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Foreword

The Resource Management Series reflects the resurgence of academic interest in
resource management and environmental planning that has occurred over the
past 10 years. This resurgence has occurred in parallel with the growth of wide
public concern over possible future resource shortages, pollution, the loss of
valued wildlife species and landscapes and, more generally, over the possibility
and desirability of sustaining current economic development patterns and
associated life styles. All the books in the Series are policy-orientated, and
share a common concern to improve our understanding of resource manage-
ment policies; all are based on substantial research or practical management
experience. Academic research into the objective need for, and the physical
and socio-economic impacts of, resource developments is essential if the
decisions to be made about the use of resources or about the nature and pace of
technical and economic change are to be informed decisions. Moreover, if the
results of such research are to be used to inform policy making, it is also crucial
that an understanding is gained of how resource management decisions are
made in practice, and of the relative roles played by different sectional
interests.

It is this last research area that provides the focus for the sixth book in the
Series. This book, by Philip Lowe and Jane Goyder, is the first to deal explicitly
and comprehensively with the character and the role of environmental groups.
In it, the growth of the environmental movement is traced, the internal
organisation of environmental groups is analysed, and their external relations
with other actors in the planning process is explored. In analysing the groups,
the authors bring together the work of organisational sociologists and political
scientists, arguing that the analysis of group organisation, hierarchical struc-
turc, objectives and internal decision-making procedures is vital to the under-
standing both of the methods used to influence environmental planning and of
their past success and potential significance. However, the book is not an arid
theoretical exposition. It contains a wealth of examples drawn from an
extensive survey of a wide range of different types of groups, and the second
half of the book is devoted to detailed case studies, illustrating the way groups
operate at the local, national and international planning levels, Tt is clear that
groups have adopted very different operating styles. Some have sought a close,
€ven cosy, relationship with the planning agencies, rarely challenging establish-
ment views, and avoiding overt political involvement; others have chosen, or
have been pushedinto, more direct confrontation in an attempt to change public
and official attitudes. The relative effectivencss of these diffcrent styles in
influencing policy making and opposing developmental interests is an import-
ant issue addressed in the book. In addition, the way in which environmental
group activities can affect other sometimes less affluent and influential sections
of society is also explored. At last we have a detailed, informed and compre-
hensive study of how environmental groups behave, and a reliable basis upon
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which to assess both the way they represent the interests of three mil
members and their role in influencing the planning process.

RICHARD MUNTON and JUDITH REES
May 1982



Preface and acknowledgements

Environmental groups are such a common feature of national and local politics
in Britain that it is surprising that no one hitherto has written a book specifically
about them. Our beok is the culmination of four years’ research. Most of our
efforts have been concentrated on contemporary national groups; we have
sought to understand how they are organised and how they operate in the
political system. To give a fuller picture of the causes and consequences of
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1 Introduction

There is a widespread appreciation of the environment and the threats it faces.
Of the British adult population, approximately one person in ten belongs to an
environmental group. With an estimated {wo-and-a-half to three million
supporters, the environmental movement is now larger than any political party
or trade union; its present strength is roughly double that in 1970, which in turn
was probably double that of 10 years earlier. Simply by virtue of its size and
recent growth, the environmental movement qualifies as a major social
phenomenon. Interest is further aroused by its diversity and impact. There are
nearly a hundred national environmental groups and several thousand local
ones. Some are quite old, dating from the 19th century, but many others have
emerged during the past two decades. Their concerns range from global issues
to do with the future of industrial society, the extinction of species and even
human survival, down to local issues such as preserving neighbourhood
amenities. These concerns have been taken into the political arena; since the
1960s, environmental groups have emerged as a significant force, enjoying
contacts with local government, Parliament and the civil service, and using the
media to mount campaigns, Not only have they influenced legislation and
official policy, but they have also gained considerable public sympathy. Indeed,
it seems that environmental groups are part of a broadly based change in the
way people perceive and evaluate their surroundings.

How can this upsurge of interest be understood? How is it organised? And
what has been its political impact? These are the questions we address in this
book. Chapter 2 examines environmental groups in the context of a wider shift
of opinion, whereby environmental concern has become a major cause. Social
movements such as this arise from discontent with some of the customary
values of society, and represent concerted attempts to institutionalise alterna-
tive values (Mauss 1975, Turner 1967, Oberschall 1973, Pickvance 1975a).
Thus the environmental movement is taken as an episode of collective be-
haviour, whose formal manifestations are the separate environmental groups;
and the flux in their activitics and support is regarded as an expression and
indication of changing values in society (Albrecht 1976, Sills 1975). The chapter
focuses on the social characteristics of the movement, the values it expresses,
its historical origins and its subsequent pattern of development.

The rest of the book concentrates on two main themes: the internal organisa-
tion of environmental groups and their external relations with the political
system. Environmental groups fall within a particular organisational category.
They are all voluntary organisations—formal groups in which individuals freely
associate, without commercial motive, to further some common purpose
(Hatch 1980). This definition distinguishes them from commercial and statu-
tory organisations.

The report of the Wolfenden Committee (1978) on The future of voluntary
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organisations in Britain commented on ‘the paucity of research on voluntary
organisations’. It appears that such research has suifered from occupying part
of the no-man’s land between sociology and political science (Pickvance
1975b). By and large it has been bypassed by organisational sociologists whose
theoretical and empirical work has been devoted to what they consider to be
the characteristic organisations of modern society — those that are large,
complex and bureaucratic. Thus the sociclogy of organisations has been
preoccupied primarily with commerical organisations, particularly large firms
and corporations, and secondarily with public institutions such as hospitals,
prisons and educational establishments (Dunkerley 1972). The exceptions in
the voluntary field are trade unions, which have attracted a considerable
literature. Significantly, they diverge the most from the voluntary principle of
free association; they have also developed furthest towards the ‘ideal’ type of
bureaucracy. However, many other voluntary organisations, including most
national environmental groups, have also undergone a degree of internal
differentiation, taking on paid staifs and developing hierarchy and oligarchy.
These groups still have relatively simple formal structures, but this does not
make their internal processes of decision any less interesting or important.

Political scientists on the other hand, although devoting much time to the
role of groups in politics, have concentrated on the external relations of groups
and have neglected their internal political processes and domestic affairs (Beer
1975, Kimber & Richardson 1974a, Finer 1966, Wootton 1978). The overriding
concern has been to assess the impact of groups on the political system as a basis
for meral judgement as to their worth or threat to democratic government,
There has been a tendency to regard as unproblematic the way groups arise,
generate support and commitment, establish objectives, and evolve adminis-
trative and decision-making structures. Yet, although the environment of a
group may place effective, even narrow, limits on what it can achieve, its
behaviour within these limits will be determined fundamentally by its internal
relations {W. Grant 1977).

Any attempt to understand the activities of groups, therefore, should not be
indifferent to their internal structure and processes. Chapter 3 looksin detail at
the main internal characteristics of national environmental groups and how
they have tackled certain key organisational issues facing all voluntary organ-
isations. Some of these same issues, in particular the resources a group can
command, are picked up again in Chapter 5 with respect to local environmental
groups.

The connection of environmental groups to national and local politics is the
subject of Chapters 4 and 5 respectively, focusing on their roles as pressure
groups. We have chosen to employ the term ‘pressure group’ because of its
general currency; yet it is something of a misnomer, as it characterises a type of
activity rather than a type of association (reflecting, incidentally, the bias of
political scientists towards judging the manifest behaviour of groups — Grove
1962). We would define pressure group activity, therefore, as the efforts of
organised groups to influence the decisions of public anthorities. It should be
borne in mind, however, that many environmental groups operate only
occasionally as pressure groups. There may be other ways of furthering their
purposes, for example through provision of various services to their members,
or by acting directly upon issues on which they are also pressing for official
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action, such as the acquisition of special sites or structures under threat. Some
groups also seek to influence bodies other than public authorities. At various
times, environmental groups have sought to modify the outlook of companies,
trade unions, professional associations and other environmental groups.

Chapter 4 examines the access national groups enjoy to the three crucial
arenas of influence: government departments and agencies, Parliament and the
media. The ways in which environmental groups determine their political
tactics and act together as part of a co-ordinated lobby are also considered.

Chapter 5 looks at the relations between local environmental groups and
local government, focusing on their involvement in the statutory planning
system. Of course, environmental groups are not the only influence on
planning policies, nor are planning decisions solely about environmental
matters; such decisions embrace many different issues, including housing,
transport, employment and economic development, all of which may conflict
with environmental objectives. Furthermore, planning decisions allocate spa-
tially both the costs and the benefits of new development, and one area’s
environmental gain may be another’s loss. The chapter therefore examines the
implications for other interests of the involvement of local environmental
groups in the planning system.

Thus in Part I of the book, we hope to juxtapose three different perspectives
normally pursued separately by social scientists. The first, the social movement
perspective, relates environmental groups to society, to changes in values, and
possibly to changes in social structure. The second, the organisational perspec-
five, takes us inside the groups to see how unity and internal authority are
maintained, support engendered, resources allocated and goals set. The third,
the pressure group pérspective, relates the groups to the political system,
assessing their impact and accounting for their political efficacy. Taken
together rather than in isolation, these three perspectives give a much fuller
understanding of the way environmental groups work, of their historical
significance and of their potential prospects.

Chapters 3 and 4 are based on the results of a survey, carried out in 1979-80,
of 77 national voluntary organisations concerned with the environment. These
are listed in the Appendix, along with any acronyms used in the text. We tried
to be comprehensive in covering the following categories of groups: wildlife
and resource conservation, amenity, landscape and building protection, pro-
motion of countryside recreation and prevention of pollution. Specifically
Scottish and Welsh societies were excluded, as were professional associations,
such as the Royal Town Planning Institute or the Institute of Landscape
Architects. The dynamic nature of the environmental movement is illustrated
by the fact that at least four groups that we had hoped to include had become
dormant by the time we were scheduled to see them, and a similar number
were formed while the survey was in progress — the Underwater Conservation
Society, the Land Council, the British Association of Nature Conservationists
and the Anti-Nuclear Campaign.

The questions in the survey were put to the leading staff member in each
group (usually the director or general secretary). In those groups without any
staff, the leading officer (usually the chairman or honorary secretary) was
interviewed. In addition, in the very big groups, extra interviews were con-
ducted with senijor staff other than the director. In this way, it was hoped to tap
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the most well informed source within each group. With respect 1o certain
questions, of course, such as those regarding the achievements of a group or its
internal structure and control, our respondents were not disinterested parties.
Nevertheless, we justify our approach on the grounds that the outlook and
attitudes of people in such key positions are important facts. Moreover, we
have tried to take into account the specific perspective of our respondents, in
devising our questionnaire and analysing the results, and where appropriate
seeking corroboration. As with all empirical investigations, however, it is
important for the researcher and the reader to bear in mind the strengths and
limitations of the information source used. (For further details of the meth-
odology, see Lowe 1981.)

Chapter 5 on local environmental groups is based on literature covering the
participation of voluntary groups in local government and on details of three
kinds of local environmental groups: county branches of the Council for the
Protection of Rural England (CPRE), amenity societies registered with the
Civic Trust, and county trusts for nature conservation. We have concentrated,
therefore, on groups devoted to protecting the natural or built environment,
and have excluded the host of community groups — the tenants” and residents’
associations, estate clubs and community action groups — with predominantly
social objectives, though on occasions they may be drawn into environmental
1881U€S,

We have also focused on groups with an enduring and general interest in the
environment, tather than those created simply to wage a particular campaign
and which disband thereafter. A large number of such *fire brigade’ groups
have sprung up over the past two decades to fight proposals for motorways,
power stations and other large-scale developments. Usually they are shart-
lived and they subside in victory or defeat, especially when established as
temporary alliances of existing local organisations. Some remain in being and
evolve a permanent role, continuing to focus local attention on other environ-
mental issues as they arise. Indeed, many long-lived environmental groups
start in this way, in response to a particular threat. Where this happens, they
begin to build the long-term contacts and expertise for involvement in the
planning system that is analysed in Chapter 5. '

In PartII of the book, case studies are used toillustrate the previous analysis,
Here we have drawn on the assistance of three guests contributors. The case
studies and their respective primary authors are as follows:

Chapter 6 The Henley Society, a representative local amenity society (Tane
Goyder and Philip Lowe);

Chapter 7 Friends of the Earth, the most prominent of the new environmental
groups (Richard Bare);

Chapter 8§  The National Trust, the largest, most prestigious and one of the oldest
environmental groups (Sarah Buchanan and Philip Lowe);

Chapter 9 The Royal Society for Nature Conservation, the leading conservation
group {Jane Goyder and Philip Lowe});

Chapter 10 The European Environmental Bureau, the umbrella organisation for
environmental groups within the European Community (Philip Lowe
and John McBride).

The purpose of the case studies is outlined in the introduction to Part I1. Each
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one draws on published and unpublished records of the group in question and
interviews with key personnel.

The case studies furnish material illustrative of major themes from Part L and
provide an opportunity for comparative judgements. Drawing on this material,
the Conclusions marshal the book’s findings around three central themes: the
reasons for the emergence of environmentalism as a significant political force,
the relationship between the internal and external organisation of environ-
mental groups, and the implications of their involvement in politics for
other interests within our society. The book ends with speculation about the
future. Though facing uncertain prospects, the environmental movement
seems to be well established as a permanent feature of the political scene.






Part1



-



2 The environmental
movement

Environmental groups and the attentive public

The environmental movement consists of a number of environmental groups,
the organisational embodiment of the movement, and what might be termed
the attentive public: those people who, though they do not belong to any of the
groups, share their values. The attentive public for the environmental move-
ment would include the readership of various environmental magazines,
students of environmental studies in schools, colleges and universities, sym-
pathetic members of the design and land-use professions and the many people
who, through their personal convictions, behaviour and life styles, express
their concern for the environment — for example organic gardeners, health food
devotees, outdoor enthusiasts and supporters of recycling schemes,

Environmental groups, therefore, are only one indicator of the wider social
movement. Other indicators include the degree of sympathy expressed by
non-environmental organisations, the burgeoning of environmental literature
and the coverage of the environment in the news media. For example, a series
of conferences held through the 1960s on the theme of “The countryside in 197(0°
showed a marked increase in the range of organisations expressing their
concern and support. Whereas the first conference (in 1963) attracted just 90
organisations, some 335 were represented at the final one (in 1970). By this
time, the range included organisations such as the Boy Scouts’ Association, the
Board for Social Responsibility of the Church of England, and the National
Union of Students. Similarly, the creation of the Business and Industry
Panel for the Environment, the Lawyers’ Ecology Group, the Professional
Institutions” Council for Conservation, and the Council for Environmental
Education, illustrates the spread of environmental concern to industrialists,
lawyers, the design and engineering professions and teachers respectively.

An analysis of the proportion of space devoted to environmental issues in
The Times between 1953 and 1973 revealed steady but minor coverage until
1965, followed by a three-fold increase up to 1973 (Brookes et al. 1976). The
authors suggest the growth of coverage marked a new tendency to redefine
what had previously been perceived as individual problems, say of pollutien or
town planning, as part of a more general problem of ‘the environment’.
Analyses of newspaper coverage in Ametica and Japan have shown a similar
build-up of mass media interest during the late 1960s, with a levelling-off after
the mid-1970s (Sandbach 1980).

The causal relationship between formal groups and social movements is not
straightforward. Groups may be the creation of movements, and vice versa.
The Ecology Party is a clear example of a group that has arisen out of the
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contemporary environmental movement giving political expression to uncase
at the economic and conservation policies of established parties. However, it
also seems that formal groups can exist without a social movement. There are
certainly examples of organised groups in our society that enjoy minimal
support beyond their own membership. Examples include extremist groups
totally opposed to the prevailing order, those with very specialised or obscure
objectives, and those promoting thoroughly unpopular causes. Though en-
vironmental groups currently enjoy the support of a large attentive public, this
has not always been the case. Many predate contemporary concern for the
environment, and indeed their publicity and campaigning efforts have helped
to awaken and enlarge that concern.

The relation between formal groups and the attentive public in terms of
social composition is complex. A major criticism of environmental groups has
been that their members are predominantly middle- or upper middle-class, and
that their values are uwnrepresentative of lower-class interests. The late
Anthony Crosland, Labour Secretary of State for the Environment between
1974 and 1976, commented: ‘To say that we must attend meticulously to the .
environmental case does not mean that we must go to the other extreme and
wholly neglect the economic case. . . . Part of the conservationist lobby would
do precisely this. Their approach is hostile to growth and indifferent to the
needs of ordinary people. It has a manifest class bias and reflects a set of
middle- and upper-class value judgements [for which] preservation of the status
quo is the sole consideration.’ {Crosland 1971.) There seem to be three distinct
arguments in this statement. The first is that the membership of environmental
groups is predominantly middle class. The secondis that only the middle classis
interested in environmental issues — which means, in our terms, that the
attentive public is predominantly middle class. The third is that the ¢nviron-
mental movement is pursuing class-based interests.

Available evidence strongly supports the first assumption, that members of
environmental groups are predominantly middle class. Table 2.1 gives details
of the social composition of the National Trust, the Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds (RSPB) and the Bedfordshire and Huntingdonshire Natu-
ralists’ Trust. The data for the National Trust should be treated with some
caution as they were collected in 1973, since when the Trust’s membership has

Table 2.1 Social composition of environmental groups (by head of household) com-
pared with the general population.

Bedfordshire and ~ National RSPB England and
Huntingdonshire Trust (%) (%)  Wales (%)
Naturalists’ Trust (%)

managerial and

professional (AB) 78 72 25 14
technical and clerical (C;) 9 24 41 n
skilled manual (C;) 1 3 20 31
unskilled manual (DE) 2 1 14 33

' Conducted by Christopher Bull, 1980,
¢ Conducted by the National Trust, 1973.
' Conducted by the RSPB, 1979,
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increased three-fold. For all three groups, a sizeable majority of members are
middle class; but there are marked differences, with the RSPB being mainly
lower middle class, and the other two strongly upper middle class. Table 2.2
presents data for the Conservation Society and Friends of the Earth (FoE).
This was collected on a different basis from Table 2.1, to bring out details of the
sector in which members work as well as their occupational status. Members of
these two groups also are predominantly upper middle class. Compared with a
sample survey of the general public, they tend to have higher incomes and
much higher levels of education (a majority of the members of both groups
have degrees). As Table 2.2 shows, they are drawn disproportionately from the
personal service professions, such as teaching, social work and medicine.

Surveys, both nationally and locally, of committee members of the CPRE,
have shown them to be mainly upper middle class and upper class (Allison
1975, Buller & Lowe 1982). Similarly, in a national survey of local amenity
societies, 87% of 578 societies agreed that ‘most of our members are white-
collar or professional-managerial people and their spouses’ (Barker/Civic

~Trust 1976). Four fifths of the societies also reported that they do not have
among their members even one third who do manual jobs. Certainly most of
the leaders of local amenity societies are professional and managerial people
(see Table 2.3).

Does the fact that membership of environmental groups is predominantly
middle class mean that the environment is basically a middle-class concern?
This need not be so. It could be that environmental groups are merely reflecting
a characteristic of voluntary organisations in general — that they tend to be
formed and supported mainly by the middle class (Stacey 1960, Goldthorpe et
al. 1969). The critical question is whether the attentive public is also predomi-
nantly middle class.

Table 2.2 Qccupations of environmentalists and the public.

Members of  General
FoE and the public

Conservation (%)
Saciety
(%)
commerce and indusiry

professional and supervisory 14.3 13.6
clerical 3.6 12.2
self employed 9.6 4.8
sexvice, welfare, creative 38.4 12.2
manual ' 5.4 28.2
retired 9.1 1.8
housewife 8.0 18.0
unemployed 1.6 1.7
student 3.0 1.4
: 100.0 99.9

N=(427) N = (294)

Source: This table originally appeared in Cotgrove, 8. Calasirophe or cornucopia; the
environment, politics and the future, published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd in 1982, and
is reproduced by permission,
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Table 2.3 Prevalent occupations of the chairmen and honorary
secretaries of local amenity societies,

—

b 3 g0 2

teacher/educational administrator
housewife

business/industrial manager
architect

lawyer

lecturer

engineer

civil servant 5.

WO~

Source: National survey conducted by the Civig Trust, 1976, Some 24% of
the 1554 respondents were retired but in the table they have been
allocated to their previous oceupations,

One of the few ways of gauging the size and composition of the attentive
public for an issue is the use of opinion polls. There is a lack of data for Britain,
but there has been considerable research in America. This suggests that
the attentive public concerned about the environment is more socially rep-
resentative than the membership of environmental groups. As in Britain,
members of American groups tend to have markedly higher levels of income
and education and to hold higher status occupations than non-
environmentalists (Morrison & Dunlap 1980). Examination of opinion poll
data, however, reveals much more broadly based, passive support for the
movement. Thus, whereas just 4% of American adults belong to environmen-
tal groups, about 50% claim to be sympathetic to the environmental movement
and only 4% regard themselves as unsympathetic rather than neutral (Mitchell
1979b, 1980). A similar pattern emerges in response to questions about the
perceived seriousness of environmental problems and the need for remedial
action: a clear majority of people showed concern and expressed their support
for more stringent controls, even those involving extra expenditure, and only a
small minority opposed these.

The evidence suggests that support is widely spread across all social classes.
Admittedly, most studies of environmental concern do report a negative
correlation with age and a positive correlation with level of education, but these
relationships are not particularly strong. Thus, although young adults and
college-educated people are especially likely to identify themselves with the
environmental movement, support is not lacking amongst low-education
groups and older people. Moreover, the income and occupation bias amongst
members of environmental groups is not reflected in the public support for the
movement. It would seem, therefore, that these attributes of members are not
a characteristic of environmental concern but of the propensity to join a
voluntary organisation {Van Liere & Dunlap 1980).

The British opinion data which exist tend to support the American evidence,
Table 2.4 presents the results of a survey that inquired about the degree of
concern for pollution. Significantly, a majority of people in each occupational
category regarded pollution as a very important issue, and there was no marked
variation in concern between occupational categories (nor, incidentally, in
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Table 2.4 Degree of concern over pollution, categerised according to occupation of
head of household.

Profes- Business Manual ~ White Director Retired House- Row
sional propri- worker  collar (%) (%) wife  total
(%) elor (%) (%) (%)

(4

very 751
important  62.5 61.0 58.4 55.3 62.8 65.1 63.1 (59.5%)
485

important 32.5 377 391 42.9 372 32.8 354 (33.4%)

of little 21
importance 2.5 1.3 2.3 0.5 0 2.1 1.5 (1.7%)
not at all 6
important 2.5 0 0.2 1.4 0 0 0 {0.5%)
1263
(100%)

Soterce: Eurobaroneter 12, Fall 1979,

relation to levels of income or educational attainment). A different survey
examined awareness of threats to the environment. Interviewees were asked:
‘One of the problems concerning many people today is pollution of the
environment. What types of pollution — if any — do you personally feel
concerned about?’ Again, in all occupational categories, a clear majority
expressed concern (Table 2.5). Higher social groups, however, showed a much
greater awareness of specific environmental threats than did lower social
groups. This difference was most marked with respect to air and water
pollution; that is, to those forms of pollution whose effects are often much less
immediate and tangible than visual or noise pollution. Realistic support for
environmental policies involves willingness to pay. Cotgrove (1982} found that
amajority of people (64%) favoured raising taxes to control pollution, and only
19% opposed such a proposition. However, when the critical choice was put in
terms of a possible loss of jobs through more stringent environmental protec-
tion, there was no longer a majority in favour of additional controls. Cotgrove
put these same questions to a sample of environmentalists (members of Friends
of the Earth (FoE), the Conservation Society, the World Wildlife Fund and the
Somerset Trust for Nature Conservation). They expressed very strong support
for raising taxes for pollution control and a preference for environmental
protection over job protection. What distinguishes environmentalists, there-
fore, is not so much their concern for the environment as the degree of im-
portance they attach to such concern. This conclusion is reinforced by the
local protest groups which emerge to give expression to latent environmental
sympathies wherever 2 major threat to the environment materialises. In such
circumstances, environmental protection is likely to become a central rather
than a peripheral concern for those people who are affected. It should be added
that such protest groups do not arise solely in middle-class districts {I. Hall
1976).

Finally, we turn to the argument that environmental groups are, in effect,
pursuing elitist interests. Environmental decisions have distributional consequ-
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Table2.5 Concern about pollution among Britons (%), according to social class.

Class
Al AB 1 ¢ p E
respondents

air pollution 39 44 a5 39 B
water pollution 40 51 45 40 33 29
land pollution 22 27 23 23 20 17
noise pollution 11 13 11 10 12 o
visual pollution, eyesores, etc, 12 15 12 10 14 12

other types of pollution/
other answers 4 6 6 3 3 5
not concerned 18 14 16 17 20 24
no answer/don’t know 6 2 3 7 7 i1
number of respondents 1,118 133 265 372 250 g3

Source: Public attitudes to pollution. Opinion Research Centre, February 1975,

The question asked in the survey was ‘Cne of the problems concerning many people today is
pollution of the environment. What types of pollution - if any - do you person ally feel concerned
about?’ The results shown above group the different types of polintion and environmental
problems mentioiied by the respondents under each heading.

The interviewer then went on 10 ask, for each type of pollution, which two of 2 given set of
possible causes were thought to be the most important in Britain. The threc causes most often
mentioned were:

air pollution - vehicle exhausts (70%); smoke from factories (46%}; rubbish and rubbish dumps
(15%)

water pollation — factory and industrial waste (51%}; oil slicks and waste from ships (34%),;
sewage effluent (28%)

land pollution - litter and rubbish (41%); factory and industiial waste (30%); dumping of
household waste (26%)

noise pollution — lormies/busesicars (56%); motorcycles/scooters (26%); loud radios/TV crc
(23%)

visual pollution - litter and rubbish left by the public {53%); ugly redevelopment in towns and
cities (30%); waste disposal and tipping (28%)

ences which may be of two kinds: a spatial one where the costs and benfits are
unevenly distributed between areas, and a social one, where they are dif-
ferentially distributed between sections of society. In practice these often
coincide, since different sections of society tend also to be spatially segregated.
The distributional consequences of environmental decisions become particu-
larly clear at the level of local planning, and Chapter 5 considers the implica-
tions for local environmental groups. However, in general at both national and
locallevel, the major charge of elitism levelled at the enviro nmental movement
Tests on a perceived conflict between environmental protection and material
wellbeing.

The anti-growth sentiments of many environmentalists in the early 1970s
were an easy target for left-wing politicians who charged that environmentalists
were indifferent to the material aspirations of workin g people and to the relief
of poverty. This charge missed the point that traditional forms of economic
growth were perhaps an ineffective instrument for improving the lot of the
poor, and that a pleasant and safe environment is an important element in a
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reasonable standard of living for all classes. The fact that the poorer sections of
society also tend to live in the most polluted and degraded environments and
have the least ability to reach pleasant environments would suggest that they
too have a major stake in environmental improvement, In any case, claims that
economic growth and environmental conservation are inimical have lost their
currency as the economy has stapnated. A more recent variant is that conserva-
tion is a luxury we can ill afford.

Other arguments have focused on the distributive mechanisms whereby the
economic and environmental benefits of our society (with or without growth)
are allocated to different arcas and different classes. Crosland’s strictures are
relevant here, particularly his charge that environmentalists are affluent people
who ‘want to kick the ladder down behind them. They are militant about
threats to rural peace and wildlife and well loved beauty spots; but little
concerned with the far more desperate problem of the urban environment in
which 80 per cent of our citizens live.” (Crosland 1971.) Certainly, the balance
of environmental concern has been towards preserving ‘unspoilt’ areas rather
than improving degraded ones. To what extent this is merely a regrettable blind
spot or, alternatively, a zero sum game whereby some areas suffer poor
environmental conditions precisely because others enjoy more favourable
conditions, we shall consider at greater length in Chapter 5.

Having considered the social composition of the environmental movement
and the relation between formal groups and the attentive public, we now turn
to the origins of the movement and the values expressed by it. What are the
central values of environmentalism which allow us to talk of a single environ-
mental movement rather than a series of separate movements, each pursuing
discrete objectives, such as the ‘nature conservation movement’ or ‘the amen-
itymovement’? To answer this, and to understand the origins of the movement,
an historical perspective is needed to provide evidence of a common thread of
values and the changing support they have elicited.

The episodic development of the environmental movement

The oldest national environmental group — the Commons, Open Spaces and
Footpaths Preservation Society ~ dates from 1865, The complete history of the
British environmental movement is thus encapsulated in less than a century and
a quarter, although it is possible to find isolated examples of preservationist
sentiment as far back as the Middle Ages, and prophetic pleas for preservation
which were far in advance of their time (Boulting 1976, Harvey 1972, Nicholson
1970, Glacken 1967). Yet prior to the last century, such attitudes were
characteristically rare. Only during the latter part of the 19th century, in a
decisive shift in attitude, did a recognisable sense emerge that the preservation
of historic buildings, wildlife and natural beauty should be ensured deliberately
rather than left to chance. The concern for the environment expressed by
organised groups was not confined to them but reflected a general stirring of
opinion, sufficiently influential to carry legislation against fierce opposition
from entrenched interests and to initiate state action, contrary to the usual
inclinations of Victorian governments (Kennet 1972, Ashby & Anderson
1981, Sheail 1976).
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A striking feature of the subsequent history of the environmental movement
has been its uneven development, marked by distinct periods of organisational
expansion and innovation followed by intervals which see few new departures.
It seems that during the former periods, environmental issues and environmen-
tal concern catch the attention of a wider publicleading to a major expansion of
the movement. Figure 2.1 plots the pattern of these periods of expansion and
renewal, using the dates of formation of the national environmental groups in
our survey. Data for earlier periods in this cycle are not complete. Some
environmental groups which flourished then have since disappeared. Figures
for previous expansionary periods therefore tend to underestimate the total
number of groups formed.

The first of these environmental eras, from the mid-1880s to the turn of the
century, produced, amongst others, the Selborne Society, the Royal Society
for the Protection of Birds, the Coal Smoke Abatement Society (now the
National Society for Clean Air), the National Trust, the Metropolitan and
Public Gardens Association, the Garden Cities Association (now the Town and
Country Planning Association), the Camping Club, and the Society for the
Preservation of the Wild Fauna of the Empire (now the Fauna and Flora
Preservation Society).

asr
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<
—

Figure 2.1 Dates of formation of national environmental groups.
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The second period, the middle inter-war years, saw the creation of the
Ancient Monuments Society, the Ramblers’ Association, the Council for the
Preservation of Rural England (and its Welsh and Scottish equivalents),
the Pedestrians’ Association for Road Safety, the Youth Hostels Association,
the National Trust for Scotland, the Pure Rivers Society and the Central
Council for River Protection. Many of the older local groups date from this
period.

The recent expansion of the environmental movement began in the late
1950s and early 1960s with the formation of the Civic Trust, the Council for
Natare, the Victorian Society, the Noise Abatement Society and the British
Trust for Conservation Volunteers. The early part of this period also saw the
rapid spread of the county naturalists’ trusts (Fig. 5.2). The membership
statistics of groups, however, show no dramatic increase until the early 1970s,
when most groups experienced rapid growth and there was a large crop of new
groups. These included FoE, the Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group, the
Tree Council, Save, the Ecology Party, Rescue, Transport 2000, the Lawyers’
Ecology Group, Watch, the Socialist Environment and Resources Association,
the Professional Institutions’ Council for Conservation and many others.
Amenity societies spread throughout the country (see Fig. 5.1).

Similar peaks in environmental concern have occurred in other countries at
about the same time. The environmental era of the 1970s was common to most
advanced capitalist countries (Knoepfel & Watts 1983). Similarly, the turn-of-
the-century era in Britain was mirrored in the United States, in the creation of
such groups as the Sierra Club and the National Audubon Society as well as a
number of federal conservation agencies {(O'Riordan 1971), Canada, Get-
many, Switzerland and Sweden witnessed parallel developments, and in the
Netherlands three of the eight organisations that comprise the present Land-
elijk Milieu Overleg date from this period, as do a number of the constituent
groups of the Fédération Frangaise des Sociétés de Protection de la Nature,
Indeed, throughout Europe, the late 19th century saw a spate of legislation and
new institutions to safeguard historic monuments and natural areas (Baldwin
Brown 1905, Conwentz 1909). The upsurge of environmental concern in the
middle inter-war years in Britain also had its counterparts in the United States,
in the formation of the Izaak Walton League, the Wildemess Society and the
National Wildlife Federation as well as in the conservation measures of the
early New Deal; and in Germany, in the youth and open-air movements, which
the National Socialists exploited to propagate their notions of ‘folk, blood and
soil” (Marsh 1981).

How do we explain these sudden rushes of activity over the whole spectrum
of environmental concern? Before addressing this question, we must justify the
lumping of so many diverse groups as part of a single movement. What we need
to do is to demonstrate that there are fundamental values in common to each
of the three environmental eras and, within each era, across the spectrum of
environmental concerns. Today, we are conscious of an environmental move-
ment embracing a wide range of concerns. The late Victorians established the
first nature conservation group, the first building preservation group, the first
rural preservation group, the first landscape protection group, the first anti-
pollution group and the first outdoor pursuit group. Were they conscious that
these initiatives were linked as part of a single movement?
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The underlying values of environmentalism

There is considerable evidence that the different initiatives taken at the end of
the 19th century were, in fact, linked developments and were seen, by those
involved, to be part of acommon cause. Key people active in one society — such
as Octavia Hill, Sir John Lubbock, Edward North Buxton, G. Shaw-Lefevre,
James Bryce, Lawrence Chubb and William Morris ~ were active in others.
There was considerable mutual co-operation and support between different
societies. Moreover, the commonality of interest between preservation of
wildlife, of antiquities and of rural amenities is evident in the formation of
societies that embraced more than one of these aims; examples include the
National Trust for Places of Historic Interest or Natural Beauty, the Selborne
Society for the Protection of Birds, Plants and Pleasant Places, and the British
Empire Naturalists’ Association ‘to ensure protection for wildlife, wild plants,
and interesting human antiquities’. In 1898, the first attempt at formal co-
ordination was made when the Society for Checking the Abuses of Public
Advertising convened a meeting of the various societies to examine how they
might best co-operate ‘in defence of the Picturesque and Romantic Elements of
our National Life’ (Sheail 1981).

Wildlife and historic preservationists often employed the same terminology,
such as the frequent reference to the refics of the past and the relics of nature,, or
to ancient moruments and natural monuments — in much the way that the term
‘conservation’ has been stretched in recent years to cover wildlife protection,
building preservation and the husbanding of resources. Sometimes the imagery
was transposed. For example, preservationists urged that ancient buildings be
treated as ‘living things’; whereas naturalists spoke of preserving ‘the ancient
life” of nature. The Huxley Report of 1947 drew on this widely held analogy
when declaring that nature reserves are ‘both ancient monuments and living
museums — living embodiments of the past history of the land” and therefore
deserving of treatment on a par with museums and ancient monuments for
which the state had recognised a responsibility. Similarly, in proposing the
establishment of the Council for the Preservation of Rural England, Patrick
Abercrombie remarked in 1926 that ‘the greatest historical monument that we
possess, the most essential thing which &5 England, is the Couniryside, the
Market Town, the Village, the Hedgerow Trees, the Lanes, the Copses, the
Streams and the Farmsteads.’

The mid-Victorian period was one of unprecedented industrial growth,
urban expansion and agricultural improvement. Not only did this generate
enormous upheaval, socially and environmentally, but it also increased
prosperity, which, with greater opportunities for education and leisure, facili-
tated the growth of an informed public, knowledgeable about its surroundings.
The Victorians’ commitment to travel and self-improvement found a number
of outlets, including the establishment of numerous local field clubs to promote
the study of archacology and natural history. By the 1880s, there were a few
hundred of these with a combined membership around 100000 (Lowe 1978).
One result was the accumulation of detailed records, county by county, which
provided clear evidence of an alarming rate of destruction of the native fauna
and flora and historic structures and sites. Evidence that many plant species
were becoming locally rare or extinct induced the Selborne Society to set up a
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Plant Protection Section, whose recorder gave the following causes for the
decline or extermination of wild plants:

Smoke; atmospheric abnormalities; drainage; cutting down of woods; desiccation;
drought; cultivation; building operations; sport; hawking and collecting; professional
collecting; nature-study operations. {Horwood 1913.)

Concern at the loss of valued environmental features was, of course, sharpened
by a growing sense of their rarity. Yet this still does not explain why changes
which in the past had been considered generally advantageous now aronsed
passionate oppasition, at least amongst an influential minority of intellectual
and upper-class Victorians.

What was different was a new evaluation of the features being obliterated
and a new orientation towards the forces and motives which wrought these
changes. In particular, there was a reversal of the rationalist, progressivist
outlook deriving from the ‘Enlightenment’ which, with its confidence in the
perfectibility of all things, had looked always to the improvement of nature and
society through the exercise of human reason and ingenuity. Victorian environ-
mentalists emphatically rejected the imperative to fmprove — whether it be the
enclosure of common wastes for agricultural or building purposes, the control
of ‘vermin” on country estates, the demolition of ancient structures in the
rebuilding of Victorian towns, the restoration of the fabric of historic buildings,
‘or the drainage of 0ld meadows and marshes. Indeed, instead of improvement,
they saw in these acts deformation and vandalism (Hunter 1981).

It seems that environmental concern was an integral part of the late Victorian
intellectual reaction to many of the tenets of economic liberalism. It is no
coincidence, forexample, that some of the social philosophers inthe vanguard of
this reaction, such as John Ruskin, John Stwart Mill and William Morris, were
leading and founder members of environmental groups. This profound shift of
opinion arose from a reassessment of the social and economic changes of the
19th century. The optimism and belief in boundless prosperity that had
characterised mid-century Britain was replaced by pessimism about the pros-
pects for social and economic advance. The Victorians earlier self-confidence
was sapped by the Great Depression of the 1880s and by the intellectual crisis of
the post-Darwinian years, which cast doubt on the nature of the human
condition and on the possibility of its relief or improvement (Burrow 1966).
Britain’s increasingly disappointing industrial performance in the final decades
of the century was matched by a growing equivocalness towards industrialism
itself: the source of the nation’s economic and political power was coming to be
seen as destructive of the moral and social order, human health, traditional
values, the physical environment and natural beauty, This growing antipathy to
the industrial spirit in late 19th-century Britain reflected the absorption of the
urban bourgeoisi¢ into the upper reaches of British society and its genteel value
system — a value system which disdained trade and industry, which stressed the
civilised enjoyment, rather than the accumulation, of wealth, and which
preferred social stability to enterprise (Wiener 1981).

Environmental groups gave expression to doubts about industrialism, parti-
cularly in relation to its impact on urban life and urban growth. Indeed,
common to all environmental groups of the period was a moral and aesthetic
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revaulsion to the contemporary industrial city. Some hoped to ameliorate urban
conditions, for example, by attempting to improve housing standards, provide
open spaces or curb smoke pollution {Hill 1913, Russell 1902). Others sought
to create an idealised city which would be the antithesis of the industrial city —
the so-called ‘garden city’ (Howard 1898). Others again turned away from the
dirt, crime, disease, ugliness and social tensions of the city and set their sighis
on preserving places and things that had not yet been corrupted by urban and
industrial expansion. A few went as far as setting up simple rural colonies
(Hardy 1979).

Tangible relics of previous epochs and of the natural world served similar
functions. Both provided evidence, however incomplete, of what ‘progress’
had destroyed. As constants in a changing world, they stood for continuity,
stability and tradition, against the restless and rootless stirrings of industrial
capitalism. Both were sources of spiritual, moral and aesthetic reinvigoration,
in antithesis to the artificial creations and vulgar materialism of the modern
age. Lord Bryce, a distinguished Liberal and supporter of the Society for the
Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB), anticipated that ‘the growth of
reverential feelings’ towards ancient buildings would rescue men ‘from that
worldliness which comes of mere material prosperity and growth of wealth.
Man does not live by bread alone’, but requires ‘all those subtle yet potent ties
which bind the present to the past’ (1882). In setting up the National Trust to
safeguard places of natural beauty, it was decided that ‘it should consist of men
and women who should be free from the tendency to sacrifice such treasures to
mercenary considerations, or to vulgarise them in accordance with popular
cries - should be, in fact, those to whom historic memories loom large, who
love the wild bird, butterfly, and plant, who realise the national value of hill
slope lighted by sun or shadowed by cloud’ (Hill 1905). Victorian preservation-
ism was distinctly a gentlemanly avocation pursued by cultured people well
removed from, and indeed averse to, the base pursuits of trade and manufac-
ture.

Because of their uniqueness, relics of the past and of nature provided a kind
of visible guarantee of historical identity, to be preserved from the arbitrary
standardisation that a cosmopolitan industrialism seemed to threaten. With the
gathering tide of nationalism at the end of the 19th century, this last factor
became increasingly important. As disillusionment with industrial progress
mounted, the essential national spirit was seen to reside not in British com-
merce and industry but in the past and in the country. Mortis, for example,
wrote of ancient churches as ‘sacred monuments of the nation’s growth and
hope’ (1877). One contemporary architectural critic referred to the *patriotic
reverence’ of the SPAB (Kerr 1884). Just before the First World War, The
Times appealed for the preservation of our ‘old native flora and fauna’ (1912);
and Sir Ray Lankester demanded urgent measures to save ‘something of
Britain’s ancient nature’ (1915). Similarly, Octavia Hill said of the property of
the National Trust that it was ‘a bit of England belonging to the English in a
very special way’ (1899). It is no coincidence that environmentalisis constantly
pointed to the achievements in nature conservation, town planning and historic
preservation of Germany, the country’s main industrial and military rival, to
spur the British government and public into concern and action (Horwood
1913, Rothschild 1914, Horsfall 1904).
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Two other values which late Victorian environmentalism derived from the
wider intellectual reaction to economic liberalism were its collectivism and its
rejection of laissez-faire. It expressed a collective interest in the environment
against the private rights of individual owners. As Robert Hunter commented
in 1898;

In taking stock of the changes witnessed during the present reign, the growth of a
feeling of collective ownership in the more noteworthy features of the country,
whether natural or of man’s creation, cannot be overlooked. . . . The successful
movement for the preservation of the commons of the country, the strong feeling in
favour of footpaths and rights of way . .. the development of the municipal
regulations of towns, all point in the direction of limiting the power of the individual
citizen to deal with his land in 2 manner injurious to his neighbours. This drift of
opinion has been especially marked in the case both of beautiful tracts of country and
of historic buildings and ancient monuments.

This notion of a collective interest was often conceived to extend beyond the
present. It was argued, for example, that there was a duty to preserve the
natural or cultural heritage for the benefit of future generations. Indestroying a
beautiful old building, William Morris declared, ‘we are destroying the plea-
sure, the culture, in a word, the humanity of unborn generations’. The notion
of ‘heritage’ also implied a duty to the past. For Ruskin, it was ‘no question of
expediency or feeling whether we shall preserve the buildings of past times or
not. We have no right whatever to touck them. They are not ours. They belong,
partly to those who built them, and partly to all the generations of mankind
who are to follow us.” (Cook & Wedderburn 1905,)

Indeed, the appeal of commons, the traditional countryside, ancient build-
ings, wildlife-and unspoilt wilderness was that they seemed to embody an order
quite different from the prevailing atomism and class conflict of the industrial
cities. Each of the former, it seemed, was the manifestation of a natural,
pre-capitalist community and of its organic social bonds. Thus to William
Morris, the greatness of medieval architecture was founded on its social basis:
‘it was common to the whole people; it was free, progressive, hopeful, full of
human sentiment and humour; . . . the outcome of corporate and social
fecling, the work not of individual but collective genius; the expression of a
great body of men conscious of their union’. Similarly, common land was a
survival of a pre-capitalist, indeed pre-feudal, form of collective ownership by
village communities. The Commons Preservation Society, according to its first
chairman, G. Shaw-Lefevre, was dedicated ‘to restore to the Commons
something of the attributes of the ancient Saxon Folk-land’ (1894). The appeal
of wilderness too was in the natural order of its interdependent animal and
plant communities, characterised by Sir Ray Lankester as ‘the interwoven flora
and fauna, the members of which balance and protect, encourage and check
one another, as is Nature’s method’ (1915), Amidst a tide of rural nostalgia in
art and literature, the countryside was idealised as the setting for traditional
and harmonious social relations {Williams 1973, Keith 1975).

Moreover, it is clear that protagonists saw these not simply as relics of a
defunct order, but as ideal models, at once an indictment of contemporary
society but also suggestive of how it might be redeemed. This is why their
primitive integrity had to be preserved and not tampered with, and why, for
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example, the restoration of ancient buildings or the transformation of com-
mons into suburban parks met with as fierce opposition as did threats of
outright destruction. To Morris, medieval buildings were an expression of a
collectivist spirit absent from Victorian society which would only be regained in
a future socialist society. Similarly, commons were regarded metaphorically by
their defenders; they showed how the collective good might prevail over
private property interests. The metaphor extended to setting up the National
Trust to acquire land and buildings for public benefit, and pressing for local
authorities to be given powers to regulate the use of private land in the public
interest. In the words of Robert Hunter, the Solicitor to the Commons
Preservation Society, who conceived the idea of the National Trust: ‘the
remembrance of old communal customs may usefully confirm us in the en-
deavour to make the land of England conduce in the highest degree to the
welfare, not of a class, but of the whole community’ (1907). Even the
wilderness seemed to have lessons to offer. Charles Rothschild, the founder of
the Society for the Promotion of Nature Reserves, saw the study of natural
communities, as a justification for setting up reserves: such a study could .
reveal ‘the natural laws which . . . apply equally to colonies of human beings’
(1914).

Not surprisingly, Victorian environmentalists conceived a more active role
for the state: to temper rampant individualism, and to promote the collective
interest in environmental protection. For example, the Ancient Monuments
Act of 1882 enabled the state, if the owner agreed, to purchase monuments or
to become their guardian. Guardianship entailed the state assuming responsi-
bility for the protection and maintenance of a monument and the owner
abdicating his right to destroy it. It was not until 1913, however, that a measure
was eventually enacted which contained the first halting and cumbrous provi-
sions for compulsion, enabling the state to impose a Preservation Order on a
scheduled monument (Kennet 1972}, In other forms of environmenial protec-
tion, a similar role for the state was sought; naturalists, for example, argued
that ‘natural monuments’ should be protected in the same manner as ancient
monuments.

Although many of their preoccupations are different, the new environmental
groups of today express some of the same values as those which underpinned
Vietorian environmentalism, including concern at the impact on people and the
environment of urban and industrial growth and opposition to the values of
individualism and laissez-faire inherent in economic liberalism. Indeed, a
statement such as the following from Green Alliance could well have been
expressed in 1899 instead of 1979;

Relentless pursuit of GNP is leading to catastrophic and perhaps permanent de-
terioration of our environment. . . . Political decisions shoul reflect a far deeper
awareness of our need to live in harmony with the environment than industrial
nations have yet allowed. . . . It is the lack of this perspective that has permitied
industrial nations to measure their success or failure in terms of increasing material
consumption alone, even though the pursuit of such consumption is now steadily
choking the planet. It has also led us increasingly to regard domestic social problems
in merely technical terms - a process which has stimulated social alienation and
decay. . . . Other values - personal, social, and even religious — have been forced to
yvield before an overwhelmingly economic and technical view of things.
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Given this continuity of values, how do we explain the fluctuating support for
the environmental movement since its late-Victorian beginnings?

The roots of environmental concern

Two sets of factors seem to underlie the episodic development of the en-
vironmental movement — one internal to the movement, the other external.
The former includes the ageing of voluntary groups and their association with
different generations, reflected in characteristic organisational features and
orientations. Thus, the Viciorian groups typically had consciously elitist struc-
tures with control vested in a small number of leading figures in social, political
or literary life. Their founders and principal supporters were drawn mainly
from the upper class and their strength was seen to lie in the personal influence
and patronage of their members.

The inter-war years saw a widening of the social base of environmental
concern with the advent of the open-air movement and the growth of suburbia
(Rickwood 1973, C. Hall 1976). Many of the new groups of the period had
decentralised structures to tap the emerging popular interest in the country-
side and to influence the growing regulatory powers of local government. The
formation of the Council for the Preservation of Rural England in 1926 marked
a significant departure. Although, like most previous societies, it was essenti-
ally a London organisation, parallel county groups were soon established to
pursue similar aims at the local level and to press for the implementation of
rural planning schemes under powers given to local authorities by the Town
and Country Planning Act of 1932. Many environmental groups formed
subsequently have set up local branches. Organisational evolution went a step
further in the case of the Ramblers’ Asscciation. Tt was formed in 1935 as a
federation of a host of local rambling clubs, bringing the first influx of
lower-class support into the movement.

The most recent era has seen the widening of the environmental movement
still further, with control of both national and local groups firmly in the hands of
the professional and managerial classes, though often with considerable lower
middle-class support. Some of the new groups are concerned with a different
and broader range of issues such as the finiteness of resources, the dangers of
global pollution and the adverse consequences of economic growth.

More generally, the expanding role of the state has led to shifts in the target
for pressure. Environmental groups in the 19th century were concerned to
influence and constrain the behaviour of private individuals and organisations:
for example, a factory polluting a river, a landowner enclosing common land,
sportsmen shooting rare birds, or an owner destroying an ancient building. If
persuasion failed, they looked to legal restraints through action in the courts;
and to parliament, if existing law failed to cover a particular abuse. Alternat-
ively, some groups sought to secure threatenedsites or features through private
corporate ownership. '

With the growth of the power of the state to control the actions of private
individuals, the focus of environmental action has shifted to government.
Groups formed in the inter-war years promoted the regulatory function of the
state particularly in relation to land-use planning, pollution control and the loss
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of natural or historic features. In turn, the expansion of such powers adminis-
tered by local government stimulated the formation of groups to monitor and
influence their use. Local environmental groups have arisen largely in response
to the post-war planning system and the powers and responsibilities it con-
ferred on local authorities. The majority of amenity societies, for example,
were formed in response to a particular planning issue, the most common being
either a major development (such as a town centre or new housing scheme) or a
demand for a better approach to planning by the local authority (often a
demand that an architect or planner should be among the authority’s chief
officers) (Barker/Civic Trust 1976). It is interesting that the really rapid rise in
the number of local amenity societies has followed official consideration and
encouragement of public participation in planning (Skeffington Committee
1969).

The expanding role of the state has also included powers to initiate develop-
ment, through compulsory purchase and redevelopment powers as well as
various incentives to the private sector. In the post-war period, most of the
developments with a big environmental impact have been promoted, directly
or indirectly, by government. Such developments have included airports,
motorways, reservoirs, power stations, new towns, the exploitation of North
Sea oil & gas, and the technological revelution in farming. Environmental
groups formed in the 1960s and 1970s have therefore tended to focus on
government as the initiator and promoter of economic activity, and have
attempted to apply an environmental perspective to agricultural, energy,
transport, industrial and regional policy making.

It seems that a patticular configuration of groups prevails until a new
generation perceives new environmental problems, or oid problems in a new
perspective, or wishes to create its own institutions to express its separate social
identity and style of participation. The separate environmental eras represent
the influx of new social groups into the movement. This has occurred at the
local level also. The parallel existence of county branches of the CPRE (set up
mainly in the 1920s and 1930s) and local amenity societies (set up mainly in the
1960s and 1970s) reflects in part a distinction in status between the ¢lder, more
established middle-class residents and the more recent arrivals (Buller & Lowe
1982).

The need for fresh ventures becomes acute as existing groups lose their initial
enthusiasm and crusading zeal, and settle into an established role as guardians
of the environmental reforms they have secured. This ageing process is
examined further in the next chapter. It is accentunated by the fact that the
internal structure of groups tends to become more oligarchic over time, thereby
insulating leaders from ordinary members and presenting a barrier to the
adoption of new issues and new styles of political participation. Moreover,
voluntary organisations are often created or built up by single individuals who
continue to dominate them over extended periods of time, perhaps thwarting
younger blood and fresh opinions. Monica Dance was assistant secretary of the
SPAB from 1931 to 1941 and then secretary until 1978. Lawrence Chubb
remained secretary of the Commons, Open Spaces and Footpaths Preservation
Society for a staggering 52 years, from 1896 to 1948, The Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds had the same chairman, Montagu Sharp, from 1895 to 1942.
When he retired in 1965, Herbert Griffin had been general secretary of the
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Council for the Preservation of Rural England for 39 years, since its inception.
Tom Foley was secretary and then chairman of the Pedestrians” Association for
Road Safety from 1929 to 1970. Although such long-term service does not
necessarily indicate organisational stagnation, it may well provoke the creation
of new channels to express new opinions. Significantly, new groups tend to
have younger members than older groups.

The second set of factors in the episodic development of the environmental
movement is external to the movement. It is perhaps no coincidence that each
of the periods of sudden growth of new environmental groups in the 1890s, the
late 1920s, the late 1950s and the early 1970s occurred at similar phases in the
world business cycle — towards the end of periods of sustained economic
expansion. This helps to explain why, despite different levels of economic
activity, the advanced capitalist countries have simultaneously experienced
heightened environmental concemn. We would suggest that environmental
groups arose at these times as more and more people turned to count the
mounting external costs of unbridled economic growth and sought to reassert
non-material values.

