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In this paper we apply cultural theory to underdtdine constitution of aircraft noise policy at Aerstam
Schiphol, the largest airport in the Netherlandsline with Smit and Van Gunsteren (1997) this tibuigon is

identified as an alliance between the hierarchézad egalitarian way of life. We show that this allie has
several weaknesses, in part, because it margisaleeindividualistic way of life. Given the natuoé human
response to aircraft noise the individualistic vedyife can make a positive contribution to air¢rabise policy.
Based on an empirical study into the ways actoosirad the airport respond to a concrete operatipaidtin of

the individualistic way of life we identify severekplanations for its marginalization.

1. Introduction

Aviation is a global industry with a global econ@mimpact. Yet, it also has several
negative impacts, like air pollution, risks and s®i In this paper we focus on the (local)
problem of aircraft noise in residential areas eltsthe airports.

For Schiphol airport, the largest airport in thetidglands, the problem of aircraft
noise was first identified in the 1950s (Brder, @00n the decades to follow a particular
constitution of aircraft noise policy has develop&Wlicy makers have selectively used
concepts to shape the problem of aircraft noise gead with it accordingly. The resulting
‘bias’ has been characterized by Smit and Van Gueast(1997) using cultural theory. In their
view the present constitution of aircraft noiseipokan be classified as an alliance between
the hierarchical andegalitarian way of life. Biased towards these ways of lifesytlargue, the
individualistic way of life is presently marginalized.

Being in essence a normative theory, cultural théotds that variety is necessary for
the successful management of (environmental) pnoblé€Schwartz and Thompson, 1990).
Stated in the words of Thompson et al. (1990, p. ‘@fbse regimes that have largely
excluded a particular cultural bias lose the wisdattached to that bias, and thus inevitably
pile up trouble for themselves.” As for the cas&ohiphol troubles have indeed seemed to be
piling up: the policy debate is characterized brorsg controversy (Van Eeten, 2001a,
Teisman et al., 2008), large-scale deliberativegsses fail to leave a recognizable imprint
on the policy (Van Eeten, 2001b) and distrust isleli spread among political actors
(Derksen et al., 2006) as well as the general publing in the vicinity of the airport
(Interview NSS, 2006). Stallen and Van Gunster@92} have argued that the individualistic
way of life is able to successfully deal with thargrular problems of polarization and
distrust. In addition, they argue that the indiatistic way of life ‘suits’ the problem of
aircraft noise in a more general sense, becausarmuesponse to aircraft noise is not uniform
nor passive.

Can the individualistic way of life indeed makeeaisus contribution to aircraft noise
policy? And, if so, why is it still marginalized?u®aim is to answer these questions. For this
purpose we take the following steps. First, in Wmgh Smit and Van Gunsteren (1997) we
introduce cultural theory and show how the probl@fgolarization and distrust came about.
Next, we discuss how the individualistic way okli¢an tackle these problems and elaborate
on the reasons why it constitutes an approprias tu deal with aircraft noise. The results of
these two steps provide us with an answer to tret fuestion. To answer our second
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guestion, we focus on a particular operationabisatif the individualistic way of life, namely
the one of Stallen et al. (2004), entitled ‘fundamim the region’. We will concentrate on
policy actors’ response towards this operationitisaand use Q-methodology to reveal the
subjective backgrounds of these responses. Bas#teamsults we can provide two specific
reasons for the present marginalization of theviddalistic way of life.

2. Aircraft noise policy at Schiphol airport
2.1 Cultural Theory

Cultural theory contends that there are four mpmrdifensible ways of life. These four
arise from the ways we choose to organize our kditga The dimensions of ‘grid’ and
‘group’ have been introduced by Mary Douglas tonitfg these viable ways of organizing
(Douglas, 1978). According to her these two dimemsiadequately capture the variability of
an individual's involvement in social life. The gio dimension “refers to the extent to which
an individual is incorporated into bounded unitheTgreater the incorporation, the more
individualistic choice is subject to group deteration” (Thompson et al., 1990, p. 5). The
grid dimension, on the other hand, “denotes therededgo which an individual's life is
circumscribed by externally imposed prescriptioftse more binding and extensive the scope
of the prescriptions, the less of life that is openndividual negotiation” (Thompson et al.,
1990, p. 5).

Table 1. The four ways of life

Dimensions of

sociality Group
Grid Low High
Fatalistic Hierarchical
View on nature: nature is capricious View on nature: nature is
perverse/tolerant, nature has limits
Idea of fairness: none Idea of fairness: equality before the
law
Allocation of blame: fate Allocation of blame: blame those
High (prescribed) who violate the rules (avoid system

blame by diffusing responsibility)
Preferred form of governance: no Preferred form of governance:

consistent preference command and control, decision
(opportunistic) making by representation
Safeguarded object: personal Safeguarded object: order
survival
Individualistic Egalitarian
View on nature: nature is View on nature: nature is fragile
benign/robust
Idea of fairness: equality of |dea of fairness: equality of
opportunity condition

Low (prescribing) AIIocaIion of l?lame_: blame Allocation of blame: blame the
incompetent individuals system, us versus the “bad guys”
Preferred form of governance: Preferred form of governance:
market, majority vote decision making by consensus,

small is beautiful.
Safeguarded object: freedom of Safeguarded object: survival of the
exchange group

The combination of these two dimensions (high/la@gults in four viable ways of
life: fatalistic, hierarchical, individualistic andgalitarian (see Table 1). To preserve their
respective way of life, each develops a distinctoaudtural bias, i.e. a coherent set of
preferences, values and beliefs. According to tapatibility condition the viability of a



way of life depends upon the mutually supportiviatienships between these cultural biases
and the respective patterns of social relations.eample, in Risk and Culture Douglas and
Wildasky (1982) show how egalitarians accomplisimiintain group cohesion (high group)
without behavioural rules, coercion or overt leatigy (low grid), through adoption of beliefs
about external threats like global warming anduiah (‘outside evils’). In similar vain other
preferences, attitudes and behaviors are deduecadtfre four types of social organization. In
line with Smit and Van Gunsteren (1997) Table lvshéve of these: view on natures, ideas
of fairness, allocations of blame, preferred foohgovernance and safeguarded objects.

In the following we will discuss the ways of liésd directly link them to the aircraft
noise policy at Schiphol.

2.2 The hierarchical way of life and its role in aicraft noise policy

The encompassing goal of the hierarchical wayfefi$i to create and maintain social
order; a society in which all parts are orientedaals the whole. Every member has his or
her place, securely bounded and stratified withyrgnd constraints to guide behavior. In a
hierarchy nobody’s knows personal glory (for sueispnal rewards would tear it apart) nor
personal blame (blame is diffused so the integafythe system as a whole remains
unquestioned). The hierarchy has the tendencyrtogalitical problems into administrative
ones. In this, it always faces the paradox of hatinincorporate new laws, which arise out of
unsystematized interaction among living forces,ifathese were mere extensions of the
original system. In all, the implicit political sttegy is one of compromise. To ensure that
each part has a place in (and remains subjectedh&o)whole goals are multiple and
ambiguous, no overriding objective is defined. Tliko ensures that goals can be
retrospectively rationalized whenever one happende accomplished or de-rationalized
when one lies beyond its reach (to avoid systermé)aTo secure its long term future the
hierarchy is committed to rules and traditions. 8Agesult, it fails to appreciate dangers that
stem from the environment. The hierarchy takessriscause it cannot see them (Douglas &
Wildavsky, 1982).

