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Abstract
Energy Utopianism and the rise of the anti-nuclear power movement in the UK
This thesis is about the growth of the anti nuclear power movement in the UK from 1955 to 1979. It
seeks to explore why it emerged at the time and in the form it did. It challenges some of the existing
histories and provides new explanations as to how and why, and indeed when the anti-nuclear
movement emerged. It is not a policy history, but a history of activism based on accounts collected
from the contemporary literature and from the activists.
Its hypothesis is that an anti-nuclear power movement emerged in LTK in the 1970s because of long
standing concerns of a minority over the dangers of 'atomic energy' and the continuity of opposition
to the building of nuclear power stations. The divisions within the nuclear establishment over reactor
choice in UK (and radiation and safety standards in US) gave new radical groups- the
environmentalists - an opportunity to build a movement using new tactics of protest.
The first part gives a historical account of early criticism, late 1950s protest at public inquiries,
and campaigns over nuclear power from 1965 to 1979, and is based on literature surveys,
interviews with anti-nuclear campaigners and research on archive material. The second part,
mainly theoretical, identifies and discusses what I consider the key concepts of 'the
environmental impulse', 'nuclear fear' and 'energy utopianism'. The thesis illustrates the
diversity and continuity of anti-nuclear protestors, and is used to make some generalisations
about their motivations and tactics, and the likelihood of future protests over new energy
technologies.
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Introduction:

a search for the roots of the UK anti-nuclear

power movement.
This thesis is about the growth of the anti civil nuclear power movementin the UK from 1955 to
1979. It seeksto explore why it emergedat the time and in the form it did. It challengessome
of the existing histories and associatedexplanationsof the processesinvolved, and provides new
explanationsas to how and why, and indeed when the anti-nuclearmovementemerged.The
period chosencovers the time from local opposition at the first Public Inquiry into a proposed
nuclear reactor at Bradwell in 1956,to the impact of the Windscale Inquiry Report on the
national anti-nuclear power movementin 1978.A cut-off date of 1979 is selectedas this marks
the divide betweenthe moderatetactics adoptedby the then largest environmentalgroups,
Friends of the Earth and the ConservationSociety, and the more militant direct action approach
of new organizations,like Greenpeace,the TornessAlliance and the Anti-Nuclear Campaign.It
is not a policy history, but a history of activism basedon accountscollected from the
contemporaryliterature and from the activists.
The hypothesisfor this thesis is that an anti-nuclearpower movementemergedin UK in the
1970sbecauseof long standing concernsof a minority over the dangersof 'atomic energy'
and the continuity of opposition to the building of nuclear power stations.The divisions within
the nuclear establishmentover reactor choice in UK (and radiation and safety standardsin US)
gave new radical groups- the environmentalists- an opportunity to build a movementusing new
tactics of protest. This chapterfirst setsthis thesis in the context of the traditional anti-nuclear
histories, then outlines the structureof the thesisand its sources,and then explains its
methodology.

1.1

Old nuclear explanations

The official historieswritten from boththe pro andthe anti nuclearviewpointboth give
commonexplanations
abouthow andwhy, andindeed,whenthe anti- nuclearmovement
emerged.But theseexplanations
arebeingchallengedasmythsby a new generationof
researchers,
particularlyIan Welsh,in his bookMobilising Modernity(2000).The traditional
explanationsare:
"

Therewas only oppositionto nuclearpowersincethe early 1970s.

"

Prior to this therewasa 'goldenageof public acceptance'.

"

Friendsof the Earth(FoE) startedandled the anti-nuclearmovement.
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The activities of the anti-nuclear and environmentalmovementsled to nuclear power's
demise.
Similarly O'Riordan divided the life cycle of civil nuclear power in UK into four distinct ages,
the first being 'the age of innocent expectation' from 1946 to 1966 years which he claims were
characterisedby innocenceand euphoria, followed by 'the age of doubt' from 1967 to 1974,
'the age of anguish' from 1975 to 1980, and 'the age of public justification' from 1981
onwards (O'Riordan 1986: 42).
Insteadthis thesis,drawing on the ideasof Welsh and other, gives a generally new accountthat
shows that anti-nuclear feeling arosefrom:
1. long standing public ambivalenceover 'atomic energy'.
2. disillusionment with claims of 'nuclear utopia'.
3. the continuity of protest over the building of nuclear reactors
4. a small network of activists, from a wide variety of backgrounds.
This thesis hopesto provide both a narrative accountand an explanation for the rise of the antinuclear power movementin the UK in the 1970s.It seeksto answerthe question: why an antinuclear power movementinsteadof an anti-coal or anti-asbestosmovement.What was it about
nuclear power that generatedsuch opposition?Its environmentalimpact, its cost, its prospectsor
its symbolism?
1.2

Structure

of thesis

The thesis is divided into two parts: the first mainly historical and the second mainly theoretical.
The first part of this thesis Chapters 2 to 4, gives a historical account of early criticism and
protest over nuclear power through to the Windscale Inquiry in 1977. The second part.

consisting of chapters5 to 7, is basedon literature surveys,interviews with anti-nuclear
campaignersand researchon archive material. It identifies and discusseswhat I consider the key
concepts of 'the environmental impulse', 'nuclear fear', and 'energy utopianism'.
1.2.1

Part 1: Anti-nuclear

activism

Chapter2 to 4 outline the growth in anti-nuclearactivism in Britain, from the early public
Inquiries in the 1950sto the aftermath of the Windscale Inquiry in 1977. Chapter 2 cover early
criticism and opposition to nuclear power before FoE involvement. Firstly protest at the 1950s
public inquiries, then the National Coal Board's campaignin the mid 1960s, Schumacher's
critique in 1967, and details on the largely unknown local campaign against the proposed
Stourport AGR in 1970. Chapter 3 covers the rise of environmentalistopposition in the early to
mid 1970s,firstly a few articles in the eco-press,then a campaignby activists from the
11

ConservationSociety and local groups,Eke Half Life, which attractedlittle support or attention.
At the end of 1975 FoE was able to exploit massivepublicity on the proposedTHORP plant at
Windscale, and launch its own high profile campaign.This chapterfinally covers the network of
groups that appearedin responseto this publicity. Chapter4 details the difficulties the diversity
of groups had in presentinga united caseat the Windscale Inquiry, their uneasyrelationships
with FoE, and the reactionsof FoE, ConSocand the anti-nuclearmovementto the Inspector's
decision.
1.2.2

Part 2: Ideas and explanations

Ile secondpart of this thesis - Chapters5 to 7- analysesthe eventsin the first Part, seekingto
explain who were theseanti-nuclearactivists and why they choseto protest about nuclear power.
It explore the ideas and conceptsbehind the academicanalysis of the anti-nuclear movement,
and outlines previous researchin this area.Chapter5 explores why and how people become
environmental activists by looking at the nature of the 'environmental impulse' and of 'social
movements', the making of 'activist identity' and their recruitment into groups. It draws on the
work of Joe Weston (1989) and Derek Wall (1999) and illustrates how existing activists are
recruited into new groups, such as Friends of the Earth (FoE), and how thesenew groups
establishtheir identity through new styles of protest or 'repertoires of action', in this casethe
Schweppesbottle dump in 1971.
Chapter 6 gives an explanation for the rise in the anti-nuclearpower movement. The chapter
first outlines how sciencefiction from the very beginning ambiguously portrayed the 'atomic'
future, and how post war, its vision was mainly bleak due to fear of nuclear holocaust causedby
the atomic bomb, and how this ambiguity was reflected in uneasysupport for nuclear power in
the opinion polls. It then looks at the 'anti-nuclear impulse', the emotional forces that cause
people to become anti-nuke. This analysisdraws heavily on the work of SpencerWeart (1988)
who usesthe term 'nuclear fear' to explain opposition to nuclear power, and how this fear is
heavily influenced by images of the nuclear bomb in popular culture. The fourth section looks
at the growth of anti-nucleargroups,drawing on sociological work which explains activist
recruitment in terms of 'friendship networks', and gives personal explanationsfor being 'antinuke', many obtained by the author in interviews with leading 1970's anti-nuclear activists in
the UK. The fifth section illustrates these explanationsand reasonsthrough examining the rise
of anti-nuke opposition in the United Statesfrom the late 1960sand the recruitment of antinuclear activists from the anti-war movement.
Chapter7 showshow post war official optimism about nuclear power was part of the long
tradition of 'energy utopianism' - the belief that a new energy sourcecould transform the
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technical and social life of society (Basalla 1982).This 'energy utopianism' is illustrated with
details of how hydro-electricity and nuclear power were initially greetedwith wide enthusiasm
and hyperbole.Then as each sourcefailed to achieve its over-hyped expectations,
disillusionment and criticism rapidly set up.
The chapterconcludeswith an examination of long held hopes for solar energy, dating back to
public enthusiasmin the late 19th century. Post WW2 hopes for solar was dashedby nuclear
power, but it was rediscoveredby the AT movementin the 1960sand vigorously promoted by
environmentalistsas an alternativeto nuclear power from the 1970s.
The final chapterconcludeswith:
"a

summaryof the wide-ranging motives for anti-nuclear activism.

"

the similarity in argumentsbetweenthe 1960sand the 1970santi-nuclear campaigns.

"

criticism of previous histories causedby their excessiveattention to FoE's role in the 1970s
campaign.
the validity of 'emotion' and 'nuclear fear' as a valid reason for anti-nuclear feeling.
speculation,basedon the history of energy utopianism, as to the future of solar (now termed
'renewable') energy and whether there could be a nuclear revival.

1.3

Methodology

This thesis takes an interdisciplinary approachto describing and analysing the history of the
anti-nuclearmovement,but draws heavily on the literature of environmentalhistory and (some)
conceptsfrom 'social movements'research.It usesprevious ignored literature andarchives to
illustrate its arguments.These sourcesare:
"

An accountof the NCB campaignduring 1960sagainst the expansionof nuclear power, and
the anti-nuclear critique developedby Schumacher.

"

Researchon WorcestershireCounty Council archive material on the campaignagainst the
proposedbuilding of nuclear plant at Stourport in 1970 illustrating the import of American
criticism of radiation standards.

"

Researchon ConSoc documentsshowing the start of the anti-nuclear campaignby a handful
of activists from ConSoc,helped by the eco-press,with FoE membersinitially uninterested.

"

Analysis of internal movementreports and interviews showing the repercussionsof the antinuclear power movement's defeat at the Windscale Inquiry in 1977: media glory for FoE, a
fiasco for ConSoc and much internal recrimination.
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1.3.1

Environmental

History

The roots and shadesof modem environmentalismare deep and complex and are beyond the
scopeof this thesis.Many academicshave devotedthemselvesto uncovering them, and one such
author David Pepperarguedthat to understandthem "we must develop an historical perspective
on how we and others have arrived at our present state of attitudes" (Pepper 1984: 3). It is this
that the discipline of EnvironmentalHistory, to which this thesis subscribes,seeksto do.
Environmental History is an academicdiscipline that focuseson the history of the environment
and the history of environmentalism.One of its founding fathers,Donald Worster has defined it
as "the interdisciplinary study of the relations of culture, technology and nature through time"
(Worster 1993: viii). It stressesthe importance of continuity of events,and the linkages between
eras.As SamuelHays commen s (2000: 226):
"Events are embeddednot only in circumstances:they are also embeddedin theflow of
time. each succeedingevent or circumstanceis related closely to a preceding one. It is
dijfIcult, if not impossible,to understanda point in time without placing it in its
evolutionary context. This is notjust a view of history that links eventspast to events
present. More important, it is an understandingthat emphasizesthe way one thing grows
out of another, it arisesfrom the old and then becomessomethinga bit different".
The second prong of Environmental History, the history of 'environmentalism'

or of

4environmental movements' is not so well developed. Gcnerally the histories written of
environmental groups has either been written by activists or their supporters, such as Robert
Lamb's Promising the Earth (1996) on FoE. There are few critical and original works. Those
that are, like Anna Bramwell's Ecology in the 20th Century (1989) have proved controversial,
while others like Joe Weston's The FOE Experience (1989), Meredith Veldman's, Fantasy, the
Bomb and the Greening of Britain (1994) and Martin Holdgate's The Green Web (1999)
attract
little attention. Environmental History, labeled 'Green History', is however
popular when the
'lessons from history' (on soil erosion, deforestation, pollution
etc) are used to support green
activism. A notable example of this genre is the writings of Derek Wall, a green activist and
prolific green historian (Wall 1994a; 1994b; 1996; 1999), as well as the best seller Green History
(1991) by Clive Ponting.

1.3.2 The purpose of environmental history
The appropriate relationship between environmental history and the environmental
movement is
problematic and was debated at the last two ASEH meetings in 2001 and 2002 by Donald
Worster and Samuel Hays. 'At the 2001 ASEH meeting Donald Worster,
according to Samuel
Hays, argued that the main audience for environmental historians
was the environmental

14

movement and their main task was to help the movementunderstanditself and debatethe vital
relationship betweenhumansand nature (Hays 2002). Hays, believing that Worster's views were
mistaken, urged that "we look to the entire society, notjust the environmentalmovementas our
audience,and use an historical rather than a movementperspective as a vehiclefor asserting to
the world at large the importance and human relevance of environmental affairs" (Hays 2002).
FurthermoreHays believed that environmentalhistorians tend to be remote from the movement
and thus ill placed to understandtheir concerns.
Historians, he argued "are part of the environmentalintelligentsia which is preoccupied with
sorting out ideas rather than the environmentalmovementwhich is preoccupied with action"
(Hays 2002). Thus they should concentrateon traly historical questionsthat go much deeper
and deal with more comprehensiveissuesthan movementhistory. Hays' cornmentson the
remotenessof historians from activists was challengedin the subsequentemail discussion,with
Richard Grove making the point that: "In my experiencea high proportion of environmental
historians came into thefield as a direct result of their involvementin environmental
campaigning".
This is certainly true for many British authorswriting accountsof the history of environmental
movements.Joe Weston was a leadingFoE activist for over 10 years,Derek Wall was a notable
GreenParty activist and anti-roadscampaigner;and Ian Welsh was active in SCRAM, the
Scottish anti-nuclear group, while older writers Eke Michael Allaby were active in the organic
movement,Martin Holdgate in the IUCN, and Walt Pattersonin FoE.
Too close an involvement with movementscan of coursedamageones 'objectivity' but too
great a distancecan damageones 'understanding' of movement motivation. Also academics
and activists have different objectivesin research:as Phil McLeish, an anti-roadsactivist, said to
Derek Wall academicstend to ask "why social movementsexist, [whereas] activists want to know
how to win" (Wall 1999:8).
There is, perhapsnot surprising in the small world of academicresearch,a continuity of activists
turned academics.For instanceDerek Wall's Ph.D. supervisorwas Ian Welsh, who in turn
studied under Brian Wynne, a participant at the Windscale enquiry in 1977, and Paul Smoker,
the founder of Half-Life, Britain's first anti-nuclearpower group in 1975.
The links stretchback even further to pre-war activism: Derek Wall discoveredafter his viva that
the father of Harry Rothman,his Ph.D. examiner,had led the Kinder Scout Trespassin 1932
(Wall 1999: xii).
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1.3.3 Activist

literature

This thesis is influenced by my earlier criticism of academics in search of explanations to
David
in
literature.
For
but
intellectual
texts
of
my
review
activists
on
concentrate not on
Pepper's book Modern Environmentalism

"nat

I complained (Herring 1996: 778):

is the relation betweenthe -isms and the -ists? Y71atis how influential and

do
the
the
the
ideas,
action,
who
the
the
people
amongst
environmentalism,
widespreadare
have
by-pass
Newbury
dreadlocked
How
the
protesters against
many
environmentalists?
demonstrating
ladies
how
little
Bookchin,
against animal exports subscribe
old
many
read
to The Ecologist ?
"at

is missingfrom this book is the voice of the activists, and their little magazinesand

Yhey
libraries.
in
are the voice of modern
that
rarely appear university
pamphlets
has
Bookchin.
71eir
Murray
Goldsmith
by
booky
Edward
voice
the
or
environmentalismnot
been
has
1960s
heard
history
been
the
yet
not
as their
of environmentalactivism since
not
written".
Since then severalworks have appearedalong theselines, and my inspiration here are the books
SenselessActs of Beauty (1996) and Earth First! (1999) by respectively the activists and
academicsGeorgeMcKay and Derek Wall. Thesebooks draws on a wide range of sources:
historical
follows
lyrics.
This
that
diaries,
thesis
interviews
and even record
activist papersand
tradition in giving primacy to the voice of activists rather than the few intellectuals who claimed
to speakin their name.In doing so the role of women anti-nuclearactivists may be much more
appreciated,for few of them in the 1970swrote books or even magazinearticles.
1.3.4

Insider

accounts

Theoretical perspectivesproducedby academicsmust of coursebe heededand are to some
but
theory alone is not sufficient to explain the emergenceof what sociologists can
valid
extent
an 'activist identity'. As Wall comments,in his book which examinedhow green movementsare
produced and change,"accounts that explain participation in terms of identity, and imply that
identity grows_froma singlejactor such as class or upbringing or whatever, are inadequate"
(Wall 1999: 96). Wall believed that an over-theoreticalapproachis unhelpful to explaining
living
"Theoretical
He
of
wrote
can,
participation.
perspectives
of course, suffocate accounts
1999:
15).
lofty,
baggage"
(Wall
irrelevant
intellectual
opaque
and
often
movementswith
Wall's approachinsteadis to ask movementactivists how they got involved, to read movement
literature, and to reassesshis own experienceas an activist.
Similarly Joe Weston,a FoE activist in the 1970sand 1980s,believesthat theoretical analysisof
groups do not convey the intricate relationshipswhich exist either betweenitself and the rest of
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society or betweenthe individuals which run the group and organizeits activities (Weston 1989:
5) In his history of FoE he stated"In attempting to locate groups within a theoretical knot-hole
it is so oftenforgotten that those groups are made up of individuals and that some individuals
can have a massiveinj7uenceover the character of a whole organisation" (Weston 1989: 5).
Citing the work of Andy Blowers (1980) he believes that the examinationof politics and
political organizationsfrom the 'inside' makes possible a far greater insight and understanding
of internal clashes,faction fighting and consequentorganization changethan any empirically
based'scientific' study could ever achieve.Weston in his study of FoE arguedthat, it is only
through "the witnessing and reporting of these clashesand changesthat a true 'taste' of
Friends of the Earth can be transmitted and understoodand as a result a fuller understanding
of green politics as a whole can be achieved" (Weston 1989: 10).
This thesis also aims to follow the tradition of environmentalhistory in being written in clear
prose that is accessibleto the non-specialistreader.Its model here for clarity and readability is a
recent book The Origins of the Organic Movement(2001) by Philip Conford, although one
reviewer complained it had a 'propensity to under-theorise'(Reed 2002: 216). This thesis will
plead guilty to that academiccrime as well as the chargeof being 'over referenced'. The
copious referencein this thesis, particularly to the texts in movementmagazinesavailable in
only a few libraries, is intended as a help for future researchers.I also provide footnoteswhich
appearat the end of the thesis, which provide flu-thersourcesof information. Thus this thesis is
written in the knowledgethat there is little written on British post war environmentalactivism in
the 1960sand 1970sand in the belief that there should be much more.
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2.

Nuclear

criticism

and protest

1955: 1970,

This chapterand the next one challengesthe conventionalview as put forward by Wolfgang
Rudig that "practically all anti-nuclear opposition before the late 1970s was expressedwithin
thepublic inquiry systemin Britain. Aere were no demonstrations,pickets, or any other signs of
protest which local opposition groups would consider to adopt outside the inquiry procedure"
(Rudig 1990: 119). This chapterrefutes this by giving an outline of the National Coal Board's
(NCB) campaignin the mid 1960sagainstthe expansionof the nuclear industry in the 1960s,
and Schumacher'sethical critique of nuclear power in 1967. It also gives extensivedetails on a
local campaignagainst a proposedAGR at Stourport on Severnin 1970.
The chapterstartswith early specialistcriticism about the scaleand costs of the Government's
proposednuclear plans. It then covers most of the 1950spublic inquiries giving attention to
objectors' environmental concerns.These early concern over protection of nature, the cost of
economicgrowth, and the dangersof radioactivity were issueswhich were to resurfacein the
1970s campaigns.
2.1

Early

Specialist

criticism

O'Riordan has characterised the first 20 years of the UK new power program as one of
innocence and euphoria, "where powerful men backed by powerfiW organisations ruled with a
combination of arrogance and complacency" (O'Riordan 1986: 42). Until the 1970s criticism
of nuclear power was restricted to specialist journals, elite newspapers (generally The Times)
Parliament and industry forums. Overall nuclear power was seen by nearly all the establishment
as part of "the white heat of an oil-free technology that would bring Britain into a new age of
prosperity"

(O'Riordan 1986: 42). The 1953 White Paper (HMSO 1953), on the organization

of the atomic energy industry, was generally well received by the press, although there were
reservations about the power and the autonomy of the proposed UKAEA.
The 1955 White Paper (HMSO 1955), on the first nuclear power programme, was greeted with
even more acclaim by the press, "with the sole expression of reservation" in the ensuing HoC
debate a solitary question on the measures for the disposal of nuclear
waste (Welsh 2000: 56).
The 1957 Electricity Act, following the triumphal opening of Calder Hall (see Welsh 2000: 568) in October 1956, was a finther opportunity for the Government to promote nuclear euphoria
and triple the expansion of the nuclear industry. However expression of nuclear optimism from
within scientific and political circles did not go completely uncriticised. A small group of
parliamentary backbenchers raised a series of issues, including reactor safety, the adequacy of
plans for nuclear waste disposal, the dangers of low-level radiation and the absence of any
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integrated energy policy (see HCD 569: 57,136,157). In responsethe Governmentwas
'perplexed' at the expressionof 'anxieties which it is not usual to hear' (Welsh 2000: 63).
Both The Times and The Economist were critical of the tripling of the nuclear programme,
has
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stations will be dearer, not cheaper, to generate than power made in new coal-basedstations"
(Times 1957).
In conclusion The Times argued in favour of a more balancedapproachto energy, including
the underground gasification of coal, rather than a massive financial commitment to nuclear.
This latter criticism was echoedby The Economist (19 January 1957) who protested against
"the immense capital expenditure" before "the first atomic power stations had time to prove
themselves". However according to Welsh "Such concernscould scarcely be heard within the
like
internal
Hinton
the
64).
Even
(Welsh
2000:
who
viewed
critics
climate
of
adulation"
overall
trebling of the programmeas "complete madnessand I said so but I wasjust a voice crying out
in the wilderness" went unheeded(Welsh 2000: 64).'
2.1.1

Stretch Critique

One vocal critic from within the AEA was Kenneth Stretch,works managerat Calder Hall from
1.954-7,who arguedagainstthe dominanceof theoretical work as a guide to policy
development.According to Williams he put forward in the journal Nuclear Powff in December
1958, "A rare and powerful critique of British nuclear economics"(Williams 1980: 73).
Stretch, commenting on a lecture the previous year in Swedenby Hinton (1957), questioned
both Hinton's cost forecastsfor nuclear electricity and the wisdom of so large a commitment to
one reactor system(Stretch 1958). Williams commented"Stretch's analysis of Hinton'sfigures
suggestedto him that they were 'Seriouslybiased in favour of nuclear powerý Hinton's estimate
of coal costs was already too high while his estimateof nuclearfuel costshad no real evidence
to support if' (Williams 1980: 73). Stretchhimself did not expect nuclear power to be
competitive with coal until 1980-90.It was therefore"extremely rashfor this country to rush
into building a large number of obsolescentnuclear stations" and over optimistic forecastsof
nuclear costs were "likely to rebound very awkwardly" (quoted in Williams 1980: 74).
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2.1.2

1960s Fuel policy

Most criticism in the 1960swas of the decisionsmade on the speed,scale and reactor choice of
the nuclear program, not of the nuclear project. In the early 1960sthe AEA forecastswere
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The secrecyof the deliberationson reactor choice by the Powell Committee had by 1964,
bought criticisms of excessivenuclear secrecyfrom the press.The opinion of Natur (27 June
1964 ppl247-8) was not untypical "the secrecymaintained over the proceedings of the Powell
Committeeis indefensible", and New Scientist (19 March 1964) complained about "poorer
decisionswere to expectedfrom a secret technocracythanfrom a more openpolicy mtem".
The nuclear programmeattractedcriticism from academicsof the period, who were very critical
of the size of the first nuclear programme,and of the decision to concentrateon one reactor
type alone. Typical of such criticism was the work of Mary Goldring who believed that worst
mistakesof the nuclear power programmewere its rigidity and inflexibility. She warned in 1964
that "Too much atomic planning is done by people pushing atomic power" and that cost
,
estimatesare "games played by accountants" (Goldring 1964: 12; 14).

20

However the decision to choosethe AGR, rather than the LWR, for Dungenessbought rave
reviews for the nuclear industry. Williams wrote "Echoing 1955 the British press gave the AGR's
successan enthusiastic,and mostly uncritical, reception. The stock words were used: 'triumph,
'breakthrough', 'decisive advantage' " (Williams 1980: 145).He notes however, basedon
critical referencein the non British technical press such as Euronuclear that "Few outside the
technical communityrecognized,however, it was on the basis of the CEGBs assumptionsand
basic
technological and economicmerit that the AGR had won" (Williams 1980: 145).
on
not
One vocal critic of the AGR decision was DuncanBum, whose book criticising the AEA's
monopoly over R&D (Bum 1967) "caused a sensation and prompted many influential
personalities within the industry to commit themselveseither to Burn's attitudes or to the defense,
as they saw it, of the Atomic Energy Authorioý' (Pocock 1977: 183).
The years 1965-68had two White Paperson Fuel, in 1965 and 1967, accompaniedby much
internal fighting betweenthe coal and nuclear industries,and extensivenewspapercoverageon
the (bleak) future for coal and (rosy) prospectsfor nuclear. 'Me most organized opposition to
nuclear was from the coal industry led by Lord Robens',the Chairmanof the NCB (see section
2.3). He was describedby Pocock "as one of the most severecritics of the nuclear power
programme, which he saw as the principal threat to the mining industry and an outspokenman
andformidable opponent,from early 1966 he was in conflict with a Minster of Power who had
a similar reputation - Richard Marsh" (Pocock 1977:172). Such was the threat to coal from
nuclear that the NCB took the highly unusual step of effectively dissociatingthemselvesfrom
the Government's fuel policy in its Annual Report for 1966/67.It argued (quoted in Williams
1980: 155):
"Estimates that the cost ofproviding electricityfrom nuclear stations will be less than the
cost of doing so from thermal stations need close and dispassionateexamination.Nuclear
stations cost huge sums in capital and account needsto be taken of the use to which excess
capital expenditurecould beput if it were not sunk in thesestations. To the extent that the
basic technologyremains unproven, thejustification for spending theselarge sums of
capital must be open to question".
The 1967 White Paperwas meant to resolve theseeconomic questionsbut as Robenscommented
"No doubt the Labour Governmentthough that when the "ite

Paper was published in 1967

the public debate about the relative merits of nuclear power and coal would come to an end. On
the contrary, I continued to clamourfor an independentinquiry into thesematters" (Robens
1972: 166). In desperationthe NCB commissioneda report from the Economist Intelligence
Unit, which was published in September1968,but the Ministry of Power rejected its 'middle
of
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the road policy' (Williams 1980:168). A further critical report of Governmentpolicy came in
1968 from the Brooking Institute which concluded "Coal output should probably be cut back
more slowly than is planned and the investmentprogrammefor electricity (especially nuclear
generation) should be substantially reduced' (Caveset al 1968).
However overall nuclear had a very good pressin the 1950sand 1960s,and the few critics, like
Stretch,Burn and the NCB were easily dismissed.The next sectionslooks at protest againstthe
building of nuclear power stations,firstly in the 1950s,then by the NCB and the coal industry in
the 1960s,and finally by the inhabitantsof Stourport in 1970.
2.2

The 1950s Public

Inquiries

Between 1956 and 1961 there were 7 public inquiries into proposalsto build Magnox stations."
The first (commercial) Magnox, at Berkeley in 1955, was approvedwithout an inquiry but from
then on every Magnox, except Sizewell A in 1960,was subject to an Inquiry lasting from 2 to 5
days. This comparesto all 5 AGRs built without an inquiry in the 1960s.In fact there was a 10
year interval (1961-71) without an inquiry. Ile 1970ssaw a return to nuclear inquires. In 1971
there were two: the first over Connay's Quay lasted 28 days during March and April (DT1
1971a), and the secondover Portskewettfor 3 days in June (DTI 1971b).Then in 1974 there
was 8 day inquiry over Tornessfollowed by the marathon 100 day inquiry over the Windscale
THORP plan in 1977.
Brian Rome, a law lecturer and ConservationSocietyActivist at Bristol Polytechnic in the 1970s
and 80s, compiled extensiveindexesof all nuclear power inquiries. Writing in 1979 he believed
"that past inquiries contain much information relevantfor forthcoming ones" and that these
"will involve disputeson specific issuesMOST of which were disputed in 1956177nuke P.Ls and
that many grounds-of-objectionwill be as relevant and valid in 1980 as they were in the
Magnox days" (Rome 1979b). In his 1979Index to Past Public Inquiries, Rome (1979b)
provides referencesto previous inquiries to show that the issuesof need,non-nuclear
alternatives,reactor safety, emissions,economics,and accidentswhich dominatedthe 1970santinuclear campaignhad already been raised in the 1950s.In his Index the need for nuclear power
was raised at the Bradwell inquiry in 1956,at Hinkley in 1957, at Trawsfynydd in 1958 and
Wylfa in 1961.Reactorsafety was an issueat Bradwell, Trawsfynydd, Dungenessand Oldbury,
while economicswas raised at Bradwell, Oldbury and Wylfa. As the public inquiries progressed
the range of objections widened from initial concernson amenity, nature conservationand
economic interest to what Rudig describedas "afar more sustainedattack in terms of the safety
and economicsof nuclear power" as occurred at the Oldbury inquiry, held in April and May
1960 (Rudig 1990: 116). However national press coverageof the inquiries was
mostly confined
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to short reports or letters, mostly on wildlife or amenity issues, with local press giving more
space to opposition groups.

2.2.1

Bradwell

The first Public Inquiry over a nuclear power station occurred at Bradwell-on-sea,Essexin April
1956. Initially Aubrey Jones,the Minister of Fuel, hoped it might be possible to avoid an
inquiry but opponentsof the schemeexploited the contradictions in the siting criteria. If nuclear
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local
"worrying
than
anything"
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residents more
Although large number of villagers, at a parish gathering in March, declaredthemselvesin
favour of the scheme,the opponents,who included national figures like Tom Dribere, ex NIT
for the area,and John Betjeman, a conservationistfor Victorian architectureand later to become
Poet Laureate,were better organizedand better able to influence public opinion through use of
local media. The opposition formed the Blackwater and Dengie PeninsularProtection
Association (BDPPA) with the intention of 'creating the strongestopposition', to the project by
running a 'campaign to excite national interest' (East Anglian Daily Times 26 May 1956). By
mid March the Minister of Fuel had received more than 150 formal objections, and therefore
had little option but to sanctiona public inquiry. The BDPPA reflected two setsof organized
local interestscentredaround the oyster industry and local sailing enthusiasts.According to
Welsh it also actedas a focus around"which a much more diverse and less clearlyfocused
range of objections coalesced', many from outside the local area (Welsh 2000: 73).
The Inquiry lasted five days from 26 to 28th April and on 8th and 9th May and is covered in
detail by Luckin (1990: 174-8) and by Welsh (2000: 74-81). It was, as the Inspector noted, well
attendedby the public with objectionsreceived from afar afield as Somersetand the Midlands.
The Inspector howeverjudged the evidencesubmittedpurely in terms of expert testimony on
amenity, the allegeddangerto the oyster fisheries, and the toredo worm. The everyday fears and
suspicionsof the objectors were dismissedas 'unreal'. As Welsh commented"The concerns of
the objectors which had been expressedin such impassionedterms were thus defined away as
being real only within the confinesof the Inquiry. Subjectedto the rigours of the 'real world'
they would dissolveaway into 'unreality"' (Welsh 2000: 79). This left only the testimony of
the two expert witnessesfor the objectorson the possible damageto the oyster beds and the
prospectof an increasein 'torpedo worms' and 'gribble' which were detrimental to yacht hulls.
According to Welsh "ne Inspector dispatchedtheir evidenceby recourse to a childhood
reminiscenceof a summerspent watching the oysterfisherman of Nitstable. From his extensive
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study, the Inspector concludedthat "oyster culture was a very chancy business" and that "one
cannot always accountfor a bad harvest" " (Welsh 2000: 79). Finally the Inspector dismissed
the amenity issue which was "an emotional one upon which the whole opposition case hinged"
by saying that amenity must bow to the face of progressand the inevitability of changewhich
was already occurring (Welsh 2000: 79).
2.2.1.1 National media coveraii
The coverageby the national media was patchy, and there were no in-depth feature articles as
there had been for the Magnox reactorsat Calder Hall! Objectors fears about nuclear safety
went unreported;the presstendedto follow the prejudicesof the Inspectorin its reporting, with
headlinesdescribedby Welsh as 'verging on the inane at times' (Welsh 2000: 81). The Minster
of Fuel, Aubrey Jones,under pressureto keep to a demandingnuclear timetable, acceptedboth
his Inspector's report without qualification and his dismissal of the objectors' case(Luckin
1990:178). Objectors were left to plead their casethrough the letters column of the national
press.The objectors wrote to every MP arguing that their casehad not been given adequate
considerationand urging that the inquiry be re-opened(BLe Times 23 May 1956). Their plea
fell on barren ground. As Welsh commented:(Welsh 2000: 81):
"At the level of the local inquiry the status,prestige, and unassailableposition of nuclear
expertisewere sufficient to ensurethe successof the CEA's application. At the national level
the tendencyto accord status to the pronouncementsof the Inspector at the Inqui?y, and
the overall enthusiasmfor the nuclear project, combinedto ensurethat the reservationsof
the objectors over nuclear safetyfound little expression.At the national level the
unassailableposition of the nuclear enterprise remained inviolate".
2.2.2

Hunterston

The Inquiry to build a Magnox station at Hunterston,on the Clyde in Scotland,lasted 11 days,
and was held betweenthe 29th Januaryand 13th of February 1957.It was re-openedbriefly on
June 14th to enable an Inspector's Report to be submittedas the original Inspector had died in
the intervening period. The proceedingwere published as a )WhitePaper issuedby the Scottish
Office (HMSO 1957). Objectionswere received from forty individuals and organizations.These
included an individual from Kent and a petition bearing 208 signatures.Unlike Bradwell no

,

comme ial interestswere represented.In this casethe major objector was the HunterstonEstate
upon whose land the station was to be sited. Objections coveredboth nuclear and non nuclear
concerns.The former were about the 'effect of radioactive dust and fumes' and their
implications for human life and flora and fauna of the area.The latter coveredthe loss of
agricultural land; the presenceof alternative sites; damageto roads; disturbance;long term
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feeling' and the inspector commentedthat "Excesszeal does not atonefor trespass"(HMSO
1957: 12). Thus the Hunterston Inquiry raised the issue,made with much effect in the mid
1970sby Flood and Grove-White (1976), that the developmentof nuclear power representeda
threat to individual liberty and human rights.
2.2.3

Trawsfynydd.

The secondround of sites selectedfor Magnox stationsby the CEA were located in areaswhere
MPs and councilors welcomed the developmentsand the prospectof local opposition was
National
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Association and most importantly the National Parks Commission,were opposedon 'amenity'
grounds.
This involved not only dispute over the aesthetics- the modernist architectureof the station - but
also its location in an area of outstandingnatural beauty. The building of large industrial plants
in rural areaswas consideredas a threat to England's 'green and pleasantland' and found
expressionin the House of Lords, the pressand at the inquiry. The tendency for the press and
inquiry inspectorsto focus on 'amenity' issueswithin early inquiries reflected the fact that
tamenity' was a familiar category of dissent,and according to Welsh "In the prevailing
discoursesof the day 'amenity' had a similar connotation to NIAM Y in more recent times"
(Welsh 2000: 70).
A3 day inquiry was held from 12-14thFebruary 1958 (HMSO 1958), with daily reports in The
Times. The opening of the Inquiry, accordingto Sir StanleyBrown, the Chairman of the CEA,
"attracted a demonstrationmarch of supporters,completewith banners... We were duly
gratefur' (Brown 1970: 5). Delay in announcingthe result causedlocal restlessnesswith The

25

Times reporting on 6 June 1958 that local people showedeagernessto attract the project with
them calling for 'bread before beauty'.
The Times in its editorial (6 June 1958) said:
"The NFU branch complainedthat the National Parks Commissionwas retarding progressive
developmentin the country generally, which was having a depressingeffect on agriculture and
economic development".Furthermoreit gave the opinion that "The government was
withholding permissionfor a decentinterval to placate the amenity interests, whosearguments
and interventions must be recognizedas stemmingfrom the most worthy motives".
2.2.4

Dungeness

The argument that economic developmentshould take precedenceover amenity and wildlife
issueshad few critics in the late 1950s.One personwho was preparedto take a standwas Max
Nicholson, the Director Generalof Nature Conservancy,an organization set up by the
Governmentin 1949 to protect wildlife sites.
The proposal to build a Magnox station at the site of the Dungenessnature reservebought an
'
from
him.
At a press conferenceon 8
'environmental'
uncompromising and explicitly
response
December 1958, the week before the Inquiry was to open, Nicholson said he would oppose
absolutely Dungenesspower station at the Inquiry. He said we must "avoid the sacrifice for all
time of byJar the most important shingle structure in the British Isles and probably in Europe"
(Times 1958a).The Conservancyin its evidenceto the Inquiry wrote that the land in question
"is of unique and irreplaceablepermanent importance to science,while the project for which
compulsory-powersare proposed to be exercisedis of relatively short ter7nutility" (Nature
Conservancy 1958: 4). Furthermorein an attack on nuclear siting policy it declaredthat "The
long term national economicinterestswhich theprogramme of nuclear power developmentis
designedto serve,are inconsistentwith the selection of a site sofarfrom the point of
consumption" (Nature Conservancy1958: 17). Thus it askedthe Inspector not to recommend
the scheme.
At the Inquiry, which lasted 3 days from 16 to 18th December 1958 (HMS0 1959), counsel for
CEGB, Mr. S. Cooke, madea strong attack on the Nature Conservancy.He said that their book
(of evidence) about the proposedDungenessstation was 'intellectual opportunism', was full of
exaggeratedlanguageand false suggestions,and was a lamentableperformanceby a public
authority. Cooke stated"At best the book was obscure,and at worst it was an equivocal
evasiveand disingenuous.The argumentswere irresponsible. ...How Ujustiflies this ill-advised
and ill-informed incursion into matters which are quite outside its-functions is difficult to
understand but it is disturbing to see" (Times 1958b).
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However his evidencewas seenmore in scientific terms rather than ecologically ethical terms,
and Dungenesswas presentedas a conflict betweenscientific researchand economic
development.After the station was approvedin June 1959,Francis Rose, Chairman of the Kent
Naturalist Trust, wrote to The Times expressinghis shock at the decision, saying that the site was
unique in Europe and of great scientific value. He wrote (! he Time 15 July 1959):
"The irony of the situation is that in the name of the advanceof science,the Authority is
destroyingan area which isfar more valuable as a sitefor scientific study that as a sitefor
but
ne
we cannot move the unique
a power station.
power station could go elsewhere
structure ofDungenessnor its wild life".
The result of the decision was that the Nature Conservancyabandonedits proposedDungeness
National Nature Reserve.It said "A clear choice had to he made betweenon the one hand the
conservationof the unique national interest of Dungenessfor scientific research and education
24 November 1959).
and on the other the exploitation as an engineeringsite" (T11 Times
=,
_e _
Other naturalist bodies expressedtheir disappointment.The Council for Nature (! he Time 14
July 1959), said that this tract of shingle was preservedthrough naturalistsefforts to maintain its
wild characterin perpetuity as a national asset.They suggesteda review of nuclear siting policy,
with the construction of nuclear stationsnearerto built up areas.This they hoped would protect
remaining undevelopedcoastal area.This echoedargumentsput forward at the Inquiry that if
nuclear stationsare safe why build them in isolated spots?Ironically when the Governmentdid
decide to changeits siting policy in February 1968, and allow AGRs to be built much nearer to
built up areasthan previously, one result was the support of the Nature Conservancybut strong
opposition from local residents.This is what occurred at Stourport-on-Severnin early 1970 (see
Section 2.4).
2.3

The NUM anti-nuclear

campaign in the 1960s

This section looks at the anti-nuclearcampaignwaged by Alf Robensand Fritz Schumacher,at
the National Coal Board, in the 1960s.For Robensit was a vestedinterest campaignto protect
miners'jobs, but for Schumacherit was about ethical and conservationissues.Their campaign
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Board (NCB) in 1960 heraldedthe start of the first national campaignagainstnuclear power in
Britain. As Robenswrote in his autobiography"The battle of nuclear power versus coal began
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Designate of the Coal Board" (Robens 1972: 179). His ten year campaign,during his tenure at
the NCB, was ably assistedby Fritz Schumacher",the Chief Economistof the NCB.
Schumacher'seldest daughterand biographer,Barbara Wood, wrote "Robenswas not the sort
of man to preside over a declining industry. He understoodat once it was important to keep the
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with all
keep the industry not only alive but also thriving. Robertsdid thefighting, Fritz supplied the
ammunition" (Wood 1984: 301). As Barbara Wood pointed out: (Wood 1984: 302):
"Ihe argumentswith which Fritzfurnished Robens,and which he himselfput forward
endlesslyin lectures and articles, were basically the sameas thosehe had putforward in the
1950s,only stronger. He pointed out thefinite nature of the non-renewableenergy
resources,and thefoolishness of abandoning one major sourcejust becauseone happened
to be cheaper in the short term".
Robenswas not anti-nuclearper se, and his campaigncan be seenas a vestedinterest one. He
remarked "Neither the Coal Board as a whole nor Ipersonally were against the building of
nuclearpower stations... Our criticism was that theprogramme was too bigfor a newprocess,
and that beforeproceeding to a large (and, as it turned out) disastrousprogramme operating
experienceshouldfirst be gained" (Robens 1972: 181). He wished to protect the coal industry
from a too rapid shut down, and arguedvociferously that nuclear power was being unfairly
subsidized.Schumacher,in contrast,was againstany nuclear power. Wood wrote of the NCB
members (1984: 303):
"To Fritz theirfaith in nuclear energy horrified him more than anything. He had been
collecting statistics about nuclear energysince his joining the industry.. There was no
question in his mind that the impact it would have on the supply of energy in the 1960s,
1970s and 1980swould be negligible. Not only was it the wrong kind of energy,
contributing only to baseload electricity needs,but in percentage terms of total energy
needs,its contribution was insignificant ..To replace coal by nuclear energyjust did not
make economic sense"
2.3.1

The Hartlepool

Crisis

Robens'campaignto protect the coal industry and to exposethe subsidiesgiven to nuclear
power, had the backing of many Labour MPs, especially those from mining constituencies.
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However the Labour Government,under Harold Wilson, was very pro nuclear and the
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1964-70, renegedon their promisesand acceleratedthe coal industry shutdown.
The campaignreacheda climax in 1967-68with the ran up to the 1967 White Paper on Fuel
Policy, and the decision on the proposedAGR nuclear power station at SeatonCarew, near
Hartlepool, south of Newcastle.Robensrealizedthat if this station was built, on the very edgeof
the Durham coalfield, then the coal industry had a bleak future as a supplier of coal to the
electricity industry. Williams agreedwriting "if coal could not competesuccessfullywith nuclear
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Robens,along with the 1967 SelectCommitteeon Scienceand Technology, repeatedlycalled
for an independentfinancial investigation of the economicsof nuclear power (Williams 1980:
166-8). He did not believe CEGB claims that nuclear was cheaperthan coal. He complained
bitterly about nuclear secrecyon costs"This conspiracy of silence is a sinister development.
Parliament is being denied information of the greatest national importance - information that is
essentialfor seeing whether the vast sumsof moneybeing investedby a nationalised industry are
being wisely spent' (Robens 1972: 184). Robensjustified his campaign: "I had already been
criticised in many quartersfor presuming to question the economicsof the AGR question.My
justification was the hat( a million people on the coal industry'spayroll".
However the Governmenthad beenpersuaded,by a 1964 review, that nuclear power in the form
of the AGR was the power station of the future. The result, however, was a foregone conclusion:
the media and many MPs, such as Tony Benn, were solidly pro-nuclear and there were then few
anti-nuclear critics in Britain. One critic was Duncan Bum who in his 1967 book savagedthe
AGR and Britain's nuclear policy stating (Bum 1967: 108):
"The policy of having a large programme ofpower stations, originally planned to cost
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badly
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a
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which was
what was wrongly called the 'energygap. The UK Government'scentral guidance and
control led to a use of lavish resourceswasteJully".
However leadersof both main parties in Parliamentjoined in expressingdisapproval of Bum's
book. Tony Benn, then Minister of Technology, concludedBum's analysis was 'polemical'and
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the picture it presentedwasTalse' (Bum 1978:14). Benn expressedhis "belief that this count?y
had beengiven good valuefor the moneyit has spent in thefield of civil nuclearpower" and he
thought "the position will be seenmore clearly in ourfavour in a few years' time" (Bum
1978:14).
2.3.1.1 Schumacher's 1967 SPeech
In such a pro-nuclear climate, Schumacher'sspeechon 19 October 1967, giving the annual Des
Voeux Memorial Lecture on 'Clean air and Future Energy - Economics and Conservation'to the
National Society for Clean Air Conference,at Blackpool, to 900 delegatescauseda storm
(Schumacher1967a).In it he raised doubts about the safety of nuclear reactors, drawing
attention to the problem of the radioactivewastesand arguing for watchfiilness on the effects of
this new technology. Williams commented(1980: 160):
"Schumacheralso offered what wasfor its time a very unorthodox opinion, to the effect
hazard
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to
incredible,
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unique
human life: worse still, this did not enter any calculations and was never mentioned".
Schumacher'sremarks were widely reported in the press with a headline of "Nuclear stations
'hazardto life"' in The Times the next day. A statementfrom the Ministry of Power dismissed
his remarks as "so inaccurate that they cannot be regarded as a serious contribution to any
discussionof the subject. This may be explainedby his having no scientific qualifications in the
by
"His
field"
(Times
defended
1967).
The
Ministry
the
saying:
safety
record
nuclear
nuclear
development
have
been
disregarded
in
the
that
of nuclear
safety
considerations
suggestions
been
have
Public
is
issues
totally
of the greatest
unfounded
safety
are and always
power
concern to the Government'.
Peter Williamson, a GEGB delegateat the conference,linked Schumacher'sspeechto the
campaignrun by the NCB in favour of coal and againstnuclear power, saying (Times 1967):
"For Dr Schumacherto suggestthat there is a conspiracy of-silence to prevent thepublic
from learning of the health and safety aspectsof nuclear power suggestto me that he is
more remotefrom the subject than his paper might imply. It is ironic that this attack on the
safety of nuclear power should comefrom a senior official of the National Coal Board,
although maybeit is just part of the anti-nuclear campaign that you may have noticed in
the past few months".
Richard Marsh, the Minster of Power, rebuked Schumachersaying that his lecture "was one of
the most extraordinary and leastprofitable contributions to the current debate on nuclear and
coal cost"

ph 21 October 1967). Schumacherdefendedhimself a week later
e Daily Tele&La
,
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in letter to The Times on 25 October,but then receivedno more publicity until the launch of his
book in 1973.
2.3.1.2 Defeat
Robensrealized, with the publication of the 1967White Paper(which gave an enhancedrole to
nuclear and reducedone to coal) together with the approval given to the Hartlepool nuclear
station in 1968, that the coal industry had suffered a seriousdefeat. He wrote "The effect on the
industry's morale was shattering everywhere.. there was no concealingthefact this was a
devastating reverse" (Robens 1972: 199). His anti-nuclearcampaignhad been in vain. Both he
biographies
is
left
in
in
Schumacher
NCB
1971,
there any mention
their
the
of
and
neither
and
of nuclear power after 1968. Robens concluded "It saddensme to think that the country
by
(notably
because
Schumacher)
ignored
I
the
the
gave
was
advice and my colleagues
suffered
(Robens
bloody
We
the
time"
the
as
nuisances
at
and
politicians.
were regarded
civil servants
1972: 226).
Schumacherfelt more bitter, as Barbara Wood commented(1984: 301):
"The Labour government believed in cheap oil and in high technology nuclear energy..
Wilson's Government,blinded by the benefitsof short term, cheap energy, turned their back
on the people; blinded by the seductionsof high technologytheyput their money into
nuclear powered stations andforced the pace ofpit closuresto accelerate.Life under
Labour wasfar worsefor the industry than under the Tories.Fritzfelt disgustedand
betrayed".
Schumacherwas, however, to continue his opposition to nuclearpower particularly after the
publication of his best seller Small is Beautiful, in 1973,where his 1967 speechis reprinted in a
chapter with the provocative title 'Nuclear Energy - Salvation or Damnation' (for further
discussionof Schumacher'sethical views on nuclearpower seesection 6.4.1).

