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ABSTRACT

In this thesis, it is suggested that pressure groups other
than interest groups play an important part in the British political
process. Such a case is the Stansted Airport Controversy during
which the local pressure groups succeeded in preventing the develop-
ment of Stansted as the Third London Airport. This study examines
the pressure group actions undertaken by the North West Essex and
East Herts Preservation Association, the Essex and Haertfordshire
County Councils and the local district Councils. The study looks
at their aims and objectives, membership, organization and attitudes,
and their strategy and tactics as well as the ways in which they
exerted influence and applied pressure. In addition, the role of
other actors in the controversy are outlined as factors that affected
the behaviour of the local pressure groups. Finally the factors that
contributed to their success are evaluated and observations concern-
ing the behaviour of protest pressure groups and their importance

in maintaining the democratic process are offered.

Name: Anthony W. Stott.

Title of Thesis: The Stansted Airport Controversy : A Pressure Group
Study.
Department:  Political Science.

Degree: Master of Arts.




THE STANSTED AIRPORT CONTROVERSY :
A PRESSURE GROUP STUDY

by

Anthony W, Stott

] A thesis submitted to the Faculty of Graduate Studies
and Research in partial fulfilment of the
requirements for the degree of

Master of Arts

Department of Political Science,
McGill University,

Montreal, Canada. October, 1970.

© Anthony ¥. Sttt 197




&3

ii

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

It would not have been possible to undertake the research for
this study without the assistance of a large number of people in Britain.
My thanks are due to a number of the participants in the controversy
who gave of their time to inform me of aspects of the controversy
which were not covered in the newspapers or which would otherwise
have escaped my attention. In this respect I should like to thank
Mr. Peter Kirk, MP for Saffron Walden, Mr. Stan Newens, then
MP for Epping, Mr. John Lukies and Mrs. Susan Forsyth of the
North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Association, Mr. J.S.
Mills, Deputy Clerk of the Essex County Council and Mr. A.J. Little,
Clerk of Dunmow Rural District Council.

I wish to acknowledge the valuable assistance of Sir Roger
Hawkey of the North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Associ-
ation, Mr. W. Flint, Colwyn Bay Borough Librarian, Mr. R. Ward
of the Harlow Public Library and Mr. A.S. Tee of Bishop's Stortford
in locating sources or for providing working space. I am also indebted
to Professor Michael Stein for his supervision and critical comments
of this thesis.

I would also like to thank my parents for their help which

enabled me to undertake this study on both sides of the Atlantic.




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

PART ONE:
Chapter One:

Chapter Two:

PART TWO:

Chapter Three:

Chapter Four:

Chapter Five:

Chapter Six:

Chapter Seven:

Chapter Eight:

Chapter Nine:

PART THREE:

Chapter Ten:

TABLE OF CONTENTS

THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK . . . .
Pressure Groups in Britain. . . . . . . .
A Framework for the Analysis of Pressure

Group Behaviour . . . . .. ... ...
THE CASESTUDY . . . ... ......

The Stansted Controversy : The Framework
Applied . . . ... ... .. .. Coe

Third London Airport at Stansted? External
Environmental Factors : (1) The Govern-
ment and Decision-Making . . . . . ..

Third London Airport at Stansted? External
Environmental Factors : (2) Other Groups.

The Local Pressure Groups : Internal
Environmental Factors . . . . .. ...

The Stansted Controversy : Influence Exerted
and Pressure Applied (1) March 1964 -
May 1967 . .. ... ... ... ...

The Stansted Controversy : Influence Exerted
and Pressure Applied (2) May 1967 -
March 1969 . . ... .........

The Stansted Controversy : Success/Fail
Factors . . ... ... ........

THE CONCLUSIONS. . . . . ... .. ..
CONCLUSIONS . . . . . ... ... ...

BIBLIOGRAPHY AND SOURCES . . . . . . ... ... ..

jii

35

ol

52

60

122

167

215

254




iv

ABBREVIATIONS

BAA - British Airports Authority
BC - Borough Council

BEA - British European Airways

BOAC - British Overseas Airways Corporation
EDM .- Early Day Motion

EFU - Essex Farmers' Union

GLC - Greater London Council

HMSO - Her Majesty's Stationery Office

ITV - Independent Television Authority
' MP - Member of Parliament (Commons)
MPs - Members of Parliament (Commons)

NFU - National Farmers' Union
NNI - Noise Number Index
NWEEHPA - North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Association
PLP - Parliamentary Labour Party
Q.C. - Queen's Counsel
RAF - Royal Air Force
RDC - Rural District Council
| SBR - Standard Busy Rate
SDO - Special Developmént Order
3 UDC - Urban District Council

USAF - United States Air Force




PART ONE :
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

An Examination of Pressure Groups in Britain




j p CHAPTER ONE

PRESSURE GROUPS IN BRITAIN

The first two chapters will provide the theoretical framework
for the case study. On the basis of an examination of the literature
on British pressure groups, a definition of the term 'pressure group'
will be put forward. Using this definition, an attempt will be made
to classify the different types of British pressure groups. Consider-
ation will also be given to the approaches for studying pressure

group behaviour, the key variables which influence the activities of

&9

pressure groups, and the factors that make for the success or failure

of the group to achieve its goals.

What is a pressure group?

Different terms have been used by political scientists to cover
the concept of a 'pressure group'. S.E. Finer used the term 'the
Lobby';l Allen Potter, 'organized groups';2 J.D. Stewart, 'Pressure

Groups'.3 'Pressure Group' has been used widely in the literature,

1. 8.E. Finer, Anonymous Empire : A Study of the Lobby in Great
Britain. Revised Edition, London: Pall Mall, 1966,

2. Allen Potter, Organized Groups in British National Politics.
London: Faber, 19311. ‘

3‘ 3. J.D. Stewart, British Pressure Groups : Their role in relation
<~r to_the House of Commons, London: Oxford University Press, 1958.
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and will be used in this study. These different terms which have
been used describe basically, though not always exactly, the same
range of groups which operate in the British political iprocess.
Before attempting a definition of the term 'pressure group',
it will be useful to examine how others have defined the term.
Generally it has referred to a narrow range of groups which are
seeking to influence public policy or government without being a
political party. Most definitions have common elements. W.J.M.,
Mackenzie described them as "organized groups possessing both

formal structures and real common interests, in so far as they
1
1}

influence the decisions of public bodies. J.D. Stewart, though,
preferred a narrower field, and amended the last phrase of Macken-
zie's definition to read "in so far as they seek to influence the pro-
cess of government. "2 Robert McKenzie distinguished them from
political parties because "they seek to influence policy decisions of
politicians (and administrators) without themselves seeking to assume

n3 Harry Eckstein

direct responsibility for governing the country.
follows the same line in his definition as he sees pressure groups
pursuing "collectively common political aims (by means other than

attempting themselves to govern). They may do so simply because

1. W.J.M. Mackenzie, "Pressure Groups in BritishlGovernment, "
British Journal of Sociology, Vol. VI, No. 2, 1855, p. 137.

2. Stewart, op. cit., p. 1.

3. Robert McKenzie, "Parties, Pressure Groups and the British
Political Process," Political Quarterly, Vol. 29, 1958, p. 10;

see also S.E. Finer, op. cit., p. 3.




of subjective agreements (shared attitudes), as do most 'other-
oriented' (unselfish) pressure groups ... or they may do so because
of attitudes — generally, though certainly not necessarily, selfish —
which are rooted in common objective characteristics . .. ."1 But
this "involves the political promotion of interests and values, that is,
the attempt to realise aspirations through governmental decision-
making" and "something less than an attempt by the group to become
itself the government, or even to seize for itself certain political
offices which are vitally concerned with its goals . .. ."2

Explicit in these definitions is the notion of groups seeking
through the political process to achieve their goals. In other words
pressure groups, while not seeking to be the government, seek to
persuade the government to meet their demands. The pressure
groups' role is a limited one, which is not concerned with the way
the system is organized or who forms the government at that partic-
ular point in time. Francis Castles, on the other hand, offers a
wider focus to his definition. He sees a pressure group as "any
group attempting to bring about political change, whether through
government activity or not, and which is not a political party in
the sense of being represented, at that particular time, in the legis-

lative body. " He sees the virtue of his definition as being that it

1. Harry Eckstein, Pressure Group Politics : The Case of the British
Medical Association. London: Allen and Unwin, 1960, p. 9.

2. bid., p. 26.

