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Abstract

There is a wide variety of types of environmental movement organisations (EMOs) in London,
ranging from relatively small direct action networks and Friends of Parks groups, to EMOs of
international significance such as Friends of the Earth and Greenpeace. Although there is a
degree of conflict and competition between some of London's EMOs, there is sufficient
networking to label London's environmentalism as a ‘movement’. Especially at critical campaign
times, the movement's ideological and spatial divisions join together to form dynamic
campaigns that are difficult for decision-makers to ignore.

This thesis explores the conflict, collaboration and competition within the movement using an
integrated social movement theory approach. Resource mobilization, political opportunity, and

new social movement theories are critiqued and scaled
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Introduction

CHAPTER 1

Introduction

This chapter begins with an introduction to the central aims of the research and the key research
guestions. This Is followed by a rationale for studying environmentalist interaction. Especially it
highlights the importance and location of the research within social movement, cultural and

organizational studies. The chapter concludes with an explanation of the structure of the chapters
that foliow.

1.1 Alms

The research aims to identify and account for interaction between environmental organisations
(EMOs)' in London's environmental movement, emphasising interaction between its spatial
(national, regional and local) and ideological divisions (conservationists, political
ecologists/reformists and radical environmentalists). The findings are interpreted through various
sociology/political science traditions, structured around strands of social movement theory (SMT).

Specifically, the relevance of Resource Mobilisation (RM) theory, Political Opportunity (FOS) theory
and New Social Movement (NSM) theory are assessed. The strong case for integrating social
movement theories is espoused and ‘theoretical triangulation’ is used to enhance research findings.

Greater London was chosen as the spatial boundary of the network because it has the highest
concentration of UK EMOs (Rootes & Miller, 2000) - 73 of the 203 national EMQs listed in The

Environment Council's Who's Who in the Environment (1999) are located in London - as well as
numerous regional groups - such as the London Wildlife Trust, the Sustainable London Trust and
London RSPB. London has also spawned vibrant local environmentalism, as identified in
Greenwich, Southwark and Lambeth (Rootes et al 2001).

Two locales have been selected for the study of the ‘local' dimension of environmentalism in
London. These are a pocket of southeast London, and an area in northwest London surrounding
Heathrow Airport. The former has a rich and lively local environmental movement, despite being

"I am aware that the term ‘organisation' is a problematic concept in the study of environmental
activist groupings. Some radical groups for example call themselves 'disorganisations’ to reflect
their non-hierarchical and participatory structure. The term is used here to refer to all types of
groupings of environmentalists whether an organisation or not.



Introduction

relatively socially deprived and poorly integrated into Greater London's transport infrastructure
(Rootes, et al 2001). The locale in northwest London was chosen because of its location close to
Heathrow and because its activist milieu is at least as, if not more, industrious than the southeast's.
Having recently lost the protracted campaigning battle against T5 (a 5" passenger Terminal at
Heathrow Airport), action groups in the surrounding towns and villages were at the time of writing
actively engaged in an on-going campaign against a third runway - a possible option for meeting
the predicted increase in aircraft demand as outlined in the Government's airport expansion
consultation (DfT 2002).

1.2 Key research questions
1. From a General Perspective:
¢ Is the environmental movement a cohesive? integrated movement, or are ideological and

spatial divisions isolated sub-movements?
o [sthe movement's interaction best explained by amalgamating the various strands of SMT?

2. From a Resource Mobilisation Theory Perspective:

e To what extent do local activists and groups seek and use assistance in terms of resources
and expertise from national groups and how forthcoming are national groups?

e How do national groups decide which local campaigns to support?

o \What determines whether EMOs will compete?

o Does a lack of resources constrain an organisation’s ability to maintain ties with others, or
does this create more intense interaction in the absence of other resources?

3. From a Political Opportunities Perspective:

o Although national and community groups often, for tactical reasons shun the actions of
radicals (to avoid damaging relations with decision makers), are there in practice private
links that are not publicly apparent?

e Being unable to secure political access for themselves, do radical groups seek to convey
their message to governmental institutions via reformists as their intermediaries?

o \What are the effects of repression on movement networking?

4. From a New Social Movement Perspective:

* By cohesive, | mean ‘are the densities of relations between EMOs across spatial and ideological
dimensions relatively high, or is the movement factionalised?’
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e How important are umbrella organisations in facilitating the passage of environmental
protest from latency to visibility?

o Does the ideology of radical environmentalists cohere with a withdrawal from the social
praxis, and does this [ead to isolated cliquey or sect-like behaviour?

e \What role do solidarity, collective identity (including the presence or absence of sub-cultural

credibility) play in determining interaction between radicals and their more staid
counterparts?

1.3 Rationale

Why Research Environmentalist Interaction?

Della Porta & Rucht (2002) note three phases of environmental movement research that they label
new values, the institutionalisation debate and radical conflicts / local oppositions. These
approaches have resulted in either broad-brush descriptions of the movement as if it has
ideological and tactical homogeneity, or studies of individual organisations or specific conflicts.
Focussing on inter-organisational environmentalist interaction overcomes this shortfall as well as
firmly placing frequently over-looked regional and local manifestations of movement activity in the
picture. Aithough local environmentalism is ‘very lively' and ‘appears to be expanding in Britain’
(Diani & Donati 1999:24-25), the environmental movement has generally, with the exception of
Lowe & Goyder (1983) been interpreted through national organisations (e.g. Jordan & Maloney
1997; Rawcliffe 1993) and where local environmentalism has been researched, findings often
materialise as useful, but limited discussions of particular case studies of contentious issues (e.g.
Fillieule 2001, Barcena & Ibarra 2001, Seel 1997, North 1997). To date, there has been little, if any

research on the relationship between local, regional and national groups in London.

To my knowledge, the most extensive survey of local environmental activism undertaken was by
Kempton et al (2001:578), who go so far as to suggest ‘we know of no census of local
environmental groups previously reported in the literature’. They compare two sites of local
environmental activism in the US, and conclude that there is much more diversity in local EMOs
than the case study approach credits. Their paper also notes the general importance of local
environmental groups: ‘we propose that local environmental groups are not pale, less influential
versions of large national organisations, but are significant in their own right' (p.557). Parisi et ai
(2004) similarly note the importance of local activism, but both sets of scholars fail to locate local
groups within the broader movement.
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The environmental movement is a pervasive component of citizen politics in Britain (Carter
2001:131), having a greater total membership than political parties (Jordan, 1999). Many political
and social commentators have noted the ever-increasing importance of citizen politics in British
societies and unconventional political participation has proliferated (Dalton 1996, Baggot 199)9).
The environmental movement has a huge support base, with recent surveys indicating that over
five million British people are members of EMOs (MORI et al 2003). Besides actual membership

support, the British are generally favourable towards environmental issues. Corrado (1997) reports
that 18% of adults in Britain are environmental activists® and that nearly 75% of us recycle bottles,

paper and cans. Environmental concerns are ranked second by the public in response to a
question asking ‘what is the most important problem facing our naticn today', second only to
unemployment and tying with crime/violence/moral decay (Leaman 1998).