2.4

Stourýort

The Governmentdecided in February 1968 to changeits siting policy to allow the construction
of nuclear power stations in more built up areasthan previously (see Openshaw1986: 131-8).
This may have pleasedconservationgroups,like the Nature Conservancy,but the result was to
increaseopposition to nuclear power stations amongstthe proposedhost communities.
Although there was an uncontroversialacceptanceat Heyshamin 1969, a proposedstation at
Stourport (near Kidderminster) was withdrawn before an inquiry after strong local opposition in
1970. There.were two public inquiries in 1971 - the first for a decade over the proposalsto
build AGRs at Connah's Quay (near Chester)and at Portskewett(near Chepstow).The first
lasted 28 days, between9th March to 6 May, and the inspector,for the first and only time at a
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in June lasted only 3 days; approvalwas grantedbut the station was never built.
The campaignagainstthe Stourport nuclear power station in early 1970 illustrates many of the
perennial themesof the British nuclear debate.Nuclear utopianism by its supporters,arrogance
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local campaign,with no national media or conservationgroup interest or support.
2.4.1

National

Press coverage

The national press only coveredthe beginning and the end of this event, and attemptedto
provide someexplanation.The proposalsfor two AGRs to be built next to two existing coal
stations at Stourport-on-Seven,in Worcestershire,was announcedin The Times on 20 January
1970. There was no further national publicity until 9 months later, a few days before the
decision was announcedto withdraw the proposal on 22 October 1970.
A report in The Times on October 19th statedthat there had been many objections to the
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CPRE, the SevemRiver authority and the citizens of Worcestershire,who had signedpetitions
(Times 1970). The Times seemedconfusedas to whether this opposition was more against
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them to the national grid" (Times 1970). However it admitted that there was opposition to the
power station by saying "The countrysidelobby has also beendisplaying scepticism to the
generating boards stock answer on 'thermal pollution

(Times 1970).

However five days later The Times (24 October 70), reporting on the Government's decision to
refuse consent,now remarkedthat this decision "is seen as an important environmental
victory". In face of a virtually united front from the whole spectrumof local governmen in the
region it said the proposal 'never got off the drawing board'. The Guardian. on the sameday,
reported that rejection had been based 'mainly on grounds of safety'. Another factor in the
proposal's defeat was that Peter Walker, the newly appointedEnvironment Minister and MP in
an adjoining constituency,opposedthe scheme.The official grounds for refusing consentwere
that the site did not meet the Governmentcriteria (of February 1968) for building AGRs close
to urban areas.
Welsh attributesthe withdraw of the Stourport application to the Government's fear of a public
inquiry "where the government's siting policy would have been subject to expert challenge"
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(Welsh 2000: 138). Given the absenceof any detailed technical report to legitimate the near
urban siting policy an extensivecross-examinationwould have been potentially embarrassing
and damaging,and Welsh arguesthat "To have allowed the Stourport application to proceed to
the inquiry stage would have beento run the risk ofplacing expert dissent over the effectsof
low-level radiation and safety of the A GRfirrnly in the public eye" (Welsh 2000: 138).
2.4.2

Local

Opposition

The proposal for the Stourport nuclear power station sparkedmuch local press coverageand
debate.The two local papers,Kidderminster Times & Stourport News (KT&SN) and The
Kidderminster Shuttle (KS), naturally gave the proposal headline status,and their letters column
was the outlet for an emerging opposition.
The proposal was greetedwith enthusiasm,with the KS, (23 January 1970: 1) carrying the
headline 'Stourport a 'Boom' Town' and quoting Cllr. Stanley Jones,the chairman of local
planning committee, as saying "everyone will get very prosperousftom the R 00 m station".
This would be becauseseveralthousandworkers would be employed,and the station would
double the ratable value of Stourport.He dismissedany possibility of dangers,saying that it was
obvious the Governmentwould not allow it to be built if it was unsafe.Stourport Council, he
said, was unanimouslyin favour; in fact it had encouragedthe CEGB to build it, having been in
negotiation with them for severalyears.The article noted that this would be the first nuclear
power station to be built inland, also the first within an urban area.After this euphoric support
from a leading local politician it is intriguing to see,a week after the proposalwas announced,
that the other local paper,the KT&SN (30 January 1970: 12), had the headline on its editorial
column entitled 'Nuclear Power Station opposition expected'. The author commented
prophetically or invitingly that:
"one can expect the opponentsto the schemeto show their hands, in fact there are already
indications that someresidentsof the town arefarfrom keen on the idea... although there
has beensome talk of Stourport becominga "boom" town, many people will need more
convincing proof that the erection of the il 00,000,000plus nuclear station will indeed
bring greater benefits to the majority of the inhabitants".
The column then went on to discussfear of modernization of the nearby town of Bewdley from
a proposedbypassand that its supporterswere now have doubts. It quoted the views of David
Edwards, a local craftsman(KT&SN 30 January 1970: 12):
" Why is it that so manypeople today are strivingfor somethingworthwhile to look at
such as representationalpainting or a Tudor halkimbered cottage?...Becausesuch things
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were made with the hands,hearts and mind offolk who cared enoughfor the beauty and
above all, the pride of their great English craftsmanship".
Xurthermore Edwards said that "we are bowing down to the march of the planners and so Big
Brother who likes to use theirflag ofprogress as an excuseto hide behind, while they destroy
our countrysidefurther" (KT&SN 30 January 1970: 12). Whether the author of this column
intended to link (expected)opposition to the Stourport nuclear power station with the fear of
modernization existing in a small rural town is unclear. But doubting questionsand criticism
were soon forthcoming in the letters column of both papers.In the KS of 6 February, James
Millington wrote posing questions,while on the 13th a Prof. Bono Publicoll wrote supporting
Millington's doubts. Interestingly Publico raisesthe issue of nuclear safety, mentioning the
Windscale accidentof 1957,and stressingthe need to study the effects of radiation emissions.
Similarly, in the KT&SN, for the first 3 weeksof February,there were 9 letters printed, only one
in favour of the proposedpower station. To counter this adversecommentCUr Stanley Jones,
chairman of the local planning committee, accusedhis critics of being accused'stirrer-uppers',
in an article entitled 'Nuclear Power will bring better life for Millions' (KS 20.2.1970: 11). In it
he spoke of the need for more electricity in the West Midlands due to economicgrowth, and the
threat of power shortagesif the station was not built. His nuclear euphoriawas not sharedby all
his fellow councillors. In the sameissue CUr Betty Gazard,in a letter, madean appealto people
to write in to the Ministry of Technology and object to the proposedstation, and she said
petitions were being organized.
2.4.3

CEGB arrogance

At the end of Februarythe CEGB tried to win over supportwith a four day exhibition with
expertsavailable to answerquestions.The KS (27 February 1970: 1) with the headline 'Nuclear
Power: The Big Choice', reportedon this exhibition. It also mentionedthat Cllr Betty Gazard,
one of the few Stourport councillors against,was with her husband,Cyril collecting signatures
for a mammoth protest petition be lodged by 14 March at the Ministry of Technology. The
article said that the CEGB were dismissingfears of radioactivedangers,and very interesting for
1970 made the claim that it was not a bureaucraticjuggernaut. It was quoted as saying "we are
not a hugepowerful, unapproachableauthority trampling down all before us in pursuit of some
seyish purpose of our own" (KS 27 February 1970:1). Thus the CEGB, even in 1970, was
acutely aware of its image and unpopularity, and its reputation for arrogance.However its
refusal to acknowledgeresident's fears on nuclear safety and the dangersof radioactivity, made
it impossible for it to shakeoff is reputation as an unresponsiveand aloof
organization. Further
its inability to provide a convincing answerto the frequently
askedquestion(dating back at least
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to the first nuclear Inquiry at Bradwell in 1956) of why, if nuclear power stationswere so safe,
in
detailed
the
And
built
in
there
measures
emergency
they
such
why
were
remote areas?
were
in
1968
February
in
to
The
allow
siting
policy
change
radioactivity?
any
release
of
event of
for
by
detailed
builtbe
built
in
arrangements the
up areas,was accompanied
stationsto
2/3
mile of the nuclear reactors,
of
about
a
radius
within
of
all
residents
evacuation
emergency
"
It was these emergency
2
development
housing
miles.
together with curbs on
within a radius
County
Council
for
Worcestershire
the
opposition.
rationale
measureswhich provided
2.4.4

Opposition

mounts

In the KS, of 6 March 1970,the headline story was 'Nuclear Power Station: County Probe'.
This reported that a county sub-committee(of the Planning Committee) was to look into whole
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dischargedinto the River Severn.Their report published in late April led to headlinesin the
KT&SN (24 April 1970) of 'Hundred evacuatedif emergencyoccurs' and gave support to
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increasinglocal opposition for in late March the KS (27 March 1970), in its front page story,
'1,700 Sign N-Protest', reported that Cyril Gazardhad sent a petition bearing 1,700 namesto
the Ministry of Technology. The KS reportedthat this petition had a list of 10 objections to the
had
from
it
the
signatures
which
area
on
wide
proposednuclear power station, and remarked
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The first calls for a public inquiry camein mid March. In a front page story, 'Nuclear Power
"An Inquiry is Essential" ' the KS reported(13 March 1970:1) that the County Council had
lodged a formal objection, and that Norman James,a local councillor, said that a public inquiry
in
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was
causing
splits
nuclear
power
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proposal
essential".
was
Stourport Council. In a letter to the KS of 20 March, Cllr. A. Hall, complainedabout Cllr.
Stanley Jones,the chairman of local planning committee"attempting to steamroller this matter
through and using dictatorial methodsto silence anyone who opposeshim". Hall further
underminedJones'assertionsthat Stourportcould becomea boonitown by saying that this
"cannot be substantiatedby thefacts" and in fact fewer people would be employed in the new
(KS
20 March 1970). He again made this
the
than
coal-fired
station
at
current
nuclear station
complaint at a public meeting in June by saying about Cl1r. Jones"He has consistently done his
best in the past to stop questionsbeing askedin the Council chamber" (KT&SN 5 June 1970:
10).
By the beginning of April, the KS headline (3 April 1970) was 'Second Thoughts? Opposition
to N-Plant Mounts at Stourport'. The report said that a powerful group of councillors may

35

local
Maud-Ratcliffe
its
The
Stourport
to
on
report
recent
persuade
council change mind,.
keep
be
the rate
to
financial
town
that
the
able
now
not
would
reforms, meant
goverment
revenue from the nuclear station. It also mentionedthat Mrs. Gazardnow had over 2,000
signatorieson her petition (the final count by late April was 2,200). Local MPs were now
having
MP,
Walker,
Peter
the
as
was
reported
a
neighbouring
out
against
proposal.
coming
joined 'the fight' againstthe power station, while the local MP, Sir Tatton Brinton, had
demandeda full public inquiry so that objections could be heard. He askedwhy if the nuclear
live
is
the
there
within a
who
can
number of people
restrictions on
station completely safewere
two mile radius?

2.4.5 County Council report
The most powerful blow againstthe proposalwas the publication of the report by the Planning
Committee of WorcestershireCounty Council in late April. In it the Committee recommended
that at the next County Council meeting on 4 May, the Council lodge an official objection and
demand a public inquiry into the proposal. This they duly did (seeKS 6 May 1970: 1). The
had
(24
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1970)
KT&SN
headline
in
both
local
The
news
papers.
committee report made
the headline 'Hundred evacuatedif emergencyoccurs' while the KS more soberly had '7 point
objection to Nuclear Station'.
The sevenpoints of objection as reported in the paperswere:
1. The proposal would restrict future residential development(due to emergency
arrangements).
2. Visual impact of power stationwith its massivecooling towers.
3. Impact on river flows due to massiveneed for cooling water.
4. A degreeof risk posedto nearby residential areas.
5. Loss of amenity and lower housevaluesto those living near the power station.
6. Burden of maintaining emergencyarrangements.
7. Stourport was already too crowded.
Minutes of the County Planning Committeereveal that it was the restrictions imposed by the
emergencyarrangementsthat was the deciding factor. The minutes of special sub-committeeof
3rd April state (WCC 1970:74):
,,...in the light of restrictions upon development...we recommendthe Committeeto oppose
the proposal on general planning grounds becauseof the restrictions which would result
upon housing developmentin Stourport.. Wealso suggestthat the Committeeconsider an
amenity objection basedon the massivestructural dominanceof the proposed reactor and
turbine house buildings together with the cooling towers".
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2.4.5.1 Radiation daneers
The recommendations of the special sub-committee were duly accepted by the Planning
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from radiation. The Sub-Committee had written for advice to number of organizations, both in
this country and abroad. They decided to ask Profs. D. C Leslie and I Shaw, of Queen Mary
College, University of London, to give an independent evaluation of the CEGB proposal. Their
report was reviewed by P. W. Spiers of the University of Leeds, with gave particular emphasis to
their views on the views of Gofinan and Tamplin.
Leslie and Shaw (1970) produced a3 volume report which gives an interesting view of expert
favour,
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in
1970.
Broadly
they
with some technical
on
nuclear
power
were
opinion
reservations, and they much preferred nuclear to coal stations. They state (Leslie and Shaw
1970, Volume 1: 4):

"Provided that the Council is satisfied about the safety aspects,the AGR would appear to
be preferable in every way to the coal-fired station. Chief advantagesof nuclear station:
1. It is smaller
2. Thereis no coal dump
3. There is no chimneyof any sLze.
4. No combustionproducts are discharges
5. One construction has been completed,the traffic to andfrom the nuclear station will be
less.
much
very
It is interesting to note that there is a dischargeof radioactivityfrom a coal-fired station:
dependingon the type of coal used, this can be comparableto the dischargefrom a
nuclear station. Whenconsidering the potential health hazards of a nuclear power station,
it should be rememberedthat the dischargeof combustionproductsfrom a coalfired
station represent an actual and unavoidable health hazard".
In their recommendationsthey state (Leslie and Shaw 1970: Volume 3: 1):
"We consider that, provided there are no overriding objections to it, the proposal to site an
AGR power station at Stourport is in the national interest. The demandfor electricity is
increasing,and we must hope that the rate ofgrowth of demandwill increaseas the
economyrecovers...wefeel that, provided the Council is satisfied about the radiation safety
aspectsof the proposal, a nuclear station is much to bepreferred to onefired by a
conventionalfuel such as coal".
They consider three possible objections (Volume 3: 1):
1. Effects of steamplume.
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2. Excessivedemandson, and damageto, the river.
3. Radioactive hazards.
In their discussionof radioactive hazardsthey discussthe consequencesof a possible reduction
in radiation dosesto the generalpublic. They mention the work of Gofinan and Tamplin in the
US on the need for a reduction in permitted doses.They state (p.4):
"Gofinan & Tamplin are responsible people.. and should not to be confused with Prof
Sternglass, who recently got a lot ofpublicityfor

his views that bomb tests had killed

hundreds of thousands of children. Our colleagues are unanimous that the statistics will not
bear the interpretations which Sternglass is trying to put on them".
They pose the question of what would the CEGB do if standards were tightened. Their report
concluded by saying: (p. 5)
" While we think that the proposal is basically advantageous, we have a number of
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about
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attempt to settle them by negotiation ... before going to a Public Inquiry".
Professor Spiers was even more pro nuclear. In a letter to the County Health Department he
wrote (Spiers 1970a):

"I. The site is near a populated area as distinctftom the sites sofar used.
2. Thispractice is almost certain to increaseas more reactors are built in this small highly
for Stourport will have beenvery carefully drawn up by
-proposals
expertsto ensurethe radiation levels and effluent dischargesare well within what are
industrialized country.

internationally accepted levels".
On the question of a possible accident,he wrote (Spiers 1970a):
"...I believe Windscale-typeaccidentsare unlikely or impossiblewith the present closed
but
kind
I
I
imagine
is
type
accidental
escape
of
reactor,
some
of
conceivable
and
circuit
imagine the Council to be concernedabout this, particularly in view of the recently renewed
press and TV discussionson radiation dangers".
Gofman and Tamplin assertionsthat the existing maximum permissible levels should be lowered
was too much for ProfessorSpiers.In his brief review of the report by Leslie and Shaw,he stated
that Gofinan and Tamplin are combining the most pessimisticrisk estimatesof the ICRP (Spiers
1970b).Furthermore Spiersattackstheir assertionsthat the ICRP levels should be reducedby a
factor of 10 to a population dose level to 17 millirems by saying that it "cannot be very
compelling in the light of the variations in the natural dose level - the difference in the means
for the population of Aberdeenand Anglesey already differ by twice this amount" (Spiers
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1970b: 3). Thus the 'nuclear experts'could find no grounds to opposethe CEGB proposal on
radioactivity grounds, despitepublic fears.
2.4.5.2 Nuclear siting polic
One of the key questionswas whether the proposednuclear station at Stourport would meet the
Government's new policy on nuclear siting. A short report commissionedby the sub-committee
from the consultants,AssociatedNuclear Servicesreported "It is doubtful whether the choice of
site is a reasonableinterpretation of the Government'spolicy statementofFebruary 1968 in
view of the intensive developmentclose to the proposed site" (ANS 1970).
Leslie and Shaw however were of the opinion (Volume 3: 3), which was statedin the Planning
Committee minutes, that "it is notfeasible to opposethe new national policy to allow nuclear
power stations to be sited much nearer to built-up areas than had been the practice before
1968" (WCC 1970: 85). The Planning Commi ee then consideredthe question of "whether the
Stourport site is so near a built-up area that it presents an unacceptablehazard". The same
minutes report that "Dr. Gronow (an expertftom the Ministly of Technology)told the SubCommitteeoff the cuff that Stourport appearedto be well below Heysham(a comparable urban
site in Lancashire, but not yet built and tested)as regards the elementsof risk by inhalation"
(WCC 1970: 85).
2.4.5.3 Risk versus benefi
It thus appearsthat the Commi ee did not have evidenceto opposethe station either on siting
groundsor risk grounds.Despite this W.J. Balderstone,the Chairmanof the Planning SubCommittee,wrote his own paper entitled EngineeringAspectsof a Nuclear Power Station at
Stourport. This was consideredat the Planning meeting on 22nd April which statedthat this
paper "was intended to show the manypoints at which leaks of radioactive material could
occur" (WCC 1970: 85). In a prophetic sentence,which was reprinted in the KT&NS of 24
April, he warned "Human error, carelessnessand lazy indifferenceare liable to occur in the
managementof any plant, howeverwell designed,especiallyperhaps at night when the rest of
the world is asleep" (WCC 1970: 85).14Balderston fiirther warned, with his remarkedreprinted
in the KT&NS on 24 April, (WCC 1970: 85):
"Already insurance companieshave notified householdersin the immediate
neighbourhood that nuclear risks are excluded. The emergencyarrangements,however well
presented, must be a source of anxiety and are likely to dampenthe ready sale of houses.
Yhefear of a much greater danger than really exists will prey upon the minds of many
people".
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This issueof risk was at the heart of the debateon the proposedstations.AssociatedNuclear
Servicescommented(ANS 1970: 100):
"Behind the Governmentpolicy statementthere is a broader principle that in siting the
nuclear power station there should be an appropriate balance betweenrisk and benefit,
and in this caseit seemsmost unlikely that the additional benefitsin theform of reduced
costs will compensatefor the additional risk to the local communiv'.
The Planning Committee,seemsto have adoptedANS view, for it stated(WCC 1970: 85):
"... the Council as planning authority may well decide that the applicants should be put to
the test to prove that the risk does not exist or is justified in the national interest by the
counterbalancing gains. If so, a suitable wordingfor

this ground of opposition might be: -

"The proposed site so near to a built-up areas presents a degree of risk which has not yet
been justified"

".

This demandthat proof be provided that 'risk doesnot exist' was to becomea central theme of
anti-nuclearprotestersin the 1970s.In contrastthe argumentthat nuclear stations were 'justified
in the national interest' becamea major plank of Government's attemptsto push forward their
nuclear policy.
2.4.6

Stourport:

the end.

With the publication of the Planning Committee's report in late April, and the proposal's
negative portrayal in headlinenews in the local papers,the proposal was effectively dead.The
local campaignneverthelessintensified. In early June there was the founding of the AntiPowerport Station (APS) with a Committeecomposedof many councillors and with 60 members
(KT&NS 5 June 1970: 10 and 13). At a public meeting organizedby the APS the promoter of
nuclear station,Cllr. S Jones,was heavily criticised by his fellow councillors. There were calls for
a register of objectors,and 'militant anti-nuclearpower station rallies'. There was finther talk of
raising money to employ a barrister to statetheir caseat a public inquiry. Cllr. Eric Higgs, the
secretaryof the APS committee,was statedas saying "We are objecting becausewe do not want
this in Stourport. There will always be an elementoffear, and we don't want to live with ie,
(KT&NS 5 June 1970).This fear of radiation was a dominant theme. Cllr Betty Gazard,a prime
mover behind the campaign,said "None of us know how much we shall receive, or if we shall
receive any or if it will do us any harm" (KT&NS 5 June 1970).
Interestingly there are no further reports after this date in the KT&NS of the nuclear proposal or
of the APS, only a few letters mainly about conflicts over the handling of this issue in the
Stourport council. The official announcementin late October that the proposal was being
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withdrawn was not mentioned.Thus it seemsthat from Juneonwardsit was a deadissue to the
local media.

2.5

Portskewett

The campaignat Stourportagainsttheir proposedAGR hada knockon effectat the next site
(locatedsouthof Chepstowon the
proposedby the CEGBfor an AGR. This wasat Portskewett
River Severnestuaryin thenMonmouthshire)
just 50 milesdownriver from Stourport.The
concernsexpressed
andthe associated
public campaignat Stourport,togetherwith the actionsof
CountyCouncil(WCQ, werecommonknowledgein Portskewett(Welsh
theWorcestershire
2000: 138).Whilst MonmouthCountyCouncil(MCC) andthe RuralDistrict Councils
supportedthe application,PortskewettParishCouncilstronglyopposedit. The reportsprepared
for WCC hadbeenstudied,andthe council"regrettedthe absenceo)f any suchprofessional
approach"by MCC (quotedin Welsh2000:138).Accordingto the public inquiry transcripts
the CountyCouncilwereaccusedof havingdeliveredthe wholeprojectto the CEGB'on a
platter', andthe public of Portskewetthad 'lost all confidence'in their electedcountyofficials
becauseof "their excessive
in projecting the meritsof nuclearpower" andtheir
enthusiasm...
'subservience'to the CEGB(DTI 1971b:
32).
The concernsof Sternglass,
Gofinan,andTamplinoverlow level radiationwereraisedonce
more,andPortskewettParishCouncilurgedthat Sternglass'work be checkedby the UK
government.Particularlyconcernedaboutexposureto radiationwerethe local women'sgroup,
the PortskewettYoungWives(Rudig1990:119).The CEGBhoweverportrayedtheseconcerns
in The Observeron 16 May
that appeared
asthe productof pressreports(suchas on Sternglass
1971)of discreditedscientificwork, relatingto a differenttypeof reactor,the AmericanLWR
ratherthanthe proposedAGR.
Despitethesepublic concernsover radiationdangers,they found 'limited reflection' at the
Portskewettpublic inquiry (Welsh2000: 139).The main concernof Governmentandthe CEGB
to its urbansitingpolicy which lackedany (published)technicalbasis.
wasover challenges
Howevertheir positionat the PortskewettInquiry wasstrengthened
by the precedentof the
As
grantingof a site licenceat Heyshamin 1969,wherethe policy hadgoneunchallenged.
Welshremarkedon Heysham"An applicationwhichhad neverbeensubjectto scrutinywas
thususedto legitimatethosewhichwereto be contested"(2000: 139).
ThePortskewettpublic inquiry lastedjust threedaysin June1971,andthe applicationwas
by the early 1970sit
approvedbut the CEGBneverbuilt an AGR there- mostprobablybecause
becameawareof seriousdesigndefectswith the AGR (Williams1980:204-5)."

41

Overall, as Rudig remarked,local oppositionbefore 1975 was on the whole rather weak with
most objections having a clear 'ND4BY' or 'vested interest' rationale (Rudig 1990: 119). The
next chapterexaminesthe widening of opposition beyond these two concerns,due to the
emergenceof a broader based national network of environmental organizations.
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The building

of the UK anti-nuclear

in
the
power movement

1970s
This chapter examinesthe building of a national network of organizationsopposedto the
expansionof nuclear power, and in particular to those groups involved in opposing the THORP
project at Windscale.Protestwas initially small and scattered,but under the leadershipfirst of the
Conservationsociety (ConSoc)then of Friends of the Earth (FoE), it attractedincreasing support
from a wide range of groups. In the early 1970sprotest may have been inspired by the
continual drip of articles on the dangersof low level radiation in the national press.For instance
The Times, gave front page coveragein January1970 to the allegationsof Stemglass(Wright
1970a),then there was a favourable review of Curtis and Hogan's book (Herbert 1970), and
anti-nuclear letters to the paper. One such letter was by I. M. McNall (on 14 September1971)
where he outlined the conservationistcaseon energy (similar to that madeby Schumacherin the
1960s)which would be adoptedwholesaleby latter environmentalists.He wrote that it was "time
to stop burning up limited stocks offossilfuels, to stop producing ever-increasingquantities of
nuclear wastes,and to invest in the two sourcesof energy which are nearly perpetual, clean and
free, - sunlight and theforce of the tides" (McNall 1970).
This criticism in the early 1970showever resultedin little action, mainly becausethere was no
national group willing to promote the anti-nuclearpower message.Interestingly Peter Bunyard
claimed that "one of thefirst anti-nuclear demonstrationsin Britain" was organized by
foreigners and that it (Bunyard 1981:181):
"... took place on Easter Monday in London in 1970, and could muster only a handful of
people of whom nearly all wereforeigners. The demonstrationthen merged with the
thousandsof CAD marchers...Many of the CND marcherswere surprised at the
demonstration 6gainst nuclear reactors; they did not consider the connection between
reactors and the production of weapons-gradeplutonium to be an important issue".
3.1

Nuclear

power in the eco-press

This demonstrationand press coverageof the dangersof radiation from nuclear waste, may have
inspired environmentalwriters, for in mid 1970 there were three articles published critical of
nuclear power, concentratingon the dangersof waste disposal. First in May John Davy (1970a)
(the Journal of the Soil Association). ` Then in
published an article 'Atomic Waste' in S12an
June 1970 Walt Pattersonpublished his first nuclear article entitled 'Odourless,Tasteless and
...
Dangerous:Hazardsof RadioactiveWaste' in Your Environment (Patterson1970; seeLamb
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1996: 41). Finally in the July (in the first) edition of The Ecologist Peter Bunyard (1970)
published his article 'Is there a peaceful atomT
Both Walt Pattersonand PeterBunyard were to go on to becomeprolific and well known writers
for
US
UK
the
issues.
Walter
Patterson,
then
affairs
environmental
on
a
commentator
on nuclear
journal Environment, becameeditor of the UK journal Your Environment in 1971 and in 1972
(after its demise)joined FoE. Peter Bunyard subsequentlyjoined the editorial board of The
Ecologist and regularly provided coverageand book reviews for that magazineof nuclear issues
throughout the 1970s.He was the first writer in the UK eco-pressto report on nuclear
1971
Easter
Monday
in
Germany
in
EuropeFessenheim,
the
on
protests
at
opposition
(Bunyard 1971b) - and on Scotland's energy and nuclear problems (Bunyard 1971a).
According to Welsh, the two journals, The Ecologist and Environment (from the US) were
"amongst those responsiblefor the introduction of detailed argumentsabout the implications of
nuclear power in the UK.. theyprovided extensivecoverageof nuclear issuesthroughout the
1970sfrom a critical ecological perspective" (Welsh 1988, Chpt 6-26).
Initially the eco-pressconcentratedtheir criticism on the American LWRs, the British AGR
reactorsoverall receiving a relatively favourablepress.For instancePattersonwriting in 1972
praised the AGRs as 'more efficient' and 'more environmentally sound' (Patterson 1972b).
However wider anti-nuclearargumentswere steadily introduced (from the US), including the
risks of low level radiation, the link betweencivil and military uses,and the dangersof nuclear
terrorism. As Welsh commented"The introduction of a wide range of issuesother than reactor
safety and the presenceof embryoniccampaigninggroups combinedto create a climate within
(Welsh
1988,
Chpt
7-27).
inevitable
irrespective
opposition
was
choice"
of
reactor
which
Then on 13 December 1971 came a TV documentary,'A Question of Survival' with its second
part on radiation; a reviewer said that its message(echoingTamplin) was that there was 'no safe
dose' (Banks-Smith 1971). Pocock notes the importance of this programme,writing "Well
organised and well publicised opposition to plans for the expansionof nuclear power in Great
Britain may be consideredto datefrom the beginning of 1972 as a result of this broadcast and
of similar coverage by other media" (Pocock 1977: 227). By the end of 1972 Pattersonnoted
with satisfactionthat newspaperreports, television programmesand public discussionswere "at
last beginning to take a more critical attitude towards nuclear power than has hitherto been the
case in Britain" (Patterson 1972b: 9).
However, unlike the US, Franceor Germanythere was no massanti-nuclearcampaign.Partly
this was becauseno new stationswere being proposed,and partly that there was little public
discussionof nuclear affairs. The old style conservationistsand New Left socialistswere
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generally in favour of nuclearpower, while most environmentalistswere concernedwith issues
of global doom - the Limits to Growth and Blueprint for Survival debate.Few had thought about
nuclear issues.As Williams observed"Opposition to nuclear power had increased throughout
the seventiesin all the liberal democracies,drawing strengthfrom a substantial measureof
international co-ordination, but the movementin Britain remained distinctly muted until the
Windscaleissue in 1976-7" (Williams 1980: 263).
Harold Bolter, BNFL's Director of Information, placesthe start of the anti-nuclear campaignin
1976, saying that it took a highly critical (Flowers) report "to give the campaign its early
impetus and credibility" (Bolter 1996:169). With that report the opposition had to be taken
seriously as the "Royal Commission'sviews could not be shrugged off as thefevered ravings of
people with vivid imaginations and suspectpolitical motives- the nuclear industry,s customa?
y
responseto opposition in those days". Pattersontoo agreeson the importance of the Flowers
Report in "conflinningfor thefirst time in semi-official terms that someof the main points raised
by 'environmentalists' warranted genuine concern" and that the political credibility of criticism
of civilian nuclear power was immeasurablyenhanced(Patterson1979: 159).
3.2

ConSoc debate and early action

The anti-nuclear campaignin the 1970scan be consideredto have startedwith the ConSoc
debateover nuclear power following the reprint of a BBC Radio 3 talk by Jon Tinker (given on
27 June 1972) on the Stockholm Conference.The text published in ConservationNews later
that year, said that the Stockholm Conferencehad "totallyfailed to come to grips with nuclear
power.. At the moment,only a handful of countries have atomic power stations. In less than
thirty years'time, haýCtheworld's electricity will comefrom the atom. By then, two new 500
megawatt nuclear power plants... will be opening every day" (Tinker 1972: 5). Tinker then
describedthe problem of radioactivewaste,he said there was no safe way of disposingof it, and
that "This devils broth can never be released,for it contains more radioactivity than a dozenHbombs Nat sort of environmental legacy is thatfor our children and grand-children?"
...
(Tinker 1972: 5). Tinker then warned "The trouble is, by the time wefind out if the long term
wasteproblem is insoluble or not, thirty or so of the world's leading nations are going to be
hooked on nuclear power, unable to give it up without crippling their electricity supply"
(Tinker 1972: 5).
He remarked that at Stockholm the hazardsof nuclear power was not on the UN agenda,and
hencenot discussedofficially, but was discussedat many unofficial forums and conferences
."
ProfessorFremlin, who was active in ConSocin promoting the nuclear cause,and gave talks to
local branches,came to the defenceof nuclear power in the ConservationNews January 1973
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10,000people a year, while the dangerof nuclear power was hundredsto thousandstimes less
than that of other more conventionalmethodsof power production. In the April edition, John
Davoll, the Director of ConSoc,said that Fremlin was being 'mildly disingenuous', and that
"not everyoneshares Prof Fremlin's optimism about the ability of humanity to managevast
amounts of nuclear wastessafelyfor millennia" (Davoll 1973a: 5). Davoll's lack of confidence
in nuclear expertsis apparentin his review of Patterson'sfirst book, Nuclear Reactors, where he
said "Nuclear power is only part of a evenmore intimidating nexusofproblems related to the
have
dependent
Can
the
advice
of
experts..
on
any society so
use and generation of energy..
any hope of ar7iving at informed ands democratic decisionson the most vital questions thatface
it" (Davoll 1973b).
Davoll in his review of ConSoc's activities in 1974 again warned on the dangersof seeking
reliance on increasedenergy supplies"Even more seriously, the commitmentto nuclear energy
is gathering momentum,and may well soon becomealmost irreversible, the nuclear waste it will
future"
(ConSoc
indifference
industrial
to
the
of
represents
society's
ultimate
gesture
produce
1974b: 8).
3.2.1

ConSoc Nuclear

Policy

On 15 December 1973, ConSocCouncil acceptedan Energy Working Paper (by David Corry its
Convenor) which expressedopposition to the building of any more nuclear power stations until
"
had
been
lived
disposing
long
the
perfected.
radioactivewastes
of
an absolutely safe method of
This was to lead to the start of ConSoc'santi-nuclearcampaignlead by Janeand John Pink, of
the Merton Branch from December1973. Soon afterwards,in early 1974, ConSoc Leaflet issue
an 4 page leaflet Nuclear Power: Salvation or Deathtrap? which briefly explained the dangers
of nuclear power and gave the Society's views (ConSoc 1974a).As the ConSoc 1974 Annual
Report stated"It is hoped to use this widely in opposingfurther reliance on nuclear power, and
particularly the implicit commitmentto the plutonium-basedfast breeder reactor" (ConSoc
1975: 17).
Then at the ConSoc AGM, held on 16-17thNovember 1974, two anti-nuclearpolicy resolutions
were passed.These stated(ConSoc 1975: 10):
"la) calls upon the British Governmentto halt the building of any more nuclear power
stations while there is no absolutelysafe methodof disposingof long lived radioactive
wastes 1b) urges that the Society...should launch and sustain a campaign to alert the
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general public and to inform the Governmentabout the dangers to life, born and unborn,
created by nuclear technologyand c) calls for an investigation into alternative sourcesof
power".
The campaigncontinuedassistedby the strong supportof John Davoll, who stated,in his review
for 1974-75,that much effort had gone into a campaignon nuclear power "Most o?fthis has
been devoted to increasingpublic knowledgeabout the implications, principally becauseJane
and John Pink of our Merton Branch were willing to initiate and managea substantial
campaign" (ConSoc 1975: 15). There was however much internal division within the Society
over its anti-nuclearmessage,as is evident from the Letter Pageof ConservationNews during the
next year. In the letter column ProfessorJohn Frenihn was the first to opposethe Pinks'
campaignand defendnuclear power (Fremlin 1975) but was rebutted by the Pinks in the next
issue. ConservationNews 59 (January 1976) had four letters on nuclear power: one defending
by B. K. Jonesbut three opposing:by E. C. Durham, B. K. Jonesand Beryl Kemp (1976a),the
new Convenor of the Energy Working Party. Although ConSoc's campaignwas couchedin
technical language,about reactor choice, energy supply issuesand risks of radioactive waste, it
was, accordingto Beryl Kemp, at its heart about the moral issue of intergenerationalequity
(Kemp 1976a).
The debatein ConservationNews on nuclearpower was further enlivenedby interviews in spring
1975 with two 'establishment'figures, Lords Avebury and Robens,who both supportedits
continuation. Lord Avebury, the Society's President,was not in favour of the Society's policy
of abolishing nuclear power saying "I must confessthat I don't go all the way with the
ConservationSociety in saying that we shouldn't have a nuclear programme at all" (CN 55).
He was in favour of a small programmeof steam-generatingheavy water reactors,as it was
"intrinsically a safer reactor than the Americanpressurized water reactor, becauseit cannotfail
catastrophically". Lord Avebury believed that the main problem with the expansionof nuclear
power was "not the disposal or storage of the wastesbut the risk of nuclear terrorism". Overall
he believed that "we should proceed with great caution and not expand our nuclear
programme to the extent that we becomeunduly dependenton it". The policy should be "of
preserving a basefrom which the nuclear industry could expand in thefuture, if thought
desirable" (CN 55).

21

In the next issue(CN 56), Lord Robens,the ex Chairmanof the National Coal Board was in
favour on nuclear power (despitehis great opposition during the 1960s see section 2.3) stating
"As far as nuclear power is concerned,of course we have to go ahead with this. There can be
no argument about it' (CN 56). Robenswas aware of nuclear problems, particular
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environmentaland the threat of terrorism, but he believed that thesecould be solved by the
international cooperationof scientists.He concluded that he did not believe "that Youput
nuclear power on one side. You recognisethat it has certain problems. You identify these
problems with great clarity, then seekthe solutions to them" (CN 56). Despite this support for
nuclear power from 'establishment'figures a few activists still pressedaheadwith their campaign,
largely ignored by ConservationNews until the Windscale Inquiry two years later.
3.2.2

Anti-nuclear

campaign

The ConSoc campaignagainstnuclear power was initially led by Janeand John Pink of the
Merton Branch of ConSoc.They startedtheir campaignwith a short piece in ConservationNews
the ConSocnewsletter,entitled 'Nuclear Power: the dangersfrom long lived radioactive wastes'
in September1974 (Pink and Pink 1974). In it they emphasizedthe dangersof long-lived
radioactive wastes,and outlined their campaignto bring 'the facts' to public attention. There
was also a two part featureby Peter Dickson; entitled 'Plutonium Nightmare' in the November
1974 and March 1975 issueson the possibilities of nuclear sabotageand terrorism (Dickson
1974).
The Pink's campaignconsistedfirstly of a 'letter of concern!to be signed by prominent people,
and linked to this a petition to "demonstrateto the Governmentthat this is a matter of concern
to many people". In the January 1975 newsletter they reported "that there had been
considerablesupportfrom Members and others outside the Societyfor theproject to publicise
these dangers" (Pink and Pink 1975). They note the starting point of their campaign- the
petition and the letter- was "our Council's expressedopposition (December1973) to the
building of any more nuclear power stations" with this opposition being fally supportedin a
resolution passedat the ConSoc AGM in November 1974 (Pink and Pink 1975). The 'letter of
concern' appearedin The Guardian on 7 January 1975, with 43 signatories,including those of
E. F. Schumacher,Bishop Hugh Montefiore, and Peter Hain (Bryce Smith et al 1975). A copy
was sent to all MPs, and the Pinks hoped that "If it got good publicity, it should give impetus to
the local campaignsand we hope therebyattract more supportersfor the petition" (Pink and
Pink 1975).
Two replies to the petition appearedin The-Guardianon 13 January 1975,the first from Prof.
G. N. Waltone and Dr M. L Brown, of Imperial College, and the second,a long detailed rebuttal,
from Dr. Franklin of BNFL. By coincidencethe letters appearedin the sameissue as reports of
the deathsof two workers from Windscale,that could have been causedby exposureto low level
radiation. The causeof their deathswas disputed by radiation experts,including JosephRotblat,
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and lead to much media coverageincluding a TV documentary'An Awful Coincidence'
(Patterson 1975: 4).
3.2.3

Downing

Street march

The next ConSocaction was delivery of the petition (as planned) to Downing Street on 22
March 1975. According to the 1975 Annual Report (ConSoc 1975: 10):
"Petition forms were distributed to Friends of the Earth groups, YoungLiberals and
student environmentalgroups, as well as ConSocmembersand branches,and a final total
of 8906 signatures were obtained to the petition. On 22 March 1975,90 people were
present to march to the entranceofDowning Street; the petition was delivered to No 10 by
Alison Pink and Irene Coates,accompaniedby Professor TomKibble, Dr Kit Pedlar, Peter
Hain and Diana Reeks".
The event was coveredby TV and local radio, the national and local press; an oblique mention
of this petition is made a few dayslater in The Observerwhich gives a full page story to the
dangersof nuclear waste (Hawkes 1975a).However the march had minimal coveragein the
environmentalpress and only a few lines appearedin ConservationNews (No. 56: 21). This is
not surprising as ConSoc's campaignhad attractedno attention from the environmental press;
the first mention of its campaignwas in Undercurrents(UC) No. 10,just before the delivery of
the petition to Downing Street (Undercurrents1975c).11Nuclear issueshad only received
prominence in the previous issue (No.9) of Undercurrentsin early 1975 which had 16 pages
devotedto nuclear power, with the lead article entitled 'Why the NUCLEAR POWER
PROGRAMME MUST be STOPPED'.In an article entitled 'Methinks we do protest too little'
Undercurrentsbemoanedthe lack of nuclear opposition in this country comparedto others and
remarked "So how much longer will we in Britain go on swallowing our nuclear medicine
without a murmur?" (Undercurrents 1975b).
Furthermoreat that time local branchesof FoE had little interest in nuclear issues,so had little
representationon the march. Undercurrentsin Spring 1975 reported in a news piece entitled
'Where have all the FOE'rs GoneT (Undercurrents1975d):
"Yhe march to Downing Street on March 22nd.. was supported by only 90 people, mostly
from ConSoc.FOE'rs, though supposedlythe more radical group, were thin on the ground
Yhe CamdenFOE Group,for example...electedto spend the morning shifting the tons of
(now valueless)wastepaper they had beendiligently collecting. And they are supposedto
be one of the most active and radical groups.A fine senseofpriorities".
A meeting after the march to decide on future strategy endedinconclusively. UC reported that
ConSoc and FOE agreedto go their separateways, with the former preferring the
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"constitutional approach - letters to MPs, and so on" (Undercurrents 1975d). ConSoc's
campaignand the Petition was taken over from the Pinks by Beryl Kemp, the new Convenor of
ConSoc's Energy Working Party. On the effectivenessof the Petition Jane Pink commented"It
is always difficult to assessthe effectsof this type of action, but there is no doubt that the DEn,
MPs and others are now more ready to acknowledgethat there are legitimate groundsfor
concern" (Pink 1974).Following this Petition ConSocwas invited to give evidenceto the Royal
Commission on Environmental Protection (RCEP) on the hazardsof nuclear power." This was
done at a meeting held on 11 April 1975,with Amory Lovins and Walt Pattersonfrom FoE, and
Fritz Schumacherand John Davoll being present.By late 1975 Beryl Kemp was becoming
disillusioned with lack of progresswith the 'constitutional' approach.She reported to ConSoc
Council that she had spent most of 1975 in "endeavouring to stop the nuclear power
programme (with little result Ifear) but it is intendedto step up thepressure in 1976 in theform
of non-violent resistanceaction, since other democratic methodsseemto havejailed" (ConSoc
1976a:15). Her calls for 'direct action' while popular with some anti-nuclear campaigners
would undoubtedly have been opposedby John Davoll, and also by FoE.
3.3

Early FoE Attitudes

As Tom Burke remarkedin 1996 it is now forgotten that in the early 1970sFoE was
predominantly in favour on nuclear power (Burke 1996). During 1970-71, the first two years of
FoE existencethey 'broadly saw nuclear favourably' but by 1973 "we saw the 'idiocy' of
nuclear, being influenced by Amory Lovins and Walt Patterson, who understood the technical
arguments and convinced us." (Burke 1996). Their first opportunity to publicize FoFs new
found views on nuclear came at the 1973-74hearingsof the Select Committee on Scienceand
Technology (known as the ScienceCommittee) on nuclear power. As Williams remarked (1980:
262):
"FoE's principal initiative in 1974 was a memorandumof over 30 pages and with some 80
footnotes which two of its members,Amory Lovins and Walter Patterson, submittedto the
ScienceCommittee.Lovins was to becomeone of nuclear power's chief international
opponents,while Patterson was effectively to lead the British campaignfor FoE'.
FoE's submissionhighlighted the safety concernswith the PWR, and drew on the extensive
critiques done by the American anti-nuclearmovement.They were able to exploit divisions in
the UK nuclear establishmentabout whether to abandonBritish technology and go for the
American PWR (as the CEGB wished), or presson with a new AEA design (the SGHWR)I and
was welcomed by somesectionsof the businesspress (Pocock 1977: 227).1 Thus FoE
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establishedthemselvesover the period 1974-75as 'reputable' nuclear critics and source of
dissentingtechnical expertise.At first the principal lines of FoE's opposition were geopolitical
As
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over
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and economic,not environment,with
remembers (1996):
"The developmentof argumentsover the period 1973-76 wasfirst the accident risk of
PWR, then rate and magnitudeof building 40 GW of nuclear, then safety, then resources,
then economics,then electricity generation, andfinally soft energypaths. After the Flowers
Report FoE added work on proliferation issues,and opposition to fuel cycle and then
reprocessine'.
With the PWR no longer in the news therewas little to campaignagainst,and FoE took no part in
the debateover the SGHWR. The only public inquiry was in June 1974 over a proposedstation
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Lamb 1996: 83).
3.3.1

Lack of campaign

The FoE leadershipwere perhapsstung by criticism in Undercurrentsof their lack of support
for the ConSoc anti-nuclear campaign.As UC reported in spring 1975 "FOE are continuing
their low key campaign. Yhey are concentratingon building up a solid base of well-infor7ned
opinion in the country as theirfirst priority; they are trying to stir up local opposition at
Fissile
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" (Undercurrents1975d). Walt Pattersonhad indeed been trying to interest FoE members in
nuclear issues,without much success(Patterson1996).Ile nuclear debatewas in the elite media
but not at the grassroots. FoE's defenceof its lack of nuclear campaignis intriguing, and
disingenuous,
light
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"FOE
in
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the
reported
pointed out
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subsequent
activities.
perhaps
that they couldn't orchestrate an anti-nuclear campaignftom Poland Se (their London (head)
office]" (Undercurrents 1975d). This UC 11 believed saying "This is certainly true: they have
for
highly
decide
local
itself what issuesto
to
a
anarchic constitution which allows each
group
campaign on" (Undercurrents 1975d).
The relationship of FoE local groupsto the head office was certainly complex and a source of
much conflict, but while the constitution may have been anarchic (a contradiction in terms?), the
power always lay with the head office as local groups frequently complained(Weston 1989;
Lamb 1996). As Tom Burke, the first local groups co-ordinator appointedin 1972, reminisced
on the London office in that day, "These were mythical figures, magical people we were in awe
opf' (Lamb 1996: 80). Furthermorehe saw his job in writing the first FoE Newslettersfor local
groups as "mobilising the groups to support the campaigns". He becameDirector of FoE in
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1975, and with what Lamb calls his 'robust managementstyle' was able to focus and direct
FoFs campaignstowards what Burke termed 'achievable objectives' instead of "dithering over
the directions its campaignsshould go" (Lamb 1996: 92).
The lack of focus, and radicalism, in FoE in early 1975was clear to UC when it said "there is a
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to join their local FOE group... and to work to turn it awayfrom garbage collection to more
serious tasks" (Undercurrents 1975d).FoFs activities were defendedin a letter to
UndercurrentsNo. 13 by Dave Roberts the local co-ordinator for Cardiff FoE who agreedthat
FOE neededa more radical membershipto achieveits goal of "the universal adoption of
issues
(Roberts
1975).
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styles"
3.3.2

Development

of a campaign

As Tom Burke commentedon local groups there "was no groundswellfrom the grass roots"
for an anti-nuclear campaignin 1975unlike that for whales and transport where they led (Burke
1996). They did not know about nuclear issues,and there was much 'ignorance and apathy'.
He remembersthat "John Price ' and I wentfor a2 week tour of local groups in 1974 telling
them of nuclear issue. The oil crisis hadjocussed attention on energy,we saw nuclear power as
a pivotal issue,the nub of the wider energy debateand societal issues.To us nuclear was litmus
test of social choice. Weposed the question 'Do you want to live in a nuclear society?' "(Burke
1996). Burke remarked that FoE startedto campaignon nuclear "because we had the
intellectual resources:Amory Lovins, Walt Patterson,John Price, CzechConroy, Mike Flood,
and Peter Harper on the margins. The original thinking was done by Amory Lovins and John
Price, they drew in and analysedthe material. Walt Patterson was the energyjournalist and
polemicist, he could interpret and communicate,and had a fine senseofjudgement" (Burke
1996). So as Burke rememberedit "the anti-nuclear campaign had the resources, opportunities
and interests of thesepeople with a profound understandingof energy,which lead them to
developsustainablelifestyles as they were convincednuclear was the wrong direction. Wewere
paving the way, bringing the messageto the public" (Burke 1996).
Thus it was a combination of factors that launchedFoE's anti-nuclear campaignin mid 1975: a
more focusedhead office, committed and expert staff, more radical local groups and an issue on
which to campaign:BNFL's expansionplans at Windscale. FoE's first nuclear campaignevent
was in May 1975 when it held a tenth 'birthday party' for the still unfinished DungenessAGR
station, attendedby many people from the nuclear industry and the media, and for which it
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published a four page tabloid called Nuclear Times (Patterson1979: 159). On its front page was
a story about BNFL's expansionplans, which would make Windscale "one of the world's main
radioactive dustbins". This story attractedlittle attention as BNFL's plans were well known to
the press and generally supported.It had been public knowledge since late 1974, and The
Observerhad even carried an article entitled 'SwedesDump Atom Waste on Britain' on 20 April
1975, without creating any public furore (Hawkes 1975b; Wynne 1982: 48). 21'Even
Undercurrentsdid not publicize this remark, and reviewing Nuclear News in the autumn of 1975
it just said "The excelkntfirst issuecontains a guide to the nuclear industryýthe nuclearfuel
cycle and an account of the planned British reactor programme,plus information on
researching and organising against your local reactor" (Undercurrents 1975e).
Then, on the 21st October 1975, the Daily M

had a front page story, headlined 'Plan to

make Britain World's Nuclear Dustbin' followed in November by another story entitled 'Sign
Here for Japan's Atom Junk' (Williams 1980: 289). These typical Mirror style 'shock reports'
on the proposedWindscale reprocessingplant bought widespreadpublicity to FoE's nuclear
campaign (Patterson1985: 111). With increasedactivist interest FoE held their first 'Campaign
Workshops' weekendin November 1975 on nuclear issuesand developeda coherent strategy
for local activists (Patterson1984: 149). They were thus in a good position to assumenational
leadership of the 1970santi-nuclear campaignwhich up till then had involved only
campaigning by local groups.

