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This study examines why renewable energy projects in Latvia face local resistance despite 
generally high public support for decarbonisation. A mixed-methods approach was applied, com-
bining regulatory and planning system analysis, comparative review of selected EU countries, 
a national survey (n > 1000), and qualitative stakeholder and focus group insights. The results 
show clear differences in technology acceptance: solar energy demonstrates high approval across 
all cases, while energy storage and cogeneration show medium-to-high acceptance. In contrast, 
wind energy exhibits the lowest and most polarized acceptance levels. Survey and qualitative 
findings indicate that resistance is not driven by rejection of climate goals, but by three main fac-
tors: low trust in institutions, weak procedural justice in planning processes, and widespread mis-
information. Empirical evidence reveals that public consultations are often ineffective, character-
ised by one-directional communication, a lack of facilitation, and a lack of feedback loops. Pilot 
interventions reveal that structured engagement formats can reduce conflict intensity (from high 
to medium), improve information clarity (from low to medium–high), and slightly increase trust 
levels. The study concludes that renewable energy conflicts in Latvia are primarily governance-
related rather than technological. Improving procedural fairness, transparency, and communica-
tion through “myths versus facts” tools and local benefit assessment can significantly enhance 
public acceptance and support a more socially sustainable energy transition.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The energy transition has become a 
strong central policy priority in the Euro-
pean Union (EU), driven by ambitious 
climate targets and the urgent need to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions [1]–[3]. 
Achieving these objectives requires a rapid 
and large-scale deployment of renewable 
energy technologies, including wind, solar, 
and energy storage systems [4]. While 
strategic goals and regulatory frameworks 
are primarily defined at international and 
supranational levels, their implementa-
tion ultimately depends on national gov-
ernance systems and, critically, on local 
planning and approval processes [5], [6]. In 
this context, spatial planning functions as a 
key institutional “gateway” that can either 
facilitate or constrain the implementation of 
energy transition projects [7]–[9].

Despite broad societal support for 
decarbonisation, the expansion of renew-
able energy infrastructure has increasingly 
been accompanied by local-level conflicts 
[10]–[13]. This apparent paradox: high 
general acceptance but strong localized 
resistance has been widely observed across 
Europe and beyond. Renewable energy 
projects, particularly wind farms, often 
generate opposition due to their visible and 
place-based impacts, including landscape 
transformation, perceived environmental 
risks, and concerns about fairness in deci-
sion-making. These tensions reveal that 
energy transitions are not solely technologi-
cal or economic processes, but deeply social 
and political transformations embedded 
in local contexts [14]–[17]. Studies high-
light the importance of procedural justice 
and distributive justice in shaping public 
acceptance of energy infrastructure. Proce-
dural justice refers to the perceived fairness, 
transparency, and inclusiveness of decision-

making processes, while distributive justice 
concerns the allocation of benefits and bur-
dens among affected stakeholders. Empiri-
cal studies demonstrate that even when 
projects deliver broader societal benefits, 
local resistance can emerge if communi-
ties perceive decision-making processes as 
unfair or exclusionary. In such cases, oppo-
sition is often less about the technology 
itself and more about the way decisions are 
made and communicated [18]–[22].

Also, the role of trust in institutions has 
been identified as a critical mediating fac-
tor in public acceptance. Trust influences 
whether individuals consider information 
credible, whether they are willing to engage 
in dialogue, and whether they accept trade-
offs associated with infrastructure develop-
ment. Low levels of institutional trust can 
amplify skepticism and increase suscepti-
bility to misinformation, thereby intensify-
ing conflicts. This dynamic is particularly 
relevant in contexts where historical gover-
nance practices have been perceived as top-
down or insufficiently participatory.

Another important dimension shaping 
public attitudes is the spread of misinforma-
tion and simplified narratives about renew-
able energy technologies [23]–[25]. In 
situations characterised by uncertainty and 
limited technical knowledge, misinforma-
tion can provide easily understandable, yet 
often inaccurate explanations for perceived 
risks. These narratives are frequently dis-
seminated through informal networks and 
alternative media channels, where they can 
gain traction and contribute to the polariza-
tion of public debates. As a result, misinfor-
mation does not operate independently but 
interacts with existing distrust and proce-
dural shortcomings, reinforcing resistance 
to renewable energy projects [26].
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In Latvia, these challenges are particu-
larly pronounced. Although national-level 
surveys indicate relatively strong support 
for renewable energy development, local 
planning processes, in particular those 
related to wind energy, are often character-
ised by conflict, emotional escalation, and 
low levels of constructive dialogue. Pub-
lic consultations tend to be formalistic and 
one-directional, limiting opportunities for 
meaningful participation and co-production 
of knowledge. At the same time, misinfor-
mation narratives and conspiracy claims 
have become increasingly visible in public 
discourse, further complicating communi-
cation between stakeholders and undermin-
ing trust in institutions [27], [28].

