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00:00 Speaker 1: And where it should go, and what we are missing or what the controversies are, and what are the new emerging things? So we'll get there, we will go through a small protocol, but at first, would like to ask you to introduce yourself and explain to us what kind of researcher you are? 

--Interviewee describes their research to date, removed for anonymit—

02:08 S1: Very clear. I'm tempted to hear your opinion on the Urgenda court case, but maybe next time. Very clear what your perspective is, so from this perspective, do you have a particular view or what is your view on how the social science and humanities research on the energy transition emerged or evolved, the past... The protocol says 20-30 years, but maybe as far as you can go back? 

02:43 Interviewee: That is such a general broad question. Can you repeat that? 

02:48 S1: Yeah, so what is your view on how social science research on renewables has evolved or not over the last 20, 30 years? And I am keeping it general, just to give you the question, just say what you find relevant or what comes to mind.

03:08 S2: With regards to the energy transition.

03:12 Interviewee: Yeah, yeah.

03:13 S2: Yeah.

03:16 Interviewee: Honestly, that's such a broad question it's very difficult to answer that because I also wasn't prepared, I was more looking at the state today of the research and what I think lacks.

03:28 S1: Yes.

03:29 Interviewee: So perhaps I can just say something more on that, because that way...

03:31 S1: Yeah. We will get there, but...

03:33 Interviewee: Alright, okay let me...

03:36 S1: Obviously that's... But maybe then I'll rephrase the question. How easy was it for you to do your PhD on this topic? 

03:48 Interviewee: Oh, well, that was relatively easy in the sense that public participation is a very classic political science concept, and much had been written about it and there's lots of legal theories also about it. So what I did was actually approach it from the more classic traditional theories in law and political science, which I then grouped together to conceptualize what public participation is, and how you can evaluate public participation practices in the setting of policy today, and which I used more novel concepts of transition and public acceptance. But it was more or less approached from a very traditional point of view, which I think is still very relevant also in transitions, because I feel that we have moved towards all these novel approaches in which we say it's groundbreaking, it's innovative, it is novel and it is very important. Yet, at the same time, I sometimes wonder if there aren't these classic concepts like the rule of law or democratic representation, that are still valid today, that we have more or less forgotten because we are striving towards innovating ourselves.

05:08 S1: Yes.

05:08 Interviewee: And one of my points of view is also what I teach my students is that you can come up with novel ways and innovation every single time, but I think that the collective memory of what worked in the past also with respect to regulation, that the core principles of why government acts and how it acts are still very relevant today. And that to approach modern or contemporary issues, we have to actually look back at the more traditional concepts and re-evaluate them to the situation of today. But I feel that we have progressed towards new concepts, new ways, new conceptualizations, new contexts and I sometimes wonder if that is A, necessary and B, whether that gives us a lot of substantive evidence to actually tackle this climate transition need. And I am much more of a traditionalist in that sense, and I wonder, and I look at how we can reuse these traditional concepts to the situation of today. And I think that is far more usable than we give them credit for.

06:18 S1: Yeah.

06:19 Interviewee: And I think you, in the past, have actually called me a traditionalist, which I didn't see as an insult, because I thought, "That is exactly what I do because, I see the value in that". [chuckle]

06:31 S1: Yes.

[chuckle]

06:32 S1: And I think vice versa... There might be more building on traditions in this revolutionary or these approach that claim to be revolutionary, but I think it's a very valid point that I understand as there's a lot of new kind of... Or attempts at new theory or new concepts or new, new, new, new, which is ignoring a lot of the value that has been built up historically in these research traditions.

07:11 Interviewee: Yes. And one thing about the state of literature and research today is what I see in all these novel approaches is mostly governance and concepts that government should strive towards, conceptualize and implement, yet inherently part of governance is regulation and it is never part of any of the articles on governance. So, I often see articles that conceptualize parts of what needs to be regulated, in a sense, which isn't mentioned, to that extent, but then... Actually forget... I'm sorry, I'm getting emails also.

