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This research was funded by the
Energy Saving Trust and is
published in conjunction with the
Institute for Public Policy Research
(ippr). The basis of both
organisations’ interest in this work
is the belief that preventing
dangerous climate change cannot
be achieved effectively without
real changes in behaviour, and
that this entails the active
engagement of the public.
Effective communications can play
an important part in achieving
widespread behaviour change,
whether this is consumer or
organisational behaviour.

The research reported here was
designed to help optimise
communications and activities
aimed at encouraging climate-
friendly behaviour by mapping the
public discourse within which
these must operate — the public
discourse of climate change. It has
application and implications for all
those engaged in action and
communication in this field.

Research carried out by Linguistic
Landscapes early in 2006,
commissioned by ippr with
sponsorship by the Energy Saving
Trust, was published as the report
Warm Words: How are we telling
the climate story and can we tell it
better? (available to download at
www.ippr.org). This work
identified a number of ‘linguistic
repertoires’ — loosely coherent
lines of talking and thinking about
climate change (see ‘The research
approach’, below). Such
repertoires are influential because
they offer a range of resources
from which people - consumers,
journalists, politicians and others —
can construct their own arguments
about climate change and which,
crucially, lead to different ‘logical’
conclusions about the need for

behaviour change. Each of the
repertoires identified in Warm
Words was visible to some degree
in media discourse at the time,
while some - notably the
‘alarmism’ and the ‘small actions’
repertoires — were clearly
dominant. In that report we also
took a view on how the task of
behaviour change might be
framed in the light of this
discursive context.

A year on, the Energy Saving Trust
and ippr wished to update this
work. Much has happened in the
past year, including the publication
both of the Stern Review on the
economics of climate change in
October 2006, and the pessimistic
conclusions of the
Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) in January
2007. Beyond these key events,
climate change and global
warming have rarely been far from
the front pages of mainstream and
other media in the UK.
Furthermore, a key feature of the
climate change discourse identified
in the original work was its
instability. Change in the nature
and dominance of different
strands of the discourse was
therefore likely to have taken
place, with new ways of thinking
and talking emerging — even as
little as 12 months on.

The Energy Saving Trust and ippr
also wished to extend the work to
look specifically at the climate
change discourse at the local level.
The Energy Saving Trust is
engaged in national campaigns and
advertising, but also in local
activities with local authorities and
community organisations, and
support to consumers through its
national network of advice
centres. The scope of the current
work was thus extended to include
communications or other examples

of discourse originating at a local
or grassroots level. This meant we
could look at the relationship
between climate change discourse
at the national level, and as it
appeared in local media, community
groups and local authorities.

The overall objectives of the
project were:

1. To map the public discourse of
climate change in the UK,
especially highlighting what has
changed since the work we
conducted in 2006. This meant
careful mapping of the dominant
frames and discourses evidenced
in popular print, television,
radio and online national media
coverage of climate change (for
example, newspaper articles/
columns, government publicity,
influential blogs, material from
non-governmental
organisations [NGOs]).

2. To look at what characterises
climate change discourse at the
local level — how local press,
local authorities and groups
engaged in climate-related
activities on the ground
construct and talk about the
issues and their own actions.

3. To compare these sources and
discourses, and suggest
implications for national and
local communications and
activities for all those seeking
to change public behaviour on
climate change.

As in the first part of the ‘Warm
Words' project in 2006, we used a
combination of methods and
frameworks derived from discourse
analysis and semiotics.

Discourse analysis (DA) is a desk-
based analysis method developed
within the social sciences which we



have adapted for our
communications work. It
incorporates the idea that
language is not a transparent
medium through which we talk
about a fixed external reality, but
instead is engaged in forming that
reality; using language is never
neutral but always active. DA
methods in academic research are
hugely varied, ranging from
macro-scale cultural or historical
analyses to micro-level dissection
of how everyday conversations
work. For our purposes, we select
tools and concepts from across this
range as appropriate to an
individual project. DA methods are
essentially qualitative and so do
not involve numerical analysis:
they are a combination of art and
science, interpretative while
evidence-based and systematic.