These dynamics suggest that the main 
barriers to renewable energy deployment 
in Latvia are not primarily technological 
or economic, but institutional and social in 
nature. In particular, deficiencies in proce-
dural design, communication practices, and 
trust-building mechanisms appear to play 
a central role in shaping public resistance. 
However, there remains a lack of integrated 
empirical research that simultaneously 
examines these factors and identifies practi-
cal solutions tailored to the Latvian context.

Bearing in mind all the above-men-
tioned, this study aims to identify, evaluate, 
and co-develop evidence-based approaches 
for improving public engagement in renew-
able energy planning in Latvia, with a par-
ticular focus on wind energy as the most 
conflict-sensitive technology. The study is 
guided by the hypothesis that public resis-
tance is significantly influenced by defi-
ciencies in procedural justice, like low 
transparency, weak dialogue structures, and 
limited feedback mechanisms, and that it 
can be reduced through the implementation 
of structured, evidence-based engagement 
practices combined with clear communica-
tion and local benefit framing.

To address this aim, the research is 
structured around four key questions: (1) 
How is public opinion currently integrated 
into energy infrastructure planning and 
approval processes in Latvia, and what 
procedural weaknesses can be identified? 
(2) What roles do misinformation, institu-
tional trust, and socio-cultural factors play 
in shaping public attitudes toward renew-
able energy technologies? (3) Which public 
engagement practices from other European 
contexts can be adapted to improve pro-
cedural justice and reduce conflict in Lat-
via? and (4) To what extent can structured 
engagement formats and communication 
tools improve public acceptance and delib-
eration quality in practice?

By combining regulatory analysis, 
comparative insights, survey data, and qual-
itative stakeholder perspectives, this study 
contributes to the growing literature on the 
social dimensions of energy transitions. It 
advances an integrated understanding of 
how procedural justice, trust, and misinfor-
mation interact to shape renewable energy 
conflicts and provides actionable recom-
mendations for improving governance and 
public engagement in Latvia and similar 
contexts.

The topicality of this research lies in 
the increasing urgency of accelerating 
renewable energy deployment in line with 
climate policy targets while addressing 
growing local resistance to infrastructure 
projects. As the energy transition intensi-
fies across the EU, understanding the social 
and institutional barriers to implementation 
has become a critical research and policy 
priority. The study is particularly relevant 
as it addresses the gap between high-level 
policy support for decarbonisation and 
local-level opposition, which continues to 
delay or block renewable energy projects. 
By focusing on procedural justice, trust, 
and misinformation, the research contrib-
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utes to emerging interdisciplinary debates 
on the governance of energy transitions. 
Its topicality is further strengthened by the 
increasing role of public participation and 
legitimacy in shaping infrastructure out-
comes in democratic societies. The case of 
Latvia provides a valuable empirical con-
text, reflecting broader challenges observed 
in other European countries.

At the same time, the study has several 
limitations that should be acknowledged: 
the empirical findings are context-specific 
and may not be fully generalizable beyond 
Latvia due to differences in institutional 

frameworks and socio-cultural conditions; 
while the survey sample (n > 1000) pro-
vides robust quantitative insights, it may not 
capture all local-level variations in attitudes 
across municipalities; qualitative compo-
nents such as focus groups and stakeholder 
discussions are inherently interpretive and 
may be influenced by participant selection 
and researcher bias; the pilot interventions 
assess short-term changes in consultation 
dynamics but do not allow for evaluation 
of long-term impacts on trust and project 
acceptance.

2. METHODOLOGY

This study is based on a mixed-methods 
research design, and it examines how public 
opinion is currently considered in the plan-
ning of energy infrastructure in Latvia and 
how this process could be improved through 
evidence-based engagement practices. 

The empirical core of the study consists 

of a large-scale public survey designed to 
measure attitudes toward different electricity 
development pathways and the factors that 
shape acceptance or resistance. The respon-
dent profile is based on a nationally distrib-
uted survey sample (n > 1000), ensuring a 
robust empirical foundation for the analysis. 