3.4

Early Local Campaigns

Local branchesof ConSocandFoE wereinvolvedin the mid 1970sin the formationof local
anti-nucleargroupswhich campaigned
againstthe nuclearpowerstationsat Heysham,Tomess,
SizewellandHinkley.The largestandbestknownof thesewereHalf-Life (at Heysham)and
SCRAM(at Torness).Little is knownaboutthe othertwo, Survival(at Sizewell)andtheNuclear
ReactorVigilantes(at Hinkley).With Windscalefront pagenewsfrom late 1975,new opposition
groupssprangup, andlong established
ones,not previouslyinvolvedwith nuclearmatters
'joined the fray' (Patterson1979:159).Howeverthe proliferationof groupsled to the
impossibilityof agreeingon a unified bodyto presentthe oppositioncaseat the Windscale
inquiry, and finther complicatedfund raising.
3.4.1 Half-Life
The first specificallyanti-nuclearorganizationin the UK, Half-Life, wasformedin Lancasterin
early 1975to campaignagainstthe nearlycompletedHeyshamAGR. It consistedof activists
from Lancasteraswell asmembersof theWhitehavenbranchof FoE andthe North Lancs.
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branch of ConSoc (seeWelsh 2000: 235 note 1, Williams 1980: 289, Conroy 1978: 6). A
founder memberwas Paul Smoker,a long time anti-nuclearcampaignerand peaceactivist at
LancasterUniversity, who accordingto Ian Welsh, had been almost alone in voicing concern
about routine releasesof radiation from Heyshamin articles in the local papersfrom 1971
(Welsh 2000: 235 nl). 11
The ConSocbranch secretaryAvril Orlawski wrote as early as May 1974to ConservationNews
over its nuclear concerns"We are to apply, not very optimistically, for representationon the
local Nuclear Liaison Committee.We have an AGRpower station under construction in the
borough" (Orlawski 1974). There was farther mention of Half-Life under the section 'Public
campaignon nuclear power' in the 1975 ConSocAnnual Report (ConSoc 1975: 16):
"It is worth mentioning in conclusion that another anti-nuclear group, 'Raýfllife' was
establishedin North Lancashire to opposethe Heyshamnuclear power station proposal;
Mrs. Orlawski, the secretary of our branch, took an active part in setting up this group and
arranging a 'nuclear awarenessweek' that included two symposiaand much effective
publicity".
This 'nuclear awarenessweek' at the beginning of June 1975, which was reportedon in UC was
the typical mix of streettheatre, public meetingsand debates.Half Life describedtheir
campaignas "a multifaceted attack on nuclear power, comprising local and national lobbying,
a sustainedpublicity campaign and, when we have sufficient communitysupport, direct action
where necessary.A crucial part of the campaignis to pressfor alternative energypolicies"
(Half Life 1975). During this week of action there was a public meeting attendedby about 80
people (Mathews and Usher 1977: 153), with Half Life reporting that the responseof the public
was encouraging,and that "local councils and Ws are pressing questionsabout nuclear safety
to the elctronuclear establishment"though the CEGB "has resolutely boycotted our public
debatesand refused to answer questions" (Half Life 1975). Throughout 1975 Half Life
continuedtheir campaignagainstthe Heyshamstation, which was widened to opposition to the
proposedWindscale reprocessingplans, and a few days after The Mirror story, Half Life
presenteda petition on the 25 October 1975 to Downing Street againstthe proposedplant
(Kemp 1975). There were also demosby Half-Life and ConSoc at Barrow-in-Furness(the local
port for Windscale) againstthe arrival of spent fuel from Swedendestinedfor Windscale (Breach
1978: 95). These attractedthe sympathyof dockside cargo handlers at the port of Barrow who
voted (in late 1975) not to unload any more casksof spent fuel bound for Windscale, a decision
which was later reversedby one vote (Patterson1976a).BNFL, disturbedat thesestirrings of
public dissatisfaction,hastily arrangeda meeting at the town hall in Barrow on Friday 12
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December 1975, with a near capacity audience.According to Patterson'sreport in the journal
Enviromnent (Patterson 1976a):
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inquiry. Local trade unionists also starteda petition supportingthe Windscale expansionplans,
to counter an opposing one organizedby South Lakeland (near Kendal) District Councilor
Edward Acland. 10
Cumbria County Council as the main part of their consultationexercise,organized a public
meeting at WhitehavenCivic Centre (or Hall) for the eveningof 29 September1976.It was well
attendedby about 800 people and according'to Conroy "This tense and impassionedmeeting
was widely covered by both national and local media, Radio Carlisle, broadcasting the whole
meeting live" (Conroy 1978: 6). Polly Toynbee reported in The Observer (3 October 1976)
"The hall was packed: 800 people, many diverted into an overflow room, stayed through the
wholefour hours in the heat and discomfort of the dazzling television lights. The battle lines
were drawnfor a classic confrontation, with environmentalistsand residentson one side, and
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Windscaleemployees(somein companyties) and theirfamilies on the other; safety versusjobs"
(quoted in Boyle 1983: 24).
Friends of the Earth, Half-Life, the ConservationSociety, the Town and Country Planning
Association and others all made impassionedappealsfor the matter to be referred to a public
inquiry. Paul Smoker, from Half-Life, made clear that the environmentalist'sobjection was only
to one out of the three BNFL proposals:the proposedthermal oxide plant - the THORP plantand they were not opposedto the refurbishmentof the Magnox reprocessingfacilities, or the
developmentof a method for glassifying high-level wastes.The ConSocnewsletter again
reported that over 800 people attendedthis meeting,with Half-Life and FoE Lancaster"to be
congratulated on the results of their efforts to ensurea truly ýpublic'debate' (Kemp 1976d). In
the autumn of 1976 there was anotherBranch report from Half Life in ConservationNews
outlining its campaign for a Public Inquiry Commission (Orlawski 1976).
On 2 November 1976, in spite of the protestsexpressedat this meeting and objections lodged
with the Council, Cumbria Planning Committeedecidedthat in principle they were 'minded to
approve ' BNFL's application. But wanting to passthe ultimate decision to Peter Shore, the
Minister responsible,they decidedto give him every available chanceto 'call in' BNFL's
proposal by declaring that it consideredBNFL's proposalsto be a "departurefrom a
fundamental provision of the County developmentplan". If however, Mr. Shore had not called
in the application in 21 days, the committeewould go aheadand ratify the permission to which
it had already in principle agreed.Thus they passedthe 'buck' to the national government.
3.4.2

Network

for Nuclear

Concern

The Network for Nuclear Concern(NNC) was according to Brian Wynne (1982: 98) a regional
grassroots anti-:nuclear group, whosemain constituentwas Half Life and local Cumbrian FoE
groups. It was founded and co-ordinatedby Edward Acland, a District Councilor from near
Kendal, and one of the local organizersof opposition to THORP (Breach: 1978: 99). In
November 1976 Acland organizeda petition, collecting 28,000 Cumbrian signaturesin less than
10 days from November 12th, calling for a public inquiry (Wynne 1982: 82). In contrast the
Windscale workers collected 18,000signaturesover severalweeks demandinga go-aheadfor the
project (Cook 1976).
Thesepetitions came at a sensitivetime in mid November 1976,just when Shorewas deciding
whether to 'call in' the planning proposal.The trade unionists presentedtheirs first to Shore, on
19 November, when a deputationled by Bill Maxwell of the GMWU traveled to London from
Windscale (Boyle 1983: 27). Two days later, Acland, presentedhis petition againstthe Windscale
expansion." In an interview withXle Guardia he said there were "overwhelming reasonsfor
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theplans for a large oxidefuel plant to beput before a properly constitutedplanning
commission.The issuesare international and national, not local, and they require expertiseand
a depth of understandingof the implications which are far beyond those available to local
authorities" (Tucker 1976).
By the time of the Inquiry NNC had also gained the membershipof severalhundred
individuals, a Mothers Union group, and a coalition of Quaker Meetings, and the Northern
Friends PeaceBoard (Wynne 1982: 98). NNC decidedto be representedat the Inquiry, and to
concentrateon safety and radiation releaseissues.It decidedits best coursewas to use an
amateuradvocate,well versedin the technicalities,and also most importantly open to the groups
influence; and Brian Wynne volunteeredfor this position and becamethe group's spokesman.
"
He had no legal background,but learnt rapidly helped by other barristers, including
copposition' ones,presentat-the Inquiry who used to discusscasesand methodswith him in the
evenings (Wynne 1996).
At the Inquiry NNC concentratedon the issuesof environmental dischargesand radiobiology,
and was keen to show what a local group could achievein putting up a highly technical case
without use of a professionaladvocate(Wynne 1982: 103). It therefore rejected a coalition with
the TCPA, and the possibility of using Sir Frank Layfield" - reputedly the best planning silk in
the country - who was TCPA's QC, and insteadallied itself with PERG, with Wynne acting as an
adviser.
3.4.3

SCRAM

SCRAM, the Scottish Campaignto Resist the Atomic Menace grew out of a loose umbrella
organization formed in November 1975 which included FoE, ConSoc, Edinburgh University
Ecology Group, Sciencefor the Peopleand others (Hall 1986:142). However according to Ian
Welsh, a SCRAM activist, it formed as a splinter group from Edinburgh FoE with one activist
saying to Welsh "FoE wanted us to campaign to save Otters- well sod that when the world is
being poisoned by plutonium" (Welsh 2000: 156). SCRAM's view was that nuclear power was
important enoughto require a specific campaignfocus and could not be just part of wider
environmental remit. FoE and ConSochad participated in the original two week public inquiry
into Tornessin mid-June 1974 at which Walt Pattersonof FoE had appearedas a witness.14The
two organization,and Patterson,had worked together in 1973 on North Seaoil issues,
particularly on opposition to plans to build concrete oil platforms at Drumbuie.11This campaign
ran by an umbrella organizationcalled the North SeaOil Coalition involved representationat a
public inquiry. The decision in their favour in August 1975 greatly encouragedPattersonand
other groups. As Robert Lamb commentedon FoE's performance "in the Drumbuie process it
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had learned that public inquiries were winnable and that there was scope to play a worthwhile
co-enabling role on the side of a local communitydefendinga prized environment against
energy Goliaths and the powers-that-be" (Lamb 1996: 84).
However defeat over the TornessInquiry in 1974 galvanizedthe local opposition. As Tony Hall
commented "But when the inquiry report showed that their argumentshad been ignored, they
set out "to show that public opinion was on our side". And, as one of the membersput it "when
public opinion was ignored, direct action was the only tactic left open to us" " (1986: 142). In
April 1976 SCRAM organizedan occupationof proposedTornesssite. Hall reckons this was
"the first exampleof direct action to opposea nuclear power station in Britain" (Hall 1986:
142). A hundred protestorscampedthe weekendat (the then vacant) site of Torness.However
the style was more 'free festival' than political. According to UC who publicized the event
"There will be music (a pipe band andfolk groups) in the barn on the Thorntonloch campsite,
an anti-nuclear exhibition, beachcombingand kiteflying competitions,and, on the Saturday
night, a public meeting in Dunbar" (Undercurrents 1976a).
Another similarTree festival'was to follow at Tornessin May 1978,when a much larger
weekend camp on 6 and 7th May was attendedby 4,000- 5,000 people (Undercurrents 1978d).
Then in October 1978 came the first serious 'direct action: a month long occupation of HalfMoon Cottage. This received much publicity and argumentabout non-violent protest in Peace
News. " However nuclear protest in Scotlandpre 1978was mainly basedon the issuesof
uranium mining and waste disposal. In February 1977 severalhundred inhabitants of the
Orkney Islands demonstratedagainstthe prospect of uranium mining, while 3,000 people
attendeda rally organizedby COND (CampaignAgainst Nuclear Dumping) at Loch Doon,
Galloway in June 1977 againstthe possibility of it becomingthe site for nuclear waste (Rudig
1990: 186-188).
SCRAM was an objector at the WindscaleInquiry, focusing on opposition to nuclear waste
disposal in Scotland,and calling for an end to nuclear power. Both thesepositions bought it into
conflict with FoE, particularly over FoE's (reluctant) support for the AEA's drilling programme
for disposal sites in Scotland,somethingthat SCRAM was uncompromisingly opposedto
(Wynne 1982: 108).
3.4.4

Survival

Opposition to the proposedSGHWR nuclear plant at Sizewell was led by Survival, a "lively
Cambridge based coalition of FOE and ConSocgroups" according to Undercurrents (1976a).
On 24 April 1976, simultaneouslywith demonstrationsat Windscaleand Torness, Survival
Planedto organize at Sizewell "a picnic with home-brewbeer, street theatre and music... 71e
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5000,000AD 9 in the Market Square' (Undercurrents1976a).How this event went is unknown
since in the next issueUC only reported on the Windscale demo (Undercurrents1976b).
3.4.5

Nuclear

Reactor Vigilantes

The group 'Nuclear ReactorVigilantes', was Somersetbasedand active in demonstratingagainst
the Hinkley Point Magnox and AGR reactors.Little is known about this group, savethat ConSoc
minutes in January 1976 report that this group, organizedby Jane Buxton from South
Petherton,was planning possible sit-ins, protests,fasts at Hinkley Point and neededa leaflet to
hand out explaining why they were protesting (ConSoc 1976a:5). In UC there is a report about
a demonstrationat the Open Day (no date given) for the Hinkley Point AGR, which was
organizedby the Somersetbranch of FoE and the Nuclear Reactor Vigilantes and aimed "to
further the ýpublicdebate' requestedby Tony Benn by handing out leaflets which questioned
nuclear power" (Undercurrents 1977c).The demonstratorswere quickly escortedoff the
premisesby Security, but managedto give out 500 leaflets to membersof the public and
Hinkley employees."
3.5

Network

of Groups

Contemporarycommentatorsfound it not easyto describeaccurately or adequatelythe extent
and the nature of the anti-nuclear movement.Surrey and Huggett remarked that (1976: 305):
"Rather than being a united movementwith commoninterests, the opposition comprises
coalitions of different interest groups, with someopposing nuclearplants in their locality,
somegeneral environmentalistgroups wanting tighter controls, and somespecifically antinuclear".
Another observersaw a strong anarcho-liberationiststreakmixed in with conservationist,
ecological and politically pink threads(Weightman 1979: 3 10). Weightman saw four disparate
strands:
I. the broad centre environmentalists,mainly middle class - like ConSoc and FoE.
2. the orthodox left wing -like the Socialist Workers Party.
I

Scargill and Yorkshire miners; and

4. a conglomerateof anarchistsand the 'brown bread and sandalsbrigade'
for
euphemism
-a
hippies.
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There was a wide variety of organizationsand reasonsfor opposition,and as Weightman
left-of-centre,
disorganized,
looks
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and
eco-minded,
concluded
national movement
rather lacking in muscle,but there was local group strengthas at Torness,but overall "The
fired
join
a
coal
power station or an airport on
such groups would probably oppose
people who
the same site, and many are not perhaps, strictly anti-nuke" (Weightman 1979: 311).
The section below outlines the main groups that sprung up to opposethe Windscale expansion
and which coalescedinto a national network. Also involved were individuals from pre-existing
amenity, peaceand religious groups,who tried to steertheir organizationsinto taking up an
anti-nuclearposition. For instancethe National Federationof Women's Institutes passeda
resolution in 1977 urging the governmentto postponethe building of the FBR until a better
way had been found of disposingof the waste,however it did not receive a two-thirds majority
neededto campaign on the resolution (Weightman 1979: 311).
3.5.1

Nuclear

Information

Network

On 14 October 1976 a meeting was called by (London) Greenpeaceand other organization to
discussthe possibilities of joint action on nuclear matters.Twenty nine people from 15
organizationsattendedplus membersfrom the Open University with "much of the discussion
centred on the differences,mostly of emphasis,betweenthe groups" (NIN 1976). A second
meeting was held on II November 1976 and it was decidedto set up a small working party to
sort out "the practical details of making a working link without spawning a new organisation",
and to avoid unnecessaryduplication (NIN 1976). The name proposedfor this organization was
'Central Information on Nuclear Energy Control' (CINEC).
Beryl Kemp from ConSocwas a memberof this Working Party, along with Martin Lowe
(Greenpeace),Sheila Oakes(National PeaceCouncil), Sue Boothman and Martin Aitken. They
decided to call a public meeting for 11 January 1977 at Friends House, Euston Road, London
and another on 30 April at the TCPA Institute, London (NIN 1977a).By then the organization
was known as the 'Nuclear Information Network' (NIN). This meeting was attendedby 36
people from 24 organization- including CANTO, ConSoc,FoE, Greenpeace,Half-Life, SCRAM
and SERA besidesvarious peacegroups. The meeting was dominatedby the upcoming
Windscale Inquiry, and how best to co-ordinateevidence.The 10 proposedobjectors at the
Inquiry outlined their cases,with Czech Conroy from FoE saying FoE's main expertise 'lay in
economic and technical aspects'.
NIN saw itself as a co-ordinating and information network or exchange,not an organization,it
having no staff and a very low subscription.It saw its value in being able to bring together a
wide variety of environmental,political and peacegroups to campaignon the Windscale issue,
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in building the anti-nuclearmovement,and in mobilizing people. By mid 1977 it had 42
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Nuclear Reactor Vigilantes (JaneBuxton), Peoplefor a Non-Nuclear world (Renee-MarieParry),
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Turner).
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On the secondday CzechConroy from FoE attended;his disowning of CANTO a year
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3.5.2

CANTO

The group 'CANTO' was founded by John Hanson,a film maker, in late 1976, with assistance
from Edward Dawson - formerly an employeeof ConSoc from 1973-77. ConSoc reports that it
had "no identifiable membershipor structure" (ConSoc 1979: 1), and its 'supporterslist' is
first
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nuclear rally at short notice in Trafalgar Squareon Saturday20 November 1976 three days
before the expiry of the deadline to 'call in' the Windscale application (CANTO 1976; Morris
1976). Also Edward Dawson, organizeda letter to The Times on Windscale,that was published
on Sth November 1976 signed by Anthony Woolf, Chairman of the Lawyers Ecology Group
and other distinguishedlawyers.19
John Hanson is credited with having influential contacts,firstly in attracting 'celebrities' to
attend this rally, and then using his contactsto obtain from Sir JamesGoldsmith a donation of
over E10,000for the Windscale Appeal and a similar one for FoE (ConSoc 1979: 1). It also
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dominatedthe WindscaleAppeal Committee,out of its 5 memberstwo were from CANTO (John
Hansonand Edward Dawson).

3.5.3

People for a Non-nuclear

world

This group, according to Conroy, "was an ad hoc group of individuals" fronted by a ReneeMarie Croose Parry (Conroy 1978: 75). On its headednotepaperit had an 'ad-hoc committee'
of 21 people including E.F. Schumacherand JamesRobertson,as well as activists John Hanson
(of CANTO) and Beryl Kemp (of ConSoc).In April 1977 it rapidly collected over 2,000
signaturesto an open letter to PresidentCarter in supportof his nuclear policy and also raised
E10,000(Conroy 1978). Someof this was used to publish the letter, as a full page advertisement,
in The Guardian on 2 May 1977 (see Boyle 1983: 35 Figure 17). The rest was donatedto
objectorsat the WindscaleInquiry, with E2,000given directly to the WindscaleAppeal, and;C5OO
to ConSoc (ConSoc 1979:1).'
In a letter to Leonard Taitz, in August 1977,Renee-MarieParry refers to "the mass meeting at
Trafalgar Square in the Spring, which you suggest"Parry 1977).This was indeed to take place
in April 1978, organizedby FoE with Arthur Scargill (of Energy 2000) as the star speaker.
3.5.4

PERG

PERG (The Political Ecology ResearchGroup) basedat Oxford consistedof about a dozen
scientistswho undertook detailed and 'non-partisan' studieson the social and political issuesof
nuclear power particularly proliferation. Peter Tayl&', PERG's co-ordinator (and member of
both FoE and ConSoc), attemptedto be an intermediary betweenall the groups seeking
representationat the Windscale Inquiry. At the Inquiry Taylor worked with Brian Wynne from
NNC on safety and radiation issues- including public acceptability- which received favourable
publicity from Ian Breach, the New Scientist reporter (Breach 1977j).
3.5.5

Society for Environmental

Improvement

The Society for Environmental Improvement (SEI) was founded by Gerard Morgan-Grenville
and was responsiblefor the setting up of the National Centre for Alternative Technology, near
Machynlleth, Wales in late 1973.GerardMorgan-Grenville was interestedin taking part in the
anti-nuclear campaign,and the January 1976 minutes from the ConSoc Council reveal that he,
in discussionswith John Davoll and Edward Dawson,was interestedin the possibility of nonviolent resistanceaction, similar to that taking place in Europe. Morgan-Grenville attended
many of the NIN meetings and becamea founder member of the Green Alliance (see Section
8.4.3).
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Becauseof the SEI's interest in alternativeenergy sourcesand scenariosit becameinvolved in
the Windscale Inquiry, producing in June 1977 the report An Alternative Energy Strategyfor the
United Kingdom (Todd and Alty 1977).This included a foreword by Sir Martin Ryle, who in
May had written in Nature, expressinghis support for alternativeenergy sources,particularly
wind, rather than nuclear power (Ryle 1977).At the Inquiry JusticeParker expressedhis interest
in hearing about non nuclear energy options. Thus the SEI presentedevidence,using John
Tyme' their lay advocate,on non-nuclearenergy strategiesbasedon coal and renewables.
Witnessesincluded Arthur Scargill (active in Energy 2000), on the need to double coal output
by the end of the century, StephenSalter on wave energy,and Peter Musgrove on wind energy
(Breach 1977d).
3.5.6

SERA and the Left

SERA, the Socialist Environment'andResourcesAssociation,mainly through the efforts of Stan
Rosenthal,Tony Webb and Dave Elliott was actively involved in raising the nuclear power issue
in the Labour movement. Their campaignconcentratedon Trade Union rights and health and
safety issues,particularly after the Windscalestrike in February 1977 (Boyle 1983: 38). It was
also the first to emphasizethe employmentpotential of investing in renewablesand conservation
insteadof nuclear power. SERA was a founder memberof NIN.
SERA's opposition to BNFL plans was, as Godfrey Boyle commented"founded not only on a
concernfor the environment,but on a libertarian socialist conviction that the widespread use of
nuclear power would require an authoritarian society which would increasingly infringe the
rights of working people" (Boyle 1983: 51). SERA presentedevidenceat the Windscale
Inquiry. Its witness Dave Elliot arguedfor alternativeenergy technologiesas these would
enhanceworkers' creative and productive skills. In contrastthe developmentof nuclear power,
and the construction of THORP in particular, were "steps on the road to deskilling society and
exacerbating structural employment" (Breach 1977h).
The other 'radical' group to opposenuclear power (and to have a general interest in
environmentalissues)was BSSRS(the British Society for Social Responsibility in Science),an
associationof radical (and generally Marxist) scientists.For a statementof its views on nuclear
power -"a form of economic,and by implication, social development,seriously at odds with
the needsof socialist socieV'- seean article in the November 1976 issue of their journal
Sciencefor PeoT)le(Croll and Buck 1976, extract in Boyle 1983: 51). Policy on nuclear power
varied acrossthe Marxist groups.The Socialist Workers Party (SWP) came out firmly against
nuclear power, supporting the Windscalerally in April 1976 and devoting considerablespacein
its paper Socialist Worker to the nuclear issue in 1977 (Elliott 1978a: 130). The other major
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New Left group, the InternationalMarxist Group, also cameout againstnuclear power, whilst
other groups, such as the Workers Revolutionary Party, only opposednuclear power under
capitalism.As Dave Elliott concluded"In general, while many left groups are currently critical
least
belief,
developed
by
there
a
at
amongstsome
still
remains
of nuclearpower as
capitalism,
beneficial
be
Marxists,
traditional
the
that
under socialism"
of
nuclear power could
more
(Elliott 1978a 131).
3.5.7

Energy

2000

Energy 2000 was set up by Leonard Taitz, ConSoc chairman from 1977 to 1980, and Convenor
of the Transport Working party, with the backing of Arthur Scargill, Presidentof the Yorkshire
Miners' Union."' It was formed at Barnsley in Yorkshire on 2 April 1977 and aimed to not only
opposenuclear power but to press for researchinto other energy sources,not only coal but also
renewableenergy sources(Boyle 1983: 34). It presenteditself as a cross-partylobby group and
was able to attract the support of many MPs interestedin energyissues,such as Robin Cook
(Labour), David Penhaligon(Liberal), and Nigel Formen (Conservative)as well as outside
groups (Tucker 1977).
Taitz's associationwith Arthur Scargill was controversial amongstsome ConSocmemberswho
viewed Scargill as an 'extreme left-winger'. In a letter to J. H. Goodland (ConSoc chairman in
1968) in February 1977 (copied to Lord Avebury) Taitz defendedhis decision to approach
Scargill for assistancein the anti-nuclear campaign,writing "nen

I approachedMr. Scargill, it

was not in his capacity as a Marxist or extremeleft-winger, but as a leader of a powerful trade
union, who expressesanti-nuclear views.. [that] comefrom a powerful personal belief that
nuclear energy is dangerous" (Taitz 1977).
Taitz modeled Energy 2000 on his previous associationwith Transport 2000", wherehe was
Chairman.He strongly believed in coalitions betweenconservationbodies and trade unions, and
in the need to seekpowerful allies in order to be effective. Taitz wrote "On a morefundamental
level, it seemsto me that the ConservationSocietydare not reject support where it is offered, and
indeedmust seekfor allies where itfinds them...One of thefactors that hasprevented the
ConservationSociety becominga more powerful organisation, is that many of the people who
would have supportedus, have consideredit in the past to be too elitist and right wing" (Taitz
1977).Writing 18 months later to Beryl Kemp, Taitz said after his meeting with Tony Benn and
Peter Shore"Yhis was an extremelyuseful occasionand I thinkfirmly illustrates the value of our
associationwith the YorkshireMiners through Arthur Scargill. It gives us a great deal of muscle,
at least while the Labour Party is in power, that we would not otherwise have" (Taitz 1978).
Arthur Scargill bought an air of left-wing radicalism to the anti-nuclear movement.He was one
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of the main speakersat the Windscale demonstrationin London in April 1978, and his call for
civil disobediencewas well received(seesection4.3.2).
The next chapterdescribeshow these disparategroups attemptedto presenta common front at
the Windscaleinquiry, and how anti-nuclearenthusiasmwas no substitutefor nuclear expertise,
at least in the eyesof the national media.
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4.

The Windscale

Inquiry:

glory or fiasco?

This chapter examinesthe campaignby the anti-nuclearmovement from late 1975 to 1978
againstthe plans by BNFL for an expansionof the Windscale nuclear reprocessingplant
(THORP). This campaignstartedwhen the Daily Mirro dramatizedBNFL's proposalswith a
front page headline 'Plan to Make Britain World's Nuclear Dustbin' on Tuesday21st October
1975."1It culminatedin the WindscaleInquiry in late 1977 attendedby a wide variety of
disparate groups." The rejection of their caseby the Inspector in early 1978 causedshock and
recrimination amongstthem, and led to deepchangesin the environmental movement.
4.1

The Great Energy Debate

Tony Benn, Secretaryof State for Energy, in the light of media interest and environmentalist
concernsover of BNFL's proposals,was keen to practice his ideas on 'open government', and
thus have a 'great debate' on all aspectsof nuclearpolicy in Britain. To open this debateBNFL,
at the suggestionof Tony Benn, hurried organizeda public debate,which took place at Church
House, Westminster,on the afternoonof Thursday 15 January 1976. Principal speakerswere
BNFL's Con Allday and Peter Mummery for BNFL, opposedby Walt Pattersonfrom FoE and
Paul Smoker, from Half Life. As Conroy commened (1978: 5):
"This was thefirst time the advocatesof nuclearpower in Britain had met their opponents
head on in a publicforum of such importance...The debate itselfwas rather inconclusive as
might have beenexpectedfrom such diametrically opposedviews meetingfor thefirst
time".
New Scienti t was less complimentary, saying that "nothing could counter the poor showing of
the anti-nuclear movement"with only Walt Pattersonputting on "anything like a convincing
show" (NS 1976a).While Patterson'squestioningof the economicsand technical basis of the
reprocessingbusiness,and lack of hostility to nuclearpower won the audience'srespect,
Smoker's overtly political casewas judged to have carried "little weight with the nuclear
establishmentand alienated some of the opponentsof the BNFL contract"- presumably Walt
Patterson (NS 1976a).As Boyle commented"To judge by the DEn decision which eventually
followed the debate,the argumentsof those in favour of the Windscaleexpansionmust have
been more persuasive than those of the opposition" (Boyle 1983: 20). Harold Bolter, in his
insider account from within BNFL, has a more cynical comment on Benn's motivations for this
set-piecedebate,saying "In politics, little is believedto have happenedunless it has takenplace
in London" (Bolter 1996: 69). He wrote that Paul Smoker accusedBNFL and the Department
of 'news management'in organizing the discussion,and Bolter comments"of course he was
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right". Furthermore the debate "seemedto do the trick asfar as Benn was concerned' for on
12 March 1976 Benn announcedthat BNFL could take on further reprocessingwork for
overseascustomersand "that this statementtook most of the steam out of the debate" (Bolter
1996: 69).
This decision to press on with reprocessingwas encouragedby the perceived "poor showing of
the anti-nuclear lobby" at the Church House debatewhich encouragedthe nuclear
establishmentand made them hopeful that they had "eliminated the possibility of repeat
performancesfor other topics, such as thefast breeder reactor"(NS 1976a).
4.1.1

The Windscale

RaBy

'flie first major event of the anti-Windscaleprotestorswas a rally attendedby over 600 people at
Windscale on Saturday24 April 1976, organizedby FOEand Half Life. The FOELondon office
chartereda train - dubbed the 'Nuclear Excursion'- to take 420 people there and back and this
train generatedmuch publicity for FOE.As UC reported "Tom Burke, the pugnacious director
ofLondon FOE, hopestheserallies willfinally kill off the 'soft Schweppes'imagethat many
people still have of FOE' (Undercurrents1976a).FOE however was against direct action
preferring debateand discreet lobbying. As UC commened on the plans for this event "The
plant however will not be picketed as originally planned. Cumbrian County Councilors are
being lobbied discreetly to refuseplanning permission...It is thought that direct action might be
counter-productive" (Undercurrents 1976a).
T'he next issue of UC carried a fall pagereport on the rally, but mentioned only FOE's
participation and give prominenceto Walt Patterson'scontribution. As UC remarked "All in all
FOE can be well pleased with the results of theirfirstforay into direct action on the nuclear
issue.FOE received a fair amount ofpublicity and they took the issue out of the realms of
rarified abstraction and bought it to the people" (Undercurrents 1976b).
Again the New Scientist report was not so supportive,talking about the bland characterof the
discussion'", the minimal attendanceby local people and the clear trade union support for
nuclear power (NS 1976b).However UC was concernedabout the emphasismost of protestors
put on safety issues,which "in many ways is the issue on which nuclearpower is least
vulnerable".
Moreover it remarked nuclear's safety record "comparesfavourably with any comparable
industry, as the BNFL spokesmenwere quick to point out". Once again UC felt the need to offer
FOE advice saying "FOE needsto broaden the issue to include economics,social policy and the
whole question of the impact of technologyon society, before they can hope to turn what is at
the momenta minor protest into a major movement' (Undercurrents 1976b).
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4.1.1.1 BNFLIs role in FoE Rall
However unknown to anti-nuclearactivists, and the reasonfor FoFs hostility to 'direct action'
he
Bolter's
Harold
by
According
being
BNFL.
to
FoE
recollections, saw
compromised
was
FoFs event as a public relations opportunity for BNFL and the chanceto gain valuable
Walt
Director
FoE,
Tom
Burke,
"decided
He
therefore
to
and
publicity.
negotiate with
Patterson...to see if we could agree how their day ofprotest should be organized and
help
FoE
(Bolter
1996:
176).
Thus
BNFL
to
organizetheir visit to the site,
agreed
managed"
both in its programmeand facilities. BNFL agreedto provide speakersand equipment for a
debateon the merits of reprocessingin order to keep the demonstratorsoccupied.As Bolter
cynically admitted (1996: 176):
"... if we refused to get involved in the event the demonstrators,finding themselveswithout
decide
hands.
have
They
to vy to
then
to
time
their
might
on
anyone argue with, would
draw attention to their causein other, more mischievousways...I had therefore agreed with
FoE that the interminable debateplannedfor the day ofprotest would take place on land
owned by BNFL near the main entrance to Sellafield".
FoE further agreedto BNFL's policing requests"The road in betweenthis spot and the site's
perimeterfence would be no man's land, which Tom Burke agreed his memberswould be told
not to cross. Anyone who did could be treated as a potential troublemakerand arrested, with
the support of FoE' (Bolter 1996: 176). BNFL then agreedto provide all the equipment,
catering facilities, toilets and even a cr&che.Bolter wrote "I asked the Sellifleld managementto
food
for
debate,
loudspeakers
to
tip
the
caterers
set
up
off
a
provide platform, microphonesand
and drink marquees,as I wanted to keep the demonstratorsin well-fed good humour. We even
provided portable lavatories and a creche" (1996: 176).
FoE supportersarriving were totally unawareof BNFL's role, just attributing the catering
facilities to "some enterprising locals selling coffee and hot dogs" (Undercurrents 1976b).
Finally Bolter had a leaflet preparedexplaining reprocessingand "arrangedfor the leaflet to be
left on the train taking supportersback to London". Bolter was well pleasedwith his efforts
writing that "the day went off better than we could have hoped', saying that one TV
commentator,Martyn Lewis, did a piece for IIN news saying he was unsurewhether he had
been at a pro-nuclear or anti-nuclearrally. Finally Bolter commentsthat "FOE muttered
somethingabout making the Easter demonstrationat Sellafield an annual event, but they have
not held one since"; overall he concluded"it was a bit of a damp squib" for FoE. The ease
with which FoE was compromisedby BNFL, is explainedby Bolter because(1996: 176):
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"... it was not in the interestsof either FoE or BNFL for there to be any violence.Both
organisationswanted to come out of the event with their reputationsfor reasonableness
intact. Their leaders covetedrespectabilityfor their views. TomBurke and Walt Patterson
believedthat they could stop the reprocessingof overseasJuel,perhaps all reprocessing,by
force of argument and assiduouspolitical lobbying... and came close to doing so".
The Windscale rally marks the beginning of RE ascendancyover ConSoc in the anti-nuclear
campaign,and also the start of the massmovement.From then on the anti-nuclear campaignwas
to be seenby the environmentaland mainstreampress(and future historians) as a RE
campaign.ConSocgave little mention to this rally, just saying that six membersof the ConSoc
Energy Working Party had attended(CN 61)."
4.1.1.2 Activists criticism of RE
London RE 's handling of this rally was criticised by somelocal branches,which typified the
autocraticrelationship betweenthe centre and local branchesover organization and tactics. Tom
Barrance of Cardiff RE wrote to Undercurrentssaying (Barrance 1976):
"There was little consultation with local groups over the decision to run a 'nuclear
excursion' train... There was enthusiasmboth among us and other FOE groups,for the
proposed occupation of Tornesspower station site... however central FOE decided that
there was too little press value in lying in front of bulldozers.Even direct action at the
Windscalesite wasjudged 'counterproductive'so,all thepress saw were 600 or so bored
and cold demonstratorslistening to a successionof uninspired speakers".
Barrance further complainedabout high cost of the train fare (E5+ equivalent to E20+ in 2003
prices), the lack of local representation,apart from Half-Life, and the small responsefrom local
people. He concluded "Yhe rally appearedto fall seriously betweenthe two stools of demo and
debate.I would argue that the only way to get our point across without being outmaneuvered
by BNFL etc is to use direct action: demonstrations,pickets, occupations somehowthe public
must be aroused and informed" (Ban-ance1976). Ibis call for direct action was consistently
rejected by both FoE and ConSoc in favour of 'rational' debateand dialogue. Another letter in
Undercurrentsfrom Ken Barker, again from Cardiff welcomed Tom Barrance'scommentsand
remarked on "the deafening silence both before and after the event' (Barker 1977). He
complained about the lack of communicationbetweenFOE and other anti-nuclear groups, the
poor responsefrom local people, and the possibility of an occupationat Torness.He
commentedon the lack of any anti-nuclear campaign saying (Barker 1976):
"Following the WindscaleExcursion it seemsthat there has been very little discussion
on a
national anti-nuclear campaign. The F&E energy workshop held at nitsun
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(June 1976)

hardly mention the subject.. what is still lacking is sufficient consultationbetweenantinuclear groups".
He thereforeproposeda meetingbetweenactive participantsin FoE, ConSoc,Half Life, SERA,
CND and other interestedgroups with the aim of forming "a co-ordinated national campaign
to actively prevent the nuclear indust?y's proposals going ahead'. This call perhapsresulted in
the founding of the 'CampaignAgainst Nuclear Energy basedon Cardiff FoE, and the
'Alternatives to Nuclear Technology'basedon Oxford FoE which had close links to the Oxford
basedPolitical Ecology ResearchGroup (PERG). All thesethree groups participated in NIN.
4.1.2

CANTO

demo

A London based group was CANTO (ConcernsAgainst Nuclear Technology Organisation)
formed in late 1976 by a John Hanson.Its first attempt at a national demonstrationon Saturday
20 November 1976 was well attendedby celebritiesbut poorly attendedby activists (seeCN 64).
Boyle 1983 wrote (1983: 27):
"The demonstration, though small in scale, succeededin snatching a considerable amount
of media attention mainly becauseof thefame of some of the participants: these included
actressDiana Rigg, violinist YehudiMenuhin, the Bishop of Kingston (Hugh Monteflore),
television script writer Kit Pedler and Liberal Peer Lord Avebury".
Thesepeople were not only famousbut also long time activists. Lord Avebury was Presidentof
ConSoc from 1973-84,and a long time critic of nuclear power, while Yehudi Menuhin was
Presidentof ConSoc from 1969-70.Kit Pedler was not only a TV script writer but also an antinuclear activist who wrote for Undercurrentsand was to appearas a witness for the Windscale
Appeal during the Inquiry in 1977.The Bishop of Kingston (Hugh Monteflore) was active in
the debateby the World Council of Churcheson nuclear energy (Francis and Abrecht 1976),
and was to chair public hearingsinto the fast breederreactor in 1977 (Monteflore and Gosling
1977).
UC reported dismissively "A crowd variously estimatedto be between150 and 200 turned up in
Trafalgar Square on November20th to hear a lot offamous people (including Diana Rigg and
Higo Montefiore) inveigh against the Windscaleplanning application"(Undercurrents 1977a).
This lack of numbers could be becauseCzech Conroy, the FOE Energy Co-ordinator, had
publicly dissociatedFoE from CANTO in a letter to The Guardianthe day before the demo.
This was becauseHansonhad announcedin pre-rally publicity that the event was organizedwith
the participation of FoE (Morris 1976). This 'embarrassedand infuriated' FoE, particularly
when the low turnout, of about 150 people instead of an expected10,000people, received
nationwide TV coverage(Wynne 1982: 100). FoE's mistrust of Hanson causedFoE to distance
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the nuclear debate,and none out of the 20 letters published were on the anti-nuclearcampaign.
Again there no letters on this topic in the next issue of Undercurrent No. 21 in spring 1977.
4.1.3

The National

Energy Conference

With no sign of the Windscale controversydying down in the media, Tony Benn, now Minister
for Energy, decidedto hold anotherpublic debateon nuclear power, called the 'National
Energy Conference'on 22 June 1976 again at Church House. ConSoc and FoE were invited to
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Energy Strategy' (ConSoc 1976b: 47).11Among the 470 membersof the 'establishment'
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Kemp (representingthe National Society of Women). While ConSoc and FoE were on the inside,
there was a picket outside representing,accordingto JanePink " 'uninvited'groups to the
Conferencewho were anti-nuclear and stressedthat the developmentof alternatives and
increased
cost,
safety
and
with
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conservationnow could mean many morejobs
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While FoE concentratedon developing its 'insider' statusand scientific credibility at 'elite'
meetings,activists at ConSocconcentratedon building a wide ranging movement.As Beryl
Kemp reported in March 1976 "Action is being taken to coordinate the efforts of many antinuclear groups in the UK and plans are afootfor demonstrations,silent protests, marches.Later
it is hoped to combinewith European activities and world wide measures"(ConSoc 1976c).
ConSoc participated in the formation of three umbrella groups, NIN (the Nuclear Information
Network), the Windscale Appeal and Energy 2000. They also concentratedtheir efforts on their
'Safe Energy' petition, and on publishing letters in leading papers. The Petition was modeled
on the 'Clean Energy Petition' in the USA which had collected 400,000 signaturesby July
1976. The aim of ConSoc's petition was "to provide much neededevidenceto the Energy
Secretary that there is positive supportfor Safe Energy and opposition to Nuclear Power"
(CN65 1977). The petition was launchedin early 1977, distributed widely even to Women's
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Institute branches,and had obtained 20,000 signaturesby September1977 with a target of
30,000by November and 50,000 by the New Year (Pink 1977).
ConSoc'sproposedparticipation at the Windscale Inquiry and its anti-nuclearpolicies were
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lettersin the following issue (CN66) by Peter Dickson, D.C.B. Wbittet, and Beryl Kemp, and also
by Robin Homes in CN 69.
4.2

Windscale

Appeal

The decision to hold a public inquiry was announcedby Shore on 7 March 1977, but antiInquiry
the
failed
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to
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that
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agree
month
nuclear groups meeting
Report
1977
Annual
ConSoc
As
(WA).
Appeal'
banner
the
'Windscale
commented
the
of
under
(ConSoc 1977: 4):
"The decision meant that the groups who had registered objections to the application had
to decide on a plan of campaignand to this end an initial meetingwas held at 9 Poland
Street, attended by FoE, ConSoc,TCPA, CANTO, Civic Trust, Lawyers Ecology Group and
others. It was not determinedat this meetingwhether legal representationwas essentialnor
fight
being
the case.
to
there
that
available
was
any certainty at
stage of sufficient money
Agreementseemedto have beenreached that the objectors should band together under the
title of WindscaleAppeal to avoid any one group's taking precedence.However, FoE
intended to confine their evidenceto the necessityfor and the economicsof the reprocessing
plant itsetr, and also wished to be solely responsiblefor organizing the case".
NeverthelessWA launchedan appealon 2 April for E30,000to enablethem to hire legal counsel
and to defray other expensesinvolved in the expectedthree month long Inquiry. Some
commentators,like The Guardian (15 April 1977),urged in an editorial that the issueswere "so
significant in their implications that the main opposition groups should befinancedfrom public
funds". FoE estimatedthat it neededa total of ;E26,000:il 5,000 for legal costs and
accommodation;E2,000for solicitor's costs; E3,000for witnesses,E3,000for researchstaff, and
0,000 for travel, telephonecosts and other incidentals. (Guardia 20 May 1977, cited in Boyle
1983: 37). Three weeks before the Inquiry it had raised less than a quarter of this, and FoE was
eventually to spendE100,000(Weston 1989: 54).52
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Alarm, the editorial group of The Ecologist, the Ecology Party, London Greenpeace,the Irish
ConservationSociety, the Society for EnvironmentalImprovementand Wexford Nuclear Safety
Committee.Most of thesegroups were part of NIN. Its committee,established'in an informal
from
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CANTO
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CANTO,
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both
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CANTO
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Edward
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Irene
and
represented
and
while
Land Use and Planning Working Party), with Beryl Kemp representingConSocand Julian Boles
London Greenpeace(ConSoc 1977: 4). As explained earlier (in 4.1.2) the presenceof John
Hanson who FoE distrusted,and who was consideredby Wynne as having an 'inability to coby
(Wynne
1982:
WA
the
that
objectors
other
ostrasticed
was
operate' with other groups meant
102)
ConSoc believed that the Inquiry would be broad enough for it to be representedalongside
other groups with disparateviews, besidescosting less than acting alone, saying "(We) on the
other hand, believed that the terms of the Inquiry would be wide enough to allow ConSocto put
forward its own argumentsfor alternative energysourcesand no expansionof nuclear power"
(ConSoc 1977: 4). Irene Coateswas appointedby the WA to co-ordinatethe caseand attend the
Inquiry, but her position was made impossibleby internal conflict, and as Wynne commented
"there was no clear executiveto prepare a case and brief its QC' with "an approximately
coherent case" (Wynne 1982: 100). Her triple membershipof CANTO, ConSoc and the WA
undoubtedly led to conflicts of interest, and as the 1977 Annual Report of ConSoc stated"It
should be made clear that Irene Coatesacted in this [the Inquiry]for the [WAI committee,
rather than as a representativeof the ConservationSocieV'(ConSoc 1977). As a result
ConSochad only limited influence in formulating the caseand in the choice of witnesses.As the
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1977 Annual Report remarked"even though the ConservationSociety was byjar the largest of
the constituentbodies of the WindscaleAppeal, we gained little publicity and our name was
seldom mentioned" (ConSoc 1977: 4).
WA costswere about E20,000,of which only E250camefrom ConSoc.David Widdicombe, QC,
he
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Jenkins,Colin Sweet,Irene Coates,Dr. Barry Shorthouse,Prof. Gordon Atherley, Dr. Kit Pedler,
Dr. CharlesWakstein, and Edward Goldsmith.
4.2.1.1 Windscale Appeal Fiasco
The WA's evidenceand witnesseswere not well receivedby either the Inspector or the press,and
ConSoc'sreputation suffered comparedto FoE which rose. As the 1978 Annual Report
cornmented "(ConSoc) had only limited influence in formulating the case and choosing
had
dwindled
By
Inquiry,
the
the
the
proceedings
witnesses.
end of
press commenton
considerably, but reaction to the WA'sperformance was not very enthusiastic" (ConSoc 1978a:
5). Ian Breach covering the Inquiry for New Scientist. said that WA's presentationshad been
disjointed and careless,though someof its witnesseshad made able and credible submissions
(Breach 1977i). Breach singled out the film presentedby CharlesWaksteiný',one of the WA
witnesses,as a particular example of its "misjudgments... that beggar explanation" (Breach
1977i). FoE' s casein contrast received praise from Breach, and the Inquiry "marked a turning
poine, for them. Reporting after the closing speechby its QC, Raymond Kidwell, Breach wrote
"No longer can FoE be regarded as an enterprising but rather unavailing conservationist
lobby. After its caseand this submissionhere, it will be seenas an im ortant technical and
political force" (Breach 1977k). His report was fall of praise for FoFs conduct during the
Inquiry, from its astuteappointmentof RaymondKidwell as its QC, and Oliver Thorold as his
junior, to its selectionof issuesand witnesses.Breach, after examining who had the 'best' case
against THORP, concluded that "On an overall balance ofform, content, style and timing,
though, FoE emergesas the cardinal adversary in thesehearings" (Breach 1977k).
The Guardian in its book on the Windscale Inquiry ranked the protestors efforts. Someit said
(implicitly referring to FoE) "had presented their evidenceexpertly, with speed and precision",
while others "havefailed miserably to have any impact on the hearing, showing themselvesto
be clownish and misinformed'. The Windscale Appeal it remarked "should have been a
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have made the headlines it hasprobably not influenced the Inspector- indeed it has tended to
irritate him and discredit the environmentalcase" (Kemp 1977).
The only favourable publicity for ConSocwas by Ian Breach, the former PressOfficer of
ConSoc.He commentedfavourably on submissionsby John Davoll and Barry Shorthouse
(Breach 1977i), and included Davoll's evidencein full in his book WindscaleFallout in Chapter
10 entitled 'A Conservationist'sCase' (Breach 1978a).The WA only raisedE14,000towards its
total cost of nearly E20,000.Of this over half came from Sir JamesGoldsmith, E2,000from
but
less
Settlement,
from
Cheney
Peace
for
Non-Nuclear
Future,
L1,000
than
the
people
a
0,000 from member groups of the WA (ConSoc 1979). At the end of the Inquiry it owed its
solicitors nearly E5,000,and ConSoc(as part of the WA) was threatenedwith legal action for
recovery of this debt. Eventually ConSocsettledthe debt, but not without much internal
recrimination betweenIrene Coatesand Council membersand overall regret at the 'fiasco' of
their involvement with the WA.1'
4.3

Windscale

aftermath

The Windscale Inspector's report by JusticeParker was presentedto Peter Shore on 26 January
1978.At first it appearedthat the report would not be published, despiteParker'swishes, before
the Cabinet had reacheda decision, and this lack of public debatecausedalarm (Bugler 1978b).
Ian Breach in an editorial in the New Scientist said of Shore (Breach 1978b):
"Technically, he is within his rights. Tactically, he is acting unwisely.. the environmentalist
lobby is morally justified in demandingthat the Parker Report be seen and consideredby
...
more than a handful of ministers,senior civil servants,and possibly someof thosewith a
vestedpolitical interest in the application".
There were appealsby MPs to Tony Benn, known for his views on open and responsive
government,to exert his influence, and this together with lobbying from environmentalists
ensuredthat the Report was finally published on 6 March 1978. Parker recommendedthat
outline planning permission for THORP should be granted to BNFL 'without delay'. Shore,
introducing the report to the House of Commons on 6 March, found the Report's conclusions
"persuasive and hroadly acceptahle" and that he would normally have gone aheadto grant
permission to BNFL (Breach 1978c: 635). However he wished to give the House of Commons
the opportunity to debate'this unique set of issues'. A Parliamentarydebatewas held on the 22
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March, and after 6 hours of debate,the House voted by 186 votes to 56 in favour of THORP
(Boyle 1983: 58). There was another debateon 15 May on a Special Development Order
(Shore'sprocedural stratagemfor allowing Parliamentarydebatelý permitting THORP to go
Parliamentary
1978b).
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was approved
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consideredvery
with
remarking
the lack of timeforproper briefing" (Wynne 1978b: 351).
4.3.1

Reaction to the Parker Report

The contentsof the Parker Report took most of the participants to the Inquiry by surprise.
According to Michael Kenward - news editor of New Scientis - BNFL's opponentswere
for
by
inspector's
the
the
case
expansion,while the
of
acceptance
staggered
uncompromising
company seemedequally amazedthat its plans had come through almost unscathed.He quotes
Walt Pattersonas saying "I didn't realize howfundamentally Parker was inclined to reject our
line" as during the Inquiry Pattersonhad the impressionthat Parker had understoodthe
argumentson both sides (Kenward 1978).Ian Breach in the New Scientist-reflecting Patterson's
views, wrote that there would be dismay and evenanger from those who were expecting "a
report that would, as near as realistically possible, reflect the detail and the character of their
case...the reportfails to do this and more seriously, misrepresentsviews and obfuscatesor
distorts the context in which those views were tendedto the inquiry" (Breach 1978c). Breach
singles out as evidenceof misrepresentationthe treatmentof two principal witnesses,Brain
Wynne and Peter Taylor, most of whose evidenceis not cited. Another commentator,Jeremy
Bugler called it more a polemic than a report and that seldom was there an "inquiry report that
(Bugler 1978a).Parker, he wrote, by
cared so littlefor the appearanceof even-handedness"
oversimplification of the issues, ended"up by muddying the water", and it would not be
surprising if the anti-nuclearmovementnow changesits approach(Bugler 1978a).
4.3.1.1 FoE reaction
The Parker Report was a bitter blow to FoE, who had high hopesfor their casebasedon what
they saw as their intellectual rigour and the perceivedrespectgiven to their caseby Justice
Parker. As Lamb, the FoE biographer remarked"Thejudge seemedto have understood their
argumentsand Patterson was optimistic about the chancesof a win" (Lamb 1996: 87).
Pattersonremarked much later (1985: 126):
"Yhose like Friends of the Earth who had comeawayfrom the inquiry itselffeeling that
they had made a strong case,and that Parker had taken it on board, couldfind in the
ninety-nine tersepages of the Parker Report no sign of their casewhatever. Yheir
arguments had not been refuted so much as simply ignored".