The hierarchical way of life is clearly discernaibieaircraft noise policy at Schiphol.
Here, ever since the 1950s, the Dutch central gowent has positioned itself as the
exclusive caretaker for the problem of aircraftseoiSupported by a strong belief in the
malleability of society the political problem ofraiaft noise was transformed into a technical
problem: the prevailing belief was that, given thght (spatial/technical) interventions,
aircraft noise (annoyance) could be controlled. Megre used to draw noise contours and
acceptable limits were set by experts, effectivedsking the normative decisions being made
(Broer, 2007). To ensure the necessity for ordeseéhexposed to aircraft noise were
conceptualized as passive and weak. Procedurahip@aii.e. centralistic control), in which
acoustic experts played a dominant role, was sulesely brought forward as the best way to
protect these people (Stallen & Van Gunsteren, 002

In sum, aircraft noise policy is strongly hierazli The political problem was turned
into an administrative one. The view on nature esd generally tolerant but not without
limits, supports the argument that specialized gxpéthe right man in the right place”) are
necessary to find and define these limits. Sfilthe sole political culture of aircraft noise
policy would be effectively captured by the hietacal one, it would be unexplainable why
the policy focused on this (long-term) environménitk in the first place (since it would not
be congruent with anything in its codified pasts fentioned previously, egalitariaase
able to perceive long-term environmental dangehgirTrole in the constitution of the noise
policy is also clearly visible and will be turnemriext.



2.3 The egalitarian way of life and its role in aicraft noise policy

The egalitarian way of life is self-defined in ig@position to larger social systems
(e.g. hierarchies), thereby also maintaining anstrgroup boundary. Yet, in contrast to the
hierarchical way of life, the egalitarian one doast impose restrictions on behavior.
Participation in this organization is voluntary ashecisions are reached via consensus; every
member is equal. This way of life does not useri@kprescriptions, but recruits and keeps
members within its group boundaries through thatifleation of external pressures. Hence,
for its survival a morality distinct from societyfmainstream morality needs to be upheld.
Therefore, whereas the hierarchical way of lifegrio evade system blame, egalitarians try to
emphasize it. Nature conceptualized as fragile shétp point an incriminating finger at
established authorities (government and businesges)exploit nature for their self-interest
and increase inequality (Douglas & Wildavsky, 1982)

Risks associated with (large-scale) technologicavetbpment are typically
underappreciated by established institutions (ile2e bureaucracy and the market) and
therefore provide a fertile breeding ground forliégdan groups to capitalize upon (Stallen &
Van Gunsteren, 2002). As a symbol of modernity apoa becomes an easy target for
activists. This can also be observed in the histdr$schiphol. Between 1960 and 1990 the
development of the Schiphol airport went along wWidrce opposition of small and radical
local groups (Broer, 2006).

A hierarchy has little concern over which goals rdually make it to the policy
agenda (just as long as they support a need taéecozeder). Hence, a typical hierarchical
response is to incorporate the egalitarian godts its system of thought, thereby avoiding
system blame, and devise procedures and rulesndléehnghem, subjecting them to order.
However, faced with the contradictory goals of ewait growth and environmental
protection, a convincing story was needed to altbeir co-existence on one agenda. The
storyline of ecological modernization (Hajer, 199%0| & Spaargaren, 1993), introduced in
the 1990s, proved to be convincingly enough to genarily) resolve the tension. This story
replaced the zero-sum logic by a positive-sum loigic the belief that (through technological
innovation) economic and environmental goals cdiddsimultaneously achieved. The result
has been termed the “mainport and environmentabdise” by Broer (2008) In effect, the
‘sting’ from the environmentalists discourse wdaetaout (Hajer, 1995) and a strong alliance
between the hierarchical and egalitarian way ef\as created. Left without a clear external
pressure (environmental goals were explicitly ipooated by the central government), small
local groups lost their momentum. Instead, a pitdbe table was created for national (more
hierarchical) environmental groups like Friendshef Earth.

In sum, the central government appropriated the t@renvironment by subjecting it
to rules and norms (hierarchy) based on the egalitamotive of equality of condition
(protection of the weak). The view of nature ungieg this strategy is also a mix of the
hierarchical and egalitarian way of life: the prgsenvironmental load (i.e. the amount of
aircraft noise) is conceptualized as balancingheneédge of what is acceptable. In addition,
noise policy strongly relies on science to draw line between what is and what is not
acceptable. Both the hierarchical and the egaditaniorldview support this dependency (Smit
& Van Gunsteren, 1997). In the hierarchical workvithe expert is the one who holds the
authority to make this decision, he is ‘the righanrin the right place’. Within the egalitarian

3 The term mainport was introduced in the politield in the 1980’s and initially applied to therpof Rotterdam. Later it
was also applied to Schiphol airport, since it g well with the, already used, concepts of ‘habd ‘gateway’. The

mainportdiscourse combines the identification ofiesal external forces (internationalization, lideration and the

development of hub-and-spoke networks) with theessity of a strong national strategy (concentratiord large

infrastructure development) in order to bring abwational economic prosperity (or, in other wortdsgreate ‘engines of the
economy’) (Bréer, 2006).



worldview science also plays a key role, not asntlemopolistic keeper of knowledge, but as
bringer of bad news (the ‘shaggy prophet’).

2.4 Results of aircraft noise policy: polarizatiorand distrust

The coalition between the hierarchical and egaditarway of life proved to be
convincingly enough for both proponents and adversaf the airport. However, given that
it concerns a marriage between two different (asudly opposing) ways of life, the coalition
is not without its internal contradictions and tiaés.

An important internal contradiction relates to tiew on nature. The hierarchical
ways of life can tolerate aircraft noise, while amgount of noise is already too much for the
egalitarian way of life. Given that both views &egitimate in the policy discourse there is a
strong base fopotential polarization. This risk for polarization materiads when the central
government institutionalizes the conflicting vievidriven by the hierarchical spirit to create
order the opposing views are rigidly encoded irsuhnd procedures to manage the airport
(e.g. an elaborate technical system to controkaircoise). As a result, since there is no
room left to maneuver, the outcome is always atpmina predefined one-dimensional scale
(growth/no growth, more/less noise), resulting invia-lose situation. Since the ‘game’ is
perceived as such, actors are encouraged to takemex positions. The result is strong
controversy and polarization (Van Eeten, 1999; 2001

Another weakness of the coalition results fromstng reliance on science. The
institutions of the coalition are based on antitigga(under the principle of “better safe than
sorry”) and therefore assume complete knowledgeit(amd Van Gunsteren, 1997). For
example, the zoning system to control aircraft @assbased on forecasts for the demand for
air travel. However, on multiple occasions, theufatproved to be more uncertain than the
forecasts would account for on beforehand. As altemiling to anticipate the future, the
system became exposed to critique. Egalitariansdsteady to blame it: the institutions are
corrupt. (The love-hate affair between the hiermalhand egalitarian way of life becomes
apparent when egalitarians subsequently plea foe mdes and regulations to prevent future
failures.) When the institutions fail, for examplese that are put in place to control noise,
accountability is lost and trust in the policy deek (Stallen en Van Gunsteren, 2002). As is
observed in (recent) publications distrust is widgiread among political actors (Derksen et
al., 2006) as well as the general public (Intervi¢8S, 2006).

In sum, starting out as a powerful story to unifstoas around the airport the
hierarchical-egalitarian alliance has instead te@gdarization and repeated system failures,
which fosteredlistrust among the involved actors.

2.5 The individualistic way of life and its possit# role in aircraft noise policy

The individualistic way of life is the last of théaree active ways of lif2.The
individualistic social context is one in which eygrerson is an entrepreneur whose aim is to
optimize profit. To pursue his best strategiesitigévidual desires a measure of autonomy, he
needs to be neither restricted by group boundaesguided by specific rules of behavior.

4 Van Eeten (1999; 2001a) previously investigatedatguments in relation to the future developmér8ahiphol airport.

He revealed two diametrically opposed policy argatsieone pro-growth and the other anti-growth. #aten showed that
the resulting polarization suppressed three otbécyarguments that could possibly enrich the golgenda: (1) societal
integration of a growing airport, (2) ecological deonization of the aviation sector and (3) sustamaolutions to a growing
demand for mobility.