Table 1. Respondent Profile of the National Survey

Characteristic Category Share (%)

Gender
Male 49

Female 51

Age group

18–29 18
30–44 26
45–59 28
60+ 28

Education level
Secondary or lower 35

Vocational 30
Higher education 35

Place of residence
Riga 32

Other cities 38
Rural areas 30

Employment status

Employed 55
Self-employed 10
Unemployed 8

Student 10
Retired 17
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Table 2. Income Distribution of Respondents 

Income level Monthly income (net) Share (%)
Low < EUR 900 25
Medium EUR 900–1800 50
High > EUR 1800 25

As seen in Tables 1 and 2, the sample 
demonstrates a balanced gender distribu-
tion, with a nearly equal representation of 
male and female respondents. Age groups 
are well represented across all categories, 
allowing for the capture of generational 
differences in attitudes toward renewable 
energy. In terms of education, the sample 
includes respondents with secondary, voca-
tional, and higher education backgrounds, 
supporting a comprehensive assessment 
of knowledge-related factors. Geographi-
cal distribution covers both urban and rural 
areas, including respondents from the capi-
tal, other cities, and less densely populated 
regions. This spatial diversity is particu-
larly relevant given the localized nature of 

renewable energy conflicts. Employment 
status varies across the sample, reflecting 
a mix of economically active and inactive 
population groups. The socio-demographic 
structure of the sample provides a reliable 
basis for analysing public perceptions, trust 
levels, and acceptance patterns in the con-
text of energy transition in Latvia.

As shown in Fig. 1, the methodologi-
cal framework of the study combines reg-
ulatory analysis, comparative case study 
research, quantitative attitude measure-
ment, and qualitative stakeholder-based 
inquiry, allowing the research to capture 
both structural governance issues and com-
munity-level perceptions. 

Fig. 1. The methodological framework of the study.
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To contextualise Latvia’s challenges 
within the broader European experience, 
the study includes a comparative review 
of best practices across selected EU coun-
tries where wind and other renewable tech-
nologies have been deployed at scale. The 
focus is on participation models, compen-
sation or benefit-sharing mechanisms, and 
strategies for addressing public concerns 
through transparent risk communication. 
The comparative element is not intended 
to copy foreign models directly, but to 
extract transferable principles and identify 
which engagement tools can realistically 
be adapted to Latvia’s institutional and 
cultural context. The empirical core of the 
study consists of a large-scale public survey 
(n > 1000) designed to measure attitudes 

toward different electricity development 
pathways and the factors that shape accep-
tance or resistance. 

The survey captures support levels for 
specific technologies (wind, solar, storage, 
hydrogen, and cogeneration), while also 
assessing trust in institutions, perceived 
risks, and energy poverty-related vulnera-
bility. This quantitative component enables 
the study to identify patterns of polariza-
tion, differentiate between technology-
specific attitudes, and develop behavioural 
and social acceptance profiles, such as resi-
dents who are open to innovation but eco-
nomically constrained, or groups that reject 
infrastructure development regardless of 
technical evidence. 

3. RESULTS

The findings of the study confirm that 
Latvia’s energy transition is not blocked 
by a complete lack of public support for 
renewable energy, but rather by a strong 
gap between general acceptance of decar-
bonisation goals and local-level resistance 
triggered by distrust, misinformation, and 
weak procedural justice in planning prac-
tice, which can also result in significant 
economic challenges in the future [29]. 

The regulatory and planning system 
mapping has demonstrated that Latvia has 
formal public participation mechanisms 
embedded in spatial planning and environ-
mental impact assessment procedures [30]. 
However, in practice, these mechanisms are 
frequently implemented in a minimalistic 
way that does not support meaningful dia-
logue or trust-building. 

Public consultations are often organ-

ised as one-directional presentations where 
communities are expected to “listen” rather 
than co-produce understanding, and where 
the recording of public opinion is not fol-
lowed by transparent explanations of how 
comments will influence project decisions. 
A recurring pattern observed across cases 
is that public consultation meetings often 
become emotionally escalated and chaotic. 
Instead of structured deliberation, meetings 
are frequently dominated by protest dynam-
ics, loud interruptions, and competing nar-
ratives. This reduces the quality of informa-
tion exchange and increases the probability 
that residents leave the consultation with 
stronger negative emotions and lower trust 
than before. The most common procedural 
weaknesses identified during document 
review and stakeholder discussions are 
summarised in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Key Procedural Weaknesses Identified in Public Consultations

Observed weakness Description in practice Effect on public trust Resulting risk
One-way presentation 
format