76

"Windscale
the
that
Patterson
Inquiry,
decades
recollects
Commentingnearly two
after the
1996).
(Patterson
balls"
in
kicked
the
life,
Parker
us
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by
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have
other groups
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believes
won
that the
Pattersonhowever still
would
had not been involved and 'muddied the waters' with their evidence,allowing "Parker to
discredit our evidence." (Patterson1998).As he commentedin an earlier interview (Patterson
1996):
have
Inquiry,
it
BNFL
the
just
not
would
"I remain convincedthat if it was
at
us versus
bandwagon
(anti-nuclear)
and
the
gone ahead. But other environmentgroups got on
Diere
was a smoke-screenof amorphous
total
of
arguments.
mish-mash
presenteda
lunatic
brush
the
the
as
same
arguments,Parker could pick and choose,and tarred us with
fringe".
his
it
but
to
report
believed
Parker
came
writing
Patterson
when
that
understoodtheir evidence
he 'lost his brains' and that "it was completetravesty of our case.It was a great shock when we
lost... we were naive to believe our casewould be consideredon its merits. But we had to oppose
it and to take part" (Patterson 1998).
Czech Conroy, the leader of the FoE campaignwas stunnedby the treatmentof their case.As he
confided to Lamb (1996: 87):
"I thought the odds were stackedagainst us at the beginning.. but we put together a very
I
inquiry
By
the
time
that
the
reckonedour chancesof victory at
ended.
credible case.
aboutfifty -fifty.. What really stunnedme was the incredible one-sidednature of the report.
Wehad really believed that our ideas would be accurately representedand objectively
considered - even if thefinal judgement went against us".
As Tom Burke, Director of FoE at that time, remembered(Burke 1996):
"We believed we had a coherent case to put. We thought winning the argument would
The
Parker
Report.
day.
belief
Parker
This
the
the
presentation of our case
endedwith
carry
betrayal
Wejelt
travesty,
and our confidencewas
of
shafted.
a
sense
was a
we were
shattered, it produced deep and lasting disillusionment".
Mike Flood, another of the FoE staff involved with the anti-nuclearcampaignfrom its early
days, commentedin 1996, that the Parker Report had "made me very angry, as our logical
arguments were dismissed.Weweren't expectingto win, but we had to takepart as FoE had
lobbiedfor an Inquiry" (Flood 1996). Flood believed that an important aspect of the Inquiry
was that "We were gaining a play'ormfor our views and our views were treated with respect,
while their argumentswerefalling apart' and above all "FoE was very interested in getting the
facts straight. " (Flood 1996).
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The ParkerReport was not only a dismissalof FoFs evidencebut also, more severely,called
later,
As
Patterson
based
years
some
wrote
into questiontheir strategyof protest
on expertise.
the Parker Report "shattered any illusions about theforce of rational argument on nuclear
issues...the report proved to be a numbing dismissalof every opposition argument, and could
have been written without even holding the inquiry" (Patterson1985: 151). Writing three years
later in 1981,Bugler accusedFoE of being politically naive at Windscale saying FoE failed "to
(1981:
295):
As
Bugler
bench".
hostile
before
it
recollected
a
realise that was going
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Cause
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so,
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while
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He contrastedtheir optimism with 'more wordly-wise environmentalists'who had "rumbled
Parker even while he was taking evidence".Bugler put the failure of FoE down to its belief in
by
"this
is
the
a commitmentto
accompanied
political system,saying
naivete
working within
politicking, ...by a march-them-up-the-hillbelief in the political systemand the trustworthiness
in
Nitehall"
Grove-White,
(Bugler
1981:
296).
Robin
the anti-nuclear
was
active
who
of
campaignbut in his terms only 'very peripheral' to the Windscale Inquiry, believes that the
Inquiry was a turning point for FoE. Nearly two decadesafter the event he judged that "FoE
had run a brilliant campaignand they were devastatedby the result. They thought they had
had...
I
knew
hadn't
done
I
FoE
they
they
thought
the
was
maybe
as
won
arguments.
as well
wiser in the ways of the world' (Grove-White 1996).Grove-White was more experienced,and
perhapsmore cynical, about public inquiries, and thus was not surprisedby the result. His
longer experience,dating back to 1971 to the campaignagainstthe proposed Shell oil terminal
in Anglesey and from his work with CPRE, meantthat he better understoodthe planning system.
As he remarkedin 1996 on the shock of Inquiry result and its impact on FoE "I was prepared
for it but this was thefirst inquiryfor them.Severalwitnesseswrote to the Timessaying their
evidencewas travestiedin the Parker Report but I couldn't take it seriously, Ijust thought this
man is a bigot" (Grove-White 1996).He concluded on FoE naivete, saying "FoE was
flummoxed, they were innocent, they werefull of terrific energy andfun, andjelt it was a bit of
an adventure.It was quite an adjustmentafterwards" (Grove-White 1996).
FoE published in April 1978 a bitter critique called The Parker Inquir )P detaili ng the
. ,
inadequacyof the official report, which was presentedto Shore the day before their demo (see
4.3-2). They accusingParker of being biased in favour of the nuclear industry's plans, and of
being selectivein his use of evidence.While the Inquiry had set "a landmark in nuclear policy
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Report
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(NS
1976c).
Thus
FoE
the
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more
the
concluded
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difficult to seehow public confidencein the worth of participation in such lengthy and costly
procedurescan easily be restoredor in Patterson'ssimple words "The Parker Report polarized
the nuclear issuein the UK essentially beyond any hope of recovery" (1985: 151).
4.3.1.2 ConSoc reaction
ConSocwas not so disillusioned, not having suchhigh hopesabout their evidenceand seeingthe
WindscaleInquiry as no more "than a rehearsalfor the now-promisedInquiry into thefirst
commercialfast breeder reactor" (Coates 1978). As Beryl Kemp remarked"We lick our
for
depressing
for
"It
Fast
Inquiry"
Reactor
that
the
and
reading
woundsand prepare
makes
environmentalistsbecausethe Inspector hasfailed completelyto understandthe real issuesat
stake" and that Parker was "sceptical and dismissiveof any optimistic claims by the objectors of
the ability of conservationand alternative energysystemsto meetthe energygap should it
arise" (Kemp 1978: 9).
The Parker Report however won approval from somemembersof ConSoc,lead by John
Fremlin, for its lack of bias. In letter to ConservationNews in the summerof 1978 he defended
11at the Inquiry, saying "It is the bias of
the impartiality and expertiseof the two assessors
ignorance that worries me. Well meaning ignorance is defencelesswhenfaced with
propaganda" (Fremlin 1978a).In the following issue (No. 70) in the autumn of 1977 there
were two replies to Fremlin's letter from Mrs. H. M. Derrick and Beryl Kemp and also a
rejoinder from Fremlin. Kemp defendedher use of the word 'bias' meaning "leaning' (not
prejudice)" while Fremlin comparedthe efforts of the nuclear lobby to that of the coal or oil
lobby (Kemp 1978b). Fremlin, commenting on Ralph Nader's actions in stopping nuclear
power stations in the USA, which had lead to more fossil fuel being sold, wrote "I don't suppose
for a momentthat Ralph Nader was himselCpaidby the oil companiesor that anyone,or any
organisation, in Britain has beenpaid by them. "y

should theypay for propaganda when a

whole lot of well-meaningpeople will do it for themforfree? " (original emphasis)(Fremlin
1978b).
There was a chorusof criticism in much of the mainstreampressabout the Parker Report, with
many witnessesfeeling that their evidencehad beentotally ignored. However despitethe widely
perceivedfaults in the Parker Report, the failure for the objectorsto get their views acrossto Mr.
JusticeParker was to some extent self-inflicted due to the often poor quality of their evidence."
As 'Me 'ruardianbook commented"the objectors will probably all agree they could have
performed better if they had kept their attack short, sharp,free from obscuremeanderings,and
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in November 1977, after the end of the Inquiry, arguedthat the Inquiry format was partly to
blame for the end result being 'unmanageablylarge and inchoate'. While many of the
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hopeful that their coherent arguments- largely put forward by FoE- had been sufficient to
'frighten government'.Wynne was also positive about the outcome of the Inquiry saying that
"despite the unambiguousrepudiation handedout by Parker, objector groups enjoy greater
he
believed
Furthermore
1978b:
351).
before"
(Wynne
that
influence
than
credibility and
ever
"the information it has exposedand expectationsit has stimulated havepercolated into the
fuel
for
further,
doubt,
if
the
provide
entrenchedperspectivesof
nuclear opposition and will, no
has
"promoted opposition rather than reassured
Thus
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more refined,
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However Breach in his book on the Inquiry, WindscaleFallout - reviewed by Wynne (1978c)be
increasingly
"The
those
was more pessimistic
politics of nuclearpower and reprocessingwill
of disillusion, anger,frustration and mistrust. Weshall all be the losers" (I 978a: 181). The
Inquiry also establishedFoE's leadershipof the anti-nuclearmovementwith the media. As
Martin Ince, a freelancejournalist, remarkedin Undercurrents"One thing that Parker's Inquiry
proves is that nuclear opposition in Britain is Friends of the Earth" (Ince 1978).
4.3.2

FoE Demo

The Parker report dealt a severeblow to FoE's pride and anti-nuclear strategybasedon
lobbying and debate.In early 1978 they decidedon a changein tactics and called for a mass
demonstrationin London for Sunday 19 March. As UC in its eventscolumn sarcastically
remarked "FoE a group hitherto more notedfor its high level lobbying, is organising a meeting
in London's Trafalgar Square" (Undercurrents1978a).The meeting, now termed the 'Stop
Windscale' march, was postponeduntil Saturday29th April, following a two-month ban on
marchesin London (Undercurrents1978b).This march was, according to UC, part of FoE's
three pronged attack following the WindscaleInquiry. The first two activities, publication and
lobbying were stapleFoE tactics, it was the third which was novel. Firstly the book nat
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Windscale by Czech Conroy publishedjointly with the ConservationSociety in January 1978
which contained a history of the anti-nuclear campaign(emphasizingFoE record) and a
summary of the argumentsagainstreprocessing.Secondlypushing through MPs and the press
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The march on Saturday29 April 1978 was well attended,and was by far the largest anti-nuclear
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Davoll of ConSoc.Undercurrentsreported (1978c):
"The mood of the demonstratorswho packed Trafalgar Square was probably best captured
by Arthur Scargill, the YorkshireMiners president, who told the crowd "if it needscivil
disobedienceto stop nuclear power, then we shall have to have civil disobedience" words
Ceremonies
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Master
loudest
by
the
the
the
of
afternoon
of
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for the day, FoE Director Tom Burke, was seento shuddervisibly as the words 'civil
disobedience' were uttered".
The crowd was urged to contemplatepicketing and occupationof nuclear facilities if the
Windscale expansionwas sanctionedby Parliament and existing plans for nuclear-powered
generationwere continued (Breach 1978a: 189). Calls for direct action worried some
commentators,with Kenward in an pre-demonstrationeditorial in New Scientist warning against
the 'Eco fascism' of anti-nuclear extremistswho "wanted to go to any length to bring a halt to
nuclear power in Britain" (Kenward 1978).
4.3.3

Call for direct action

The call for a more radical approachthan that adoptedby FoE or ConSoc had been made for
sometime by local activists and by the movementpress,such as PeaceNews and SC
Energy Bulletin It was further reinforced by FoE's failure at Windscale and adversecomment
about groups working 'within the system'. As Wynne remarkedin a review of future antinuclear tactics "Disillusioned with the rough treatmentmeted out by Parker, FoE and others are
beset by considerableinternal conflicts as to whether the streetsare not a better politicalforum
than the committeeroom" (Wynne 1978b: 351). Furthermore he commented that "FoE's
membershave beenhighly critical of their leadership's moderateline and its attention to lasting
credibility with the establishment".There were fears that participation in the widely expected
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FastBreeder (CFR-1) Inquiry would lead to a similar defeat.In an article in the New Statesman
in March 1978 Jeremy Bugler wrote (1978a: 310):
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However Elliott commented"It seemslikely thatjust as at Windscalewider argumentswill be
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In responseto Elliott's article David Pearce,who was conductingthe WindscaleAssessmentand
Review Project (seeBreach 1978d),wrote to Undercurrentsentering "a briefplea for giving the
establishmentone more chance" with the proposedfast breeder (CDFR-1) Inquiry, due to take
place in 1979 (Pearce1978). He arguedthat a inquiry was an important meansof soliciting
information, "and that much can be done with this information which may be surprising in
terms of the results it yields". Pearce'sworry was that if this inquiry was boycotted"an
opportunity for generating valuable information through a quasi-adversialprocess is missed',
and the 'don't knows' in the public would not be able to be informed (Pearce1978)."
In a major review in July 1978 of anti-nucleartactics post Windscale,Ian Breach commented
"the existing environmentalistmovementfacesits most dijficult period, in Britain, over the
coming debate on fast-breeder development.If they lose their caseagainst the FBR, their
chanceof widening and popularising their concernswill dwindle. Knowing this the government
couldpull the rugftom beneaththeirfeet" (Breach 1978e: 260). Breach urged the centre-left
environmentaliststo build a much broader basedmovement, including the "unemployed, the
deskilled, the homeless,the agedpoor, racial minorities and others" through working with such
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This 'broad-based'strategywas to be put to the test over the next year at the Torness site in
Scotland.Here a peaceful 'occupation' of the site in early May 1978 by several thousand
people was followed later in the year by 'direct action' in the form of physical attemptsto
(for
for
demolition
building
the
the
on
site
scheduled
obstruct
work and
squatting of a cottage
details seeWelsh 2000). The election of the Thatcher governmentin 1979, and its commitment
to nuclear power, further diminished the appealof the measuredFoE approachto activists. As
an impassionededitorial in the New Scientist- most probably written by Ian Breach- said
"environmentalist appeal to their version of good sense,to rationality, to good husbandry on
planet earth, and so on arefalling on deaf ears: thosewith accessto the levers ofpower are not
always swayed by rational debate" (NS 1979). The editorial therefore welcomed the creation of
the Anti-Nuclear Campaign (ANC) "that could becomemore infl uentiaInand more decisive i
.
British politics than any other since the suffragettes".However this (anti-FoE) view was
challengedin anotherNew Scientist editorial warning of the rejection of sensiblecriticism in
favour of 'guerilla' activity, and that there was "plenty of room for technically informed critics
who may not be winning the war, but are winning some battles" (Kenward 1979).
4.3.3.1 Greenpeace:the winners
The main beneficiariesof this more militant mood was not the existing anti-nuclear movement,
nor establishedenvironmentalgroups but Greenpeace.This new organization was from the late
1970sable to win vast publicity and thousandsof membersby "its uncompromising emotive
appeal to popular sentiment,combined with non-violent guerilla tactics" (Lamb 1996: 87). As
Harold Bolter commentson the anti-nuclear opposition post Windscale Inquiry (Bolter
1996:178):
...... FoE anti-nuclear campaignerslost heart. Many of their natural supporters began to
lookfor somethingmore telling than the reasonedargumentsagainst nuclear power and
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reprocessingprovided by TomBurke and Walt Patterson. They were readyfor action - and
Greenpeacesteppedin and gave them what they wanted Argument was quickly replaced by
anger and aggression".
This anger and aggressionwas to be harnessedby new organizationssuch as the Anti-Nuclear
Campaignwhich from 1979 was to protest againstboth nuclear weaponsand nuclear reactors,
thus directly linking the peaceand the environmentmovements.Thus I consider the year 1979
to be the end of the 1970santi-nuclearcampaignand of the time period coveredby this thesis.
In the following three chaptersI examinethe anti-nuclearpower movement in greater detail,
seekingto establish the backgroundor 'identity' of theseprotesters,their motives and their
influences.
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Schweppesbottle dump in 1971.
5.1.1

What is an 'environmentalist'?

An 'environmentalist' is commonly understoodto be someoneconcernedabout the
'environment' but that term is open to much dispute.One dictionary defines 'environment' as
"A combination of the various physical and biological elementsthat effect the life of an
organism" but goes on to remark that although it is common to refer to 'the' environment,
there are in fact many environments,all capableof changein time and place (Kemp 1998:127).
Another dictionary says it "includes social, cultural, and (for humans) economic and political
considerations" (Allaby 1994: 138). Put simply, it may be consideredas the interaction of
human beings with their 'surroundings'. Its meaninghas evolved away from one which
assumedthat human beings were separatefrom nature, though surroundedby it, towards one
which assumesthat human beings are a part of nature and that human society is dependenton
physical and biological processesfor its continued existence(Silverton and Sarre 1990: 3).
The term 'environmentalist' and 'ecologist', meaning someonewho was concernedabout and
worked for the protection of their environment,only came into usage about 1970, reflecting the
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was very recent, certainly given publicity with the founding of the Departmentof the
Environment in 1970. If there were activists they generally called themselves'ecologists' rather
than 'environmentalists'.
By the 1980sthe term 'environmentalist' had swept all previous rival terms aside, like ecologist
or conservationist,and establishedits meaning as "One who holds that damageto the natural
environmentresultingfrom human activity is so severeas to present a challenge to the survival
of many habitats and ultimately perhaps to the continuanceof life on earth, and can be
addressedonly by major reforms of the way people live and industriesfunction" (Allaby 1994:
138).
5.2

The Environmental

Impulse

Why do only a minority of people who say (accordingto opinion polls) they care about the
environment,becomeactivists?Why do most remain passive?What is it that galvanizescertain
people to do something?These questionsare the staple of most academicswho seekto explain
the rise of the environmentalmovement,and the explanationsvary according to the discipline of
the writer. Political analyststalk about it in terms of 'opportunity structures' in political
discourse(Kitschelt 1986; Tarrow 1994; Wall 1999: 116), and sociologistsascribe it to the rise
of 'new social movements' due to changesin society (Della Porter and Diani 1999; Doherty et
al 2000: 9-15). One widely subscribedview is that a changein values away from 'materialist
towards 'post material' ones in the 1960sexplained people's interest in ecological issues
(Inglehart 1977; 1990; Cotgrove 1982) and was the causeof anti-nuclear attitudes (Wellock
1998). Others ascribeit to the reality of worsening post-war environmental conditions,
particularly air and water pollution causedby new technologies(Commoner 1966).
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5.2.1 Value based
The argumentfor a changein values as a causeof environmentalparticipation rest on the idea
that as people get richer they can afford to do somethingabout a polluted environment.The
it
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generally
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sakeof jobs and prospectsof material possessions,a view which is being challengedby the
&environmentaljustice' movement."
This material view is endorsedhoweverby SamuelHays, the veteranUS environmentalhistorian,
when he wrote "At root environmentalaffairs in modern life are a comhination of changesin
values and environmental circumstanci?' (Hays 2000: 24). Thesenew values, he argues,come
from increasingpost-war affluence and the willingness to pay for a clean environment.However
the causeof thesevalues is experiencingconcreteexamplesof environmentaldegradationin
every day life, like pollution, the destructionof natural resources,and over crowding.
Thus there can be seenan element of material (or vested)self interest in this campaignto 'clean
up the environment', which attractedcriticism from the Left during the 1960sand 1970s.This
concernfor environmentalissuesas classbasedwas articulated famously by Anthony Crosland
in a speechin 1970. Speakingof sectionsof the conservationlobby he said "Their approach is
hostile to growth and indifferent to the needsof ordinary people. It has a manifest class bias
and rej7ectsa set of middle- and upper-classvaluejudgementsLfor which] preservation of the
status quo is the sole consideration" (quoted in Lowe and Goyder 1983: 10).
That most membersof environmentalgroups (in the 1970s)were middle class is incontestable
(Lowe and Goyder 1983: 10-11), and sociologistsin the 1970ssaw environmentalactivism as
the product of the emergenceof a 'new class' which attempts,via environmentalprotest, to gain
improved social status and greater economicpower (Gouldner 1979; Kitschelt 1985: 278).
However 'new class' explanationshave been criticised as neither 'new' nor economically
motivated (Martell 1994: 130). This idea of a 'new class', basedon middle-classprofessionals
working in the service sectorsand remote from production, has been used to explain opposition
to nuclear power (Cotgrove 1982).
Undoubtedly many of those involved in anti-nuclearprotest were
membersof the 'new class'
but, as it has beenpointed out, better educated
social factions find it easierto becomeactive than
do other elementsof a population (Steinmetz 1994: 183). Also 'new
class' professionals
becauseof their media skills can becomeinfluential
people in movements,and such people can
play a 'leadership role' in a wide range of social movements:new, radical, reactionary or
otherwise (Bagguley 1992: 27).
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5.2.2 Attitudes

to nature

The key driver to environmentalparticipation may be attitudes towards the protection of nature.
Lowe attributesthe Victorian concernfor wildlife protection as stemming from two powerful
'intellectual currents' "the strong enthusiasmfor natural history, and the crusade against
cruelty to animal" (Lowe 1983: 329). It was then that the first animal protection and nature
preservationgroups emerged:the Society for the Protection of Animals in 1824 and the
CommonsPreservationSociety-in 1865. Underlying te founding of all the groups devoted to
the protection of 'nature' was a fundamentaldispute about the future direction of society which
into
In
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5.1).
Figure
thought
this
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to
restedon attitudes natureversusculture
polarities such as countrysideversuscity or wildernessversuscivilization (Weart 1988: 354).
The contrastbetweenwildernessand civilization implied a contrastbetweenwild and controlled
things, and in personalterms naturewas often associatedwith intimacy rather than formality,
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Figure 5.1 Schemeof ideas, common in modem thinking, distinguishing nature from culture.
Either extremecould be seenas good, bad or a mixture. In the lower left of the diagram we
would find the old view of wildernessas a thorny forest full of wolves and demons,in the upper
left an unspoiled fruitful Arcadia; in the upper right, an orderly utopian White City; and in the
lower right, a robotic slavestate.The traditional arrow of 'progress' or economic growth is
shown as an ideology of replacing lawless wildernesswith beneficent civilization.. Opposition to
this view of 'progress' was at the core of antinuclearideology.

Source: Weart 1988: 355.
These patternsof associationhave becomeso pervasivein Western thought that, as Weart
remarked, most people took it for granted"Nature was to culture as wilderness was to
civilization, wild to seý'-controlled,victim to authority, feelings to logic, andjemale to male, not
to mention liberty to order,jreedom to security, Dionysian to Apollonian, organic to
mechanical, 'soft' to 'hard' and soforth indefinitely" (Weart 1988: 355). These associations
carried a scale of values,generallynature and culture were seen as equally capableof good or
bad, and the ideal statewas envisagedas the harmony of human activity (or civilization) with the
natural environment.However anotherway of thinking, that of mastery and control of nature,
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hasalsobeen long dominant with man's duty to transform the uselessdisorder of desertand
forestinto an organizedlandscape.By the 19th century this idea of 'progress' was universally
identifiedwith the growth of science,industry, and social order, but was increasinglycriticised
by intellectualswho beganto praise untouchedwildernessalong with spontaneityand freedom.
This associationof naturewith feelings and emotions,rather than intellect is implicit in the ideas
of PeterHay, a greenphilosopher,who believesthat environmentalparticipation, or what he calls
a 'greencommitment' is not derived from a theoretical, or even rational perspective.He argues
that this 'green commitment', or what he calls the 'ecological impulse', is due to an instinctive
ecologicalcompassionoften causedby 'some trigger or impulse'. He wrote "the wellsprings of
a green commitment-at both the activist and morepassive levels of identification- are not, in the
first instance,theoretical, nor even intellectual. 77ieyare, rather, ýpre-rational'" (Hay 2002:
2). Hay describesthis 'pre-rational impulse' as a "deep-felt consternationat the scale of
natural destruction wrought ...upon the increasingly embattledlifeforms with which we share the
planet" (Hay 2002: 3).
This instinctual and deep-felt horror at the destruction of nature as a causeof 'green
commitment' is also expressedby other writers, such as Holmes Rolston who wrote about "the
maelstromof killing and insensitivity to forms of life" (Rolstron 1985: 720). 'Mus to Hay "the
obliteration of once-ahundantlife seemsto be the mostpotent greening agent' (Hay 2002: 4).
This observationof the importanceof the massacreof wildlife to participation is borne out by
the historical record on the founding of conservationgroups specifically devoted to the
preservationof fauna and flora. One of the earliest campaignswas againstthe shooting of
seabirdsat FlamboroughHead which lead to the passingof the SeaBirds PreservationAct of
1869 (Sheail 1976: 22-24)."
The environmentalmovementhas always been campaignled, a popular responseto an assault
upon people's lives, as through pollution, or the destruction of nature, and the early campaigns
againstnuclear power stationsreflected this. In the 1950sand 1960sthis opposition was labeled,
by the press and inquiry inspectors,as concernedwith inherently classbased
and distinctive
&amenity'issues.According to Welsh this labeling rcflected the fact that 'amenity'
was a
familiar category of dissent and "In the
prevailing discoursesof the day 'amenity' had a similar
connotation to NIABY in more recent times" (Welsh 2000: 70). For instanceat Bradwell in
1956, the main opposition group, the BDPPA, nominally
interestscentred around the oyster industry

reflected two sets of organizedlocal

and local sailing enthusiasts.But it also acted as a

focus around "which a much
more diverse and less clearly focused range of objections
coalesced". many from outside the local area (Welsh 2000: 73).
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Theseobjections,often basedon ethical and moral principles, were seldomarticulated at
Inquiries.One personwho was preparedto do so was Max Nicholson, the Director General of
NatureConservancy,an organizationset up by the Governmentin 1949to protect wildlife sites.
In his evidenceto the DungenessInquiry in 1958,Nicholson arguedfor the primacy of nature
conservationover short term economic interests,and said there was an inherent conflict in
living
but
higher
development
"we
we also
standard
of
national goals:
and a
wanted economic
wantedto leave somethingof our inheritance to our children" (rimes 1958c).
Theseethical goals and objections againstnuclearpower were developedin the 1960sby Fritz
Schumacher,who concluded in his book Small is Beautiful (1973a: 135):
"No degree ofprosperity couldjustify the accumulationof large amountsof highly toxic
substanceswhich nobody knows how to make 'safe'and which remain an incalculable
danger to the whole of creationfor historical or evengeological ages. To do such a thing is
a transgressionagainst life itsetC,a transgressioninfinitely more serious than any crime ever
perpetrated by man. Yhe idea that civilisation could sustain itsetron the basis of such a
transgressionis an ethical, spiritual and metaphysicalmonstrosiV'.
Schumacher'sideals were to inspire a generationof anti-nuclearactivists and his book as a
critique of industrialism was to have an enormousimpact on the emerging environmental
movement (Veldman 1988: 296-299). This movementhad many strands,from conservativeto
revolutionary, and as a journalist remarkedin 1973 (New Statesman1973: 148):
"Yhe main strength of the movementis in fact in its diversity. It is the people who react
spontaneouslyto protest somespecific exploitation of their own areas or disruption of their
lives who areforcing the political establishmentto take environmentalismseriously, and
continuing to challenge ideas which until recently were takenfor granted: the dominance
of man over nature, and the inexorableprogress of technoloe.
5.2.3

Triggers

Samuel Hays believes that an important factor in the growth of the environmentalmovementwas
people experiencingareasof outstandingnatural beauty like in National Parks, which was due to
post war growth in leisure opportunitiesand motoring holidays. Hays believed that more people
become engagedwith political action through this tourism than by reading Henry Thoreau or
John Muir - although thesemay come later as people searchfor wider
meaning and explanation
(Hays 2000: 24).
Hays views are echoedby Adam Rome in his study the impact
of
of post war US suburban
sprawl. He arguesthat the desire to preservewildernessareas,like Echo Park in the early 1950s,
'was the tip of an iceberg' and that far
more influential to people was the environmental
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The conservationistW. M. Adams similarly arguesthat the senseof lost nature, and feelings of
helplessness
in the face of vast forces for change,are powerful stimuli for conservation(1996:
78). He believed that concernat changein particular places,or the destructionof particular
individual creatures,can prove radicalizing and gives an examplefor his childhood.
He wrote "I can recall oneparticular event in my childhood that stands outfor its effect on my
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thoughtless
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experience,
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bugs
like
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being
lost
to
turned
and
simply someonewho
many others now
mind,
mefrom
into a conservationise,(Adams 1996: 78).
Similar experienceswere found by Derek Wall in his interviewswith Earth First! activists, with
many of them saying that they had been influenced into green activism by their childhood
experiencesof the destructionof the countryside. As Wall observed"transgression of a place
(1999:
99),
W.
H.
Adams
fuel
latter
while
cherishedin a childhood memo?
may
activism
y"
remarkedthat "people who care about nature can often identify similar momentswhen their
feelings crystallised, and they begin to understandthe effectsof industrialised society on wildlife
and the countryside" (Adams 1996: 79.
Thus action, the environmentalmovement, often comesfrom the reality of environmental
destruction and appreciationof scenic wildernessnot conversionthrough the reading of
conservationtexts, though as Hay points out it may be "subsequentlyjustified via recourse to an
intellectually generatedsystemof ideas" (Hay 2002: 2).

5.3

Social movements

and intellectuals

Little can be done about environmentaldestructionby the lone individual. Most people realize
that to be effective they have to band together to form campaigninggroups which can then
combine to form a massmovement. As Mazur remarked"The options usually available to
someonewho wants to expresshis concernsare limited: either wasteone's efforts on solitary
protest with little chanceof successorjoin a currently-runningprotest movementand pool
resources with other sympatheticsouls" (Mazur 1981: 96).
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5.3.1 Social movements
There is a great deal of research and academic debate on the significance of 'social movements'
and in particularly on the nature of new social movements (NSM), of which the anti-nuclear
be
Environmental
to
movements are
part.
are
considered
power and environmental movements
defi.ned in a recent Encyclopedia as "loose, non-institutionalized

networks of informal

interactions that may include, as well as individuals and groups who have no organizational
affiliation, organisations of varying degrees offormality ...and are engaged in collective action
motivated by shared concern about environmental issues" (Barry and Frankland 2001: 176).
The emphasis is on networking, participation and collective action by a wide range of
organizations, groups and individuals.
A social movement has four typical characteristics, according to Doherty et al (2000: 10):
1. It is based upon informal networks. These may include more formal organizations, such as
pressure groups, but are also broader than them.
2. Those involved must share a set of beliefs and collective identity. This defines whom or what
they see as allies and opponents, what their goals are and how they are to be reached.
3.

Social movements are involved in collective challenges and may threaten their opponents
with sanctions.

4.

Social movements use protest and cultural practices, which may or may not be
confrontational.

Researchinto social movementsby political sociologistsfocuseson the cultural and sociological
dimensionsof collective action, and tries to relate this to structural changesin society. In
contrast,political scientistsdescribesocial movementsas interest or pressuregroups,and focus
on the instrumental assessmentof groups' involvement in policy making. Most early literature
on the anti-nuclear campaign has taken the latter approach,concentratingon those groups and
individuals whose contribution has an impact on the UK nuclear policy debate(Williams 1980;
Patterson 1985) while more recent literature assessesthe successof the international anti-nuclear
movement in terms of policy influence (Joppke 1993; Flam 1994). Such a perspectivegives
emphasisto those groups (such as FoE) and individuals (such as Walt Patterson),with the
required expertise and 'respectability', that can take part in national policy debateconducted in
the national media and in parliamentary andjudicial inquiries. In contrast a political sociology
approach,as adoptedby Ian Welsh (2000), concentrateson the actions of local anti-nuclear
groups in developing a movement culture and mobilizing support. In this type of approacha
historical perspectiveis required
which trace a 'trajectory' by which "embeddedsocial, cultural
and political relations" shapesociety (Welsh 2000: 32). This political sociology approach

92

placesemphasison the creation of activist identity, and new forms of movementorganization
and expression.Theseinclude investigation onto the "celebratory, carnivalesqueelementsin
movementaction" and the rejection of "hierarchical, authoritarian models of social
organisation" in favour of "decentralised consensusdecision making, non-sexistpractices and
non-violence" (Welsh 2000: 224).
This thesisis not a work of political sociology, and thus cannotjudge to what extent the 1970s
anti-nuclearpower campaignwas what Mellucci (1981) would have called a 'social movement'.
I will, however,call it a 'movement' becausethis is a term contemporaryactivists used to
describeit. The label 'movement' was also a popular description given to many other social and
cultural activities often involving a small number of people, such as the 'Communes
Movement'. This thesis also rej ects the abstrusetheories and impenetrablelanguageof much
political sociology, but hopesto be mindful of its insights into the role of culture and
information in shapingthe 1970santi-nuclearpower movement.Also social movements,in
wanting radical changesin society are unafraid of asking utopian questions.As Eyerman and
Jamisoncomment,social movementsas bearersof new ideas "bring societiesback to the big
questionsof what is man? what is nature? what is history?" (Eyerman and Jamison 1990:165).
5.3.2

Movement

intellectuals

This thesisis concernedwith the interplay of ideasand action, with how some ideas
can createa
social movement.Crucial to this creation is the role of somepeople, termed 'movement
inteHectuals'who can not only communicatepreviously obscureideas to
a massaudience,but
also build a movement-a massof supporterswilling to act- where none existed before
(Eyerman 1983). In sociology intellectuals are viewed as those who are professionany
engaged
in the production of ideas or the manipulation of symbols or in
'producers
terms
new
class
as
of culture'. To environmentalhistorians, such as SamuelHays they are those people who write,
read, absorband are preoccupiedwith ideas, and who are part "of a network of writers,
publishers and book reviewers who sustain mutual ways of thinking" (2000: 215).
Eyerman and Jamisonbelieved a necessarycondition for the formation
of a social movement is
the generationof movementintellectuals who "articulate the collective identity that is
fundamental to the making of a
(Eyerman
Jamison
1990:
118).
They
social
movement"
and
.
distinguish betweenthe role of movement
and establishmentintellectuals in the formation of
social movements,with the latter crucial in laying the groundwork for the formation of the
movement. As Eyerman and Jamison commented(1990: 102):
"The environmental movement
emergedin large measurefrom the activity of established
intellectuals, thus seeminglygiving
support to traditional accountsof the role of intellectuals in
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social movements.It was out of the writings of ecologistsand conservationistsandperhaps
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intellectuals,either through their academicpositions (Barry Commoner,Paul Ehrlich, Rene
Duhos, GeorgeBorgstrom) or through their popular writings (Rachel Carson,Lewis Mumford,
VancePackard). "
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in
its
intellectuals
by
is
done
for
early phasesthrough
this
environmentalmovement,
movement
its
its
by
less
own
and
traditional
own
organizations
creating
more or
meansof mobilization:
intellectual
in
The
to
articulatesthis new
movement
networks order createa senseof collectivity.
collective identity through speeches,tracts, articles and books and central to this processof selfformation is the constitution of an 'Other' againstwhich the budding movement will interact
(Touraine 1981). As Eyerman and Jamisoncomment (1990: 101):
"The Other is not merely an intellectual construction, but is almost always a real social
actor, an authority, the government,an institution, the state, or a conglomerateof
individuals, the 'technocrats' with whom the movementmust strategically interact.
With the anti-nuclearpower campaignthis 'Other' was the controlling nuclear institutions, in the
UK, the Atomic Energy Authority (AEA), and in the USA the Atomic Energy Commission
(AEC), and more generally what Robert Jungk (1979) called the 'nuclear state'. As the
movement developsthe roles of movementintellectuals expands,from facilitator and ideologue
to mass media communicator and fmally to counterexpert.These counterexpertsare often
professionalsbasedin existing institutions, who critical of the decisionsand standardsof the
government experts, challenge them on behalf of an emerging 'public interest'. The
counterexpertsopposednot merely the state and its environmental bureaucracies,but also "the
elitist conceptualizationsof knowledgeepitomizedby state expert" and symbolized a democratic
ideal, and a sharing of knowledge (Eyermanand Jamison 1990:104). It is this type of
movement intellectuals, with the credentialsand skills gatheredin the institutions of the
establishedsociety, who play a crucial role at the public inquiry, where the ideologue is at a
disadvantagedue to lack of expertise.Thus Walt Patterson,with his technical training in nuclear
physics, fared well at the WindscaleInquiry whilst ideologueslike Edward Goldsmith and
Charles Wakstein received adversecriticism (Breach 1977i; Guardian 1978: 88-89).
As the movement matures it becomesincreasingly professional and organizationally based,
often employing the ex students,who had taken an active part in earlier campaigning, and been
the spokesmenfor the campaign.Later after the movementhas dissolved, or incorporated into
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institutions,they take influential positions in universit)rdepartments,in law andjournalism, and
in professionalorganizations.They make history and then they (mostly men) write about it, and
their accountsand analysisof their movementdays form the basis of this (and many other)
theses.
5.3.3 Why an activist?
Why do individuals join groups?Joe Westonin his analysisof RE supporters-basedon survey
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The Population Bomb, and Rene Dubos' So Human an Animal which, he believed may "have
first 'turned them on' to the problems of the environment' (Weston 1989: 18).
5.3.4

FoE Groups

Of coursenot all 1960sstudentwho got 'turned on' to environmentalissuesjoined FoE or
other groups.Many who joined a group remain passivemembers,paying only a subscription
and taking little part in activities; only a minority becameactivists. Motivation for activism was
very varied, as Weston reported for his Oxford FoE group, which was "a mixture of individuals
who had come togetherfor a diverseset of reasonsand who were able to work together on
specific events" (Weston 1989: 162).He found that there was never any discussionof the
reasonsfor the campaignsor the events,there was no attempt to draw up a constitution or
explanation of why the group believed in what they were doing. He stated"They all believed
that it was wrong to continue to kill whales,to dump nuclear wasteand to destroy wildlife sites.
But simply becausethey shared thosebeliefs doesnot mean that they necessarilyshared
anything else" (Weston 1989: 162). However it was the belief in (or enjoyment of) activism not
environmentalism that bought them together "Some were natural campaigners who couldfind
andjustijy a campaignfor almost anything. Othersjust wanted to be part of the general 'b='
that surrounded such activity and of coursestill others did believe in green or ecological
politics" (Weston 1989: 162).
Derek Wall in his interviews with Earth First! activists found a wide variety of reasonsfor
Participating "Accident, firiendship, personal conviction, pleasure and political calculation were
just some of thefactors cited as in/luential" (Wall 1999: 97). However the one common feature,
he found, was that either a long standinggreen commitment, often of a passivenature, or
activism outside the greenmovement.Wall arguesthat people becomeactivists by being
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recruitedby their friends to participate in activities and that "Friendship networks may ease
individualsinto activism at low cost or risk evenif apathetic" (Wall 1999: 96). Wall believed
that activism is a way of life, and that new recruits are introducedto it by their fiiends through
gradualinvolvement in 'direct action', moving over time from the fiinges to the centre. As he
comments"Few individualsjump onto bulldozers...whenfirst involved.,repertoires have to be
learnt.Activism, evenin its most seriousform, is a methodofperformance that must be
developedand improvised" (Wall 1999: 96).
Over time as people becomemore experiencedthey may find direct action "exciting or even
enjoyable". and this, together with new friendship links, intensifies the peer pressureto become
full time activists. Wall points out that full time activism dependson personalavailability, and
can only be '!for the small minority ofpolitically concernedwho lack work andfamily
commitments" (1999: 97). Thesepeople are likely to be young and free, either unemployed or
students,or more rarely self-employed.However participation in groups is essentiallya social
processwith many cultural overtones;the availability of free time and a grudge is not sufficient
for successfulinvolvement. As Wall comments,'the protestor' requires a cycle of
gradual
involvement and strengtheningof network ties; and direct action "may be like
a ritual that eases
the oOten traumatic and anxiety-inducingpassagefrom one identity to another" (Wall 1999:
105).
Whilst being a direct action activist can be a full time occupation,involving
a changein lifestyle,
most campaigngroups - like FoE or ConSoc- cater to those with a conventional careerseeking
an ethical and exciting hobby. As Weston remarked on participating membersof his Oxford
FoE group (Weston 1989: 162):
"For the mostpart though their involvement.. was like any
spare time activity taken on by
people everywhere.It was a sort of ethical hobby taken up by people who want to belong to
a group, and who, at the same time, like to confi-ontauthority. Being part of an active,
successful,campaigning,as opposedto life-style, FOE group is almost a middle class
version offootball hooliganism".
5.3.5

Women

Activists

Weston's account of environmental activism
as a sort of 'ethical hobby' or a 'middle class
version of football hooliganism, perhapsreflects the dominanceby men of the leadership
and
written accountsof environmentalgroups.This neglect of women activists in the UK
reflects the
4sexism' of British protest movementsin the 1970s.Women did
the mundanework - the
newsletter typing, the leaflet distribution, the petition gathering, the
organizing of people to
attend demos - while men did the more glamorousand high profile tasks the
writing of articles,
-
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speakingat conferencesand giving interviews.Therewas a view that men were the activists,
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'lunatic' and your views discredited,an opinion explicitly expressedby Walt Pattersonin his
interviews and books.
This view that men expressed'facts' while women expressed'emotions' permeatedscientific
thinking, even amongstthe radical scientistswho opposednuclear power, such as those that
wrote for Undercurrents.a magazinesupposedlyimbued with radical views on society. The
views of women activists were ignored and their activities marginalizedin favour of long
'scientific' articles by men. Only in autumn 1978 did Undercurrents
spaceto women
_give
writers, in its 'Special Issue on Women and Energy'. The only article on nuclear power was by
Irene Coates,a member of the WindscaleAppeal and participant at the Inquiry. The
introduction to her article (written by the women editors, presumably)fully expressesthe
prevailing views about women and emotions(Coates1978b):
"We have heard the argumentsfor and against Windscale,most of them written by men. It
is hardfor a woman,faced with herfeelings about nuclear energy to be listened to
seriously. A feeling responseto the environmentis as valid a starting pointfor protest and
political changeas an argument basedon intellect or economicanalysis. It is time that
such responsesare given the credibility they merit".
This neglect of women's views was despitetheir forming a substantialpart of the anti-nuclear
power movement.According to opinion polls, women in all countries,in all time periods, were
consistently more anti-nuclear than men (Weart 1988: 367). This phenomenon,Weart believes,
was connectedwith a tendency,when any technologywas mentioned,for women to think in
terms of safety, the environment and their children, whereasmen would think more in terms of
the benefits and perils of scientific progress.Also women diverged from men far more on
nuclear reactors than on any other technology.
Given this anti-nuclearattitude it is not surprisingthat many of the
activists in the early to mid
1970sagainstnuclear power in Britain were women Betty Gazard Stourport,
Jane
Pink,
at
and
-
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movement

Women also played a large part in early environmentalactivism, a role that is being increasingly
acknowledgedin referenceworks by environmentalhistorians, such as by Carolyn Merchant
(2002). However there is seldoma straight forward continuity of views, and it is historically
inaccurateto imagine that Victorian activists - male or female- sharedthe samemotivations and
beliefs as 1970senvironmentalistsor 1980sgreens.Though some may have been pacifist,
denounce
highly
held
today
sexist,
as
anarchistor vegetarian,others
views which we would
racialist and elitist. Thus Peter Coatesremarkedthat Derek Wall's attempt (in Green History) to
identify a green lineage can only be done by excluding people with 'right-wing associations',
such as Octavia Hill, the founder of the National Trust. As Coatesremarked"For many ecosocialist, the British National Trust is tarnishedby its close ties with the aristocracy and its
preoccupation with preserving and restoring the elite landscapeof the country estate" (Coates
1998: 163).
It was however an influential minority of intellectuals and upper-classVictorians that
'emphatically rejected the imperative to improve' (Lowe and Goyder 1983: 19). Instead they
establishedthe first groups devotedto nature conservation,the preservationof buildings, the
protection of animals and landscape,and combating pollution. There was considerablemutual
co-operation and support betweenthe different societies,and overlap in memberýhip and
leadership.Wildlife and historic preservationistsoften employed the sameterminology, such as
frequent referencesto the relics of the past and the relics of nature, or to ancient monuments
and natural monuments- in much the sameway, as Lowe and Goyder remarked, the term
sconservation' has been stretched"to cover
wildlife protection, building preservation and the
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5.4.1

Group formation

Societiesand groupsare being startedall the time; few however will last for decadesor even a
century as has the National Trust (seeTable 5.1).
Table 5.1: Date of Founding of Major 'Environmental 'Groups illustrating changein
terminology.
Society for the Protection of Animals 1824.
Commons Preservation Society 1865.
Association for the Protection of Birds 1870.
Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings 1877.
The Selbourne Society for the Protection of Birds, Plants and
Pleasant Places 1885.
Society for the Protection of Birds 1889.
National Trust for Places of Historic Interest or Natural Beautyl894.
Society for the Preservation of the Wild Fauna of the Empire 1903.
British Empire Naturalist Association 1905, then renamed British Naturalist Association.
Society for the Promotion of Nature Reserves 1912; then renamed
Society for the Promotion of Nature Conservation.
British Ecological Society 1913
kural
Council for the Preservation of
England 1926.
International Union for the Protection of Nature (IUPN) 1948, then renamed International
Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) 1956.
Conservation Corps 1959, in 1970 renamed Ile British Trust for Conservation Volunteers.
World Wildlife Fund 1961.
Natural Environment Research Council 1965.
Conservation Society 1966.
Committee for Environmental Co-ordination (CoEnCo) 1969.
Friends of the Earth UK 1970.
Greenpeace (London) 1970.
Your Environme
1969.
The- Ecologist 1970.
Socialist Environment Resources Association (SERA)1973.
Ecology Party 1975 (Previously called People Party1973).
Society for Environmental Improvement (SEI) 1974.
The Lawyers Ecology Group.
Political Ecology Research Group 1976.
Liberal Ecology group; Conservative Ecology group 1977.
(Vancouver) Greenpeace UK 1977.
Green Alliance 1978.

