“Blowin’ in the Wind”, or why Denmark succeeded and Sweden didn’t
Back in the 1970s, when the dangers and risks associated with atomic energy started to be discussed in the media, movements of opposition developed in both Denmark and Sweden. 
Although the movements in both countries were protesting the same thing, they did it in different ways. The different forms of opposition depended on how far the development of atomic energy had come, but they also depended on what sorts of people got involved.  

Sweden already had several atomic energy plants when the opposition emerged, while in Denmark the development of atomic energy was still in the planning stage.  But by the end of the 1970s, the parliaments in both countries had decided that atomic energy would be eliminated, in Sweden by “phasing out” the plants within 25 years, and in Denmark by deciding not to develop any plants at all. In both countries, it was realized that other sources of energy would have to be developed to replace atomic energy. 
Many felt at the time that the answer, so to speak, was blowing in the wind, that is, that wind energy would become one of the main sources of power in the future. And that did happen in Denmark, but not in Sweden. Today some 20 percent of Denmark’s electricity is supplied by wind energy and the country receives many billions of kroner in export income by selling wind energy plants to other countries. In Sweden, the contribution of wind energy to the electricity supply and to the national economy is much smaller.

I have long felt that one of the reasons why things turned out the way they did is that the movements in the 1970s were organized so differently.  In Sweden, the movement against atomic energy was primarily led by politicians, since it was organized in the “Folkkampanjen mot atomkraft” which was a temporary alliance between political parties and other organizations prior to the referendum in 1980. In Denmark, the movement organizations were independent from the political parties, and there were two separate organizations that emerged, one to stop atomic energy (OOA, Organisationen for oplysning om atomkraft) and one to develop renewable energy (OVE, Organisationen for vedvarende energi). And in the second organization there were a good many scientists and engineers who got involved. 
Recently I had occasion to hear two of the founders of OVE, an economist named Frede Hvelplund and a physicist named Niels Meyer discuss what had happened during the past 30 years. Hvelplund, who is professor of energy planning in Aalborg, is an institutional economist who has carried out research for thirty years on the economic aspects of renewable energy. Meyer is a physics professor at Denmark’s Technical University, and he has carried out research on the scientific and technical aspects of renewable energy. Both have also continued to be active as “public intellectuals” often appearing on radio and television and writing in newspapers about energy issues.
It struck me that one of the reasons we don’t have so much wind energy in Sweden is because there aren’t any people like Hvelplund and Meyer in Sweden, academics who have also continued to be activists. Instead, we have academics who do what they are told by politicians who still believe in atomic energy. Indeed many politicians in Sweden say that wind power plants make the landscape look ugly and use that as a political argument. I guess what they mean is that too many wind power plants keep people from admiring the highways and shopping centers and skyscrapers and electricity lines with which they have covered our landscape. 

As for me, I would rather have my energy blowin’ in the wind than filling the future with radioactive waste. In the words of the old proverb, beauty is in the eyes of the beholder.         
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