We can see why such values had particular appeal at these times and why at
each stage the environmental movement has experienced considerable expan-
siont. With greater prosperity, people are freed from their immediate material
needs and are able to attend more to the non-material aspects of their lives.
With a sense of material security, they are able to shift their attention from the
accumulation of wealth to its enjoyment. Clearly, more people were in this
position by the late 1920s than in the 1890s, even more by the end of the 1950s
and many more still by the 1970s. Of course, with issues such as pollution, it is
not just environmental quality that may be at risk, but human health, safety, or
even survival.

In expressing concern about pollution, the destruction of nature, the loss of
amenity and the depletion of resources, environmentalism, either explicitly or
implicitly, challenges existing assumptions about progress which equate mate-
rial prosperity with general wellbeing. It emphasises not only the costs of
economic growth and technological advancement, but also aspects of the
quality of life which growth can do little to enhance and may even destroy. It is
ironical that environraental values tend to be espoused by those for whom
economic prosperity has furnished the means to choose and fully appreciate
their surroundings. This illuminates a central tension running throughout the
environmental movement from its beginnings to the present day, between
resistance to unwelcome change, often of a defensive and sometimes elitist
character, and the assertion of human values, including a concern for social
wellbeing, in opposition to crass materialism and inhuman technology.

Maslow (1954) has suggested a hierarchy of human needs which people fulfil
sequentially according to their relative urgency for*survival. Top priority is
given to the satisfaction of material needs which include physiological require-
ments and physical safety. Once a person has attained at least minimal
economic and physical security he may begin to pursue other, non-material
goals. Next in sequence come belonging needs — the needs for love, esteem and
status. When all of these are met, a set of goals related to intellectual and
aesthetic satisfaction take on central importance, This last set Maslow termed
‘self-actualisation needs’.
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The ordering may be misleading. It is not clear for example that the last
should necessarily be accorded a lower priority than those of esteem and status,
or that the need for love is of the same qualitative category as the needs for
esteemand status. However it may be said thatin general people tend to accord
a high priority to whatever needs are being least met. This concept is similar to
that of marginal utility of the consumer in economic theory. Combined with
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, it suggests a specific direction in which values
will change under given conditions.

Since the Second World War, Western nations have enjoyed a period of
unprecedented peace and prosperity. Under these conditions, we would expect
economic and physical security, though still valued positively, to assume lower
relative priority than in the past. Furthermore, given the generalisation that the
values acquired in the formative years of childhood and youth tend to remain
throughout adult life, we would expect to see these changing priorities more
fully represented among people born since 1945 and raised amidst post-wat
prosperity. Unlike their parents or grandparents who grew up during the Great
Depression or one of the World Wars, when scarcity and physical danger posed
such immediate threats, the post-war generation, it is suggested, will be far
more sensitive to the ‘higher order’ needs predicted by Maslow’s theory. They
have been freed to demote safety and material needs among their personal
priorities and concentrate instead upon fulfilling their belonging needs and
intellectual and aesthetic drives. Prosperity, however, has led to enduring
expeciations which in the rest of the twentieth century may be disappointed -
with a vengeance, for those for whom mass unemployment is a new reality.

This shift from what Inglehart (1977) has termed materialist to post-
materialist values has been substantiated by a number of mass opinion surveys
in various Western countries. In a seminal work, he asked people to rank in
priority a series of goals which he related to a materialist/post-materialist
classification, the materialist values corresponding to Maslow’s safety and
sustenance needs and the post-materialist values to Maslow’s belonging and
self-actualisation needs. Inglehart found that in Western countries, although
materialist values still predominated, this was less so among people born since
the Second World War. Aswell as this difference between generations, support
for post-materialist values was also positively correlated with income and
socio-economic status, and was strongly correlated with length of formal
education. In short, post-materialism is strongest among those who have
enjoyed the most advantaged upbringing in the world.

Inglehart’s work has been followed up by Stephen Cotgrove and Andrew
Duff (1980) with particular reference to the values expressed by environmen-
talists. They conducted surveys of members of FoE and the Conservation
Society and a sample of the general public. Both environmentalists and the
public generally agreed that the environment was being damaged. However, as
might be expected, the environmentalists considered the problem to be much
more serious. Significant for the argument above was a marked polarisation of
values between environmentalists and the public, the former showing stronger
support for post-materialist values. Finally, environmentalists were noticeably
more opposed than members of the general public to the institutions of
industrial society, including lack of confidence in science and technology and a
rejection of the values underlying the market economy.
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Cotgrove and Duff argue that the environmental movement has provided ‘a
vehicle for harnessing beliefs about environmental dangers to support an attack
on the central values and beliefs of industrial capitalism’. They relate these
values 10 the occupations of members of FOE and the Conservation Society,
who are drawn disproportionately from that section of the middle class
occupying positions in the service sector of the economy - people such as
doctors, social workers, teachers, academics, clergy, writers, artists and actors.
Cotgrove and Duff suggest that the radical environmentalism of these people is
‘an expression of the interests of those whose class position in the non-
productive [sic] sector locates them at the periphery of the institutions and
processes of industrial capitalist societies’.

This explanation develops and modifies the notion that post-materialism is
simply a product of affluence, by linking shifts in values to changes in the
structure of occupations in society. One of the major characteristics of adv-
anced industrial economies is the growth of service occupations, a number of
which, though still subordinate to the dominant institutions of industrial
capitalism, function outside the market and pursue non-economic values, The
suggestion of Cotgrove and Duff that environmentalism is an expression of the
class position of those employed in these occupations is intriguing. One caveat
should be recorded: these conclusions are derived from a study of the mem-
bership of FOE and the Conservation Society. Itis doubtful how representative
their members are of environmentalists generally. Many established environ-
mental groups, for example, do not directly confront dominant societal goals
and it is unlikely that their members would show such marked antipathy
towards industrial values.

The social limits to growth

So far we have considered the value changes which a period of sustained
economic growth may induce and which may create an upsurge in environmen-
tal concern. A second factor which would help to account for heightened
concern is the rate of environmental change. Times of economic boom are
associated with the restructuring of industry, the intensification of secondary
production, the creation of new urban infrastructure and increased consump-
tion, and therefore a magnification of perceived threats to the environment.
There is a paradox here: economic growth facilitates increased enjoyment
and appreciation of the environment but is also a cause of environmental
disruption.

‘Two major features of post-war prosperity have been the growth of mobility
and home ownership. One result is that more and more people are exercising
choice, often very wide-ranging, about where to live; they are able to make
informed comparisons of the amenities and qualities of different localities.
Once settled in their chosen suburb, town or village, people are understandably
reluctant to see changes that might adversely affect the environmental stan-
dards which attracted them there. However, the factors that enabled them to
move into the area - higher levels of income and increased mobility — are the
very factors increasing the pressure for further development.

It is significant that the strongest representation of local environmental
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groups is in the South-East of England, the most prosperous region in Britain
and the one which has experienced the greatest developmental pressures. The
three largest county trusts for nature conservation are in Essex, Sussex and
Kent. The South-East has 53% of all amenity society members but enly 30% of
the population (Civic Trust July 1977). Even more striking is that membership
for the whole of Scotland is less than that for Surrey, or Kent, or Sussex (Civic
Trust May & July 1980). Figure 2.2 shows the geographical distribution of
amenity society members. As well as the Home Counties, support is also strong
in retirement areas such as Devon, the Isle of Wight, Cumbria and North
Yorkshire. In contrast, the incidence of amenity society membership is particu-
larly low in all the industrial conurbations save London, and in remote rural
areas which have not experienced the impact of retirement or commuter
pressures.
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Figure2.2 Geographical distribution of amenity society members (source: Civic Trust
News no. 80, July/August 1980}
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Hirsch (1977) has used the term ‘social scarcity’ to express the idea that the
good things in life are restricted not only by the physical limitations of
producing more of them, but also by the deterioration in their quality as they
are used more and as they become more generally available. These are the
social limits to growth rather than the physical limits and they affect such
diverse commeodities as higher education, top jobs and rural solitude. In the
case of houses in a select suburb or attractive countryside near a large city,
there is a social limit to the number of people who can enjoy that environment
which is quite distinct from the physical limits set by level of income, the
capacity of the house-building industry or the transport system. As general
levels of material prosperity have increased, so more people have the means of
access to attractive residential and recreational environments; but that ability
may threaten the very attractions that they seek, :

Hirsch used the term ‘positional goods’ to denote commodities subject to
social scarcity. Because their attractiveness diminishes as more and more
people acquire them, unrestricted market forces and increasing levels of
prosperity would tend to eliminate them. Those who possess positional goods,
therefore, must seek non-market mechanisms to choke off excess demand if
they are to maintain their advantage. Thus, although access to a pleasant
environment may depend upon personal means, the defence of that environ-
ment cannot be secured through private action but must depend on collective
action and political means (with the exception, that is, of those with sufficient
wealth to acquire a large country estate or a Scottish island).

At first, it may seem paradoxical that such an organised and demonstrative
commitment to locality and place as expressed by the multitude of local
environmental groups should have grown to strength during a period marked
by ever-increasing mobility and personal travel, and amongst thase with the
greatest mobility. Deliberate and explicit identification with place of residence
may, however, be a reaction to mobility and its implication of a weakened
attachment to locality. For many of higher income, their home — its fittings,
size, setting and location—is considered a mark of their status and life style, and
is selected accordingly. In this respect, people consciously and deliberately
identify themselves with their chosen place of residence, and their relative
evaluation of place is sharpened by fine distinctions regarding the social
connotations or ‘character’ of different districts. A gentrified house in a con-
servation area is a particularly conspicuous form of conspicuous consumption.

In his classic study of commuter villages, Ray Pahl (1965) argued that people
choose to live in them not only for the physical surroundings but also for what
they perceive as a distinctive pattern of social relationships. Typically, many
are ‘spiralists’, moving up the ladder of job promotion and moving house at the
same time. Without local roots, they are nevertheless concerned to establish
social contacts in their adopted village. Key elements of their ‘village in the
mind’ are ideals of ‘community’ and of a village-based social life. Environmen-
tal groups, like other local voluntary associations, are a means of realising this
ideal through the scope they provide for local involvement, leadership and
social interaction. Moreover, they provide an unequalled opportunity te
promote particular visions of ‘community’ through intervention in the planning
system to restrict the amount and kind of development.

There is evidence to suggest, however, that it is not the transitory ‘newcom-
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ers’ who join local amenity societies, but those who are seeking to put down
roots. In a survey of members of the Suffolk Preservation Society, 529% of those
tesponding had lived in the county for more than 20 years and only 4% for five
years or less (Buller & Lowe 1982). A study of the Sussex village of Ringmer
suggested that it was rare for households of less than five years’ residence to
play an executive role in clubs and societies {Ambrose 1974). In Worcester-
shire, a survey of two villages showed that those who had arrived within the
previous four years were least likely to belong to an organisation in the village
(Radford 1970). It may be that only those intending to settle are willing to
invest in such social commitments.

The values expressed by people joining local environmental groups are not
just the post-materialist ones of aesthetic satisfaction and the esteem and status
deriving from the defence of one’s home environment, but also include a
material element. The enormous growth of home ownership has meant that
more and more people have a tangible stake in their locality, regarding their
house as a financial asset, to be protected and enhanced, as well as a home.
Central government at least has recognised the significance of conservation to
property owners. For example, Department of the Environment Circular 86/72
directed: ‘Conservation should always where possible be carried out on a
self-financing basis, particularly by realising the enhanced value of improved
property values’ (1972b).

Our explanation of periods of intensified environmental concern has focused
on generation differences in concerns and styles of activity, shifts in values and
magnified threats to the environment following periods of accelerated growth.
The emphasis on value change is important in that the environmental move-
ment is not simply a reaction to objective changes in the environment.
Environmental pollution and degradation have a subjective as well as an
objective measurement. Our perception of spoilage and hazards and the
standards by which we assess them change over time. Conditions accepted by
one generation may be rejected by another. On some counts, for example, the
environment has noticeably improved over time. Over a long historical per-
spective, the living and working conditions of the British people were clearly
vastly superior in the 1960s to those in previous stages of industrialisation. Half
a century earlier, most cities were dirty, smoky places in which slum housing
mingled with polluting factories; a century earlier they were foul and insani-
tary, and cholera and typhoid were rife.

Moreover, lulls in the environmental movement have not coincided with
significant improvements in living conditions. Though it has been suggested
that heightened development activities associated with periods of sustained
economic growth may evoke opposition, it is evident that developmental
pressures, pollution and resource depletion do not cease in times of economic
depression. On the contrary, possibilities for reclaiming degraded areas and
abating pollution may well be reduced because of the shortage of publie and
private finance and the diminished opportunities for replacing inefficiefif and
outmoded plant. What does increase is concern with employment, -enterprise
and economic security — that is, the satisfaction of material needs which atre
given priority in Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs — though one of the initial
effects of the onset of recession may well be to confirm disillusionment with
industrial progress. Certainly this was the experience of the Great Depressions
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of the late Victorian period and the 1930s, with their ‘Back to Nature’
movements in art, literature and recreation,

Elite manipulation of values

The foregoing analysis emphasises the role of long-term, though halting,
changes in social values in the development of the environmental movement. It
is distinct from, though not necessarily at variance with, an analysis which sees
issues as arising out of an essentially short-term political process. In the latter,
the focus is on the role of the media, political elites and interest groups in
raising and manipulating issues and in promoting particular values from above.
Of central concern are the factors that propel certain issues on to the political
agenda — the range of issues which at any one time command the attention of
government and politicians. Those issues with certain characteristics of public
visibility (clearly exemplified by specific newsworthy occurrences), those in
keeping with the prevailing values of the political system, and those issues on
which some kind of action seems possible — all have a greater likelihood of
commanding attention and gaining currency than do issues that are unspecific,
contrary to dominant political values and which hold out few possibilities for
amelioration (Downs 1972, Solesbury 1976, Cobb & Elder 1972). The emph-
asis is therefore on the interrelation between the characteristics of particular
issues and the values and preoccupations of certain ‘gatekeepers’, such as
politicians, newspaper editors and interest group leaders, who are able to assert
a measure of control over the generation and circulation of issues.

Anthony Downs has suggested that there is a systematic ‘issue attention
cycle’ at work in society, whereby successive social problems leap into promi-
nence, remain there for a while and then gradually fade from view. The cycle
begins when, perhaps through a dramatic event, a piece of investigative
journalism, or the revelations of a crusading individual, the general public is
suddenly made aware of the existence and evils of a particular problem which
may well have been festering unnoticed for a considerable time. The initial
public reaction is one of alarm, followed by euphoric enthusiasm about
society’s capacity to deal with the perceived problem. However, there is a
gradual decline in the intensity of public interest as the difficulties and costs of
solving the problem become apparent and as new issues arise which can exert a
more novel and powerful claim on public attention. Downs predicted that
environmental concern would suffer the same fate but that its eclipse would be
more gradual because certain characteristics make it more robust than other
issues. These include the possibility of technological selutions to environmen-
tal problems, their degree of visibility and the fact that pollution threatens
nearly everyone but can sometimes be attributed to a small section of society.

We agree with Downs that there is a finite political agenda and that concern
for the environment and the related quality-of-life issues of the early 1970s have
inevitably suffered some decline in political salience as other issues have arisen.
But we suggest that these other issues, like their predecessors, are not random
and unconnected, but are part of a bundle of related concerns te do with
material wellbeing and physical security, concerns such as unemployment,
inflation, Britain’s industrial decline, social disorder, international tensions
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and the arms race. Moreover, rather than being caused simply by media
fashions and the fickleness of public interest, as Downs suggests, these shifts in
attention are related to changes in social values.

Theoties that conceptualise issues solely in terms of their promotion and
manipulation by political actors and elites fail to explain why environmental
issues have achieved ascendancy during the periods identified above in various
countries. They also fail to explain the history of the movement, which, as we
have seen, is not of recent origin but dates back to the late 19th century and has
been in continuous existence since then, although peaking at intervals.
Evidently public attention is not as fickle as Downs believes, and there must be
factors independent of opinion-forming groups and issue gatekeepers to
account for such a long-term, mass movement. The notion of value change does
account for this, and indicates the limits to the autonomy of political actors in
determining the agenda of issues. The very fact that environmental concern has
developed as a mass movement means that elite opinions must r¢sonate with
pre-existing values to produce such general appreciation.

Of course, to understand the timing of issues, the way they come to be
defined and their fortunes, we must fully appreciate the role of the various
elites and political actors who shape the political agenda. This is our main
object in the rest of the book. One important set of actors comprises environ-
mental groups or, more specifically, their leaders. Their views, influence and
actions have significance in the generation and outcome of environmental
issues, quite apart from the strength of the environmental movement they
claim to represent. The next chapter analyses the internal organisation of
environmental groups whereby some of the sentiment and latent energy of the
environmental movement are channelled into effective action in support of
particular objectives and leadership structures. Environmental groups are by
no means the only determinant of environmental issues, as we shall see in
Chapters 4 and 5. There we examine the way in which the media, politicians
and local and central government respond to pressures from environmental
groups and thereby help to promote, resolve, contain or defuse environmental
issues. Though our focus now shifts to these various political elites, it is
important to bear in mind the evolving context of public values in which they
must operate, which we have examined in this chapter.



3 The organisation of
environmental groups

Environmental groups both sustain and draw their strength from the environ-
mental movement. They are the organisational channel through which the
values of the movement are expressed. Their success in promoting these values
will in large measure depend on how effectively they are organised.

Environmental groups face certain problems common to all voluntary
organisations. They must formulate explicit aims and goals. They need to
attract support and find sources of finance. As with all organisations, they have
1o develop methods of internal administration and decision making. The way in
which a group copes with these problems will affect its relations with the
outside world. Finance and membership, for example, help to determine its
strength and authority, as well as imposing constraints on the scope, and
possibly the nature, of its activities. A group’s aims, size of membership,
constitution and resources, all affect the kind of response it may elicit from
government and other authoritative bodies, In this chapter we are concerned
with the organisational characteristics and resources of national environmental
groups, using data from our survey of 77 such groups (listed in the Appendix).
The first section places them within a general categorisation of voluntary
organisations, based on their aims and motivation; this should facilitate
comparison amongst environmental groups as well as comparison with other
voluntary organisations, Subsequent sections cover their membership, income,
staff and expertise, and internal decision making.

Aims

The aims of any organisation are perhaps its most important characteristic.
They are its reason for existence. They also relate the organisation to society’s
value systems and are the source of motivation for its members and leaders. [t is
not surprising, therefore, that classifications of organisations are wsually based
on the nature of their aims and the motivations which these express.
Analytically, the most useful classification of voluntary organisations is one
that separates those that are unified in pursuit of particular common interests of
their members (i.e. interest groups) from those that uphold a particular set of
values (i.e. principle groups). The former are the appointed spokesmen for
particular sections of the community with a definite interest. Some of the most
prominent pressure groups (including the Trades Union Congress and the
Confederation of British Industry) are economic interest groups, represent-
ing occupational or business interests, However, interests need not be of a
financial nature, but can be defined in terms of ethnicity (e.g. the National
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Federation of Pakistani Associations), or gender (e.g. the Women’s Insti-
tutes), or religious sect (e.g. Orange Lodges), or disability (e.g. the Royal
National Institute for the Blind). Most local environmental groups come into .
the category of non-economic interest groups. Theirs is an interest based on
residence and locality, though this is not to deny that their actions may well
have economic consequences, for example, on property values. Typically they
have a strong sense of territory — a sharply delineated area, whether a street, a
town or a county, whose amenities they defend and from which they draw their
support.

In contrast to interest groups, principle groups represent no specific sectional
interest. Instead, they draw people together who share particular values, to
defend these values or promote causes which embady them. We would classify
national environmentat groups as principle groups, alongside such as War on
Want, the National Council for Civil Liberties and the Abortion Law Reform
Association.

Some environmental groups promote the interests of their members as well
as expressing certain principles. The Ramblers™ Association, for example, as
the national organisation for ramblers, seeks to safeguard their interests in
government legislation, in the decisions of local planning authorities and in the
actions of highway authorities. But ramblers are only a very loosely defined
interest group. Most people indulge in walking. What seems to distinguish
ramblers is not so much a common interest or pursuit, but a set of shared
attitudes about the value of open countryside and unrestricted access to it.
Hence the Ramblers’ Association is also involved in maintaining public rights
of way and in the scenic protection of the ¢countryside.

Of course, the specific goals and rhetoric a group is obliged to adopt may be
quite distinct from its fundamental purposes. Often, sectional interests are
rationalised in terms of principles, and apparently principled causes are not
always what they seem. Indeed Wootton (1978) has hypothesised that, histor-
ically, the markedly successful principle groups have had some sectional
character. Examples of commercial backing for environmental groups include
the National Coal Board’s financial support for the National Society for Clean
Air, the involvement of manufacturers of noise suppression equipment in the
Noise Abatement Society, and the establishment of the Central Council for
River Protection by the Worshipful Company of Fishmongers. Some trade
unions have also promoted environmental causes. Transport 2000, a group that
champions public transport on social and environmental grounds, consists of a
coalition of various national environmental groups, the railway unions and the
Railway Industry Association. It was formed on the initiative and with the
administrative backing of the National Union of Railwaymen, which, along
with the other two railway unions, provides some 60% of the group’s finances.
Similarly, Arthur Scargill of the National Union of Mineworkers played a
leading role in setting up both Energy 2000 (in 1977) and its successor, the
Anti-Nuclear Campaign (in 1979), Other examples of the marrying of prin-
ciples to interests include the coalitions between landscape and nature con-
servation groups and landowning interests in support of rural preservation,
between the amenity movement and the planning profession in promoting
public participation in planning, and between national environmental groups
and local residents in anti-motorway campaipns. The principle/interest
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group dichotomy, therefore, should not be allowed to obscure the relationships
across this divide which may be crucial to understanding the achievements of
either type of group.

Within the category of principle groups, itis useful to add an extra dimension
to distinguish amongst groups on the basis of their orientation towards change,
in recognition that some are in the position of defending the values for which
they stand, whereas others are promoting value change, We will call the former
‘emphasis’ groups, by which we mean groups whose aims do not conflict in any
clear-cut way with widely held social goals or values but which are motivated by
a belief in the importance of certain values and the need for vigilance on their
behalf (see Allison 1975). The latter we will call ‘promotional’ groups, by which
we mean groups that promote causes involving social or political reform. Of the
two, it is more likely that promotional groups will face explicit opposition as
they may challenge existing power relations. Consequently, the distinction is of
particular relevance in analysing the different political tactics that groups adopt
(see Ch. 4). Of the national environmental groups surveyed, 48 were emphasis
groups (including the Botanical Society, the Civic Trust and the National Trust,
and 29 were promotional (including the Coastal Anti-Pollution League, the
Conservation Society, the Ecology Party and Transport 2000). A not-
unexpected time dimension becomes apparent from the mean apes of the two
sets — 43 and 8 years respectively — suggesting a tendency for groups to evolve
from a promotional to an emphasis role, or to fade away if their reforming
efforts seem no longer relevant,

Most groups begin by challenging fundamental tenets of government policy
or dominant social values. To win public acceptance or government recogni-
tion, they must wage public and parliamentary campaigns. Over the years, a
degree of acceptance by society of a group’s values often induces a revision of
its original objectives, usually with related changes in its tactics and its
constitution, Typically, the group will settle down to defend those values which
it has succeeded in institutionalising in legal, administrative or policy reforms.
As its legislative ambitions wane, the promotional role will likely be replaced
by a watchdog (i.e. emphasis) role, which may be semi-official in relation to the
implementation and administration of the reforms it has secured. Greater
involvement with administrative government makes available institutional
channels of influence and reduces reliance on public pressure. The group may
also assume executive responsibilities of its own, perhaps again with govern-
ment countenance. Examples of emphasis groups that have achieved a semi-
official, watchdog status include the CPRE in relation to the preservationist
British planning system, the Civic Trust and local amenity societies over
conservation areas, the Royal Society for Nature Conservation and jts county
conservation trusts in respect of sites of special scientific interest and local
nature reserves, the Ramblers’ Association over access to the countryside,
the National Society for Clean Air with the Clean Air Act 1956, and the Town
and Country Planning Association (TCPA) with new towns. In all the above
instances the group concerned was prominent in the lobbying that secured the
relevant legislation; indeed, in most cases, it was involved in the actual draftin E
of the legislation.

In some instances, the watchdog role has been formally entrenched in
legislation. Under the Town and Country Planning Act 1968, local planning
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authorities must consult the Ancient Monuments Society, the Council for
British Archacology, the Georgian Group, the SPAB and the Victorian
Society before allowing a listed building to be altered or demolished. Signifi-
cantly, the Statutory List of Buildings of Architectural and Historic Importance
was compiled in close co-operation with these groups. Similarly, both the
Camping and Caravan Clubs are able to authorise the establishment of camp
sites, otherwise subject to local aunthority control. Under the Control of
Pollution Act 1974, when fully enacted, local authorities will be obliged to
consult the Keep Britain Tidy Group in drawing up plans for litter abatement.
With the National Trust, government acceptance has gone even further:
post-war legislation for the preservation of buildings and landscape has tended
to use the existing machinery of the Trust which, with its own statutory powers,
has come to act as a de facto government agency (see Ch. 8).

Completion of the transition from a promotional to an emphasis group is
sometimes marked by a change of name: for example, from the National
Smoke Abatement Society to the National Society for Clean Air (two years
after the passage of the Clean Air Act), and from the Standing Committee on
National Parks to the Council for National Parks (some 28 vears after it had
fulfilled its main legislative purpose!). One of our case studies is of the
evolution of a promotional group into an emphasis group (see Ch. 9). In this
case, the original Society for the Promotion of Nature Reserves has become the
Royal Society for Nature Conservation (via the intermediate Society for the
Promotion of Nature Conservation). Granting of the ‘Royal’ prefix marks a
group’s complete assimilation into the most cherished values of our society.

Of course, there is nothing automatic or inevitable about such develop-
ments, and not all groups wili follow the same pattern. For example, some start
out defending a particular value which does not confront official policy or
widely held social values. This is particularly so with groups that have been set
up by other established groups or government. Recent examples include the
Council for Environmental Conservation (formed by established groups), the
Tree Council (formed by government), and the Farming and Wildlife Advisory
Group (formed by established groups and government). At birth, so to speak,
such groups are already established; they may have to prove their worth, but
not the legitimacy of their objectives.

On the other hand many groups which challenge dominant values never
become established. Some simply cease to exist. This is a particular tendency
with single-cause promotional groups. Sometimes, it is demonsiratively clear
that they are redundant, having decisively succeeded or failed to achieve their
original objects, and it is possible therefore for all concerned to agree to call ita
day. The Society for Checking the Abuses of Public Advertising, which
succeeded, and the Anti-Concorde Project, which failed, are two examples.
Only a few groups soldier on with little prospect of success. Examples include
the Soil Association, in its continued opposition to modern agricultural prac-
tices, and the animal rights and anti-vivisection groups. The fact that they
comprise people who in their life and work styles are singularly committed to
the particular values expressed, helps to explain their tenacity in the face of
adversity.

Finally, there are examples of emphasis groups reverting to a promotional
role. This seems to have occurred recently to the CPRE and the TCPA. Both
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have passed through three parallel phases of development, which is surprising
given their different and sometimes opposing objectives. During the period up
to and including the Second World War, they were promotional groups; from
their different perspectives, they contributed considerably to the creation of
the post-war planning system. The CPRE led the campaign for areas of special
protection in the countryside, including national parks, and argued for the
extension of town planning to the countryside and for specific contrels on
ribbon development and urban sprawl (Sheail 1981). The TCPA was the chief
proponent of new towns (Foley 1962, Cherry 1974). With both achieving their
major legislative aims, they settled down to monitor the new planning system to
ensure that it functioned effectively. This phase, as emphasis groups, lasted
roughly twenty years until the early 1970s.

During the 1970s both resumed a promotional role, taking stands on such
matters as population growth, transport, energy and resource depletion; and
both took a renewed interest in instrumental and procedural issues, such as the
conduct of public inquiries, improved public participation and defence of the
planning system. They also altered their political tactics, adopting a more
adversarial, media-orientated approach to complement their former reliance
oninformal pressure and influence behind the scenes. In both cases, the reason
seems to be a combination of staff changes, competition from newly formed
promotional groups and a decline in the groups’ traditional influence, due to
public disillusion with the statutory planning system.

Membership

The basic resource of most environmental groups is their members. The
combined membership of the national groups in our survey is 2700000. Cairns
(1974) found that about 60% of his sample of environmental group members
belonged to another environmental group. Subtracting 30 per cent from our
total to compensate for double counting we arrive at an estimate of two million
supporters, to which local environmental groups would add perhaps another
million. Some of the biggest voluntary organisations in our society are in-
cluded. Of principle groups in general, Coxall (1981) comments ‘usually,
membership is numbered in a few thousands or even in hundreds; 5000 is a
good membership for a “cause” group and 10000 is exceptional.” The median
size of national environmental groups is 3000, but this figure conceals an
enormous range (see Fig, 3.1), with a large number of moderately sized groups
and several giants each with over 100000. How do we explain this considerable
variation in size? Some causes have greater intrinsic appeal than others. Birds,
tor example, are one of the most popular forms of wildlife; this accounts in pan
for the support enjoyed by the RSPB, whose membership of 300000 far
exceeds that of any other nature conservation group.

Some populations are also much more easily organised than others. The
Ramblers” Association with a membership of 32000 has obviously captured a
much greater fraction of its potential population than has the Pedestrians’
Association which has just a few hundred members. The problem for the latter
is that there are few occasions when pedestrians are brought together in large
numbers for their support to be canvassed. Rambling is more of a social, if not a
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Figure 3.1 Variations in membership size of environmental groups. * This and sub-
sequent figures and tables are based on the authors’ survey of national environmental
groups and tables, carried out in 1979-80, The groups covered in the survey are detailed
in the Appendix. & varies from figure to figure becanse some guestions did not apply to
specific groups, and some groups were unable or unwilling to answer certain questions.

gregarious, activity and ramblers form themselves into clubs: this facilitates the
task of organising them nationally. Localised interests are also relatively easily
organised through local social networks, hence the proliferation of environ-
mental groups covering a single village or town or city district. Preservation
societies in a number of small towns in West Sussex claim more than one in ten
of their resident population in membership (Civic Trust May & September
1980). There are, however, considerable variations amongst local communities
in the ease with which organisational suppert can be mustered: this depends on
the social milieu and the size and composition of the community (Hampton
1970, Pickvance 1975a). Some of the consequences of the uneven distribution
of, and support for, local environmental groups are examined in Chapter 5.
The other set of explanations of size variations among environmental groups
relates to differences in group resources. One indication of the significance of
internal resources is the strong correlation between the size and age of the
national groups in our survey. This would suggest that it simply takes time to
harness support and to build up an organisation capable of engendering further
support. Undoubtedly, membership numbers depend on recruitment effort.
Some groups have preater means to publicise their activities and thereby attract
members. To refer again to the RSPB, its budget for promotion and recruit-
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ment in 1980 was £334000, a sum exceeding the full annual income of
three-quarters of the other national groups, though only 12% of its own.

A number of groups are also able to offer specific incentives to those who
join. The benefits that environmental groups are seeking, such as clean air,
access to open countryside or protection of the landscape, are by their nature
public goods: they are available to everyone within a population, whether or
not he has contributed to their attainment. The rational, utility-maximising
person, it has been argued, will not be inclined to help achieve a public good
which will then be enjoyed equally by those who do not contribute. He will be
inclined to take a free ride too, and avoid the costs necessarily involved in any
collective action (Olson 1965). Groups can overcome this dilemma if they are
able to offer private benefits exclusively to members (Clark & Wilson 1961,
Mitchell 1979a). This can be illustrated from results obtained in our survey.
The leader of each of the national environmental groups was asked to rank in
order of salience the reasons why, in his or her opinion, people join the group
(Table 3.1).

Purposive support appears to be by far the most salient reason, though
leaders are probably inclined to believe that their members support what the
group stands for rather than belonging for more selfish reasons. However, most
(77%) group leaders did concede that there were other, though usually
secondary, attractions to membership. The most important are material ben-
efits, which fall mainly into two categories: either publications such as maga-
zines and handbooks, or privileged access to the group’s properties, whether
nature reserves, camp sites, hostels or historic houses. The eleven groups for
which material benefits are the prime membership attraction include some of
the biggest. They, it seems, have overcome the free-rider problem by devising
attractive and exclusive incentives. The two other significant attractions, of
mainly secondary importance, are intrinsic rewards and sociability, the satis-
factions that derive from participation itself. Realising their importance parti-

Table 3.1 The reasons why people join environmental groups, in the opinion of their
leaders.

Reasons for Categories presented to respondents Number of groups ranking
Joining Ist  2nd  3rd
purposive (1) to register their support for the
support group’s aims 32 P 5
material (2) to get the special benefits and
benehits privileges of membership 1 6 5
intrinsic (3) to get actively involved in doing
rewards and organising voluntary work 1 13 6
sociability (4) to seck social contact and
companionship 1 10 6
power (5) to further their own point of view
seeking and influence the direction of the
group — 4 2

N = 44 (afew groups
jointly ranked two
categories)
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cularly for retaining the commitment of members, groups such as the Royal
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA), the British Trust for
Conservation Volunteers, the Ramblers’ Association, the National Trust and
the Caravan Club have evelved, or are built upon, a complex, decentralised,
secondary organisation for harnessing their members’ enthusiasm.

The corollary to questions about what members derive from an organisation
is the question: what does an organisation derive from them? Each group
leader was asked to rank the benefits that his group derived from its general
membership, The overall ranking is recorded in Table 3.2 (in declining order of
importance). The most important function of membership is as a source of
income — 72% of groups ranked this first. After income comes practical
assistance, ranked first or second by 44% of groups. Those who singled out such
assistance as being even more important than income include the British Trust
for Conservation Volunteers, the British Association for Shooting and Con-
servation, and the Soil Association, all of which are heavily involved in
practical conservation work. The role of the membership as a network of local
environmental watchdogs is ranked next in importance. Groups for which this
function is particularly important (i.e. ranked first or second) include those
combating pollution, such as the Pure Rivers Society, the Coastal Anti-
Pollution League and the Anglers’ Co-operative Association, and those pre-
serving amenities, such as the Ancient Monuments Society, the British Moun-
taineering Council and the Woodland Trust.

Fourth in importance overall is the role of the membership as a source of
authority in dealing with government and other organisations. The groups that
ranked this highly {i.e. first or second) are those with a socially well connected
membership including the CPRE, the Royal Forestry Society and Rescue, as
well as the National Trust and the RSPB which also enjoy mass support. Few
groups accord much significance to other possible functions of their general
membership. Only one group, the Ecology Party, singled out any of the
remaining functions; it regards its members as a team of proselytisers. Its
recruitment literature refers specifically to the need for members ‘to learn
about the policies of the Party and to discuss them with friends’ so as to canvass
additional support.

The predominant view then is of membership as primarily a passive or
instrumental resource rather than as active agents. Thus, voluntary assistance
in the group’s practical work is ranked higher than the membership’s role as a
source of ideas and initiatives, Similarly, the membership is valued more as a
source of authority in dealing with government than as asource of active help in
campaigns and lobbying. And, of course, most groups view their membership
primarily as the means to another valued resource — money. This view is in
keeping with the general level of involvement of members. Some 58% of
groups reported that less than one in ten of their members is actively involved,
and only 18% couid claim that more than a quarter of their members are active,
The vast majority of environmental group members seem quite content merely
to contribute their annual subscriptions. It should be added, however, that
many groups do not encourage their members to get involved; indeed, some
would be wary of a more active membership,

A few leaders, particularly those of some of the historic preservation groups,
expressed their preference for a small membership. The chairman of the
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Table3.2 The benefits that environmental groups derive from their members.

Number of groups ranking
Ist 2nd 3rd

a source of income 3l 4 2
providing voluntary assistance in the practical

work of the group 8 1 8
anetwork of local environmental watchdogs to alert

the group to any problems that call for action 3 8 7
a source of authority in dealing with government

and other organisations 2 7 8
a team of proselytisers, disseminating the group’s

message at the grass-roots 1 5 g
a source of ideas and initiatives for new pelicies and

issues for the group to pursue — 5 4
a source of active help in campaigns (for example in

lobbying MPs or writing to the press) — 3 1

N=43

Friends of Friendless Churches commented: “We’ve never gone in for a large
membership. All we need is a base to operate from. We only want dedicated
people who accept our aims. A large membership would be a distraction.’
Similarly the general secretary of the Ancient Monuments Society asserted:
‘We're a learned society, a repository of expertise. We don’t want to be a
popular society with a big membership.’ In the case of the Green Alliance,
membership is by invitation only ‘since for our particular purposes, which are
to make political headway, it is important that the Alliance shall neither have
more than its fair share of nuts nor be liable to takeover by extremist groups.’

Some groups that have secured alternative sources of finance do not have an
individual membership. There were 21 in our survey, though most of these had
an organisational membership instead. A few, however, have no general
membership whatsoever. One of the foremost is the Civic Trust. In the view of
its director, ‘individual subscriptions would be more trouble than their worth’
(Brookes & Richardson 1975). Unencumbered by democratic procedures, the
Trust has unrestricted manoeuvrability and has firmly resisted pressures to
adopt a federal structure which would bring it into a formal constitutional
relationship with the local amenity societies whose interests it represents at the
national level, A similar attitude is taken by Greenpeace. In the words of one of
its pamphlets (1981), ‘We do not have an official membership as we feel the
amount of time and energy involved in assembly and maintenance of mem-
bership files would be better spent in organising campaigns.’ Despite such
sentiments, most groups with a membership are not greatly hampered by
democratic procedures. As we shall see below and in the case studies, full-time
officers and executive committees enjoy a considerable degree of operational
autonomy.

Income

The total income for the financial year 1979/80 of the groups surveyed was
£26000000, a sum equal to the combined expenditure for that year of the main
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government environmental agencies: the Nature Conservancy Council, the
Countryside Commission and the Historic Buildings Councils. The two sums
are not additive, as a significant proportion of the income of the groups comes
trom the agencies. Even so, voluntary endeavour is roughly on a par, financial-
ly, with statutory provision in this area.

As with membership figures, there are considerable variations in annual
income (see Fig. 3.2) around a median of £55 000. Sources of income can also be
ranked (Table 3.3) and for half the groups, the most important source is
membership subscriptions. Earnings, the second most important source over-
all, include fees, the sale of publications, fund-raising events, and the growing
trade in mail-order goods. Although now third in overall importance, govern-
ment support for environmental groups is a recent phenomenon. Indeed, half
the groups still enjoy no financial support from government whatsoever,
However, 23% are heavily dependent on government as their first or second
most important source of income; these include such prominent groups as the
British Trust for Conservation Volunteers, the Council for British Archaeolo-
gy and the Royal Society for Nature Conservation. The money comes mainly
from the Department of the Environment and the agencies linked to it — the
Countryside Commission, Nature Conservancy Council, Sports Council and
the Historic Buildings Council — but also from other government departments
and local authorities. Environmental groups have not been alone in benefiting
from official interest in the contribution that voluntary organisations might
make to a variety of social needs. This interest, which grew throughout the

20

Number of groups
<]
1

Annual income {£)
Fipure 3,2 Variations in annual incomes of environmental groups.
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Table3.3 Sources of income for environmental groups.

Number of groups ranking
Ist 2nd Frd

membership subscriptions 14 10 8
earnings 11 19 12
government grants 1 6 a
gifts or endowments 9 16 14
private trusts or foundations 6 9 9
investments 4 g 5
donations or sponsorships from private companies 4 5 4
{N=73)

1970s, stemmed partly from political pressure to limit statutory services and
public expenditure, and partly from the recognition that voluntary organisa-
tions have a role complementary to that of the state in promoting social welfare
(Stevenson Committee 1972, Leat et al. 1981, Voluntary Services Unit 1978).

The aggregate ranking of income conceals a number of distinct patterns. For
most groups with a general membership, subscriptions come first or second,
and the other major source of income is either earnings or investments or gifts.
For other groups, with relatively minor or no subscription income, the main
sources are either government or private trusts, combined with earnings or
gifts, but not investments which as a major source of income are strongly
associated with subscriptions. There are two other noteworthy associations.
Private trusts and government grants do not occur together as the major
sources of finance for any group. This reflects the usual practice of private trusts
to support promotional endeavours which, because of their innovative or
unconventional nature, do not yet enjoy official sanction. The contrary is the
case regarding sponsorship by private firms and government. Of the groups
that rely on the support of business and industry, some two thirds look to
government as their other major source of income; these are the Tree Council,
the Civic Trust, the Keep Britain Tidy Group, the Central Council of Physical
Recreation, the Advisory Committee on Pollution of the Sea, and the Building
Conservation Trust.

Each of the different income sources has its uncertainties which place
constraints on recipient groups. Membership inconte, for example, may fluctu-
ate from year to year. Membership turnover varied from as much as 40% in one
year for Friends of the Earth, down to an average of 11% for the National
Trust. In order to retain support, groups have to devote considerabie effort to
servicing and recruiting members. This represents resources deflected from
their primary purposes, except, that is, for groups such as the Camping Club
and the British Horse Society that are specifically service organisations. In the
words of a trustee of the Woodland Trust, ‘members can be an expensive way of
raising income’. Inflation has exacerbated the problem, posing many groups
the dilemma either of watching their real income steadily dwindle or of
regularly raising their subscription fees with the consequent risk of losing
members.

As against the possible fluctuations of membership income, grants from
Private trusts, business or government are usually of a specified duration,
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thereby providing greater medium-term security, though at the risk of a sharp
drop in income should a grant not be renewed. In a climate of cuis in public
expenditure, those groups dependent on government felt particularly vulner-
able. These external sources of finance are subject to a different type of
constraint in that recipient groups can become beholden to their donors. It has
been argued that the environmental movement in Britain has already been
co-opted by government and big business and thereby rendered ineffective as a
radical force (Sandbach 1980). If this is so, there are two possible ways in which
it might have happened: through environmental groups having been drawn
into elaborate but token consultative procedures (we shall discuss this possibil-
ity in Ch, 4), or through their financial dependency.

In declining order, we can rank the degree of autonomy that a group enjoys
when spending different types of income:

greatest autonomy investments
earmings
membership subscriptions
gifts or endowments
private trusts
governmernt grants
least autonomy donations or sponsorship from private companies

Most groups have income profilesin the upper half of this spectrum. A sizeable
minority, however, cluster in the lower half. The degree to which the latter may
be vulnerable to external pressures or influence varics enormously. Of course,
a group is free to reject a grant or donation if it feels that this may compromise
its independence. However, groups that are heavily dependent on a small
number of external sources have few options. The alternative course, of
diversifying grant income, requires skilful and persistent fund raising.

There are three possible ways in which ‘he who pays the piper may call the
tune’. First, in making donations, trusts, government and businessmen are
{ulfilling their own objectives. Government tends to favour emphasis groups
such as the Tree Council, the Council for Environmental Education and the
British Trust for Conservation Volunteers, which concentrate on providing
public information or doing practical conservation work, rather than pro-
motional groups or those whose primary task is servicing their members. In
supporting certain groups only, external sponsors may be selectively reinforc-
ing one perspective on a problem rather than others. For example, the only
environmental group supported by the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Food, is the Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG), which brings
together conservationists and agriculturalists to promote mutual under-
standing and co-operation. Its unifying principle is that loss of wildlife through
agricultural intensification can best be ameliorated by advising farmers to
modify their practices. Other groups perceive a basic antipathy between
modern farming and nature conservation, and a consequent need for reform of
agricultural policy or for control over farming practices, but these are not
supported by the Ministry. Moreover, the Ministry, as well as other sectors of
the agricultural lobby, is able to counter criticism from these other groups by
pointing to its support for FWAG as evidence of its commitment to conserva-
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tion (see Wiggin 1981). Another example is the support for the Keep Britain
Tidy Group from firms such as Metal Box, Cadbury-Schweppes and British
Cellophane, as well as the Glass Manufacturers’ Federation and the Brewers’
Society. The philosophy of the group is ‘People make litter — People can stop
it’, and it concentrates on publicity, propaganda and educational work to
discourage litter dropping. FoE has promoted a different perspective on the
issue, arguing that the real problem is the manufacturers’ wastage of resources
in excess packaging. Its campaign targets have included some of the chief
supportters of the Keep Britain Tidy Group.

The second form of external constraint is the conditions under which grants
are given. Particularly where large sums are involved, the money is likely to
have strings attached, limiting it to specific projects or functions and requiring
certain accounting procedures. A number of environmental groups act, in
effect, as agents of government, performing specified tasks on its behalf, The
Keep Britain Tidy Group describes itself as the *chosen instrument of the
Government for carrying out its policy in the field of litter prevention and
abatement’, Over half the Group’s income is in the form of a grant from the
Department of the Environment: in 1978, this amounted to £231000. Another
example is the Civic Trust, In 1975, the Trust co-ordinated the British
programme for European Architectural Heritage Year on behalf of the
government (in other countries this task was performed by governments).
Since then, it has performed other agency work, such as administering grants
for local conservation schemes.

In a number of instances, government has adopted an explicitly intervention-
ist agproach. The Building Conservation Trust and the Tree Council were both
established by, and received considerable initial support from, the Department
of the Environment. This approach, however, is more typical of public agencies
than the central departments of government. The Nature Conservancy Coun-
cil, the Countryside Commission and the Sports Council each have pro-
grammes for funding the general administration of voluntary organisations
and have deliberately used such funding to promote organisational reforms.
A grant from the Countryside Commission, for example, effected a complete
restructuring of the Standing Committee on National Parks in 1977, under
the new title of the Council for National Parks. The money — £4000 per
annum over 6 years ~ enabled the new Council to employ its own sec-
retariat and thereby operate apart from its parent organisation, the CPRE.
A grant from the Commission to the Woodland Trust facilitated its transfor-
mation from a small band of enthusiasts in the South-West into a national
organisation. The money allowed the Trust to appoint its first staff member.
A requirement of the grant was that the Trust should assume a general
membership.

The third form of constraint may be a reluctance on the part of recipients to
criticise their donors. A number of groups dependent on external sources of
finance stated that they did not regard this as a constraint on the views they
expressed. The director of the Civic Trust, for example, remarked:

In our earlier years we would have perhaps refused government money. But we do
not feel compromised by our associations with government. We are not beholden to
government. If anything, it is the other way round.
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The assistant director of the Council for Environmental Education explained:

We're funded by the Department of the Envitonment yet work with the Department
of Education, so can criticise without fear.

An alternative view was expressed by the secretary of the Advisory Committee
on Pollution of the Sea, which is supported by local authorities:

There are things you can’t do if government is fostering you. . . . Chances are you'll
find yourself seeking permission to do things, having things vetted, and all that is
complicated and time consuming. You lose your political muscle.

Other groups gave reasons why they specifically avoid dependency, the
greatest concern being a loss of independence and of the ability to criticise
government policy.

To examine the issue further, we asked all groups the question ‘In contem-
plating what could prove to be a controversial step, from which direction would
you be most wary of a critical response?’ (See Table 3.8.) Of the groups most
dependent on gifts and endowments, two thirds said that they would be most
wary of a critical response from their donors or sponsors. Of the groups for
whom government is the primary source of income, two thirds put sensitivity to
criticism from government either first or second. Thus there may be some
hidden dissuasion associated with dependence on external finance, such that
groups become reluctant to bite the hand that feeds them. This is unhealthy if it
entails an inhibition to voice legitimate criticisms of government policy or of the
actions of particular industries. The unwillingness of some group leaders to
acknowledge the possibility renders it more insidious. Though not apparent in
specific actions, 1t may well reinforce the generally conservative tone they
adopt.

Staff and expertise

Perhaps the most important consequence of the growth in support for environ-
mental groups has been their ability to take on or expand their professicnal
staff. Some 73 groups provided data on their staff complement. The total
number of full-time employees was 4210, and the median figure was four, The
distribution between groups is shown in Figure 3.3. Both membership and
income are separately correlated with staff numbers; the latter is the more
important factor, which indicates that there is a tendency among staff to search
out alternative forms of income apart from membership subscriptions.
Looking at the range of environmental groups, two distinct size thresholds
are apparent. The first is the capacity to employ at least one member of staff.
Being entirely dependent on voluntary labour, groups below this threshold are
severely limited in what they can do, and therefore in their ability to attract
additional support. This is not to deny the talents and enthusiasm of the
volunteers that many groups ¢an call upon, but merely to aver that effective use
of such assistance usually requires administrative back-up. A third of local
amenity groups overcome the difficulty through having as their honorary
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Figure 3.3 Variations in staff of environmental groups.

secretary someone who is a housewife or is retired (See Table 2.3). The
threshold is apparent in the hiatus in Figure 3.2 for national groups with an
annual income between £1000 and £5000. The latter (about the minimum
income from which to employ a full-time officer at the time of the survey) must
seem an unattainable target to the several groups that survive on anincome of a
few hundred pounds.

Many of the groups that have crossed this threshold have relied, at least
temporarily, on external aid. In some cases, support has come from a wealthy
benefactor or from a charitable trust. The Rowntree, Cadbury and Carnegie
Trusts have been particularly significant in helping a number of environmental
groups get off the ground. In other cases, new groups have been launched by
established organisations which have borne many of the initial launching costs
and difficulties. The British Trust for Conservation Volunteers was set up by
the Council for Nature, for example, the Council for Nature by the Royal
Society for Nature Conservation (see Ch. 9), the Youth Hostels Association by
the National Council for Voluntary Organisations, the Council for Environ-
mental Conservation (CoEnCo) by the CPRE, and the Victorian Society and
the Georgian Group by the SPAB. There are many other examples. Indeed,
surprisingly few national environmental groups have arisen de novo.
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The next threshold is less pronounced but seems to occur when a group has
between about half a dozen or a dozen staff. Whereas the first threshold was
associated with the differentiation of a distinet administrative function, the
second is associated with administrative specialisation. With specialisation
comes greater staff autonomy, as staff acquire (or are appeinted with) specialist
knowledge and expertise, as they assume greater control over the generation of
the group’s income (with one or more staff being assigned to such matters as
membership recruitment or fund raising} and as the complexity of adminis-
tration elicits a separate managerial function, sometimes signalled by the
translation of the post of general secretary to that of director.

The figures given in Table 3.4 illustrate the changes in staff numbers since
1965 for particular groups. The general expansion in the staff of environmental
groups has had far-reaching implications for both their internal and external
politics. There is now a sizeable core of environmentalists professionally
committed to sustaining their groups’ activities, support and influence. Most of
our respondents saw their long-term future in working to protect the environ-
ment, a fact underlined by the length of time they had worked for the group -
the median period was five years. To get some impression of their backgrounds,
we asked each about their previous occupation (Table 3.5). A third of them had
been employed by another environmental group, suggesting the existence of a
rudimentary career structure for environmentalists. The growth in staff num-
bers has also drawn in people with experience of administration and journalism
and others with relevant technical expertise who have undoubtedly contributed
to a general improvement in the sophistication of environmental lobbying. The
10% of group leaders who have come from related government agencies
represent an important lobbying resource, given their detailed inside know-
ledge of government. Such movement of former civil and public servants to
major interest groups is not uncommon (Richardson & Fordan 1979).

The increase in staff has facilitated stronger links with other organisations.
Because of the large number of environmental groups, liaison can be a full-time

Table 3.4 Changes in staff numbers of selected groups.

Number of full-time (ar, if part-time,
their full-time equivalents) employees
1965 1970 1975 1979/80

(1) British Trust for Conservation

Volunteers' 1 1 1 34

(2) Conservation Society — 0 ila 2%
(3) Council for Environmental Conservation — 0 2 5
(4) Council for Environmental Education — 112 215 4
(5) CPRE 6 1'% 15 13
(6) Friends of the Earth — 1 155 21
(7) Keep Britain Tidy Group' —_ 4 22 24
(8) Natjonal Socicty for Clean Air 16 12 9 7
(9) Town and Country Planning Association —_ 7 9 17
(10) Tree Council — — 1 4

! The big jump in staff numbers for these two groups followed the cominencement of annual
government grants to them.
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Table 3.5 Previous occupations of the leading staff members of environmental groups.

%
employed by another group 13
general administration 32
media or public relations 12
related government agency 10
relevant technical occupation (such as town planning) 7
irrelevant technical occupation 7

job. Between groups with related objectives, staff generally know one another

ersonally and are regularly in touch over issues of common concern. As we
shall see in the next chapter, the environmental lobby acts very effectively as a
network for exchanging information and intelligence between groups and for
mutual co-operation on projects and campaigns. Full-time staff also have the
opportunity to cultivate links with civil servants and politicians. There is a
strong correlation between a group’s staff numbers and the extent of its
contacts with government.

Another mark of the increasing professionalism of the lobby is its growing
expertise. We asked each group leader to list the technical and professional
skills readily available to the group, both externally (via consultants or
honorary advisers) and internally (Table 3.6). By far the most prevalent was
that of solicitor or barrister, usually as an honorary legal adviser. Historically,
this has been the single most significant skill for environmental groups as for
most other pressure groups. Many of the 19th century organisations such as the
RSPCA, the Commons Preservation Society and the RSPB, devoted much of
their efforts to litigation. As the focus of environmental pressure has moved
from the courts to legislation and executive action, lawyers have maintained
their importance, advising a group, for example, on parliamentary drafting or
representing it at a public inquiry. The other generalist pressure-group skill —
public relations/journalism — is of much more recent interest to environmental
groups. As we shall see in the next chapter, only since the late 1960s have most
groups given sustained attention to influencing public attitudes via the media.