07:47 S1: Okay.

07:49 Interviewee: If you hear the thing it's emails. They actually forget to look at what is regulated today, and therefore stamp their report through what needs to be improved on the basis of these new concepts, and isn't it already there. And I sometimes wonder if we're then not making a lot of effort by claiming that we're doing something novel, whereas if you just look at what is intended already in regulation today, you would find that we've actually attempted at a lot of these concepts, yet you can improve them.

08:22 Interviewee: But by not making that connection between what you're trying to govern, and what you have regulated for reality, for actual policy makers, I feel we're just keeping it at a very abstract normative level which doesn't really contribute to what is happening on the ground, so to speak, and I think that given the societal relevance of this research, we should attempt much more at making it concrete and specific, and much more into what can we improve, rather than... I think the concept of accountability needs to be governed. Well, yes obviously, but that this always has been part of regulation in the first place, so what is your criticism? Isn't it done properly or isn't it done at all? That matters a great deal for how you actually regulate, and I feel that that connection is lacking quite a lot in current literature. Actually a colleague of mine wrote in one of his articles, and he's a political scientist, that so far lawyers have refused to participate in governance debates in literature and I don't think that you can claim that in any academic article in the first place, because what is your substantiation? There was no source or reference whatsoever.

09:40 S1: Yeah.

09:41 Interviewee: And at the same time, I see it, also from political scientists that they don't even attempt at looking at the regulations that are already in place, so who was actually refusing what and does it matter? I don't think so, it just...

09:57 S1: It's very interesting because this is something that is quite prominently featured in all the interviews so far, that this disciplinary, the streams that branch out, develop sort of blind spots for each other's added value, but also may make a stereotype of the other branches to legitimize themselves.

10:21 Interviewee: Yeah. And that is the point. Who is helped here really? I don't think academic streams of literature are healthier, there's no added value in claiming that the other person has refused something to this point. What I am... What I do and what I try to do is to continue to look at this connection and how can we improve that, and I think it is also, the law part, is worsened by the fact that journals in the final section of articles require policy recommendations. And these policy recommendations, I can assure you, never take into account what is already in policy. They just make these wide claims as to "this needs to be done", but they never actually attempt at looking, "is it done and am I making a valid contribution?", or is this, "I need to do it for the sake of the journal". And so you can say something about the way we work and the conditions that we work under that also contributes a little bit to a lack of understanding between regulation and governance.

11:32 S1: What do you mean? What kind of conditions? 

11:35 Interviewee: The requirement to add policy recommendation for, I think, very little people understand what a valid policy recommendation is, and that's also due to the lack of understanding of what regulation is, and how it works. So I sometimes see these policy recommendations and I think, "Yeah well that's just... You made... You saw a connection in your research, your empirical research, but this policy recommendation, in itself, is rather useless". So also, what does it do for practice, practitioners, policy makers is very, very little.

12:12 S1: Yeah. And it's also very naive to think, "Okay, I put some recommendation on paper and then someone is going to do something with it".

12:22 Interviewee: That's the point. That kind of strengthens a little bit a misunderstanding of what law is, is that you can just make a policy recommendation and think you've done it and that's not exactly law or legal tradition or fundamental theory. I think it is perceived as easy, which means for a lawyer that I sometimes read stuff, and I think, "Yeah, but it is clear that you haven't even attempted at understanding what law is and what it can actually contribute in climate transitions", because that's one thing... One other thing, one major thing is that I see in literature, and that also comes a little bit from [organisation] , but for instance from Jan Rotmans, is the claim that when going through a climate transition, is that you need to start with those early adopters, those who are intrinsically motivated to get it going, who don't mind spending a little bit more on solutions or making a bit more effort and then by means of that, you can go through upscaling or whatever.