3. Francis Castles, Pressure Groups and Political Culture. London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1967, p. 1.
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stresses the fact that "pressure for political change may in certain
political cultures ... not be exerted to change policy, but to change
the government, and iﬁdéed the form of government. w1 Byt this
applies also to Britain because "even within our own political culture,
... some groups are more likely than others to feel that the only
solution to their problem is the removal of the government, and if
necessary, the forcible imposition of their views. n2
From the literature on British pressure groups, certain ele-
ments emerge to give a definition of a pressure group. First, there
is some form of organization. This need not be very sophisticated.
For instance, it may only have a name, a chairman and a secretary.
On the other hand, it may have an elaborate bureaucracy with full
time paid staff and offices. Organization provides us with a means
of identifying a group. Second, this organization is in existence to
promote a factor common to its membership. This may be a common
interest or a common attitude to a particular subject. Third, this
group will seek to promote this interest or attitude in the political
process and will seek to persuade public decision-making bodies to
adopt its demands. Fourth, this group, while seeking to influence
the public decision-making process, will not itself seek to become or
to control the public decision-making body. This would exclude, for

instance, a group like a political party which seeks to gain a majority

1. Ibid., p. 2.
2. Did
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in the House of Commons or on a local council as a means of con-
trolling the House or the council, but not a group which may run a
few or occasional candidates as a means of seeking influence over
decision-makers.

This definition would be adequate to cover most groups that
have been traditionally conceived as being pressure groups. The
definition, though, is narrower than that of Castles, which was quoted
because it conceives demands being made upon decision-makers directly
and involving a high degree of acceptance of the present political struc-
ture and system. But even in Britain, which is considered an example
of stable democracy with a high degree of system acceptance, there
are groups which do not accept the system and structure and which are
seeking change in these directions, }

The issue that has to be faced is whether a wider conception
of the process of pressure group activity should be adopted. Under
the definition already set up, there is the notion that there is direct
influence or pressure upon the relevant decision-makers. Perhaps
a more satisfactory view would be to consider pressure group activity
not purely in relation to the decision-makers but rather in relation
to the process of decision-making in the society in a wide sense.

For instance, this would cover groups which in their activities are

concerned with issues related to how society will distribute its re-

1. Ibid., pp. 89-90. For a study of fringe groups see George
Thayer, The British Political Fringe, London: Anthony Blond,
1965,




sources, and the political values of society, without seeking directly
to influence decision-makers to act.

A revised definition would include the following elements :
first, the group would have some form of organization; second, it
would seek to promote a common interest or attitude or elements of
both interest and attitudes; third, it would seek to promote these inter-
ests or attitudes in the political process in general, without necessarily
seeking direct influence or pressure on public decision-making bodies;
and fourth, it would not seek to become or control the decision-making
body. This definition would allow the inclusion of groups which are
seeking to change fundamental values in society, or which are engaged
in self-help activities. It also allows for the recognition of the fact
that even _the more traditional pressure groups use indirect means to
seek their goals, for instance, by creating a favourable atmosphere
towards their goals. With the groups that will be studied in detail
in part two of the thesis, it is clear that they are seeking directly
to influence the decision-making process at different points, because

they are concerned with a specific decision of the central government.

1. For example, Shelter, the national campaign for the homeless, is
seeking to take action upon the problem of housing for the homeless
without waiting for the relevant decision-makers to make their deci-
sions. Nor is it seeking to influence directly the decision-makers
into action, but instead by rejecting the traditional political channels,
and by raising its own funds, it is trying to carry out direct action
in this field. It hopes with the aid of its publicity campaign that
society will be so influenced that decision-makers will be shamed
into action to house the homeless. The Times, 7 and 10 October,
1968.




The Types and Behaviour of British Pressure Groups

Various classifications of the types of pressure groups have
been put forward in the literature. The basic distinction adopted
has been between ‘interest' and 'attitude' groups.l While this distinc-
tion between the two is put forward, no real attempt, with the exception
of Francis Castles, is made to study the different types of groups in
terms of their behaviour patterns. Interest groups are seen as being
representative of sectional groups in the society while attitude groups
seek to promote causes that are based upon the shared attitudes of
its members. Most of the classifications put forward are based upon
this division into 'interest' and 'attitude' pressure groups.2 But they
do not distinguish pressure groups upon the basis of the behaviour
patterns but rather upon the basis of whether they represent a sectional
interest such as a trade union or are based upon a shared attitude to
a particular question, such as the Abortion Law Reform Association.3

Part of the problem with these classifications is that the authors
have only beén concerned with national groups and then only with the
more permanent type of national group. Interest groups play an im-
portant part in the British political process and as a result have been

1. Potter, op. cit., Chapter 1. Finer uses the same distinction
under the heading of 'interest group' and 'promotional or propaganda
groups'. Finer, op. cit., p. 4. Castles also adopts this basic
distinction. Castles, op. cit., p. 2.

2. An exception is Finer who incorporates them into his classification
without distinguishing them. Finer, op. cit., Chapter 2.

3. See Potter, op. cit., Chapters 2 and 6.




studied to the neglect of other types of pressure groups. In this
thesis, a wider conception and categorization of the term 'pressure
group' is being suggested. It is based upon the varying patterns of
operation of different types of pressure groups.

The categorization is also based upon a new approach to the
levels at which pressure groups operate in the British political sys-
tem. It is clearly recognized that groups operate at the national
level in Britain, But what is not yet recognized is that there can
be local pressure groups which operate at the national level, and
* that there are also local pressure groups operating at a local level.
| Three levels of operation of pressure groups are being put forward
x here. First are national pressure groups, which draw or have a

:‘ ( potential to draw members throughout the country and which operate

on national political decision-makers because their demands can only
be satisfied at this level, given the nature of decision-making authority.
Other pressure groups will be based upon a locality with local demands
which can be satisfied by the local decision-making process. But
there are still other pressure groups which recruit locally and whose
demands may be related to a local problem, but the focus of whose
activity is the national decision-making process.

1 | The basic distinction between interest and attitude groups can
be broadened and applied at different levels of operation. Seven dif-

ferent types of pressure group can be identified: interest group, attitude
(‘ group (which can be divided into norm-oriented permanent groups,

it
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value-oriented permanent groups, and temporary promotional groups),

protest pressure groups, public authorities, and self help/ community

pressure groups. By combining the types of pressure groups and

levels of operation, it is possible theoretically to identify twenty one

categories of pressure groups for Britain (see Table One). Of course,

some of these groups are more important than others in the political

process. The groups to be studied in this thesis are local pressure

groups operating at the national level because airport policy is the

TABLE ONE : CATEGORIES OF PRESSURE GROUPS

Interest Interest Interest
National Local/National Local
Attitude Attitude Attitude
norm oriented norm oriented norm oriented
National Local/National Local
Attitude Attitude Attitude
value oriented value oriented value oriented
National Local/National Local
Attitude Attitude Attitude
Temporary Temporary Temporary
Promotional Promotional Promotional
National Local/National Local

Protest Pressure
National

Protest Pressure
Local/National

Protest Pressure
Local

Public Authorities

Public Authorities

Public Authorities

National Local/National Local
Self help/Community  Self help/Community  Self help/Community
National Local/National Local
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responsibility of the central government. The categories that are
of concern in this study are those of protest pressure groups
(Local/National) and Public Authorities (Local/National).

Interest groups are based upon a shared 'interest' which is
a concrete objective factor that its members have in common. These
groups are concerned with the 'defence' of their members' interests
vis-3-vis decision-makers. These groups are permanent, and have
a bureaucracy of full time permanent officials who are responsible
for conducting the affairs of the group.

These are the most influential and' important type of pressure
group in British politics because a dominant feature of British politics
is what Beer has called 'Collectivist Politics', in which an essential
ingredient is functional representation.l Such representation exists
where directly affected interests through interest groups are brought
into a process of consultation and negotiation with Government. It
had developed with the growth of the Welfare State and the Managed
Economy, which resulted in a large number of interests being inti-
mately and constantly affected by Government.z Central to Collectivist
Politics and the notion of functional representation, therefore, is the

process of consultation and negotiation between interest groups and
Government bodies.3 This process is crucial to the behaviour of

1. S.H. Beer, Modern British Politics : A Study of Parties and
Pressure Groups. London: Faber, 1965, p. 70.

2. Ibid., p. 319.
3. Consultation involves the process whereby the Government seeks

the views of the interest group without being bound to follow its views,

while negotiation involves a relationship where the interest group and
the Government or its Departments undertake bargaining and reach
a binding agreement.
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interest groups because many of these groups, unlike other types of
pressure groups, have developed extremely close relations with govern-
ment bodies. In this relationship they ha;/é resources such as exper-
tise, knowledge and manpower which the Government needs to carry

1 There developed therefore a close relationship,

out its functions,
both formal and infofmal, between two institutions which need each
other, involving consultation and negotiation in administrative decisions
and legislation. This relationship is based upon friendly confidential
contact in which the essential ingredient is mutual trust.2

This relationship is of paramount importance to interest groups,
as it is through this relationship that they hope to achieve their objec-
tives. This channel is suited to their objectives as these tend to relate
to administrative details or policy within the general policy framework
set by legislation. Today interest groups are generally concerned with
the politics of detail rather than with the politics of ixssues.3 In addi-
tion, this relationship is important to them when they are seeking to
influence legislation because it is easier to influence legislation before
the Minister has made up his mind and before he has presented the
legislation to Parliament. While it is still in the Department, legisla-

tion can be influenced with the minimum of effort for the maximum

1. Indeed some interest groups such as the British Medical Associa-
tion or the National Farmers Union are an essential part of the
administrative structure.