Table 3.6 Prevalent skills available to environmental groups.

solicitor/barrister more than 70% of groups
public relations/journalism .

ecologist/biologist ] 50-60% of groups
town planner

architect

agriculturalist

publishing/graphic design 30—409% of groups
forester :
landscape architect

surveyor

building conservation

archit¢ctural historian

water engineer 20-30% of groups
chemist/chemical engineer
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Except for publishing/graphic design, all the other prevalent skills are
specific to the environmental field. They mirror the sort of specialist expertise
that local and central government deploy in regulating environmental change.
Thus they contribute to a group’s authority in dealing with officials, ag
confirmed by the correlation of a group’srange of skills (independent of its staff
numbers) with its range of contacts with government. Several environmenta]
groups now command considerable respect for the quality of their work and
expertise. Examples include the National Society for Clean Air in pollution
control, the Civic Trust in urban improvement, the SPAB in architectural
conservation, the RSPB in managing wildlife, and the Advisory Committee on
Pollution of the Sea in monitoring marine pollution. When such -€Xpertise
comes to be valued and sought after by government and statutory bodies, the
group’s position is greatly strengthened.

Internal decision making and authority

If democracy implies that constituents have a real opportunity to select their
leaders, most environmental groups are not democratic. These organisations
are oligarchic in nature; in all but a few, the leaders cannot be realistically
challenged. Many, though not all, have elections; but they are often not
contested, and the primary source of nominations is usually the centre and not
the grass-roots. Other instruments available to the centre, such as proxy voting
and powers to co-opt onto the poverning bedy, also ensute the continuity of the
existing leadership despite elections. In the words of a staff member of one of
the large wildlife groups, ‘essentially we appoint council members for their
expertise and contacts. As in other conservation groups, the elections are a
formality.” He could have added that environmental groups are not alone in
this respect among voluntary organisations generally (Selznick 1952, Devall
1970).

By and large, elections serve to ratify the authority of a group’s leadership.
The ineffectiveness of such formal procedures in expressing ‘rank-and-file’
opinion was indicated when group leaders in our survey were asked which
channels they found most useful in keeping them in touch with members’ views
(Table 3.7). Neither elections nor the annual general meeting are considered
by most group leaders to be significant channels; nor are honorary officers

Table3.7 Channels whereby group leaders are kept in touch with members’ views.

Number of groups ranking

lst 2nd Jrd
letters and telephone calls from members 28 5 5
the group’s local branches 12 7 5
the group’s committees 4 7 12
honorary officers 4 4 9
the annual general meeting 2 6 3
membership turnover - 3 4
elections — 1 —

N=43
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usually seen to perform as spokesmen for the membership. Instead, groups rely
mainly on informal means, counting on members with decided views to make
direct contact. Alternatively, groups with strong branches find that these are
useful sources of members’ opinions. Even the last resort of members —to vote
with their feet — does not figure prominently as an indication of members’
feelings, probably because a few isolated and disgruntled resignations can
seldom have a significant effect on the membership total.

The need to preserve a group’s unity and support does, however, circums-
cribe its leaders in exercising their prerogatives. Avoiding internal dissension is
perhaps more important for voluntary organisations than for more complex
organisations whose internal specialisation helps to diffuse and contain poten-
tial goal conflicts (Dunkerley 1972). The structural simplicity of voluntary
organisations makes it difficult for them to accommodate routinely all but the
simplest disagreements; nor do they possess the sanctions that non-voluntary
organisations use to enforce internal discipline. Indeed in recent years, groups
as varied as the National Trust, the British Horse Society, FoE, the British
Mountaineering Council and the RSPCA have been split by internal faction.

The salience that preserving a group’s unity has in the minds of its leaders is
apparent from our respondents’ replies to the question, ‘In contemplating what
could prove to be a controversial step, from which direction would you be most
wary of a critical response?’ Most (Table 3.8) expressed themselves relatively
insensitive to criticism from such external sources as the press or government or
other environment leaders, the major exception being those groups heavily
dependent on outside financial support (see p. 46). Otherwise, the great
majority of group leaders are most attuned to internal criticism, from their
members, branches or constituents. To many of them, knowledge of what their
constituents will stand will be second nature, as will knowledge of what will
keep their membership quiescent and what the branches expect. Through such
judgements, group leaders internalise certain constraints to their discretionary
authority.

Indeed, just because the leadership of a group is undemocratic does not
necessarily mean that it is unrepresentative. Much will depend upon the
attitude of the leadership and the extent to which the strueture of the group is
receptive to members’ pressures. To determine the decision-making style of
those groups in our survey with an individual membership, we posed four
questions: two were designed to elucidate whether a group’s leadership was

Table 3.8 The sensitivity of group leaders to criticism from different quarters.

Number of groups ranking

ist 2nd ~ 3rd
membership 23 11 5
branches 19 8 —
constituent groups 17 7 ]
donors or sponsors 8 & 3
the press 4 4 8
government 3 12 1
leaders of other environmentat groups 1 3 7
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representational (i.e. taking the views of the membership as their reference
point for establishing aims and decisions) or authoritative (i.e. making de-
cisions and establishing aims without reference to the membership); and the
other two aimed to elucidate whether its structure was open or closed to the
involvement of its ordinary members (Table 3.9). In the opinion of group
leaders at least, structures are predominantly open, and half the groups have an
authoritative leadership. The combination of these two features we might
characterise as open oligarchy. A largely passive membership allows, perhaps
even obliges, executive decisions to be taken by the commiited few with
reference only to the group’s objectives. An open structure, however, pre-
serves at least something of the voluntary ethos and its anti-authoritarian
norms by enabling anyone who wants to become actively involved to do so.
Most groups incline to the open oligarchy medel, and a third conform com-
pletely; this epitomises the structure of much of British public life.

A number of emphasis groups deviate away from this model towards a closed
oligarchy in which members are effectively excluded from the group’s decision
making. They include two overlapping categories: older groups formed before
the First World War (such as the RSPCA, the National Trust and the Camping
Club) and most of the building preservation groups (including the Ancient
Monuments Society, the Friends of Friendless Churches, the Georgian Group
and the SPAB). In the first instance, what appears to have happened is that a
large membership has been grafted to the small, well connected elite which
comprised the original group, but the elitist leadership has remained unre-
formed. As we shall see in the case of the National Trust (Ch. 8), major
questions can arise about the internal accountability of such a leadership. The
second category might be characterised as the tyranny of taste. Qualitative
judgements as to the superiority or infetiority of artefacts and their treatment
are more central to historic preservation than any other environmental field,
thereby sharpening the dichotomy, faced by all principle groups, between

Table 3.9 Orgamsational styles of environmental groups.

Questions Responses

leadership It is the duty of the leaders of the
society to safeguard and promote

its aims, not to represent the agree = authoritative 50%
opinions of its members. agree/disagree = intermediate 29%
There’s no need to consult the disagree = representational  21%
members much: they would not

expect it. ]

structure  If members are dissatisfied with
what the society is doing there
are adequate channels for them

to change things. agree =open 1%
If any of the members wanis to agree/disagree = intermediate 17%
getinvolved, it’s easy enough to disagree = closed 12%

get elected or co-opted onto one
of the society’s committees. N=42
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promoting a particular ideal and representing popular {or even heterodox)
opinions. It is also a field which, in the past, has been peculiarly split between
rival factions and dogmas. The oldest preservation group, the Society for the
Protection of Ancient Buildings, is itself a monument to such a split between
‘Gerape and Anti-Scrape’ (i.e. the Victorian advocates of building restoration
and their opponents — see Pevsner 1976). Though the dispute long ago lost its
currency, intending members of the Society are still asked to sign a form saying
that they are in agreement with William Motris’s Anti-Scrape Manifesto, which
launched the Society over a hundred years ago (Harvey 1972). The closed
structure of this and other building preservation groups ensures the exclusion
of unorthodox or philistine views. Qur respondents in these groups were fully
prepared to acknowledge this point. As the secretary of the Georgian Group
commented, ‘We are a most undemocratic body . . . controlled by a self-
perpetuating oligarchy.’ Somewhat patadoxically, given the factionalism of the
past, the building preservation groups co-operate much more effectively than
other environmental groups, particularly over lobbying. This is probably due to
their similar organisational structures.

In contrast, a number of groups deviate from the standard model of open
oligarchy in ihe opposite direction, towards a representational leadership.
Here again there are two categories. One is recreational groups, such as the
Youth Hostels Association, the British Mountainesring Council and the
British Association for Shootiing and Conservation, whose predominantly
service function calls for leadership responsive to members’ needs and opin-
ions. The other includes such promotional groups as the Conservation Society,
the Socialist Environment and Resources Association, and the Ecology Party.
Seeking fundamental political change, they have consciously developed decen-
tralised structures in order to mobilise grass-roots activism. A representational
leadership corresponds with this emphasis on participation. Interestingly, FoE,
on our measure, differs in having a leadership that is anthoritative rather than
represeniational, even though it too has encouraged local activism. This
difference helps to illominate a number of contrasts, particularly between the
Conservation Sociefy and FoE, as well as the failure of efforts to amalgamate
these two groups. The latter is a much more energetic though acrimonions
group, reflecting the tensions between its strong leadership style and its
participatory membership (see Ch. 7). By comparison, the Conservation
Society is ofien said to be suffering from democratic stagnaiion, hindered by its
complex procedures from responding decisively to the flagging involvement of
its members.

The discussion so far has focused on groups with an individual membership.
There are distinct constraints on decision making in groups whose membership
consists of other organisations. Their federal structure facilitates a far greater
degree of participation by constituents. The responsiveness of a federal group
is fostered by the control that member groups can exercise, both directly
through representation on its governing council and indirectly through its
dependence on their resources. This means more than just financial support.
Much of the progress of a federal group depends upon the amount of effort that
staff and representatives of its constituents are prepared to contribute, serving
on working parties, furnishing expertise or information, and using their
coniacts and influence to promote the group’s work and views. Indeed, the
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critical question regarding decision making within federal groups is not that of
democratic control (which seems to be more than adequate in most) but of their
ability to act decisively, particularly when each constituent possesses an
effective veto. Some 41% of the leaders of federal groups said that they could
not take an independent line on an issue which might run contrary to the views
of any of their member groups. We return to this theme in the next chapter,
when we consider the effectiveness of federal groups in co-ordinating the
environmental lobby. It should be added that the responsiveness of a federal
group is towards its constituents’ leaders, not their members. Being organis-
ations of organisations, most federal groups are remeoete from the ordinary
members of environmental groups. In Chapter 10 we examine this point in
relation to an international federation, the European Environmental Bureau.

Intermediate, between the very limited autonomy of groups with an organ-
isational membership and the practically unrestricted autonomy enjoyed by
leaders of greups with an individual membership, are those groups whose local
branches possess some autonomy plus a degree of financial or constitutional
control over headquarters. In such cases (which include the CPRE, the Royal
Society for Nature Conservation and the Conservation Society), not only do
branches act as channels of members’ views, they can also function as indepen-
dent centres of power, able to exert internal pressure on the leadership to make
it respond to alternative views.

Having shown that, with the exception of federal groups, constituents are not
usually the dominant influence on environmental groups, what remains to be
considered is the comparative influence of professional staffs, honorary officers
and governing councils. Most groups have a constitution which places formal
power in the hands of a governing council (or a board of directors if the groupis
registered as a limited company, or perhaps a board of trustees if it is registered
as a charity). In practice, this is seldom the way decisions ate made. In most
groups, effective responsibility for both day-to-day decisions and policy mak-
ing is delegated to the senior staff, honorary officers or an executive committee
of the governing council. Formal definitions of responsibility, therefore, can be
misleading because they do not necessarily indicate the real Iocus of power
within a group, but also because they simplify the way decisions are made. In
reality, decision making is not a single event in which authoritative judgements
are dispensed, but a series of steps by which a group becomes committed to a
course of action. The final step for major policy departures may well be pro
forma approval by a governing council. In determining the direction taken by a
group, however, the ability to propose is probably more important than the
formal power to ratify.

Therefore, we asked of groups two questions. What was the major source of
initiative in the group’s development? And who in practice took the major
decisions? Where possible, we asked for examples so as to pinpoint the actual
path that decisions had followed. Aggregated (see Table 3.10), the results
present a few dominant patterns whereby different groups formulate and
choose between major options. Decisions initiated by staff are typical of groups
with staff complements of more than five. Staff— staff decision making, in
which the staff also determine policy, is typical of certain newer groups (such as
the Civic Trust, Greenpeace, Population Concern, FOE, Transport 2000 and
the Political Ecology Research Group), and is another manifestation of the
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Table 3,10 The way decisions arc made in environmental groups.

Number of groups Major source Dominant Major  Number of
of initiative decision decision- groups
paths making
body
e ———
2% Staff staft 12

staff gn]cl 16
council

coungil! 25

24 councii!

officers and 5
council

i

18 officers » officers 10
N=6a8

1 Qr executive committes.

professionalism of the environmental lobby. Indeed, some of these groups do
not have a membership. In contrast, in older membership groups that have
acquired staff over the years, power lies jointly with the senior staff and the
governing council. Examples include the National Trust, the TCPA and the
RSPCA. The situation in which the staff propose and the council ratifies is
typical of federal groups (and the rather tight rein that their constituents
exercise) such as the Planning and Environment Group and the Tree Council.
Officer— council (such as for the Botanical Society and the National Society
for Clean Air) and council — council decision making {such as the Salmon and
Trout Association and the Victorian Society) is typical of older groups with just
a few staff. Officer— officer decision making is typical of younger groups with
very few or no staff. These are often run by one or two people, acting as
chairman or honorary secretary, who were alse among the prime movers in
setting up the group and who dominate and animate its proceedings. Examples
include the Coastal Anti-Pollution League, the Conservative Ecology Group,
the Friends of Friendless Churches, and the Seabird Group. Overall, the
results are in keeping with the findings of other studies of voluntary organisa-
tions which suggest that a stronger bureaucratic structure, which may well
include stronger organisational roles for governing councils, often arises as a
group ages, and particularly following the demise of its dominant founder and
leader (Zald & Ash 1966). '

Organisational effectiveness

The national groups in our survey showed a variety of responses to the
organisational problems of membership, finance, staff and decision making.
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The success with which they cope with these issues depends on a delicate
balance between competing concerns. A balance has to be achieved between
the administrative constraints of membership size and the financial and man-
power benefits of a large membership. Freedom of action through financial
autonomy has to be balanced with the benefits of adequate financial resources.
Administrative efficiency and speed of political response are weighed against
the needs to inform and consult members.

Organisation renders available the diffuse energy and enthusiasm of the
environmental movement as tangible political resources. But particular organ-
isational forms place specific constraints on the use of these resources. The
form adopted by many environmental groups is an oligarchy of a few leaders
plus many supporters. This has advantages and disadvantages. By concenirat-
ing a group’s resources and decision making, it ensures the maximum tactical
manoeuvrability in dealing with the centralised organs of government and the
media. One corollary, however, is an instrumental attitude towards the
membership. Members are regarded primarily as a passive source of income
rather than as active agenis in securing environmentai change, and thus are not
encouraged to play a part in the group’s affairs. In general, environmental
groups offer their ordinary members little scope for participation in lobbying
and campaigning. Indeed, simply as channels for representing the opinions of
their members, many groups are not very effective because of the way they are
structured and because of their leaders’ perceptions of their own roles.

As a consequence, the mass following of environmental groups remains a
largely untapped political resource. Of course, passive members do swell
membership statistics, but the political value of mere numbers is limited. A
group may claim that its large and growing membership is a pointer to
increasing public sympathy for its aims. This claimis weakened, however, if itis
evident that the leadership does not fulfil a representational role or that the
membership is little involved or interested in the group’s political activities. In
any case, a number of organisations are able to thrive without members at all,
deriving legitimacy instead from their obvious affinity with dominant cultural
values (e.g. the Civic Trust) or from the favourable media coverage they
achieve (e.g. Greenpeace).

In the next chapter, we turn from issues of internal organisation to look at
how groups conduct themselves in the political system. In considering their
external relations, it is important to bear in mind the resources and constraints
presented by the internal organisation of environmental groups. The support of
members and sponsors must be maintained. Issues should be avoided which
would create disaffection or disunity. Above all, a group must live within its
means. Given the relative impecunity of most environmental groups, this
entails severe limits on their political activities.
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national politics

In pursuing their objectives, environmental groups seek to influence policy
making and legislation as well as the general context of institutions and values
in which decisions affecting the environment are made. The extent to which
they indulge in political activities varies considerably, with some seeing this as
their raison d’étre and others regarding it as an adjunct to their own conser-
vation work. Most of this chapter examines the political channels available to
groups in putting over their views. Their relations with government, parliament
and the media are considered in turn. We then examine relations between
environmental groups, because in considering their structure of access, it is
important to be aware of the way in which they work together in the political
system as an environmental lobby. We begin with a review of the resources
which groups can bring to bear in their lobbying. These are a product of the
internal arrangements discussed in Chapter 3, though only a proportion are
available for political activities.

Political resources of environmental groups

Money is perhaps the most crucial political resource because it can be used to
acquire other resources and because lobbying can be an expensive business.
Most environmental groups considered money to be the limiting factor. Some
of the more expensive demands, apart from employing staff, can include
publicity, the services of a parliamentary agent, buying in expertise, commis-
sioning research, and litigation. Mounting a good technical case at a major
public inquiry or against a Private Bill can be particularly expensive, typically
running into several thousand pounds if Counsel and specialist assistance need
to be engaged; it may be much higher, as in the £44000 spent by the Wing
Airport Resistance Association giving evidence to the Roskill commission
(1969/70), the £35000 incurred by the National Trust for Scotland on the
Drumbuie inquiry (1973/74) and FoE’s £50000 on the Windscale inquiry
(1977). Such expense has led to calls for some form of relief, equivalent to legal
aid. So far, petitioners against Private Bills have been relieved of the cost of
transcription and all Counsel’s speeches (CoEnCo Report 1975) but the other
reform sought by environmental groups, namely assistance for financially
disinterested third parties at public inquiries, has not been conceded (TCPA
1979).

The overall impression is that most groups run their political activities on a
shoestring, paying their staff low wages and relying on a lot of voluntary
assistance from sympathetic specialists and free publicity via media coverage of
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their stances. Thus, when confronting a large company, a state corporation or a
major interest group, environmental groups can seldom match their opponents
in terms of financial resources, and it iz quite beyond their means to engage in
the sort of slick lobbying which some private interests do, with their public
relations firms, glossy propaganda, renowned consultants and lavish entertain-
ment for MPs and journalists. However, without going tosuch extremes (which
might be of dubious advantage}, it is clear that most environmental groups
could considerably increase their political capacity with just modest increases
in their incomes.

Another resouice, organisational ability, has greatly improved for most
groups over the past decade as they have taken on or expanded their full-time
staff, often bringing in people with administrative experience. Efficient organ-
isation may be critical if a group is to achieve its purpose, but may run counter
to the voluntary ethos. Thaus, along with other voluntary groups, environmen-
tal groups face twin dangers. On the one hand, new groups may be unable to
survive for long, especially if, as with many of the eco-action groups of the early
1970s, their leaders are temperamentally or ideologically ill disposed towards
administrative routine and formal organisation. FoE (see Ch. 7) is one that has
survived but has experienced difficalties avercoming various organisational
obstacles. Many established groups run the opposite danger of suppressing
voluntary endeavour through too rigid and hierarchical an organisation. By
excluding the membership from active involvement, this inhibits the use of
members as a political resource. Perhaps the greatest failing of environmental
groups in the 1970s has been their inability to translate their massive numerical
Support into an appreciable political force., Though substantially larger than the
consumer movement and the women’s movement, the environmental move-
ment has won fewer institutional reforms. Moreover, its political impact scems
likely to be eclipsed by the smalier anti-nuclear movemerit,

Related to organisational ability is leadership quality, The vogue for the
environment during the past decade has meant that groups have been able to
recruit energetic, idealistic staff of high calibre, although relatively low wages
tend to favour enthusiasm over experience. The influx of new recruits has been
less marked in the governing circles of many of the older groups whose closed
structures have stifled the flow of new blood. Some of these groups seem to
suffer from a conservative and unimaginative leadership.

Expertise is another important political resource, in contributing to effective
argument and in establishing a group’s authority in its dealings with politicians
and civil servants. MPs are typically understaffed and overworked and are
often unable to keep abreast of government (Barker & Rush 1970). A well
informed and technically competent pressure group, therefore, can be very
helpful in keeping an MP adequately briefed and thus able to imtervene
knowledgeably and effectively in parliamentary proceedings. MPs come to rely
on groups with which they are in broad sympathy and whose information they
have learned to trust,

Most of the specialist information that environmental groups have is readily
available to government (though not so available to local authorities, which
strengthens the hand of some local environmental groups: se¢ Ch. 5), How-
ever, if a group’s special competence is recognised by a government depart-
ment, it is likely to be drawn into cloge consultation over relevant issues. For
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example, during the preparation of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeologic-
al Areas Bill (enacted in 1979), the Department of the Environment repeatedly
consulted the Council for British Archaeology. Before the Bill was published,
its final contents were agreed with officers of the society. Department officials
and the society also liaised closely over the tactics for getting it through
Parliament, the society playing a crucial role in winning Liberal and Conserva-
tive support during the minority Labour government. Similarly, in the prepara-
tion of the Wildlife and Countryside Bill (enacted in 1981), the RSPB was the
only environmental group consulted by the Department of the Environment
prior to the public consultation stage. This was in recognition of its expertise in
bird conservation, as well as its role in achieving the EEC Bird Directive which
had necessitated some of the measures in the Bill (Cox & Lowe 1983).

In Chapter 3, we recorded the prevalent skills available to environmental
groups which are mainly those related to land use, design and natural history.
Shortcomings have arisen as groups have tackled ever more complex technolo-
gical projects requiring highly specialised knowledge, and as they have moved
out of their traditional preserves to combat the environmental effects of other
aspects of public policy. Lacking sufficient technical back-up, they may be
unable to overcome administrative ‘stonewalling’ or match the sheer weight of
expertise of industrial or commercial lobbies. Some groups have acquired new
specialisms: energy forecasting, nuclear engineering, radiobiology, environ-
mental health, transport planning and soil science were among the fields of
expertise that a few said they could muster. However, there are major gaps. It
seems surprising, for example, that no group employs an economist, particular-
ly when many of the projects they are tackling — such as an expanded nuclear
power programme, agricultural reclamation of wetlands and moorlands, hous-
ing redevelopment rather than rehabilitation, waste disposal rather than
recycling, expansion of domestic forestry — may in the final analysis make
dubious economic (as well as environmental) sense. Such an argument would
be a powerful one, given political concern over public expenditure.

Finally, a pressure group is in a strategically strong position if it can veto
policies to which it is opposed. Some major interest groups are in this position
because they possess economic sanctions or their co-operation is vital to the
implementation of policy or the normal functioning of government. Environ-
mental groups lack such strong sanctions. Not being dependent on their
co-operation, government is not obliged to accommodate them. Yet sanctions
of a kind are available to environmental groups.

Richardson (1977) identifies two weapons they may use: public censure and
delay. Regarding the first, he remarks, ‘It is clear that many environmental
groups can, under favourable conditions, generate a body of opinion to which
policy makers are prepared to respond. The outcry over heavy lorries, over
cyanide dumping, and over the demolition of particular historic buildings has
clearly demonstrated this.” Richardson suggests, however, that this weapon is
common to all pressure groups and may be somewhat ephemeral (see also
Gregory 1972). Here we would want to disagree. The evidence presented
below on the strong links between environmental groups and the media would
suggest that media receptiveness to environmental issues is likely to be more
than a passing fashion. Moreover, other research has shown that some groups,
such as trade unions, are not so favourably treated by the media (Glasgow
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University Media Group 1978, 1980, S. Hall ez a{. 1978). If there is cultural bias
in the media, then environmental groups seem to be among the beneficiaries.

Of the second weapon, delay, Richardson (1977) comments ‘The planning
process, providing as it does (however inadequately) for some measure of
public participation is by its nature lengthy and protracted. The opportunity to
put one’s case against a proposal may be used not only for just that, but also as a
tactic. . . . No rational authority or company will willingly provoke amenity
protests if the procedure for reaching a decision is extremely time-consuming.’
The ability to inflict delay is increased not only by opportunities for participa-
tion but also through the devolved nature of statutory planning. Following the
recrganisation of local government in 1974, district and county authorities were
given parallel planning powers. In addition, the Local Government Act 1972
made provisions even for parish councils to make representations on planning
applications within their boundaries. Thus, particular planning decisions may
involve all three tiers of local government plus central government, which
retains the right to intervene if contentious or important issues are raised. The
multiple points provided for intervention allow environmental groups to fight a
protracted rearguard action against a development proposal that they oppose.

Large corporations, nationalised industries and statutory undertakings seem
particularly sensitive to the tisk and many of them employ their own environ-
mental teams to help anticipate and avoid amenity protests (Elkington 1980).
Investment plans, dependent upon the scheduled introduction of new plant and
infrastructure, can be thrown off course by unanticipated delays in gaining
planning permission. Modern corporations also tend to be conscious of their
public image which may be tarnished in a long drawn out and acrimonious
planning battle. Thus, though Gregery may be correct in his assessment that
‘very few amenity organisations carry sufficient fire-power to defeat powerful
developers’ (Gregory 1971), many of the big corporations are anxious to
appease environmental opposition for the sake of their corporate plans and
image. This may involve avoiding environmentally sensitive areas in seeking
possible sites to develop, detailed negotiations with planning authorities,
informal discussions with environmentalists, and acceptance of stringent plan-
ning conditions.

The wrangling and delay caused by sustained environmental opposition may
also precipitate a reappraisal of a project and related policy commitments, One
casualty was a programme of geological tests sponsored by the Atomic Energy
Authority to examine the technical feasibility of underground disposal of
nuclear wastes. This was to have been Britain’s contribution to an EEC study
agreed by the Council of Ministers in 1975. Several sites for test bereholes were
selected in England, Scotland and Wales. Strong local feelings were revealed at
three public inquiries held in 1980 and 1981 (Cowan 1982). As a foretaste of the
reaction which any future proposal for underground disposal would evoke, the
experience was sufficient for the government to cancel the whole programme,
despite the fact that the inquiry inspectors reported in favour of allowing the
test drillings. '

Second thoughts provoked by fierce opposition may sometimes coincide with
other changes which can undermine the rationale or the viability of a course of
action. Disruption of motorway inguiries in the mid-1970s created such difficul-
ties and delays in trunk road construction that itled to a government ‘reapprais-
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al of the basic justification for the road programme’ (Department of Transport
1978, Tyme 1978). The outcome was a downgrading of the programme, as part
of cuts in public expenditure and a shift in government priorities from private to
public transport (Painter 1980); and a reform of road planning procedures,
following the recommendations of the Advisery Committee on Trunk Road
Assessment (1978), which accepted many of the criticisms environmentalists
had been making (Levin 1979a). Similatly, the third London airport, having
been successfully resisted first at Stansted (1964—8), then at Cublington (Wing)
(1969-71), eventually fell victim (at Maplin in 1974) to declining forecasts of
traffic growth and government concern at the cost of the project (Wootton
1978). Stansted’s victory may prove Pyrrhic because in 1981 another public
inquiry opened to consider a proposal by the British Airports Authority for a
major expansion of the local airport (Buchaman 1981). As this long saga
illustrates, a change of government or simply a change of minister can occasion
a review of what had seemed a final and closed decision. So there is always an
incentive for a group, determined in its opposition, to maintain a rearguard
fight as long as possible,

As with all sanctions, delay and public censure are best used sparingly and
then only as a last resort. Otherwise they may provoke countermeasures.
Government and big business have responded to the critical media campaigns
of environmental groups by giving much greater attention to the way in which
they publicise their own actions. The fact that details of the government’s
efforts to ‘Teduce over-sensitivity to environmental considerations’ became
public through the leak of Cabinet papers to The Sunday Times (18 November
1979) merely added an ironic twist to the spiral of propaganda and counter-
propaganda. Equally, the construction industry has campaigned against the
delays in obtaining planning permission and the costs incurred as a result
(Commons Expenditure Committee 1977). Government has shown itself more
and more sympathetic to such complaints as building and construction have
gone deeper into recession. As a result, steps have been taken to contain
opportunities for participation, reduce the overlap in powers between district
and county planning authorities and generally speed up the procedures of
development control (Department of the Environment 1980).

Environmental groups deploy their political resources through the channels
available to them to express their views. Different political channels are used
for different functions. Links with administrative agencies (including local
government) are necessary for groups wishing to influence the way in which
environmental programmes and policies are implemented. Access to senior
civil servants and ministers is vital for involvement in the formative stages of
policy making and the allocation of resources. Support in Parliament is
important for amending and sometimes initiating legislation and putting
pressure on ministers. Access to the media is crucial for bringing issues to the
attention of government and Parliament, andin demoenstrating and sustaining a
group’s public support. None of these channels is mutually exclusive. A group
whose access to the executive is limited or feels its views are not being fairly
accommodated in the consultative process may well resort to a public campaign
or parliamentary lobbying. Equally a group may seek to expedite an adminis-
trative disagreement through raising the matter with the responsible minister
or in Parliament.
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These culturally sanctioned means of exetting influence do not exhaust the
possibilities for political action. In recent years, France, the Federal Republic
of Germany, Spain, Japan, Switzerland and Austria have all seen the rise of
quite militant ecological politics which have included acts of sabotage and
violent confrontations between protestors and the police (Pilat 1980). In this
country there have been incidents of direct action by environmentalists but
more in keeping with a traditional strand in British radicalism of civil disobe-
dience, of a non-viplent and often symbolic kind. Examples include local
protest groups that have blocked highways and picketed factories and construc-
tion sites, the immobilising of a number of heavy lorries in the London area
between 1973 and 1974 by members of the Stop the Juggernauts campaign,
attempts in the mid-1970s to disrupt motorway inquiries through noisy protests
and sit-ins, and efforts in the late 1970s to block the construction of the Torness
nuclear power station.

It is important to stress on the one hand how isolated these examples are
amidst the vast amount of conventional lobbying by environmental groups,
Only ene of the groups in our survey is explicitly committed to such tactics. In
the words of one of its pamphlets, ‘Greenpeace operates within the philosophy
of non-violent direct action because we believe that we must change attitudes
generally in order to influence the decision-makers within governments and
society to abandon the many destructive abuses of the environment.’ In the
past, it has intervened to disrupt seal culls and commercial whaling and to
prevent the shipment and dumping of radioactive waste.

On the other hand, from a longer historical perspective, it is clear that direct
action on the part of British environmental groups is not entirely novel. Lord
Eversley recorded how the fledgling Commons Preservation Society employed
120 workmen over one night in 1866 to remove two miles of railings that had
just been erected to enclose Berkhamsted Common (Shaw-Lefevre 1894).
Seventy years later, in the 1930s, rambling groups from Sheffield and Manches-
ter directly confronted landowners, their agents and the police by organising
mass trespasses in the Peak District as part of their campaign to secure the right
of access to open moorland (Hill 1980). These and other examples suggest that
protest and direct action are part of the armoury of pressure groups, though
only to be used when a group sees no prospect of progress through other, more
conventional means. Otherwise, the general receptivity of the British political
system to group activity, pervasive cultural pressures and fear of disrupting
established relationships operate strongly to discourage militant and unortho-
dox approaches.

Relations with government

Government has been not a passive recipient of pressure from environmental
groups but an active agent, establishing new consultative procedures, funding
environmental groups, even promoting the creation of such groups. This
undoubtedly represents a degree of efficial acceptance of the objectives they
pursue, as well as the inclination of government to manage and contain the
pressures upon it. All but four of the groups in the survey were regularly in
touch with at least one government department or public agency, the median
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number being six government organisations per group. Inside most of them,
groups have their own personal contacts. Each group was asked whether or not
it found access easy to the relevant level of authority in the eighteen govern-
ment otganisations with the most extensive contacts with the environmental
lobby (i.e. those with which at least a fifth of groups claimed to be in touch).
The response was overwhelmingly positive, All were considered accessible by a
majority of groups in contact with them (see Table 4.1). The response was only
slightly less uniform when groups were asked whether the same government
organisations kept them in touch with issues of interest to them. All but the
Department of Education and Science, the Department of Industry, the
Department of Trade and the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
were, on balance, considered open (see Table 4.2), With these departments,
most groups have yet to establish their consultative status.

In a number of instances, consultative relationships have been formalised. A
quarter of groups have government cbservers on their executive committees,
including the Tree Council, the Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group, the
Heritage Education Group and the Field Studies Council. This enables their
decision making to be in step with departmental thinking and vice versa. Some
40% of the groups are also represented, formally or informally, on official
advisory committees, including the Standing Committee on Pollution Clear-
ance at Sea, the Consultative Panel on Badgers and Bovine T.B., the regional
councils for sport and recreation, the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk
Road Assessment and the Advisory Committee on Birds. These committees,

Table 4.1 The accessibility of government departments to environmental groups.

entirely accessible British Rail
British Tourist Authority
British Waterways Board
Central Electricity Generating Board
Countryside Commission
Historic Buildings Council
National Water Coungil
Sports Council

very accessible Nature Conservancy Council
Forestry Commission
Department of the Environment
Health and Safety Executive
Department of Education and Science
Department of Transport

generally accessible Department of Trade
Department of Industry
Department of Energy
Ministry of Agriculture, Fishcries and Food

Cavironmental groups were asked: “When dealing with this organisation have you mostly found
access easy to the relevant level of anthoriiy? The ranking in this and in Tables 4.2 and 4.3 is based
on the margin of ‘yes’ over ‘no’ responses as a percentage of all the responses an organisation
received. ‘Entirely’ represents 100%; *very” is from 50% to less than 100%; and ‘generally” is from
0% to less than 50% .
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Table 4.2 The openness of government departments towards environmental groups,

very informative Historic Buildings Council
Countryside Commission
Nature Conservancy Council
Sports Council
British Waterways Board

generally informative British Tourist Authority
Department of Transport
Forestry Commission
National Water Council
British Rail
Department of the Environment
Health and Safety Executive
Central Electricity Generating Board
Department of Energy

generally uninformative Department of Industry
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Department of Trade
Department of Education and Science

Environmental groups were asked: ‘Dwoes this organisation kesp you in touch with issues of
interest to you?

which usually include economic as well as environmental interests and indepen-
dent experts, are serviced by seconded civil servants. They advise the relevant
minister on issues selected at his or their initiative, and can be significant
sources of legislative and policy proposals, though the political motive for
setting them up may have been to postpone action and defuse criticism. Of a
similar nature, though with an independent constitution, is the standing Royal
Commission on Environmental Pollution (Lowe 1975).

The crucial question is the extent to which the involvement of environmental
groups is influential or merely token. Each group was asked whether or not the
various government organisations are reasonably receptive to its point of view.
The results are shown in Table 4.3. The organisations considered most
receptive are all statutory agencies with a specific environmental remit. These
are policy areas in which government has in effect institutionalised the environ-
mental lobby. Among the organisations considered unreceptive are all the
major, development-orientated government departments. Environmental
groups do not enjoy the sort of close, symbiotic relationship with senior civil
servanis in these depariments as do major interest groups such as the National
Farmers’ Union with the Ministry of Agriculture (Self & Storing 1962, Wilson
1977), the Confederation of British Industry with the Department of Industry
(Grant & Marsh 1977) and road haulage interests with the Department of
Transport (Hamer 1974, Painter 1980). In their own judgement (which is more
likely to overestimate than to underestimate their true influence), the inclusion
of environmental groups in consultative relationships with the developmental
departments is largely a token gesture. Group leaders made specific comments
to this effect. A phrase which, with slight variations, was repeated by a number
of them was ‘They listen to whatever we have to say, but only hear what suits
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Tabled.3 The receptiveness of government departments to environmental groups,

very receptive Countryside Commission
British Waterways Board
Historic Buildings Council
Nature Conservancy Council

generally receptive Health and Safety Executive
British Tourist Authority
Sports Council
National Water Conncil
Department of the Environment
Department of Education and Science
British Rail

generally unreceptive Department of Energy
Department of Trade
Central Electricity Generating Board
Department of Industry
Forestry Commission
Department of Transport
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food

Environmental group were asked: “In general, do you find that this organisatidn is reasonaby
receptive L0 your point of view?' -

them.” With respect to these departments, group leaders take a longer view of
their lobbying efforts. As the director of the Civic Trust commented: “Within
an ostensibly hostile department, there are always some who disagree with
official policy.” A staff member of the CPRE made a similar point:

Our contacts are incipiently sympathetic. Even in those organisations with which we
disagree there are wsually individuals or units which are receptive to our point of
view, These are the people that we cultivate, We try (0 encourage their attemnpts to
modify their organisation’s stance. By applying pressure or giving a favourable
reaction, their initiatives can be fostered. They are useful leverage for us in their
organisation and we may be useful leverage for them in trying to introduce policy
changes.

Only through close contact with a government department can groups
acquire the advance intelligence and much of the information necessary to
develop their criticisms of the course of official policy. This is particularly
impertant given that unreceptive departments are also likely to be uninforma-
tive departments, and one side-effect of environmental groups cultivating links
in unreceptive departments is the increasing number of leaks from these
departments. An example, which caused considerable political embarrass-
ment, was the release in October 1978 of a memorandum written by senior
officials of the Department of Transport advising their minister to hold a
carefully orchestrated public inquiry (eventually, the Armitage Inquiry) to
prepare public opinion for the introduction of heavier lorries into Britain. The
memorandum was leaked to Transport 2000 which passed it on to The
Guardian (Wardroper 1981). Another example was a CEGB document leaked
by regional management to the Political Ecology Research Group who passed
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iton to The Sunday Times and The Guardian. It showed sites for future nuclear
power stations and indicated the CEGB’s commitment to nuclear power as
opposed to coal in the future generation of electricity.

The exercise of influence is of course a two-way process. Groups drawn into
elaborate consultative procedures with government are induced to moderate
their demands and tactics. Much time can be spent responding to a flow of
consultative documents from government, sitting on official committees and
providing information for policy making. Group leaders become enveloped in
the consensual atmosphere of Whitehall with civil servants attempting to
explain the constraints on government action and the rivaj claims which have to
be balanced. Consultative status is gained and maintained by adhering to an
unwritten code of moderate and responsible behaviour. Tt may be forfeited if a
group is 100 outspoken in its criticisms or fails to show the necessary tact and
discretion. Thus a close relationship with civil servants can all too easily
become a closed relationship, given the general obsession of the British civil
service with secrecy (despite the occasional leak). Some 30% of leaders of
environmental groups agreed to the statement that ‘Involvement in gov-
ernmental or parliamentary discussion often precludes keeping the mem-
bership informed’. In this closed atmosphere, environmental leaders, flattered
by their concessionary access to power, constantly run the risk of co-option by
government. The director of the CPRE spoke of the dangers of a ‘sweetheart
relationship’ with government and ‘the loss of independence’; and the secretary
of the Environment Committee of the Royal Society of Arts referred to the
possible loss of power to criticise government.

To preserve their freedom, group leaders usually prefer regular consultation
with government rather than the institutionalised representation of formal
advisory committees, Indeed, some expressed scepticism about the committees
on which they were represented, considering them time-wasting and ineffec-
tive. There was a fear that these might simply be ‘window-dressing’. The
Landscape Advisory Committee, for example, set up to comment on the design
and impact of every trunk road scheme, has been criticised by the CPRE which
claimed that it could be ‘used as a scapegoat for any proposal unfavourably
received by the pubiic’ ( The Times 19 September 1970). Similarly, the director
of FoE commented, ‘we have quite consciously limited our involvement in
government committees.” This decision followed jts experience of the prot-
racted but ultimately inconclusive proceedings of the Waste Management
Advisory Council {see Ch. 7) on which the group had been outweighed by
mdustrial representatives,

The establishment of a committee of inquiry, however, is often an important
goal for promotional groups, some of which are taced with the initial task of
convincing government of the very existence of a problem. The appointment of
such a committee signifies official acceptance that there may be cause for
concern. Thus a major achievement of the Conservation Society’s campaign
against population growth was the setting up of an official Population Panel in
1971, despite widespread misgivings amongst politicians as to whether this was
a proper subject for government. A committee of inquiry also holds out the
possibility of authoritative endorsement of a group’s views, giving them greater
currency and obliging government to respond. This may be especially impor-
tant for a promotional group, normally unable to dernand that government give
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serious -consideration to a particular issue. Thus, a turning point for the
National Smoke Abatement Society was the appointment of the Beaver
Commiitee on Air Pollution (1953-4), with thiee out of eleven of the members
being committee members of the Society. The Society had been pressing for
powers to establish smokeless zones since 1936, but it was only through the
endorsement of the Beaver Committee that the idea become law in the Clean
Air Act 1956 which gave effect to the Committee’s proposals (Sanderson 1974).

One way in which government has sought to manage and contain pressures
from environmental groups has been to deflect them from the centre of
government where the major decisions are made about the direction of the
economy, the allocation of resources and the legislative programme. The
spectrum from very receptive to unreceptive government organisations (see
Table 4.3) is correlated with the size of budget, executive power and degree of
political centrality of the organisation. By and large, environmental groups
have achieved most influence with quasi-autonomous government agencies
such as the Countryside Commission, the Nature Canservancy Council, the
Historic Buildings Council and the Sports Council. These have small budgets,
little power and limited policy-making initiative, and they are politically
marginal.

It 15 not coincidental, perhaps, that strong environmental representation in
these agencies is actively encouraged by government through a number of
formal and informal channels. Each has a governing council whose members
are appointed by the minister responsible; usually, a proportion are respected
environmentalists with previous service in voluntary bodies. Derek Barber, for
example, became chairman of the Countryside Commission in 1980 after being
chairman of the RSPB. Similarly the chairman of the Historic Buildings
Council for England since 1975 has been Jennifer Jenkins, who was formerly
secretary of the Ancient Monuments Society.

The staff of the agencies are generally very sympathetic to environmental
groups. Frequent discussion and consultation between them, as well as a
certain amount of staff transfer, facilitate a common appreciation of problems.
There is also a great deal of adminmistrative co-operation, with the agencies
funding the educational and practical work of the groups, and the groups
providing the agencies with voluntary assistance (see, for example, Ch. 9). The
agencies have come to regard well organised environmental groups as vital
political support in strengthening their own positions within government.
Many empbhasis groups, in turn, are dependent on the agencies for funds,
expertise and access to government. This type of relationship has been called
‘clientelism’ and it is not exceptional between other government departments
and their client interests (Richardson & Jordan 1979).

The utility of the strong links environmental groups enjoy with the environ-
mental agencies is limited, however, by the latter’s severely circumscribed
powers. Their very marginality has facilitated close lobby-agency links. In-
deed, it has been argued that ‘one of the functions of such agencies is to create a
kind of phoney “insider” status for some groups in order to reassure them that
they have a sympathetic point of access within the government machine’ (Grant
1978). With much environmental pressure channelled towards sympathetic but
peripheral agencies, senior civil servants and ministers retain their rcom for
manoeuvre. The environmental agencies act as negative filters to the environ-
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mental lobby. Demands from the lobby which are opposed by the agencies are
unlikely to be taken seriously by government. However, the corollary — that
demands supported by the agencies will command government attention — does
not necessarily follow. Indeed, the environmental agencies tend to be regarded
by government as pressure groups, whose views should be treated with
scepticism and whose involvement in central pelicy making should be carefully
circumscribed. The effect of such attitudes on the agencies is to induce them to
behave “responsibly’ - to temper the demands made by environmental groups
and to internalise the constraints which government regards as salient (Cripps
1979, Kimber et al. 1974e, Cherry 1975). This mediating function is institu-
tionalised in the make-up of the agencies’ governing councils which usually
comprise competing interests, such as the representatives of forestry and
agticulture on the Nature Conservancy Council (Rose 1980).

In a similar manner, central government has been able to distance itself from
environmental pressure by promoting participation in local government. There
are now elaborate statutory provisions for public participation in determining
local planning policies and planning permissions (see Ch. 5). One consequence
is to concentrate environmental opposition on those issues within the remit of
local government, such as zoning and land-use matters, and to deflect criticism
from the industrial, transport, energy, agricultural and housing policies of
central government. Much environmental pressure is expended in challenging
the siting and the design of proposed developments. Indeed, many of the
set-piece battles of the environmental movement (for example, over the third
Londoen airport) have been internecine struggles between local communities
each secking to deflect an unwanted development elsewhere to protect its own
environment — often leaving unchallenged the key central policies which
promote development.

The lack of a close relationship with senior civil servants in the developmen-
tal departments is a source of weakness for environmental groups. Good media
and parliamentary relations can compensate, to a certain extent, by enabling
groups to raise issues for government attention and ensuring considerable
opprobrium for any official initiatives with blatant and damaging environmen-
tal implications. However, failure to be closely involved in policy formulation
often means that environmental groups must fight a rearguard campaign at
subsequent stages against a course of action to which officials and major
interests have become committed. Moreover, when an issue has passed from
the realm of intense media interest and parliamentary scrutiny back into the
administrative realm, environmental groups may once again find themselves at
a disadvantage, unable to sustain the pressure to ensure the full implementa-
tion of hard-won reforms. Examples of this failure to follow through would
include major parts of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act
1949 (Cherry 1975) and the Control of Pollution Act 1974 (Levitt 1980).

Access to Parliament and the political parties

Compared with their mixed reception in Whitehall, environmental groups have
found greater sympathy in Parliament. Each group was asked which MPs and
peers, if any, were prepared to assist it on a continuing basis. All but 12 (out of
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74) groups can count upon the assistance of at least one MP or peer, the median
number being nine per group. Most of those without any such contacts are
specialist nature conservation groups with little interest in parliamentary
business; they make use of the excellent parliamentary contacts of the Royal
Society for Nature Conservation or the RSPB, if the occasion arises.

The latter are two of the 19 groups which reported having over 30 MPs and
peers in regular working contact. Almost all of these groups employ the
services of a parliamentary agent or have close links with one of the dozen
all-party groups of back-bench MPs and peers concerned with the environ-
ment, such as the Conservation Committee, the Ecology Group and the
Heritage Group. Not surprisingly, the range of a group’s parliamentary
contacts is strongly correlated with its income, reflecting the expense involved
in any extensive lobbying. An MP who shows an active interest in environmen-
tal matters is normally courted by anumber of environmental groups. Indeed, a
core of about a dozen MPs (including Dennis Howell, Peter Hardy, Matcus
Kimball and Patrick Cormack) and a score of peers (including the Duke of
Grafton, Baroness White, and Lords Sandford, Kennet, Beaumont and Mel-
chett) were mentioned by five or more groups. Even so, a couple of hundred
MPs and peers were mentioned in all, indicating extensive parhamentary
interest in environmental matters,

Theough most environmental groups enjoy some support in both Houses, the
overall balance inclines, if anything, towards the Lords rather than the
Commons. To an extent, this reflects the practice of some of the older groups of
seeking titled figureheads for the prestige and respectability that these confer.
A different reason was given by Lord Craigton, the chairman of the CoEnCo,
who explained that peers, with fewer commitments than MPs (they have no
constituency responsibilities, for example), are more able to get involved in the
work of a group and therefore be more effective at representing its interests. Of
course, this advantage is diminished by the lesser importance of the Second
Chamber, Two additional factors are also significant. Firstly, many hereditary
peers are large lJandowners and have a personal interest in many aspects of rural
conservation and historic preservation. Secondly, party links and party disci-
pline are much weaker in the Lords than in the Commons. Given the non-party
character of many of their issues, environmental groups have often seen a
greater opportunity for airing them in the Lords. Governments have some-
times concurred in this view by introducing important environmental mea-
sures, or having junior environmental mimnisters, in the Lords rather thai the
Commons. An additional factor in recent years has been the House of Lords
Select Committee on the European Communities which has played an impor-
tant role in scrutinising environmental measures emanating from the EEC.

Groups were asked to rank in descending order of frequency the sort of
assistance they normally received from friendly politicians (see Table 4.4). For
the majority of groups, assistance in legislation was most significant, mainly
invelving introducing amendments to government bills and opposing environ-
mentally unsound aspects of Private Bills (usually promoted by local author-
ities or other statutory undertakings). Sympathetic MPs can also be counted on
to help enlist the support of their colleagues. Sufficient parliamentary oppo-
sition can often be aroused to introduce environmental safeguards into legisla-
tion and occasionally to make a government back down. Much depends on
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Table4.4 Assistance rendered to environmental groups by friendly politicians, ranked
in descending order of significance.

Number of groups ranking
Ist 2nd 3rd

helping to safeguard or promote the group’s aims

in legislation 38 4 ]
influential spokesmen for the group and its aims 14 12 7
sources of information and parliamentary intelligence 8 15 - 5
providing a link to ministers and the government 4 ] 12
service within the group, on committees, etc. 2 3 7
providing a link between the group and the political

parties 2 2 6

N=139

the parliamentary arithmetic. During the Commons Committee stage of the
Wildlife and Countryside Bill (enacted in 1981), a combination of filibuster by
the Labour opposition and pressure on ministers from some Conservative MPs
won limited concessions from the government, including an enabling power for
the Secretary of State for the Environment to declare marine nature reserves
and new safeguards for sites of special scientific interest (see Ch. 9). In
another example, intense lobbying of MPs and peers by the CPRE and the
Civic Trust forced the minority Labour government to withdraw a draft order,
laid before parliament in November 1977: this would have relaxed detailed
planning controls. Yet the succeeding Conservative government, with a large
parliamentary majerity, was able to bring in a similar measure against strong
environmental opposition (see p. 101).

Occasionally, groups sponsor their own legislation with the co-operation of
an MP who has been fortunate in the private members’ ballot, or through one
of the many sympathetic peers. Most wildlife legislation has originated in this
manner from groups such as the RSPB and the Royal Society for Nature
Conservation. Similarly, the Civic Amenities Act 1967 was drafted by the Civic
Trust and introduced into the Commons as a Private Members’ Bill by Duncan
Sandys, the Trust’s chairman and founder. The measure enjoyed the govern-
ment support which is usually necessary if such a Bill is to have any chance of
success. Promoting a Bill which is unsuccessful can, however, be a way of
eliciting a response from government. Friends of the Earth, for example,
collaborated with Lord Wynne-Jones in twice getting an Endangered Species
Bill through second readings in the Lords against government opposition (first
Conservative, then Labour) before the Labour government felt obliged to
introduce a similar Bill of its own.

The second form of assistance is when MPs and peers act as spokesmen for a
group. Thiey can lend weight to its views by adding their names to letters (o
newspapers and ministers, or by chairing mectings and press conferences.
Through the back-benchers’ traditional devices - tabling parliamentary ques-
tions, sponsoring early-day motions and moving adjournment debates —an MP
can place an issue on the political agenda and put pressure on ministers.
Kimber and his colleagues (Kimber et al. 1974f) report that, during the period
Qctober 1970 to December 1971, members of the House of Commons tabled to
all departments an estimated 1579 questions on environmental matters.
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Throughout the same period, approximately 20 early-day motions were tabled
expressing concern over such matters as marine conservation, noise from jet
flights, heavy-metal pollution and preservation of the Roman city of Virico-
mum.

Another device, allowing more intensive investigation than other parliamen-
tary proceedings, is to get one of the parliamentary select committees to take
up an issue. Interested groups can then be invited to give evidence or even to
furnish an official advisor. Several inquiries have proved influential in investi-
gating environmental issues and giving authoritative support to the views of
environmental groups. Examples include the several reports of the Select
Committee on Science and Technology on nuclear power policy which have
opened up Britain’s civil nuclear programme to public scrutiny and debate
(Williams 1980); and its reports on the handling of the Torrey Canyon and
Eleni V incidents, which led to the establishment of the Royal Commission on
Environmental Pollution and to the Department of Trade’s Marine Pollution
Control Unit respectively (Lowe 1975). In 1979, the select committee system
was reformed. In place of the old subject committees, twelve new committees
were established cach with responsibility for ‘shadowing’ a single government
department. With greater authority, more funds and better support services,
the new select committees promise a more rigorous review of government
policy (Davies 1980). They have been welcomed by environmental groups as a
means of challenging the orthodoxy of policy commitments in fields such as
agriculture and transport where the groups’ influence is limited.

Third in overall significance for the groups was the role of MPs and peers as
sources of information and parliamentary intelligence. Written answers to
parliamentary questions can provide groups with useful technical information
which otherwise would be inaccessible to them or time consuming to acquire.
Through their contacts with members of the government, back-bench col-
leagues, other lobbies and lobby correspondents, MPs can also be excellent
sources of the kind of pelitical intelligence that groups need to plan their own
tactics. In 1978, Green Alliance was formed specifically to improve the overall
parliamentary intelligence and strategy of the environmental lobby. Its first
co-ordinator was Lord Beaumont, ex-president of the Liberal Party; and its
membership includes sympathetic parliamentarians and leaders of environ-
mental groups for whom it provides an opportunity to discuss legislative
objectives and a regular briefing on current and forthcoming parliamentary
business.