This research will therefore be of relevance to policy makers, looking to improve integration of
citizen politics and understanding of the environmental movement, as well as academics interested
In environmental politics and social movements. In particular it will contribute to the emerging
literature on networks and social movements, which have been largely treated in terms of their role
In mobilising activists (e.g. Tindall 2000, Olivier and Myers 2000). The research will also be of use
to EMOs and activists themselves who could use the findings to assist their networking and
campaigns and thereby make a more effective contribution to environmental sustainability. As the
logic of Local Agenda 21 implies, local citizen politics has a key role in the realisation of truly
sustainable development (Cope 1992 in Cowell & Jehlicka, 1995).

The lmportance of Interaction and Networks

Inter-SMO relations are a central dynamic of any social movement’
(Zald & Ash-Garner 1987:179)

in both environmental and social movement studies, organisational interaction has been
understudied (cf Zald & Ash-Garner 1987) and disproportionate emphasis has been given to the
role of individuals' social networks in the mobilisation process (e.g. Passy 2000; Mische 2003,

_*‘mmm

* Activism here is defined as engaging in at least five environmentally friendly behaviours, for

€xample using energy efficient light bulbs, recycling household waste and buying eco-produce.
* This salience of the environment and environmental issues does, however, vary over time.
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Gould 2000).° Despite the lack of consensus as to what constitutes a social movement amongst
theorists, most agree that social movements can be conceived of as networks of interaction
between individuals and organisations engaging in collective action aimed at achieving or resisting
social change (Diani 1992a) and this conceptualisation is growing in popularity (Diani & Eyerman
1992:7-10).° Considering the abundant use of the term network in SMT and its centrality in defining
social movements, it is ironic that systematic studies of intra-movement interaction are largely
absent from the literature (except for Diani 1995). The focus on interaction also addresses
Melucci’'s (1985:799) concern over the inadequacy of the term movement ... 'l prefer to speak of
movement networks or movement areas [rather than ‘social movements] as the network of groups
and individuals sharing a conflictual culture and a collective identity’. To understand a movement
properly requires due consideration of interaction, otherwise research becomes over-focused on
mobilisation processes and organisational characteristics (Diani 1992b:18).

Interaction involves passing skills, information, resources, joint memberships and joint promotion
and collaboration in collective action between individuals and organisations. Multiple affiliations of
activists are important because they open up new channels of information that increase the
likelihood of future co-operation (della Porta & Diani 1999:120). Networks provide the solidarity and
reinforcement crucial for movement success (Melucci 1985). Interaction is no less than the glue

holding movements together (Gerlach 1983:145), making them hard to suppress, increasing
recruitment bases, and encouraging innovation and adaptability. Further, by considering movement

networks, a weakness in social movement studies - that they suffer a ‘myopia of the visible’
(Melucci 1989:44) — by tending to focus exclusively on active protest events at the expense of
gaining an understanding of underlying ideologies, collective identity formation and other important
behind-the scenes activities - will be avoided.

Jasper (1897:61) has been critical of the network approach, suggesting that the role of networks is
over-emphasised and shows no more than expected patterns. This criticism stems mostly from his
tendency to see the network approach as a single paradigm — one that seeks to explain collective
action solely on the basis of the extent to which actors are embedded in existing systems of social

o The importance of networks in mobilisation is not to be over-looked. Diani (1995) found that 72% of the
environmental activists he surveyed in Milan joined EMOs through their social networks.

6 Chapter 2 opens with further clarification of woolly and variably used term ‘social movement’, comparing it
with definitions of pressure groups, interest groups, protests, political movements and social movement
organisations, in an attempt to create a workable and meaningful definition of the term ‘environmental

movement' for the context of this research.
5
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relations, and assuming that other attributes of actors are insignificant, which of course they are
not. Part of his critique is directed towards Diani (1995), who found very few ties between activist
groupings in Milan, and overrated their significance. Jasper suggests that ‘we need to push beyond
the network metaphor ... to see what resources, rules, cultural schemas and patterns of interaction
lie behind it'. My retort would be that, with the addition of the pattern of opportunities and
constraints, this is what this research does, using theoretical insights from RMT, POS and NSM.
Also, London’s environmental activist network appears to be much more vibrant than Milan’s with at
least 400 groups as opposed to the much lower number (just 42) surveyed by Diani (1995).

Doherty (2002:18) also questions the significance of placing strong emphasis on network links,
especially in terms of their being a key determinant of the existence of a movement. He suggests
that focussing on networks as an indicator of social movement membership prevents us from
distinguishing between radical groups, reformist groups and those with conservationist orientations.
However, network analysis has become so sophisticated that the differences between these types
of orientations can be an integral part of the network analysis procedure.

1.4 The Structure of the Thesis

Chapter 2 sets the scene in more depth by detailing the theoretical and empirical context, and by
negotiating an applicable definition of ‘social movements' for the environmental movement. |t

proceeds to outline the reality of the environmental movement, giving a short history of its
development and how it can be split ideologically and spatially. | admit that any categorisation
scheme has its problems because square pegs cannot be forced into round holes. In the face of
this universal problem, | have attempted to come up with an acceptable categorisation of
environmental movement types, based in part on Rucht's (1990) distinction between
conservationists, environmentalists and political ecologists. My categorisation however pays more
attention to strategic differences than ideological ones, because ultimately, the public, politicians
and other EMOs will judge environmental organisation on the basis of their actions rather than their
rhetoric. After clarifying the different types of environmentalism that exist in the British
environmental movement, some brief contextual information is provided on the current
organisational field in London.. The chapter ends with some information about the demography of
the region and locales under study.

Chapters 3,4,5 and 6 provide a critical evaluation of the major strands of SMT including collective
behaviour (CB), RM, POS and NSM and contextualises these in relation to the environmental

movement at the meso-level. Examples of how we might expect EMOs to interact on the basis of
6
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these theories are laid out. Each theory’ has its weaknesses, and to fully explain any social
movement we need to consider variables from all theories.

Therefore Chapter 7 sets the rationale for integrating SMT. The hypotheses are presented here,
with the central hypothesis being that a variety of social movement theories is required to explain
EMO interaction. As Chapter 7 makes apparent, even organisations that are apparently rational in
the sense implied by RM are likely to have at least normative motivations, if not dramaturgical and
communicative ones too. Hence, Habermas' (1984) Theory of Communicative Action is used
alongside a non-deterministic approach to the ‘network perspective' as a basis for integrating these
apparently diverse, but related theories. Other studies of social movements using a network
approach are reviewed at this juncture.

Chapter 8 outlines and appraises the quantitative and qualitative methodology employed. The
overall focus of the chapter is an attempt to justify the methodological stance taken, whilst
accepting the limitations caused by constraints and errors that can only be recognised in hindsight.
Ethical considerations feature also in this chapter. Chapter 9 provides details of the eleven
organisations chosen for qualitative research and details two contemporary environmental
campaigns.