13:28 Interviewee: And therefore, we also engaged in a lot of public-private agreements which have become rather substantial for, in terms of policy in the Netherlands at the very least and so we say there's a target, now we are going to agree on it probably privately on how to actually meet this target, and by means of that, then what we've agreed to will be approved and accepted by those who've agreed to it, therefore it will pave the way into the actual solution and the implementation thereof. Yet I question the effectiveness of this solution, I don't yet see that it is more effective than a government having set the sustainability pathways by themselves. Also because there is quite a lot of information with respect to what is necessary possible out there. So I sometimes wonder if governments can't just make the decision to go for CCS or to go for hydrogen or to go for large scale natural gas-free neighbourhoods, rather than having agreed to it in this massive process, which then leads still to the conclusion, "Yes, but we can't do it today, because we need a, b and c from the national government".

14:49 Interviewee: What was actually the added value of having agreed to it? And then you can always... And then Jan Rotmans of course says, "But what did you really do it with the early adopters, with those who were intrinsically motivated, or did you put people at the table, and then they had a skin in the game, so of course they joined so that they can also delay the process or not create such ambitious pathways", that's to kind of derail the process a little bit... But eventually everyone gets claims to the national government and says, "Do this for me." So what was the added value of this policy process? I started to question that and I also then miss in our own research and our own literature perspectives, an historical account when we had sustainability policy and regulation, how that came about, how effective it was versus how we do it now, and how effective it is now, and whether or not we actually may have achieved more one way or the other. But I don't see an actual structural account of the properties of this public-private agreement situation. And I wonder if that's also not one of those new governance things that we do because it's fancy and topical and novel, but what does it actually do for us? I don't see those questions yet posed in our own research. This is simply how to govern, not what to govern but the act of governing.

16:29 S1: Yes, so that resonates with me quite well, actually. Already 10 years ago, we moved on from this front runner model...

16:41 Interviewee: It was Jan using it and then...

16:45 S1: Well I don't think actually Jan has left it, but the colleagues at [organisation]  have...

[laughter]

16:50 S1: Actually, we're now in a big project with [16:54] ____ from the [16:57] ____ to make a very critical assessment of all the Accord... This kind of approach.

17:06 Interviewee: Yeah.

17:06 S1: And our research agenda, the last couple of years is really on the new regulating role of the government, and I do feel that, and I think that I can have the Urgenda case as sort of an evidence, but also the Stikstof debate, the nitrogen-debate, that to bring the political part of the government in a position that they have a positive agenda and an action perspective for decision making and setting in motion this regulatory role, there you need some kind of a social process of organizing the acceptance or the support or for more structural changes. And now it's still a reactive regulatory role. And for me, the interesting question is, can we also have a proactive regulatory role as the law is neutral? 

18:10 Interviewee: For me, that is not a question that is a given. It's just that it has been left behind in practice, but the question itself, the fundamental question of what law can achieve, that is not a question for me. I think that law at this point in time, with all of the technologies available, all of the knowledge available, all of the societal pressure to do more, the Urgenda cases. You can have studies after studies on how many people in the Netherlands think that climate change is real and whether or not we should do something about it and stuff. It is at the point where you need law to actually get things going, and law can achieve three things; it can remove barriers for sustainable action, it can stimulate it and it can enforce it. But to enforce it, you need to have a proper legal basis because of legal protection and protection against the stages. It's classic rule of law principles. But what you want to do at a certain point in time is to stop talking, and it's to start doing. And by creating a legal obligation to meet a certain goal, and if you don't, you get a fine, it is a much stronger position for companies to act than to say, "Okay, you know we'll agree to it once more, and then if you don't do it, we'll see a bit how to stimulate it." For instance, one of the things, and this is all for the culture of actually applying law and actually practising it, that also matters, it's not just what is written, it's also in how you practise it.

19:45 S1: Yes.

19:45 Interviewee: For instance the obligation to take any energy efficiency measure that pays itself back within five years.

19:56 S1: Yes.