Half the groups did give some, though usually a low (i.e. third or below),
ranking to the role of MPs and peers as links to ministers (see Table 4.4),
indicating their exceptional use of parliamentary links to arrange, say, a
ministerial deputation on a matter of pressing concern, or to expedite an issue
which has become deadlocked within the Civil Service. Otherwise, groups
prefer to use their direct links with the executive. As the director of the CPRE
commented, ‘We prefer to talk directly to ministers and civil servants while an
issue or legislation is brewing. We start priming MPs once the matter has been
introduced into Parliament.’ It should be added that there is a strong correla-
tion between the extent of a group’s contacts with both government and
Parliament, suggesting perhaps that government departments are aware of a
group’s parliamentary strength in according it access.
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Even fewer groups (a quarter) gave any ranking (and then usually a low
ranking)to the role of MPs and peers as go-betweens to the political parties. This
reflects the general lack of interest in party politics among environmental
groups. We asked all groups whether they had any additional contacts with the
political parties, other than the meagre links already revealed via friendly MPs
and peers. Only 12 said that they did. For most of these the contacts were
infrequent and usually initiated by the parties and not the groups. As the
director of the Civic Trust commented, ‘We're called upon every few vears by
the party head offices, usually as an election approaches and they’re preparing
their manifestos and think there may be votes in the environment.’

Thus, few environmental groups make any effort to influence party policies
or would consider such effort worthwhile. In part, this is a judgement on the
significance of the parties themselves in determining environmental policy. A
number of comments were made to the effect that governments did not feel
bound by manifesto commitments; that other political commitments, for
example concerning levels of public expenditure, were more decisive in
shaping environmental policies than specific environmental commitments; and
that government action was more strongly influenced by such factors as the
pressure of events, civil service advice and powerful lobbies, than by party

olicy.

d Moreover, most groups consider that environmental issues transcend party
differences. In the words of the director of the Civic Trust, “There’s nothing to
choose between them. Thank God the environment is not a matter of party
politics’. The secretary of the Council for National Parks suggested that the
division between pro- and anti-environmental forces cut right across party lines
following the division between pro-business and pro-welfare factions in all
parties, A comment repeated by a number of environmental leaders was
‘We're apolitical’. The non-party nature of many environmental issues is
certainly endorsed by the large number of all-party back-bench groups dealing
with the environment. Similarly, most environmental groups enjoy cross-patty
support. Some, including the National Trust, make provision for seats on their
governing council to be occupied by an MP from each of the major parties.

A few have stronger support in one party than the others —for example, the
Ramblers’ Association in the Labour Party, the Conservation Society in the
Liberal Party, and the British Field Sports Society in the Conservative Party. A
minority of group leaders also expressed their personal opinion on the relative
merits of Labour and Conservative governments. On balance, more felt that
the former had the better environmental record. However, as yet none pursues
a politically partisan approach, 5o as not to alienate any of their own members
and to be on reasonable terms with whichever party isin power.

The exceptions to these generalisations about environmental groups and the
political parties are the politically specialised groups, all of which are products
of the 1970s’ reaction to economic growth. In 1972, following the publication of
Blueprint for survival by The Ecologist magazine, a Movement for Survival was
launched, supported by Friends of the Earth, the Conservation Society and the
Soil Association. It was committed ‘to act at a national level and if need be to
assume political status and contest the next general election’. This was the
precursor of the present Ecology Party, which was formally launched in 1973,
initially as the People Party.
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In a sense, the Ecology Party is within the non-partisan tradition of environ-
mental politics in viewing ‘conventional political rivalries as dangerously
irrelevant, in that they obscure the nature and the urgency of the problem we
have to face up to’ (Ecology Party 1979). In particular, it challenges the
commitment of existing parties to economic and technological prowth, arguing
that the assumptions on which the industrial state was built — abundant raw
materials and enetgy, ready international markets, space for expansion, and
the link between technological advance and social progress — can no longer be
made. The Party’s manifesto for the 1979 General Election set cut its long-term
programme for basic reforms in the welfare state, industrial policy, planning,
transport, agriculture, defence and the electoral system, embodying its com-
mitment to zero growth, self-sufficiency and decentralisation. Apart from its
electoral pretensions, it is this distinct ecological ideology linked to a broad
social programme which distinguishes the Ecology Party from the range of
environmental groups.

However, compared with a pressure group, a new political party faces
formidable obstacles in establishing itself. The difficulties include building up a
national organisation and securing sufficient funds to fight election campaigns,
and overcoming the strength of voting habits and traditicnal party allegiances,
though these are weakening (Crewe et @/, 1977). Our ‘first-past-the-post’
electoral system also militates against small parties that are not geographically
concentrated. In addition, the Ecology Party faces some quite specific prob-
lems. It has no obvious regional or ethnic base, such as the nationalist parties
have, nor a class base as do the major parties. Many people will find unpalat-
able its prognostications concerning economic growth and the future of indus-
trial society. To many others, and perhaps all but the very concerned and
committed, its ideas will be strange, even opaque. As the Party admits, ‘The
stable society is not a familiar idea in political discussion, and at first it is
difficult to see how the principles of such a society really do hold together as a
coherent and necessary system.’ It is not surprising therefore that it has made
little electoral impact. In the 1979 General Election, it polled an average of 1.3
per cent of the votes in the 33 seats it contested (out of the total 633 seats).

Apart from the barrier that our electoral system presents to the establish-
ment of minority parties, the Ecology Party also has to contend with the major
parties’ monopoly of power. Indeed, the politicisation of the environment in
the 1970s illustrates the adaptive capacity of the existing parties — their ability to
respond to new issues with potential electoral appeal in order to safeguard
their hold on the electorate. In 1973, the Socialist Environment and Resources
Association (SERAY was set up in order ‘to identify the social and economic
problems affecting the environment and to formulate socialist policies to deal
with them’. The Liberal and Conservative Ecology Groups followed in 1977.
SERA is by far the most substantial of the three, with the largest membership
{700 compared with about 300 each in the other two), a national organisation
and its own part-time staff. Unlike the other two, whose focus so far has been
confined to influencing opinion within their respective parliamentary parties,
SERA is orientated towards grass-roots politics throughout the Labour move-
meant. 1t has been influential, for example, in getting many constituency parties
and a number of unions to adopt an anti-nuclear stance (Elliott 1981b).

The Liberal Ecology Group has probably had the greatest impact on its
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party’s outlook. It is represented on a number of the party’s policy panels. The
founder and first chairman of the Group is the chairman of the Environmental
Panel which advises the party on environmental matters. David Alton (the
Liberals’ environmental spokesman in the Commons) and Lord Beaumont are
both active members of the Group. SERA is not without high-leve] influence
within the Labour Party. As one of its members commented, *The National
Executive Committee regard us as the source of environmental comment within
the party.’ It is well represented on the NEC environmental study group though
less so on the more influential energy sub-committee which remains a focus of
pro-nuclear opinion within the party. The Conservative Ecology Group, in
contrast, has made little impact, its work being limited to providing Conserva-
tive MPs with short briefing papers on eavironmental matters.

As vet, none of the three act as effective channels of access for the
environmental lobby. They are very much enveloped within their respective
parties and enjoy few links with the lobby. Rather than promoting environ-
mental policies per se, each is committed to reconciling environmental issues
to its party’s philosophy and encouraging environmentally aware people to
support that party.

Media access

Good contacts with the media are vital if a group is to generate support for its
aims. They can also be an important campaigning weapon for envirenmental
groups in putting pressure on civil servants, ministers and parliamentarians.
What was striking in our survey was the extensive media coverage enjoyed by
the majority of groups, and yet their appetite for more. Only 9% attracted none,
and these indeed did not segk any. All the rest had enjoyed exposure in the
national press: 74% on radio, and 59% on television. Media access follows a
step-wise progression. Most groups achieve press coverage several times per
month or per year. Radio coverage is usually less frequent and television
coverage less frequent again, with most groups recalling one or two incidents, if
any, during the past few years when they or their views have been covered by
television.

This progression reflects in part the relative diversity of outlets in each
medium, the way news is generated (i.e. with radio and television often
following up press items), and the preference of many groups to reach the
influential readership particularly of the ‘quality’ newspapers rather than
television's mass audience. Newspapers also give greater scope for more
detailed comment and analysis of what are often complex and technical issues.
A few groups actually expressed themselves wary of television publicity in case
their views were over-simplified or distorted, though others saw in television an
oppoitunity to popularise environmental concerns.

The marked orientation of environmental groups towards the media is
noteworthy for two reasons. First, this orientation seems to have arisen fairly
recently, since the late 1960s. Second, it is somewhat at odds with the
assumptions of political scientists who have generally regarded the use of the
mass media as something of a last resort for pressure groups in Britain. Rose’s
comment is typical:
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Through public controversy, bargaining groups run the risk of upsetting delicately
balanced agreements arranged after lengthy private negotiations. . . . Appeals to the
peripheral public may well be a sign of weakness, resulting from the exclusion of a
group from private consultation. (Rose 1970.)

Let us look more closely, therefore, at the recent growth in the use of the
media by environmental groups and try Io explain how and why this has
happened.

Twenty years ago environmental groups were much more discreet than
today. The great increase in public concern and media attention over this
period has called for different lobbying skills. Now these depend less on
personal influence and string-pulling behind the scenes, more on an open,
adversarial approach; less on the censure of educated taste, more on direct
appeals to popular opinion as a sanction against wnsuitable development
proposals. The experience of the CPRE illustrates these developments.

A senior statf member described the changes that had occurred since 1965
when Sir Herbert Griffin retired after 39 years as general secretary:

Under Griffin, publicity was very restrained. The CPRE did not seek attention. ‘Do
£o0d by stealth and be found out by accident’ was his motto. His style of operation
was through personal contact in the corridors of power. He fastidiously avoided
embarrassing those whom he influenced or sought to influence. . . . Nowadays we
are not reluctant 10 go public. Indeed, we are very media-conscious. This is better
suited to the general style of environmental politics which has become more conflict-
orientated. However, unlike some of the new radical groups, we still prefer to clobber
achap in private rather than in public.

Following Griffin’s departure, the CPRE appointed an assistant secretary to
look after the Group’s publicity and press relations, in the hope that if its work
were better publicised, membershiprecruitment would be boosted. Initially, the
approach was somewhat mechanical and self-conscious — regular reports were
made to a publicity sub-committee of the executive committee giving details of
the number of column inches of coverage. By 1970, this was achieving about ten
references in national newspapers and magazines per month, reports in 70
provincial newspapers and two or three mentions on television and radio.
CPRE’s use of the media tock on a new sophistication when Christopher Hall
was appointed director in 1975. He had been secretary of the Ramblers’
Association, but before this had worked first as a Fleet Street journalist and
then as public relations adviser to Barbara Castle when she was a Labour
minister. Under Hall, links with journalists and broadcasters were built up and
media coverage became a routine element in CPRE’s campaigns, Significantly,
when Hall left (in 1980) to return to journalism, the staff member appointed to
replace him had experience in advertising and freelance writing for television
and radio,

There are many similar examples among the older groups. As recently as
1966, the National Trust, whose public relations is now among the most
professional of any environmental group, sacked the first director of its
Enterprise Neptune appeal because of disapproval amongst the Trust hierar-
chy of his flamboyant, ‘PR’ approach to fund-raising (see Ch. 8). Equally, the
British Trust for Conservation Volunteers, one of the groups which today
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enjoys some of the most extensive media coverage, was said in 1970 to have
‘rarely advertised because it fears such a rush of applicants that its administra-
tive staff would not be able to cope’ {The Ecologist1(2)).

Most of the groups formed since the 1960s have from the start held quite
different attitudes towards publicity and the media. As groups new on the scene
they have tended to prefer open politics to the closed politics which inevitably
favour established interests. The new groups were able t0 demonstrate that
there was a great reserve of public concern awaiting to be mobilised and
considerable appetite in the media for environmental stories. One of our case
studies is of Friends of the Earth, the most media-orientated group. In the
words of its first director, ‘we decided to make the organisation charismatic’
(Graham Searle, quoted in Rivers 1974).The public impact achieved by the
newer groups has provoked a more active approach to the media by the older
groups. A number of group leaders said that they had become concerned that
others were stealing their thunder by claiming credit in the press for what they
themselves had achieved behind the scenes.

This still does not explain why, in general, the media has acquired such
salience for environmental groups. First there is the media’s general receptive-
ness. Environmental issues have certain characteristics which make them
eminently newsworthy. There is the strong emotive and moralistic appeal of
issues which can be presented as a simple conflict of good versus evil, hence the
standard formula for many news items of:

the people the balldozers
the community the planners

a rare species gpeculators
local beauty spot threatened by { the juggernauts
unspoilt nature pollution

the national heritage agribusiness

Of course, the values implicit in this formula will fluctnate in their appeal
depending on their affinity with shifting social values. Indeed, with an orienta-
tion to different values, the standard formula can be reversed to produce
equally censorious copy of the *jobs threatened by environmentalists’ variety.
Nevertheless, a major part of the attraction of environmental issues for the
media is that they are public interest issues of a non-political (i.e, non-partisan)
nature. Thus they provide an important outlet for campaigning and investiga-
tive journalism, even for newspapers that take a typically conservative stance
on other matters, and for broadcasting services striving for a ‘balanced’ view.

Environmental disasters, such as the Aberfan tragedy, the Torrey Canyon
oil spillage and the Flixborough explosion, automatically command media
attention as important events. Something of the same dramatic impact has been
achieved by alarmist warnings of impending ecological disaster. Olson (1973)
ceined the term ‘the profits of doom’ to characterise the undoubted achieve-
ments of this particular brand of environmental journalism. There is also the
strong visnal appeal of many of the features that environmentalists seek to
protect — the countryside, wild life and the architectural heritage. These have
come into their own as subjects of popular media attention, particularly with
the advent of the colour supplements and colour television.

Among national newspapers, the most significant outlets for the views of
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environmental groups are first The Guardian, second The Times and third The
Daily Telegraph, plus The Sunday Times, The Observer and The Sunday
Telegraph. It can be assumed that these newspapers reflect the preoccupations
of their mainly middle-class readership. Each has a specialist planning or
environmental correspondent. Other correspondents on these papers, with
responsibility for science, agriculture, transport and local government, deal
frequently with environmental issues also. Allin all, there are about a couple of
dozen Fleet Street journalists who cover environmental affairs and who rely on
good working relations with environmental groups for many of their stories and
for informed comment on current issues. Usually, through these channels, the
views and actions of environmental groups are assured a sympathetic and
knowledgeable treatment,

The other major periodical outlets for environmental issues and views are
the specialist weekly and monthly magazines, ranging from high-class glossies
such as Country Life and The Field to publications such as Undercurrents and
Resurgence. Most of these should properly be regarded as integral to the
environmental movement. They often act as the mouthpiece for the environ-
mental groups in which their staff and contributors are involved. Some, such as
Town and Country Planning and ECOS, are in fact published by environmental
groups (the Town and Country Planning Association and British Association of
Nature Conservationists respectively). Some mount their own environmental
campaigns, the most far-reaching example being the publication of Blueprint
for survival by The Ecologist. In addition, the magazines act as extra links
between the environmental movement and the general press in that they are
sometimes used as sources by the national dailies and a number of their
contributors are freelance journalists who also write for the generai daily and
weekly press.

A number of journalists are personally committed to the environmental
cause, some having established their careers and reputations through their
environmental reporting. A few have become significant campaigners in their
own right, for example Jeremy Bugler against pollution, Geoffrey Leach over
energy conservation and John Wardroper against heavy lorries. Other sym-
pathetic journalists and broadcasters have set up their own environmental
groups. The earliest such initiative was the creation in 1959 of the Council for
Nature’s Intelligence Unit, with a grant from the BBC of £25000 over five
years. The Unit did much to publicise nature conservation issues, encourage
natural history film-making and cement the relationship between the growing
band of wildlife conservationists and programme makers (the BBC Natural
History Unit had been set up two years earlier — Parsons 1982). In 1972, the
Environmental Communicators’ Organisation (or ECO) was established by
journalists and media men to promote the coverage of environmental news.
For a number of years it provided an opportunity for journalists to hear
speakers on environmental topics and gave advice to environmental groups on
how to approach the media. Journalists Against Nuclear Extermination
(JANE), set up in 1981, has similar aims, encouraging journalists to give fuller
and fairer coverage of the anti-nuclear movement and helping anti-nuclear
groups to get their case across in the media. The most successful of these media
ginger groups has been Save Britain’s Heritage (1975), which brings together
architectural journalists and writers to campaign against the destruction of
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historic buildings. It has strong links with the building preservation groups for
which it acts as a very effective public relations outfit, preparing press releases,
reports and exhibitions on various threats to old buildings.

Another venture, Watch, is somewhat different in that it has a general
membership. It was set up in 1971 by the Advisory Centre for Education and
The Sunday Times, to involve children in environmental projects and cam-
paigns. Through The Sunday Times Magazine, national surveys have been
conducted of such matters as air, water and noise pollution and the state of
historic buildings, involving many thousands of children; Watch is now run
jointly by The Sunday Times and the Royal Society for Nature Conservation.
Other newspapers, it should be added, have sponsored various environmental
improvement schemes, design competitions, publicity events and educational
projects in conjunction with environmental groups.

Thus, the media have not simply been passive recorders of environmental
events, but active agents, investigating issues, giving prominence to the views
of environmentalists and conducting their own campaigns. Indeed, it has been
suggested that the widespread public concern of the late 1960s and early 1970s
over an impending environmental crisis was created by the media (Parlour &
Schatzow 1978). With such a generally receptive response, environmental
groups have looked to coverage in the media to fulfil three distinet objectives.

First they need to ensure their own continued buoyancy and legitimacy.
Some publicity and campaigning is necessary, for example, to satisfy activists,
sustain the commitment of the general membership and bring in new recruits.
In addition, the acceptability of the case made by a principle group to those in
authority rests ultimately on the degree of public support or acquiescence that
it and its aims emjoy, and this calls for periodic reatfirmation through media
exposure. Otherwise, principle groups are always open to the charge of being
‘self-appointed arbiters of taste’ (Eversley 1974).

Second, environmental groups have used media pressure to influence an
impending decision or course of action. Through coverage of their concerns,
environmental groups have found that they have been able to go on the
offensive and, with the backing of an aroused ‘public opinion’, elicit a response
from a previously recalcitrant government department or industrial company.,
Much depends on the groups’ ability to exploit chance events. An example was
when the Conservation Society received and publicised information about the
illicit dumping of cyanide wastesin late 1971. Over the following weeks, similar
incidents came to light as the media actively pursued the issue. For two years,
the government had had before it proposals from an official committee to
control the disposal of such toxic wastes, Within three months of the publica-
tion of the Conservation Society’s revelations, the government had rushed a
Bill to this effect through Parliament and into law (Kimber et al. 1974d, Grant
& Marsh 1977).

Another example is the way in which the historic preservation societies
seized the opportunity of the sale and dispersal of the contents of Mentmore in
1977 to publicise their general criticisms of the Treasury’s restrictive adminis-
tration of the Land Fund, set up specifically to acquire historic buildings and
land of natural beauty. The critical media coverage (with Save playing its part)
prompted an investigation by the Parliamentary Expenditure Committee and
this in turn elicited from government the Fund’s reform as the National
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Heritage Fund, with wider terms of reference, additional finance and indepen-
dent trustees. A third example is the publicity attracted by the Greenpeace
vessel, Rainbow Warrior, when it was sent in October 1978 to intervene in a
proposed seal cull on Orkney. So great was the media coverage featuring
pictures of pathetic, wet-eyed seal pups awaiting execution, that the Secretary
of State for Scotland, who had ordered the cull to conserve fisheries, called it
off (Lister-Kaye 1979). Two final examples — the campaigns to reduce lead in
petrol and against the introduction of heavier lorries — have involved much
more sustained media and parliamentary pressure over the course of a decade.
In both cases, environmental groups have to an extent prevailed against official
advice and industrial pressure. Significantly, both campaigns have been strong-
ly supported by the media, to the extent of The Sunday Times (on the lorry
issue) and The Otbserver (on the lead issue) mounting their own campaigns.

In each of the above examples, the intense media interest transformed what
had previously been a humdrum administrative matter into a sensitive political
issue. This points to the general influence of the media in determining the
political agenda, and relates to the third objective that environmental groups
have pursued in seeking publicity for their aims — to improve the climate of
opinion for environmental issues through long-term educational and propagan-
da campaigns. Much of this is not aimed at mass opinion, but takes the form of
specialist conferences and publications for politicians, civil servants, profes-
sional groups, industrialists and others whose opinions are of consequence,
Occasionally groups also come together in concerted campaigns, designed
specifically to stimulate media interest over a sustained period and thereby
raise general awareness. Examples inciude the ‘The countryside in 1970°
conferences (1963, 1965 and 1970}, European Conservation Year (1970},
European Architectural Heritage Year (1975), and promotion of the World
Conservation Strategy (the early 1980s). Such campaigns can attract enormous
media attention. In relation to European Architectural Heritage Year, for
example, 100 television programmes appeared (accounting for 60 hours of
screen time) and over 8000 items in the national and provincial press
(Architects’ Journal 25 February 1976).

Most groups engage in a certain amount of background campaigning. For
some, the intention is to remedy specific environmental abuses: for example,
the Keep Britain Tidy Group discourages the dropping of litter, the Farming
and Wildlife Adivsory Group solicits the conservationist sympathies of farm-
ers, and the Victorian Society promotes a general reassessient of the legacy of
Victorian architecture. Other groups are seeking more fundamental value
change. The open lobbying of Friends of the Earth, the direct action of
Greenpeace, the educational work of the Conservation Society and the politic-
al propaganda of the Ecology Party are all in their different ways aimed at
disseminating awareness of the ecological problems faced by our society, so as
to transform the context of public values in which both individual choices and
institutional decisions are made about the use of natural resources. Through
their background campaigns, environmental groups in general have enhanced
their public image and generated a climate of opinion sympathetic to environ-
mental protection — what Gregory (1972) refers to as a ‘halo effect’. As a
consequence, environmental decisions enjoy a high degree of visibility, oblig-
ing decision makers to consider carefully what the public is likely to tolerate or
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reject in terms of environmental impact. The fact that, since the late 1970s, with
growing impatience over Britain’s economic performance, the tide of opinion
hasreversed, generating some hostility towards environmental constraints, has
merely spurred many groups to redouble their propaganda efforts.

The structure of the environmental lobby

As pressure groups, environmental groups seldom operate alone. In consider-
ing their structure of access, therefore, it is important to be aware of the way in
which they work together in the political system as an environmental lobby,
Some 74 groups provided data on their contacts with each other. Half of them
are in touch with at least 14 other groups. A few — the CPRE, the Civic Trusi,
CoEnCo, FoE, the National Trust and the RSPB - enjoy contacts with a
majority of environmental groups. They are the effective focal points of the
environmental movement, as their links spread across the whole movement
and are not limited to any one sector. Most of the other groups have a narrower
range of contacts restricted mainly to groups with closely similar interests, In
aggregate, this clustering of groups gives rise to four broad sectors: resources,
conservation, recreation and amenity. By and large, the link between groups
within any one of these sectors and the wider environmental movement is viz
the central core of groups with extensive movement-wide contacts (see Fig,
4.1). Even so, it was striking that all the groups considered themselves part of a
single environmental movement. Yet with such a large number of groups, the
twin risks of factionalism and rivalry arise: the former from conflict between
groups pursuing divergen: objectives: the latter from competition for limited
resources between groups pursuing convergent objectives.

There are instances of pelicy conflicts between environmental groups.
Amenity proups and nature conservation groups, for example, disagreed over
the siting of the third London airport; the former (including the CPRE, the
TCPA, the Civic Trust and the Noise Abatement Society) preferred a coastal
site; the lacter (particularly the RSPB) an inland site. In contrast, the CPRE
and the TCP A have generally been in opposite camps over plans for new towns.
The most serious and systematic disagreements arise in relation to recreation.
Between recreation groups, there are sharp disagreements over their con-
flicting requirements. For example, in promoting access to the countryside, the
Ramblers’ Association often faces opposition from some of the groups promot-
ing field sports. In addition, recreation groups occasionally conflict with other
environmental groups, particularly those concerned with amenity protection
and nature conservation who seek to curb pressures on the countryside.

When, in contrast, groups are pursuing objectives that are very similar, the
risk is in competition. Half of the groups were aware of some competition.
When asked ‘competition for what?’, 42% specified sources of finance, 40%
specified public attention and 18% specified potential recruits. Significantly,
though offered as an option, no one suggested that environmental groups are in
competition for government attention. That sources of finance may be limited
is not surprising. Most of the groups aware of financial competition are
dependent on external sources. What is much more surprising is the perception
of a number of groups that public attention is limited and that some groups, in
the words of one respondent, ‘hog the limelight’ to the exclusion of others.



The structure of the environmental lobby 81

CONSERVATION
mittee for g
ot tion
o conserva Natura/,-s A,
) sty A
A & X8 ash 10seCtS  Aggoq, S Org > '9048/
< o»(\ o of on  Sog;Mogy N
N 2 e
Qo o ke G
L0 RN Fwag
A
D> X o
8) ° Ay
& @ Shy
) o o &
~ S SR
Y & 00
S 2 @ +o\d Studies
/300 ASE A o TS Councy St
§ /858 S8/ 7o
S /ORF BESS & 7500}
T/ Y VS T %
3 S %Y sﬂ”‘ﬂ %%
& A
. SEF %%
FO&
o 2O N A
JJ S & Ao a
LT i
£y ¢ ,?'ve CPRE 3 S,
£
» |88 § 5 . aF CoEnCo &% )
w 3 = £ SS - < =0 m
g e g 8 & a Civic Trust z %:g Q
o5 & «|8 H 2
8 5 9 5 ﬁ § o National Trust 28 g
w o w = R
@158 = |3 8 29 % RSPB i =
wiss 5% |3 w EXR 3 =]}
€ |23 Tel 33 2 FoE g  b¢ =z
o 29%% D % o &
ot £20 ® 0»@ 3 -
o3 4, 0 S 3
o r o P 5
22 a%e "c:o/ menial COWCS NG Sy
2¢ 20, % & ntal o &3
3% %3% %%, ~ Voo g
0, R %%, R .
2 “9) %%, OVal Society of Mige A .
23 % 260 Envirom i S0 S
a%s @ % O, ment Co! RN £
2% % /6 N O e
'%a EY v"%“‘ ro% % <Fot <Q ‘5"0\
2 oV
AN\ 2 e S, TigtP Britain  COUa\
D ® ‘Vm"o 4,,0_ roup a“v.s S
Y, A 8%, Mon,ent par O AE
4(9 &%, %, A 1)?"01‘9“"’6/;; ‘“ae oob‘ 5 cy
Do \%.%,7 o o~V o0 " s Council f0f _ yoa¥ W & o &
O, \ %, %, 7 i3, itish Arcna®® < %& 9]
2%, %, T % So, British u & <€ (%)
e 0'80,000« i ise <2ly_Georgian G “\\“a N \g
/g A SP, ve "
090 O’O% /7 {s,;, baten’eht s s 95, J $o“ @\’
W 503,’:&1 ﬂ'\‘_’g‘\d\“": D
60, O, (@ e
atigrens Building  istoric N S
ONservati hurches, e
Trusy ation CP[BSO'VB“O“T
AMENITY

Figure 4.1 Organisation of the environmental lobby. Each group was asked with
which other groups it was in regular contact. Groups have been allocated to different
bands according to the number of contacts attributed to them (rather than claimed by
them). Thus, groups in the outer band are in regular contact with five or more other
groups, but less than 15. By and large, groups tend to be in contact with other groups in
the same sector or with groups in the central core.

Some of the recreational groups accused the Ramblers’ Association of this,
suggesting that it had become accepted by the media as the public spokesman
for countryside recreation, even though its views were unrepresentative. One
other group attracted even more critical comment on this score — FoE. Indeed,
most of the groups that mentioned competition for public attention had it
specifically in mind. As one group leader commented sourly, ‘Friends of the
Earth is very possessive of any issue with a whiff of publicity value’.

Half of the groups, however, were not aware of any competition and most of
the others considered it limited and no obstacle to friendly co-operation. One
reason for this is that most groups have a distinct and specific purpose which
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does not significantly overlap with any of the others. There are two possible
ways in which groups may specialise: by subject or by function. An example of
subject specialisation is the division of preservation groups into historical
periods, namely the Council for British Archaeology, the Ancient Monuments
Society, the SPAB, the Georgian Group, the Victorian Society and the
recently formed Thirties Society (covering the inter-war years). The nature
conservation sector provides examples of functional specialisation: the World
Wildlife Fund is the fund raiser and banker: the British Trust for Conservation
Volunteers provides voluntary manpower; the Field Studies Council is the
educational arm; the county trusts for nature conservation are the landowners;
the Royal Society for Nature Conservation co-ordinates the county trusts; the
Council for Nature (now superseded by the Wildlife Link Committee of CoEn-
Co) co-ordinates the national groups. This sector, in fact, is the most special-
ised functionally, reflecting in part the ‘dirigisme’ of the Nature Conservancy
which, since the mid-1950s, has deliberately intervened to shape the conser-
vation lobby and which wasinvolved in the creation of most of the above groups.

Co-operation between groups is also fostered by the multitude of links
between them. Many groups exchange literature and a few even share staff or
premises. Routine contact between officers, however, is by far the most usual
link between groups. lIis significance is a sign of the professionalisation of
environmental groups in that to maintain the range of contacts that many of
them do, demands full-time staff. In most instances, staff know their opposite
numbers personally. As a staff member of CPRE commented, ‘environmental
groups work closely together. There is extensive co-operation. We work as a
team. We all know each other, drink together and are personal friends.’ This is
not to deny the occasional friction between the extrovert personalities that the
leadership of voluntary organisations inevitably attracts.

Often operating in parallel with staff contacts are formal and cross-
membership links between groups. These are usually an indication of long-
standing alliances. They are typical of the links between older groups, particu-
larly in the nature conservation and amenity sectors, as well as the relationship
between federal organisations and their constituent groups. Cross membership
is where aleading member of one group happensto occupy a leading position in
another; formal representation is similar but with the individual concerned
operating notin a personal capacity but as the representative of one group. The
effects of cross membership and formal representation in some subsectors of
the environmental movement are such that a variety of decision-making
positions are occupied by comparatively few people wearing many hats. To
give just ane example, in 1981 Lord Craigton was chairman of CoEnCo,
chairman of the Zoo Federation of Great Britain, chairman of the Fauna and
Flora Preservation Society, chairman of the All-Party Conservation Com-
mittee, vice-president of the World Wildlife Fund (UK), a member of the
council of the British Trust for Conservation Volunteers and a member
of the Environment Committee of the Royal Society of Arts.

All groups were asked what benefits they derived from their contacts with
other environmental groups. Some two thirds ranked ‘information and intelli-
gence’ as the most important. Next came ‘mutual co-operation on projects and
campaigns’ (ranked either second or first by two thirds of the groups). Other
potential benefits, considered of much less significance, were material assist-
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ance (such as finance, expertise or accommodation), a source of advice and a
source of additional political contacts. Thus the real significance of the environ-
mental lobby is not the pooling of resources and views, but as an information
grapevine. In this way, groups ¢o-operate to mutual advantage but retain their
independence and control over their own resources,

This points to some of the real strengths of the environmental lobby in
Britain. Its function as a chain of communication is greatly enhanced by two
factors. First, through their local members and branches many groups have a
nationwide capacity for gathering information about potential environmental
threats. As we saw earlier (p. 40), most groups attached relatively high
importance to the function of their membership as ‘a network of local environ-
mental watch-dogs to alert the group to any problems that call for action’. On
many issues this capacity has been employed to considerable effect. Second,
there is a strong correlation between the range of contacts a group has with
other groups and its range of contacts with government and parliament, which
greatly strengthens the potential of the environmental lobby as an intelligence
grapevine. Finer (1966) has characterised advance intelligence as a necessary
condition for the success of any pressure group, enabling it to anticipate and
therefore to affect, rather than merely to respond to, the course of events.
Early warning of government thinking, for example, allows for a campaign to
be mounted or pressure to be applied before options are narrowed down and
government becomes committed to particular courses of action. The nature of
the environmental lobby is such that what a group lacks in terms of its own
special sources of information is compensated by its contacts with a large array
of groups all gleaning and swapping information,

Another facet of the environmental lobby is its operation as a co-ordinated
network for co-operation on projects and campaigns. Most major environmen-
tal issues involve a number of environmental groups. Through the network, a
range of groups can be quickly alerted to action, tactics can be informally
co-ordinated, and pressure can be applied at many points and behind the
scenes. As the secretary of the Ramblers’ Association commented, ‘To make
any impact on decision makers you have to speak in concert with other bodies
with similar interests.” External observers have found the great number and
variety of environmental groups bewildering and have suggested that such
fragmentation of effort must be a source of weakness (Kimber & Richardson
1974b). Some group leaders, in contrast, claimed the proliferation of groups to
be an advantage, particularly in the impressive host of groups that can be
mobilised to support or oppose an issue. Yet there is a cost involved, namely
the effort needed to maintain communications between groups. In the words of
the RSPB, ‘We put a lot of time and resources into keeping good relationships
and preventing others doing silly things which might affect us detrimentally.
Liaison itself could be a full-time task.’

One response has been to set up formai institutional arrangements for
co-ordination. These have grown in number since the mid-1960s, in response to
the growing size and complexity of the environmental movement, as well as the
desire of environmentalists to present a more unified front to government and
the media. They include coalitions to focus attention on specific issues, such as
Clear (the Campaign for Lead-free Air), and broad umbrella groups, the
foremost of which is CoEnCo, established in 1969 to co-ordinate the whole
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environmental lobby. Considerable ambivalence was expressed by our respon-
dents about formal as opposed to informal co-ordination. Many groups called
for more of it, the chairman of Green Alliance suggesting that lack of unity
prevented the environmental movement having ‘real political bite’, but there
was also much criticism of the effectiveness of existing co-ordinating groups.
Individual groups are naturally jealous of their own authority and resources
and are unwilling to cede much to another group. As the secretary of the Field
Studies Council commented, ‘co-ordinating efforts fail because groups are too
independent minded and don’t lend themselves to being co-ordinated’. As a
consequence, co-ordinating groups are often starved of resources by theit
constituent groups and are seldom able fully to develop their functions and thus
to demonstrate their worth. The director of Friends of the Earth, explaining
why it avoided joiming co-ordinating bodies, characterised them as ‘mere
talking shops’.

Despite these general strictures, some co-ordinating groups have been
markedly more effective than others, By and large, coalitions set up for a
relatively specific purpose, such as Transport 2000, the Council for National
Parks, the Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group, the Joint Committee of the
building preservation societies, and the Advisory Committee on Pollution of
the Sea, have been more successful in establishing their own niches than broad
umbrella groups such as the Council for Nature (now defunct), CoEnCo, the
Planning and Environment Group, the Royal Society of Arts Environment
Committee, the Professional Institutions Council for Conservation, and the
Green Alliance. With their narrow remits, the former offer less of a challenge
to existing groups who are more likely, therefore, to grant them a certain
degree of autonomy. Moreover, there is a greater likelihood of achieving a
working consensus for a limited purpose.

Tactics of environmental groups

A group’s tactics will depend upon its leaders’ assessment of the strategic
situation it confronts in relation to its aims. The choice of tactics is subject both
to internal constraints, particularly of resources, and to external constraints, in
relation to the political channels open to the group. Most environmental groups
maintain a variety of political channels, though the thrust may differ, with the
established emphasis groups relying more on their well developed links with
administrative agencies and promotional groups tending to pursue their objec-
tives more through public campaigns. Two of the case studies enable a contrast
to be drawn between the political tactics of one of the most conservative
groups, the National Trust (Ch. 8), and one of the more radical groups, FOE
(Ch. 7).

A major constraint operating to moderate the tactics of most emphasis
groups is their charitable status. In our survey, 59% of groups were charities —
nearly all of them emphasis groups. In principle, they are debarred from overt
political activities (Goodman Committee 1976). What this means in practice is
that their lobbying is discreet and restrained, and their efforts to inform opinion
are presented as public education and not propaganda. A few of the pro-
motional groups - including the Airfield Environment Federation, the Conser-
vation Society and FoE - have set up separate charitable trusts to support
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their educational and research work so as not to constrain their campaigning
activities,

Overall, environmental groups have generally good media and parliamen-
tary relations. Their links with the political parties, however, are notably weak,
and they lack the close, symbiotic relationship that major interest groups enjoy
with senior civil servants. The latter is a source of weakness in bringing an
environmental perspective to bear on the generality of government business
beyond the circumscribed policy programmes, such as wildlife conservation
and historic buildings preservation, which government has conceded to en-
vironmental groups. It is not that environmental groups lack access to the
executive; rather that they lack the higher level access, and sofficient resources
and sanctions to make full use of the access they do enjoy.

Most environmental groups are fighting interests which are well entrenched
in government policy. Since the Second World War, farming interests have
enjoyed strong political representation and protection through the Ministry of
Agriculture, a position which environmental groups concerned with landscape
and nature conservation have found difficult to assail. The nuclear power
industry has long enjoyed the support of government and has benefited from
the momentum generated by previous policy commitments. Environmental
groups have found this momentum hard to reverse, The commitment to
economic growth, supported by business, industry and the trade unions, has
similarly had a seemingly unassailable place in government plans for the future
of the British economy.

Given this initially weak position for environmental groups, contacts with
the media have assumed a particular jmportance in generating public support
and exerting pressure on government. The media provide a means of arousing
public concern and challenging policy commitments. In this respect, there 1s
truth in the assumption by political scientists that use of the mass media is
something of a last resort for pressure groups, indicating failure in other
channels of influence.

However, the importance accorded to the media by environmental groups
does not appear to be the result of failure in developing alternative channels of
influence. Nor do these other channels of consultation, agreement and nego-
tiations with authoritative bodies appear to be jeopardised by appeals to the
public. Rather the campaigns and lobbying of environmental groups make use
of all channels in ways that complement each other. In the absence of any other
sanctions available to environmental groups, the media provide a valuable
back-up to their more private negotiations with government. They can pave the
way for the establishment of these negotiations and present the threat of
adverse publicity should they fail.

The network of links between environmental groups lends further support
and sanctioning power to the environmental lobby in its relations with govern-
ment. The concerted voice of many environmental groups, as with the public
airing of issues through the media, lends strength to their argument and
campaigns, making it more difficult for government to ignore them. In the
diversity of environmental groups lies some of the lobby’s strength, for it allows
the appearance of a much wider support on specific issues than if only one
group were involved. Together with media support, it has provided for a loud
voice, if not an immediately influential one. '



5 Environmental groups in
local politics

This chapter examines the involvement of local environmental groups in local
politics. Many of them also engage in practical work to preserve or enhance the
environment. Nevertheless, most of their activities bring them into contact
with local government, and the focus of their attention is usually local authority
policies and decisions affecting the environment. Indeed, it was suggested in
Chapter 2 that the growth of environmental politics at the local level has been in
part a response to the statutory planning system and to the powers it confers on
local authorities to regulate and initiate development. This chapter looks in
detail at the relations that environmental groups have with local authorities and
the implications of their invelvementin the planning system for the distribution
of the costs and benefits associated with planning decisions.

The statutory planning system

Ir its essentials, the present land-use planning system dates from 1947, The
economic and environmental consequences of urban sprawl and congestion,
the limitations of pre-war planning and the need for major post-war reconstruc-
tion caused the state to extend its control over the use of private land. In effect,
the Town and Country Planning Act 1947 nationalised the development rights
of private property by making all development subject to the permission of the
local planning authority. The definition of development excluded agriculture
and forestry, an omission which in recent years has become a major source of
concern for environmental groups. The Act charged local authorities with the
duty of preparing development plans to show their proposals for the use of land
in their area and to guide their decisions about the control of development.

The present provisions for development plans and development control were
consolidated in the Town and Country Planning Act 1971 and the Local
Government Planning and Land Act 1980, Since the reorganisation of local
government in 1974, these duties have been divided between county and
district anthorities. County councils formulate ‘structure plans’, subject to the
approval of the Secretary of State for the Environment. Primarily a written
statement, a structure plan is concerned with general strategy for a county
rather than the detailed allocation of land for different uses. The issues covered
in a structure plan include the location and scale of employment, housing,
shopping, mineral extraction, conservation, and provision for recreation and
tourism. Structure plans may also indicate action areas where major change is
needed, whether through development, redevelopment, or improvement of
what exists already.
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Local plans are the responsibility of district councils. In principle, they are
intended to be a detailed elaboration of the broader policies indicated in the
structure plan. They may be of three types: ‘district plans’, setting out
comprehensive proposals for land use in a particular area, typically a group of
villages, a small town or part of a city; ‘action area plans’, detailing policies for
an area of rapid change; and ‘subject plans’, dealing with a specific topic, such
as housing, leisure or conservation, District councils are the primary author-
ities responsible for development control. Applications for planning permis-
sion may be approved, refused or granted subject to conditions regulating the
way in which the development should be carried out. If an application isrefused
ot granted conditionally, the applicant may appeal to the Secretary of State for
the Environment.

In exercising their powers, local authorities are concerned with the conse-
quences of development for the economic, social and physical wellbeing of
their areas. A key concept of particular relevance to environmental groups is
‘amenity’. Although frequently invoked in the refusal of planning permission
and in design and conservation policies in development plans, it remains
undefined in legislation (Cullingworth 1979). As used, it covers a range of
matters including peace and quiet, freedom from pollution, visual appeal,
recreational value, and historical or architectural merit.

In development plans, a major means of safeguarding amenity is through a
protective designation, of which there are a number of different types. Even
though responsibility for making some of these designations resides with
central government agencies, local authorities still play a key part in im-
plementing the relevant protective policies. National parks, chosen for their
landscape and recreation value, and ‘areas of outstanding natural
beauty’( AONBs), chosen onlandscape grounds, are designated by the Country-
side Commission, subject to confirmation by the Secretary of State for the
Environment. Local authorities themselves designate *areas of great landscape
value’. The Countryside Commission and local authorities together agree on
the designation of stretches of coastline of high scenic quality as ‘heritage
coasts’; and on the establishment-of ‘country parks’ to provide recreational
opportunities, particularly within close motoring distance of large conurba-
tions. Places with a special flora, fauna or geology are designated as ‘national
nature reserves’ or ‘sites of special scientific interest” (§551Is) by the Nature
Conservancy Council. Local authorities in consultation with the Conservancy
may also set up ‘local nature reserves’.

In development plans, ‘green belts’ may be created or extended, to check
urban growth. District planning authorities have a responsibility to declare
areas of special architectural or histotic interest as ‘conservation areas’;
individual buildings of such merit are also protected in a number of ways,
through ‘listing® by the Secretary of State or the serving of a temporary
‘building preservation notice’ by the local planning authority. The demolition
and alteration of listed buildings and the demolition of buildings in conserva-
tion areas are subject to planning control. Single trees or groups of trees can be
protected from felling by a ‘tree preservation order’. Further designations which
local authorities can make include ‘general improvement areas’ to improve the
environment of particular areas, ‘traffic regulation orders’ to exclude heavy
vehicles from using certain roads, ‘smoke control zones' to reduce domestic air



88  Environmental groups in local poliics

pollution, and ‘noise abatement zones’ to exclude intrusive noise. For areas
covered by these and other designations, local authorities have additional
powers and special grants are wsually available from local or central govern-
ment, to protect or enhance amenity.

Environmental groups seek to influence the selection and management of
designated areas and features, as well as general local-authority policies
towards conservation and development. Opportunities to exert influence are
provided by formal procedures for public involvement in planning, In the case
of a development plan, there is a statutory requirement for the public to have
the opportunity to make representations on the plan’s possible contents and for
the local authority to consider these representations. Before approval, struc-
ture plans are submitted to an ‘examination in public’, though the issues
considered and the organisations included are selected by the Secretary of
State. Local plans are submitted to a public hearing or inquiry, which is less
circumscribed in terms of participants or subject matter than the examination
in public. In both the examination in public and the inquiry, proceedings are
conducted by an independent inspector who reports in the case of a structure
plan to the Secretary of State, and in the case of a local plan to the district
authority. Public inquiries are also held, at the discretion of the Secretary
of State, to consider major development proposals ‘called in’ for his deter-
mination, as well as appeals by those refused planning permisgion by local
authorities.

In addition to these formal opportunities for participation, voluntary groups
may also seek informal influence with local authorities through contacts with
councillors and officers. Local environmental groups have laid a great deal of
emphasts on such informal contacts, as we shall see. First we consider the
resources available to them in putting over their points of view.,

The resources of local environmental groups

Organised voluntary activity to protect the local environment is a compara-
tively recent phenomenon. As a movement it dates from the 1920s, although
interest in the local environment existed long before that, finding expression,
for example, in the proliferation of natural histery societies, field clubs and
local archaeological societies in the Victorian era. Indeed, the oldest existing
amenity society in Britain, the Sid Vale Association, was founded in 1846.
However, by the end of the First World War, there was little activity apart from
that of a dozen local environmental groups. Yet twenty years later, there were
just over a hundred such groups. The period from the late 1920s to the late
1930s marked the creation of a network of CPRE branches (30 of them by
1939); the formation of the first county naturalists’ trust (for Norfolk 1926); the
establishment of preservation societies for a number of historic towns and
cities, including Wisbech, Bosten, St Andrews, Cambridge, Oxford and
Norwich; and the formation of local societies in a few choice London suburbs
such as Chelsea, Highgate and Blackheath.

The Second World War brought the growth of the local environmental
movement to a temporary halt and it was not until the late 1950s that it took off
again. The period since then has seen an enormous growth in the number of
local groups and in the support they command as Figures 5.1 and 5.2 show. By
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Figure 5.1 The growth of local amenity societies.

1965, all of England and Wales were covered with county trusts, which have
continued to grow, from a combined membership of 5000 in 1961 to 142000 in
1981. Amenity societies have also spread throughout the country to most towns
and cities and to many villages. Their numbers doubled every six or seven years
between 1955 (when there were about 150 of them} and 1975 (when there were
over 1200). Over this period, the aggregate number of amenity society mem-
bers rose from less than 20000 to 300000. By the mid-1970s, support for local
environmental groups had reached a ceiling. Since then, there has been no
further expansion in the number of amenity societies and their combined
membership.

The county trusts for nature conservation are the biggest local environmental
groups. In 1977, their median size was about 2900 members, ranging from 133
in the Manx Trust to over 7500 in the Essex Trust. County branches of the
Council for the Protection of Rural England rank next in size with a median
figure of about 600, ranging from the 38 members of the recently established
South Humberside branch to the 2300 members boasted by the Oxfordshire
branch. On the whole, local amenity societies, with a median size of about 200,
are smaller than these county groups - the vast majority of them (86%) report a
membership of less than 500, and more than a quarter have fewer than a
hundred members (Barker/Civic Trust 1976), many of these being village
preservation societies, In most environmental groups only a minority of
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members involve themselves in the work of the society. The disproportionate
number of retired people on committees and in official positions suggests that
spare time is a significant filter to active participation.

The social composition of voluntary organisations is an important determi-
nant of the kinds of skills and knowledge they command. As established in
Chapter 2, enviraonmental groups have a largely middle- and upper middle-
class membership. From this section of the population they attract a high
proportion of professional people with skills of particular help to them in their
relations with the local planning authority. A survey of Yorkshire amenity
societies found that 62% of them all, and 74% of those in urban areas, could
call on more than six different professional skills from among the following:
teacher, architect, historian, lawyer, financier, planner, surveyor, estate agent,
journalist, archaeologist, youth leader and forester (Gamston 1975). Similarly,
a survey of amenity societies in Kent revealed that most societies numbered
amongst their members at least one architect, nearly half had a lawyer, 15% a
surveyor and 12% a planner (Civic Trust September 1968).

Planning and architectural skills are of particular relevance to the work of an
amenity society, and most societies have one or both available to them. In
Yorkshire, only 13 out of 40 urban-based societies and three out of 11
village-based societies were unable to call on either of these skills, the majority
being able to combine the two (Gamston 1975). In a national survey of over 600
amenity societies, 43% could even claim ‘a loi of people’ amongst their
members ‘in relevant professions such as architecture, planning, law or design’
(Barker/Civic Trust 1976). Approximately one in seven professional planners
take an active part in amenity societies (Cohen 1975), whereas architects have
been said to ‘provide the burgeoning civic society movement with its backbone
(or perhaps its brains)’ (Gundrey 1971).

These professional skills underpin the legitimacy and competence of a group
in commenting on environmental issues and are important in establishing good
relations with the local authority. They enable the group to ‘speak the same
language’ as the planning department, to criticise official policies in an in-
formed manner, and to handle detailed technical arguments. They also enable
it to put forward its own proposals, including alternatives to contentious plans,
and thereby take the initiative instead of merely reacting defensively to issues
as they arise. In this way, some environmental groups are able to help shape the
long-term planning policies of a local authority against which all future
development proposals will be judged.

Some societies, particularly the county nature conservation trusts, have
greater expertise within their memberships than do local authorities. The
county trusts employ their own conservation officers, have professional biolo-
gists and ecologists on their committees, and include many naturalists in their
ranks with detailed knowledge of the local flora and fauna. Local authorities
have little or no expertise in these areas, even though they have a statutory
responsibility to pay regard to nature conservation in exercising their planning
powers (DOE 1977a), and often have a direct involvement in conservation
through running local nature reserves, country parks or other areas of wildlife
interest. Not surprisingly, many authorities regard the county trusts as valuable
sources of specialist knowledge to be consulted on any conservation issues that
arise.
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Similarly, technical skills amongst members often enable amenity societies
to assist a local authority in a practical way, for example in carrying out surveys,
clearing a derelict site, planting trees, preparing a village plan, repairing
historic buildings and launching street improvement schemes (Civic Trust
March 1980). Such work, if recognised as a valuable community service, helps
to cement the relations between a society and itslocal authority. Some practical
work, particularly surveys, can be turned to more specific political advantage.
To give an historical example from the late 1930s, the Sheffield and Peak
District Branch of the CPRE, with its own architect/planner, did the prelimin-
ary mapping and surveying to support its proposals for a Peak District National
Park and a green belt for Sheffield, both of which were designated in the 1950s.
In recent years, many amenity societies have conducted local surveys of the
quality and history of the building stock as a prelude to their campaigns for
conservation area or general improvement area designations (as in the case of
the Henley Society — see Ch. 6). Equally, a study of the volume of traffic may
provide a group with ammunition in pressing for traffic restrictions, or a floristic
survey form the basis for seeking a SSSI designation, or a survey of historic
buildings furnish the evidence for additions to the statutory list.

As well as time, expertise or specialist knowledge, leaders of a local
environmental group may lend it social prestige. A survey of the chairmen and
secretaries of county branches of the CPRE found that they ‘tend to have either
a high social status or some expertise in a field related to planning’. Those of
high social status were members of the House of Lords, Justices of the Peace or
retired army officers. An examination of the lists of branch subscribers showed
‘a similar picture: a high proportion of JPs, double-barrelled names and
members of historically important families’ (Allison 1975).

Finally, although most societies are dependent on voluntary sources of
labour and expertise, a small number of groups are able to employ full-time
officers. There seems to be a critical size threshold round about a thousand
members (cf. p. 46). Groups above this threshold have administrative commit-
ments warranting a paid secretary and at the same time are large enough fo
afford one. The majority of county trusts employ at least one full-time officer,
and half employ more than one. In comparison, only a third of CPRE branches
employ a paid secretary and most of these only on a part-time basis, and the
vast majority of local amenity societies rely entirely on the voluntary service of
their active members.

Professional staff enable local groups to extend their activities by providing
sufficient support, back-up services and organisation to ensure the maximum
use of the available voluntary assistance, It is no coincidence that, among local
environmental groups, the county trusts with their professional staff have the
most extensive commitments to practical conservation activities, managing
between them over 1000 nature reserves. In addition, the trusts engage in
extensive educational activities quite beyond the resources of most other local
environmental groups, such as providing facilities for nature study and field
biology for schools and colleges. Groups with professional staff are also better
equipped to take the initiative rather than merely react to issues when they
arise.
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Relations with local government

The relationship between any organised group and government, whether at
national or local level, will depend both on the group (its aims, style of action
and resources) and on the officers and elected representatives of government.
Turning first to officers and councillors, it is these who have the final responsi-
hility for making and implementing planning policies and decisions. Therefore,
the way in which key officers and councillors perceive a group and its demands
will be a major factot in whether it is allowed effective access to official decision
making.

Important factors shaping the attitude of those in authority to a particular
pressure group include their assessment of its character and worth, the nature
of the demands it makes and the methods of communicating these demands
(Darke & Walker 1977). Dearlove (1971), studying the attitudes of councillors
to interest groups in Kensington and Chelsea, found that groups allowed
effective access typically adopted styles of action that were considered ‘proper’
in that they did not embarrass the council or those in authority; their demands
were regarded as ‘reasonable’ in that they conformed to the policy predisposi-
tions of councillors or officers; and they wete perceived as ‘helpful’ in providing
information or a useful service to the council or to the local community (For
parallel studies of other London boroughs, see Saunders 1975 and Cousins
1976.). There is a tendency for these factors to interact. Groups without
established access to decision making may have to resort to ‘unacceptable’
means of exerting pressure to show that they are a force to be reckoned with
and to indicate the extent of their support amongst the wider public.

