragen dat aan de wereldwijde temperatuurstijging een halt wordt toegeroepen” (article 26), which stress the words “we” and “worldwide”, validate the view that global warming should be solved globally.

· Moreover, by referring to Obama in hopeful phrases such as “positief”, “serieus”, “aanpakken” and “doorbraak”, and by blaming Bush of “klimaatverlamming”, Obama becomes the saver, the one taking the lead in finally, really solving climate change. Besides, by repeatedly referring to the US’ attendance at the Copenhagen conference, the comfortable conception that climate change will surely be solved, now that the US is in as well, is especially emphasized. 
· Furthermore, the same article refers to some big, historical movements, such as the Suffragettes, the battle against apartheid and the battle for equal sexual rights in the sixties, and makes the strong statement “people power”, validating the view that climate change will solely be solved by a powerful mass movement. By a higher power (article 26). 
· Finally, the phrases “het is niet te laat”, “als het kabinet duurzaamheid wil bevorderen”, “de rol van overheid als launching customer” and “door toepassing van energiezuinige technologie stimuleert de overheid het gebruik ervan”, which stimulate a sense of hope and in which the word “overheid” is constantly repeated (article 39), 
· the introduction of quite some parties involved, such as Ken Kassem and Nina Ho, but also Carel Drijver, program leader oceans and shores of the WNF, and Bert Hoeksema, a specialist in marine biodiversity of the natural historic museum Naturalis in Leiden, and the emphasis on their cooperation through terms such as “samen”, “intussen”, “samen met alle belanghebbenden”, “een integraal plan”, “met alle betrokkenen”, “samenwerking staat voorop” and “iedereen samen”, plus the concluding comments that “we willen iedereen in de Koraaldriehoek om de tafel krijgen”, “om een duurzame handelsorganisatie op te zetten” and “dat vergroot het draagvlak voor een duurzame aanpak” (article 45), 
· criticism towards the current situation (which is emphasized by strong statements such as “het grenzeloze vertrouwen volkomen misplaatst gebleken”, “de economie verkeert niet in een recessie, maar in een totale systeemcrisis”, “herhaling van deze klimaatramp en financiële catastrofe” and “tegen de klippen op”) 
· and the promising description of the Green Deal (which is emphasized through an optimistic tone and positive phrases such as “koploper in duurzame energie”, “waanzinnig innovatief”, “bovendien creeër je zo veel nieuwe banen” and “we hebben veel bereikt”), which contains a strong contrast between the old “bad” way and the new “good”, “global”, “Green Deal” way (article 47), all contribute to the conception that climate change should be solved on a higher level.
3. However, and that would be the third repertoire, some articles argue that a fundamental first step is to change people’s mindsets. 
· Ideological dilemmas such as “in ieder mens schuilt een beul”, “wanhoop en het slechtste in de mens komt vanzelf naar boven”, “de neiging geweld en onrecht voor onszelf te vervaardigen” and “de verstoring van het klimaat is in feite een verlengde van een lange, wrede en gewelddadige koloniale traditie” (article 27) validate the view that climate change, as history proves, has to do with people’s nature, instead of just nature. 
· The cynical comment “een paar spaarlampen zullen daar niets aan veranderen” is the ultimate prove of climate change as a psychological problem, instead of a mere environmental issue, which therefore asks for the same sort of solution (article 27). By referring to Obama’s speech of hope on January 26th and WNF’s slogan “de wonderen zijn de wereld nog niet uit”, by linking these to critical comments that “het addertje in het gras zit in de geloofwaardigheid” and “hoop dat het allemaal goed zal komen, kan verlammend werken”, and by subsequently stating that “een meer doorleefd optimisme erkent dat in de toekomst rampen kunnen gebeuren en dat het niet altijd zal lukken om die af te wenden, maar blijft desondanks zoeken naar mogelijkheden om het goede te blijven doen” (article 45), containing a tone of realism, as well as optimism, changing hope to cope with climate change into an entire different way of thinking, becomes a convincing conception. 
· Besides, the arguments that “Greenpeace zegt zich te realiseren dat de energiebesparing van de klok beperkt is, maar het wil er mensen en bedrijven mee prikkelen na te denken over hun energieverbruik” (article 40), “door compleet anders te denken en een aantal bestaande technieken te combineren, kunnen de groene plantjes pas echt tot een revolutie leiden” (article 44), 
· the reference to Richard A. Muller, professor at the University of California and author of “Physics for Future Presidents”, who menions some typical keywords and stereotype images that are often linked to climate change, however not actually understood (such as “kernafval”, “elektrische auto’s”, “Marsreizen”, “welke energiebronnen wel en welke niet duurzaam zijn” and “of de aarde inderdaad ten dode is opgeschreven door de klimaatverandering”), thereby constructing a standard, simplistic picture of the physical characteristics of climate change and claiming that world leaders should, at the very least, understand this (article 33) 
· and the ideological dillema that “hoe meer je weet van een gebied, hoe beter je het kunt beschermen” (article 45), added up all validate the view that in order to solve climate change, people first need to understand, change their minds.
4. Despite the dominant suggestions to solve climate change technically, globally and by changing people’s mindsets, above all, the media emit a tone of uncertainty, of pessimism. As though they are not sure how to solve climate change or whether it will be solved at all. 
· Phrases such as “overheerst de twijfel”, “grofweg te schatten”, “maakt waarschijnlijk niet veel uit” and “twijfelachtig” (article 42), “wij denken dat het kan werken, we weten het alleen nog niet zeker”, the terms “onderzoeksproject” and “demonstratiefabriek” and the continuous repetition of “kan” and “risico” (article 32), suggest a sense of uncertainty. 
· Moreover, although statements such as “probeert te redden”, “iedereen kan het”, “een opsteker”, “de verwachtigen zijn hooggespannen” and “het gebied is veelbelovend” (article 45) construct a sense of (false) hope, the dominant notion is that climate change is not being solved at all, which is emphasized by excessive phrases such as “grote klimaatimpasse”, “we zien geen uitweg”, “negeren de ernst” and “problemen ontkennen” (article 26)
·  and the cynical column, titled “gezeten voor de haard redt Gordon de wereld”, which tells us Britsh Prime Minister Gordon Brown has high flying, perhaps too high flying expectations of solving climate change, which includes metaphorical phrases such as “Gordon Brown begint trekjes te vertonen van Action Man”, “deze geliefde held schuwt geen probleem”, “in zijn jongste avontuur treft hij een schurk die het klimaat wil verwoesten” and “alleen Action Man kan de wereld redden”, critical comments such as “hij versprak zich”, “wie de agenda ziet gaat het al snel duizelen”, “te ambitieus”, “posttraumatische stress zo slaapverwekkend en vol jargon” and “wat had hij eigenlijk gezegd?” and the description of Brown “zittend voor de open haard”, which construct an image of politicians talking big, but when the cards are down, it is a simple matter of keeping up appearances, and nothing will really, truly be done about climate change (article 50). 
· Hilhorst’s long list of large green investment projects that are about to become defective (article 29), linking this list to negative phrases, such as “deprimerend”, “dreigen te sneuvelen”, “ontgroening” (article 29), “het zou een groen crisispakket worden” and “groene pretenties” (article 42), which commonly, connotatively, but convincingly connect the word “groen” to critical comments and therefore appeal to one’s “groene” conscience, and the reference to Mirjam de Rijk, chairman of Stichting Natuur en Milieu, who concludes that “er meer geld wordt uitgetrokken voor plannen die slecht zijn voor het klimaat dan voor plannen die een positief effect hebben” validate the view that nothing is being done to solve climate change. But there is not only pessimism towards politicians. 
· By repeatedly referring to Shell, presenting “de kille cijfers” (Shell invested a 150 billion dollars in the development of alternative energy sources, which is a scant 1% of their total investments, instead of the promised 20%) (article 29), in contrast critically commenting on “het ontbreken van harde cijfers”, “vonden bij Shell de minste”, “onderaan de ranglijst” and “haat het niet bij de gangbare praktijken”, when it comes to CO2 emissions (article 35), 
· by blaming Shell of “ja zeggen en nee doen”, “meestribbelen”, “tot een hoge en irritante kunst verheven”, “gaan de discussie uit de weg”, “misleidend”, “schaamteloosheid”, “hypocriet” (article 26), 
· by speaking from Shell’s perspective in sarcastic sounding sentences such as “volgens bestuurslid Linda Cook ‘worstelt’ windenergie met zijn winstgevendheid” and “Shell wil zich concentreren op biobrandstoffen omdat die meer bij het bedrijf ‘zouden passen’” (article 43), by summoning not to fill up at Shell (article 29) 
· and by critically concluding Shell’s sustainable energy campaign to be  “leuk en aardig” (article 35), the media specifically, sarcastically state that, although it initially promised, in reality Shell is not solving climate change at all, and moreover, they actually, generally connote that companies just don’t care.
· As the matter of fact, although statements such as “biomassa als bron van duurzame energie is bij uitstek een industrie waarin Nederland kan excelleren”, the repetition of promoting phrases such as “in Nederland”, “bij ons”, “we” and the link to synonyms of simplicity, such as “eenvoudig”, “voordeel” and “relatief” (article 44) create an arrogant, but confident image of the Netherlands being the one to solve climate change, the dominant notion is that climate change is not being solved by the Netherlands at all. 
· Statements such as “we zijn te eenzijdig”, “we dreigen achterop te raken”, “andere landen halen ons in, dat is zorgwekkend”, “mag ik u een zorgwekkend plaatje schetsen?” (article 39), which emphasize “we” and “ons” and subsequently stimulate a sense of sorrow, the reference to Germany in the headline as “Duitsland maakt wél gebruik van de zon”, mentioning Spain, France, Italy and about thirty other countries, which implemented Einspeisegesetz as well, and subsequently accusing the Netherlands of “Nederland niet” and “in Nederland weet je niet waar je aan toe bent” (article 41), construct a contrast between the Netherlands and the rest of the world which does indeed intend to solve climate change. 
· Furthermore, phrases such as “het is de fossiele wereld tegen de nieuwe wereld”, “de invloed van het behoudende bedrijfsleven in Nederland is groot”, “het is een machtstrijd”, “het ontbreekt aan politici met moed”, “dat lobbyt fel” and “vindt een gewillig oor”, which construct a sense of conspiracy, in which politicians are afraid to really solve climate change, alarming arguments such as  “klimaatwetenschappers steeds bezorgder”, “zeer verontrustend”, “dramatisch” and “groter dan gedacht”

· combined with phrases that describe the public side, such as “niet doordringen” and “voor velen een lastig te bevatten problem”, which construct climate change as a serious, scientific issue, which doesn’t reach the public debate, and finally, cynical comments such as “Mevr. Pieterse gaat voor een beter klimaat door truien te breien voor al haar kleinkinderen”, “een huiskamerprobleem in plaats van een Tweede Kamerprobleem” (all article 26)
·  and the references to the so called key campaign “Nederland gaat voor een beter klimaat” and subsequently Martijn who sleeps in during his weekend to save three hours of energy (article 30), which critically construct climate change as a problem which cannot be solved individually, all in all, validate the view that climate change cannot and will not be solved.
4.5 Dutch Public Discourse on Climate Change: Erasmus University

Now that I know what the Dutch media discourse on climate change looks like, I would like to know how the Dutch public discourse on climate change is constructed. And so I have analysed the interview with the Erasmus University students, dividing their views into definitions, causes, effects and solutions of climate change, and looking at structure and lexicon to validate these views.

Definition

When it comes to structure, the remarkable fact that when the respondents are asked to define climate change, they immediately turn to the consequences of climate change, instead of arguing whether it is an issue in the first place, indicates that they already take climate change for granted. No discussion needed. 
· The comment “I think we are aware of the situation and the problem we have” literally lays out this thought. 
· Moreover, by immediately mentioning an incessant list of extensive effects, (“hole in the ozone layer”, “gulf stream is gonna stop”, “whole new climate” and “extension of animal species”), by talking in terms of extremity, severity and urgency (“dangerous to lie in the sun”, “UV radiation is dangerous”, “big impact”, “big influence”, “big topic” and “if we don’t start changing things now, it’s gonna be fatal”) and by constantly referring to climate change as a “problem” and even a “crisis”, the verbal repertoire of a climate crisis is literally, deliberately constructed. 
Nevertheless, the overall, typical structure of the text emphasizes the idea of a debate, with Melanie, Bianca and Naomi speaking on alternating turns. The respondents underline the controversy of climate change 
· by repeatedly referring to sources  with specific perspectives on climate change (which is suggested by sentences such as “I’ve heard”, “it’s a theory” and “my sources”), 
· by emphasizing that their opinions are based on a controversial subject, through terms such as “to me”, “I think” and “personally”, 
· by pointing out contradictory parties through phrases such as “they are saying” and “a lot of people”, 
· but also by using more subtle, invalidating phrases, such as “but”, “while” and “nevertheless”. 
· But most importantly, the idea of climate change as a subject of controversy is validated via the final comment of the interview: “So a lot of people might take climate change as a given, while maybe it’s not. All of these different aspects which you can get into with so much detail. It’s really hard.”

And then there is also the view of climate change as a subject of uncertainty
· which is validated through the continuous repetition of the words “I don’t know” (“I don’t know if you say it like that”, “I don’t know, it’s a theory”, “I don’t know, what’s your view?” and “I don’t know, I’m not an expert on it”). 
· The defensive phrase “I’m not an expert on it” is indeed repeated a couple of times, which indicates that the respondents are already making excuses for not being certain on climate change. 
· Besides, the continuous repetition of the filler “I think” also amplifies a sense of uncertainty. In an interview of a little over half an hour, the respondents said “I think” 54 times, which is almost twice every minute. That’s a lot. 
· However, the overall tone of the interview seems less insecure than in the Berkeley interview. The Berkeley students bear out doubt, by continuously asking questions back. The Erasmus students on the other hand, seem to be somewhat more declarative, decisive and secure about their sayings, with less question marks and more exclamation marks.
Causes

First of all, there is the conception of climate change being a natural phenomenon 
· which is constructed through a couple of comments, in which climate change is denotatively defined as a natural phenomenon, such as “it’s a natural cause”, “it’s natural that it will happen again” and “in the past it was a natural cause”. 
· Furthermore, by talking of climate change terms of “it happens”, “it occurs” and “it becomes”, as though it is not caused by something or someone, but happens on itself, by arguing that you have to “look much further”, for “there were more ice ages over the past thousands of years, so I think it’s natural that it will happen again” and by using the specific phrases “a long time ago”, “in the past”, “before” and “a thousand years ago”, the respondents construct a sense of overwhelming grandiosity and almightiness. Climate change is a natural phenomenon. 
· Or at least, “it’s definitely a factor which should be taken into consideration”. However, the Erasmus students are no true “cycle fans”. They rather see the cycle as one of the causes of climate change

The verbal repertoire of climate change being a human-induced problem seems to be dominant throughout the entire interview. 
· First of all, by intensely invalidating the view of climate change as a mere natural phenomenon (“the ice didn’t just melt like that”, “I don’t think that people had such a huge influence on another ice age, like we have now” and “now we are contributing much more, so that it’s not natural anymore”) the idea that humans contribute to climate change is emphasized. 
· Subsequently, the term CO2 continuously casually re-occurs, as though it is taken for granted to be the cause of climate change (“something with huge CO2 emissions” and “it had to do with the CO2 level”). So instead of arguing whether CO2 is a cause of climate change in the first place, it is seen as a natural, sound, sure thing. No discussion needed.
· Furthermore, phrases such as “I think it is a good car, which diminishes the CO2 emission”, “they subsidize car manufactures to make more climate responsible cars”, “initiatives to make CO2 emissions more expensive” and “we invested in coal mines, so instead of taking a proactive approach, we took a step back again” connotatively contribute to the construction of climate change as a human-induced problem, for they argue CO2 emissions should be made more expensive, which implies CO2 emissions are bad, which implies CO2 emissions cause climate change, which implies humans cause climate change. 
· Moreover, by repeatedly talking of “we”, “us” and “people” the idea that climate change is a human-induced problem is indirectly confirmed. And finally, when asked to define climate change, the respondents immediately, literally answer that climate change has to do with “the higher degree of CO2, the pollution in the air”. Enough said.

When asked when climate change started, the respondents answer “it was the industrial revolution that started to have an effect on climate change”. When asked who causes climate change, the respondents answer “the industries in general”. 
· Due to this repetition of the term “industries”, 
· due to the long list of actual, recognizable examples of these industries (“from car manufacturers to Microsoft, from electricity to coal mines, everything” and “most of the companies, like Shell”) 
· and due to the ideological dilemmas “if you want to be profitable, you have to produce and you have to use energy and CO2”, “every company that wants to be profitable has something to do with CO2 emissions”, “if you see them putting that so called sustainable image out there, that they’re trying to do as much as they can, behind the scenes they go for the cheap way” and “at the end of the day that’s any business’ best interest” (which repeatedly refer to the typical economical term “profit”), the critical comment of climate change basically being caused by economical interests becomes convincing.

And then there is also the verbal repertoire that climate change is a problem, caused by some countries more than others 
· which is validated through sentences such as “developed countries mostly outsource to less developed countries”, “developed countries produce more than others”, “developed countries have more industry, so they produce more” and “developed countries use a lot more energy, because their development is obviously far more greater than less developed countries”, 
· in which developed countries are repeatedly called “developed”, 
· in which developed countries are repeatedly linked to exceeding words such as “more” and “greater”, 
· and in which developed countries are active, for they “use”, “produce” and “outsource” to the passive. And so the respondents covertly construct the climate-change-caused-by-some-countries-more-than-others-verbal repertoire.
Especially the US. This thought is literally laid out in the sentence “because the US is one of the major players in CO2 emissions”. In this case the term CO2 emissions is closely linked and almost similar to the term climate change. 
· Besides, by referring to the whole Kyoto Protocol issue in negative phrases such as “they couldn’t stick to it”, 
“they couldn’t do it” and “they didn’t want to”,

· by referring to Bush in negative phrases such as “Bush didn’t want sign the contract” 
· and by linking the US to merely critical, economical comments such as “a large amount of that went to the US”, 
“the US as a country with companies that are so profitable” and “if we were to cut these emissions to the degree that we could stick to the Protocol, it would render not at all profitable, so it would have left the US in a worse state than it actually is” the US is depicted as some evil money-grubber, which causes climate change.
Effects

When it comes to effects, the dominating verbal repertoire views climate change as a problem, with severe natural consequences 
· which is constructed through the continuous repetition of some standard terms that are typically referred to when talking of the severe natural consequences of climate change, such as the hole in the ozone layer (“the hole in the ozone layer above Antarctica” and “the UV rates, which are now getting through the ozone layer”), the disappearance of the gulf stream (“the gulf stream is gonna stop in a few years time”, “the whole gulf stream is gonna stop flowing” and “the stream of the water, the cold water which melts in the North is gonna interfere with the gulf stream, which is gonna die down”), the sea level rising (“with the rising water level, because of the melting North Pole and Antarctica” and “the special projects that are being set up to help with the increase of the water level”) and the increase in temperature (“climate change is the increase in temperature” and “to me, the same words come to mind actually, especially the warming of the earth”). 
· Furthermore, as apposed to the rule, the respondents also refer to the extension of animal species, which is also a severe natural consequence (“because, their whole existence is based on the way of life now, but with the gulf stream, the mating and the fish come in a certain period of time, and when they don’t come other species are unable to eat and that’s the end of their existence”). 
· Moreover, the remarkable fact that when the respondents discuss climate change, they automatically, interchangeably use the term “global warming” (“but global warming, or climate change, to me it’s a big topic” and “they’ve been experiencing global warming for years now”) implicates that climate change is principally linked to natural consequences, instead of for instance economical or social effects.
·  Subsequently, by linking these natural consequences to intense, excessive, frightening phrases such as “the gulf stream is gonna stop”, “there’s gonna be a whole new climate”, “species are gonna die down”, “it will be the end of their existence”, “not only humans, but also animal species will stop to exist”, “land is disappearing”, “coral reefs are dying out”, but also more personally concerning comments such as “it’s getting more dangerous to lie in the sun”, “the UV radiation is very dangerous”, “the UV radiation is only gonna get worse”, “huge weather changes”, “floods, droughts, hurricanes” and “huge hailstones, in the size of tennis balls” (which consist of alarming and therefore appealing words such as “huge”, “major”, “end”, “death” and “dangerous”) the sense of severity is strengthened. 
· And also by mentioning perceptible periods of time (“the gulf stream is gonna stop in a few years time”, “we don’t have a country anymore in a few years”, “you saw the whole climate change within one week” and “in just one day New York turned into another ice age”) 
· and by mentioning specific places, which are close to home (“Europe will again be an ice age” and we have to build dikes “so that Holland can still survive in the next few years”) the idea of climate change as genuinely having severe natural consequences becomes even more convincing. 
· And finally, by referring to what they have heard and seen in the media (“I saw this documentary” and “I saw this movie”) the respondents back up their argument.
Another repertoire, climate change is a problem, which effects some countries more than others, is validated 
· by toning down our own situation (“we observe that today is a nice day, while last year it was bloody hot or cold” and “we can get food anywhere”), and comparing it to relatively worse situations (“in Africa, with their crops, if they have a bad year of harvest they know the consequences, they know it’s another year of no food, no income”). 
· Furthermore, by referring to other, faraway lands like Africa as well as Australia, in disturbing terms such as “so warm”, “too hot”, “too cold”, “problems with the water” and “people will starve to death”, by talking about those countries in the intransitive clause of “are affected”, as though they are weak compared to less effected countries, and by using more subtle, contradictory phrases such as “whereas” and “on the one hand”, the respondents implicitly put the countries that are relatively less affected opposite to the countries that are relatively more affected. 
· Moreover, by referring to a so called expert (“I talked to a person who was an investor in Africa”) this argument becomes more reliable. 
· And finally, the literal lines that “there are different areas in the world which are affected more, like the North Pole and the South Pole, where the ice is melting the most”, “we’re not experiencing it and dealing with the consequences as much as the people in other parts of the world” and “so the effects would be much harsher there” completely construct the idea that climate change affects some countries more than others.
Nevertheless, by repeatedly casually, though alarmingly mentioning the Netherlands as an affected area, through phrases such as “you can also see the impact of climate change a lot in the Netherlands”, “especially being said that the Netherlands is one of the countries which will be affected the most” and “so that Holland can still survive in the next few years”, which contain worrisome words such as “impact”, “a lot”, “the most” and “survive”, and by sketching the scary image of “the Netherlands is one of the areas that has to pay a lot more attention…”, “if we keep up this level, it could happen within twenty years. When we’re alive actually. Seriously. I think it could”, which contains an actual, tangible doom date, the idea that climate change will affect the Netherlands becomes plausible.
Solutions

Although climate change affects the Netherlands, climate change should be solved globally. 
· By making an excuse for the Netherlands, by way of describing it as “such a small country” and linking this description to terms of impossibility, such as “doesn’t”, “we can’t” and “we won’t”, 
· by mentioning a global initiative (Earth Hour) and labelling it as “big” and “we participated”, 
· and when it comes to solutions, by constantly talking in terms of “the government” and “the people”, instead of “we” or “the Netherlands” the respondents implicitly construct an idea of climate change, which should be solved globally. Moreover, the common sense, romanticized, courageous comment “it’s about doing it globally” literally lays out this thought. 
Furthermore, 
· by painting a picture of a “bad before”, which is emphasized by past tenses and negative terms, such as “they couldn’t stick to it”, “they couldn’t do it” and “didn’t want sign the contract”, 
· and by subsequently painting a contrasting picture of a “good ever after”, which is emphasized by showing faith towards the US in general, faith that this time the US will be able to live by Kyoto’s rules (“I think they can take smaller steps to maybe in the future being able to apply to the Protocol”) and by showing faith towards Obama in specific (“but I think that since Obama is president… he wants to take the step to sign the Protocol”), and by positively qualifying this as “a big step”, the respondents construct climate change, which will finally, really be solved by the US and Obama. 
However, the leading line of thought seems to be that climate change is a problem, which should be solved by changing people’s mindsets. 
· By repeatedly dropping the typically psychological phrases “awareness” (“so that they become more aware”, “I think they should try even harder to make people more aware” and “if we become more and more aware of how important it is to consider the climate change aspects”), “understand” (I don’t think that they understand” and “they just don’t understand what’s going on”), “conscious” (“make them consciously aware of this huge problem we have”) and “mentality” (“but just maybe changing the mentality of the people”), 
· and linking these mental terms to excessive, exceeding adjectives, such as “more”, “improve” and “increase”, the significance of what people know and think of climate change, and the significance of changing this, is emphasized. 
· Especially the part where the respondents sketch an image of the “bad before”, when people “weren’t aware of the consequences of what they were doing”, “weren’t aware of what effect their operations were having on the climate” and “weren’t really into seeing it” (which is underlined by the continuous repetition of “weren’t”), 
· and subsequently sketch an image of the “improved present”, when “it finally became an awareness thing”, “people got more involved”, “there’s a lot more attention being paid to this, because it’s taken a lot more serious now” and “we are aware of the situation and the problem we have” (which is underlined by the continuous repetition of “more”), 
· although “they should try even harder to make people more aware of it, because people are aware, but they don’t act like it” and “you drive your car”, constructs the idea that people are relatively aware of climate change, but not enough (which is underlined by the very concrete and recognizable example of driving a car). And improving this, changing people’s mindsets even more, is the key to the solution of climate change.

Moreover, the respondents seem to agree on the media as a mechanism to increasing this awareness. 
· First of all, by repeatedly referring to media sources to validate their arguments (“I’m not an expert on it, but I saw this documentary about it”, “I’m not an expert on that, but I’ve read some articles on it”, “I don’t know if my sources are correct, but I saw this movie” and “I don’t know, it’s a theory”) the respondents implicitly qualify the media as being experts, or at least having the potential of being experts on climate change. 
· Furthermore, by invalidating the argument that the media provide a distorted image of climate change (“I think the problem is also, to a certain extent, criticized of being overrated. They are saying the media are taking the problem to a whole different level, that it’s not that serious. That’s what’s happening right now. But since it has come to a consensus between scientists, I don’t think it’s being over problematized. I think it should be made aware as it is now. Because it is a problem that is occurring fast and becoming more of a problem. So I don’t think it’s overrated.”), 
· by mentioning the media’s general efforts (“you can see it in the media, I mean, there’s a lot more attention being paid to this, because it’s taken a lot more serious now” and the repeatedly reference to the increased “media attention”)
·  and by mentioning the media’s specific efforts (“The Incovenient Truth, which was released by Al Gore and the other movie, which was presented by Leonardo DiCaprio, what was it again?” and “Say, if you would see a news coverage, like really serious on CNN, telling the story of this problem, I think it’s coming from a really reliable source”) the idea of the media doing a good job is constructed. 
· And finally, when asked what the role of the media is within the climate change debate, the respondents start celebrating the media’s potential to even solve climate change, which is emphasized through pressing, hopeful phrases such as “the media has an influence”, “maybe the media are a tool to help”, “I think the media could be huge”, “I think the media play a really major role in making us aware”, “that’s how people find it out, through the media” and “I think the media are the first and main actor in solving this problem”. 
· The respondents start of rather careful (which is underlined by hesitating terms such a “maybe”, “could be” and “an influence”), but conclude that the media are (part of) the solution to increase awareness (which is underlined by strong, certain terms such as “huge”, “first” and “main).

Besides, the respondents seem to agree on education being effective to increase awareness as well. 
· By repeatedly literally mentioning the term “education” (“our children, we have to educate them some way” and “the first step to get people educated on what is the actual problem on hand and what can we do to deal with it”) and by repeatedly mentioning terms that are related to education, such as “school” (“at school you have subjects that are involved with climate change” and “maybe making it a more aware problem in say, school subjects”), “college” (“going to college”) and “knowledge” (“if you have a little bit of knowledge about something, you don’t take it for granted”), the respondents stress the importance of education. 
· Moreover, by drawing a contrast between the uneducated, which is “the major part of the Netherlands”, and which “are unaware”, “ignorant of what’s going on”, “don’t understand what’s going on”, “don’t want to know”, “don’t believe the media”, “think it’s just propaganda”, “that it’s just an overreaction” and “people who would read an article, see a message somewhere, and think, what the hell, you know…” and the educated, which is “only such a small percentage of the whole population of the Netherlands”, the respondents construct a conception of most people being undereducated, being numb, and so being unaware of climate change. 
· Furthermore, by taking themselves as an example of the educated (which is emphasized by the excuses “no offense, we are all educated” and “so in a harsh way, it’s actually all about how to reach the uneducated” and by continuously talking of the educated in terms of “us” and the uneducated in terms of  “they”) and by stating that “we know a little bit of what’s going on, we don’t know everything, and we are the ones going to college” the respondents implicitly presume that the greater part of the people must know nothing. 
· And by finally wondering how to make these people more aware of climate change (“you reach us, but how do you reach the other part?”), the respondent literally lay out the thought that “maybe by making it a more aware problem in say, school subjects. Like, in English, concentrate on articles on climate change. I don’t know, it could be involved in school. They would have to think about it, how they could target these groups of people, who are not being reached otherwise.” Because educated people “think about”. But “up to the point that I don’t have any knowledge about it, I take it for granted”, which is why we need to increase awareness through education to solve climate change.
But despite the dominant suggestions to solve climate change globally and by changing people’s mindsets, above all, the respondents emit a tone of uncertainty, of pessimism. As though they are not sure how to solve climate change or whether 
it will be solved at all. 
· First of all, there is the view of climate change as a problem, not being solved by the Netherlands, which is validated by stating that “we can do something about it, but we won’t, because the rest of the world doesn’t” and by providing the very well-known and much disputed example of the Netherlands stopping their investments in “windmills and stuff”. Furthermore, by linking the Netherlands to negative, excessive phrases such as “didn’t invest”, “huge CO2 emissions”, “worse for the environment” and “instead of taking a proactive approach, we took a step back again”, and by endorsing the typical prejudice of the Netherlands being greedy, through terms such as “instead of saying, yeah, it’s more expensive” (as though it’s really not that big a deal) and “they just took the cheaper way”, the Netherlands is depicted as not taking hold of climate change. 
· Besides, there is the view of climate change as a problem, not being solved by businesses, which is validated by stating that “businesses pay the bills for the pollution they cause, but I don’t think they really want to quit what they’re doing now though, quit their processes, their manufacturing”, by continuously surrounding companies with an air of negativity (which is underlined by the continuous repetition of the terms “not” and “don’t”), by repeatedly referring to their “costs” and “profits”, as though they are mere money-grubbers and by providing the very well-known and much disputed example of Shell (“it was really obvious that they would put a lot of effort into marketing the idea of a sustainable company, that was really involved in making a change” but “if you see them doing that, putting that image out there, that they’re trying to do as much as they can, behind the scenes they go for the cheap way”). Furthermore, by making the critical, common sense comment that “at the end of the day money is any business’ best interest”, the idea of solving climate change not being prioritized by big business, becomes convincing. 
· And finally, one respondent seems to be somewhat cynical towards the notion that climate change will ever be solved, let alone that climate change should be solved in the first place: “but Bianca, do you really think that if we don’t take these measures here in Holland, that we don’t have a country anymore in a few years?” 
· By continuously, critically asking questions back (“you think so?” and “well, are you aware?”), 
· by talking in a pessimistic tone (“well…” and “you still drive your car…”), 
· by relativizing some of the solutions to climate change, such as Earth Hour (“not that an hour will reduce the impact”, “I don’t think it has that much effect though, cause, I mean we can switch off everything for one hour, but it’s happening daily every hour in the world, so one hour wouldn’t make a difference” and “I don’t think that by switching off the light for one hour, people will change their mentality”), 
· by referring to people’s deeply rooted nature (“from a social point of view it’s just really selfish and really bad” and “I think people are too selfish though”), 
· by providing the example of the Toyota Prius (which is supposed to diminish CO2 emissions, “but perhaps the production of the care produces as much CO2 as the car itself, so that in the end, you’re not better of”), 
· by providing the example of the “smoking kills” campaign (“it doesn’t work, for it makes them aware, but they already know smoking kills, before they start smoking”), 
· by repeatedly arguing that “you still drive your car”, “people will go on using the car, instead of public transport” and “well, they might think twice, but they still take the car as well, I know my dad does”, by repeatedly arguing that “people are aware, but they don’t act like it”, 
· by talking in a very negative tone (which is emphasized through the repetition of the terms “not” and “don’t”) 
· and finally, by drawing a dooming draft of the future (“I think we are aware of the situation and the problem we have. But I don’t think people live sustainable and will never live sustainable. Because, they don’t think about future generations. Well, they say they do, but again, they’re selfish.”) the idea of climate change, which, in the end, will never be solved, becomes convincing.
4.6 Influenced Influence in the Netherlands: Media Discourse Compared to Public Discourse

By analysing both De Volkskrant articles and the Erasmus University interview, I now know what the Dutch media discourse and the Dutch public discourse on climate change looks like. By subsequently comparing these discourses, that is 

the articles’ views on climate change and the respondents’ views on climate change and how they are validated through structure and lexicon, I can conclude whether the Dutch media discourse is an in influenced influence of the Dutch public discourse and the other way around.

Both the Volkskrant articles and Erasmus University students immediately turn to the effects and solutions of climate change, which implicates they accept climate change as an issue, in need of a solution. Moreover, a lot of articles link climate change to intense, excessive phrases and continuously repeat the actual, literal denotation of “klimaatcrisis”. And although the public acknowledges the controversy of climate change, which is emphasized by repeatedly referring to sources with specific perspectives on climate change and by emphasizing that their opinions are based on a controversial subject, and although the public acknowledges the uncertainty of climate change, which is emphasized through the continuous repetition of the defensive phrases “I think”, “I don’t know” and “I’m not an expert on it”, the respondents are relatively declarative, decisive and secure on the conception of a climate crisis, which is constructed by immediately mentioning a long list of extensive effects, by talking in terms of extremity and urgency, and by referring to climate change as a “problem” or a “crisis”.

Almost all articles repeatedly, randomly refer to the term “CO2”, linking it to the severe consequences of climate change, as well as to the solution of climate change, that is, reducing CO2 emissions, which all in all, contributes to the construction of CO2’s connotative meaning: the cause of climate change. At the same time, the nonchalant, natural remarks on driving, fishing and deforestation, which are all threats brought on by humans, connotatively construct the idea of climate change being caused by humans. And although the public denotatively defines climate change as a “natural phenomenon” and at times talks intransitively, as though climate change is not caused by something or someone, but happens on itself, 
the sentence “it’s definitely a factor which should be taken into consideration” suggests it has taken over the verbal repertoire of climate change being a human-induced problem, which is constructed through the continuous, but casual re-occurrence of the term “CO2” and the claim that CO2 emissions should be made more expensive, which implies CO2 emissions are bad, which implies CO2 emissions cause climate change, which implies humans cause climate change. 
Moreover, by repeatedly referring to “we”, “us” and “people” the respondents connotatively contribute to the construction of climate change as a human-induced problem. Besides, the repetition of the term “industries”, the long list of actual, recognizable examples of these industries and the ideological dilemma “if you want to be profitable, you have to produce and you have to use energy and CO2” construct the critical comment of climate change basically being caused by economical interests. Then there is also the verbal repertoire that climate change is a problem, caused by some countries more than others, which is validated by repeatedly calling developed countries “developed” and by repeatedly linking these developed countries to exceeding words and active phrases, for they “use”, “produce” and “outsource” to the passive. Especially the US, a verbal repertoire which is validated by repeatedly, literally laying it out, by referring to the whole Kyoto Protocol issue in negative phrases and by linking the US to merely critical, economical comments, creating some evil money-grubber, which causes climate change.
Almost all articles argue that climate change has severe natural consequences. By communicating these consequences in typically over the top terms, by linking these terms to intense, excessive adjectives and alarming arguments, which include actual facts, figures and forecasts and dropping the dawning Dutch dike bursts as the symbol of climate change in the Netherlands, the consequences of climate change suddenly become a lot closer and more concrete. On the other hand, the idea that developing countries will suffer the most from climate change, which is emphasized through terms of passiveness and vulnerability, by referring to well-known conflict zones, connecting these to intense terms and metaphors, such as “trouble in paradise”, and by creating a disturbing, pitiful picture of actual effects (“zeevogels werden levend verbrand”) the overall opinion of climate change leading to disasters is validated. The public perspective seems to be exactly the same. When it comes to effects, the dominating verbal repertoire views climate change as a problem with severe natural consequences as well, which is constructed through the continuous repetition of some standard, typical terms as well, by linking these to intense, excessive, frightening phrases as well and by picturing perceptible periods and places as well. Another repertoire, climate change affecting some countries more than others, is validated by toning down our own situation and comparing it to relatively worse situations, in disturbing terms and intransitive clauses, as though they are weak compared to the less affected. Nevertheless, by repeatedly casually, though alarmingly mentioning the Netherlands as an affected area, with worrisome words and actual, tangible doom dates, the idea that climate change will affect the Netherlands becomes pretty plausible as well.
When it comes to structure, almost all articles immediately and mainly focus on the solutions of climate change, which implicates these are considered most considerable. First of all, there is the view that climate change can be solved through technical adjustments, which is validated through the conspicuous constant re-occurrence of the same long list of exclusively technical theories, including declarative, strong, scientifically solid, though sometimes symbolic, intensified, romanticized phrases. Moreover, the continuous repetition of the term “duurzaamheid” connotatively, though carefully constructs the idea of solving climate change technically. A lot of articles also argue that climate change should be solved on a higher level, which is emphasized by the words “we” and “worldwide”, by referring to Obama in hopeful phrases, as though he is the saver, by repeatedly referring to the US’ attendance at the Copenhagen conference, as though this time they will surely solve climate change, by constantly repeating the term “overheid” and by linking the Green Deal to promising phrases. However, some articles argue that a fundamental first step is to change people’s mindsets, which is emphasized by repeatedly referring to climate change as a psychological problem, by cynically stating that “een paar spaarlampen zullen daar niets aan veranderen” and by critically commenting that “hoop kan verlammend werken”, meaning we should change hope to cope with climate change into an entire different way of thinking. 
Above all, the media emit a tone of uncertainty and pessimism, as though they are not sure how to solve climate change or whether it can be solved at all, which is emphasized by denotatively defining “twijfel”, by connotatively carrying on “kan”, by using excessively negative phrases, by cynically heading that “gezeten voor de haard redt Gordon de wereld”, as though it is a simple matter of keeping up appearances, by convincingly connecting the word “groen” to critical comments and so appealing to one’s “groene” conscience, by repeatedly referring to Shell in negative terms and sarcastic sounding sentences, connoting that companies just don’t care, by emphasizing “we” and “ons”, comparing “us” to other countries and subsequently stimulating a sense of sorrow, as though the Netherlands are not solving climate change, and finally, by dropping the ideological dilemma “huiskamerprobleem in plaats van een Tweede Kamerprobleem”, which critically constructs climate change as a problem which certainly cannot be solved individually, and, all in all, actually cannot be solved at all.

Although the public does not attend to technical adjustments (which confirms the conception of climate change as a serious, scientific issue, which doesn’t reach the public debate), it has taken over the view that climate change should be solved globally, which is validated by making an excuse for the Netherlands, by linking it to terms of impossibility, by constantly talking in terms of “de overheid” and “het volk”, and by dropping the ideological dilemma “it’s about doing it globally”. Besides, by adapting to the overall faith in the US and Obama, the public connotatively constructs the idea that climate change should be solved on someone else’s initiative, instead of on the Netherlands’. 
However, the leading line of thought seems to be that climate change should be solved by changing people’s mindsets. By repeatedly dropping typically psychological phrases, linking these to excessive, exceeding adjectives and by repeatedly referring to the very concrete and common sense comment “you still drive your car”, the respondents confirm that people are relatively aware of climate change, but not enough. Moreover, by repeatedly referring to media sources to validate their arguments and by subsequently celebrating the media’s potential to solve climate change, the public implicitly and explicitly validate the verbal repertoire that the media should increase awareness on climate change. Furthermore, by repeatedly literally mentioning the term “education” and terms that are related to education, the public validates the view that education should increase awareness on climate change.
But above all, just like the media, the public puts on a tone of uncertainty and pessimism, as though it is not sure how to solve climate change or whether it can be solved at all, which is emphasized by the very well-known example of the Netherlands stopping its investments in “windmills and stuff”, by endorsing the typical prejudice of the Netherlands being greedy, by linking it to negative, excessive phrases, by providing the much disputed example of Shell, by continuously surrounding companies with an air of negativity, by dropping the ideological dilemma “at the end of the day money is any business’ best interest”, by continuously, critically asking questions back, by talking in a pessimistic tone, by relativizing some of the solutions to climate change, by referring to people’s deeply rooted nature and finally, by drawing a dooming draft of the future, as though, in the end, climate change will never be solved. Not by the Netherlands. Not by businesses. 
Not by the people. Not by anyone.
4.7 US Discourse on Climate Change Compared to Dutch Discourse on Climate Change: 

A Difference of Influences, A Difference of Discourses

Comparatively recapitulating, both the US media and the US public define climate change as an issue, though a highly controversial issue, whereas both the Dutch media and the Dutch public automatically accept climate change to be a crisis. Both the US media and the US public construct climate change to be caused by CO2, hence by humans, and particularly China instead of the US, although the US public even wonders whether climate change is not natural, inevitable or excusable at all. The Dutch media and the Dutch public are pretty congenial on the causes of climate change, for they simply see CO2, brought on by humans, as the root reason, although the public even points out that climate change is caused because of economical interests, hence by some countries more than others, hence by the US.When it comes to consequences, the US media and the US public seem to agree that climate change affects nature, and that some parts of the world are affected more than others. Besides, the media construct a scale of economical consequences and so the public is pretty economically minded as well. In contrast, the Dutch media and the Dutch public are a little less like-minded, for although they both concentrate on the severe natural consequences of climate change, which will affect some countries more than others, such as the Netherlands, the media seem to stand still at the effects, whereas the public has long gone to the solutions. And so last, but certainly not least, for this is where the public and the media within the concerning countries respectively correspond the most and the least, and consequently, the concerning countries mutually deviate the most: the solutions to climate change. The US media and the US public both construct a sense of hope, as though climate change will finally, really be solved, by the US, by Obama, by the people, according to concrete, economical measures. The Dutch media and the Dutch public, on the other hand, construct a sense of pessimism, as though climate change cannot be solved. However, the media are relatively critical to this attitude, whereas the public is not critical at all and actually agrees. All in all, the Dutch just don’t know. However, if climate change was to be solved, it should be solved according to complex, technical (intangible) measures (the media), on a global level, instead of a national level and by changing people’s (intangible) mindsets (the public). But first, let’s have another look. What are the effects?
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5.1 Recapitulation Research

In the introduction I start by stating that climate change has moved from a public limbo to a hot crisis. Due to a row of remarkable events, such as hurricane Katrina, Al Gore’s “An Inconvenient Truth”, Live Earth and the IPCC’s frightening forecasts, climate change has become an issue of immense international interest. From the Netherlands all the way to the US and back, it is now one of the most prominent topics within politics, the media and the public arena. And although science has come to consensus that humans have considerably contributed to climate change, these days there appears to be an enormous increase in criticism towards climate change. Did we really cause it? Is it a crisis? Is it an issue in the first place? And so, should we solve it? Everywhere everyone evermore has a certain image of, hence a certain opinion on climate change. And the number and nature of signals is nothing but increasing. 

Most of the previous pieces on climate change address either media discourse or public discourse. I, on the other hand, am interested in the way these different discourses influence one another, and so I designed a theoretical framework in which they would finally forgather. I began by giving a broad, but general definition of “discourse”, a term which turned out to be very various and versatile, which is why I initially implemented the regarding reigning, and besides logical and surveyable twofold and divided discourse into “public discourse” and “media discourse”. Then I defined “discourse analysis”, which would be the marginal area where method and methodology meet. After again beginning by giving a general definition of “discourse analysis”, whereupon I went into the evolvement of the term, from the study of a static system into the study of an influenced influence, being both the public and the media and the other way around, the term “discourse analysis”, just like the term “discourse”, turned out to refer to multiple meanings, or at least lots of approaches, of which I attended to two. 
By defining and subsequently combining CDA, which is generally used to analyze media discourse, and CDP, which is generally used to analyze public discourse, I could create an appropriate method for the regarding research on the different discourses on climate change.