Semiotic analysis is a related
research approach, another desk-
based method with roots in
academia. Again, through
systematic analysis and informed
interpretation, this approach allows
us to understand cultural meanings,
cultural change and the way these
are encoded and decoded in
communications of all kinds.

The combined DA and semiotic
approach in this case enabled us to
map structural patterns in
communications and in other
discussions of climate change and
to assess their implications for
connecting with mass audiences.

The 2007 part of the ‘Warm
Words' review covered a wide
range of data, including:

More than 760 national and local
newspaper and magazine articles.

47 TV and radio programmes
and clips.

More than 155 web pages.

117 TV, radio, print and web
advertisements.

5 popular science books on
climate change and energy
efficiency.

90 pieces of promotional
material from NGOs, retail
brands, local campaign
organisations, renewable energy
providers and the like.

6 field visits to, for example, a
public meeting on climate
change and to a day-long
energy efficiency event.

17 interviews — with local
authority officers, activists,
campaigners and local-level
energy advisers.

We drew our ‘local’ material
primarily from eight UK localities -
Lewisham (South London),
Manchester, Guildford (Surrey),
Bridgend (South Wales),
Cambridge, Falkirk (central
Scotland), Derry City and South
Northamptonshire. These were
selected to give us a range of
material from areas with different
socio-demographic profiles and
different levels of environmental
engagement (according to Energy
Saving Trust research). We have
collected further local material from
other areas to develop hypotheses
as the project progressed.

The research was carried out
between March and July 2007.

In this report we have again used
the idea of the ‘linguistic
repertoire’: an analytic framework
we have adapted from discourse
analysis in the academic field (for
example, Potter and Weatherell
1987). Linguistic repertoires are
routinely used systems of language
for describing and evaluating
actions, events and people. A
repertoire might include a
distinctive lexicon, a set of
grammatical or stylistic features,

particular images, metaphors,
idioms, stories and categories.
Think, for example, of the familiar,
predictable way in which police
officers give public statements on
television news. Typical terms such
as ‘offenders’, ‘victims' and ‘the
occupants of the premises’ are set
into a distinctive structuring of
speech that might sound odd in any
other context. Repertoires are a
mix of content (such as “typical’
topics or lines of argument) and
form (characteristic use of
grammatical features like tense and
voice and specific choice of lexicon).

Significantly, though, repertoires
are not merely registers but are
distinctive versions of ‘common
sense’: different ways of making
sense of the world. They are also
known as ‘interpretative
repertoires’ because they are
frameworks for inference and for
making judgements like what
things mean; what is right and
what is wrong; what is acceptable
and not acceptable; and what
flows logically from what. The
range of repertoires available in
our culture offers all of us a
palette of sense-making devices:
ways of talking and ways of
thinking that can be put together
in specific situations to make our
case, explain our own actions,
predict what might happen next,
and so on.

It is important to note that
repertoires do not ‘exist’ in some
concrete way ‘out there’. Our task
has not been to search them out
or count them. Repertoire-based
analysis is systematic (based on
close analysis of large amounts of
data) but is also interpretative. We
offer our ‘map’ of the climate
change discourse not as a
definitive truth, but as a tool for
thinking — creating some order
from, and sense of, the cacophony
of voices in the climate change
arena.



A year is a long time in climate
change communications. In August
2006, the Institute for Public Policy
Research (ippr) published a
research report: Warm Words:
How are we telling the climate
story and can we tell it better?
Detailed analysis of news and
popular media, websites and
more, had identified a state of
tension, contradiction and chaos in
the way climate change was being
talked and written about in the
public domain.

This report is an update of that
work and again is based on close
analysis of media and other public
language, this time between
March and July 2007.