PPT-style monologues 
dominate Low “Fake participation” 

perception

Lack of facilitation No structured 
speaking order Very low Escalation and 

shouting

No feedback loop Comments collected 
without response Low “Decision already 

made” belief

Poor risk explanation Technical issues are not 
translated Low Fear-based 

reasoning grows

No local benefit framing Costs visible, benefits 
unclear Low Opposition 

increases
Unequal voice 
representation

Vocal minority 
dominates Low Silent majority 

disengages

The comparative review of the EU best 
practices showed that countries with more 
stable renewable energy deployment typi-
cally combine procedural improvements with 
distributive mechanisms that make local ben-
efits visible and predictable. These include 
compensation schemes, co-ownership mod-
els, and structured engagement formats that 
reduce the dominance of extreme voices [31]. 

In contrast, Latvia’s practice remains 
fragmented across municipalities, with incon-
sistent consultation quality and uneven devel-
oper capacity to explain technical impacts in 
an accessible manner. Survey synthesis and 
early empirical insights confirmed that public 

attitudes toward electricity development in 
Latvia are technology-specific rather than uni-
formly “pro” or “anti” energy transition. Solar 
energy, storage solutions, and grid moderniza-
tion were generally viewed positively, while 
wind energy produced the highest polariza-
tion and the strongest rejection responses. 
This indicates that opposition is shaped by 
perceived local burdens and symbolic mean-
ing (landscape, identity, control) rather than 
by rejection of climate objectives as such. 
Selected renewable and/or low-carbon energy 
technology acceptance patterns across the 
Latvian municipalities are shown in Table 4.  

Table 4. Renewable and/or Low-Carbon Energy Technology Acceptance Patterns in the Latvian Municipalities 

Technology/solution Overall 
acceptance trend

Typical reasons 
for support

Typical reasons 
for resistance

Solar power plants High “Clean”, familiar, low 
perceived risk

Land use concerns in some 
areas

Storage (batteries, 
hydrogen) High Seen as modern, 

stabilizes system
Uncertainty about costs and 

safety

Smart grid High Improves reliability, 
future-proof

Limited understanding, but 
low conflict

Wind power plants Lowest / most polarized Energy independence, 
climate benefits

Noise, landscape, health 
fears, distrust

Hydropower Medium National tradition, 
stable supply

Biodiversity and river 
impacts

Cogeneration 
(gas/biomass) Medium Local heat and power 

benefits
Emissions, sustainability 

concerns

Modular nuclear Polarized Energy security argument Safety fears, lack of knowl-
edge
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The patterns presented in Table 4 clearly 
highlight that public attitudes toward energy 
technologies in Latvia are not uniform but 
instead follow a differentiated and technol-
ogy-specific logic. Acceptance tends to be 
highest for solutions perceived as familiar, 
low-risk, and directly beneficial to house-
holds, such as solar power and smart grid 
technologies. In contrast, technologies 
associated with visible landscape transfor-
mation, higher uncertainty, or perceived 
external control, most notably wind energy, 
exhibit significantly stronger polarization 
and resistance.

These findings suggest that public eval-
uation of energy technologies is shaped less 
by abstract support for climate goals and 
more by context-specific perceptions of 
risk, fairness, and local impact. In particu-
lar, the contrast between high acceptance of 
solar energy and contested attitudes toward 
wind power indicates that visibility, scale, 

and symbolic meaning play a crucial role 
in shaping societal responses. Moreover, 
the relatively stable acceptance of storage 
and cogeneration technologies reflects their 
association with system reliability and local 
energy security, which are perceived as tan-
gible benefits.

To communicate the central patterns 
of these findings, the study conceptualises 
technology acceptance as a ranked spec-
trum, where solutions perceived as “high/
medium acceptance” cluster at the left, 
while those with “most polarized/ divided 
attitudes”, like wind and modular nuclear 
at the right. The latter, even being strongly 
backed at the national level, remains the 
most sensitive to conflict. This pattern is 
not only descriptive but also practically rel-
evant, because it signals where consultation 
reform and misinformation countering are 
most urgently needed. 

Fig. 2. Conceptual ranking of technology acceptance spectrum in Latvia.