In accordance with the theory, the method first makes a twofold, in which the US and Dutch media discourse and the US and Dutch public discourse are analyzed separately. For the media I selected one article every day during the month of March of respectively The New York Times and De Volkskrant. For the public I had interviews with respectively Berkeley University and Erasmus University students. On the concerning media discourses and public discourses I applied a combined CDA-CDP analysis, describing the distinct different views on the definition, causes, effects and solutions to climate change and how these views are validated. Subsequently, I crosswise compared the different domains of discourse (that is, media discourse and public discourse) and the different countries in which these different domains of discourse occur (that is, the US and The Netherlands). So that at last, I can indeed answer the research questions and, moreover, the research question.
5.2 Recapitulation Research Questions

Although the term “discourse” has a complex history and is used in lots of different ways by lots of different theorists, Foucault’s definition is probably the most expansive, exhaustive, hence the most exquisite. He defines discourse as the constitution of statements, which create a network of rules establishing what is meaningful, and so as something which produces something else, rather than something which exists in and of itself and which can be analyzed on its own. A discourse can be detected because of the systematicity of the ways of thinking and behaving which are formed within a particular context, and because of the effects of those ways of thinking and behaving. It is absolutely key to consider the terms “truth, power and knowledge”, for these are the context in which discourse comes about. However, discourse also defines them. Discourse is the limit of truth. 
If Foucault would have distinguished the terms “media discourse” and “public discourse”, he would have defined them in lines with his general definition of discourse, and called them the complex collections of all statements produced by respectively the media and the public. Although discerning these different domains is valuable due to surveyability and intelligibility, when theorizing the terms it turns out they are not that odd at all. After all, both media discourse and public discourse are part of one dominant discourse, which exists in context. Both media discourse and public discourse are influenced influences, which influence and are influenced by one another as well.

Recapitulating, the US media mainly focus on the solutions to climate change, which, as well as the conspicuous controversy on the definition (is it a conspiracy?) and causes (is it China?) of climate change, suggests the US media are looking for excuses (it is a conspiracy, it is China) and escapes (let’s look at the solutions) to avert attention. Anything to keep the public from wondering: wasn’t the US one of the most prominent polluters in the world? Well, it worked. The US public’s most dominant discourses refer to unravelling repertoires, that is, despite the exact same controversy on the definition, causes and effects of climate change, the main subject is solutions. 

As the matter of fact, the US media discourse on climate change can be clarified according to its broader cultural context. The remarkable fact it merely focuses on solutions and adopts an active atmosphere, can be connected to the fact that the US  typically is a linear society, which devotes to development and progression, instead of a circular society, which continuously repeats history. The dominant discourses, which leave a leading role for the US in solving climate change, which send out hope towards Obama, which often offer merely economical measures (which are a lot more perceptible, hence performable, than terribly theoretical technical measures, since, in the end, the success of a solution definitely depends on whether it is economically feasible and even profitable) and which construct the conception that climate change can be solved by the people (according to the American Dream every individual determines its own destiny, and so everyone can make a change), can all be clarified according to the covering context in which they come about: the US society.

However, the US media discourse shapes the US society, that is the US public discourse, as well. My initial thesis of the US media having a high level of private ownership, hence a high level of lobbying, turns out to be true. The US media discourse is determined by a lot of different people with particular points of view. On the one hand, it seems as though the US media are a mechanism for companies to convince and control the US public, as though they are spending their tax-money wisely. On the other hand, the US media are a mouth-piece for Obama to show and stimulate the people, that together, we will do better. Yes we can, solve climate change. 
And again, the US public buys it, for the US public discourse can be defined by the exact same views and validations as the US media discourse, that is, hope, action and ascent: the characteristics of the context in which it is constructed.

Whereas the US media discourse definitely influences the US public discourse and the other way around, the Dutch media discourse and the Dutch public discourse are not that consistent at all. Although the different Dutch discourses both accede climate change to be a crisis, caused by humans, especially Americans, the Dutch media still seem to stand still at the effects, whereas the Dutch public has long gone to the solutions. And although the different Dutch discourses can both be characterized by a high level of pessimism, they are not pessimistic about the same thing. 

For one thing, the Dutch media discourse completely concentrates and actually contrives on the effects of climate change, wondering what the effects are and whether we need to expansively explore them, before we can fix them. This reflection on the effects of climate change, instead of effectively focussing on the solutions, can be clarified according to the broader cultural context in which the concerning discourse is constructed. The Netherlands typically is a trading nation, which waits, sits and sees how to take advantage of other nation’s notions. The Netherlands typically positions itself as dependent and reticent, which corresponds to the resolving repertoires the Dutch media do provide, constructing climate change as a global problem in need of a global solution, often offering merely technical measures (which are relatively less perceptible, hence performable, than concrete economical measures, since, in the end, the success of a solution definitely depends on whether it is economically feasible and even profitable) and constructing the conception that climate change can be solved by changing people’s mindsets (which is not an easy, concrete thing to do, especially in the, literally, cool Netherlands).

On the other hand, the Dutch media discourse can be characterized by complains. Duyvendak, van Dieren and small businesses complain that the government and big businesses fail to solve climate change. In lines with the typical Dutch device freedom of speech, this counter repertoire reacts to the typical Dutch wait-sit-see-and-copy mentality, blaming the government and big businesses of falsely focussing on short spaces of time, instead of the long run, and so being penny wise, pound foolish. Moreover, these so called complainers criticize the dominating discourse of “but we’re such a small country”, by referring to the Dutch disseminated open mindedness and principle of progression, and by pessimistically proclaiming that this time the Netherlands should bear out its big mouth as well. However, most of the media remain musing. They don’t know. They need to have another look. 

The Dutch public discourse is pretty pessimistic as well. But not so much to the notion that the Netherlands doesn’t do anything, as to the notion that the Netherlands can do something at all. The Dutch public discourse can be characterized by a high level of understanding and remission towards the Dutch deficiency in solving climate change, because well, “we’re such a small country”. And although this discourse differs from the Dutch media discourse, it can be clarified according to the exact same broader cultural context. The remarkable fact that the Dutch public is particularly passive and pessimistic towards conquering climate change, can be connected to the fact that the Netherlands typically is a trading nation. It has no high expectations, pretensions or presumptuousness, like the US. The Netherlands is more modest, more middle of the road-ish, which corresponds to the dominant down to earth “doe maar normaal, dan doe je al gek genoeg” atmosphere and the resolving repertoires the Dutch public does provide, constructing climate change as a problem, which can be solved globally and by changing people’s mindsets. As though, right now, the public just doesn’t care.

Just like the US media discourse and the US public discourse, the Dutch media discourse and the Dutch public discourse depend on the context in which they are constructed. Both the Dutch media and the Dutch public are awaiting and indifferent, which is typically Dutch. However, apart from validating this view, the Dutch media also supply space to criticize the current climate change impasse, which is actually typically Dutch as well. Nevertheless, this pessimism does not construct the same sort of pessimism among the public, hence the influence of the Dutch media is relatively limited.
At the beginning of this thesis I proposed the following research question…
The Climate Change Controversy 

What is the media discourse and public discourse on climate change within both the US and the Netherlands, 
and what is the relationship between the two kinds of discourse and between the two countries?

By virtue of the afore answered specific sub questions, I can provide the following solution to the research question…
The US media discourse on climate change can be characterized by a sense of hope and activeness. It focuses on the solutions to climate change, constructing the idea that the US should take initiative in solving climate change, according to concrete, economical measures. The US public discourse corresponds to the US media discourse, for it also focuses on the solutions to climate change, expressing hope towards the US and concentrating on concrete economics. On the contrary, 

the Dutch media discourse on climate change can be characterized by a sense of pessimism and passiveness. It focuses 
on the effects of climate change, for it provides a couple of abstract, technical measures with the marginal note that these solutions need to be tested on their effects. And so, for now, the Dutch depend on other countries’ initiatives. The Dutch public discourse corresponds to the Dutch media discourse, insofar it is also passive, pessimistic and provides abstract, mental measures. However, above all, the Dutch public discourse constructs climate change as impossible to solve, 
whereas the Dutch media discourse provides space to be critical towards this notion, a controversy which doesn’t affect the Dutch public discourse. Concluding, the US media discourse and US public discourse correspond, for they are part of one another’s context and so they continuously influence one another, whereas the Dutch media discourse and the Dutch public discourse do not correspond, exactly because of the context in which they both come about.
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6.1 Scientific & Social Contributions

This conclusion contributes to the current scientific discussion of the climate change controversy, in such way that most of the previous pieces on climate change address either media discourse or public discourse. On the one hand, there is a vast variety of investigations into the reporting of the media on climate change, that is, the way in which the media tell the different sides of the climate change story, represent the controversy of science, hence become a carrier of controversy themselves. On the other hand though, a great quantity of research has been directed to the formation of public opinions on climate change, that is, the way in which the public, on the basis of the ambiguous media, in fact form an equally ambiguous opinion. However, researches that address both media discourse and public discourse, and how these different discourses continuously cooperate, confirm, but also converse, and consequently construct one another, are relatively rare. 
As this thesis indicates, one cannot come to the correct conclusions on either media discourse or public discourse, without combining them. Discourse constructs and is constructed by context. And since the media are part of the public’s context, and the public is part of the media’s context, media discourse and public discourse are completely connected and cannot be studied separately. By acceding, accepting and attending to the inconvenient truth of the influenced influence, instead of working with measuring models, already established frames or other somehow preconceived prejudices, this thesis is a lot more extensive, comprehensive and so closer to the truth, than the prominent part of the previous pieces on climate change. Furthermore, by applying a cross-national comparison between the US and the Netherlands, the conception of context as 
the key to comprehending discourse on climate change is confirmed. Never ever has anyone critically compared the different discourses within the US and the Netherlands, connecting these different discourses to their different contexts. While actually, since the US and the Netherlands are such contradictory countries (big country, small country, big share in causing climate change, smaller share in causing climate change, bold, bashful, high hopes, definitely down to earth) this comparison can considerably contribute to the conception of context as an influenced influence in the construction of climate change. What we define as climate change, what we think causes climate change, which effects we emphasize and whether we want to solve climate change, all depends on the country we live in. Different countries have different cultures, different values, hence different contexts. And different contexts construct different discourses. By comparing such contradictory countries this thesis crystal-clearly, comprehensibly, and therefore convincingly contends how the connotation of climate change constructs and is constructed by context. Above all, the combination of different domains (media and public) and different countries (the US and the Netherlands) is an unusual, but useful approach, from which science could actually learn. And last but not least, I hope that the few outsiders who happened to have read this thesis, now know a little bit more on how the current controversy on climate change comes about, how it concerns them and how it can be criticized. 
6.2 Strengths & Limitations 

Positive points of this thesis are the aforementioned cross-comparisons of media discourse versus public discourse and the US versus the Netherlands. Another strong point is the way I combined two types of discourse analyses, that is CDA, which is generally used to analyze media discourse, and CDP, which is generally used to analyze public discourse, and moulded them into one method. This method made it possible to analyze media discourse and public discourse in the exact same way, hence to compare them, hence to draw convincing conclusions. Besides, the division of definition, causes, effects and solutions of climate change has made the actual analysis of the different discourses and subsequently the report of the results of the different discourses, increasingly clear and intelligible. 

Although this thesis is a pretty perfect piece of work, we all know nobody’s perfect. And so a couple of marginal comments are in order. First of all, there is the limitation of representation. I initially intended to study media discourse and public discourse, which are somewhat wide ideas. Hence, unless I would spend the rest of my life interviewing everyone and reading, watching and listening to every media message, it is simply, practically impossible to analyze all media discourse and all public discourse in completeness. Consequently I considered to select samples, that is fifty articles from The New York Times and De Volkskrant, and a fistful of Berkeley University students and Erasmus University students, which I regarded as representative for respectively the US media discourse, the Dutch media discourse, the US public discourse and the Dutch public discourse. However, although I picked out two of the most prominent papers, with a relatively high level of seriousness and objectiveness and a relatively low level of biased babble, and which I therefore presumed to be relatively representative, they turned out to typically target the elite. It is practically impossible to constantly be completely objective, for the presence, or even the absence, of particular publications, punctuations, pictures and promotions implicate a particular point of view. However, the New York Times probably prioritizes New York, which as a business district probably prioritizes businesslike news, and De Volkskrant, as a left leaning paper, probably prefers Groen Links over Wilders, who might have a whole different view on climate change.

Furthermore, since I selected two elite papers with elite target groups, I decided to, due to compatibility and comparability, select the same elite target groups as the public part of my research. And so I interviewed three students from both Berkeley University and Erasmus University, and consequently considered these interviews as representative for respectively the US public discourse and the Dutch public discourse. However, since this part of the public is particularly educated, eloquent, in a word elite, it probably has a whole different view on climate change than less educated, eloquent people, in a word the mediocre, but main part of the public. Besides, due to a shortage of something better, both the Berkeley University students and the Erasmus University students turned out to be business students, which likely have a more businesslike view on climate change than natural science or social science students. Recapitulating, the representation of this research is not optimal, and could be optimized in future research.

Finally, CDA, CDP, and the concerning combination of these two types of discourse analyses, which still is a type of discourse analysis, are typically qualitative research methods. And the quintessential of qualitative research is following feelings. And although I have made a method, which dissects the data step by step, which can be verified and therefore validated and which warrants to implant impartiality, to take every tiny thing into consideration and to get to the truth as close as possible, once again, one can never be constantly completely objective. Nevertheless, I’d say this limitation is a strength as well, for only qualitative research can go into the deepest depths.

6.3 Recommendations





Looking at the limitations of the regarding research, recommendations for future research refer to representation and operational occupations. It would be interesting to test whether different media (so USA Today and Het Algemeneen Dagblad, or entirely different media, such as radio, television or internet) and different publics (so businessmen, housewives, elderly people, homeless people or all of the above combined) construct completely different discourses on climate change, and so completely different conclusions. And although I recommend applying a cross-national comparison, it would be interesting to test whether different countries construct completely different discourses on climate change, and so completely different conclusions. After all, the US and the Netherlands are definitely different, however they are both western and well-of, so actually they are relatively similar. But how would Zen Japan, which exists in harmony with nature, think of climate change? Or developing China, which is being blamed of causing climate change? Or Sudan, Somalia and South Africa, which are highly dependent on nature, and therefore highly affected by climate change? Furthermore, due to time, place and space restrictions, the regarding research has reduced discourse to media discourse and public discourse. However, political discourse is also particularly important when it comes to the construction of climate change. Although it is an evident element of both media discourse and public discourse, and so it filters through this thesis, one can also treat political discourse as a separate strand of discourse, which constructs and is constructed by media discourse and political discourse. Hence, I recommend future researchers to deal with discourse in a threesome, instead of the safe, standard twofold. 

Apart from recommendations for future research, I’d like to introduce some suggestions for the media, the public, the US and the Netherlands as well. Acting on the concerning conclusions, one can wonder: what now? What about the US media discourse, US public discourse, Dutch media discourse and Dutch public discourse on climate change? What are the risks? What are the perspectives? First of all, the US media ooze out an atmosphere of hope and activeness, which is generally regarded a good thing. Goed voorbeeld doet goed volgen. That is, in terms of the US public, but the rest of the world as well. Well, it worked, for the US public is equally enthusiastic, and the rest of the world waits for the US to take the lead in combating climate change. But except for faith towards the US, the Netherlands hasn’t taken over their effective atmosphere of activeness. However, one could claim that perhaps the US is too active. Perhaps the US should think, before it speaks. Perhaps Obama should first figure out whether he really, surely, genuinely can combat climate change, before he simply says, yes, he can. On the other hand, the Netherlands oozes out an atmosphere of pessimism and passiveness, which is another extreme, that is perhaps, no probably even worse. The Dutch media, that is the Duyvendaks and van Dierens, offer some resistance, but the Dutch public isn’t impressed. How come? How come the US media succeed to stimulate the US public and how come the Dutch media can criticise all they want, while the Dutch public simply shrugs and smiles. Perhaps the Dutch media think too big, compared to their teeny tiny country. Perhaps they value the Dutch device freedom of speech too much, while the Dutch public is sick, tired and traumatised, regarding everything that has happened to those who did indeed spoke their mind. Besides, one could contemplate that the Netherlands lacks the crucial connection between politics and the public. Dutch politics is based on rules to reduce controversy and control society, but there is more to life than rules.

Take a look at American politics, which is based on events, accedes the unexpected and complexity within society and thereby appeals to the public. Climate change typically consists of events. However, Dutch politics sees it as something that is out of our hands, something that befalls on us, and so something that must be regulated, through sincere and secure subsidizations for “spaarlampen” and solar power. A politics of events would have stopped at the first pole of Eneco’s new power plant or Shell’s cease from investing in sustainable energy. Or anything to make climate change more concrete.
It is a darn drudgery to exactly explain why the US is so dynamic and enthusiastic and the Netherlands is so numb and reserved when it comes to climate change, and so I invite future researchers to definitely do so.
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The language was apocalyptic. Last month, a leading climate scientist warned that Earth's rising temperatures were poised to set off irreversible disasters if steps were not taken quickly to stop global warming.
  ''The climate is nearing tipping points,'' the NASA climate scientist James E. Hansen wrote in The Observer newspaper of London. ''If we do not change course, we'll hand our children a situation that is out of their control.'' 

  The resulting calamities, Dr. Hansen and other like-minded scientists have warned, could be widespread and overwhelming: the loss of untold species as ocean reefs and forests are disrupted; the transformation of the Amazon into parched savanna; a dangerous rise in sea levels resulting from the melting of the mile-high ice sheets in West Antarctica and Greenland; and the thawing of the Arctic tundra, which would release torrents of the greenhouse gas methane into the atmosphere. 

  But the idea that the planet is nearing tipping points -- thresholds at which change suddenly becomes unstoppable -- has driven a wedge between scientists who otherwise share deep concerns about the implications of a human-warmed climate.
  Environmentalists and some climate experts are increasingly warning of impending tipping points in their efforts to stir public concern. The term confers a sense of immediacy and menace to potential threats from a warming climate -- dangers that otherwise might seem too distant for people to worry about.

  But other scientists say there is little hard evidence to back up specific predictions of catastrophe. They worry that the use of the term ''tipping point'' can be misleading and could backfire, fueling criticism of alarmism and threatening public support for reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

  ''I think a lot of this threshold and tipping point talk is dangerous,'' said Kenneth Caldeira, an earth scientist at Stanford University and the Carnegie Institution and an advocate of swift action to reduce carbon dioxide emissions. ''If we say we passed thresholds and tipping points today, this will be an excuse for inaction tomorrow,'' he said. 

  While studies of climate patterns in the distant past clearly show the potential for drastic shifts, these scientists say, there is enormous uncertainty in making specific predictions about the future. 

  In some cases, there are big questions about whether climate-driven disasters -- like the loss of the Amazon or a rise in sea levels of several yards in a century -- are even plausible. And even in cases where most scientists agree that rising temperatures could lead to unstoppable change, no one knows where the thresholds lie that would set off such shifts.

  Nevertheless, the use of the tipping point concept has intensified recently, as the Obama administration and Congress work on legislation to curb greenhouse gas emissions and the world's nations negotiate a new climate treaty. 

  In reports released this month, both the World Bank and the United Nations Environment Program focused on tipping points as a prime concern. And last year, a team of European scientists published an influential paper in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences compiling what is known and not known about various climatic tipping points -- including the loss of summer sea ice around the North Pole and worrisome changes in the West African monsoon. 

  The authors said they wanted to reduce the chance that ''society may be lulled into a false sense of security by smooth projections of global change.''

  On the other hand, the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, in its influential 2007 report, expressly avoided specifying tipping points and instead concluded simply that the gradient of risk for a host of ''large-scale discontinuities''  increased with each degree of warming. 

  Dr. Hansen defends the use of the term tipping point and said that it accurately depicts some probable consequences of unchecked global warming. There is abundant evidence, he says, that rising temperatures can have an abrupt, calamitous and ''nonlinear'' effect on glaciers and ecosystems. 

  ''I assure you that nonlinear systems exist,'' Dr. Hansen said. ''Ice sheets really do disintegrate. Documented sea-level rises of 4 to 5 meters per century exists -- that was nonlinear collapse. Ecosystems also can collapse.''

  He said that in discussing global warming, he refers not only to tipping points but to more general threats and that he was ''not sure where the confusion about tipping points comes from.'' 

  But other scientists, who study the response to climate change of polar ice and tropical forests, said that they saw scant evidence of runaway disruption. 

  For example, the idea that recent sharp retreat of summer sea ice around the North Pole has now taken on its own momentum has been challenged recently in papers by the earth scientists John S. Wettlaufer of Yale and Ian Eisenman of the California Institute of Technology. They contend that thin ice floes have the capacity to regrow quickly as summer ends, balancing out the melting that occurs as sunlight hits and heats dark open water. 

  More generally, Dr. Wettlaufer has stressed the importance of being ''caustically honest about what we know and don't know.''

  As policymakers try to address the risks facing the planet from a warming climate, some experts worry that focusing on tipping points and thresholds will perpetuate paralyzing debates over specifics -- and obscure the reality that decisions need to be made, even in the face of uncertainty. 

  ''It would be far better to spend less time musing over tipping points,'' said Christopher Green, an economist who studies energy and climate at McGill University.

  ''Whether the probability is high, medium, or low, I think the response is the same: climate cannot be stabilized without an energy technology revolution,'' he said. ''One way or the other, we just need to get busy.''
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While I'm convinced that our current financial crisis is the product of both The Market and Mother Nature hitting the wall at once  --  telling us we need to grow in more sustainable ways  --  some might ask this: We know when the market hits a wall. It shows up in red numbers on the Dow. But Mother Nature doesn't have a Dow. What makes you think she's hitting a wall, too? And even if she is: Who cares? When my 401(k) is collapsing, it's hard to worry about my sea level rising.

  It's true, Mother Nature doesn't tell us with one simple number how she's feeling. But if you follow climate science, what has been striking is how insistently some of the world's best scientists have been warning  --  in just the past few months  --  that climate change is happening faster and will bring bigger changes quicker than we anticipated just a few years ago. Indeed, if Mother Nature had a Dow, you could say that it, too, has been breaking into new (scientific) lows. 

  Consider just two recent articles: 

  The Washington Post reported on Feb. 1, that ''the pace of global warming is likely to be much faster than recent predictions, because industrial greenhouse gas emissions have increased more quickly than expected and higher temperatures are triggering self-reinforcing feedback mechanisms in global ecosystems, scientists said. 'We are basically looking now at a future climate that's beyond anything we've considered seriously in climate model simulations,' Christopher Field, director of the Carnegie Institution's Department of Global Ecology at Stanford University, said.''

  The physicist and climate expert Joe Romm recently noted on his blog, climateprogress.org, that in January, M.I.T.'s Joint Program on the Science and Policy of Global Change quietly updated its Integrated Global System Model that tracks and predicts climate change from 1861 to 2100. Its revised projection indicates that if we stick with business as usual, in terms of carbon-dioxide emissions, average surface temperatures on Earth by 2100 will hit levels far beyond anything humans have ever experienced.

  ''In our more recent global model simulations,'' explained M.I.T., ''the ocean heat-uptake is slower than previously estimated, the ocean uptake of carbon is weaker, feedbacks from the land system as temperature rises are stronger, cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases over the century are higher, and offsetting cooling from aerosol emissions is lower. Not one of these effects is very strong on its own, and even adding each separately together would not fully explain the higher temperatures. [But,] rather than interacting additively, these different effects appear to interact multiplicatively, with feedbacks among the contributing factors, leading to the surprisingly large increase in the chance of much higher temperatures.''

  What to do? It would be nice to say, ''Hey, Mother Nature, we're having a credit crisis, could you take a couple years off?'' But as the environmental consultant Rob Watson likes to say, ''Mother Nature is just chemistry, biology and physics,'' and she is going to do whatever they dictate. You can't sweet talk Mother Nature or the market. You have to change the economics to affect the Dow and the chemistry, biology and physics to affect Mother Nature. 

  That's why we need a climate bailout along with our economic bailout. Hal Harvey is the C.E.O. of a new $1 billion foundation, ClimateWorks, set up to accelerate the policy changes that can avoid climate catastrophe by taking climate policies from where they are working the best to the places where they are needed the most. 

  ''There are five policies that can help us win the energy-climate battle, and each has been proven somewhere,'' Harvey explained. First, building codes: California's energy-efficient building and appliance codes now save Californians $6 billion per year,'' he said. Second, better vehicle fuel-efficiency standards: ''The European Union's fuel-efficiency fleet average for new cars now stands at 41 miles per gallon, and is rising steadily,'' he added.

  Third, we need a national renewable portfolio standard, mandating that power utilities produce 15 or 20 percent of their energy from renewables by 2020. Right now, only about half our states have these. ''Whenever utilities are required to purchase electricity from renewable sources,'' said Harvey, ''clean energy booms.'' (See Germany's solar business or Texas's wind power.)

  The fourth is decoupling  --  the program begun in California that turns the utility business on its head. Under decoupling, power utilities make money by helping homeowners save energy rather than by encouraging them to consume it. ''Finally,'' said Harvey, ''we need a price on carbon.'' Polluting the atmosphere can't be free.

  These are the pillars of a climate bailout. Yes, some have upfront costs. But all of them would pay long-term dividends, because they would foster massive U.S. innovation in new clean technologies that would stimulate the real Dow and much lower emissions that would stimulate the Climate Dow. 
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The Obama administration announced Saturday that it had organized a series of meetings among representatives of 16 countries and the European Union to discuss energy and climate issues. 

  The meetings, to be held in Washington in April and in La Maddalena, Italy, in July, will seek to resolve longstanding issues that have blocked the development of an international climate treaty.  

  The participants, who include Chinese and Indian representatives, will also try to create ''concrete initiatives and joint ventures that increase the supply of clean energy while cutting greenhouse gas emissions,'' according to a White House news release. The talks, called the Major Economies Meetings on Energy Security and Climate Change, echo in name and goals an initiative begun in the last two years of the Bush administration. 

  Those meetings gathered developing and developed countries that were the largest emitters of the heat-trapping gases linked to global warming. The meetings were cast by the Bush administration as intended to set long-term goals for reducing emissions and to seek actions that could be taken in sectors of economies like power generation and manufacturing. 

  The talks organized by the Bush administration were criticized by some small developing countries, European officials and environmental groups as an effort to circumvent global climate negotiations led by the United Nations, although President George W. Bush said at the time that the meetings were intended to support the global talks.

  The United States refused to ratify an earlier international agreement, the Kyoto Protocol, objecting that developing countries like China and India were not bound by its restrictions on emissions of heat-trapping gases. 

  Negotiations for a new global treaty are under way and will culminate in talks in Copenhagen in December.

  The president of the National Wildlife Federation, Larry Schweiger, said Saturday that any such meetings were useful as ways to seek common ground among the world's biggest emitters of heat-trapping gases. 

  At the time, some environmentalists credited the Bush administration's effort for initiating direct exchanges about climate with China and India. 

  But Mr. Schweiger said he expected the Obama administration's initiative to be more productive. 

  ''It's a matter of intent,'' he said. ''I think the Bush administration never intended to come up with a big solution. I think this administration is truly committed to finding a solution for everybody.''
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THE North Pole is under siege by global warming. The sea ice there has lost half its thickness in the past six years, and all signs point to further rapid melting. By 2013, the entire Arctic could be devoid of ice  in summer, and the region is likely to experience  an influx of shipping, fishing and tourism. Russia planted its flag in the North Pole's ocean floor two years ago, and other northern nations find themselves under mounting pressure to lay claim to huge swaths of the seabed.  Before the land grab goes too far, the nations most involved should turn the northernmost part of the Arctic into a great park -- a marine preserve that protects the polar environment and serves as a center for peaceful, international scientific research.

  The Arctic's pristine waters are a leading indicator, and an important regulator, of global climate health. They are the beginning and the end of the so-called great ocean conveyor, the mighty current that connects all the world's oceans. And they are home to a vibrant ecosystem that supports whales, polar bears and terns. 

  Driving much of the new interest in the Arctic, however, are the stores of oil and gas that lie beneath the water -- amounting to an estimated 22 percent of the earth's remaining supplies. The largest deposits, however, are likely to be found in the shallower parts of the continental shelf, within the surrounding countries' existing economic zones. Any fields found at greater depths, within the boundaries of the proposed park, would be prohibitively expensive to exploit for at least decades to come. For sovereignty claims, North Pole oil is a red herring. 

  The Convention on the Law of the Sea, the international treaty that sets the rules for ownership of ocean resources, recognizes that Canada, Denmark, Norway and Russia, the four countries neighboring the Arctic Ocean, may be entitled to extend their seabed boundaries -- and even sets a deadline for doing so. (Because the United States has not joined the Convention, it cannot make a claim to the extended continental shelf.) But it leaves it to those countries to resolve overlapping claims among themselves. Disputes over jurisdiction stand to slow the process of setting up a system for protecting the Arctic and could also poison international relations elsewhere. The creation of an international park would head off both problems.

  One approach would be for the states and international organizations most involved in the Arctic to designate everything above 88 degrees latitude north  -- a circle with a 120-nautical-mile radius -- as a marine park. This would be consistent with an idea presented in 1987 by  Mikhail Gorbachev of the Soviet Union to create an Arctic ''zone of peace.'' And it has precedent in the 1959 treaty that created an international zone for scientific research in Antarctica, and that has  governed that continent so well ever since. 

  Like Antarctica, the park could be managed by an international cooperative, including not only Canada, Denmark and Russia but also the United States, China, Finland, Germany, Japan, Norway, Sweden and any other countries that engage in Arctic research. 

  Canada, Denmark and Russia would benefit from such an initiative because each would avoid the kind of legal conflict and jurisdictional uncertainty that could discourage private investment in the surrounding areas. And the sovereignty extensions that have already been approved by the Continental Shelf Commission, a body established by parties to the Convention on the Law of the Sea, could be put into effect without delay. All three countries could also use the new scientific research to help them better manage their Arctic resources. And the park would not interfere with any nation's freedom of navigation.

  It might seem presumptuous for Americans to suggest that our northern neighbors forgo ownership of even a small part  of the Arctic seabed. Admiral Robert Peary may have planted the American flag at the North Pole 100 years ago, but we have no territorial stake in the Lomonosov Ridge, the submarine link between Eurasia and North America that is the source of the competing claims. We do, however, have a vested interest in the peaceful development of the Arctic as a region. As citizens of a shared earth, we also have a stake in the greater good that can come from exploring the depths of the fastest warming part of the planet. American leadership on a polar park would send a clear message that we are attuned to the climate crisis. 
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DATELINE: LECCO, Italy 

Each morning, about 450 students travel along 17 school bus routes to 10 elementary schools in this lakeside city at the southern tip of Lake Como. There are zero school buses.

  In 2003, to confront the triple threats of childhood obesity, local traffic jams and -- most important -- a rise in global greenhouse gases abetted by car emissions, an environmental group here proposed a retro-radical concept: children should walk to school.

  They set up a piedibus (literally foot-bus in Italian) -- a bus route with a driver but no vehicle. Each morning a mix of paid staff members and parental volunteers in fluorescent yellow vests lead lines of walking students along Lecco's twisting streets to the schools' gates, Pied Piper-style, stopping here and there as their flock expands.

  At the Carducci School, 100 children, or more than half of the students, now take walking buses. Many of them were previously driven in cars. Giulio Greppi, a 9-year-old with shaggy blond hair, said he had been driven about a third of a mile each way until he started taking the piedibus. ''I get to see my friends and we feel special because we know it's good for the environment,'' he said. 

  Although the routes are each generally less than a mile, the town's piedibuses have so far eliminated more than 100,000 miles of car travel and, in principle, prevented thousands of tons of greenhouse gases from entering the air, Dario Pesenti, the town's environment auditor, estimates.

  The number of children who are driven to school over all is rising in the United States and Europe, experts on both continents say, making up a sizable chunk of transportation's contribution to greenhouse-gas emissions. The ''school run'' made up 18 percent of car trips by urban residents of Britain last year, a national survey showed. 

  In 1969, 40 percent of students in the United States walked to school; in 2001, the most recent year data was collected, 13 percent did, according to the federal government's National Household Travel Survey. 

  Lecco's walking bus was the first in Italy, but hundreds have cropped up elsewhere in Europe and, more recently, in North America to combat the trend.

  Towns in France, Britain and elsewhere in Italy have created such routes, although few are as extensive and long-lasting as Lecco's. In the United States, Columbia, Mo.; Marin County, Calif.; and Boulder, Colo., introduced modest walking-bus programs last year as part of a national effort, Safe Routes To School, which gives states money to encourage students to walk or ride their bicycles.  

  Although carbon dioxide emissions from industry are declining on both continents, those from transportation account for almost one-third of all greenhouse-gas emissions in the United States and 22 percent in European Union countries. Across the globe, but especially in Europe, where European Union countries have pledged to reduce greenhouse gas production by 2012 under the United Nations' Kyoto protocol, there is great pressure to reduce car emissions.

  Last year the European Environmental Agencywarned that car trips to school -- along with food importing and low-cost air travel -- were growing phenomena with serious implications for greenhouse gases.  

  In the United States and in Europe, ''multiple threads are warping traditional school travel and making it harder for kids to walk,'' said Elizabeth Wilson, a transportation researcher at the Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs at the University of Minnesota. Among those factors are a rise in car ownership; one-child families, often leery of sending students off to school on their own; cuts in school-bus service or charges for it as a result of school-budget cutbacks and fuel-price gyrations; and the decline of neighborhood schools and the rise of school choice, meaning that students often live farther from where they learn. 

  Worse still, said Roger L. Mackett, professor at the Center for Transport Studies at University College in London, there is growing evidence that children whose parents drive a lot will become car-dependent adults. ''You're getting children into a lifelong habit,'' he said.

  In Lecco, car use has proved a tenacious habit even though the piedibus has caught on. ''Cars rule,'' said Augosto Piazza, the founder of the city's program, an elfin man with shining blue eyes, a bouncing gait and a yellow vest. As he ''drove'' along a bus route on a recent morning, store owners waved fondly to the familiar packs of jabbering children.

  Yet as they pulled up to Carducci School, dozens of private cars were parked helter-skelter for dropoffs in the small plaza outside as gaggles of mothers chatted on the sidewalk nearby. ''I have two kids who go to different schools, plus their backpacks are so heavy,'' said Manuela Corbetta, a mother in a black jacket and sunglasses, twirling her car keys as she explained why her children do not make the 15-minute trek. ''Sometimes they have 10 notebooks, so walking really isn't practical.''

  Some children are dropped off by parents on their way to work, and some others live outside the perimeter of the piedibus's reach, although there are collection points at the edge of town for such children. But many live right along a piedibus route, Mr. Piazza noted.

  Yet other parents praised the bus, saying it had helped their children master street safety and had a ripple effect within the family. ''When we go for shopping you think about walking -- you don't automatically use the car,'' said Luciano Prandoni, a computer programmer who was volunteering on his daughter's route.

  The city of Lecco contributes roughly $20,000 annually toward organizing and providing staff members for the piedibus. The students perform a public service of sorts: they are encouraged to hand out warnings to cars that park illegally and chastise dog owners who do not clean up.

  Naturally some children whine on rainy mornings. Participation drops 20 percent on such days, although it increases during snowfalls. On rainy days, ''She says, 'Mom, please take me,' and sometimes I give in,'' said Giovanna Luciano, who lives in the countryside and normally drops her daughter Giulia, 9, at a piedibus pickup point in a parking lot by a cemetery.

  To encourage use, children receive fare cards that are punched each day. The bus routes have distinctive names (the one through the graveyard is the mortobus), and compete for prizes like pizza parties for the students. Teachers have students write poems about the piedibus.

  In Britain, about half the local school systems now have some sort of incentives to encourage walking, although generally less formal ones than the piedibus, said Roger L. Mackett, a professor at the Center for Transport Studies at University College in London.

  ''It's quite a lot of effort to keep it going,'' he said. ''It's always easier to put children in the back of the car. Once you've got your two or three cars, it takes effort not to use them.''
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DATELINE: WHITEWATER CANYON, Calif. 

As David Myers scans the rocky slopes of this desert canyon, looking vainly past clumps of brittlebush for bighorn sheep, he imagines an enemy advancing across the crags.

  That specter is of an army of mirrors, generators and transmission towers transforming Mojave Desert vistas like this one. While Whitewater Canyon is privately owned and protected, others that Mr. Myers, as head of the Wildlands Conservancy, has fought to preserve are not.

  To his chagrin, some of Mr. Myers's fellow environmentalists are helping power companies pinpoint the best sites for solar-power technology. The goal of his former allies is to combat climate change by harnessing the desert's solar-rich terrain, reducing the region's reliance on carbon-emitting fuels.  

  Mr. Myers is indignant. ''How can you say you're going to blade off hundreds of thousands of acres of earth to preserve the Earth?'' he said. 

  As the Obama administration puts development of geothermal, wind and solar power on a fast track, the environmental movement finds itself torn between fighting climate change and a passion for saving special places.

  The conflict began playing out almost a decade ago in places like Cape Cod, Mass., where a plan to place 130 wind turbines in Nantucket Sound has pitted energy-conscious environmentalists against local residents who fear harm to aquatic life and the view. 

  It has spread west to Mojave-area locales like flatland near the Ivanpah Valley, 130 miles northeast of  here, where a proposal to install three clusters of 50,000  solar mirrors has prompted anxiety over the fate of endangered tortoises.

  Terry Frewin, a local Sierra Club representative, said he had tough questions for state regulators. ''Deserts don't need to be sacrificed so that people in L.A. can keep heating their swimming pools,'' Mr. Frewin said. 

  For traditional environmentalists, industrial intrusions have always been anathema. They have fought such encroachment since John Muir opposed the dam that inundated the Hetch Hetchy Valley next to Yosemite almost a century ago. Similar opposition governs today's campaign against drilling in parts of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

  At a national level, that strategy is meshing with support for new policies intended to change how electricity is generated, how cars are made and how people live. ''It's not enough to say no to things anymore,'' said Carl Zichella, a Sierra Club expert on renewable power. ''We have to say yes to the right thing.''

  So environmentalists like Mr. Zichella and Johanna Wald, a lawyer and longtime ecowarrior at the Natural Resources Defense Council, have joined an industry-dominated advisory group that makes recommendations to California regulators on where renewable-energy zones should be created. 

  ''We have to accept our responsibility that something that we have been advocating for decades is about to happen,'' Ms. Wald said. ''My job is to make sure that it happens in an environmentally responsible way.''

  The nation's new interior secretary, Ken Salazar, called this month for a task force to map potential energy sites. To counter those efforts, Mr. Myers has proposed that Congress put hundreds of thousands of acres of federal land in the Mojave Desert off limits as a national monument.  The monument would stretch from Joshua Tree National Park to the National Park Service's Mojave Preserve and would include the Sleeping Beauty Mountains.

  The domain would encompass 960 square miles that the Wildlands Conservancy donated to the federal Bureau of Land Management for safekeeping plus a few hundred more.

  Last week, Senator Dianne Feinstein, Democrat of California,  also proposed a national monument to protect much of the same land. 

  ''I'm a strong supporter of renewable energy and clean technology, but it is critical that these projects are built on suitable lands,'' said Mrs. Feinstein, who heads a subcommittee that oversees the Interior Department budget. 

  There is particular urgency to the hunt for renewable-energy sites in California. A 2006 state law requires utilities to produce 20 percent of the California's electricity from renewable sources by 2020. 

  The goal is already a stretch, experts say, but Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger wants to increase it to 33 percent. Getting there will mean rapid construction of plants and power lines. 

  To balance that goal against guarding the habitat of endangered species like the desert tortoise, Mr. Zichella, Ms. Wald and other environmentalists have shuttled between Sacramento, San Francisco and desert communities to learn about the specifics of power grids, solar technologies and desert ecosystems.

  They are not always greeted warmly.

  ''We're environmentalists,'' said Jim Harvey, whose Association for a Responsible Energy Policy represents a coalition of activists in the Mojave area. ''These people, who are supposed to be sitting next to us, are sitting across from us.''

  Mr. Harvey's group says that rooftop solar panels could be vastly expanded in heavily populated areas around Los Angeles. With energy conservation that would make desert clusters of solar plants unnecessary, it says.

  Mr. Zichella and others counter that a wide embrace of expensive rooftop panels will be slow in coming. ''The most prudent course is not to put all our renewable eggs in one basket,'' Mr. Zichella wrote recently.

  A reconciliation between the two environmental camps seems likely. As national and state targets mandate more and more renewable-energy projects, many say, environmentalists will have an incentive to work jointly to broker solutions with politicians and the energy industry.

  ''We are learning and understanding the trade-offs between things, and they are hard,'' said Pam Eaton, deputy vice president of the public lands campaign of the Wilderness Society, who has been working to bridge gaps between environmentalists. 

  ''You've got the short-term impact of a project versus a long-term problem, which is climate change,'' Ms Eaton said. 

  In the Mojave, the biggest fight centers on high-voltage lines that are needed to reach areas where energy will be produced. The likely spots are separated from customers by two large national park properties, several wilderness areas and military bases like the Twenty Nine Palms Marine Corps reservation. 

  Finding a route for a project called Green Path North, which traverses those installations, fragile ecosystems and angry communities, has been difficult. One path ''goes right between my house and the mountains,'' Mr. Harvey said.

  That is the kind of strife that Mr. Zichella and Ms. Wald are trying to ease.

  Aware that internal debate is unavoidable, Carl Pope, the executive director of the Sierra Club, suggests a greater effort to balance competing priorities.

  ''What you have to do,'' Mr. Pope said, ''is show that you've done the best job you can.'' 
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The Environmental Protection Agency, about to declare heat-trapping gases to be dangerous pollutants, has embarked on one of the most ambitious regulatory challenges in history.

  The move is likely to have a profound effect across the economic spectrum, affecting transportation, power plants, oil refineries, cement plants and other manufacturers.

  It sets the agency on a collision course with carmakers, coal plants and other businesses that rely on fossil fuels, which fear that the finding will impose complex and costly rules.  

  But it may also help the Obama administration's efforts to push through a federal law to curb carbon dioxide emissions by drawing industry support for legislation, which many companies see as less restrictive and more flexible than being monitored by a regulatory agency. And it will lay a basis for the United States in the negotiations leading up to a global climate treaty to be signed in Copenhagen in December. 

  Once made final, the agency's finding will pave the way for federal regulation of carbon dioxide, methane and other heat-trapping gases linked to global warming. 

  In practical terms, the finding would allow quick federal regulation of motor vehicle emissions of heat-trapping gases and, if further actions are taken by the E.P.A., it could open the doors for regulatory controls on power plants, oil refineries, cement plants and other factories.

  On Friday, the E.P.A. sent its finding to the Office of Management and Budget for review, according to a Web site that lists pending federal rules. Once the budget office clears the finding, it can be signed by the E.P.A.'s administrator, Lisa P. Jackson. There is also likely to be a public comment period on the proposed finding, but there is wide expectation that it will be put in place. 

  Some policy makers greeted the agency's action as the first step in a new approach to climate change.
  ''This finding will officially end the era of denial on global warming,'' Representative Edward J. Markey, a Massachusetts Democrat who leads a select committee on global warming, said in a statement. 

  But Bill Kovacs, a specialist on global warming issues with the United States Chamber of Commerce, said that an endangerment finding would automatically provoke a tangle of regulatory requirements for businesses large and small. 

  If finalized, the finding by the agency could lead to a vast extension of its reach. Much is unknown about the details of what the E.P.A. is proposing, including how stringently the agency would regulate the emissions and how it would go about doing so.

  But in February, Ms. Jackson indicated she was aware the agency could be stepping into a minefield by issuing such a finding.  ''We are poised to be specific on what we regulate and on what schedule,'' she said at the time. ''We don't want people to spin that into a doomsday scenario.'' 

  Experts said Monday that the E.P.A.'s action would put pressure on Congress to pass federal legislation that could supplant the agency's plan or guide how it was carried out. A federal bill is preferred by many environmentalists and policy makers, as well as by industry.

  John D. Walke, a senior lawyer at the Natural Resources Defense Council, said he welcomed the agency's decision but hoped it would ultimately lead to federal legislation. 