2. Finer, Anonymous Empire, op. cit., p. 34

3. Stewart, op. cit., p. 28.
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chance of success because the Minister will not at that stage lqse
face by granting the interest group its demands. ! Indeed, interest
group leaders place great emphasis upon these relations and distrust
other means of influence because these might destroy the position

they hold with the Government. "The more important consultation be-
comes, the more important it is that t;othing be doxie which would

disturh it, "2

Therefore, there is great constraint placed upon interest
groups to stay in the world of consultation and negotiation. Normally,
therefoi'e, an interest group will not challenge the Government even
when its proposals are rejected by the Government. Amendments may
be tabled in the House of Commons but in a way that does not cinallenge
the Government and is free.from publicity.3 A group will only abandon
this restraint when there is an immediate and direct threat to their
existence through the destruction of the interest which they represent

or when it is clear that the process of consultation has broken down. 4

In that case, their activity moves away from consultation to campaign-

L M! P 30.

2. Iid., p. 36. In this regard, Finer suggests a 'law of inverse
proportion' in which he suggests that the closer and more exclusive
the group's consultative status and relationship with the Ministry,
the less it will use Parliamentary methods of influence. Conversely,
the more precarious its relationship with the Ministry, the more it
will use Parliamentary methods. Finer, op. cit., p. 43.

3. Indeed, Stewart sees the use of the House of Commons in this
manner as part of the bargaining process between the group and
the Government. Stewart, op. cit., p. 152.

4. Thid., p. 109.
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ing in which the aim is to enlist additional support by an open declara-
tion of opposition to the Government.! This would also be the position
of interest groups which have not established a close relationship with

a Ministry,

Norm-oriented permanent Attitude Groups are permanent pres-

sure groups which are based upon a shared attitude toward the partic-
ular issue or subject. These groups will develop a small professional
bureaucracy which will conduct the affairs of the group. Norm-oriented
groups will be concerned with limited objectives within the framework
of the conventional political system. As permanent groups they will
be concerned with trying to take action of a piecemeal kind on partic-
ular pieces of legislation or on particular decisions. For example,
the Abortion Law Reform Association sought reform of the law on
abortions.

The behaviour of these groups is not uniform because there
are differences in their individual objectives. Normally they use more
than one channel of influence. Some of these groups, though, have
developed a pattern of behaviour similar to that of interest groups.2
But most of these groups are likely to select Parliament as their

major area of action. To do this, they will seek the support of an

1. Ivid., p. 83.

2. Some of these groups have established and others seek to establish
close relationships with Ministries akin to those between interest
groups and Government Departments. These groups, such as the
Howard League for Penal Reform, hope to influence decisions by
bringing their expertise and knowledge to bear upon decision-makers.
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MP or MPs so that their points of view can be put in Parliament.
Access to friendly MPs and Peers is important to these groups be-
cause they can use Parliament as a means of putting pressure upon
the Government. Friendly MPs and Peers are also needed for action
with regard to legislation either to promote and pilot Private Members
Bills through Parliament, or to oppose, water down or strengthen
Government Bills through amendments at the Committee Stage.1 These
groups will also seek to create a favourable politicai climate for their
demands through efforts at influencing mass or specialized public opinion.
This may be done by seeking to educate the 'public’' and espeéially
'opinion makers' such as the press and the broadcast media about the
need for the adoption of its demands and about the issues involved.
Sometimes a pressure group will have aims and objectives that
will implicitly attach it to one of the political parties. Then it will
seek to persuade that party to incorporate its aims and objectives
into the party's policy programme and it will then press for the
adoption of that policy once the party gains oftice.? This type of
pressure group will have to work through the party's decision- making
machinery, and may become a group operating solely or partly within

the political party concerned. Some groups which command widespread

1. For example the Medical Termination of Pregnancy Bill: John
Barr, "The Abortion Battle," New Society, 9 March, 1967, pp. 342-
346.

2. For example CND: Christopher Driver, The Disarmers : A Study
in Protest. London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1964, Chapters 3 and 4.
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support sometimes have closely affiliated or associated groups operat-
ing inside a political party as a means of gaining support for the
objectives of the group. They thereby directly influence the policies
of the parties from within. The European Movement is an example,
There are groups with close personal ties with the European Move-
ment operating insidé the Labour Party at both the Parliamentary

and mass level of the party.

Value-oriented permanent attitude groups1 are also permanent

pressure groups which have some form of organization and often
permanent offices. They are oriented to changing basic political and
societal values and are prepared to go outside the conventional pro-
cesses of decision-making. These groups are oriented to a fundamental
change of attitudes, rather than piecemeal reform.2 In effect, they do
not seek to be co-opted into the pressure group network as norm-
oriented groups do. Rather they will use unconventional means to
achieve their aims, Their turning away from conventional means of
pressure group politics in Britain is also the result of the fact that
they are not accepted into the system and so have to find other chan-
nels through which they hope to change the values of society. Castles
notes two major features of their behaviour pattems.3 First there is

1, Castles, op. cit., Chapter 7. There is nothing of a theoretical
nature dealing with this type of group. The studies that exist are
descriptive and these groups are often treated in them as incidental.
Examples of studies of these groups, though not from the standpoint
of behaviour are: Driver, op. cit.; Tom Driberg, The Mystery of
Moral Raarmament A Study of Frank Buchman and his Movement,

London: Secker and Warburg, 1964; and Thayer, op. cit.
2, Castles, op. cit., p. 89.

3. Ibid., pp. 94-95.
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a proliferation of aims and second there is a withdrawal from the
rest of the community. In Britain these groups are small and badly
financed, which has limited their means of exerting influence. As
decision-makers will not accept ‘their values and demands, their only
hope is to gain public support at the grass roots. This can be done
through publicity and direct contact with people. These groups tend
therefore to be cells of the 'converted'. Their chief means will be
demonstrations and public meetings which they hope will be noticed
by the media and publicized. That process will be helped by the form
of demonstrations. These groups, being small and financially weak,
cannot use the normal means of reaching the public such as by
public relations campaigns and advertising.

Temporary promotional attitude groups. are formed to campaign

to achieve a specific decision or piece of legislation in a definite short
period of time. These groups will be campaigning groups which will
focus all their activity upon creating the atmosphere for the adoption

of their demands. The group's activity will be designed to mobilize

the maximum degree of public support, either of a specialized or mass
public. This will be done through advertising, public meetings, petitions
and direct approaches to individuals. These groups could well be a co-
ordinating committee of several other groups interested in a subject,
but which do not want for many reasons to be directly involved. The
other part of its campaign will involve lobbying of MPs and Peers as

part of efforts upon the parliamentary scene. The degree of activity
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will depend upon the resources that the group has in terms of mem-

3
1‘5 bership, finance and political resources. These will also determine
the effectiveness of the group.1

Protest pressure groups are aimed against a specific decision

already reached or an impending decision of a public decision-making
body. Protest pressure groups are representative of a section of
opinion about an issue. In the case of siting an airport in a particular
vicinity, 'interests' by way of employment, or protection from exces-

sive noise may underlie attitudes of the groups which are formed.

The groups themselves are not based upon the shared objective 'inter-

ests' but upon the shared attitudes to the issue. In individual cases

B s (oo Tt e p N

this may be motivated by the individual's conception of his 'interest'.

2

2

Protest pressure groups, because of the nature of their aims,

B will be temporary organizations of those directly affected or sharing
the same attitudes to the particular decision. The temporary nature
does not exclude the groups from forming a bureaucratic machinery
and establishing an office from which the campaign is directed. The
protest pressure group will direct its energies to a campaign to re-
verse or prevent a particular decision and the aim will be to make
an impact as effectively as possible in the shortest time. Some pro-
test pressure groups, though, are more concerned with mitigating
the effects of a decision rather than its reversal. Once it has suc-

1. For example, the National Campaign for the Abolition of Capital
;g Punishment, James Christoph, Capital Punishment and British Politics.
< London: Allen and Unwin, 1962, Chapters 5 and 6.
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ceeded or failed to achieve its objective, the group will disband, or
will develop into one of the other types of pressure group. Protest
pressure groups, when dealing with decisions like the siting of airports
or motorways, will-be local in origin but national in orientation because
decisions on thése matters are for the central government. Of course,
protest pressure groups can be local about local issues and oriented
to local decision-makers. These could well have very little formal
organization. Protest pressure groups are therefore mainly aimed
gpecifically at the decision-makers concerned in the hope that they can
be persuaded to prevent an undesired decision or to change their minds
once such a decision has been taken.