Two main reasons for a group not having established access are that it is new

or that it opposes local authority policy. Building up contacts and acquiring
knowledge of the working of local government is a matter of time and
experience. A group opposing existing policy challenges also the authority of
-decision makers who, therefore, are less likely to accord it routine access,
obliging it to seek other channels to air its grievances. Examples would include
some of the many community action groups established in inner-city areas in
the 1960s and 1970s because of local dissatisfaction with housing conditions,
facilities and services. Given their often staunch opposition to prevailing
policies, their tactics sometimes took them outside the accepted channels of
participation and into open conflict with the council, through petitions, demon-
strations, picketing and rent strikes {O'Malley 1977, Baine 1975, Wates 1976,
Hain 1980). '

In contrast, most environmental groups have a style of action characterised
as ‘responsible’. In the main, they are committed to working with and through
local government. As one environmental group put it, ‘It is increasingly
possible to feel that the society is working with the planning authorities to
preserve Suffolk rather than against them in defence of it.” (Buller & Lowe
1982.) It follows that most of their efforts are within the institutional
framework of local authority planning. Their activities include, for example,
checking the planning register, attending local-authority committee meetings,
serving on official working parties, corresponding with the planning depart-
ment and involving council officers and members in their meetings.

Most societies also adopt other means of getting their view across. Of 67
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amenity societies in Yorkshire, for example, 70% communicated regularly oy
occasionally with the local press, 80% had organised public meetings o
exhibitions, and over 60% produced their own literature (Gamston 1975).
Newspaper coverage may be sought when contacts with a local authority have
failed to reverse a planning decision. However, an established group will
also weigh carefully the consequences to its future relations with the local
authority of adopting a stance of public opposition, In the words of the sec-
retary of the Lancashire CPRE: ‘Fighting cases means publicity. Publicity
means conflict, and conflict can mean loss of contact and credibility’ {Allison
1975).

Another facet of the responsible approach of local environmental groups is
their projected image of an essentially disinterested commitment to good
planning and design, and to the protection of various environmental features
for the public good, rather than the promotion of sectional interests. The
explicit values of many environmental groups are aesthetic, historical or
scientific rather than social or political. They avoid supporting local causes or
pressure groups which seem parochial or narrowly self-interested. Moreover,
local amenity and civic societies typically describe themselves as ‘non-political’,
Indeed, a Civie Trust spokesman has urged: ‘It may be that most of [a group’s]
members are Tories, or Socialists, or Liberals, but this fact should never be
allowed to colour its approach to a particular problem.’ (Percival 1967.) Unlike
certain other groups interested in the conduct or local government, such as
residents’ and ratepayers’ associations, local environmental groups seldom get
involved in supporting candidates for local clections. Because they are not seen
by councillors to pose a direct electoral challenge, this fosters a more relaxed
and accommeodating attitude towards them. However, because environmental
groups each have a geographically concentrated mem bership, often organised
on a ward basis, councillors can ill afford to neglect the views of a well
supported group. In addition, their non-partisan concern for good planning
and their stress on expertise is congruent with the professional ideology of
many planning officers and is a further factor conducive to mutual sympathy
between planning departments and environmental groups.

Increasingly, many planning authorities have come to rely on environmental
groups in fulfilling their duties with regards 1o public participation. Since the
late 1960s new statutes, government circulars, public opinion and changes in
professional attitudes have promoted the canse of participation (Barker 1979),
Provision for public involvement of some kind in forward planning and
development control is now a well established duty of local authorities.
However, their experience in seeking the opinions and involvement of the
unorganised public has been disappointing (Fagence 1977). Not surprisingly,
local authorities have tended to turn to organised groups to sample public
responses to policy options and development proposals.

We can distinguish a number of reasons why active local environmental
groups are often accepted by planning authorities as surrogates for lay interests
and lay opinion in local planning matters. Organised groups present relatively
fixed, identifiable points, with some permanence and continuity, in a shifting
sea of attitudes, values and interests. They serve to channel and structure
amorphous local opinions. Moreover, groups that are technically skilled may
be proficient at formulating local interests in a coherent, ordered and internally
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consistent manner and translating them into formal political demands, capable
of being handled and responded te by local officials and politicians.

Rightly or wrongly, the low response by the general public to participation
exercises has been interpreted as reflecting a widespread lack of interest
towards standards of planning, design and amenities. Those active within
environmental groups are seen to comprise the concerned public. Indeed, it has
been argued that environmental groups articulate local community interests
just as trades councils and chambers of commerce do for local labour and
business interests, i.e. ‘They represent ordinary people in their role as con-
sumers of the environment.’ (Percival 1972). More specificaily, the position
now is such that on many issues, environmental groups constitute ‘public
opinion’, in the sense of Key’s (1961) definition as ‘those opinions of private
persons which governments find it prudent to heed’.

A further reason why environmental groups fulfil a central role in public
participation is that this enables local planning authorities to exercise influence
in the reverse direction. Through a continuing relationship with established
groups, planning authorities can put over their own intentions and explain the
constraints under which they operate. Where an authority has modified its own
stance to take account of the views expressed by a group, it will usually expect
backing from the group in return. Many planning authorities now regard a close
collaborative relationship with responsible environmental groups as an import-
ant political resource in establishing good public relations for official planning
as well asin delivering public consent for particular policies and decisions. Such
arelationship can also be used to strengthen the arm of planning officers, sayin
presenting particular proposals to elected representatives, or in internal con-
tiicts with other departments of the council, or in dealings with outside
agencies. As one Yorkshire planning officer put it: ‘Planners are becoming
aware of the immense power of civic societies, and now know that support will
often be available in the witness box’ (Gamston 1975). When it comes to public
inquiries, amenity societies more often appear to give evidence in support of
the local authority’s position than to oppose it (Barker/Civic Trust 1976).

Although there is much variation between authorities, by and large local
envirenmental groups tend to have much greater contact with officers than with
councillors (Darke & Walker 1977). In part this may be a reflection of the
division of responsibility for policy between planning departments and elected
representatives. The growth of planning legislation, the complexity of long-
term planning and the detailed demands of development control have inevit-
ably resulted in some shift of authority away from elected members and
towards the chief planning officer and his staff. The picture is seen to be more
complicated, however, if types of issue are differentiated. Typically, a group
will rely on routine contact with the planning department to deal with day-to-
day issues. When a matter of major concern arises, it is still likely that this will
be raised first with officers, but if such an approach fails to resolve the matter,
then a group will probably take it up next with councillors (Fujishin 1975).

Finally, in considering the factors affecting a group’s relationship with the
local authority, it is impossible to separate the access a group is afforded from
the nature of the aims it is pursuing. Legislation and public opinion have made
conservation a legitimate concern of local government, though the extent to
which environmental values have been institutionalised, in the official policies
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of local authorities and their decision making and management structures,
varies across the country. However, in most English rural counties the values
represented by the CPRE and the county trusts for nature conservation are
now strongly represented in local government policy. Indeed, rural preser-
vation, including the protection of landscape and wildlife and the defence of
agricultural land, is the leitmotif of planning in counties such as Suffolk, West
Sussex and North Yorkshire. In a similar respect, in such historic towns as
Cambridge, Bath and Chester, building preservation has become part of the
unquestioned context within which local government operates (see, for exam-
ple, Green 1968). On the other hand, in the Home Counties and some others
adjacent to major conurbations (including Warwickshire and Leicestershire)
urban containment, restraint of settlement growth and the protection of the
open countryside are overriding concerns of planning.

Greater regard for environmental conservation has often been accompanied
by organisational and staff changes with, for example, the establishment of
countryside or conservation sections within planning departments and the
employment, particularly by county councils, of small numbers of specialists in
such fields as landscape architecture, archaeology, conservation and ecology.
For example, the number of local authority staff concerned with building
conservation was 1578 in 1979, representing an increase of 16% over the
previous year (Civic Trust March 1981). Such changes have brought into local
government, staff whose training and professional interests favour environmen-
tal protection and whose values are in sympathy with those of local environ-
mental groups. Many planners have also found conservation an attractive cause
to espouse, in helping to neutralise the general opprobriom which the profes-
sion attracted in the public backlash against comprehensive redevelopment.

Compared with the generality of local voluntary bodies and pressure groups,
we would judge most environmental groups well ‘established’ (Newton 1976).
The following are indicators of established status: whether a group’s member-
ship includes an elected member or senior officer of the local authority; whether
itis represented on a local authority committee; and whether it is consulted by
the local autherity. The majority of local environmental groups fulfil at least
two of these conditions.

Considering first the county trusts for nature conservation, most of these
have local authority personnel not just as members but also serving in an official
capacity, Indeed, only 10 out of 37 trusts in England and Wales have neither
local planning-authority officers nor elected members on their governing
councils or one of their committees, and 14 trusts have both officers and
councillors serving in such a capacity. In turn, half the trusts are directly
represented on official countryside committees; and some of the remainder
serve on special working parties of their planning authorities reviewing various
aspects of nature conservation, In addition, a majority (20) of the trusts have
arrangements whereby county planning authorities refer certain planning
applications to them for their observations. All the trusts have been consulted
by planning authorities in the process of statutory forward planning, with a
number of them also being represented on structure and local plan working
parties. Last but not least, all the trusts advise their local authorities on the
management of public land of wildlife interest, such as local nature reserves,
country parks and roadside verges. Indeed, a majority of trusts (21} are
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represented on local authority committees which manage such land {Beynon &
Wetton 1978). ]

CPRE branches present a similar picture to the county trusts for nature
conservation. A majority of CPRE branches, for example, have a representa-
tive of the county council on their executive committee, often the chief
planning officer; and in return the CPRE is represented on official countryside
committees where these exist. CPRE branches are also well represented on
national park committees (MacEwen & MacEwen 1982). Most branches are
automatically notified of planning applications for their consideration, and
most are consulted, usually extensively, in the preparation of development
plans. As well as strong formal connections with their county planning auth-
orities, CPRE branches typically rely also on much informal contact and
influence, with planning staff and sympathetic councillors {Ringrose-Voase
1970). The weak link of CPRE branches, as with county trusts, is with district
councils, This has become a source of vulnerability to them as more and more
planning powers have passed from county to district authorities.

Turning to local amenity societies, we find more diverse situations, but we
would still characterise most of them as well established. A national survey of
amenity societies registered with the Civic Trust concluded that, compared
with most other local voluntary bodies, they typically enjoy a more ‘insider’
rather than ‘outsider’ relationship with their local planning authorities, as
.indicated by the degree of informal contact with these autherities and by the
membership of councillors (Barker/Civic Trust 1976). Most societies could
number one or more councillors amongst their members, usually including
someone on the planning committee of the local authority. About half of the
societies also report at least one councillor sitting on their executive committee.
However, some societies, anxious to maintain their apolitical image, have
constitutions that prevent councillors occupying official positions.

Itis common practice for local amenity societies to be consulted regularly on
planning applications. In addition, in a national survey conducted in 1978, 63%
of amenity societies claimed to have been involved in the preparation of
structure plans. Some 54% also recorded their involvement in local plans, the
lower proportion reflecting the fact that in some areas no work had yet started
on a local plan. Transport policies and programmes, which county councils
have to prepare, attracted the attention of 40% of societies. In contrast, their
relative lack of interest in local housing provision is reflected in the fact that
only 5% of societies offered any observations on housing investment pro-
grammes {Civic Trust March 1980).

Representation of amenity societies on formal bodies advising their local
authorities is less prevalent than for county environmental groups. In part, this
reflects the fact that conservation planning only became a district function in
1974, The main channels for formal representation of amenity socicties are
conservation area advisory committees. Only a quarter of district councils in
England have as yet established such committees, though two thirds of London
boroughs have. Where conservation area advisory committees do exist, they
usually include, as a matter of course, representatives from local amenity
societies. Thus, 61% of London amenity societies are represented on such
committees (Civic Trust July 1980).

Environmental groups, which now enjoy established access to local decision
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making, were not necessarily always in such a favoured position. Many began
as ‘outsiders’, challenging existing policy or reacting to a particular planning
proposal. Thus, fierce opposition from local protest groups in the early 1970s
halted major highway schemes in cities such as Cardiff, Bristol, Carlisle,
Reading, London, Nottingham and Southampton (J. Grant 1977, Hart 1976,
Priest & Cobb 1980). Similarly, amenity societies played key roles in the
campaigns that checked central-area redevelopment proposals in Covent
Garden, Cardiff, Halifax, Chesterfield, Hereford, and Hertford. The defeat in
the late 1960s and early 1970s of large-scale housing clearance schemes in
many, older, inner-urban areas also owed much to the sustained resistance of
newly formed amenity groups (Barker/Civic Trust 1976).

Some groups, created to fight a specific development, subside with the fate of
that one issue. Others survive through broadening their concerns to embrace
the generality of local environmental and conservation issues, It is these groups
that seek to develop a working relationship with their Jocal planning author-
ities. Over time, as they gain political legitimacy and their arguments become
more acceptable, councillors and officials may come to regard them less as ad
hoc protest groups and more as permanent pressure groups within the planning
system. Particularly in many urban areas, however, official commitment to
conservation and acceptance of local amenity societies was predicated on a
reversal of policy, often following the defeat of a major redevelopment or
transport scheme promoted by the local authority,

Rural authorities, in contrast, have tended to become committed to con-
servation in a gradual, piecemeal manner rather than through a dramatic policy
reversal. This cumulative process is reflected in the accretion of protective
designations often covering the same area, such as listed buildings in conserva-
tion areas; conservation areas in AONBs, green belts and national parks; green
belts in AONBSs; heritage coasts in AONBs and national parks; and SSSIs in
AONBs and national parks. Nearly 50% of the countryside is covered by some
sort of landscape protection policy (Countryside Commission 1979). As Con-
nell (1971) commented of Surrey, ‘County planning policy has to be largely one
of conservation and protection’ becanse all but a tiny part of Surreyis green belt
and/or AONB (and there are 115 conservation areas). Many local environmen-
tal groups were formed to press for such protective designations. Approximate-
ly 16% of amenity societies, for example, were set up specifically to lobby for
the establishment of one or more local conservation areas, and, as we shall see,
the designation procedure is responsive to such political pressures (Barker/
Civic Trust 1976). Having achieved a particular designation, local groups then
assume a watchdog role in relation to it. In effect, an environmental desig-
nation, with its statutory safeguards, provides a group with additional political
leverage in staving off unwanted deve lopment. It may also act as a deterrent to
potential developers (Gregory 1970, Blacksell & Gilg, 1977, Anderson 1981).

Distributional issues
When local environmental groups succeed or fail in their campaigns, it is

usually not just the environment that benefits or suffers but particular groups
and individuals. The precepts of ‘good planning’ and the ‘public interest* which
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many environméntal groups have taken as a rationale for their activities are
vague concepts which may obscure some of these distributional consequences.
Planning decisions and palicies involve costs and benefits which may
be unevenly distributed amongst the population both spatially and socially (see
Ch. 2). In as much as this is so, a generalised concept of the public interest may
be misleading. In this section we compare the interests of environmental
groups firstly with those not so organised, on whom environmental decisions
may impose a regressive distribution of costs and benefits, with the costs
weighing heaviest on those least able to bear them, and the benefits accruing to
those who already enjoy superior financial and environmental circumstances.
We then turn to consider other interests, in relation to which the activities of
environmental groups may help to effect a progressive distribution of costs and
benefits, securing a wider public interest against private gain.

For many environmental groups, their concern with protecting the environ-
ment does certainly extend beyvond preserving the interests of their members or
local residents. Many members would claim to be defending aspects of the
nation’s cultural or natural heritage for general benefit as well as for their own
satisfaction. This wounld certainly be so for most specialist groups such as local
archaeological societies, groups concerned with preserving architecture of a
particular period and the county trusts for nature conservation. Moreover,
some arca-orientated preservation groups such as the Friends of the Lake
District, the Society of Sussex Downsmen, the Exmoor Society and the
Dartmoor Preservation Association attract support from outside the area.
Each, for example, has a London branch. Clearly, there is a wider national
interest in protecting such fine countryside, as there is also undoubtedly a
national interest in protecting certain other areas, for example the historic
centres of cities such as York, Edinburgh and Norwich, _

Most other environmental groups project an essentially disinterested com-
mitment to good planning and design, the conservation of historic or natural
features of intrinsic worth, and the maintenance of environmental standards
and amenities in the public interest, Nevertheless, their efforts do have specific
consequences for their members’ interests and the interests of others, given
that the ability to participate in the planning system is unevenly distributed
amongst the population.

Perhaps the clearest examples of distributional consequences are to do with
what might be termed locational politics. Many envirenmental disputes are
essentially about the siting of a proposed development. The success of one area
in preventing the development may be to the cost of another area. In such cases
the real battle is not between the defenders of the environment and the
developer, but between groups of citizens, each protecting their own patch,
The M3 motorway controversy in the Winchester area saw hostility between
different groups of objectors, each arguing separate cases based on their
individual interests. Aldous wrote of the public inquiry that the real dispute
appeared to be ‘not conservationists against mean-minded ministry vandals but
to some extent urban conservationists against rural conservationists’ (quoted
by Twinn 1978).

Conflict between groups over the siting of a development is particularly
likely when the need for the development, say a power station, a refuse tipor a
new road, is beyond dispute. Few groups are loath to regard the deflection of
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such noxious but necessary developments elsewhere as anything but a complete
victory. The consequence is that areas which are ‘under-represented’ in the
uneven spread of amenity society activity may suffer in the competition over
the distribution of environmental benefits and disamenity, compared with
areas that have strong and active environmental groups.

In Chapter 2 it was suggested that environmental values were more widely
spread amongst the population than the membership of groups would suggest,
the discrepancy being explained by the greater propensity of the middle class to
participate in organisations of all kinds. Nevertheless, this in itself becomes
significant when looking at the distributional consequences, both social and
spatial, at the local level of environmental decisions. If lower-income groups
are less likely to organise to profect their interests, they will be less able to
protect their local environment from unwanted development. Developments
regarded as necessary but which no one wants on their doorstep will tend to go
to areas where opposition is least, other things being equal. Thus urban
motorways tend to go through so-called ‘soft areas’ — areas where opposition
and the costs of compensation are least (Goodman 1972}, Similarly, as Gregory
(1976) commented ‘when the decision on the third London airport passed from
the realm of objective inquiry into that of pressure-group politics, it was
Foulness that proved to be the eventual loser. This was the area which — of the
four shortlisted by the Roskill commission — contained not only the smallest
population, but also a population that was by far the poorest, least educated,
and included the highest proportion of semi-skilled and unskilled workers and
state pensioners.’

The danger is that certain areas, inhabited by the poor and the deprived, and
already suffering from environmental degradation and dereliction, come to be
regarded as environmental sinks where all sorts of non-conforming and noxious
land uses can be sited without provoking effective opposition. Working-class
districts do tend to experience the highest levels of pollution (Wood ef af. 1974).
On the other hand, areas of high environmental quality attract people who are
well equipped to defend their interests. Two thirds of amenity societies state
that their members ‘generally tend to live in the neighbourhoods with the best
standards of layout and amenity’ (Barker/Civic Trust 1976). The net result will
be to exacerbate spatial and social inequalities in environmental standards.
This regressive trend is reinforced by the fact that a favoured environment,
unlike a blighted one, is a positive asset in environmental politics to be
legitimately defended and promoted - a notion sanctified by the whole plethora
of environmental designations.

There is evidence, however, that the spatial pattern of these designations
reflects the geography of social and political influence as much as the geography
of environmental quality. Gamston (1975) found that local planning authorities
had designated many conservation areas simply under pressure from local
groups. Even where a complex of historic buildings and spaces had been
selected for designation by conservation specialists, the effect of subsequent
public consultations was often greatly to extend the boundaries of the proposed
designation, as surrounding residents lobbied to be included. The result is that
conservation area legislation, which was introduced ostensibly to preserve and
enhance the character or appearance of places of ‘special architectural or
historic interest’, has become a weapon for defending smart residential areas
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often of little architectural or historicinterest. The original concept was derived
in part from the notion of ‘heritage areas’ proposed in 1966 by the Council for
British Archaeology to protect historic town centres (Dobby 1978). However,
whereas the CBA envisaged this applying to 324 historic towns, there are now
five and a half thousand conservation areas and the number continues to grow.

Other designations have similarly been much extended both spatially and
conceptually under pressure from local amenity interests. Green belts, con-
ceived as a means of checking urban sprawl, have become an instrument for
local preservation, used to exclude new development from the commuter
hinterlands of the major conurbations (Munton 1983, Hall er a/. 1973). Since
the original designations made in the 1950s, the area covered by the Metropoli-
tan Green Belt has doubled to about 450000 ha, mainly through pressure from
local amenity societies throughout the Home Counties seeking this additional
defence against development. Green belts now cover 11% of England and
Wales.

Thus the various environmental designations not only bring extra safeguards
and resources to privileged residential areas, but also enable the residents to
dress up the defence of their self-interest in the guise of environmental
conservation. The political advantage of designated over undesignated areas
was greatly increased in 1981 when planning controls were relaxed nationaily
except within national parks, AONBs and conservation areas where they were
actually tightened. This change will further polarise environmental standards
(CPRE 1981).

Environmental decisions may also have an opportunity cost which is borne
more by one section of the population than another. This cost will tend to be
socially rather than spatially differentiated. For example, protecting farmland
or open countryside from housing development, although desirable in other
respects, may exacerbate the problems faced by local people in finding a home.
Successtul opposition to a proposed industrial development may deprive local
labour of access to a greater choice of employment. Even in those areas
considered for the construction of a third London Airport, local trade unionists
were prepared to put up with the obvious disadvantages of an airport because
of the employment benefits it would bring, though their views were submerged
in the clamour of opposing voices (Wootton 1978). Similarly, the National Coal
Board’s proposal to mine coal under the Vale of Belvoir was supported by local
branches of the Labour Party and the National Union of Mineworkers.

Sometimes, the community as a whole may incur a cost as a consequence of
exacting standards imposed in response to pressure from a local group. For
example, the huge extra expense incurred in burying electricity transmission
cables across certain tracts of attractive countryside inflicts on all consumers of
electricity an increased cost of supply. Any spending on the environment which
raises the price of basic utilities such as fuel, power or transport will involve
costs to be borne by rich and poor alike (Stretton 1976). Gregory (1976) has
likened this to a regressive tax: ‘the poor are obliged to pay more for what
everyone needs in order to preserve amenities from which they derive no more
(and sometimes less) benefit than the rich.”

Not only may the costs of environmental decisions be differentially dis-
tributed amongst the population, but also benefits may accrue more to one
section than another. For example, some people have a greater financial stake



102 Environmental groups in local politics

in the environment through owning land or property. Conservation policies
may significantly increase the value of residential property, by simultanccously
enhancing the attractiveness of an area and restricting new development.
House prices in national parks and AONBs tend to be much higher than in the
rest of the countryside (Standing Conference of Rural Community Councils
1979, Clark 1980, Shucksmith 1981). ‘Conservation area’ and ‘listed building’
status are often used by estate agents as selling points. Enjoyment of the fruits
of environmental protection will also depend on the necessary means, which
are unevenly distributed through society. For example, lack of amotor caris a
severe handicap in gaining access to the countryside. Other types of restriction
are of a legal or proprietary nature, such as exclusive rights of access, fishing
and hunting over private land. Of course, the shortage and high cost of housing
in designated areas restricts residential access mainly to higher income groups.
In this way, environmental designations act as social filters, reflecting and
reinforcing the geographical segregation of social classes (Smith 1974).

These distributional issues raise the question of the extent to which environ-
mental groups may be said to be representative of wider opinions. As with
national groups, there is evidence concerning local groups which points to
‘self-perpetuating’ executive committees, of key officers serving for long
periods of time and of an absence of certain democratic procedures in decision
making (Fujishin 1975, McCarthy 1976). All of these must raise doubts about
how representative are the positions taken by some environmental groups of
even their own members’ views. Indeed, officers of amenity societies common-
ly see themselves as being committed to ‘good planning principles’ rather than
to representing their members’ or local opinion, and are prepared if necessary
to follow an unpopular course, preferring to lead rather than follow public
opinion (Barker/Civic Trust 1976). There is evidence from some areas that this
stance runs contrary to the interests of others, particularly lower-income
groups. Connell (1978) in interviews with council house tenants in Surrey,
found their desire for more shops, council housing and social facilities not to be
shared by the higher-income groups in the amenity societies which opposed
such developments. Studies of rural Suffolk have shown that environmental
protection favours middle-class residents, farmers and landowners, but acts
against working-class interests, particularly in testricting employment and
housing opportunities and public amenities (Newby eral. 1978, Buller & Lowe
1982). Ferris (1972) in his case study of environmental improvement in the
Barnsbury area of Islington, has shown how a well ¢endowed environmental
group can pursue policies which are at odds with the interests of the majority of
the area’s residents. The main achievement of the Barnsbury Association,
formed in 1964 by a group of newly arrived young professionals in a traditional-
ly working-class area of private rented accommodation, lay in ‘the way in which
they gained official acceptance of what they defined as the major problems
facing the area’. Their aims of enhancing the environment of recently im-
proved housing, and changing the policy for the area from redevelopment to
the improvement of older houses, and their successful promotion of a traffic
management scheme were, Ferris suggests, irrelevant or even counter to the
interests of the majority, for whom standards of housing were more important
than general amenity.

Ferris’s interpretation was supported by the formation of a group represent-
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ing the established residents and working-class tenants of the area, the Barns-
bury Action Group, which opposed the recently introduced traffic scheme
because of the increased traffic on local roads outside the improved zone. The
Action Group also attacked what it saw as the ‘gentrification’ of the area,
involving the displacement of private tenants by middle-class owner—occupiers,
a process which environmental improvement had encouraged. It sought in-
stead improvements to the housing conditions of established residents, if
necessary through council redevelopment rather than rehabilitation.

Given that amenity societies may not necessarily represent all views and
interestsin an area, their strong links with planning departments could mean that
other interests are overlooked, particularly if the relationship between or-
ganised groups and planning departments became too exclusive. It could be
argued that if there are interests which are not represented by a local environ-
mental group, this should be balanced by the formation of groups, such as the
Barnsbury Action Group, pressing a different point of view. This pluralist
argument, however, overlooks both the differences in the propensity to
organise amongst different sections of the population and the value of estab-
lished, insider relationships with local authorities. A lower propensity to
organise and to participate amongst any section of society means that their
interests in the environment are less likely to be consistently pursued. They are
unlikely to take part in the formative stages of decision making and plan
formulation, when alternatives are being discussed and when policy prefer-
ences are more open to change. They will have less information on the different
options and less knowledge of official procedures and personnel. They are thus
in a weaker position than members of established groups when they do become
involved in a local issue.

When those who were previously unorganised do participate, it may be only
if their interests are immediately and visibly threatened. It has been shown that
the political system is more accessible to groups whose aims and style support
rather than challenge local authorities. Voluntary groups which arise as the
result of their interests being under immediate threat or severely neglected are
likely to be challenging local authority policy and to have an outsider relation-
ship. Suspicion and hostility may make such groups wary of co-operation; and
tactics of confrontation may jeopardise any closer links with the council,
alienating the sympathies of officers and councillors. An additional danger is
that established environmental groups may come t0 monopolise available
channels for public participation in planning, thereby excluding other com-
munity interests from effective representation. This might be reinforced by a
local authority’s concern to limit access so as to make decision making
manageable. In Kent, for example, most of the public consultation over the
structure plan was organised through the Kent Federation of Amenity Societies
{Kent County Council 1975). In such a situation, the expression of alternative
views in the community may be inhibited.

So far, the distributional consequences of the involvement of local environ-
mental groups in local politics has been considered in the light of interests
which may be under-represented or unorganised. However, environmental
groups are not the only interests to be well represented in local politics and in
looking at distributional questions it is necessary to consider also how environ-
mental groups may affect these other interests.
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Ameong the interests that the activities of environmental groups may threaten
most in seeking to protect an area from development are those of property
companies, developers and the construction iadustry. Arguably, it is these
who have benefited most from the post-war boom in urban development.
Large-scale town centre redevelopment, commercial and office development
schemes, the planned expansion of towns, cities and villages, and the building
of new towns have all carried large financial benefits for the development
industry. The granting of planning permission can bestow huge financial gains
on the developer or landowner. Central government, recognising this, has
sought at different times but with limited success to recoup some of this benefit
for the wider community (Darin-Drabkin & Lichfield 1980).

One of the principles of British planning, however, is that no compensation
should be paid for a refusal of planning permission. Environmental groups,
therefore, in promoting their view of the community interest, often do so
against the intcrests of the private developer or landowner who, through
refusal of planning permission or conditions attached to planning approval,
may have toforgo development gains. Occasionally environmental groups may
be in the position of supporting property interests. In Barnsbury, for example,
the environmental improvement schemes promoted by the local amenity
society helped to enhance the value of property. Thisin turn helped to draw the
attention of property companies, whose interests coincided with those of
incoming owner—occupiers in the gentrification of the area (Power 1973).

Environmental groups in some areas may be in a comparatively weak
position in relation to development interests. This is likely to be the case where
policies of a local authority are strongly development-orientated, as they were
in most cities in the 1950s and 19605 before the tide of opinion, mobilised by
local environmental groups, swung against large-scale redevelopment in favour
of conservation, rehabilitation and small-scale renewal. It is not inconceivable
that this trend could be reversed. With Britain’s continuing economic difficult-
ies there are strong pressures, supported by central government (DOE 1977b,
1980), to give priority to any development that generates employment or
economic activity, particularly in depressed areas. Local authorities, for their
part, are loath to refuse developments that hold out the prospect of new jobs, a
boost to the local economy or a strengthened rate base.

Where a strong presumption in favour of development does prevail, con-
servation interests may receive short shrift. In contrast, development com-
panies with the necessary capital and expertise may find themselves in a strong
and favourable position as key figures in the implementation of development
plans. Big developers are often able to offer considerable inducement to local
authorities in the form of much-needed open space, housing or community
facilities as an integral part of a major development scheme (in a few cases the
inducement has taken the form of bribing officials or councillors). The possibil-
ity of realising such planning gains even at the expense of existing planning
policies is behind the trend towards bargaining in planning decisions, especially
where considerable development gains are at stake (DOE 1981).

Many councillors, through their social and occupational backgrounds, have
certain sympathies with property and business interests which predispose them
to policies favouring development and change rather than conservation. Local
authority representatives are drawn disproportionately from the entrepreneur-
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jial middle class: farmers, local businessmen, shopkeepers, members of cham-
bers of trade and the so-called ‘exchange professionals’ — people such as
solicitors and estate agents who own their own professional businesses and are
involved in market transactions (Morris & Newton 1971, Sharpe 1962, Maude
Commission 1967). In a study of politics in Croydon, Saunders (1979) has
shown how a closely woven network of business and social ties linked council-
lors with large development companies and businesses which have benefited
from the expansion of offices. However, even without such ties, we would
expect that the predominance of the entrepreneurial middle class on many
councils would predispose them towards the values of business enterprise and
the market, and against the ‘post-material’ values of environmental conser-
vation. In these cases, where there are strong vested interests in development,
where policy already favours development and where there is a strong identity
of interest between councillers and the local business community, environmen-
tal groups may find themselves in a weak position in seeking to promote
conservation policies,
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Whereas Part [ set out general information about environmental groups as well
as an interpretive framework, the second part of the book brings together case
studies of just five groups. The objective is to present detailed data and analysis
specific to individual groups, to furnish material illustrative of major themes
from Part I, and to provide an opportunity for comparative judgements. We
have therefore included a diversity of groups within a common analytical
framework. The selection incorporates a range of scale (from local to inter-
national), of subject matter (from historic preservation to resource conser-
vation), of organisational resources, and of political styles.

The first case study (Ch. 6) is of a local amenity society, the Henley Society,
chosen to illustrate a number of themes developed in Chapter 5. In partficular it
shows the importance of a constructive outlook, professional skills and expert
local knowledge to a particular style of participation that inclines local author-
ity planning departments to regard amenity societies as responsible and
helpful. In addition, by examining the group in its local context, it is possible to
judge the distributional implications of its activities against the background of
other interests within Henley. The chapter also illustrates the divergent
attitudes towards environmental conservation which may arise from different
occupational and social backgrounds, a theme explored in Chapters 2 and 5.

The second case study is of Friends of the Earth (Ch. 7), the most prominent
of the new promotional groups. FoE combines an open confrontational style of
lobbying with considerable skill in technical debate; it therefore illustrates
some of the recent innovations in political tactics described in Chapter 4 and
provides an opportunity to assess their effectiveness. Moreover, as a young
group, it is having to grapple with many of the organisational problems
reviewed in Chapter 3 — ensuring a steady income, developing administrative
routines to service a large membership and an extensive network of local
groups, and evolving procedures whereby major decisions can be made in an
uncontentious manner. The focus of the chapter is how the organisation and
tactics of FoE, with growing political maturity, have responded to the tension
between the centralising forces of British politics and the decentralising
demands of local activism.

The third case study is of the National Trust (Ch. 8), one of the oldest and
most prestigious environmental groups. Unlike FoE, its political activities are
very discreet and are conducted through established channels, and its structure
is highly centralised and oligarchic. This reflects the Trust’s status as a statutory
body. Indeed, in many respects, it acts and is treated by government as an
official agency. The focus of the chapter is the implication of the Trust’s
peculiar status for its role as a pressure group and for its organisation as a
voluntary body, raising questions about its external accountability and its
internal representativeness.

The next group, the Royal Society for Nature Conservation (Ch. 9), is also
well established, but its federal structure, in contrast to the National Trust’s
highly centralised organisation, introduces different opportunities and con-
straints. An historical approach is adopted in the case study. The Society’s
evolution serves as an example of the transformation of a promotional into an
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emphasis group (as discussed in Ch. 3) and illustrates the related changes that
may occur in constitution and activities. The main focus of the chapter is the
relationship which has developed between the Society and the Nature Con-
servancy: this serves to illustrate the interaction between an official environ-
mental agency and one of its leading client groups, outlined in general in
Chapter 4.

The subject of the final case study, the European Environmental Bureau, is
one of a small but growing band of international groups, created in recent years
by environmentalists from different couniries joining forces to combat prob-
lems transcending national boundaries, such as pellution, the depletion of
natural resources and the destruction of species. It demonstrates the inter-
national character of the environmental movement mentioned in Chapter 2. It
also illustrates the emergence of new pressure groups in response to the
changing capacities and structure of government. The Bureau represents
national environmental groups to the supranational European Commission,
and the focus of the chapter is the evolving relationship between the Bureau
and the EEC as the latter assumes a growing role, extending and co-ordinating
the environmental policies of member states.

Each case study analyses the resources and structure of the group and its
relations with government. The dialectic between a group’s internal and
external relations is given particular attention as a key to understanding its
organisational character and political tactics. Finally, each study attempts to
assess the group’s effectiveness.

Before embarking on the case studies, it is important to make some general
comments about assessing the effectiveness of pressure groups. Two sorts of
judgement should be distinguished (Allison 1975). One involves an assessment
of a group’s resources and political access, and gives us an indication of its
potential for pressure. The other involves an assessment of its achievements
and is a measure, therefore, of its effective pressure in action. The latter is a
more complex judgement to make because achievements are relative to the
specific issues which a group has tackled and thus depend on the contingency of
events and the opposing forces that the group has encountered. In principle,
also, it demands a judgement of the extent to which the outcome of an issue
might have been different, if the group had not existed or acted, and the extent
to which the outcome conformed with the group’s purpose. Both these points
cause difficulties. Because environmental groups seldom act alone, it is often
impossible to isolate responsibility for specific outcomes. Moreover, the
judgement of success or failure is very sensitive to the time frame chosen for
evaluation — this is partly because of the long-term lobbying required to achieve
major reform, and partly because set-backs or victories can eventually prove
illusory. All these qualifications make assessments of effective pressure par-
ticularly hazardous and tentative, especially with respect to recently formed
groups such as the European Environmental Bureau.
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It was suggested in Chapter S that many established amenity societies share a
common style of political activity which might be characterised succinctly as
‘responsible participation’. The example of the Henley Society illustrates how
one particular society has responded to specific local issues, the kind of
relationship it has built up with the local planning authority and the conse-
quences for different interests in the town.

Henley-on-Thames, a medieval market town best known for its annual
regatta, lies on the banks of the River Thames some 35 miles west of London,
With a population of about 12000 its nearest major shopping and service centre
is Reading, 8 miles away (see Fig. 6.1). Its position by the river on the edge of
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and with easy access to
London (about one hour by car or train), is refiected in the high price of
property in the area. For those who can afford it, Henley offers an ideal
compromise between a country and a London residence. Some 35% of all
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economically active persons living in the town work outside it, a third of them
commuting to London. Within the town, the largest employers are the local
authority and the service sector. The only manufacturing industry is provided
by a brewery, an engineering works and a small trading estate on the outskirts,
Commercial office space, however, represents a third of the combined total of
shops and offices.

The town is on the old coaching route from London to Oxford and it containg
fine examples of 17th-century coaching inns. A wide main street with buildings
dating back to the 16th century leads directly to the bridge, still the only
crossing point on the Thames for eight miles, and the key to Henley’s
importance in the past as a trading centre and staging post. By the river,
granaries and warehouses (now luxury residences) tell of the days when the
river was the main means of transporting goods. Architecturally, the town
contains fine examples of buildings from the Tudor to the Victorian periods.
Wooded hills surround the town and are visible from most streets,

Organisation and resources

The Henley Society was formed in 1963 following a successful campaign to
prevent the conversion of a 17th-century inn in the main street into a shop.
From a hastily formed protest group it has gradually become a stable and well
organised society with an interest in the whole future of Henley. The main aim
of the Society as stated on its membership form is:

the conservation and improvement of the glorious setting of the town, including . . .
the water front and other river-side scenes together with the surrounding hills, the
preservation of the general character of the town, especially its historic centre and
fine approaches. . . . It seeks to ensure that the town is not spoilt by haphazard
development, by the wanton demolition of its period buildings or by the erection of
buildings of inferior design.

This aim has been followed in its monitoring of planning applications, evidence
given at inquiries, its support for the designation of the conservation area in the
town centre, surveys of listed buildings, work with tree preservation and
planting, and concern with street furniture and the general appearance of the
town. The Society’s interest in conservation ranges from the large scale ~as in
seeking to limit the town’s population growth — to concern over the colour of
lamp standards.

In keeping with findings on other voluntary groups, the committee forms the
active core of the Society. Its personnel changes little. [t meets every six weeks
and is responsible for both general policy and action over specific issues,
Responsibility for considering and commenting on planning applications is
delegated to a sub-committee which meets once a fortnight. Separate ad hoc
sub-committees are formed on other matters as they arise, for instance trees
and traffic.

General meetings of the Society are held once or twice a year. Attendance at
these, which is on average between 80 and 90, is the limit of the involvement of
the Society’s wider membership of 600, other than payment of their annual
subscriptions. There is little other formal contact between committee and
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general members apart from the chairman’s annual report which is circulated to
all members. In an effort to increase participation, members have been
encouraged to write to the committee and state their views; few have availed
themselves of this opportunity; most appear content to delegate responsibility.
As the chairman suggests, in joining, most members have no intention of
becoming actively involved and are merely registering the fact that they are
glad the Society exists.

The subscription rate of one pound is deliberately nominal to encourage
maximum recruitment. Thus the real importance of the general membership is
not as a source of funds but in the legitimacy it gives to the Society, as
committee minutes acknowledge:

There was general support for the chairman’s view that it was desirable on several
grounds to increase membership of the Society from all sections of the community. A
larger and wider membership would increase the Society’s negotiating and political
strength. (Society Minutes 14 May 1973.)

A wide general membership is important if the Society is to be able to claim
representativeness in the town. The committee likes to feel that its actions
would command at least tacit support from the general public of Henley. To
this end, the Society’s comments on planning applications are available for
public inspection at the town library, and it seeks to publicise its views through
the logal press.

Table 6.1 Occupations and professional qualifications of ¢committee members and
officers (total = 24} of the Henley Society (1979).

Banking (2) Architectyre (1) Armed Services (1}
bank manager (retired) past president RIBA (Esher) major (retired)
director of international ARIBA

bank

Civil Service (5) Estate manager (1) Historian (1)

Inland Revenue (retired) (retired}

House of Commons (retired)
War Office (retired)’

Foreign Office (retired)
Colonial Service (retired)

Housewife (2) Indusiry (1) Interior designer (1)
assistant chief brewer
local brewery
Media (4) Secretary {1} Survevinglhousing (1)
3 BBC(retired) ARICS, FIH
newspaper journalist (assistant housing
(retired)’ manager, Westminster

City, retired)

Law (4}

solicitor and chairman of Henley Citizens Advice Burean management committee
lecturer in law at police college (retired}

2 Justices of the Peace (and housewives)

' This person is recorded twice —media and Civil Service.
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Committee members are formally elected at annual general meeiings,
usually after they have been approached and invited to stand by the chairman.
The chairman likens the selection of commitiee members to choosing a cricket
team — ‘vou should choose a strong team and a mixture of skills’. As Table 6.1
shows, the committee contains people whose experience and skills are relevani
to the work of the Society. Retired senior civil servants bring valuable
knowledge of the workings of government. Professional secretarial skills
possessed by the secretary have been particularly useful for minute-taking,
filing and administration. Another member, a former editor of BBC news who
has a part-time appointment with the local press, handles the Society’s press
relations. The design and surveying expertise on the committee is sup-
plemenied by two architectural advisors, one a retired architect, the other
employed by a London authority. Previous architects on the committee,
whose practices were in the Henley area, found themselves in a difficult pos-
ition when planning applications for their firm were being considered and
have since resigned from the committee. The commitee now considers it un-
desirable for architects practising in the area to sit on the committee or aci as
advisors.

Formal occupations and qualifications can be misleading as an indication of
expertise since they may get out of date. Also people may possess expertise
without a qualification to show for it. In particular one of the “housewives’ has
considerable knowledge of trees and is the Society’s main advisor on tree
planiing. Other members have detailed knowledge of the town. Indeed, one
thing they all have in common is a long residence in Henley, which would seem
to contradict suggestions by other writers that amenity societies are dominated
by ‘newcomers’. The shortest residence in Henley of any committee member is
14 years. The family of the president, Lord Camoys, has been resident in the
ancestral home of Stonor Park for over 500 years. Another characteristic of the
majority is that they are retired, indicating the importance of free time for
involvement.

Expertise, as Chapter 5 suggested, is important in establishing a style of
participation that is informed and ‘responsible’. Commitfee minutes show a
wide knowledge and sophisticated understanding of planning matters at dis-
trict, county and regional level in so far as they affect Henley. Expertise has
been used in fighting planning appeals as well as in data gathering and survey
work, much of which has been of help to the local planning autherity.

In addition to such expertise, the Society enjoys the support of figures of high
social ranking. The president of the Society is a director of Barclays Bank, The
Committee also boasts two KCMGs (one of whom was a colonial governor),
two OBEs and a CB. Some members combine both relevant expertise and
prestige. A former president, and now a vice-president, is Viscount Esher, past
president of the Royal Institute of British Architects. As well as giving general
advice and assistance, he designed, free of charge, an area of seats and trees
replacing a car park in front of the town hall. John Piper, artist and architect,
is a member and past vice-president, and has given artistic advice and assist-
ance, in particular in work on the conservation area in the town centre, as well
as giving evidence at inquiries. J. St Bodfan Gruffydd, past president of the
Institute of Landscape Architects, is a member and advisor on landscape
matters and has also given evidence at inquiries. Clearly, such eminent
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professional expertise, as well as being of practical value, lends considerable
authority to the Society’s statements on planning matters.

The status of the Society is further enhanced by its links, both formal and
informal, with other respected bodies within and outside the area. Atanational
level it is registered with the Civic Trust and has adopted the constitution
recommended by the Trust for amenity societies. At district level its vice-
chairman is also a member of the general committee of the Henley and
Maple-Durham branch of the CPRE, while the chairman of the latter has also
attended committee meetings of the Society, One of the vice-presidents is
treasurer of the Chiltern Society. A representative, and former area secretary,
of the River Thames Society is a full committee member of the Society; and the
chairman of the Henley Society has stressed the ‘close collaboration between
the Henley Society and the River Thames Society’. Three members of the
committee are members of the CPRE, three of the National Trust. St Bodfan
Gruffydd (honorary consultant to the Society) is a member of the Council of
the National Trust. Viscount Esher is president of the Chiltern Society,
vice-president of the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Natural-
ists’ Trust and a frustee of the national CPRE.

These links serve to establish the legitimacy of the Society and its position
amongst the established environmental groups of the area. They also ensure
that groups with overlapping geographical areas do not clash and that their
strategies are co-ordinated. The local branch of the CPRE, for example, has
expressly left concern with Henley in the hands of the Henley Society.
However, more important than such formal links are the various informal links
through overlapping membership and friendship networks whereby, if necess-
ary, opinion can be quickly mobilised across a range of groups.

The Society and local planning

The Society’s emphasis on conservation coincides with planning policies for the
area. Thus many of its potential battles have already been won. Some of these
were fought by other local groups, in particular the Chiltern Society. For
example, the designation of the Chilterns Area of Qutstanding Natural Beauty
in December 1965 followed a deputation to the Minister of Housing and Local
Government, Richard Crossman, by county branches of the CPRE and the
Chiltern Society. The minister, although expressing sympathy with the views of
the deputation, stated that the designation might have to include a smaller area
than that initially suggested by the Countryside Commission, to allow for urban
expansion around certain towns. The deputation ‘argued strenuously that the
boundaries alteady drawn allowed for this’, and their argument won the day
{Chiltern Society 1975). The countryside to the north and west of Henley is
included in the AONB. County policy, in line with the Strategy for the
South-East, has been to concenirate developmeni and resirict growih to
certain towns. New development is being directed to towns to the north of
Henley and to the south, where there is a major regional growth area centred
on Reading, Aldershoi, Wokingham and Basingstoke. Henley, however, is
exempt from any requirements to provide social and physical services for any of
the growth points. The local plan for the town suggests a population limit of
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15000 and the policy is one of limiting the growth of employment in order to
reduce the pressure for residential development.

As well as this favourable strategic planning context, almost half of Henleyis
covered by conservation area designations. This achievement does reflect the
Henley Society’s influence. The Society was closely involved with the original
designations in 1969, carrying out much of the preparatory survey work, and
this was acknowledged in the published study. Its promotional activities
ensured early designation, for of the eleven conservation areas established by
Oxfordshire County Council, the two proposed in Henley had not been
considered a priority. Yet in 1976 one of them was recognised by the Depart-
ment of the Environment as an ‘outstanding conservation area’.

The South Oxfordshire District Planning Authority has proved more sym-
pathetic to the Society’s aims than the former county council, It is one of three
districts in the county to have created the post of Conservation Officer, and its
annual budget for historic buildings and conservation is substantially higher
than for neighbouring districts. The District Conservation Officer has sought to
establish as many conservation areas as possible, to make up for what was
considered the deficiency inherited from the county council in 1974. In putting
forward new areas for designation, he relies to a large extent on the initiative of
local people, feeling that it is important that ‘people in the area should want
[the designation] and feel involved and responsible for it, rather than having it
imposed by the planning department’ {Interview 1975). This approach inevit-
ably increases the influence of local amenity societies. In the local plan, the
Henley Society has successfully pressed for the conservation areas to be
extended beyond the historic town centre to include areas of Victorian and
Edwardian housing.

The recognition accorded the Society by the district planning authority has
been built up gradually over the years through contacts of both a personal and a
more formal nature. Two major local authority committees on which the
Society has been represented are the Traffic Advisory Committee, mem-
bership of which is recent, and the Conservation Area Advisory Committee
before it was disbanded in 1974. In October of that year, the Society, to-
gether with the town council and chamber of trade, received an invitation
trom the Chief Planning Officer to co-operate with the district council over the
preparation of the new town plan, The letter to the Henley Society mentioned a
particular contribution it could make:

I am afraid that for this exercise we cannot assume an input from the county council
transportation team and therefore your ¢xperience on traffic matters would be
particularly useful. (Society Minutes 13 March 1974.)

This was a direct acknowledgement of the Society’s technical reputation.
Papers summarising the views of different groups handed out by the district
planning department at subsequent public meetings on the draft town plan
consisted of comments received from the town council, the Henley Society and
the chamber of trade. '

Generally the relationship between the Society and the planning department
is one of co-operation based on a mutual exchange of information and aid. Itis
hard to find instances of conflict. Where there is disagreement, it tends to be
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over administrative matters rather than policy, such as the slowness of the
authority in publishing the report on the preliminary town study, and its failure
to take ‘effective enforcement action’ in relation to changes of use and
extensions to premises. Much depends on personalities and personal relations.
The chairman of the Henley Society is on close terms with the district’s Chief
Planning Officer and when contacting the planning department tends to deal
directly with him. Similarly the District Conservation Officer, although he has
contacts with a number of organisations in the town, commented:

If I want anything dong in the area, I'll phone the chairman of the Henley Society -1
know him and I'm more likcly to get results. . . . I know whe to contact immedjately
for anything in the area. (Interview 1975.)

The district planning department provides easy access for the Society to officers
and information. On its side, the Henley Society, apart from supplying local
information and the survey work it performs for the department, perhaps more
importantly provides an accessible body of informed and influential opinion
which is sympathetic to the planning department’s objectives. The Society’s
support is particularly valued over planning appeals and there are arrange-
ments for it to be notified, at an early stage, of impending appeals and how they
will be handled. Although evidence is given separately at inquiries, the Society
and planning authority co-operate beforehand over evidence and tactics. In an
appeal over refusal of permission for a 24-hour garage, the Society carried out
surveys which strengthened the council’s case. In another inquiry, following an
appeal against refusal of permission for a housing development, valuable
evidence on access was given by two of the Society’s architect members, while
another member, 1. St Bodfan Gruffydd, gave evidence concerning trees and
landscaping.

At roughly the same time as the latter appeal, the Chief Planning Officer
wrote to the DOE ‘expressing concern at the result of certain recent appeals
where applicants had been granted permission to convert residential accom-
modation for commercial use, contrary to the agreed policy of the (district)
coungcil, the town council and the Henley Society.’ Thus the Society is referred
to as the third major authority in the area, on a par with the two organs of local
government. On behalf of the Society, the secretary had then written to the
Permanent Secretary of the Ministry a formal letter supporting the Chief
Planning Officer’s views (Society Minutes 13 December 1974).

Although most contact is with officers, the Society cultivates a few council-
lors, not only to influence decisions, but also to gain information. On occasions
the Society will lobby ~ a circular letter was sent to each member of the county
council when it was found that an issue of rights of way was being dealt with by
the Traffic and Works Sub-committee rather than by the Planning Committee,
which arrangement the Society considered would prejudice the outcome, The
Sacicty prefers informal links with councillors. Only one district councillor is a
member and he is not active. Generally, it is thought that the few councillors
particularly sympathetic to the Society might be less effective if thought to be
acting as spokesmen of the Society. Similarly, the chairman of the Society
decided not to stand in local politics as he felt he was more useful outside, as a
voice of dissent where necessary. The Society’s closer contact with the officials
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of the planning department rather than with councillors lends further support
to its claim to professional expertise and political neutrality, as well as
demonstrating a belief that influence over planning policy may best be effected
through dealing with officers rather than politicians.

Social leadership

Though conservation is the prevailing planning policy in Henley, there are
certain undercurrents of disagreement over how this should apply in practice
with, on the one hand, the Henley Society supporting the stance of the district
planning department and, on the other hand, prominent elements of the town
coungil, chamber of trade and the local Conservative Party preferring a more
relaxed attitude to locally initiated commercial developments. Behind this
division we can see two groups competing for social leadership: the salaried
professional and managerial class, most of whom are retired or gain their
livelihood outside the town and who are interested in preserving a pleasant and
convenient residential environment; and the local business class whose in-
terests would be best served by a qualified form of conservation which excluded
big developers from outside without sterilising the property market or denying
scope for realising local commercial and development opportunities.

The two groups legitimate their social leadership and their claims to rep-
resent the public interest in different ways. The local business elite, via the
Conservative Party, is well represented on the town and district councils where
its representativeness is confirmed by democratic election. The local pro-
fessional elite is concentrated in the Henley Society whose favourable access to
the district planning department is made acceptable by the different democratic
notion of public participation. Occasionally, conflicts between the two groups
have arisen; it is instructive to examine these.

Resistance to prevailing planning policies surfaced during the preparation of
the local plan. Whereas the Henley Society supported the position taken by the
planning department, both the town council and the chamber of trade pressed
for a more sympathetic approach towards commercial and industrial develop-
ment. The town coungcil, though agreeing that there should be no new office
blocks in Henley, urged that light industry be encouraged on the outskirts of
the town and warned against a ‘too rigid employment policy’. This was in line
with the comments of the chamber of trade which also felt that employment
policy as set out in the draft local plan was too restrictive and that ‘policies
should seek to generate, not limit, employment opportunities’. The similarity
of views reflects the strong representation of members of the chamber of trade
on the council.

On 26 March 1976, this basic disagreement was taken to the wider public
when a letter appeared in the local newspaper from the chairman of the Joint
Area Committee of Conservative Associations. He expressed the view that
planning decisions in the area had been ‘too rigid’ and stated Conservative
support in the forthcoming local elections for ‘a more flexible and common-
sense approach to planning’. A reply the following week from a committee
member of the Henley Society defended the local planning authority:
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One is prompted to ask: ‘more flexible and common sense than what?” A consider-
able part of Henley was designated asa Conservation Areaunder the Civic Amenities
Act of 1967, an enlightened piece of legislation sponsored by Mr Duncan (now Lord)
Sandys, who was then a Conservative MP and supported by elements from all parties.