Chapter 10 attempts to define and delineate the environmental movement based on social network
analysis. The problems of network boundary demarcation are sketched out and simple network

measures of degree (which provides an indication of organisational centrality) and cohesive sub-
groups are presented and discussed.

Chapter 11 turns back to the question of resources and addresses the research questions and
hypotheses derived from Chapter 4. It explores the extent to which local groups find national and
regional groups supportive and whether or not this is a result of national EMOs over-prioritising
organisational maintenance or being hampered by bureaucracy. Issues of resource constraints,
funding, competition, conflict, reciprocity and the division of labour are covered.

Drawing on Chapter 5, Chapter 12 looks at the effects of political opportunities and structures upon
network linkages. It explores cases of conflict and collaboration where these are based on the

" There is some doubt as to whether or not we can effectively call them theories because they tend
to focus on a select few variables, give a broad-brush approach or are perhaps not comprehensive

enough to be considered true and broad range theories (Lofland 1995).
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political status of organisations, details key study groups' relations with each of local, regional and
national government, compares networking at critical and normal times and considers the effect of
repression of radical organisations on the network.

Individual activist identities, ideologies and multiple memberships are considered in Chapter 13.
Networks are partitioned according to the ideology and strategy of organisations (as given in the
questionnaire) to see if organisational identity is responsible for schisms in London’s environmental
movement. ldeological clashes are explored alongside a discussion of the nature of collective
identities, particularly in the radical environmental movement, and how this affects its networking.
Finally, the role of umbrella organisations in the passage from latency to visibility is explored.

Chapter 14 evaluates the definition of the environmental movement that was drawn up in chapter 2
and discusses the extent to which, according to a network approach, an environmental movement
exists in London. The chapter ends with a discussion of the pertinence of the central hypothesis is
assessed and the key findings are summarised. Chapter 15 concludes the thesis by discussing the
main findings, the relevance of key bodies of theory, and providing final reflections on the research.



What and Where on Earth?

CHAPTER 2

Contextual Background: What and Where on Earth?

This chapter set the context of the research. It opens with a discussion of definitions of pressure
and interest groups, and social movements to make it explicit what is meant by the term
‘environmental movement’. This is followed by general background about the movement - seeking
to define its theoretical boundaries and ideological and spatial divisions. This is followed by a brief
geographical outline of the sites of the field research, a run-down of current contentious
environmental issues in the localities under study, and a brief introduction to the environmentalist-
organisational field within London.

Le1InNINg _"Niovemer

Defining precisely what a social movement is, is a very difficult task. Theorists between and within
different schools of thought on social movements frequently use the term to refer to different
phenomena (Milton 1996:79). Attempts to synthesise definitions of social movements (e.g. Diani
1892a) provide a useful summary for the newcomer to the study of social movements.
Nonetheless, it is wrong to assume that all theorists refer to the same reality when using the
concept of 'social movement'. RM theorists frequently use the term to refer to organisational and at
least internally institutionalised SMOs, whilst for some CB and NSM theorists this would be an
anathema. For political process theorists, classification as a social movement requires being a non-
institutionalised entity. To suggest that all theorists reach some kind of consensus in their
definitions of social movements is to overlook important and functional differences between
theories. Thus, this discussion sets out by defining social movements according to different schools
of thought. Whilst many factors can be used to distinguish between different social movement
definitions, it is instructive to to compare them according to the degree of institutionalisation insisted
upon,’

Traditional movement theorists (pre-1960s, e.g. Turner & Killian 1957) saw social movements as
non-institutionalised, and as having conventional behaviour and less structure than pressure

.-‘mmu—_mw

' recognise that any generalisation does some violence to the particularities of individual cases. Indeed
within schools of thought there is variation in definitions as much as between them.
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groups. To a sizeable extent, this belief stemmed from pluralism that amongst other things
suggested that all rational® bodies could gain access to the democratic decision making process.
Disorganised groups without access that engaged in extra-institutional protest were regarded as

separate from ‘pluralist’ politics and misleadingly but frequently regarded as episodes of irrational
collective behaviour.

As SMT has developed (Chapter 3) there has been a recognition that semi- or non-institutiona!
protest activity can be rational and contribute to democracy. Gamson (1990:138) notes how the ‘old
duality [between institutional and non-institutional protest activity] has been superseded by “simply
politics™, recognising that both SMOs and pressure groups seek to directly and indirectly influence
policy (Kaase et al 1979, Goldstone 2003). In practice, when looking at the environmental
movement, the terms ‘SMQ’ and ‘pressure group’ are used interchangeably. Rawcliffe (1998) talks
of ‘environmental pressure groups' in reference to many of the organisations that Rootes (2000)
calls environmental movement organisations (EMOs). Over time, distinctions between pressure
groups and SMOs have been weakened so that we can now talk of pressure groups being an
integral part of a social movement (Dalton 1994, Diani 1992a, della Porta & Diani 1999 and
McCarthy & Zald 1973 refer to ‘professional social movements’). Others however, regard pressure

groups as institutionalised and fodder for political scientists (e.g. Turner & Killian 1957, Smelser
1962).

Two central characteristics of pressure groups are being formally organised and seeking to
influence policy (Stewart 1958:1). Confusingly, the terms 'pressure’ and ‘interest’ groups are often
used interchangeably, whilst some regard interest groups as a specific sub-type of pressure group,
distinguished from cause groups.® Wilson (1990:8) uses the term ‘interest group’ as a synonym for

pressure group, and distinguishes them from social movements according to the degree of
institutionaiisation:

By requiring that for something to be an interest group, it must have an institutionalised
existence, | distinguish interest groups from social movements (which need only have the
most rudimentary linkages).

* See section 4.1 for a discussion of the meaning of rationality.
3 Coxall (2001:5) for instance notes the important differences between sectional (a.k.a. interest) groups and
cause groups. ‘A sectional pressure group represents the self-interest of a particular economic or social
group in society: examples are the confederation of British Industry, the TUC ... A cause group is formed to
promote a particular cause based on a shared set of attitudes or beliefs'. Environmental groups generally fall
Into the latter category, although NIMBY groups could be conceived of as interest groups.

10
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The problem arises as to where we draw the arbitrary line between rudimentary linkages with the
polity, and constructive engagement. Is this invisible line an important distinction to make between
organisations that are fighting for the same cause? And in which pigeonhole do we put groups that
use a mixture of institutional and non-institutional tactics? The non-institutional view of social
movements would imply that organisations like FOE, Greenpeace and WWF are not part of the

movement because of their relatively involved level of engagement with the policy making process,
and formally organised structures.

Removing ‘large’ and influential groups is inappropriate because they are important in setting the
movement's agenda and shape public perception by virtue of the press coverage they obtain. Few
people with knowledge of the environmental movement would find it acceptable to exclude FoE.
Rootes (2003:2), who also rejects a non-institutional definition of social movements with reference
to the environmental movement suggests:
Such a restrictive approach sits uncomfortably with common usage in which those inside and
outside environmentalist circles continue to refer to the environmental movement as a
present reality.