At the same time, Latvia’s technology 
acceptance, along with selected EU coun-
tries, can be seen in Table 5. It highlights 
how societal attitudes differ depending on 
historical energy policies, resource avail-
ability, and perceived risks associated 
with each technology. While renewable 
sources such as solar and wind energy gen-

erally enjoy broad support across Europe, 
opinions on technologies like hydrogen 
and modular nuclear power remain more 
divided. The comparison also illustrates the 
role of national energy traditions, for exam-
ple, stronger nuclear support in France and 
higher reliance on cogeneration systems in 
Northern and Eastern Europe. 
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Table 5. Public Acceptance of Energy Technologies in Selected EU Countries

Country Solar 
energy

Wind 
energy

Energy storage/
accumulation

Hydrogen 
energy

Cogeneration 
(CHP)

Modular 
nuclear

Germany High High Medium-High Medium High Low

France High Medium Medium Medium Medium High

Poland High High Medium Medium High Medium-High

Sweden High Very High High Medium-High High High

Spain Very High High Medium Medium Medium Low-Medium

Latvia High Low-
Medium 

Medium- 
High Medium High Medium

Table 5 demonstrates that while general 
support for renewable energy technolo-
gies is widespread across Europe, impor-
tant cross-country differences persist in 
the acceptance of specific solutions. These 
variations reflect the influence of national 
energy histories, policy frameworks, and 
levels of public familiarity with particular 
technologies. For example, countries with 
established nuclear sectors or long-stand-
ing renewable deployment tend to exhibit 
higher acceptance of these technologies 
compared to contexts where they are rela-
tively new or contested. In comparison, 
Latvia follows the broader European pat-
tern of strong support for solar energy, but 
shows comparatively lower acceptance of 
wind energy, indicating higher sensitivity to 
local impacts and governance factors.

Also, the study results offer a deeper 
explanation of why wind energy is the 
strongest conflict trigger. Focus group dis-
cussions and case analyses show that resi-
dents often associate wind projects with 
irreversible landscape transformation, loss 
of control over local territory, and hidden 
health risks [32], [33]. These fears inten-
sify when technical explanations are absent 
or overly complex. In this context, misin-
formation narratives serve as simplified 

“explanations” that are emotionally persua-
sive and easy to repeat, especially in activist 
networks and alternative media spaces. 

To support municipalities and project 
developers in managing misinformation-
driven resistance, the study proposes sev-
eral concrete tools for myth correction and 
evidence-based communication. Table 6 
provides an overview of these tools and 
explains how they can be applied in real 
consultation settings.

Table 6 systematises a set of complemen-
tary tools designed to address misinforma-
tion and improve the quality of public delib-
eration in renewable energy planning. Rather 
than functioning as isolated communication 
instruments, these tools operate most effec-
tively when applied as an integrated engage-
ment framework that combines information 
clarity, process transparency, and trust-build-
ing mechanisms. A key insight emerging 
from the table is that misinformation is not 
merely a deficit of knowledge, but a socially 
embedded phenomenon that thrives in con-
ditions of uncertainty, low institutional trust, 
and weak procedural structures. Conse-
quently, effective myth-correction requires 
not only factual rebuttal but also carefully 
designed formats that enhance credibility, 
accessibility, and perceived fairness.
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Table 6. Summary of Main Myth-Correction Tools

Tool Purpose Function Best utilisation Effect

Myths against 
Facts module

Directly addresses 
common false claims

Short structured seg-
ment in consultation 

(10–15 min) with 
clear “claim/ evidence 
/conclusion” pattern

Public meetings 
where public repeated 

misinformation is 
often present 

Reduces con-
fusion and 
emotional 
escalation

FAQ evidence 
sheet (1–2 pages)

Provides simple refer-
ence material

Printed or digital 
hand-outs with key 
questions (noise, 

health, biodiversity, 
prices)

Before and after 
consultations

Improves 
clarity and 
prevents 
rumour 
spread

Visual risk 
comparison charts

Make risks under-
standable

Use simple visuals 
(decibels, distances, 

shadow flicker limits, 
health evidence)

When technical topics 
are hard to explain 

verbally

Improve 
compre-
hension 

and reduce 
fear-based 
thinking

Independent expert 
Q&A session

Increases credibility 
and trust

Invites neutral spe-
cialists (public health, 

acoustics, ecology) 
for moderated Q&A

Low-trust communi-
ties and high conflict 

cases

Strengthens 
legitimacy 

and reduces 
distrust

Transparent data 
sources (“evidence 
map”)