19:56 Interviewee: So Netlims for instance, every company has to do it. Under the legal obligation to do it. It was enforced again in 2013 in the energy agreements. An entire list of accepted measures were issued and now in 2019, because it was supposed to be met by 2020, the government said, "Inform me, companies, on what you actually did. How many of those measures were you able to take and how many did you actually take?"

20:26 S1: Yeah.

20:27 Interviewee: So then this whole...

20:29 S1: But to be fair, because that's where I think that the legal regulatory or law perspective is maybe a bit too naive that there is a lot in place, but it has historically also emerged or has been developed in co-evolution with the current market and economic structures. So the interpretation, but also the enactment and how it's enforced or not, is still in support of unsustainable development.

21:10 Interviewee: Yes, but there's a very big difference between the possibility of regulation and the way it is used today. And the way it is used today is also part of our new governance way of thinking in the fact that things need to be accepted by the company, so therefore we'd rather stimulate than enforce it. But it doesn't mean that, legally speaking, you don't have the option of enforcing it and market structures don't evolve without law.

21:41 S1: But for me, the nitrogen gas, for example, is an example where scientifically and legally, there should have been a more regulatory intervention or at least an enforcement or some kind of a policy and regulation strategy towards transition, or sustainability, which is not used. And yes, I agree with you, it could be used, the basis is there...

22:14 Interviewee: Yes.

22:14 S1: But the question we ask from a tradition governance perspective, is how do you create the will or the momentum or the collective will, institutional will to do that? 

22:31 Interviewee: Yeah, which I think is interesting because in the past we did enforce. In the 80s we had a lot of environment regulation that was also enforced and in a way then we behaved rather properly when it came to sustainability action.

22:46 S1: Yes.

22:48 Interviewee: Now, one of the things that could be an institutional incentive to act for government is the very fact that the nitrogen levels, but also for instance, the share of renewables or CO2 emission reductions can also be enforced upon national member states by the EU. There is not a lack of institutional incentive, there is a lack of political and policy incentive to actually do it. And now whether that is, why that is the case, that is not part of my research. What I would look at is what the actual regulation can look like, because the nitrogen piece is a very unfortunate piece of legislation, that is everyone's agreement amongst lawyers, it's just, it didn't work. It wasn't supposed to work. So you can also regulate something improperly with the proper intentions because it is in the end human work, right? 

23:49 S1: Yeah.

23:50 Interviewee: As is enforcement. If you don't make a political choice to enforce something, then it doesn't happen. As far as...

23:56 S1: I think it's also the routines or the human factor in policy and how policy works, but that's a... Maybe to go back to the... Because it's a very interesting perspective, and you also touch upon a number of things that may be marginalized or are not being addressed enough. Can you say something maybe slightly on the related topic on how socio or political changes or events influence the development of social science research on the energy transition? And what we're looking at is who sets the agenda? 

24:48 Interviewee: For research? 

24:51 S1: Yes. So looking back, and you mentioned already a few events in the Dutch context, but what influences our research focus and direction? 

25:08 Interviewee: Ooh, that is a very good question because me personally, I am led by developments in my country. So politically speaking, there's a political decision so therefore I follow it and law is continuous and constant in any place. I think there is a lot on practical inclusion right now of prosumers for instance, which is not democratic inclusion with respect to democratic representation, but who sets the agenda? I think we follow a bit more... Honestly, social sciences have in my perspective, have always been a bit the little brother of the technological perspectives necessary for the climate transitions and all of a sudden since 2015 I'd say, there has been lots more attention in the behavioural and social sciences sides of climate transitions but I do see people using many of the same concepts, so autonomy or agency, for instance, and I think there are a couple of names that set that agenda but I do think that they're scholars and therefore, also sometimes I feel that the literature especially with when it comes to agency, for instance, the concept of agency is very abstract, very high level, very normative and doesn't necessarily relate yet to empirical research or what happens in policy. So, A, I think you have people who are being driven by what is actually happening in climate transitions and classically, you have the people who are driven more by the more normative concepts and I see both of those streams, and I would prefer it if they communicated more.