The non-institutional viewpoint is also problematic because some social movements that began as
non-institutionalised with informal networks, airing ‘new’ concerns, now have elements that are the
converse. Now, the environmental movement is at least partially institutionalised, and groups that
were once regarded as radical, like FoE, are respected interlocutors in some decision-making
circles. In 1970, FoE was merely a small group of activists excluded from political participation
because of its radical viewpoint. It is now possible to perceive of FOE as a semi-institutionalised
bedy, taking, in some of its activites, a traditional pressure group role.

In the orthodox view of social movements as non-institutional, an organisation like FOE would
become a pressure group once it had taken on the characteristics of such and therefore would
leave the domain of social movements to find its place in the realm of ‘proper’ politics. Lofland
(1996) tries to evade this temporal problem related to the inevitable growth and development of

movements, with a non-institutional definition of social movements by adding an (italicised)
qualifier:

SMOs are associations of persons making idealistic and moralistic claims about how
personal or group life ought to be organised that, at the time of claims making are marginal to

11
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or excluded from mainstream society — the then dominant constructions of what is realistic,
reasonable and moral (Lofland 1996:2-3).

The qualifier could however, lead to the situation where an environmental group working to protect
rainforests in the 1960s could be considered as part of a social movement because it was non-
institutional and working on an issue excluded from mainstream society, whereas a group that
formed in 2004 working on the same issue although in a slightly more formal way would be
excluded on the grounds of the degree of group formality and because they are making a ‘claim’ at
a time when the same issue is no longer excluded. The common interest should qualify both the
1960s group and its 2004 counterpart as part of the same movement.*

Doherty (2002) makes similar mistakes in trying to segment off the part of the environmental
movement that he calls the ‘green movement’. He uses Diani's (1992a)° definition of a social
movement, but adds that to be part of the ‘green movement', organisations must engage in action
outside of political institutions and challenge the basic principles upon which society is organised.
On this basis organisations like the RSPB and the Wildlife Trusts are excluded because (amongst
other disqualifying factors) they do not engage mostly in noninstitutionalized protest. However,
Doherty is modest enough to admit that his notion of the green movement is an ‘ideal type ... a way
of defining characteristics to aid empirical investigation' (Doherty 2002:17). Indeed the definition |
end up with for this research is also an ‘ideal type’ (Saunders 2003).

Most social movement scholars have a viewpoint between these polarised conceptions (including
McAdam 2002:282-3). Burstein (1995:76) regards SMOs and political organisations as part of a
continuum without formal divisions. Della Porta and Diani (1999:16-19), similarly agree that
pressure groups and even political parties can be part of a social movement if they are linked
through formal or informal networks to other EMOs. However, they exclude them if specific
organisations are the main source of participants’ identities, assuming that this weakens loyalty to

* Organisations working on issues to bring about environmental improvements or halt degradation (outside of
purely corporate interests) can therefore be considered as part of a movement. However, to be part of a
movement requires more than identification with a single issue. It also requires that the overall aims of the
organisation do not conflict with the overarching aim of protecting or preserving the environment. For
example if the Conservative Party began campaigning on rainforests, it could not be considered part of the
movement because of its emphasis on neo-liberalism - the antithesis of green political thought. The Green
Party on the other hand, could be considered part of the movement.

° See Chapter 10 for a critique of Diani's definition of a social movement.
12
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the ‘movement’ as a whole (Diani 2003:302-2). This is problematic because it clashes with common

usage of the term ‘environmental movement’. For example it assumes that a stalwart FOE activist,
who identifies mostly with FoE is not part of the movement and would inappropriately exclude many
local EMO branches. For Diani & Donati (2001:134) there are four main types of organisation within

a social movement including the ‘public interest lobby" (1.e. a pressure group).

Table 2.1: Modern conceptions of social movement, bridging the pluralist bifurcation

PLURALIST CONCEPTION

BT L el

CHARACTERISTICS

| INTEREST GROUP |

POLITICS

Organisation

Formal /bureaucratic

Small scale change -
usually related to
specific interests of

—

Generally not system

Demands
. -8 - mlb | members
Issues

| challenging
Strategy

Conventional / insider

Network links /
collective identity

| None

| MODERN

e R e B e b e e | i——

NCEPTION

~__LEVELS OF
_ ORGAN!?:ATION

DEMANDS

seeking a wider change

) B: TH-TYPEB OFL.

| ':.BOTH TYPES OF .

(but Interes»’z Qqroups must be ,r‘—
BOTH TYPE$ OF ISSUES ‘

UNINSTITUTIONALISED
SOCIAL MOVEMENT

Informal, non-hierarchical
and participatory. OR,
groups of atomised
individuals

Radical social change -

Generally system
challenging

Unconventional / outsider

| Sometimes

't appears that the terrains of political scientists and sociologists have merged and the divide

between pressure groups and SMOs is an artificial construct. The qualifying factors in the
distinction between a movement organisation and an isolated pressure group are the existence of
network links and a shared common agenda. This modern conception of a social movement (cf
Snow et al, 2004) bridges the divide between irrational social movements and rational pressure
(Table 2.1). The definition of the environmental movement used here is based on the following
conception of a social movement:

A social movement consists of formally and informally organised qgroups or individuals

seeking to prevent or produce a change in the social order. This may be via issues already
on the political agenda, or newly emerged ones, using a variety of political and cultural

strategies — from conventional to illegal. Groups and individuals may only be considered as

13
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part of a social movement when they are networked to others sharing a similar or related

goal.

| have unwittingly produced what | set out to avoid ~ a synthesis of social movement definitions. |
would however, like to point out to the reader that this synthesis cannot be applied to the social
movement theories outlined in Chapters 3-7 as each retains its idiosyncratic definition of a

movement. which the reader needs to bear in mind for the theory to make sense. Generally we
could suggest that RM theorists focus on formally organised SMOs, POS theorists on single
political campaigns or counts of protest, and NSM theorists ignore formal organisations to focus on
flurd networks.

In taking this viewpoint about social movements and in following this ‘synthesised’ definition for the
purposes of this research, | am not suggesting that this definition is the most applicable for all social
movements. It clearly fits what we would refer to as the ‘environmental movement’, but may be
much less effective at describing others. Here | have taken Diani’s (2002a) advice and selected that
single social movement definition that is most applicable to the research in hand.

LAL: 111G | LIUHCOLA IVIOVEITIC!T

Given the quandary many movement theorists have got into over defining ‘movements’. It is not
surprising that McCormick (1991:29) prefers to use the term ‘environmental lobby’, which he says is
'made up of individual environmental “interest groups™. However, it is more constructive for the
purposes of this research to try to delineate and conceptualise the environmentalist realm as a
movement. The term lobby is too restrictive because it ignores life-style activism, grassroots
activism and less institutionalised organisations. We could convincingly include conservation
groups, radical eco-activist networks like EF!, political parties (notably the Green Party) and single
issue groups in a definition of the movement.