  ''For some period we may have parallel efforts of Environmental Protection Agency pursuing or even adopting regulation while the eventual main show will be in Congress,'' Mr. Walke said.

  Still, many doubt that legislation to cap emissions can pass this year, in the midst of a recession and at a time when carbon dioxide emissions are down because production is lower.

  The E.P.A.'s move is the latest in a flurry of proposals that signal its determination to break from the Bush administration, which infuriated environmentalists  by sidestepping the issue of regulating heat-trapping gases.

  Earlier this month, the agency proposed creating a greenhouse-gas emissions registry, which would require industries -- including oil refineries and cement makers, as well as utilities and pulp and paper manufacturers -- to  report how much pollution they were emitting.

  The endangerment proposal is another step. In 2007, the Supreme Court ordered the E.P.A. to determine whether carbon dioxide and other heat-trapping gases qualified as pollutants under the Clean Air Act. Ms. Jackson, the agency's administrator, suggested to The New York Times in February that she hoped to act on emissions of heat-trapping gases by early April, before the second anniversary of the court's ruling.

  The Bush administration had stalled in complying with the court order, opting for more study of the issue, although there was wide consensus among E.P.A. experts that a determination that carbon dioxide was a danger to the public was supported by scientific research. 

  Asked about the E.P.A.'s move, the White House press secretary, Robert Gibbs, emphasized the importance of going through Congress. ''The way to deal with greenhouse gases,'' Mr. Gibbs said, ''is to work with Congress in order to put together a plan that deals with this and creates a market for renewable energy.''

  There are several reasons that there is a widespread preference for a legislative ''cap-and-trade'' approach to regulating carbon dioxide emissions, as opposed to E.P.A. regulation.

  A central reason, said Paul Bledsoe of the National Commission on Energy Policy, is that Congressional action is less subject to litigation and could not be easily overturned by a new administration. 

  But a deeper concern among the industry is that regulation by the E.P.A. is a blunt tool. The agency's regulatory powers have previously been applied mainly to pollutants that do damage on a regional level, like nitrogen oxide and hydrocarbons.

  By contrast, carbon dioxide, methane and other heat-trapping gases that the E.P.A. proposes to regulate do harm on a global scale. 

  ''The act does not deal well with an emission that's virtually ubiquitous and travels through the atmosphere,'' said Carol Raulston, a spokesman for the National Mining Association, a coal industry group. 
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POWER RULES

  How Common Sense Can Rescue American Foreign Policy

  By Leslie H. Gelb

  334 pages. Harper. $27.99.

  Few Americans know the inner world of American foreign policy -- its feuds, follies and fashions -- as well as Leslie H. Gelb. He served Lyndon B. Johnson in the Pentagon and Jimmy Carter in the State Department. He was a foreign affairs columnist for The New York Times and president of the Council on Foreign Relations. ''Power Rules'' builds on that lifetime of experience with power and is a witty and acerbic primer for moderate pragmatists.

  His chief targets are ideological dogmatism and imperialist hubris. America should be unafraid to exercise power, but it must be mindful that power's reach usually exceeds its grasp. According to Mr. Gelb liberal Democrats should stop apologizing when they use American power, and conservative Republicans should stop believing that no problem can resist the application of American force. Both need to understand that power is wasted when it's used unwisely. The chief missing ingredient in United States foreign policy, he argues, is common sense. 

  Common sense for Mr. Gelb means an anti-utopian, evidence-based, pragmatic, moderate foreign policy focusing on achievable goals, rather than unattainable and hubristic master strategies like trying to foster democracy in countries where you can't drink the water.

  We can't drink the water in Afghanistan, and Mr. Gelb advises that America should abandon ambitions of state or nation building there and concentrate instead on eliminating Al Qaeda. Military force alone can achieve little. To marginalize Al Qaeda and deny it sanctuary, America needs to find someone -- President Hamid Karzai or a democratically elected successor  -- who can make the deals with southern Pashtun tribal leaders that might pull them away from the Taliban and from Al Qaeda. Engaging India, Iran, Pakistan and Russia will help provide Afghanistan the minimum external guarantees it needs to survive as a state, while cunning alliance building by the Afghan government with local tribal leaders in the south may help isolate the insurgents and drain away their popular support.

  Surging the United States military into the south of Afghanistan will help chiefly as a political demonstration of commitment. It tells the insurgents the West is there to stay, at least until political stability is irreversible. 

  Even these pragmatic and modest goals may not be attainable. America, Mr. Gelb fears, is ''at the point of declining as a nation and a world power.'' It still has no competitor at the top of the power pyramid, but its long-term dominance is being eroded by unmet challenges. No country with a debt America's size, he points out, has ever remained dominant for long, and no country with schools as lacking in rigor as America's has much hope of dominating a global economy for long either.

  President Obama can't hope to achieve much overseas, Mr. Gelb argues, unless he first rebuilds at home: better health care, decent education, less dependence on foreign oil and less of the even more deadly dependence on foreign creditors.

  Reckoning with the limits of American power is not a new challenge. Tiny states like Cuba have defied America for 50 years, Mr. Gelb says, and ideologically resolute ones like Iran have bested it for 30. What is new is the painful discovery that although America can win any pitched battle it fights, it cannot stop any moderately cunning terrorist from inflicting terrible casualties on its soldiers and civilians.

  Asymmetric threats are new, but they can be met by adapting doctrine, training and equipment. Military superiority remains an essential component of American power -- Mr. Gelb is against cuts in defense spending -- but force must be the servant of politics and diplomacy, not its master. Unless the threat of military force is backed by what he calls a  ''power package''  of diplomatic threats and political inducements, force alone can rarely achieve its goals. 

  Mr. Gelb's favorite test case of success in the application of the power package is Libya. Col. Muammar el-Qaddafi had felt the wrath of Reagan's jets, so the application of force concentrated his mind. But it was the package of political inducements offered by President George W. Bush that persuaded him to stop supporting terrorists and abandon his nuclear ambitions. 

  At the same time America needs allies and partners to get anything done. Both Britain and the much despised United Nations were helpful in bringing Libya into the fold. America has to realize it can't achieve its goals without allies, and its allies need to accept that they can't solve problems without American leadership.

  Nothing will happen on global climate change, for example, unless the American administration forms a green coalition among the next most powerful countries in the world: China, India, Russia and the Europeans. Canada, my country, ought to be on the list  -- it's an energy superpower, supplying almost a quarter of United States energy requirements, and it's also a green energy pioneer -- but it merits not a single mention in   ''Power Rules.'' The point here is not to carp, but to reinforce Mr. Gelb's own message: America can't afford to ignore friends.

  Mr. Gelb says he believes in problem-solving coalitions, but he doesn't want Gulliver tied down by the United Nations or other multilateral bodies. Indeed, he seems allergic to creating new multilateral institutions.

  Case-by-case problem solving has the virtue of lowering global expectations -- and fears -- of American power, but Mr. Gelb's approach may miss the particular challenge of our current situation. It also forgets when America showed greatness. America's true glory days were moments of institution building, when Roosevelt and then Truman created the United Nations, NATO and the Bretton Woods financial system. 

  Talk of Bretton Woods II may be overambitious, but some new global architecture of financial regulation and oversight, or at least more effective coordination of national regulation, is going to be necessary once we touch bottom in this financial crisis. American financial misrule may have gotten us into this mess, but it will be American leadership that will have to dig us out, with the help of solvent allies with good banking systems, like Canada's, among others.
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In the six-and-one-half years since the federal government began certifying food as ''organic,'' Americans have taken to the idea  with considerable enthusiasm. Sales have at least doubled, and three-quarters  of the nation's grocery stores now carry at least some organic food. A Harris poll in October 2007 found that about 30 percent of Americans buy organic food at least on occasion, and most think it is safer, better for the environment and healthier.

  ''People believe it must be better for you if it's organic,'' says Phil Howard, an assistant professor of community, food and agriculture at Michigan State University.

  So I discovered on a recent book tour around the United States and Canada.  

  No matter how carefully I avoided using the word ''organic'' when I spoke to groups of food enthusiasts about how to eat better, someone in the audience would inevitably ask, ''What if I can't afford to buy organic food?'' It seems to have become the magic cure-all, synonymous with eating well, healthfully, sanely, even ethically.

  But eating ''organic'' offers no guarantee of any of that. And the truth is that most Americans eat so badly -- we get 7 percent of our calories from soft drinks, more than we do from vegetables; the top food group by caloric intake is ''sweets''; and one-third of nation's adults are now obese -- that the organic question is a secondary one. It's not unimportant, but it's not the primary issue in the way Americans eat. 

  To eat well, says Michael Pollan, the author of ''In Defense of Food,'' means avoiding ''edible food-like substances'' and sticking to real ingredients, increasingly from the plant kingdom. (Americans each consume an average of nearly two pounds a day of animal products.) There's plenty of evidence that both a person's health -- as well as the environment's -- will improve with a simple shift in eating habits away from animal products and highly processed foods to plant products and what might be called ''real food.'' (With all due respect to people in the ''food movement,'' the food  need not be ''slow,'' either.)

  From these changes, Americans would reduce the amount of land, water and chemicals used to produce the food we eat, as well as the incidence of lifestyle diseases linked to unhealthy diets, and greenhouse gases from industrial meat production. All without legislation. 

  And the food would not necessarily have to be organic, which, under the United States Department of Agriculture's definition, means it is generally free of synthetic substances; contains no antibiotics and hormones; has not been irradiated or fertilized with sewage sludge; was raised without the use of most conventional pesticides; and contains no genetically modified ingredients. 

  Those requirements, which must be met in order for food to be labeled ''U.S.D.A. Organic,'' are fine, of course. But they still fall short of the lofty dreams of early organic farmers and consumers who gave the word ''organic'' its allure -- of returning natural nutrients and substance to the soil in the same proportion used by the growing process (there is no requirement that this be done); of raising animals humanely in accordance with nature (animals must be given access to the outdoors, but for how long and under what conditions is not spelled out); and of producing the most nutritious food possible (the evidence is mixed on whether organic food is more nutritious) in the most ecologically conscious way. 

  The government's organic program, says Joan Shaffer, a spokeswoman for the Agriculture Department, ''is a marketing program that sets standards for what can be certified as organic. Neither the enabling legislation nor the regulations address food safety or nutrition.'' 

  People don't  understand that, nor do they realize  ''organic'' doesn't mean ''local.'' ''It doesn't matter if it's from the farm down the road or from Chile,'' Ms. Shaffer said. ''As long as it meets the standards it's organic.''

  Hence, the organic status of salmon flown in from Chile, or of frozen vegetables grown in China and sold in the United States -- no matter the size of the carbon footprint left behind by getting from there to here.

  Today, most farmers who practice truly sustainable farming, or what you might call ''organic in spirit,'' operate on small scale, some so small they can't afford the requirements to be certified organic by the government. Others say that certification isn't meaningful enough to bother. These farmers argue that, ''When you buy organic you don't just buy a product, you buy a way of life that is committed to not exploiting the planet,'' says Ed Maltby, executive director of the Northeast Organic Dairy Producers Alliance.

  But the organic food business is now big business, and getting bigger. Professor Howard estimates that major corporations now are responsible for at least 50 percent of all organic manufacturing and marketing (40 percent if you count only processed organic foods). Much of the nation's organic food is as much a part of industrial food production as midwinter grapes, and becoming more so. In 2006, sales of organic foods and beverages totaled about $16.7 billion, according to the most recent figures from Organic Trade Association.

  Still, those sales amounted to slightly less than 3  percent of overall food and beverage sales. For all the hoo-ha, organic food is not making much of an impact on the way Americans eat, though, as Mark Kastel, co-founder of The Cornucopia Institute, puts it: ''There are generic benefits from doing organics. It protects the land from the ravages of conventional agriculture,'' and safeguards farm workers from being exposed to pesticides.

  But the questions remain over how we eat in general. It may feel better to eat an organic Oreo than a conventional Oreo, but, says Marion Nestle, a professor at New York University's department of nutrition, food studies and public health, ''Organic junk food is still junk food.''

  Last week, Michelle Obama began digging up a patch of the South Lawn of the White House to plant an organic vegetable garden to provide food for the first family and, more important, to educate children about healthy, locally grown fruits and vegetables at a time when obesity and diabetes have become national concerns. 

  But Mrs. Obama also emphasized that there were many changes Americans can make if they don't have the time or space for an organic garden. 

  ''You can begin in your own cupboard,'' she said, ''by eliminating processed food, trying to cook a meal a little more often, trying to incorporate more fruits and vegetables.''

  Popularizing such choices may not be as marketable as creating a logo that says ''organic.'' But when Americans have had their fill of ''value-added'' and overprocessed food, perhaps they can begin producing and consuming more food that treats animals and the land as if they mattered. Some of that food will be organic, and hooray for that. Meanwhile, they should remember that the word itself is not synonymous with ''safe,'' ''healthy,'' ''fair'' or even necessarily ''good.''
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DATELINE: BEEL BHAINA, Bangladesh 

The rivers that course down from the Himalayas and into this crowded delta bring an annual tide of gift and curse. They flood low-lying paddies for several months, sometimes years, at a time. And they ferry mountains of silt and sand from far away upstream. 

  Most of that sediment washes out into the roiling Bay of Bengal. But an accidental discovery by desperate delta folk here may hold clues to how Bangladesh, one of the world's most vulnerable countries to climate change, could harness some of that dark, rich Himalayan muck to protect itself against sea level rise. 

  Instead of allowing the silt to settle where it wants, Bangladesh has begun to channel it to where it is needed -- to fill in shallow soup bowls of land  prone to flooding, or to create new land off its long, exposed coast. 

  The efforts have been limited to small experimental patches, not uniformly promising, and there is still ample concern that a swelling sea could one day soon swallow parts of Bangladesh. But the emerging evidence suggests that a nation that many see as indefensible to the ravages of human-induced climate change could literally raise itself up and save its people -- and do so cheaply and simply, using what the mountains and tides bring.

  ''You can do a lot with the silt that these rivers bring,'' said Bea M. ten Tusscher, the Dutch ambassador to Bangladesh. The Netherlands, itself accustomed to engineering its vulnerable low-lands, helps Bangladesh with water management projects. ''Those are like little diamonds,'' Ms. ten Tusscher said. ''You have to use it.''

  Satellite images show that in the natural process of erosion and accretion -- in some places speeded up by a series of man-made dams and channels -- Bangladesh has actually gained land over the last 35 years.

  Skeptics say it is folly to expect silt accretion to save the country. Accretion happens slowly, over centuries, they argue, while human-induced climate change is hurtling fast toward Bangladesh. The new land is too muddy and slushy for people to safely live on, and the force of the Himalayan rivers is so powerful that it can wash away newly gained land in one fluke season. 

  ''If you have time to wait, it will happen,'' said Atiq Rahman of the Bangladesh Center for Advanced Studies. His country, he added, does not have time to wait. 

  The silt-trapping experiment has yielded tentative but visible gains here in Beel Bhaina, a low-lying 600-acre soup bowl of land on the banks of the Hari River, a tributary of the Ganges, about 55 miles upstream from the Bay of Bengal. Even at this distance from the coast, it is among the country's most susceptible to sea rise. The river swells each day with the tides. Creeping salinity in the water table is a harbinger of future danger.

  Here, misery made way for a discovery. A devastating flood 10 years ago left this soup bowl -- a ''beel'' in Bengali -- inundated with water that reached above Abdul Lateef's head. No paddy could grow, recalled Mr. Lateef, now 56. Houses went under. The river was so heavily silted it hardly moved. Many families were reduced to penury.

  One night, desperate to drain the water, Mr. Lateef and his neighbors punched a hole through the mud embankment that encircled the soup bowl. They watched as the water rushed out. Then the high tide began to haul in sediment, and the soup bowl swiftly filled with silt.

  When the chief engineer of the local water board, Sheikh Nurul Ala, came to measure it, he saw that in four years, Beel Bhaina had risen by as much as three feet or more near the river bank, and almost as much farther inland. Today, it is a quilt of green and gray square patches of paddy, cut by square ponds to cultivate fish and shrimp. The river flows more freely now. Mr. Lateef collects an annual harvest of rice, the local staple, and farms shrimp, the most lucrative cash crop, after the rains.

  Mr. Ala is trying the experiment in other soup bowls upstream, with mixed results. At one site, the accretion was too limited; at another, it has been promising in patches, but uneven. 

  American scientists have recommended a somewhat similar silt diversion program: opening Mississippi River levees south of New Orleans to allow sediment-rich water to flow over the region's marshes, which have been starved of silt since levee-building began in the region hundreds of years ago. 

  Bangladesh is among the nations most susceptible to climate change. Already prone to cyclones, it could be hit by more frequent and intense tropical storms. Seawater is creeping into the agricultural land. Its long coast is exposed to the hungry sea. 

  The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change estimates that a three-foot rise in sea levels could swallow nearly 20 percent of Bangladesh's territory. The peril is compounded by the fact that every inch of this densely populated country is settled, even those areas at the constant mercy of the water.

  Taming the waters that spill into Bangladesh is no easy task. The rivers change course, banks shift, channels meander at will. They swell when the snows melt thousands of miles away and then again when the clouds burst, turning the green fields gray. They are also heavily engineered upstream: a dam built upstream in neighboring India can critically stanch the flow of freshwater down here, increasingly the chances of salinity and siltation. 

  The simple silt-trapping engineering here was not designed as an adaptation to sea rise, but Mr. Ala is convinced that it can outpace the projected three-foot rise in sea levels and at least offer some protection. ''Some benefit it will provide, I think, by raising the beels,'' he said. ''The problem will not be as severe for the land we can raise.''
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Five countries that created a treaty nearly four decades ago to protect polar bears through limits on hunting issued a joint statement on Thursday identifying climate change as ''the most important long-term threat'' to the bears.

  The statement came at the end of a three-day meeting in Tromso, Norway, of scientists and officials from the United States, Norway, Canada, Russia and Denmark, all with territory abutting the Arctic Ocean that serves as habitat for the bears. (Denmark was represented through Greenland, which is moving toward becoming an independent country.) 

  Bear experts at the meeting said the treaty parties were committed to collaborating on programs aimed at limiting direct threats to bear populations from increasing tourism, shipping and oil and gas drilling in the warming region. 

  But they said the countries bound by the 1973 bear agreement would be unable, without worldwide cooperation, to address the looming risk to the species: the prospect that global warming from emissions of greenhouse gases would continue to erode the sheath of Arctic sea ice that the half-ton bears roam in pursuit of seals. 

  In a telephone interview from Tromso, Rosa Meehan, the division chief in Alaska for marine mammals management of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, said that the agreement -- among countries with a range of environmental views -- signaled the strength of the science pointing to perils for the bears. 

  ''Polar bears are facing a pretty rough road,'' Dr. Meehan said. ''The thing we need to do is look to the global community to seriously address and mitigate climate change.'' The Norwegian government posted background on the meeting on the Internet at polarbearmeeting.org.

  The species has probably existed across the Arctic for several hundred thousand years, researchers say. The animals are resilient, eating walrus, grasses and even snow goose eggs when they cannot hunt their preferred prey, bearded and ringed seals. 

  The bears were greatly depleted by unregulated hunting across much of the Arctic until the Soviet Union clamped down in 1956 and other countries followed, with the 1973 treaty one result. The current population across the Arctic has been estimated at 22,000 to 50,000 bears. 

  But last year the United States Interior Department granted the bears threatened status under the Endangered Species Act, citing the threat from retreating summertime sea ice. Other countries have been ratcheting up protections, although about 700 bears a year are still shot in Canada, Alaska and Greenland, according to Norway's environment agency. 

  Not everyone from countries ringing the Arctic agrees that the bears need to be singled out for protection in the face of climate change. Fernando Ugarte, head of mammal and bird science at the Greenland Institute of Natural Resources, said the government was concerned that the rising pressure to protect bears, particularly in the face of global warming, might prompt other countries to press Greenland to clamp down on hunting. 

  ''I am not sure there is a scientific reason to appoint polar bears as the main icon of climate change,'' he said by telephone in Nuuk, Greenland's capital. ''There's a long list of animals that will be affected. Why not the walrus, the narwhal, the ringed seal?'' Mr. Ugarte said that scientists disagreed over why people around Baffin Bay and elsewhere had reported an increase in polar bear sightings in recent years. One explanation may be that the local bear population is robust. Another -- more likely in Mr. Ugarte's opinion -- is that climate change is forcing the bears into new migration patterns.

  The Tromso meeting was watched closely by environmental groups, which had warned that some countries might press to exclude strong language about global warming. The bears have been enduring icons in climate campaigns conducted by such groups, with at least three groups seeking contributions through ''adopt a polar bear'' programs. 

  But the animals have also become a focal point for some elected officials and scientists who reject the need for cuts in the heat-trapping greenhouse gases, despite broad scientific consensus linking the gases to warming since 1950. Their argument, pointing to studies by American government scientists and other groups, is that hunting restrictions have caused most of the populations of bears around the Arctic to grow in recent decades and that long-term forecasts of ice retreats are flawed.
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DATELINE: EDWARDSPORT, Ind. 

Near the middle of a dusty construction site here stands a patch of land, about the size of two football fields, notable because it is empty. 

  Duke Energy has high hopes for this two-acre plot: If all goes right, and there is a happy convergence of technology, money and federal energy policy, the construction project could become the first environment-friendly coal-fired power plant in the nation.

  The company is studying a method for capturing the carbon dioxide produced by using coal  and storing the gas underground, preventing it from entering the atmosphere. Machines to separate carbon dioxide from other elements in the coal may someday stand on the empty land.

  For years, scientists have been experimenting with ways to ''clean'' coal, a carbon-heavy fuel that countries around the world increasingly rely on. But the technology for carbon capture and storage has been tried only on a small scale. Governments have not required companies to do what Duke is proposing here, in part because costs were so uncertain.  

  The allocation of $3.4 billion in the federal stimulus bill for carbon capture and sequestration, as carbon storage is often called, however, has allowed Duke Energy and other companies to consider mounting full-scale projects. 

  The federal money is the latest sign of a growing interest worldwide in clean coal technologies, which backers believe could prove one of the most significant ways to tackle global warming. The projects are being watched closely by environmentalists, engineers and energy officials.

  The Duke effort, said John Thompson, a coal expert at an environmental group, the Clean Air Task Force, ''may be the first commercial carbon sequestration site in the United States.''

  If Duke is successful, the plant could be capturing about 18 percent of its carbon dioxide emissions within four or five years, and an additional  40 percent a few years after that. Carbon dioxide is the main heat-trapping gas linked to global warming.
  Duke already received some money under the Energy Policy Act of 2005 to build a $2.35 billion coal-burning power plant, the largest new construction project in Indiana. The site here is already crawling with workmen and heavy machinery.

  The new plant will differ from conventional coal plants in significant ways, cooking the coal into a fuel gas rather than burning it as a powder, and then thoroughly cleaning the gas and burning it in a jet engine, similar to that used to burn natural gas. Emissions of conventional pollutants, like sulfur, soot and smog-forming nitrogen, will be extremely low.

  Two other such ''gasification'' plants already operate, in Florida and Indiana. Duke's first addition would be to use a machine to strip the carbon dioxide out of the fuel gas. 

  Duke is conducting a $17 million study of that idea, and has asked permission from its regulators to study a second step, to capture an additional 40 percent or so of the carbon dioxide produced at a later stage. The carbon would then be stored in a deep well on the site or sent by pipeline to an old oil field, where it would stimulate oil production. Part of the test is meant to demonstrate that carbon dioxide can  safely stay put underground.

  Other companies around the country also are exploring carbon capture and storage projects. According to a recent report by Emerging Energy Research, a consulting firm, Illinois has passed legislation that could require its utilities to buy electricity from plants that sequester their carbon. And six other states are considering legislation to help pay for carbon capture or ease the way for carbon storage.

  There are several competing technologies for approaching the problem -- more than the money in the stimulus bill can pay for. And experts say that before new methods can be commercialized, projects need three to five years of planning and construction, followed by eight to 10 years of actual pumping of carbon dioxide into the ground. 

  ''We need to get off the dime with this and build some full scale projects to demonstrate this technology at scale,'' said Edward S. Rubin, a professor of environmental engineering at Carnegie Mellon University in Pittsburgh, ''but the price tag per project is $800 million to $1 billion.''

  The Edwardsport venture might prove a little cheaper. The first step, capturing the carbon dioxide created when coal is turned into a fuel gas, would add 5 percent to 15 percent to the initial $2.35 billion cost, according to W. Michael Womack, vice president of Duke Energy in charge of the project. 

  In the second stage, one of the components of the fuel gas, carbon monoxide, is mixed with water to make hydrogen, for fuel, and carbon dioxide, for sequestration. The cost of that is ''a little fuzzier,'' he said, and probably higher than the cost for the first step. 

  Until the beginning of last year, the Energy Department had backed a more ambitious effort, the FutureGen gasification plant in Mattoon, Ill.,  that would have sequestered 90 percent of its carbon dioxide, compared with a maximum of less than 60 percent at Edwardsport. Companies from the United States, Britain, China and Australia were to contribute. 

  But in January 2008, the Bush administration decided that the price for FutureGen had grown too high and withdrew financing, proposing instead to finance add-ons like the ones contemplated at Edwardsport. Last week, a report by the federal Government Accountability Office found that because of a math error, the Energy Department had greatly overestimated the cost increase for FutureGen.

  At Peabody Energy, one of the FutureGen partners, Fred Palmer, a spokesman, said that the $1 billion in the stimulus bill that seems directed toward a project like FutureGen is not enough to finish that project, but that the partners could seek another appropriation in a couple of years.

  An independent expert, Sarah Forbes,  head of the carbon capture and storage project at the World Resources Institute, an environmental group, said that FutureGen had a tremendous strength, demonstrating the integration of capture and of storage at a large scale. But the project was so big, she said, that it could squeeze out others. ''Perhaps it's smarter to do four rather than one,'' she said.

  Proponents of smaller projects hope that there is enough money left in the stimulus bill for them.  For example, Babcock & Wilcox has a different approach for capturing carbon: remove all the nitrogen from the air going into the boiler, so the output is nearly pure carbon dioxide. 

  A project that captured 92 percent of its carbon dioxide would cost nearly $1 billion, and the company is hoping the government will pay half, said Donald C. Langley, vice president and chief technology officer of Babcock & Wilcox. The company will make an announcement soon about its deal with a Western utility to partner in the project. 

  Later this year, American Electric Power will begin capturing carbon dioxide from 2 percent of the smokestack gases from its mammoth Mountaineer plant, in New Haven, W.Va., by using ammonia, and injecting the gas into a $4.2 million well nearly two miles deep.  

  If the ammonia works well, and if the carbon dioxide flows underground as expected, the company  will try using the method to treat about 20 percent of the plant's smoke and seeking government help to do it. The approach is important because it is intended for old plants. 

  Some environmentalists oppose carbon capture from coal under any circumstances. Greenpeace argues that the energy required to capture the carbon, pressurize it and pump it underground is too large and the risks of underground storage too high. The effort, thegroup says, would divert money from more promising alternatives. Others argue that making coal safe to burn would simply encourage damaging mining, like mountaintop removal. 

  But energy experts predict that countries around the world are certain to keep using coal, so someone had better find a safer way. 

  ''With a big lump of money, the No. 1 priority is moving out with urgency,'' said Ernest J. Moniz, a professor at M.I.T. and a former under secretary of energy. ''If we want sequestration to have a serious market share in managing the climate problem by 2040, we have to start yesterday,'' he said. 
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THE OTHER SIDE OF THE ISLAND

  By Allegra Goodman

  280 pp. Razorbill/ Penguin Young Readers Group. $16.99. (Ages 12 and up)

  Honor arrived only recently on Island 365. She came down with her parents, from the North. Barriers and warning signs mark the shoreline, where the ancient hotels emerge from the water. The ocean is frighteningly close to Honor's new home, but there are bars on the windows and everything is safe. Honor's parents are less safe. They wear the wrong kinds of colors. They don't seem to have tutored her well enough in the Corporate Creed. And, of course, naming her Honor wasn't the wisest choice, because the initial ''H'' in Honor isn't sounded. Other children might think her name begins with ''O.'' As a result there might be confusion. She might not fit in.   

  All the worst predictions of our time have come true. The ozone layer has vanished. Global warming has raised sea levels so suddenly that most of the world's population has been wiped out. In the aftermath, the corporation known as ''Earth Mother'' took charge with a plan to make the survivors safe forever. Everyone does as Earth Mother says now. They go where they're put. Everyone is afraid of a ''watery grave.'' But beneath that their real fear is of being swept away by change, and of that consequence of change, death. Earth Mother vigorously exploits these basic human anxieties to achieve a controlled, swaddling, formal society. In ''The Other Side of the Island'' the direct, clever and impatient Honor discovers the ways truth is hidden beneath the culture of safety.  

  Allegra Goodman develops her world with deft strokes, bringing together the linguistic traditions of the dystopian novel with those of classic post-disaster stories like Russell Hoban's ''Riddley Walker'' or Walter M. Miller Jr.'s ''Canticle for Leibowitz,'' in which language is used to demonstrate catastrophic change. For instance, the planet is in the process of being ''ceiled,'' that is, roofed over. The delight of this is that it has been ''sealed'' too: in her attempt to produce a safe environment, Earth Mother has closed off many kinds of behavior. The New Weather produced by her huge engineering project is as much ideological and emotional as it is climatic. Word games like this allow Goodman to deliver her background efficiently, but they also provide continual puzzles for the enjoyment of the reader. This is a world in which ''the Forecaster'' is the bogeyman. Weather forecasting is a forbidden concept because it implies unpredictability.  

  Like all dystopias, ''The Other Side of the Island'' is a story of rebellion. Honor, age 10, finds her parents' lack of conformity hard to bear. She can't understand their refusal to wear the right clothes or do the right thing at the right time. Goodman writes with such cleverness and sympathetic humor that, for a while at least, it's Honor who seems the mature one -- especially in her recognition that people want and need to fit into social structures. Of course, Honor soon finds out that if you don't fit into Earth Mother's structure you will be hurt, first emotionally and socially, by exclusion; then, if you are immune to that, for real: the punishment for not filling in forms is ''24 hours of Persuasive Reasoning and Positive Reinforcement,'' during which you might lose some teeth. 

  ''The Other Side of the Island'' doesn't make enough, perhaps, of necessity. After all, our world, the world before Honor's, has destroyed itself totally. We cannot imagine -- and Goodman is no help here -- how ghastly things must have been at the time of the Flood, how impossible it must have seemed to build upon the ruins, how welcome the corporation must have seemed then. Goodman's rhetoric of freedom hides that behind the straw woman of Earth Mother. As a result, the plot, unfurling as a suite of dystopian revelations, ends less interestingly than it might have, in a kind of Hollywood shoot-out. The ideological argument -- safety or freedom? -- takes a back seat to heroics. In the attempt to pivot Honor from a puzzled and conflicted young person to a character with her own agency, Goodman produces a climax that appeals a little too obviously to the reader's narcissism, losing a quiet, wry humor somewhere along the way.
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PRESIDENTIAL candidates campaign with soaring rhetoric, but presidents and their advisers make actual policy with spreadsheets. So for policy wonks like me, there is no better place to learn what President Obama really believes than the budget proposal released late last month. 

  Here are four lessons we can learn from the budget documents about the president and his economic team: 

  THEY ARE ECONOMIC OPTIMISTS Like everyone else, the president's economists expect 2009 to be a grim year of falling national income and rising unemployment. But despite all the talk about the worst crisis since the Great Depression, they expect their policies to bring the recession to a swift conclusion. For the next four years, they forecast an average growth rate of 4 percent. The unemployment rate is projected to fall to 5.2 percent in 2013.

  Not everyone is so sanguine. The administration forecast is ''way too optimistic,'' said Nariman Behravesh, chief economist at IHS Global Insight and author of the excellent primer ''Spin-Free Economics.''

  Let's hope that the administration is right. But if I had to bet, I'd put my money on Mr. Behravesh.

  THEY LIKE TO SPEND  In light of the economic downturn, the stimulus package and all the bailouts coming out of Washington, it is no surprise government spending is skyrocketing. According to the president's budget, federal outlays will be 27.7 percent of gross domestic product in 2009 and 24.1 percent in 2010 -- levels not reached since World War II.

  But more telling about the president's priorities is what happens to spending after  the crisis is well behind us, at least according to the administration's forecast. In a second term for Mr. Obama, with the economy recovered and  unemployment  stabilized at 5 percent, federal outlays would be 22.2 percent of G.D.P.  -- well above the average of 20.2 percent over the last 50 years.

  It is also well above levels in recent history. Before the financial crisis hit in 2008, federal outlays under President George W. Bush never exceeded 20.4 percent of G.D.P. That includes spending from the Iraq war. President Obama is counting on that conflict being over, and no new money-draining military commitment  taking its place. Yet federal spending still remains high.

  To be sure, part of the increase in government spending is driven by the aging of the population. As more baby boomers retire and become eligible for Social Security and Medicare, spending rises automatically. But President Obama's focus on universal health insurance suggests that he is more interested in expanding the benefits that Americans can claim than in reining in the unfunded entitlements already on the books.

  THEY ARE SERIOUS ABOUT CLIMATE CHANGE President Obama's budget makes clear that he wants to address the problem of global climate change. This commitment stands in stark contrast to policy during the previous two administrations.

  President Bill Clinton offered the Kyoto Protocol, but the policy ended up more symbolic than real. The treaty was overwhelmingly rejected by both parties in Congress, in part because it left out China, now the world's largest emitter of carbon. President Bush rejected the Kyoto principles as well, but he never made finding an alternative approach to climate change a major priority.

  For the new administration, climate change is not only an environmental issue but a budgetary one as well. Under the proposed cap-and-trade system, the government would auction off a limited number of carbon allowances. The cost would be passed on to consumers as higher energy prices, encouraging conservation. According to President Obama's budget projections, the system would also raise more government revenue than his much-discussed tax increases on upper-income households.

  The thrust of the policy makes sense, but several questions remain. First, why not instead impose a more transparent and administratively simpler tax on carbon emissions? Is it  merely because the phrase ''climate revenues'' used in the budget is more politically palatable than the word ''tax''? More important, how will the president get China on board? Without China's participation,  any climate policy, along with the associated revenue, may be a political nonstarter.

  THEY ARE DEFICIT DOVES Few economists would blame either the Bush administration or the Obama administration for running budget deficits during an economic downturn. What is more telling is what happens to the deficit during normal economic times. From that perspective, the Obama budget policy looks surprisingly similar to the Bush version.

  From 2005 to 2007, before the current crisis,  unemployment  in the United States hovered around 5 percent. During those years, the budget deficit averaged just under 2 percent of G.D.P.

  In the Obama administration's forecast, unemployment again reaches 5 percent in 2014 and remains at that level thereafter. But despite that rosy prediction, the budget does not get close to balance. The Obama team calculates that under its proposed policies, the budget deficit will average a bit over 3 percent of G.D.P.

  So if you are a deficit hawk who lamented the Bush budget deficits, the new president's budget should not make you feel much better. President Obama offers different fiscal priorities than President Bush did: less military spending, more domestic spending and higher marginal tax rates to ''spread the wealth around.'' But the borrowing and debt imposed on future generations will not be very different, at least if the numbers in the Obama administration's own budget document can be trusted. 
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DATELINE: PALM DESERT, Calif. 

Rick Clark's garage is loaded with fast toys for playing in the sun. He has a buggy for racing on sand dunes, two sleek power boats for pulling water skiers, and a new favorite: 48 solar panels that send his energy meter whirring backward.

  Bronzed and deeply lined from decades of life in the desert sun, Mr. Clark is not one to worry about global warming. He suspects that if the planet's climate is getting hotter, it is part of a natural cycle and will probably correct itself. ''Experts have been wrong before,'' he said.

  But late last year, Mr. Clark decided to install a $62,000 solar power system because of a new municipal financing program that lent him the money and allows him to pay it back with interest over 20 years as part of his property taxes. In so doing, he joined the vanguard of a social experiment that is blossoming in California and a dozen other states. 

  The goal behind municipal financing is to eliminate perhaps the largest disincentive to installing solar power systems: the enormous initial cost. Although private financing is available through solar companies, homeowners often balk because they worry that they will not stay in the house long enough to have the investment -- which runs about $48,000 for an average home and tens of thousands of dollars more for a larger home in a hot climate -- pay off.

  But cities like Palm Desert lobbied to change state laws so that solar power systems could be financed like gas lines or water lines, covered by a loan from the city and secured by property taxes. The advantage of this system over private borrowing is that any local homeowners are eligible (not just those with good credit), and the obligation to pay the loan attaches to the house and would pass to any future buyers. 

  The idea of public financing for home solar systems began two years ago in Berkeley. While it took months to untangle the legislative knots at the state level and get banks lined up to back the project, the concept took on a life of it own.

  Cisco DeVries, who developed the program for Berkeley but has since moved on to a company that administers and finances similar programs for many towns, said: ''I've never been part of something like this where the power of an idea has grabbed so many people so quickly. It is viral.''

  In California, about a half-dozen cities including San Francisco and San Diego are already committed to their own solar programs. And outside of California, at least a half-dozen states, including Arizona, Texas and Virginia, have introduced bills to allow municipal financing. Colorado has already passed a version of the law, and the City of Boulder is on the verge of beginning a program. 

  Municipal financing comes on top of other government supports. California residents receive a straight rebate for about 20 percent of the cost of a solar power system. In addition, a federal income tax credit for 30 percent of the cost of installing solar panels was extended to participants in the municipal loan programs as part of the economic stimulus bill passed by Congress. And there are efforts to change the federal tax code further so that cities can borrow the money to lend tax free. 

  But public financing of solar power also has critics, who say government is essentially subsidizing and encouraging a form of energy production that would otherwise not be cost effective. Severin Borenstein, director of the University of California Energy Institute in Berkeley, who is concerned about the proliferation of the programs, said, ''It would be better for local governments to do energy efficiency and skip the solar panels.

  ''If you count the full-interest cost without the tax subsidy, residential solar panels never pay for themselves,'' he said. ''We shouldn't be making it a major public priority.''

  However, cities, which are charging 7 percent for the guaranteed loans, do not have the same financial risk as the consumers. And for cities like those in California that are required by state laws to reduce their carbon emissions, officials have to make calculations other than costs and are going ahead anyway.

  No city is as far along as Palm Desert. 

  Instead of waiting to get financing through third parties as other cities have done, Palm Desert tapped into $7.5 million of its own reserves to run a pilot program. In what is widely seen as a measure of public demand, the program was almost immediately fully subscribed. Already, nearly 100 households have been approved for solar panels, and about half of those have already installed them and have a system up and running, according to Patrick Conlon, director of the city office of energy management.

  From its arid climate to its conservative politics, Palm Desert could not be more different from Berkeley. But with 350 days of sun, the city is making a calculation that has nothing to do with saving the Earth. 

  ''We live in a severe climate,'' Mr. Conlon said. ''To cool our buildings, we have to be energy gluttons. So renewable energy is important here as an economic choice. It's bigger than politics.''

  For Mr. Clark, that is certainly the case. His monthly energy bill for a 3,400-square-foot home and a guest house routinely surpassed $1,400 in summer months when the air conditioning ran all the time. Now his solar panels are producing more than enough energy in the daytime to power his home. The additional power is sent back to the grid and is credited on his utility bill against night and summer hours, when he might consume more power than he produces. 

  Mr. Clark estimates that at the rate he is going, his power bill will be at most $500 for this year. The savings will be great enough that, taking into account his investment, he will still save $3,000 a year or more.

  The blue panels above his garage and his meter -- which also tells him how much of the heat-trapping gas carbon dioxide he has avoided creating  since the panels were installed (over 2,200 pounds) -- have in fact had a kind of viral marketing effect in his upper-middle-class neighborhood. Homes here run well above $1 million, yet solar power was a rarity until the city program started.

  ''It can seem like a large and intimidating task,'' said Valerie Van Winkle, a bank manager and a friend of Mr. Clark, who persuaded him and three other neighbors to take the solar plunge. 

  Ms. Van Winkle said the environmental cachet has also been fun. ''I don't even know anybody who voted for Obama,'' she said. 

  Still she has become a proselytizer for solar power. ''It just makes so much sense,'' she said. ''And, you know, I am happy it's also good for the environment.''

  Down the street, Debbie and Chris McNicol have a different take. Mr. McNicol used to be part of a professional drag racing crew and still races as a hobby on weekends. Their garage houses its own set of speed mobiles, including a 24-foot-long purple-and-yellow gas-guzzling dragster that goes up to 180 miles an hour. After installing solar panels, their first monthly energy bill dropped to $1.89. Mr. McNicol is elated: ''We can use the money we've saved to race new toys.''
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The Environmental Protection Agency proposed a rule on Tuesday that would require a broad range of industries to tally and report their greenhouse gas emissions.

  The proposal, which could establish an accounting basis for federal regulation of heat-trapping gases, would require about 13,000 factories, power plants and other facilities to report their emissions of carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide and other gases that climate scientists link to global warming. 

  Oil refineries, cement makers, utilities and pulp and paper manufacturers and the automotive sector are among the industries covered by the proposal. The E.P.A. says that the rule, promulgated under the Clean Air Act, would account for 85 percent to 90 percent of the country's emissions of heat-trapping gases, although small manufacturers would be exempt.

  ''We do not expect to have a significant impact on small businesses,'' said Dina Kruger, the director of the agency's climate change division.

  A 60-day comment period and two public hearings will soon take place. Ms. Kruger said the agency hoped to make the rule final this fall. If that happens, reporting could begin in 2011, after the monitoring of 2010 emissions. 

  ''This is the foundation of any serious program to cap and reduce global warming pollution,'' said David Doniger, the policy director for the climate center at the Natural Resources Defense Council. ''You have to have source-by-source data on how much of global warming pollution is emitted and from where.''

  The E.P.A. estimated that the cost to industry would be $160 million in the first year, then fall to $127 million a year.

  Bill Kovacs, the vice president for environment, technology and regulatory affairs for the United States Chamber of Commerce, noted that some manufacturers already volunteered the data.

  Manufacturers would be required to report emissions from the vehicles they make. Charles Territo, a spokesman for the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers, said that his organization was still reviewing the proposal, but that the reporting requirement was not new for the automobile industry.

  ''E.P.A. already knows the carbon dioxide emissions from automobiles,'' Mr. Territo said, ''because E.P.A. measures grams per mile of CO2 from automobiles.''

  Experts said the proposal had been expected in September.
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When Jerome C. Ringo joined the board of the National Wildlife Federation in 1995, he was the only African-American at the meetings. 

  Mr. Ringo, now president of the Apollo Alliance, a coalition of environmental, labor and business groups, says that even today, he is often the only environmentalist in the room who is not white.

  ''We're not where we were, but we're not where we want to be,'' Mr. Ringo said of the environmental movement's efforts to diversify. 

  National environmental organizations have traditionally drawn their membership from the white and affluent, and have faced criticism for focusing more on protecting resources than protecting people.  

  But with a black president committed to environmental issues in the White House and a need to achieve broader public support for initiatives like federal legislation to address global warming, many environmentalists say they feel pressure to diversify the movement further, both in membership and at higher levels of leadership. 

  ''Our groups are not as diverse as we'd like, but every one of the major groups has diversity as a top priority,'' said Frances Beinecke, president of the Natural Resources Defense Council. ''There's great commitment to making the environmental movement representative of what the country is.''

  The effort to broaden support comes as the groups find themselves competing with industries that oppose environmental measures, sometimes claiming that they will result in higher energy bills or the loss of jobs. 

  ''The organization has to be able to credibly build trust with communities of color who are going to be targeted by the opponents of change,'' said Sanjay Ranchod, a member of the Sierra Club board who is leading efforts to attract more minorities.

  The need for racial diversity has been a persistent issue in the environmental movement: In 1990, leaders of civil rights and minority groups wrote an open letter that accused the 10 biggest environmental organizations of ''racist'' hiring practices. 

  Richard Moore, one of the letter's signers, said the public indictment was set off by several cases in which the groups had pushed for protection of lands at the expense of minority rural communities.

  Over the years, organizations like the Natural Resources Defense Council have formed partnerships with smaller environmental groups that emerged in the 1980s and '90s to represent the interests of low-income and minority constituencies.

  But more substantial change, Mr. Moore said, has been slow to come.