27:10 S1: Yes. So this relates to our interest in also the research fragmentation, so you would say that there would be one school that comes more from the literature and scientific social science kind of concepts, and then look for empirical material to make their case and there is the stream that picks up on social issues or phenomena that emerge. Like for example, resistance to wind energy, to then try to understand empirically what's going on, and then what kind of theories are relevant.

27:51 Interviewee: Yeah.

27:52 S1: And from... Because earlier, you said there is now a rapid increase in the amount or a call for more social science and humanities research in the climate transition. Where does that come from? 

28:09 Interviewee: Perhaps my own interdisciplinary way of working at Utrecht because we work with a lot of natural scientists, who are now indeed acknowledging, "Okay, we have the stuff". I don't understand why it is not happening. And we don't understand why you are necessary. But we see the necessity. Don't get me wrong. And also just in general, the way that we are speaking about climate change and climate change mitigation. Also with respect to major weather events, Australia, for instance, you get this question again, "Why is Australia not acting more on the climate change mitigation"? And that can only be answered by social science questions.

28:56 S1: Like that's another sort of reactive thing that the economists or the engineers or the climate monitors or climate policy makers see, well, we have solutions but people don't accept them or they don't diffuse or whatever. So then they come to the social sciences.

29:15 Interviewee: Yeah, they come knocking on the door. Yeah, and it is more reactive than anything I would say, than kind of leading the agenda, which makes sense, perhaps. But I often have discussions with our natural scientists and we try to come up with a program or a research agenda or whatever. And then at first, they don't really recognize the social sciences or they dismiss it, but then you keep talking about it and you illustrate it more, and then at a certain point, they have to recognize and they do acknowledge that it is indeed necessary. But it remains a bit the question of, why isn't it happening? 

30:00 S1: Yeah.

30:01 Interviewee: If the technology is there, even if we can afford it, if that... Because that's often said. It is simply not happening in the pace that we would have expected it to happen.

30:16 S1: You made a similar remark earlier on, but isn't that reactive... A character of the social sciences also leading to doing something new all the time? So isn't it contributing to doing something new rather than going back to what already is and re-contextualizing valuable knowledge or insights that are already there? 

30:48 Interviewee: It is rather difficult to keep up. Also, for me, I have a... If you work a bit interdisciplinary, then you have the theoretical framework that you work on or the innovation framework, the classic regulation, the classic political, poli sci framework, so it's sometimes also very difficult for me to keep up my level of knowledge and understanding of these theories today, and I can't actually. And it makes it more difficult to explain and it makes it more difficult to explain the necessity of things.

31:22 S1: Yeah. But what I also mean is we're in a period of maybe already since the '80s, of neo-liberalization and governance thinking and network society and this whole public-private partnerships, the triple helix kind of... So there is a particular type of market-based innovation thinking. And if the research agenda for social sciences is set in this context and reactive to it, it will maybe not start from, well, let's just go back to the basics. And we have policy makers who take decisions, we have a legal framework upon which they should base their decisions and there is a civil service that should enforce it or implement these decisions.

32:21 Interviewee: Yeah, it is what I do, though. [laughter]

32:23 S1: Yeah, so that's why you are also one of the interviewees.

32:28 Interviewee: Yeah.

32:29 S1: But that's... So yeah, maybe the more general question, but you can also reflect on your personal pathway, is what does this more reactive and more fragmented character of social science research on the energy transition mean for what is marginalized or not addressed enough? So do you see certain marginalized or not well-represented disciplines or theories or ontologies? 

33:05 Interviewee: I see it more in a connection and the understanding between each other.

33:08 S1: Yes.