Although Castells (1997:173) unproblematically views NIMBY groups as part of the environmental
movement because of their focus on ‘establishing control over the living environment on the behalf
of the local community', | argue that true NIMBY organisations should not be included as part of the
movement because they may not necessarily have a shared agenda with the movement itself, and
may even have aims contrary to the wider movement in their seeking of egotistical goals. True
NIMBYists are local activists who claim a positive attitude to a development or type of technology

per se, but express an aversion to it being located close to home (Wolskink 1994). "
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However, as Wolsink (1994) warns, we must not fall in to the trap of misrepresenting all local
campaigns as NIMBY, or viewing true NIMBY campaigns as inconsequential. It is through NIMBY
campaigns that activists begin to learn the issues and controversies surrounding particular locally
unwanted land uses (LULUs), and during this process they may begin to network with others and
change from being egotistically NIMBY to genuinely NIABY (not in anybody's back yard). The result
IS a ‘scale-shift’ in local campaigners’ discourse, whereby there is a significant ‘change in the
number and level of coordinated contentious action leading to broader contention involving a wider
range of actors and bridging their claims and identities’ (McAdam et al 2001:331). NIMBYism can
turn to NIABYism through forcing people faced with a LULU to become aware of issues that may
not have otherwise crossed their minds (¢f Rootes 1997, 1999 on contention over the siting of
waste facilities, Robinson 1999 on M77 roads protest). Therefore, whilst true NIMBY groups are not
part of the movement, the process of interacting with other groups can be important in transforming
them from NIMBYs to NIABYs and making them a part of the movement proper.

Based on our earlier definition of a social movement, the environmental movement consists of
formal and informal organisations with a common concern to protect or preserve the environment,
using a wide variety of tactics — from conventional lobbying to eco-communes and, crucially, that
these must be linked to one another. Rootes’ (1999:134) definition is therefore useful:
broad networks of people and organisations engaged in collective action in pursuit of
environmental benefits,

especially if we recognise that that the networks and organisations may be formal or informal and
that those involved use a wide range of tactics.

Bosso (1995:102) however, suggests that it is wrong to see the environmental movement as a
single movement, seeing its various ideological and practical dimensions as separate movements.
But Carter (2002:134), concludes that there is enough unity to conceive of it as a single movement
due to shared concern about the environment, and the ‘creative tension’ that exists between them.
Carter suggests that even relatively isolated Greenpeace can he considered to be part of the
movement because of its response to creative tension. Here it is useful to fall back on the
theoretical introduction to this chapter that argued that groups seeking to protect the environment
can be regarded as part of the movement if they have mutually beneficial relations with others
working to the same ends. Rootes and Miller (2001) show that Greenpeace is part of the network
even If (viewed egoistically) it is relatively detached.
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Defining Environmental Movement Boundaries

It is accepted in social movement studies that it is very hard to identify the boundaries of
movements. Various attempts have been made to define the limits of the environmental movement.
Lowe and Goyder (1983:3,9) and Doyle & Kellow (1995) adopted an extensive definition including
EMOs and the ‘attentive public’ (i.e. those sympathetic to the movement), whilst Rawclitfe
(1998:14) limits his definition to the committed and involved. Both definitions are empirically
problematic because of the tendency to 'make the political personal' (Mooers & Sears 1992:66-67).
Almanzar et al (1998) for example pose that engagement in environmentally friendly related
behaviours (such as recycling, energy conservation and green consumerism [cf The Ecologist,
2002]) are behavioural expressions of allegiance to and therefore participation in the movement.
Furthermore, multitudes of people may be sympathetic to the movement, but not participate. For
Byrne (1997:11), 'the environmental movement is perhaps the most extreme example of blurred

boundaries'.

For practical, yet not entirely unproblematic purposes, the focus of data collection for this research
is on active organisations, more or less following Rucht (1999:209) who regards the environmental

movement as ‘the network of non-governmental groups and organisations that aim, by means of
political and social intervention ... to prevent the exploitation and/or destruction of natural
resources’. Data collection would become unwieldy and unfocused if it considered all individuals

with movement allegiance. The boundaries of the environmental movement used for this research
will be used as an analytical tool rather than the 'metaphysical truth' (Melucci 1985:795).

A combination of realist and nominalist approaches have heen taken (Diani 1892a, 1995, Burt &
Minor 1983), using the notion of collective identity alongside some researcher-generated notions of
what ought to be included. Organisations had to confirm that they identify with the movement, are
part of a network and have a main aim that seeks to protect or preserve the environment. To make
for a comparable study with recently completed research on the environmental movement in
Britain, similar categories for exclusion from the movement were used as on the TEA project
(Rootes & Miller 2000). Excluded organisations are these:

+ Natural science / technological groups,
. National or local governmental institutions;
+ Sclentific associations:

» commercial organisations (and sub-groups);
16
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+ animal rights groups.

For the TEA project, building conservationist organisations were also excluded. However, because
this research focuses on an urban area with a proliferation of amenity societies and some well-
established urban conservation associations, it was considered inappropriate to ignore them.

Whilst in some nations, animal rights and anti-hunting organisations are regarded as an integral
part of the movement; this is not the case for Britain. Rootes (2000) shows that, on the basis of
press reports in the Guardian, only five percent of reported animal rights/welfare protests coincided
with an environmental one. Rootes & Miller (2000) present network findings from a comprehensive
survey of national EMQOs which similarly demonstrate the weakness of the connection between

environmental and animal rights organisations.

On the fuzzy fringes of the movement boundary (cf Saunders 2003), there is overlap with the anti-
capitalist/globalisation movement, most especially its anarchistic elements. Pepper (1996:45) for
Instance claims that 'most radical greens are influenced by anarchism’. Epstein (2001) indicates
that youth involved in the anti-globalisation movement are mostly demanding human rights and
environmental justice. DiY culture - a term that incorporates wider radical greens - is often regarded
as ‘anarchism in all but name’ (e.g. Purkiss 2000:97). Fringe (radical anarcho-type groups and
others which the researcher is not sure are part of the movement) and single-issue groups (e.g.
transport groups, anti-incineration groups) were only included if they demonstrated movement
identity (i.e. if they claimed to have a main aim that was environmentally oriented, and identified
themselves as part of a network of EMOs in their questionnaire responses).

Spatial and divisions of the environmental movement

EMOs operate at a variety of levels — from very local guardians of single parks (e.g. Friends of
Greenwich Park), to transnational organisations with worldwide influence (e.g. FoE, Greenpeace
and WWEF). It is possible to make a useful distinction therefore between the following types of
environmental groups based on their sphere of operation:

1. Very local - looking after the environment of one or two streets, or a specific site.

2. Local - concerned with the environment within a single borough, or with two or more

streets.
3. Regional - representing the interests of at least two boroughs.

4. National — concerned with national environmental politics throughout England/Britain.
17
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It is also useful to look at the movement's ideological and strategic divisions.

It is argued here that there are three main types of environmentalism - conservationism,
reformist/political ecology and radical environmentalism and that attempts 10 categorise
environmentalism should consider both ideology/beliefs and the locus of their challenges and

strategies.