Both the 2006 work and this latest
project use forensic analysis of
public discourse, and both employ
the idea of ‘repertoires’ —
routinely-used systems of language
for describing and evaluating
actions, events and people.
Repertoires are not fixed entities,
but do represent discernible
patterns among the cacophony of
voices in the wider discourse. More
importantly for the public, and
indeed for all of us, they provide
sense-making devices: ways of
talking and ways of thinking that
can be drawn on in specific
situations to make our case, explain
our own actions, predict what
might happen next and so on. In
the uncertain and contrary field of
climate change in 2006 it was clear
that many such repertoires were in
circulation, but also that there
were some major players.

The discourse at that time was
dominated by ‘alarmism’ — climate
change constructed as awesome,
terrible, immense and totally
beyond human control. Alongside
this, the other dominant
repertoire was one of domestic
and mundane ‘small actions’ — the

“turn off your lights and do your
bit' line of argument. The research
highlighted the huge and at times
comic disparity of scale between
these two - but also their
prevalence alongside each other in
many climate change
communications. We drew
implications and recommendations
for the development of
communications in a way that
would avoid this problem, some of
which have been implemented by
organisations working in the field.

But, as we said, a year is a long
time. Major events have occurred
since the publication of Warm
Words, including the Government’s
Stern Review on the Economics of
Climate Change, the draft Climate
Change Bill, and the latest findings
of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), all of which
have clearly changed the cultural
and political landscape of climate
change in the UK.

The research reported here was
commissioned both to update the
2006 work and to extend it into
the area of local discourse, to
inform communications and other
activities of organisations seeking
to change public behaviours in
relation to climate change.

It is clear that there is an emerging
consensus on climate change — at
least in the official public arena.
The existence of climate change,
and human implication in it, seems
to constitute a new common
sense, now almost taken for
granted. This manifests itself in a
number of ways in the discourse:
climate change is often now
referred to as a given, with little
or no explanation; it is sometimes
used to stand in for other things (a
metaphor for inevitability, for
example); specialised language is
creeping into lay discourse; and
climate change has acquired its

own meta-discourse — discussion
about the nature of the discussion.

With this shift towards consensus
seems to have come a moderation
in language - note this is a
moderation of tone and rhetoric,
not a moderation of content. This
report treats the cluster of
‘consensus’ repertoires as dominant,
alongside a number of increasingly
marginalised sceptical repertoires.

Within the consensus, there is still
some evidence of ‘alarmism’ (the
voice of doom; cinematic and
hyperbolic), but this has now
largely given way to ‘alarm’ —
especially ‘sober alarm’
(seriousness without the
hyperbole). We have filed the
other ‘consensus’ repertoires under
‘resolve’ — different forms of
acceptance (however reluctant)
that something needs to be done.
We found that one of these —
‘reluctant belief’ — has to some
extent replaced widespread
scepticism. The ‘small actions’
repertoire remains dominant in
national campaign
communications, but we saw some
evidence in the national media
that it may be becoming more
differentiated and sophisticated -
and perhaps more compelling.

Beyond the consensus, outlying
sceptical repertoires are still
discernible, as is an emergent
repertoire we called ‘free rider’.
Nonetheless, straight opposition or
public disbelief no longer seems
widely acceptable in the public
sphere, and these positions are
increasingly marginalised. However,
they will still present a challenge
to consensus and any concerted
action that might follow from it.

Another challenge comes from
two weak spots in the consensus.
First, there is the problem of



suppression of debate, clearly
visible in the discourse we
analysed. While there is consensus
on some key issues (that climate
change exists, that humankind is
at least partly responsible and that
we need to act), it has yet to
develop in others (what the exact
effects will be, and what exactly
should be done). In these cases,
the dismissal out of hand of
alternatives to the mainstream
environmental position arguably
amounts to the suppression of
debate, and is likely to undermine
and destabilise the wider
consensus. Mainstream consensus
can and should accommodate
debate where appropriate, or risk
wholesale rejection as
undemocratic, statist and,
ironically, unscientific.