5 The fatalistic way of life is inactive; it does tniny to control or manipulate the other ways d¢&.lilnstead, it is being
controlled by the other ways of life (Thomson et &D90). Since the fatalistic way of life has npleit agenda it is not
considered as a way of life that can enrich theepblicy constitution.



The individual is his own lord and master, freenagotiate and make bargains with others.
Competition is his preferred social model and etpaf opportunity the accompanying
social ethic. Blame is allocated to those who amminpetent. A view of nature as benign
provides a moral justification for the individualtesire for freedom and experimentation.
Risks are conceptualized as opportunities. Witttbet danger of loss, there would be no
prospect of personal reward and hence no scopenfivepreneurs (Douglas & Wildavsky,
1982).

Within the constitution of aircraft noise policy ethindividualistic way of life is
marginalized. Bargaining about the environment @nstdered immoral; e.g. loss of
environmental quality is not to be exchanged fororfetary) compensation. Another
manifestation of the marginalization can be foundhe negligible impacts of deliberative
efforts around the airport. The popularizationrgeractive policy making in the Netherlands
during the 1990s (Mayer et al., 2005) did not le#we policy process at Schiphol airport
untouched. In all, three major ‘rounds’ have beeganized and were concluded in 1995,
1999 and 2006 (Huys, 2006). Yet, even tough muchetyais generated during these
interactive processes the ideas do not find thayswinto policy. Van Eeten (2001b) has
identified this problem as the ‘missing link’ betsresuch deliberative efforts and established
institutional lines. With cultural theory we canrfieularize this conclusion and explain the
negligible impact as the marginalization of theiviglalistic way of life by the hierarchical-
egalitarian coalition. The ‘prescribing’ variety dhdividual entrepreneurs cannot be
incorporated into a hierarchical system which ieady prescribed. This tension is also
visible in the experiences of the Regional ConsioltaCommittee Schiphol (CROS), in
which regional governments, citizens and the ammihdustry participate. This institution is
unable to accomplish its aim to reduce noise anmg/decause it has to operate within the
small bandwidth left by the (central) rules andulagons to control noise (Stallen, 2006).

Since each way of life has the ability to see thidgferently it holds that the key to
good governance is to find an appropriate balareteden the different political cultures.
Below, we first discuss how the individualistic walylife can provide answers in relation to
the problems of polarization and distrust. Next,diszuss how the individualistic way of life
is also inherently well-suited to deal with thetmardar problem of aircraft noise

The present noise policy institutionalizes the twamflicting views, i.e. that aircraft
noise is acceptable and that aircraft noise isacoeptable, at the same time. Through these
institutions the hierarchical-egalitarian coalitioemphasizes the legitimacy of both
viewpoints, but at the same time, tries to keep(piaditical) conflict under the surface. Within
the individualistic orientation this one-dimensibranflict would preferably be out in the
open and have, not one, but multiple dimensionsiceeinstead of institutionalizing (and
denying) a single conflict, multiple conflicts shdde generated and, subsequently, be played
out against each other. This would create a fetileeding ground for entrepreneurs
(individualists) to form and formulate (multiplejterests and exchange them against those of
other actors.

The second problem was related to the overreliamtescience to support the
anticipatory mode of policy making. Although thelividualistic orientation will not be able
to predict the future any better than the hieraahegalitarian coalition, it is superior in
knowing when to cut its losses. Hence, while therdrchical-egalitarian coalition is
constantly concerned with updating the system amglementing ‘patches’ to prevent future
failures, the individual would only be concernedhwihe bottom line’, i.e. which result are
actually achieved? Opposed to the anticipatory naidmlicy making the individual's mode
is one of trail-and-error. If one thing does notrkyary another, but continually learn along
the way. While the hierarchical-egalitarian allianis ashamed of its system failures, the
individual would celebrate them as being key leagnimoments. Eventually, the



individualistic way of life can lead to the buildagb a collective policy repertoire, which can
be effectively used to tackle new and unexpectashtbns. In effect, actors’ faith in the
effective management of the problem of aircrafsaaiould be renewed.

Hence, the individualistic way of life seems wallited to deal with the negative ‘side-
effects’ of hierarchical-egalitarian coalition. Yegiven the nature of human response to
aircraft noise the individualistic way of life i¢sa inherently a suitable approach to deal with
this problem. Human response is not a mere funafacoustic factors, such as the number
of aircraft overflights, the decibel levels or ttime of day of noise occurrences, but is also
influenced by so-calledhon-acoustic factors which are social-psychological in nature
(typically acoustic indicators can only explain @2 of the variation in the subjective
reaction to noise, (Job, 1988)). For example, goomant factor is the perceived control an
individual has over aircraft noise (Glass & Singed72; Kroesen et al., 2008; Stallen, 1999).
To have a choice about one’s own (past, presefutare) exposure to noise seems to increase
an individual's capacity to effectively cope withet noise environment. Other researchers
have drawn attention to the social relationshipwieen the noise source and the noise
receiver. In two laboratory experiments Maris et (@007a; 2007b) have shown that the
fairness of the procedures preceding the actuabsxp to certain sounds influenced
individual's subjective response to the noise. \Witlhese controlled environments causality
can be firmly established.

Beliefs aboutindividual andsocial control thus seem to have a large impact on the
human perception and appraisal of aircraft soumdsheir residential environment. The
hierarchical-egalitarian coalition blunders in batkspects. The coalition conceptualizes
receivers of aircraft noise as passive, weak amé@d of protection, but the institutions it has
put into place to provide this protection consiflieriail. These repeated failures of the
anticipatory system to control aircraft noise haveded residents’ faith in these institutions.
In other words, people distrust noise policy. Tegghological link between the lack of social
control and noise annoyance subsequently infornthatsthe hierarchical-egalitarian system
is therefore alirect cause behind the noise annoyance experienced amongergsiéround
the airport (Stallen & Van Gunsteren, 2002).

Second, the hierarchical-egalitarian coalition &sawo room for individual control.
Smit and Van Gunsteren (1997) discuss the noigdatign program to illustrate this. This
program is also strongly hierarchical in nature.8Whesidents are considered eligible for
insulation measures (based on a strict acoustiericmn) they have no say in how and to
which extent the measures are applied. They hawubmit themselves to the system. An
individualistic way of life would instead emphasiaedividual autonomy (i.e. ‘perceived
control’). In this respect, Stallen and Van Guretef2002) have advocated for more tailored
noise policies, offering residents a range of oithat, if necessary, can be designed to
accommodate specific individual wishes. The memiom value’ of these measures would
already have a positive impact on aircraft noisegation and appraisal.

2.6 An operationalization of the individual life of way: ‘fundament in the region’

The previous section discussed the potential bsnefiincluding the individualistic
orientation into the constitution of aircraft noigelicy at Schiphol. But how can these
benefits be realized in practice? This question leen addressed previously (Smit & Van
Gunsteren, 1997; Stallen and Smit, 1999a; StahenSmit, 1999b, Stallen & Van Gunsteren,
2002). Here, we summarize the latest attempt bijeBtat al. (2004) entitled ‘fundament in
the region’.