Although there are precursors to 19" century conservationism (Lowe 1983) and the 1970s
manifestation of environmentalism (Clapp 1994, Grove 1990), these eras are generally regarded as
significant milestones in the development of modern environmentalism (Dalton 1994:27-39). The
nature conservation lobby began as a middle class movement concerned initially with species l0ss
and later with urban sprawl and associated damage to nature. As a resuit of its diverse history —
stemming from, amongst other things, the clashing interests of hunting (Green 1981:42) and
humanitarianism, the conservation movement incorporates ‘a plurality of values' including
preservationists and utilitarian/amenity groups (Green 1981:.42) and hence, ‘not a litlle
ambivalence' (Lowe 1983:349).° Despite this, what conservationist groups do have in common is
emphasis on 'the protection and preservation of flora, fauna and habitats perceived to be under
threat' (Byrne, 1997:129). Included in this category are groups like CPRE, RSPB and the Wildlife
Trusts. They share commitment to protection of natural countryside, but not necessarily the wider
environment (Table 2.2). Conservation groups tend to exhibit the characteristics of archetypal
Insider-interest-groups — showing respect for the established social and political order, often having
consultative status, and being conservative in both demands and political orientation (Atkinson
1991:19). Although many conservation groups take a broader view on the environment than in the
past - for instance WWF now works on broad issues like climate change (Medley 1991), and RSPB
has broadened its remit to consider habitat protection - these groups differ from political ecology
groups in that the latter do not construct their agenda around nature conservation, wildlife and
habitats in the same manner. The words ‘countryside’, ‘conservation’ and ‘nature’ appear less
frequently if at all in the manifesto of political ecologists.

% There is still a clashing of values in conservationism, especially between pro- and anti-hunting

conservationists, and urban and rural conservationists who disagree on policies on the virtues of developing
on brown field sites (see Chapter 13).
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Table 2.2: Aims and Objectives of Conservation Groups

GROUP AIMS & OBJECTIVES

CPRE 'We ... care passionately about our countryside and campaign for it to be
orotected and enhanced for the benefit of everyone. The countryside is one of
England's most important resources but its beauty, tranquillity and diversity are
threatened in many different ways' (CPRE website 2004)

RSPB The RSPB is the UK charity working to secure a healthy environment for birds
and wildlife, helping to create a better world for us all... (RSPB website 2004).

Wildlife Trusts ‘The Wildlife Trusts partnership is the UK's leading conservation charity
exclusively dedicated to wildlife. Our network of 47 local Wildlife Trusts and our
junior branch, Wildlife Watch, work together to protect wildlife in towns and the
countryside ... The Wildlife Trusts lobby for better protection of the UK's natural
heritage and are dedicated to protecting wildlife for the future’ (Wildlife Trust
website 2004 ).

e — i — — —— v e _ - e —— — —_—

In the 1950s. as links were increasingly made between industrial expansion and environmental
degradation, 'political ecology' (Atkinson 1991, Doyle & McEachern 1998) emerged as a critique of
unsustainable consumption patterns which were (and are still) regarded as having drastic global
ramifications. Stimulated by eco-crises and publications of ecologically minded intellectuals such as
Carson (1962), Elhrich (1968), Meadows et al (1972) and Goldsmith et al (1972), the need for a
‘New Ecological Paradigm' (NEP) (Catton & Dunlap 1978, 1980) and a social movement to promote
it was realised. For its realisation the NEP requires fundamental change in the social and political
order based on decentralised radical self-management of communities in line with a holistic
environmental ethic. The FoE International website provides a good example of the range of social.
political and global issues which political ecology addresses (Table 2.3), contrasting significantly

with the nature-based focus of conservationism.

As a result of these quite distinct ‘waves of environmentalism, commentators have distinguished
between two main types of environmentalism. Dobson's (1990:1) distinction between
‘environmentalism' — which seeks a ‘managerial approach to environmental problems’ and
‘ecologism’ - which holds that ‘radical changes in our relationship with the natural world are
required to make human existence sustainable, is frequently cited. Like other similar distinctions
(for instance Dalton's 1994 differentiation between ‘conservation' and ‘political ecology’), the
categorisation is frequently forced, resulting in artificial divisions because organisations do not

correspond to ideal types. Most typologies imply a polarisation of environmental attitudes, with
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conservationism as conservative - seeking to protect the environment as an aesthetic or amenity
resource, and political ecology as a polar opposite - being radical and seeking fundamental change.
In reality, many political ecology groups deal with nature conservation issues, whilst traditional
conservation groups like WWF (Medley 1991) and RSPB are becoming increasingly ecologically
minded (Rootes 2001).

Table 2.3 : The Remit of Political Ecology : The Mission Statement of FoE International

Friends of the Earth International ... aims to:

+ Protect the earth against further deterioration and repair damage inflicted upon the environment by
human activities and negligence;

¢+ Preserve the earth's ecological, cultural and ethnic diversity

¢ Increase public participation and democratic decision-making ...
¢ Achieve social, economic and political justice and equal access to resources and opportunities for
men and women on the local, national, regional and international levels;

¢ Promote environmentally sustainable development at the local, national, regional and global levels.
(FOE[l website 2000)

These typologies also need modifying because they imply that political ecology groups are radical
which is often only true in relation to ideology. Many groups with a radical ideology believe that
fundamental reform c¢an most effectively be brought about incrementally, and so frequently target
businesses and governments (FOE and Greenpeace are increasingly using such tactics) using a
reformist rather than radical strategy. This is an important differentiation in the light of direct action
roads protests that blossomed in the 1990s (Plows 1998, Doherty 1999) and the anti-
capitalist/globalisation mavement that developed. Some have cailed this the third ‘wave’ of
environmentalism’, which is also characterised by groups campaigning against LULUs and
coalitions (Bosso 1997 in Carter 2001:141). The radical element of the ‘new wave’ makes political
ecology appear increasingly moderate. Whilst political ecologists call for fundamental societal
change, they do not necessarily ideologically oppose the concept of the 'state' as do radicals,
neither do they ‘engage in forms of action designed not principally to change government policy or
to shift the climate of opinion, but to change environmental conditions around them directly' (Seel et
al 2000:2), tending instead to adopt a pragmatic programme of change. EF! literature indicates the
'no compromise’ (EF! website 2002) stance of the latest wave of environmentalism (Brower 1990, ix
XI) (Table 2.4). These developments also suggest that Dalton’s (1994) assumption that ideology is

20



What and Where on Earth?

the key variable to distinguish between types of groups’ requires modification, Manifestations of
radicalism of political ecology and radical environmentalists, despite ideological similarities, are
vastly different and so to avoid conflation, any typology needs to consider both ideology and

strategy.