Sources:Vernon 1981 Table 1; also Wallis 1972 Section 24: Directory; Shcail 1976; Lowe
1983; Mercer 1995.
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becausethey are so much younger, seldom having a membershipof 10,000 comparedto
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Most groups will remain very small scaleand obscure,generally run by a committed enthusiast
band'.
Some
'one
fade
few
the
are only
then
man
archetypal
away attracting
supportersand
designedfor a short life span, such as local campaignsto opposean unwelcome development,
thesewill include the classic 'NDMY' protests.Finally there will be a few societieswhich are
initially successfulattracting thousandsof membersand becamenationally well known, but then
drift
in
interest
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loses
long
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them
away
members
the
and
enter a period of
as
public
to more dynamic groups. These societiesare basically unable to adapt either organizationally or
intellectually to changing circumstancesand public interests.A prime example of this type of
society was the ConservationSociety (ConSoc) founded in 1966 to campaign on population
issueswhich peakedin 1973 and then entereda long period of decline before being wound up
in 1987 (Herring 2001). As Lowe and Goyder remarked (1983: 36):
" many groups which challenge establishedvalues never becomeestablished.Some
...
simply ceaseto exist. This is a particular tendencywith single-causepromotional groups.
Sometimesit is demonstrativelyclear that they are redundant, having decisively succeeded
orfailed to achieve their original objects, and it is possible thereforefor all concernedto
agree to call it a day".
One notable example of a failure was 'The Anti-Concorde Project', basically a 'one-man band'
led by Richard Wiggs which achievedsubstantialpublicity and support from environmental
groups, including FoE." Whilst most groupspack up in a few years if they do not achieve some
success,a few groups perseverefor decadesgenerally in obscurity often braving periods of
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helps to explain their tenacity in theface of adversity" (Lowe and Goyder 1983:36).
5.4.2

The new environmental

movement

The media attention on environmentalproblems in the 1960s,on issueslike the killing of
African wildlife, the threats of over-populationand the destructionof British towns lead to the
formation of such societiesas World Wildlife Fund (latter called World Wide Fund for Nature or
WWF) in 1961, the ConservationSociety in 1966,and the Victorian Society (1958) and
hundredsof civic amenity groups. As one perplexedjournalist commentedthere was then a
suddenburst of new enthusiasmfor protection of the earth's ecosystems,what he called a
'!fragmented crusade of maddeningcomplexity but endlessenergy" which was simple in
comparisonwith trying to describewhat it stood for, as ""at

makesthe environment movement

so difficult to pin down is that its intellectual origins are as diverse as the motivesof the people
who have taken it up" (New Statesman1973: 146).
Media attention and public interest also causedexisting organizations,who were not founded for
environmental reasonslike the Boy Scouts,the Church of England and the National Union of
Students,to become interestedand set up specific groups to cater for their members' interest.
Environmental interest can also be more opportunistic: to show concern in order to recruit new
members and, for businessorganization,to createa favourable impression amongstthe public what is now labeled 'greenwash' (Greer and Bruno 1996). As Lowe and Goyder point out,
throughout the 1960s an increasing range of organizationsattendedthe three 'Countryside in
1970' conferences,from 90 for the first one in 1963 rising to 335 by the last one in 1970
(1983:9). However only a small proportion, perhaps10%, of the increasein numbers attending
the conferencesfrom 1963 to 1970 was due to the formation of new environmental groups: in
the decade of 1966-1975less than 25 national groups were formed (Lowe and Goyder 1983:
16). Thus the vast majority of the increasein numberswas due to existing organizationsand
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businesses
claiming a new interest or concernabout conservation.Similarly there was a big
increasein the number of local amenity societiesduring the 1960swith 300 of them in 1960
rising to over 700 in 1969 and 1250 in 1975, with membershiprising from less than 50,000 in
1960to about 150,000in 1969, and 300,000 in 1975 (Lowe and Goyder 1983: 89).6' They
estimate(for 1979-80)there to be about two million membersof national groups with another
onemillion in local groups (1983: 37). However only a small proportion of these millions were
to be active in the 1970senvironmentalmovement,and an even smaller proportion in the antinuclearpower campaign.
To the young eco-activistsin the early 1970sthere was a very clear distinction betweenthe old
conservationgroups and the new groups.This new eco-actionmovementwas very selective in
the groupsit wished to associatewith, and only those older groups whose work reflected the new
ecologicalvalues were included. This becomesapparentin a survey of the groups listed in the
alternativeand environmentalpress for the years 1968-74." Thesementions,in the listing
columns,reflect the writer's view of what constitutesthe environmentalmovement. Sometimes
the juxtaposition of groups is strange:The ConservationCorps with the League against Cruel
Sports (Count1yBizarre No.3), or the Dwarfs and the Environmental Consortium ft

No. 7).

There are 81 mentions of 33 groups in the listing column, with by far the most frequent being
the Dwarfs (13), followed by FoE (7), ConSoc(6), and Soil Association and ConservationCorps
(5). The large number of mentions of the Dwarfs, mainly in the alternativepress,
reflects its
tendencyto have listing columns and their more frequent publication."
Groups mentioned can be divided into 6 categories:
New groups (22)

FoE (7), ConSoc(6), BSSRS(2), SERA (2), ITDG (1), Transport
2000 (1).

Eco-Parties (21):

Dwarfs (13), Diggers (3), PeopleParty (3), Provos (1), Movement
for Survival (1).

Traditional (16)

ConservationCorps (5), Environmental Consortium (3), RSPB (2),
CPRE (1), Nature Conservancy(1), National Trust (1), NSCA (1),
TCPA (1), WWF (1).

Local (8):

PEST (4), Greenpeace(London) (2), Action for Survival (1), Earth
First (1).

Organic (7):

Soil Association (5), Henry Doubleday ResearchAssociation (2).

Animal welfare (7):

RSPCA (3), People'sDispensaryfor Sick Animals (2), BUAV(1),
LeagueagainstCruel Sports (1).
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It is interestingto comparethis listing with that containedin The Environmental Handbook
(Barr 1971) published by FoE. All the ones above in the 'Traditional' and 'Organic' category
in
'Animal
but
the
in
'New
ConSoc
FoE
including
the
none
groups',
and
arementioned,
Welfare'. There is also anotherlisting of over 130 groups in the book by Wallis (1972), of these
10 are new groups,6 are Organic, and 6 are Animal Welfare, there are also 2 groups concerned
issues.
birth
with
control and abortion, reflecting conservationistpreoccupationwith population
The most respectable(or least hippie) environmentalmagazine,The Ecologist listed just
traditional groupsplus BSSRS (in the December1970issue),whilst the alternativepressalways
hardly
but
'Animal
'New
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the
ones,
welfare'
groups' and
mentionedthe
and some of
ever the 'Traditional' ones. It was Country Bizarre, the first rural undergroundmagazine,that
Conservation
Corps,
RSPB
bridge
between
the
the
mentioning
actedas a
old and new groups,
and WWF alongsideFoE and ConSoc,besidesthe RSPCA and the LeagueagainstCruel Sports.
Resurgencemagazinewas also a bridge betweenthe 'New groups' and the 'Organic'
agriculture groups of the Soil Association and the Henry Doubleday ResearchAssociation
(HDRA). The reasonfor the popularity of the ConservationCorps (founded in 1959) probably
reflected its appealto young students,with many studenteco-action groups acting under the
name of the ConservationCorps (see pp. 302-8 in Barr 1971).
5.4.3

Pre-FoE

Eco-Action

In the early 1970sthe venuesfor young eco-activistswere somewhatlimited: for the outdoor
types there was the hard physical work of the ConservationCorps, for hippies the anarchist
festivals of the Dwarfs, and for the serious(and dull) the local branch meeting of the
ConservationSociety. It was the good fortune of FoE that it is was able to harnessthe energies
and distinctive style of local groups that sprangup after its widely publicized bottle dump in
May 1971.
However theselocal FoE groups did not consistjust of new activists, they drew on the expertise
and experienceof activists who had been involved in environmental campaigning far longer
than FoE's full time staff, who were ex students.Also many were not content to follow FoE's
centralized approachto campaigning, and wanted a more 'life style' lead approachto bringing
about social change(Weston 1989: 39).
The multiplicity of small groups from a wide variety of cultural and political positions
campaigning on environmental issuesin the early 1970sis explored by Derek Wall in his
history of the anti-roadsmovement in Britain. He wrote that in the secondweek of February
1972 there was the start of a month of action by ManchesterNon-Violent Action Group to
promote free public transport,whilst the Dwarves along with the Young Liberals, held an anti-car

103

marchalong the route of the M12 (1999: 29).
In 1971Victor Anderson, organizeda 'reclaim the streets' action that attemptedto block
Oxford Streetin London, with a secondaction in the spring of 1973 held in Piccadilly Circus,
launched
These
free
demanding
were
transport
events
and car-free streets.
public
with the aim of
by'Commitment', a Young Liberals group, with PeaceNew (17 December 1971), procl * ing
the first event to be "the greatest street party London had ever see" (Wall 1999: 29). Victor
Andersonrecalled in interview with Derek Wall (1999: 29):
"Theseactions drew upon emerging networks of green activists and counter-culturalists; we
had links with people like the Dwarves, [and] a magazinecalled StreetFarmff. I mean, we
didn't have a lot to do with them but that was all part of what was going on, the Peace
News thing.. and then there was local independentenvironmentalaction groups who
Survival
Earth
TeamPlanet
demonstration
Yhere
PEST
the
organizedpart of
was
...
somewherein north London. There werepeople respondingto the issues,setting things up
on their own. This is before Friends of the Earth".
Ile diversity of groups was acknowledgedby contemporaryobservers.Roy Gregory,
commenting on the enormousrange of interests and attitudes "united by broad desire to
maintain or improve quality of environment", remarked"it is not easy to accept that the Oxford
Street action committee,the Dwarves, the Street Farmers, and groupsfirmly embeddedin the
hippy world are part and parcel of a movementwhich also includes bodies like the Civic Trust,
the CPRE and the National Trust" (Kimber and Richardson 1974: 224).
It was precisely this combination of 'the hippy world', traditional organizationslike the RSPB
and the RSPCA, and newer ones like the ConservationCorps and ConSocthat formed the
universe of the early eco-activist. Thesenew groups,having a large branch network, were often
the first society for young people interestedin environmentalissues.However young people
tended to drift away from ConSocbecauseof its staid image and methods,to more radical
groups such as the Young Liberals, and later FoE (Herring 2001: 395). NeverthelessConSoc
played an important role in the developmentof the emerging environmentalmovement of the
1970s and as Wall commented"77ie society acted as a particularly significant bridge between
middle-class conservationgroups such as the civic societiesand more radical green
campaigners like the Dwarves" (Wall 1999: 3 1).
5.4.4

FoE UK formation

Ile use of friendship networks (or what sociologistscall 'social networks') to recruit activists to
work on environmentalprojects is well illustrated by the setting up of a national branch of FoE
in Britain in 1970. FoE had been startedby David Brower in 1969,when he quit the Sierra Club
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in California which resistedhis attemptsto adopt a more radical and confrontational approachto
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Brower realized that any action to halt a global problem would have to be tackled at an
internationallevel and in 1970 he traveled to Europe to 'spread the word' and encouragethe
formation of branchesof FoE in France, Swedenand Britain.
He startedin Francewith help from two Americans,Amory Lovins, a physics student,and Edwin
Mathews,a Paris-basedlawyer. Their efforts lead to the founding of Les Amis de la Terre in
Franceby Brice Lalonde -then a young economistbut latter to serveas Minister of the
Environment in 1991-92 under the Presidencyof Francois Mitterand (Lamb 1996:35).
While on holiday in Ireland in August 1970,Mathews met Barclay Inglis, a retired Scottish
businessman,and talked about the possibility of forming a British FoE group and Inglis decided
to organizea specialdinner in London to recruit potential activists. The dinner at the exclusive
Travelers' Club in The Strand was attendedby Brower and 14 guestsinvited by Inglis, amongst
them Graham Searle and JonathanHolliman (Lamb 1996: 35).
Searlewas Vice-Presidentof the National Union of Students(NUS) and chairman of the NUS
Committee on the Environment and had given a speechat the 'Countryside in 1970'
conference,whilst JonathanHolliman was a young writer and campaignerthen working for the
International Youth Federation for the Environment.
A decision was made to form FoE UK, not as a charity but as a company limited by guarantee
and owned by its sevenoriginal members.This was to allow it to campaignfor political change
in order to protect the environment, somethingthat was not allowed for under the Charities Act.
As Weston commented(1989: 34):
"... FOE was designedto be a small, highly specialised,pressure group which could
concentrateits efforts on forcing changesto the policies of national government. Unlike the
conservationistgroups, FOE did not seekor particularly want thousandsof members.it
wanted to be small. centralised and dynamic".
To this aim the sevenmembersof the companyplaced the running of the organization into the
hands of three people, Barclay Inglis as Chairman,Richard Sandbrookas Company Secretary,
and Graham Searleas the organization's first Director (Weston 1989: 34).1 In October 1970
the new company,Friends of the Earth UK Ltd., with its three full time staff, Searle,Holliman
and JanetWhelan, moved into an office provided by Ballantine Books at 8 King Street, London,
and in order to raise funds startedwork on British editions of the American environmental
paperbacks,like Yhe Environmental Handbook (Barr 1971) and The ConsumersGuide to the
Protection of the Environment (Holliman 1971).
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5.4.5 FoEls bottle dump: gesture as theatre.
Therewas much discussionwithin FoE during early 1971 over the subject of the initial
campaignthat it should run. It was narrowed down to three issues:opposition to aspectsof the
fur trade,to the proposalby Rio Tinto Zinc (RTZ) to mine in SnowdoniaNational Park, and to
the decision by Cadbury-Schweppesto switch from returnableto non-returnablebottles (Pearce
1991:50). But it was rather by luck than design that FoE's first action, the return of bottles to
Cadbury-Schweppes'offices on Saturday 8 May 1971, achievedphenomenalpublicity and
launchedFoE onto the public's attention. As Weston remarked"The bottle dump event was
before
been
Britain
had
in
for
That
FOE.
seen
not
really a media coup
style ofpolitical activity
and was, until then more associatedwith the American systemofpressure group politics"
(Weston 1989: 35).
This style of action, protest as theatre,was typical of Californian counter cultural activities
pioneeredby the San Francisco group 'The Diggers', which had been used by Ecology Action,
the first hippie environmental group founded in Berkeley in January 1968 (Allaby 1971: 63). A
similar group was founded in Boston in 1969, and amongsttheir activities (according to their
November 1969 newsletter) "was a recycling project in which they would t?y to persuade
beveragecompaniesto re-use the glass and metals in their bottles and cans" and their
'Garbage Group' "was planning a 'dump-in, possibly on the steps of the State House"
(Allaby 1971: 65).
The strong influence of American studentpolitics on the activities of FoE in the UK is
acknowledgedby Philip Lowe and Jane Goyder (1983) in their analysis of FoE's style and
strategy. They stated"Friends of the Earth's roots are American, not British" and note that this
new breed of environmentalismwas radical not only in its broad field of concernbut also in its
campaigning methods also (Lowe and Goyder 1983: 127). They commented (1983: 127):
"FoE's approach was more open, media-orientated and confrontational, again betraying
its American origins. It also incorporated notions ofparticipatory democracyandforms of
direct political protest, such as boycotts,sit-ins, marchesand demonstrations,borrowed
from the student movement".
Eco-activists needplenty of free time and few commitmentsand thus it is not surprising that
studentswere attractedto RE in the early 1970s.Also there was disillusionment with the other
great causesof the 1960s:studentprotest which had degeneratedinto violent street
demonstrationsand often harsh reprisals from the police (especially in the United States)and
the counterculturewith its unintellectual diet of 'sex, drugs and rock and roll'. Thus a

---

movement that combinedthe intellectualism of studentpolitics with hippie style and humour
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provedvery popular with non-Marxist students,especiallyYoung Liberals. As Walt Patterson
remarked"FoE's Schweppes'demo'gave the word a novel slant., instead of a bitter, even ugly
confrontation, it was witty and engagine' (Patterson 1984:143). Or as Graham Searle,said in a
1974 interview "I hope that one of the things we've added[to the environmental movement]is
a bit of humour" (Rivers 1974: 125).
The result of FoE's first bottle demo was extensivemedia publicity and with it, growing
membershipand influence that was to make it the leading environmentalgroup in Britain by the
mid 1970s.However in terms of numbersit remainedsmaller than ConSocuntil the late 1970s:
having only 1,000 members (termed 'supporters') by end of 1971,just 5,000 in 1976 and
16,000by 1979 (Lamb 1996: 206). As the 1970sprogressedFoE, by harnessingand
expandingits local groups,becamea national organization.Its local groups, with a winning
combination of action, hippy style and moderatepolitics, attractedyoung activists from existing
groups,like ConSocand the Dwarves, both of which went into decline and have now been
largely forgotten.
5.4.6

Early

anti-nuclear

activism

Early anti-nuclear activism reflected the style and tactics of existing conservationgroups, mainly
middle class and middle-aged.The earliestprotests,such as at Bradwell, involved letter writing
and conventionalpolitical lobbying. The only demonstrationwas at Trawsfynydd, and that was
by locals in favour of the nuclear plant! The protest at Stourport in 1970 again followed
conventional patternsof lobbying in the pressand of government,but this time there was the
founding of a group, the Anti-Powerport Station, to opposethe plant. Their rhetoric was also
more militant, with calls for a register of objectors and of 'militant anti-nuclear power station
rallies' with further talk of raising money to employ a barrister to statetheir caseat a public
inquiry (KT&NS 5 June 1970: 10 & 13).
In the early 1970sunlike the US, Franceor Germany there was no mass anti-nuclear campaign
in Britain. Partly this was becauseno new stationswere being proposed,and partly that there was
little public discussionof nuclear affairs. Interestingly PeterBunyard claims that one of the first
anti-nuclear demonstrationsin Britain was organizedby foreignersat the annual CND march, to
the general incomprehensionof British anti-nuclear bomb protestors. (Bunyard 1981: 181).
The first national campaignwas startedby ConSoc in 1974,but its conventional approach
attracted little support from young environmentalists,such as with FoE. By late 1975 Beryl
Kemp, its organizer, reportedthat she was becoming disillusioned with lack of progresswith the
&constitutional' approachand wanted to use a new form of action, that seemedso successful
overseas,'non-violent resistanceaction' (ConSoc 1976a: 15).
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Howeverit was not the tactics that were wrong, but the lack of appealof an anti-nuclearpower
campaignrun by ConSoc.The campaignwas not able to attract many followers until movement
intellectuals,such as those around the magazineUndercurrents were able to articulate a
collective identity and establishan 'Other' againstwhich a movementcould interact. It was this
that the Undercurrentscollective did with their first issueon nuclear power (No. 9) in early
1975.This publicity for an anti-nuclear campaignfrom the leading radical environmental
magazinewas then harnessedby FoE, who were able to launch their anti-nuclearcampaignin
May 1975.This was a typical piece of FoE streettheatrefor the media: a birthday party and
cakewith candles,to mark the 10th anniversaryof the commencementof work on the still
unfuiished DungenessB nuclear power station.' The birthday party attractedlittle public
attentionbut a phraseFoE used in their tabloid style paperNuclear Times published at the same
time was unwittingly, like FoFs initial bottle dump in 1971,to achieveintensemedia coverage
and launch anti-nuclear concern to the top of the environmentalagenda.The next chapter seeks
to explain what it was about nuclear power that rousedsuch concernand opposition.
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6.

Anti-nuclear

explanation:

from image to action

Why was there an anti-nuclearpower movement:why not an anti-asbestosmovement or a
c=paign against some other industrial processthat producedgreater environmental damage
andhad a far worse health and safety record, like coal mining?" This chapterattemptsto give
an explanationfor the rise in anti-nuclearpower (or popularly called 'anti-nuke') protest.
The potential implications of new technologiesare often exploredby sciencefiction writers and
this was very much the casewith nuclearpower. Indeed,in someways it will be arguedthat they
set the tone for the public responsesthat occured later, arguably to a much greater extent and
earlier than other media. This chapter first looks at the portrayal of 'atomic' energy in science
fiction (SF) novels, which startedwith H.G. Wells'l 913 novel, The World Set Free. This setsthe
tone for the ambiguousvision, for both sciencefiction and the public, of atomic energy as a
possible sourceof both immensedestructionand abundantsalvation. The secondsection looks
at how this ambiguity was recordedin opinion polls, which reflected longstandinganxieties over
radiation. The third section examinesthe 'anti-nuclear impulse', the emotional forces that cause
people to becomeanti-nuke. In this analysisit draws heavily on the work of SpencerWeart
(1988) who uses the term 'nuclear fear' to explain opposition to nuclear power, and how this
fear was heavily influenced by imagesof the nuclear bomb in popular culture. It then gives
personal explanationsfor being 'anti-nuke', starting with the ethical and conservationist
concerns of Schumacherduring the 1950s and 1960s;then reasonsgiven by leading 1970's
anti-nuclearactivists in the UK in interviews with the author.The final section looks at the
growth of anti-nuke groups in the US, drawing on sociological work which explains activist
recruitment in terms of 'friendship networks'. It illustrates the explanationsand reasonsgiven in
the Chapter through examining the rise of anti-nuke opposition in the United Statesfrom the
late 1960swith the recruitment of anti-nuclearactivists from the anti-war movement.
6.1

SF visions

Writers such as Paul Boyer (1985) and SpencerWeart (1988) believe that SF has been
a
powerful force in shapingsocietal attitudesto the atomic bomb. In this section I argue that,
given the close links betweenthe bomb and nuclear reactors,SF has also been influential in
shaping attitudes to nuclear power. The two were first linked by Frederick Soddy, a leading
nuclear physicist in the early 1900s,who gave us the twin visions of atomic energy as both a
source of abundantenergy and of immensedestruction,both of which drew on early literary
images of a scientific future. Soddy's 1909 book The Interpretation
of Radium had a powerful
impact on H. G. Wells who dedicatedhis 1913
novel, Yhe World SetFree, to Soddy's book.
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Wells in The World SetFree predictedthat in the 1930s,scientistswould releaseatomic energy,
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to a devastatingworldwide nuclear war, with hundredsof cities left in ruins. The quintessential
imageof the atomic bomb, the mushroomcloud was absent,but Chris Morgan, a SF
commentator,wrote that the essenceof the bomb, its name and the terror it conveysare
definitely foreshadowed(1980: 72). " The atomic bomb (or a weaponof similar destructive
power) soon becamea staple of SF, which reflected the vigour of two of the 20th Century's
favourite nightmares- the fear that the human race has an unlimited capacity for selfdestructionand the dangersof uncontrolled scientific experimentation.However others saw
optimism in Yhe World Set Free, asthe novel endswith the formation of a world government,
which setsthe world free from war, insecurity and the straggle for existence.As SpencerWeart
commented"At the story's end citkens could travel where they chosein atom-poweredaircars,
building atom-poweredgarden cities in desertsand arctic wastes,enjoy liberty andfree love.
Wells had neatlyfitted togetherfiragmentarynotions about scienceand atomic energy to craft
thefirst full-scale scientific legend of atomic Armageddonand millennium" (Weart 1988: 26).
Alvin Weinberg was one youthful scientistwho was deeply influenced by the atomic visions of
Wells, to whom he later paid tribute. In 1966 Weinberg predicted a glorious future for nuclear
power saying that "if nuclear energy does not, as H. G. Wellsput it, create 'A World Set Free ', it
will neverthelessaffect much of the economyof the coming generation" (quoted in Hilgartner et
al 1982: 188). Wells' imagery of atomic-poweredcities was evident in the plans in the 1960sby
scientistsat Oak Ridge, the 'City of the Atom' in Tennessee,to develop the 'nuplex' (a nuclear
complex). This was to be a town centredon reactorswhich could be locatedanywherein the
world regardlessof geographyor climate. Alvin Weinberg proudly explained in 1971 in
Foreign Affairs that this was precisely the dreamof a world set free that he had learned from
H. G.Wells (Weart 1988: 303).
However public ambiguity about atomic energywas reflected in inter-war SF novels: for some it
was a meansto disaster,but to othersit was a meansof salvation.770ne early eco-catastrophe
novel, Nordenholts Million by J.J.Connington in 1923 had disasteronly avertedby the heroic
developmentof an atomic energy machine.The treatment of atomic energy by SF writers
before the 1940swas in the long tradition that the civilization of the future could not progress
technologically without being in possessionof a plentiful and efficient sourceof power. The
discovery of 'atomic energy' in the early 1900sgave SF writers a new sourceof unlimited
power which could be used in their stories.As Stapleford commentsatomic energy was 'clearly
magic in disguise', ranking along with other imaginary powers sourcesas 'vril' (used in Bulwer
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Lytton, 1871, The Coming Race) and 'apergy' (in Percy Greg, 1880,Across the Zodiac). By the
1920s'atomic energy' had becomethe power systemwhich would provide limitless energy and
bring utopia. An typical example of such banality is John Sagar (1921) by 'Nedram' where an
inventor gains control of atomic energy, becomesself-proclaimed 'Master of the World' and
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6.1.1 Atomic

power

However in the 1930sSF stories dealing with atomic power becamemuch more realistic,
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(ASF). This magazinewas widely read by scienceand engineeringgraduatesand prided itself
on its scientific accuracy.Campbell, who had thought deeply about the realities of atomic
energy,had published a number of stories since 1930 -nen

the Atoms Failed (1930) and

Atomic Power (1934)- and in editorials from June 1938 had declaredthe reality of atomic
fission (Weart 1988: 82). The announcementof the achievementof atomic fission by Niels Bohr
in January 1939, was followed by widespreadpress coverageand speculationon its uses,and
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with an editorial announcing
latest discoveries(Weart 1988: 82). This is perhapsthe first SF story on the possibility of an
accidentat a nuclear power plant, and is noteworthy in the way it dealswith the psychological
stressinvolved in working at a nuclear power plant when one mistake might causeswidespread
devastation.This theme of the potential for a disastrousaccidentwas again explored in Nerves
by Lester del Rey, published in ASF in 1942.
After the dropping of the atomic bomb in 1945 SF writers were acknowledgedas prophets
proven right, and many managedto becomeprofessionalwriters. Some,like Ray Bradbury and
Robert Heinlein, prosperedas the mass circulation magazinesColli

and Ile Saturda

Evening Post beganto publish SF. Others becamewriters of popular scienceand academic
consultants,but most had an ambivalent position on atomic energy becauseof the Bomb, and as
Albert Berger remarkedmany SF writers "were both disappointedin andjearful of the ways in
which the governmentproposed to handle its 'ultimate weapon'" (Berger 1976: 143). A few
maintained their optimism, with Theodore Sturgeonwriting in_A_SFin December 1945 that "he
celebrated the possibilities of nuclear powerfor changing the world" (Berger 1976: 143).n
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In the immediatepost war era while sciencejournalists were producing exalted propheciesof the
bright promise of atomic energy, SF writers were almost invariably producing bleak and
But as Paul Boyer remarked"These two responses
pessimisticstories on its social consequences.
that seemedso contradictory - the terror of atomic war and the vision of an atomic utopia- were
in fact completely interwoven" (Boyer 1985: 109). The Bomb in fact endedthe SF vision of
atomic energyas the route to utopia, it was now the road to dystopia.As the initial flush of
enthusiasmby sciencejournalists for atomic energy faded by the late 1940sunder criticism
from economistsand scientists,the cultural climate turned deeply pessimistic and inward
looking. Thus at the dawn of nuclear power there were deeply conflicting images of atomic
energy,and of the future direction of society. The optimists believed that the atomic bomb
could be controlled and "atomic energy made a great blessing to mankind", while the
pessimists,the SF writers "were offering a countervisionalmost unrelieved in its bleaknessand
despair" (Boyer 1985: 265).
6.2

Public

opinion

The post war ambiguity of SF writers about atomic energy was reflected in public opinion.
There have been polls on nuclear power in most nations, and at most times since 1945, and
Weart's analysis of them is that there are five groups of roughly equal size (Weart 1988:365):
"The first group were strong advocates,confident in the ability of experts to keep
reactors
safe and impressedby the benefitsof economicgrowth. Directly denying all that and about
equally numerouswere the convincedopponents,atfirst silent but increasingly vocal. In
betweenwere those who leaned one way or another, a group whojavoured
reactors even
while harbouring some misgivings about their safety, and a group who frankly feared
reactors but were not convincedthey should be banned.Both thesemiddle groups would
usually go along with whatever the authorities decided".
Finally the last group consistedof people with no position, and often
no interest, in the whole
question. Thus only about 20% of the public could be called nuclear supporters,with the
majority of about 60% either againstof fearful, with the remainder as 'don't know'. It was the
two middle groups who were the 'swing' voters, usually going along with whatever the
authorities decided. When the authoritieswere confident they joined the strong advocates,when
the authorities were divided over safety issuesthey hesitatedand adopteda 'wait-and-see'
attitude. 'Mus public confidenceand trust in nuclear authorities was crucial in winning their
support, and when this began to crumble in the early 1970ssupport fell away.
However overall the anti-nuclear campaign
produced only modest shifts in opinion rather than
major swings, as Weart remarked"negative attitudes, like positive ones, had beenpresent
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everywhereformany decades"(Weart 1988: 366). Advocatesand opponentsof nuclear power
werespreadquite evenly throughout most social groups,with the educationmaking little
differenceto their views. Weart remarkedthat "studies showedthat the way peoplefelt about
nuclearpower was mostly independentof how much they knew about it. (In fact, mostpeople
had only rudimentary knowledgembcedwith various bits of misinformation). He concludedthat
"whena person took a nuclear stance it was notfrom somespecial knowledgeor lack of it, but
as a total approach to socieV'(Weart 1988: 366). The only factor, according to the polls,
associatedwith anti-nuclearopinion was sex: women in all countries,in all time periods,were
consistentlymore anti-nuclear than men (Weart 1988: 367). Weart's explanationfor this
divergencein opinion lies in the symbolism of nuclear technology for women, and that "it had
becomemost specifically associatedwith aggressivemasculineimage?y: weapons,mysteriously
powerful machines,domination of nature, contamination verging on rape. On no other
technologicalissuewas the sexual imagery so thoroughly developedand,from a woman's
standpoint, so viscerally disturbing" (Weart 1988:367).
Public attitudesto nuclear power can also be surmisedfrom analysisof the titles of articles
published in popular magazines.An analysisby Weart of Readers Guide to Periodical
Literature, revealedthat in 1950 well under 10% of the titles had suggestedthat there was
anything to worry about. Anxiety began rising in the 1950s,pausedduring a period of
disinterest in nuclear power during the mid 1960sand rose steadily thereafterreaching a plateau
of about 25% in the early 1970s,before rising from 1975 to over a third by 1980, and surging
upwards in the early 1980sto reach 90% by 1986 (Readingsfrom Figure 2 in Weart 1988:
387). In contrast the optimistic articles peakedat nearly 50% in the mid 1950sunder the
influence of the 'Atoms for Peace' rhetoric, then begana steady decline from the early 1960s
reaching less than 10% by 1970 and stabilizing there. The crossoverpoint from optimism to
pessimismis the late 1960s,the start of the anti-nuclearpower movement in the United States,
also the time of minimal interest by periodicals in nuclear power issues.A similar result was
obtained by Harold Kohn in his analysis of books on nuclear energy in the Ohio State library;
of the 77 books published up till 1965, only 5 were anti-nuclear with 22 pro and 50 neutral
(Kohn 1984: 50). However between 1965 and 1980 of the 83 books published, 45
were antinuclear with only 18 pro and 20 neutral.
6.2.1

Anxieties

over radiation

The numbersinvolved in the anti-nuclearpower protest were small in the US
and most
European countries until the early 1970s,but they did have impact
an
on public opinion despite
strong support for nuclear from government,business,the trade unions, most professional
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organizationsand political parties. That the small anti-nuclearpower movement could shift
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For instancea small group of parliamentarybackbenchersin 1956raiseda series of issues,
including reactor safety, the adequacyof plans for nuclear waste disposal,and the dangersof
low-level radiation but in responsethe Governmentwas 'perplexed' at the expressionof
"anxieties which it is not usual to hear" (Welsh 2000: 63). At the Bradwell in early 1956 the
local MP reportedthat that the safety issuehad been"worrying local residents more than
fears
Inquiry
(Luckin
1990:
174)
the
the
and suspicionsof the
everyday
anything"
while at
objectorswere dismissedas 'unreal' by the Inspector.As Welsh commented"The concerns of
the objectors which had beenexpressedin such impassionedtermswere thus defined away as
being real only within the confinesof the Inquiry. Subjectedto the rigours of the 'real world'
they would dissolve away into 'unreality"' (Welsh 2000: 79).
At the next Inquiry at Hunterston in early 1957 fears about safety, due to the hazardsof
radiation, were also raised. Welsh commentsthat the Bradwell and Hunterston inquiries (2000:
89):
"... make it quite clear that public apprehensionover reactor safety and radiation hazards
existed during this period. It is also clear that the adequacyand legitimacy of the inquiry
systemwas strongly questioned.Yhebroad similarity of issuesat theseinquiries indicates
that thesewere generalisedanxietiesand not merely expressionsarisingfrom particular
instances".
These anxieties of the public persistedthroughout the 1960sand at Stourport in 1970 the CEGB
were still dismissing fears of radioactivedangers.Moreover its refusal to acknowledgeresident's
fears on nuclear safety and the dangersof radioactivity, made it impossible for it to shakeoff is
reputation as an unresponsiveand aloof organization.Furthermoreits inability to provide a
convincing answerto the frequently askedquestion (dating back at least to the first nuclear
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Inquiry at Bradwell in 1956) of why, if nuclearpower stationswere so safe,were they built in
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During the campaignat Stourport letter writers raisesthe issue of nuclear safety, with one
dominated
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1957.
This
Windscale
theme
safety
about nuclear
of
accident of
mentioningthe
the campaign,despitereassurancesfrom expertsengagedby the County Council. Cllr. Eric
Higgs,the secretaryof the APS, the anti nuclearpower station committee,was statedas saying
"We are objecting becausewe do not want this in Stourport. There will always be an elementof
fear, and we don't want to live with it' (KT&NS 5 June 1970). This fear of radiation was a
dominanttheme. Cllr Betty Gazard,a prime mover behind the campaign,said "None of us know
how much we shall receive,or if we shall receiveany or if it will do us any harm" (KT&NS 5
June 1970).
So what was the roots of theseanxietiesand fears?

6.3

Weart's 'Nuclear fear'

SpencerWeartusesthe term 'nuclearfear' to explainoppositionto nuclearpower,andin his
opinionthis fearwasheavily influencedby imagesof the nuclearbombin popularculture.The
bombhadbecomea very powerfulsymbolof massdestruction,the apocalypse,
anda world
ruinedby radiation.It had alsobecomeassociated
with mythsof 'technologyout of control', of
'mad andbad' scientistsexperimenting
with things 'bestleft unknown',and of controlof
natureandmankindby a remoteelite. Atomic energyhadbecomethe clicheof everySF horror
stories:of mutantinsectscausedby radiation,of deathrayscreatedby the evil scientistbenton
world control,of the crazedmilitary officer launchinga surprisenuclearstrike,or of
bureaucraticutilities ignoringnuclearsafetyproblems.The emergingenvironmentalmovement
it
images
highly
these
got
was ableto (perhapsunexpectedly)
when
emotional
capitalizeon
involvedin local campaigns
againstthebuildingof nuclearpowerplants.Weartcomments
"Nuclearfear wasby no meansthe onlyform of imagery;let alonethe only socialforce, behind
the environmental movement.But nuclearfear took a specialplace. It raised emotionsearlier
and on a more visceral level than any other issue.And it served as a banner that could rally
everyone around"(Weart 1988: 325).
This nuclear fear was recognizedby early analystsof the US anti-nuclearmovement.For
instance Ebbin and Kasper (1974) arguedthat the concernsthat induced opposition to a nuclear
power station was basedon more than simply environmental issues.They remarked "Fear of
things nuclear or atomic is not uncommonamong the population in general and intervenor
groups in particular. fear of nuclear accidents,fear of radiation exposure,fear ofpropinquity
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to nuclearplants, fear of long range unknowns,fear of technological error and commitmentto
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6.3.1

The WHO Study Group

This nuclear fear was recognizedearly on by the nuclear authorities, and in 1957the World
Health Organisation(WHO) set up a Study Group on 'Mental Health Aspects of the Peaceful
Usesof Atomic Energy', and an accountof its workings is given by one of its members,Ritchie
Calder,then a sciencejournalist." Calder wrote that the Study group sought to changethe
'irrational and deplorable' fear of sciencemeddling with things which would be better left
alone, or in other words to "seek to enthronereason and rebut the New Superstition"(Calder
1962: 23). The WHO Study Group made clear that by 'mental' it meant 'emotional' and
Calder wrote that to it (Calder 1962: 23):
......certain disturbingfeatures becameplain. One was the universal disquiet about atomic
energy,in terms not only of its potentialitiesfor destruction in a nuclear war but of its
peacetime implications ....civilized man tends to cower, like the Neanderthalforefathers, in
the dark cave of his emotions. Weare back in the 'childhood of mankind' Man's anxiety
about his own searchfor knowledgeand power is reflected almost universally in myth and
legend and still lurks in our own nature today".
These myths and legends,such as thoseof Pandoraand Faust,were renewedin SF films and
novels of the 1950s,about the radiation from the atomic bomb creating mutated creaturesthat
would wreck destruction on mankind (as in the highly popularl954 film Theml on giant killer
ants). The WHO Study group soughtto explain this fear "that trespassingin the Unknown will
invite a kind of cosmic revengeon mankind' in psychological terms as the tendency to relapse
into more primitive forms of thought and feeling known as 'regression'. As Calder reported
"The psychologists also have an explanationfor the universalfear of Yallout' and atomic
waste. Theseare associatedwith feeding and excretion. The danger to food is generally the most
disquieting concern aboutfallout or the risks of a nuclear mishap and, so the psychologistssay,
there is a symbolic association betweenatomic waste and body waste" (Calderl962: 24). This
fear of contamination of food was used by opponentsof nuclear bomb testing in the late 1950s,
when they campaignedon the issueof radioactive strontium-90 in milk. This radioactive fallout
threat to milk was also used in 1963by campaignersagainsta nuclear plant at Bodega Bay, an
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issuethat particularly appealedto women (Wellock 1998: 47). Such campaignsexploited deep
seatedmyths of milk as the most sacredof food, and as Weart observedsincethe time of
witchcrafttrials, accusationsof obsceneattackson milk have beena powerful weaponsagainst
"
(1988:
214).
Weart also agreeson the psychological importanceof atomic wastes
enemies
beingviewed as excrementsuggestingthat, on every level of humanthought, radioactive wastesin associationwith weapons-were seenas 'Jilthy insults against the proper order of things"
(Weart 1988: 298).
6.3.2 Linking

bombs and nukes

The linkage in the public mind betweenatomic bombs and power had always been strong, and
anti-nuclearpower campaigningcould be seenas a substitutefor the failed earlier attemptsto
rid the world of nuclear weapons.The hostility to nuclear weaponssoughtan easieroutlet: what
psychologistswould call 'displacement', a hostility that shrinks away from what is too
threatening,directing itself onto some other target instead (Weart 1988: 212). This can be
consideredas a rational responseto an insoluble problem, just as the 1950scampaignby Linus
Pauling's and others against atomic fallout, hid their primary goal of reducing the likelihood of
the use of atomic bombs.
Similarly in the 1970s,David Lilienthal, a veteranof the attempt to control the arms race,
remarkedthat people were attacking reactorsas a 'surrogate for bombs' (1980: 22-23). Weart
commentsthat the fear and hostility previously directed towards bombs was now directed onto
nuclear power, and this displacementbecameclear to him when one person remarked to him "I
can't do anything about the bomb, hut I can do something about reactors" (Weart 1988: 323).
Initially in the 1970sthe anti-bomb (or peace)movement and the anti-nuclear power movement
were distinct, due to style, tactics and differing constituencies.The peacemovement arguedthat
the problems of nuclear power were simply trivial comparedto the dangersof nuclear war, while
the anti-nuclear movementwas reluctant to compromiseits 'political neutrality' by
campaigning on an issue that had strong pacifist and left links (Nelkin 1981). In the UK most
campaignersdid not link nuclear power to nuclear weaponsuntil the early 1980swhen
hundreds of local groups networked in the Anti-Nuclear Campaign (ANC) joined together

with

a revigorated CND to opposeboth nuclear weaponsand nuclear power (Webb 1980).
6.3.3 Mastery

of Nature

The nuclear power reactor, to both supportersand opponents technological
of
progress, stood as
a 'fiull symbolic representationof attemptsby theforces of order to master nature" (Weart
1988: 369). Weart goes on to
explain that (1988: 369):

117
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hazardsto our daily lives, reactors were not obviouslyworse than,for example,the
chemicalsindustry. What reactors did offer that nothing else could match was a unitary
image tying together everything involved in the battle between 'nature' and 'culture' ".
Environmentalistswere at the heart of this battle againstthe mastery of 'nature', and thus the
large
battle.
Also
idealistic
largely
became
this
the
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objectswhich people could seeas 'blots on the landscape',servedas a very convenientconcrete
reality, in this ideological dispute about the direction and control of society. Thus the antinuclear power campaignwas able to link local rural 'NMY'

protestsabout the construction of

large industrial projects with urban romanticism about the destructionof nature by
technological elites.
6.4

Why anti-nuke?

What convertsthe individual to protest about nuclearpower, rather than a myriad of other
worthwhile issues?Sometimesit comesas an almost religious conversion,the suddenassociation
of nuclear reactorswith nuclear weapons,as a life threateningtechnology. One example is the
caseof David Pesonen,a leader of the group opposingthe building of a reactor at BodegaBay
in California, who had at first only opposedthe reactor as an industrial object desecratingthe
shore. According to SheldonNovick a chronicler of the fight againstnuclear power in
California, he was reflecting on the fight when he underwent a remarkableexperience"It was a
beautiful evening, a touch offog, " Pesonenrecalled."I had a feeling of the enormousnessof
what we werefighting, that it was antilife." It struck him that nuclear power was "the ultimate
brutality, short of nuclear weapons" (Novick 1976: 241). From then afterwards he becamea
vigorous campaigneragainstall reactors,basedon what Wellock calls 'moral environmentalism'
(Wellock 1998: 48). Other times it is an aestheticprotest at the mutilation of the landscape,
drawing on moral outrage over the degradationof the countryside dating back to childhood
days." One such caseis that of Langdon Winner, who in the final chapterof his book The
Whale and the Reactor, musing on the cultuml and political significance of the Diablo Canyon
nuclear power plant, wrote "To put the matter bluntly, in that place, on that beach, against
those rocks, mountains,sands and seas the power plant at Diablo Canyon is simply a hideous
mistake.It is out ofplace, out ofproportion, out of reason.It stands as a permanent insult to its
natural and cultural surroundings" (Winner 1986: 176).
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6.4.1 Schumacher's Ethical critique
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ionizingradiationhas becomethe mostseriousthreatto man'ssurvivalon earth" (Schumacher
1967a)." Furthermorehighly controversiallyhe saidthat nuclearstations"representan
incredible,incomparable,and uniquehazardfor humanlife [that] doesnot enterany
calculationsand is nevermentioned"(Times1967).
Schumacher
identifiednuclearwastedisposalas a key problem(Times1967;slightly different
1973a:126-7):
text in Schumacher
"No place on earth could be shown to be safefrom radioactive wasteproducts...The most
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one has consideredthe numberand location of thesesatanic mills which will relentlessly
accumulatein the crowded islands so that after a generation or two there will be no
habitation outside their 'sphereof influence'of one or more of them".
As Geoffrey Kirk, his assistantat the NCB, remarked"The responseto his lecture was immediate
and angry. Qjficialdom was outraged He was accusedof having spokenirresponsibly and of
being guilty of specialpleading. There was a public rebuke by the Ministry of Power, Richard
Marsh" (Kirk 1982: xiii). In a letter to The Times on 25 October 1967 he defendedhis speech,
and stressedthat economic considerationshould not have primacy over environmental ones. He
wrote (Schumacher 1967b):
"I ventured to suggestthat economicconsiderationsmust not automatically be acceptedas
decisive in such a case...there is no need to hurry to changefrom conventionalpower
stations to nuclear stations.
I am not alone in taking the view that in the absenceof necessity even a small amount of
genetic damage cannot bejustified or excusedby economic considerations."
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Schumacher
was a supporterof the conservationistargumentson the need to conservenatural
resourcesand to respectnature (see Conford 2001: 212). This conservationposition was
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fertility, to conserveforests, to conservefish populations, and so on".
His use of words, 'organic life' and 'rhythm of the seasons'are, perhaps,the influence of Soil
Associationwhich he joined in the early 1950s.According to his daughter,BarbaraWood, he
was strongly influenced by their ideas on organic agriculture, and 'wholeness' and health in the
broadestsenseand "His eyeswere openedto a whole new way of thinking" (Wood 1984: 221,
237). He eventually becametheir Presidentin 1970.Thus in his 1967 speechhe used their
languageand philosophy of conservationethics when he said (Schumacher1967a):
has
divorced
"In the blind pursuit of immediatemoneta?
not
only
man
y gains modern
himset(from nature by an excessiveand hurtful degreeof urbanisation, he has also
abandonedthe idea of living in harmony with the myriadforms ofpIant and animal life on
which his own survival depends;he has developedchemical substanceswhich are unknown
to nature.. The religion of economics...promotes an idolatry of rapid change... Die burden
ofproof is placed on those who take the 'ecological viewpoint"'.
The publication of his book Small is Beautiful in 1973 bought him much publicity for his
ethical views and he concludeshis chapteron nuclear energy with a restatementof his 1967
position on the need for the supremacyof ethical over economic values (1973a: 135):
"No degree of prosperity couldjustify the accumulation of large amountsof highly toxic
substanceswhich nobody knows how to make 'safe'and which remain an incalculable
danger to the whole of creationfor historical or evengeological ages. To do such a thing is
a transgressionagainst life itseý(,a transgressioninfinitely more serious than any crime ever
perpetrated by man. The idea that civilisation could sustain itseýron the basis of such a
transgressionis an ethical, spiritual and metaphysicalmonstrosity".
Schumachersideas that nuclear power was a 'transgressionagainst life itself chimed in with
popular concernsabout the effect of radiation on future generations.During the Stourport
campaign a local headmaster,Mr. Baylis, said "There are somepeople in Stourport who have
not been consulted- the children. If we hand this down to the children of Stourport as a
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heritage,we shall have done them a great deal of harm" (KT&NS 5 June 1970). This concern
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This ethical approachagain featured in a 'letter of concern' which appearedin The Guardian
on 7 January 1975, with 43 signatories,including those of E.F. Schumacher,Bishop Hugh
Monteflore, and Peter Hain. The letter stated"Our nuclear power programme representsa
Faustian bargain in which we arejeopardising the safety offuture generationsand their
environmentfor our own short-term energy benefits.. Weconsiderit is immoral and unwise to
pursue a technology which will leave such a dangerouslegacy to posterity" (Bryce Smith et al
1975).
6.4.2 Against

the 'Other'

However by the mid 1970s,many leading anti-nuclearintellectuals opposednuclear power not
on environmentalor ethical grounds,but becauseit was promotedby arrogant and secretive
institutions: the 'Other' (see section 5.3.2). Peter Chapman,in an interview with the author in
1998, remarked "What got me was the stupidity and arrogance of the industry. It was the
people not the technologyI was opposedto. It was the scientific stupidity of their claims it was
safe, that there was no problems, like waste disposal. Theyhad no basisfor such claims. Gofman
really impressedme, his claims that there was no such thing as a safe level of radiation"
(Chapman 1998).
Gerald Leach, an observerof the nuclear scenein the 1970s,attributesthe motivation behind
Many Of the anti-nukes to dislike of large scale institutions, and the threat of the 'nuclear state'.
Nuclear power, be believed, invited attack as it was "an attractive targetfor anti-authoritarians"
being arrogant, secretive,and insensitive(Leach 1996).This was true for Robin Grove-White, an
early environmental activist, who was motivatedby his dislike of the 'nuclear state' and its threat
to civil liberties. What irked him was the "CEGB arrogance of assumingthey could do whatever
they liked." (Grove-White 1996). Another anti-nuke campaigner,Brian Wynne, became
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involvedbecausehe had no confidence in the CEGB's energy projections or forecasting
methods:he believed that they had 'no intellectual substance'and were 'anti-democratic'
(Wynne 1996).
The most vocal and widely publicized criticism of the nuclear industry came from Walt
Patterson.It centredmore on a critique of the electricity supply industry (principally the CEGB)
as a powerful, monolithic, and undemocraticinstitution than on environmentalissuesof nuclear
power (Patterson1977). According to Patterson,political opposition to the CEGB, coalescedin
the anti-nuclearmovementbecausenuclear power was 'a big, easy and unifying target'
(Patterson1996).He believed that nuclearpower was vulnerablebecauseit was 'big, arrogant,
and powerful', and could be overthrown in a 'David versus Goliath struggle'.
In an interview with the authorhe said "The nuclear industry was its own worst enemy.In the
1950sand 1960s there was boundlessenthusiasmfor it, thepublic swallowed every extravagant
claim they made,which all proved wrong. Nuclear was given a start no other technologyhas
enjoyed" (Patterson 1996).He believed that nuclear power had built itself up with myths: of
Man confronting and overcoming Nature, of exploring the deepestsecretsof nature, and of
nuclearphysics as so esotericand fall of powerful secretsthat it was fit only for the Weinberg
idea of an elite 'nuclear priesthood'. Pattersonaimed to debunk this mysticism with his book
Nuclear Power (1976) and explained (Patterson1996):
"The nuclear establishmentcouldn't be trusted Up till then it was taken as law that only
they could understandnuclear power. My book; Nuclear Power, dispelled the aura of
mystery, it had a big impact. I arguedfrom the onset that there was nothing complexabout
nuclear, no more that TV, you didn't have to understandhow it worked to have opinions on
its use. This changedthe tenor of the debate.It demysti ed the exper ts, they were then seen
as overstating and misstating their case". 8"
Finally Gerald Foley, a more detached observer of the nuclear scene in the 1970s, laid the blame
on nuclear's unpopularity to its delusion caused by dreams of nuclear grandeur. In an interview
with the author in 1996 he cornmented "I was most unimpressed by the whole nuclear
establishment. 71ey were not malevolent bu1just seýrserving as others are, they were well
meaning but had delusions" (Foley 1996).
11us there was a divergence in concerns between local people (and old style conservationists)
opposed to nuclear power and the new movement intellectuals. For instance at a rally in 1976 at
Barrow residents demanded reassurances about possible hazards associated with the transport of
radioactive materials through the town, while RE expressed more concern about more remote
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issuesof plutonium security, proliferation implications, and the economicvalidity of the
reprocessingindustry (Patterson 1976a).