Show where informa-
tion comes from

Provide references to 
official reports, EIA 

findings, and monitor-
ing data

When accusations of 
manipulation appear

Build 
transparency 
and account-

ability

Community 
monitoring and 
feedback loop

Turn concerns into 
measurable indicators

Offer post-project 
monitoring (noise, 
biodiversity) with 
public reporting

When residents fear 
long-term hidden 

impacts

Convert fear 
into control-
lable evalu-

ation

Facilitated 
dialogue rules

Prevent misinforma-
tion dominance

Structured speaking 
turns, moderation, 

time limits, and 
respectful debate rules

Meetings dominated 
by vocal minority

Reduce 
disruption 

and improve 
deliberation

Local added 
value balance tool

Reduces “outsider 
profit” narratives

Present local ben-
efit indicators (taxes, 
jobs, compensation, 

infrastructure)

When fairness and 
benefit-sharing are 

contested

Increases 
conditional 
acceptance 

and negotia-
tion

Stakeholder 
mapping /targeted 
messaging

Adapts communica-
tion to audience needs

Different messages 
for residents, NGOs, 

farmers, youth, 
municipalities

Polarized commu-
nities with mixed 

concerns

Improves 
relevance 

and reduces 
misinterpre-

tation

Pre-consultation 
information sessions

Reduce shock and 
surprise

Informal early meet-
ings before formal 

procedures start

When opposition 
forms early and 

rapidly

Prevent 
escalation 

and increase 
preparedness

The tools can be analytically grouped 
into three functional categories:
•	 information-oriented tools aim to sim-

plify complex technical content and 

counter emotionally persuasive but 
inaccurate narratives. Their effective-
ness lies in translating abstract or tech-
nical risks into understandable formats, 
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thereby reducing cognitive overload 
and limiting the spread of fear-based 
reasoning. However, their impact 
depends strongly on timing and deliv-
ery context; when introduced too late 
in already escalated conflicts, their cor-
rective capacity may be significantly 
reduced.

•	 Trust-building and credibility-enhanc-
ing tools, including independent expert 
sessions and transparent data mapping, 
directly address skepticism toward 
institutions and project developers. 
By introducing neutral or third-party 
expertise and clearly referencing data 
sources, these tools help  reduce per-
ceptions of manipulation and increase 
the legitimacy of information presented 
during consultations. Importantly, their 
success depends on the perceived inde-
pendence of experts and the openness 
of institutions to scrutiny, highlighting 
the relational dimension of trust in com-
munication processes.

•	 Process-oriented and participatory 
tools, such as facilitated dialogue rules, 
community monitoring mechanisms, 
and stakeholder mapping, focus on 

improving the structure and inclusive-
ness of engagement itself. These tools 
are particularly important in prevent-
ing the dominance of vocal minorities, 
ensuring balanced participation, and 
transforming consultations from one-
directional information sessions into 
deliberative spaces. The inclusion of 
local added value assessment further 
strengthens this category by linking 
abstract policy goals to tangible com-
munity-level benefits, thereby address-
ing concerns related to distributive fair-
ness.

Taken together, Table 6 demonstrates 
that effective misinformation management 
is inseparable from broader procedural 
reform. The most successful approaches are 
those that combine clear communication 
with structured dialogue and visible respon-
siveness to public concerns. This integrated 
perspective reinforces the study’s central 
argument that improving procedural justice 
and trust is a prerequisite for reducing mis-
information-driven resistance and achiev-
ing more socially sustainable renewable 
energy development outcomes.

Fig. 3. Integrated framework of misinformation management and public engagement  
tools in renewable energy planning.
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Figure 3 illustrates how different cat-
egories of tools complement each other in 
addressing misinformation and improving 
public engagement in renewable energy 
planning. It highlights that information pro-
vision alone is insufficient without parallel 
efforts to build trust and structure inclusive 
participation processes. The integration of 
these tools creates a more balanced and 
effective engagement framework, where 
communication, credibility, and procedural 
design reinforce one another. The frame-
work emphasises that reducing conflict 
requires not only correcting misinformation 
but also strengthening transparency, dia-
logue quality, and perceived fairness.

An important finding is that misin-
formation does not operate in isolation. 
Instead, it interacts with historically rooted 

distrust and cultural interpretations of land 
as identity and heritage. Participants often 
described wind development not as a neu-
tral technical project but as an external 
intrusion imposed on the community. The 
belief that decisions are predetermined and 
that consultations are merely symbolic was 
repeatedly expressed and acted as a core 
driver of procedural injustice perceptions. 
To integrate the survey patterns, qualitative 
insights, and planning system diagnosis, 
the study developed an explanatory model 
of resistance and acceptance summarised 
in Table 7. This model shows that trust and 
perceived fairness are the key mediating 
variables that translate information, ben-
efits, and engagement design into social 
acceptance outcomes. 