Table 2.4, Radical Environmentalism

¢ ‘Constant efforts to protect nature without moving the cause of destruction are pointless'
¢ ‘EF! operates as a network of autonomous and non-hierarchical groups who use direct action to confront, stop and
eventually reverse the forces that are responsible for the destruction of the Earth and its inhabitants’

(From EF! Summer Gathering flyer 1997)
¢ 'Capitalism! No Thanks! We will burn your f****** banks!" Do or Die 9, 2000.,

Before showing how the ideologies of the main types of environmentalism outlined above differ, it is
necessary to clarify ‘ideology’ in terms of EMOs, because numerous different conceptualisations
have been proposed (Barker 2000:64). Although often used to outline how society's hegemonic
dominant ruling class' ideas are produced and become translated by the masses into ‘constitutive
values' (Marshall 1998, Heberle 1951;12), what we are concerned with here is ideology at the
meso-level - the way EMOs interpret reality and their cultural system of meanings. Snow
(2004.396) conceives of ideology as ‘a cover term for a relatively stable and coherent set of values,
beliefs and goals associated with a movement ...". According to Tucker (1985:34) there are two
main aspects of social movement ideology: debunking the claims of opposing groups, and defining
how the state of affairs would preferably be run. For a more rounded outline of the ideology of types

of environmentalists, main issues of concern and perceived causes of the problems have been
added (Table 2.5).

Clearly these ideal types generalise about environmentalism and cannot fully reflect the diversity of
ideas and strategies (Pepper 1996 for example is able to convincingly delineate at least four types
of eco-anarchism), but are required as an analytic tool. ‘Pure, ideal-types [of environmentalists]
exist only in the minds of social scientists' (Dalton 1994:49). The existence of three waves that can
be distinguished does not mean that each of the three categories is a homogenous entity. For
instance, the political ecology camp has internal conflict over the role that overpopulation has
played in the environmental crisis, and the extent to which population control should be the solution

" Dalton concluded that the environmental movement is an example of ideologically structured action in
practice, but that the effects of ideology on courses of action were much less pronounced than he expected

given the overriding influence of political structures and other contingent factors.
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(OPT website 2002, Kenward 2002 personal correspondence). Similarly, deep ecology has been

satirised by social ecologists for its misanthropic tendencies (Devall 1991, Bookchin 1994, Gerber
2002).

Table 2.5, A Typology of Environmentalist Ideologies

ELEMENT
OF

IDEOLOGY

TYPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IDEOLOGY

“Conservative Radical

CONSERVATIONIST REFORMIST RADICAL
| ENVIRONMENTALIST

Issues « Nature protection. +« Tangible, often +National and global +National and global
«Localised on nature small-scale issues. | issues. ISsues.
reserves and +«Locally based. +Mixture of urban and «+Urban and rural
wilderness. rural environmental environmental issues.
ISSues.
Problem + Exploitation of nature +« Poor town / +Consumerist society. +Domination of nature
attribution + Interwar industrial. country planning « Over-consumption and society by an elite
development and loss decisions. (artificial power
due to urban sprawl. + Failure to cost structures)
environmental +Global capitalism
externalities
Perceived +«Practical conservation  +More careful +«Decentralised power +Autonomy
solution +Setting aside and planning decisions. | «Participatory +Anarchy
managing reserves + Technocratic democracy +Revolution
iInnovation / + Restructuring of «Sense of urgency
ecological society piecemeal
modernisation.

Examples RSPB, Wildlife Trusts NIMBY or LULU FOE, Greenpeace EF! RTS
groups

A Typology of Strategies

The strategies used by EMOs groups are diverse, ranging from radical (sometimes violent)
confrontation to more moderate/conventional approaches - involving consultation, dialogue and
compromise with authorities (Young 1993:283), but also incorporating practical projects and cultural
challenges. The latter are especially important fields of action for NSM-type EMOs (Melucci 1996).
Most typologies of strategies of social movements focus disproportionately, if not totally on protest
— ignoring the extreme forms of insider and outsider action - acting as consultees/negotiating with
government ministers, and strategies used by the wider green milieu of DiY culture (McKay 1998,
Purdue et al 1997), moral protests (Jaspers 1997) and practical projects. A useful bifurcation to
make is between those types of strategy that focus on the political system as the locus of change,
and those that seek self-directed change. The former may be seeking to influence political

institutions directly or indirectly and the latter seeks direct change through legal or illegal direct
action and DiY or practical projects (Table 2.6).
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Table 2.6, Typology of Strategies

DIRECTED AT INSTITUTIONS SELF-DIRECTED CHANGE
Institutional Indirect-Institutional Direct Action DiY / Practical
Projects
+Consultees «Marches +Ecotage .Practical conservation
.Lobbying +Rallies | +Occupations LETS
+«Negotiating +Vigils | .Ethical shop lifting +Permaculture groups

Groups from differing ideological persuasions share similar fields of action (Figure 2.1). In
particular, radicals and conservationists both engage in practical grassroots localised projects,
although radicals also engage in (sometimes illegal) direct action. Ecotage, for instance involves
sabotaging construction equipment used in the building of ecologically damaging developments, or
even damaging computer files and programmes of environmental villains. Ethical shoplifting
involves the removal of ecologically damaging products from supermarket shelves to prevent
manufacturers profiteering from environmental damage. What is distinct about political ecologists
s, that despite their radical ideology, their activity is geared towards influencing already existing
Institutions, rather like reformists. Whilst FOE has a radical ideology, its strategy of seeking to force
incremental change within an existing social order (Weston 1989:208) places it firmly in the
reformist camp.

Figure 2.1, Field of Action within the Environmental Movement
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Radicals see the reformist approach as ineffective, comparing it to a hospital with only an
emergency ward (Devall & Sessions 1985:3) and are differentiated from the others by focussing
their efforts upon self-directed autonomous change by means of direct action and practical projects.
The key defining words are, for conservationists ~ conserve (whether practically, or seeking
changes in legislation), for political ecologists / reformists - campaigning for change, and for
radicals - willingness to engage in civil disobedience or alternative life-styles (italicised sections are
from O'Riordan's [1995] five-fold classification of environmentalists which also includes service
groups). This demonstrates that whilst ideology is an important determinant in devising strategies
for environmental groups, it is not as Dalton (1994.:15) suggests the main ‘reason and logic’. The
notion of ideologically structured action assumes more ideological coherence than really exists and
Ignores practical constraints that prevent ideology dictating behaviour (Snow 2004:396,
Klandermans 2000). In reality, for political ecologists, pragmatism is the key, for radicals direct

action is the answer.
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Chapter one briefly outlined the main reasons for selecting London as the site for the study of

environmentalist networks. This section builds upon those ideas by providing more detail about the
localities.

London is a world-class city and economic centre of Britain. It is home of the monarchy, the Houses
of Parliament and other government institutions. The headquarters of many national and
international companies, banks and branches and offices of European and international decision
making bodies reside in the City. Activists living in, working in or visiting London with their
campaigns have an experience unique in Britain - being able to demonstrate their message in the
heart of the country's decision-making machine.

For this research, all known national and regional EMOs within Greater London have been
surveyed. Due to the sheer numbers of local EMOs (some boroughs have nearly 100), two smaller
areas of London have been selected as a sample. The areas chosen are the Heathrow region,
Incorporating the Boroughs of Ealing and Hounslow and part of the Borough of Hillingdon

(northwest), and the southern Thames Gateway region - western Bexley, Greenwich, Lewisham,
Southwark and parts of Lambeth (southeast) (Figure 2.2).