33:11 Interviewee: And I feel that by not engaging between different disciplines, and therefore them contributing to the fragmentation, we also think sometimes that we are behaving in a very innovative way, that we are reinventing something, whereas people from ethics have long focused on just and justness and just energy transitions, and then I feel that sometimes we think we can really reinvent it. I see it with respect to law. Not so long ago, there was something on... I got... Someone said to me, "Do you understand the concept of scientific regulation?" And it was based on regulation on the scientific premise of the object. And I thought a little bit to myself, "Why on earth is this a separate thing? How is this a concept that A, I have completely missed and B, that doesn't engage with traditional lawyers whatsoever and they're only social scientists. How can you claim that you have scientific regulation concept without engaging with lawyers?"

34:18 Interviewee: It can't be the case and yet in all our personal grant proposals we write down, "It's so innovative, we've completely innovated political science or whatever". Well, good, but what did it actually do? 

34:33 S1: But that touches upon one of our core questions, of course, what are the mechanisms that support this fragmentation or maybe marginalization of certain things? You refer to publications and the need for policy recommendations, but it's also maybe part of the research investment landscape.

34:54 Interviewee: Personal grants, I get 50 words for my Veni proposal and I failed, and I quote, "To write down"... Besides my actual, what was I going to do, I failed "to write down how I was going to innovate political science". Yes I did fail. I never even attempted at claiming that I would do that, simply because it is ridiculous. Why on earth would I have the need to do that in 50 words in my Veni proposal, which is a young researchers proposal, are we nuts or what? 

35:26 Interviewee: So the need to use also these terms and fragments and concepts to just push ourselves up on the agenda, I think is one of the... And therefore, to reinvent and claim that we're doing something structurally different and substantially contributing to whatever, that genuinely doesn't help. And then simply the idea that I don't claim that I easily can understand a new discipline, simply by reading the literature. I think you need a bit more basis for understanding an entire difference.

36:05 S1: But it's also a strange demonte, I would say. What was your interpretation of what they asked for, what would you define as innovation? 

36:20 Interviewee: What do you mean? 

36:21 S1: They said innovate the policy in political science. What do you think that meant? 

36:27 Interviewee: In 50 words, I would never attempt at even trying to claim that I, as a young researcher, have the ability to innovate political science. It is ridiculous. So there's always the case that apparently statistically men say more often that they innovate, but I will not claim in a 50-word proposal that I can innovate political science.

36:52 S1: No. S2, you agree? 

36:53 S2: No. I want to ask you because what you're describing, I think is very innovative because you're one of the few researchers as you also say, that have a radical different view on how you should look at policy making and law. So in my view, you're very innovative, but you say you're not. So I was wondering what then is your definition of innovation? How does your definition of innovation may be different from what the journal asks from you or what a grant proposal asks from you? 

37:29 Interviewee: To me, innovation in research is new and shedding a new light or a new explanation or analysis on a problem that actually contributes to something. Simply by coining a new word or concept that re-explains something isn't innovation, it is progress.

37:53 S1: But it's interesting, S2 is saying, being a traditionalist is very innovative in an age where everything needs to be innovative.

38:01 S2: That's really how I see innovation actually, just by making new... By drafting relations in a new way, and links that can be innovative even though you use old concepts.

38:14 S1: Yeah, but the problem is in the research, the problem, the assessment then, is that in a research context, you have to argue that what you are doing is really novel. That demands that you dismiss other disciplines and ignore the past and pretend like you invented the whole thing.

38:38 Interviewee: I find it very very difficult to substantiate, and I feel a bit impostor syndrome if I were to claim that.

38:48 S1: Yeah, but I think to some extent, and I don't know if it's only men, but maybe mostly, they seem to believe in it.

38:58 Interviewee: No, no, no sure, but not so long ago, there was some research statistically on the use of wording for male and female researchers and apparently men use more "innovative", "ground-breaking", "substantial", words like that. So women have to fluff up their wording a bit.

39:17 S1: Yeah.

39:18 S2: But you're not willing to do that even though if you would reframe what you're doing in a way that matches with their definition of innovation.