Table 7. Drivers of the Resistance and Acceptance Model 

Factor Direction Mechanism Evidence source
Trust in institutions Increases acceptance Legitimacy and credibility Survey and focus groups
Perceived procedural 
fairness Increases acceptance People accept outcomes if 

the process is fair Focus groups and pilots

Local added value 
visibility Increases acceptance Benefits justify local 

burdens Economic assessment

Misinformation exposure Increases resistance Risk exaggeration, con-
spiracy framing

Document and focus 
groups

Historical “top-down” 
memory Increases resistance Skepticism toward imposed 

decisions Qualitative analysis

Poor science literacy Increases resistance Myths replace technical 
reasoning Qualitative analysis

The results further demonstrate that com-
munity concerns are not limited to abstract 
values but strongly include questions about 
tangible socio-economic outcomes. Par-
ticipants repeatedly demanded clear infor-
mation about what the municipality gains, 
whether local employment was realistic, 
how road infrastructure might change, what 
the tax effects were, and whether household 
electricity prices could decrease [34], [35]. 
The absence of such information reinforces 
the belief that the project benefits external 

actors while imposing local burdens, which 
in turn strengthens resistance even among 
residents who generally support renewable 
energy. 

To address this gap, the study proposes 
a “local added value balance” approach that 
makes benefits and burdens visible through 
simple indicators. This tool does not remove 
disagreement, but it reduces uncertainty and 
improves the quality of debate by shifting 
the discussion from rumours to measurable 
categories. 
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Results indicate that replacing formalis-
tic hearings with structured dialogue work-
shops, clear facilitation rules, and a “myths 
against facts” segment improves public 
understanding and reduces emotional esca-
lation. Importantly, the study outcomes sug-
gest that even when residents remain skep-
tical, they become more willing to engage 
conditionally if they perceive fairness and 
clarity. 

The strongest improvement observed 
during the study was not an immediate 
“support” increase for energy, a certain 
source or/and technology, but a reduction 

in chaos and a clearer separation between 
evidence-based concerns and misinforma-
tion-driven claims. Participants were more 
likely to ask practical questions about loca-
tion, mitigation measures, and compen-
sation mechanisms, rather than repeating 
slogans or conspiracy narratives. This indi-
cates that procedural reform creates a space 
where disagreement can become manage-
able rather than destructive. 

The summary of pilot consultation 
outcomes, which link the before and after 
qualitative assessment results and changes 
observed, can be seen in Table 8.

Table 8. Summary of Pilot Consultation Outcomes 

Evaluation dimension Before (typical format) After (new structured format) Change observed
Meeting atmosphere Emotional, chaotic More structured and calmer Improved
Participation equality Dominated by vocal actors More balanced speaking turns Improved
Information clarity Low Medium–high Improved
Trust perception Low Slightly higher Improved
Misinformation correction Rare Direct “myths vs. facts” section Improved
Conflict intensity High Medium Reduced

The study findings can be summarised 
as an engagement-effect pathway. Tradi-
tional consultations produce low trust and 
high conflict, which amplifies resistance 
and reduces the legitimacy of planning 
decisions. The structured format improves 
clarity, fairness, and the perceived serious-
ness of public input, which reduces escala-
tion and increases the potential for negoti-
ated outcomes. 

The study results, therefore, show that 
the main obstacle to renewable energy plan-
ning in Latvia is not simply “public oppo-
sition,” but a combination of procedural 

weaknesses, misinformation-driven risk 
perception, and low institutional trust. Wind 
energy becomes the most conflict-sensitive 
technology because it is locally visible, 
symbolically linked to landscape identity, 
and surrounded by strong myth narratives. 
The study also demonstrates that evidence-
based engagement reform can reduce con-
flict intensity and improve legitimacy, 
especially when combined with tools that 
clarify local economic impacts and directly 
address misinformation in a respectful and 
culturally sensitive way.

4. CONCLUSION

The findings of this study provide a com-
prehensive basis for understanding the key 
drivers of renewable energy conflicts and iden-

tifying pathways for improving public accep-
tance and procedural legitimacy in Latvia, 
leading to the following main conclusions:
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•	 Renewable energy conflicts in Latvia 
are primarily governance and legiti-
macy challenges rather than techno-
logical barriers, as the findings clearly 
demonstrate that resistance to renew-
able energy projects does not stem from 
a general rejection of decarbonisation 
goals or renewable technologies them-
selves. Instead, it is rooted in how deci-
sions are made, communicated, and per-
ceived by local communities. The gap 
between high-level policy support and 
local opposition reflects institutional 
and procedural shortcomings rather 
than technical feasibility issues. This 
highlights the need to reframe renew-
able energy deployment as a socio-
political process, where legitimacy and 
inclusiveness are as important as effi-
ciency. Addressing these governance 
dimensions is therefore essential for 
ensuring the successful implementation 
of energy transition policies.