  ''If you're going to be impacted by an issue, you bring the impacted people to the table,'' said Mr. Moore, who is now executive director of the Southwest Network for Environmental and Economic Justice, a coalition of 60 groups.

  Cara Pike, the author of a 2007 study commissioned by the environmental law group Earthjustice, said the research found that the ''greenest Americans,'' many of them members of environmental groups, were overwhelmingly white, over 45 and college-educated. ''The focus of green groups has been to target the greenest Americans,'' Ms. Pike said, ''and as a result, we've left other people out of the equation.''

  National polls show high environmental concern among minorities. A post-election poll for the National Wildlife Federation in November, for example, found increasing support among blacks and Latinos for candidates keen on addressing global warming. And surveys by the Public Policy Institute of California have found that minorities are sometimes even more concerned than white respondents about environmental issues like air pollution.

  But until recently, social concerns did not appear to be ''on the radar'' of many large environmental organizations, said Julian Agyeman, chairman of the department of urban and environmental policy and planning at Tufts University and author of the 2005 book ''Sustainable Communities and the Challenge of Environmental Justice.''

  Even organizations like the Sierra Club, which has incorporated social justice work since the 1990s, concede that their diversity efforts have failed to gain traction. The organization's executive director, Carl Pope, points at ''cultural barriers'' that in effect shut the door to nonwhites regardless of good intentions.

  ''If you go to a Sierra Club meeting, the people are mostly white, largely over 40, almost all college-educated, whose style is to argue with each other,'' Mr. Pope said. ''That may not be a welcoming environment.''

  Those who join such groups sometimes do not stay long. Marcelo Bonta, 35, who worked for four environmental groups before becoming a diversity consultant in Portland, Ore., five years ago, said he found ''a need to conform,'' down to the way to dress. 

  ''It's the tyranny of fleece,'' Mr. Bonta said. ''I always felt I had to dress down.'' 

  Some larger environmental groups are taking steps to make up for the past. 

  Roger Rivera, president of the National Hispanic Environmental Council, an advocacy group in Washington that promotes environmental careers among Latino students, said that for more than a year he had been attending meetings of the Green Group, a loose association of about three dozen environmental organizations, as ''an observer.''

  Mr. Rivera, who served on President Obama's transition team for the Interior Department, said the Green Group formally invited his organization to join in January -- soon after the election of the first black president, he pointed out. 

  Larry Schweiger, who is chairman of the association and president of the National Wildlife Federation, said the invitation to groups like Mr. Rivera's was ''part of an overall effort to get more engagement in the climate issue.''

  Lisa P. Jackson, whom Mr. Obama appointed as administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, emphasized inclusion at a recent conference of environmental justice groups in New York City. Ms. Jackson told the audience that she hoped to bring more diversity to the agency -- its staff of about 1,700 is 69 percent non-Hispanic white -- ''so we look like the people we serve.'' 

  (In addition to Ms. Jackson, who is black, Mr. Obama's environment team includes an Asian, Steven Chu, as energy secretary; a Latino, Ken Salazar, as interior secretary; and Carol M. Browner, who is white, as the coordinator of energy and climate policy.)

  Van Jones, whose national organization, Green for All, was also invited to join the Green Group, said that while environmental justice groups were focused on ''equal protection from bad stuff,'' groups like his wanted ''equal access to good stuff'' and to use green jobs to lift urban  youths and others out of poverty.

  ''The more the green movement transforms into a movement for economic opportunity,'' Mr. Jones said, ''the more it will look like America.''
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President Obama's directive on Monday to ''guarantee scientific integrity'' in federal policy making could have a far-reaching impact, affecting issues as varied as climate change, national security, protection of endangered species and children's health. 

  But it will not divorce science from politics, or strip ideology from presidential decisions.  

  Mr. Obama delighted many scientists and patients by formally announcing that he was overturning the Bush administration's limits on embryonic stem cell research. But the president also went one step further, issuing a memorandum that sets forth broad parameters for how his administration would choose expert advisers and use scientific data. 

  The document orders Mr. Obama's top science adviser to help draft guidelines that will apply to every federal agency. Agencies will be expected to pick science advisers based on expertise, not political ideology, the memorandum said, and will offer whistle-blower protections to employees who expose the misuse or suppression of scientific information. 

  The idea, the president said in remarks before an audience of lawmakers, scientists, patients advocates and patients in the East Room, is to ensure that ''we make scientific decisions based on facts, not ideology'': a line that drew more applause than any other. Irv Weissman, who directs an institute at Stanford University devoted to studying stem cells, called the declaration ''of even greater importance'' than the stem cell announcement itself. 

  It was also another in a long string of rebukes by Mr. Obama toward his predecessor, President George W. Bush. Mr. Bush was often accused of trying to shade or even suppress the findings of government scientists on climate change, sex education, contraceptives and other issues, as well as stem cells. But Mr. Obama's announcement does not elevate science to some new and exalted place in his administration. 

  ''Scientists should have no illusions about whether they make policy -- they don't,'' said Harold Varmus, president of the Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center and co-chairman of a panel that advises Mr. Obama on science matters.

  The directive, Dr. Varmus  said, was simply intended ''to provide the best available scientific information'' to those who make policy decisions.

  Scientists said they were thrilled by the announcement, as were advocates for patients, including Nancy Reagan, the former first lady who has made embryonic stem cell research a personal cause. 

  Mr. Obama said in his Inaugural Address that he intended to ''restore science to its rightful place,'' and researchers said he had already made good on that promise by naming Nobel laureates like Dr. Varmus and Steven Chu, the energy secretary, to advise him. 

  ''We're not dumb -- we know that policy is made on the basis of facts and values,'' said Alan I. Lesher, chief executive of the American Association for the Advancement of Science and a former director of the National Institute on Drug Abuse under President Bill Clinton and, briefly, Mr. Bush.

  But by asserting ''the centrality of science to every issue of modern life,'' Dr. Lesher said, Mr. Obama is suggesting that science rather than ideology will be the foundation for his decision making. ''What you are seeing now is both a response to the last eight years, and a genuine reaction to President Obama's enthusiasm for science,'' he said.

  During the Bush years, Congressional Democrats and scientists themselves issued report after report asserting that the White House had distorted or suppressed scientific information: including efforts to strip information about condoms from a government Web site and the editing of air quality reports issued by the Environmental Protection Agency.

  The Union of Concerned Scientists, for example, maintains an ''A to Z'' list on its Web site of ''case studies'' in what it calls the politicization of science under Mr. Bush, like his decision to devote federal money to programs promoting abstinence education despite studies showing that such programs have limited effectiveness. 

  The House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform spent 16 months examining the Bush administration's use of scientific data on climate change; it issued a lengthy report in 2007 documenting ''a systematic White House effort to censor climate scientists by controlling their access to the press and editing testimony to Congress.'' Representative Henry A. Waxman, Democrat of California, who led the committee at the time, said Monday that Mr. Bush had ''exhibited a willingness to undermine science in order to further a conservative agenda.'' 

  But Mr. Bush's defenders see Mr. Obama as just imposing an ideology of his own. They say Mr. Bush did not ignore scientific facts; rather, he took the counsel of scientists and used it  to make a policy determination that reflected his values, just as Mr. Obama is doing in lifting Mr. Bush's restrictions on stem cell research.

  ''Those who suggest that the Bush administration did not rigorously apply science are themselves ignoring the facts,'' said Karl Rove, the former president's political strategist.

  Mr. Rove  called Mr. Obama's declaration on restoring scientific integrity ''simply hyperbole and hyperventilation,'' and he disputed Mr. Waxman's accusation  on climate change, saying the Bush White House ''put more money into global climate research than any administration in history, by a significant factor.''

  In the end, said Ed Gillespie, the former counselor to Mr. Bush, all administrations use science in service of a political agenda. 

  ''Administrations come into office with a point of view,'' Mr. Gillespie said. ''The people in office tend to highlight those facts that support their point of view -- not because they're quashing dissent or not being scientific, but because this is what helps inform their thinking. A lot of scientific data can't be refuted, but a lot of science is subjective. And even irrefutable science can be value-laden.''

19 of 50 DOCUMENTS

The New York Times
March 9, 2009 Monday 

Correction Appended  

Late Edition - Final

Skeptics Gather to Discuss Why Global Warming Isn't Such a Big Worry

BYLINE: By ANDREW C. REVKIN

SECTION: Section A; Column 0; National Desk; Pg. 12

LENGTH: 1250 words

More than 600 self-professed climate skeptics are meeting in a Times Square hotel this week to challenge what has become a broad scientific and political consensus: that without big changes in energy choices, humans will dangerously heat up the planet.

  The three-day International Conference on Climate Change -- organized by the Heartland Institute, a nonprofit group seeking deregulation and unfettered markets -- brings together political figures, conservative campaigners, scientists, an Apollo astronaut and the president of the Czech Republic, Vaclav Klaus. 

  Organizers say the discussions, which began Sunday, are intended to counter the Obama administration and Democratic lawmakers, who have vowed to tackle global warming with legislation requiring cuts in the greenhouse gases that scientists have linked to rising temperatures. 

  But two years after the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change concluded with near certainty that most of the recent warming was a result of human influences, global warming's skeptics are showing signs of internal rifts and weakening support.  

  The meeting participants hold a wide range of views of climate science. Some concede that humans probably contribute to global warming but they argue that the shift in temperatures poses no urgent risk. Others attribute the warming, along with cooler temperatures in recent years, to solar changes or ocean cycles.

  But large corporations like Exxon Mobil, which in the past financed the Heartland Institute and other groups that challenged the climate consensus, have reduced support. Many such companies no longer dispute that the greenhouse gases produced by burning fossil fuels pose risks.

  From 1998 to 2006, Exxon Mobil, for example, contributed more than $600,000 to Heartland, according to annual reports of charitable contributions from the company and company foundations. 

  Alan T. Jeffers, a spokesman for Exxon Mobil, said by e-mail that the company had ended support ''to several public policy research groups whose position on climate change could divert attention from the important discussion about how the world will secure the energy required for economic growth in an environmentally responsible manner.''

  Joseph L. Bast, the president of the Heartland Institute, said Exxon and other companies were just shifting their stance to improve their image. The Heartland meeting, he said, was the last bastion of intellectual honesty on the climate issue.

  ''Major corporations are painting themselves green around global warming,'' Mr. Bast said, adding that the companies have shifted their lobbying and public relations efforts  toward trying to shape climate legislation in their favor. He said that contributions, over all, had continued to rise.

  But Kert Davies, a climate campaigner for Greenpeace, who is attending the Heartland event, said that the experts giving talks were ''a shrinking collection of extremists'' and that they were ''left talking to themselves.''

  Organizers expected to top the attendance of about 500 at the first Heartland conference, held last year. They also point to the speaker's roster, which included Mr. Klaus and Harrison Schmitt, a geologist, Apollo astronaut and former senator.

  A centerpiece of the 2008 meeting was the release of a report, ''Nature, Not Human Activity, Rules the Planet.'' The document was expressly designed as a challenge to the reports from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.
  This year, the meeting will focus on a more nuanced question: ''Global warming: Was it ever a crisis?'' 

  Most of the talks at the meeting will challenge climate orthodoxy. But some presenters, including prominent figures who have been vocal in their criticism in the past, say they will also call on their colleagues to synchronize the arguments they are using against plans to curb greenhouse gases. 

  In a keynote talk Sunday night, Richard S. Lindzen, a professor at M.I.T. and a longtime skeptic of the mainstream consensus that global warming poses a danger, first delivered a biting attack on what he called the ''climate alarm movement.''

  There is no solid scientific evidence to back up the models used by climate scientists who warn of dire consequences if warming continues, he said. But Dr. Lindzen also criticized widely publicized assertions by other skeptics that variations in the sun were driving temperature changes in recent decades. To attribute short-term variation in temperatures to a single cause, whether human-generated gases or something else, is erroneous, he said.

  Speaking of the sun's slight variability, he said, ''Acting as though this is the alternative'' to blaming greenhouse gases ''is asking for trouble.'' 

  S. Fred Singer, a physicist often referred to by critics and supporters alike as the dean of climate contrarians, said that he would be running public and private sessions on Monday aimed at focusing participants on which skeptical arguments were supported by science and which were not. 

  ''As a physicist, I am concerned that some skeptics (a very few) are ignoring the physical basis,'' Dr. Singer said in an e-mail message. 

  ''There is one who denies that CO2 is a greenhouse gas, which goes against actual data,'' Dr. Singer said, adding that other skeptics wrongly contend that ''humans are not responsible for the measured increase in atmospheric CO2.''

  There are notable absences from the conference this year. Russell Seitz, a physicist from Cambridge, Mass., gave a talk at last year's meeting. But Dr. Seitz, who has lambasted environmental campaigners as distorting climate science, now warns that the skeptics are in danger of doing the same thing. 

  The most strident advocates on either side of the global warming debate, he said, are ''equally oblivious to the data they seek to discount or dramatize.''

  John H. Christy, an atmospheric scientist at the University of Alabama who has long publicly questioned projections of dangerous global warming, most recently at a House committee hearing last month, said he had skipped both Heartland conferences to avoid the potential for ''guilt by association.'' 

  Many participants said that any division or dissent was minor and that the global recession and a series of years with cooler temperatures would help them in combating changes in energy policy in Washington.

  ''The only place where this alleged climate catastrophe is happening is in the virtual world of computer models, not in the real world,'' said Marc Morano, a speaker at the meeting and a spokesman on environmental issues for Senator James M. Inhofe, Republican of Oklahoma.

  But several climate scientists who are seeking to curb greenhouse gases strongly criticized the meeting. Stephen H. Schneider, a climatologist at Stanford University and an author of many reports by the intergovernmental climate panel, said, after reviewing the text of presentations for the Heartland meeting, that they were efforts to ''bamboozle the innocent.''

  Yvo de Boer, head of the United Nations office  managing international treaty talks on climate change, said, ''I don't believe that what the skeptics say should provide any excuse to delay further'' action against global warming.
  But he added: ''Skeptics are good. It's important to give people the confidence that the issue is being called into question.''
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THE Earth may be two-thirds water, but only about 1 percent of that water is actually usable for human consumption and agriculture.  What's more, as the planet warms and the population shifts, even that 1 percent  is at risk. 

  That is why demand for  hydrologists has been predicted to grow 24 percent from 2006 to 2016, much faster than the average for all occupations, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

  Hydrologists study the distribution, circulation and physical properties of water, with hydrogeologists focusing specifically on groundwater. (According to the United States Geological Survey, there is 100 times more water beneath the ground than there is in all the world's lakes and rivers.)

  ''Hydrologist is a fairly broad term,  but generally, any research or problems having to do with water, there's a hydrologist working on it,'' said Matthew C. Larsen, a hydrologist and associate director for water at the Geological Survey.

  Most hydrologists did not  earn degrees in hydrology; in fact, only a handful of undergraduate and graduate hydrology programs exist across the country.  It is far more common for hydrologists to come from a hard-science or engineering background. Though it is possible to  enter the field with a bachelor's degree -- most often as a lab technician -- moving up in the career requires an advanced degree,  Mr. Larsen said. 

  After creation of the Environmental Protection Agency in 1970 and passage of the Clean Air Act in 1977 and Superfund legislation in 1980, hydrologists' work was largely focused on water quality. Today, however, ''an increasing percentage of hydrologists are interested in water quantity and supply, which is an emerging issue and where global climate change plays a big role,'' said Dork Sahagian, professor of earth and environmental science at Lehigh University and director of its Environmental Initiative in Bethlehem, Pa. 

  ''But concern with water quality -- which involves local, site-based issues -- still drives the job market,'' he said. ''Most hydrologists in this part of the world are still hired to cope with the availability of clean water for drinking and municipal supplies.''

  Hydrologists use samples of water and soil, which they have traditionally collected themselves by wading out into a river or lake. Computers, however, have changed the nature of that field work. The Geological Survey  now uses computerized samplers set up in rivers and streams throughout the nation.

  But some field work is still required, especially early in a hydrologist's career, and is often considered a perk -- the ability to work outdoors and in beautiful places. That work could involve inspecting a dam, drilling a well or measuring a river's flow.

  ''I used to say the worst day in the field still beat the best day in the office,'' said Mark Wigmosta, a hydrologist with the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, an Energy Department  research center in Richland, Wash.  ''I don't spend as much time out in the field, and I miss it. My work now is primarily in front of a computer.'' 

  In fact, computers have revolutionized hydrology in ways beyond sampling. Data collected in the field is now plugged into complex mathematic models that allow hydrologists to make predictions -- for example, about  the effect of climate change on sea levels. The models also help them develop recommendations for solving problems, like how much water can be  diverted from a river to combat a drought.

  ''People interested in hydrology often don't understand you need to be very strong in math,'' said Michael Boufadel, an engineer and hydrologist and the chairman  of the civil and environmental engineering department at Temple University in Philadelphia.

   They also need to communicate well, because their research is often written in reports and presented to others  -- to policy makers, if they work in the public sector, or to clients in the private sector.

  According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, about 28 percent of hydrologists are employed by the federal government, at the Geological Survey and the Defense Department. An additional  21 percent work for state agencies and state departments of conservation. Others work in architecture, engineering and for management, scientific and technical consulting firms. 

  SCOTT D. WARNER, principal hydrogeologist and a vice president at the environmental consulting firm Amec Geomatrix in Oakland, Calif., said demand for his firm's services had been  strong since the 1980s. ''Our firm is growing, even in this economic downturn,'' he said. Much of Amec's work is with municipal water districts that need to find ways to manage their water and predict their needs.

  Salaries for hydrologists range  from an entry level of about $35,000 to well into six figures for the most senior scientists at consulting firms. Jobs in consulting firms generally pay higher salaries than those with the government. 

  But  few choose the profession to  become rich, Mr. Warner said. Most often,  the reason is that the work is fulfilling.  ''We're not oil tycoons, but we feel good about the type of work we do and the problems we solve,'' he said. ''You really learn something new every day.'' 
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A move by Gov. David A. Paterson to increase the free allowances for carbon-dioxide emissions that New York gives power plants is unlikely to undermine efforts by nine other states that signed a landmark pact to reduce global warming, officials said on Friday.

  Last fall, 10 states from Maryland to Maine agreed to cap the emissions from hundreds of power plants and to make them pay for polluting. Under this carbon-trading pact, known as the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative,  each state issues its own tradable permits, or allowances, for each ton of carbon-dioxide pollution.  

  States auction most of the allowances, but many power producers have complained about being forced to pay for them. 

  Mr. Paterson's willingness to increase free allowances angered environmentalists and surprised officials in the other states. They reacted by reaffirming their commitment to the current carbon-trading pact. 

  ''We think it's a New York issue, and we don't see it having any impact in other states, including New Jersey's program,'' said Jeanne Herb, the policy director for New Jersey's Department of Environmental Protection, in a widely echoed sentiment. ''Nor do we envision that it will have any real impact on the auction prices.''

  Officials in Massachusetts and Rhode Island said they expected little impact in their states. 

  In New York, Morgan Hook, a spokesman for the governor's office, seemed to play down Mr. Paterson's efforts to change the policy. ''There has been no commitment to increase the free allowances yet,'' Mr. Hook said. ''The governor has made a commitment to look at the regulations if there is a need to look at the regulations.'' 

  That could happen, he said, when the state's Department of Environmental Conservation learns definitely how many power producers were eligible for free allowances from the last carbon auction, in December.

  Two of Mr. Paterson's top aides said in interviews on Thursday that the governor had promised to address the industry's concerns, and that a preliminary review by the Department of Environmental Conservation had already indicated that the number of free allowances was not enough.

  Mr. Hook also said that the next three auctions would not be affected even if the state decided to reopen its regulations because any change would face requirements including a period for public comment.

  Experts emphasized that even if New York made the change, the overall number of allowances in the program -- the region's total amount of carbon emissions allowed -- is capped and therefore cannot rise. Many states, including New Jersey, have already made provisions to ease the cost burden on power plants that had made fixed arrangements to sell their power long before carbon-trading was in place, which is the source of New York's problem.

  Changing the rules for how carbon allowances are allocated may be more difficult in other states, many of which would have to consult their legislatures, rather than do it through the executive branch, as New York can.

  Still, the carbon market was clearly rattled by the news. Trading of carbon allowances reached a record level on Friday, most likely because of the news about New York, said Evan Ard, a spokesman for Evolution Markets, a carbon markets broker. But Mr. Ard said prices -- which are perpetually low -- were not volatile.

  The carbon-trading pact ''has struggled with credibility from Day 1, given the starting overallocation of emissions allowances,'' Alex Rau, of the carbon-trading firm Climate Wedge, said in an e-mail message. 

  ''And behavior from the regulators like this will only undermine what little confidence there has been in the market,'' Mr. Rau continued.

  Donald McCloskey, the director of environmental strategy and policy at PSEG, a New Jersey-based energy company, said he would not seek more free allowances from New Jersey regulators. 

  Mr. McCloskey said New York's potential move merely strengthened the case for a national carbon-trading program like the one the Obama administration hopes to introduce.

  Under a national system, he said, ''these interstate differences would be removed and largely reduced by having one carbon market, one set of rules that the whole nation operates under.'' 
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Gov. David Paterson of New York, whose list of friends in the political world seems to be growing shorter by the week, could soon be forced to cross off another group: the environmental community.  

  Environmentalists -- and for that matter anyone who worries about climate change -- were disturbed to learn on Friday that Mr. Paterson had agreed in a closed-door meeting with energy executives last fall to reopen rules governing New York's participation in a landmark pact to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

  The news followed other setbacks, including proposed budget cuts that seemed to environmentalists to disproportionately impoverish the Environmental Protection Fund, which finances critical open-space projects. The governor has promised to refill the fund with a new and more ambitious bottle redemption program. But the new bottle bill is hardly a sure thing, and the beverage industry has hired some of Albany's most powerful lobbyists to beat it. 

  No program is more important to environmentalists than the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, a laboriously negotiated agreement aimed at gradually reducing power plants emissions of carbon dioxide across 10 states. The agreement requires power companies to buy allowances for every ton of pollution they emit -- partly as a disincentive to discourage pollution, and partly to raise money for clean energy investments. 

  Some of the state's power producers that negotiated long-term contracts to sell power years ago complain that the program squeezes them unfairly because they are now forced to absorb the additional costs of the allowances -- without being able to adjust the contracts. They are asking for more free allowances than the modest number the program already provides. This would help their bottom line but would also reduce the amount of money flowing to clean energy projects.

  The power generators tried out their argument last year on the state's top environmental officials and got nowhere. So, last fall, they went directly to Mr. Paterson, where they found a sympathetic ear and a promise to reopen the agreement to see whether more free allowances could be provided. 

  The governor's office says that any changes would have to follow a careful, transparent rule-making process. It has the feel, however, of a done deal. In any case, his apparent willingness to listen to only one side of the case raises serious questions about the way he makes decisions. It also sends a bad signal to other states, which for years have looked to New York for leadership -- not backsliding -- on climate change.
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At the urging of the energy industry, Gov. David A. Paterson has agreed to reconsider a key rule New York adopted as part of a 10-state pact aimed at reducing the threat of global warming by cutting power plant emissions.

  Mr. Paterson appeared to overrule the State Department of Environmental Conservation in making the move, which would reopen state regulations to provide power plants leeway to release greater amounts of emissions at no additional cost. Administration officials said the governor was concerned the rule might unfairly burden the energy industry. 

  His decision infuriated environmental groups, which learned of Mr. Paterson's decision just this week, though he met with energy executives privately last fall and assured them he would take the step.

  ''We're extremely troubled by this development,'' said Jackson Morris, an energy expert at Environmental Advocates of New York. ''I have trouble even fathoming what played out.''

  The Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, which New York signed onto four years ago, established a system whereby power producers were required to obtain what are called allowances, which permit them to release certain levels of carbon dioxide emissions. They typically obtain the allowances by buying them at auction or trading them.

  The requirement for utilities to obtain the allowances in this way was established not only as a financial disincentive to discourage them from polluting, but as a way for states to raise money for greener energy initiatives.

  Mr. Paterson does not plan to withdraw from the climate accord, but has agreed to increase the number of free allowances provided by the state, which would lower the industry's costs of compliance. 

  The industry says the system hurts those power producers that signed long-term contracts with utilities years ago, without being able to factor in the price of the allowances. The additional allowances would be distributed to those that signed long-term contracts. ''It's a hard decision but it's a responsible decision to reopen it,'' said Judith Enck, the state's deputy secretary for the environment.
  Industry executives asked that the free allowances, which currently allow for the release of 1.5 million tons of emissions, be increased to 6.5 million tons, which, according to the most recent auction price, could save them $16.9 million.

  Although the administration has said it will follow the required public process and listen to all sides, officials are making it clear in discussions with environmental groups and energy executives that the governor intends to heed the industry's request, though he has not decided how many more free allowances to provide.

  Gavin Donohue, chief executive of the Independent Power Producers of New York, said he was having trouble last year persuading Department of Environmental Conservation officials to listen to the industry's concerns. So he went directly to the governor, he said, and got results.

  ''D.E.C. was not going to address it in a way that was adequate enough for industry,'' he said, adding, ''The governor recognized the legitimate inequities in the proposal that D.E.C. had put on the street and was very concerned about undue cost on business.''

  Asked if she supported the change, Ms. Enck, who was a longtime environmental activist before joining the state government under Eliot Spitzer, responded, ''My personal views don't really matter.''

  Environmentalist groups worry that Mr. Paterson's decision could set a precedent for other Northeastern states to revisit their regulations, and say the governor's move sends the wrong message to Washington as the Obama administration contemplates federal regulation of greenhouse gas emissions.

  Environmentalists are perplexed that Mr. Paterson, a Democrat, would weaken a landmark agreement among Northeastern states that was championed by a Republican predecessor, George E. Pataki.

  They are also criticizing what they see as a secret process with an industry that has donated tens of thousands of dollars to Governor Paterson's campaign coffers. 

  Several environmental groups, including the Natural Resources Defense Council and Environmental Advocates of New York, sent a letter on Wednesday to the governor's top deputy, Larry S. Schwartz, protesting the move.

  Abigail Dillen, a staff lawyer with Earthjustice, a public interest law firm, said the move ''sets a precedent that if you're a disgruntled operator, you can just go back to New York State.''

  For several months, there have been tensions in the Paterson administration over maintaining previous environmental goals amid a recession and budget crisis. The administration briefly considered creating a special panel with the power to review all regulation, and the governor said at the time that the greenhouse gas initiative might be affected in such a review. 

  ''What we are trying to avoid is what we have felt at times were institutional regulations that are inflexible,'' he said then.

  Indeck, an Illinois-based power producer which operates a plant in upstate New York, is suing the state over the initiative, arguing  that it unfairly affects Indeck and other companies with long-term contracts.
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IN a new program centered on Earth Day, eBay is becoming the latest company to promote its green credentials.

  EBay is now a green company?

  Yes, said Alan Marks, senior vice president for global communications at eBay. Its business model encourages reselling old items rather than throwing them out, and buying used merchandise rather than making new stuff reduces carbon emissions that go along with production.

  ''We never set out to be a green business,'' Mr. Marks said. ''We realized it's intrinsic.''

  EBay is rather late to the game in making claims about its environmentalism. Large corporations like General Electric and BP have run advertisements for years promoting their environmental efforts, for instance. 

  ''Over the last couple of years, protecting the environment has become as American as apple pie and Derek Jeter,'' said Michael Brune, the executive director of the activist group Rainforest Action Network. ''Every company wants to at least be seen as being friendly to the environment.'' 

  Mr. Brune said he had mixed feelings about eBay's claim for its green business model. ''A lot of the things sold on eBay are new merchandise, and last time I checked the Postal Service still used fossil fuels for all of their planes and their trucks, so it's not sustainable,'' he said, referring to how eBay sellers ship items. ''It's fair to say that buying used goods on eBay is better for the environment, but let's not get carried away and say this is the greenest thing since recycled paper.''

  EBay is trumpeting its green claims on a new Web site, ebaygreenteam.com, and in inserts that will run in the April issues of Hearst magazines.

  ''Green Team'' refers to an internal group at eBay that works on making the company environmentally efficient. EBay's internal projects include its new building in San Jose, Calif., whose roof is covered by 3,248 solar panels. The company is using carbon offsets and other methods to be carbon neutral.

  Andre de Fontaine, a fellow at the Pew Center on Global Climate Change who helps businesses create programs addressing global warming, reviewed the Green Team site at the request of a reporter. He said eBay deserved credit for involving employees and the public, and for the new building. He recommended, however, that the company be clear about how high its emissions were, and how exactly its environmental measures reduced them.

  The Web site encourages visitors to join the Green Team, and features discussion pages on how people can shop green, and tips on buying used and resource-saving goods.

  Mr. Marks said that the point of the site was not just to dispense advice, but to persuade the eBay audience to change its behavior. 

  ''We think we have a leadership role to play both in the industry and the broader world,'' he said. ''We think we have the ability to help start conversations.''

  Asked what he meant by starting conversations, Mr. Marks said he was hoping for ''robust online dialogue.'' Offline, he said, the Green Team effort might include partnerships with nonprofit organizations to set long-term environmental goals, or local events for Green Team members.

  EBay does not have traffic goals for the Web site, and unlike typical marketing campaigns, which are linked with sales targets, this program does not have sales goals connected to it, Mr. Marks said. 

  The company will be looking at the site's success through April, he said, to see if  it is '' building a community around this.''

  Apart from the site, the way eBay is announcing its green credentials has troubled some environmentalists. A big part of eBay's effort is a five-page insert in all 14 April editions of Hearst's monthly magazines, timed to coincide with Earth Day.

  But Hearst magazines do not use recycled paper.

  John P. Loughlin, executive vice president and general manager for Hearst Magazines, said that was because ''from what we have seen, the supply is less than predictable and stable.'' He said that Hearst got more than 70 percent of its paper from sustainably managed forests.

  But Frank Locantore, who runs a program called the Better Paper Project for the nonprofit Green America, which tries to persuade magazine publishers to use recycled paper, said Hearst's argument was unconvincing.

  While he said there was a somewhat limited supply of recycled magazine-quality paper, ''what I talk to other large publishers about is, don't switch your entire portfolio of magazines, pick the ones that make sense that are feasible right now.''

  He listed other consumer magazines that use a high percentage of recycled paper: Inc., Fast Company, Shape, Outside and Every Day With Rachael Ray.

  ''These are the same claims that are being made by most magazines out there,'' Mr. Locantore said. ''I don't have difficulty finding a recycled paper that will fit somebody's needs.''

  Mr. Marks said that eBay, as an e-commerce company, wanted an offline company to complement its reach, and that Hearst ''shares our environmental values, both in its business practices and its commitment to promoting sustainable consumption conversations.''

  The Hearst portion of the project represents the first time the publisher has done a customized insert across its entire magazine portfolio: Cosmopolitan; Country Living; Esquire; Good Housekeeping; Harper's Bazaar; House Beautiful; Marie Claire; O, the Oprah Magazine;  Popular Mechanics; Redbook; Seventeen; SmartMoney; Town & Country; and Veranda are all running the ad, entitled ''30 Days of Green.'' Content from the Hearst site the Daily Green, which includes news and advice about green living, will appear on the Green Team site.

  Each magazine created two pages of green-themed content, and eBay contributed a page of green product selections.

  Hearst has sold ads across multiple magazines before; in 2008, it sold 30 such projects, said Michael A. Clinton, the chief marketing officer and publishing director of Hearst Magazines. But to run an ad across all the magazines, he said, ''we had to find an idea that was a ubiquitous idea, that was very much in the zeitgeist, that, regardless if you were a Good Housekeeping reader or a Veranda reader or a Town & Country reader, it made sense to you on the subject.''

  The differences in the magazines' coverage provide an amusing glimpse of how the magazines view their readers.

  Cosmopolitan lists ''Sexy Ways to Go Green,'' including showering with your boyfriend, using all-natural lubricants and lounging naked on summer days instead of using air-conditioning.

  At Good Housekeeping, the women have almost the same average income as the Cosmopolitan readers, $59,400, but they are almost 20 years older. Good Housekeeping's contribution -- ''Recycling Made Simple'' -- would suggest that women lose interest in sex in those two decades, and gain an interest in separating their recyclables. 
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When a dark-colored S.U.V. raced through the streets of Washington, flipped over and burst into flames on Fox's fast-paced action show ''24'' last week, viewers probably were not calculating how much carbon dioxide the explosion produced.

  But executives at Fox have been paying close attention. 

  On Monday the network will announce that ''24'' is going green, becoming the first ''carbon neutral'' television series. 

  Among other things, Fox says, it has hired consultants to measure the carbon-dioxide output from the production, started using 20 percent biodiesel fuel in trucks and generators, installed motion monitors in bathrooms and kitchens to make the lights more efficient and paid the higher fees that help California utilities buy wind and solar power. 

  Car crashes posed a bigger problem; even hybrid vehicles emit carbon dioxide when blown up. To achieve true carbon neutrality the scripts would have to avoid shooting on location and staging chase scenes, something likely to disappoint even the greenest viewers.

  So the producers decided to settle for buying carbon offsets, which in theory make up for emissions of carbon dioxide, the main heat-trapping gas linked to global warming, by paying other people to generate enough clean energy to compensate -- in this case wind-power plants in India. The producers said they bought enough credits to offset 1,291 tons of carbon dioxide, just over a half-season's worth of emissions.

  ''If we've needed a car chase, we've had a car chase,'' said Howard Gordon, executive producer of ''24.'' ''Our obligation is first and foremost to the fans. If we have budget cuts and need to save money, then we'll have fewer car crashes.'' 

  Rupert Murdoch, spurred by a presentation by former Vice President Al Gore, said last year that he intended to make News Corporation, Fox's parent, carbon neutral by 2010, and the network's campaign, the producers say, is part of that effort. Still, the green fervor is an interesting turn for a show known more for playing out terrorist themes pioneered by the Bush administration and for graphic portrayals of torture in prime time.

  Mr. Gordon said that he knew more skeptical viewers might see the effort as a way to rehabilitate the show's reputation among liberals, but he insisted that there was no connection. 

  ''People continue to ascribe political agendas to the show, so they may see this cynically, but, no, absolutely, one has nothing to do with the other,'' he said.

  Fox is not the first network to tout its devotion to the planet. In November NBC Universal committed to ''greening'' three shows, including the ''Nightly News With Brian Williams'' and ''Saturday Night Live,'' by using alternative fuels and increasing recycling and composting. Warner Brothers and Disney also have environmental divisions.

  Still, Fox executives said that they were the first to make a series carbon neutral and that they hoped ''24'' would be a model for other shows and inspire a higher level of environmental consciousness in viewers. On Monday the network will begin broadcasting announcements in which the stars of ''24'' -- including Kiefer Sutherland, who plays Agent Jack Bauer -- encourage viewers to take steps themselves.

  ''No one is kidding themselves that viewers want to see Jack Bauer stop in the middle of an action scene and deliver some line about the environment,'' said Dana Walden, a chairwoman of 20th Century Fox Television, who was the force behind the carbon-neutral scheme. But, she added, Fox hoped that the result would be ''a more gratifying viewing experience, even if it is at a more subconscious level.''

  Figuring out how to reduce carbon-dioxide emissions on a show that often shoots on location and is known for explosion-enhanced action was not easy.

  The first step was to evaluate how much of the greenhouse gas was produced, examining everything from the cars used to ferry scripts across the Los Angeles area to flights taken by actors and executives. Two categories accounted for 95 percent of emissions: fuel for on-site generators, transportation and special effects; and the electricity used for sets and offices. 

  The cast, crew and contractors all made substantial adjustments. They shared scripts electronically and drove around in hybrid vehicles, eliminating the use of 1,300 gallons of gasoline, according to the network. 

  Joel Makower, executive editor of GreenBiz.com, which advises businesses and evaluates the effectiveness of environmental measures, said he was impressed with the show's efforts. 

  ''These are not just feel-good measures,'' Mr. Makower said. ''They did their homework.'' 

  Still, by the show's own accounting, the realities of production often limited what could be done. Although 1,300 gallons of gas represents about 10 cross-country car trips, Fox said, it is not much for a show that goes through at least 1,000 gallons a week. (For other series Fox said it was experimenting with hybrid five-ton semi trucks.) 

  The effect of carbon offsets is hard to evaluate. It can be difficult to track whether the clean energy that is supposed to make up the debt is actually produced. And although it is possible to replace the hot, energy-consuming floodlights that studios use with lights using compact-fluorescent technology, the quality of the light ''is not yet up to exacting production standards,'' said Mike Posey, Fox's associate director in charge of the green initiative. 

  Mr. Gordon said there was still reason to try. ''We are arguably the worst possible offender, which is why, in a way, it made sense to start with us,'' he said. ''If we can do it, anyone can.'' 
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Lange tijd meende ik dat de opwarming van de aarde vooral een groot probleem zou worden voor komende generaties. Maar het klimaat verandert nu al in hoog tempo. Ongekend hevige bosbranden in Australië zaaiden begin februari dood en verderf. De droogte, hoge temperaturen en harde wind die de branden veroorzaakten, passen precies in het patroon dat wetenschappers voor Australië voorspelden als gevolg van de klimaatverandering. Het welvarende Australië behoort tot de landen met de hoogste CO2-uitstoot per inwoner.

Maar de meeste slachtoffers maakt de klimaatcrisis in ontwikkelingslanden. In de krottenwijken van Nairobi rukt de malariamug op en maakt duizenden mensen ziek. Tot voor kort kon de mug in deze miljoenenstad niet overleven, omdat het daar te koel en droog was. Maar ook Kenia warmt op en de ziekte treft daar nu de meest kwetsbaren.

De mensen die het minst verantwoordelijk zijn voor de klimaatcrisis worden er het hardste door getroffen. Ons klimaat wankelt wereldwijd. Maar tot actie, tot verandering, leidt het nog nauwelijks. Er is sprake van een grote klimaatimpasse. 

Het is alsof de klimaatcrisis ons voorstellingsvermogen te boven gaat. Ieder jaar stijgt de CO2-uitstoot verder, maar we komen niet in actie. We zien geen uitweg en negeren de ernst van de klimaatcrisis. Het is een bekende menselijke reactie. Psychologen zien in het dagelijks leven heel vaak dat mensen problemen ontkennen waarvoor de oplossing niet binnen bereik lijkt te liggen.

Door de financiële crisis dreigt de aandacht voor de klimaatverandering verder te verslappen. De Europese Unie zwakte haar klimaatplannen kort voor Kerstmis al fors af. Voorrang werd gegeven aan het beschermen van de auto-industrie en kolencentrales.

Minister Eurlings overweegt de vliegtax op Schiphol af te schaffen en CDA-fractieleider Van Geel wil investeringen in natuur uitstellen om geld vrij te maken voor investeringen in wegen.

Crises kunnen een moment zijn van heroriëntatie en de financiële crisis zou een waarschuwing moeten zijn: niet alles kan - er zijn grenzen die de politiek moet bewaken. De tijd van laissez-faire is voorbij. We kunnen niet eindeloos op de pof leven. Ook het krediet van de aarde is op.

Natuurlijk moeten we de economie er weer bovenop helpen. Maar een keihard criterium bij ieder besluit dient te zijn: leidt het ook tot minder CO2-uitstoot? We mogen deze crisis niet aanpakken op een wijze die de draagkracht van de aarde nog verder op de proef stelt. Sterker, de besluiten moeten er aan bijdragen dat aan de wereldwijde temperatuurstijging een halt wordt toegeroepen.

Waarom gebeurt er niet meer?

Ik zie drie redenen: ten eerste wordt ten onrechte van de burger zelf verwacht dat hij de klimaatcrisis wel oplost, ten tweede ontbreekt het veel politici aan moed en ten derde dringen wetenschappelijke studies onvoldoende door tot het publieke debat.

Het kabinet maant iedereen in de onlangs gestarte campagne 'Nederland gaat voor een beter klimaat' klimaatvriendelijker te gaan leven: 'Mevrouw Pieterse gaat voor een beter klimaat door truien te breien voor al haar kleinkinderen.'

De impliciete boodschap van deze campagne is dat als we zelf onze levensstijl aanpassen we de klimaatcrisis kunnen keren. Het maakt van de klimaatcrisis een huiskamerprobleem in plaats van een Tweede Kamerprobleem.

Want mevrouw Pieterse kan nog zoveel wollen truien breien, de CO2-uitstoot zal gewoon door blijven stijgen, als de regering niet zorgt voor een groot windpark op zee en uitstekend openbaar vervoer. Zij kan zelf de klimaatcrisis niet oplossen. Daar hebben we nu juist de politiek voor uitgevonden, die de middelen heeft om de klimaatcrisis aan te pakken.

Maar de regering komt er maar niet toe haar groene ambities om te zetten in concreet beleid - de tweede reden waarom we in een klimaatimpasse zitten. Het ontbreekt aan politici met de moed om voluit te kiezen voor duurzame energie. Het is de fossiele wereld tegen de nieuwe wereld.

Gewillig oor

De invloed van het behoudende bedrijfsleven in Nederland is groot. Dat lobbyt fel tegen effectieve milieumaatregelen en vindt een gewillig oor bij de CDA-ministers Van der Hoeven, Eurlings en Verburg. Het PvdA-smaldeel in het kabinet kan of wil hier niet doorheen breken.

Het resultaat is dat in deze machtsstrijd de milieubelangen keer op keer aan het kortste eind trekken, waardoor ook in deze kabinetsperiode de CO2-uitstoot in Nederland niet zal afnemen.

Er komen ondertussen wel vier zeer vervuilende kolencentrales bij. Bijna geen land in Europa heeft zo weinig duurzame energie als Nederland. Nederland wekt 3 procent van de elektriciteit op met windenergie, Denemarken meer dan 20 procent. In Duitsland groeit zonne-energie explosief, terwijl in Nederland de coalitie van CDA, PvdA en CU 8.000 daken met zonnepanelen erbij per jaar wel voldoende vindt. Desondanks zegt de regering dat we ons geen zorgen hoeven te maken: 'we liggen op koers'.

De derde reden waarom er sprake is van klimaatimpasse is dat nieuwe resultaten uit wetenschappelijk onderzoek niet doordringen in het publieke debat. Klimaatwetenschappers zijn steeds bezorgder over aard en omvang van de klimaatcrisis. Er zijn veel aanwijzingen dat de gevoeligheid van het klimaat voor de steeds hogere concentratie CO2 in de atmosfeer veel groter is dan lang gedacht. Het Noordpoolijs smelt bijvoorbeeld de laatste jaren in een tempo dat met de bestaande modellen niet is te verklaren.

Het compleet wegsmelten van de Noordpoolkap werd pas na 2070 voorspeld, maar zou nu al over een jaar of vijf een feit kunnen zijn. Steeds meer wetenschappers zijn er van overtuigd dat er nu al te veel CO2 in de atmosfeer zit. Kloppen de nieuwe hypotheses, dan moet de uitstoot al binnen vijf à tien jaar wereldwijd snel gaan dalen, willen we niet in de gevarenzone terechtkomen. Dat is een ongekende opgave.

Zeer verontrustend is dat recent onderzoek laat zien dat als de wereld met meer dan 2 graden opwarmt er een serieuze kans is dat het klimaat op hol slaat. Autonoom, zonder dat we het nog kunnen stoppen.

Als bijvoorbeeld de permafrost van de toendra's in Siberië en Canada gaat ontdooien, kunnen er uit de ondergrond zoveel broeikasgassen vrij komen dat alleen daardoor al de wereldwijde temperatuur met een graad stijgt.

Nu het zeewater door de opwarming van de aarde warmer wordt, vermindert ook haar capaciteit om CO2 op te nemen - net zoals er in warme cola minder prik zit dan in koude. Er blijft dan meer CO2 in de lucht en het gevolg daarvan is ook weer een serieuze temperatuurstijging. Daar is dan niks meer aan te doen. De gevolgen hiervan voor onze beschaving kunnen dramatisch zijn.

Klimaatwetenschappers zijn heel voorzichtig. Dat is begrijpelijk, vanuit de traditie van de exacte wetenschap. Ze roeren zich weinig in het publieke debat en doen niet snel stellige uitspraken. Mede daardoor is de ernst en omvang van de klimaatcrisis voor velen een lastig te bevatten probleem.

Ook de media missen hierdoor een helder kompas. Een enorm verschil met alle hoogleraren in de economie en financiële wetenschappen die dezer dagen niet van het scherm te branden zijn. Op basis van hun zeer wiebelige economische theorieën doen politieke leiders miljardenuitgaven.