6.5

Recruiting anti-nuke activists
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thesetheoriesthat imply that
"identitygrowsfrom a singlefactor suchas classor upbringingor whatever,are inadequate",
andthat theyfail to "indicatewhy the majorityof surveyedindividuali-who,due to suchtraits,
can be thusclassifiedaspotentialactivistsfail to becomeinvolved'(Wall1999:96). An
the importanceof 'fiiendshipnetworks'that
alternativeapproachon activistrecruitmentstresses
individualsto participatein protestactivities.Douglas
encourage
uncommittedor disinterested
McAdamgivesthe following example(1986:68-9):
"Imagine the caseof a collegestudentwho is urgedby hisfiriendsto attenda large 'anti..
nuke' rally on campus.In decidingwhetherto attend,thepotentialrecruit is likely to weigh
the risksof disappointingor losingtherespectof hisfriendsagainstthepersonalrisksof
participation.Giventherelativelylow costandrisksassociated
with therally, this
hypotheticalrecruit is likely to attend,evenif he isfairly apatheticaboutthe issuesin
question".
The useof socialnetworksto recruitactiviststo a particularcausewasfoundby Alan Mazur
indicatethat recruitment
who notesthat "severalstudiesof recentsocial-protestmovements
often occursalongpre-existingsocial links, and thatpeoplefrequentlyjoin in an organizational
block rather than as isolatedindividuaLk"(Mazurl981:58). In his interviewsin 1973with 30
leadersof the Consolidated
NationalIntervenors,the coalitionthathad opposedthe AEC in the
hearingsoverthe ECCS(emergency
corecoolingsystems),Mazurfoundthat two-thirdshad
beenin environmental
groups(1975:68). Theseleaderswereusuallymature,middle-class
liberals who initially hadno specificdislike of nuclearpower.Their concernshaddeveloped
largely throughtheir participationin local environmental
groupsagainstthe building of a large
industrialplant - thenuclearpowerstation an areaof high scenicvalue,suchasthe
-in
Californiancoastline.Mazur wrote (1981:58):
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"Haýf of theseenvironmentalistsexplicitly reported that their concernshad been influenced
by other anti-nuclear people with whom they had come into personal contact. A few nonenvironmentalistswere introduced into antinuclear groups throughfilends... Only a few
respondentsformed their anti-nuclear alignment completely independentlyof important
social influences".
Mazur even found that the opinion of academicson nuclear issuesis related to the social
networkswhich exist within the academicsciencecommunity. He concluded"The political
judgementof scientistsare shapedby their social milieus,just as thoseof laymen" (Mazur
1981:81). A large proportion of the one fifth of the population that polls showedwere always
hostile to nuclear power were opposedto the degradationof the environmentand corporate
control of society. Mazur noted that the left orientation of the opponentsof nuclear power
plants could be observedas early as 1956,and "that liberals were more likely than conservatives
to find the anti-nuclear issueappealing, and were more likely to be recruited by the early liberal
activists" (Mazur 1981: 47). There is a long tradition within the left, encouragedby its ideology
of collective rather than individual action, of individuals banding togetherto form campaigning
groups which can combine to form a massmovement.As Mazur remarked"The options
usually available to someonewho wants to expresshis concernsare limited: either waste one's
efforts on solita?y protest with little chanceof successorjoin a currently-runningprotest
movementand pool resourceswith other sympatheticsouls" (Mazur 1981: 96).
6.5.1

The anti-nuke

movement in the US

The anti-nuclearmovementin the US arosepartly due to policy decisionsmade by the nuclear
industry, which alienatedsome of its traditional supporters,but mostly due to external changes
in society that turned passiveacceptanceof nuclear into open hostility for a significant minority
of the population. The policy decisionsmadeby the nuclear industry were typical of any
maturing technological industry as bureaucratstake over from scientists,and as the profit motive
replacesearly idealism. As the industry matured and more reactorscame on line, the emphasis
was now on regulation rather than research,on every day safety rather than hypothetical
accidents,and on consensusrather than critical inquiry. Nuclear scientistswere no longer in
control of a technology they had created,and those scientistswho fell foul of the bureaucratic
line were often easedout of the industry, to sometimesbecome
embitteredand highly vocal
critics, such as John Gofman and Arthur Tamplin (Weart 1988: 316). However the nuclear
industry has since its birth always had its
critics, often ex membersof staff, but their criticism
rarely reachedthe public. Why did the public suddenly want to listen to nuclear critics from the
late 1960s?

124

6.5.2

The Critics

speak out
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debate over nuclear weaponscentering around the Anti Ballistic Missile (ABM) programme.
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Philip Boffey (1969) in his profile on Sternglassaskedhow he could achieve such wide
exposurefor his views when so many scientistsbelieve he is wrong. Part of the answer,Boffey
wrote, probably lies in the fact that Sternglassmade good press copy - he had a startling theory
that relates to important public issue. FurthermoreSternglass"is in tune with a number of deep
public moods - the revulsion against the military, the desire to end contamination of the
environment, and the tendencyto disbelieve the rosy reports emanatingfrom government
agencies" (Boffey 1969: 199). Scepticismabout the impartiality of government agencieswas
further reinforced by the AEC's treatmentof two of its employees,John Gofman and Arthur
Tamplin, at its Livermore Laboratory in California. Gofinan, as an expert on the radiological
impact of biologically absorbedplutonium and the leader of a health researchprogram, had
been asked to review Sternglaps'Esquire article, and had enlisted the aid of Tamplin. But
Tamplin's report, defendedinternally by Gofinan, did not pleasethe AEC, even though it did
reduce the number of infant deaths a hundred fold from 400,000 to 4,000, but the AEC '!found
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anti nuclear propagandathe AEC was steadily losing 'the battle of images'. It was also losing
the scientific debateover threshold dosesof radiation and in 1971 the AEC were forced to
reduce the maximum permitted dose that a reactor could emit.
6.5.3

Anti-war

radicals turn anti-nuke

The criticism of the AEC must be seenin the context of radical studentprotest against the
Vietnam War and anything that smackedof the 'military-industrial complex'. It was an easy
step to move from protesting about bombs and missiles to reactors,and as public interest in the
ABM proposals faded away in late 1969, groups such as the Union of ConcernedScientists
(UCS) and the Scientists' Institute for Public Information looked around for a new issue. They
found it in local protest to the siting of nuclear power plants. Ile UCS was originally a group of
Boston basedscientistsand students,who had come together in 1969 againstthe ABM and the
military uses of academicresearch,and who wanted to affect 'an ideological change in society'
through more democratic control of scienceand technology (Downey 1986). After the A13M
protest faded away membershipdeclined but some were drawn into controversy over a proposed
nuclear site near Boston. One such memberwas Daniel Ford, then an economicsgraduate
student at Harvard, who got involved in researchover the safety of emergencycore cooling
systems(ECCS). In July 1971 the UCS published a report exposing the inadequaciesof, and the
internal dissent, over the ECCS,which attractedwidespreadmedia coverage(Wcart 1988: 319).
Hoping to answerthis new public criticism, the AEC openedpublic hearingson ECCS in
January 1972 that were plannedto -lastjust six weeksbut extended,with interruptions, well over
a year. Robert Gillette, in a seriesof four articles in Science traced the roots of the safety issue
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"to problems of the managementof the nuclear safetyprogram, and to an intensediscord that
has developed betweenthe AEC and its national laboratories" (Gillette 1972: 771). This
discord and the adversepublicity it received over its stifling of internal dissent and its scornful
dismissal of external critics fatally weakenedthe AEC's authority and credibility. Its behaviour
only reinforced people's suspicionsabout it being a powerful and arrogant bureaucracyor what
Peter Metzger (1972) called an 'atomic establishment'. Even the industry trade journal,
Nucleonics Week, noted that the hearings"have openedup a Pandora's box of scientific doubts
"
and bureaucratic heavyhandedness".
Daniel Ford wrote of this era that "The Vietnam war protests had prompted widespreadattacks
on 'Establishment' endeavours"and "The legal challenges to the nuclear power program were
being raised by individual citizen activists, local and national government organisations,
ýpublic interest' law firms, and ad-hoc groups opposedto the siting of nuclear power stations in
their locality" (Ford 1982: 116). One example of a 'public-interest' group was the Scientists'
Institute for Public Information, in St. Louis led by Barry Commoner which in 1971 brought a
lawsuit againstAEC's breederreactor program. Their critique was summarizedin the first
methodically argued and widely read anti-nuke book, The CarelessAtom, published in 1969 by
a Commoner protege, SheldonNovick. Most other organizationsthat opposedreactors similarly
drew much of their strength from individuals and groups who had first fought the AEC over
weapons (Nelkin 1981).This crossoverfrom weaponsto reactorswas common, and as Weart
remembers "In the coffeehouseswhere studentsgathered in the early 1970s, bulletin board
posters opposing the Vietnam War and the ABM were covered over with notices of meetingsto
protest reactors" (Weart 1988: 321)." This mobilization of activist groups is shown by the
formation of the ConsolidatedNuclear Intervenors, a coalition of more than sixty
"environmental groups fighting against the nuclear reactor program on safety issues", who
challengedthe AEC, during the ECCS hearings,using the technical evidenceof Ilenry Kendall
and Daniel Ford (Berger 1977: 47).
The growing anti-nuclear movementwas also greatly helped by the willingness of usually pronuclear papers,such as the New York Times to give spaceto stories questioningthe competence
and credibility of the AEC. This was done using the Freedom of Information Act to force the
AEC to disclose secretdocuments,which were then passedonto friendly journalists. David
Burnham, a New York Time reporter who coveredthe UCS campaignon the ECCS,
,
rememberedtwo decadeslater(Weart 1988: 378 nlO):
"Henry Kendall and Dan Ford came up with a brilliant way of using the media in their
nuclear safety work Theyknew that a reporter.. could not directly challenge the assertions
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Thus the anti-nuclearcritics saw the weak point of the nuclear program as its administrative,not
its technical, record and knew this would appealedto the 'muckraking' tradition of US
journalism. As Daniel Ford put it "Having regarded the nuclear program uncritically for two
decades,the news media detectedthe scent of a potential scandal, which in the normal course of
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By the early 1970sthe AEC was worried by the increasinglysuccessfultactics of the vocal
minority who were opposing nuclear-plant construction, and the negative tone of much nuclear
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documentsand protest resignations" (Cohn 1997: 379). The credibility of the AEC continued
to decline with calls by its critics for its dismemberment.This was achievedin 1974,when
Congresssplit the promotion and regulation of nuclear technology into two agencies,and also
stripped the powerful Joint Committee on Atomic Energy of its unique powers. Ibis was a major
victory for the anti-nukesand as Weart commented"Nuclear energy lost its strongest
institutional supporters" (Weart 1988: 346).
This successfor the anti-nuke movementalso attractedprofessionalactivists, those who saw the
opportunity for their organizationsto take advantageof an increasingly popular issue."
Typical of this was Ralph Nader, a crusaderagainstthe hidden evils of industry and government
and in 1970 more concernedwith air pollution from oil and coal than hazardsfrom nuclear
power (Weart 1988: 326). But by late 1972, after the publicity over the warnings on radiation by
Gofman and Taniplin and the AEC machinationsat the ECCS hearings,he had become
convinced that in nuclear power the public faced another official 'cover-up' of hazards.So he
convened a national conferencein late 1974 that bought together more than a thousandanti-
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6.5.4

UK imports

US expertise

Anti-nuclear argumentsin the United Stateswere rapidly transmitted to Britain by the media,
and used in British debatesover the safety of nuclear power. The work of Gofman and Tamplin
was used by consultantsworking for WorcestershireCounty Council in its opposition to a
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the
to
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though
they
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claims of Sternglass(see section 2.4.7). The consultantsstate (Leslie & Shaw 1970: Volume 3:
4):
"Gofman & Tamplin are responsiblepeople.. and should not to be confusedwith Prof
Sternglass,who recently got a lot ofpublicityfor his views that bomb testshad killed
hundreds of thousandsof children. Our colleaguesare unanimousthat the-statistics will not
bear the interpretations which Sternglassis trying to put on them".
The influence of American anti-nuclearworks was also evident in remarks by another consultant
to the Council when he said, most probably referring to Sternglass'claim (Spiersl970a):
"I believe Windscale-typeaccidentsare unlikely or impossible with the present closed
circuit type of reactor, but I imagine some kind of accidental escapeis conceivable and I
imagine the Council to be concernedabout this, particularly in view of the recently renewed
press and TV discussionson radiation dangers". "
The work of Gofinan and Tamplin on safety was quoted heavily in a BBC TV documentary 'A
Question of Survival' broadcaston 14 December 1971. This broadcast,later criticised in the
technical press, is one of the key eventsto which Pocock attributes the start in 1972 of "well
organized and well publicized opposition to plans for the expansionof nuclear power in Great
Britain" (Pocock 1977: 227).
Pocock is certainly wrong here, an effective opposition did not emergeuntil 1975; but by 1972
movement intellectuals, such as Walt Pattersonand Peter Bunyard, had since 1970 been
articulating and publicizing reasonsfor opposition to nuclear power in their magazinesY=
Environment and The Ecologist. Pattersonwas in a unique position to do, as he had rcported on
the 1972 ECCS hearings,so was able to import all the US debate.
Opposition to nuclear power amongstmovement intellectuals was fuelled not so much as by
$nuclearfear', than by the growing realization that nuclear power was not going to be the
utopian energy source - the answcr to the world's energy problems - that pro-nuclear
intellectuals like Alvin Weinberg had promoted.Thus John Davoll, in his
views on nuclear
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power, not only highlighted the problems of the rapidly growing stockpile of long-lived,
indestructible and highly toxic radioactive wastesbut also wrote that (ConSoc 1975: 15):
"detailed proposals for a world nuclear economy,by Alvin Weinberg and others only
...
undermineforcibly how completelyit commits humanity to maintaining a complex and
hazardous system... Nor does nuclear power, on careful examination,showpromise of
being cheap or being able to mitigate the impending confrontation betweenrich and poor
countries".
This rejection of nuclear power as a utopian energy sourceis covered in the next chapter.
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7.

Energy

Utopianism:

the search for a

-perfect

energy source
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criticism of 'clectro-proganda' by Carey & Qurk (1970). It then explores the notion of
'techno-arcadia', the interwar idea that electricity could revitalize the countryside and how this
resulted in rural opposition to 'the march of the pylons' in Britain in the 1920s.The second
section examinesthe myths surrounding atomic power dating back to the early 20th century,
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others on why the nuclear dream failed. The third section looks at longstanding hopes of
utopias powered by the sun (or what is now termed 'renewable energy'), particularly strong pre
WWI. However post WW2 hopesfor solar were dashedby governmentbacking for atomic
energy, and solar energy was only revitialized by the AT (alternative technology) movement
from the late 1960s.

7.1

Energy and Society

hasbeenwidespreadparticularly
The tendencyto attachutopianattributesto new technologies
in Americansociety.OneAmericanwriter on technology,LangdonWinner,remarkedthat it is a
recurringfantasyin industrialsocietythat a new technologywill endpeople'salienationfrom
the currentcentralizedpolitical andtechnologicalsystem.Winnerwrote(1986:96):
"Dreams of instant liberation from centralized social control have accompaniedvirtually
every important new technological systemintroduced during the past century and a hatC
The emancipationproposed by decentralistphilosophers as a deliberate goal requiring
long, arduous social struggle has been upheld by technological optimists as a condition to
be realized simply by adopting a new gadget".
Winner talks about a great tradition of optimistic tcchnophilia and remarked (1986: 106):
"It is not uncommonfor the advent of a new technology to provide an occasionforflights
of utopianfancy. During the last two centuries thefactory system,railroads, telephone,
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prominently in the belief that a new and glorious age was about to begin".
This belief in the liberating power of new technologieswas common amongstintellectuals and
writers in the 1930s.Lewis Mumford believed that there could be a return to nature by way of
modem technology, and in his 1938 book, The Culture of Cities, according to his biographers
the Hughes he "waxes lyrically about the liberating qualities of electric power lines, aluminum,
radios, automobiles, superhighways and planes" (Hughes and Hughes 1990: 108). This
technological utopianism,is beyond the scopeof this thesis but is discussedin great detail by
Howard Segal (1985) who examinesthe historical phenomenonof an uncritical faith in
technology's ability to solve all problems, and David Nye (1994; 1998) who provides a cultural
history of American relationships with technology and energy use.
It is therefore no surprise that supportersof new energy technologies,fi-om.the steamengine to
the solar cell, have since the mid 19th century proclaimed that thesetechnologiescould act as a
motive force for desired social changeand as a meansof returning to a 'cherished naturalistic
bliss'. The discovery of electricity, in particular, gave birth to ideasof a new bond between
nature and society, termed 'the rhetoric of the electrical sublime' and was appropriatedby late
Victorian writers, such as reformers (as in Howard's Garden Cities of Tomorrow), by
revolutionaries (as in Kropotkin's Fields, Factories and Workshops)and in utopian science
fiction (as in Bellamy's Looking Backward). Theseideas and images for new energy
technologies were examinedby GeorgeBasalla (1980; 1982), who termed it 'energy
utopianism'. For electricity they were termed 'electricity triumphalism' by Bill Luckin (1990)
in Britain and the 'mythos of the Electronic Revolution' by JamesCarey and John Quirk in the
US (1970).
7.1.1

Basalla's

Energy

utoplanism

In his 1982 essay'Some PersistentEnergy Myths' Basalla reviewed the history of the
introduction of a new source of energy into society over the last two centuries and concluded
there was a recurrent energy myth. Ile stated(Basallal982: 27):
a any newly discoveredsource of energy is assumedto be withoutfaults, infinitely
...
abundant, and to have the potential to affect utopian change in society. 77jesemythspersist
until a new energy source is developedto the point that its drawbacks becomeapparent
and thefailure to establish a utopian society must be reluctantly admitted'.
Social commentators,he believed, do not seemto learn from
previous mistakesby overenthusiasts,for the next sourceis not handled in a more restrainedfashion. Basalla commented
(1982: 28):
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"Instead, the recently discarded energy myths are resurrected and bestowedupon the
newcomer. And so the cycle continues,with only the myths remaining unaltered while various
hydropower,
leave
nuclear power and
the
coal,
public spotlight:
sources of energy enter and
solar energy".
Basalla noted that these fantasiesattachedto energyuse and production are sharedby a wide
he
Finally
concluded
the
generalpublic alike.
section of society: technologists,capitalists, and
that "Energy myths are particularly dangerousbecausethey blind us to the realities of new
future
ignoring
land
the real problems of
by
the
and
of
energy sources promising a golden
today" (Basalla 1982: 28).
Energy utopianism is strongly linked to social utopianism, the desire to create new forms of
society based on using the latest technology to liberate people from work or to create mass
wealth. Some SF writers saw the discovery and developmentof new energy sourcesas a meansto
power a 'utopian' society, or as often with 'atomic energy' the meansby which society was
destroyed. However most sf writers saw atomic energy asjust a new sourceof unlimited power.
As Brian Staplefordpoints it was not until the 1960sthat SF (and most other writers) considered
the possibility of energy shortages,before that the problem was of a society coping with
unlimited energy resources(Clute and Nicholls 1999: 953-5). For further details of the
treatment of atomic power by sf writers seesection 6.1.
7.1.2

Electro-propaganda

In the early 20th century the provision of electricity, particularly to rural areas,was seenas a key
component of modernization and industrialization of society. This desire for electrification was
perhaps most intensein the Soviet Union after the 1917 revolution, and Lenin enthusiastically
declared in December 1920 at the Eight All-Russia Congressof Soviets that (Lenin 1920):
"Communism is Sovietpower plus the electrification of the whole country.. only when the
country has been electrified, and industry, agriculture and transport have beenplaced on the
technical basis of modern large-scale industry, only then shall we befully victorious".
Lenin's view on the transforming merits of electrification found similar support in the United
States.For instance,JosephK. Hart, a professorof education,extolled in 1924 the liberation that
electricity would bring (Hart 1924 11):
"Centralization has claimed everythingfor a century: the results are apparent on every
hand. But the reign of steamapproachedits end.- a new stage in the Industrial revolution
comeson. Electric power, breaking awayfrom its servitude to steam,is becoming
independent.Electricity is a decentralizingform ofpower: it runs out over distributing lines
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control andfreedom once again".
These ideas were supportedby Lewis Mumford, who together with other conservationistssuch as
Gifford Pinchot, formed the Regional Planning Association of America around the goals of
US
Government
by
the
adopted
were
which
public electricity power and community planning
during the 1930s,with the creation of the TennesseeValley Authority (TVA) and the Rural
Electrification Administration. This intenseadmiration and enthusiasmfor electrification as the
harbinger of modernizationwas widespreadin all western countries, especiallythose that saw the
state as the leading agent for social changethrough widespreadplanning. Bill Luckin, writing on
the construction of the National Grid in Britain in the inter-war years, developsthe conceptof
'triumphalism', a progressiveideology that would overcometraditionalist thinking on technical
change. He remarked that 'triumphalism' (Luckin 1990: 2):
44 was grounded in the scientific premise that economy,society and culture would be rapidly
...
and radically transformedby the new source of energy.Forged by electrical engineers,
contractors, salesmen,journalists and technocrats,this progressivist ideology was buttressesby
powerful state bureaucracies".
This rhetoric or 'electro-propaganda'from the technical press, like Electrical Revie promoted
,
the image of the forthcoming 'golden age of electricity' to consumers,basedon its association
with 'progress', with a modem, middle-classlifestyle basedon health, leisure and domestic
appliances. As Luckin commented(1990: 20):
"Electrical triumphalism was more than a generalised and at time a quasi-religious
rhetoric, growing out of and molded by a deepdefensivereaction to the existing
technological order. It must be seenas the shaper and bearer of imageswhich made up the
ýublicface'of

electricity and which persuadedlarge numbersof the uncommittedto invest,

symbolically as much as economically,in the )ruture' rather than the ýast ' ".

7.1.3 Critics
There were few critics of the 'electro-propaganda'in the post war years and perhapsthe first
were JamesCarey and John Quirk who examinedthe notion of electricity as a liberating force in
two essaysin-The American Schola in 1970.In the first they reviewed the futurist ethos
presentedby modem intellectuals, such as Marshall McLuhan and Buckminstcr Fuller, that
"identifies electricity and electrical power, electronics and cybernetics,with a new birth of
community, decentralization, ecological balance and social harmony" (Carey and Quirk 1970:
220). 11ey then identified Harold Innis, the Canadianeconomist, as the first to produce a
systematiccritique of the notion that electricity would replace centralization in economicsand
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fact
In
Innis argued the trend of
democracy
decentralization,
revival.
and a cultural
politics with
new technologies was towards increasedterritorial expansion,spatial control, commercialism and
. perialism - what we would today called 'globalization'. As Carey and Quirk remarked (1970:
241):
"He recognized that the speedand distance of electronic communication enlarged the possible
scale of social organizations and greatly enhancedthe possibilities of centralisation and
imperialism in matters of culture and politics".
Innis argued against technological determinism,and that to achieve a technology's potential
requires sympathetic institutions, and a culture that could effectively support alternative styles of
life. He thus recommendedthe maintenanceof alternative traditions of life and thought,
traditions attuned to the demandsof history and the need for stability and continuity (Carey and
Quirk 1970: 399). Carey and Quirk concludedthat the task of intellectuals was to
demythologize the rhetoric of the electrical sublime, and that they should addressthemselves
directly to questions of control of technology: not of centralism versus decentralism but
democratization and "the reconciliation of immensepower and wealth with the ideals of liberty
and equality" (Carey and Quirk1970: 424).
As Winner pointed out the earlier enthusiastsfor large-scaleelectricity projects failed to notice
that large dams and power plants would be controlled by electric utilities, firms or government
agenciesdestined to have enormouspower (Winner 1986: 95). This issue of the control of
technology would be taken up by the anti-nuclearmovement,with critics such as Pattersonand
Lovins, challenging the autocratic decision making of big centralizedutilities, like the CEGB.
Instead they proposedsmall decentralizedenergy sources,basedon solar energy, with the thesis
that it was decentralizationof generationthat was crucial to democracyand community not
decentralization of use.
7.1.4

Techno-arcadia

Electrification was promoted in the intcr-war years not only as progressfor urban areas,but also
as the saviour of the countryside, then suffering from a prolonged agricultural depression.7bis
new form of energy it was arguedcould revitalize agriculture and rural life, and thus preserve
the English tradition and way of life. Thus progrcssivcsarguedthat electricity could be the
saviour of the traditional way of lifcl As Luckin remarked(1990: 83):
"Triumphalists came to stress 'natural'connections betweenfarming, the revival of the 'organic'
village community, and the newfor?n of energy as a stimulant to rural craj2s and industries".
This dream of a techno-acadia,longstanding in English and American utopian thought, would
allow the decentralization of society and a dynamic, participatory and humanized economy of
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villages in which craft would be revolutionized and made more widely available. In this arcadia,
the ravages of industrialism and the machinewere to be amelioratedin a clean and communal
agrarian environment, itself renovatedand revitalized by electricity. In return the countryside
would learn to love the high voltage electricity pylons straddling the countryside with E.P.
Bennett, a Chicago architect, quotedin 1925 as saying there was "something irresistibly fine in
the aspect of great airy structures stalking the hills" (Levy 1997: 578). Not all could sharethe
modernist's aesthetictastesbut at least they could seethem as an essentialpart of rural life. "
This dream of techno-archadiawas promoted by the ecological planners Patrick Geddesand
Lewis Mumford, his American disciple, who saw the potential for decentralizedcities through
the use of hydroelectricity. Mumford's interest in decentralizationand regionalisel meant that
he, according to the utopian historian Krishan Kumar "grasped thefact that theflexibility and
adaptability of electric communicationand electric power.. had laid thefoundations for a more
decentralised urban developmentin small units, responsiveto direct human contact and
enjoying both urban and rural advantages"(Kumar 1987: 485).
Mumford supported the 'village indpstry' concept of Henry Ford, the car manufacturer, who
publicly stated that they could be as efficient and profitable as large scaleurban centres (and
privately believed that they were less conduciveto labour unions and strikes). Ford believed that
"bigger no longer meansautomatically better, theflexibility of the power unit, the closer
adoption of meansto ends,and nicer timing of operation, are the new marks of efficient
industry" (quoted in Hughes 1990: 107).
While the countryside welcomed the benefits of electrification in first half of the 20th century
there were objections by conservationistsbasedon aestheticgrounds: the damageto the
landscape from pylons and dams.
7.1.5

Opposition

to pylons

The first opposition in Britain was in urban areaswhere City Councils since the 1890shad
opposed the proliferation of local distribution poles and wanted them placed undcrground. But
there was not public opposition until the proposedconstruction of the National Grid from 1926.
Even the 'triumphalists' realized that this plan for 4,000 miles of high voltage pylons crossing
rural areaswould attract some hostility from those affected by the thesc 'new and alien physical
structures' without yet benefiting from electricity supply. As Luckin remarked "The natural
landscape and 'amenity, farming land and property
rights- all would be threatened by the
'march of the pylons' and the building of massiveand polluting 'super-stations,"
(Luckinl990: 94). Conservationistswere quick to realize the dangersof the infant National
Grid, and the countryside defender,Clough Williams-Ellis, wrote in 1928 "Clearly the
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this magic network going to cost us?" (quoted in Girling 1996).
However the triumphalists were certain that the long term economic benefits of the National
Grid would outweigh the social costs,"and that the 'community' must be willing to pay high
1990:
(Luckin
transformation"
term
short
costs to achieve so majestic a scientific and cultural
95). Rural conservationistswere however not convinced and protest groups established
themselvesin the late 1920sand early 1930sin the South Downs, the Lake District, the New
]Forestand London. The strong opposition in Sussexlead to a two day public inquiry in
September 1929 with much national media attention and debate,and lobbying of Ministers. The
National Grid plan was however approved,which led to strong feelings of bitternessin rural
Sussexat the lack of governmentattention to local opinion. The approval was seenas an
in
lead
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defeat
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(Luckin 1990: 100). Subsequentlyfrom the early 1930s attitudes to pylons among
conservationistsand the 'aesthetes'began to change,towards greater acceptancethat pylons
were part of 'man-made nature.'
7.1.6

Opposition

to dams

Britain had limited hydro-electric capacity, except in Scotlandwhere the first schemewas
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by
British
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at
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completed
118). But progressat developing Scotland's hydro potential was slow in the interwar years
dogged by conflict over private ownership from Scottish nationalists and its aestheticand
landscapeeffects from conservationists.It was only with the creation of the North Scotland
Hydro-Electric Board in 1943, dedicatedto providing social benefits and economic
regenerationof the Highlands, that there was substantialdam building.
Worldwide from the 1930 there was great publicity for dam projects with its engineersobtaining
a heroic status.As Basalla commentedhydro-clectricity was "seen as a perfect, almost magical
form of enere'which

would "lead to the decentralisation of society and to the establishment

of a utopian socieV' (Basalla 1982: 3 1). This euphoria reachedits peak during the New Deal
era in the United Stateswith the TVA intendedto serve as a showcasefor the positive linkage of
electricity, decentralizationand citizen participation in reclamation of the landscape.Naturally it
failed to live up to its utopian expectations,and to Carey and Quirk it demonstratedthe ':folly of
identifying technical projects with the creation of democratic community" (1970: 237).
In the post colonial era in the 1950sleadersof the newly independentnations in Africa saw dam
building as symbols of modernity and independence,the most famous casebeing President
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Nasser and the Aswam dam in Egypt. Dams servedpolitical purposes,and as John McNeill, the
environmental historian, remarked (2000: 157):
"Communists, democrats,colonialists and anticolonialists all saw some appeal in big
dams. Governmentslike the image they suggested:an energetic,determinedstate capable
of taming rivers for the social good Dams helped to legitimate governmentsandpopularize
leaders, somethingthe United Statesneededmore than ever in the depressionyear, and
something Stalin, Nehru, Nasser, Nkrumah, and others all sought".
The TVA was promotedpost-war to other countries as a model of dam building for social
democracy under the rhetoric rubric of 'Universal Electrification', and more discretely as a
weapon in the Cold War, an idea later implementedby nuclear power under the 'Atoms for
Peace' program. However there was increasingopposition post-war by conservationistsin the
United Statesand Germanyto the building of massivedams that would alter landscapesand
adversely effect downstreamecosystems.The building of large dams becamea focal point of
national environmentalprotest becausethey were highly visible and disruptive projects (Rudig
and Lowe 1986: 279). In the US, the Sierra Club's campaignfrom 1950 to 1955 against the
building of a dam at Echo Park, in Dinosaur National Monument, was successfuland marked a
return by that organization to national campaigningafter an absenceof over three decades
following its damagingand divisive campaignagainstthe Hetch Hetchy dam in the early years
of the century.
The Hetch Hetchy dam controversy has assumedmythic statusamongstmany commentators,a
battle lost to the utilitarians but the war won by conservationistto protect national parks. As
Neuzil and Kovarik remarked (1996: 125):
"Retch Retchy's effect on the conservationmovementdivides scholars andpoliticians.
Many take a lost-the-battle, won-the- war view. On the winning side: No part of a national
park has since been appropriatedfor such a project'.
The battle was a key mobilization point for conservationistsaround the country, but the Sierra
Club, despite John Muir's efforts, was split on the issue,which involved for Californians
many
complex political and social issuesover water rights, the public control of utilities, and the role
of national parks." Muir, who died in 1914,soon after the battle was lost, was seenby many as a
martyr for the conservationist'scause,and a victory did come with the creation of the National
Parks Service in 1916.However the Sierra Club did
not fare well, there being a significant
minority opposedto Muir's position- a Sierra Club poll of its membersin 1910 voted 589 to
161 for Muir's position
-and eventually about 50 membersresigned(Neuzil and Kovarik 1996:
125 n4). As StewartUdall commentsin his
memoirs the Sierra Club after the death of Muir
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"became little more than a regional hiking club, preoccupied with the resourcesin its own
backyard" (Udall 1988: 206). It was only rejuvenatedin the 1950swith the appointmentof
David Brower, as its first executivedirector, who led, togetherwith the WildernessSociety,a five
year campaign to save Dinosaur National Monument (see Gottlieb 1993:41-3).
The significance of the conservationist'svictory at Echo Park was well appreciatedby one of its
leading opponents,CongressmanWayne Aspinall of Colorado when he declared"If we let them
[the conservationists] knock out Echo Park dam, we hand them a tool they'll usefor the next
hundred years" (quoted in Brooks 1980: 248). As Paul Brooks commented,the 'tool' was
nothing less than public awarenessthat the national parks and monumentshad been created for
the use and enjoyment of all people, and were thus inviolate (Brooks 1980: 248). By the early
1960s most conservationistssupportednuclear power as a preferred alternative to dam building.
As John Wills commented(2001: 453):
"The American conservationistlobby vilified hydroelectric projects as concrete behemoths
threatening large-scale disruptions of river ecosystems,while welcoming talk of ecologically
benign, setr-containedatomic energyfacilities. However supportfor the peaceful atom
wavered when atomic developerschosesites of specific interest to the conservation lobby".
In the early 1960sthe siting of nuclear power plants and their potential impact on scenic
resourcescausedcontroversy for the Sierra Club." The first site proposedby the Pacific Gas
and Electric (PG&E) utility on the Californian coastwas at BodegaBay, which was eventually
abandonedas unsuitable after the discovery of the SanAndreas Fault beneathit; the site was
turned into a nature reserve(Wellock 1998: 17-61; Wills 2001: 465). Someof the Sierra Club's
executive then worked closely with PG&E to find an acceptablesite, eventually deciding to
support PG&E's choice of the Nipomo Dunes.David Brower and others protestedthe club
endorsementof Nipomo Dunes site, questionedits decision making protest and whether the club
should participate in such deals.A bitter organizationalconflict ensuedwhich almost split the
club, led to the firing of Brower and a shakc-outof the club's leaders(Wellock 1998: 68-69;
Gottlieb 1993: 46; 334: n68)." Ile Nipomo Dunes was abandonedin favour of a site Diablo
of
Canyon, where a reactor was built.
There was similar opposition in Britain to the use of remote coastal sites for nuclear power
stations, particular by Max Nicholson at the DungenessInquiry in 1958 (see section 2.2.4). Also
the post-war building of hydroelectric plants in Wales did not go unopposedby conservation
groups such as the CPRE. The opposition was on amenity and landscapegrounds,particularly
over developmentsin SnowdoniaNational Park." Ilowevcr by 1971 the CEGB, through its
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7.2

The Nuclear Age

The atomic utopiabegan,accordingto Basalla(1982:33-5),with the promotionof atomic
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Soddy'sviews on atomicenergyhada greatimpacton the public,andinspiredH.G. Wells to
write his famoussciencefiction novel TheWorldSetFree,(subtitledA StoryofMankind)
publishedin 1914.Wells explicitly dedicatedhis book to Soddy's71eInterpretationof Radium,
and gavethe world the first vision of whathe calledthe 'atomicbomb'.As Basallaremarked
by
H.G. Wells,who then
Soddy'sscientificwork andhis propheticstatements
upon
seized
were
"explored thepessimisticstrain in Soddy'sthoughtby writing a novel,771eWorldSetFree
(1914), in which the atomwasfirst usedin a devastatingworld war" (Basalla1982:33).This
horrors
bleak
is
dated
the
forl956
of atomicwarfare
of
world war
picture
andpresentsa very
with hundredsof cities destroyed.Later in the book the atomis usedfor peacefulpurposesand
it concludeswith a culturalrenaissance
This
highly
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influential in giving us conflictingimagesof atomicpower,which wereutilized by future
sciencefiction writers.As Basallaconcluded"21e MorldSetFree mightwell standas a symbol
of the ambiguousresponseof Westernmenand womento atomicpower. Thechoicewas utopia
or oblivion, The Gardenof Edenor Armageddo"(Basalla1982:33).
While other authorsdo not disputethe impactof Soddy's1909book and Wells' 1914novel,
they seethe rootsof nucleareuphoria(andambiguity)datingbackfiirthcr to the discoveryof
X-rays and radiumat the endof the 19thcentury.The discoveryof the phenomenon
of
radioactivityin 1896dueto X-ray emissionsfrom radium,led to a 'radium craze' amongstthe
public beginningin 1903(Badash1979).Radioactivitywasseenasscientificmiraclewith a wide
rangeof positivehealtheffects.Newspapercoveragein the early20thCenturywas strongly
positive,eventhoughit wasacknowledged
that exposureto radiumcausesbumsandeventual
death.Scientistswho diedwereconsidered
as 'martyrsto science',andthe press,scientistsand
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industry all promoted the view that the benefits of radium, particularly for 'curing' cancer,
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all atomic discoveriesmust be seenin the context of the strong support for scienceand
technology, which in the 1930sled to the utopian ideology of 'scientism, an unshakeable
belief in the virtues of the scientific method. Similarly StephenHilgartner and his colleagues
believed that the excessivebelief in and promotion of atomic energy led to 'nukespeak', which
they describe as the languageof the nuclear mindset - the world view or system of beliefs of
nuclear developers.They wrote (Hilgartner et al 1983: xiii):
"euphoric visions of nuclear technologiesare an important expressionof the nuclear
brought
19th
Century
The
discovery
the
the
mindset.
end of
ofX-rays and radium at
forward visions of a technological Garden of Eden. Thephilosopher's stone and the elixir
of life had beenfound at last".
The discovery of nuclear fission produced by U-235 in 1938 unleasheda torrent of similar
imagery: nuclear-poweredplanes and automobileswould whisk us effortlessly around the globe,
while unlimited nuclear electricity powered undergroundcities, farms, and factories (see
illustrations in Langer 1940; also in Popular Mechanics January 1941, p3). While the
destructive possibilities of atomic energywere acknowledged,thesewere swept away by the
argument that U-235 was too valuable to waste as an explosive and "Industrious, powerfiul
nations and clever, aggressiveraces can win at peacefar more than could ever be won at war"
(Langer 1940: 18). Langer's article in 1940 in the popular US magazineColliers is an example,
perhaps extreme, of the then utopian projections of the technical and social transformations that
U-235 would have on society. While his technologiesof nuclear-poweredplanes soaring to 50
miles above the surface of the earth and off-road automobilcs roaming the planet were the stock
of 1930ssci-fi fantasies,his social predictionsof the end of poverty, classand war were the
product of pre-war scientism and faith in social engineering,inspired by admiration for the
Soviet Union and satirized in novels like Brave New Morld. Langer boldly declaredthat wc are
entering (1940: 18):
,6...a period of unparalleled richness and opportunitiesfor all. Privilege and class
distinction and other sourcesof social uneasinessand bitternesswill becomerelics because
things that make up the good life will be so abundant and inexpensive.Mar itsel(will
becomeobsoletebecauseof the disappearanceof theseeconomicstressesthat immemorially
have caused it".
The main problems seenin this future are boredom causedby excessive
consuraption,
uniformity of living standardsand lack of novelty. While there may be 'eccentrics and
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criminals' who might want to use U-235 for 'destructive purposes',this problem Langer
believed can be overcome by ensuring "that the citizens of thefuture be educatedbetter than
they are now with respect to their social responsibilities". If this is not sufficient then eugenics
can be used, with Langer warning that "Certain kinds of abnormalities will have to be overcome
or their possessorsdestroyed' (Langer 1940: 54). Finally Langer proposesa system of
'proliferation' control saying that "society will have to keep track of all the Uranium produced
and refined, and take action at once against any individual who tries to accumulatea
dangerous supply" (Langer 1940: 54).

Despiteits utopianpredictionsandupbeatmessageLanger'sarticleunwittingly re-emphasizes
Soddy'swarningthreedecadesearlier,aboutthe possibilitiesof nucleardestructionif sufficient
care is not taken.How to exercisethis carewasto occupythe mindsof the morethoughtful
for
Weinberg's
in
Alvin
nuclearadvocatesfor the next threedecades,
proposal
an
culminating
'nuclear priesthood'to watchover us for generations
to come(Weinberg1972).111
7.2.1 The atomic bomb: Doomsday or paradise
After the droppingof the two atomicbombson Japanin 1945therewasa rushby publishersto
producebookson the new atomicage.The first was TheAtomicAge Opensby DonaldGeddes,
by world
a 256 pagepaperbackcompendiumof newsstories,editorialsandpronouncements
leaders,which alongwith otherbooks,suchasAtomicEnergyin the ComingEra by David Dietz,
gavedetaileddescriptionof the comingatomicutopia.
The atomicbombcausedintensepublic debatein the United Stateson the morality of using
atomic weapons,and fear andanxietyaboutthe consequences
of atomicwarfare(Boyer 1985).
T'hepublic werepresentedwith two conflictingvisionsof the atomicfuture,andjournalistsgave
Howeverthis public anxiety
their readersthe imageof societybeingat a nuclearcrossroads.
fadedin a yearor two to be largelyreplacedwith a postwar nucleareuphoria.David
Lilienthal"', the first Chairmanof the Atomic EnergyCommissioncreatedin 1946,helped
popularizethis optimismwriting in The Natio in 1946of "the almostlimitlessbeneficial
applicationsof atomic energy"(Lilienthal 1946:41) while in the masscirculationmagazine
Newswee they wrote aboutthe "miraculouspowersof atomic-fissionenergy"(Ford 1982:29).
William Laurence,a well knownwriter for theNew York Time wasan enthusiastic
promoterof
what Ililgartncr calls the 'the sunnysideof the atom'. In an articlein 1948for the mass
circulationWoman'sHomeCompanionentitled'Paradiseor Doomsday'.Laurencewrote in
utopiantones,sayingthat humanity,hadwith his knowledgeof how to hamcssthe enormous
powerof the atomfor goodor for evil, hadbeen"given a chanceto entera New Eden"and
that atomicenergygavemana mostpowerM tool for "abolishingdiseaseandpoverty,anxiety
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andjear" (Laurence 1948: 33). Furthermore Laurence, enthused,provided man managed to
avert the disaster that could transform him and all his works into 'a cloud of dust', he had in
atomic energy 'a very philosophersstone' with which he could "remold the world nearer to his
heart's desire" (Laurence 1948: 75). As Hilgartner commentsnuclear advocatesafter 1945
promoted the 'sunny side of the atom' downplaying economic and proliferation problems
(Hilgartner et al 1983: xiv):
"Once atomic energy was appliedfor peaceful purposes, a nuclear powered paradise
would be at hand. Electricity 'too cheapto meter' would power the new Golden Age. No
problem would be too difficult to solve quickly and economically. Reactors would operate
safely the disposal of radioactive wastewould be a nonproblem; international safeguards
would allow the benefitsof the peaceful atom to spread to every nation while preventing the
spread of nuclear bomb".
However as the coming atomic utopia failed to be realized by the early 1950sthere was
increasing public scepticismdespitean optimistic facadefrom its chief promoter the AEC. In
private many scientistswere pessimistic.In a report datedJuly 1947 to the AEC Robert
Oppenheimer, the creator of the atomic bomb and post war 'atomic hero', wrote "it does not
appear hopeful to use natural uranium directly as an adequatesource offuelfor atomic
power" (Ford 1982: 33). Thus by the early 1950s,no AEC statementcould conceal the basic
fact that the era of atomic power was not arriving quickly, becauseof the reluctanceof utilities
to invest in a completely untried technology.
As Daniel Ford remarked the "euphoria of the early post war years gave way to gloom about
the prospects of an atomiefuture" and leading magazineslike Newsweekwrote at the end of
1950, "As yet no desertshave burst into bloom, no polar icecaps have melted away. The brave
new world of cheap and abundantatomic power seemsmore remote than it didjust aj?er the
war" (Ford 1982: 36).
7.2.2

Atoms

for Peace

In the early 1950s the dream of atomic energy had stalled, despite popular enthusiasm.Some
economists openly expresseddoubts as to its economic feasibility and practicality, and there was
little immediate prospect and much disagreementon any likely timetable for the construction of
a commercial nuclear power station. What revitalized the atomic dream and launcheda
commercial program was the 'Atoms for Peace' speechby PresidentEisenhoweron 8
December 1953 at the UN. It marked a major shift in governmentatomic policy ending the
government monopoly on nuclear power, and rekindled the idea of a nuclear utopia. Ile urged
that nuclear materials be used for peaceful purposesand to "provide abundant electrical energy
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in the power-starved areas of the world" and statedthat "The United Statesknows that peaceful
hereis
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thefuture.
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of
now- today" (Ford 1982: 40).
Once again the atomic visionaries rushed into print repeating the old 1940 predictions with a
few new ones. There would be nuclearpoweredplanes,trains, ships, and rockets; nuclear energy
would genetically alter crops and preservegrains and fish; and nuclear reactorswould generate
very cheap electricity. New was the idea of using nuclear explosive to alter the landscape-a
scheme to achieve notoriety as 'Project Ploughshare.
The most famous phraseof the this era, and one that was to haunt the nuclear industry forever
more, was uttered by Lewis Strauss,a former Wall Streetinvestmentbanker,and the new
chairman of the AEC in his speechto the National Association of ScienceWriters on 16
September 1954. Straussset out the themesthat the AEC wanted the media to presentto the
public. Electric power from the atom, he said, could be available, according to the AECs experts,
in': fromfive tofifteen years, dependingon the vigour of the developmenteffort". Ile then went
on to give his vision of the atomic utopia saying "It is not too much to expect that our children
will enjoy in their homeselectrical energy too cheap to meter, will know ofgreat periodic
regionalfamines in the world only as mattersof history, will travel effortlessly over the seasand
under them and through the air with a minimum of danger and at great speeds,and will
experience a life spanfar longer than ours... This is theforecastfor an age ofpeace" (quoted
in Ford 1982: 49-50).
The phrase 'too cheapto meter' has becomethe cliche of the nuclear age and the stick with
which the anti-nuclear campaignersfrom 1970 continually reminded the public about the failed
However Strausswas only repeatingthe dream of atomic
promises of the nuclear promoters.101
promoters since 1940, when Rudolph Langer first said that in the'forthcoming atomic age
"Energy has becomeso cheap that it isn't worth making a chargefor it" (Langer 1940: 19).
While the year before Strauss' speech,Ralph Lapp" in his book The New Force had repeated
an earlier prediction by Robert Hutchins that "heat, light and power.. will be so cheap that
their cost can hardly be reckoned' (Quoted in Ford 1982: 30).
In his speechLewis Straussinvited his audienceof sciencewriters to 'work together' with the
AEC and its scientiststo educatethe public about the atom and its promise.,,, As Daniel Ford
commented (1982: 50):
"From the laudatory articles on nuclear energy that appeared over the next two decadesand the rarity of any critical coverageof the potential hazards- it is evident that the
national media respondedto the Chairman's invitation as he had intended'.
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1bus with unquestioning support from the media, and unqualified endorsementby Congress
and the Administration, the advocatesof a large nuclear power program proceeded,
books,
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Fortune magazine.Ilere were even films, such as The Genie and the Bottle, a 1956 book turned
into a Walt Disney film (Hilgartner 1982: 33).
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including Earl Warren, Adlai Stevensonand John von Neumann,then a board member of the
AEC. Unlike his fellow contributor, the industrialist David Sarnoff, who statedthat "it can be
taken for granted that before 1980- ships, aircraft, locomotivesand even automobiles will be
atomically fueled" (Sarnoff 1956: 17), von Neumann is less optimistic about atomic technology
seeing its destructive side. In his essay,Can we Survive Technology,he only gives a page out of
his 15 pagesto nuclear power, saying that the future lay not with steamgeneratingfission
reactors but with exploitation of 'still more abundantmodes' (an oblique referenceto the fast
breeder"' or the possibilities of fusion energy). Given steady developmenthe believed that "in
afew decadeshence energy may befree -just like unmeteredair" (Neumann 1956: 37).
In this technologically optimistic era there were few people who publicly raised the question of
the harmful consequencesof the peaceful uses of atomic energy, such as radiation hazards and
waste disposal. These adverseconsequenceswere known to scientistsright from the beginning of
atomic energy, as they were during the early years of the 20th century during the era of the
'radium craze'. As early as May 1940 a report for the National Academy of Sciencestalked of
'Radioactive poisons' as products of atomic fission (Basalla 1982: 34). As Basalla commented
(1982: 34):
"In all . this euphoria there werejew who discussedradioactive wastes,the dangers of
radiation, or the possibility of a dangerousaccident at a nuclear generating plant. All
these issueshad beenraisedpublicly by scientists,but layman and nuclear expert alike were
all caught in the grips of a myth that portrayed atomic energy as perfect, inexhaustible, and
utopian in its social implication".
7.2.3