The behaviour of protest pressure groups will be determined by
the nature of the impending decision or decision which is the subject
of protest. Related is the decision-making process and the state of
the decision-making at that particular point in time. The decision-
making process will determine which channels the group may attempt
to use and from this will follow the strategy and tactics adopted by
the group or groups in their attempt to prevent or to reverse a partic-

ular decision.

1. As government carries out more specific detailed decisions involv-
ing planning and transport facilities, protest pressure groups will
become a more common means for people to express opinions about
decisions of a highly technical nature which affect their lives in a
direct manner, but which do not affect society as a whole. The
building of a motorway in Berkshire is of concern to the people of
that area, but is of no concern to the people of Lancashire or
Essex.
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Man§ of the decisions that fall into the subject matter of con-
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cern to these groups are planning decisions, dealing with such items
as the siting of airports or roads. The early stages of protest activi-

ties may therefore be directed to the presentation of the objector's

i
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case before public inquiries which are often required or initiated in

; such cases. If there is a public inquiry, activity will centre on the
case for the public inquiry and gaining substantial local or national
support for that inquiry. This will involve for local groups the mobil-
ization of local opinion and using the channels available for the expres-
sion of local opinion such as local Members of Parliament. At this

; stage there may be direct efforts in the form of public petitions to

é convince the Minister that he is taking or has taken the wrong decision.
ii Protest pressure groups will be formed to present a case at a
public inquiry. In many cases this is as far as the protest pressure group
é’ will go. They will attempt to gain the most satisfactory decision about
§ the site of the airport or the motorway route, on the basis that these

are desirable improvements which must be accepted. The nature of
the public inquiry may be a crucial factor at this stage. Part of the
success of the North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Associa-
tion before the public inquiry was due to the fact that alternative sites
were allowed to be put forward. This allowed the opposition, while
not challenging the need for a new airport, to question the whole
assumption on which the Stansted site was chosen. On the other hand,

the objectors to the Gatwick site for the second London Airport, were
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hampered in their opposition because they were only allowed to oppose
particular aspects of the Gatwick site.

It is possible that these groups will register their complaints
about a proposed scheme directly to the local or national decision-
maker. A process of bargaining may be undertaken by the Ministry
because it would rather have an acceptable scheme than to have to go
through the cumbersome process of public inquiries. This process
may be as far as groups will take their opposition. Some will take
it as far as a public inquiry. It i8 rare that this type of group will
take its protest further than the public inquiry stage.

Usually the public inquiry will back the scheme proposed so
that it is often useless to carry opposition further because public
support will fall off. But, sometimes; as in the case of the public
inquiry into the Stansted scheme, the public inquiry comes out against
the scheme. It is usual in those circumstances that the government
will not continue the scheme, but again this case is unusual because
the government decided to proceed with the scheme. At this point,
the battle front changed from a limited one of a public inquiry into
a full scale campaign which was to involve the use of Parliament,
the political parties, and both the mass and specialized public.

If this stage is reached, the group's techniques will resemble
those of other pressure groups operating at this level. There will
be a concentration upon the specifics of getting the decision reversed.
For instance, Ministerial orders will be opposed. The aim will be

to mobilize the maximum possible strength to oppose and if possible
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defeat the measures needed for implementation. This will be done
by creating a situation in which it is politically untenable for the
government to hold to its decision. For a group to succeed in this
gituation it needs to mobflize massive opposition to the decision at
all levels, in Parliament, among specialized public and the mass pub-
lic. For the maximum chance of success in reversing the decision,
it should leave the government an escape route right up to the last
possible moment.

Other protest pressure groups may be formed to oppose
national decisions by national groups, for instance to legislation.
Often these groups will be formed by interested groups as a means
of co-ordinating.opposition,on a more or less formal basis. But
this type of group is not usual because interested groups tend to oppose
themselves individually. For other types of national decisions, repre-
sentations will be made to the relevant decision-makers, usually by
established groups. Where a national protest pressure group is estab-
lished, its activity will be centered upon the relevant decision-making
process, Iusually Parliament. This will be done with interested mem-
bers of both Houses of Parliament.

Public Authorities are organizations which carry out specifically

delegated functions in a particular sector. The main purpose of these
groups is to carry out these functions.] These groups will maintain

1. For instance, the National Coal Board is responsible for coal pro-
duction and marketing, while the British Airports Authority (BAA) is
responsible under the 1965 British Airports Act for the administration

and operation of the four airports which transferred to it.
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an organization to carry out these functions and they are not primarily

pressure groups, acting in this role only on rare occasions when

political decisions are being made which affect their interests in a

way that does not satisfy them.1 Pressure group activity is therefore

incidental to these groups because they normally have direct ch_annels

to decision-makers, and because they have delegated functions of deci-

sion-making themselves. Unlike other pressure groups, they, as

public authorities, are themselves the target of pressure group activity.
The factors that constitute this category of groups apply at the

three levels of operation. Local Government units are Local/National

when they act as pressure groups. This category is a difficult one

in which to distinguish when a group is a pressure group and when

it is not one. The best way to opefationalize it is to consider what

are the normal delegated functions of the public authority and what

are the normal channels and areas of activity of the authority and

then to determine if they are acting within these. Essex County

Council could be considered to be carrying out their normal functions

when it opposed, as the planning authority, the third London Airport

at Stansted during the public inquiry in 1965-66. But it could be

considered as a pressure group when it acted in opposition to the

1. For example, the British Airports Authority is pressured upon

the question of aircraft noise around its airports as a public authority
responsible. However, on the issue of the Third London Airport,
they acted as a public authority pressure group when they openly
tried to persuade and press the Government to stand by its decision
for Stansted.

{
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1967 White Paper on the Airport. In this period it was not carrying
out its delegated responsibilities as the planning authority, but was
the leader of a political campaign against the decision.

Public Authorities activities as pressure groups will tend to be
limited. There will also tend to be greater inhibitions upon public
authorities to the use of pressure tactics than there is upon other
pressure groups. Nonetheless the group may seek publicity through
the media, through reporting the activities and speeches of its leaders,
or it may adopt an advertising campaign to place its views before the
public, But its efforts are more likely to be directed towards Parlia-
ment to persuade members to raise the issues in either House.

Self help/Community groups are a new political phenomenon

which have grown out of the feeling that it is impossible to gain
demands through government and the growing propensity not to

accept governmental inaction amongst certain groups in society. These
groups are seeking to influence decision-making in the society in that
they hope to create, b} their example and action, an atmosphere and
climate in which decision-makers are forced to meet their demands.
But this i8 not the traditional model of demands being made directly
upon the decision-makers and then waiting for the decision-makers to
act. These groups have basically rejected direct approaches to deci-
sion-makers as their main focus of activity. Instead they are tackling
their specific problem themselves. Shelter, for instance, is basically

tackling, through its local housing associations, the problems of the
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homeless and calling upon society to help by contributing to the cam-
paign. It is only incidentally thereby throwing out a challenge to the
Government to act in this field. Citizen Committees may be set up

as a means of dealing with the problems of a particular locality, and
would provide an example of a local self help/Community group. These
groups may use outside resources to aid their own actions, but the
essential feature is that people directly affected and putting the demands
are themselves seeking to satisfy them through their own efforts. This
does not exclude interaction with decision-makers, particularly if they
can make their demands an issue which decision-makers take up;

however, that is not the main focus of their activity.

Successful and Unsuccessful Pressure Group Situations

Finer notes that "succéss or failure, and then degree, depend
on political conjunctions; on situations inside the parties and between
both parties; and on the degree of public feeling. nl Studying the
gituation at the Parliamentary level he identified three basic situations:

a) Successful lobby
(Opposition + Ministerial Lobby) vs. Ministerialists
b) Unsuccessful lobby |

Ministerial Lobby vs. (Opposition + Ministerialists)

1. Finer, op. cit., p. 7.

2. bid., pp. 75-79. Ministerial Lobby refers to the rebel or dis-
senting MPs inside the governing party, while the Ministers and
loyal backbenchers constitute the Ministerialists.
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¢) Indeterminate situation
Opposition vs. (Ministerialists + Ministerial Lobby)

The pressure group under these terms is successful when
the group can squeeze the Minister between the official opposition and
his own rebel backbenchers. But the group will be unsuccessful if it
is squeezed between the Minister and the Opposition, and finally the |
situation is indeterminate if it is a straight party battle, but this is
failure because the group will not achieve its objectives.