Inzichten van klimaatwetenschappers spelen helaas nog maar een beperkte rol in de keuzen van dezelfde politieke leiders. Maar de afweging is heel vergelijkbaar met die in de kredietcrisis: welk risico vind de politiek aanvaardbaar om te lopen?

Minister Bos grijpt wel in bij de ING als het risico met slechte Amerikaanse hypotheken hem te groot wordt, maar negeert vooralsnog de grote risico's die de klimaatcrisis voor ons oplevert.

Waarom wel ingrijpen bij ING en niet bij elektriciteitsproducenten die kolencentrales willen bouwen? Nemen zij niet een veel groter risico?

Goed nieuws

Genoeg gesomberd. Er is ook veel goed nieuws. In een paar jaar tijd is van links tot rechts het besef gegroeid dat de klimaatcrisis een urgent en groot probleem is. Niet alleen trouwens in de westerse wereld, maar minstens zozeer in ontwikkelingslanden, waar onder de bevolking het besef van het probleem zelfs groter blijkt te zijn dan in de rijke landen. De crux is nu dat we dit groene denken ook omzetten in groen handelen en de politiek pressen de daad bij het woord voegen.

En dat kan. De techniek is er om de CO2-uitstoot fors terug te brengen. Steeds meer wetenschappers werpen zich op de ontwikkeling van groene technologieën, steeds meer bedrijven tonen interesse. Het is goed mogelijk veel energie te besparen. Auto's kunnen op elektriciteit rijden, huizen beter geïsoleerd, bedrijven kunnen anders produceren.

De energie die we vervolgens nog nodig hebben, kunnen we merendeels duurzaam opwekken. Terwijl fossiele brandstoffen in hoog tempo opraken, is er een onbegrensde hoeveelheid zon en wind te oogsten. Steeds helderder worden de ideeën hoe we van de Noordzee een (wind)energiecentrale kunnen maken en van woestijnen grote zonnecentrales. In Italië is zonne-energie al net zo duur als traditionele energiebronnen. In Nederland kunnen we over tien jaar ook zo ver zijn.

In Zweden worden woonwijken verwarmd met biogas en is koeienpoep brandstof voor de Volvo's. In Duitsland werken inmiddels meer dan 250.000 mensen in de duurzame energiesector. China is wereldwijd de grootste producent van zonnepanelen geworden. De kansrijke initiatieven buitelen over elkaar heen.

Al deze praktijken laten zien wat er mogelijk is. Nu moeten ze alleen nog mainstream worden. Dat is de grote stap die we nu moeten, en kunnen, zetten als de politiek daarin de leiding neemt.

Positief is dat president Obama de klimaatcrisis serieus lijkt aan te pakken. Dat is een doorbraak na acht jaar klimaatverlamming onder Bush. Zijn minister van Energie, Steven Chu, waarschuwt: 'We gaan af op een toekomst waarin geen landbouw meer mogelijk is in Californië. Ik hoop dat het Amerikaanse volk snel wakker wordt en in actie komt.'

Er groeit mede door deze veranderde Amerikaanse houding voorzichtig optimisme dat het mogelijk moet zijn op de grote VN-topconferentie in december in Kopenhagen een mondiaal akkoord te sluiten dat forse reducties van de uitstoot van broeikasgassen mogelijk maakt. Zonder zo'n akkoord zullen landen naar elkaar blijven wijzen en zelf volstrekt onvoldoende ondernemen.

De Britse minister van Klimaatverandering en Energie, Ed Miliband, deed in december met het oog op de top in Kopenhagen een oproep: 'Wie kijkt naar alle grote historische bewegingen, naar de suffragettes, de anti-apartheid-strijd, de strijd voor gelijke seksuele rechten in de jaren zestig, alle grote politieke bewegingen brachten heel veel mensen op de been.' 'People power' is, aldus Miliband, cruciaal is voor het tot stand komen van een akkoord. 'Politieke verandering komt er alleen door politiek leiderschap en een krachtige massabeweging. Je hebt ze allebei nodig.'

We missen ze tot nu toe beide. Politici moeten lef tonen en krachtige maatregelen nemen. En wij zullen allemaal samen in actie moeten komen.

NOTES: Wijnand Duyvendak, oud-Tweede Kamerlid voor GroenLinks, schreef Klimaatactivist in de politiek.; Politieke leiders geven miljarden uit op basis van wiebelige theorieën; Vloek of zegen?; Is de wereldwijde economische crisis een tegenslag voor de milieubeschermers? Of biedt zij juist een uitgelezen kans op ecologisch gerichte veranderingen in technologie en industrie?; De meningen lopen uiteen. Enerzijds gaat de auto-industrie juist dezer dagen versneld over op de bouw van zuinige en hybride wagens. Maar anderzijds bezuinigen overheden op 'leuke maar luxe' uitgaven aan natuur en milieu.; In september 2008, net nadat zijn boek Klimaatactivist in de politiek was gepubliceerd, trad Wijnand Duyvendak terug als lid van de Tweede Kamer voor GroenLinks.; Vooral zijn verdediging van het gewelddadige krakers- en antikernenergie activisme uit de jaren tachtig, leidde tot veel ophef.; Sinds zijn aftreden houdt Wijnand Duyvendak zich fulltime bezig met het klimaatprobleem.
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Klimaatverandering haalt het slechtste in ons boven

BYLINE: Martijn van Calmthout

SECTION: KENNIS; Blz. 7

LENGTH: 420 woorden

Het zijn geen opwekkende boeken die de Duitse sociaal-psycholoog Harald Welzer (1958) schrijft. Eerder maakte hij een deprimerende analyse van massamoorden, met als conclusie dat in ieder mens een beul schuilt als de omstandigheden dat lijken te vereisen. Zie Rwanda, zie Bosnië en Kroatië. 

In zijn nieuwe boek, De Klimaatoorlogen, net vertaald, trekt hij die lijn verder door. Omstandigheden die tot alledaagse moord en doodslag leiden, zijn niet per definitie zuiver politiek van aard. Vrijwel altijd berust die politieke strijd op conflicten over grondstoffen en natuurlijk vooral ook over hulpbronnen als water, vruchtbaar land of woonruimte. Juist in een opwarmende wereld zal daarom lokaal en internationaal steeds intenser gestreden worden. Klimaatverandering is oorlog, aldus Welzer.

Een voorproefje daarvan is de catastrofale situatie in Darfur, waar miljoenen vluchtelingen zonder voorzieningen geen kant op kunnen. Het conflict lijkt ter plaatse een eindeloze aaneenschakeling van wreedheden, aanvallen en wraak, veelal onder mensen die niet weten wat hun overkomt en wat ze doen. Maar in feite vormden droogte en de teloorgang van landbouwgrond en graslanden in de jaren tachtig de oorzaak van sociale destabilisatie.

Zelfs het bloedige conflict in Rwanda tussen de Hutu's en de Tutsi's is veroorzaakt door conflicten over leefruimte. En denk niet dat dat allemaal Afrikaanse waanzin is; toen Katrina New Orleans verwoestte, werd ook daar gemoord, verkracht en geplunderd tot het leger kwam.

Welzer hamert in zijn boek nu en dan erg zwaar op de gewelddadige inborst van de mens, met lange uitweidingen over nazi-Duitsland en de RAF. Maar hij zet de primair op klimaatverandering gespitste lezer wel aan het denken. Het echte klimaatprobleem, zegt hij, is niet die paar graden meer en zelfs niet de overstromingen, stormen en droogten. Het echte klimaatprobleem is de sociale destabilisatie die de opwarming wereldwijd teweegbrengt, waarna wanhoop en het slechtste in de mens vanzelf boven komen. Inclusief de neiging geweld en onrecht voor onszelf te rechtvaardigen, wat er ook gebeurt.

Ook de wetenschap krijgt bij Welzer een interessante veeg uit de pan. Tot nog toe, zegt hij, wordt klimaatverandering vooral als een natuurwetenschappelijk vraagstuk behandeld, dat technisch moet worden opgelost. Terwijl de verstoring van het klimaat, aldus Welzer, in feite een verlengde is van een lange, wrede en gewelddadige koloniale traditie. Waaraan ook een paar spaarlampen niets zullen veranderen.

Martijn van Calmthout
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Het bos wil wel; 

Kooldioxide Oerwouden en zwarte bodems blijken uiteindelijk steeds meer broeikasgas vast te leggen

SECTION: KENNIS; Blz. 1

LENGTH: 1155 woorden

SAMENVATTING:
Oerwoud dat met rust wordt gelaten, groeit als kool en legt dus extra broeikasgas vast. Dat blijkt uit enkele nieuwe studies. Reden genoeg om van het regenwoud af te blijven. Door Martijn van Calmthout 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
Bos-ecoloog Jan Reitsma van Bureau Waardenburg in Culemborg kon eerst zijn ogen niet geloven. Twee jaar geleden was hij samen met collega-onderzoeker Simon Lewis van de universiteit van Leeds na twintig jaar terug in het oerwoud van Gabon. Er was niets veranderd, zelfs de aluminium labels hingen nog aan de stammen.

In de jaren tachtig had Reitsma daar, toen nog voor de New York Botanical Garden, ongerept oerwoud geïnventariseerd. Op verschillende plaatsen had hij plots uitgezet van 100 bij 100 meter, en er alles wat dikker was dan 10 centimeter vastgelegd. Soort. Plaats. Omvang. Vermoedelijke massa. Bomen en boompjes werden gelabeld om ze bij latere inventarisatierondes te kunnen terugvinden. 

'Twee jaar geleden', zegt Reitsma, 'bleek dat allemaal nog opmerkelijk goed intact. Interessant was dat voornamelijk de hoogste bomen fors waren gegroeid. Daaronder leek het alsof de tijd had stilgestaan. Millimeters groei misschien, eigenlijk niks.'

We spreken Reitsma in verband met een aantal recente wetenschappelijke publicaties over de groei van het oerwoud, wereldwijd. Een daarvan, twee weken geleden in Nature, kwam mede op grond van Reitsma's waarnemingen in het Gabonse bos en tientallen andere reeds bestaande inventarisatiestudies tot stand. Conclusie: het Afrikaanse woud wordt zwaarder waar het met rust wordt gelaten. Gemiddeld met 0,63 ton koolstof per hectare per jaar, gemeten over de periode 1968-2007.

Het exacte getal doet er misschien niet eens zoveel toe. Hoofdzaak, zegt Reitsma, is dat deze wouden per saldo een reële sink zijn voor kooldioxide uit de lucht. 'Pakweg eenvijfde van de kooldioxide die de mens jaarlijks door verbranding van kolen en olie in de atmosfeer brengt, wordt daar vastgelegd in extra hout.'

Dat is minder vanzelfsprekend dan het lijkt. Groeiende bomen nemen CO2 op en leggen die vast in de vorm van hout. Maar uiteindelijk, na tientallen of honderden jaren, sterft de boom en komt de koolstof weer in de lucht als CO2 of methaan. Vooral van maagdelijk, duizenden jaren oud oerbos lijkt te kunnen worden verwacht dat het in evenwicht is: evenveel koolstof gaat erin als eruit.

Evenwicht

Maar zo eenvoudig is het niet, zegt hoofdauteur Simon Lewis van de recente Nature-studie over Afrikaans woud. 'Kennelijk is er geen sprake van een evenwicht - althans geen statisch evenwicht - maar eerder van een dynamisch evenwicht, waarin externe factoren bepalen of er meer of minder koolstof wordt opgenomen.'

Lewis werkt in Leeds nauw samen met hoogleraar Oliver Phillips, tropisch ecoloog en veelgevraagd expert wat de rol van het oerwoud in de CO2-cyclus betreft.

De Britten maken gebruik van het wereldwijde netwerk van geïnventariseerde bospercelen, van de Amazone en Azië tot Centraal Afrika. Geld daarvoor komt van de Gordon en Betty Moore Foundation, van de vroegere Intel-topman. Uit hun inventarisaties komt sinds enkele jaren steeds vaker naar voren dat de maagdelijke wouden de laatste decennia wereldwijd zwaarder zijn geworden. De Afrika-studie van Lewis en (onder anderen) Reitsma is daarvoor de jongste indicatie. Eerder bleek in de Amazone precies hetzelfde aan de hand. Sterker: de toename van carbon uptake per hectare per jaar is getalsmatig nagenoeg gelijk.

Vorige week was Oliver Phillips de eerste auteur van alweer een woudstudie, gepubliceerd in Science, op grond van het eerdergenoemde netwerk van waarnemingsplots in de Amazone.

Daarbij werd gekeken naar de invloed van ernstige droogte op de koolstofopname van de wouden in de Amazone. In 2005 deed zich daar een ongekend droge periode voor, die een ramp was voor natuur en inwoners, maar een buitenkans voor de onderzoekers.

De Utrechtse bosdeskundige Hans ter Steege, die sinds 1989 met 'eigen' plots in de Guyana's meet, stuurde op stel en sprong enkele van zijn veldwerkers op pad om na te gaan wat er bij grote droogte met het bos gebeurt. In zijn gebied, relatief ver van de ernstigste droogte, was dat niet zoveel, vertelt Ter Steege. 'Onze gegevens waren nodig als controle voor de data uit de centrale Amazone, waar toen de droogte heerste.'

Maar die vertelden dan ook een dramatisch verhaal, zegt Ter Steege. 'Het gekke is dat er satellietwaarnemingen lagen die wezen op een aanvankelijke vergroening in de droogte. Waarschijnlijk is dat een natuurlijk effect: bomen maken vers blad aan omdat dat een betere fotosynthese geeft.'

Maar per saldo bleek droogte de groei van het bos te belemmeren. Vooral opportunistische boomsoorten, die om zich heen grijpen als ze de kans krijgen, legden snel het loodje. Per saldo was er nog geen sprake van uitstoot van CO2. Maar aan de gestage toename van biomassa van de laatste vijftien jaar kwam wel abrupt een einde.

Primeur

De studie, zegt Ter Steege, is vooral van belang omdat er nu voor het eerst een schatting is van de invloed van droogte op koolstofopname. 'En eigenlijk is het vooral een waarschuwing dat je niet blind kunt varen op de groeiende opnamecapaciteit voor koolstof van oerwoud.'

De groeicijfers van het woud van de laatste kwarteeuw zijn minder geruststellend dan je zou denken, zegt ook Oliver Phillips. 'Al was het maar omdat we niet zeker weten wat de groei veroorzaakt. Ik denk dat de toegenomen concentratie CO2 in de atmosfeer de oorzaak is. Die werkt als bemesting. Maar echt aangetoond is dat nog niet. In elk geval laat de droogtestudie zien dat het geen garanties biedt.'

Phillips: 'Het punt is vooral dat het woud niet helemaal, maar wel bijna in evenwicht is. De groeilijn en de sterftelijn lopen nauwelijks uiteen. Er hoeft maar iets te gebeuren of netto-aanwas wordt netto-uitstoot. En omdat het over verschillen gaat in heel grote getallen, is het verschil ook heel groot.'

Daarbij, zegt bos-ecoloog Reitsma van (tegenwoordig) Bureau Waardenburg in Culemborg, gaan deze studies over ongerept oerwoud. En daarvan is steeds minder over, door houtkap en ontbossing voor landbouw. In West-Afrika is naar schatting al 90 procent van het woud weg; in de Amazone is bij het huidige kaptempo tegen 2030 60 procent verdwenen. Nu staat daar nog 80 procent.

Reitsma is een fervent voorstander van duurzaam kappen, om inkomsten voor verantwoord bosbeheer te genereren. Dat kan, weet hij uit de praktijk in Gabon. 'Daar was in mijn tijd de infrastructuur zo slecht, dat alleen aan de kust werd gekapt, en dan nog selectief: alleen het interessante hout werd eruitgehaald. Maar de druk is er natuurlijk wel. En kwijt is kwijt, zeg ik altijd.'

Niet zozeer het kappen is volgens zijn Britse collega Phillips het probleem. Het is vooral de aanwezigheid van de mens, die steevast desastreus uitpakt. Vuur, zegt hij, is daarbij het allergrootste gevaar. Woud moet je echt met rust laten, is zijn devies. Anders gaat het te gemakkelijk mis.
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dinsdag

Auteur Kop; 

Pieter Hilhorst De ontgroening van Shell

BYLINE: Pieter Hilhorst

SECTION: FORUM; Blz. 11

LENGTH: 772 woorden

Ja zeggen en nee doen. Ik maak me er zelf ook geregeld schuldig aan. 'Ik kom eraan', roep ik dan opgewekt, terwijl ik nog even afmaak waarmee ik bezig was. Of ik beloof dat ik ergens naar zal kijken, terwijl ik weet dat ik daar voorlopig niet aan toe kom. Het zou natuurlijk eerlijker zijn de betrokkenen gewoon de waarheid te zeggen: 'Blijf maar even wachten in de gang totdat ik klaar ben, dit is nu belangrijker.' Of: 'Je kunt me dit stuk net zo goed niet sturen, want de komende weken heb ik toch geen tijd om ernaar te kijken.' Maar de waarheid schuurt en roept onaangename tijdrovende discussies op. Bovendien heb ik ook best de oprechte wens te doen wat ik beloof, ook al weet ik dat het misschien niet gaat lukken. Het is een vorm van meestribbelen. 

Twee jaar geleden, op 10 juli 2007, schreef ik een column waarin ik stelde dat Shell het meestribbelen tot een hoge en irritante kunst had verheven. Het bedrijf erkent volmondig dat de CO2-uitstoot tot opwarming van de aarde leidt. Het neemt afstand van de klimaatsceptici die de menselijke invloed op het klimaat blijven betwijfelen. Het bedrijf stelde ook onomwonden dat de toekomstige energievoorziening duurzaam zal moeten zijn. Tot zover was de overeenstemming met de milieubeweging compleet. Maar zo'n omslag naar duurzame energie vergt tijd. Omdat Shell voor 2050 een verdubbeling van de vraag naar energie verwacht, kan de wereld nog even niet zonder fossiele brandstoffen.

Meestribbelaars gaan de discussie uit de weg. Ze betwisten nooit de hoofdzaak, maar komen nauwelijks in beweging om het hoofddoel dichterbij te brengen. Het misleidende van het meestribbelen van Shell was, zo schreef ik twee jaar geleden, dat ze suggereren dat de oliegigant druk bezig is een fundamentele omslag te maken. De kille cijfers vertellen een ander verhaal. Van de 150 miljard dollar die het bedrijf de afgelopen vijf jaar heeft geïnvesteerd is maar 1,7 miljard dollar geïnvesteerd in de ontwikkeling van alternatieve energiebronnen. Dat is net iets meer dan 1procent, terwijl het bedrijf zegt te geloven dat in 2025 20procent van de energievoorziening duurzaam zal zijn.

Afgelopen week heeft Shell aangekondigd dat het stopt met het investeren in windenergie (Economie, 21 maart). Eerder had het bedrijf al besloten niet meer te investeren in zonne-energie. Het meestribbelen is ingeruild voor schaamteloze eerlijkheid. Met zonne- en windenergie valt niks te verdienen, dus doet Shell er niet aan mee. Het bedrijf investeert nog wel in biobrandstof en ondergrondse opslag van CO2. Maar daarmee helpt het bedrijf niet meer mee aan de fundamentele omslag die twee jaar geleden nog werd gepredikt. Veel van de investeringen zijn namelijk nog in zogenoemde eerste generatie biobrandstoffen die concurreren met de voedselproductie. Als daar massaal voor wordt gekozen, leidt dat tot grootschalige kap van bossen en voedselprijsstijgingen die de wereldwijde armoede vergroten.

De nieuwe schaamteloosheid bleek ook al uit de miljoenenbonus die Shell-topman Jeroen van der Veer voor zichzelf had weten binnen te harken. In het contract stond dat hij die bonus zou krijgen als het bedrijf in de top-3 eindigde van de vijf grootste oliemaatschappijen. Shell werd vierde, maar toch kreeg Van der Veer de miljoenen op zijn bankrekening bijgeschreven. Waar voor Shell de prioriteiten liggen, blijkt ook uit het voornemen om de dividenduitkering met 5procent te verhogen, naar 10 miljard euro.

De verhoging van het dividend is groter dan de jaarlijkse investering in alternatieve energie.

De keuze van Shell staat niet op zichzelf. Zaterdag stond in The Guardian een deprimerend lijstje van grote groene investeringsprojecten die door de kredietcrisis dreigen te sneuvelen. Zo staat ook de komst van het grootste windmolenpark ter wereld in de monding van de Thames op losse schroeven. Shell had zich al uit dit project teruggetrokken en nu dreigt ook energiebedrijf E.on zich terug te trekken. Er wordt veel gesproken over een 'Green New Deal', waarbij de kredietcrisis wordt bestreden met groene investeringen. Maar in de praktijk leidt de crisis tot ontgroening.

Meestribbelen is ergerlijk, maar een hypocriet persoon is wel aanspreekbaar op de mooie woorden die hij niet nakomt. De meestribbelaar is me daarom liever dan de schaamteloze die niet eens probeert een ander tegemoet te komen. Shell is van een meestribbelaar een schaamteloos bedrijf geworden dat niet maalt om een groen imago en zijn investeringsbeslissingen alleen baseert op het verwachte rendement. Een moreel appèl op de mooie woorden van gisteren heeft dan geen zin. Zo'n bedrijf vraagt om ouderwetse acties: tank niet bij Shell.
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Doemdenken als inspiratiebron

BYLINE: Ad Bergsma

SECTION: HART EN ZIEL; Blz. H01

LENGTH: 598 woorden

Geen doel, geen werk, geen idealen, geen toekomst. Welkom terug in de jaren tachtig, de geboortejaren van het doemdenken. De bom gaat vallen, natuurrampen dreigen en daarom dragen de punkers in mijn klas een button met 'No future' erop. Een paar christelijke jongeren slaan terug met een regenboog en daaronder de boodschap 'er is hoop'.

Een kwart eeuw later, tijdens de volgende economische crisis, hebben de rebellen hun visie moeten prijsgeven. Wie wil kan nog steeds donkere wolken zien samenpakken boven de toekomst, maar het is moeilijker iemand te vinden die daar oprecht somber van wordt. Terrorisme bestrijden we in navolging van Bush door wereldwijd democratie en vrede te brengen met militair machtsvertoon. De honger helpen we de wereld uit door in U2-frontman Bono te geloven. En de klimaatverandering bieden we het hoofd door acties als 'Nederland gaat voor een beter klimaat', waarin mensen op de website hun tips mogen geven. Een zekere Martijn laat bijvoorbeeld weten dat hij elke zaterdag en zondag uitslaapt en daardoor drie uur minder energie gebruikt dan doordeweeks. 

Het is dan ook opvallend dat twee Amerikaanse ecologen in het jongste nummer van het tijdschrift Ecologist ervoor pleiten de hoop op te geven. Hoopvolle boodschappen over het milieu bevatten bijna altijd drie elementen: (1) De wetenschap heeft er sterke bewijzen voor dat het in de toekomst ernstig zal mislopen, (2) het is daarom belangrijk dat je je groener gaat gedragen, (3)de reden om dat te doen is dat je op die manier de ramp kan vermijden.

De achterliggende gedachte lijkt dat mensen zonder hoop het hoofd laten hangen en we dan helemaal niets voor elkaar krijgen. Vandaar dat het Wereld Natuur Fonds adverteert met de slogan 'De wonderen zijn de wereld nog niet uit' en daaronder dan hoopvolle natuurnieuwtjes brengt, bijvoorbeeld dat de populatie van wilde honden in het oosten van Zambia is toegenomen.

De evangelist van de hoop is de Amerikaanse president Obama. In zijn toespraak op 26 januari zei hij dat president Nixon de afhankelijkheid van zijn land van buitenlandse olie al in 1970 teruggebracht had willen hebben. Obama vervolgde doodleuk met de opmerking dat hij zelf de eerste schreden zal zetten op dat pad. Het verduurzamen van de energievoorziening zal niet alleen miljoenen banen opleveren maar ook veel geld besparen.

Obama weet zo iedereen achter zich te scharen. Omdat een slechte toekomst dreigt, zullen we dat even in orde maken. Punkers en christenjongeren kunnen elkaar alsnog in de armen sluiten, maar het addertje onder het gras zit in de geloofwaardigheid. De Ecologist noteert dat wetenschappelijk bewijs voor aanstaande rampen niet te verenigen is met het idee dat je als individu daartegen iets kunt doen. Hamer daarom als natuurbeschermers niet op hoop, maar op wat moreel juist is om te doen. Psychologisch gezien heeft deze aanpak zijn charmes. Hoop dat het allemaal goed zal komen, kan verlammend werken. Zo is bijvoorbeeld aangetoond dat vrouwen die alleen maar dromen van maatje 36 het meeste gewicht winnen. De mooie toekomst wordt dan alleen in de fantasie geconsumeerd en niet in daden omgezet.

Oppervlakkige hoop gaat ervan uit dat het in de toekomst allemaal goed zal komen, en maakt het niet dringend te handelen. Een meer doorleefd optimisme erkent dat in de toekomst rampen kunnen gebeuren en dat het niet altijd zal lukken om die af te wenden, maar blijft desondanks zoeken naar mogelijkheden om binnen de eigen beperkte mogelijkheden het goede te blijven doen. Niet omdat alles dan in orde zal komen, maar omdat het goede in zichzelf de moeite waard is.
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Welke groene maatregel werkt hoe?; 

Green Deal Wereldwijd wordt veel geld gestoken in duurzame investeringen om de crisis te lijf te gaan

BYLINE: Evert Nieuwenhuis; Michael Persson

SECTION: ECONOMIE; Blz. 07

LENGTH: 731 woorden

DATELINE: AMSTERDAM 

SAMENVATTING:
Het kabinet gaat voor één miljard duurzaam investeren.

De kosten en baten van mogelijke maatregelen op een rij. 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
AMSTERDAM Vrijdag kondigt het kabinet langverwachte maatregelen aan die de crisis moeten bezweren. Maar er dreigt nóg een ramp: de klimaatcrisis. Door fors te investeren in duurzaamheid worden de twee crises tegelijkertijd overwonnen, is de gedachte.

Wereldwijd wordt veel geld gestoken in zo'n dubbelslag, ofwel Green New Deal. Nederland houdt het bescheiden: van de geschatte 4tot 8 miljard euro aan maatregelen is volgens ingewijden één miljard gericht op duurzaamheid, ofwel zon 12,5 à 25 procent.

Naast fiscale maatregelen (verlaging van het btw-tarief voor groene producten en diensten, verhoging van de subsidiepot voor duurzame innovaties, garantiestellingen voor groene investeringen) zoemt er in de wandelgangen een aantal concrete voorstellen rond. Hieronder worden de belangrijkste kanshebbers gewogen op hun effectiviteit. 

Woningen isoleren

Economisch effect

Het isoleren van een huis (muren, dak, vloer, dubbel glas) kost twee man ongeveer vier dagen werk. In de huidige plannen komt ongeveer een half miljoen woningen voor extra isolatie in aanmerking. Dat zou gedurende een jaar dus circa vijftienduizend banen opleveren. Daartoe moeten werkloze bouwvakkers wel eerst worden opgeleid. Bovendien kampt de isolatiebranche niet met vraaguitval.

Kosten

Een isolatiebonus van 1.000 euro kost voor een half miljoen huizen een half miljard euro.

Milieuwinst

Als een half miljoen energieverslindende huizen beter worden geïsoleerd (muren, dak, vloer, dubbel glas) wordt 1,43 megaton CO2-uitstoot bespaard, blijkt uit gegevens van Milieu Centraal. Dat is 0,65 procent van de totale Nederlandse CO2-uitstoot.

Windmolenpark op zee

Economisch effect

De overheid gaat geen windmolenpark aanleggen, maar met een 'stopcontact op zee' wordt het sneller rendabel om een windmolenpark ver van de kust aan te leggen. Een nieuw windpark op de open zee is ongeveer 20 procent duurder dan dichtbij gelegen parken omdat een langere, duurdere stroomkabel naar het vasteland moet worden aangelegd. Eén centrale overheidskabel zou de kosten dus flink doen dalen.

De aanleg daarvan zou niet veel werkgelegenheid genereren, maar als door de kabel veel windparken worden aangelegd zou dat de Nederlandse offshore-industrie duizenden banen kunnen opleveren.

Kosten

Naar schatting 150 miljoen.

Milieuwinst

Een groot windpark van 200 megawatt reduceert de Nederlandse CO2-uitstoot met 0,1 procent. Dertig van die parken (het doel voor 2020) dus 3 procent.

Investeren in spoor

Economisch effect

Volgens de hoogleraren Henk Meurs (Radboud Universiteit) en Pieter Rietveld (VU) levert een investering van een miljoen euro acht à tien banen op. Als het kabinet besluit om 1 miljard euro in het spoor te investeren, kunnen dus maximal 10 duizend mensen extra aan het werk. De vraag is of de stimulans ook echt nieuwe banen oplevert. Vorig jaar kon spoorbeheerder ProRail werk niet uitvoeren wegens personeelsgebrek.

Kosten

Afhankelijk van het project.

Milieuwinst

Is zeer afhankelijk van het voorstel. Onderzoek van Rietveld wijst uit dat het verbeteren van het openbaar vervoer niet per se goed is voor het klimaat. Een aantal mensen laat de auto staan en neemt de schonere trein. Maar als meer mensen die anders thuis waren gebleven nu de trein nemen, neemt de CO2-uitstoot toe.

Slooppremie auto's

Economisch effect

In de eerste maanden van 2009 daalde de autoverkoop met 22 procent; op jaarbasis met 100 duizend auto's. Hierdoor zijn ruim dertienduizend banen in gevaar. Het idee is om eigenaren van auto's ouder dan negen jaar een sloopbonus te geven als zij een nieuwe of tweedehands auto kopen die zuiniger is. Dat zou de banen bij de dealers moeten redden. Aan de andere kant wordt een derde van alle autoreparaties uitgevoerd op auto's ouder dan negen jaar. In de werkplaatsen verdwijnen dus banen.

Kosten

Afhankelijk van de bonus en het aantal te slopen auto's. Probleem is dat er ook zonder bonus jaarlijks 200duizend auto's worden gesloopt. Met een slooppremie van 1.500 euro zouden die dus 300 miljoen kosten. Pas als er 100 duizend auto's extra naar de sloop gaan geven die de beoogde extra impuls aan de handel.

Milieuwinst

Als 100 duizend auto's met lage energielabels worden ingeruild, wordt 0,049 megaton minder CO2 uitgestoten. Dat is 0,11 procent van de totale Nederlandse uitstoot
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In de bodem zit meer koolstof dan in het woud

BYLINE: Ben van Raaij

SECTION: KENNIS; Blz. 1

LENGTH: 699 woorden

SAMENVATTING:
Meer koolstof dan in een regenwoud kun je opslaan in zwarte aarde. Een indiaanse uitvinding als klimaatpanacee.

Door Ben van Raaij 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
De tropische regenwouden van het Amazonebekken zijn niet alleen van zichzelf een enorme carbon sink. Ze verbergen er ook een: in de bodem. Overal langs de rivieren zijn oeroude toplagen van terra preta do índio te vinden, vruchtbare zwarte aarde bomvol organische koolstof.

Terra preta is een erfenis van precolumbiaanse volkeren, tonen visgraten en potscherven aan. Vóór de komst van de Europeanen was de Amazone dichter bevolkt dan nu. Duizenden jaren lang verrijkten de indianen hun nu door het regenwoud overwoekerde akkers met tot houtskool versmeuld organisch afval: een oeroude vorm van intensief bodembeheer. 

Vijfhonderd jaar na het verdwijnen van de makers is de terra preta nog steeds heel vruchtbaar. 'Ze levert driemaal zoveel op als andere grond', zegt onderzoeker bodemkwaliteit Ellis Hoffland van Wageningen Universiteit. De rulle zwarte aarde bevat 9 procent koolstof, twintig keer meer dan omringende grond, en drie keer zoveel zouten. Eén hectare kan meer koolstof bevatten dan al het regenwoud erop. 'Terra preta wordt in Brazilië dan ook als tuinaarde verkocht.'

Het was de in 2003 overleden Wageningse hoogleraar Wim Sombroek die terra preta in de jaren zestig herontdekte. Hij verbaasde zich erover hoe traag de koolstof erin wordt afgebroken - opmerkelijk voor een tropisch klimaat, waar organische stof snel vergaat. Ook kwam hij als eerste op het idee om nieuwe terra preta te maken - aanvankelijk met het doel de landbouwproductie te verhogen, later ook voor koolstofopslag, als oplossing voor het klimaatprobleem.

Het idee van kunstmatige terra preta, biochar gedoopt, heeft de afgelopen jaren tot een soort internationale campagne geleid, gesteund door mensen als James Lovelock, de geestelijk vader van de Gaia-theorie, en klimaatonderzoeker James Hansen. Zij zien biochar als een panacee die tegelijk zowel de voedselcrisis als de brandstofcrisis en de klimaatcrisis aanpakt.

De redenering is: je zet biomassa door pyrolyse (verhitting zonder zuurstof) om in olie, gas en koolstof, voor in de bodem. Resultaat: je kunt meer voedsel produceren zonder extra regenwoud te kappen, je verkrijgt biobrandstof om auto's op te laten rijden, en je bergt koolstof op. Niet weinig ook: volgens de Amerikaanse onderzoeker Johannes Lehmann, in 2006 geciteerd in Nature, kan zo wereldwijd 9,5 miljard ton koolstof per jaar worden weggezet, meer dan nu in de vorm van CO2 de lucht in gaat. Het proces is meer dan koolstofneutraal; het is 'koolstofnegatief'.

Biochar is geen hobby van milieufreaks, zegt bodemkundige Hoffland. 'Wij denken dat het kan werken, we weten het alleen nog niet zeker.' Hoffland staat dan ook te 'popelen' om een onderzoeksproject te doen in de Amazone, om te zien hoe nieuwe terra preta kleine boeren in de tropen kan helpen hun productie te verhogen.

Ook in westerse landen als Nederland kan biochar nuttig zijn, denkt Hoffland, zowel voor het opslaan van koolstof als tegen het weglekken van meststoffen. 'Een van onze studenten deed een potproef met biochar in zandgrond uit de Achterhoek. Wat bleek: de bodem spoelt minder uit en houdt meer vocht vast. Zo blijven de mest beter behouden voor het gewas.'

Om biochar te produceren zijn slimme pyrolysetechnieken vereist. Iemand die daaraan werkt, is Gerrit Brem van TNO, hoogleraar thermische werktuigbouwkunde aan de Universiteit Twente. Brem richt zich op flash pyrolyse. Daarbij wordt de biomassa bij een 'milde' temperatuur van 400 graden binnen enkele seconden omgezet in biobrandstof (olie en gas) en biochar. 'We maken 70 procent olie en 15 procent biochar. Je kunt het proces ook zo aanpassen, dat je minder olie en meer biochar krijgt.'

Brem heeft in Enschede nu een proefopstelling met een capaciteit van 20 kilo biomassa per uur. 'Dat is weinig, natuurlijk. Om commercieel interessant te zijn moet je een factor 100 opschalen, tot 2 ton per uur. De vraag is wel hoe duur een installatie dan wordt.' Brem wil het liefst een demonstratiefabriek bouwen. 'Dat kost 5 tot 10 miljoen euro. We zoeken een investeerder die het risico durft te nemen
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Natuurkundeles voor leiders; 

De keuze

BYLINE: Martijn van Calmthout

SECTION: KENNIS; Blz. 7

LENGTH: 376 woorden

Moet een president, bijvoorbeeld van de Verenigde Staten, verstand hebben van natuurkunde? Natuurlijk niet, daar heeft hij zijn mensen voor. Toch kan het geen kwaad, schrijft Richard A. Muller in Physics for Future Presidents, ook als machthebber te weten hoe erg het is als er een terrorist met een kleine atoombom in Central Park staat, dat Iran uranium verrijkt, hoe interessant het is om naar Mars te gaan, welke energiebronnen wel en welke niet duurzaam zijn, en of de aarde inderdaad ten dode is opgeschreven door de klimaatverandering. 

Muller is hoogleraar aan de universiteit van Californië en geeft beroemd geworden colleges over natuurwetenschappen voor niet-bèta's. Uitgangspunt daarbij is niet wat de natuurwetenschappen zelf fundamenteel vinden - deeltjes, krachten, elementen. Het idee is veel meer dat de fysica in de praktijk tastbaar is, en het dus zinnig is juist op zo'n terrein te weten hoe de werkelijkheid eruitziet. Niet alleen voor toekomstige presidenten, maar ook voor hun kiezers.

Vandaar dat Physics for Future Presidents begint met een verhandeling, vanuit het perspectief van de fysicus, over de gebeurtenissen van 11 september 2001 die leidden tot het instorten van de Twin Towers.

Twee dingen vallen op: het was een aanval die eigenlijk zonder wapens verliep, en het is niet uitgesloten dat de aanval veel effectiever was dan de terroristen ooit hadden durven dromen. Dat komt, aldus Muller, doordat kerosine krankzinnig veel verbrandingsenergie bevat. Veel meer dan bijvoorbeeld een vergelijkbare massa van het explosief TNT.

Op zichzelf is dat geen nieuw inzicht. Maar Mullers behoefte om mythes te scheiden van de fysische realiteit is wel verfrissend. Roep het woord nucleair en de meeste burgers verstarren. Toch, rekent Muller voor, kun je in Central Park, New York, een kernbom van 1 kiloton laten ontploffen zonder dat daarbij slachtoffers vallen door de kernexplosie zelf. Hooguit worden mensen in de omtrek gedood door vallend glas. Ons idee van een atoombom is vertekend door immense paddestoelwolken uit de koude oorlog.

Op een vergelijkbare manier zet Muller voeten aan de grond in het klimaatdebat, over kernafval, elektrisch outo's en Marsreizen. Je mag hopen dat iedere leider daar iets van weet. Martijn van Calmthout
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Elektrische auto met wisselaccu

BYLINE: Michael Persson; Bard van de Weijer

SECTION: VOORPAGINA; Blz. 1

LENGTH: 315 woorden

DATELINE: AMSTERDAM 

SAMENVATTING:
Een goede stimulans voor de elektrische auto: wisselstations voor lege accu's. 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
AMSTERDAM Nederland moet grootscheeps investeren in infrastructuur voor elektrische auto's. Dat vinden verschillende bedrijven die deze week bij het ministerie van Economische Zaken voorstellen hebben gedaan voor het aanleggen van oplaadpunten en wisselstations voor accu's. Zo'n project zou volgens hen deel kunnen uitmaken van de Green New Deal, die de economische crisis en de klimaatcrisis moet verzachten. 

Elektrische auto's zijn schoner dan die op benzine en diesel. Ze verbruiken ongeveer de helft minder energie en stoten geen fijn stof uit. Dat maakt ze tot de gedroomde voertuigen van de toekomst. 'Het gebruik van elektrische auto's zal op de stedelijke leefomgeving een vergaand positieve invloed hebben', aldus een rapport van het Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving van twee weken geleden.

Grootste horde is de accu. Die maakt een elektrische auto zeker tweemaal zo duur en beperkt de actieradius tot zo'n 150kilometer. Dat kan worden opgelost als de accu niet wordt gekocht, maar wordt afgerekend per kilometer. Lege accu's kunnen bij speciale wisselstations worden ingeruild voor een volle - ongeveer volgens het Butagaz-principe. In een soort wasstraat wordt de lege accu in enkele minuten gewisseld voor een volle.

Het plan van het bedrijf Better Place is al in een aantal landen omhelsd. In Denemarken investeert het energiebedrijf Dong 100miljoen euro in de infrastructuur. De overheid is daar geen financier, maar maakt de plaatsing van oplaad- en wisselpunten wel mogelijk.

Het Nederlandse bedrijf Epyon, een nieuwkomer die slimme oplaadtechnologie ontwikkelt, heeft zich deze week met enkele partners in Den Haag gemeld met een alternatief voorstel. Hun opladers kunnen binnen soms slechts minuten een accu bijvullen. Epyon pleit voor een net van 'ultrasnellaadstations'.
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Shell eindigt onderaan met CO -verslaglegging 2; 

Accent Koolstofuitstoot

BYLINE: Michael Persson

SECTION: ECONOMIE; Blz. 6

LENGTH: 345 woorden

DATELINE: AMSTERDAM 

AMSTERDAM Helemaal bovenaan op de website van oliemaatschappij Shell staat een item over 'verantwoorde energie'. Het is, qua plek, het belangrijkste onderwerp op de pagina. Het gaat over de opwarming van de aarde, en hoe die tegen te gaan. Je kunt erover bloggen met een speciale Shell-klimaatadviseur. 

Leuk en aardig, maar Shell eindigt van de zes grote oliemaatschappijen wel helemaal onderaan op een ranglijst klimaattransparantie. Analisten van het Amerikaanse bedrijf PFC Energy zochten in jaarverslagen naar harde cijfers over de CO2-uitstoot, en vond bij Shell de minste. 'Shells verslaglegging van koolstofuitstoot haalt het niet bij de gangbare praktijken', aldus de auteurs van het rapport.

PFC vertaalde zijn bevindingen in een Quality of Carbon Disclosure Index. Shell scoort een magere 1,05 op een schaal van 0 tot 5. De vijf concurrenten zitten daar ver boven: zelfs het lange tijd klimaatsceptische ExxonMobil krijgt van de onderzoekers een mooie 2,6 en belandt daarmee op de tweede plaats. Onbetwist op één staat BP, met 3,65 punten.

De scores hebben een meer dan symbolische betekenis, vindt analiste Souna Kang van PFC. 'De koolstofboekhouding heeft effect op de resultaten, omdat bedrijven voor de emissies moeten betalen. Aandeelhouders willen daarom weten hoeveel broeikasgassen worden uitgestoten. Gebrek aan openheid vormt de basis voor een nieuw boekhoudschandaal.'

Vreemd genoeg eindigde Shell in een andere koolstofranglijst, die van het Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), van de zes oliemaatschappijen op de tweede plaats. 'Het CDP beschouwt ons als leider op dit gebied', zegt een woordvoerder van Shell. Hij kan nog niet reageren op het nieuwe rapport, omdat hij dat nog niet kent.

Volgens onderzoekster Kang is het verschil tussen de ranglijsten goed te verklaren. Het CDP kijkt namelijk ook naar kwalitatieve zaken, zoals de communicatie over het broeikasprobleem. En die is bij Shell best in orde, zegt ze. 'Shell is erg bezig met het creëren van een groen imago. Daarin staan ze bij een ander onderzoek van ons op de eerste plaats.'

Michael Persson
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vrijdag

Oceaan bij Tonga spuwt rook en as

SECTION: VOORPAGINA; Blz. 1

LENGTH: 218 woorden

DATELINE: AMSTERDAM 

SAMENVATTING:
Geen schade of gewonden. 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
AMSTERDAM Een zware aardbeving, een onderzeese vulkaanuitbarsting en een tsunami: het is een heftige week voor Tonga, een 170 eilanden en 100duizend inwoners tellende archipel in de Stille Oceaan. 

De Tonganen zijn wel gewend aan enig natuurgeweld, wonend middenin de 'Ring van Vuur', een boogvormig gebied rond de Stille Oceaan waarin driekwart van 'swerelds vulkanen liggen. Maar het huidige schouwspel is zelfs voor Tonga sensationeel.

Het begon drie weken geleden met aardschokken, om donderdag om 18.15 uur (Nederlandse tijd) te culmineren in een aardbeving met een kracht van 7,9 op de schaal van Richter, en een tsunami.

Maandag barstte een onderzeese vulkaan uit, op amper 10 kilometer van hoofdeiland Tongatapu. Daar rees donderdag een kolossale wolk op uit de oceaan, vol gloeiende as, stof en puimsteen uit het binnenste van de aarde. De massa spoot tot 7 kilometer hoogte, alle luchtverkeer ontregelend. Zeevogels werden levend verbrand, aldus ooggetuigen.