The second threat to the emergent
consensus is the problem of
‘greenwash’; the potential gap
between agreeing in public with
the consensus, and not attempting
to do anything about it (whether
or not one actually believes in
private). This concern, too, was
visible in the discourse, in addition
to being indicated by the Energy
Saving Trust's own research, and
by other reported findings.

On one level, climate change
discourse used at a local level is a
more parochial and everyday —
even mundane — version of the
national. It is the natural home of
the ‘small actions’ repertoire — but
this suffers even more in a local
setting from a lack of energy, and
an uncompelling element of
domesticity. However, we found
some local communications that
stood out as energetic and
compelling, and also bypassed
some of the problems we
identified at the national level,
such as the mismatch of scale
between the global issue of

climate change and possible
responses to it. Essentially, local
communications stand a better
chance of reifying the problem of
climate change, and the potential
solutions to it — making them real,
concrete and/or imaginable.

The local communications that
stood out took a linguistic
approach quite distinct from both
national communications, and
from the less compelling local
examples that were simply local
imitations of the national. The
most significant difference was in
their means of addressing the
individual. He or she was
constructed as a (powerful)
member of a real, physically
located community; the action
(s)he could take was framed as
collective or communal; the voice
used was playful, metaphorical,
and moreover, collaborative -
peer-to-peer — as opposed to top-
down or authoritative.

We identified in last year's report
that if climate-friendly behaviour
is to be encouraged then new
ways of engaging the public will
have to be found. The findings this
year suggest that a concerted
effort — both at the national and
local level — to address the
individual as a member of his or
her community could close the gap
between the ‘official’ consensus on
climate change, and the public’s
motivation to act on it.

In the concluding section of this
report, we revisit and develop the
recommendations for climate
change communications that we
made last year in Warm Words in
light of the changing discourse
and what we learned in this latest
work from local climate change
activities. We conclude that a
major challenge for communicators
today will be to capitalise on the

apparent consensus, and use it to
bring about real and positive
behaviour change among
individuals and organisations
before it fractures or fades.

There is still a role for ‘ordinary
heroism’, the creative approach
suggested last year, but the
discourse has shifted and we need
to develop additional strategies to
suit the evolving communications
climate. It remains a challenge to
make climate-friendly behaviour
desirable, not dutiful, in ways that
are meaningful to the population
at large. For this reason we advocate
making use of the full spectrum of
communications approaches,
including those more commonly
used by the private sector.

Our specific recommendations are:

1. Seize the consensus, before

greenwash erodes its potential
The new consensus on man-made
climate change, at least in the
media, represents a huge step
forward for organisations wishing
to encourage the public to reduce
their energy consumption. But this
is potentially a crucial and delicate
moment. Organisations now need
to recognise certain distinctions
and subtleties in the climate
change debate, helping people
separate questions over which
there is now scientific consensus
and growing acceptance in the
public sphere (that climate change
is happening, and that we are at
least partly responsible for it) from
other questions over which there is
still vigorous and legitimate
debate (how bad the effects might
be, and what we should do about
it). Without this differentiation,
the embryonic consensus itself may
be threatened.



2. Make it easier for people to

understand what they can do
Climate change is a complex and
abstract issue, encompassing many
different concepts, objects and
possible actions: ‘CO,’; ‘carbon’;
‘ozone’; flying; driving, leaving the
TV on standby...and more. It is
complex, but all these concepts
and actions are presented to a
general audience in a complicated
and unfathomable
interrelationship. The abstraction
and intricacy of the climate change
discourse can become reasons to
ignore it. There is a clear need to
divide up or organise possible
actions so that they are more
easily digestible.

3. Harness opportunities offered

by real, located ‘communities’
Patterns of social engagement
have changed beyond recognition
with electronic connectivity.
However, our desire for real-life
connectedness and belonging also
remains strong. It is clear that
people who share a physical
location can come together and
think of themselves as a
community, albeit a socially
disparate one. This can partly be
achieved through the virtual. Our
data included examples of
physically defined communities
mobilising at least partly through
online connection and activity. The
idea of the located community
therefore offers climate change
communicators some distinct
benefits. By harnessing the latent
power of locality, interested
organisations could begin to close
the gap between the official
consensus on climate change and
the public’s willingness to do
something about it.