The aim of the pressure is to create a political situation in
which the decision-maker is forced into meeting its demands. Besides
the situations put forward by Finer, others exist by the addition of
other factors like public opinion that will affect the group's chances
of success or failure:

i) (Specialized Public Opinion + Opposition + Ministerial Lobby)
vs. Ministerialists = SUCCESS

i) (Specialized and Mass Public Opinion + Opposition + Ministerial Lobby)
vs. Ministerialists = SUCCESS

iii) (Specialized Public Opinion + Ministerial Lobby +
Ministerialists + Opposition Rebel Lobby)

v8. (Opposition + Mass public opinion) = SUCCESS
iv) (Specialized Public Opinion + Opposition)

vs. (Ministerialists + Ministerial Lobby + Mass Public Opinion)
= FAILURE

v) (Specialized Public Opinion + Ministerial Lobby)
vs. (Opposition + Ministerialists + Mass Public Opinion) = FAILURE
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The Study of British Pressure Groups

The application of the concept of pressure group for study
has been a narrow one. The range of groups in the British political
Process that havé been studied is a small one centered upon national
interest groups and also national attitude groups.1 Morris Davis
complains that the way the field of pressure groups had been defined
omitted business corporations from study while including rélatively
insignificant groups such as the Union of Welsh People in DiSpersion.2

Other areas of pressure group activity, in which research
should be possible, need study. The emphasis in the study of British
politics has been in recent years more upon the study of local politics

than was the case previously. But so far this shift of emphasis has

not been as clear in the field of pressure group studies. So far no

1, Castles also complains that there has been an overemphasis upon
interest groups. See Castles, op. cit., pp. 6-7 and Chapter 7.

2. Morris Davis, "Some Neglected Aspects of British Pressure Groups, "
Mid West Journal of Political Science, Vol. vii, No. 1, 1963, p. 42.
Business and industry have been studied through trade associations
but there are occasions when they will come openly into the political
arena seeking to influence public decision-making and decision-makers.
For example, Shell was opposed to the 1965 Finance Bill (The Times,
14 May, 1965). It is probable, although it would be difficult to docu-
ment in detail, that industrial corporations have direct contacts with
Ministries which are concerned with their area of interest, and
industrial corporations campaign, on occasion, to persuade the public
and hence decision-makers. For example, the Anti Nationalization
- campaigns, see Richard Rose, Influencing Voters, London: Faber,
1967, Chapter 6; and H.H. Wilson, "Techniques of Pressure — Anti
Nationalization Propaganda in Britain," Public Opinion Quarterly,
Vol. 15, 1951, pp. 225-242.
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study of the role or activities of local pressure groups (or national
pressure groups) in local politics has appeared. While the role of
pressure groups in local politics is an important area for study,
-another area is that of local/national pressure groups in national
politics and particularly in relation to the national decision-making
process. Many of this latter type of group are local/national 'protest
pressure groups' which are opposed to a decision which is about to
be taken or which has been taken. The case study which follows in
part two will be concerned with this type of group amongst others.

In 80 doing, the case study will be exploring a relatively uncharted
area of British Politics. In addition to looking at local/national
groups it will be looking at a protest pressure group, which also
have not been examined in any great detail. The role of public author-
ities, whether local or national, as pressure groups is also an area
that has been neglected. This area forms part of the focus of this

study. It is one of the contentions in this thesis that while interest

- groups may be the most numerous and most influential of pressure

groups, it is necessary to widen the focus of pressure group studies
if a true picture of the multiplicity of the groups and channels used
by ‘different pressure groups in Britain is to be acquired.

In the literature of British Pressure Groups, there are two
very general approaches to the study of pressure groups: group based

studies and issue based or decision-making studies. The group based
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approach has as its focus a particular group, 1 such as the British
Medical Association. The approach looks at the group's actions in
the political process. At the most sophisticated level this will involve
an examination of the group's behaviour and the factors that influence
and determine that behaviour, and perhaps also the factors that make
for its success or failure as a pressure group over time. This ap-
proach will normally look at a particular group over a period of time
and in relation to a number of decisions rather than in relation to a
particular decision. The group-based aﬁproach is more concerned,
therefore, with long term environmental factors, both external and \
internal. 2 But there is no reason why this approach should not be
applied to the study of pressure groups over a short period of time.

On the other hand, the issue-based or decision-making approach
to the study of pressure groups i8 not essentially concerned with pres-
sure groups, but with an examination of the political process as it
operated in the particular case examined. The actions of pressure
groups are only one of the elements which are being studied. In this

approach therefore, pressure groups can be seen against the actions

1. The group could be an interested group of individuals, who might
work through formal groups. In this case, the informal grouping
could be more crucial. See H.H. Wilson, Pressure Group : The

. Campaign for Commercial Television, London: Secker and Warburg,
1961,

2. These are factors internal and external to the pressure group,
such as its organization or the nature of the decision-making process
in the area of concern to it, which will affect its behaviour. These
will be examined more fully in the next chapter.
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and activities of other elements of the political process, such as
Ministries, the political parties, the media, or Parliament as a body.
It is possible to see the interactions between the pressure groups,
other competing groups and the groups such as Parliament which they
all seek to influence and which form part of the environment in which
the pressure group is operating. The approach allows the political
scientist to see the whole equation of groups and elements of the
political process involved in the particular case or decision.

At its most elementary level the group-based approach is
purely descriptive.1 But implicit in these studies is the notion that
groups seek channels of influence and have targets through which they
hope to achieve their objectives. These studies raise the question of
why certain groups use particular channels in some ways, other groups
use these same channels in different ways, while still other groups
use different channels altogether. What, therefore, are the factors
that will determine why certain channels are used by the group in
the way that they are? Further, one can ask what effect changes in

these factors have upon the channels the groups will use. What deter-
mines the techniques that will be used for exerting influence of the

1. The earliest studies of British Pressure Groups were of this nature.
These outlined the membership, organization and activities of the pres-
sure group, together with the way in which they used the channels of
influence. These studies, though, made no attempt to study the dynam-
ics of pressure group activity. See Allen Potter, "The Equal Pay
Campaign Committee : A case study of a pressure group.” Political
Studies , Vol. §, 1857, pp. 49-64; and S.E. Finer, "Transport Interests
and the Roads Lobby," Political Quarterly, Vol. 29, 1958, pp. 47-58.
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groups? Essentially these break down into two major points: the first
is the effects of the rest of the political system upon the operation of
the groups and the methods they use for exerting influence for the
achievement of their goals, and the second is the role of strategy and
tactics in the group's behaviour in the political system. This second
factor can be seen as the group's leaders relating all the environmental
factors to the group's operation so that it can achieve its goals by the
most effective use of its resources.

The. group-based approach as developed by Eckstein or Wootton
shows the importance of studying the relationship of the pressure group
and its behaviour.] Eckstein in his study of the British Medical
Association deals with the effects of certain elements of the social
structure, culture, and the political structure upon the behaviour of
pressure groups in general and the British Medical Association in
particular. He sees these as having a dynamic relationship in that
these will have an effect on the channels used by pressure groups and
upon political attitudes. "There is then a twofold relation between the
channels of pressure group activity on the one hand and structure of
government, pattern of policy and political attitudes on the other:
structure, policy and attitudes decide the channels pressure groups

will use predominantly to exert influence, and the nature of these

channels in turn affects pressure group organization and tactics. "2

1. Eckstein, op. cit. Graham Wootton, The Politics of Influence:
British Ex-Servicemen Cabinet Decisions and Cultural Change 1917-
1957 London: Routledge and Kegan “Kegan Paul, 1963.

2. Eckstein, op. cit., p. 22.




32

‘Wootton also stresses the need for examination of the pressure
group in relation to its environment although his emphasis is upon the
cultural aspect. "The other prerequisite is that the conduct of such
groups shall be analysed against the background of historical circum-
stances and of the 'political culture'. (Those values, beliefs and
emotions that bear upon political conduct.) To relate pressure group
activities to the culture is of crucial importance."1 While Eckstein
only looks at strategy and tactics implicitly, Wootton examines these
explicitly and is thereby able to show how changes in the political
culture and policy towards the ex-servicemen has changed the strategy
and tactics of the groups and also their relationships with the different
channels of influence. He charts, for instance, the gradual shift
towards the Ministry as public policy developed in this area.

Both these studies are carried out using data drawn from a
period of time which does not relate to any particular case, although
they both include particular cases of action by these groups. If a
group is going to be studied over a short period of time or in relation
to a particular issue or at a specific point in time, it is still important
that the study should relate the group's actions to its environment, and
relate the environmental factors to the group's use of targets and chan-
nels of influence. The factors that affect pressure group activities are:
the structure of decision-making that they are seeking to influence, the

activities of government, the attitudes towards group behaviour and

1. Wootton, op. cit., p. viii.
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internal factors in the group such as its membership and organization
and its attitudes towards pressure group activity.