Het natuurgeweld veroorzaakte geen schade of gewonden. De tsunami bereikte de kust niet, een passaatwind blies de stofwolk weg van de eilanden. Wetenschappers en andere Tonganen gingen donderdag zelfs van dichtbij een kijkje nemen om te zien of er misschien een nieuw eilandje gaat ontstaan.
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zaterdag

Keeperscrisis door opwarming

SECTION: SPORT; Blz. 23

LENGTH: 290 woorden

Het keepersprobleem wordt mede veroorzaak door de klimaatverandering. Dat staat in het onderzoeksrapport Op kiep van drs. Broer 'Pipo' Jol. De weigering van Edwin van der Sar terug te keren in Oranje, bracht het keepersprobleem deze week in het brandpunt van de belangstelling. 

Drs. Jol: 'Vroeger stonden we bekend om onze goede keepers. Nederlandse keepers waren de enige keepers ter wereld die onhoudbare schoten wisten te keren. Nu zijn er geen echte keepers meer.'

De klimaatverandering is daaraan mede debet. 'Sneeuwballen gooien en vangen is er niet meer bij, met die slappe winters. Je ziet het aan de manier waarop ze een bal oppakken. Alsof het een handgranaat is met de pin eruit.'

Ook de weke aanpak in het onderwijs ziet Jol als een oorzaak. 'Vroeger gooide de meester van alles naar je kop als je klierde. De bordborstel, rolletjes plakband, prullebakken, krijtjes, de asbak. Je moest voortdurend scherp zijn en die cactus klemvast tegen de borst drukken. Zo is bijvoorbeeld Van Breukelen een hele grote geworden. Maar kinderen iets naar de kop gooien mag dus helaas niet meer.'

De gerichtheid op gemak en luxe is ook fataal. 'Vroeger was het pakken wat je pakken kon en houden wat je hebt. De juiste voedingsbodem voor een bloeiende keeperscultuur en gretigheid bij de hoge voorzet. Nu komt het ze aanwaaien. Dat kweekt pingeldozen en luie spitsen, maar géén heersers in het strafschopgebied.'

Doordat het heldenimago van de keeper is vervangen door een watjesimago, willen jongetjes geen keeper meer zijn. Jol: 'Ze worden ermee gepest. Ze worden eerder balletdanser of dameskapper dan keeper.' Drs. Jol ziet voorlopig geen oplossing voor het keepersprobleem. 'Of de economische crisis moet flink doorpakken. Dan gloort er weer hoop.'
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Auteur Kop; 

Pieter Hilhorst Rijk zonder euro's

BYLINE: Pieter Hilhorst

SECTION: FORUM; Blz. 11

LENGTH: 755 woorden

In de Rotterdamse haven zag ik vorige week de crisis staan. De abstracte cijfers over economische krimp werden tastbaar. Op een terrein zo groot als meerdere voetbalvelden stonden honderden, misschien wel duizenden auto's geparkeerd die tevergeefs wachten op een koper. Het tekent dat de recessie veel meer een probleem is van overvloed dan van tekort. Bedrijven kunnen veel meer maken dan ze kunnen verkopen. Economen spreken dan van een tekortschietende vraag.

Voor keynesiaanse economen is de oplossing het stimuleren van de vraag. Vroeger werd deze oplossing geassocieerd met linkse potverteerders, maar vandaag de dag is bijvoorbeeld de Bovag er een groot pleitbezorger van. De autobranche wil dat de overheid 1.000 tot 1.500 euro subsidie geeft voor elke auto die wordt ingeleverd om zo de vraag naar nieuwe auto's te stimuleren. Het plan kost 100 tot 150miljoen euro. Volgens critici van de keynesianen heeft het stimuleren van de vraag geen zin omdat het geld weglekt naar het buitenland. Bovendien is het de vraag of een subsidie voor de autobranche wel zo gepast is met het oog op de files en de opwarming van de aarde. 

Afgelopen week maakte ik kennis met een alternatief voor zowel het keynesiaanse idee om ons dan maar op krediet uit de crisis te kopen als voor een koude sanering. Bedrijven die hun overschotten niet op de reguliere markt kunnen verkopen, zouden ze moeten aanbieden tegen betaling in Qoin. Dat is een betaalmiddel dat ondernemers onderling gebruiken om zonder euro's bij elkaar te kopen. Een Qoin is evenveel waard als een euro, maar in plaats van geld krijgt de verkoper Qoin waarmee hij goederen of diensten kan aanschaffen.

Om te bezuinigen zou de Volkskrant mij voor deze column kunnen betalen in Qoin. Met die verdiende Qoin kan ik misschien weer iemand naar mijn computer laten kijken en die kan van zijn Qoin dan weer een abonnement op de Volkskrant kopen dat hij zich eigenlijk niet kan veroorloven. De omzet van de Volkskrant, van mijn computerhulpdienst en van mijzelf daalt, maar ons welzijn stijgt. We zijn rijk zonder euro's.

Voorwaarde is wel dat er voldoende bedrijven meedoen. Anders kun je je Qoin niet kwijt. De deelnemers moeten ook professioneel zijn. Qoin is een opvolger van Noppes. Ook dat was een ruilhandelnetwerk. Ik heb in de jaren negentig nog wel eens voor Noppes in een kraakhotel geslapen. Ik was er de eerste en enige gast. Om me niet teleur te stellen, werd in allerijl ergens een slaapzak uit een kast getrokken. Zulke ervaringen moedigen de burger niet aan om vaker gebruik te maken van via Noppes aangeboden diensten. Qoin wil daarentegen met professionele bedrijven werken. Met Qoin moet je dezelfde diensten kunnen kopen die je ook met euro's kunt aanschaffen.

Nu lijkt het lood om oud ijzer. Wat je aan de voordeur bespaart door te betalen in Qoin, ben je aan de achterdeur kwijt omdat je wordt betaald in Qoin. Toch doen bedrijven mee omdat ze op die manier extra koopkracht mobiliseren. De effecten daarvan kunnen revolutionair zijn. Geld heeft verschillende functies. Het is een graadmeter (wat is een dienst of een product waard), een ruilmiddel en een oppotmiddel. De eerste twee functies vervult Qoin wel, de derde niet. Als je Qoin oppot moet je een bescheiden rente betalen (0,25procent per maand), evenveel als het je kost om een schuld in Qoin te hebben.

De huidige kredietcrisis kan worden geïnterpreteerd als een crisis waarbij de derde functie van geld (het oppotten) de andere twee functies ernstig heeft beschadigd. Van veel dingen weten we de waarde niet meer, zoals van de vergiftigde sub-prime hypotheken. Ook de ruilfunctie is door de oppotfunctie in het gedrang gekomen. De banken zijn nu zo terughoudend met het geven van krediet aan elkaar en aan klanten, dat het economisch verkeer hapert. Qoin kent deze problemen niet. Doordat lenen goedkoop is en sparen duur, wordt bevorderd dat de Qoin blijven rollen. Zo wordt er een vraag gecreëerd naar producten en diensten die er eerst niet was. In economische termen zou je kunnen zeggen dat Qoin een manier is om geld te scheppen zonder gevaar voor inflatie. De overschotten aan tijd, diensten en goederen worden productief gemaakt.

Als Qoin ingeburgerd raakt, zouden werknemers een loonmatiging accepteren als die wordt gecompenseerd in Qoin. In de ideale dagdroom kunnen ze met die Qoin een nieuwe auto kopen die nu staat weg te roesten in de haven van Rotterdam. Als de Bovag lef heeft, gaan ze niet bedelen om subsidie, maar spreken ze af dat autobedrijven voortaan ook betalingen in Qoin accepteren.
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vrijdag

'Innovatie en duurzaamheid zijn hetzelfde'

BYLINE: Evert Nieuwenhuis

SECTION: ECONOMIE; Blz. 7

LENGTH: 599 woorden

DATELINE: AMSTERDAM 

SAMENVATTING:
Harry Hendriks

Nederland dreigt achterop te raken met innovatie, en dus met duurzaamheid, zegt de baas van Philips Benelux. 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
AMSTERDAM 'Op de zon na geeft niemand meer licht dan Philips', zegt Harry Hendriks (58), directievoorzitter van Philips Benelux. De zoektocht naar duurzame producten zit het bedrijf 'in de genen', zegt Hendriks. 'We hebben jaren gelobbyd voor afschaffing van de 100-wattgloeilamp.' 

Hoe belangrijk is duurzaamheid voor Philips?

'Heel belangrijk. Innovatie is de belangrijkste bestaansreden van ons bedrijf. Duurzaamheid en innovatie zijn een en hetzelfde: onze producten moeten tot meer welzijn van onze klanten leiden. Dan ontkom je er niet aan om zuinig te zijn op grondstoffen, milieu en het klimaat. Het streven naar duurzaamheid maakt je ook concurrerend: minder energieverbruik bij productie, minder verpakkingsmateriaal en componenten zonder giftige stoffen leiden tot meer effectiviteit. Bovendien zal de klant duurzaamheid in toenemende mate meewegen bij zijn aankopen. Wij willen marktleider zijn op het gebied van duurzaamheid.'

Greenpeace zette u op een ranglijst van achttien elektronicaproducenten op de vijftiende plaats.

'Zij hebben ons zwaar beoordeeld op het inzamelen van gebruikte elektronica. Europa heeft een collectief inzamelingssysteem. Landen als Brazilië en India kennen dat niet. We beginnen nu met proefprojecten voor het innemen van elektronisch afval in dergelijke landen. Ik verwacht dat wij nu hoger zullen scoren. In de Dow-Jonesindex van duurzaamheid presteren we al jaren heel goed.'

Als premier Balkenende u zou vragen hoe we van Nederland een duurzame economie kunnen maken, wat zou u hem adviseren?

'De focus ligt nu op de korte termijn: het aanjagen van de Nederlandse economie. Zie de maatregelen die het kabinet deze week bekend heeft gemaakt. Prima, is heel belangrijk.

'Maar vergeet de lange termijn niet. Nederland moet het hebben van kennis en innovatie. En, zoals gezegd, zonder innovatie geen duurzaamheid. Maar we dreigen achterop te raken. Het publieke geld dat aan research en development (r&d) wordt besteed, is gedaald van 0,8 procent van het nationaal inkomen naar 0,7. Dat lijkt weinig, maar is een afname van meer dan 10 procent. Andere landen halen ons in, en dat is zorgwekkend. Het onderwijs behoeft aandacht, het midden- en kleinbedrijf innoveert te weinig.'

Is het denkbaar dat Philips Nederland verlaat als het klimaat voor innovatie niet verbetert?

'Mag ik u een zorgwekkend plaatje schetsen? Bijna de helft van alle Nederlandse r&d wordt hier in Eindhoven uitgegeven. De helft daarvan is afkomstig van Philips of oude Philipsbedrijven. Dat is te eenzijdig; je hebt een dynamische, interactieve omgeving nodig om te innoveren. Grote bedrijven als Philips kunnen niet zonder kleinere, intelligente en creatieve bedrijven om flexibel en vernieuwend te zijn.'

Ik hoor u voorzichtig 'ja' zeggen.

'Dat hoort u goed. Maar het is niet te laat. Als het kabinet duurzaamheid wil bevorderen, moet het kennis en innovatie tot speerpunt maken.'

Hoe kan de overheid duurzaamheid bevorderen?

'Dat varieert van aandacht voor duurzaamheid in het onderwijs tot de rol van de overheid als launching customer. Met andere woorden: door toepassing van energiezuinige technologie stimuleert de overheid het gebruik ervan. De overheid kan ook een probleem centraal stellen en bedrijven vragen er een oplossing voor te ontwikkelen, waarbij ze garandeert de beste af te nemen. Bijvoorbeeld in de zorg. Denk aan het ontwikkelen van 'slimme patiëntenomgevingen' met veel techniek. Dit kan effectiever zijn dan een subsidie.'
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zaterdag

Waterdruppel op de gloeiende plaat; 

Spul

BYLINE: Bard van de Weijer

SECTION: ECONOMIE; Blz. 17

LENGTH: 429 woorden

SAMENVATTING:
Wekelijks wordt in deze rubriek een product bekeken dat zegt het milieu of het klimaat te sparen. Vandaag: een klok die op water loopt. 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
Hij lijkt een beetje op een ouderwetse buizenversterker, deze klok. Aan de bovenzijde van de aluminium behuizing wijzen twee kunststof stolpjes fier omhoog, alsof het vacuümbuizen zijn. Dit zijn de batterijen van de klok, die, geloof het of niet, op water loopt. De twee buizen bovenop zijn de energiecentraletjes, die met behulp van een koper- en zinkelektrode een potentiaalverschil produceren. Daardoor gaat een stroompje lopen waarop de klok werkt. 

Simpel, niet?

Het klokje is te koop in onder meer de webwinkel van Greenpeace. Het apparaat wordt als milieuvriendelijk beschouwd omdat er geen gewone batterijen nodig zijn om de tijd tikkende te houden. Zonnecellen zijn niet bruikbaar, omdat dan 's nachts de klok zou uitvallen.

Het idee is zó goed dat je je afvraagt waarom er nog geen auto's rondrijden met van die waterbollen op het dak. Dat komt doordat er maar heel weinig energie uit water te halen is. Genoeg om een lcd-klokje een paar weken op te laten lopen, maar bij lange na niet voldoende om de benodigde kilowatts voor een auto te ontwikkelen. De toepassing van de waterbatterij zal daarom vermoedelijk altijd beperkt blijven tot het gebruik in stroomnippertjes als lcd-klokken en rekenmachines.

Greenpeace zegt zich te realiseren dat de energiebesparing van de klok beperkt is. Maar het wil er mensen en bedrijven mee prikkelen na te denken over hun energieverbruik.

De milieuorganisatie heeft ook geïnformeerd naar de milieubelasting van de waterbatterijen en die is volgens de fabrikant lager dan die van de productie van gewone batterijen. De waterbatterijen kunnen levenslang meegaan als ze telkens goed worden gereinigd. Na verloop van tijd ontstaat namelijk een bezinksel, dat na een paar keer vullen moet worden verwijderd.

Een nadeel van de waterklok is dat de fut na een week of drie uit de batterijen is. Dan moeten ze hervuld. Wie de klus binnen twee minuten klaart, hoeft de klok niet opnieuw in te stellen.

Van alle hebbedingetjes die in deze rubriek de revue zijn gepasseerd, is de waterklok qua uitvoering een van de mooiere. Het design is goed, de aluminium behuizing geeft niet de indruk dat het ding na vier maanden uiteen zal vallen en de klok loopt ook nog eens precies. Alleen waar het allemaal om te doen is, het milieu, daar is de winst niet bijster groot. Als groen product scoort het apparaat daarom niet zo hoog, hoe klimaatkoosjer deze klok wellicht ook is.

Bard van de Weijer
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zaterdag

Duitsland maakt wél gebruik van de zon

BYLINE: Michael Persson

SECTION: ECONOMIE; Blz. 13

LENGTH: 1235 woorden

DATELINE: LeipzIG 

SAMENVATTING:
Duitsland loopt voorop bij de productie van duurzame energie. Dankzij slimme wetgeving, die in Nederland niet zou misstaan. Door Michael Persson 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
LeipzIG Het bosweggetje voert langs een verkruimeld betonnen hek naar een slagboom en een poortgebouwtje zonder dak. De barakken tussen de berken zijn verlaten - de laatste Rus liep hier in 1992. Op het terrein gaat de weg verder, langs oude hangars en een verkeerstoren zonder ruiten, om te eindigen op de strook asfalt die ooit een landingsbaan was. Er vliegt een leeuwerik op.

Dan: een enorme zee van blauw glas op stalen poten. 

Hier, op een voormalige Russische luchtmachtbasis bij Leipzig, staat nu de grootste zonnekrachtcentrale van Noordwest-Europa. Het park, Waldpolenz, levert onder de wolkenhemel vandaag 16 megawatt (op een zonnige dag 40), de energiebehoefte van een klein dorp. Tienduizenden panelen in het gelid op de glooiende vlakte, als vooruitgeschoven post in de strijd tegen het broeikaseffect.
Het is het bewijs van het succes van de Duitse Einspeisegesetz, de wet die de opwekking van duurzame elektriciteit financieel levensvatbaar heeft gemaakt. In 2000 besloot het Duitse parlement dat eigenaren van windmolens en zonnepanelen hun stroom voortaan twintig jaar lang tegen een gegarandeerd tarief mochten gaan leveren aan het stroomnet. Sindsdien is de vraag naar windmolens ten zonnepanelen enorm gestegen, zowel van huishoudens als van investeringsmaatschappijen. Duitsland haalt nu 13 procent van zijn stroom uit duurzame bronnen.

En dus willen groene voorvechters overal ter wereld een Einspeisegesetz. Spanje heeft de regeling gekopieerd, Frankrijk, Italië en nog een stuk of dertig landen ook.

Nederland niet. Nog niet, hopen milieufanaten, zonnecellenbouwers, windinvesteerders. 'Als die Duitse regeling wordt gekopieerd, gaat de vergroening van de economie hier sneller ', zei investeerder Henk Keilman. 'In Nederland weet je nu niet waar je aan toe bent.'

Berlijn

In Berlijn zit de man bij wie het allemaal begon. Hermann Scheer is bij wijze van uitzondering op kantoor, voordat hij weer naar Abu Dhabi vliegt om zijn groene evangelie te prediken. Hij is allang niet meer het eenvoudige parlementslid dat tien jaar geleden een ogenschijnlijk onhaalbaar voorstel deed.

'Het geheim van de regeling is de zekerheid', zegt Scheer. 'Wie dit jaar een zonnepaneel op zijn dak legt, weet precies wat hij de komende twintig jaar krijgt voor de geleverde stroom. Bovendien is het een openeinderegeling. Er zit geen maximum op. Dat betekent dat fabrikanten van zonnecellen en zonnepanelen zeker weten dat er volgend jaar weer een potentieel oneindige markt is voor hun producten. Dat is een sterke impuls om een fabriek te bouwen.'

Een derde zekerheid is dat de subsidie niet wordt betaald uit de rijksbegroting, maar door de consumenten van gewone stroom. Dat betekent dat de regeling minder kwetsbaar is voor bezuinigingen. Wel zien consumenten een paar tientjes opslag op hun elektriciteitsrekening. 'Dat hebben ze geaccepteerd', zegt Scheer. 'Ze zien waar het geld heen gaat.'

Natuurlijk was het een gevecht de regeling erdoor te krijgen, zegt Scheer, die zichzelf een Möglichmacher noemt. 'Maar nu is iedereen voor. Ik heb de vakbonden aan mijn zijde. Behalve de mijnwerkers.'

De steun van de bonden komt niet uit de lucht vallen. De stimuleringsregeling voor groene energie is een Green New Deal avant la lettre gebleken. Volgens recente cijfers werken er zo'n zeventigduizend mensen in de Duitse zonne-energiebranche. Dat zijn er tien keer zoveel als in 1999, het jaar voordat de wet in werking trad.

Dus zijn in heel Duitsland bedrijfjes als paddestoelen uit de grond geschoten. Even ten westen van München, in het plaatsje Sulzemoos, is Phoenix Solar AG gevestigd in een oud kasteel, waar bouwvakkers net bezig zijn een extra vleugel bewoonbaar te maken. De weg erheen is een zandpad vol plassen, werknemers parkeren in de smeltende sneeuw voor de poort. In een hoekje van de hoeve eten werknemers in een gaarkeukentje Knödel met Krautsalat.

Zonnecentrale

In de jaren tachtig huurde de jonge ingenieur Andreas Hänel in een van de vleugels een kamertje van de kasteelheer, vanwaar hij zonnepanelen onder de aandacht bracht bij de leden van de Duitse energieconsumentenbond. In 1999 besloot hij het professioneler te gaan aanpakken. Hij stopte zijn vrijwilligerswerk in een NV, nam een technisch getalenteerde boerenzoon in dienst en begon zonnepaneelsystemen te bouwen. Nu werken er 230 man, die onder meer het grote zonnepark La Solana in Spanje hebben gebouwd. Hänel verdient volgens het laatste jaarverslag 338 duizend euro.

'We zijn nu op het gebied van zonnecentrales een van de leidende bedrijven in Europa', zegt woordvoerster Andrea Zopf, terwijl ze naar een nabijgelegen installatie rijdt. Die wordt, net als de installaties in Frankrijk en Spanje, vanuit een centrale in Zuid-Duitsland bestuurd. Als een konijn in Spanje een kabel doorknaagt, gaat hier een lichtje branden. 'Zonne-industrie is meer dan het bouwen van zonnepanelen. Het gaat om monitoring, en het gaat erom zoveel mogelijk modules op één onderstel te monteren. Of dat je slimme aluminiumprofielen ontwerpt, waarmee je gewicht bespaart. Zo kan de prijs van de panelen stukje bij beetje omlaag.'

Eenvoud is het sleutelwoord bij de grote zonneparken zoals die de laatste jaren op lege plekken in Europa zijn gebouwd. Ze draaien niet mee met de zon, zoals vroeger gebruikelijk was. Dat laatste verhoogt wel de opbrengst, maar is veel duurder in het onderhoud. Bovendien zijn ze meestal gemaakt van dunne-laag silicium. Die hebben een lager rendement (9 procent van de invallende zonnestralen wordt omgezet in energie) dan de panelen die particulieren vaak op hun dak hebben (die halen zo'n 16 procent), maar zijn eenvoudiger te maken en een stuk lichter. 'Dan zetten we liever een paar modules extra neer', zegt Zepf. 'Op een weiland is vaak ruimte genoeg.'

Thalheim

De opkomst van de zonne-industrie is vooral te merken in Oost-Duitsland. Ten noorden van Leipzig is een Solar Valley ontstaan, een gebied met een stuk of tien zonnebedrijven. Q-cells, de grootste fabrikant van zonnecellen - de vierkante tegels die samen een paneel maken - begon hier in 2001 met negentien mensen. Nu werken er 2.500. In een grote hal staan ze in witte pakken te kijken naar de flinterdunne siliciumtegels die in glazen kasten voorbijschuiven. Ze worden gewassen en met fosfor gebakken. Er wordt een oxidelaagje weggeëtst, een antireflectielaagje aangebracht, ze worden met een zilverpasta gezeefdrukt en weer gewassen, gedroogd en met een felle lichtflits getest. Het loopt prachtig, zoals lopende banden altijd prachtig lopen.

Als ze lopen. Want één productielijn ligt stil. 'Het zijn lastige tijden', zegt Frank Strümpfel. 'Er zijn veel concurrenten, onder meer uit Azië, die op de Einspeisegesetz afkomen. Ook worden door de crisis veel projecten afgezegd, omdat er geen investeerders te vinden zijn.'

Een andere tegenslag is dat Spanje, nadat vorig jaar 3.000 megawatt aan zonne-installaties werd neergezet (de capaciteit van vijf kolencentrales, red.), de subsidies heeft beperkt tor 500 megawatt. De garantieregeling is kennelijk niet overal onbeperkt. 'Er gaan bedrijven sneuvelen', zegt Strümpfel. Als Nederland nu een Einspeisegesetz zou instellen zou hij dat toejuichen. 'Het zou ons helpen. Maar of nu nog een Nederlandse industrie kan ontstaan, betwijfel ik.'

NOTES: xxx; xxx; xxx; Steun de uitvinders; Het crisispakket van deze week gaf fans van groene energie even hoop. Er staat dat de subsidieregeling voor duurzame energie (SDE) voortaan 'ruimer en robuuster zal worden gefinancierd' uit een opslag op het elektriciteitstarief. Dat lijkt verdacht veel op de Duitse regeling, en dus liet Milieudefensie weten gematigd positief te zijn over het crisispakket.; Toch lijkt er niet zo heel veel te veranderen. Volgens een woordvoerder van het ministerie van Economische Zaken blijven de huidige quota gehandhaafd - en dus krijgen Nederlandse investeerders niet de zekerheid die ze in Duitsland hebben. Ook blijft Nederland werken met het financieren van de zogeheten 'onrendabele top', het verschil tussen kostprijs voor zonne-energie en de prijs voor gewone stroom. In Duitsland is de subsidie veel genereuzer. Dus is de 'robuuste' SDE-regeling vooral een verschuiving van vestzak naar broekzak (van belasting naar energierekening). Maar de SDE-regeling heeft ook voordelen, zeggen experts bij ECN: hij is zuiniger en efficiënter. Nederland kan met zijn quota beter sturen waar het geld heen gaat. Met 100 miljoen euro subsidie voor windenergie wordt vier keer zoveel CO2 bespaard als met 100 miljoen voor zonne-energie. Overigens staat in Nederland zo'n 60 megawatt aan zonnepanelen. Voor dit jaar is subsidie beschikbaar voor 20 megawatt extra.; Even hoop op Duitse regeling in Nederland; Wie: Carel Callenbach; Functie: Directeur Ingrepro; Stelling: 'Afval is de oplossing'; Ingrepro doet onderzoek naar algen als energiebron. 'Met algen kun je van rioolwater 20procent van de Nederlandse energiebehoefte opwekken. De techniek is er, we moeten haar nu op grote schaal toepassen.'; Even hoop op Duitse regeling in Nederland; Wie: Henk Keilman; Functie: Directeur RIG Investments; Stelling: 'Zet windmolens in de Markerwaard'; RIG investeert zijn kapitaal grotendeels in duurzame energie. 'Voor Nederland is wind dé perfecte oplossing. Niet op zee, daar zijn molens vier keer zo duur als op land. Daarom moeten we de Markerwaard inpolderen.'; Even hoop op Duitse regeling in Nederland; Wie: Harry Hendriks; Functie: Bestuursvoorzitter Philips Benelux; Stelling: 'Duurzaamheid is innovatie'; 'Nederland verliest zijn koppositie op het gebied van kennis en innovatie. De overheid kan de zoektocht naar duurzaamheid stimuleren door als eerste inovaties grootschalig te kopen. Dat kan effectiever zijn dan subsidies.'
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Crisispakket biedt het milieu weinig; 

Groene maatregelen Experts delen enthousiasme van milieuminister Cramer niet

BYLINE: Michael Persson

SECTION: ECONOMIE; Blz. 7

LENGTH: 537 woorden

DATELINE: Amsterdam 

SAMENVATTING:
Woningisolatie verlaagt CO2-uitstoot met 0,5 procent.

Voor windparken is 'veel meer geld nodig'. 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
Amsterdam Het zou een groen crisispakket worden, en milieuminister Cramer gaf er woensdag dan ook hoog van op. 'Dit is een kentering in de manier waarop wij investeren in een nieuwe duurzame economie', zei ze. In het veld overheerst de twijfel. Hoeveel CO2 komt er minder in de lucht? Hoewel de details nog worden uitgewerkt, is de mogelijke klimaatwinst grofweg te schatten. 

Energiebesparing woningen

Alle experts zijn het erover eens: met dubbel glas en de isolatie van muren, dak en vloer valt energie te besparen. Hiervoor is de komende twee jaar 320 miljoen euro uitgetrokken. Als het geld wordt besteed via een subsidie van 1.000euro per woning, kunnen 320 duizend huizen worden geïsoleerd. Daarmee kan 1megaton aan CO2 worden bespaard. Dat is ongeveer een half procent van de totale Nederlandse CO2-uitstoot.

Autosloopregeling

Ervan uitgaande dat de overheid straks 750 euro per oude auto betaalt, kunnen met het gereserveerde bedrag van 65 miljoen zo'n 85duizend auto's worden gesloopt. Als die worden ingeruild voor auto's die minimaal twee klassen zuiniger zijn, wordt 0,04megaton minder CO2 uitgestoten. Dat is 0,2 promille van de totale Nederlandse uitstoot.

Wind op zee

Het meest in het oog springt de aanleg van nieuwe windparken op zee. De komende vijftien jaar wordt daar jaarlijks 160 miljoen euro voor uitgetrokken. Met dat bedrag kan 500 megawatt aan nieuwe molens worden gebouwd, bovenop de al geplande 450 megawatt (en de al bestaande 200 megawatt). Mogelijke klimaatwinst: een kwart procent van de Nederlandse CO2-uitstoot.

Het paradoxale is dat het kabinet in het oorspronkelijke regeerakkoord al had afgesproken dat in 2020 6.000 megawatt aan windmolens op de Noordzee moet staan. De 'extra' investering die nu in het crisispakket is afgesproken, is bittere noodzaak om die doelstelling te halen, zegt Chris Westra, windexpert bij energieonderzoekcentrum ECN in Petten. 'Sterker nog: er is veel meer geld nodig. Om die 6.000 megawatt te bereiken moet het kabinet jaarlijks 1 à 2 miljard investeren. Dit is een druppel op een gloeiende plaat.'

Wat wel als voordeel wordt gezien, is dat de bestaande subsidieregeling voor duurzame energie (waarmee ook de nieuwe windmolenparken worden betaald) in de toekomst niet meer uit de rijksbegroting wordt gefinancierd, maar via een opslag op de energierekening. Dat maakt de subsidie minder kwetsbaar voor bezuinigingen. Voor de consument maakt het waarschijnlijk niet veel uit: in plaats van via de belasting betaalt hij voortaan via de energierekening.

Naast deze drie maatregelen zit er nog meer groens in het crisispakket, maar de milieueffecten daarvan zijn twijfelachtig. Zo valt onder het kopje 'Duurzame economie' ook een CDA-plan om 'ruimtelijk gebied te herstructureren'. Dat behelst onder meer de verbetering van bedrijventerreinen.

Ook is de afschaffing van de vliegtaks juist in tegenspraak met de groene pretenties. Voorzitter Mirjam de Rijk van de Stichting Natuur en Milieu komt tot de conclusie 'dat er meer geld wordt uitgetrokken voor plannen die slecht zijn voor het klimaat dan voor plannen die een positief effect hebben'.
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Shell 'worstelt' met winsten uit windenergie en stopt ermee

BYLINE: Michael Persson

SECTION: VOORPAGINA; Blz. 01

LENGTH: 307 woorden

DATELINE: LONDEN 

SAMENVATTING:
Shell ziet wel brood in biobrandstoffen en CO2-opslag.

Bedrijf is niet bang voor imagoschade door keuze voor minder groene strategie. 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
LONDEN Shell stopt met investeringen in windenergie. Eerder stapte het bedrijf al uit de fabricage van zonnecellen. Op een strategiebijeenkomst in Londen zei bestuursvoorzitter Jeroen van der Veer dinsdag dat Shell op groen gebied vooral heil ziet in biobrandstoffen en CO2-opslag. 

Shell heeft wereldwijd 550 megawatt aan windmolens, evenveel als een kleine kolencentrale. Volgens bestuurslid Linda Cook 'worstelt' windenergie met zijn winstgevendheid, ondanks de subsidies van overheden. 'Dan geven we andere projecten voorrang.'

Shell wil zich concentreren op biobrandstoffen omdat die meer bij het bedrijf zouden passen: de logistiek lijkt meer op die van olie en je kunt ze gewoon tanken.

De huidige biobrandstoffen staan ter discussie, omdat ze vooral uit maïs en suikerriet worden gemaakt. Daarmee concurreren ze met de voedselvoorziening. Bovendien lijken de positieve klimaateffecten kleiner dan gedacht.

Ook ondergrondse kooldioxide-opslag, het tweede speerpunt uit Shells vernieuwde duurzame strategie, ligt onder vuur. Deze methode om het broeikaseffect tegen te gaan is duur en vreet energie. Volgens Cook is ondergrondse kooldioxide-opslag voor Shell noodzakelijk, omdat bijvoorbeeld de Canadese overheid gaat eisen dat de oliemaatschappij de CO2 gaat opslaan die vrijkomt bij de winning van olie uit teerzanden.

Cook is niet bang dat Shells imago beschadigd zal raken door de keuze voor minder groene opties. 'Als duurzame energie lucratiever zou zijn, steken we er graag geld in.'

Shell investeerde de afgelopen vijf jaar 1,7 miljard dollar (1,3 miljard euro) in alternatieve energie. Het bedrijf zegt geen plannen te hebben zijn huidige belangen in windparken af te stoten.
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woensdag

Algen als heilige graal

BYLINE: Evert Nieuwenhuis

SECTION: VOORKANT; Blz. 13

LENGTH: 1275 woorden

SAMENVATTING:
Hoe maken we van Nederland een duurzame economie? Wind- en zonne-energie zijn prachtig, maar vergeet ook afval als energiebron niet. 'Met algen maak je van rioolwater vliegtuigbrandstof.'

Door Evert Nieuwenhuis 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
Diep in de Achterhoek, net buiten het dorpje Borculo, in een voormalige varkensstal op een doodlopend landweggetje, ligt een van de sleutels naar een duurzame economie. Althans, dat is de stellige overtuiging van algenkweker Carel Callenbach.

'Afval is de oplossing. Als we de Nederlandse economie willen klaarstomen voor de 21ste eeuw - waarin natuurlijke brandstoffen schaars zijn en de klimaatverandering zich verhevigt - moeten we op een compleet andere manier gaan denken. Afval is geen probleem, maar een bron van energie. Algen kunnen die energie ontsluiten. De potentie is enorm: algen kunnen 20 procent van de Nederlandse energiebehoefte leveren. En dat is nog lang niet alles. Over enkele jaren produceren wij brandstof voor de nieuwste vliegtuigen van Boeing of Airbus.'

Carel Callenbach (42) is geen bioloog of milieuactivist, maar een ondernemer die gouden bergen ziet in de groene micro-organismen. In 2000 richtte hij het bedrijf Ingrepro op dat algen kweekt en onderzoek doet naar de inzet van het groene goud als bron van duurzame energie. Nu heeft Ingrepro tien mensen in dienst, de omzet bedraagt 2 miljoen euro.

Op het erf van een oude hoeve is de green tech-firma Ingrepro ondergebracht. In de ene stal huist het kantoor, in de andere het laboratorium. Achter op het erf liggen enkele van de bassins waarin Europa's grootste algenkweker 'de energiebron van de toekomst' produceert. 

Ingrepro heeft drie kerntaken: het produceren van algen, onderzoek naar nieuwe toepassingen van algen en het ontwikkelen van nieuwe vormen van duurzame energie.

Algen, een van 'swerelds oudste en eenvoudigste levensvormen, zijn buitengewoon veelzijdig. Je kunt ze in dure shampoos stoppen, er kleurstoffen van maken, koeien meer melk door laten geven en je kunt er de velden van voetbalclubs als Ajax en Vitesse schimmelvrij mee houden. 'Sinds kort leveren we ook aan AkzoNobel. Zij gebruiken de algen als ingrediënt in hun verven.'

Je kunt algen ook eten. Callenbach pakt een stripje groene pillen. 'Hierin zit omega 3 vetzuur, een voedingssupplement dat onder andere hart- en bloedvaten gezond houdt. De meeste omega-vetten komen uit gemalen vis. Dat is vreselijk inefficiënt, want dan worden vissen gevangen en vermalen tot olie om te leveren wat zij weer uit algen halen. Je kunt het ook direct uit algen halen - veel duurzamer.'

De meeste algen groeien sneller bij een hoge omgevingstemperatuur. Warme landen zijn dus het meest geschikt. 'Maar dat is een ouderwetse manier van algenkweken. In Nederland is zo veel restwarmte van bijvoorbeeld de industrie, die kun je heel eenvoudig gebruiken om het kweekwater te verwarmen.

'Overal in Nederland kun je algen kweken', zegt Callenbach als hij de bassins achter een oude schuur laat zien. 'Op braakliggend land, boven op een flatgebouw of langs een snelweg. Oogsten is eenvoudig: je filtert het water en centrifugeert of droogt het residu in de open lucht.'

Concurrentie met voedsel is er dan ook niet. 'En het regenwoud hoeft er ook niet voor plat.' Nog een voordeel: algen zetten relatief veel CO2 om, en dat maakt ze geschikt om het broeikasgas af te vangen. 'In Delfzijl spuit energiebedrijf Essent de CO2 niet in de atmosfeer, maar in onze algenkweekvijvers.'

De productie is groot: in Nederland kun je na 24 tot 48 uur oogsten. De opbrengst kan 140 duizend kilo per jaar per hectare zijn, 10 tot 20 keer meer dan conventionele gewassen als maïs of graan. Wellicht het grootste pluspunt van algen is dat je er olie van kunt maken.

Callenbach haalt een buisje tevoorschijn. 'Net als van fossiele olie uit Saoedi-Arabië of andere landen kun je van algenolie plastic maken. Van onze algen worden bijvoorbeeld autobumpers en het omhulsel van mobiele telefoons gemaakt. Bijkomstig voordeel: als je het weggooit, wordt het na een paar maanden door de natuur afgebroken.'

De heilige graal die bijna alle algenkwekers zoeken, is brandstof voor vliegtuigen. 'Van algen kun je biodiesel voor auto's maken, maar daar zit weinig toekomst in. Ik denk dat auto's uiteindelijk op elektriciteit gaan rijden. Dat is zuiniger en daarnaast kunnen veel meer soorten duurzame energie worden gebruikt. Alle stroom die zich in accu's laat opslaan, is geschikt om een auto te laten rijden. Vliegtuigen hebben veel meer energie nodig dan accu's kunnen leveren. De luchtvaart zal daarom aangewezen blijven op brandstof.'

Callenbach loopt naar de andere varkensstal en laat het laboratorium zien. In de kamer links naast de ingang zitten achter computerschermen twee biochemici. In de andere ruimte pruttelen, druppelen en centrifugeren buisjes algendrab. 'Dit zijn buitengewoon spannende tijden. We hebben het recept voor de perfecte vliegtuigbrandstof bijna gevonden. We zoeken naar de juiste algensoort en het juiste distilleerproces.'

Maar door 'compleet anders te denken' en een aantal bestaande technieken te combineren, kunnen de groene plantjes pas echt tot een revolutie leiden, zegt Callenbach. 'Het principe van recyclen moet opnieuw gedefinieerd worden. Nu betekent recycling het hergebruik van afval in een andere, minderwaardige vorm. Krantenpapier wordt hergebruikt als kattenbakvulling, daarna gooien we het weg. Doodzonde. Je kunt afval ook 'up cyclen' door het een andere, hogere waarde te geven. Met algen kun je van rioolwater bijvoorbeeld vliegtuigbrandstof maken.'

Zo zijn algen de verzinnebeelding van het sterk in opkomst zijnde concept Cradle to Cradle. Deze kijk op duurzaam produceren is geïntroduceerd door William McDonough en Michael Braungart. Uitgangspunt is dat afval niet bestaat: als een product 'op' is, moet het niet weggegooid worden, maar bron zijn voor een nieuw product. Van 'wieg tot wieg', in plaats van 'wieg tot graf'.

De uitwerking van dit concept bij Ingrepro heet AlgaePro. Callenbach pakt er een plaatje bij. 'Kijk, hier zie je hoe het werkt. Je stopt rioolwater, mest of afval uit de levensmiddelenindustrie in een bioreactor. Dit is een gesloten ruimte waarin organisch materiaal vergist, net zoals bij compost. Je hoeft er weinig voor te doen, behalve wat schoepen te laten draaien.

'Bij dit proces komt biogas - methaan, om precies te zijn - vrij. Daarmee kun je stroom opwekken als je het verbrandt. De restproducten zijn stikstof, fosfor en kalium, CO2 en warmte. Conventionele bioreactoren beschouwen dit als restproducten, oftewel afval. Voor ons is het de grondstof voor het kweken van algen, waarvan we weer olie of andere producten maken. Het water dat overblijft is schoon, de CO2 is omgezet door de algen. Op deze manier kun je van rioolwater brandstof voor een Boeing maken - om maar een toepassing te noemen.'

Het proces levert meer energie op dan erin gestopt hoeft te worden. 'Elke gemeente kan zo uit het eigen rioolwater ongeveer 20 procent van zijn eigen energiebehoefte produceren.'

Bedrijven of boeren die nu moeten betalen om van hun biologisch afbreekbare afval af te komen, krijgen een inkomstenbron. 'In uitgewerkte business cases moest een bedrijf 12 miljoen euro per jaar betalen om van zijn afval af te komen. Nu ontvangt het 2 miljoen aan inkomsten door deze installatie.'

Ingrepro heeft binnenkort vier van dergelijke opstellingen operationeel: bij een gemeente, een levensmiddelen-, composteer-, en een rioolzuiveringsbedrijf. 'In de toekomst zal niemand meer betalen om organisch afval kwijt te raken. Integendeel: er zal voor betaald worden. Dan heeft afval de waarde die het hoort te hebben: een bron voor energie.'

NOTES: De New Deal wist in de jaren dertig met forse staatsinvesteringen de economie uit het slop te trekken. De huidige crisis zou een groene opvolger moeten krijgen. Hoe creëren we in Nederland een florerende, groene economie?; Debateer mee op www.vk.nl/eaStelling Carel Callenbach: 'Afval is de oplossing'; Op 31 maart organiseert de Volkskrant met het Nicis Institute hierover een debat op de TU Eindhoven.; Debatleider: Pieter Hilhorst; Inleiding: Klaas van Egmond, hoogleraar milieukunde; Gasten: groene investeerder Henk Keilman, Philips-topman Harry Hendriks en Carel Callenbach van algenbedrijf Ingrepro.; Locatie: Auditorium van de TU Eindhoven (Blauwe Zaal); Aanvang: 20:00, inloop v.a. 19:30; Toegang: Gratis; Hebben algen de toekomst?; Ebel Kemeling van Spring Associaties, consultants op het gebied van energie en duurzaamheid:; 'Ik zie een grote toekomst voor bedrijven als Ingrepro. We hebben in Nederland veel kennis van landbouw, een unieke logistieke infrastructuur in de Rotterdamse en de Amsterdamse haven, en we beschikken over een sterke chemische industrie. Op de lange termijn kan onze petrochemie zelfs groene chemie worden. Op het gebied van zonne-energie lopen we mijlenver achter op bijvoorbeeld Duitsland, China of Japan. Windenergie kan nog wat worden, maar dan moet snel actie worden ondernomen. Biomassa als bron van duurzame energie is bij uitstek een industrie waarin Nederland kan excelleren.'; Karel Mulder, specialist duurzame ontwikkeling aan de Technische Universiteit Delft:; 'Ik denk niet dat energiewinning uit biomassa een grote toekomst heeft in Nederland. Biomassa bevat veel vocht en daarom moet je de oogst bij de bron verwerken, want vervoer kost te veel energie. Bovendien vergt energiewinning uit biomassa veel ruimte en die is schaars in Nederland. Wat dat betreft heeft Oost-Europa betere papieren. Dat betekent overigens ook dat bedrijven die op biomassa overstappen, misschien een andere locatie dan Nederland kiezen. Maar in de technologieontwikkeling kunnen Nederlandse bedrijven en onderzoeksinstituten een belangrijke rol spelen.'; René Wijffels, hoogleraar Bioprocestechnologie in Wageningen:; 'Biomassa is een heel interessante energiebron. Wij doen er dan ook veel onderzoek naar, onder andere in samenwerking met Ingrepro. Maar het zal 10 tot 15 jaar duren voor op rendabele wijze brandstof uit algen gehaald kan worden. Zo moet nu te veel water en energie toegevoegd worden en betwijfel ik of de opbrengsten per hectare ooit zo hoog worden als voorstanders zeggen. Ook zijn de ideale algenstammen om op grote schaal brandstof te produceren nog niet uitontwikkeld. Maar de techniek is veelbelovend en kan een belangrijke rol spelen in onze energiewinning in de 21ste eeuw.'
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Op zoek naar de laatste rifvis; 

Biodiversiteit Wereld Natuur Fonds en Naturalis organiseren zee-expeditie naar Oost-Sabah

BYLINE: Ben van Raaij

SECTION: KENNIS; Blz. 7

LENGTH: 1136 woorden

SAMENVATTING:
Semporna in Sabah is een marien paradijs. Een expeditie van Naturalis en Wereld Natuur Fonds gaat de biodiversiteit in kaart brengen die steeds meer wordt bedreigd.Door Ben van Raaij 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
Semporna is een tropisch paradijs aan de oostkust van Sabah, Maleisisch Borneo. Het is een zeegebied van 8500 vierkante kilometer met een rijk marien leven. Het gebied omvat driekwart van de koraalriffen van Maleisië, vijftig eilandjes (waaronder het duikwalhalla Sipadan), een onderzeese vulkaankrater, mangrovekusten en zeegrasvelden. En het barst van het leven, met onder meer groene en karetschildpadden, meer dan 650 vissoorten en 400 soorten koraal.

Het gebied is zo bijzonder omdat het deel uitmaakt van de 'Koraaldriehoek', het gebied van Indonesië en Nieuw-Guinea in het zuiden tot aan de noordpunt van de Filipijnen, dat het centrum is van de wereldwijde mariene biodiversiteit. De Koraaldriehoek is zo rijk aan leven vanwege de vele zeestromingen en de grote verscheidenheid aan ecologische habitats die het eilandenrijke gebied kent. 