The local planning authority has, on the whole, over recent years, acted in the Henley
area with a proper regard for those special aspects of our town and its landscape
setting which make this such a cherished place, not only for residents but also for
visitors,

Following this, the paper published a letter from the chairman of the Society
starting a campaign of support for the local authority:

Concerned at uny suggestion of lack of support for the planning policies adopted by
the [District] Council since it was formed, the Henley Society together with the
Council for Protection of Rural England (local branch) and the River Thames Society
is inviting delegates from other amenity and conservation societies throughout [the
District] to a meeting in order to frame a questionnaire to candidates in the
forthcoming elections.

At the same time, while hoping for complete support for the initiative of the Chief
Planning Officer in framing basic policies the opportunity will be taken to consider
what shortcomings there may have been in day to day implementation and what
additional support should be given to the Planning Department to remedy any
deficiencies. {Henley Standard 9 April 1976.)

As well as demonstrating the Society’s strongly supportive role towards the
district planning department and its professional staff, this also shows the sort
of organisational assistance that the Society can quickly activate through the
local amenity network. Some months later, following the Society’s comments
on the town centre study, a ‘very warm letter of appreciation” was received
from the Chief Planning Officer who commented: “Your general points give me
great confidence in the strength of support which we can receive in our planning
endeavours in the somewhat problematic position which exists in Henley’.

Other incidents have been more symbolic, invelving a trial of strength rather
than a basic policy conflict. In August 1979, the town council was reported in
the local paper as heading for a direct clash with the planning department over
plans to re-roof the town hall, a listed building and one which the town council
is responsible for maintaining. The Chief Planning Officer regarded the late
Victorian building as meriting replacement tiles matching the original ones.
However the town council, opting for cheaper and more readily available tiles,
questioned the view that the roof was an important feature of the building and
furthermore made it clear that they had no great love for the architecture and
materials used in the first place. As one member said ‘the fact that the
[proposed] tiles are not in keeping with the town hall is not the point, the town
hall is out of keeping with the rest of Henley.” The Heunley Society however
supported the Chief Planning Officer’s view, and the local paper in a leading
article urged the town council to back down. This they would have to do .
eventually since the district council was unlikely to accept tiles which ‘would
not be permitted for Henley buildings of much less architectural merit’.

The town council appears slightly wary of the Henley Society. Lack of the
kind of professional expertise that the Society commands makes it difficult for
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the town council to take the initiative in planning matters. It tends therefore to
play a more reactive role and has not developed such a close relationship with
the planning department. A motion that the town council should discuss
planning applications after the Henley Society’s views were made known was
rejected on the grounds that it would lower the prestige and independence of
the town council. Nevertheless it allows the Henley Society the use of the
committee room at the town hall to consider planning applications ¢on the day
previous to its own deliberations, and passes the Society’s comments, together
with its own, to the district council.

Distributional issues

Part of the Henley Society’s responsible image is its claim to act in the best
interests of the whole town. 1t is pertinent to reflect, therefore, on the Society’s
stance towards lower-income groups in Henley and the consequences for them
of conservation policies. Relative wealth of an area does not exclude the
existence of significant pockets of need. Indeed, the problems of the less well
off may be more acute, particularly in relation to the housing market. Inflated
house prices make it difficult even for middle-income earners to buy a house,
and the majority of private housing built over the past 20 years in Henley has
been expensive, low-density, three- and four-bedroomed dwellings. Very little
has been constructed of a type suited for small family units and a high
proportion of potential first-time buyers are forced to move to Reading or other
nearby towns, Poorer families are also forced to leave the town, through the
shortage of public housing. Only 20% of dwellings in Henley are council
owned, compared to 33% nationally and 24% in the whole of Oxfordshire. In
1976, 358 households (8% of the total number in the town) were on the housing
waiting list, 148 cases of which were judged to be in 'short-term’ or ‘immediate’
need of rehousing. The 1971 census lists 8% of households within the borough
as being without an inside W and 40 households had more than 1.5 persons
per room (South Oxfordshire District Council 1979).

The Henley Society has consistently expressed concern at the shortage of
rented accommodation and the need for more low-cost housing for local
pecple. In its comments on the draft town plan it stressed the need for urgent
action by the district council, particularly in acquiring a ten-acre site, one of the
few remaining sites considered suitable for residential development in the plan.
It has also suggested that the district council should consider the purchase or
lease of local privately owned housing, especially flats in the town centre. One
reason for the Society’s concern is the shortage of labour in the service
industries:

Whatever may be said about the desirability of house ownership . . . house purchase
is not a practical proposition for a large section of the working population. The
Society therefore has felt it right to press for more low-cost housing for local people
who \;ill man many of the town’s essential services. (Chairman’s Annual Report
1976.

The town’s attractiveness as a residential environment relies on manual labour,
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and shortages are reported of shop staff, traffic wardens, dustmen, roadsweep-
ers, domestics and postmen.

In addition, the Society feels that the lack of low-cost accommodation
exacerbates traffic congestion:

The Chairman said it was most important to ensure that for the future there should be
a proper balance between housing, commerce, shops and recreation. There was
considerable evidence that office and shop development was inadequately supplied
by local labour and attracted a large number of workers from the surrounding towns,
which added to traffic and car-parking congestion. At the same time, planning
approval over the past years tended to have been given to the more expensive houses
which encouraged commuting cutwards. (Society Minutes 13 December 1974.)

The point is then related to more general planning principles:

1tis an accepted tenet of planning that travelling to work should be kept to a minimum
in order to conserve resources in the provision of transport, fuel, etc. Thus there
seemed at first sight a strong case for stopping high-cost housing development and
concentrating the remaining land resources on low-cost housing. (Society Minutes 13
December 1974.)

These quotations show an appreciation of issues wider than conservation of the
physical environment which is in line with the Society’s claim that it is ‘not just
preservationist or defensive in character; it recognises that some change and
development is both sensible and inevitable’ (membership form). This in turn
shows an awareness of some of the criticisms to which similar societies are open
and a wish to avoid being seen merely as narrow and reactionary. The argument
is measured and couched in terms of the public interest, even though the
motives may be self-interested. The provision of more council housing is seen
as desirable in that it will help provide labour for the service industries and
reduce commuting and traffic congestion, rather than simply benefit those who
could not otherwise afford to live in the town.

Though the Society expresses the need for more low-cost accommodation in
general planning terms, it fails to make the link between the shortage of such
accommeodation and its own support for a strict policy of containment. Yet, in
catering for housing need within the town, the housing department encounters
two main problems. First, the high cost of land imposes an immediate con-
straint for the local authority on buying small plots or converting existing
accommodation. Secondly, because planning policy for Henley is one of
containing new development within the existing, built-up area, little land has
been made available for housing and that which has been developed has been
mainly for the private sector. Within the town there is virtual stagnation in
council house building. According to a local housing officer, most of the urgent
cases have been housed not in Henley but in two neighbouring villages where
51 units were built between 1974 and 1976. There are no plans to build more
council houses in the area in the near future. Thus, whatever the nature or
strength of the Society’s concern for the plight of low-income groups needing
housing in Henley, remedial action is frustrated by the restrictive planning
policies which the Society staunchly supports. Though perhaps unintentionally,



122 The Henley Society

the Society reinforces planning policies which, through market forees, increase
the social exclusiveness of Henley.

Assessment

In its relations with the planning department and its recognition locally, the
Henley Society may be described as a relatively successful group. Much of its
local standing and reputation rests on its ‘responsible’ style of participation
which in turn depends partly on the kind of resources it commands, especially
expertise. Percival (1967) of the Civic Trust defines responsibility as connoting
‘knowledge, consistency, vigilance, thought and action’. The Society certainly
brings together considerable knowledge about the area, local government
procedures, and principles of planning and design. It has formed a coherent
policy concerning the town and its future which it has consistently pursued,
including putting forward its own proposals for action.

Itis more difficult to evaluate the extent to which the Society has achieved its
aims. Much depends on the context within which a group s operating. As the
case study shows, the Society is working in a planning and political climate
sympathetic to its aims, a climate which, of course, it has helped to create. To
demonstrate an active exercise of power or where the Society has clearly
influenced policy, it is necessary to find an issue on which a change in policy was
directly effected or prevented by the Henley Society. There are examples of
this, such as the initial issue which led to the formation of the Society, when
plans to change the facade of a 17th-century coaching inn were successfully
fought on appeal, using the expertise of subsequent members of the Society; or
the designation of the first conservation area in Henley when the Society's
survey and promotional work prevailed against the priorities of the county
council, In other cases, the Henley Society has intervened, seemingly decisive-
ly, to reinforce the stance of the planning authority in the face of opposition
from other interests. Examples include the re-roofing of the town hall and the
Society’s backing both for firm development control and for a restrictive
approach to the construction of new offices. In the opinion eof local planners,
the Society’s support at public inquiries has also helped the planning authority
win on occasions when a disappointed applicant has appealed to the Secretary
of State,

It is hard, however, to find many other examples where the influence of the
Society has been clear and where it has not concurred with the position adopted
by the local autherity and other groups. Yet this does not mean that it lacks
independent power or influence, for influence is not always visible. Equally,
given the context of local government policy there is usually no need to turn its
potential power into effective power. It could also be argued that its power has
been so great that without even acting it has affected policy — policy makers
avoiding options which they know would be opposed by the Society. In reality
any influence it has will be a mixture of these different kinds.

The local planning authority welcomes its support on different issues,
valuing it more than the elected town council. It might be inferred that, in
giving the local authority support, the Society reinforces local policy in the
direction it wishes. Whether, however, the local authority would desist from a
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policy which they knew the Society would not support is a matter for conjec-
ture. The professional standing of some of the Society’s members is so much
higher than that of council officers as to make it difficult for the local planning
authority to ignore the Society’s views. Popular support for conservation in the
town may also mean that in a conflict with the local authority over a conserva-
tion issue, the Society could call upon support outside the Society, not least
from a sympathetic local newspaper. One could only conclude that, at the very
least, it would be a cause of considerable embarrassment for the local authority
to be publicly opposed by the Society.

The Henley Society generally argues its position in terms of the interests of
the town as a whale, rather than any one sectional interest. Admittedly, this is
as defined by the values of the Society’s leaders and reflects their interests.
However, there is no evidence that the environment of Henley, and its
picturesque and historic character, is not generally valued within the town by
all social groups. What may be open to doubt is the priority that others might
accord to conservation. For example, someone on the waiting list would
probably rank additional council housing higher than a preserved environ-
ment, In as much as the Society reinforces a policy of strict containment, it does
not represent those in housing need.

The Henley Society, however, is aware of such needs and has argued for
more council housing in the town, This may have been for reasons of self-
interest, out of concern at the lack of service workers, rather than concern for
those in housing need. It nevertheless shows a flexibility of approach and a
wider definition and awareness of conservation than simply the preservation of
existing buildings. Furthermore, to what extent should amenity societies be
expected to champion housing and employment issues, other than having an
awareness of such needs and a willingness to accommodate them within their
central concern of conservation? People join civic and amenity societies for
many reasons, including a sincere desire to protect their own surroundings, but
not usually as a means of improving employment and housing prospects.
Ultimately it must be the responsibility of the district and county authorities to
balance these and other priorities against conservation in determining policy,
but their hands may be tied if they are wary of provoking opposition from
amenity groups.
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Friends of the Earth is the most prominent of the new promotional groups.
‘Committed to the conservation, restoration and rational use of the environ-
ment’ as the letterhead states, it has built up a reputation for its vigorous and
flamboyant style of campaigning across a wide range of environmental issues.
The connection that Friends of the Earth (FoE) finds between energy policy
and allotments, bicycles and protection of endangered species, or toxic waste
disposal and national parks may not be immediately apparent. Unity is
provided by a perspective upholding the ideal that man should follow sustain-
able life styles, in harmony rather than in conflict with nature. FoE's achieve-
ment since its formation in 1970 has been to translate this abstract philosophy
into practical politics.

Organisational structure

Friends of the Earth is one of the few international environmental organisa-
tions. There are now groups comprising FoE International in 29 countries.
Each is independent but all are bound together by a sense of comimon purpose.
FoE (UK) has three primary components: FoE Ltd with its London office, local
groups, and individual supporters (see Table 7.2},

Before FoE had any supporters or local groups it had an office with two
professional staff. The London office is still the centre of the group’s organis-
ation, now with 19 full-time staff. It is a registered company limited by
guarantee, a status that permits political action disallowed under charity law
and eonfers various benefits under company law such as control of the group’s
name. The London office provides leadership on campaigns and directs its own
lobbying efforts for the most part at central government and national institu-
tions.

In 1971, FoE Ltd set up the first local FOE groups to assist in the return of
non-returnable soft-drink bottles to depots of Schweppes. Around this nuc-
leus, more groups have arisen, some spontaneously, others with stimulus from
the London office. There are now approximately 250 around the country, ali
autonomous, handling their own budgets and choosing their own campaigns
and the stance they take. This independence is double-edged, though, as local
groups have no formal control over the policies of FoE Litd.

Friends of the Earth is committed to the ideal of developing strong, well
informed local groups in order to extend and diversify its campaigning capacity
and build a national constituency for its aims. This has occurred to varying
degrees. At one end of the spectrum are the smaller and newer local groups
which, lacking expertise and experience, often rely heavily on the assistance
and suggestions for action offered by the London office. At the other end are
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some local groups which have developed sufficiently to employ their own staff:
there are currently about 35 people on campaigning or practical work around
Britain. FoE Scotland has recently become a member of FoE International,
independent of London. Other separate groups have roots in FoE: one such is
SCRAM (the Scottish Campaign to Resist the Atomic Menace).

The local groups confine their lobbying mainly to their own local authorities,
MPs and local organisations, raising both national and local environmental
issues. Some have become particularly well informed on specific issues. For
example, Durham FoE’s pioneering work on home insulation was incorpo-
rated into advice given by the Department of Energy to local authorities in
1976. Similarly, FoE Ltd has looked to Newcastle for advice on aerosols,
Bristol on toxic waste disposal and Stratford on plastics recycling.

A monthly newsletter is sent from the London office to each local group, to
disseminate news, advice, ideas for discussion, reports from groups and
exhortations to support national campaigns. Strategy and tactics on individual
campaigns are discussed intermittently at ‘workshops’ to which any group may
send a representative. An annual conference of co-ordinators from each group,
with the FoE Ltd staff, discusses priorities, innovations and organisational
matters. One member of staff at the London office has the single task of
servicing groups’ needs. These communication channels are supplemented by
regional meetings oflocal groups, the free distribution of FoE Ltd publications,
and a two-day annual review of progress attended by FoE Ltd staff and a small
number of local activists. All these means of contact are informal. None is
prescribed in any constitution, nor are there any sanctions to apply to those
who ignore the facilities offered.

A board of directors is responsible for FoE Ltd under company law, Initially
drawn from the group of committed environmentalists who set up the United
Kingdom branch of the organisation, many of the directors are professionally
employed in the environmental field, for example as researchers or consul-
tants, and are therefore well equipped to give advice. Their formal authority,
however, is limited to financial control, organisational matters and the approv-
al of staff appointments. Administration, campaigning and policy making are
largely determined by the staff themselves, though the board may become
involved.

Policy co-ordination between FoE Ltd and local groups is by informal
consensus rather than voting or explicit direction, This approach stems from a
conscious choice to give maximum flexibility to both components and to
eliminate delay and bureaucracy that would result from formal consultation
and decision making. FoE’s founders hoped to emulate the success of the
student movement, with its stress on individual responsibility in a common
cause, by generating an informal nctwork of activists not constrained within a
rigid structure (Lowe 1972). A group is remarkably capable of adapting to
changing circumstances when its strength is decentralised in this way (Schon
1971). In contrast, environmental groups with complicated democratic or
hierarchical procedures cannot respond as quickly.

Informality suffices for much of the time but cannot easily accommodatc
major differences of opinion on matters such as whether FoE Ltd should take a
party political stance, change its key campaigns or reallocate its budget.
Usually this prompts healthy debate, but sometimes deadlock. Another con-
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sequence is that internal politics tends to be dominated by personalities and
persomnality differences. Groups such as Greenpeace, the Socialist Environ-
ment and Resources Association and the Anti-Nuclear Campaign have been
among the beneficiaries of a trickle of FoE dissidents who have opted 1o take
their disagreements outside the group. By giving maximum play to individual
initiative, however, FoE’s informality also aftracts a sustained flow of enthu-
siastic young recruits with fresh ideas. In the words of the campaign director:

‘We deliberately do not have an ¢laborate structure like the trade unions and political
parties. [t does not need formal resolutions and working parties 1o get anissue going.
People can easily get involved - indeed they are atiracted by the lack of structure,
(Conroy, personal interview 1980.)

FoE's organisation and ethos create some specific funding difficulties. A
sizeable income is needed to maintain the London staff and their campaigning
activities. FOE Ltd’s turnover in 1979/80 was £250000, placing it among the
highest earning, environmental groups (see Table 3.4). However, some of the
income sources used by other groups are not so readily available to FoE, The
need to retain complete independence to criticise official pelicies, for example,
has precluded it seeking government financial support. Given that FOE’s target
is equally likely to be industry, it also ensures that any business backing is
unconditional. Moreover, the autonomy of its local groups means that, unlike
the CPRE or the Royal Society for Nature Conservation, it cannot exiract an
affiliation income from them for the services it provides.

FoE Ltd’s main source of income is its individual supporters. Originally
supporters were just listed as potential activists, and not until 1978 did FoE Ltd
decide to exploit supporters more deliberately as a source of funds for national
campaigning rather than rely simply on their spontaneous goodwill. One
full-time staff post was created to recruit and service supporters, since when
their number has doubled to 18500. Only a minority of supporters have ever
become active in local groups, though equally many local activists do not
suppert FoE Ltd financially.

The need for FoE Ltd to establish more secure sources of finance has become
apparent in recent years. A specific problem is that FOE has probably the
largest rate of turnover among its supporters of any environmental group —
non-renewal of subscriptions has been up to 40% per annum. The large
transitory element has a number of possible causes. FoE offers few of the
membership benefits of other groups, such as magazines or access to protected
areas, but merely three brief bulletins a year (see p. 39). The emphasis on
young people, radicalism and idealism may attract first time environmentalists
who subsequently move to more specialised organisations. Equally, the par-
ticipatory style may accord with people at a particular stage in the life cycle,
notably the young with few commitments.

The other major income source is special fund raising, with additional sums
from industry and the Joseph Rowntree Social Services Trust {who have
contributed office facilities as well as cash). Trading activities, though amount-
ing to over £80000 in 1979/80, generate negligible profit and lag far behind the
more effective marketing activities of organisations such as the National Trust
and the World Wildlife Fund. Since 1977 there has also been a search for ‘one
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thousand workers’, each pledged to raise £25 annually. However, the difficulty
of sustaining the fotal budget remains.

Style and strategy

Friends of the Earth’s roots are American, not British. The parent body was
founded in San Francisco in 1969, a year before the British group, as partofa
growing movement of ‘eco-activists’ whose focus of attention was the environ-
ment as a whole, in which people mattered at least as much as flora and fauna
(Allaby 1971). The solution to man’s numerous abuses of the natural environ-
ment was seen to be in fundamental social change, not temporary remedies. In
this way, it was argued, environmental problems could be tackled at source.
The first ecology action group of this sort arose in 1968, in the same city as FoE,
on the university campus at Berkeley.

The new breed of environmentalism was radical not only in its broad field of
concern but in its campaigning methods also. At the time, the style of Friends of
the Earth presented a significant departure from traditional environmental
lobbying in Britain characterised by low-key representations through estab-
lished channels. FoE’s approach was more open, media-orientated and con-
frontational, again betraying its American origins. It also incorporated notions
of participatory democracy and forms of direct political protest, such as
boycotts, sit-ins, marches and demonstrations, borrowed from the student
movement. Significantly, in Britain, the first executive director of FoE had
been chairman of the National Union of Students Committee on the Environ-
ment, and many initial staff members and supporters had also been involved in
student politics. It is from a similar following of young, well educated,
middle-class discontents that FoE still draws the majority of its support
(Cotgrove & Dutf 1980). }

Various distinctive features in FoE's campaigning strategy have endured
throughout its existence (Burke 1977). These are its technical competence,
professional staff, presentation of alternatives, avoidance of party political
allegiances, emphasis on policy contexts rather than individual cases of en-
vironmental abuse, and concentration of effort on a small number of specific
topics.

FoE rests its claims to legitimacy on the technical rationality of its arguments
rather than on its ideals. Accurate information is seen as the most important
prerequisite for effective action. FoE’s success in this respect is fundamental to
understanding the group’s status since the rest of its strategy rests on this pillar.
Some of the more radical environmental groups, such as Greenpeace, get on
with direct action themselves while leaving detailed argument and analysis to
FoE.

FoE Ltd uses full-time paid staff with a few volunteers. Most of the staff are
appointed for their campaigning abilities rather than expertise, though some
may subsequently become recognised authorities in their own fields. A small
number of technical experts have been employed in the energy and wildlife
campaigns, and in such specialist areas as legal services and bock keeping.
Campaigners know how to find and use outside experts if technical knowledge
is not available in house. Being full time they are also able to establish personal
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contacts with key officials. Government and industry are therefore tackled
more equal terms than would otherwise be possible.

In 1973 Earth Resources Research (ERR) Ltd was set up as a legz
independent, charitable offshoot to conduct research. A subsequent F
Supporters’ Bulletin stated:

Their task is to act as a ‘civil service’ to provide the information back-up
campaigners. By taking the bulk of the research workload off the campaigners,
will enable FoE staff to spend more time lobbying, contacting the media :
mobilising public opinion. . . . The two organisations remain very closely linked
the constant contact between researchers and campaigners. (FoE 1976.)

In practice, the links between the organisations have weakened as ERR did 1
restrict itself to research within FoE Lid’s current or expected remit. Varic
projects have been taken on largely to raise money (as funding has always be
a problem), and others because of the interests and expertise of ERR st
members, such as the social and environmental consequences of mic
processors. Qutstanding commitments sometimes prevent rapid responses
FoE Ltd’s immediate needs. Equally, FoE Ltd does not always make clear
research requirements.

A pressure group is seen to be responsible if it argues for a particular cou
of action at least as much as against another course. FoE stresses gener:
coherent alternative strategies to environmentally unsatisfactory practic
These are not attempts to off-load problems from one place to another, wh
is the traditional option for objectors on local issues, but sustainable long-te
alternatives, Thus, for example, walking, bicycles and public transport h:
been promoted as much as road building has been opposed, and the scope
energy conservation emphasised as part of the case against further nucl
power stations for extra electricity generation. The former executive direc
commented:

Unless . . . FoE and the environmental movement can show that there are 1
options available, that our alternatives are both possible and practical and that b:
needs can be met more certainly and more equitably by these alternatives, then
will become increasingly irrelevant as people are no longer able to afford to care

the environment. (Burke 1977.)

FoE avoids a politically partisan stance when presenting its arguments, ex
if on balance its supporters’ allegiances wouldincline to the left of centre. M:
environmental issues transcend party differences, as indicated by such ba
bench committees as the All-Party Ecology Group. Moreover, when FoE g
its backing to the Labour Party’s anti-motorway stance in the Greater Lonc
Council elections of 1973, it found itself being identified with that party and
package of intentions rather than the issue of the London ‘Ringways’ alo
Since this experience, FoE has refrained from backing any party ticket.

Effort has been concentrated on policy changes to seek prevention
environmental degradation rather than on its relocation or local ameliorati
FoE normally uses individual problems to bring out the general policy iss
‘involved. For example, motorway inquiries have been used as platforms
campaigning for the downward revision of the traffic forecasts that underpir
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motorway propesals, and more fundamentally for questioning the validity of
forecasting as a policy-making tool. This is viewed as a more complete rebuttal
of proposals than simply discussion of alternative routes or the deleterious
effects on local amenities, and also capable of resolution with less value
judgement.

Friends of the Earth selects specific topics for atiention to avoid dissipating
jts limited resources. The consequence of this for FoE Ltd is that it may become
an effective anthority in some fields, asin energy policy, yet almost ignore other
major environmental issues, such as London’s third airport, because it is
unwilling to take a position if technically unprepared. The selection process is
therefore most important. A distinction should be drawn between FoE Ltd’s
wider campaigns and the individual issues within these. At present the main
campaigns are concerned with energy, resources, wildlife and bicycles. These
normally endure over a number of years whereas new issues are frequently
taken on for shorter periods. Issues are chosen which highlight the group’s
ideology and challenge existing practices, yet which are normally capable of
satisfactory resolution in the short term. In this manner, FOE seeks piecemeal
though cumulative change towards a more conservation-orientated society.

There is an intricate link between the package of campaigns and issues
selected and the various styles in which they are pursued. Such campaigns as
the 1974—8 transport campaign seek reform through institutional channels,
working closely with government committees and civil servants. Others such as
‘Save the Whale’ are taken onto the streets, with mass rallies in Trafalgar
Square, stunts such as a plastic whale sinking in the Thames to capture media
attention, and promotional posters, T-shirts and badges. Controversial issues
of public policy are tackled in some campaigns, such as nuclear power, yet a
complementary image will be developed elsewhere by pursuing such popular
and less contentious issues as legal protection for the otter.

From time to time, issues will have their style of presentation changed, For
example, the campaign against excessive packaging has been pursucd in the
public eye with bottle dumps, through institutional channels with Parliamen-
tary Bills, behind the scenes in a government committee and amongst expert
opinion with technical studies. Rapid tactical adjustments in style frequently
catch FoE’s adversaries by surprise and create new opportunities for effective
campaigning.

Strategic review of campaigns has proved more awkward for FoE. No
rigorous procedure has been developed for deciding when a campaign should
be terminated and opportunities created for new ones. All campaigns thathave
ceased have done so ostensibly for lack of money. The staff’s annual review
discusses the merits of campaigns but no careful evaluvation is undertaken of
objectives, time horizons, level of achievement or opportunity costs incurred
through not taking new initiatives, Mistakes have been made. Persistent
pressute from local groups led to the establishment of a land-use campaign in
FoE Ltd to lobby on aspects of urban and rural development. The campaign
strategy was not determined adequately in advance in terms of finance, style,
issues or co-operative working with other campaigns. It failed after eighteen
months.

Rarely does FoE act jointly with other pressure groups. It is particularly
jealous of safeguarding its own publicimage. Moreover, as a group which seeks
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to initiate issues rather than respond to those that arise, the careful preparation
that usually goes into its choice of tactics means that it is willing to co-operate
with other groups only on its own terms. To preserve its independence of
action, it prefers informal contacts with other environmental groups whereby it
can gain the benefits of formal association without the ljabilities. Small societies
seeking the support of the national body for their own local environmental
battles almost always receive a referral to the local FoE group, who may in turp
respond that they possess no expertise on the matter. This logic has not
prevented FoE Ltd from encouraging other orgarusations to append their
names to campaigns under the FoE banner, like the ‘No to Windscale Now’
rally in 1978. Its attitude generates a self-assured aloofness that other organis-
ations can at times find patronising,

Political tactics

A pressure proup needs more than ideals, arguments and a strategy to he
successful. It must convince those in power of the legitimacy and importance of
its views, FoE gives as much attention to marshalling support as to producing
reasoned arguments. Its sources of support are related to its style and strategy,
Compared with other environmental groups, FoE’s distinctive political tactics
are its effectiveness as a publicity machine and its encouragement of individual
participation in environmental action.

FoE has given more attention than any other environmental group to getting
its message across in the media, as well as projecting its own image. A
consistently good working relationship with journalists and broadecasters has
been maintained by understanding how the media work, the type of informa-
tiont wanted and when it is wanted. The media have been attracted by FoE's
coherent arguments, good press relations and high-quality publicity events.
Information not readily available from other sources has been the basis for
leading articles, even if FoE itself is not mentioned. Media appeal is specifically
considered in the choice and design of campaigns because of its importance for
the group in changing public attitudes.

Numerous low-budget events have been organised to satisfy the media’s
appetite for a story with a picture that sums up the issue. One example was a
nine-foot high Coca-Cola can delivered to the American embassy in London as
part of an international day of action to urge the US President to introduce
legislation controlling throw-away cans and bottles. Such legislation, it was
anticipated, would set an example for other countries to follow. The three
television crews and two dozen pressmen and photographers sent to record the
scene outnumbered the environmentalists.

Extensive and usually favourable media caverage ensures that FoE’s mes-
sage is widely broadcast. From the first press mention, in the £ vening Standard
early in 1971, there has been a general increase in coverage, exceeding 300
piess articles in a single month on four occasions — first at the height of the
Windscale inquiry (June 1977), then when the International Whaling Commis-
sion met in London (July 1979), again for an anti-nuclear rally one year after
the Harrisburg accident (March 1980), and once more when sympathisers
matled empty beverage cans to the Prime Minister (May 1981). The threat of
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Table7.1  Schedule of national demonstrations organised by FoE,
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[ ) Lhoda

10,
11.

12.
13.

14,
5.
15.
17,

RE

Date

. May 1971

. Oct. 1971

. March 1972

. Sept. 1972
. Dee. 1972

. June 1973
. Oct. 1973

. March 1974
. March 1974

June 1974
Nov, 1974

Dec, 1974
March 1975

Tune 1975
June 1975
Dec. 1975
April 1976

. June 1976
. Dec, 1976

. April 1977
. Tune 1977

. June 1977

. Jan. 1978
. April 1978

Subject

bottle demonstration

bottle demonstration

packaging
demansiration
whale rally
transport
demonstration
whale demionstration
transport
demonsiration
thermal insulation
demonstration
paper demonstration

whale demonstration

allotments
demonstration
bottle demonstration
allotments
demonstration
bicycle demonstration

whale demonstration
whale demonstration

anti-nuclear
demonstration

whale demaonstration
whale demonstration

transport
demonstration
bicycle demonstration

whale demonstration

can demonstration
anit-nuclear
demonstration

Venue

headquarters of
Cadbury
Schweppes

headquarters of
Cadbury
Schweppes

countrywide

Trafalgar Sq.
Downing St.

Battersea Park
Earls Court

countrywide

countrywide &
County Hall

Vauxhall Bridge
Waterloo

conntrywide
countrywide

County Hall
Vauxhall Bridge
Whitehall
Cumbria
Aldwych
Grosvenor Sq.
the City

Windsor Great
Park

Grosvenor Sq.

Grosvenor Sq.
Trafalgar Sq.

Remarks
100 people

100 people

30 tocal groups
participated

several hundred people

presentation of bicycle
to Prime Minister

armed at chiidren

at Motor Show: 40
people and a bus

50 local groups
participated

several hundred people

in London: 40 local

groups

floating whale on
Thames

30 peeple

70 local groups
about 60 groups

3000 cyclists marched
to Downing St.

40 pecple; coffin and
procession

oil cans and Christmas
cards

1000 people outside
perimeter fence at
Windscale

100+ people

40 people all night
vigil and 200 people
in the morning

picket of Annual

Dinner: 20 people

several hundred people;
attended by HRH the
Duke of Edinburgh

march from Japanese to
Russian Embassy: 500+ .
people

40 people

12000 people
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Table 7.1 - continued

Date Subject Venue Remarks
25. June 1978 whale demonstration  Jubilee Gardens  ¢. 3000 people
26. Jan. 1979  energy demonstration London and 50 people in London;
countrywide 100 local groups
27. March 1979 energy demonstration Whitehall presentation of 10-foot

millstone; 20 people
28. May 1979 whale demonstration  Jubilee Gardens  several hundred people:

. sponsored jog
29, June 1979  bicycle rally Trafalgar Sq. 6000 cyclists
30. July 1979  whale rally Trafalgar 8q. 12 000 people
31. Dec. 1979 packaging the City 20 people
demonstration
32. March 1980 energy rally Trafalgar Sq. 15000+ people
33, April 1980 allotments Department of the 30 people
demonstration Environment

The demonstrations listed here are demonstrations initiated from, and organised by, the

national office of Friends of the Earth. During the period in question, Friends of the Earth local
groups have organised several hundred local demonstrations on a wide variety of matters.

adverse publicity has been a powerful weapon in winning concessions from
government and business interests. More generally, the strategic consequence
of widespread media coverage of such matters as the slaughter of whales, the
risks of nuclear power and wasteful packaging has been to awaken and inform
public concern.

The other distinctive feature of FoE’s approach is the use of its followers as a
political resource. It deliberately facilitates people to become agents of change.
For example, its followers are encouraged to collaborate in recycling schemes
in order to make their own contribution to saving resources and to set an
example in adopting conservationist life styles. Political activism is also encour-
aged. The local groups enable people to mount their own campaigns as well as
providing a potential for mass lobbying in support of national campaigns (see
Table 7.1). The belief has persisted that a large public is awaiting a spur to
action; indeed, FOE would like to be a mass movement.

The success of FoE’s campaigning has drawn it onto government committees
and inte consultation with civil servants and legislators, in pursuit of the
reforms that its public campaigns have made possible. This has inevitably
prompted modifications in its tactics. The tact and discretion necessary in
consultations with government have induced greater care in the timing and
content of FoE’s publicity to avoid embarrassing and antagonising those
officials involved. In addition, as negotiations advance and discussion becomes
more intricate and technical, it may be difficult to encapsulate what is at stake
simply in a slogan or publicity-catching event, Equally, it may not be possible
to keep local groups abreast of delicate and fast-moving negotiations, for
example, over a compromise amendment to a Bill.

Finally, as FoE has established its authority for rational argument, it has
distanced itself from the more militant forms of protest. Though civil disobe-
dience and direct action were contemplated in its early days, it now eschews any
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illegal or disruptive activities. In 1972 the first executive director warned
publicly that, if major quarrying was allowed in the national parks, ‘thousands
of mostly young people from all over the country . . . will somehow get to the
site and, as peacefully as the situation permits, will stop the digging.” *After all
is said and done,” he added, ‘putting sugar mn a bulldozer’s petrol tank is
relatively undramatic compared with blowing up a mountain and it hardly
constitutes warfare.” (Searle 1972.) In contrast, just eight years later, in a
memorandum to a parliamentary committee investigating the law relating to
public order, FoE stated:

No demonstration, organised by FoE Ltd or one of its local groups, has, to our
knowledge, led to any arrest or conviction for any offence. It is the stated policy of
FoE Ltd o co-operate closely with the police in organising public events of any kind
and this policy is reflected in the advice given by our legal staff to FoE local groups.

(FoE 1980.)

Assessment

Friends of the Earth is generally regarded as the most successful of the new
promotional groups. This section assesses its achievements and reviews some
of the major choices open to FoE in iis second decade.

The expansion of its budget, staff, local groups and supporters are tangible
measures of progress in developing a national constituency for its aims (see
Table 7.2). Comparison of the environmental perspective, including FoE's
viewpoinf, with opposing positions also suggests a general advance i credibil-
ity. The former executive director put it this way:

There has been a curious reversal of roles, When the wave of environmental
consciousness first broke against the cliffs of affluence in the late sixties, environmen-
talists were seen as prophets of doom and economists were promising us heaven on
(an exponentially expanding) earth. Strangely it is now the economist who preaches
doom and gloom, as inflation erodes affluence, and the environmentalist who sees, in
the collapse of the conventional wisdom, promising new opportunities. (Burke 1977.)

Effectiveness is difficult to analyse because FoE as a pressure group has
influence, not executive power. Cause and effect may be difficult or impossible
to prove. Moreover, changes cannot be expected rapidly because much of the
behaviour that FoE seeks to modify is rooted in society’s cultural traditions and

Table 7.2 Growth of FoE’s resources.

Year
1971 1976 1981
number of local FoE groups in Great Britain 8 140 250
annual income of FoE Ltd £10000 £44000  £206000
staff of FOE Ltd (including paid consultants) ] 16 20

number of registered FoE suppotters 1000 5000 17000
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economic relations, Changes to the contextin which decisions are taken may be
essential before specific victories can be secured, .

FoE claims the major responsibility for particular environmental successes,
such as the Endangered Species Act 1976, and persuading the government to
hold a public inquiry into proposals for nuclear fuel reprocessing at Windscale.
Other successes have been the prevention or amelioration of adverse out-
comes. FoE helped prevent copper mining in Snowdonia National Park (1973)
and its activities resulied in a government decision not t¢ purchase
environmentally unsuitable nuclear reactors (1974).

These highlights are notable for their accomplishment in areas where success
does not come easily ~ in each case FoE was opposed by powerful economic
interests. So there can be little surprise that no type of ‘excessive’ packaging is,
as yet, controlled by law or that the governiment retains a commitment to a
sizeable (though reduced) road construction programme. Some battles may
even be lost intentionally to prove a point, For example, the inadequacy of
customs legisiation to control imports of rare-species products was underlined
in 1975 by the well publicised failure of a prosecution brought by FoE against an
artist importing whale teeth.

Success has not been evenly distributed. Some iocal authorities have
provided facilities for cyclists, for instance, whereas others have not. Some
comcepts may even be acceptable in certain areas of policy choice but not in
others. A good example is the scope for reducing demand for products rather
than continually searching for new sources of supply. It is now government
policy that energy should be conserved, but in the development of transport
policy, intensive lobbying has achieved litfle more than an official statement
that ‘we should aim to decrease our absolute dependence on transport and the
length and number of some of our journeys’ (Department of Transport 1977).
Government minerals policy still holds that demands must be met without
guestion, thereby ignoring opportunities for reducing demand.

The single most important turning point in FoE’s credibility came when
campaigning efforts were focused on nuclear fuel reprocessing at Windscale, in
particular at the 1977 public inquiry. The press consistently referred to them as
the ‘leading objectors’ or ‘most effective opponents’, and New Scientist con-
cluded that ‘On an overall balance of form, content, style and timing . . . FoE
emerges as the cardinal adversary in these hearings.” (Breach 1977.) This
favourable coverage changed public perceptions markedly. A wider public now
knows about FoE, and has a higher regard for the group, than ever before.

Friends of the Earth’s emergence as one of the leading environmental
pressure groups has brought both benefits and burdens to its cause. Opportu-
nities have increased as FoE’s opinion is now canvassed and taken seriously on
many issues: publicity comes more easily. Similarly, access to the relevant
committees, civil servants and ministers has become much easier. This im-
proved political access has tended to be self-reinforcing as FoE receives better
advance information and a more intimate knowledge of government thinking
on which to base future tactics. Expansion, however, has brought a flood of
correspondence and inquiries increasing the volume of administration, often
without more money. In turn, greater emphasis has to be placed on fund
raising. There follow permanent book-keepers, mail-order staff and typists
where once voluntary helpers would suffice.
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Opposition to FoE from outside interests has inevitably arisen. Initially FoE
was ignored, but this is no longer possible on those issues it tackles. Qutright
hostility, dismissal of FOE as a ‘bunch of lefties’, and similar ill considered
responses from some industrialists can play directly intoits hands. A letter from
the Director of the British Leather Federation in 1976, stating his intention to
throw all letters from FoE into the wastepaper basket, was featured subse-
quently in the group’s publicity against the use of sperm whale il in leather
products. Other organisations have responded in a more spirited manner to
FoE's challenge. Citroén,” Vickers-Logemann and the South of Scotland
Electricity Board have sought to legitimise their own activities by mentioning
FoE’s name in advertisements without permission. Other industries and
institutions pay lip-service to the virtues espoused by FoE but do nothing to
implement them. This makes criticism of such sectors more difficult. Most of
the bigger firms and government agencies have become conscious of the need
to manage their own public relations carefully. They now seek to anticipate
and, if possible, avoid giving hostages to their environmental critics. Attempts
have also been made to undermine FoE’s own credibility. As the former ex-
ecutive director commented, ‘If anything is an indicator of the growing maturity
of the environmental movement, it is that we have now become a target for
smears.” (Burke 1978.)

A group must continually evolve its strategy if it is to remain at the centre of
public debate. FoE consciously attempts to keep pace with changing preoc-
cupations. In 1970, ever-increasing affluence was the perceived prospect.
Emphasis then was placed on raw-material recycling as a reaction against the
complacent assumption of boundless growth and unlimited resources. Sub-
sequently, a wildlife campaign took the lead role, using the national and
international support for nature conservation to fuel a persistent attack on the
whaling industry. The most important campaign now is the energy campaign,
built on the growing acceptance of the ‘small is beautifal’ message and fear of
radioactivity. This campaign has lent itseif very well to presentation in language
relevant to present-day political concerns such as structural unemployment,
inflation and public expenditure, in contrast to the campaign language of a
decade ago with its reference to resource wastage and the destruction of
ecosystems. :

There is some evidence that the campaign strategy now suffers from inertia.
No new campaign, apart from land use, has been allocated a full-time staff
member since 1974. Campaigns on minerals, human settlements, water re-
sources and derelict land have all been contemplated but deferred for lack of
money (though a pollution campaign is in prospect). Priorities have been
maintained in the energy campaign, but even here oppotunities to extend
FoE’s case have been missed. Though FOE has shaped public opinion on
nuclear power, the initiative on such related issues as nuclear proliferation and
test drilling for nuclear waste disposal has thus passed to other groups (the
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament and the Town and Country Planning
Association, respectively).

There is continual internal debate on FoE’s ability to adapt its campaigning
methods and organisational structure. Currently the prevailing opinion is that
resources should be channelled more to swelling the group’s support, because
‘popular feeling will prove to be more important than rational argument in
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influencing many government decisions’ (Conroy 1979). This offers oppor-
tunities for FoE to exert more influence at a different point in the spectrum
between co-operation and confrontation with government. However, the
intended tactical adaptation has not been very spitited. FoE is reluctant to
jeopardise its reputation for rational argument, and the London office is
structured more efficiently as an agency lobbying central government with local
support than as an office subservient to local group requirements. Further-
more, weight would be given to tactics that now seem less effective than
previously: flamboyant publicity events such as bottle dumps and the giant-can
event still attract attention but have less impact on decision makers. The
novelty is wearing off.

One spur to a change in political tactics has been a growing sense that, in a
number of instances, FOoE has been out-manceuvred within government. Two
patticular experiences have stimulated much self-searching: the Windscale
inquiry, where FoE felt it won the technical argument but lost the political
battle; and the non-returnable container campaign whose momentum was
dissipated through FoE’s involvement in the long drawn out, but ultimately
inconclusive, Waste Management Advisory Council. FoE Ltd, it has been
suggested, has been co-opted by government and has thereby lost its radical
edge (Bugler 1981, Pye-Smith & Rose 1981). This has crystallised the discon-
tent of some local activists within FoE, as the magazine Undercurrents (1980)
reported:

Local groups are unhappy with what they see as the absorption of FoE nationally into
the blotting paper of Whitehall. The FoE bottle campaign, for returnable bottles, got
bogged down in an official study, which, with industrial representatives, overrode
FoE completely: yet FoE seem only to respond with a ‘Bottle Bill’ — parliamentary
action rather than the street action that made them famous.

The local groups widely support the principle of a switch to grass-roots
activity, There are, however, other centralising and decentralising forces
straining the organisation’s structure. First, the idea of decentralised authority
for local groups is difficult to effect when effort must be concentrated at the
centre to deal effectively with the highly centralised power structure of
government, the media and big business. Originally, it was hoped that auton-
omous regional offices with full-time secretaries would emerge, with the
London office providing back-up services to locally initiated campaigns (The
Ecologist 1972). However, this aspiration was overtaken by a local group
development strategy to establish the local group netork on the principles that
still persist. Second, FoE Ltd encourages the independence and flexibility of
local groups but simultaneously encourages local activism to assist national
campaigning objectives. At the same time, momentum and commitment in
FoE Ltd, which build up in major campaigns, mean that redirection can only be
gradual even when local groups desire a change. Third, although FoE Ltd
offers the benefit of central leadership on campaigns, the growing number of
experienced and technically skilled local groups now wish for more control over
national activities. Fourth, the conflict between central and dispersed authority
has been sharpened by the need to accommodate the views of over five times as
many groups as when the structure was designed.
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There is no easy solution to these difficulties. The only sanction that
dissatisfied local groups can exercise on FoE Ltd appears to be financial. There
has been a rapid reversal of attitudes in FoE Ltd to sources of finance. In the
summer of 1976, the Supporter’s Bulletin proclaimed: ‘Our fund raising is
guided by two basic principles: first we will not take money with strings
attached and second that the local groups should not be asked to raise money
for the orgamisation. We intend to stick to these principles.’ (Burke 1976.) Only
the first has survived. Local groups were asked as early as spring 1977 to assist in
a special appeal for funds to contest the Windscale inquiry, and were again
asked in February 1979. The local greups have responded, but there have been
isolated cases of money being raised for other groups such as Greenpeace.

Proposals to change one component of FOE’s style or strategy frequently
imply consequential changes. For example, increased professionalism in the
London office staffing arrangements and administration would be useful.
Enthusiasm is no longer a sufficient reason for employing staff. Accepting a
full-time fund raiser without relevant experience proved unwise on the first
occasion but was risked a second time. It is difficult to ensure high-quality staff
when salaries are so low (rising from £4500 to £5500 per annum in 1981}, which
in turn brings into question the allocation of the budget. A more ordered
investigation of income and expenditure might question the effectiveness of
some campaigns and certain tactics. Like staff, these need more rigorous
selection and monitoring. Budgets for each campaign could reduce the need for
cross-subsidy from donations generated by the wildlife campaign.

The conclusion that emerges from these observations is that FoE is finding
difficulty in adjusting to current circumstances, financially, internally and in its
relations with central government. The organisational structure was not de-
signed to cope with the benefits and problems that expansion has brought.
Action in the short term has been preferred to developing an enduring
strength. Within the organisation there is a great diversity of views about
possible futures, but no consensus. Indeed a plurality of approaches may be the
strongest combination, but not if the different parts pull in opposite directions.
There is a fascination in watching FoE as a leading pressure group respond to a
completely different operating environment brought on partly by its own
achievements. FoE must learn to cope with the legacies of success, or suffer the
consequences of failure to do so.
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The National Trust is one of the oldest environmental groups. [t wasfounded in
1895 as part of a general movement for the preservation of open space, a
movement which sprang from upper-class horror at the impact of industrial and
urban expansion (see Ch. 2). The concept of the Trust arose out of the work of
the Commons Preservation Society which, since its foundation in 1865, had
been conducting a battle to save common lands. The honorary solicitor to the
Society, Robert Hunter, came to realise that its inability to acquire lands was a
drawback to its work. As early as 1884, in an address published by the Society,
he advocated the creation of a special body to buy and hold land and buildings
for the benefit of the nation (Hunter 1834),

It remained for Hunter to be joined by two others, first Octavia Hill and then
Canon Hardwicke Rawnsley, for the idea to be carried through to fruition.
Octavia Hill was a disciple of Ruskin and a pioneer in the field of housing
reform. Through her experiences in this field, she came to realise the import-
ance of open spaces, particularly for these living in poor and overcrowded
housing. Canon Rawnsley was, in his time, the foremost defender of the Lake
District and it was in his battles to preserve the Lakes that he turned to the other
two (Fedden 1968).

The National Trust for Places of Historic Interest and Natural Beauty, as the
new body was called, was uniquely constituted to acquire land and buildings by
gift or purchase so that they could be protected from development and secured
for public enjoyment. The Trust was conceived not only as a land-holding body
but also as the national champion of the preservationist cause, as its first leaflet
explained:

The National Trust is not only a holder of natural scenery and ancient buildings, but it
also does what it can to promote local interest in the preservation of any worthy
historical object or natural beauty, Whether it be a waterfall destroved . . . or the
need of obtaining . . . a pleasure ground . . . for the people, the Trust, working
sometimes alone, at other times in conjunction with kindred socicties, brings its
influence to bear in the direction and spirit of its promoters. It helps when nccessary

to stimulate and promote legislation upon matters cognate to its aims and intentions.
(The National Trust n.d.)

In its early years, this propagandist and campaigning role was exercised
energetically in diverse matters including the condition of Stonehenge, the
proposed Snowdon railway, encroachment on Hampstead Heath, threats to
Georgian streets in Bath and Westminster, and the disfigurement of the
countryside with telegraph poles.

The Trust quickly established its authority as a holding body. In 1907 it was
reconstituted as a statutory body by Act of Parliament. The Act charged the
Trust with ‘the permanent preservation’ of property ‘for the benefit of the
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nation’. It gave the Trust the powers to declare its land and buildings inalien-
able and to create bylaws for their regulation and protection. The unique status
of inalienability enjoyed by most of the Trust’s properties means that it cannot
divest itself of them, nor can they be compulsorily acquired without recourse to
Parliament. The original intention was to prevent the Trust from disposing of
land it ceased to value and to inspire confidence in donors and supporters that
its properties would be preserved in perpetuity. Inalienability has undoubtedly
been an important factor in attracting land and finance. Table 8.1 indicates the
growth of the Trust’s estate. It is now the largest private landowner in England
and Wales, owning more than 1% of the land surface, as well as over 200
historic buildings.

The Trust could not have attained this position without the support and
encouragement of successive governments. Seen to be fulfilling an important
public function, the Trust is regarded, in effect, as a public agency and it enjoys
various powers and privileges as a result. Yet it remains a voluntary organisa-
tion. Indeed, with over a million members, it is the biggest in the country. Thus
it has an unusual dual status. On the one hand, it is a large, bureaucratic

- organisation with statutory powers and major public responsibilities. On the
other hand, it is a voluntary organisation enjoying extensive popular support
and capable of acting as a powerful pressure group — usually, these days, in
defence of its own estate rather than on general ¢environmental issues. This
chapter examines the relationship between these two facets of the Trust as
manifest in its internal organisation, external relatiéns and a particular cam-
paign, Enterprise Neptune.

Internal organisation

The National Trust is a highly centralised organisation. Ultimate control rests
with its council of 52 members, of whom half are elected at the annual general
meeting and half are nominated by prominent national institutions (such as the
Royal Academy, the National Gallery and the British Museum) and old
established voluntary bodies (including the Royal Society for Nature Con-
servation, the Royal Horticultural Society and the Society for the Protection of
Ancient Buildings). It includes people of literary, artistic or scientific distine-
tion, and others with specialist knowledge of historic buildings and estate
management, including a number of titled owners of great houses and landed
estates. The sheer size of the council means that most of its power is delegated
to an executive committee, currently with 28 members, Fourteen regional
committees have also been set up to handle the affairs of the Trust in different
parts of the country, but control over general policy, finance, property acquisi-

Table 8.1 Growth in the area of land owned or held under covenant by the National
Trust.

1917 1937 1957 1977

Area owned (ha) 2560 20837 98071 162398
Area covenanted (ha) — 6237 16733 29499

Source: Benson Report 1968 and National TTust reports.
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tion, negotiations with central government and appointments to the regional
committees remains firmly with the executive committee.

Committee members are appointed for their personal qualities, connections
and public spiritedness. They serve in an honorary capacity, thus perpetuating
the ethos of voluntarism and commitment to the Trust’s ideals fostered by its
founders. The administration of such a large organisation, however, rests with
its 1400 staff, at the head of whom is the director-general, whois in charge of the
Trust’s day-to-day management. His responsibilities have been described as
‘second only to that of the Chairman of the Executive Committee . . . the
health and tone of the administration reflect his influence’ (Fedden 1974).

Within this centralised structure, there is little room for participation by
ordinary members in the policy formulation and decisions of the Trust, and
little opportunity for members to question priorities or initiate changes.
Involvement of members tends to be restricted to practical assistance at
properties and fund raising. In the last 17 years, local centres have been set up
to provide a social focus for members. They constitute no part of the formal
framework of the Trust and have no involvement in its decision making.

Members” views do not appear to form an important reference point for
policy. The leadership sees its own role as predominantly one of safeguarding
and promoting the Trust’s ideals, rather than representing the opinions ot
members. With these attributes, the organisation is a closed oligarchy; its
leadership is authoritative rather than representational, and its organisational
structure is difficult for ordinary members to penetrate (see p. 52). Lord
Antrim, chairman between 1965 and 1977, specifically characterised the
leadership of the Trust as a ‘self-perpetuating oligarchy’. '

The centralised and closed organisation is in part explained by the require-
ments of its role as a de facto public agency. As a statutory body, handling a
large amount of public money and responsible for the management of a large
area of land, the National Trust has, of necessity, a strong central organisation
with which to liaise with central government and to meet its commitments. At
the same time, the lack of representation of members is a legacy of the Trust’s
beginnings; although preserving land for the people, the Trust was never meant
10 be of the people. The founders, in keeping with the contemporary spirit of
patrician reform, intended the Trust to be controlled by responsible people
committed to aesthetic ideals. This deliberate elitism now sits incongruously
with the mass membership acquired over the past 30 years (see Fig. 8.1),

The Trust’s large membership does attest to considerable support for its
general objectives. In 1980 just over a million people paid between £3 and £7
gach for a junior, ordinary, family or group membership. Support is concen-
trated in the south of England and is predictably biased in socio-economic
terms. A survey conducted in 1972 concluded that ‘with an average age of 54,
the typical Trust member may be described as middle-aged and middle-class, a
country lover with a strong interest in gardens and an appreciation of fine
houses’ (Mann 1974). Although the privileges of membership - including free
admission to all properties — act as a substantial bait, it scems that the great
majority of members continue to belong because they believe the Trustto be a
worthy cause, '

The Trust regards its membership, above all, as a source of funds: gross
receipts from subscriptions amounted to £5%2 million in 1980. This is the only
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Figure 8.1 Growth in membership of the National Trust.

income source whose growth has regularly outstripped inflation, with the
consequence that its contribution to the Trust’s annual revenue rose from 14%
in 1971 to an estimated 30% in 1981. The Trust also recognises that its mass
membership lends strength to its negotiations with national and local author-
ities, Yet, in the past, it has been distrustful of increasing numbers, particularly
of the possibility that they might begin to dictate the direction it is to
take. ‘The tail has been known to wag the dog’, warned its chairman in the
1960s. The Trust’s historian, Robin Fedden, put it this way: ‘The Trust did
great things with less than a thousand members, and set high standards. Any
lowering of these standards, and compromise in deference to a vast mem-
bership and the irrelevant pressures that such a membership might exert, would
in the long run undermine its authority and hazard its future.’ (Fedden 1968).