Nuclear

Power comes on line

After Eisenhower's 'Atoms for Peace' speechin December 1953 there was rapid commercial
developmentof nuclear power. Construction startedon the first reactor in September1954 at
Shippingport and on 18th July 1955 the reactor came on line. Following this successthe Atoms
for Peacerhetoric continued with the issue in July 1955 of an Atoms for Peacestamp (see
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Hilgartncr 1982: 48 for illustrations of it), and in August 1955, the first UN Conferenceon the
Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy, in Geneva.The pace of commercial nuclear power
development quickened from December 1963 when General Electric offered a fixed price
(turnkey) contract to building the Oyster Creek power station. By the end of 1966 another
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Huron Statement,of the Studentsfor a Democratic Society (SDS) declared"Our monster cities,
based historically on the needfor masslabor, might now be humanized,broken into smaller
communities, powered by nuclear enere'(Miller
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boundless energy. We havefound what might be called perpetual youth" (Quoted in Ililgartner
et al 1982: 190). The illustration in this pamphlet of the future gave a vision of the all-clcctric
future, a world very similar to that drawn in Langer's article in 1940, of homeswith movable
roofs, indoor farming, and computer operatedagricultural machines.
Nuclear researcherssuch as JamesLane"', pointed to graphsshowing falling nuclear costs and
the continued historic decline in electricity prices, and using trend projection exclaimed boldly
in August 1968 that the "over-all result may lead to fitut'llment of the age old dream of
electricity too cheap to meter" (Quoted in Ifilgartner et al 1982: 189). As the US anti-nuclear
movement gatheredpace in the late 1960sand early 1970s,the nuclear vision remained
unabatedby its advocates.In 1971 Glenn Seaborg,the head of the AEC from 1961-71, and
William Corliss published their book Man and the.4tom subtitled Building a New Morld through
Nuclear Technology. In predictions for 2000 they forecast that "nuclearpower would be a
phenomenal successbringing unimagined benefitsfor the greater part of humaniv'(Smil
1993: 152). While Daniel Ford describedthe book as a "a visionary dream of atomic-powered
plenV' with atomic energy as "a magician's potion that would free industrial society
permanently from all practical bounds" (1982: 23). Seaborgbelieved that the future of
civilization was in the handsof the nuclear scientistswho formed the elite team that would
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"build a new world through nuclear technoloe' (quoted in Ford 1982: 23). The nuclear
dream was still the sameas three decadesago with Ford commenting on Seaborg'svision (Ford
1982: 23):
"The deserts could be made to bloom, sea water could be madepotable, mountains could
be moved, rivers diverted- all as a result, he prophesied of :planetary engineering' made
possible by the miraculous new elementthat he had discovered.There could be vast '
farming and manufacturing centres,or 'agro-industrial complexes, built around giant
nuclear electric-generatingstations- each nuclear power plant surrounded by its own little
Eden".
Seaborg was an enthusiasticpromoter of the use of nuclear bombs to reshapethe landscapeand
alter nature, a schemethat had official US governmentbacking in the form of Project
Ploughshare. Scaborgwrote "All of humanity's efforts to restore the Garden of Eden have been
futile so far. Man's machineshave not beenpowerful enoughto competewith theforces of
nature" (Quoted in Hilgartner et al 1982: 50).
7.2.4

Nuclear

euphoria

in Britain

In Britain the 1955 White Paper (IHMSO 1955), on the first nuclear power programme,was
greeted with acclaim by the press,which followed it up with glowing reports on the triumphal
opening of Calder Hall by the Queenin October 1956 (seeWelsh 2000: 56-8). After the Suez
Crisis in 1956, the Governmenttook the opportunity to triple the expansionof the nuclear
industry with nearly all the establishmentand the media seeing nuclear power as part of "the
white heat of an oil-free technologythat would bring Britain into a new age ofprosperity
(O'Riordan 1986: 42).
However there were critics of this hasty policy of nuclear expansionusing an unproven reactor
system, the Magnox. The Time commented"Atomic energy has the power to evokefantasics.
It is not only looked on as an 'answer to Suez but as afairy godmother source of cheap
electricity" (Times 1957). It further cautionedagainst prophets who visualize that in twenty
years time there will be "electricity on tap in every home like water, laid onfor a lowfixed
charge irrespective of the quantities consumed%
Ile Time unswayedby the myth of cheapatomic energy warned that "The hardfact is that
electricityfrom thefirst atomic power stations will be dearer, not cheaper,to generate than
power made in new coal-based stations" (Times 1957).
One internal critic, who went public, was Kenneth Stretch (see section 2.1.1)
who questioned
both the cost forecastsfor nuclear electricity
and the wisdom of so large a commitment to one
reactor system (Stretch 1958). However as Welsh remarks "Such concerns could scarcely be
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heard within the overall climate of adulation" (Welsh 2000: 64). Even internal critics like
Hinton who viewed the trebling of the programme as 'complete madness' refused to support
Stretch and only publicly acknowledged the truth of Stretch's critique in 1975 (Welsh 2000:
64). 109

I'liere was further nuclear euphoriain May1965 with the decision to choosethe AGR, rather
than the LWR, for Dungeness.This bought rave reviews for the nuclear industry with Williams
writing "Echoing 1955 the British press gave the AGR's successan enthusiastic,and mostly
uncritical, reception. Yhestock words were used: 'triumph, 'breakthrough'. 'decisiveadvantage'
" (Williams 1980: 145). Criticism of the AGR by Duncan Bum (1967) was brushed aside by
euphoric politicians, including Tony Benn.
The claims for the utopian benefits of nuclear power were heard during the debateover the
proposed Stourport reactor in 1970. Its chief supporterCllr. Stanley Jones,the chairman of
local planning committee was quoted, in a front page story in the local newspaperunder the
headline 'Stourport a 'Boom' Town', as saying "everyone will get very prosperousfrom the
il 00 m station", as severalthousandworkers would be employed, (KS 23 January 1970: 1).
However the following week a rival paper the KT&SN (30 January 1970: 12) commentedon his
claims by saying "... manypeople will need more convincing proof that the erection of the
E100,000,000plus nuclear station will indeed bring greater benefits to the majority of the
inhabitants".
In responseto such criticism of the nuclear station Jonesused, in an article entitled 'Nuclear
Power will bring better life for Millions, the standardpro-nuclear argumentsof the need for
more electricity due to economicgrowth and the threat of power shortagesif the stati6n was not
built (KS 20 February 1970: 11). However his 'boomtown' claims were dismissedby a fellow
councillor A. Hall who said that this "cannot be substantiatedby thefacts" and in fact fewer
people would be employed in the new nuclear station than at the current coal-fired station (KS
20 March 1970).
The tendency of local officials to be blinded by the supposedbenefits of nuclear power was
also
evident at the PortskewettInquiry in 1971 where it was reported that the public of Portskcwctt
had 'lost all confidence' in their
elected county officials becauseof "their excessive
enthusiasm...in projecting the merits of nuclear power" and their 'subservience' to the CEGB
(DTI 1971b:32). By then there was no longer
confidence in governmentexperts and thcrc was a
new found willingness to listen to dissentingscientistslike Sternglass,Gofman and T=plin.

As

one local objector said "Atomic energy was afield which hadfar too many experts in it. One
wonders which expert was right and which was wrone' (DTI 1971b: 45).
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7.2.5 The end of the nuclear dream
By the early 1970sdisillusionmenthad onceagainsetin with the nucleardream,as it had in the
late 1940s,as it failed to deliver.This timethe factorsthat had supportedits rejuvenationin the
mid 1950swereunderattack,namelypublic trust in businessandgovernmentleadersand faith
in the ability of scienceandtechnologyto solvesocialandeconomicproblems.The problems
with nuclearpower,wereasalwaysstill with it, butnow thepublic no longerhadfaith in the
ability of government,businessandscienceto solvethem.Sincethe earlyyearsof the 20th
benefits
the
the
of atomic
centurytherehad alwaysbeenambivalence
about
amongst public
submergedduring the
energyand leadershipby technocrats,andtheseculturalcountercurrents,
"Cultural ambivalence
post war era , resurfacedin late 1960s.As StevenCohncommented
towardsnuclearenergyquietlypersisted,however,emergingpublicly in the late 1960Sand
early 1970swhena differentsocial contextpermittedbundlesof cultural beliefyto reachcritical
massand capturesocial influence"(Cohn 1997:20).
The nuclearadvocates
claimedthattheir criticswereundulypessimistic,andwereactingas
prophetsof doom.As earlyas 1955FredCottrell,discussingspeculationon the impactof
atomic power,wrote "Theprophetsof doomsay it will condemnmanto a return to the cave"
but more optimistically"there are thosewhoseein atomicenergythe basisfor a bravenew
world, in whichwar is impossibleand menarefreedfrom the necessityto work" (Cottrell 1955:
1). He sawthe introductionof new energysourcesalwaysgiving rise to this speculationof doom
or utopia, and concluded"man has only abandoned
one sourceof energyfor anotherbecause
of theprospectof overwhelmingadvantage,and thenwith reluctance"(1955: 1). So what of
the dreamsof the atomicagebringingunimaginedbenefitsfor mostof the humanity?Vaclav
Smil concluded"noneof this has cometo pass,andthe retreat of nucleargenerationhas
almostbeencertainly the costliesttechnicalmiscalculationof the 20th Century"(1993: 152).
Hilgartnerandhis colleagueslay the blamefor the failure of nuclearpoweron the 'nuclear,
mindset' of its promotersarguingthat (Hilgartneret at 1982:xiv):
"Time and time again, nuclear developershave confused their hopes with reality, publicly
presented their expectationsand assumptionsasfacts, covered up damaging information,
harassedandfired scientists who disagreedwith establishedpolicy, refused to rccognke the
existenceofproblems, called their critics mentally III, generatedfalse or misleadingstatistics
to bolster their assertions,failed to learnfrom their mistakes,and claimed that there was no
choice but tofollow their policies".
A more measuredresponseis from StevenCohn who seesthe tragedy behind an idcalistic
venture, and he ends his book with the words (1997: 318):
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"The sad conclusionfrom my perspective is that the nuclear dream has not worked out. The
technology hasfailed and should be put aside until other energy options have been
exhaustedand the industrial subculture that nurtured thefirst nuclear era dismantled.Ifind
this a sad conclusion becausethe nuclear dream was compelling, the imaginations behind
it were talented, and the human energy and economicwealth mobilized to pursue it were
enormous".

7.3

Solar energy: a long standing dream

The belief in the possibilityof a utopiapoweredby solarenergyis long standing,datingbackto
'I'This
Renaissance
the
if not beyond.
belief fadedin the early 20th century,asthe appealof
hydro andnuclearpowerasserted
but wasrebornin the late 20thcenturyasthese
themselves,
two energysourcesfell from favour.Solarenergy,renamed'natural', 'renewable'or even
'sustainable'energy,is now seenasan essentialpart of the moveto a 'sustainable'society
which while not a utopianonestill possesses
muchecologicalandsocialvirtue (Scheer2002).
Solar energyis usedin its widestsense,encompassing
energynot only directlyfrom the sunbut
also indirectly from wind, waves,thetides,andwater(but not from largedams),andfrom
"'
biomasssources(suchas from treesor agriculturalresidues). 11at is energyfrom sources
which are not depletable,hencethe term 'renewable'or 'sustainable'(Boyle 1996).Dasalla
points out that the sunandits life giving powershaslong standingreligiousandmystical
associationsdatingbackmillennia.He remarked"there existsan ancientandpervasivesolar
to thesun.No otherform of energy
mythologywhichhasinfluencedall subsequent
responses
has cometo us with the rich symbolicovertonesassociatedwith the sun" (Basalla1982:36).
7.3.1

19th Century Solar Utopias

Given that until the IndustrialRevolution,andthewidespread
useof coal,therewasno life, heat
or powerwithout the sun,it. is entirelyunderstandable
that old utopiaswereccntrcdaroundthe
sun,andthat the ancientmythsandsymbolismof the sunasthe sourceof life, wealthandhealth
shouldpersistuntil today.Intimatelyassociated
with solarenergyis the ideaof small
living in 'harmonywith nature',and this
communities,generallyagriculturalanddecentralized,
was a stapleof utopianfiction in the 19thcentury.
Oneutopianwork that gavedetailedconsideration
to usingsolarenergywasby JohnAldolphus
Etzlcr, a Germanliving in Pittsburgh.In his 1833work entitledA ParadiseMthin the Reachof
All Men, WithoutLabour,by Powersof NatureandMachinery,Etzlerproposedthe creationof a
Paradisebasedon materialluxury within ten yearssimply by harnessingthe planct'scost-frce
energysources- the wind, the waves,the tidesandthe sun..His pamphletcontainsdetailed
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mathematical calculations of the power that would accrue and simple descriptionsof the
machines neededto accessand store it. His belief was that "Nature affords infinite powers and
wealth", and its exploitation should be the basis for a more perfect society (Greenberg 1990:
693). However as John Carey, a chronicler of utopias, comments(Carey 1999: 229):
"Unlike modern advocatesof natural energy,Etzler was not concerned to preserve the
environment. Very much the contrary: he wanted to change it entirely. Mountains will be
flattened, rivers willflow in vitrified channels,desertswillflower".
The natural world would be completely remouldedto man's taste. Etzler proposedthat
America's large forests be 'ground to dust' and then 'cemented by liquor', to provide a
$universal building material', rather like plastic wood. This would then be moulded by
machinery to any shapeand, if required vitrified, so that it will be virtually indestructible and
will 'radiate with a crystal-like brilliancy'. Mankind will live in an immense sculpture park, the
greenery tastefully interspersedwith porticoes, foundations and statues,all dazzling to look at.
Dolores Greenberg,an American historian, believed that Etzler's treatise had a big influence on
later 19th century utopian thought, particularly on Robert Owen, especially Etzler's idea of
"abundance without labour, the product of harnessingthe energy of the sun, the tides, the
water and the wind" (Greenberg 1990: 693). However Etzler's idea of utopia as luxurious
living did not appeal to all, especiallyHenry Thoreau.He read it with 'deep disfavour' and in
an 1843 review deplored its emphasison "gross comfort and pleasure at the expenseof the
higher life" (Carey 1999: 230). According to Carey it seemsto have set Thoreau thinking, and
little more than a year later he built his wooden hut on the edge of Walden Pond and began his
two year retreat from materialism and the pressuresof civilization, describedin his classic
Walden, or Life in the Woods(1854).
By the late 19th and early 20th century, due to technical advancesand massproduction,
renewable energy devices had becomewidespread,particularly windmills for water pumping in
the North American plains, solar water heatersin California and Florida, and solar power,,plants
to produce steam (Butti and Perlin 1980). There was also electricity production from hydro and
geothermal power. The 'Back to the Land' movementin Britain in the late 19th century praised
the virtues of small communitiesand the preservationof nature, and saw electricity from
hydropower as allowing an escapefrom cities to the countryside (Gould 1988: 81). The outlook
for solar energy looked bright, and writers chooseit for their rural utopias, contrasting it to the
evils of urban societiesbasedon coal. William Morris, in his famousutopia, Newsfrom Nowhere
(1890), has society powered by electricity generatedfrom wind and water power, while Jules
Verne in his 1890sshort story, In the 29th Century, useswind, water, solar and geothermal
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energy; and H.G.Wells has wind and water power (monopolizedby Windvane and Waterfall
Trust) in Whenthe SleeperAwakes (1899). While in the 1903 book, The Case of The Fox,
William Stanley had his utopia powered by a multitude of renewablesourcesof energy.112
However after the First World War interest in solar power quickly declined due to the discovery
of new sourcesof oil in Iraq and Iran. There was soon a world oil and gas glut, and solar energy
disappearedfrom the public view until after the secondWorld War.
7.3.2

Solar v atomic energy

After the secondWorld War there were fuel shortagesand rationing in the US and Britain,
particularly for domestic consumers.There was a great debateabout energy for the future, with
warnings on oil running out, the possibility of cheapatomic power and the promise of solar
energy. This debatewas also set againstpublic concern,raisedby conservationistssuch as
William Vogt (1948) and Fairfield Osborn (1948) about the dangersof world population
growth and limits to food and natural resources.Thus the warnings in 1949 by King Hubbert,
an oil geologist, on future fossil fuel shortagesattractedmuch attention and Palmer Putnam, was
commissioned in1949 by the AEC to write a report on long term (50 years) energy prospects.
Putnam, whose book Powerfrom the Wind (1948) had beenpublished the previous year, had
much personal support for solar and wind power, but in his report he judged solar energy as too
expensive, and the future energy solution he believed was with the developmentof nuclear
power and the electrification of economy."' This view was opposedby Farrington Daniel, who
was a keen advocateof solar energy and a leading contributor to the debateabout the merits of
atomic and solar energy (Daniels 1949; 1950; Daniels et at 1949)."' Daniels and his colleagues
agreed with the conservationistswriting that "humanity is on an unrepeatablespending spree,
that we are using up minerals and energy resourceson an unprecedentedscale, and that these
will run out in theforeseeablefuture" (1949: 19).
However the solar dream faded with the easingof post-war fuel shortages.New oil and gas
resourceswere developed,and the US governmentcommitted itself to nuclear power.
Neverthelesssolar advocatespersisted,forming the Association for Applied Solar Energy in
1955, followed up by a World Symposiumin Phoenix, Arizona in 1956. Until 1973 this was to
be a era of cheapoil, but despitethis there
was a continuousstrcam of books promoting solar
energy, such as from D. S. Halacy (1957; 1963), Franklyn Branlcy (1959), Farrington Daniels
(1964) and Brian Brinkworth (1972). Solar
energy did not however disappearfrom policy view,
but it was just consideredas a 'backstop'
or 'insurance' energy source in caseof fossil fuel
shortagesor the failure of nuclear power. Typical of this viewpoint is Dennis Gabor who writing
in 1963 said (Gabor 1964: 83):
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"There is no need, however, to base our hopefor abundant energy supplies on fusion
power only. We have seenthat thefree and inexhaustiblesourcesofpower - wind, water,
tides, geothermal and solar energy- are either too small or too unprofitable at the present
time. But they could be large enoughfor a reasonablehumanity which prefers civilization
to numbers, nor will they be unprofitable at a time when oil is no longer there to gush out
of the earth. Civilization need never be in dangerfor lack ofpower".

7.3.3

Solar as Hip

The revival of interestin solarenergy(asa utopianenergysource)amongstthe public was
in the late 1960sin theUS. Oneof the first exampleswasat Drop
startedby the counterculture
City, a drop out artist communityin Colorado,whereinspiredby the hi-techutopianwritings of
BuckminsterFuller, they built domesanda solarwaterheater(Rybczynski1980:90). This idea
Of using free energyandDlY technologyreceivedwide publicity, andsolarenergyreceived
extensivementionin StewartBrand'sseminalpublicationTheTnole Earth Catalog,first
publishedin 1968.Brandsetout to createa survivalmanual,andextolledalternativeenergyand
the virtues of disconnecting
yourselffrom the grid. In the CatalogSteveBaer"I reviewed
FarringtonDaniels' book,Direct Useof theSun'sEnergyandsaidthat it was(Brand1968:28):
"Yhe best book on Solar Energy that I know of.. Any curious and intelligent person can
learn a great deal about our planet and ourselvesby reading this book about ways of using
sunlight.. I read the book on a Greyhoundbus in Texastwo years ago and it has changed
my life and my way of thinking".
Solar energy was now not just for physicistsbut could be used by anyonewith simple technical
skills seeking energy independence.Technology, not rioting on the streets,was now the key to
'revolution' in society. As Langdon Winner conunentedthe obsessionwith technology arose
about the sametime - from 1969 - as a generaldisillusionment with protest politics which had
become too dangerousor depressing.He wrote (Winner 1986: 65):
"It was during this period that many in the US dropped out ofpolitical activity and began
a certain kind of sociolechnical tinkering: roofgardens, solar collectors, and windmills
became a focus of community action".
About this time came the belief that what was neededwas a new type of technology, one that if
used morally and ecologically could createa utopian society. This technology went by a wide
variety of names,the earliest was 'Intermediate Technology' coined by Fritz Schumacherin
1964 (Schumacher 1966). For the next ten Years
a group of countercultural radicals,
environmentalists,scientistsand social activists discussedthe conceptand invented nameslike
Appropriate, Alternative or Radical Technology,
often shorted to 'AT'. There were n=crous
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definitions of AT, eachwith long lists of attributes,but basically all agreedthat AT had to be
'cheap, simple and ecologically safe' (Kirk 2002: 362). Above all it had to use solar energy.
There was an immenseamountwritten on AT in the 1970smostly by enthusiasts"',with
recollection by two participants,Witold Rybczynski and Langdon Winner appearing in 1980.
AT merged into the 'soft energy' movement based on energy efficiency and renewable energy,
popularized by Amory Lovins (1977). This initially had a strong belief, like AT, that the choice
of energy technology could radically alter society, but its utopian sentimentshad to be toned
down in the 1980s in order to succeedunder the 'free market' ideology of the Reaganand
Thatcher governments.
Since then utopian sentimentshave been strongly suspect,but solar energy now respectableas
renewable energy is still being promoted as the solution to many of society's problems. In one
of the few retrospectiveanalysesof AT Andrew Kirk remarkedthat the AT movement's
ihoughtful
reevaluation of the role of technology in society "is perhaps the most significant
and lasting contribution of the counterculture to American culture" (Kirk 2002: 355). Despite
the high hopes of solar enthusiastsin the 21st century, couched in the new utopian languageof
global sustainability, Basalla's words of warning on believing in energy utopias from 1982 may
still be relevant. Solar energy myths he warned "have been exposedas naive and unrealistically
optimistic. Yhe energy of the sun will be utilized, but it will not be done soon; it will be more
costly than we can imagine; it will not be without environmentalproblems; and it will notform
the basisfor a new utopian way of life" (Basalla 1982: 38).
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Conclusion
Tle year 2003 is an ironic time to examinethe myths of the nuclear age. Fifty years ago (on 8
December 1953) PresidentEisenhowergave his Atoms for Peacespeechwhich launchedthe
nuclear age, to be the 'dream of the future'. However fifty years later we instead seethe
collapse, perhaps bankruptcy, of British Energy, the UK's main nuclear generator.Furthermore
underlining this fall from grace is the statedrefusal of the current Labour government,in its
latest White Paper on Energy, to supportthe construction of any more nuclear power stations
(DTI 2003). British Energy's demise is due partly to technical problems with old plant, but
mainly due to financial problems causedby NETA, the new electricity trading arrangements,
whereby the electricity wholesaleprice has been forced below the cost of nuclear generated
electricity. Thus we are witnessing the end of one of the most famous myths of the nuclear age
that has lasted for nearly 50 years, that electricity from nuclear power stationswould become
'too cheap to meter'.

This Chapter pulls together the argumentsand analysesmade in this thesis, in particular arguing
that existing accountshave been inadequatein somerespects.It makes the following general
points about the anti-nuclear movement and how it has been portrayed by observers:
I-

There were very mixed motives for the opposition to nuclear power, not all 'environmental'.

2. There were two distinct yet related national campaignsagainstnuclear power in Britain, the
first in the mid 1960s,the secondin the mid 1970s.
3. The origins of opposition to nuclear power are complex, but are best summarizedas
gnuclear fear'.
4. There has been a tendency in the histories to concentrateon the role of FoE, and ignore
other anti-nuclear groups and activists.
5. The role of women activists has beenneglected,due to an emphasison technical and policy
debate.
Finally it posesthe question of whether the current promotion of solar (and renewable) energy
has the characteristicsof 'energy utopianism', and if so is this likely to be successfulat creating
a sustainablefuture? Or will the opposition to its prescriptions (such as windfarms) emergeas it
did to nuclear utopianism?

8.1

Reasons for opposition

iss

What exactly were the campaignersagainstnuclearpower opposedto? Their motives were
diverse, ranging from NIMBY concernsthrough to opposition to capitalism. Motives for
opposition to nuclear power can be divided into four categories:
I-

NMMY - opposition to any large scaledevelopmentthat threatensthe status quo.

2. Vested interest opposition by the coal miners fearful of their jobs.
-

'

3. Intellectual basedon aesthetic,ecological, ethical and economic reasons.
4. Opportunistic an opportunity by political groups to attack government policies.
8.1.1

NIMBY

concern

NMIBY (Not in My Backyard) opposition is easyto understandand identify, and forms the
bedrock of local opposition to proposalsfor nuclear plants. In its early days it was termed the
Garnenityissues' lobby, that is people opposedto developmentsin unspoilt countryside. Partly
this was out of aestheticconcern by urban intellectualsfor preservationof outstanding scenery,
and partly due to the rural aristocracy and middle classattemptsto prevent economic
developments that might undermine their privileges. Hence Anthony Crosland's allegations in a
1971 Fabian society pamphlet about the conservationlobby being hostile to growth and having
a manifest class bias that "reflects a set of middle- and upper-classvaluejudgements Lfor which]
large
All
(Crosland
1971).
is
scale
preservation of the status quo the sole consideration"
developmentsin rural areaswill bring benefits and coststo different sectionsof society, and
nuclear power was no exception. Communitieswere often divided over the issue, but the more
vocal and well organizedmiddle classes,organizedinto ad-hoc amenity societies,were better
able to put their views acrossand drown out lesswell articulatedworking class support (Lowe
1977: 53). This occurred in 1956 over the Bradwell and Hunterston nuclear stations - see
Luckin (1990: 175) for details of class conflict at Bradwell. Welsh acknowledges,as many
argued at the time, that the objectors at Bradwell and Hunterston could representan attempt to
protect commercial and landed interests.However he comments(2000: 89):
" Whilst thesemay haveformed the kernel of the objectorsposition tile evidencepresented
here demonstratesthat they quickly attracted layer upon layer ofpublic concern over
nuclear power and the ability of democratic institutions to maintain democraticprocess in
the face of the technology. Theseare themeswhieh have never disappearedbut have grown
over time".
Later in the late 1970s, with the mushrooming of local groups opposed to proposed nuclear
power stations, there were again accusations of NIMBYism with one sympathetic commentator
saying "The people who join such groups would probably oppose a coal fired power station or
an airport on the same site, and many are not perhaps, strictly anti-nuke" (Weightman 1979).
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Ian Welsh however, defendslocal middle classopposition (in the early 1980s)to nuclear power
stations from chargesof NIMBYism, characterizedhe saysby the media as "piece-meal,
irrational responsesbased in parochial concerns"(Welsh2000: 211). Ile argues that such local
groups recognized the importance of opposing nuclear power nationally and hence developed
links to a network of anti-nuclearorganizations,such as the Anti-Nuclear Campaign (ANC) or
SCRAM (Welsh 2000: 198). Thus while local nuclear opposition can be seenas NIMBY, it can
redeem itself (in the eyes of sympatheticcommentators)if it is willing to becomepart of a
national network opposing nuclear power. To cynics this is simply 'greenwash' the adoption of
an environmental position to finther self-interest.
8.1.2

Vested interest

The coal miners had a clear economic or 'vested interest' in opposing nuclear power, due to
their determination to stop job lossesin their industry. This opposition, by the coal miners, their
union the NUM, their supportersin the Labour Party and the National Coal Board (NCB), in the
mid 1960s to the expansionof nuclear power at the cost of coal has been overlooked by most
historians of the anti-nuclearmovement,and is covered in Chapter 2. The campaign was led by
Alf Robens and Fritz Schumacher,at the National Coal Board, in the 1960sbut ended in defeat
in 1968. Robens,the NCB Chairman,wished to protect the coal industry from a too rapid shut
down, and argued vociferously that nuclear power was being unfairly subsidized.Particular
significance was the role played by Fritz Schumacher,then chief economistat the NCB, and later
after the publication of his best seller Small is Beautiful (1973) a leading spokesmenfor the
environmental movement. Schumacherhad a longstanding opposition to nuclear power dating
back to the mid 1950sand he was actively involved in the 1970scampaign.Opposition to
nuclear power from sectionsof the NUM continued in the 1970swith Arthur Scargill, its
President, involved in the creation of Energy 2000, which was part of the opposition at the
Windscale Inquiry in 1977.
8.1.3

Intellectual

dissent

There was criticism of nuclear policies and siting basedon aesthetic,ecological, ethical and
economic reasonsbut thesewere until the mid 1970slargely confined to academicjournals and
small movement publications. There has always been critici of the government's nuclear
policies, but these were brushedasideby the nuclear institutions determinedto proceed with
their plans. Dissent initially came from industry insiders, concernedabout the feasibility of too
rapid an expansionof the industry (Stretch 1958; 1961) followed by criticism from academics
critical of nuclear economics (Goldring 1964) and the AGR reactor choice (Bum 1967). There
was little public discussionof radiation or safety issues,until Schumacherraised the issue in a
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speech in 1967, which proved highly controversial but was quickly forgotten (Schumacher
1967a). Few people saw the linkages betweennuclear weaponsand nuclear power, and whilst the
publid were fully aware of, and campaignedagainst, the dangersfrom radiation 'fallout' from
nuclear testing, they appearedunawareof radiation emissionsfrom nuclear power plants.
This changed in the early 1970sdue to the books from the United Statesby Curtis and Hogan
(1969), Gofinan and Tamplin (1971), and from Germany by Graeub (1972) which publicized
the safety hazardsand dangersof radiation emissionsfrom nuclear power plants. Ilese
had
by
American
who
plants,
arguments were quickly adopted
campaignersagainst nuclear
initially relied on ecological argumentsabout 'thermal pollution', disturbanceof habitat and
aesthetic damageto the landscape.
The concerns of Sternglassover the hazardsof low level radiation were given prominenceby the
national press in Britain, and were raised during the debateover the proposed Stourport reactor
in 1970 by some of the consultantsto the County Council (see Leslie & Shaw 1970: Volume
3:5).Very rapidly scientific dissent over 'safe' limits for radiation exposure,and also the
unresolved problems over radioactivewaste storage,becametranslatedby eco activists into the
prime reason for the public to opposenuclear power.
8.1.4

Opp'ortunistic

Intellectual critics of nuclear power were also concernedwith issuesof democracyand equality,
seeing nuclear institutions as examplesof remote and over bearing bureaucraciesthat threatened
civil liberties and must therefore be curbed (Flood and Grove-White 1976; Jungk 1979). This
criticism of the 'nuclear state' built on previous criticism of the modem technocratic state and
the power of corporations,such as by Roszak (1968) and Lewis Mumford (1970). Nuclear
power in the US thus becamea rallying point for New Left and studentradicals and other social
critics, particularly after the end of the 'campus wars' and demonstrationsagainst the Vietnam
War in the early 1970s."I Previously the New (and the old) Left had shown little interest in
environmental or nuclear power issues,sometimeattacking it as a distruction from more serious
social issues (Neuhausl971; Enzensberger1974). In the US protest against nuclear power (like
environmentalism)was seenas a middle classprovincial movement, concernedwith NIMBY
issues,whereasin Europe it was seenas a meansof uniting peasantfarmerswith students(Nelkin
1981: 39; Weart 1988: 344). Bupp and Irvine commentedon this difference (1978: 198):
"American opposition to nuclear power crossestraditional Ideological and party lines. To
a certain extent the sameappearsto be true in Europe. But there is an important difference.
In Europe opposition to nuclear power has becomea meansto achieving more
fundamental ends by true radicals who ofien label themselves'ecologists' desiring basic
-
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change in the economicand socialfabric of their societies.In other words, opposition to
nuclearpower is one of the most effectiverallyingpoints around which European social
critics gather".
This can be seen in Britain by the gradual adoption of the anti-nuclearpower by the New Left,
starting with the Socialist Workers Party in 1976. It also attractedreligious, peaceand women's
groups who had a long establishedconcernwith nuclear weapons.
8.1.4.1 The US Anti PWR campaig
FoE's anti-nuclear campaignof the 1970shad its origins in the US anti-nuclear movement,
since FoE started in California and both its main anti-nuclearcampaigners,Pattersonand Lovins,
were (North) American. Their criticism of nuclear power, particularly the PWR, rested heavily on
US evidence and expertisethey had gained from attending US hearings.Furthermore it can be
argued that this American influence is symptomatic of the general cultural dominance of youth
in Britain by the US since the late 1960s,which manifesteditself in terms of music, fashion and
politics.
The motivations and goals of US and British critics were not always similar. In the US critics
need not be 'environmentalists' and vice versa. Bupp and Irvine made these interesting
comments on nuclear critics (1978: 198):
"The motivation and the real objectives of many American and European nuclear critics
are not completelyclear, but afew generalisationsseemsafe.A difficult thingfor
Europeans to understandabout American nuclear critics is that some of the mostprominent
and influential are neither political radicals or even 'ecologists' as that label is commonly
used in Europe. For them opposition to nuclear power does not go beyond rejection of a
specific technology".
For instanceDuncan Bum (1967), a scathingcritic of the UK programmeand the British AGR,
was very much in favour of the American LWR (on economic grounds). In contrast Lovins and
Patterson,in their early criticism, were againstthe LWR on safety groundsbut in favour of the
AGR, with Pattersonwriting in 1972,"the gas cooled designsare not only more efficient. but
more environmentally sound and considerably less suspecton the score of safety"
(PattersonI 972b: 6). FoTs submissionto the Select Committee in 1973, together with media
appearancesand pressarticles by Pattersonand Lovins, was seenas an attack on the safety
record of nuclear power (in the form of the PWR). This appalled nuclear supporterswho until
then had counted on conservationistsfor support in their campaign against the poor
environmental and safety record of coal. Pocock in his review of the British anti-nuclear
campaignersspoke of this bias (1977: 255):
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"It is perhaps significan't that the environmentalistsgroups who were openly critical of the
postulated hazards of the nuclear indust?y werefar less outspokenabout the actual deaths
of coal miners or about the proven long-term dangersof coal wastessuch as enguyed
Aberfan in 1966 and threatened Trehafod ten years later".
However British social concernsover the dangersof coal mining were of no concernto
American disputesover PWR safety, which can be seenas a civil war waged on British soil by
largely American experts from a branch of an American organization,FoE. A war ultimately
directed against the attempt of the 'nuclear barons' to make the American PWR the dominant
nuclear reactor worldwide (Pringle and Spigelman 1981). Thus it is important to remember in
the words of Bupp and Irvine that "nuclear critics are not always environmentalists,nor are all
environmentalists opposed to nuclear power" (Bupp and Irvine 1978: 198).

8.2

The two anti-nuclear campaigns

In the decadefrom the mid 1960sto the mid 1970sthereweretwo distinctyet relatednational
campaignsagainstnuclearpowerin Britain. The first in the mid 1960wasthe campaignby NCB
and the minersagainstthe replacement
of coalby nuclearpower.It wasstrictly a vestedinterest
campaign,with a clearagendawhich usedconventionalpolitical methodsof lobbying.Ile
secondwas the lessfocusedcampaignagainstnuclearpowerin the mid 1970sorganizedby a
wide variety of environmental
andpolitical groups,usingnewtacticsof streetprotest.Despite
their very differentagendasand stylestheyusedvery similarargumentsagainstnuclearpower.
Thesearguments(detailedin the manypolicy historiesof nuclearpower

were:

I- Lack of transparency
in nuclearcostings
2. Lack of accountabilityof nuclearexecutive
3. Excessivesecrecyin nucleardiscussions
4. Misuseof nationalresources
5. Oppositionto the electrificationof the economy
6. Dangersof excessivecentralizationandmonopolypower
7. Existenceof desirablealternatives.
New argumentsaddedin the 1970swere:
1. Safetyconcerns:hazardsof radiationandpotentialfor accidents
2. Problemsof radioactivewastedisposal
3. Dangersfrom nuclearproliferationand terrorism.
4. Threatsto civil libertiesfrom nuclearstate.
The first two of thesenew argumentshadbeenraisedby Schumacher
in his 1967lecture,bascd
on concernsraisedin the US literature,but at that time theywereconsideredoutrageous
slurson

160

the competenceof the British nuclear industry. The last two were 1970sconcerns bought about
by the use of terrorism by various political groups and some countries in the late 1960sand
early 1970s (Flood and Grove-Whitc 1976; Montefiore and Gosling 1977: 61-75).
Both campaigns similarly failed to achievetheir goals. They did not make any impact on the
political support given to nuclearpower. The 1960scampaignwas politically far stronger. It was
lead by Lord Robens,a former Labour minister and Chairman of the largest nationalised
industry, and was backed by many Labour MPs and the NUM, the most powerful trade union. It
had unequaledaccessto the highest levels of Governmentand the Civil Service. It could, and
did, put its messageacrossto those in positions of power. It was inside but not listened to. The
prevailing opinion was that coal was finished, nuclear was the future. The only important issue
was how to run the coal industry down as humanelyas possible.This was the view of most MPs,
the media and even most of the NCB. The anti-nuclearcampaignwas seenas purely vested
interest. It also failed to attract any support outside the coal industry; all sections of society
being convinced that nuclear was the technology of progress.
Ile

1970s campaignhad far less political support and access.But it had more media coverage

and some public support. It had style but no power. It influenced public opinion somewhatbut
failed to attract establishedorganizations,like business,trade unions or the professions.It was
outside and ignored by the establishment.As Jeremy Bugler summedup the achievementsof
environmentalists in 1981 (Quoted in Vernon 1981: 42):

"I am driven to the conclusionthat it hasbeena decadeof considerableintellectual
but
in
achievement
oneof greatpracticalfailure.
raising,
and success consciousness
Environmentalists
in the UK havejailedto preventWindscale's
growth...or indeedan
expandednuclearprogramme;theyhaveopposedmotorwaysand delayedthemfor a few
years, but in the endthe Civil Servicehascomebackto build them".
Tlis powerof the Civil Serviceandpoliticians,to ignoreandrebuffattackson their policy, was
also remarkedon by Robenswho wrote in his biography(Robcns1972:226):
"It saddensme to think that the countrysufferedbecausethe adviceI and my colleagues
(notablySchumacher)
gavewasignoredby the civil servantsand thepoliticians. Wewere
regardedas bloodynuisancesat the time"
Schumachercontinued to be a 'nuisance' to policy makers, taking an active part in the 1970s
campaign. His involvement in both campaignsmakes him almost unique, and certainly the most
famous, amongstconservationistswho in the 1960swere almost wholly in favour of nuclear
power, viewing it as less polluting than coal. The reasonnuclear power was to fall out of favour
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with them is almost certainly to do with the voicing of public concern about the dangersof
radiation, and this was evident at Stourport in 1970.
8.2.1

Stourport

Protest

The local debateover the proposed Stourport nuclear power station in 1970 containedall the
elements that were to re-occur in the mid 1970s:local risk, national benefit, radioactive dangers
and amenity concerns.Despite the local councillors not being able to find any credible scientific
or legal grounds on which to opposethe station, they neverthelesspersistedin their opposition
fueled by a fear of the risks involved (from possible releaseof radiation).
It could be maintainedthat this was a NIMBY excuse,that the opposition were looking for any
grounds, the more alarmist the better, on which to opposethe building of a power station.
Opposition could be ascribedpurely to an 'anti-modemization' fear, mentioned by a local
paper as existing in the nearby town of Bewdley over a by-pass proposal (KT&NS 30 January
1970). Undoubtedly there was such an element, and the proposednuclear station would have
had a massive dominanceover the town of Stourport.However there was an existing coal fired
station at the site, and the Stourport council had lobbied the CEGB,for severalyears to build a
new station there. However, even councillors who endedup opposing the nuclear station were
not against the building of a new coal fired plant. Cllr. Eric Higgs, secretaryof the APS said "A
power station will come,but do we want it to be nuclear or conventional? We would rather have
a conventional one" (KT&NS 5 June 1970).
Thus it was opposition to a nuclear station, rather than to any power plant, that motivated the
local councillors. And the driving force behind that opposition to nuclear was fear of radiation,
of an accident that would contaminatethem. Eric Higgs sumnied it up as not wanting to live with
an 'element of fear'. This fear was long-standing,dating back to the controversy and public
debate about the consequencesof nuclear fallout from atmospheric tests in the 1950sand early
1960s (Welsh 2000: 90). Radiation after the use of the atomic bomb, had never had a good
image. It was somethingto be feared, a 'deadly invisible menace' (Boyer 1985), or as
O'Riordan commented (1986: 44):
"Radioactivity falls into a specialisedclass of toxic substancesthat strikesfear into the
public mind becauseit is unknown, unfamiliar and is associatedwith lingering death which
the innocent cannot avoid'.
Perhapsthis image lay dormant in the minds of the councillors for
many years, until an cvcnt
came for it to be confronted.This, combined with dislike of the CEGB's patronizing and
arroganceways, and of its supporters' nuclear hype and phoney claims, laid the basis for what
was in essencean emotional, rather than a rational, opposition. It was bascdon pcssimismabout
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the risks of nuclear power, and typical of this attitude was the objection by Kidderminster
Borough Council on the grounds of the possibility of radio-active fallout in the event of
accident, they commented"that the risk is to great a price to payfor benefits" (WCC 1970:
Appendices 9458 p2).
This fear was despiteall existing scientific opinion in Britain about the desirability and safety of
nuclear power. As the consultants,to the County Council, Leslie and Shaw remarked (1970:
Volume 3: 1):
"We consider that, provided there are no overriding objections to it, the proposal to site an
A GRpower station at Stourport is in the national interest. The demandfor electricity is
increasing, and we must hope that the rate ofgrowth of demandwill increase as the
economy recovers... weJeel that, provided the Council is satisfied about the radiation safety
fired
by
he
is
to
to
a
one
preferred
aspects of the proposal, a nuclear station much
conventional fuel such as coal".
The public fears raised at Stourport about the dangersof radiation, were carried over into the
public inquiry into the proposedreactor at nearby Portskewetta year later. They were a
particular concern to the local women's group, the PortskewettYoung Wives, and were perhaps
stoked by media publicity given to Sternglass,such as in The Observerin May 1971. Tbus the
debate at Stourport and Portskewettin 1970-71 showed that an increasingminority were not
satisfied by experts about the 'radiation safety aspects',and this concernwas to become over the
next five years the principal rallying point of the anti-nuclear movement (but not of its
movement intellectuals).

8.3

Origins of anti-nuclear power attitudes

in
in
The reasonsfor the emergence
UK
the
the 1970sare
the
movement
anti-nuclearpower
of
complex.Like all technologicalevaluationsmadeby the public the reasonswereonly partly
basedon what scientistswould call a 'rational' evaluationof the risksandbenefits.Therewere
of coursemany 'technical'concerns,but the movementwasat heartan emotionalresponseto
'nuclearfear, to dystopianimagesof an atomicfuturelaid downsincethe beginningof the
19thcentury.That the movementemergedin the early 1970swasin part dueto opportunistic
reasons:the public collapsein confidencein governmentinstitutionsandauthority,as well as
internaldissentwithin the nuclearestablishment.
The nuclearproponentsin the 1970spersisted(aswith the 1957WHO study)in seeing
oppositionto nuclearpoweras simply 'emotional'.Len Brookes,a leadingpropagandistfor the
UKAEA, wrote in 1975that anti-nuclearfeelingwas (1975:95):
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44alargely irrational reaction stemmingfrom deep emotional conviction rather than any
dispassionateanalysis of theproblems and the practical optionsfor dealing with them. [7t]
relies for its wider support on attitudes that are largely emotional and irrational".
In common with elementsof Labour Party opinion as with Crosland (197l)- he saw the antinuclear movement as predominately elitist and middle class. This opinion continued through to
1980 with Frank Chapple, the leader of the electricians union, denouncingthe (Chapple 1980):
"Hysterical voices of environmentalists,ecologistsand sundry political opportunists, who
exploit public ignorance. 71ey re-write all our known experienceswith nuclear energy,
embellishing every detail, exaggeratingevery mishap and behind this smokescreen
(sometimeseuphemisticallydescribedas a low energy strategy) they skiINIly conceal the
fact that the logical outcomeof their policies will, at worse, leave us with a shortage of
energy around the year 2000 and, at best, lead usfirst to stagnation and then to reduced
standard of living".
The source and dynamic of the anti-nuclearopposition may have been emotional but they were
not irrational. The author, I believe, who comesclosestto identifying the causesof opposition is
SpencerWeart who in his book Nuclear Fear. A History of1mages identifies four main themes
in the web of associationthat influenced the way people thought about nuclear power. These
were (1988: 373-4):
1- The technical realities of reactors,both the economic opportunities and the hazards,as seen
by scientists and transmitted to the public. From theserealities particular 'facts', such as on
hypothetical radiation dangers,were selectedand stressed.
2. Nuclear energy's social and political associations,especially ideas involving modem
civilization and authority. These associationsexplain what happenedwhen reactors became a
condensedsymbol for all modem industrial society.
Weart arguesthat nuclear power was singled out for this symbolic role largely
as a result of.
3. The old myths about pollution, cosmic secrets,mad scientistsand
apocalypsethat were
historically associatedwith atomic power and radiation, indestructible myths
with deep
psychological resonances.
4. The threat of nuclear war, never for a moment forgotten.
Thus to Schumacherthe old myths
of scientiststrespassingon forbidden territory were still
valid; writing in 1955 he said (quoted in Wood 1984: 304):
"Atomic energyfor ýeaceful purposes' on
a scale calculated to replace coal and oil, is a
prospect even more appalling than the Atomic or Hydrogen bomb. For here unregenerate
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man is entering a territory which, to all thosewho have eyesto see, bears the warning sign
'Keep OutFor John Davoll it was mistrust of scientific experts(Davoll 1973b):
"Nuclear power is only part of a even more intimidating nexusofproblems related to the
use and generation of energy.. Can any society so dependenton the advice of experts...
have any hope of arriving at informed ands democratic decisionson the most vital
questions thatface it".
and pessimism about the ability of humanity to managevast amountsof nuclear wastessafely
for millennia. (Davoll 1973a:5). Thus in summarythis thesis concludesthat the anti-nuclear
movement was a continuation of protest by a network of activists driven in part by imagesof the
nuclear future as much as by specific fears and concerns.