Cyanide

'Die biodiversiteit wordt echter wel ernstig bedreigd', zegt Ken Kassem, marien coördinator van het World Wildlife Fund Malaysia, die met marien ecoloog Nina Ho van het Semporna Coral Reefs Project een bezoek brengt aan het Wereldnatuurfonds in Nederland. De grootste bedreigingen zijn overbevissing, illegale, destructieve vismethoden zoals het gebruik van cyanide en dynamiet, watervervuiling en duiktoerisme. 'Tweederde van de dertigduizend toeristen per jaar in Sabah komt duiken en snorkelen in Semporna.' En ook de klimaatverandering speelt mee.

Trouble in paradise dus, en die vertaalt zich in een aantasting van de ooit zo ongerepte koraalriffen van Semporna. 'De stress op het rif is een optelsom van menselijke activiteiten', zegt Carel Drijver, programmaleider oceanen en kusten van het Wereld Natuur Fonds. Hij heeft samen met natuurhistorisch museum Naturalis in Leiden een wetenschappelijke expeditie georganiseerd, die volgend jaar moet inventariseren hoe het staat met de biodiversiteit in het gebied.

WWF-Maleisië probeert intussen de bedreigde mariene soorten en habitats te redden. Allereerst door te lobbyen voor de bescherming van flinke stukken van het gebied. Zo steunde het WWF in 2004 de instelling van het 350 vierkante kilometer metende Tun Sakaran Marine Park en ook het gezamenlijk uitroepen van de Sulu Sulawesi Marine Ecoregion door Maleisië, Indonesië en de Filipijnen.

Heel Semporna veranderen in één groot park is echter niet de bedoeling. 'Dat is een erg mensonvriendelijke methode', vinden Ho en Kassem. Het WWF ontwikkelt liever samen met alle belanghebbenden - overheden, bedrijfsleven, lokale gemeenschappen en ook de statenloze zeenomaden van de Suluzee, de Bajau Laut - een integraal plan voor het beheer van de mariene rijkdom in het gebied.

Het WWF streeft in het kader van het Semporna Coral Reefs Project naar een 'zonering' van het gebied, waarbij met alle betrokkenen - zelfs in een marien park als Tun Sakaran wonen mensen - wordt afgesproken waar kan worden gevist of gedoken, en hoe dat zo duurzaam mogelijk kan gebeuren. Zo hebben maar 12 van de 25 duikclubs en resorts in Semporna een vergunning voor Sipadan.

Duikfles

Samenwerking staat voorop. Nina Ho, een frêle dame die op één duikfles een indrukwekkende twee uur onder water kan blijven, leert de duikclubs hoe ze zelf de toestand van het koraalrif kunnen monitoren. 'Bij zo'n reef check kijk je over een strook van 5 bij 20 meter hoeveel levend koraal er is, hoeveel vis en hoeveel beschadiging van het rif, zoals kraters van dynamietvisserij. Het is een duikersvriendelijke aanpak; iedereen kan het.'

De wetenschappelijke expeditie met Naturalis komend jaar is in dit licht voor WWF-Maleisië een opsteker, zegt Carel Drijver. 'Zo'n expeditie is erg duur, en voor het WWF zonder partner niet te betalen. Naturalis financiert echter zichzelf. Het is hun expeditie. Wij leveren alleen een boot en medewerkers.'

Doel van de expeditie is een 'wetenschappelijke nulmeting van de biodiversiteit'. 'Hoe meer je weet van een gebied', zegt Kassem, 'hoe beter je het kunt beschermen. Als je weet dat koraalvissen hun jeugd doorbrengen tussen de mangroven, kun je daar rekening mee houden in je zoneringsplan.'

Naturalis heeft een andere insteek, zegt desgevraagd Bert Hoeksema van Naturalis, specialist mariene biodiversiteit van de Koraaldriehoek. 'Wij staan neutraal tegenover natuurbeschermingsorganisaties als het WNF. Wij werken met iedereen samen, afhankelijk van het gebied. Maar we zijn wel blij met dit project.' Hij reist komende maand al af voor een eerste verkenning. De expeditie zelf zal in april 2010 plaatsvinden.

De verwachtingen in Sabah zijn hoog gespannen. 'Wij denken dat hier de grootste biodiversiteit is van de hele Koraaldriehoek', zegt Ho. 'Iemand heeft hier al eens 1001 soorten naaktslak geteld. Daarna is hij er maar mee opgehouden.'

'Het gebied is veelbelovend', beaamt Hoeksema. 'In 2003 waren wij in Oost-Kalimantan, op 100 kilometer van Semporna, en dat bleek al extreem rijk aan mariene soorten. Voor ons is vooral de regionale vergelijking van de biodiversiteit in de Koraaldriehoek van belang, en dan is Semporna erg interessant, omdat het dicht tegen de grenzen van de driehoek ligt.'

Het doel is overigens niet om nieuwe soorten te ontdekken, zegt Hoeksema. Het museum wil vooral weten waarom de Koraaldriehoek wel een factor 2 rijker is aan biodiversiteit dan de gebieden eromheen. 'Dan ga je die biodiversiteit in kaart brengen, ook met moleculaire technieken, en kom je vanzelf wel nieuwe soorten tegen. Maar dat is spin-off. Wij proberen ook niet volledig te zijn, we kijken alleen zo volledig mogelijk naar bepaalde modelgroepen, zoals koralen, garnalen en slakken.'

Hoeksema is dan ook sceptisch over natuurclubs als Conservation International, die expedities organiseren naar bedreigde gebieden, en daar prompt allerlei nieuwe soorten vinden. 'Dat is vooral een vorm van rechtvaardiging tegenover sponsors en het publiek.'

Activisten

Natuurbescherming is geen doel van Naturalis, zegt Hoeksema. 'Wij zijn onderzoekers, geen activisten. Wij willen objectief zijn.' Al gaat de verwoesting ook hem aan het hart. 'Als je plekken vaker bezoekt, is de achteruitgang soms enorm, zoals in Zuid-Sulawesi waar alle zeekomkommers zijn weggevist. Maar soms zie je ook vooruitgang, zoals verarmde riffen in de buurt van Jakarta die weer opkrabbelen.'

Ook Kassem en Ho zijn hoopvol. 'We hebben in Semporna naast gedegradeerde riffen nog veel ongerepte. Zolang je die hebt, is er kans op herstel.' Koraalriffen kunnen terugveren zolang er maar een bron van vis- en koraalpolieplarven in de buurt is. 'Neem Tubbataha, een Filipijnse atol bij Palawan. Dat was helemaal kapot. Nu is het beschermd en een bron van biodiversiteit voor de hele Suluzee.'

NOTES: 'Hoe meer je weet van een gebied, hoe beter je het kunt beschermen'; Dertigduizend ton levende koraalvis voor luxe Chinese restaurants; Een van de grootste bedreigingen van het zeeleven in Semporna (en elders in de Koraaldriehoek) is de handel in levende rifvis. Dertigduizend ton wordt per jaar naar Hongkong gevlogen om te belanden in de aquaria van luxe restaurants. De Chinese consument gelooft vanouds dat het heilzaam voor de gezondheid is als vis nog bijna levend op tafel komt.; Het meest geliefd, vanwege hun malse vlees, zijn grote roofvissen als de Napoleonbaars of humphead wrasse - een markante reus die ruimtwee meter lang en ouder dan dertig jaar kan worden - en diverse rifbaarzen. Zulke vissen doen 50 tot 100 dollar per kilo. Met de handel is 400 miljoen dollar per jaar gemoeid.; Voor de koraalriffen is de handel rampzalig. De rifvissen worden stuk voor stuk levend gevangen door ze met cyanide te verdoven. Het gif is schadelijk voor het koraal (en voor de vissers zelf). Het wegvangen van vooral de grote roofvissen, soms nog voor ze geslachtsrijp zijn en zich hebben kunnen voortplanten, tast het hele ecosysteem van het rif aan.; Met de stijgende welvaart in China is de vraag naar rifvis sterk toegenomen. Aangezien de riffen bij het Aziatische vasteland zijn uitgeput, dringt de handel steeds dieper de Koraaldriehoek binnen. Steeds meer riffen worden leeggevist. Ook in Semporna. Steeds vaker komen liefhebbers ook zelf naar Sabah om de vis nog verser te genieten. 'Culinair toerisme', zegt Ken Kassem, coördinator van WWF-Maleisië.; De gevolgen blijven niet uit. Britse onderzoekers publiceerden in 2007 een studie op basis van gegevens van drie handelaren in rifvis uit Noord-Borneo. De vangsten en visstanden zijn voor Napoleonbaars in acht jaar tijd met respectievelijk 98 en 78 procent afgenomen. Voor rifbaarzen zijn de cijfers niet veel beter.; Marien ecoloog Nina Ho van WWF-Maleisië kan de roofbouw uit eigen waarneming bevestigen. 'Ik zie bijna geen Napoleonbaarzen meer. Zelfs geen kleintjes.' Geen wonder, zegt Kassem, het favoriete formaat is plate size. 'Chinese restaurants hebben tafels met tien stoelen rondom. De vis moet mooi op tafel passen en mag dus niet te groot zijn.'; Het WWF probeert de handel in rifvis te bestrijden door de hele keten te verduurzamen, van de vissers tot restaurants en de consument, voor wie viswijzers zijn ontwikkeld. 'De handel in rifvis kan niet door één partij worden opgelost', zegt Kassem. 'We willen dus iedereen in de Koraaldriehoek om de tafel krijgen. Om een duurzame handelsorganisatie op te zetten, zoiets als de Marine Stewardship Council.'; De handel in rifvis heeft één voordeel, zegt Kassem. 'Het maakt de riffen waardevoller voor de lokale bevolking. Dat vergroot het draagvlak voor een duurzame aanpak.'
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maandag

'Aanleg geul bij Kampen gevaarlijk'; 

Waterbeheer-deskundige waarschuwt voor vijfhonderd doden bij een eventuele dijkdoorbraak

BYLINE: Anja Sligter

SECTION: BINNENLAND; Blz. 3

LENGTH: 459 woorden

DATELINE: ARNHEM 

SAMENVATTING:
Staatssecretaris Huizinga beslist binnenkort over aanleg. 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
ARNHEM Kampen wordt vijf keer zo onveilig als een hoogwaternevengeul (een zogenoemde bypass) van de IJssel naar het Vossemeer wordt aangelegd. Bij een dijkdoorbraak zullen er in Kampen-stad 460 tot 530 doden te betreuren zijn. Zonder bypass zouden dat er 110 zijn. 

Dit schrijft Hans Hartong, adviseur waterbeheer en waterveiligheid, in een brief aan alle betrokken overheden.

Volgens Hartong wordt er rond Kampen een badkuip aangelegd, waarvan de gevolgen voor de stad dramatisch kunnen zijn. 'Kampen komt op een eiland omringd door dijken te liggen. Bij een dijkdoorbraak kan het water niet meer wegstromen richting Elburg, zoals nu.'

Staatssecretaris Huizinga (Water) beslist in april over de nevengeul. Vandaag krijgt ze een onderzoek op haar bureau, waarin gekeken is hoe de geul werkt als het zoetwaterpeil in het IJsselmeer met 1,5meter stijgt. Deze stijging is een van de belangrijkste aanbevelingen van de Deltacommissie om Nederland voor te bereiden op de gevolgen van de klimaatverandering.
De bypass wordt gezien als de meest robuuste en duurzame om de veiligheid van het gebied langs de IJssel te garanderen. Volgens Hartong gaat die veronderstelling voor de hele regio op, behalve voor de stad Kampen.

In de technische onderbouwing van de nevengeul van het projectbureau IJsseldelta Zuid wordt het overstromingsgevaar expliciet genoemd. Er staat: 'Door de aanleg van de bypass en de stedelijke ontwikkeling neemt, bij een bres in de IJsseldijk de schade met een factor 2 à 3 toe en het aantal slachtoffers met een factor 2 à 5.'

Maar het precieze aantal verwachte doden is niet overgenomen uit het onderliggende onderzoek.

Deze getallen zijn vorige week door de Werkgroep Zwartendijk naar buiten gebracht op een informatiebijeenkomst. De werkgroep strijdt tegen de bypass, omdat het een open landschap ten noorden van de Zwartendijk bedreigt.

Met acties heeft de groep negenduizend Kampenaren achter zich weten te krijgen. Politiek is er echter niet gescoord. Zowel gemeente als de provincies schaarden zich achter de plannen voor Kampen, waarvan vooral gedeputeerde Theo Rietkerk (CDA) de grote trekker is.

In de huidige rivierplannen van Huizinga is alleen een zomerbedverlaging voorzien, wat betekent dat de IJssel dieper wordt. Maar het rijk heeft de regio de mogelijkheid gegeven een hoogwatergeul met gebiedsontwikkeling en woningbouw voor te bereiden.

Als Huizinga het plan daarvoor overneemt, zullen de kosten worden gedeeld (eenderde regio, tweederde rijk). Gedeputeerde Rietkerk hoopt dat door de uitkomst van het onderzoek en de economische crisis, waarbij waterprojecten naar voren worden gehaald, zowel tot zomerbedverlaging als tot bypass wordt besloten
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March 12, 2009  

'Tijd voor een nationale groene investeringsbank'; 

Interview Wouter van Dieren

BYLINE: Evert Nieuwenhuis

SECTION: ECONOMIE; Blz. 7

LENGTH: 403 woorden

DATELINE: AMSTERDAM 

AMSTERDAM Het kabinet is druk bezig met het langverwachte lijstje van stimuleringsmaatregelen die de economie weer moeten aanzwengelen. Pleitbezorgers van de Green Deal hopen dat de investeringen duurzaam zijn. Zo worden twee crises tegelijk bezworen: die van de economie en die van het klimaat. 

Wouter van Dieren (68) is de nestor van de moderne Nederlandse milieubeweging. Zo was hij mede-auteur van het rapport Grenzen aan de groei dat de Club van Rome in 1972 publiceerde. Dit doemscenario geldt als een keerpunt in ons denken over de uitputting van natuurlijke hulpbronnen. Onlangs schreef Van Dieren New Green Deal, de financiële crisis voorbij, een vurig pleidooi voor een radicale hervorming van de economie.

Waarom is een Green Deal nodig?

'We hebben allemaal Al Gore's film gezien, dus ik hoef u niet te vertellen dat het klimaat onze levenswijze niet langer kan verdragen. Daarnaast is het grenzeloze vertrouwen in de markt als regulerend mechanisme volkomen misplaatst gebleken. De economie verkeert niet in een recessie, maar in een totale systeemcrisis. Conventionele stimuleringsmaatregelen zijn niet de oplossing, want die leiden alleen maar tot een herhaling van deze klimaatramp en deze financiële catastrofe.'

Welke maatregelen moet het kabinet nemen?

'Eén: richt een Nationale Groene Investeringsbank op. Een bedrijf als Econcern, koploper in duurzame energie en waanzinnig innovatief, verkeert in problemen omdat door de overheid geredde banken geen geld willen investeren. Twee: pas regelgeving aan. Een vriend van mij wilde in Nederland een fabriek bouwen voor superzuinige ledlampen. Na twee jaar met overheden gevochten te hebben over vergunningen, koos hij voor Duitsland, waar hij binnen vier maanden kon beginnen. Drie: verlaag de belasting op arbeid. Nu gooien we veel te snel spullen weg omdat de reparatiekosten te hoog zijn. We moeten zuiniger met onze grondstoffen zijn. Bovendien creëer je zo veel nieuwe banen.'

De historische noodroep van de Club van Rome leidde niet tot een duurzame economie. Waarom zal dat nu wel gebeuren?

'Sinds het verschijnen van Grenzen aan de groei is er enorm veel veranderd. De eerste windmolens werden gebouwd, milieuwetgeving is volwassen geworden, auto's zijn een kwart zuiniger geworden. We hebben heel veel bereikt, tegen de klippen op. Uiteindelijk komt die Green Deal er - ook als het kabinet morgen deze historische kans laat schieten.'

Evert Nieuwenhuis
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March 25, 2009  

woensdag

Een veilige trein voor personeel en reizigers; 

Commentaar

SECTION: FORUM; Blz. 11

LENGTH: 515 woorden

Het gebruik van geweld tegen ambtenaren, ambulancebroeders, treinpersoneel en andere geüniformeerde dienstverleners roept terecht verontwaardiging op. Het betreft hier mensen die een publieke taak vervullen in dienst van de samenleving. Respect voor hun werk is eerder op zijn plaats dan een agressieve bejegening. De boosheid van het NS-personeel, na de mishandeling van enkele collega's vorige week op het Centraal Station van Almere, is dan ook begrijpelijk. 

Dat begrip geldt tot op zekere hoogte ook voor de afspraken over extra veiligheidsmaatregelen die de spoorwegvakbonden en de ondernemingsraad van de Nederlandse Spoorwegen maandag hebben gemaakt met de directie van de NS. Deze maatregelen variëren van meer veiligheidsmedewerkers op de trein tot strengere toegangscontroles op de stations. Minister Ter Horst van Binnenlandse Zaken is daarnaast gevraagd om versterking van de spoorwegpolitie met tweehonderd man en aan minister Eurlings van Verkeer wordt voorgesteld een 'taskforce' in het leven te roepen die zich moet buigen over de veiligheid van het hele openbaar vervoer. Ook buschauffeurs klagen steeds vaker over agressief gedrag van reizigers.

Deze maatregelen zullen zeker kunnen bijdragen aan een grotere veiligheid op de stations en in de treinen. Tegelijk zit er een grens aan wat met dit soort vormen van machtsvertoon en repressie kan worden bereikt. Het middel kan bovendien erger zijn dan de kwaal. Aan het openbaar vervoer wordt terecht een grote rol toegekend in het oplossen van het bereikbaarheidsprobleem en in de strijd tegen luchtvervuiling en klimaatverandering. Het vraagt om een vriendelijke, uitnodigende sfeer, niet om stations die eruitzien als een zwaar bewaakte vestiging.

Treinreizigers hebben er uiteraard net zo veel belang bij als de conducteur om veilig en zonder overlast van medepassagiers de eindbestemming te bereiken. Wanneer zij op het perron eerst langs bewakers met honden moeten en in de trein steeds vaker worden verwelkomd door veiligheidsmedewerkers met handboeien en wapenstok, is het nog maar de vraag of dat bijdraagt aan het gevoel dat de trein een veilig vervoermiddel is. Er is dan meer te zeggen voor een terugkeer naar de aloude toegangscontrole, waarbij het simpelweg onmogelijk is het perron te betreden zonder geldig vervoersbewijs. De ov-chipkaart kan hier goede diensten bewijzen.

De verruwing van de maatschappelijke omgangsvormen houdt niet op bij de ingang van het station. Het gebrek aan zelfbeheersing en geduld dat de meeste overlastplegers aan de dag leggen, is een probleem waarvan de spoorwegpolitie misschien nog wel de gevolgen kan onderdrukken, maar niet de oorzaken kan wegnemen.

Het is geen reden dan maar vrij baan te geven aan asociaal gedrag, mits voor ogen wordt gehouden dat de uiteindelijke oplossing eerder op het terrein van de opvoeding en het onderwijs moet worden gezocht dan in louter meer controle. En dat bovendien niet wordt vergeten dat veruit de meeste van de vele duizenden trein- en busritten die dagelijks in Nederland worden gemaakt, probleemloos verlopen.

Reageren? volkskrant.nl/commentaar
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March 11, 2009

Na het volstorten komt angst voor het onzichtbare; 

Vervuild baggerslib verdwijnt in diepe zandputten

BYLINE: Anja Sligter

SECTION: BINNENLAND; Blz. 02

LENGTH: 816 woorden

DATELINE: Arnhem 

SAMENVATTING:
Baggeren moet om rivieren bevaarbaar te houden.

Normen zijn veranderd en vooral soepeler geworden. 

VOLLEDIGE TEKST:
Arnhem In de Hambroekplas (Borculo) drijft tempex. In het Mobagat (Lunteren) zijn een fiets, een bankstel en pallets gevonden. Bij baggerstort mag tegenwoordig 20procent 'bodemvreemd' materiaal meekomen. Puin, hout en ander vuil.

Om rivieren en waterlopen bevaarbaar te houden moet er gebaggerd worden. Om de rivieren ook meer ruimte te geven, zullen veel uiterwaarden worden afgegraven. Mede daarom is de normering veranderd en mogen vervuilde grond en slib sinds kort overal worden gestort. De diepe putten die de zandwinners in het rivierengebied achterlieten, zijn het gemakkelijkste vol te scheppen.

Bagger wordt in het Besluit Bodemkwaliteit ingedeeld in AW2000, klasse A en B. Tot en met klasse B mag slib zonder milieuvergunning worden verspreid en gebruikt. De rest (ongeveer 5 procent) moet naar een slibdepot. 

Het is vooral de rotzooi die ronddrijft in een plas met voorheen kraakhelder water, die omwonenden in eerste instantie ongerust maakt, daarna komt de angst voor het onzichtbare.

Daarom zeeft de Grondbank in Oosterbeek het zichtbare vuil uit de bagger zodat het niet in de zandput in de Rosandepolder terechtkomt. Het oppervlaktewater en het grondwater worden echter niet in de gaten gehouden.

Dat zou ook helemaal niet hoeven, want de invloed van baggerstort op het grondwater is nihil, beweren zowel de betrokken bedrijven als de overheid.

Onderzoek van TNO haalt deze geruststellende woorden echter onderuit. De situatie in een zandwinput na baggerstort is veel minder stabiel dan wordt gedacht, meldden onderzoeker Jasper Griffioen en zijn collega's van de afdeling Bodem en Grondwatersystemen van TNO (tegenwoordig onderdeel van Deltares) al in 2006 in een rapport. 'Een complex aan biochemische processen treedt op in een tijdspanne van jaren tot honderden jaren na berging van vuile slib in een depot'.

Deze dynamiek moet nader worden onderzocht, luidt de aanbeveling aan twee ministeries, want 'goede prognosen van de uitspoeling van sporenelementen naar het grondwater zijn niet te geven op basis van eenvoudige modelbenaderingen.'

Het onderzoek van de TNO'ers werd echter genegeerd. Griffioen is kritisch over de stortpraktijk, die momenteel zonder voorzorgsmaatregelen (een schone sliblaag onder de vuile slib) en goede controle van het grondwater plaatsvindt. 'Het beleid gaat ervan uit dat hergebruik van vervuild slib in hetzelfde gebied, bijvoorbeeld de stort van slib uit de rivier in een zandwinput ernaast, altijd milieuwinst geeft.' Omdat de rivier groter is dan een plas en stroomt besmetten de vervuilende stoffen een grotere omgeving.

Deze veronderstelling is nooit goed onderbouwd. 'We hebben geen scherp inzicht in wat er gebeurt als grond wordt opgepakt en in een andere omgeving wordt gedropt. Vervuilde stoffen reageren meer op die verandering dan gedacht. Ze worden mobieler en dat kan consequenties hebben voor het grondwater, vooral daar waar de bodem zeer doorlaatbaar is.'

Vergelijking van de situatie in de uiterwaarden van de Rijn, Maas en IJssel, haalde een drietal theorieën onderuit. Vervuilende stoffen zouden zich sterk binden aan de bagger. 'Bagger is echter niet altijd slecht doorlatende klei, maar bevat soms veel zand. Daar hecht de vervuiling minder aan.'

Ook wordt gedacht dat zware metalen zich binden aan zwavel, dat in de waterbodem voorkomt, en daarna onschadelijk worden. De hoeveelheid zwavel blijkt echter lokaal zeer verschillend. 'Bij het slibdepot de Slufter langs de Maas kunnen de metalen zich niet binden, terwijl dat bij het depot IJsseloog in het Ketelmeer wel gebeurt.'

Verder reageren de vervuilde stoffen sterk op de verplaatsing van een zuurstofhoudende naar een zuurstofloze omgeving. Zo blijken de stoffen gehecht aan het materiaal in de uiterwaarden boven water (dus met zuurstof) na de stort in een zandput gemakkelijk op te lossen onder water (zonder zuurstof) en weg te stromen met het grondwater.

De rekenmodellen van TNO laten dus een forse onzekerheid zien, zegt Griffioen. 'Een risicofactor tussen 10 (laag) en 100 (hoog) afhankelijk van de omstandigheden van het slib en de stortplaats.'

De TNO-onderzoekers bevalen de ministers aan adequate beschermende maatregelen te nemen zoals een schone, isolerende sliblaag op de waterbodem en/of het grondwater goed te monitoren zodat ingegrepen kan worden als het fout gaat. Dit advies is niet overgenomen, mede om geld te besparen. Er zou genoeg nazorg plaatsvinden, maar die is volgens Griffioen 'te vrijblijvend' geformuleerd.

In het huidige beleid is de geslaagde lobby van de baggeraars (naast private bedrijven ook publieke diensten als Rijkswaterstaat en Waterschappen) om regels te vereenvoudigen goed terug te vinden. Volgens Griffioen gaat veiligheid (scheepvaart en klimaatverandering) nu boven het milieu en moet dat meer in balans komen.
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March 25, 2009  

woensdag

Gezeten voor de haard redt Gordon de wereld; 

Column Crisis

BYLINE: Gert-Jan van Teeffelen

SECTION: BUITENLAND; Blz. 5

LENGTH: 537 woorden

Hij heeft zijn figuur niet mee, maar Gordon Brown begint trekjes te vertonen van Action Man. Deze bij Britse jongetjes geliefde held schuwt geen probleem. In zijn jongste avontuur treft hij een schurk die het klimaat wil verwoesten: 'Alleen Action Man kan de wereld redden', kraait de website. 

Brown moet het voorlopig doen met een economische crisis. In het Lagerhuis zei de premier hierover al eens dat 'we de wereld hebben gered'. Hij versprak zich; hij bedoelde de banken.

Nu de recessie zich verdiept, zijn de ogen gericht op de G20-top, volgende week vrijdag in Londen. Onder leiding van Brown moeten hier in één dag knopen worden doorgehakt over het vlottrekken van de wereldeconomie, het toezicht en hervorming van instituten als het IMF.

Wie de agenda ziet (londonsummit.gov.uk) gaat het al snel duizelen. Veel kenners zijn het erover eens: Brown is te ambitieus. Bovendien gaapt er een kloof tussen plannen van bijvoorbeeld de VS en de eurolanden.

Om het pad te helpen effenen, had hij maandagavond een groepje buitenlandse correspondenten uitgenodigd op Downing Street, inclusief deVolkskrant. Zij mochten hem vragen stellen over de top.

Omdat Brown eerst nog 'een belangrijk telefoontje' wilde plegen, moesten ze lang wachten in de Pillared Room van Downingstreet nummer 10, zo genoemd om de met marmermotief beschilderde pilaren.

Na drie kwartier stormde Brown echter binnen. 'Sorry. Ik had zojuist een gesprek met president Obama over de G20' baste hij. 'Ik hoop dat jullie dat begrijpen.' Dat deden we.

Gezeten voor de open haard stak hij van wal over zijn G20-offensief, waarbij hij deze week Zuid-Amerika bezoekt. Een Engelse columnist grapte al dat tolken na die reis behandeld zullen moeten worden voor posttraumatische stress - zo slaapverwekkend en vol jargon spreekt Brown.

In de Pillared Room geselde hij zijn gehoor met uitspraken als 'We hebben wereldwijde oplossingen nodig voor wereldwijde problemen', en 'We beogen duurzame voorspoed'. Op het schilderij boven zijn hoofd plukte koningin Elizabeth I (1533-1603) verveeld aan haar ketting. Na afloop keken TheNew York Times en de Frankfurter Allgemeine wanhopig. Wat had hij eigenlijk gezegd? Over alle hete hangijzers rond de top geen woord.

Brown had echter onmiskenbaar energie. Hij droomt echt dat zijn G20 de oplossing wordt voor de crisis. Dat zou niet gek zijn. Bedacht moet worden dat hij als beschermer van de Londense City - waar veel financiële ellende is ontsproten - zelf niet vrijuit gaat.

Succes kan hij ook in eigen land gebruiken. De werkloosheid is voor het eerst sinds 1997 gestegen tot twee miljoen. Hoewel dit niemand verrast, is dit pijnlijk voor Labour.

Groot-Brittannië kende de afgelopen eeuw talloze jaren met zo'n werkloosheid, maar dat was steeds - op 1930 na - onder een conservatieve regering. Margaret Thatcher kampte met 3,3 miljoen werklozen.

Nog steeds steekt de Britse werkloosheid (6,5 procent) gunstig af bij de eurozone (8,2 procent) of de VS (8,1 procent). Maar de Britten zijn bezig met een inhaalrace.

Browns bezetenheid om de wereld te redden heeft soms hilarische trekjes. Maar als hij ook maar een kwart realiseert van hetgeen hij ambieert, zul je niemand meer horen over zijn hopeloze presentatie. Gert-Jan van Teeffelen
Appendix II
Requests Berkeley University & Erasmus University
Request I

Dear Professor …,

How are you?

First of all, let me introduce myself: I’m Guusje de Haas (yes, in Dutch that’s a girls’ name), 21 years old and study at the Eramsus University’s Media & Journalism Graduate School in Rotterdam, the Netherlands. At the moment I am working on my master thesis, which will be about media discourse and public discourse on climate change. 

I’m particularly interested in how the US versus the Dutch media cover an ambiguous subject such as climate change and how this affects the US versus the Dutch public understanding of climate change. In order to research this I will conduct a discourse analysis, both on different Dutch and US media texts (that is, newspaper articles) and different Dutch and US public texts (that is, conversations between people). And so my question is, would it be fine for me, in order to be able to fulfill my fanatical vision of a transnational, multi-institutional research, to come and visit the Berkeley Graduate School of Journalism and interview some of your students on climate change? Perhaps I could steal some class time (for example during Professor Goldstein’s Understanding Journalism, Mrs. Tiller’s Inside Frontline or Mr. Mutter’s The Future of Journalism in an Age of Disruptive Change) and lead a short group discussion on climate change. That would be even better, for the focus of my discourse analysis is not on what is being said (there are no right or wrong answers), but on how it is being said. At which point, in which context, which arguments are brought to which table. In short, my aim is to record and research the variability in verbal repertoires, which can only flourish in the first place through the interaction between multiple respondents. The students won’t have to be specialists on the topic of climate change, because… neither am I. I’m simply interested in how they form fragmented opinions, based upon the fragmented media, with which, as becoming journalists, I assume they all regularly engage. 

I hope I don’t come across being too bold. I think very highly of Berkeley, and I’m actually planning on applying for your School of Journalism, once I have finished my master thesis. Therefore I was planning to come and visit anyway, but it would be an absolute honor to be able to involve Berkeley and its students in my academic writings at this point already. Naturally, you will be the first to read the end result!

Finally, a few practicalities:

I will be in San Francisco on Monday March 30th, Tuesday March 31st and Friday April 24th. I could visit a regular class session, a workshop or the gathering of a certain student organization (for example on media, journalism or the environment). It doesn’t really matter, as long as it’s a group of students and as long as they have something (anything!) to say. It would only take 30 minutes, an hour tops. Dear …, I hope you are as enthusiastic as I am, and would like to help me out.

I am looking forward to your response.

Yours sincerely,

Guusje de Haas

E-mail: guusjedehaas@hotmail.com
Supervisor

J.M. Engelbert, PhD

Location: Woudestein, L-Building, Room W-L2-32

Department: Media Studies

Postal Address: Erasmus University, W-L2-32 
P.O. Box 1738, NL-3000 DR Rotterdam

Phone: 31 (0)10 408 24 71 / 408 24 82

E-mail: engelbert@fhk.eur.nl
Request II

Dear …,

How are you?

First of all, let me introduce myself: I’m Guusje de Haas (yes, in Dutch that’s a girls’ name), 21 years old and study at the Eramsus University’s Media & Journalism Graduate School in Rotterdam, the Netherlands. At the moment I am working on my master thesis, which will be about media discourse and public discourse on climate change. 

This may sound pretty complicated, but I’m simply interested in how the US versus the Dutch media cover an ambiguous subject such as climate change and how this affects your versus our understanding of climate change. In order to research this I will conduct a discourse analysis, both on different Dutch and US media texts (that is, newspaper articles) and different Dutch and US public texts (that is, conversations between people). And so my question is, would it be fine for me, in order to be able to fulfill this fanatical vision of a transnational, multi-institutional research, to come and visit one of the … meetings and interview some of your members on climate change? Perhaps I could steal some session time and lead a short group discussion on climate change. That would be even better, for the focus of my discourse analysis is not on what is being said (there are no right or wrong answers, so don’t worry!), but on how it is being said. At which point, in which context, which arguments are brought to which table. In short, my aim is to record and research the variability in verbal repertoires, which can only flourish in the first place through the interaction between multiple respondents. And even though your organization is concerned with the environment, your members won’t have to be experts on the topic of climate change, because actually… neither am I. I’m simply interested in how they form fragmented opinions, based upon the fragmented media, with which, as people of the present, I assume they all regularly engage. 

I hope I don’t come across being too bold. I think very highly of Berkeley, and I’m actually thinking of applying there (and maybe even join an environmentally aware organization, such as yours), once I have finished my master thesis. Therefore I was planning to come and visit you guys anyway, but it would be an absolute honor to be able to involve Berkeley and its students in my studies at this point already. Naturally, you will be the first to read the end result!

Finally, a few practicalities:

I will be in San Francisco on Monday March 30th, Tuesday March 31st and Friday April 24th. I could visit a regular … session, an extra workshop or some sort of other gathering of some of the members. It doesn’t really matter, as long as it’s a group of students and as long as they have something (anything!) to say. It would only take 30 minutes, an hour tops, and we could just chill on the grass or go to a café, have a drink and have a little discussion. Dear …, I hope you are as enthusiastic as I am, and would like to help me out.

I am looking forward to your response.

Best regards,

Guusje de Haas

Request III

Beste Professor Rotmans,

Hoe maakt u het?

Voordat ik verder ga, zal ik me eerst even voorstellen: ik ben Guusje de Haas, 21 jaar oud en volg momenteel de masteropleiding Media & Journalistiek aan de Faculteit Historische & Kunstwetenschappen aan de Erasmus Universiteit te Rotterdam. Sinds een paar maanden ben ik bezig met mijn masterthesis, die in zal gaan op media discours en publiek discours omtrent klimaatverandering.

Ik ben met name geïnteresseerd in hoe de media een ingewikkeld en veelzijdig onderwerp als klimaatverandering weergeven (is er nu wel of geen klimaatcrisis?) en hoe deze tweeledige (of zelfs meerledige) berichtgeving het publieke begrip van klimaatverandering beïnvloedt. Om hier achter te komen ga ik een discours analyse uitvoeren, zowel op verschillende media teksten (in mijn geval Nederlandse krantenartikelen) en verschillende publieke teksten (in mijn geval gesprekken tussen Erasmus studenten). Zodoende is mijn vraag aan u, als professor aan Erasmus en specialist in onder andere klimaatverandering, of u misschien weet wie ik aan Erasmus zou kunnen interviewen? Wellicht kent u een aantal studenten die zich bezig houden met klimaatverandering of er simpelweg een mening over hebben. Of misschien geeft u wel les in klimaatverandering of een gelijksoortig onderwerp, en zou ik wat van uw lestijd mogen stelen om een korte groepsdiscussie over klimaatverandering te voeren. Want (en aangezien ik mijn masterthesis in het Engels schrijf, druk ik de volgende achterliggende gedachte ook even in het Engels uit) that would be even better, for the focus of my discourse analysis is not on what is being said (there are no right or wrong answers), but on how it is being said. At which point, in which context, which arguments are brought to which table. In short, my aim is to record and research the variability in verbal repertoires, which can only flourish in the first place through the interaction between multiple respondents. The students won’t have to be specialists on the topic of climate change, because… neither am I. I’m simply interested in how they form fragmented opinions, based upon the fragmented media, with which, as people of the present, I assume they all regularly engage. 

Ik hoop dat ik niet al te brutaal overkom, maar na het lezen van een aantal ontzettend interessante artikelen van u en een heel leuk interview met u (“De kunst van het veranderen” door Teus Molenaar in People, Planet, Profit in maart 2007), leek u me de aangewezen persoon voor vragen en tips betreffende mijn masterthesis over klimaatverandering. Ik hoop dat u me kunt helpen! Met wat dan ook… En uiteraard bent u de eerste die het eindresultaat te zien krijgt!

Alvast ontzettend bedankt en met vriendelijke groet,

Guusje de Haas

Request IV

Beste …,

Hoe gaat het ermee?

Voordat ik verder ga, zal ik me eerst even voorstellen: ik ben Guusje de Haas, 21 jaar oud en volg momenteel de masteropleiding Media & Journalistiek aan de Faculteit Historische & Kunstwetenschappen aan de Erasmus Universiteit te Rotterdam. Sinds een paar maanden ben ik bezig met mijn masterthesis, die in zal gaan op media discours en publiek discours omtrent klimaatverandering.

Ik ben met name geïnteresseerd in hoe de media een ingewikkeld en veelzijdig onderwerp als klimaatverandering weergeven (is er nu wel of geen klimaatcrisis?) en hoe deze tweeledige (of zelfs meerledige) berichtgeving het publieke begrip van klimaatverandering beïnvloedt. Om hier achter te komen ga ik een discours analyse uitvoeren, zowel op verschillende media teksten (in mijn geval Nederlandse krantenartikelen) en verschillende publieke teksten (in mijn geval gesprekken tussen Erasmus studenten). Zodoende is mijn vraag aan jou, als voorzitter van …, of ik jou en een aantal medeleden binnen jouw studentenorganisatie misschien zou mogen interviewen over het klimaat? Wellicht kan ik één van jullie bijeenkomsten bijwonen en een paar vragen in de groep gooien, of zelfs wel een korte groepsdiscussie over klimaatverandering organiseren. Want (en aangezien ik mijn masterthesis in het Engels schrijf, druk ik de volgende achterliggende gedachte ook even in het Engels uit) that would be even better, for the focus of my discourse analysis is not on what is being said (there are no right or wrong answers), but on how it is being said. At which point, in which context, which arguments are brought to which table. In short, my aim is to record and research the variability in verbal repertoires, which can only flourish in the first place through the interaction between multiple respondents. The students won’t have to be specialists on the topic of climate change, because… neither am I. I’m simply interested in how they form fragmented opinions, based upon the fragmented media, with which, as people of the present, I assume they all regularly engage. 

Ik hoop dat ik niet al te brutaal overkom, maar na het lezen van jullie doelstellingen, leek … me de aangewezen organisatie voor vragen en tips betreffende mijn masterthesis over klimaatverandering. Ik hoop dat jij en je medeleden me kunnen helpen! Met wat dan ook… En uiteraard zullen jullie de eerste zijn die het eindresultaat te zien krijgen!

Alvast ontzettend bedankt en met vriendelijke groetjes,

Guusje de Haas
Appendix III
Semi-structured Interview Schedule
Introduction

First of all, let me introduce myself: I’m Guusje de Haas, 21 years old and study at the Erasmus University’s Media & Journalism Graduate School in Rotterdam, the Netherlands. 

Why I’m here? At the moment I am working on my master thesis, which will be about media discourse and public discourse on climate change. This may sound pretty complicated, but I’m simply interested in how the U.S. versus the Dutch media cover an ambiguous subject such as climate change and how this affects your versus our understanding of climate change. 

Why you’re here? In order to research this I will conduct a discourse analysis, both on different Dutch and U.S. media texts (that is newspaper articles) and different Dutch and U.S. public texts (that is conversations between people, such as you guys). 

Hence this group discussion. And don’t worry, the focus of my discourse analysis is not on what is being said (there are no right or wrong answers), but on how it is being said. At which point, in which context, which arguments are brought to which table. In short, my aim is to record and research the variability in verbal repertoires, which can only flourish in the first place through the interaction between multiple respondents. 

And even though you guys are concerned with the environment, I don’t expect you to be experts on the topic of climate change, because actually… neither am I. I’m simply interested in how you form fragmented opinions, based upon the fragmented media, with which, as people of the present, I assume you all regularly engage. 

And again, thank you so much for being here today.

It’s an absolute honor to be able to involve Berkeley/Erasmus and its students in my studies. 

Are there any questions in advance?
Definition Climate Change

1. Lately there’s been an increased interest in climate change. Friends, family, random people in the street, at the grocery store, at the dentist waiting room, the media. Everyone’s talking about it. Climate change literally is a hot topic. But what if you had to describe climate change… In your view, what is climate change?
Prompt: What words come to mind?

Prompt: What images come to mind?

2. One could argue climate change is a global phenomenon. But one could also argue that climate change only occurs in some parts of the world. In your view, where does climate change take place?
Prompt: In which part of the world, do you think, does the climate change (the most/least)?

Prompt: In which countries, do you think, does the climate change (the most/least)?

3. Some say climate change has always existed. On the other hand, some say climate change is a relatively recent development. In your view, when does climate change take place?

Prompt: When, according to you, did it start?

Prompt: When did you first hear about it?

Prompt: When, according to you, will it end?

Causes of Climate Change

4. These days climate change usually refers to global warming, which is the increase of the Earth’s average temperature. Some say global warming is caused by an increase of greenhouse gases. Others say it’s a natural phenomenon, caused by, for example, the dynamic processes of the Earth itself or external forces, such as sunlight intensity. And the next says it’s an interplay of both these natural forces and human influences. But what do you think causes climate change?
5. The scientific debate has moved on from skepticism to a scientific consensus on climate change. That is scientists now agree on human activity being the probable cause for the rapid changes in the Earth’s climate during the past couple of decades. If indeed climate change is caused by human beings, who would that be? Who do you think causes climate change?
Prompt: Which part of the world, do you think, causes climate change? 

(Western world? Developing world?)

Prompt: Which specific countries, do you think, cause climate change? 

(Superpowers, such as the U.S.? Relatively rich countries, such as the Netherlands? Emerging economies, such as China and India? Developing countries, such as Africa?)

Prompt: Which companies, that you can think of, cause climate change? 

(Which branch? Which products?)

Prompt: Which people, that you have heard of, cause climate change?

6. The Kyoto Protocol, produced during the Earth Summit in 1992 and adopted for use on December 11th 1997 in… what a surprise… Kyoto, intends to achieve “stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system”. In brief, it’s aimed at combating global warming. As of now 181 states have signed and ratified the Protocol. Signing is optional, indicating an intention to ratify. Ratification means that an Annex I party, that is a developed country or one with an economy in transition, has agreed to cap emissions in accordance with the Protocol. 38 of the 39 Annex I parties have agreed to cap their emissions in this way. The U.S. being the only one who hasn’t. It has signed the Protocol, but it’s not intending to ratify. What, do you think, does this mean? 

Prompt: Do you think not ratifying the Protocol  indicates the U.S. causes climate change?

Prompt: Do you think the U.S. causes climate change?

Prompt: In your opinion, how does the U.S. cause climate change? In your opinion, why does the U.S. cause climate change?
Effects of Climate Change

7. Now that we’ve established what climate change is and who and what is causing it, we can turn to the effects. We all know about (some of) the physical impacts of climate change. 

Just think of hurricane Katrina in the U.S., the rising water level in the Netherlands, or even the changed weather conditions in your own local surroundings. But there’s an enormous amount of other consequences as well. Think of the less visible physical impacts, or the social and economic effects on for instance agriculture, development and migration. Or the effect of rising temperatures on the spread of diseases. What, that you know of, is the effect of climate change?
Prompt: What, would you say, are major effects of climate change?

Prompt: What, would you say, are minor effects of climate change?

Prompt: Are there, according to you, any positive effects of climate change? 

Prompt: Or does climate change, according to you, merely have negative effects?

8. It’s obvious that the effects of climate change on the environment and human life are numerous and varied. It is sometimes argued that some societies are affected more than others and that the ones who emission the least greenhouse gases, such as Africa or the Arctic, are affected the most by them. Who, do you think, does climate change affect?

Prompt: Do you think everyone is equally affected by climate change?

Prompt: Which part of the world, would you say, is most affected by climate change?

Prompt: Which countries, that you have heard of, is most affected by climate change?

Prompt: Who is very much affected?

Prompt: Who is very little affected?