24



What and Where on Earth?

Figure 2.2, Area of Study

Enfwld

. Local study areas

Like much of London, both areas have high levels of environmental grievances. Notably they suffer
from poor air quality — mostly as a result of heavy traffic’ - and a high degree of pressure on open
spaces for conversion to housing, entertainment or industrial infrastructure. Recent campaigns in
both areas have included mobilizations against entertainment parks on green space. In northwest
London, Warner Brothers proposed to build a Movie World in Uxbridge on the usual site of the
annual Borough Show (Sweeting, interview, February 2004). In southeast London there was a
campaign against UCI Cinema’s proposals for a fourteen-screen multiplex cinema on the site of the
old Crystal Palace. The northwest London campaign was relatively small-scale, as the developers
pulled out after a small amount of well-articulated opposition from the local MP and West London
FoE. In comparison, the Crystal Palace campaign escalated into a full-scale legal and direct action
battle.

Current issues of major concern are the seemingly never-ending expansion of Heathrow Airport for
residents in the northwest, and pressures for development in the Thames Gateway (the Thames

® The traffic in the Heathrow area includes air traffic. Although Greenwich is under the Heathrow flight path,

its air pollution comes mostly from road traffic and highly polluting factories (in the Belvedere and Chariton
areas) and an incinerator at Deptford.
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Gateway Bridge and large-scale housing development) in the southeast. This time round, it has
been northwest London protests that have attracted direct action activists at the site T5, which is
being constructed at the time of writing. Many community and environmental groups have been
mobilized, enough to warrant it the title of ‘critical campaign’ (Chapter 9). At the time of network
data collection, a battle against proposals for a Third Runway there was in full swing. The Thames
Gateway proposals have yet to catch the public imagination in the same way as airport expansion,
despite the campaigning efforts of London FoE and the Wildlife Trusts. London FoE has been
actively campaigning against the proposals by writing formal submissions and trying to influence
what it regarded as a biased consultation process (FoE 2003). The Wildlife Trusts have been
raising public awareness about the scale of the development proposals and the impact that this
would have on valuable wildlife habitats. The two localities therefore provide a useful comparison -
one has a campaign at a critical time (in the midst of a very active campaign) and the other is in the
aftermath of a large protest and at the start of a newer campaign that has yet to mobilize to the
same degree as the campaign before it.

Besides these local controversies, there are a host of other environmental organisational types in
London that need to be briefly introduced to lay the foundations for the theoretical chapters that
follow, as these use examples to help contextualise the theory.

3 Ar n 1 ondan’ vironmental Mlovemer
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The main types of EMOs are regional and national campaigning or conservation organisations,
which coexist with local organisations ranging from Friends of Parks groups and Tenants and

Residents Associations, to issue oriented groups, local branches of EMOs, LULU-based campaigns
and radicals.

National Campaigning and Conservation Organisations

Some of the most well known EMOS including Greenpeace, FoE, CPRE and BTCV are based in
London. There are also a number of less well-known and more specialised organisations including
the Environmental Investigation Agency which seeks to provide objective research on
environmental issues and policy and the Aviation Environment Federation (AEF) which actively
campalgns on aviation issues. National EMOs campaign on a wide range of environmental issues,

including from a womens' (the Women's Environmental Network) and ethnic minority perspective
(Black Environmental Network).
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Regional Campaigning & Conservation Organisations

There are many regional campaigning and conservation organisations in Greater London. Many
national organisations now have regional departments because they are beginning to realise that
influence can be exerted through this arena. London FoE has existed as a sub-group of national
FOE for sometime, but CPRE has only introduced its London regional group in the last couple of
vears. Other groups include radical elements like London Rising Tide, which developed out of the
remnants of the late Reclaim the Streets Network, and a newly formed London EF! Also there are
organisations that help with environmental problems unique to the capital, for example London
Planning Aid, which gives specialist advice on planning applications. London Wildlife Trust (LWT) is
the main (they argue the only) organisation that is concerned with citywide conservation (VWaugh
interview June 2004). Many organisations have a broad focus on sustainability, like London 21 and
London Sustainability Exchange, allowing them to advise on a broad range of social and
environmental issues.

Local Campaigning & Conservation Organisations

It is clear that a wide range of local environmental groups is in existence. Amongst the most
common local groups are Friends of Park groups that seek to maintain a balance between social
and conservation interests in the management of their local parks. There are also branches of
national organisations ~ FoE for example has 27 local (mostly borough) groups within London.
There are many single-issue groups that campaign against LULUs, including Ealing's Save Our
Streets campaign, which is protesting against a tramline being built through the town centre and
People Against the River Crossing that has been campaigning against road developments in

Greenwich since 1989.

Local amenity societies, although frequently incorrectly dismissed as NIMBY (Rootes et al 2001),
are also an important part of local environmentalism. These societies tend to be upper-middle class
in social composition and generally monitor planning applications and concern themselves with
preservation of urban landscapes. Also at a local level, there are social centres where radical
activists and squatters meet. Not all attendees are environmentally minded, or even politically
active, but social centres are important places for holding meetings and passing around information
about radical environmental campaigns.
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2.2 Summary

This chapter has carefully defined the environmental movement theoretically and empirically. By
providing concrete examples of EMOs in London, the brief empirically based introduction discussed
immediately above clarifies the need to utilise a broad-based theoretical definition of a social
movement as suggested. A definition of a movement insisting on non-institutional protest seeking
profound change to the social order via political conflict against an identifiable opponent Is
inappropriate for the environmental movement. Organisations using a wide variety of tactics — from
the pressure group tactics of FoE, and practical conservation focus of BTCV to the autonomous
networking space found in radical social centres — that seek to preserve or protect the environment
are part London’s environmental movement. Now the scene has been set, we can proceed t{o
consider how SMT can help predict, explain or understand the linkages between EMOs. The first

port of call is collective behaviour theory that played an important role in shaping research on sociai
movements that followed.
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CHAPTER 3

Introducing Movement Theory: Theory Bashing and the
Collective Behaviour Approach

This chapter outlines the theoretical underpinnings of the research, focusing on useful debates from
the CB (collective behaviour) paradigm. The discussion begins with a general introduction to SMT
at the meso-level, followed by an outline of the CB approach which, for important reasons has not
been sidelined. An attempt is made here to rescue what is salvageable from this ‘theory bashed
school of thought.

2.1 An Introduction to SMT

Social movement theories serve either predictive or explanatory functions (or both), including
attempts to generalise the conditions required for the emergence of social movements (Smelser

1962), determine the likely shape and form of activity based on political structures (Kitschelt 1986),
forecast the likely outcome based on the level of resources available (Jenkins & Perrow 1977) and

predict future movement trajectories (e.g. Michels 1962 [1911]). In short, SMT seeks to explain
either the emergence of, or maintenance/change within social movements using macro- or micro-
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