Emphasizing the role of non-acoustic factors Staéie al. (2004) stress the need for
self-regulation. Residents around the airport sthaubt be conceptualized as weak and



passive, but as active agents who should be gigportunities to influence their exposure to
noise. For this to work, the hierarchical systenstake a step back, i.e. not everything must
be pre-defined. Specifically, Stallen et al. (20pA)pose to change the central government’s
role from being an administrator (unilaterally ahifig the public interest) to that of being a
facilitator, creating room for regional actors (ilecal governments and residents) and the
aviation sector to articulate their interests inltifarm ways (instead of two opposing
interests growth/no-growth)and facilitating a process of giving-and-takingtvien the
formulated objectives via a multitude of mutualnsactions. Within this model regional
actors and the aviation sector must be able to éatdh other accountable. To facilitate these
transactions Stallen et al. (2004) advocate thatiore of regional institution, i.e. igegional
transaction model, which has a formal administrative mandate. Initald based on the
principle of trail-and-error (the individualisticade of learning), room must be provided for
experimentation. Hence, the rules and producesldtamiflexible enough to accommodate
these experiments. Within these conditions shapdtidocentral government a self-governing
regional body can develop which has the main fanctf providing resilience (Wildavsky,
1988). The idea is that resilience creates thessacg capacity to cope with the inevitable
(unexpected) complexities associated with a lammgostechnical system such as a major
international airport.

In sum, the proposal of Stallen et al. (2004) eeb@ the argument that the relevance
of non-acoustic factors (i.e. individual and sociantrol) supports the inclusion of the
individualistic way of life in the constitution ddircraft noise policy. To achieve this in
practice, Stallen et al. (2004) propose a regidraisaction model, an institution which is
able to facilitate transactions between the avmatiolustry and the region.

Smit and Van Gunsteren (1997) contend that theusn@h of the individualistic way
of life goes along with certain risks and uncetias for those involved. Within the
individualistic way of life one should accept tlvate does not always know what is going on,
that meanings are still open and that the best feayard is undefined. Many would feel
uncertain without the stable policy base providgdHe central government. Yet, Smit and
Van Gunsteren (1997) believe that the ‘risks’ oé tihdividualistic way of life are to be
preferred above the (long-term) risks of the h@naral-egalitarian coalition. In the end, the
future cannot completely be anticipated and openilicts are indispensable to secure an
optimal living environment. In addition, Smit anda¥v Gunsteren (1997) emphasize that
numerous shades are possible between the diffpmditical cultures, without violating the
criterion of sufficient stability and order of thérarchical government.

In the next paragraph we will reveal policy actaiswpoints on future aircraft noise
policy at Schiphol. Our main interest lies in knogihow participants’ beliefs interacted with
the insights in non-acoustic factors and Stalleal.&t (2004) regional transaction model, the
concrete manifestations of the individualistic waly life within Schiphol's noise policy
debate.

3. Q-Method

5 This idea is also advanced by Wildavsky (1985) wbotends that in the face of polarization (adss ¢he case the policy
debate of Schiphol) schools of public policy shomidve from a one-sided emphasis on the realizatigiven objectives
(treating them as exogenous) to an equivalent etrat@n on their formulation (treating them as egehous).

" Transactions can be made on all kinds of issugs,l@nd-use policies, the determination of fliglatths, the peak hour
capacity of the airport, noise insulation polici#s night-time regime of the airport, house movinfpemes, policies that
enhance the overall environmental quality in thgiae of Schiphol, policies for complaint registoati and handling,
information provision (also for those who are mayinto the affected area), etc.



How do policy actors, involved in the policy proses surrounding Schiphol, respond
to the insight in the relevance of non-acousti¢decin general, and to Stallen et al.’s (2004)
critigue and alternative proposal in particular?

To reveal actors’ responses to these matters wdiedp®-methodology. Q-
methodology is well suited as a means to analyzertbéaning of actors’ responses, because it
can reveal the respective subjective contexts efréactions. In other words, it allows the
researcher to assess actors’ holistic ‘frames afdmon particular issues (Brown, 1980).
Another advantage of using this method is that we assess whether the dichotomy in
arguments as observed by Van Eeten (1999; 2001m) a0 used Q-methodology to reveal
these arguments, still persists.

In the following we discuss the selection of stagais, the selection of participants
and the (analysis) procedures.

3.1 Q-sample

To satisfy the aim of our study, we did not samglem subjects’ own
communications about Schiphol policy, but insteagtedoped a quasi-naturalistic Q-sample
(McKeown & Thomas, 1988). More specifically, we ose to sample statements from
conclusions and recommendations formulated in ére$¢ reports which were published
within the framework of Schiphol’'s policy evaluatig2004-2006). Before elaborating on the
reason for this quasi-naturalistic sample we byridéscribe the background of this evaluation.

In 1995 the decision was made to build Schiphiiffe runway, which came into use
in 2003. In 1998 the Cabinet also decided thatStleiphol policy, which was laid down in
the Key Planning Decision (PKB) Schiphol and Sunaings of 1995 had to be replaced with
a new policy framework, the Schiphol Act (detailedwo Airport Decrees). This Act came
into force with the opening of the fifth runway B003. The mainport ambition and the
regulations for aircraft noise, safety risks, atlygtion and spatial planning for Schiphol are
recorded therein. With the introduction of the $tial Act concerns where expressed by the
Upper House whether the environmental (read: dira@se) protection provided by the new
policy framework was equivalent to that of the PK®95. These concerns were expressed in
the motion Baarda et al., which stipulated thahimithree years after the Schiphol Act came
into force a “test for equivalence” needed to béquened.

In line with this demand the Cabinet decided tcaoige a broader evaluation, which
included a policy effectiveness test and an exfpilmmaof possibilities to improve the policy.
To satisfy these aims research was commissionedbwoad range of topics, covering studies
of experiences from actors in the field, best pcastfrom abroad, ways to measure aircraft
noise in practice, policy effects on aircraft nogssgosure and external safety and also a study
investigating the social-psychological determinastshuman response to aircraft noise. In
addition, all involved actors were invited to submioposals to improve the policy. In total
682 improvement proposals were submitted by 13Bigers, including local governments,
professional organizations, residents, environmenptganizations, anti-noise platforms,
aviation industry and CROS. These proposals covesuakes like the use of runways and
flight paths, communication, the mainport strategiandards for environmental effects,
spatial planning and the institutional and legahiework.

Schiphol’s policy evaluation was finalized in 20ate published reports on the three
themes (i.e. test for equivalence, effectiveness iamprovement proposals) of Schiphol’s
policy evaluation are presented in Table 4 in tgeadix. Several other reports are added to

8 The Q-method has been successful in revealingopetises on a range of public policy topics (EIR§04; Ellis et al.,
2007; Pelletier et al., 1999; Steelman & Magui@99) and, in the field of policy analysis, comesoramended as a method
to gain an in-depth understanding of policy isqigning, 1999).



this list: (1) the final report of the process coission, which was set up to guarantee the
neutrality/objectiveness of the evaluation, (2)ipohdvises of independent research councils
(think tanks) and (3) research reports from paraliejects.

The variation present in these reports is takethascommunicative context of the
present Q-study. This variation sufficiently cowkistatements related to the insight in non-
acoustic factors and Stallen et al.’s (2004) atitye model, thereby forcing actors to take a
stance in relation to these ideas. In addition, vaeation in these research reports is
‘unbiased’ by the actors in the field, but stillated to the specificities of Schiphol’s policy
context.

In total 190 conclusions and recommendations ammpged from the included
documents. Next, this sample is structured inte fivemes: social-psychological, economic,
technical/acoustical, legal/institutional and poét-administrative. From each theme
statements are selected until each is adequatalgsented. The final Q-sample consists of 41
statements and can be found in Table 1. StaterBes8 and 9 relate to the insights in non-
acoustic factors and statements 20 and 35 relaftaiten et al.’s (2004) proposal for more
regional cooperation and the creation of a regitmaaisaction model.

3.2 P-sample and procedures

Given constraints on the available resources tlécehwas made to administer the Q-
sorting task via the internet. The application Rigswas used for this purpose (Hackert &
Braehler, 2007). Based on the authors’ network edftions complemented with contact
information of relevant stakeholders gathered tig internet a list of 310 e-mail addresses
was composed. An e-mail with an invitation to pap@ate in the Q-study was send to the
selected actors. In all, 45 actors performed theoffing task and filled in a small
questionnaire afterwards.

