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Introduction

This is a very interesting and insightful paper.   I sent the paper to quite a few collegaues in UK NGOs as I thought they ought to read it – and as a result some have asked me what I think, as you did.  So I’ve written this note.

My comments are from a UK-European  perspective, as a former campaigner and director etc for Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, WWF International etc and a founder/director of Media Natura, a consultancy/charity which ran many pro bono communications projects for NGOs.   Since 1999 I’ve worked freelance for NGOs, government and private bodies on campaign and communication strategy.  I work quite a lot with Pat Dade
 of Cultural Dynamics who uses a Maslow-based Value-Modes psychographic mapping system, which I guess must be very similar to the ‘strategic values project’ the authors refer to.  It would be interesting to explore that further.

I’ve concentrated on differences, which may be helpful to you and the authors, rather than similarities or things I simply agree with  -– which is most of it.   I hope this is of some use and does not come across as too arrogant.   Even if others have already reached a few of the same conclusions as the authors, this is a more lucid and probably much more influential exposition than anything people like me have managed.

Comments 

1. Quite a lot of people with a NGO background in the UK will agree with the general thrust of the paper.  For example E3G www.e3g.org state in their ‘manifesto’:

‘The first generation of environmentalism focussed on the conservation of species and habitats. The second generation widened that focus to include pollution and natural resources. 

Campaigning from outside the established institutions, the environment movement in the 20th Century brilliantly succeeded in building consciousness of the harm human beings are doing to their planet and thus to themselves. It has been less successful in changing the choices and behaviours that cause that harm.

Third generation environmentalism builds on this success. The third generation of environmentalists are not outsiders. They are to be found at all levels in bureaucracies, corporations, universities, trades unions, professional associations, voluntary organisations and elsewhere throughout the world.

They are for solutions rather than against problems. They know that no one nation, organisation or person can deliver lasting environmental change. They will work with anyone, anywhere, who has something better to offer the environment.

E3G is an environmental organisation for the 21st Century.  Its mission is to turn arguments into achievements by working with the hundreds of thousands of third generation environmentalists to be found within the existing matrices of power and influence.

E3G does not have a new environmental agenda. It has a different approach to the current agenda.’ 

Not identical perhaps but a very similar approach.

2. In 1992 I left Media Natura to become the Programme Director of Greenpeace UK, with a brief to produce a new organisational campaign strategy.   The Board, led by Cornelia Durrant (who now lives in California
) were convinced that ‘something was wrong’, although they were not sure what it was.  

At that point all the growth and success indicators were high –  supportership, finances, media attention, ‘campaign victories’ but they felt that results were not commensurate with these.   They also felt, influenced by members such as Robin Grove-White
, a former director of the Council for the Protection of Rural England and subsequently a Professor studying ethics and values at Lancaster University, that there were big contextual changes in society which Greenpeace was not effectively accounting for or connecting with.

After several years analysis we made a number of changes which seemed radical at the time.  I proposed for example that we needed to get rid of ‘issues’, or at least a world view and campaigns constructed around these.  As ‘issues’ were the way Greenpeace organised its campaigns internally, this was seen in some quarters as tantamount to heresy, and was controversial.  We also moved to strategies based on driving solutions as well as problems, etc., and restructured the (UK part of the) organisation and changed the planning and strategy system, while retaining the core values and ‘strategic tactic’ of non violent direct action.   

It’s to the credit, the management and Board of Greenpeace UK did implement these changes – some of which survive there and some of which are now conventional wisdom elsewhere in the organisation.  In this respect, what happened in parts of Greenpeace, while mostly unseen from outside
,  anticipated what is said in the paper by Shellenberger and Nordhaus by a decade.  Apart from the foresight of the Board, I think the main reason why this happened was probably that the organisation was far less policy-led and far more values-led than most other NGOs, hence it was more sensitive to changes in society.

3. Peter Teague’s point (p 5) about ‘the siren call of denial’ being ‘met with the drone of policy expertise’ is well made and applies in the UK as well as the USA.