The ‘unit’ of the physical locality
allows a degree of reification —
making real and concrete — of the
otherwise abstract and
unknowable connection between
action and effect in the area of

climate change. Furthermore,
addressing people as members of a
located community positions them
as having more power to act: they
are big fish in a small pond, not
powerless members of an
unmanageably large group. And
communications are more effective
using the informal, peer-to-peer
tone of contemporary public
discourse, as opposed to the
inflexible voice of authority.

4. Use all possible routes to
engagement
Returning to a key theme from
last year’s report, we challenge
climate change communicators to
work right across the spectrum of
routes to engagement.
Organisations do need to
encourage rational public
engagement with the climate
change issue, but they also need
to attract people to the issue,
making it appealing, interesting
and meaningful to the individual.
When people are drawn
emotionally to an action they are
far more likely to sustain it than if
they act through simple civic duty
or obedience.

Much can be learned from certain
local communications that use the
rich, imaginative and playful
language of popular culture,
media and everyday discourse
rather than the discourses of
politics, campaigning and the
public sector. A new, more positive
and energetic lexicon of climate
change emerges in these
communications, and the
difference this makes is profound.

Efforts to curb emissions will never
be successful without radical policy
measures at the national and
international level. But neither will
they succeed without a shared
popular culture of environmental
responsibility in the UK.
Organisations now have the
opportunity to integrate

environmental awareness and
commitment into the way people
actually think, feel and live in the
UK in the 21st century.



A year is a long time in climate
change communications. In Warm
Words, our first report on the
subject published in August 2006,
we characterised the discourse of
climate change in the UK as
‘confusing, contradictory and
chaotic’. It would be hard to make
quite the same claim today. In the
ongoing analysis of any public
discourse, be it political, commercial
or cultural, shifts of meaning and
emphasis are invariably detectable
over time. Language is always in a
state of flux. The remarkable thing
about the language of climate
change, however, is how rapid its
evolution has been.

This will come as no surprise to
anyone who has opened a
newspaper recently. Last year’s
report emerged from an
unprecedented volume of media
coverage and communications on
climate change, and this is even
more the case for this year’s report
- to the extent, as we will show,
that the subject’s domination of
the news agenda has become
newsworthy itself.

What becomes especially clear is a
new level of consensus on the
reality of anthropogenic — man-
made - climate change. Whether
this is predominantly a cause or
effect of the increase in coverage
is open to debate. What is not is
the breadth of the consensus. Last
year the discourse was riven by
opposing positions. This year,
sceptical voices persist, and a
degree of controversy attaches
both to the precise effects of
climate change and possible
responses to it, but the
overwhelming assumption is made
that climate change is happening,
we are at least partially
responsible, and that something

CONSENSUS
It's happening
It's happening now
It's a bad thing
It's significantly our fault
It's everybody’s problem
It's the biggest issue
We have to act

radical has to be done about it.
We see this in everything from
leader articles in the right-wing
press to television comedy
programmes. The prevailing
message for the lay public is stark:
climate change is real and we have
to act.

As we have suggested, it would be
difficult — if not misleading - to
attribute this shift to any one
cause in particular. Certainly the
publication of the Stern Review on
the Economics of Climate Change,
the Fourth Assessment report by
the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), and the
release of Al Gore's film An
Inconvenient Truth have helped at
once to publicise the issue and
dismantle the arguments of those
seeking to dismiss it. But for the
purpose of this analysis, we are
less concerned with where ideas
come from than how they are
perpetuated, contested and
developed in and through
language, tracking the
development and significance of
an idea from its recurrence in

It's over-
It's a blown
non-issue
It's not

our fault
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what people say, and the way in
which it is said.