39:28 Interviewee: I struggle. Because I understand the necessity of it, but precisely because it isn't in itself a contribution by claiming that. I find it difficult to pursue the conditions under which I am supposed to perform.

39:45 S1: Yeah.

39:47 Interviewee: I struggle.

39:48 S1: Okay, but that...

39:49 Interviewee: You may need to sell your soul a little, but I struggle. And I notice it in other people as well that just aren't willing to fluff up their stuff like that.

40:03 S1: But I think to some extent that this is also something that we can address... Because it's also, this project is also about how on what basis should research be funded. We can't change this overnight, but at least we can address it. So this is something that is marginalized more than modest reflexive, and perhaps... I don't know if that's the right term, more realistic kind of research proposals. Are there maybe certain other marginalized, maybe also groups or geographies, so areas where you think they are under-represented or marginalized or should be more prominent or should get more support? 

40:56 Interviewee: Historians.

40:57 S1: Sorry? 

40:58 Interviewee: Historians.

41:00 S1: Historians? 

41:01 Interviewee: Personally, I would love to work with historians because I have a couple of questions, for instance, whether or not... Because I simply don't know and I haven't engaged, fair enough, but I would very much like to know if any historical research has been dedicated to large scale societal debates in the past and whether or not there were key aspects where the societal debate shifted or not, but from a very different... So it is discourse analysis, but from a past or from a historical perspective, I would be interested in that. And psychology and the connection between behavioural sciences and regulation and governance. We have a project with the team Eindhoven at Utrecht in which they're on the fair energy transition, in which there's a couple of psychologists involved. And I see that the type of work we do isn't yet able to be connected, but I think it is necessity to understand also more the individual motives or behaviour, behavioural change, or the participation in public debate and the way you do it, I think that connection needs to be sought more.

42:22 S1: I think it's... I largely agree. Are you talking about historians of the history of science, or historians in general on specific phenomena? 

42:42 S2: Historical analysis.

42:43 S1: Yeah.

42:44 Interviewee: Yeah, yeah, I'm not sure that that is historians, but an historical perspective. Yeah, of course. The history of technology. I would like to know the history of societal discourse for instance. And you can track that through different social phenomena, whether it was the implementation of euthanasia or gay marriage, or for instance, in different countries, now I would just like to know how to analyze and whether or not in these discussions they found different key elements, events that led to a turnover in public debate or not, and whether we can use some of that in discussions of today. Did we learn something from societal debates in the past? That's the question.

43:34 S1: A good question. Should be...

43:40 S2: I very much agree with you, because the only one I know that does that very well is [name]. Always when there's a debate, he places it in a historical perspective because he's an historian, and I feel like that always really nuances the discussion and places it into perspective. But there's not that many good examples of this. I agree with you.

44:00 Interviewee: No, but I sometimes, I just simply wonder, we are talking about societal acceptance or the lack of societal acceptance or the actual physical resistance against wind turbines and then of course the discussions on negative emissions very soon. Is there something that we could have learned from the past to do it differently, to take more time or... We do it so much ad-hoc and on the spot now, so we ask people of their opinions today. But how did we resolve conflicts in the past? I don't know, I just...

44:34 S1: I know from some cases that there was a more regulatory... Regulating government involved.

44:41 Interviewee: Yes. In the past lawyer, please also more law and a better understanding of law as part of, inherent part of governance, I would say. Don't reinvent law, it is definitely not necessary, just apply it properly. And then, I mean the behavioural sciences behind politician and civil servants and why they're behaving the way they are behaving today, specifically. Is it lack of political courage or... I don't know, I mean also, their motives and their underlying values and ethics, I would like to understand better.

45:26 S1: Clearly, now that... Given the time, and I have to go to the Rector here on the other side of the campus, so I can't be too late. We had one question, which was more in general, but your views on the interactions or the relationship between the policy and research communities. I'll leave you with that final question and S2 will very briefly enlighten you on the rest of the process.
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