8.4

FoE Hagiology

Most of the historyof the 1970santi-nuclearcampaignhasbeenwritten from a FoE perspective,
chiefly by Walt Patterson,its main anti-nuclearactivist.Anothermajorsourceof informationis
from RobertLamb's hagiologyon FoE,which drawsheavilyon materialprovidedby Patterson
his
previousaccountsandinterviews-with a few quotationsfrom CzechConroy,in its 7 page
account(Lamb 1996:81-88).Of the five membersof the anti-nuclearcampaignidentifiedby
Tom Burke - CzechConroy,Mike Flood,Amory Lovins,Walt Patterson,
andJohnPrice- John
Price is not mentionedin Lamb'sbook,andnoneof themarementionin Patterson'stwo books
(accordingto the index).
In Williams' excellentandimpartialaccountof the Windscaledecision,thereis wider mentionof
the FoE team,with the publicationsof all five beingreferenced(Williams 1977:307-310).In
two other morepartisanhistoriesof nuclearpowerby CrispinAubrey(1991) andFredRoberts
(1999),thereis no mentionof the five by name,thoughAubreyin his 'FurtherReading'
sectionlists booksby Flood (1988)andPatterson(1976,1985),while Robertslists booksby
Patterson(1976,1985).This aversionto namingpeople'scontributionis one-sided,plenty
of
peopleon the pro-nuclcarsideget mentionedin all accounts.Similarly in discussionof the anti.
nucleargroups,FoE is almostinvariablythe only organizationmentioned.Lambdoesnot
mentionthe campaignsby ConSoc,Half Life, NIN or any of the othergroupswhile Patterson
only mentionsthemin his first accountin 1979andnot in his laterpublications:their accountis
exclusivelyFoE. centric.Conroy(1978)in his history of the Windscalecampaignmakesno
mentionof ConSoc'sinvolvement(andhardlyany of Half-Life), statingonly the FoE branch's
involvement.While WilliamsmentionsHalf Life's
campaignthreetimesit is FoEthat getsby far
the mostextensivecoverage.Similarly Aubreymentions11alf-Lifetwice and FoEextensively
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(and to be fair many anti-nucleargroups in the 1980sas his book is mainly on the Campaign
against the proposedPWR at Hinkley).
Thus the existing histories of the anti-nuclearcampaignare one sided; while they detail the
complexity of the organizationsand people on the pro-nuclear side, on the anti-nuclear side
there is just FoE, lead by Walt Pattersonwith help from Amory Lovins and a few others,able to
call upon up a mass of amorphous'environmentalists' to demonstrate.The history thus
becomes the myth of 'David versus Goliath', a handful of people battling against the multiheaded nuclear hydra. This myth is reinforced by Patterson'saversion to the contribution of
others less intellectually gifted than himself, who he claims 'muddied the waters' with their
him
To
88).
Lamb
1996:
(1998;
discredit
Parker
FoFs
to
evidence, allowing
also see
evidence
the efforts of the other anti-nuclear groups were a big embarrassment,and responsiblefor the
failure of FoE to achievesuccessat the WindscaleInquiry. That the failure of RE was, in the
words of their contemporarycritics, becausethey were politically naive and too kccn on
becoming part of the establishmenthas never been addressedby them (Bugler 1981; Pyc-Smith
and Rose 1981).
The dominance of FoE in the accountswritten by Walt Pattersonparticularly his 1985 book,
together with the media attention to FoE as the premier environmental group opposing nuclear
power (achievedby its articulate performanceat the Windscale Inquiry) has meant that antinuclear histories have been little more than FoE hagiology. It is the intention of this thesis to
rectify this, by showing that the anti-nuclearmovementin the 1970swas a great deal more
complex and diverse than the written accountsindicate.
8.4.1

FoE Expertise

v ConSoc democracy

The Windscale Inquiry made FoE but broke ConSoc.It is somewhatironic that the methodsFoE
used to its success-elite lobbying togetherwith rational and highly technical argument- were
the antithesis of the values it supposedlystood for as an organization - decentralized,informal
and inclusive. In contrast ConSoc stood by its organization values: democratic decision making
- with membersvoting and a committee structure-and espousalof environmentalvalues.
FoE was never a democraticorganization,it has supportersnot members.It was run by the Ilead
Office, with the Director having total control over policy and staff, particular under an
authoritarian characterlike Tom Burke (Undercurrents 1978c). Head office ran campaignsnot
branches.This was in contrastto ConSoc where memberscould put forward a policy resolution
at the Annual GeneralMeeting and then if acceptedcould start campaigning.Mius it is no
surpriseihat the anti-nuclearmovementstarted at ConSoc,as it was better able to reflect the
concern of members.There may have been similar concern in FoE branchesbut they had no
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mechanism for articulating or acting within FOEuntil Head Office decided on an anti-nuclear
campaign (in late 1975).
FOE head office was an avowedly elitist organization,more concernedwith maintaining their
reputation for technical competence(and the accessthat went with it) than combining forces
with other groups. This is typified by their decision before the Windscale Inquiry not to ally
themselves with any of the other groups but to presenttheir evidencealone. Tbus Wynne
characterizesmuch of the conflict amongstgroups at Windscale Inquiry as due to "FoE's
unwillingness to co-operatewith other groups excepton its own terms, and a resultantfeeling
that the career ofFoE as a semi-establishmentgroup took precedenceover the more radical
sentiments of many of its members"(Wynnel982: 100).
As Walt Pattersonremarked about the Inquiry (Lamb 1996: 88):
"If it had been left to us, there was no way that the anti-case could he ignored. I think that
it was a successfultactical move hy BNFL to invite everybodyinto the room so that they
could get under each other'sfeet and clutter up the arguments. Mat happened,there was
a huge smear of argumentsrangingfrom the very well worked out to the wildly angry and
exaggerated,which left roomfor Parker to do what he did, to tar everybodywith the same
brush and say it was totally over the top, indefensibleand so on, invoking everybodyat the
same time".
Tom Burke commentedin 1996 on the impact of the Inquiry "the lessonsfrom this were only
slowly learnt, and some environmentgroups, like FoE, haven't beenable to come to terms with
it. (faith in rational argument] At the time we thought we hadjust lost another battle and hence
carried on to do Sizewell" (Burkel996). The Report shapedthe future debate.FoE was more in
favour of technical expertise than democraticaccess:a result of their organizational structure
which concentratedpower into the handsof head office staff. This approachwon the
organization favourablc press publicity and enhancedthe staffs reputation amongst fellow
professionalsbut it did not win it friends amongstthe other fcllow organizations (of NIN) and
was inimical to building a massmovement.Perhapsthis suspicion,even envy, did not matter to
FoE: it was at least admired and acknowledged(by the press) as the Icadcr of the anti-nuclcar
campaign.
ConSoc in contrast decided to becomepart of a broad
umbrella of groups, the WA, at die
Inquiry. Its decision to delegatehandling its
of
wide ranging cvidcnce to an ad-hoc group, die
WA committee,was a disasterfor ConSoc.It won
no favourablepublicity and lost prcstige to
FOE.But as Wynne commentedon the Windscalc Inquiry "Yhe
objectors were in an impossible
position: if they took the wider view, the Inquiry would be swampcdand Parker would not take
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them seriously; if they took the narrower approach, they would disappearfrom the political
debate" (Wynne 1982: 108). This conflict betweenexpertise (or rationality) and democracy (or
emotion) always plagues campaignsand organizations.To be successfula balanceneedsto be
struck, in the words of Martin Ince, betweenthe "rather ill-matched types of activist, in a word,
the public inquiry'type and the street campaigner" (Ince 1978). Without the first, found at Head
Office, there is no credible caseand no favourablepublicity; without the secondthere is no mass
organization, campaign or movement.
The anti-nuclear power movement of the 1970sused FoE's Head Office as their brains and a
widely disparategroup of environmentaland radical activists as their feet. Its successwas that it
produced in the three years, from March 1975 to April 1978, a movement capableof mobilising
over 10,000 people to march in London, and severalthousandto camp the weekendat Torness,
Scotland. Its tragedy, or irony, was that this movementhad nowhere directly to go - its focus the
expected Fast Breeder Inquiry was scrapped.As new issuesarose,the movementmerged itself
from 1979 into such 'direct action' organizationsas the TornessAlliance, CND, ANC and
Greenpeace.Both ConSoc and FoE were unable to capitalize on this new mood of militancy
becausetheir leaders,John Davoll and Tom Burke, were personally opposedto direct action
(Vole 1978c; Bugler 1981: 296; Davoll 1999).111
The result was that ConSocwent into a long
period of decline, as membersdrifted away, and it was wound up in 1987. FoE however
continued to expand and was to play a significant role at future nuclear inquiries at Sizcwcll and
Hinkley. Like the Windscale Inquiry, thesetwo were similarly lost.
8.4.2

FoE retrospective

Ile Windscale Inquiry has assumedthat statusof an epic battle, nearly won, amongstFoE
hagiographers.As Czech Conroy reminiscesabout Windscalc to Lamb (1996: 88):
"It's true that we lost, but we gained a great deal in the process. 71cre was a massive
raising ofpublic awarenessabout nuclear issuesbecauseof the daily media coverage and
there was a bigjump in the credibility of Friends of the Earth. They couldn't dismiss us as
eco-freaks any more".
Conroy also points out that it establisheda significant precedent,that of holding a public
inquiry when considering any major nuclear developmentand this delayed the progress of the
nuclear industry, particularly over plans to build the Sizcwcll PWR. FurthermoreConroy
believes that FoE's anti-nuclcar campaign (Lamb 1996: 88):
44 was one of the most effective campaignsFriends of the Earth
ever ran, especially when
...
you consider what we were up against. Britain was a world leader in nuclear technology,
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with both civil and military programmes.To stop the expansionof the civil industry in only
twenty years of campaigning was an incredible feat".
Walt Patterson,commentingon WindscaleInquiry two decadesafterwards,believes that if FoE
had not opposedTHORP and gone to the Inquiry, BNFL would have startedbuilding in 1976,
with the plant perhapsopening in 1982 (Patterson1998). That would have resulted in the
accumulation of far more plutonium, and there also would be reprocessingplants in other
countries. He believed that FoE's successwas that "We delayed it by 15 years. Me delayed the
programme. We achieveda lot andfeel proud' (Patterson 1998). Robert Lamb, FoE's
biographer, is similarly upbeat about their achievements(1996: 88):
"In retrospect, FoE's presenceat the inquiry had done enormousgood raising the
organisation's profile to a level it had neverpreviously achievedand marking it out as the
credible voice on nuclear issues.It had severelyunderminedthe casefor nuclear power,
rattled a powerful but complacentindustry and challenged the conventional wisdom that
nuclear waste should be reprocessed".
However Joe Weston believed that he impact on the FoE movementwas devastating.Ile wrote
(1989: 54):
"The Windscaleissue had taken up a whole year and had resulted in many other campaign
areas being reduced in terms of their profile and the amount of resourcesspent on them.
The campaign had cost the organizationfar more than the SI 00,00 in lawyers and expert
witnessfees usedduring the courseof the inquiry. For all that time, effort and expenditure
the organization had, apparently gained nothing. The groups had been asked to raise
moneyfor the campaign and at the end of the day, had received nothing in return".
Weston remarkedthat while the FoE headoffice believed that having lost, the campaign was
over, many in local groups did not accept defeat so easily and continued to oppose local nuclear
plants. Tbc energy campaignersof RE felt excluded from these informal local alliances, such
as the Torness Alliance, and saw them as threat,"as ifFoE was in danger of losing its lead over
the anti-nuclear movement" (Weston 1989: 56).
Wynne doubts that the Inquiry changedanything in nuclear policy (1996). Some environmental
campaignersdid however benefit, learning about doing research,putting evidence forward,
forming international links, and creating a name for themselves.As Weston
perhapscynically
remarked Inquiries do "provide campaignerswith a stage on which they can display their
talents and their arguments" (1989: 102). But the Inquiry did not raise the profilc of nuclear
issuesamongstthe public as there was little media publicity in the masscirculation prcss like
312JAý=

as Inquiries are arcaneand intimidating to the public. Wynne in an interview two
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decades'later, said he had no illusions as he "never expectedto win but he didn't expectit to be
fixed. There was enough evidencefor Inspector to write an anti-nuclear case but Parker had a
predisposition to accept evidencefrom Governmentbodies as they were consideredaccountable
and democratic" (Wynnel996).
Wynne however arguedthat FoE, in its desireto put a compromisecaseand establishcredibility
with the government, was outflanked by Parker at the Inquiry. Although it was "the most
seasoned and erudite of the objectors", it refused to join the other groups (and the desire of its
own local membersin NNQ in mounting an anti-nuclearcase, arguing instead for delay and the
availability of technical alternativesto reprocessing(Wynne 1982: 105). When the Inquiry was
widely seenby both the press and parliament as a battle for or against nuclear power, the end
result was that FoFs position "was not even seen as an alternative political option" (Wynne
1982: 108). While Bugler gives FoE praise for its high quality work and advocacyon nuclear
issues,he believed their Windscalecampaignwas a failure due to their political naivete,
remarking "If nuclear power has suffered rebuffs, it has been almost entirelyfrom its own
mistakes, not through public opposition" (Bugler 1981: 296).
8.4.3

Emotion

versus expertise

Media praise for FoE at the Windscale Inquiry was basedon their using a rational approachand
rejecting emotional arguments,in contrast to the evidenceof many other groups. However a
plea for the acceptanceof 'emotion' as a valid premise for opposition to nuclear power was
made by Peter Taylor of PERG, in his evidenceat the Windscale Inquiry on the right approach
to decision making on complex technical decisions (Breach 1978a: 171). Taylor in his evidence
said that we lived in a society ruled by rationalists and rcductionists becauseof our dependence
on advancedtechnology, and therefore there is seldom an opportunity to discuss fundamental
alternatives. He said (quoted in Breach 1978a:171):
"If one were to say "I opposenuclear power becauseit threatens the very stuff of life", one
would be branded as emotional and incapable of rational argument... there is far "lore
scopefor interaction if one says "I opposenuclear power becausethe disposal of longlived actinides to geological formations of unprovcnpermeability or long-term structural
stability cannot guarantee against radiological ha: ards due to concentrations In thefood
chains ".
71us, anyone who can actually say that sentenceand get the words right (they do not
necessarilyhave to understandthem) may becomea front-line protagonist. Tile othcrs must
stay at the back and maintain a dutiful silence whilst their 'champions' do battle".
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Taylor illustrates this point by the testimony to the Inquiry by Barbara Fish, from a small
religious commune, who posedsimple questionslike "ny

must we always live with the

blunderings of science all in the name ofprogress?" and " How dare we 'mere mortals' reason
that our industries and refrigerators are important enoughto put the balance [of nature] at
stake? " (quoted in Breach 1978a: 171). As Breach commented"Such non-scientifically
assembledquestions lack credibility in a controversydominated by economic and political
Yact' ". He finiher remarkedthat groups like FoE, for all their use of specialist witnessesand
technical evidence "drawfor their support on a very large number ofpeople like Ms Fish and
herfellow communardswhofeel, instinctively, that 'things' are going wrong and that the move
towards dependencyon nuclear power is potentially thefinal mistake" (Breach 1978a:172).
To the mass of activists the Inquiry was an obscureritual of expertisein which their
'champions' took part, it was not part of their political campaign.As Wynne remarked "It is
easy toforget that the Inquiry parties were a very small elite minority ofactivistsfor or against
some aspect of nuclear energy... The 'environmentalist' may have been in there fighting, but he
too was an alien expert more akin to the industry's experts than the ordinary person" (Wynne
1982: 169). Brian Wynne, writing after the Windscale Inquiry remarkedthat participation in
public inquiries for interestedbut less experienced,less organizedgroups and individuals
becomes all the more daunting the technical they become (Wynne 1979: 1079):
" Representationbecomesless and less meaningrul the more inquiries are highly elite,
professionalised and semiprivate exchangesbetweenstrongly committedadversaryparties.
More elaborate inquiries may buy more naturaljusticefor professional objectors only at the
expenseof even more alienation of the wider public".

8.4.4 Green Alliance
The tendencyto focuson the viewsof the 'ch=pions' - the expertandthe clite- ratherthan the
ordinaryactivistswas furtherreinforcedby the foundingof the GreenAlliance at the end of
1978.This was foundedby LiberalpeerTim Beaumontat a meetingon 23 Dcccmbcr1978at
the NationalLiberal Club, attendedby 30 people(GreenAlliance 1978).JohnDavoll and Irene
Coatesfrom ConSocattended,but Davoll did not join, thoughEdwardDawsondid. By March
1979 it had 85 members,mostly the 'great and the good' from the environment groups, with
hardly any overlap with the NIN activists except for Irene Coateswho initially refusedto join
becauseof "the gross disparity of sexual representation" as only 2 of the initial 30 people
invited were women. By March 1979there were more women, 9 out of 85 members,a sex ration
of only 10%, far worse than ConSoc in the 1960s.110
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There were women activists 10 out of the 41 member groups of NIN had a women as contact
point, there were 8 women in the 29 people attending the 'Windscale post-mortem' NIN
meeting in November 1977, but they were overlooked. This tendency to overlook women's
contribution still continues.For instanceRobert Lamb in his biography of FoE, mentions a
Joanna Gordon-Clarke who was 'pipped' for the post of Director of FoE in 1975 by Tom
Burke (Lamb 1996: 92). The only other mention of her is on the previous page where she is
referred to as 'a former environmental policy manger for the oil and gas multinational BP'; of
her contribution to FoE nothing is written. Similarly ReneeChudleigh, the Energy Campaigner
and initial leader of the FoE Sizewell team and co-authorof two FoE books on the caseagainst
the PWR (Flood et al 1980; Chudleigh and Cannell 1983), only get one mention though the
Sizewell campaign gets 5 pages (Lamb 1996: 105).
In fairness to Lamb he doesgive extensivemention to the work of two women activists, Angela
King, FoE's original wildlife campaignerand to Iris Webb, FoE Board member and antiSizewell campaigner.Regretfully the extent of mention in any historical account will often
depend on the individual's published record and availability for interview. Most of the male
anti-nuclear activists from the 1970shave gone on to successfulcareersin academiaand
journalism. They are easeto trace and to interview (as I have done), besidesoften having
produced their own accountsof their activities. Women activists from the 1970sare not so easy
to trace, as I have failed to do.
This is definitely a task for future historians of environmentalactivism, and has been done for
the US by Carolyn Merchant (1985) and Vera Norwood (1993). Also the previously neglected
role of women activists againstpollution from energy sourcesis being given increasing
attention, ranging from the 19th century campaignby the Ladies Health Protective Association
of Pittsburgh against coal smoke, to Mary Sinclair's long and ultimately successful,campaign
against the building of a nuclear power plant in Midland, Michigan"' (Gonzalez 2002: 135-7;
Breton 1998: 88-93).
8.5

Soft energy utoplanism

As we have seenin Chapter7, energy technologieshave beenassociatedwith a mixture of
utopian and dystopian viewpoints. Utopian views initially dominate society, but over time there
is an wavering of support as promoting institutions fail to deliver the expectedbenefits and the
disbenefits becomeapparent.Sometimesthere is a sudden
shift in support for a technology, as
sectionsof society abandonit in responseto the impact of new ideologies.Ilis can be seenwidi
nuclear power in the early 1970s,where conservationistsand many elementsof the New Lcft
quickly switched their allegiancesfrom nuclear to solar energy. Often driven by dystopian fears
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of a 'nuclear state' they joined the campaignby the new environmentalistsagainst the
expansion of nuclear power.
Solar energy, soon to be rechristenedrenewableenergy,was to be the way forward to a
'sustainable' world. This energy utopianism startedin the early 1970swith the AT movement,
and its latest expressionis in books like The Solar Economy by Hermann Scheer(2002). In it he
claims that the adoption of solar energy will causea revolution that will replace our present
hierarchical society basedon fossil fuels with one which is more democraticand egalitarian. As
Fred Pearce remarked in his review "Scheer's is a heady Utopian vision" (Pearce2002).
So at the beginning of the 21st century is solar energy to be the future energy source?
Ultimately does it matter? Does choice of energy technology really affect how society is
organized? Is Scheercorrect when he claims that history shows that new technologies,like
have
have
that
technological
reshapedthe
electric grids and nuclear power,
revolution
causeda
world. The history of energy utopianism in fact, I believe, shows the opposite: new energy
sources do not automatically bring desirablesocial and economic change.Rather it is the way
society is organized, or in the classic Marxist phrase 'who controls the meansof production',
which determinesthe scale and nature of the impact of energy technologies.All energy
utopianism suffers from the flaw of 'technological determinism', a point made by social critics
of technology in the 1960s(Cross et al 1974).
In an era of global capitalism energy sourcesare likely to be part of a globally traded energy
network. This could be the 1960svision of Buckminster Fuller for a global electricity grid based
on solar energy coming from deserts,or more recent ones for a hydrogen economy based on
wind, hydro or nuclear power. Whilst economiccontrol of energy systemsmay still rest in
corporate hands the physical infrastructure of energy generation is becoming more
decentralized,under the impact of much smaller sized generatingplant. For the UK this trend
will undoubtedly continue, strengthenedby Governmentpolicy in its latest Energy White Paper
for far more renewablesand small-scaledistributed electricity generation(DTl 2003). Whether
this energy decentralismwill bring the social and political benefits desiredby solar supportersis
uncertain, and is certainly not automatic.Unless there are other Govcrnmentpolicies in support
of political and economic decentralizationthe world they aspire to may thus remain solely in the
realm of utopian or sciencefiction writers, or occasional'islands' of greennessalways
vulnerable to conquestby outside forces.'."
8.5.1

A nuclear revival?

So does the history of the anti-nuclearpower movement in the 1970shave any lessonsfor
nuclear protest in the 21st century, or teach us anything about why people protest against new
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learn
Can
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anything
previous protest againstnuclear power plants?
promoters of wind
the experiencesof the 1970snuclearpromoters?Does the Civil Service, as Bugler claimed,
in
(quoted
by
delay
in
few
its
despite
the
caused
opposition
always
a
years of
end get way,
Vernon 1981: 42)?
The wind power debateis similar in rhetoric and tone to the nuclear power debatein the 1970s,
although public opinion is far more in favour of wind power than it ever was of nuclear power.
Just as the nuclear lobby in the 1970scould not conceive or accept the fact that people did not
want any nuclear power stations(and wantedto close down existing ones), so much of the wind
lobby is unable to acceptthe rationality of opposition. For instancethe BWEA (British Wind
Energy Association) usesthe samelanguage,as was used by nuclear promoters in the 1970s,of
94
misconceptionsand misinfor7nationsdistributed by groups aiming to stifle wind energy
development completely" and "a small but vociferous number ofpeople have generated a
disproportionate amount ofpress coverage" (quoted in Elliott 1997: 163-4). Similarly wind
promoters call for education,well informed debateand local consultation and an end to
NIMBYism. The technology is different but the debateand languageis the same.
Just as the nuclear establishmentwas split in the 1970s,so there are divisions amongst
denviro=cntalists' over windfarms. This division could reflect NIMBY concerns,with some
local and regional groups in areaswhere wind farms are planned being opposed,whilst all the
big national groups are in favour. Long establishedregional groups, like the CPRW (Council for
the Protection of Rural Wales), are seekingthe protection of the countryside basedon the
aestheticsof landscape,whilst national groups(RSPB,WWF, FoE, Grccnpeace,SERA etc) are
united in seeingwindpower as a symbol of a sustainableBritain. "' What needsto be understood
is that opposition to wind, like that to nuclear,is partly a political protest, againstthe (social)
vision of its promoters. Somepeople simply do not like or want a 'sustainableBritain' or a 'soft
energy future, just as some did not want a 'nuclear state' or 'breeder economy' in the 1970s.
This protest can be consideredas partly intellectual and partly opportunistic, and is supported
by those sectionsof the media opposedto the energy and social policies of the current Labour
Government,(Marren 2003). Wind, like nuclear, power is promoted not just as an energy
technology but as a meansby which its supporterscan achieve their social goals, hcnce Ole
utopianism of Hcrmann Scheer(2002).
So could anti-wind campaignerschangeenvironmentalismtowards the old preservationidcas (or
perhaps deep green approach)of the protection of 'Nature' rather than 'Man'? Could
conservationgroups concernedwith rural protection, like the CPRW and the CPRE, rcturn to
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their 1960s support for nuclear power with their argumentthat it is better to damagealready
blighted urban areasrather than 'unspoilt' rural areas,with its unspokenassumptionthat it is
better to subject people to some hazardrather than sacrifice nature?This seemsunlikely, for
much as they may wish for an energy sourcethat does not 'spoil' the countryside, the options
are limited: nuclear is too expensiveand is not supportedby Government,whilst fossil fuels are
accusedof causingglobal warming. A nuclear revival is unlikely, at least for the UK, unless:
1. Renewablesfail to deliver technically and economically causing the 'environmental
establishment' to become split on energy policy.
2. The public becomedisillusioned with the promises of solar utopianism.
I

Minority countryside concernsare taken up by the urban majority.

Thus it seemslikely the age of expansionfor nuclear power is over, although, of course,
whatever happenswe will still have large amountsof nuclear waste to remind us of its history.
Likewise the dreamof a utopian society will still be with us, but the energy sourcethrough
which it is expressedwill changeover time. The old vision of nuclear power may be over, but
the dream of a utopian energy technology still lives on. Renewablesis the current favourite, but
whether it will be any more successfulthan nuclear power remains to be seen.
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Water Reactor),both typeswere developedin the US. Ile SGIM (SteamGeneratingI leavy Water Reactor)
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2' Pocock is probably referring to such articles as thosein 311CSundayTimes on 18 Novemberandby Amory Lovins
on 25 November 1973.
John Price was a researcherfor FoE on energyanalysisof nuclearpower seeJohnPrice & Amory Lovins, 1974,
Dynamic Energy Analysis and Nuclear Power,London: Friendsof the Earth. I [a left FoE in the 1970sand went
to Australia. Interestingneither Lamb 1996nor Patterson1986mention his work for FoE.
27There had also beenstoriesin many of the main papersaboutBNFL'3 plans for new thermal oxide reprocessing
plant (111ORP)since late 1974:for instancesee:Financial Times 13November 1974,and 31 January1975,and
Observe of 23 March 1975(Ilawkes 1975a);also article, 'Looking to the future of nuclear fuel reprocessing'in
Electrical Review. of 7 February 1975,PP 160-1(Wynne 1982:188 n5O).
21SeeLancasterCommentof 9 December1971,p 11-14;for an obituary of Paul SmokerseeIan Welsh (1998) who
dedicatedhis book.Mobilising lVodernity to him.
2' SeeWynne 1982:75-78 on the conflict the WindscaleproposalcausedamongstCumbriancouncilors,most of
whom supporteda quick decisionin favour.
30His wife, Mrs. G.J. Acland was one of the only two county councilors (out of 98) who were sympatheticto the
Windscaleopponents(Wynne 1982:80,195 note 22).
)'The issueof local supportfor TlIORP was examinedin evidencegiven by the West Cumbria branchof Foll at the
WindscaleInquiry (seeBreach1977c).
Brian Wynne was a lecturerin the Schoolof IndependentStudiesat LancasterUniversity. Aflcr the Win,14cale
Inquiry, Brian Wynne wrote a seriesof articlesfor New Scientist(Wynne 1978a:c). in 1982his book Rationality
andRitual was publishedon nucleardecisionmaking and the role of public inquiries (Wynne 1982).It contains,
in Chapter6, much detail aboutthe conflicts betweenthe groups,representedat the Inquiry. Wynne received
praisefrom Ian Breachin the New Scientiston 28 July 1977for putting "someoutstandinglywell researched
questions" and his evidenceon institutional failure amongstnuclearbodiesgot a bit %%Tito
up (Breach 1977g).
Wynne has continuedto write on Windscaleand radiationissues(e.g. Wynne et &11993).
Sir Frank Layfield was to achievewidespreadpublicity in the 1980sas the Iruipcctorat the Sizewell Inquiry (see
Incc 1984: 1).
ý4For details of the Torriesspublic inquiry seePatterson1979: 159,Pattcrsonl984: 47-8; Lamb 1996: 83.
Pattersonwrote about the North Seaoil campaignin the Fol! ncwslc"cr in The reologist during 1973(Patterson
1973aand 1973b).
)6For extensivedetails and analysisof action at Tornessfrom 1978-80seeWelsh 2000: 166-80.
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Ten year later, the proposedHinkley C PWR galvanizedlocal opposition,which becamethe Stop Hinkley
Expansion(SHE) group; seeAubrey 1991:65-68. In his book however there is no mention of the Nuclear
ReactorVigilantes.
38For an insider's view of the conflict betweenthe groupsat the WindsicaleInquiry, seethe detailedaccountin Wynne
1982: 100-111.
39For details of the LawyersEcology Group's role in influencing the decisionto hold an inquiry, seeWynne 1982:
82.
40The letter from Parry to Taitz of 5 August 1977has scribbledon the bottom PS "We arejust sendinganother f500
to Beryl Kempfor CONSOCand the sameto FOE! " (Parry 1977).
According to Ian Breach(1977b),PeterTaylor was a former social anthropologistwho had spentsix yearsin
industry and teaching.His nuclearexpertisehad comefrom acting asan advisorto local citizens' groupsopposed
to the constructionof a reprocessingplant at Aschendor&West Germanyand from working alongsideuniversity
lobbyist from Bremen.
42John Tyme was a well known, evennotorious,anti-roadscampaignerwho achievedmuch mediapublicity through
his direct action activities,including disrupting'dozensof road inquiries in Britain' (Breachl977i) His
campaigningresultedin personaltragedy:he suffereda nervousbreakdownandretreatedto a monastery.
According to his speechat the 1986ConSocNational Conferencehis 15 yearsof impassionedefforts "have
mostly resultedin completefailure, muchto his anguish" (CN 95).
43For details on Energy2000 including committeeminutesand correspondence
seeLeonardTaitz archivesat Sheffield
Archives (ref 19931108
Box 4).
44Transport 2000 was formed in 1973at the initiative of the National Union of Railwaymen(NUR) as a federationof
groups,including environmentalones,in favour of developingthe railways.The NUR provided the secretariat
and much of the financefor Transport2000 (seeKimber et al. 1974for discussionof its activities).
SeeBoyle 1983: 16 for photo of front pageof the Daily Mirro on Tuesday21st October 1975- the text is legible.
46There is a greatdealpublishedon the WindsicaleInquiry; it was coveredin detail by the press,mainly by Ian Breach
for New Scientist(1977 a- 1; 1978; 1978a).Also books by The Guardian(1978); and Wynne (1982).
47Speakersincludedthe MPs Geoffrey PodsworthandMillie Miller, JohnDonoghuethe safetyassessment
manager
from BNFL, Len Brookes,economicadviserfor AEA, and PeterAdams, local tradeunion official (NS 1976b).
42Seealso coveragein PeaceNews Nos. 2019-2020,April 1976.
49For Patterson'sViewson the National EnergyConferenceseePatterson1985:55,114.
soSir Kelvin Spencer,was a former chief Scientistwith the Ministry of Power in the 1950s.According to Patterson
(1985: 86) he had becomea'fiercely outspokenopponentof official British nuclearpolicy' after having beenan
'enthusiasticsupporterof nuclearpowee.He gaveevidencefor the SEI at the WindscaleInquiry (Breach 1977i).
Perhapsechoingremarksmadeby Walter Marshall in a speechreportedin New Scientist(8 July 1976:85), where
he asked "Everyoneis alwaystalking about the nuclear lobby, but whereis it? I haveneverseenthe slightest
sign of it".
Other groupsspentsignificant sumson the Inquiry NNC spentL8,000,TCPA 0,000 just in the first 4 weeksof
the Inquiry. Othergroupswere left with largedebtswhich active membershad to pay off. suchasPERO (Wynne
1982: 102).
53According to Wynne (1982: 102),JamesGoldsimith
waspersuadedby his brother Edwardand Gerry Levine - who
was JamesGoldsmithsolicitor and influencedby GeorgeDobry QC, a leadingmemberof the LawyersEcology
Group and counselfor the Isle of Man at the Inquiry.
The evidenceon Euratom.and Europeannuclearpolicies was presentedby Ircne Coates;&f1cra wait of 14 weeksto
give it shewas told by JusticeParkerthat her evidencewas redundant(Breach 1977f).
CharlesWaksteinhadpublishedan article critical of Windscale'ssafetyproceduresin the WhitchavenNem in
December1975,which was enthusiasticallyreprintedin UndercurrenttNo. 16 (Wakstein 1976),with a further
supportive article for his views in No. 18 by Martyn Partridge(1976).
For extensivepaperson this legal disputeand the internal conflict in ConSocseeSheflield Archives 1993/108Box
I and 3, FoldersWindscaleAppealandWindscaleInquiry Nov78ng.
17Accordingto Wynne "Cynicsalso notedthat the
unusualprocedureadoptedto allow a parliamentarydebate
convenientlyprohibiledreview ofthe government'sdecisionIn the courts" (1978: 351).
$1This criticism waspublishedlater as a book: Wait Patterson& CzechConroy 1978.7he ParArr Inquiry. London:
FoE.
59The assessors
imputiality seeWynne who
were Sir FrederickWarnerand Sir EdwardPochin.On die assessors
coninients"Neitherfigure appearedto be without an Interest"(Wynne 1982:87ý
60Criticism of the ParkerReporthasbeen
well coveredelsewhere,particularly in Wynne 1982.For the views of
participantsseethe views of FoE in Patterson& Conroy (1978), of the 17-colneiltin Goldsmith et Al (1978), of
TCPA in Stott & Taylor (1980), of the UKAEA in Wyatt (1980). and of eight opposition witnessesin Vole
(1978). For moreneutralviews seePearce(1979),Taylor (1979) and Williams (1980: 301-307),and press
comment at the time (a list in Williams 1980:3 10 notes81 & 87).

6' Ile reporton theWindsicale
Assessment
andReviewProject(WARP)waspublishedin 1979asPe=e et &11979.
62TheUK Department
Your Fnvironmentin 1969,and31a
wasfoundedin 1970,themagazines
of theEnvironment
Ecoloeis in 1970.
63The 'environmental
justice' movement
whichoriginatedin theUSA in thelate 1980sarguesthatliving in a poor
(oftennextto hazardous
qualityenvironment
wastedumps)is nota matterof choicebut of powerinterests
(Gottlieb1993:235-269;Roberts& Toffolon-Weiss
2001).
"For detailsof 19thcenturysocietiesfoundedto protectwildlife seeI loldgate1999:6-9;Sheail1976;Fitter& Scott
1978.
This split in sexrolescontinuedinto the 1980s,with a 1987internalreportfor FoEcommenting
thattherewasa
between
clearsplit in theorganization
campaigners
whowereall menandsupportstaffwhowerevirtuallyall
women(Weston1989:184).
Perhaps
thefirst bookwrittenby a womenactivistwasGroundforConcern:Australia'sUraniumandHuman
Survival.by Mary Elliott, a longstanding
AustralianActivist,in 1977.
anti-nuclear
67In 1980theNationalTrusthada million members
andtheRSPB300,000(Lowe& Goyder1983:182).
GrahamSearleof FoEeditedthebookConcorde:
7ýansport(1971)writtenby
theCaseAgainstSupersonic
RichardWiggs,andtheorganization
is listedin thepaperback,
by FoE.
TheEnvironmental
Handbookproduced
For FoE'srole in thiscampaignseeLamb1996:5-56.
69Thenumbersarebasedonmy estimates
of members
persociety,basedon extrapolation
of their 1955and1975
figures,giving 150in 1960and200in 1969.
Dueto pressures
of spacea chapteron theroleof the 1960scounterculture
andits alternativepressin promoting
issueshadto beomittedfrom thisthesis.Hopefullyit will appearin a forthcoming(1994)paper.
environmental
Very little hasbeenwrittenabouttheDwarfs;theyarenot mentionby Allaby in his bookon Ile Eco-Activists
(1971),althoughtheyarementioned
in Shipley(1976:204).Theyhadanextensivenetworkof branches,
their
DwarfNewsandwereactivein 1971in protestingaboutair pollution(seetheunderground
ownmagazine
hk No. 12andE=dz No. 13).Theyadopteda formof 'anarchistecology',modcledon previous
magazines
groupslike theDutchProvos,andwerewell knownto hippie3fortheirfestivalsandconcerts.
I lowevcra
contemporary
in thealternative
andsimilargroup,theDiggers,is betterknownthoughit receivedlesscoverage
leader.
press,mainlybecause
of theanticsof SidRawle,its self-appointed
Onespecificmasongiven(by RobertLamb)for DavidBrower'sresignation
fromtheSierraClubwastheBoard's
refusalto opposetheDiabloCanyonnuclearpowerplant.Browerhadinitially supported
nuclearpowerasan
'smartalternative'to hydro-power
damsbut by thelate 1960swasopposingthemon groundsof safetyand
economics(Lamb1996:34).Seealsonote99.
73Richard
Sandbrook
wasformerstudentunionpresidentat theUniversityof EastAnglia,andancnvironniental
activistwithin theNUS.Ile became
thedirectorof theIIED.
741twasalsoat Dungeness
nuclearpowerstationwhereEarthFir3tlheldtheirfirst publicactionin theUK in 1991,
whenabout60peoplefroma varietyof peaceandanti-nuclear
groupssuchastheBrightonPeaceCentre,Sea
Action.andDungeness
ActionSocietyof I lastingsblockadedtheplant(WAII1999:46). Accordingto.G=
Anarchisin 1991theDungeness
areacontained"thebestexampleofa cuspateforeland
in the%wrht..hometo
over600speciesofflora andfauna;someofthich are rare" (GA 1991ýAn exactlysimilarpointhadbeenmade
by protesters
at thePublicInquiryin 1958(seesection7.2.4).Protestit seemsis rarelynovel,arguments
and
methodsamhandeddownfromonegeneration
of activistto another.Theresultsof protest,generallyfailure,am
depressingly
unfortunately
similar.
A UK Govcr=cnt Minister,LadyI lollis, reportedthat50.000peoplehavediedIn theUK fronlAsbestos-related
diseases
in the30yearsbetween1968and1998(1lollis 2002).Thedangersfromasbestos
havebeenwell known
hasbeena recognized
sincethefirst centuryBC, andasbcstosis
industrialdisease
sincethe 1920s(Gottlieb1993:
275-7).Themuchhighernumberof deathsthroughminingaccidents
in useof coalversus
andindustrialdisease
by nuclearsupporters,
like Beckmann
nuclearpowerwasa pointemphasized
(1976:81-87)andFrcnilin(1987).
7 Accordingto Morgan(1980:29) thefirst to
usetheterm 'atomicbomb'(toreferto dieultimatein destructive
power)wasRobertCromicin his novelTheCrackofDoom(1895),in whicha madscientistrealizesthatone
grainof matter,if 'ethcrizcd',containsvastamountsof energyandplansto blow up theworldL
Otherprophecies
of atomicbomboccurin HaroldNicolsonNblic Ftices(1932)andNeil Bell's 77se
Lordqf1((e
(1933).bothcontainingwarningagainstuncontrolledscientificexperimentation
andthedangersIn diecreation
andtestingof anatomicbomb.(Morgan1980:95).
76ThomasSturgeonwaslaterto writedeeplypessimisticSF
novels,Atemorial(1946)and27tunder
andRoses
(1947),on thedangers
(Boyer1985:258).
andperhapsinevitabilityof nuclearholocaust
RitchieCalder.wasajournalist,authorAndacademic,
laterto becomeLordPeterRitchie-Calder.
In the 195Nhe
Editor,of theLondonNew,.
WASScicnce
4Chrontelt thenbecamein the 1960sProfessor
of International
Relationsat EdinburghUniversity.His f=c andinterestin foodandpopulationissuesleadhim to bechosenai
Society,wherehegavedie 1968Presidential
thePresident
Addressentided'IIdl on Earde.
of theConservation
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loThesignificanceof milk andradiationcanalsobeeseenin theimpactof theWindscalefire in October1957(Welsh
dumped
2000:96-120).Thisreceivedminimaladverse
was
collected
and
slightly
radioactive
milk
until
publicity
in thesea.Oneof themembers
of theWHOStudygroupattributedthismediaconcernto 'breastfededitors'
(Calder1962:25).
11SeeW 11Adamsremarksin Section5.2.3.Otherinstances
of childhoodexperiences
aregivenin my paper
ChildhoodErperiences
as TriggersfortheEcologicalImpulse,Paperto theAnnualMeetingof theEuropean
Associationfor Environmental
History(UK), theOpenUniversity,9 May 2003.
12Writtenin February1955duringhisvisit to Burma(seeWood1984:246-248)andpublishedin 1962by the
laterusedit in his first
GandhianInstituteof Studies,Varanasi,Indiain RootsofEconomicGrowth.Schumacher
book,Smallis BeautiAl,anda companion
paper'Non-ViolentEconomics'wasfirst publishedin TheObserverWeekendReview,on 21 August1960(seeMcRobie1981:21).
13This lecturewasrevisedandusedasa chapterentided'Nuclear
Energy-Salvationor Damnation'inhisbook,
Smallis Beautiful(Schumacher
1973a:124-135)
andwasalsopublishedby theNationalSocietyfor CleanAir
in 1967.
Patterson
in 1973,whenhewrotein hisPrefaceto his first bookon nuclearpower(1973)
madesimilarcomments
that "a nuclearreactoris scientificallynomoremysterious
thana transistorradio" andof theneedto dispel"the
impression
by the 'experts (Patterson
1973:
thatnuclearreactorscanonlybeunderstood
anddiscussed
Preface).
Stemglass'viewsachievedworldwidedistributionin mid 1969,with a frontpagestoryin theLondonObserver
TV, andfeatures
in broadcasts
in Australiaandin NewZealand,besideswritingpieces
appearances
onCanadian
for theNew Scientist(Boffey 1969:198).Stcrnglass'
viewshoweverwerenotwell knownamongstBritish
environmentalist
until themid 1970swith thepublicationof his bookLow levelRadiation(1973)by Earth
Island,the FoEpublishingarm.
For anaccountof this episodeseeFreeman1981;Patterson
1976:148-151;on Stertiglass
seeBoffey 1969;for
Gofinan'sviewsseeGofinan1979;1983.
17Quotedin Pringle& Spigelman1981:369.For
anaccountof theECCSdebateandhearingseePatterson1976:
193-198;Berger1977:46-48;Ford1982.Also seeseriesof fourarticlesby RobertGilletteon 'NuclearSafety'
in Science
in September
1972:Vol. 177:pp771-776;
pp867-871;
pp970-975;
pp1080-82.
For detailsof otherindividualsandgroupsactivein opposingtheVietnamWarwhoturnedinto anti-nuclcar
power
protestors,
seeCohn19971133-135and378-9notes13-14.
This tacticof gettingusuallypro-nuclear
to run criticalstorieson thebureaucratic
newspaper
of
shortcomings
nuclearpower,wascopicdby WaltPatterson
andAmoryLavinsof FoEin Britainin 19734.At a timeof large
mediacoverage
of the$energy
crisis'journalism
werehungryfor energystories,particularlyof the'cover-up'
type.Walt Patterson
-a vocalcritic of theAEA- wasableto exploitthisdesire,suchaswhenhe leakedthestory
thattheAEA, perhapsoutof defensiveness,
him notto askquestions
requested
at theirpressconference
(Patterson1998).
This observation
is not madecynicallybutreflectsthefactthatNGOsrely for theirsurvivalon membership
fees
anddonationsfrom thepublicandthushaveto continuallyfind issuesthatappealto theirconstituencies.
See
Weston(1989:205-6)on thepressures
to runcampaigns
thatare'winnable'and'fundable'.
91Ile resultof theconference
wasthefoundingof CriticalMass,probablythelargestnationalanti-nucleargroup
200,000supporters
with severalhundredlocalaffiliatesandanestimated
(Olson1975in Cohn1997:134).
9' Seenote 13.
93Reprintedin Hughes1975:250andWinner1986:95.
11creis an extensivefiction in the 1930s.in theformof poems,shortstories,novels,essaysand'countrymen
notes'on thetechno-a=diathemesof urbandecline,ruralregeneration
Fora good
andscientisticprogress.
exampleseethepoem'Backto theLand'originallypublishedin 7heObserverin 1933,andreprintedin Luckin
1990:86.
For anappreciation
of thepioneerenvironmental
thinkingof MumfordseeGuha1996.
For otheraccounts
anddiscussions
on theimpactof pylonsin theinter-waryearsseeI lannah1979;andShcail
1991.
For a discussion
of theissuesinvolvedseeChapter5 in Ncuzil& Kovarik1996;seealsodiscussionin Smith
1987,Udall 1988,andWorster1988.
For a verydetailedhistoryof theoppositionto nuclearpowerin CaliforniaseeWellock1998.
Browerleft die SierraClubin 1969to setup FoE,butafterbitterinternalbattleswith his staff he wasforcedto
leavein 1984.andestablished
theEarthIslandInstitute(Gottlieb147-8).
For detailsof oppositionoverthe 1948Snowdonia
hydroscheme
andthe 1952Rheldolhydro& Festiniogpump
storageschemes,
seeShcail1991:77-82.and86-88.
`For it discussion
of early20thcenturyattitudesby scientistsandthepressto radium,seeChaptcr2 IMAinstrearn
Media:theRadiumGirls' in Ncuzil& Kovarik1996.
103
Weinbergsaid(Quotedin Cohn1997:172):
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"It is a Faustian bargain that we strike.- In returnfor this inexhaustibleenergysource,which we musthave((we
are to maintain ourselvesat anythinglike ourpresent numbersand ourpresent state ofaffluence, we must
commit ourselves-essentiallyforever-to exercisethe vigilanceand disciplinenecessaryto keepour nuclearfires
well behavedAs a nucleartechnologistwho has devotedhis career to this questfor an Winite energysource,I
believethe bargain is a good one".
103
For other articles of his at the sameperiod seeLilienthal 1947;for his later views on atomic energyseeLilienthal
1963; and for assessment
of his role in promoting atomic energyin the 19408seeBoyer 1985.
The phase'too cheapto meter' was the title of a critical book on the US nucleardreamby StevenCohn (1997) as
well as in the title of a report on nuclear mythologiesby Makhijani & Saleska(1996).
losRalph Lapp was a physicist,early critic of nuclearbomb testsand respectedwriter on nuclearand scientific
researchissuesin the 1950sand 60s, winning praisefrom Lewis Mumford (1970: 454). 1lowever in the 1970she
was, accordingto Daniel Ford, to cam controversyby his activities as a PR consultantto the nuclear industry.In
February 1974an article on nuclearsafety,discussingthe Rasmussenreport, appearedin Ile New York Tim"
Magazirie,but he identified himself as'memberof the SierraClub's energypolicy committee'(Ford 1982: 158).
For an alternativeaccountof his views, which dealswith the complexitiesof dissentover the ICRP radiation
standards,seeCaufield 1989:171-3.
Straussdid his bit by writing articles in popularmagazineslike The Reader'sDigest see Strauss1955.
The developmentof the fast breederwas the ultimate goal of nuclearscientists.Glenn Scaborgsaid in 1961"A
'breederreactor *is the nuclear Goddessoffertility, sojecund that, whileproducingpowcr In plenty, it also breeds
morefissionable material than it consumes"(Quotedin Calder 1962:6 1). Similarly Alvin Weinbergsaid "Our
main belief.. is that nuclear energyis barely worth the candle,..unlessyou developthe breeder" (Quotedin Nye
1994: 234).
JamesLanewas a researcherat the Oak RidgeNational LaboratoryandproducedW&Wyoptimistic forecastsof
plant size, installed capacityand coststo the year 2010,which he presentedto a symposiumorganizedby the
AEC and Oak Ridge in August 1968.For referencesto his work seeCohn 1997.
Hinton only speakpublicly of his doubts in 1975in a Houseof Lord debate,and publish them in 1976in a Nm
Scientis article - seeHinton 1976.
One of the most famousRenaissanceutopias was TheCity of the Sun by Tommaso Capanella,published in
1623. For a summaryseeCarey 1999: 60-62.
... Geothermalpower is often includedamongstrenewable
sourcesof energy,though there is debateas to whetherit
is 'renewable' utilizing as it doesheat from the interior of the eaWL'Me fast breeder
reactorand fusion energyam
also claimed to be 'sustainable'energyas their fuel supply is practically unlimited but all nuclearpower is
rejectedby solaradvocateson environmentaland ethicalgrounds.
For a quotation from Fox on tidal, wave, wind, hydro and geothermalpower, and use of solar collectors,a"
Clarke 1979: 207.
The report, with a forward by US AEC, waspublishedas a book on 19 March 1953 (Putnam 1953).There was a
similar report by Eugene& CharlesScarlottAyres, in 1952,which coversthe debateon atomic v solar cnerg)r
seepp. 168-76,186-218.279-83.Also out in 1952was the report ResourcesforFreedom from the President's
Material Commission(or Paley Commission)predicting fossil fuel shortagesby 1975,and urging greater
support for solar energy.
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For details of this post-wardebateseeButti and Perlin 1980:223-6, and Rome 2001: 49-5 1.
SteveBaer was well known as a domebuilder At Drop City and the authorof Domes Cookbook (1968). See
Rybczynski 1980: 12 for his photo.
In Britain the main work, in the style of ne WholeEarth Catalog, is Radical Technology,edited by Godfrey
Boyle and PeterI larper (1976), two participantsin the British AT magazine.Und=irrenti.
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See Searle 1972,Gitlin 1987:422; Cohn 1997:378 03.
SeePocock 1977;Bum 1978,Williams 1980,Patterson1985,Roberts 1999;Welsh 2000, with the 1977
WindscaleInquiry providing a forum for the full rangeof arguments(Breach1978.Guardian 1978).
For a statementof FoVs position on direct action, seeletter by Tom Burke (1978) to 111c. allcr Y21c's"torw
in No. 12 highlighting FoE's 'conspicuouslack of enthusiasm'for direct action. For Burke's
views on the anti.
nuclear movementin 1980,seeGrant (1980).
In February 1967six out of 23 CommitteeMembersof ConSocwere women 25% (ConSocNewsletterNo. 2,
March 1967); in March 1970nine out of 35 membersof the executiveCommitteewere women 25%.
For a more neutral view of the campaignagainstthe Midland I& 11nuclearplants by the SaginawIntervenors,
of
which Mary Sinclair was part, seethe cast study in Ebbin & Kasper 1974:59-89.
The most famousone being the 1962utopian novel Island by Aldous I luxley.
133Thisopposition by the CPRW is longstanding: the Connah'sQuay Inquiry In 1971 die CPRW
at
supportedthe
constructionof nuclearpower stationsin industrial areas,ratherthan in 'umpoilt'rural coastalrcgions (Rudig
1990: 118).
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