Although the response rate was relatively low, %l.all relevant actor groups were
sufficiently represented in the final sample, agvah in Table 1. Based on the assumption
that this is the most relevant variable influenciaciors’ viewpoints (as captured in the
theorem “where you stand depends on where you, sit8) were fairly confident that all
existing viewpoints would be revealed.

Table 1. Actors groups, selection and response

Actor group Selection Response Response rate (%)

National governments (Ministry of
Transport (V&W), Ministry of Environment

(VROM) and Ministry of Economic Affairs 4 12.9
(E2) .
Reg|_onal governments (municipalities and 50 7 14.0
provinces)
Aviation industry (Schiphol Airport, Royal
Dutch Airlines, Martinair, Air Traffic 41 7 17.1
Control, Airport Coordination Netherlands)
Universities 60 10 16.7
Regional Consultation Committee Schiphol
(CROS) 27 3 11.1
Intgrgst groups (Friends of the Earth, Dutcfb 2 292
Aviation Platform)
Research institutes (consultancy groups,

. : ) 7 10.0
research councils and planning agencies)
Other 22 5 22.7
Total 310 45 14.5
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We wanted to give actors the opportunity to evaluhe different insights on their
own merits as much as possible. We therefore chimolsemulate the condition of instruction
such that it was focused on Schiphol's long-terrturie; i.e. a context not constrained by
present institutions. The exact formulation was:iv&a the following conclusions and
recommendations from (scientific) research repartd policy advises, which do you think
are most relevant for Schiphol’s aircraft noiseigobn the long-term?” Subjects sorted the
41 statements on a scale from -5 (least importantp (most important).

In the interview after the Q-sorting task, sulgestre asked to motivate the extreme
positions (+/-5) and provide information on thesickground.

3.3 Analysis

Factor analysis (centroid extraction method) amiimex rotatiorl revealed that eight
factors satisfied the criterion of having two ormaaignificant loadings (Brown, 1980). Table
2 shows the proportions of explained variance amdber of factor exemplars. The Q-sorts of
the factor exemplars, i.e. those persons thatysaled significantly loaded on a factor, were
merged into factor arrays. The factor arrays, prieskin Table 3, can be regarded as the
idealized Q-sorts of fictive persons loading 10084twe respective factors.

Table 2. Proportions of explained variance and numér of factor exemplars

Factor EV (%) Factor
exemplars

A 14 12

B 10 6

C 8 5

D 9 5

E 4 2

F 4 2

G 4 2

H 4 2

> 2 sign. loadings 7
Zero sign. loadings 2

Total 45

4. Results

Table 3 presents the factors arrays of the firat factors (A through D). Because
these four represent the most dominant positionthéntotal set of eight perspectives, the
discussion is limited to these only. In the follogrian interpretation of the perspectives is
provided, which especially focuses on the respdoghe insights into non-acoustic factors
and the regional transaction model proposed byeStak al. (2004).

° The PQmethod software was used for this purposeni8ick, 2002).
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Table 3. Factor arrays

Factor

No. Statement A B C D

1 The choice for a mainport inevitably leads toseannoyance, pollution and risks. 3 -2 2 -2

2 Noise annoyance increases when people's expactaliffer from actual developments. 3 3 1 3

3 Lack of trust and recognition play a role in éxperience of noise. 3 1 -1 5

a Based on the "test for equivalence" it can be eated that the Schiphol legislation satisfies tligiion 2 2 4 a
of equivalence.

5 The levels of noise and risk in the vicinity of $iiiol stayed within the set maxima stated in the 1 2 a3 =5
transition articles.

6 The portion highly annoyed is considerably higtemt predicted from the EU dose-response curves for 2 3 3 2
environmental noise.

7 It is conceivable that due to constantly changiigif patterns there is also a constant over-readt the 1 0 1 0
noise.

8 Non-acoustic factors add significantly to theréegof annoyance. 1 -3 -2 5

9 Investing in the restoration of trust could cémtte to reducing the degree of annoyance. 1 -3 -14
A clear and comprehensible future vision of thetr@movernment, including clarity about the

10 f . e 5 -1 3 4
consequences for residents around Schiphol, isinggrtant.
More than 75% of the residents is positive tow&dsiphol and 50% is positive towards further

11 : ] 2 -4 0 -3
expansion of Schiphol.

12 The majority of the residents finds that the noand regulations provide little guarantees for prtioe 0 3 2 3
against noise.
The current legal system is experienced as techtiocwhich according to some parties contributes t

13 - ] : . 1 -1 0 4
the creation of distrust among residents aroundp8oh

14 An important disadvantage of the Schiphol athésdeficient legal protection for residents. -4 4-3
The noise norms set in the control points will pdevthe protection envisioned in the Schiphol aoty

15 . -2 4 -4 -5
and in the future.

16 Continuous Descent Approach (CDA) could reducdehel of aircraft noise, especially in residential 2 1 2 0
areas further away from Schiphol.
There does not seem to be a sustainable balangedrethe space for the mainport Schiphol and the

17 . : : : -3 4 -1 1
negative effects of aircrafts operations on therenment.

18 The instruments of the Schiphol policy providsuifficient possibilities to optimize the use ohfhol. 2 0 1 -1
It is of great importance that a legal system igetigped that more directly controls the effectsiof

19 ) A -3 5 1 2
traffic to and from Schiphol..
A regional transaction model in the form of a podgrivate contract or a functional administratiarhee

20 N y : ! -5 -4 1 1
regional level could provide a structural contribntto the restoration of trust.

21 Research into policy for the mid-long term futufeSehiphol is important and should be focused on a 3 0 3 2
structural revision of Schiphol's policy and thiated legal framework.
Concentration of the effects of air traffic can tiute to enlargement of the capacity of Schipirad

22 ) ) . 0 0 0 0
more predictable air traffic.
Not allowing Schiphol to grow any further would det a competition disadvantage for airliners

23 operating from Schiphol which, in turn, would catise Netherlands to become a less attractive 4 -5 0 -4
environment for corporations.
The legal framework for the noise norms should tespace for further development of the airpod an

24 I p ' - 4 -3 4 1
challenge the aviation sector to reduce noise tifraonovation.

25 Concerning the capacity of the airport the noisens are most restrictive . 4 -3 -5 -2

26 Because the aviation sector grew little in thequeof the evaluation of the Schiphol policy, litden be 4 2 4 3
said about the effectiveness of the Schiphol lagicst.

27 Research into a sub-hub scenario in which Sohadsumes a smaller size is of great importance. 5 -2 2 1

28 It is a good option to strengthen the current noisen system based on calculations with actual 1 2 3 2
measurements of noise.

29 Air traffic which is not essential for the mainpéuhction of Schiphol should be displaced to other 4 2 5 1
airports.

30 In favor of a strong economy Schiphol should bevedid to grow at the current location within theitsn 5 5 2 1
of noise and risk.

31 Strict and legally enforceable noise norms protigebest guarantee for residents to prevent expasur 2 5 1 1
too much noise.
Currently the calculated noise levels structuraitglerestimate the actual noise levels, creatingpagv

32 8 ) ; : -3 3 -2 -1
picture about noise exposure in the environme®abfiphol .
We should constantly look for ways to reduce neiggosure from aircrafts (e.g. quieter flight

33 . A 1 -1 4 0
procedures). A knowledge center can play an importle in this.

34 The slot coordinator should be given more pdeenaximize its capability to selectively allocatets. -1 1 4 -3

35 The policy of the national government should beifezi on enhancing the cooperation between Schiphol 0 1 1 3
and regional actors (citizens and local municijes)t

36 When innovations are implemented it should be diear the gains are distributed in terms of improved 0 1 5 2
environment and increased capacity.