And what recurs right across the
discourse is an acceptance that
man-made climate change is real.
It is crucial to note at this point
that our study was essentially
confined to media accounts of the
subject. Public opinion, however
much it is influenced by the media,
is a different matter, and it only
takes a glance at web forums like
bbc.co.uk’s Have Your Say to see
that a high level of scepticism still
exists. This is borne out by recent
research by the Energy Saving
Trust and Ipsos Mori: we will
examine later why a gap might
have opened up between the
‘official’ consensus on climate
change, and the private opinions
of the largely silent majority.

Nonetheless, for the time being,
we are concerned with what the
papers, TV, internet and radio say
- and here the shift to consensus is
much more readily detectable. Some
of this might be called vindicated
certainty — the implicit claim to



recognition by certain voices that
they were right all along about
climate change, and it is only now
that the mainstream has caught up.
‘In less than a year,” says Charlie
Kronick, climate campaign manager
at Greenpeace, ‘the perception [of
decentralised energy] has gone
from fruitcake territory to
mainstream policy’ (Allen 2007).
Even a journal like Petroleum
Economist betrays symptoms of
this ‘I told you so’ approach:

Elsewhere we found evidence of a
new, cautious acceptance of man-
made climate change, even if it
was lent against the speaker’s will.
We called this ‘reluctant belief’,
and found it present in so many
constructions of the issue that we
felt it deserved treatment as a
repertoire in its own right. As such
we will leave its further definition
for the ‘consensus repertoires’
section of this report, but for now
it is worth noting the hedging,
tentative language (‘no longer
seems tenable’, ‘evidence is
starting to be’) of these excerpts
from The Times and the London
Review of Books respectively:

Perhaps the strongest evidence for
a widespread consensus position
on climate change is how
frequently it is now referred to
without comment. In constructions
like ‘In these days of climate
change, we're all being urged to
go green’ (Daily Mail 2007) the
incontestability of the rationale
for going green is taken as read. In
some instances anthropogenic
climate change has become not
only undeniable but a figure of
speech for undeniability:

That man-made climate change
exists is now the commonsensical
position, at least in the public
discourse. Terms like ‘carbon
footprint’, ‘carbon neutral’,
‘offsetting’ and ‘emissions’ are no
longer part of an expert, rarefied
discourse, but the stuff of tabloid
editorials and consumer
advertising. Translation to the
vernacular is no longer necessary.
An offsetting company like Future
Forests now feels confident
enough in the language of climate
change and carbon trading to
change its name to the Carbon
Neutral Company.

Departures from the consensus,
while still common, and still
capable of a disproportionate
effect on the discourse, are now
more clearly readable as just that -
departures — as opposed to
alternative positions given equal
weight in the discourse. A telling

sign of its new marginality is the
comic force the dismissal of
climate concerns has now gained.
It is the unacceptable thing to say,
a means of provoking a laugh by
rejecting the orthodox position,
and in so doing painting yourself
as a pantomime villain:

It is a measure of the maturity of
the discourse — and the
expectation in accounts of climate
change that the audience will be
familiar with its terms - that it has
begun to refer to itself. Not only
has climate change come to
dominate the news agenda, but in
constructions like ‘Climate change
has become the topic du jour’
(Nicholls 2007), news value
attaches to the domination itself,
often, in a further twist of self-
reflexivity, using the language of
climate change to do so. The
following comes from Al Gore,
quoted in New Statesman on the
subject of American attitudes to
global warming. Not only has there
been a sudden surge of interest in
the subject, but it shares that
suddenness with the abrupt
transitions of the climate system:

A similar process is at work in an
article in The Observer Magazine
about the significance of the polar
bear in climate change



communications. Again, the focus
is less on the actual plight or
otherwise of what The Observer
described as ‘the new poster boys
of global warming’ than on the
battle to invest them with
meaning. Contrary to several of
the media reports it cites, the
Observer piece argues that to
suggest that the bears are
'howling against’ the ‘injustice’ of
climate change is to indulge in a
righteous anthropomorphism at
the expense of the facts.