4. The paper rightly differentiates between the policies and politics (para 3 p 7).  This is a distinction I never used to hear made in the USA, though maybe that’s because I am not sufficiently experienced in US NGO work/ politics.

Even so, I’d say that UK and most European NGOs are also failing to play the public (ie informal) politics as effectively as they need to, and focussing too much on the formal (elected-representative and government) politics.  Certainly this is the case for climate change.  

They spend far too much time trying to get the official machinery to implement their particular ideas of what government should do, (and even to get corporates to implement specific ideas) and far too little time on creating the social conditions which will make those sort of changes inevitable.  As a result they end up in a competition to realise competing specific policy ideas against better-placed ‘wonks’, while all around there is a shortage of political imperative to see such ideas put into practice.

Among the many reasons for this are the growth of NGOs and policy communities (and the consequent recruitment of ‘campaigners’ who are policy oriented rather than focused on cultivating social change), and the norming of the ‘environment’ (below), which has encouraged the recruitment and promotion of more risk-averse status conscious staff.   Things like the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol and its associated palliatives such as CDM,  provide fertile ground for the growth of such ‘campaigning’ but so do any other mechanisms which create such policy communities with a hierarchy of esoteric knowledge, and rewards (eg media appearances, papers published) for ‘expertise’.

5. The paper refers (p 7) to the Strategic Values Project.  I don’t know this but it sounds similar to the Value Modes system run in the UK (and elsewhere) by Pat Dade of Cultural Dynamics.  This is based on a nationally representative in depth survey which enables us to map the population across 12 needs-based Value Modes, themselves refinements of the 3 main stages of Maslows Hierarchy of Needs.  These groups can also be mapped across 70 or so social attributes, one of which is attitude to the environment.

This work shows that in the UK, ‘environment’ as an ‘issue’ was largely the preserve of the inner directeds in the 1970s – 1980s (the formative period for NGO strategy as the paper rightly points out) and then attracted the attention and support of the esteem driven in the late 1980s/early 1990s.  Now it has also attracted the support of the security driven.  Hence it is ‘normed’.  This is a huge change and largely leaves the NGO’s ‘traditional’ strategies far less effective.  I have tried to analyse this in a couple of papers
 but the main points are:

· The different groups all agreeing that ‘environment’ is important, violently disagree over how change should be brought about, so extending the time to action

· General media or other calls to action which do not segment the ‘audience’ psychologically (eg by use of channels or propositions which will only ‘work’ for one group) simply stir up this disagreement, rather than leading to change

· Because it is normed, ‘environment’ is not an issue (in the USA the hostility of eg Neocons may have stopped this taking place ?
), not newsworthy of itself.  Only when the norm is broken (eg when Shell tried to dump the Brent Spar oil storage facility at sea, or when Monsanto tried to force gm food on consumers, or when Bush walked away from Kyoto, is ‘environment’ newsworthy across all groups) is ‘environment’ itself seen as ‘news’.

At the same time, NGOs have been colonized from within by more esteem driven staff and boards, who are more ‘success’ oriented, less cause-led and more risk averse, as well as the most conservative authority-oriented groups from the security-driven.

The various potential strategic responses to this may include

· Psychological segmentation of campaign propositions/ engagement

· Renewal strategies for NGOs

· Removing campaigning NGOs as brands from campaigns aimed at motivating the outer directed (want brands and fashion to lead) and security driven (want a lead from authority)

The paper (top of page 8) refers to a ‘clear conservative shift in America’s values’ since 1992.  In the UK and Europe it seems that this has not taken place, or at least not yet.  In contrast, although ‘conservative’ is not a direct equivalent to ‘security driven’, there has been a continuing growth in the inner directed and esteem driven groups at the expense of the security driven.  This can largely be put down to the underlying spread of education, connectivity and information, and to meeting basic human needs for food, health etc. (something in which Europe leads the USA).

It would be very interesting to see the arguments in the paper illustrated by the psychologically based definitions rather than the term ‘conservative’ because various groups can be attracted to ‘conservative politics’, eg the Neocons with a global vision (inner directeds) as well as the esteem driven who do politics by testing and consuming offers (what is in it for me ?), as well as the more obvious security drivens (identity, belonging, religion etc) such as G W Bush.