By itself the group-based approach is not entirely satisfactory
for studying short term pressure group actions such as the protest
against the airport at Stansted. In the short term the interactions
between different groups and actors involved in the process of public
decision-making over the issue are crucial factors which affect the
behaviour of the pressure group. In the short term the actual process
of public decision-making as it operates in the particular case is
important. The decision-making or.issue-based approach enables the
political scientist to see the interplay of groups at the different points
in the decision-making process, as well as the interplay between the
context in which an issue is developing or legislation is being under-

taken and the behaviour of the pressure groups concerned. 1

1. This approach has generally been concerned with subjects that were
matters for legislation, and many of the studies relate to the legis-
lative process, both in the stages of preparation and passage through
Parliament. This approach has been applied to a particular piece of
legislation: or a particular issue that is the subject of attempts at
legislation over a period of time. For example, Malcolm Joel Barnett,
The Politics of Legislation : The Rent Act 1957, London: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 1969; Frank Smallwood, Greater London: The Politics
of Metropolitan Reform, Indianapolis : Bobbs Merrill, 1965; J.J. Rich-
ardson, "The Making of the Restrictive Trade Practices Act 1956 : A
case study of the policy process in Britain," Parliamentary Affairs,
Vol. 20, 1966-67, pp. 350-374; and Christoph, op. cit.

There are also attempts to apply this approach to subjects which
are not matters for legislation or involving the legislative process,
but these studies tend to have other concerns than the groups involved.
For example, a study of policy formation in relation to an issue, in
this case science and technology, is Norman J. Vig, Science and
Technology in British Politics, London: Pergamon Press, 1968. The
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When the subject is one of protest, the context in which the
protest action is being taken is one of interplay between different
actors in the political system and it is the configuration of these
relationships that will in the short run determine the success or
failure of the pressure groups. The subject of the case study is
one of protest. The approach needed in this study is a combination
of the two approaches discussed above. Thus the interplay between
the local pressure groups, which are the pressure groups under study
here, and other political actors in the controversy can be seen in
the context in which decision-making is being undertaken throughout
the controversy. But in addition, as our major concern is with
studying the local pressure groups involved, the factors which are
examined in the group-based approach, such as the internal organiza-
tion of the pressure group and their strategy and tactics, also need

examination.

attempt by the Ministry of Transport to execute motorway policy
in relation to a section of the M4 is seen in Roy Gregory, "The

" Minister's Line : or, the M4 comes to Berkshire." Public Adminis-

tration, Vol. XLV, 1967, (ii) pp. 113-128 and (iii) pp. 269-286.
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CHAPTER TWO

A FRAMEWORK FOR THE ANALYSIS OF

PRESSURE GROUP BEHAVIOUR

In the previous chapter a brief examination of the approaches
to the study of pressure groups was undertaken. It is now necessary
to put forward a framework for the analysis of pressure group behav-
iour, which with adaptions for this particular controversy, will serve
as the framework for our analysis of the behaviour of the local pres-
sure groups involved in the Stansted Airport Controversy. It is essen-
tial to realize that the process of pressure group activity is a dynamic

i, one. In examining this process, we need to look at the strategy and
tactics that the group develops in relation to its environment.

Table two sets out in a diagrammatic form a chart of the flow
and interactions of the different factors which affect the behaviour of
a pressure group or a series of pressure groups in the political sys-
tem. Pressure group operations can be seen as comprising five basic
stages. First, there are inputs of environmental factors, against
which the pressure group's leaders are going to determine its strategy
and tactics of influence,aimed at achieving its goals. The process of
deciding the strategy and tactics comprises the second stage. It is
followed by the third stage, the actual actions with regard to the

f channels of influence and the targets. The fourth stage is the outputs
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GROUP FRAMEWORK

OBJECTIVE

)

Achieve-
ment

Compromise

Failure

Decisions

TARGETS / CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE

Admin-

Fstration

Executive

Parlia-
ment

Political
Parties

Mass
Public
Opinion

Specialized
Public
Opinion

GROUP
STRATEGY

GROUP | !
TACTICS |
|

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

IntemalH External
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TABLE TWO : PRESSURE GROUP FRAMEWORK (Cont'd)

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS -

a) External

1) decision-making process

2) activities of Government

3) attitudes to group activity

4) attitudes to the subject

5) other groups

6) climate of opinion _

1) behaviour of other pressure groups

8) decision-making process in operation
(especially decisions emerging)

9) internal situation of channel of influence

10) reaction of decision-makers to pressure

GROUP STRATEGY

GROUP TACTICS

TARGETS and CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE

a) Mass Public Opinion
b) Specialized Public Opinion

¢) Parliament (or the Council)

d) The Executive (or Council Committees)

b) Internal

1) membership

2) aims and objectives
3) organizational factors
4) attitudes of the group
5) political resources

e) The Administration(or Local Government Administration)

f) Political Parties
DECISIONS

a) SUCCESS

b) COMPROMISE
¢) FAILURE

FEEDBACK

To environment (with short term or long term effects).
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of the decision-making process which may result in the group's suc-
ceeding, compromising, or failing to achieve its goals. This will
have, in the fifth stage, a feedback effect on the pressure group
which will then have to make more decisions in the ligﬁt of the new
situation.

This is only an outline of the process in a very simple form:
it is far more complicated in practice because there are feedbacks
at all stages of the flow, some of which will have a greater and others
a lesser influence upon the strategic and tactical decisions of the pres-
sure group leaders who are involved. Nor is the process a simple
movement from stage to stage because in some cases therg will be
continual interaction between environmental factors, the targets and
channels of influence and the group's tactics before any decisions will
emerge from these channéls. On the other hand, the group may be
able to obtain decisions quickly from the channels, but not be satis-
fied with them and therefore change its tactics to meet the new situation.

Two major points arise out of the examination of the approaches
to the study of British pressure groups. These are the effects of the
environment and the need to examine the strategy and tactics of
influence of the group as a dynamic process which would vary and
change with the changing internal and external environment of the
pressure group. These two factors have been incorporated into the
framework, which is presented here and which will serve as the

framework for this examination of the local pressure groups involved
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in the Stansted Airport Controversy.1 In a study, such as the
present one, where the length of the controversy in which the pres-
sure groups are involved is a relatively short one, there is no
advantage in dividing the environmental factors info long term and
short term component factors.

The environmental factors, which are essentially the inputs
into pressure group activity, can be divided into external and internal
environmental factors. Some of the external environmental factors,
which can be related to the political culture of the country, tend to
be constant throughout a particular controversy, while others are con-
stantly changing in response to and as part of pressure group activity.
The external environmental factors, which are normally constant and

which are of concern here, are first attitudes to group activity in

the political system. The notions of the legitimacy of pressure group
activity will affect all the participants in the political system. It will
also affect the propensity of people to form groups and the way they
will be received in their activities, once they are formed. These
attitudes will determine the extent to which people are prepared to form

groups to protest or to fight government decisions that they feel unjust.

1. In many cases, and especially where a pressure group is studied
over a long period of time, the environment (both external and
internal) can be seen as consisting of long term and short term
factors. The long term factors will tend to be constant and only
change in substance over a period of years. The short term
factors will be constantly changing as the pressure group operates
in the political arena and thereby evokes responses from other
political actors.
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Second, public attitudes to the subject of concern to the group will

also affect its behaviour and affect its chances of success in pursuing
its aims.

Third are the activities of government,including attitudes about

what the government should be doing,which will also affect the behav-
iour of the groups. If government is deeply involved in activity in a
particular area, such as the health service, then the pressure groups
involved in this area will tend to use the administration as the means
for gaining its objectives. The fact ﬁlat government is involved in

a particular area will also affect the aims and objectives of the group.
This is because if the framework of public policy has already been
set, as it would have been when there is a high level of government
involvement, the demands of the group are likely to be related to the
detailed implementation of that policy framework. On the other hand,
if the framework of public policy has still to be determined in a
particular area, the aims of the groups, in that area, are likely to

be of a more fundamental nature and to be demands that cannot be

| gettled purely in the administrative sphere. They are likely to be

decisions that will involve political decisions about priorities or
legislation. But once the group achieves its goals in these areas,
or if the government becomes involved in that area, the long term
environment will change and the pattern of group aims, strategy and
tactics will have to change. For example, after the Second World

War the National Farmers Union (NFU) changed its strategy of influ-
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ence from one of trying to gain its objectives through Parliament to
one of using its newly established position and close relationship with
the Ministry of Agriculture as the means of achieving its objectives.1

Also involved here are the public's attitudes to what government
activity should be in the particular area of concern to the group.
Favourable public attitudes towards the adoption of the framework
that the group is seeking will relieve the pressure group of the need
to educate the public and decision-makers about the necessity of their
objectives. On the other hand, if there is ignorance or hostility,
which often go together, there will be the necessity for the group to
inform and educate the public and the decision-makers. These two
different situations would require the adoption of different strategies
and tactics on the part of the group concerned.

Fourth, there is the nature of the government structure in general

and the process of deciéion-making_ in the particular area of concern to

the group. The government structure will be determined in part by
the constitutional structure and the related acts setting up governmental
institutions. This provides the [ramework within which decision-making
takes place. The process of decision-making will also be determined
by the legal framework relating to such matters as public inquiries,
and whom the decision-maker is legally bound to consult before he

makes the decisions, and the procedure that he has to follow to place

1, Peter Self and Herbert Storing, The State and The Farmer.
London: Allen and Unwin, 1962, Chapter 2.
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those decisions in a legally authorized form. This process will
affect the way that groups will seek to make their influence felt.
The formal framework within which decisions are made will therefore
give or deny to pressure groups the opportunities for pressure and
affect the techniques that they will use.