37 Growth of Schiphol should not come from messingiacbwith the noise norms. Growth should arise 1 2 3 3
from innovation.
The developments to which Schiphol airport anthise carrier are exposed are global and can hiaedly

38 . 1 4 0 -4
influenced by the Dutch national government.

39 A factor that makes the work of CROS so difficslthat the given margins in which CROS has to 3 0 5 0
operate are very small.
A painful fact about the distrust among residesithat nobody wants to believe that the doubleeside

40 ) 0 1 -2 2
goal has proven to be tenable in the last years

a1 With a better mutual adjustment of air traffic dadd-use a substantial reduction of noise annayanc 2 1 3 3

possible, even with a continued growth to 600.00¢rat movements in 2020
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4.1 Perspective A: Government, live up to your choe for the mainport Schiphol!

Within this perspective actors believe that theufetpolicy should provide room for
growth of the airport (statement 30) and actorsleamsjze the necessity of this growth for the
Netherlands in terms of its attractiveness forrimagional corporations (23). It is therefore
important for future policy that this growth is n@istricted by the noise norms (24). Growth
within the limits for noise and risks remains arportant principle (30).

Options like a sub-hub scenario, in which Schipholuld function as a regional
airport instead of a major hub (27), or relocatwnair traffic to other airports (29), are
strongly ruled out. To address the noise probleatiaitechnical solutions like Continuous
Descent Approach (16) and an optimized configuratibflights paths vis-a-vis land-use (41)
are considered moderately relevant.

Within this perspective great importance is attacto a clear vision on Schiphol from
the national government. Since the choice for anpwt inevitably leads to annoyance,
pollution and risks (1) it is important that sucbhnsequences are clearly communicated
towards residents (10). Actors in this perspediieenot believe in the importance of strict and
enforceable noise limits for future noise policylX3nor in the ability of such limits to
optimize the use of Schiphol (18). On the contrémgy value the conclusion that research on
policy for the mid-long term is important and tlitadhould be focused on a structural revision
of Schiphol’s policy and the related legal framekv(#1).

In sum, actors in this perspective strongly valaeclusions that stress the importance
of Schiphol for the national economy and the ndtesd growth. They do not appreciate
statements that accentuate the effectiveness skrmnits. Instead, since the choice for a
mainport has already been made on a national lagtdys in this perspective believe that the
main solution is to clearly communicate this chdizeesidents.

Non-acoustic factors

Perspective A acknowledges the relevance of nonsiitofactors related to the
experience of aircraft noise (2 and 8) and of tnuggarticular (3). The following remark of a
subject subscribing to this perspective is illusie

(related to statement 3) “The biggest problem wsitieraft noise around Schiphol is perception. Threant of
noise is the same or less compared to other mamporEurope, but this is experienced differentlytbose
living in the vicinity of the airport. This is pralbly due to the distrust and/or bad news coverthgeugh which
the perception of noise is much higher than theagtoise.”

Although actors acknowledge the ‘non-acoustic fiegttonsight they interpret it
strategically. They use it to emphasize that edfoftthe aviation industry in the Netherlands
have been more then sufficient and that the raptikigh portion of complainants is caused
by bad news coverage/distrust. In other words,degds’ response is irrational given the
objective noise levels.

Even tough the non-acoustic factors are acknowkkdgdanced cooperation between
Schiphol and its environment (i.e. citizens and ipalities) (35) or the installation of a
regional transaction model (20) as means to addiesdack of trust are not valued as
important strategies:

(related to statement 20) “I do not belief delitiamodels are the solution. In my experiencesyreipy of the
present policy (and the lack of policy) is a direshsequence of the current deliberative models.”
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(related to statement 20) “The restoration of trdees not come about by creating an additionaloredi
administrative organ or something like that, itules from being consistent in saying what you dd doing
what you say.”

(related to statement 39) “Not the small margin€BiOS are the problem, but the absence of a clederlying
policy is the problem. [...] In my opinion citizenseasufficiently represented and protected via @madcratic

polity.”

The last two remarks clearly show that actors withis perspective believe distrust is
best dealt with by making clear choices on a natitevel and acting accordingly. This belief
is strengthened by their bad experiences with redideliberative efforts.

4.2 Perspective B: Government, live up to your choe for environmental protection!

Concerning future policy this perspective does abhch importance to statements
stressing the economic benefits of Schiphol nahtse stressing the necessity of growth in
favor of a strong economy (23, 24 and 30). In tleispect perspective B is opposite to
perspective A.

According to this perspective strict and enforceatdise norms remain important (15)
and provide the best guarantee to protect residegasmst too much aircraft noise exposure
(31). However, actors do underline the important@ mew legal system that controls the
environmental effects of aviation more directly X19he actual measurement of aircraft
noise, in addition to the current practice of chltian, is also considered relevant for
improving the present legal system (28 and 32). dssjble negative outcome of a
technical/hierarchical system, i.e. distrust ammsgjdents, is not considered relevant (13).

Research into a sub-hub scenario (27) and displexcef air traffic to regional
airports (29) are options that are considered snildlevant. Overall, actors in this perspective
are indifferent about the importance of researclu$ed on a structural revision of Schiphol’s
policy (21).

Within this perspective great importance is attacteethe conclusion that presently
there is no sustainable balance between the maiapdrthe environment (4). The conclusion
that the global developments to which Schipholairand its home carrier are exposed can
hardly be influenced by the Dutch national governtme considered irrelevant (38).

In sum, this perspective does not consider the @oan benefits of aviation as a
relevant point of departure for future policy. Idd&ion, the present legal system can be
improved (e.g. by measuring noise), but its core. (strict and legally enforceable noise
norms) should be retained. Strict enforcement ef dfrcraft noise norms is necessary to
secure a sustainable balance between economy amdrenent.

Non-acoustic factors

This perspective does not belief that the non-aaoteactors are relevant (8 and 9). On
the contrary, several actors subscribing to thisgective express downright criticism, as
illustrated by the following remark:

(related to statement 8) “This is chatter of prefesStallen. He thinks the experience of noisalisn the head’,
in other words, it is all due to residents. [...] #iges not live under a flight path.”

Actors feel attacked by the notion that noise s@ance is a social-psychological
construct, as if they do not experience real (dbjef nuisance. They have internalized the
objectivism and technocracy of the policy and regeproblem definition in which residents’
subjectivity also plays a role. In their view, suahproblem definition would relief the
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government (and the aviation industry) from theisk to protect residents against ‘real’
aircraft noise.

In line with the mainport perspective (A) a regibtransaction model is not regarded
as a relevant element of future policy (20). Th@mesgoes for government policies to enhance
cooperation between Schiphol and its environméit (Bhis position can be explained by the
low importance actors attach to non-acoustic factbut also by their strong belief in the
central administrative model:

(related to statement 31) “This is the only thing @an hold on to. Otherwise, they can do what tineyt.”

The criticism towards the hierarchical model expeesby other actors is fenced off by
the following response:

(related to statement 13) “A noise norm system daatdave to be understood by everybody, if onlyatks.”

In sum, actors expect little from a regional a@m Within their perspective the
technical administrative model is viewed as theydhing they can hold on to, a necessary
evil.

5.3 Perspective C: mainport and environment: a sobble problem (innovation and
selectivity)

In this perspective some importance is attacha@bdgaonclusion that Schiphol should
be able to grow in favor of a strong economy (3@}, it is indifferent about the implied
causality between development of Schiphol and th&esettlement climate for businesses
(23).