The Trust’s external relations

The National Trust’s relationship with government is the closest of any
environmental group. This rests on government recognition of the value of the
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Trust’'s work. As legisiation has been passed to preserve buildings and land-
scape, government has tended to use the existing machinery of the Trust for its
own purposes rather than extend its own establishment. In other European
countries, official agencics perform funetions equivalent to those of the Nat-
ional Trust. In Britain, in contrast, the achievement of official policy in the
areas of scenic protection, historic preservation, nature conservation and
countryside recreation depends critically on the Trust.

For example, the Trust was one of the earliest supporters of the concept of
national parks in Britain, advocating the creation of onc in the Lake District as
carly as 1904. The extent of its ownership of national park land (7.5% of the
total) is second only to that of the Forestry Commission, and far in excess of the
1.2% owned by national park authorities (MacEwen & MacEwen 1982). The
importance of the Trust in the fulfilment of the parks’ objectives is enhanced by
the fact that its holdings are concentrated in the heartlands of the parks and in
those parks subjeet to the greatest popular pressure — the Lake District {where
23.7% of the land is owned by the Trust), the Peak District (10.4%) and
Snowdonia (8.9%). Because 73% of land in the parks is privately owned,
One commentator maintains that ‘it is primarily through the existence
of Trust lands, providing guaranteed comservation, controlled access
and strategic facilities (such as nature walks), that the National Parks
can relate to the international concept they claim to represent’ {Tunbridge
1981).

The Trust also plays a central role in relation to nature conservation. It owns
by far the greatest number of Grade 1 sites of special scientific interest in
England and Wales: it has 117 of them, covering 47000 hectares. This rep-
resents a third of the total number and 12% of the total area, which is more
than three times the area of such sites owned by the official Nature Conserv-
ancy Council in England and Wales. Twelve of the Trust’s properties, totalling
1700 hectares, are national nature reserves and all but one are leased to the
Nature Conservancy Council,

Government recognition of, and dependence upon, the Trust has led to
considerable support for its work. Significant co-operation began in the
post-war years of reconstruction. Following a meeting in 1945 with the Minmister
of Town and Country Planning, it was agreed that the Trust should submit to
the ministry its proposals for inalienability to ensure that Trust policy would not
conflict with national planning. In retum, the minister agreed to offer support
should any attempt be made at compulsory acquisition through parliamentary
procedure. The Acquisition of Land Act 1946 gave the Trust the right {granted
to no other private landowner) of appealing to a joint committes of both
Houses of Parliament if ever a public authority proposed to take its land by the
use of compulsory powers.

The government was also keen to support the Trust financiaily. This was
done through the establishment of the National Land Fund in 1946. Money for
the Fund, conceived as ‘a thank-offering for victory’, came from the sale of
surplus war stores and was to reimburse the Inland Revenue for beautiful
countryside or historic buildings offered in lieu of death duties. After a Trust
initiative, the legislation was extended in 1953 to enable the Inland Revenuc to
accept chattels in a similar way such that the Trast conld receive outright a great
house and its contents. By 1978, some 50 historic buildin gs and 44000 hectares
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of land had been transferred to the Trust at a charge to the Fund of about
£6 million {Commons Expenditure Committee 1978).

In addition, the Trust benefits from practical assistance, technical advice and
grants from a number of government agencies. It is the greatest recipient of
grants from the Historic Buildings Council for England. In 1978/79 for cxam-
ple, almost a quarter of the Council’s £215 million for the repair of historic
buildings went to the Trust. Other agencies from which the Trust receives
extensive assistance include the Nature Conservancy Council, the Countryside
Commission, the Forestry Commission, the Ancient Monuments Section of the
Department of the Environment and the Historic Buildings Council for Wales.
Indecd, with similar aims, equivalent or greater resources, and its own
statutory powers, the National Trust resembles these semi-antonomous public
agencies. There is much contact and co-operation between their respective
staffs, as well as cross-membership of their councils, and some intra-
institutional rivalry. Unlike some environmental groups, the Trust does not
depend upon its links with these agencies in its dealings with other government
departments. It has well established links across Whitehall and it is the only
environmental group with ready access to the Treasury.

On average, about an eighth of the Trust’s income is from government
grants. However, this does not include the considerable sums coming to the
Trust because of its special tax exemptions. Like many other environmental
groups, the National Trust enjoys the tax-free status of a charity. In addition,
since 1931, land and buildings given to the Trust, and which have been deciared
inalienable, have been exempted from death duties (now capital transfer tax).
The exemption was extended under the Finance Act 1949 to land Or securities
given as an endowment and, in 1951, to the objects associated with a building
given to the Trust. The effect of this and subsequent legislation was to make the
Trust a tax haven for the owners of historic houses. Properties transferred to
the Trust must be sufficiently endowed to cover their upkeep, but this endow-
ment as well as the gift of the property are free of tax and the owner and his
descendants are permitted to remain in residence rent-free subject to public
access on specified days.

Although the National Trust has many of the attributes of an official
government agency, it is nevertheless a voluntary organisation and it acts on
occasions as a pressure group. It has a significant amount of political power.
Besides its statutory powers and the benefit of working relations with govern-
ment, it enjoys the support of many Members of Parliament, particularly in the
House of Lords. On occasions this support has been used with decisive effect.
For example, in 1962 its supporters in the Lords (at the time, 120 out of 932
peers on the roll were Trust members) blocked a Private Bill promoted by
Manchester Corporation to enable it to abstract water from Ullswater in the
-ake District (Dolbey 1969), To represent its interests in the general run of
>arliamentary business, the Trust co-opts one Labour and one Conservative
P onto its executive committee. It also maintains close contact with the
deritage Group of MPs. In addition, there are numerous peers on its conngil
\nd committees who are willing to speak for the Trust in the House of Lords.

Not the least of the Trust’s political resousces is the large reserve of goodwill
t enjoys. Its influential support among the leading institutions of high culture is
eflected in the quality of expertise it can command on a voluntary basis, as
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honorary advisers and on its expert committees. In addition, the Trust’s mass
membership attests to its wider popularity, as does the unending flow of
donationsthat givesit the highest voluntary income of all British charities. In the
national consciousness, the Trust has the sort of hallowed status that the
Church of England used to possess, in that opposition to the Trust would seem
at once sacrilegious and unpatriotic.

To preserve this status, the Trust uses its influence judiciously and it
assiduously avoids the image of a pressure group. Nommally, it leaves cam-
paigning on general environmental issues to other groups, reserving its own
considerable political muscle for the defence of its estate. One recentexception
is Enterprise Neptune, the Trust’s campaign to preserve the coast, which is
examined in greater detail below. Another has been its persistent championing
of tax exemptions for the private owners of country estates, which has involved
it in extensive parliamentary lobbying and representations to the Exchequer.
Sometimes, without publicly identifying itself with a campaign promoted by
other environmental groups, the Trust gives suppotrt behind the scenes, using
its ready access to government to press the merits of action. This was the role
the Trust adopted in the campaigns to strengthen the Wildlife and Countryside
Bill in 1981, to reform the National Land Fund in 1977 and to reform the
administration of national parks in 1971.

Though avoiding active involvement in the campaigns of other environmen-
tal groups, the Trust keeps on good terms with them. In acquiring and
preserving some of the finest scenery and buildings, the Trust sees itself acting
as ‘the banker of the conservation movement’. Other groups regard the Trust
as the ultra-conservative wing of the environmental lobby. Indeed, in the past,
the Trust itself has been the object of pressure from other groups in the
movement, seeking to reform its outlook (see, for example, p. 152). In part, we
can understand the Trust’s general cautiousness in terms of the considerable
burden of responsibility that it must bear as a large landowner and statutory
body. It is anxicus to conserve the public goodwill and sympathy on which the
integrity of its estate depends. The leaders of the Trust feel that it cannot afford
to jeopardise public support or disrupt its special relationship with Whitehall by
going out on a limb and taking up issues which are contentious or in advance of
public opinion as do some environmental groups.

In part, the Trust’s consetvatism also reflects its establishment leadership,
the professional outlook of its senior staff, who are mainly chartered surveyors,
and the interests with' which it aligns. It has been suggested that “The Trust is an
ingenjous political device that secures the comservation of scenic beauty
without disturbing the landed interest which in turn supports the Trust and
exercises great influence within it,” (MacEwen & MacEwen 1982). The Trust
regards its ownership of country houses and estates as a last resort. Its attitude
is that the best owner is the private owner. Thus, in its representations to
Parliament, government departments and public inquiries, the Trust is fre-
quently associated with groups such as the Country Landowners’ Association
in preserving the status quo in the countryside.
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Enterprise Neptune: a Trust campaign to save the coast

Enterprise Neptune illustrates the resources that the National Trust can bring
to bear on a campaign. It also brings into focus the conflict between its role as a
semi-public body and its role as a voluntary organisation and pressure group,
The campaign, which received its public launch in 1965, was the culmination
of a long-standing concern for coastal preservation dating from the 1930s
(Cornish 1937).

In the 1950s, the demand for more and cheaper forms of seaside holiday
accommodation created new pressures for the development of caravan and
camp sites with which the post-war planning system had difficulty in coping.
The Trust’s response was to accelerate its acquisition of coastal properties, The
achievements of its Cornish Coast Advisory Committee, formed in 1957, and
the Pembrokeshire Coast and Ulster Coast Appeals, begun in 1962, encour-
aged the Trust to consider a national appeal. In 1963, it declared that ‘action
almost this day is needed if by 1970 the people of Britain are to find any lengths
of our coast worth revisiting’” (National Trust 1963). This reflected disillusion-
ment with the safeguards embodied in the planning legislation. The conviction
within the Trust was that ‘planning has failed to protect our coastline’ (Rawns-
ley 1966). Hence, ownership by the Trust was seen as the only sure and
immediate means of protection.

In 1962, the Trust conducted a survey of the 3000 miles of coast of England,
Wales and Northern Ireland. Of the two thirds which remained undeveloped,
some 980 miles (in addition to the 187 miles already owned by the Trust) were
deemed ‘worthy of preservation by the Trust’ because of their outstanding
natural beauty (National Trust 1966). Before the public launch of Enterprise
Neptune, the Trust sought to guarantee that it would receive general support.
Using its network of contacts, the Trust obtained the endorsement of 21
government departments, 63 voluntary societies and many industrial and
commercial concerns. In addition, the Duke of Edinburgh accepted appoint-
ment as Patron of the Appeal. Then the Appeal was launched with much

ublicity.

P Enteryprise Neptune proved remarkably successful. The initial target of £2
million was reached in November 1973, with 155 properties acquired. Nep-
tune’s popularity led the Trust to renew the Appeal, despite earlier intentions
to the contrary. As ‘Neptune Resurgent’, with a new target of ‘the next 100
miles’, the fund remains open to this day. Some 240 properties have been
acquired and the Trust’s total coastal holding covers 407 miles (in 1980), 220
miles of which have been acquired through Neptune. Enterprise Neptune was
conceived not only as a financial appeal but also as a campaign to draw
attention to threats to the coast and elicit from government a more vigorous
approach to coastal conservation. In this wider aspect, it was also a success. As
well as contributing an estimated £1 million to the Neptune fund (approximate-
ly 30% of the £3%2 million raised by 1977), the government was prompted to
review official policy. The National Parks (now Countryside) Commission was
asked to conduct a study of the coastline, in conjunction with maritime local
planning authorities. A detailed analysis of coastal land changes was made, and
a series of regional conferences were held to take stock of the problems facing
the coastal landscape.,
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The Commission concluded that urgent steps were needed to conserve the
most outstanding streiches of undeveloped coastline, and proposed the des-
ignation ‘heritage coasts’ for such areas (Countryside Commission 1970a,
1970b). The concept was accepted by the government which recommended
local authorities to define heritage coasts and prepare management plans for
them, in consultation with the Commission (DOE 1972a). Over thirty, covering
a total of 750 miles, have been defined to date. The ready response of local
authorities reflects the degree to which Enterprise Neptune has made them
receptive to the issue. Indeed many of them have donated land or money to the
appeal.

The very success of Enterprise Neptune, however, revealed contradictions
within the Trust. In 1966, a dispute arose over the conduct of the campaign
between the executive committee and the director of Enterprise Neptune,
Commander Rawnsley (a grandson of one of the Trust’s founders). Some of
the committee members were concerned at what they regarded as excessive
expenditure in publicising the appeal. The Commander disagreed and was
dismissed, having ‘proved incompatible with the Trust’ (The Times 26 October
1966). Some of Neptune’s activities were curtailed and its publicity reduced.

In seeking support for his viewpoint, Commander Rawnsley became the
focal point for members of the Trust discontented with its policies. Their
central criticism was that the constitution of the Trust had failed to adapt to
changing circumstances. In Commander Rawnsley’s words, ‘The purpose of
the movement is to ensure . . . the adoption of a more liberal outlook towards
the leisure needs of the people, to meet the challenge which the future holds.
These changes will not . . . be achievedunless . . . ordinary men and women in
the membership may participate in the government of the Trust.” (The Times
19 January 1967). The reform movement made a number of criticisms of the
Trust's management of its properties. Access, it was suggested, was unduly
restrictive, facilities provided for visitors were inadequate, and it was wrong
and impractical for a body of the National Trust’s size to be administered
centrally. Enough members were enlisted to requisition an Exuraordinary
General Meeting early in 1968. Though the motions hostile to the executive
committee were decisively defeated, a poll was obtained of the general
membership in which almost 10% expressed dissatisfaction with the current
policy and administration of the Trust.

The Trust’s council responded to the implications of the debate and the
damaging publicity it attracted by appointing an advisory committec under the
chairmanship of Sir Heary Benson, which conducted a thorough appraisal of
the Trust’s work and organisation (Benson Committee 1968). While endorsing
the broad lines of Trust policy, it made a series of recommendations, most of
which have since been implemented. Decentralisation of the Trust’s manage-
ment was proposed to ensure speed of decision and sensitivity to local feelings.
A more vigorous and lively attitude to public relations was urged, with the
recommendation that the elected council of the Trust should be more directly
involved in policy making and more responsive to the Trust’s membership. It
also suggested that ‘the policy of the Trust should be to give as much access as
possible’ to its properties.

Enterprise Neptune was a return to the Trust’s campaigning role, effected in
achanged social and political environment which demonstrated that the Trust’s
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organisation required modernisation. Thus the campaign acted as a catalyst to
organisational change. The network of local centres was greatly expanded to
bring the Trust more closely into contact with its members, The system of
regional committees was established to decentralise the Trusy’s administration.
At the same time, the managerial function of the headquarter’s staff was
strengthened. In 1968 the post of secretary, previously the highest staff position
in the Trust, was replaced by that of director-general. The first appointee was
Sir John Winnifrith. Having recently retired as Permanent Secretary to the
Ministry of Agriculture, he was well equipped to effect the internal Teforms
which were required as well as to restore any temporary loss of Whitehall’s
confidence in the Trust.

The accountability of the Trust

The Rawnsley affair highlighted the issue of the representativeness of the
Trust’s leadership, The wider issue of accounta bility arises because of the sheer
size of the Trust, its extraordinary powers, its receipt of official funds and its
key role in aspects of public policy. However, just as the Trust’s leadership
enjoys considerable internal autonomy, so it has been anxious 10 preserve its
independence from any external control or interference.

The recent trend towards circumscribed grants (in particular by the Country-
side Commission) suggests that official concern exists for the accountability of
government aid 1o the Trust. Reg Hookway, then the principal planning
officer (subsequently director) of the Countryside Commission, complained
that ‘the National Trust . . . is not responsibie to their public for their
management policies’ (Hookway 1967). The Countryside Commission now
requires a management plan for all the properties it grant-aids, and presses for
increased public access to them. Specifically, it has attempted to ensure public
‘value for money’ in the Trust’s use of the £100000 fund made avaijlable to the
Neptune Appeal in 1973. At Noss Mayo in Devon, finance was withheld uniil
provision for access had been extended,

In general, the Trust tries to avoid this sort of financial dependency.
Immediately after the Second World War, it refused an offer from the
government of an annual subvention, fearing that this might jeopardise its
independence. Instead, the National Land Fund was set up which made reguiar
gifts of property to the Trust. Equally, the various tax concessions it enjoys
represent a considerable public subsidy 1o the Trust, but not in a form
suSceptible to bureaucratic or political pressures. The Trust has preferred to
limit its commitments rather than become too heavily dependent on direct
government support.

In keeping with its policy of declining historic properties not endowed to
cover future maintenance costs, the Trust even became reluctant to receive
such properties via the National Land Fund. An amendment promoted by the
Trust to the Historic Buildings and Ancient Monuments Act 1953 aliowed for
endowments for buildings transferred to the Trust, but this amendment was
accepted by the government only to ensure passage of the Bill, and was never
implemented because of the costs which would be incurred. (In 1977, it was
estimated that perhaps between one and three million pounds would be the



148  The National Trust

appropriate endowment for a major historic house — Commons Expenditure
Committee 1978.) Instead, in a number of cases in which high running and
maintenance costs were expected, the Trust was persuaded to accept a property
on the understanding that the deficit would be met by a grant each year from the
Historic Buildings Council.

By the early 1970s, the Trust had grown disillusioned with this arrangement
because of the long-term dependency on government largesse and it refused
any more historic houses from the Fund without sufficient income-producing
assets. This decision effectively froze the Fund's operation, because the
Treasury was unwilling to allow the Revenue to accept any historic properties
unless there was a willing recipient (which had almost always been the National
Trust). One consequence was the private sale and dispersal of the contents of
Mentmore in 1977, the public outcry about which led to the reform of the
National Land Fund {see p. 78). Significantly, one of the first grants from the
new National Heritage Memorial Fund was £500000 to help the Trust restore
Canons Ashby in Northamptonshire, followed by £1 million towards the
endowment of the property. The demise of the National Land Fund revealsthe
Trust’s jealous regard for its own independence and the extent to which parts of
the government’s heritage policy are critically dependent on its co-operation.

The Trust explains its stance in the following terms: ‘growing apnual
dependence on public funds could affect the support the National Trust
receives from its members and the public and, particularly in times of national
economic difficulty, could lead to management interference from government
departments anxious to safeguard public funds. The National Trust feels that it
must remain the sole judge of priorities and standards at its propetties, on
which its reputation and continuing support depend’ (Commons Expenditure
Committee 1978). In addition, the Trust feels, with some justification, that ‘the
nation gets good value very cheaply as a result of the Trust’s ownership of land
open to the public’ (Commons Expenditure Committee 1976). However, this
does not exempt the Trust from behaving in a responsible manner, nor does it
dispose of a legitimate public interest inits work. An organisation of the Trust’s
size and power invites scrutiny. Moreover, because of its central role in
countryside planning and heritage preservation, its management decisions
have far-reaching implications which cannot be ignored and which raise
questions about the Trust's responsiveness to public needs.

It is perhaps in its attitude towards recreation that the Trust has attracted
most criticism. With the spread of car ownership in the 1950s and 1960s, and the
enormous growth in those seeking informal recreation in the countryside, the
Trust’s open spaces have had to accommodate more and more visitors on fine,
summer weekends. A tally on a bank-holiday weekend at Clumber Park in 1955
recorded 50000 visitors; on the equivalent weekend in 1964, the number had
risen to 106000. In the following year at Hatfield Forest there were 28300 cars,
and at Runnymede 80000 (Benson Committee 1968). By 1959, there were a
million visitors a year to the Trust’s houses. By 1966, this figure had doubled;
and it doubled again by 1973 (Fedden 1974). In 1978, over six million people
visited its properties. One result has been the enormous growth in Trust
membership (three-quarters of the Trust’s members are recruited atits proper-
ties). However, the Trust has been slow, if not reluctant, to respond to the
challenge of mass leisure. It has been particularly concerned at the ‘threat’
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posed to the beauty and attractions of its properties by the sheer pressure of
visitors. In grudging tones, the Trust’s report for 1965 remarked that “for the
gregarious visitor the Trust can offer little and suffer fewer’.

Undoubtedly, the Trust faces a real dilemma. It firmly believes that pte-
servation must be its first task and must take precedence over public recreation.
The maxim coined by its chairman in the 1920s is still repeated: ‘Preser-
vation may always permit of access, while without preservation access becomes
for ever impossible’ (quoted in Fedden 1968). A more recent restatement of the
same theme is that its open spaces ‘are held in trust for future generations and
must not be sacrificed to short-term pressures’ or transformed into ‘popular
playgrounds’ (Fedden 1974). Some would argue, however, that the emphasis
on preservation for future generations may be too costly for the present
(Bracey 1970). Moreover, the opportunity costs fall selectively on lower income
groups when, as in Enterprise Neptune, properties are acquired specifically to
restrict the spread of caravan and camp sites and other forms of cheap holiday
accommodation.

The number of people wanting to enjoy the countryside and the coast is in
any case likely to increase in the long term. So the sooner the problems created
by intensive visitor pressure are tackled positively, the better, both for present
and future generations. Yet the preservationist attitude of the Trust has also
inhibited its acceptance of modern techniques of recreational land manage-
ment promoted by agencies such as the Countryside Commission which are
seeking to reconcile in an imaginative manner the many diverse demands for
countryside recreation. Only 11 Trust properties figure among the 158 desig-
nated country parks in England and Wales. Most regions suffer from a
considerable shortage of amenity land, and much of what is available, certainly
much of the best, is owned by the Trust. It is therefore vital that the Trust’s
leadership should not be out of touch or sympathy with the recreational needs
of ordinary people.

In contrast, in the management and maintenance of its historic buildings, the
Trust enjoys a deservedly high reputation, worldwide. It has been a pacesetter
in the development of techniques for conserving historic houses and their
furnishings, and presenting them to the public. In this, it shows fastidious
attention to detail and a fine sensitivity towards the character and period of a
place. Best of all, its houses feel lived in, not like museums,

The inalienable status of Trust properties raises additional questions of
accountability. The effect of inalienability is to place the Trust beyond the
normal compulsory purchase powers of local authorities and other statutory
bodies. This may constrain their operations, particularly in areas where Trust
ownership is concentrated, such as the national parks and the coast. As we have
seen, nearly a quarter of the Lake District is owned by the Trust; and in some
coastal districts in the South-West, most of the open coast is now in its
ownership. Elsewhere, there are other sizeable holdings. For example, over
3% of Surrey is held by the Trust.

Inalienability inevitably restricts the scope of land-use planning and excludes
development which may be in the national interest or in the interests of local
people. The Trust is aware of this and it consults local authorities before
declaring land inalienable. As the secretary of the Neptune Appeal, Mr
Corbett, stated: “We cannot freeze the countryside or coast; we are aware of
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the nuisance value of inalienability and therefore sensible about our defences.’
(Personal communication 1976). Even so, it has been drawn into fighting a
series of protracted rearguard actions mainly against public authorities, for
example, over electricity projects and schemes for water extraction and road
construction which would encroach on its land (Lowe 1972). Usually, however,
both public and private developers carefully avoid Trust property.

The Trust's duty to defend its land against any development proposal,
whatever its merits, has rendered it politically vulnerable to such criticisms as
being inflexible, anti-progressive and ‘above the law’ (Fedden 1968, Heseltine
1968). Critics have argued that inalienability was never intended to be used in
this way, and certainly not to frustrate public ends. In addition, it has been
suggested that the post-war planning system, with its democratically account-
able mechanisms for protecting amenity and determining the public interest in
the use of land, has made the Trust’s special status an anachronism (Buchanan
1968). That extensive areas of land, some of it quite undistinguished farmland,
should be outside the planning system does seem unacceptable. Equally, it
seems unrealistic that the use of 407 miles of coastline, amounting to a fifth of
the undeveloped coast, should be ‘frozen’ in perpetuity. On the other hand,
Trust ownership is undoubtedly a more certain means of landscape protection
than are planning controls. '

Only on one occasion has the Trust had to invoke its power of appeal to
Parliament — in 1968, in an attempt to prevent the Ministry of Transport
constructing a bypass encroaching on Saltram Park in Devon. A select commit-
tee of both Houses, after carefully considering the issue, declared in favour of
the Ministry and the Trust’s inalienable powers were overridden. The incident
would seem to indicate that, ultimately, the Trust is no match for a determined
government department. A second incident raised more profound doubts
about the future of inalienability. It arose in connection with the government’s
insistence on the utmost urgency in the development of North Sea oil. At a
protracted public inquiry, which began late in 1973, the National Trust for
Scotland successfully resisted a plan to build massive concrete oil production
platforms on its inalienable land at Drumbuie. The government reacted by
introducing the Offshore Petroleum Development (Scotland) Bill (enacted in
1975) to enable the Secretary of State for Scotland, compulsorily and expedi-
tiously, to acquire land for certain oil-related purposes, including inalienable
land. The Naticnal Trust, fearing that the legislation might one day be
extended to cover the rest of the United Kingdom and to apply to other types of
development, joined forces with the National Trust for Scotland to fight the Bill
(National Trust 1974). The two trusts succeeded in winning the support of the
House of Lords for an amendment which would have exempted inalienable
land, but the government stood firm. Though the Act’s procedures have not
been employed, its enactment demonstrates that government is not prepared
to allow inalienability to obstruct matters of overriding national importance.
The two incidents were a blow to the Trust. Yet it remains committed to its
inalienable powers and is fully prepared to use them to defend its land against
development threats, as in its recent opposition to another bypass proposal
which would cross Petworth Park in Sussex.

The final issue of accountability concerns the Trust’s openness in justifying
its policies and actions. The land, money and powers entrusted to it place at
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least a moral obligation on the Trust to provide as much information and
explanation as possible regarding its stewardship of these assets. Yet it hasbeen
wary of too much publicity. Of course, being largely dependent on voluntary
contributions, the Trust welcomes increased support and, following the Ben-
son reforms, it has one of the most professianal public relations of any
environmental organisation, Too much attention, though, could bring de-
mands for greater accountability and a loss of autonomy. It therefore avoids
political controversy or public debate about its priorities and decisions. This
may prove counterproductive| however, jwhen sensitive issues are involved,
and the Trust has found itself embroiled in prolonged wrangling in the
aftermath of decisions it has taken internally without reference to its mem-
bership or wider public discussion. These include allowing seal culls on the
Farne Islands in the 1960s and the leasing of land at Bradenham {Buckingham-
shire) in 1981 for the construction of a NATQ command bunker.

Assessment

Much of the criticism of the National Trust and the internal conflicts it has
experienced stem from its dual nature. As a semi-public agency, it maintains a
closed and centralised structure of authority and prefers to keep a low profile
rather than indulge in eye-catching and controversial campaigning. However,
as a voluntary body, there are pressures on it to have a more open organisation,
in closer touch with its members. There are also oceasions when, inevitably, it
finds itself acting as a pressure group. When, in Enterprise Neptune, it did take
on a strongly promotional stance, there were repercussions for its organisation
which resulted in an internal reappraisal,

Whereas issues of internal representativeness arise in relation to the Trust’s
role as a voluntary body, its role as semi-public agency raises questions of
external accountability. The control itexercises over large areas ofland and the
considerable sums of public money it receives could lead to calls for govern-
mental regulation of its activities. Yet, even then, its ambivalent nature poses
an awkward problem, for part of the National Trust’s very attraction and
success lies in its independence from government and especially with its
inalienable powers.
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Inherent in many statements and studies of pressure groups is the notion that
they are the crystallisation of some value or interest within society which they
seek to represent to government. In this ‘bottom-up’ model of the political
system, groups are seen as.arising and existing independently of government.
In some cases this is too simple a model. There are instances of the government
itself creating pressure groups (see p. 45), and in this chapter we focus on the
complex relationship and interaction between a voluntary group and a statu-
tory body - the Royal Society for Nature Conservation and the Nature
Conservancy —in which each has profoundly influenced the development of the
other. It is also a relationship characterised by a high degree of administrative
and political co-ordination which has as its basis common interests and shared
goals.

The Society’s early years

The Society was formed in 1912 as the Society for the Promotion of Nature
Reserves (SPNR). The prime mover was Charles Rothschild of the famous
banking family, a prominent Edwardian patron of natural history who became
concerned at the extinction of wildlife and the shrinking area of land in its natural
state. He had already acted privately, buying 300 acres of Woodwalton Fen, the
largest surviving tract of fenland in Huntingdonshire, and anonymously donat-
ing funds to enable the National Trust to acquire Blakeney Pomt, the shingle
spit on the Norfolk coast. In establishing the new society, Rothschild sought to
harness the assistance of other influential naturalists in encouraging the
creation of nature reserves (Rothschild 1979).

It was intended that the Society would assist the National Trust in acquiring
threatened sites (The Times 18 December 1912) and its potential strength
would rest on its ability to secure the patronage of benefactors and landowners
through the personal contacts and prestige of its members. The entire control
of the Society was vested in a council limited to 50 members, to which some of
the leading figures in social, political and scientific life were recruited (SPNR
1914).

For a number of reasons the SPNR achieved little during its first thirty years
(Sheail 1976). Dominated by members of the artistic establishment, the
National Trust was concerned more with amenity preservation for aesthetic
reasons than with the protection of wildlife, and it proved reluctant to accept
properties that were only of interest to natural ists. S0, the SPNR was obliged to
become a landowner itself, acquiring a number of sites rejected by the Trust.
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However, it was not equipped to manage them. Indeed the notion that
management might be needed to perpetuate their wildlife interest was foreign
to the original motive for their acquisition, to secure them from human
interference. At Woodwalton Fen, for example, the cessation of grazing,
hay-making and peat-cutting quickly led to the invasion of sallow bushes to
such an extent that over a few years the reserve became an impenetrable
thicket. The SPNR, to whom Rothschild had donated the reserve, had to sell
another of his benefactions, Ray Island (Essex) in order to afford the necessary
remedial action and upkeep for the Fen.

The consciously elitist structure of the Society, enshrined in a Royal Charter,
also proved to be something of astraitjacket. Though perhaps well suited to the
relatively small and tightly knit society of Edwardian London, the SPNR has
had to live with it through 60 years of considerable social change and a
transformation in the style of environmental politics, Members of the council
were appointed for life and there was no mechanism for replacing inactive
members or bringing in fresh talent. The Society’s vitality was too dependent
on the personal commitment, public stature and private generosity of a few
individuals. It was particularly unfortunate in the death in 1923 of Charles
Rothschild after a prolonged illness. He was in his mid-forties and had provided
the Society with much of its status, funds and inspiration.

Deprived of effective leadership, the Society was also handicapped in its
ability to generate public interest. There was provision in its constitution for
people to be invited to register their support by becoming associate members,
but the link was nominal — associates were accorded no formal authority within
the Society, not even the power to nominate or elect council members or
officers. In its early years, associate members were not even informed as to
what the Society was doing, though this was remedied in 1923 when it began
issuing an annual handbook. However, prevented by its charter from levying a
subscription, the Society found servicing its members a financial liability.
There was no incentive therefore to extend the membership which stood at less
than 300 in 1939,

It was in no position, therefore, to tap the first real glimmerings of popular
interest in environmental protection which arose in the inter-war period
(Rickwood 1973). Whereas issues such as national parks and rights of access to
open country were built up by the CPRE and the Ramblers” Association as
popular causes, the case for nature reserves received little publicity and
generated no widespread interest. Instead, it remained an esoteric matter,
viewed even by naturalists as a costly and impractical expedient only to be
contemplated as a last resort when a unique spot was threatened by an
improving farmer or specnlative builder, and certainly no substitute for
protective wildlife legislation. This was not entirely due to the failure of the
SPNR to make better use of its opportunities and funds. Farming was still
depressed and the technological revolution in agriculture which was to pose
such a comprehensive threat to wildlife was only just beginning by the late
1930s.

The Second World War and preparations for post-war reconstruction
brought an unexpected change in the Society’s fortunes, providing an unpre-
cedented opportunity to influence the formulation of long-term government
policy. In 1941, on the initiative of its secretary, Herbert Smith, the SPNR
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convened a conference on the preservation of wildlife after the war. The
conference’s recommendations, including proposals for nature reserves, re-
ceived much favourable publicity and aroused official attention (SPNR 1941},
Within government, there was already a growing commitment to a comprehen-
sive land-use system. Interest in wildlife protection followed as a corollary of
the general responsibility embraced at least in principle by the government for
preserving the British countryside. This was a cause which had gathered
momentum in the twenties and thirties, and which now commended itself for its
obvious symbolic value in helping to sustain morale during a period of intense
national sacrifice (Cherry 1975).

At the invitation of Sir William Jowitt, Paymaster General and chairman of
the Committee on Reconstruction Problems, a Nature Reserves Investigation
Committee (NRIC) was appointed under the auspices of the SPNR to develop
the case for nature conservation and to draw up a list of proposed reserves.
Despite the difficulties of war time, regional sub-committees of local naturalists
were set up to nominate potential sites throughout the country, and the SPNR
played a key co-ordinating role in the lobbying which led up to the appointment
of the Wildlife Conservation Special Commitiee by the government in 1945. Of
the ten-man committee, six were members of the SPNR. The government
acted on the recommendations of the committee by creating the Nature
Conservancy in 1949, to acquire and manage nature reserves, to give advice on
nature conservation, and to conduct ecological research.

The SPNR may fairly be described as the midwife of the Nature Conserv-
ancy. Somewhat paradoxically, its slim organisation and network of connec-
tions proved well adapted to the peculiar conditions of war-time lobbying. It
was able both to respond quickly and sensitively to favourable initiatives
within government, and to co-ordinate a staggering amount of groundwork
prior to official action. Herbert Smith, being retired, was able to devote
much of his time to the considerable amount of organisation and co-ordination
that was required.

Though the case for nature reserves entered official thinking in 1941 as
something of a footnote to the case for national parks, it emerged fully fledged
in 1949 as a recognised and independent function of government. In contrast,
the national park movement was able to achieve omly token action from
government. The National Parks Commission was little more than a sop to the
amenity and preservation interests. Unlike its contemporary, the Nature
Conservancy, the Commission was merely an advisory body with no executive
powers or responsibilities (Cherry 1975, MacEwen & MacEwen 1982).

Somewhat ironically, the SPNR benefited from the fact that nature reserves,
unlike national parks, had never emerged as a popular cause during peace time.
Consequently there was no entrenched opposition to them and no internal
factionalism amongst their tiny band of supporters. In contrast, the Standing
Committee on National Parks had to co-ordinate a coalition of diverse organ-
isations, amongst whom there were different and indeed conflicting concep-
tions of the objectives of national parks (Sandbach 1981, Sheail 1975). It also
faced opposition from the County Councils Association, agricultural and
landed interests and the Treasury. Such conflicts were particularly damaging
given the overriding government objective of maintaining national unity. The
SPNR and NRIC avoided controversy by divorcing the case for nature reserves
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from that for national parks and by concentrating on the scientific aspects of
nature conservation (Adams & Lowe 1981).

The Nature Conservancy and the Society’s reform

The creation of an official agency to establish a national system of nature re-
serves, with its own statutory powers, access to public funds and a professional
conservation and research staff was an achievement which far outstripped the
original hopes and intentions of the SPNR’s founders. Moreover, the Society
seemed assured of considerable influence in the development of the Nature
Conservancy. In its early months, the Conservancy was overseen by the
Agricultural Research Council whose secretary, Sir John Fryer, was a leading
SPNR member. The Conservancy’s first director-general was Cyril Diver, a
member of the executive committee of the Society, who had played a key part
in both the NRIC and the Wildlife Conservation Special Committee. In
addition, five of the original fifteen council members of the Conservancy,
including its chairman, Sir Arthur Tansley, were on the council of the Society.

What future now remained for the SPNR itself was far from clear. Something
of a new role had been sought in ¢co-ordinating the early British contribution to
the International Union for the Protection of Nature, established in 1948,
Following Herbert Smith’s death in 1953, the Society seemed well set to return
to its pre-war state of limbo. The Nature Reserves Investigation Committee
and its network of regional sub-committees were, at Cyril Diver’s direction,
dismantled and the Society’s largest practical commitment, the management of
Woodwalton Fen, was passed on to the Nature Conservancy. Yet any impres-
sion that the intervention of government in nature conservation thereby
rendered voluntary action redundant was soon dispelled by the Nature Conser-
vancy itself. Max Nicholson, who in 1952 succeeded Diver as director-
general, fully realised that the Conservancy was a weak and vulnerable
agency. In seeking to build a strong constituency for official conservation
policies, Nicholson became increasingly impatient at being unable to count on
the active assistance of the voluntary wildlife organisations, some of which
seemed slow to grasp the changed context and new opportunities presented by
the existence of the Conservancy. Some years later he described the state of the
conservation movement during the 1950s as ‘one of low morale, weak lead-
ership, elderly and largely passenger memberships, feeble finances and ignor-
ance-of the mounting threats to the biosphere’ (Nicholson 1976).

Nicholson was an active member of the SPNR council and he pressed on it
the need for reform. He was not prepared to tolerate it as a conservation cabal,
particularly given the influence within it of his predecessor Cyril Diver and their
mutual hostility. Instead, he wanted an organised lobby that would ‘guide,
stimulate and educate opinion’ and do for conservation what the CPRE did for
amenity (Nature Conservancy Report 1957). The older members of the
Society’s council were reluctant to see it transformed from a coterie of leading
naturalists. However, with the encouragement of Lord Hurcomb, the Society’s
president and chairman of the Nature Conservancy’s England Committee, the
Society agreed to sponsor the creation of a new body, the Council for Nature,
to represent all wildlife and natural history organisations in public affairs and to
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publicise and win support for nature conservation. This was launched in 1958
with Hurcomb as its president. The Nature Conservancy (Report 1958)
enthusiastically welcomed its creation, according it recognition as ‘the national
representative body for consultation on those natural history and nature
conservation matters which are of joint concern to many of the participating
societies’.

Having played the part of midwife a second time, the Society still lacked a
long-term role. However, a new source of initiative in nature conservation,
arising from the local level, began to expand rapidly with profound implications
for the Society’s future. The county trusts for nature conservation, which now
cover the whole of the United Kingdom, emerged as a co-ordinated movement
in the late 1950s, although three had been formed earlier (the Norfolk
Naturalists’ Trust in 1926, the Yorkshire Trust in 1946 and the Lincolnshire
Trust in 1948). They had aims similar to those of the SPNR, but being local
bodies were better placed to acquire and manage reserves and to arouse local
interest in nature conservation.

A. E. Smith, the energetic secretary of the Lincolnshire Trust, had been a
member of one of the regional sub-committees of the NRIC. He had written to
the SPNR urging that these should not be disselved but kept in being to watch
over the sites they had recommended for protection. His advice had not been
heeded, but he was not deterred. Seeing the potential of local activity and
support for conservation, Smith initiated a drive for a national network of
county trusts. This led to the setting up of the Leicestershire Trust in 1955,
followed by the Cambridgeshire Trust in 1956, Smith, an extra-mural lecturer
for the University of Nottingham, was joined in his promotional work by
Christopher Cadbury, a philanthropic industrialist and businessman, who had
been a council member of the Norfolk Trust since the early 1940s. The two of
them travelled extensively giving advice to those wishing to set up new county
trusts, their efforts encouraged by the Nature Conservancy.

With the support of Nicholson and Hurcomb, Smith and Cadbury were
co-opted onto the SPNR council where they spearheaded a transformation. In
the late 1950s, the SPNR resembled an empty shell - it had a constitution, name
and, most important, considerable financial reserves (over £50000 from pre-
war bequests), but lacked any clearly defined purpose. To the rapidly growing
county trusts, it offered the tempting prospect of a ready-made c¢entral organ-
isation and a vital source of funds. In response to pressures from the trusts, the
Society established a liaisont committee with them in 1958, The work of the
county trusts committee, with Cadbury as chairman and Smith as secretary,
loomed larger and larger in the affairs of the Society, eventnally forming the
core of a radically different SPNR. Whereas the Society’s council had resisted
efforts to have the SPNR absorbed into the Council for Nature, the reforming
efforts of Cadbury and Smith were supported because, in giving the Society a
new role, they ensured its continued existence and independence. Later,
Nicholson (1976) was to complain that this ‘infighting behind the scenes . . . did
. . . seriously weaken the intended centrepiece of the structure, the federally
constituted Council for Nature’.

The county trust’s committee set about promoting and assisting in the
formation of trusts in new counties. In 1960 it organised the first national
conference of county trusts, at which 14 were represented, some just formed
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and others still in the process of being formed. Four years later, there were 36
trusts in existence, with a combined membership of 17700. Each new trust was
given a place on the committee, which thus became the forum for discussing
common problems of finance, administration and reserve management, as well
as an increasingly powerful force within the Society. In addition, the county
trusts committee became an important point of contact between the trusts and
the Nature Conservancy as the latter continued to use its influence to promote
the Society’s internal reform.

In 1962, Cadbury became president of the SPNR and Smith its honorary
secretary. Over the following years, the provincial takeover of the Society was
completed. In 1969, associate membership was offered to all county trust
members. In 1973, the SPNR officially moved from its back room in the Natural
History Museum in London to new headquarters in Lincolnshire, close to the
offices of the Lincolnshire Trust which, as Smith’s base, had been the Society’s
effective ¢centre for some time. These changes were formally recognised in a
new Royal Charter issued in 1976 which reconstituted the Society as a
federation of the county trusts with a governing council comprising a repre-
sentative from each trust,

In partnership, the SPNR and the county trusts have fourished. There are
now 43 trusts — the most recent, for Cleveland, joined in 1981 — and their total
membership stands in excess of 140000 (see Fig. 5.2). Together, they manage
1300 nature reserves covering about 45000 hectares. Increasingly this has
demanded a corps of professional conservationists. Until 1964 the work of the
SPNR had depended entirely on the spare-time commitment of its honorary
officers. Now it has a full-time staff of 26; almost all the county trusis have
full-time administrative or conservation officers, and more than half employ
both.

Administrative co-operation

The Nature Conservancy was quick to realise the potential of organised local
interest in conservation in complementing its own work and compensating for a
considerable shortfall in official resources. During its first decade (the 1950s),
the planned build-up of the Conservancy’s programme was inhibited by two
factors: a shortage of suitably qualified staff, and severe restrictions imposed on
the growth of its budget (Duff & Lowe 1981). A major casualty was the
development of the Conservancy’s regional conservation staff. It was not until
1953 that officers could be posted in different regions of the country to conduct
all the local management and advisory functions of the Conservancy. Some of
these officers had to cover as many as ten or a dozen counties without any
supporting staff. Not until 1958 could the majority be given even a single
assistant (Nature Conservancy Report 1959). Not surprisingly, they had torely
on whatever local help was available.

In its annual report for 1961, the Nature Conservancy noted the ‘spectacular
growth in the numbers and influence’ of the county trusts, adding that:

In consequence, the Conservancy’s Regional Officers now have the keen interest,
active support, and in some cases informed criticism, of local naturalists and others
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interested in the countryside, working as a team. Insofar as conservation is essentially
something which must be done by local people with [ocal goodwill and understand-
ing, the importance of this trend can hardly be overrated,

The Conservancy was keen to see an effective partnership and division of
labour between its regional staff and the county trusts, with the latter assuming
responsibility for ‘the on-the-spot watchdog and caretaking aspects of con-
servation’ (Nature Conservancy Report 1962), It began to take full account of
the trusts in the deployment of its own staff and resources, and moved to place
its working relationship with the trusts on an established footing to ‘enable
them to take over an increasing range of local conservation functions while
receiving from officers of the Conservancy a number of vital supporting
services in technical and administrative fields’ (Nature Conservancy Report
1962).

By 1963 its relationship with the county trust movement was proving so
truitful that the Nature Conservancy felt able to record that:

responsible naturalists are taking their share as citizens in the practical tasks of
conservation instead of leaving them to the Conservancy and the taxpayer . . . far
from depriving the voluntary bodies of their role, as was once widely expected, the
Conservancy are opening up for them much wider and more important fields.

The following year, the relationship was formalised with the creation of a Joint
Liaison Conumittee between the Nature Consetvancy and the SPN R, re-
presented primarily by its county trusts committee,

‘The SPNR and the trusts took over much of the responsibility for sites of
special scientific interest {SSSIs) from the Nature Conservancy, which, though
responsible for their designation, tacked the manpower or financial resources
to keep them under surveillance or to reach agreements as to their manage-
ment. The trusts undertook to carry out much of the survey work on $SSis and
to prepare management plans with the co-operation of owners and the
Conservancy’s regional staff. The system of $SS¥s also formed the basis of their
acquisition programmes. A fifth of the SSSIs in England are now safeguarded
in whole or in part by the trusts and the Society (SPNC 1979). They also
maintain a watching brief for many other sites where acquisition or formal
agreement with the owner has not been possible. Thus, with the trusts
attending to wildlife sites of mainly regional impartance, the Conservancy has
been able to concentrate on its programme of acquiring and managing national
nature reserves.

The county trusts fulfil other useful purposes. They conduct field studies and
monitor the local flora and fauna. They are well placed therefore to advise
planning authorities, water authorities, landowners and farmers on the im-
plications for wildlife of changes in land use and management practices. They
are also involved in providing education, including nature study facilities for
schools and colleges, and visitor centres and nature trails which interpret
wildlife for the general public. These functions of interpretation, education and
advising local organisations have complemented the Conservancy’s emphasis
on conducting research and advising national bodies.

The Nature Conservancy has backed its delegation of duties with financial
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support. 1t has funded various projects by the SPNR ~ including, recently, a
study of the status of the otter and a review of the trusts’ nature reserves — as
well as using the Society as its agency to grant-aid the trusts. In 1978, the
Conservancy announced its intention to step up its support by making funds
available to expand the general capacity of the county trust movement, Overa
three-year period, the Society was allocated £32000 per annum, the Scottish
Wildlife Trust £8000 per annum and each of seventeen other irusts £5000 per
annum. After this initial period, funding was continued, on a modified basis,
for various organisational developments.

Political co-ordination

Being an official agency, the Nature Conservancy is restrained in the extent to
which it can openly campaign for changes in legislation and policy or oppose
another government department. The SPNR has therefore been a useful
political ally for the Conservancy, often raising in public debate issues which
the Conservancy is pursuing in Whitehall, pressing for additional resources and
powers for the Conservancy, and being able to sponsor wildlife legislation,
lobby politicians, and seek support for conservation through the media.

The association with the county trusts has not only extended the power and
resource base of the Society, but has also given it access to local government.
Chapter 5 has shown how the trusts enjoy an ‘established’ status with local
authorities through membership ties, formal representation and consultation.
This too has proved of benefit to the Conservancy, for example in pressing local
authorities to establish local nature reserves, as they are empowered to do
under the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949. Significant-
ly, the first local reserve in England was created in 1952 by Lindsey County
Council at Gibraltar Point, an area of dune and salt marsh, at the initiative of
the Lincolnshire Trust, which then undertook the management of the reserve.
Other authorities that have followed this lead have usually been prompted and
assisted by their county trusts. In 1958, Nicholson conceded that, in the
Conservancy’s experience, ‘it is useless to try from the centre to convert local
authorities to the idea that they ought to form and maintain local reserves. It is
something which must arise in the locality from public opinion there.’ (Com-
mons Select Committee on Estimates 1958).

With its new authority as the national spokesman for the county trusts, and
with its expanded resources, the SPNR has sought to broaden its role,
diversifying away from the promotion of nature reserves. The new charter
dropped any specific reference to nature reserves and defined the objects of the
Society as: ‘to promote the conservation of nature for the purpases of study and
research and to educate the public in the understanding and appreciation of
nature, the awareness of its value and the need for its conservation’. In 1981 , 11§
name was changed to the Royal Society for Nature Conservation. The Society
now sees itself as ‘the only voluntary body concerned nationallty with all aspects
of nature conservation’. Thisis very much the role that Nicholson envisaged for
it in the mid-1950s. It is ironical, therefore, that the Society led the move to
wind up the Council for Nature in 1979, As the former appropriated various
co-ordinating functions, the latter had steadily become redundant.
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The Society’s Conservation Liaison Committee now brings together all the
major statutory and voluntary organisations to discuss their common concerns.
The political co-ordination formally exercised by the Council for Nature has
been taken over by Wildlife Link Committee of CoEnCo, on which the Society
is represented. The Society also services the All-Party Parliamentary Con-
servation Committee which is the main point of contact between MPs and peers
concerned with wildlife and the various environmental groups. At the regional
level, the Society co-ordinates the representation of conservation interests to
such bodies as the regional water authorities and the regional councils for sport
and recreation. Examples of its wider promotional activities include the
magazine Natural World, and its joint sponsorships: with The Sunday Times of
the Watch Trust for Environmental Education, and with the RSPB of the
Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group.

Between the Society and the Nature Conservancy, there is much consul-
tation over the development of policy and co-ordination of promotional and
legislative strategies. The Society’s Conservation Liaison Committee acts as a
forum between the Conservancy and the voluntary conservation groups. As
well as regular working contact between officers of the Conservancy and the
Society, there are strong personal links. Until the mid-1960s, usually half of the
Conservancy’s appointed council and an even greater proportion of its advisory
committees were members of the SPNR.

In 19635, the Nature Conservancy lost its status as an independent research
and advisory body and became a constituent of the new Natural Environment
Research Council. In 1973 it was again reorganised, regaining its independence
as a statutory body under the Nature Conservancy Council Act, losing however
its research arm which remained in the Natural Environment Research Council
as the Institute of Terrestrial Ecology. While not as numerous as in earlier
years, the personal links between the Nature Conservancy Council and the
Society have continued. A. E. Smith, for example, was a member of the
Conservancy from 1966 to 1978 and between 1971 and 1978 occupied the
influential position of chairman of the Conservancy’s England Committee.
This link has been maintained as the position is now filled by Walter Lane, a
member of the Society’s executive committee and its chairman from 1976 to
1981. Smith’s successor as general secretary of the Society, Dr Franklyn
Perring, has other personal links with the Conservancy, having been in its
employment. Indeed he, the present director-general of the Nature Conserv-
ancy Council and the present director of the RSPB, were colleagues in the
1960s in one of the Conservancy’s research institutes, and remain personal
friends. These and other links, such as the close working relations between the
Conservancy’s regional staff and the county trusts, ensure both practical
co-operation and political co-ordination.

Of course, the two organisations have different priorities and constraints,
and this can lead to disagreements over political tactics and objectives. For
example, the Society has always taken the lead in pressing for stronger
safeguards for SSSIs. The Conservancy has been markedly less enthusiastic.
The implementation of any new controls would greatly overstretch its staff and
resources, and draw it into constant confrontation with farmers and landown-
ers. This difference in outlook between the Society and the Conservancy came
to a head during the consultations that preceded the Wildlife and Countryside
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Bill {enacted in 1981). A new statutory order, to be applied to a limited number
of 8§§S8Is to hold up any detrimental agricultural changes, was agreed between
the Conservancy and officials of the Department of the Environment. When
the government’s proposals for the Bill were published, this provision attracted
considerable criticism from conservation groups. The Royal Society for Nature
Conservation argued strongly that losses to SSSIs from farming and forestry
operations were so great that more had to be done. On its own, the propesal to
protect only a few ‘super-SSSIs” seemed to downgrade all the remainder, in
effect abandoning them to the stringency of agricultural intensification and
afforestation.

Asit was unlikely that the government would contemplate a change of mind
while still supported by the Conservancy, much of the Society’s lobbying during
the period of public consultation was directed at shifting the Conservancy
before the Bill reached Parliament. Otherwise the government would be able
to counter any criticism or attempts to introduce stronger measures, by
reference to the backing it enjoyed from its official conservation advisers. In
the event, just four days before the Bill's second reading, the Conservancy was
won over, following intense pressure from a combined front of nature con-
servation groups, acting through the Wildlife Link Committee. With the
Conservancy’s support, which included publication of an SSSI survey indicat-
ing a rate of destruction and damage of 13% per annum, the Society and its
allies did achieve important concessions in Parliament. Not least was arequire-
ment for alf owners and oceupiers of SSSIs to give three months’ notice to the
Nature Conservancy Council of their intention to carry out specified operations
inimical to wildlife (Cox & Lowe 1983).

Assessment

*Clientelism’ is the term used to describe the relationship between a govern-
ment department and its lobby in which there is a close identification of interest
between the two (Richardson & Jordan 1979). It is not uncommon in the
environmental field (see p. 67) nor in other pelicy areas. On the contrary, it
seems to be an integral element of the ‘departmental pluralism’ of British policy
making in which government departments adopt an advocacy role in relation to
client groups, mobilising their political support in the interdepartmental
competition for administrative responsibilities, legislative time and resources.

The example of the Nature Conservancy and the Royal Society for Nature
Conservation illustrates how complex such a relationship can be, with, in this
case, common historical roots, administrative co-operation, political co-
ordination, overlapping personnel, transfer of staff and formal and informal
liaison. It should be added that the Conservancy’s position as an independent
statutory body has allowed it to develop a closer partnership with its client
lobby than if it had been a government department. Undoubtedly, the rela-
tionship has been mutually beneficial, enabling the Conservancy to tap a large
reserve of voluntary labour and popular support and giving the Society access
to the Conservancy’s expertise and administrative resources.