George Lakoff
 elegantly describes the politics of the core Democrat (inner directed = nurturant) and Republican (security driven = patriarchal) votes but Pat Dade and I suspect that the esteem driven are probably the group ‘in the middle’, which Lakoff seems to treat as something of a mystery
.  Their normal approach to any political offer is to evaluate it as a trade or transaction.   

The inner directeds vote for ethical or cause related reasons, the security drivens for belonging or identity (hence they are very active if an external threat comes along), and the esteem driven for what they get in return for a vote, or the status it confers.  Hence in both the UK and the USA, the post Cold War rise of the floating voters, comprising on the one hand disenchanted people looking for an ethical home (here, recruiting old Labour supporters to the LibDems -–I am unsure about the USA – the ex Democrat Nader voters ?) and the esteem drivens who, as an archetype, will follow the best economic bribe on offer.  

It seems to me that this value-modes type approach could be used more to develop the solutions end of the paper.  It appears at the start but then rather disappears later on.

6. Environment as a ‘thing’.  This is different in the EU.  Certainly such campaigns exist in the Uk and the rest of Europe (environmental physical problem -technical remedy- legislative proposal) but this model has been widely superseded, and the combination of actors described in the Apollo Project are quite commonplace in EU campaigns.

Probably the most striking ‘test’ of this is the attitude of businesses.  It’s not unusual, as you may be aware, for European business people to simply assume that the best business strategy is going to be not just a win-win on environment and jobs but win-win-win social, economic, environmental.  (See also p 20, Brower)

Many UK or EU campaigns are also overtly aimed at business action (not legislation) – termed ‘new politics’ by Andrew Marr
 in his book Ruling Britannia, and ‘unpolitics’ (politics without politicians) by us in Greenpeace in the early 1990s – not aimed at regulation.  Or at least, the interaction with business deals with the (public) politics,   and the interaction with government (here not so often requiring legislation as such as in the US) with the policy implementation, where this can’t simply be done through corporate action.

In the case of Greenpeace in Europe, its campaigns have long been values-led, overtly
 about responsibility rather than policies.  At least its most successful ones have tended to be that way.   As Ayerman and Jamison pointed out in their classic study
, part of the strategic success of the organsiation (far more successful in recent decades in the EU than in the USA) has been the extent to which it left causes unanalysed – a point resonant with the analysis in the Shellenberger-Nordhaus paper.   In general, few European campaigns are as overtly focused on legislative processes as many US ones are.  Partly this reflects the differing political processes.  Partly maybe the fewer lawyers and foundations in the EU (hence a closer relationship between NGOs and popular sentiment).  Partly other factors.

The 1995 Brent Spar action+boycott campaign is a good example, won on the primary grounds of values and in the face of opposition from numerous policy communities, including many who thought their version of expertise gave them a superior knowledge about what was the ‘right answer’.

7. The environmental protection frame (p 9/10), and the outmoded institutions of NGOs.  I agree with this – and would only add that it should be remembered that NGOs themselves often embody this.  Ie they are expressions of it – their name, proposition, mission.   It is possible for an ‘environmental protection’ Ngo to run a different sort of campaign but to do so it has to use indirect strategies, or to disguise itself or its role.  Stronger strategies are likely to be available to entirely new types of beast – for example environmental businesses.  Then the issue becomes one of governance and ethics because the business model usually (invariably ?) lacks the ethical govrnance ‘guarantees’ of NGOs.

8. Sound science. Page 10 para 2.  The landscape has changed yet the ‘environmental movement’ acts as though rational use of sound science will be ‘sufficient to overcome ideological and industry opposition’.  In my experience very few campaigners in the EU would give this idea any weight.  You will of course find politically naieve scientists (etc) who do.  

The traditions of EU politics are that street-activism and ethics and emotion and romance have long been integral to delivering outcomes, as well as rationalistic politics and governance processes.  These traditions have seeped into NGOs and been developed by them.  