Other external environmental factors tend to change as the !
controversy develops with actions, responses and counter-responses
from the pressure groups involved and other actors in the political

system. Of major importance here is the climate of opinion about

ular issue or the factors making a decision on that issue necessary,

as well as the degree of general public awareness and interest in the
issue. The climate of opinion is dynamic because it will develop,

as the media and public attention is concentrated upon the issue and
decision-making bodies move towards decision and action. -This factor
may have a favourable or unfavourable effect upon the pressure group's
chances of success.

Important to the group is the behaviour of other pressure groups

in relation to the issue and the group's demands. A group that can
gain the support of other groups interested in the issue is in a position
to strengthen its influence on the decision-makers. Indeed, in a partic-
ular issue, a group may seek as part of its tactics to gain the support
of or to form a united front with other pressure groups. Also of con-

cern to the group is the activity of groups which are opposed to its
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stance on the issue. The group may be in a situation in which it
has to compete with its opponents and convince decision-makers of
the 'justice' of its cause over that of its opponents. Therefore of
vital concern, in deciding tactics,are the resources, political or
otherwise, that other pressure groups can bring to play on the issue.
Crucial to its success is the relationship of the channels of
influence to the issue that is of concern to the group. Two points

are relevant here. First is the internal situation inside the channel

that the group is seeking to influence. For instance if Parliament is

the channel which is the target of the pressure group, and on this
particular issue the House is evenly divided along party lines, there
will be little chance that any approach to individual MPs will be of
much use to the group. A party political issue will not leave the
group much leeway for influence unless it is involved on the govern-
ment side of the controversy, and 2ven then, it will be small. The

second point here is the reaction of the decision-makers to pressure

exerted upon them. Their reaction forms part of the external environ-

ment of the pressure group because, as the issue develops, the group
has to make new tactical decisions to seek to achieve its objectives.
As decision-makers react, the group may well act not just by using
new techniques and weapons but by changing its tactical objectives.
For instance, rebuttal may be followed by a campaign for a Royal
Commission to inquire into the issue. A protest pressure group

might take a similar sort of decision.
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Another external environmental factor is the decision-making

process in operation. This refers to the decisions that emerge from

the decision-making process as well as the way in which these deci-
sions are made. In some cases, the important factor will be the
actual decisions, while at other times it will be the process of deci-
sion-making such as the combination of groups inside the decision-
making process that will be importanf to the behaviour and success
of the pressure group. The decisions emerging and the process of
decision-making on particular occasions may provoke strategic or
tactical decisions by the pressure group in response to the situation
it then faéed, or it may do nothing.

The other group of environmental factors are those which are
internal to the pr;ssum group. These will affect the ability of the
pressure group to undertake pressure group activity, and will also
affect its behaviour as a pressure group in the political system.
Again, there is in many of the internal factors a constant element
that will only change over a long period of time, and there are ele-
ments which change regularly as the pressure group undertakes
pressure group activity. This point tends to be of very little impor-
tance in the case of protest pressure groups which are formed to
protest a particular or pending decision or action. The immediate

and changing factors are those of most importance in the case of

these groups.
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The ability of the group to exert influence in the political sys-
tem is determined at the most basic level by the size or quality of
its membership. The ability of the group to organize a high percent-
age of its potential membership means that it is a to;ce that has to
be reckoned with, particularly if the area concerned is one of crucial
importance to the government. A high percentz;,ge membership also
means that the group is less likely to be in a position where there
are strong rivals competing for its membership. When there are no
rivals or only very weak ones, the group is able to devote its attention
to fulfilling its goals in the political system and does not have to worry
whether a rival group is gaining membership. The lack of rivals also
means that decision-makers are confronted with one powerful organiza-
tion and there is no potential for decision-makers to avoid the group
by using its rivals and playing them against this group. Monopoly
position strengthens the hand of the pressure group's leaders. A
monopoly position is the case for many interest groups in Britain but
not the case with attitude groups or protest pressure groups. Even
with these groups the larger the membership the stronger is the bar-
gaining position of the group, particularly if it can show itself repre-
sentative of the opinions of a large number of people.

More important on many occasions is the quality of the member-
ghip. If the group's membership is drawn from the 'establishment’ of
people who are engaged in politics and pressure group activities, then

the group can open up the channels through which its influence can be
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felt. But related here is the fact that if drawn from this part of
society, its membership will be at home in the world of pressure
groups and pressure politics, with experience of exerting pressure
and influence. It will also have no prejudice against pressure group
activity, which is sometimes a problem with pressure groups that
have had no connections with the pressure group world. The actual
quality of a particular membership is really a factor that has to be
brought to bear in particular situations. The pressure group may
not have members or leaders with the needed connections at a partic-
ular time, although their membership may be drawn from the 'estab-
lishment' or ‘elite' groups.

The pressure group's aims and objectives will determine to a

large extent the targets and channels of influence which the pressure
group will use. If its aim is related to a subject that is already an
area of government involvement, then its attention is likely to be
directed towards the Ministry concerned. If the area is already the
subject of legislation before Parliament, then Members of Parliament
or particular members of the House may be subject to its attention.
If the group is protesting a decision, then a series of channels may
be used to exert pressure upon the decisfon-maker. A group, of
course, may use a series of channels to gain its objectives.

The organizational factors will affect the behaviour of the

pressure group and its ability to carry out pressure group activity

successfully. The organizational factors can be divided into five
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component factors, each of which can affect the ability of the pressure
group to function in the political system. The first organizational
factor is the structure of the group. This includes such aspects as
the division between the centre of the organization and its membership
and the arrangements it has, such as permanent staff and offices for
the permanent continuous conduct of its affairs. An organizational
structure which did not allow for contact between the centre and their
members could lead to the breakdown of communication inside the
organization,while no permanent central staff might mean that the
group would only function on a limited irregular basis. Second is its
internal decision-making processes, the complexity or simplicity of
which will allow it to take or not to take rapid decisions when they
are needed. Third, the quality, ability and contacts of its leadership
will determine the effectiveness with which it undertakes pressure
group activity. Fourth, it needs financial resources to be able to
maintain its organization and to mount its activities of political pres-
sure. The availability of financial resources will also affect the
techniques used to undertake pressure group activity. Fifth, its
ability to act will also be affected by the information, specialized
knowledge or skill that it possesses in its area of concern. Sixth,

its ability to act will be affected crucially by its mobilization potential
because to act successfully as a pressure group it needs to mobilize

its resources and its membership behind its pressure group efforts.
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The behaviour of the pressure group will also be affected by

the attitudes of the group including those of its leadership and member-

ship. Important here are the attitudes of the group to the subject of
concern because these will determine the nature of its demands.
Second are its attitudes to decision-making. These will determine its
attitudes towards decision-making and decision-makers in their area

of concern, which will affect the relationship that the pressure group
may have with the different channels of influence. Third are its
attitudes to pressure group activity by itself. For instance they may
consider that some forms of pressure group activity are not legitimate,
or the group may develop attitudes that will predispose it to certain
channels of influence rather than other channels that might in a partic-
ular case yield the results they desire.

Another important internal environmental factor are the political
resources of the group. These include internal factors that are helpful
to the group in its political operation, and would involve such things
as friendships among members and key decision-makers, 6r special
skills and experience of particular members, or the fact that key people
in the political system live in the area where the members of the pres-
sure group are in contact with them for reasons completely unrelated
to the particular group or issue.

The environmental factors will have an effect upon the way the

- pressure group operates in the political system because they will

determine the strategy and tactics which the pressure group will adopt.

T e A M s L
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The Strategy of the group refers to decisions relating to how the
pressure group intends to achieve its long term and overall objectives.
For example, a decision to concentrate its activities upon securing
legislation through pressure upon MPs, or a similar type of decision
to seek its objectives through building up a relationship with the
relevant Government department would constitute a strategic decision.
' The Tactics of the group relate its specific resources and attitudes
to its environment and the channel or combination of channels of influ-
ence that it will use. For instancé, tactical decisions "include when
to exert pressure upon a particular Minister, or when to act in the
House of Commons, or when to promote a public campaign and how.
Decisions about the particular weapons to be used at the time by the
group also enter into the question of tactics. The Strategy and Tactics
of the group emerges from decisions taken explicitly or even implicitly
inside the pressure group. Here is involved not only the objective
factors of the environment such as membership, or finance, but also
the images of the leaders of the pressure group of the environment
and how their group can best achieve its objectives in the political
arena.