Within the perspective (technological) innovatisran important element to achieve
both economical and environmental goals. The recentdations that the noise norm system
should challenge the aviation sector to innova#),(2hat growth of Schiphol should not
come from messing around with the noise norms hisé drom innovation (37) and that we
should continuously search for options to reduee rihise production of aircrafts (33) are
considered important. Actors in this perspective @aptimistic about the abilities of
technology to reduce the negative effects of ammtin addition, it should be clear how gains
from innovations are allocated to either side oé tdichotomy (i.e. economy versus
environment) (36).

This perspective also underlines the importanceetéctivity measures. Emphasis is
placed on the recommendations that air traffic katee to the mainport function should be
displaced to regional airports (29) and that thet sloordinator should be given more
possibilities to selectively allocate slots (34).

Within this perspective little importance is attad to the conclusion that the present
noise norms function effectively to protect resideagainst noise (15). Instead, it stresses the
relevancy of research focused on a structuralimvisf Schiphol’s policy (21).

In sum, to reconcile the tension between econondy environment this perspective
seeks the future of Schiphol’'s policy in possitgbtto promote technological innovation and
selectivity.

Non-acoustic factors

This perspective is indifferent about the relevanéyon-acoustic factors for future
policy (3, 8 and 9). However, unlike perspectivettids does not relate to their unwillingness
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to subscribe to a subjective problem definitiont Buderived from a position that human
subjectivity lies outside public policy’s reach,ibisstrated by the following remark:

(related to statement 8) “This is indeed true,ibuerms of policy useless knowledge.”

Hence, actors’ emphasis on the technocratic légicesolve the tension between
economy and environment creates a context in winichan subjective variation is irrelevant.
In line with this belief, actors are also indiffateabout more regional cooperation (35) or a
regional transaction model (20).

4.4 Perspective D: Aircraft noise as a social probm (trust and transparency)

In accordance with perspective B this perspectitaches little importance to the
conclusion that a growth stop would lead to a déggian of the Dutch settlement climate
(23).

This perspective is build around the insight irte tole of non-acoustic factors (7).
Acknowledgement of the relation between trust amidenannoyance (3) and efforts to restore
trust (9) are seen as important elements of fytaley. As one actor describes:

(related to statement 3) “This “soft” side of anange is more and more supported by empirical reke&isten
to people, do something with their input, be hormest transparent, and then trust will slowly return

This perspective expects little from the existirmyms to control aircraft noise (15).
On the contrary, it stresses the relevancy of tmelcision that the technocratic system might
be the very driver behind the creation of distrastong citizens (13). As another actor
remarks:

(related to statement 3) “People do not trust Sutlighe aviation sector or the policy. By defiaitj this causes
stress, the feeling of not be taken seriously. Withrust there can be no healthy policy.”

The emphasis on the non-acoustic factors also eetsiftself in the importance this
perspective attaches to the recommendation thatgtheernment should stimulate the
cooperation between Schiphol and the regional 8¢8%). However, even in this perspective
actors are not convinced about the added value reginal transaction model for future
noise policy (20). In addition, also in this persfpee a tendency towards centrality can be
observed: a clear vision of the national governnienbnsidered a relevant element for future
policy (10).

The conclusion that growth should originate fromawation instead of adjusting the
noise norms is considered moderately relevant ¢¥is the conclusion that is should be clear
how gains from innovations are distributed overtthe sides of the dichotomy (36).

In sum, this perspective places the social sid@rofaft noise in the core of the future
policy. Trust, transparency (in communication) abperation are keywords. The present
technocratic system forms an obstacle to realigsetlprinciples. Yet, the regional transaction
model of Stallen et al. (2004) is not regarded psoanising alternative.

5. Discussion

We can conclude that perspectives A and B reprodueeadichotomy between pro-
growth (mainport) versus anti-growth (environmeoftthe airport. Although we did not find
two diametrically opposed (i.e. bipolar) argumeagshe study of Van Eeten (1999) revealed,
the correlation between the factor scores of petsms A and B, -.052, still indicates the
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presence of strong opposition. Hence, a decade #ite study of Van Eeten (1999),
Schiphol’s policy debate is still characterizeddpposing viewpoints, providing quantitative
evidence for the existence of continued polarizatio

In terms of cultural theory we can conclude thatspectives A and B are strongly
rooted in the hierarchical-egalitarian coalitioror fperspective A aircraft noise is tolerable,
for perspective B aircraft noise is intolerableftouiews are legitimated by the hierarchical
and egalitarian part of the coalition respectively. addition, both perspectives have
hierarchical tendencies. From an individualistiewpoint (emphasizing that the collective
decision for a mainport has already been made Qgrityavote) Factor A argues for more
leadership of the central government: the goverrirakauld emphasize that aircraft noise is
acceptable. From an egalitarian viewpoint (empliagizhe need for more protection of
residents) perspective B argues that the governsfentld retain (and improve) the rules and
regulations to control noise. These centralist&tifations are necessary evils to control the
profit seeking (self-centered) behavior of the @i industry. Hence, both sides call upon
the central government (the hierarchy) to act atiogrto their respective viewpoints. In turn,
the government can only respond by capturing thposipg wishes in more rules and
procedures, which reinforce the hierarchical-egalin conceptualization.

Given the resulting polarization we can see whyitisgght in non-acoustic factors is
underutilized in the present policy. The insights ased instrumentally to fit and perpetuate
the opposing arguments. For perspective A the momstic factors confirm that Dutch
people, compared to other Europeans, are somehaw semsitive to noise. Hence, even
though the Dutch aviation industry performs welltémms of actual noise exposure levels,
residents’ response is irrational. It confirms bedief that they have to satisfy opponents that
can never be satisfied enough. For actors in petispeB, it proves that the government and
the aviation industry are trying to find ways ttieethemselves from efforts to reduce actual
noise levels. They interpret perspective A’s emjzhas perception as the result of the belief
that the noise problem is not real, that it is iall people’s heads. Actors adhering to
perspective B are offended by this notion, and aedi® control over actual aircraft noise
instead of the clever management of people’s paorep

From actors’ viewpoints the instrumental responseatds the insights in non-
acoustic factors is rational. Within the hierareiiegalitarian tradition the physical noise load
always figured as the key indicator, which neeaele controlled. Subjective variation or the
factors behind this variation are considered iwafte. To stress the importance of non-
acoustic factors is easily interpreted as a wagaeer up the failure of policy to control
acoustic factors. So although emphasizing the obleon-acoustic factors is necessary to
show the suitability of the individualistic way tife in relation to the problem of aircraft
noise, the prevailing acoustic tradition (alonghwihe resulting polarization) led to the
dismissal of the alternative model.

Actors’ response towards Stallen et al.’s (2004giaeal transaction model is
relatively invariant; none of the four perspectiagtsches great importance to these solutions.
For perspectives A and B, the regional transactmuel is considered least important for
future policy. Off course, these responses caxplmed based on perspective’s A tendency
towards centrality (i.e. the central government uwthoassume a leading role) and
perspective’s B tendency towards rules and proesdire. the noise zoning system should be
enforced), respectively. Yet, this reasoning canmotount for perspective’s D response.
Given that this argument revolves around the irsigmon-acoustic factors, its indifference
towards a regional transaction model is unexpedeplausible explanation of this response
might be the poor results of previous deliberateféorts in Schiphol’'s policy history.
Empirical evidence for this explanation is presantthe line of reasoning expressed in
perspective A. Here, the negative experiences patticipatory processes, arising from the
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poor reconciliation of the outcomes with the présat hierarchical system, resulted in a
critical attitude towards regional deliberation.nde, because the outcomes fail to leave an
imprint on policy, actors dismiss the regional saction model. The marginalization of the
individualistic way of life leads actors to conctuthat a regional transaction model is just
another forum for talk.