The case study also demonstrates some interesting facets of the relationship
between a statutory body and its client group. For example, the direction of
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influence may not always be that implied by the pressure group label attached
to the latter. During the late 1930s, the Conservancy put sustained pressure on
the SPNR in an effort to reform it to suit the Conservancy’s needs. It is evident
also that the relationship need not be harmonious even when a voluntary
organisation and a statutory body have common objectives. Professionals may
resent what they regard as interference by amateurs, whereas amateurs may be
sensitive to any hint of professional arrogance. Rivalry and tension may ensue
while the two sides sort ont their respective functions and relative authority.
This was the case between the SPNR and the Conservancy in the 1950s with the
latter eventually asserting its pre-eminence. There have been similar, but more
pronounced, conflicts in the late 1970s between the voluntary Central Council
of Physical Recreation and the statutory Sports Council over which was the
representative body of British sport and recreation. Interestingly, in this
instance, the voluntary organisation had been even more closely involvedin the
establishment of the statutory organisation which took over much of the
former’s administrative structure at its inception in 1965 (Evans 1974). There
are historical parallels also. For example, for several decades, the relationship
between the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings and the Ancient
Monuments Branch of the Ministry of Works was tense and strained, even
though the former had campaigned for the legislation which, in 1913, had
" established the latter (Harvey 1972).

Conceivably, the tensions between the Nature Conservancy and the Royal
Society for Nature Conservation could re-emerge, particularly if the former
found itself with reduced staff and resources through public expenditure cuts,
and the latter continued to grow. The idea has been put forward, for example,
of a transfer of responsibility for some of the Conservancy’s reserves to the
county trusts. If this were to occur, it would have major implications for the
relationship between the Conservancy and the Society.

Finally, the history of the Royal Society for Nature Conservation is a
fascinating example of organisational adaptation. It has gone from being a
promotional to an emphasis group, and this change has involved not just a
transformation in aims but also in personnel, composition and structure.

More than 200000 hectares of Britain are maintained as natyre reserves and
for this achievement the Society can take much of the credit. When it was set
up, the very concept of a nature reserve was novel. The Society provided the
lead in convincing naturalists that the creation of reserves offered a practical
means of protecting wildlife, and persuading government and public opinion
that this was a desirable objective, worthy of support.

However, the history of the Society has not been a chronology of steady
advance: sometimes progress was halting; for long periods the Society lapsed
into inactivity; but at a few important junctures it has been able to seize the
initiative with impressive results. The success of its war-time lobbying demon-
strates how dependent the fortunes of a pressure group can be on changesin the
pelitical context quite beyond its control. This does not detract from the
Society’s undoubted achievements, but merely emphasises the point that an
important attribute of a group’s leadership must be the ability to see and exploit
the new opportunities created by the course of events.



10 The European
Environmental Bureau

The growth of organised concern for the environment in Britain has been
mirrored in other advanced capitalist countries. In Western Europe, North
America, Japan and Australia, environmental pressure groups have come to
play a significant role in domestic politics. Expressions of environmental
concern are now a standard feature of the manifestos of the major political
parties in these countries, and in some countries separate ecological candidates
and ‘Green Parties’ have emerged. In response, Western governments have
introduced new legal and institutional safeguards to protect the environment.

One corollary of the growth of concern in different countries has been a trend
towards environmental internationalism. This has been associated with an
emerging appreciation of the global dimensions of the ecological crisis and the
need for a concerted international response, culminating in the publication of
The world conservation strategy by the World Wildlife Fund and the Inter-
national Union for the Conservation of Nature {1980).

This chapter examines one of the small but growing number of international
environmental groupings, the European Environmental Bureau (EEB), estab-
lished specifically to represent environmental interests to the European Econ-
omi¢ Community (EEC). Before commenting on its structure, function and
relationship with the EEC, attention will be drawn to the forces that created
and sustain the Bureau, in order to illuminate the dynamics of supranational
awareness and action on environmental matters.

The dynamics of international environmentalism

In Western democracics, the pressure-group network forms a system com-
plementary to government institutions. Each tier of government has a cor-
responding phalanx of groups which help to keep government informed,
responsive and in check. Traditionally, the apex of both governmental and
pressure-group activity has been the nation state, but since the Second Wotld
‘War new international institutions have emerged either for collaboration
on specificissues, or for economic and political coalescence within a geographic
area (as in the case of the European Economic Community). It is logical to
assume that, as governments agree to form higher levels of decision making,
non-governmental organisations will similarly regroup to meet the new
level, and indeed international non-governmental organisations have mulii-
plied over the past thirty years (Jiitte & Grosse-Jitte 1981),

What is not so obvious is how this regrouping occurs, We can discern some of
the possible contributory factors in the evolution of the Bureau. A necessary
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condition must be the existence of parallel concern in different countries, In
Chapter 2 it was suggested that all the advanced capitalist countries had
experienced environmental movements in the 19605 and 1970s. One aspect of
this has been the rapid spread of imitative groups, such as FoE, Europa Nostra,
Keep Europe Beautiful, Greenpeace and anti-nuclear groups.

Earlier environmental eras, however, did not yield the degree of sustained
international co-operation that emerged in the 1970s, with the notable excep-
tion of the International Council for Bird Preservation (formed in 1922), the
International Union for Conservation of Nature (1948) and its offshoot, the
World Wildlife Fund (1961). These organisations point to another essential
ingredient of international co-operation — the recognition that there arc
problems in common between national groups and that they require a co-
ordinated response. The need for concerted action to protect migratory birds
was the motive behind the establishment of the International Council for Bird
Preservation { Barclay-Smith 1973); and the need for co-operative effort to save
endangered species, the motive behind the International Union for the Con-
servation of Nature (Boardman 1981).

The most recent environmental era has been strongly internationalist in
outlook, emphasising problems transcending national boundaries. Concern
over a global environmental crisis has been fuelled by the mounting incidence
of marine and atmospheric pollution, shortages of natural resources and world
population growth (Meadows ef af. 1972). The 1970s witnessed a spate of
international events and conferences which vented such concern, beginning
with European Conservation Year 1970. The most influential was the United
Nations Conference on the Human Environment, held in Stockholm in 1972,
which initiated the United Nations Environment Programme. Over 600 or-
ganisations from 113 nations were represented at the Stockholm Conference.
In parallel with the meetings of government spokesmen, there was an En-
vironmental Forum which, in bringing together some 200 non-governmental
organisations, acted as a powerful catalyst to the development of mutual
understanding and alliances between leading environmentalists from different
countries. This represents another necessary ingredient to international
co-operation: the opportunity for national representatives to establish
contact. International conferences play a vital part in this.

A number of joint ventures followed the Stockholm Conference, including
the creation of the European Environmental Bureau. Yulian Lessey of the
Conservation Society (UK), who first suggested the idea of an agency of
European environmental groups, met members of the Sierra Club (US) and the
International Institute for Environment and Development (UK/US) at Stock-
holm. Subsequently, in 1974, these two organisations convened a meeting in
Brighton of some twenty representatives of environmental groups from North
America and Western Europe. At this meeting the representatives of the
Conservation Society {UK) and the Gents Aktickomittee Leefmilieu (Bel-
gium) proposed closer co-operation between environmental groups in Com-
mon Market countries, with the argument that ‘the European Community is
progressively becoming more important for environmental matters’ (EEB
Report 1975/6). This led directly to the formation of the Bureau.

Thus, although the Bureau was created on a wave of environmental inter-
nationalism, it was specifically a response to the assumption of environmental
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responsibilities by the European Community whose first Environmental Ac-
tion Programme had been launched the previous year. In Chapter 2, it was
suggested that new groups often arise in response to new functions and the
changing structure of government. The Bureau would seem to be an example
of this. Pre-war attempts at environmental internationalism, such as the
Advisory Commission for the International Protection of Nature (set up in
Berne in 1913) and the International Office for the Protection of Nature (sef up
in Brussels in 1928) were notable failures (Boardman 1981). What was lacking
was any international authority that they might lobby. In contrast, the contem-
poraneous International Council for Bird Preservation established a perma-
nent role with less ambitious aims, seeking transnational ¢co-ordination rather
than international integration. Significantly, it never attempted to act as an
international pressure group but worked internally in each country through its
constituent groups (Ripley 1973). It was not until the emergence of political
internationalism and the creation of international governmental organisations
that international non-governmental organisations achieved any contextual
relevance and permanence.

National groups within the EEC have a choice of four strategics when
pursuing matters of more than national significance. The first is for a group to
maintain pressure on its own government to seek international action, for
example, via national representatives to the Council of Ministers. The second
choice is to liaise with similar organisations abroad so that each reinforces the
others’ separate national campaigns, Third, it can mount its own national lobby
to the EEC, though the Community’s institutions do not accord consultative
status to purely national pressure groups. Fourth, it can form a coalition with
groups from other countries (such as the EEB) to represent their transnational
concerns. The four strategies are not mutually exclusive. Groups can, and
sometimes do, pursue more than one simultaneously. Friends of the Earth, for
example, has its own network of bases in Europe and beyond. Though each
pursues_its own national campaigns, these are often linked together. In
addition, the British, Dutch, French and Belgian Friends of the Earth all
belong to the Bureau.

It would be wrong to imply, however, that groups involved in lobbying the
EEC are necessarily internationalistic in outlook. As we shall see, this is often
far from the case. Because member states have transferred some of their
sovereignty to the Community, groups with purely national concerns have had
to establish a European presence simply to safeguard their influence in national
affairs, This explains the involvement in the Bureau of a group such as the
CPRE.

The organisation of the Bureau

The creation of the EEB in December 1974 gave a direct channel of access to
the European Community, initially for 39 environmental groups {see Table
10.1). Brussels is full of similar bureaux bringing together interest groups from
member states. The EEB however, is the only one representing environmental
interests.
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Table 10.1 Membership of the European Environmental Bureau.

Country

Uhnited
Kingdom

Belgium

Denmark

Eire

France

Germany

Orginal members

(1) Civic Trust

(2) Conservation Society

(3) Council for Environmental
Conservation

(4) Council for the Protection of
Rural England

(5) Friends of the Earth

{6) International Institute for
Environment and
Development

(1) Bond Beter Leefmilien
Vlaanderen

(2) Fonds de Sauvegarde pour
la Nature

{3) Genis Aktiekomittee Leefmilieu
{4) Inter-Environnement Bruxelles

(5) Inter-Environnement Wallonie
(6) Les Amis de la Terre Belgique
(7y Natuur 2000

- (8) Raad Voor Het Leefmilicu

Brussel
(9) Rcserves Naturelles et
Omithologiques de Belgique
{10) Stichting Leefmilieu

(1) Dansk Komite for
Mil jobeskyttelse OG-
Forureningsbekaempelse
(2) Friluftsradet

(1) An Taisce (The National Trust
for Ireland)

(1) Comité Frangais pour le Droit
de 'Environnement

(2) Fédération Nationale des
Associations des Usagers des
Transports

(3) Fédération Frangaise des
Sociétés de Protection de la
Nature

(4) Jeunes et Nature

(5) Les Amis de la Terre

(6) Nature et Progres

{1) Bundesverband Biirger-
initiativen Umweltschutz

New members

(7) Town and Country Planning
Association
(8) Council for the Protection of
Rural Wales
(9) Fauna and Flora Preservation
Society
(10) Green Alliance
{11} Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds
(12) Scottish Civic Trust
{13) Royal Society for Nature
Conservation

(3) Dansk Ornithologisk
Foremng

(2) Irish Wildlife Federation

{7y Espaces pour Demain
(8) Fédération Nationale
d’ Agriculture Biologique
(9) Ligue Francaise pour la
Protection des Qiseaux
{10) Coline
(11) Crepan
(12) Environment et Santé
(13) Sepanso

(5) Bund Naturschutz Bayern
(6) Komitee gegen Vogelmord
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Table 10.1 — continued

Country Original members New members
Germany (2) Bund Umwelt und Naturschutz
Dreutschland

(3) Deutscher Naturschutzring
(4) Oko- Institut

Italy (1) Agriturist (6) Lega Italiana Protezione
(2) Associazone Italiana per il Uccelli -

(3) Fondo per L’ Ambiante Italiano
{4) Italia Nostra
(5) Kronos 1991

Luxembourg (1) Natura

Netherlands (1) Landelijke Vereniging tot (5) Greenpeace Nederland
Behoud van de Waddenzee (6) Stichting Mondiaal
(2) Nederlandse Vereniging tot Alternatief.

Bescherming van Vogels
(3) Stichting Natuur en Milieu
(4) Vereniging Milicu-defensie

Greece . (1) Elliniki Eatiria
(2) Ereya
{3) Hellenik Society for the
Protectton of Nature

The stated objectives of the Bureau are:

e 10 promote an equitable and sustainable life style;

# to promote the protection and conservation of the environment, and the
restoration and better use of human and natural resources, particularly
within the EEC countries;

o to make all necessary information available to members and other
organisations likely to assist in the realisation of these aims;

# touse educational and other means to increase public awareness of these
problems;

¢ tomake recommendations in pursuit of the objectives of the Bureau and
to submit these to the appropriate authorities.

In addition to grants from the EEC Commission and the Belgian, Dutch and
British governments, the Bureau has received money from private foundations
in Holland, Belgium and the USA. Tts other main source of income is
membership fees. Total income for 1979 was £30000. Shortage of finance
places a severe restriction on its activities.

Financial difficulties, exacerbated by delays in receiving some membership
subscriptions, precipitated a review of the Bureau’s functions during the winter
of 1978-9. A key issue was whether it should limit its size or strive for a larger
membership to include specialist environmental groups and accommodate the
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trend towards regionalism and devolution. The decision taken was that ‘the
EEB should be representative of all tendencies of the environmental move-
ment’ (EEB Executive Committee Minutes 2 May 1979}. Subscquently,
additional groups have been admitted (see Table 10.1) bringing the mem-
bership in 1981 to 63. Many more groups are involved indirectly in the EEB
through the membership of national umbrella bodies such as CoEnCo and the
Fédération Frangaise des Sociétés de Protection de la Nature.

Each constituent group generally nominates one of its own members or
officers as its ‘EEB contact’. Some, often with quite specific interests or
expertise in European environmental affairs, are very active; but others are
much lessinvolved. The initiative rests very much with the member groups and
their representatives. Often the Bureau acts merely as a communication
channel for groups operating singly or collectively. Bureau secretary Hubert
David refers to the Bureau as ‘a chain as strong as its strongest link’ (EEB
Report 1975/6).

The Bureau is run by an executive committee which meets about five times a
year, Its 13 members, drawn from the constituent groups (including one from
each member state) are committed Europeans as well as leading environmen-
talists. They articulate the Bureau’s stance on particular issues, subject ¢ the
overall determination of policy by the annual general meeting.

Issues originate either from informal meetings, frequently of each country’s
Bureau member groups, or at executive committee meetings, in response to
Commission draft proposals, aspects of existing Community legislation, or
current environmental topics. An individual EEB member, sufficiently quali-
fied or interested, then offers, or is asked, 1o write a report. Alternatively a
working party comprising interested members is set up. Proposals from either
source are discussed and amended by the executive commitiee; they are then
submitted to the Commission. Feedback to Bureau members is officially
through its bi-monthly newsletter, Ecoforum. In addition, individual groups
carry repotts of EEB business in their own newsletters.

Most commentators refer to the Bureau as a pressure group, but this
description is not entirely accurate. The EEB is a forum for its members who
are the true pressure groups. It aims to ‘act as spokesman on behalf of its
membership’ and ‘involve member groups and other organisations concerned
with European Environmental Policy, mainly by the distribution of infor-
mation’ (EEB Report 1975/6).

In the context of a study of agricultural organisations, it has been claimed
that the European Community has become an effective instrument in the
mobilisation of resources for nationalist purposes (Peterson 1979). This would
be too sweeping a judgement of the EEB, though it has been used by its
constituents as an extra point of leverage in their respective national politics.
As the Bureau's first report explained:

As long as the decision making in the EEC in reality takes place at a national level,
environmental lobbying too must happen at the national level and the EEB can
merely be of assistance to the affiliated associations. . . . Much too often in the past,
‘Burope’ has been used by national governments and vested interest groups to
introduce measures and regulations which are unsuitable for a good environment.
Environmental organisations were powerless to react to these arguments because
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they did not have the information and they were not in sufficiently close contact with
their sistcr-organisations in the other countries. {EEB Report 1975/76.)

It is instructive to examine some examples in which British environmental
groups have pursued their specific national concerns through the Bureau.

Within the Bureau, British groups have been to the fore on transport issues,
reflecting the strength of interest in Britain on such issues, The Treaty of Rome
calls for ‘the adoption of a common policy in the sphere of transport’ and
declares that ‘the objectives of the Treaty . . . shall be pursued by the member
states within the framework of a Common Transport Policy’. The translation of
this general objective into a detailed code of workable regulations and direc-
tives has made slow progress. This is to the advantage of the EEB which,
though relatively new on the scene, is still in a position to influence the
formulation of the Common Transport Policy (Thomson 1976},

At their first meeting in March 1975, the Bureau placed transport high on the
agenda. Irene Coates, of the Conservation Society, offered to prepare a report
on the principles of an environmentally sound, European transport policy. She
was able to draw on the experience of the Conservation Society in challenging
the British motorway programme, her own opposition to rail cuts through
Transport 2000 and the campaign against the introduction of heavier lorries
into Britain. Six monthslater, after discussion and circulation among members,
her report was accepted as the EEB’s official transport policy and forwarded to
the Commission as an alternative to their draft proposals. There followed
several meetings with the Commission’s Directorate General of Transport,
which eventually agreed that no specific commitment would be made to
meeting future traffic demands, that the private car would be included in future
policies, and that attention should be paid to the social and environmental costs
of any new measures.

As well as influencing the Commission’s outlook, the Bureau’s initiative
established valuable contacts with the Transport Directorate which have
proved useful in subsequent lobbying. British representatives, in particular,
have used these contacts to raise issues of concern to them. For example, the
British government’s prevarication over the EEC regulation requiring the
fitting of tachographs to lorries was raised with the Commission. Other
regulations covering grants and accounting procedures for transport infrastruc-
ture were examined for the contribution they might make to easing British
Rail’s financial stringency. British environmentalists have also pressed for a
rail-only channel tunnel, in this instance in concert with their French counter-
parts.

The transport issue that has occasioned the greatest amount of lobbying has
been the Commission’s attempt to harmouise the maximum gross weights and
axle weights of lorries permitted by member states. Since the late 1960s, the
British government, with the support of road haulage interests, has been trying
to raise the limits applying within Britain, but has been thwarted by environ-
mental opposition, orchestrated by the Civic Trust and the CPRE (Wootton
1978). British representatives on the Bureau have sought to counter the
influence of lorry manufacturers on the Commission and to ensure that their
own government is unable to use the excuse of new EEC regulations to force
through an increase in the limits. In 1978, however, the Commission published
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a draft directive on lorry weights which would have affected Britain and Treland
most, increasing their limits by 15% for axle loads and 35% for gross weights.

The Bureau set up a working party on heavy lotries, chaired by Nige! Haigh
of the Civic Trust. Irene Coates was also amember and once again she took the
lead in drawing up a document challenging the Commission’s proposals. This
was used as the basis of the Bureau’s case to the Transport Directorate, that
harmonisation should not be at the highest prevailing national limit but at the
lowest, 1., that the existing British limit should be adopted by the Commission.
Though not accepting this objective, the Transport Directorate did agree to
publicise the Bureau’s evidence that heavier lorries would cause more environ-
mental damage, increase energy consumption and detract from other transport
modes.

In September 1981, the Commission issued a revised draft directive which
made some concessions to the environmental opposition that the earlier draft
had encountered. Though it proposed lower linuts, this still would have
entailed much heavier lorries for Britain (as well as Ireland, Germany and
France). With little prospect of further concessions from the Commission, and
the publication (December 1981) of a White Paper by the British Department
of Transport proposing new limits similar to those advocated by the Commis- -
sion, the focus of opposition for British environmentalists has shifted back to
the domestic scene. The government came under such pressure from the
CPRE, the Civic Trust and Transport 2000, via its back-bench MPs, that the
Secretary of State for Transport was obliged to back down. Tn November 1982
he introduced a smaller increase in the maximum gross weight than had been
planned and, as this was to apply to five axles rather than four (as previously), it
involved only a marginal increase in maximum axle loads. This decision
effectively checked the Commission’s efforts to harmonise lorry weights, Thus,
British environmental groups have used their involvement in EEC transport
policy as a means of influencing the context in which domestic policies will be
determined, putting indirect pressure on the British government, and ensuring
they are not outmanoeuvred by opposing interests operating at the European
level.

The Bureau and the EEC

In considering the relationship between the Bureau and the EEC, it must be
borne in mind that the Bureau starts from the position of an outsider group.
The interest that it represents is not entrenched in the basic policies and
institutions of the EEC as are agricultural and industrial interests. Indeed, the
overtiding economic remit of these policies runs counter to the objectives of the
Bureau. Even so, the European Commission recognises the Bureau as a source
of information and advice, and supports it financially. During the early 1970s,
before the Bureau’s creation, the EEC was already receptive to environmental
ideas. At the Qctober 1972 Summit Conference in Paris, the nine heads of
government declared that:

economic expansion is not an end in itself . . . it should resultin the improvement in
the quality of life as well as in standards of living. . . . particular attention will be
given to intangible values and to protecting the environment so that progress may
really be put at the service of mankind. (Johnson 1979.)
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This declaration was followed a year later by the EEC’s first Environmental
Action Programme (Ellington & Burke 1981).

A number of factors prompted this new emphasis. It occurred during a
period when the Community was expanding both its membership and its
functions, and when federalist sentiments were at their height. With the
growing significance of the EEC for domestic economic and political affairs,
there was concern among national leaders and within the Commission that the
Community should present a more human face to European electorates. Atthe
time, concern with the environment was highly topical in all the member
countries and the Stockholm Conference gave this an international focus.
Moreover, environmental matters were of increasing salience to the EECin its
primary task of promoting mutual economic development. The continued
growth of the economies of Western Europe was threatened by common
pollution problems, epitomised by the state of the Rhine, which the Council of
Europe (1966) described as ‘a gigantic open sewer’. At the same time,
increasingly stringent environmental regulations in member countries posed a
challenge to free trade and business competition within the EEC. In the words
of the Commission, ‘If the same requirements and regulations are not applied
in all Common Market countries, competition will be distorted and some
countries may benefit whilst others lose jobs.” (Commission of the European
Communities 1979.)

To achieve fully the Bureau’s objectives would necessitate fundamental
reform of the EEC. Indeed, it has called for revision of the Treaty of Rome, with
its overriding commitment to economic growth, and the Euratom Treaty which
calls for ‘the speedy establishment and growth of nuclear industries’. However,
for much of the time, such radical intentions must remain implicit rather than
explicit, for the Bureau has a number of constraints on its operations. First,
unlike groups representing business or labour interests, the Bureau cannot
resort to negative sanctions against disputed policies. Second, it is partly
dependent on the financial support of the European Commission which,
though unconditionally granted, effectively establishes the style of advocacy as
one of reasoned and moderate argument rather than open confrontation.
Third, the EEB’s registration under Belgian law as an ‘independent organisa-
tion with scientific and educational purposes’ means it must avoid overt
political stances. Finally, the Bureau must accommodate the divergence in
aims between radical groups such as Friends of the Earth and the more
conservative groups such as the Civic Trust (United Kingdom) and Inter-
Environnement (Belgium), and different national political styles, ranging from
the confrontational approach favoured by the French to the insider lobbying
preferred by the British.

The Bureau treads a path carefully balanced between the disinterested and
propitiatory role imposed by the above constraints, and the committed philo-
sophical stance which environmentally sound policies demand. Bureau
strategy is to co-operate as closely as possible with the institutions of the EEC,
$0 as to insinuate its viewpoint into the Community’s decision making and to
make the Community as environmentally aware as possible. Its main target has
been the European Commission. This is, in effect, the civil service of the EEC,
charged with administering its treaties and initiating Community policy. It
comprises twenty directorates general covering the Community’s major func-
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tions. The Bureau closely scrutinises those articles and conditions in the
Treaties and any policy proposals that emerge from the Commission with
environmental imphcations, After internal discussion, it usually forwards a
statement of its views to the directorate general in question. Meetings may then
follow between a nucleus of the Bureau executive and the directorate, when the
Bureau can learn the reaction to its views and discuss the implications at length.

This style of advocacy depends upon the Bureau building up a reputation as
an authoritative and representative agency. Lacking sanctions, it can only
begin to succeed through persnasion on the strength of its case, drawing on the
technical expertise of member groups and their potential as a Europe-wide
intelligence network. Diplomacy is the other major ingredient. Most of the
Bureau’s lobbying is conducted by its executive members who have experience
in dealing with government officials at national level. The continuity of
established links between the Bureau and Commission departments is crucial
because consultation can be protracted. A directive, which is the usual
instrument of the EEC, can go through as many as 20 drafts and take more than
three years before being presented to the Council of Ministers for their final
decision. The Bureau is reluctant to introduce many new personalities into its
own inner circle of activists lest informal relationships and understandings built
up through personal contacts be disrupted through brashness or individual
ambition,

Through this combination of careful and sustained diplomacy and quality of
argument, the Bureau hopes to nurture its reputation within the Commission.
For its part, the Commission is pleased to gather views on its proposals. The
Bureau provides it with a convenient link to the environmental movement
through which it can acquire supplementary expertise or data which may give a
new perspective 1o its proposals. The process of consultation and feedback,
moreover, helps forestall later public criticism. It has also been suggesied that
Bureau participation is welcomed because it facilitates the extension of the
Commission’s competence and authority into environmental areas. Sidjansky
{1967) maintains that ‘the action of groups on the Commission is the tribute
paid to its genuine importance’. Certainly, the Bureau belicves that the
Community is ‘the major factor in promoting policies to shape Europe’s
environment’ (EEB Report 1979). Such legitimation is particularly significant
given that the environmental programme is an organic development of the
Evopean Community and is not derived from a specific treaty commitment.
Indeed, it has been suggested that an environmental policy founded on the
Treaty of Rome may be ultra vires (Von Moltke 1977).

Naturally, the EEB’s closest relationship is with the Commission’s directo-
rate general for the Environment, Consumer Protection and Nuclear Safety. It
was set up in 1971 as a minor service department in charge of developing the
EEC’s environmental programme and did not achieve directorate general
status until 1981, It clearly values the support of the Bureau in its internal
battles within the Commission and in its efforts to develop a more secure and
salient role for itself. In contrast, when the Bureau was established, the then
Energy Commissioner, Henri Simonet (the Belgian Socialist) forbade his staff
to have any contact with the Bureau on the grounds that ‘some of its members
are anli-Community organisations, others are anti-nuclear’ (David, personal
communication 1980). Since Simonet’s retirement in 1976, the Bureau has
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established links with the Energy Directorate, though the atmosphere of
suspicion has not been entirely dispeiied.

Though the Bureau has inevitably concentrated its attention on the Commis-
sion, it has not neglected other Community institutions. For example, in the
campaign preceding the first direct elections to the European Parliament in
1979, the Bureau issued its own manifesto, One Europe — one environment,
which attracted considerable publicity (EEB 1977). Tens of thousands of
copies were printed in all the Community languages and distributed throughout
Europe. Bureau members wrote to their national candidates asking them what
stand they would take on the various views expressed in the manifesto, and a
number responded with an undertaking to consider it as guidance in preparing
their policies. Since the election, efforts have been made to maintain contacts,
forged during the campaign, with sympathetic members of the new Parlia-
ment,

One of the carly initiatives of the directly elected Parliament was to vote to
set up a European Environment Fund. The Environment Committee of the
Parliament has been particularly active, giving a new prominence to environ-
mental issues in the plenary sessions. The Bureau has given evidence to this and
other committees. Its evidence to the Transport Committee was influential in
determining the Parliament’s opposition to the Commission’s 1977 draft
directive on harmonising lorry weights. The Bureau's lobbying activities are
severely constrained, however, by its limited resources. In 1980, it appeinted a
resident representative in Strasbourg to liaise with both the Council of Europe
(with which the Bureau enjoys consultative status) and the European Parlia-
ment when in session in Strasbourg. In a separate initiative, British MEP Ken
Collins, whe is chairman of the Parliament’s Environment Committee, has
urged the British government to create a fund to support the lobbying efforts of
British Bureau members.

The Community’s supreme decision-making bodies are the Council of
Ministers and the European Council. The latter brings together the heads of
government and the former their different ministers (for example, all the
agriculture, or foreign, or environmental ministers}. The Council of Ministers
is a legislative body. Although the Commission has the exclusive right to
propose a directive, only the Council of Ministers can agree to it ~in the case of
environmental directives, they have to act unanimously. In the Council pro-
cess, Commission proposals are almost always modified, sometimes substan-
tially. Via its national representatives, the Bureau arranges meetings with the
relevant national ministries to explain its position on pending issues and to seek
support in the Council of Ministers, Members of the Bureau are kept informed
on the positions of member states during negotiations in Brussels, and are
therefore able to apply appropriate pressure on their respective governments.
British members of the Bureau have also given particular attention to the
House of Lords Select Committee on the European Communities, which
scrutinises proposals emanating from the Commission. Their evidence on a
number of draft directives has influenced the Select Committee’s deliberations.
For example, the draft directive on environmental inpact assessment, which
the Burean has strongly promoted, won the Select Committee’s broad
approval, though the British government opposes it in its present form.
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Assessment

[t would be premature 10 attempf an assessment of the EEC’s environmental
programme in terms of practical achievements, althongh it has been suggested
that it ‘is a much more adventurous and forward-looking package of objectives
than any single member state can claim to have’ (Levitt 1980). The time taken
to implement a single directive, once agreed, is inevitably substantial. Two
years are allowed for its translaiion into national law. There follows a period,
perhaps prolonged, during which legal norms have to be implemented before
any practical effects are realised. Evaluating the achievements of the Bureau,
therefore, is doubly hazardous, requiring us to unravel its precise contribution
from the many other influences on policies whose eventual impact on the
European environment is problematic. It is important to bear this caveat in
mind in reaching an interim judgement of the Bureau and its prospects.

The Bureau has at least played a part in keeping the environment high on the
EEC’s agenda. Against the background of a general stagnation in Community
policy making since the mid-1970s, environmental policy has made substantial
progress. By co-ordinaiing national groups, the Bureau has kept up the
pressure on the Council of Ministers. Every presidency (of six months’
duration) has seen at least one meeting of the relevant Council, much more
than in some other areas specified in the Treaty of Rome, such as transport.

Within the Commission, an environmental service has been established.
Attempts to diminish its independence have been countered. Instead, it has
grown in status and staff (from a staff of seven in 1973 to over one hundred in
1981). Significantly, the environmental programme has flourished much more
than the consumer programme which is also the responsibility of the directo-
rate general for the environment, consumer protection and nuclear safety.
Over 50 directives and recommendations have been agreed covering air and
water pollution, toxic wastes, marine pollution and noise. The EEB has been
involved in the detailed consultation over their preparation.

A directive covering the protection of wild birds, finally agreed in 1979, is the
first outside the pollution field and it represents a significant broadening of the
EEC’s environment programme. Though endorsed by the Bureau, iis progress
to the statute books was due mainly to the lobbying of national wildlife groups
{Boardman 1981). Some of the latier have since joined the Bureau to make use
of its services in promoting other conservation measures and to be closely
involved in their implementation. Significantly, the RSPB's representative to
the Bureau was appoinied to the Commission’s expert commiitee which is
overseeing theimplementation of the Birds Directive. This venture by the EEC
into the field of nature conservation has been followed by a ban on commercial
imports of whaling products which the Bureau and its member groups helped to
secure.

The EEC is even more compartmentalised into separate policy areas than
are national governments. Though their impact is indirect, other established
policy areas, such as agriculture, transport, energy and industrial affairs are of
greater consequence for the European environment than the Community’s
environmental programme. It is important, therefore, for the Bureau to
establish an environmental voice in these other directorates, In doing so, it is
having to contend with some powerful vesied interests.
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In a number of instances, the Bureau has been able to persuade officials to
draft or to amend proposals, It succeeded, for example, in altering five articles
in the body of secondary legislation covering fransport policy. The amend-
ments were subsequently ratified by Council decision in 1978, The Bureau has
also made tangible progress in the energy sector, in helping to persuade the
Commission to give serious consideration to renewable power sources and
energy conservation. Until now, the Bureau has not managed to dislodge any
established commitments. It would like to see a major reform of the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) to take account of landscape and wildlife conserva-
tion. This would be a real test of the Bureau’s influence, because it will have to
contend with the formidable farming lobby.

There is, however, considerable disparity in power between the Bureau and
major economic interest groups. Agricultural, industrial, business and trade
union interests are entrenched in the Community’s institutions and policies.
Europe-wide organisations representing these interests are formally recog-
nised by the Community as the so-called ‘social partners’. They make up over
iwo thirds of the membership of the Economic and Social Commiitee, an
official agency of the Community, which musi be consulted on any new
initiatives. Through the Burcau of Social Partners, they have their own special
point of access to the Commission. Merely in terms of technical resources, they
far outstrip the EEB. For example, the Comité des Organisations Profession-
nelles Agricoles, the European expression of farming interests, has a secreta-
riat of about 30, compared with the Bureau’s two full-time staff (Averyt 1976).

Yet, through the quality of its technical argument, the Bureau hopes to
influence Community policy at a formative stage and, by presenting itself as an
carnest and knowledgeable organisation, to dispel any incipient hostility to its
views. In the long ferm, it aspires to reorientate Commission thinking through
sustained and regular discussion with the different directorates. It will have to
mobilise much greaier suppori, however, if it is to achieve any of its more
ambitious objeciives, such as the introduction of a procedure to assess the
environmenial impact of all EEC projects and revision of the Treaty of Rome
and the Euratom Treaty.

This could mean cultivating the support of other interests. For example,
initial talks have been held with consumer groups, to explore common ground
in the reform of the CAP. In general, however, the EEB is at a disadvantage in
coalition-building, because it lacks links with the Economic and Social Com-
miitee, The Bureau is not represented on it, nor does it consult the Bureau
when reporting its views on proposed directives or regulations affecting the
environment.

The EEB would also like {o publicise itself more, though it lacks the finance,
The Communiiy’s environment programme, like many other aspects of the
EEC, has developed in a context which is fairly remote from the pressures of
public opinion. This is not to the advantage of the EEB, given that it is a
relatively new and weak interest in Brussels but one which enjoys considerable
popular support throughout Europe. If thissupport were effectively harnessed,
it could prove to be the Bureau’s most valuable asset in dealing with the EEC
whose pressing need is to counter the widespread hostility and indifference it
faces amongst national electorates. The experiences of European Conserva-
tion Year (1970) and European Architectural Heritage Year (1975), both
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initiated by the Council of Europe, indicate the potential for Europe-wide
campaigns. The Bureau’s own campaign for the European elections achieved
extensive publicity and stirred up interest among the political parties and the
candidates.

With this one exception, the Bureau has not yet begun to exploit its potential
as a coalition of 63 national environmental groups with several million mem-
bers. Its proceedings rely too heavily on the energies, qualities and interests of
a tiny group of committed Euro-environmentalists. This was perhapsinevitable
in the initial period when the EEB was establishing itself and its contacts with
the Commission. However, it does not best use the resources potentially
available to it in the knowledge, expertise, contacts and suppert of its overall
membership. Moreover, there is a danger that, in the rarified atmosphere of
Brussels, national environmental leaders will fail to carry their supporters with
them. Before demonstrating to the wider public the importance of concerted
European action on the environment, those active within the EEB face the task
of convincing their members ‘back home’ of the relevance of the EEC.
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In looking at environmental groups in politics, we have been concerned with
three main themes: their organisation both internally and externally; the
implications of their political involvement for other interests within our society;
and the reasons for the development of this relatively new force in British
politics. .

Central to our first theme has been the dialectic between the internal and
external relations of voluntary groups. The way a group organises itself
internally has an important bearing on its relations with the political system.
There is a strong connection between the objectives of a group, its tactics and
political style, and its access to government bodies. Thus, emphasis groups tend
to have a close relationship with a particular government body, usually
operating to support that body in its own battles and endeavours and enjoying a
favourable response in return, including regular consultation, and sometimes
financial and technical assistance. Of the case studies, the Royal Society for
Nature Conservation (RSNC), the National Trust and the Henley Society fit
into the category of emphasis groups. Seldom do these groups depart from their
normal tactic of close consultation with officials and indulge in public cam-
paigns, and then only if an intractable disagreement arises over an important
point of principle. Examples include the National Trust’s parliamentary cam-
paigns against threats to inalienability, the conflict between the Nature Conser-
vancy Council and the RSNC over proposals for the Wildlife and Countryside
Bill, and the Henley Society’s response to the attacks made by the local
Conservative Party on planning policies for the area.

Promotional groups, in contrast, challenge existing policies and procedures;
their relations with the executive are accordingly more distant. In seeking to
change the context in which decisions are made, they tend to have greater
contact with politicians and the media than with civil servants. Among our case
studies, Friends of the Earth is the most confrontational. Through its cam-
paigns and media publicity it has secured attention as a group which has
something important to say and knows what it is talking about. Recently, it has
been consulted by government on a number of occasions. If a promeotional
group does prove successful at arousing popular or parliamentary opinion,
government will attempt to draw it away from open confrontation into formal
consultative processes. Though this gives a group additional opportunities to
exert influence, it also imposes constraints upon it.

There are costs, as well as benefits, involved in participating in government
and these will vary according to the form and extent of participation {Olsen
1977, Richardson & Jordan 1979). Naturally, group leaders will seek to
maximise the benefits and minimise the costs. The main benefit, of course, is
the opportunity to influence policy, but participation also confers public
recognition and gives the various groups and organisations involved in a policy
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sector the opportunity to co-ordinate their private and public activities to
mutual benefit. A prevalent example is clientelism, in which official agencies
articulate the views of their client groups who, in return, provide the agencies
with external political support. The case study of the RSNC and the Nature
Conservancy Council llustrates the possiblc ramifications of sucha relationship.,
Participation in government also provides access to vital information available
only to government and other participating groups. This may be technical
information that a group needs to evaluate official policy and propose viable
alternatives; or political intelligence on which to base its tactical decisions.
Finally, participation sharpens a group’s technical proficiency by requiring it to
submit its ideas to the detailed scrutiny of civil scrvants and other participating
groups.

The costs of participation include a certain loss of freedom, throngh implicit
understandings that agreements will be honoured and that a group will show
restraint in its public behaviour. For a promotional group, the choice may be
between moderating tactics and objectives to sccure access to power, and a
continuation of radical opposition and dissent. Another cost is a loss of purity.
Participation involves compromise, which may dilute a group’s ideology or
image. Olsen (1977) suggests that this is of particular concern to radical groups.
Certainly, amongst our case studies, FoE has been most exercised over the
issue. However, the other group especially concerned about its purity is the
National Trust. In this case, the group is anxiocus to preserve not its ideoclogy
(the Trust does not have one), but its image. In its promotional literature, the
Trust is always at pains to stress that it is independent of government. This
image would be difficult to sustain if its close links with government were
formal links. As the secretary of the National Trust commented:

Itwould be unfortunate if the Trust ceased to appear independent fo the public. If the
Trust and government acted too much in concert, this could lead to a loss of publie
goodwill, This is why we are not anxious to increase our formal Yinks with govern-
ment. We work very closely with government but these are intentionally informal
links, intentionally on both sides.

Ta seek informal participation is the typical response of groups wishing to avoid
the loss of purity or manoeuvrability that formal participation implies. Signifi-
cantly, this has been the course FoE has followed since its involvement in the
Waste Management Advisory Council. On the other hand, government is
usually eager to ensure that pressure groups accept responsibility as they gain
influence.

Another cost of participation in government is that of responsibility.
Through involvement in the system, a group is associated with the actions of the
system and, as a consequence, it may have to share blame as well as praise. To
refer again to the example of FoE - its achievement in getting the Windscale
inquiry held and its performance at the inquiry were widely acclaimed, and
greatly enhanced the group’s stature at the time. However, much of the
subsequent criticism of FoE arose precisely because it had so closely identified
itself with the inquiry. When the inspector, Lord Justice Parker, reported in
favour of proceeding with the nuclear fuel reprocessing plant, many environ-
mentalists heaped their disgust at the outcome on FoE, as well as on Lord
Parker.
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Finally, participation in government may involve some loss of control. As the
case studies of the Henley Society, the National Trust and the EER demon-
strate, a close, consultative relationship with government favours the concen-
tration of a group’s effective negotiating power in the hands of a small, stable
leadership. As a group is drawn into closer dealings with government, this may
have considerable repercussions for its internal organisation. The study of FoE
serves to demonstrate that there is nothing mechanical or avtomatic about the
changes induced by a degree of political acceptance of a group and its aims.
Disagreement about the choice of tactics has been associated with internal
conflicts over the group’s structure, between those preferring a decentralised
structure to support local activists and those seeing the need fora strong central
organisation to deal effectively with government. Ultimately at stake may be
who controls the group and to what purpose.

Delegation of responsibility to specialised representatives is not the only way
in which loss of internal control can occur. Government may seek to intervene
in the internal affairs of groups with which it is closely involved. As we have
seen, the Nature Conservancy in the 1950s exerted considerable pressure on
the Socicty for the Promotion of Nature Reserves (now the RSN C), to reform
its organisation and objectives. More recently, the Conservancy hasfunded the
Society’s development in specific directions. Likewise, the EEB study suggests
that its annual grant from the European Commission effectively establishes its
style of advocacy as one of reasoned and moderate argument. In contrast, the
National Trust, as a group very closely involved with government, is particu-
larly anxious to avoid increasing its vulnerability to bureaucratic or political
interference. This has led it to reject certain forms of financial aid and to limit
its overall dependence on government funds.

Normally, the benefits to a group in terms of influence on policy. are so
attractive as to outweigh the costs of participation in government. However,
the decision is never a simple tactical choice between degrees of participation
and between the available channels. Choosing one option forecloses others and
may imply consequent modifications to a group’s ob jectives and organisation.
Indeed, the relationship between objectives, tactics and access is not static but
evolves, Over the course of time, and with the partial achievement of original
objectives, many promotional groups become emphasis groups. As the case
study of the RSNC shows, this may involve a complete transformation in
personnel, composition and structure.

The second theme of the book has been the impact of environmental groups
on the balance of interests represented in socicty. Environmental groups are
not the only interests seeking political influence over decisions affecting the
environment. Their success in achieving their aims is therefore partly depen-
dent on the relative strength of other pressure groups. Locally, nationally and
internationally, environmental groups often find themselves in opposition to
strong economic interests. Trade unions, business and industrial organisations,
private transport interests, cncrgy utilities, the construction industry and
agricultural interests present formidable opponents in many endcavours to
change official policy and achieve environmentally benign decisions.

In the main, environmental groups have less infiuence with govetnment than
the major economic interest groups. They have fewer political resources and
lack powcrful sanctions. Unlike these other groups, they are not of central
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importance to the effective performance of government, the economy or
various sectors of production. As a result, they do not enjoy the close,
symbiotic relationship that prominent interest groups have with senior civil
servants. Thus the major, development-orientated departments — the ones that
typically have strong corporate links with leading sectional interests — remain
relatively unreceptive to environmental pressures.

One way in which government has songht to manage and contain pressures
from environmental groups is to deflect them away from the centre of govern-
ment where the major decisions are made about the direction of the economy,
the legislative programme and the allocation of resources. Participation has
been encouraged instead in a number of peripheral environmental agencies
and in the administration of planning powers by local government. It should be
stressed that these are not the places where the major decisions affecting the
environment are made. These decisions are made in the Treasury, the Depart-
ment of Transport, the Ministry of Agriculture, the Department of Industry,
the Department of Energy and the Department of the Environment, as well as
in Brussels.

To a certain extent, environmental groups have been able to compensate for
their relative lack of influence with senior cofficials through media and par-
liamentary pressure, and on occasions, public censure has proved an effective
political weapon for them. Through coverage of their concerns, environmental
groups have been able to take the offensive against recalcitrant government
departments or industrial interests, and so win important concessions. Our
evidence of the importance of the media for environmental groups ualifies
much of the literature which characterises the media as an essentially conserva-
tive foree, upholding orthodox values. The media constitute a valuable ally for
most environmental groups, including those which challenge dominant beliefs
as to the value of economic growth and technological advance, and official
policies in such fields as energy, transport and agriculture. If there is a cultural
bias in the media, then environmental groups seem to be among the bene-
ficiaries.

In considering other interests in the political system, it is necessary to
consider not only those presenting major obstacles to the achievement of
environmental objectives, but also those interests, often poorly represented,
for whom environmentally favourable outcomes may themselves posé certain
difficulties. Environmental decisiens involve costs and benefits which may be
differentially distributed amongst the population. Some of these costs, such as
the loss of housing and employment opportunities through a policy protecting
an area from further development, may fall most heavily on those least able to
afford them. Other costs may be unevenly distributed spatially if unwanted
development is located in areas of least opposition. Environmental groups may
therefore reinforce a regressive distribution of costs and benefits.

The planning system is responsive to such political pressures. Thus the
spatial pattern of conservation designations reflects the geography of social and
political influence as well as the geography of environmental quality. These
designations not only bring extra safeguards and resources to privileged
residential areas, but also enable the residents to dress up the defence of their
self-interest in the guise of environmental conservation. Local conservation
policies simultaneously enhance the attractiveness of an area and restrain new
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development. The consequent shortage and high cost of housing tend to restrici
residential access mainly to higher-income groups. The net effectis to reinforce
the geographical segregation of social classes and to exacerbate spatial and
social inequalities in environmental standards.

The book’s third theme has been the reasons for the emergence of environ-
mentalism as a relatively new force in British politics. We have suggested that
environmental groups are part of a wider social movement which has its origins
in a major shift in values in society. The values they espouse are part of a
defensive reaction to unwelcome aspects of economic growth and technological
advance and at the same time an assertion of the importance of the social and
non-material aspects of the quality of life. The causes of this value shift are
complex. It reflects fluctuating economic circumstances and is related to
people’s experience and expectations of affluence and material security. It has
also been associated with changes in the structure of occupations in society,
particularly the growth of professional and service occupations, and with the
large middle-class exodus from the cities into the suburbs and the countryside.
What is evident is that the environmental movement derives from intrinsic
changes in public consciousness and is notsimply a result of encouragement by
political elites and the media attention given to environmental issues.

In the early 1970s, there was a gathering sense of impending environmental
crisis with a number of pundits predicting imminent ecological collapse. Many
of the groups springing up questioned the direction of society and tended to
view individual environmental problems as having a common cause in econ-
omic and population growth. Since then the whole climate of opinion has
changed with the onset of recession — economic pessimism has displaced
environmental pessimism as the downturn in the business cycle has set its own
limits to growth. Groups that campaigned against ‘growth mania’ have been
ane of the casualties of the recession, and the more doomful groups of this
period — such as the Movement for Sutvival, Population Stabilisation, the
Street Farmers, Planners Against Growth and Green Survival — have proved
ephemeral.

The groups concerned with over-population also declined with Britain's
falling birth rate. Indeed, public issues and pressure groups have arisen
recently over problems which are a consequence of our ageing population, such
as school closures. By 1977 the Conservation Society, which more than any
other had campaigned on the population issue, found itself having defensively
to allay alarmist reactions to the falling birth rate. The Society managed to
survive the death of the population question by shifting the focus of its interest
to other environmental issues, Other groups similarly have adapted their
objectives. Friends of the Earth, for example, no longer proclaims its opposition
to economic growth. Instead, recent campaigns, such as the promotion of
house insulation, stress their contributions to job creation and to energy
conservation. The more radical exponents of alternative technology disdain
such pragmatism. Economic decline has confirmed them in the view that
industrial capitalism is close 10 collapse. A few have ‘taken to the hills’ to seek
private salvation in alternative communities. Others have become more poli-
ticised. For them, nuclear power, as a potent symbol of the Faustian bargain of
technological society, has come to be a focus of militant opposition and protest
(Elliott 1981a).
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Itis not only the newer groups that have found the climate of opinion harsher
since the mid-1970s. Most of the established groups have been able to
hold their own inn terms of membership, but only two have continued to record
the spectacular growth rates of the early 1970s. These are the National
Trust and the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds. Significantly, with one
million and 300000 members respectively, they are by far the largest environ-
mental groups and they generate sufficient resources to be able to afford very
effective promotion. Compared with the ‘gloom and doom’ message of some of
the new groups of the early 1970s, their appeal seems escapist. Both eschew the
image of pressure groups. Instead, they have succeeded in marketing conserv-
ation as leisure, as well as a good cause. Members are offered an attractive
package deal: their subscriptions support practical conservation work and in
return they receive the tangible benefits of a glossy magazine and privileged
entry to their societies’ properiies.

Economic recession has had an adverse effect on most other environmental
groups which goes beyond the impact of inflation on their meagre finances. The
collapse of the property boom, the squeeze on local-authority house building
and redevelopment programmes, the low level of industrial activity, govern-
ment cancellation or postponement of major capital projects such as the third
Lendon airport and the Channel tunnel, the slow-down of public works such as
road building and reservoir construction — have all served at least to delay
major threats to the environment. Environmental groups involved in fighting
such threais have also faced stagnation. The energy sector alone has continued
to generate major projects, and public inquiries over such as the THORP
reprocessing plant for Windscale, mining in the Vale of Belvoir and the PWR
for Sizewell have provided an outlet for the energies of environmental activists,

Among the wider public and in the political arena, concern for the environ-
ment has to an extent been supplanted by the more immediate material and
physical concerns of finding security in employment and housing, devising
long-term solutions to an ailing economy and combating social disorder,
violence and crime. On an international level there is anxiety not only over the
world economy, but over the failure of arms limitation and the growth of
international tension — questions not only of economic and physical security,
but of survival.

Should the economy revive and a period of growth be re-established, this
trend may be reversed. If, however, the economy coniinues on a low level of
employment and growth, there are two alternative possibilities. The concern
with material welfare could be sirengthened and the relative decline in
environmentalism continue. On the other hand, long-term changes in the
structure of employment — such as the continued shift towards service occupa-
tions - ¢could contribuie to a resurgence of environmentalism. Moreover, the
experience of unemployment over an extended period of time may, as in the
1930s, turn people away from the workplace as a source of fulfilment. Resigned
to the absence of work, they may look to non-economic spheres for self-
fulfilment and political expression, and begin to exhibit some of the post-
material values, including concern for environmental conservation, Govern-
ment encouragement of various forms of community service to alleviate
long-term unemployment may reinforce such a tendency.

Whatever happens, environmental groups are unlikely to be dislodged from
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their established positions in local and national politics. They may lose some
of their influence and have to concentrate their efforts on defending and
implementing previous reforms. For major new reforms, however, they wil
have to bide their time until the resurgence of environmentalism as a social
movement.



Appendix National environmental groups
surveyed 1979-80

Advisory Committee on Pollution of the Sea

Airfield Environment Federation

Ancient Monuments Society

Anglers Co-operative Association

Botanical Society of the British Isles

British Association for Shooting and Conservation, formerly the Wildfowlers’ Associa-
tion of Great Britain and Ireland

British Deer Society

British Field Sports Society

British Horse Society

British Mountaineering Council

British Trust for Conservation Volunteers (BTCV)

Building Conservation Trust

Camping Club of Great Britain and Ireland

Caravan Club

Central Council of Physical Recreation

Civic Trust

Coastal Anti-Pollution League

Commons, Open Spaces and Footpaths Preservation Society (abbreviated to the
Commons Preservation Society, which was its original name)

Conservation Society

Conservative Ecology Group

Council for British Archaeology (CBA)

Council for Environmental Conservation (CoEnCo)

Council for Environmental Education

Council for National Parks

Coungil for Nature (now the Wildlife Link Committee of CoEnCo)

Council for the Protection of Rural England (CPRE)

Cyclists’ Touring Club

Ecology Party

Farm and Food Society

Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG)

Field Studies Council

Friends of Friendless Churches

Friends of the Earth (FoE)

Georgian Group

Green Alliance

Green Ban Action Committee

Greenpeace

Historic Churches Preservation Trust

Joint Committee for the Conservation of British Insects

Keep Britain Tidy Group

Lawyers’ Ecology Group

Liberal Ecology Group
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Men of the Trees

National Association for Environmental Education

National Housing and Town Planning Council

National Playing Fields Association

National Society for Clean Air

National Trust

Pedestrians’ Association for Road Safety

Planning and Environment Group of the National Council for Voluntary Organisations

Political Ecology Research Group

Population Concern

Professional Institutions” Council for Conservation (PICC)

Pure Rivers Society

Ramblers’ Association

Rescue Trust for British Archaeology (Rescug)

Royal Forestry Society

Royal Society for Nature Conservation (RSNC), formerly the Society for the Promo-
tion of Nature Conservation (SPNC), formerly the Society for the Promotion of
Nature Reserves (SPNR)

Rovyal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA)

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB)

Rovyal Society of Arts, Environment Committee

Salmon and Trout Association

Save Britain's Heritage (Save)

Seabird Group

Socialist Environment and Resources Association (SERA)

Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB)

Soil Association :

Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA)

Transport 2000

Transport and Environment Group

Tree Council

Victorian Society

Watch Trust for Environmental Education (Watch)

Wildlife Youth Service

Woodland Trust

World Wildlife Fund (WWF)

Y outh Hostels Association (YHA)

The following groups declined to take part in the survey:

British Naturalists’ Association
Fauna and Flora Preservation Society
Inland Waterways Association

Noise Abatement Society
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