9. In the end everyone rather burns because of global warming, than benefits from it. However, one could argue that some countries didn’t sign the Kyoto Protocol, such as the U.S., but also China and Iraq, because they somehow might actually benefit from climate change. If any, who would you suppose might benefit from climate change?

10. In your opinion, does climate change affect the U.S.?

Prompt: Do you think climate change affects the U.S. in a negative way?

Prompt: Do you think climate change affects the U.S. in a positive way?

11. In your experience, does climate change affect you personally?

Prompt: How do you experience climate change?

Prompt: If they do, how do you friends experience climate change?

Prompt: If it does, how does your family experience climate change?

Problem of Climate Change

12. The Kyoto Protocol, and many other smaller initiatives, have been developed to tackle the problem of climate change. However, some say global warming isn’t a problem at all, but just a temporary phenomenon which will literally blow over. Some argue that in few decades it will automatically get cooler again. And even if it doesn’t, who cares? At least it’s nice and warm now. In your view, is climate change a problem?

Prompt: In your opinion, why is climate change a problem?

Prompt: To who do you think is climate change a problem?

13. We all watch the news and read the papers, which often do dramatic reports on another natural disaster. And we’ve all heard scientists, politicians, teachers and fellow students speaking of a climate crisis. Some say the term climate crisis is highly exaggerated. Some say it’s hardly exaggerated enough. What would be your opinion on this? Do you think climate change is being problematized? 
Prompt: In your view, is climate change problematized too much?

Prompt: If so, who do you think proposes the problem of climate change?

Prompt: If so, how do you think they propose the problem of climate change?

Prompt: If so, why do you think they propose the problem of climate change?

Prompt: In your view, is climate change problematized too little?

Prompt: If so, why do you think this is? (Financial Crisis?)

Prompt: If so, who do you think should  propose the problem of climate change?

Prompt: If so, how do you think should they propose the problem of climate change?

Media on Climate Change

14. So yes, some say there’s a climate crisis. And we’ve definitely all seen, or at least heard of Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth, in which he foresees the end of the world, due to this so called climate crisis. Assuming you know what the documentary’s about… What do you think of Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth?
Prompt: What words come to mind? Did you like or hate it? Did you find it interesting or uninteresting? Did you find it disturbing or just another nice movie?

Prompt: What about the substance of An Inconvenient Truth? Did you indeed find it truthful or again highly exaggerated?

Prompt: What about the sender of An Inconvenient Truth? What do you think of Al Gore? What do you think his intention was when making An Inconvenient Truth?

Prompt: What about the receivers of An Inconvenient Truth? Who do you think Al Gore was aiming at? Who do you think actually saw An Inconvenient Truth? How do you think they received An Inconvenient Truth? Do you think the audience received An Inconvenient Truth the way Al Gore intended to? Do you think it has raised awareness of global warming internationally, prompting calls for (government) action on climate change?

15. Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth shows humanity is sitting on a ticking time bomb. Although generally the documentary has been well received, there has been quite a lot of criticism as well. Politicians on television, journalists in the papers, skeptical scientists through documentaries, such as The Great Global Warming Swindle… They all responded on Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth, and thus the debate on climate change was born. What would you say is the role of the media within the climate change debate?
Prompt: Do you think there is a climate change debate going on in the first place?

Prompt: In your view, do the media clarify the image of climate change?

Prompt: In your view, do the media confuse the image of climate change?

Prompt: In your view, do the media participate in the debate on climate change?

Prompt: In your view, do the media stir up the debate on climate change?

Prompt: In your view, do the media cause the debate on climate change?

Solution of Climate Change

16. Now that we’ve established climate change is a problem, whether problematized or not, we can turn to a solution. The broad agreement among climate scientists that global temperatures will continue to increase has led some nations, states, corporations and individuals to implement responses. These responses to global warming include mitigation of the causes and/or effects of global warming, such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions, as agreed upon in the Kyoto Protocol, and adaptation to the changing global environment, such as the construction of flood defenses, but also the installation of air-conditioning equipment. One could also argue that these are nice efforts, but that in the end, there is no solution to climate change. Do you think there is a solution to climate change? 

Prompt: In your view, what would be the solution to climate change?

Prompt: Who do you think should solve climate change? (Which part of the world, which countries, which companies, which people?)

17. The U.S. is supposed to be one of the major causers of climate change. 

In your opinion, should the U.S. solve climate change?

Prompt: How do you think should the U.S. solve climate change?

Prompt: Why do you think should the U.S. solve climate change?

Opinion on Climate Change

18. Just to recapitulate... What do you think of climate change?

Prompt: Do you think climate change is indeed critical or highly exaggerated? 

19. Just to recapitulate… What do you think of the coverage concerning climate change?

Prompt: Do you think the coverage concerning climate change is truthful, misleading or confusing? 
20. Just to recapitulate… What do you think of the current climate change debate?

Prompt: Do you think there is a debate going on in the first place, and if so, how do the media take part in this?

21. Are there any final comments?
Appendix IV
Interview Berkeley University Students
Definition Climate Change

Lately there’s been an increased interest in climate change. Friends, family, random people in the street, at the grocery store, at the dentist waiting room, the media. Everyone’s talking about it. Climate change literally is a hot topic. But what if you had to describe climate change… In your view, what is climate change?
George: For me… In my view… climate change is a cycle that has been happening for maybe tens or hundreds or thousands of years. We’ve had ice ages before and before that, in the age of dinosaurs, it was, like, really hot. The average temperature was something, like, I don’t know, 20 or 30 degrees Celsius. I’m just pulling it of the top of my head. Personally, I view it as a greater cycle in the earth’s natural history. But right now everyone in the world is industrializing and the carbon emissions have gone up, so a lot of people are now concerned whether, like, are we speeding up the pace of climate change? So it’s really debatable in my opinion.

Paul: I think I agree. It’s a cycle, but the CO2 emissions are definitely pacing up global warming. We’re helping the cycle.

Sam: I think climate change is caused all because of the human race, let’s call it that way. Yes, we are speeding it up, because we are exploiting all the resources the earth offers us. We are using so much that the earth will eventually break down. The ice caps will melt. I have to say, it’s kind of difficult to create your own opinion, because there is so much going on with what everyone is telling you. You really have to put your mind to it and investigate yourself, to come to the right conclusions. That’s how I feel about. How about you guys?

George: Well, I think the big question right now is: are we as humans adding to, like, the pace of change? Are we speeding it up or is it gonna happen anyway? And if we are speeding it up, how much are we effecting climate change? 

Paul: And can we do something about it? Or is it just a cycle which we cannot do anything about?

George: Yes, by cutting down carbon emissions, are we slowing it down enough? Like, when the next generation grows up, will they see the sea flooding their homes? I don’t know. In my opinion humans have a minimal impact. I’m like a big cycle guy. I think, yes, we are speeding it up, but I think that in the long run it doesn’t matter that much by how much we speed it up.

Paul: In the big cycle a hundred years is nothing.

Sam: But if you watch the television or listen to the radio, for example, in my opinion they try to create a vision that it’s our fault. That everything, all the problems, we can fix it. But can we fix it? Or is it just a commercial thing for businesses to make money? 

George: Like green technology?

Paul: Yeah, the green mafia.

Sam: I think it is.

George: You mean, that it’s fixable?

Sam: No, I think that the media are creating this attention just to make money. To create a problem that is there, but that is not so much there… Like, for example, they’re saying that certain parts of the world, like your country, the Netherlands, will flood in ten years.

George: Really?

Paul: Ten? No… that’s not possible.

Sam: No really. I saw it in a some movie. They created a vision of the earth, and they created the melting of the ice caps in the next ten years. And then you see that the Netherlands will flood. And also Norway and the more northern countries. Eventually, the whole of Europe will be gone.

Paul: So the lowlands. Bangladesh…?

Sam: But when you’re here, sitting on the grass in the sun, you don’t feel like that, do you?

Paul: No…

Sam: So then, what is it?

Well, maybe we can find an answer to that later. I already heard you say something about the Netherlands and Bangladesh. And so, one could argue climate change is a global phenomenon. But one could also argue that climate change only occurs in some parts of the world. In your view, where does climate change take place? Is it everywhere, or does the climate change more or less in certain parts of the world or specific countries?

George: I think it’s everywhere, because, the atmosphere is, like, connected throughout the entire world. It’s one big atmosphere surrounding the earth. So definitely, the polar ice cap melting issue is a really big topic. Because, right now, most of the world’s biggest cities are close to the coast line. Whether it’s in Asia, North America or Europe, they’re always close to the coast line. So there are definitely people out there that are genuinely concerned, they really believe it’s gonna happen. Maybe not in ten years, but in sixty years or something. And then so, they’re trying now to slow down the pace of global warming, so hopefully, like, their children won’t see the cities flooding or something like that, you know. 

Paul: I think this global warming is one big connection. However, in Europe you read it’s gonna be hot, but then you read that maybe this warm gulf stream that’s causing climate change is going to change, so no, it’s getting cooler again. So all this global warming, I don’t really care. But if the sea level is gonna rise, the entire world will suffer. Especially Bangladesh. How about New York? No it’s on a hill, right? Manhatten is a rock, right?

George: No, it’s not that high I think. It’s still gonna be flooded.

Sam: Well, everyone will just have to live on the first floor. 

George: You mean like in Venice?

Sam: Yeah, and just get out with your boat.  

Causes of Climate Change

So I already heard you guys say something about what’s causing climate change. That some say it’s a natural phenomenon, caused by, for example, the dynamic processes of the Earth itself or external forces, such as sunlight intensity, that some say global warming is caused by an increase of greenhouse gases, and that the next says it’s an interplay of both these natural forces and human influences. Do you want to say anything else about what you think causes climate change?

Sam: What causes it… I think some parts in the world create huge amounts of pollution, and it affects other countries that do not. So actually it’s not fair, that the pace of climate change is speeding up. Certain parts in the world are clean and the people live on the same level with nature. But there are other, bad parts that ruin it for the good parts. I think that’s a shame. I think that the polluting countries should take responsibility and take action. Let’s say that for everything they build they have to replace something to make it right. And maybe a little bit better than just right. 

But when you talk about some countries causing more climate change…

Sam: More pollution…

Yes, some countries causing more pollution… Do you have any examples of which parts in the world, which specific countries, which companies or which people even, you think cause climate change?

George: Right now, the focus is on developing countries, like China or Brazil. 

Paul: Or Indonesia.

George: Yeah, there a lot of other countries like that. But China has a very big impact. Because right now, I’m taking this course on the Chinese economy, and it’s talking about this transmission process. China is trying to develop from a developing nation into a developed nation. And the argument that China makes is that, all you Western nations in, like, Europe or America, you’ve already industrialized in the past 100 years, in the 19th century. Like, England has done its pollution a 100 years ago. So right now, we’re just trying to catch up. It’s part of the process and we can’t do anything to stop it. And I think that’s a pretty valid argument. 

Because, I feel like the industrialized countries can’t really blame the developing countries right now. Because they have done the same thing in the past. But then, people were just less aware of it.

Sam: That’s a good point.

Paul: Yeah. It’s the poor countries that do it. Like Indonesia, that burns their woods…

George: Or Brazil…

Paul: Yeah, or Brazil. They’re poor and that’s why they burn their woods. 

George: They have no other option. They can’t see any other option.

Sam: Well, the other option is to just not do it. But that’s not possible. Because every country wants to be big and wealthy. So I think the leaders of those countries, and especially to polluting countries, they should unite and make one pact or one rule or one place that they pollute and let the rest just be.

Paul: Or somehow the world leaders from America and Europe and Russia and so on, they must somehow regulate the price of wood. The market price should go up. It’s so stupid to burn it, because it’s very valuable. the same goes for the price of oil and so on. It has to go up.

But that’s part of the solution. However, we haven’t quite figured out the causes of climate change yet. Let’s talk about the Kyoto Protocol. But first a little history lesson: The Kyoto Protocol was produced during the Earth Summit in 1992 and adopted for use on December 11th 1997 in… what a surprise… Kyoto. It intends to achieve “stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system”. In brief, it’s aimed at combating global warming. As of now 181 states have signed and ratified the Protocol. Signing is optional, indicating an intention to ratify. Ratification means that an Annex I party, that is a developed country, such as the ones we live in, or one with an economy in transition, such as the ones we talked about earlier, has agreed to cap emissions in accordance with the Protocol. 38 of the 39 Annex I parties have agreed to cap their emissions in this way. The US being the only one who hasn’t. It has signed the Protocol, but it’s not intending to ratify. What, do you think, does this mean?
Paul: Didn’t Obama intent to ratify the Protocol? 

George: I don’t know actually. Because all the news is on the economy right now. They don’t talk about climate change too much.

But why do you think the US hasn’t ratified the Protocol? When we’re talking about countries causing climate change… Why do you think the US hasn’t done this?

George: I’m a liberal. Like, my political view is liberal. So I think America contributes to big businesses, and so big business interests, like oil companies. They spend a lot of money on lobbying the government to pass laws that favor them, or like, not pass laws that are bad for them. I feel like that’s a big part in the US’ foreign policy, or regarding Kyoto. That’s what I think. But a lot of people argue against this.

So do you think the US causes climate change? Like, a lot? More than other countries?

Paul: I think so, yes.

Sam: And do you believe that the US is destroying the earth this way?

Well, do you?

Sam: I think that because of the many people that live here, the US has to. But we just have to see the light. If it gets really bad, then eventually it will get better. Right now, all the government does is talk, not act.

Paul: And now is the moment. With General Motors and Chrysler being bankrupt and all. You see, the government puts money in it… but they have to say, we help you, but you have to make smaller cars or cars that are less polluting. That’s just very difficult. I think Chrystler will do OK, but General Motors, they’re so stubborn. They fired the CEO this week, right?

George: Yeah, somewhere this last couple of the days. But I think the bigger social problem is the way America’s suburbs are structured. Like, everyone has to drive around and every family has two or three cars. One for every person. I feel that plays a big part. Northern California is better, but I’m from Southern California, Orange County, Los Angeles. There’s no public transport there, you have to drive everywhere. So I feel that with driving everywhere, everyone’s consuming so much fuel. And gasoline prices here are cheaper than in Asia or Europe, so they just spend more on gas. I feel like that plays a big part, the gas consumption here.  

Yes, I’ve noticed. San Francisco is OK, but…

George: Once you get out of the city, everyone drives. And Americans like to drive big cars too.

Effects of Climate Change

Now that we’ve established what climate change is and who and what is causing it, we can turn to the effects. We all know about (some of) the physical impacts of climate change. 

Just think of hurricane Katrina in the US, the rising water level in the Netherlands…

Paul: Was Katrina caused by climate change?
Sam: Off course. The climate change leads to more and bigger storms.

Paul: Mmm… OK…

Or even the changed weather conditions in your own local surroundings.

George: I don’t know. The weather in Berkeley doesn’t really follow the seasons. Sometimes in November it can be really warm, like right now. And sometimes in August it can be freezing. So I’m not sure… In Orange County it’s definitely warmer. As far as I know the winters are a lot warmer then they are here.

But there’s an enormous amount of other consequences as well. Think of the less visible physical impacts, or the social and economic effects on for instance agriculture, development and migration. Or the effect of rising temperatures on the spread of diseases. What, that you know of, is the effect of climate change?
Sam: Actually, I don’t know. Except for the storms and the sea level rising. Those two are the biggest issues there are. I mean, that’s what everyone’s talking about. And for the rest, I would know. Do you?

George: Not really. In the industrializing countries maybe. But apart from that, no.

Would you say there are any positive effects, besides all these negative effects that we’ve been talking about?

George: Uhm… Warmer weather. I like warm weather.

Sam: That’s it I guess. And maybe swim in my backyard in a few years.

Paul: Yeah, the shipping industry…

Sam: Yeah, we should invest.

Looks like in the end everyone rather burns because of global warming, than benefits from it. I mean, it’s hard to mean positive effects, right?

Paul: Well, I think people will be creative.

However, one could argue that some countries didn’t sign the Kyoto Protocol, such as the US, but also China and Iraq, because they somehow might actually benefit from climate change. If any, who would you suppose might benefit from climate change? The US perhaps?
George: Not particularly, no. If we’re talking about global warming and sea level rising, it’s pretty bad. Have you guys seen the documentary by All Gore, An Inconvenient Truth? He shows a pretty gloomy picture. It covers, like, the entire East Coast. San Francisco, LA. No, I don’t really see any benefits. All these big cities are being covered up.

Sam: I don’t think there are countries that benefit, but I do think there will be companies that benefit enormously from climate change. Think about the Toyota Prius, for example. Or the electro or hybrid cars. These are the future. The only problem is, and maybe that’s also because of the US, the oil that is needed. The money these projects need to accomplish their goals, with the hybrid or electro cars, they try to hold it back, by paying a lot of money. That’s what you said, they break and change the laws. 

George: They lobby.

Sam: So yeah, there will be big benefits. It’s just hard to change it. You have to change the people’s minds. All the people at once.  

Climate change is probably more a problem, than something which we can benefit from. 

You mentioned An Inconvenient Truth…
Sam: There’s also The 11th Hour

George: I haven’t seen that one.

Sam: With Leonarde Dicaprio.

Paul: And with the same message?

Sam: Same sort of message, yeah. 

So yes, we all watch the news and read the papers, which often do dramatic reports on another natural disaster. And we’ve all heard scientists, politicians, teachers and fellow students speaking of a climate crisis. Some say the term climate crisis is highly exaggerated. Some say it’s hardly exaggerated enough. What would be your opinion on this? 

Do you think climate change is being problematized?

Paul: I think that us, cycle fans, think that it doesn’t have to be stressed any more. I would like to see a bigger creativity on how to solve things. So the prices of oil and wood should rise, and everyone has to buy a Prius.

But do you think the media…

Sam: have to make the problem bigger than it actually is?

Yes, do they have to make it bigger or do they already make it too big? 

Sam: To make a change or to benefit?

Whatever you like…

Sam: I don’t think they are exaggerating it.

George: And somehow you have to exaggerate it to get the people’s attention. Especially in the US, because people have really short attention spans. They won’t be aware of such issues until it’s big enough on the covers of newspapers or, like, on the TV news. It’s just a good attention grabber to make them maybe possible stop and think about where we’re heading the next generation.

Sam: I think in that movie, that’s a good thing. To just show the people what will happen. He made it perfectly clear what will happen. 

That there will be big problems, there will be floods, there will be bigger storms, there will be diseases, because of the disasters of the global warming. Just by saying that, like, really saying that, and maybe exaggerating it, it will get to your attention.

Did it?

Sam: Well, I still drive my car. So in that sense, no. 

Paul: Your eight cylinder. Oh no, six.

Sam: But maybe it did a little bit. After the movie you walk outside and you start paying attention to it. But it did not drastically change my lifestyle. Absolutely not

Paul: I think it would be nice, now that we have this economical crisis, that the leaders of the world would gather together, in their G20 or whatever, and decide that, come on, we now have this other crisis, so when we invest, just invest in sustainable cars or whatever. Or again, make the prices of wood higher. Because I want to buy a bush. 

George: Right now Obama is talking about, to jumpstart the economy by investing in infrastructure. So I think that would be a really good opportunity to invest in more energy efficient infrastructure. Maybe, like, solar or renewable sources of energy.

Sam: I think solar power is a very good solution. Not long ago I was thinking, there are so many roofs in the world that are flat. Why not put solar power all over the roofs. Every company then has its own power

Paul: But they don’t do it.

Sam: Nope.

Paul: Yeah, a little bit. Some five percent or whatever. And that’s too little. Still, I think the lobby power is too big. 

Sam: But the government, they have the power. They have to obligate the people to have certain lifestyles. Like, if you don’t take your bicycle out tomorrow, you get a fine. Or I don’t know, make it as crazy as you like. That’s the only way. By maybe making so many rules, that everything will cost money if you don’t obey the rules. I mean, everyone is always greedy on their own money and so people will change.

Paul: For instance, now that we have this economical crisis and this bonus hype… These bank people don’t get it, they’re really crazy. But also, and that’s a shame, the CEO of Shell cut of the investments to stop climate change. It’s crisis and we cut of investments. No more wind energy, no more solar energy. The only thing they still do is bio diesel and bio gas. 

But nobody talks about that… And that’s just too bad. I hate Shell. I’m a liberal as well, a fan of the free market, but this… I just hate this… So actually, media attention should increase. That’s what I think.

George: Yep, when the economy goes bad, all companies usually cut down on investments.

Media on Climate Change

Let’s get a little deeper into the media. Because, after all, my thesis is about public opinions being formed according to the media. Indeed, there was Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth, which shows humanity is sitting on a ticking time bomb. Although generally the documentary has been well received, there has been quite a lot of criticism as well. Politicians on television, journalists in the papers, skeptical scientists through documentaries, such as The Great Global Warming Swindle… They all responded on Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth, and thus the debate on climate change was born. What would you say is the role of the media within the climate change debate?
Sam: Well, the media are pretty important, I guess.

Do you think there is a climate change debate going on in the first place?

Sam: Not that I heard of. 

Paul: I think everyone agrees on that the natural resources, like oil and steel or whatever, are diminishing, and that all of it will be gone in twenty years or something. Everyone agrees on that. 

Sam: What do they don’t agree on then?

Paul: I think the question whether we can or cannot do anything about it. 

There’s lots of debate going on: about causes, about solutions, about who’s causing it and about who should solve it. There’s just one thing everyone agrees on, and that is that humans do influence climate change. But tell me, didn’t you notice a debate?

Sam: No, not on a daily basis. Sometimes there’s something on the news about global warming, but not every day. Maybe there should be, like, a channel…

George: Like the weather channel.

Sam: Some channel that pays constant attention to climate change and to these debates. Now there’s the economic crisis and here’s the CNN climate change channel to constantly create awareness. My opinion still is that there’s simply too little attention for climate change.

In your view, do the media clarify or confuse the image of climate change?

George: It’s both. It depends on the media source. Good ones… I don’t know… I read the BBC website, which has some really interesting articles that presents maybe both sides. But there are some really conservative newspapers or channels here in the US, sometimes it’s really politically oriented and they just say that climate change has a minimal impact on how we live or whatever. I also think that the bigger issue, like, at large, there are normal people just walking around that don’t have that much of an interest in climate change. They are like, it’s not gonna effect me, maybe my grandkids, but I’ll be dead by then. It doesn’t grab the media attention, because it’s not about the presence, but more about the future.

Well, that’s it I guess. One final, interesting question, especially for you guys. As US citizens: In your opinion, should the US solve climate change?

Sam: In my opinion the US always claims to be a world ruler, so as a world ruler they should make the first, big step to actually make a change.

Paul: Yeah, that would be nice… With Obama and all, now there’s a real chance.

Sam: Yes, we can! LOL

George: Yeah, a good first step would be signing Kyoto.

Sam: But they only didn’t sign it, because they can’t pull it together to live by the rules.

Paul: Off course they can, they just don’t want to.

Sam: Well, they’re not able to, because it will effect the country. They want to rule the world.

Paul: But still, off course they can!

George: I just feel like Americans want to be good at what they wanna be good at. And so they don’t care about climate change, because, how’s that gonna help me? How am I gonna profit from that?

Sam: The US is ignoring it.

George: Yeah, most people do. The big companies are trying to push it down through lobbying and everything. Really, the power system is really entrenched and it’s hard to get people moving. Like, on the streets, make the people change.

Paul: That’s why now is a good time. Obama is gonna do good. I’m sure. 

Any last comments?
Sam: Keep the planet alive! LOL

Nice.
Appendix V
Interview Erasmus University Students
Definition Climate Change

Lately there’s been an increased interest in climate change. Friends, family, random people in the street, at the grocery store, at the dentist waiting room, the media. Everyone’s talking about it. Climate change literally is a hot topic. But what if you had to describe climate change… In your view, what is climate change?
Bianca: Climate change… Climate change is the increase in temperature, referring to the degrees of the seas, the rainfall… 

Melanie: To me it’s gotta do with global warming. The higher degree of CO2, the pollution in the air. The whole in the ozone layer above Antarctica, I don’t know if you say it like that in English… But global warming, or climate change, to me it’s a big topic. Because, I don’t know, I’m not an expert on it, but I saw this documentary about it. 

Naomi: The one with Leonarde DiCaprio?

Melanie: That the gulf stream is gonna stop in a few years time and that there’s gonna be a whole new climate and that Europe will again be an ice age, so… I kind of believed it…

I don’t know, what’s your view?

Naomi: To me, the same words come to mind actually. Especially the warming of the earth, and the hole in the ozone layer. It’s getting more dangerous to lie in the sun

Bianca: Because of the UV rates, which are now getting through the ozone layer…

Noami: Yeah, the UV radiation is very dangerous

Melanie: And also the extension of animal species. Because, their whole existence is based on the way of life now, but with the gulf stream, the mating and the fish come in a certain period of time, and when they don’t come other species are unable to eat and that’s the end of their existence. That is, I think, a major part of the problem. Not only humans, but also animal species will stop to exist.

Bianca: You can also see the impact of climate change a lot in the Netherlands. With respect to the building of dikes and the special projects that are being set up to help with the increase of the water level. So that Holland can still survive in the next few years. And there’s been an increase in the media as well, about climate change. The Incovenient Truth, which was released by Al Gore and the other movie, which was presented by Leonarde Dicaprio, what was it again?

Melanie: The 11th Hour.

Bianca: Yeah, the 11th Hour…

Naomi: But Bianca, do you really think that if we don’t take these measures here in Holland, that we don’t have a country anymore in a few years?

Bianca: It’s just that some measures have to be taken to make sure.. 

Melanie: But I don’t think it depends on the Netherlands though. It’s about doing it globally. Because the Netherlands, we’re such a small country, and we can do something about it, but we won’t, because the rest of the world doesn’t. 

Naomi: But there are some big initiatives, for example, Earth Hour, when they switch of the lights for an hour…

Melanie: When was that?

Naomi: That was like two months ago, or something… and we participated in that, and that was against global warming.

Bianca: Yeah, it got a lot of media attention.

Naomi: Not that an hour will reduce the impact.

Bianca: Well, a little bit perhaps.

Naomi: Well…

Bianca: You don’t think so?

Melanie: I don’t think it has that much effect though, cause, I mean we can switch off everything for one hour, but it’s happening daily every hour in the world, so one hour wouldn’t make a difference.

Bianca: But just maybe changing the mentality of the people, so that they become more aware…

Melanie: Yeah, but I don’t think that by switching off the light for one hour, people will change their mentality. People will go on using the car, instead of public transport.

Bianca: Sure, but if we become more and more aware of how important it is to consider the climate change aspects, especially being said that the Netherlands is one of the countries which will be affected the most…

Melanie: True, but I think people are too selfish though…

Bianca: It’s just that the growing awareness has a big impact. You can see it in the media, I mean, the attention going out, the projects being set up, the initiatives being made, you know, there’s a lot more attention being paid to this, because it’s taken a lot more serious now. 

You already mentioned the Netherlands as being affected by climate change. And so one could argue that climate change only occurs in some parts of the world. However, one could also argue climate change is a global phenomenon. In your view, where does climate change take place?
Melanie: Well, I think the Kyoto Protocol is already a step towards making it. And I know the US didn’t participate in it. I don’t know what the deal is now with the US, but I think that since Obama is president… he wants to take the step to sign the Protocol, which he didn’t at first, so that’s already a big step, because the US is one of the major players in, like, CO2 emmisions. So, I don’t know, to take it globally, it takes a lot, because I think people are just not willing to give up their profit and their businesses for the climate. I think they pay the bills for the pollution they cause, but I don’t think they really want to quit what they’re doing now though. Quit their processes, their manufacturing.

Bianca: But looking back at your question specifically, I think the whole climate change problem is a global problem. So, I mean, it affects the whole world. There are different areas in the world which are affected more, like the North Pole, the South Pole, where the ice is melting the most, which would then have effect on, say Alaska, where the water… there was something with a lake, you know...

Melanie: Yeah, with the gulf stream…

Bianca: The stream of the water, the cold water which melts in the North is gonna interfere with the stream, which is gonna die down, like you said… 

Melanie: Yeah, it was something with the salt level…

Bianca: So it’s gonna have a lot of impact on those areas, and, like you said, the Netherlands is also one of the areas that has to pay a lot more attention… But, I mean, it’s global. In some parts of the world it will get so warm, in for instance Australia, and some parts of the world will have problems with the water and some parts of the world, like in Africa, it’s too hot or too cold. I think it mainly is a global problem. You can’t really specifiy, OK, the problem is worse in this area, because it’s all different kinds of problems all over the world

Melanie: I think that, on the one hand, we are not that affected. Because, I mean, we observe that today is a nice day, while last year it was bloody hot or cold, but we don’t really… It doesn’t really have effect on us, whereas in Africa, with their crops, if they have a bad year of harvest they know the consequences. They know it’s another year of no food, no income. So, I think that… I talked to a person who was an investor in Africa, who wanted to change… Well actually, I’m not gonna go into that… Anyway, he told me that he was pretty into that, and he was analyzing the situation there, and that they’ve been experiencing the global warming for years now. Because, if one year they have a bad harvest, they just don’t have income and people will starve to death. So, they’ve been experiencing it a lot more, because they really depend on it. We can get food anywhere, but they really depend on it, so they’ve been experiencing climate change a lot more. So is it a global problem? I think it is. I think that we’re not experiencing it and dealing with the consequences as much as the people in other parts of the world.

Bianca: So what you’re basically saying is that in developing countries the effect is much greater than in developed countries.

Melanie: I think so.

Bianca: Yeah, because we have the technology, the knowledge and everything to be able to…

Melanie: Take more steps to it…

Bianca: Yeah, so the effects would be much harsher there 

OK, so now we’re talking about places, but let’s look at the time frame… Some say climate change has always existed. On the other hand, some say climate change is a relatively recent development. 

In your view, when does climate change take place?

Bianca: Well, I think it was the industrial revolution that started to have an effect on climate change… But then they weren’t aware of the consequences of what they were doing. They weren’t aware of what effect their operations were having on the climate. I think that a few years ago it finally became an awareness thing, that people got more involved, like, OK, what are the consequences, what is gonna happen if it goes on like this. So I think it started a long time ago, but people weren’t really into seeing it.

Melanie: True, but if you look much further though, at the ice age and how it melted and how it became now. I think it had to do with the CO2 level as well and the global warming phenomenon. I mean, the ice didn’t just melt like that. So I think that has do with it as well. I don’t know, I’m not an expert on that, but I’ve read some articles on it, and I think it’s definitely a factor which should be taken into consideration.

Naomi: That it’s a natural cause?

Melanie: Exactly, and that it occurs every, I don’t know, ten thousand years. But that it happens though, I mean, there were more ice ages over the past thousands of years. So I think it’s natural that it will happen again. But I don’t think though, that people had such a huge influence on another ice age, like we have now. The influence on the CO2 level in the air.

Bianca: So you think that whatever we are contributing to the climate change, is not that much of a contribution?

Melanie: I think it is now. But I don’t think it was in the past. I think in the past it was a natural cause, but now we are contributing much more, so that it’s not natural anymore.

Naomi: I think we are aware of the situation and the problem we have. But I don’t think people live sustainable and will never live sustainable. Because, they don’t think about future generations. Well, they say they do, but again, they’re selfish.

Bianca: You don’t think that there’s a possibility that we would reach a level of sustainability? That we could reach it?

Naomi: Well, we can, like, our children, we have to educate them some way, in order to make them consciously aware of this huge problem we have. But in order to do that, to live more sustainable, we have to develop another way of living 

Bianca: But is that not what they are doing now? Making people aware of the problem?

Naomi: Well, are you aware?

Bianca: Well, at school you have subjects that are involved with climate change. Like, is it a natural cause or is it not.

Naomi: But still you drive your car…

Bianca: True, but I’m just saying that they’re making the subject so aware, because they say, if we don’t start changing things now, it’s gonna be fatal.

Melanie: The thing is, for example with the Toyota Prius, which is a car that also runs on electricity, as it is on a gas engine. I think it is a good car, which diminishes the CO2 emission, but perhaps the production of the care produces as much CO2 as the car itself. So that in the end, you’re not better of. I don’t know, it’s a theory.

Naomi: Maybe if you produce it on a mass scale, everyone will drive a Toyota Prius…

Melanie: Yeah, perhaps, but maybe it costs more energy to make it, as to drive it, so you’re of at the same thing, because it costs more energy to make the Prius than to make a normal car, so you already have more gas emissions than with a normal, but you use up less gas, so in the end it’s like…

Bianca: Is that a theory or is it what you think?

Melanie: Well, I don’t know, it’s something I heard, but I agree.

Causes of Climate Change

We already talked a little bit about what causes climate change, and you also already mentioned some specific countries, but maybe we can go a little deeper into who is causing climate change. 

The scientific debate has moved on from skepticism to a scientific consensus on climate change. That is scientists now agree on human activity being the probable cause for the rapid changes in the Earth’s climate during the past couple of decades. If indeed climate change is caused by human beings, who would that be? Who do you think causes climate change?
Melanie: I just think industries in general. If you want to produce, if you want to be profitable, you have to produce and you have to use energy and CO2.

Naomi: But who produces?

Melanie: Well, anybody. From car manufacturers to Microsoft, to anybody. Electricity, coal mines, everything. Every company that wants to be profitable has something to do with CO2 emissions.

Naomi: And developed countries mostly outsource to less developed countries. So there’s the problem again.

Bianca: So would you say that developed countries produce more than others?

Naomi: Well, developed countries have more industry, so they produce more, but they outsource to less developed countries.

Bianca: OK, but this is more industry specific. But you could also see it as developed countries using a lot more energy, because their development is obviously far more greater than less developed countries. So the use of energy is much higher, the use of cars, the use of you know, the buildings…

Melanie: True, but take the Netherlands for example. Like last years, we didn’t invest in windmills and stuff. We invested in, what was it, electrical coal mines again. I don’t know. Anyway, something with huge CO2 emissions. So instead of taking a proactive approach, we took a step back again, because it was cheaper. I don’t know what they made again, something with coals. So instead of being proactive, and saying like, yeah, it’s more expensive, but it’s better for the environment, they just took the cheaper way, which is worse for the environment.

Bianca: That is also true for most of the companies, like with Shell. It was really obvious that they would put a lot of effort into marketing the idea of a sustainable company, that was really involved in making a change. That’s it. If you see them doing that, putting that image out there, that they’re trying to do as much as they can, behind the scenes they go for the cheap way. At the end of the day that’s any business’ best interest.

Do you think that is why the US didn’t sign the Kyoto Protocol? The Kyoto Protocol, which was by the way produced during the Earth Summit in 1992 and adopted for use on December 11th 1997 in… what a surprise… Kyoto. It intends to achieve “stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system”. In brief, it’s aimed at combating global warming. As of now 181 states have signed and ratified the Protocol. Signing is optional, indicating an intention to ratify. 
Ratification means that an Annex I party, that is a developed country or one with an economy in transition, has agreed to cap emissions in accordance with the Protocol. 38 of the 39 Annex I parties have agreed to cap their emissions in this way. The US being the only one who hasn’t. It has signed the Protocol, but it’s not intending to ratify. What, do you think, does this mean? 

Melanie: Well, it was mainly because they couldn’t stick to it. Because, they had to diminish their CO2 emissions by such a huge amount, and they couldn’t do it. And that’s why I think Bush didn’t want sign the contract. A lot of companies wouldn’t be profitable anymore.

Naomi: But they couldn’t do it, or they wouldn’t do it?

Melanie: Well, couldn’t do it and didn’t want to, because then they would go broke. There wouldn’t be any businesses anymore. Everyone would have to stick to it. I’m not sure, but I think that in the Netherlands they have a certain amount of CO2 per company that have on disposal, that they can use up…

Bianca: Yeah, they can sell that rate…

Melanie: Exactly, and if they don’t use up anything, they can sell the rest. And I think that such a large amount of that went to the US, that they just couldn’t stick to it.

Bianca: Yeah, exactly. Because, normally in a country you would have to make a trade of, and I mean I think the trade of rule led to saying, OK, seeing the US as a country with companies that are so profitable, and then saying OK, if we were to cut these emissions to the degree that we could stick to the Protocol, it would render not at all profitable, so it would have left the US in a worse state than it actually is. I think they can take smaller steps to maybe in the future being able to apply to the Protocol. I think it was too fast. The time was too fast to actually be able to do it profitable.

Effects of Climate Change

Now that we’ve established what climate change is and who and what is causing it, we can turn to the effects. We all know about (some of) the physical impacts of climate change. Just think of hurricane Katrina in the US, the rising water level in the Netherlands, or even the changed weather conditions in your own local surroundings. But there’s an enormous amount of other consequences as well. Think of the less visible physical impacts, or the social and economic effects on for instance agriculture, development and migration. Or the effect of rising temperatures on the spread of diseases. 

What else, that you know of, is the effect of climate change?
Bianca: Weather changes. Huge weather changes. Floods, droughts, like you said, hurricanes. What else…

Melanie: I don’t know if my sources are correct, but I saw this movie, something with the Day Before Tomorrow… Anyway, it was on climate change and at a certain point you saw the whole climate change within one week. Like, in just one day New York turned into another ice age and you also saw huge hailstones, in the size of tennis balls, coming down… I think that’s gonna be a huge effect…

It’s obvious that the effects of climate change on the environment and human life are numerous and varied. And we also established that, climate change affects everyone (though some more than others) throughout the entire world. In the end everyone rather burns because of global warming, than benefits from it. However, one could argue that some countries didn’t sign the Kyoto Protocol, such as the US, but also China and Iraq, because they somehow might actually benefit from climate change. 

If any, who would you suppose might benefit from climate change?

Bianca: Well, everyone really focuses on what the disadvantages of climate change are, so it’s not really a topic of which you can say, hey, what are the advantages.

Melanie: I don’t know, what are the advantages?

Bianca: Well, the weather is hotter now.

Melanie: It is, but it’s also more dangerous, because the UV radiation is only gonna get worse, plus the North Pole and the South Pole are melting, so the water level is going up, so land is disappearing.

Bianca: Yeah, coral reefs are dying out.

Melanie: And pollution… I don’t know, I don’t really see anything positive about it, except for maybe companies getting more profit.

Bianca: Yeah, you could see it in that aspect 

Melanie: So then, from the company’s perspective it’s positive, but from a social point of view it’s just really selfish and really bad.

Problem of Climate Change

So it’s just a problem.

Naomi: Just a problem.

We all watch the news and read the papers, which often do dramatic reports on another natural disaster. And we’ve all heard scientists, politicians, teachers and fellow students speaking of a climate crisis. Some say the term climate crisis is highly exaggerated. Some say it’s hardly exaggerated enough. What would be your opinion on this? Do you think climate change is being problematized? 
Melanie: I think it really is a problem, because if you look at the golf stream and with the rising water level and the amount of salt in the water, because of the melting North Pole and Antarctica, the water won’t be cold enough to sink into the water and just the whole gulf stream is gonna stop flowing. Like I already said, a whole bunch of animal species is just gonna disappear, because they are used to mating and traveling in the sea, not only seals, but also animals on the land. Plus, I think that even in the Netherlands we get the hot gulf stream and if that’s not gonna get around our coast it will become an ice age. So I think it is problematic actually. If we keep up this level, it could happen within twenty years. When we’re alive actually. Seriously. I think it could.

Bianca: I think the problem is also, to a certain extent, criticized of being overrated. Like, the media, they are saying they are taking the problem to a whole different level, that it’s not that serious. That’s what’s happening right now. But since it has come to a consensus between scientists, I don’t think it’s being over problematized. I think it should be made aware as it is now. Because it is a problem that is occurring fast and becoming more of a problem. So I don’t think it’s overrated.

Naomi: To be honest, I actually think they should try even harder to make people more aware of it. Because, people are aware, but they don’t act like it.

Bianca: But the problem then is, who is responsible for making people aware. You know, I mean companies would do that, unless the government takes initiatives to finally establish awareness, through projects or whatever. Only then companies will listen…

Melanie: We need stricter rules. 

Media on Climate Change/Solution of Climate Change

What do you think could or should be the role of the media in this?

Bianca: I think the play a major role. That’s how people find it out, through the media.

Melanie: I think the media could be huge, look at the smoking campaigns. I don’t know what the actual results were, but I think that people, since they’ve become aware that smoking kills, I think they’re more careful.

Naomi: I don’t agree. No, it doesn’t work. It makes them aware, but they already know smoking kills, before they start smoking. I do think people smoke less, because it’s a process

Melanie: So maybe the media makes you aware, but then the government has to intervene, with initiatives to make CO2 emissions more expensive, because you have to make taxes.

Bianca: That’s what they do right. I mean, they subsidize car manufactures to make more climate responsible cars.

Melanie: So maybe that’s it. The media has an influence, in that it makes you aware, but it doesn’t move you to change anything. They don’t push you enough.

Bianca: So other than media, what do you think would be the most effective tool to handle this problem? 

Melanie: …

Bianca: That’s what I’m saying. I mean, media does play a really major role in making us aware.

Melanie: Taxes…

Bianca: Yeah, but the people first have to know what’s going on. I think that the media, through articles, through news, through whatever, are the first step to get people educated on what is the actual problem on hand and what can we do to deal with it. And then, the government can say, OK, we subsidize this project or this becomes cheaper, because it helps the environment. But I think the media are the first and main actor in solving this problem.

Melanie: Maybe the media is a tool to help, but I don’t think it is the answer though. Because, no offense, we’re all educated. But we are only a small part. We know what’s going on in the world. But the major part of the Netherlands is just undereducated. I don’t think that they understand. 

And even if the media tells them, I don’t think it will have a big influence, because maybe they think it’s just propaganda. You know, like a major part of everything, like wars and stuff, they just don’t believe it. That it’s just an overreaction.

Well, that’s what’s happening right now. For instance, Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth shows humanity is sitting on a ticking time bomb. Although generally the documentary has been well received, there has been quite a lot of criticism as well. Politicians on television, journalists in the papers, skeptical scientists through documentaries, such as The Great Global Warming Swindle… They all responded on Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth, and thus the debate on climate change was born. So maybe the media can help to solve the problem of climate change, but perhaps it contributes to the confusion as well.

Melanie: Maybe. It should simply be more radical. Because, I don’t think they’re doing enough. We know a little bit of what’s going on, we don’t know everything. And we are the ones going to college, which is only such a small percentage of the whole population of the Netherlands. So if you just look at the Netherlands, there’s such a huge part of the people who are unaware and ignorant of what’s going on. They don’t want to know. Or they just don’t understand what’s going on. So either the media should be more aggressive about it. Or there should be other means. I don’t know what these would be though.

Bianca: I think it depends on how the person perceives the message being sent. Say, if you would see a news coverage, like really serious on CNN, OK, this is what’s happening etcetera, telling the story of this problem, I think it’s coming from a really reliable source. It sounds serious enough, so people would take it serious. So in that kind of sense, the media would have an impact. But I can understand your point. People who would read an article, see a message somewhere, and think, what the hell, you know…

Melanie: But who watches CNN?

Naomi: Mainly educated people.

Melanie: And that’s such a small part. So you reach us, but how do you reach the other part.

Bianca: Maybe making it a more aware problem in say, school subjects. Like, in English, concentrate on articles on climate change. I don’t know, it could be involved in school. They would have to think about it, how they could target these groups of people, who are not being reached otherwise. 

Melanie: So in a harsh way, it’s actually all about how to reach the uneducated. Because, they are… well… very hard to reach. And also very ignorant and pessimistic about it. They think it’s just a sort of propaganda.

Bianca: Do you think it’s the uneducated people that are pessimistic? I think it’s the educated people. They think twice about what they see on the news.

Melanie: Well, they might think twice, but they still take the car as well. I know my dad does.

Bianca: But I mean, they think twice about what’s being said. That there is a climate crisis in the first place. 

Melanie: Oh, you mean, like they question it, criticize it, not take it for granted. I think so, because if you have a little bit of knowledge about something, you don’t take it for granted, you think about, you don’t just assume things that are being said. But if you don’t know anything about a subject, like I don’t know anything about politics, and then something is being said about that, then I’m like, oh well, maybe that’s true. Really, I think it is. But then my dad says, no, it’s not true at all, because he said this from that party and so on. So only then I think about. But up to the point that I don’t have any knowledge about it, I take it for granted.

Bianca: Yep, so a lot of people might take climate change as a given. While maybe it’s not. All these different aspects which you can get into with so much detail. It’s really hard.
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