Overall, we can draw the following conclusions.sEiractors on either side of the
dichotomy (arguments A and B) are creative in nrg@dihe insight in non-acoustic factors to
fit and perpetuate their respective arguments.idedly, instead of resolving the polarization,
it has led to the exact opposite result; it becaue of (and strengthened) the controversy.
The instrumental interpretation hinders a substantine. Obsessed with the ‘tug-of-war’
between growth versus no growth - a social constucreated by the actors in the field -
actors fail to recognize that the insights in neowstic factors can pave the way towards a
more individualistic orientation underlying the seipolicy, which could resolve the strong
polarization. On the contrary, the insight in naastic factors becomes part of the game, as
just another controversial issue. In addition, argaligm shift’ is not only hindered by the
controversy created around the insights in non-stoofactors, but also by actors’ emphasis
on centrality and technocracy, the main princippéghe hierarchical-egalitarian coalition.
Within this context, a regional transaction modekavisioned by Stallen et al. (2004) has no
place. This belief is also strengthened by the tivgyaxperiences of previous deliberative
efforts, which, in turn, can be explained by thergivaalization of the individualistic way of
life by the hierarchical-egalitarian coalition. Figure 1 the two feedback loops that indirectly
reinforce the hierarchical-egalitarian coalitioe achematized.

“Residents are irrational. Reaction is out of “It's not all in people’s heads.
proportion due to distrust. This can best b\(; The central government must
L ersus
dealt with if the central government enforce the rules and procedures
explicates the choice for a mainport.” to controlactual aircraft noise.”

Non-acoustic
factors indicate
the suitability of
the individualisti
way of life

Instrumental
interpretation

Polarization

Hierarchical-
egalitarian
coalition

Fundament
in the region

Previous
failures of

deliberative
efforts

Marginalized
individualistic
way of life

“Regional
transaction
model”

“A regional transaction model will only lead to nedialk and less action”

Figure 1. Two feedback-loops that reinforce the hierarchical-egalitarian coalition
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6. Conclusion

In this study cultural theory is applied to showe tipotential benefits of the
individualistic way of life in the constitution ddircraft noise policy. These benefits are
twofold. In the first place, it can effectively deaith the negative side-effects of the
hierarchical-egalitarian alliance, i.e. polarizatind distrust. And secondly, due to the role of
non-acoustic factor in aircraft noise appraisalsialso inherently effective to deal with the
phenomenon of aircraft noise annoyance. Howeves tdihe polarization the insight in non-
acoustic factors, used to indicate the suitabdityhe individualistic way of life, becomes part
of the controversy as another issue on which thiarigation crystallizes. Our research
therefore suggests that strong controversy can badetrimental effect on the cognitive
learning capacity of actors. In addition, we hav®ven that the hierarchical-egalitarian
coalition is not only directly self-reinforcing (@moting the principles of centrality and
technocracy), but also indirectly through its maadization of the individualistic way of life.
Due to this marginalization the potential gaingegional deliberative processes have never
been realized. In effect, actors do not considezgional transaction model as proposed by
Stallen et al. (2004) as a viable way forward.

We attempted to show that how a deadlocked patagition is able to reinforce itself
in the face of a concrete alternative. Our resemditates that in addition to the general and
direct structuring effect of the policy discourseotspecific and indirect causes behind the
reinforcement should be taken into account. Theselts show the importance of paying
careful attention to the way an alternative disseus operationalised by taking into account
the prevailing dominant discourse and its effedts. believe this conclusion has implications
for anyone trying to accomplish social change pobcy domain.
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Appendix

Table 4. Research documents used to derive the Qrsple

Main documents Author Year
Research approach policy evaluation Schiphol Mipist Transport, Public Works and Water 2004
Management and Ministry of Housing, Spatial Plagnin
and Environment
Evaluation of the Schiphol policy - final report* iMstry of Transport, Public Works and Water 2006
Management and Ministry of Housing, Spatial Plagnin
and Environment
Theme: Equal protection
Test for equivalence old versus new legislationt{omoBaarda et al.) Advanced Decision Systems Agiftd., DHV Group, 2006
and National Aerospace Laboratory
Opinion of the Environmental Impact Assessment Cdtemon test for equal ~ Environmental Impact Assessment Committee 2006
protection
Opinion of the Aircraft Noise Expect Committee esttfor equal protection Aircraft Noise Expert Coittee (Eversdijk et al.) 2006
Theme: Effectiveness of the Schiphol policy
Schiphol experienced by residents National Institute for Public Health and the Enwineent 2006
and RIGO Research and Advice
Residents about Schiphol Interview NSS 2006
Two years experience with Schiphol policy Bijnsdorp Communication Projects (BCP) 2006
Cleaner air, cleaner aircrafts, more aircraft einiss Advanced Decision Systems Airinfra Ltd. 2006
Schiphol act and two airport decrees a good salftiothe objections and a NovioConsult Van Spaendonck Ltd. 2006
suitable system?
Mainport development in the framework of the polasaluation Schiphol SEO Economic Research 2006
The effect of policy on noise annoyance and extesaiety National Aerospace Laboratory 2006
Learning experiences from abroad ADSE and Strategem 2006
Growth possibilities of Schiphol within the enviroental limits To70 - Aviation and Environment 2006
Response Council for Housing, Spatial PlanningEmédronment: "more market Council for Housing, Spatial Planning and Enviromine 2006
for the mainport"
Response Council for Transport, Public Works andeMslanagement: Council for Transport, Public Works and Water 2006
"thunderstorms clear the sky" Management
Theme: Improvement proposals for the Schiphol polig
Improvement proposals - initial exploration To7Awation and Environment 2006
Assessment and weighting of improvement proposals inisiy of Transport, Public Works and Water 2006
Management and Ministry of Housing, Spatial Plagnin
and Environment
Research into the effects of the improvement praigos To70 - Aviation and Environment 2006
Process committee for the evaluation of the Schiphpolicy
Process committee evaluation Schiphol policy -lfiegort Process committee (Derksen et al.) 2006
Policy advices
Advice Transport, Public Works and Water Managenhespiectorate Transport, Public Works and Water adament 2006
Inspectorate
Advice Housing, Spatial Planning and Environmespkctorate Housing, Spatial Planning and Environiimspectorate 2006
Advice Environmental Impact Assessment Committee vilBnmental Impact Assessment Committee 2006
Advice Council for Transport, Public Works and Wa#anagement: “it's no use Council for Transport, Public Works and Water 2005
hiding..." Management
Results from parallel/associated research projects
Trends in noise exposure around Schiphol ovepénied 1990-2004 in KE and Advanced Decision Systems Airinfra Ltd., DHV Group, 2005
LAeq and National Aerospace Laboratory
Antecedents of the experience of Schiphol - a tatale study among residents RIGO Research and Advice 2005
around Schiphol
Loud; but clear! (enforcement system for the oatela around Schiphol and Aircraft Noise Expect Committee (Eversdijk et al.) 2006
noise measurements for enforcement and informatiovision)
Noise capacity within the noise enforcement points To70 - Aviation and Environment 2006
The environmental around Schiphol 1990-2010, fantsnumbers Netherlands Environmental Assessmgemdy 2005
Effectiveness of the spatial planning policy instents Advanced Decision Systems Airinfra Ltd. 2005
Mainport Schiphol - background document Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water 2005
Management, Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planningd a
Environment and Ministry of Economic Affairs
Four perspectives on Schiphol - policy scenariesssent Ministry of Transport, Public Works and &at 2006
Management, Ministry of Housing, Spatial Plannind a
Environment and Ministry of Economic Affairs
Mainport Schiphol: selectivity in aviation — backgnd and options Ministry of Transport, Public Wednd Water 2006
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Management and Ministry of Housing, Spatial Plagnin
and Environment



Options for Schiphol, balance between the innerandr area Netherlands Environmental Assessmgenéy 2006

* Document available in English (contact correspngdauthor)
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