In the UK the term ‘sound science’ is in disrepute, for example over risk-politics debates in the sense of Ulrich Beck
, on gm and radiation.  It has become a synonym for officials or government politicians or some businesses to use when they mean “our preferred science”.  So here it is owned more by the NGOs opponents than by NGOs.

9. ‘Why are poverty and war not considered environmental problems when global warming is’ ?  This is presented on page 12 as a rhetorical question.   However it seems to me that there is a very good reason for this – you could call it concern-genesis. 

Essentially people were concerned about war and poverty long before they were concerned about global or even local environmental problems.  Environmental NGOs do not ‘own’ poverty or war, they are not “their issues”.   ‘Environmental problems’ in contrast, are the intellectual property of NGOs and thus as parents they have a certain ultimate authority in moral terms, when dealing with them.  They can lay claim to ‘environmental problems’.  Or at least they could prior to climate change.  

An interesting feature of climate change, and one which has led to enormous problems in campaigning “on it”, is that it was not, unlike say, pesticides or extinctions or even acid rain, defined, or constructed by Ngos but by scientists and governments.   This has meant, among other things, that the ‘issue’ broke in the late 1980s without development of a concerned hinterland.  

The usual bottom-up constituency of individuals with a burning sense of injustice or threatened self-interest that has been the fuel of most ‘issues’ was missing for ‘climate’.  Post-hoc attempts to reconstruct it within the framework laid out by policy wonks, politicians and scientists in its earliest days when climatologists used scenarios to bid for political attention, have largely failed. 

This is one reason why I tried in the 1990s, only with slight success, to divert Greenpeace from a focus on the climate convention, and ‘emissions’, to one of oil versus solar, political responsibility for physical carbon-exploration and the ‘carbon logic’.  A flesh and blood, water, earth and steel issue with emotion, values and drama and a visual conflict of interest, underlain by science, rather than a policy abstraction.

10. role of NGOs.  Dan Becker’s comments p 12.  “It’s our job”.  I agree with him but one now has to distinguish between the historic mission of NGOs and the best strategies for effecting change (albeit they are in line with that mission).  For example because of norming of the environment it is clear that in the UK at least, a campaigning group is per se at a disadvantge because campaigning (if it challenges authority) is anethema to security-driven groups, who want a lead from authority.

The changes brought on by norming invite changes in NGO strategy.  One possible example is shown in annexe 1.

11. Religion.  Although this isn’t explicitly addressed in the paper, a large difference between how this problematique has developed in the EU and the USA is the far more secular nature of European politics.   Despite ethnic and religious conflicts in Europe – of which there are a diversity – the political, governance and civil society mainstream remains profoundly secular, and to a large extent empirical (the latter especially in the sceptical UK).

This is different from much of US culture.  The University of Michigan’s World Values Survey charted how Europe and the US are on opposite sides of a religious-secular dividing line.  In the USA religious giving dominates whereas in the EU charitable giving is predominantly secular. Moreover, organised religions in the EU, at least Christian ones,   have spent decades searching for ‘relevance’ by looking outwards to explore secular issues such as ‘environment’ whereas the US is more dominated by fundamentalism and evangelism which is internally referenced.

Less obviously, Europe still has a strong pre-Christian tradition (Celtic, Nordic, Germanic religions etc, all rooted strongly in nature), albeit over-written by Christianisation.  St Valentines Day, May Day, Christmas, the timing of Easter etc are all crudely Christianised revisions of older nature-based religions, and the burgeoning New Age movement is one reflection of this.  It is also a direct inspiration to the newer wave of roads protestors etc in countries such as the UK. See for example The Real Middle Earth by Professor Brian Bates, looking at the England which still exists but which the Pilgrim Fathers left at the dockside.  

While these influences might surface in ‘Hollywood’ via the New Zealand film industry, their political and cultural significance may be largely shorn away in the USA.  In Europe, they exert one flank of constraint on the political authority of conservative Christianity (eg the traction of the Catholic Church), with the other flank represented by atheism and the responsibility derived from a knowledge of science.  Ie environmentalism as an ethic derived from science.