What is interesting here is that the
piece is an explicit commentary on
the signifiers of climate change,
not climate change itself. It
demonstrates a shift in emphasis
from establishing first principles
(persuading Observer readers that
man-made climate change is

something to worry about) to
examining media representation
of something that readers are now
assumed to accept as beyond
reasonable doubt.

In sum, there are three areas over
which there is emerging consensus
in public discourse. One, climate
change is happening; two, it is our
fault (at least partly); and three,
we have to do something about it.
There are nonetheless other
matters over which consensus has
not yet been reached - how bad
climate change might be, and
what exactly we should do about
it. We will revisit this point in our
discussion of vulnerabilities in the
emergent consensus.



An effect of the widespread media
consensus on anthropogenic
climate change has been a new
moderation in the language used
to describe it. It is striking that the
‘stark warning’ (Adam and Traynor
2007) contained in the IPCC's
Fourth Assessment has mostly
been conveyed without recourse
to the ‘inflated and extreme’
alarmist lexicon we identified in
the first Warm Words.

It is crucial to note that by
‘moderation’ we do not mean to
suggest that the implications of
the prevailing scientific opinion
following the IPCC report are any
less grave than was the case a year
ago. If anything, the discourse
makes them out to be more so.
The bleak conclusions of the
Fourth Assessment are only lent
weight by the IPCC’s historical
sobriety of tone. In other words, it
is exactly the IPCC’s distaste for
alarmism that makes its latest
findings so alarming.

The moderation under
consideration, then, is not a
moderation of content but of
rhetoric: not what is said, but the
way it is said. It is arguable that
the wide media consensus on man-
made climate change has removed
the need for ‘loud talk’ — the sort
of urgent, quasi-religious doom-
mongering that was all the more
urgent and quasi-religious for its
detachment from the science. Now
the case has been made the
message need no longer be
shouted from the rooftops.

So this new moderation might be
defined as consensus-in-use. Its
effects are detectable across all the
linguistic repertoires we identified
last year. (See ‘The research

approach’, p4, for an explanation
of what we mean by ‘repertoires’.)

For one, ‘alarm’ has become
differentiated. It now embraces
‘alarmism’, or what remains of it,
plus new repertoires that have
emerged in the wake of the new
moderation: ‘sober alarm’ and
‘conservative alarm’. Note we are
distinguishing ‘alarmism’ - ‘the
often unwarranted exciting of
fears or warning of danger’ — from
‘alarm’ — 'fear resulting from the
perception of imminent danger’
(Merriam-Webster).

The repertoire we named ‘small
actions’ in 2006 has perhaps
unsurprisingly been bolstered,
proceeding as it always has from
an essentially moderate
construction of the problem (it is
serious, but we can do something
about it without too much
personal sacrifice).

The sceptical repertoires from 2006
(‘rhetorical scepticism’, ‘free
market protection’, and so on)
have been significantly
marginalised, although we will go
on to discuss how certain

CONSENSUS
REPERTOIRES
Alarm Resolve
Alarmism Reluctant belief
Sober alarm  Small actions
Conservative Techno-
alarm optimism
David &
Goliath

weaknesses in the consensus have
left it susceptible to otherwise
discredited opposing positions.

Lastly, some new repertoires have
emerged. It is inevitable that with
a growing consensus on
anthropogenic climate change, the
way people express their
acceptance or rejection of the
climate change arguments should
develop over time. As ever, each
repertoire is interpretatively
derived, and the dividing lines
between them are open to debate,
but two new patterns were
sufficiently distinct to warrant
their inclusion in the list of
repertoires: ‘reluctant belief’, as
discussed above, and ‘free rider’.

British comic
nihilism

Warming is good

Rhetorical
scepticism

Outlying repertoires -
not part of the
mainstream

Expert denial

Settlerdom

Free market
protection

Free rider