•	 The study confirms that public attitudes 
toward energy technologies are not uni-
form, but vary significantly depending 
on perceived risks, benefits, and local 
impacts. Solar energy, storage solu-
tions, and grid modernisation are gener-
ally associated with low risk and high 
acceptance, while wind energy gener-
ates the strongest polarization. This is 
largely due to its visibility, perceived 
landscape impacts, and symbolic asso-
ciations with loss of local control. Wind 
energy projects therefore act as focal 
points for broader societal tensions, 
including distrust and perceived injus-
tice. As a result, targeted engagement 
strategies are particularly necessary for 
technologies with high conflict poten-
tial.

•	 A major conclusion of the study is that 
the design and implementation of pub-
lic participation processes significantly 

influence public acceptance. Consulta-
tions that are perceived as one-direc-
tional, poorly facilitated, or lacking 
meaningful feedback mechanisms tend 
to reduce trust and increase opposition. 
Communities are more likely to reject 
projects when they feel excluded from 
decision-making or when participation 
is seen as symbolic rather than substan-
tive. Conversely, even controversial 
projects can gain conditional accep-
tance if the process is perceived as fair 
and transparent. This underscores the 
importance of procedural quality as a 
key determinant of social acceptance.

•	 The study shows that misinformation 
does not operate independently, but 
interacts with existing distrust, uncer-
tainty, and limited technical under-
standing. Simplified and emotionally 
persuasive narratives often replace 
complex scientific explanations, espe-
cially in contexts where communica-
tion is ineffective. These narratives 
can significantly shape risk perception 
and reinforce opposition, even when 
they lack an empirical basis. Address-
ing misinformation, therefore, requires 
more than factual correction; it demands 
proactive, accessible, and credible 
communication strategies. Integrating 
myth-correction tools into structured 
engagement processes is essential for 
mitigating this effect.

•	 Trust determines how information is 
interpreted, whether stakeholders are 
willing to engage in dialogue, and how 
trade-offs are evaluated. When trust 
in municipalities, developers, or state 
institutions is low, even accurate and 
transparent information may be dis-
missed or reinterpreted as manipula-
tion. The study highlights that trust 
is built through consistent, transpar-
ent, and responsive engagement rather 
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than one-time communication efforts. 
Strengthening institutional credibility 
is therefore a long-term process that 
must accompany technical and policy 
development. Without trust, even well-
designed projects face a high risk of 
resistance and delay.

•	 Another key finding is that communi-
ties often struggle to identify tangible 
benefits from renewable energy proj-
ects. When economic, social, or infra-
structural gains are unclear, residents 
tend to focus on perceived risks and 
burdens. This imbalance strengthens 
narratives that projects primarily ben-
efit external actors while imposing local 
costs. Providing clear, measurable, and 
locally relevant benefit information can 
significantly improve acceptance. Tools 
such as locally added value assessments 
help shift the discussion from abstract 
concerns to concrete and negotiable 
outcomes.

•	 The study demonstrates that replacing 
traditional consultation formats with 
structured dialogue-based approaches 
leads to measurable improvements in 
participation outcomes. Facilitated dis-
cussions, equal speaking opportunities, 
and clear communication formats reduce 

emotional escalation and prevent domi-
nation by vocal minorities. Although 
such approaches do not eliminate dis-
agreement, they create conditions for 
more constructive and informed debate. 
Importantly, the results show improve-
ments in clarity, participation balance, 
and perceived fairness, even if full con-
sensus is not achieved. This suggests 
that the goal of engagement should be 
better-quality disagreement rather than 
forced agreement.

•	 The findings indicate that improving 
procedural justice, communication qual-
ity, and trust-building mechanisms can 
significantly enhance the social feasi-
bility of renewable energy projects. The 
integration of myth-correction tools, 
transparent feedback loops, and locally 
grounded benefit frameworks provides 
a practical pathway for reducing resis-
tance. These measures are particularly 
important in contexts like Latvia, where 
institutional trust and public participa-
tion practices remain uneven. The study 
contributes to a broader understanding 
that energy transition success depends 
not only on technological innovation 
but also on the quality of governance 
and societal engagement.
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