This seeps into politics by a thousand routes and is widely understood if rarely articulated as specific political propositions.  One newspaper correspondent for example, recently noted that Darwin did not adopt the theory of evolution because he was an aetheist but because he saw what evolution meant by studying nature.  Scotsman John Muir was not so far away from both traditions.

Put this together with contemporary Europe’s greater  faith in NGOs as ‘brands’ (ie political entities) and much lower faith in business (see Edelman surveys) and you have a profound difference between the US and the EU.

12.  p 13 Literal-sclerosis.  This is very true and applies on both sides of the Atlantic.  At their best, strategies adopted by NGOs such as Greenpeace in the EU have dealt with this indirectly, by focus on targets with many different meanings and leaving them unanalysed, available to observers to support for their own reasons, finding their own meanings but with an inevitable productive outcome of support.  Sadly many succumb to the sclerosis nonetheless, adopting too many arguments and allowing too few meanings.

13.  Haskins point about calibration to the global warming need – top of p 16. Yes this is very true and Europeans also make this mistake.

It seems to me that to make real progress on ‘climate’ Ngos need globally to motivate their own societies (to mould political action), to isolate the US (in the person of the Bush adminsitration and its policies, not the US people as a whole) using consumer action (because the US won’t begin to ‘trade’ from a values-led position until there is a significant cost), and to show competitive advantage in greenhouse gas reductions (eg via trade in new technologies and industries).   It’s hard to see how US Ngos can do this unilaterally, although State-based or market based initiatives may succeed.  It seems to me that the US NGOs need to look outward for strategies and not just to think about those with domestic leverage, and make the US more permeable to outside influences – a positive globalisation.

14. American dream. P 14 para 3 – is maybe a bit cloying to a non-American.   Iceland for example is a rather inspiring country – Shell’s renewables run on green hydrogen.

15.  para 4 ‘The New Apollo project … most people wake up trying to reduce the things they have to worry about’. This I loved.  In The Voice of the Earth
,  Theodore Roszak quotes the 1980s American Earth Island Journal
 which stated:  ‘it is not enough to find “fifty simple things you can do to save the Earth” … We need fifty difficult things.’ The list begins:

1. Dismantle your car

2. Become a total vegetarian

3. Grow your own vegetables

4. Have your power lines disconnected

5. Don’t have children … 

Says Rozak:

…habitual reliance on gloom, apocalyptic panic, and the psychology of shame takes a heavy toll in public confidence.  In part the problem arises from the way the environment movement has come to be organised.  The pattern resembles the telethon disease of the month approach …

… Like all political activists busy with their mission, environmentalists often work from poor and short-sighted ideas about human motivation; they overlook the unreason, the perversity, the sick desire that lie at the core of the psyche.  Their strategy is to shock and shame.  But it is one thing to have the Good clearly in view; it is another to find ways to make people want the Good…

…We may have reached the point [for] a psychological impact statement.  Are dread and desperation the only motivations we have to play on? What are we connecting with in people that is generous, joyous, freely given perhaps heroic?

ends

Annexe

Norming of environment has profound implications for communications strategy (cont)

at an organisational level, for example with respect to the level of ‘fit’ that any campaign organsiation can achieve with public expectations.  The diagram above suggests how it maybe needs to change at different stages.  Eventually an organsiation is faced with the choice of trying to be multi-role or offering multiple options, or shedding some support in order to optimise performance in one area.
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� whether or not it is normed is a centrally important issue


� Don’t Think of An Elephant, Chelsea Green 2004


� The paper notes on p 32 that ‘scientists’ who study ‘values’ think that consumer-values ‘fit into neither category’ – if I read this right I’d guess these are in fact the esteem-driven groups, ie Maslow’s middle category


� Andrew Marr,  Ruling Britannia:Tthe Failure And Future Of British Democracy pub Michael Joseph London 1995.   Marr was formerly a writer with The Economist and is now political correspondent for the BBC


� often two layered – dealing with values visually by action and with a policy subtext
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