All the factors outlined so far in this section are involved in
the approach to the targets or channels of influence through which
the group hopes to achieve its objectives. In the British political
system at the national level six targets of influence or pressure can

be identified. They are: the Administration, the Executive, Parliament,




50

the Political Parties, specialized Public Opinion and mass Public
Opinion.1 The Administration is the Civil Service sections of the
Ministries that are responsible for the area that the group is inter-
ested in, The Executive refers to either the Minister as an individual -
Minister or to the Government, through the Cabinet. Parliament is
the House of Commons and the House of Lords, as mdividual members
or within the Parliamentary Parties relating to parliamentary concerns.
The Political Party refers to the party as a whole and includes the
party outside parliament. Specialized public opinion is concerned
mainly with experts within a particular field but it could include
people considered to have special positions which meant that their
individual opinions would be listened to with greater weight than most
by decision-makers. Finally there is the mass public.

A detailed exposition of the use of these channels is not neces-
sary at this stage. It is necessary to note that pressure groups
will use combinations of targets as a means of achieving their goals
and that there is a constant feedback process between these channels
of influence and the environment and the group's tactical decisions.
Decisions will emerge from these channels because some of them

are directly decision-makers such as the Administration. In terms

1. The basic pattern can be followed at the local government level,
inserting 'Council' for 'Parliament’, 'Council Committees' for 'the
Executive' and 'Local Government Administration' for 'the Adminis-
tration'. But the situation will depend partly upon whether the
Council concerned is one in which there is party politics.
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of the group's objectives these decisions could be in one of three
forms. It could mean success, or it might be a compromise solution,
or it could be complete failure, Finally the msultiné situation ﬁas a
feedback into the environment of the' piessure group which will be
either of a long term or a short. term nature and which will affect

the strategy and tactics of the group. The conception underlying

the framework is that the” pressure group world and the activities

in it are dynamic with constant interaction and reaction between the

different factors and actors involyed.
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PART TWO :
THE CASE STUDY
THE STANSTED AIRPORT CONTROVERSY

A study of the local pressure groups that sought and

_ managed to prevent the siting of the Third London

Airport at Stansted in North West Essex.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE STANSTED AIRPORT CONTROVERSY ~
THE FRAMEWORK APPLIED

This case study:l will use the framework which was outlined
in the previous chapter, with adaptions for this case, to examine the
behaviour of the local pressure groups which sought to prevent and
succeeded in preventing the development of Stapsted Airport into the
Third London Airport (Stansted), and to examine the factors which
contributed to their successful pressure activity.

The study will be concerned with three sets of local pressure
groups. First, there is the North West and East Herts Preservation
Association (NWEEHPA) and its town, village and parish groups,
which constitutes a Local/National protest pressure group. Second,
there are the County Councils of Essex and of Hertfordshire. Third,
there are the local Councils which were located in the vicinity of the

airport site. The data on these will be based upon the following

1, Terms used in the case study:
1) Local pressure groups refer only to all the local pressure
groups which are the subject of this study.
ii) Local Groups refer to all other local groups, such as the
arish Councils, which may be pressure groups, but which
are not the subject of this study.
iii) The Couneils refer to all the councils under study including
the County Councils and the local Councils.

iv) The local Councils refer to all the District or lower tier
councils such as Dunmow RDC.
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Councils: in Essex, Dunmow RDC, Saffron Walden RDC, Epping and
Ongar RDC, Saffron Walden BC, Harlow UDC, and Epping UDC, and
in Hertfordshire, Braughing RDC, Bishop's Stortford UDC, and
Sawbridgeworth UDC. All the Councils constitute Local/National
Public Authority Pressure Groups.

Their behaviour will be examined through all the phases of
the controversy. The Stansted Airport Controversy began in March
1964 when the report of the Inter-Departmental Committee on the
Third London Airport was published, and ended, for our purposes,
with the publication by the Commission on the Third London Airport
in March 1969 of a short list of sites to be inveétigated. This list
did not include 'Stansted, although Nuthampstedd,some ten miles to the
north west of Stansted,was included. The controversy itself falls into
four periods, in which there were changes in the behaviour of the
local pressure groups. The first phase from March 1964 until Febru-
ary 1966 sees the development of the opposition, the local debate over
the site, the preparation and presentation of objections to this site by
the local pressure groups to the public inquiry. This was followed
until May 1967 by a phase of little activity and 'wait and see' while
the Government assessed the results of the public inquiry and made
its decision. The third phase began with the Government decision,
and the publication of the Government White Paper and the Inspector's
Report and ended with the decision of the Government in February 1968
to hold a new inquiry. The activity in this phase centered upon the
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campaign of the local pressure groups involving Parliament and public
opinion to gain a new inquiry and to prevent the Government from
proceeding to implement its decision. The fourth phase, which followed
the Government decision for a new inquiry,ended with the Roskill
Commission's short list of sites in March 1969, and is concerned

with the setting up of the Roskill Commission and that Commission's
initial work.

The structu;'e of the case study is based upon the framework
already outlined, which had been adapted to meet the needs of this
case. The framework is a complex one in which there is considerable
overlap of different factors, which means that there will be, of neces-
sity, a certain degree of overlap and repetition of empirical data in
this study.

Chapters Four and Five will be concerned with examining the
external environment of the local pressure groups, including both long
term and short term factors together because of the relatively short
length of the controversy. Chapter Four will be concerned with some
factors of a long term nature which are of underlying importance to
the case because they are part of the British political system. The
bulk of that chapter will be concerned with examining the Decision-
Making Process in Ope_ration, focussing upon the decisions made by
the Government as a whole and its component parts and the arguments
they were using to support their position, and their actions to carry

out their decisions. Chapter Five will look at the attitudes and
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activities of other groups involved in the controversy and will show
the considerable degree of local and national opposition to Stansted
that was expressed. In addition, the climate of opinion will be
briefly looked at, including the attitudes of the press.

Chapter Six will examine the internal environmental factors
of the local pressure groups, which again because of the short
length of this controversy, will include in the Jong term (.constant)
and short term (changing) factors together.

Chapters Seven and Eight will examine pressure group activity
by the local pressure groups through the different stages of the
controversy. This will include an examination of the strategy and
tactics of the local pressure groups, including reference to how their
leaders saw the position with regard to exerting influence and pressure
and the means they saw as the best for achieving their objectives.
These Chapters will also examine at the same time the means and
weapons they used to exert influence and pressure upon the different
channels of influence which they used. In addition, the external
environmental factors of the internal situation of the channel of influ-
ence and the reaction of decision-makers and the channels of influence
to pressure and influence will be examined in the course of these
chapters. At the same time, note will be made of the feedbacks
involved in the operation of pressure groups in this case. Chapter
Seven will cover the peripd up to the Government decision in May 1967

while Chapter Eight will cover the period after the decision until
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March 1969, when the Roskill Commission's short list. of sites was
published.

Chapter Nine will bring the different aspects of the Stansted
Controversy together in an examination of the success/fail factors

in tliis case.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THIRD LONDON AIRPORT AT STANSTED?
EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS :
(1) THE GOVERNMENT AND DECISION-MAKING

This chapter and the following one will examine most of the
external environment of the local pressure groups involved in the
Stansted Airport controversy. From Chapter Two, it can be seen
that the external environment of pressure groups can be divided into
two groups of factors: the long term and short term external environ-
mental factors. But this will depend upon the exact focus of the
particular pressure groﬁp study. In this case, given the relatively
short length of time of the controversy, most of the factors which
make up the long term and short term external environmental factors
are intertwined in such a way as t(; make it difficult to categorize
them. The long term factors of the external environment, in a case
such as this, do not normally vary for the duration of the controversy
and are not normally the decisive factors as far as the pressure groups
are concerned. It is the short term factors that are more likely to be
decisive for them. Therefore, it is not necessary in this case, and
there will be no attempt to separate the factors of the external environ-

ment into the component long term and short term factors.
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The factors which make up the external environment of pressure
groups were discussed in Chapter Two. Some of these factors of a
long term nature were constant throughout the controversy amd are
only of underlying importance to this case because they are factors
of the type which help to shape British politics in a more general way.
These are the attitudes towards group activity in the political system,
and the attitudes displayed by participants in the political system
towards the functions and activities of government. Another constant
factor is the governmental structure and the structure and legal
requirements of the decision-making process. These provide the
broad outer framework within which pressure group activity took
place in this case.

Other external factors: were not constant throughout the contro-
versy, and it is the way in which these developed and changed through-
out the controversy that helped to shape the external environment of
the local pressure groups in this case. Two of these factors perhaps
provide the predominant elements of the external environment of the
local pressure groups. These are the Decision-Making Process in
operation and the behaviour and attitudes displayed by other pressure
groups, national and local, in the controversy. The term Decision-
Making Process in operation refers in this case to the decisions
emerging at different times from the different parts of the political
decision-making apparatus. In this context, the reference is to the

Government and its departments as actors in the controversy. Here
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it is not just the decisions that are included, but also the arguments
and means used by the Government to put its case.1 It is also
inclusive of the way decisions seemed to have been formed. The
second predominant element in this case was the behaviour and atti-
tudes of other pressure groups for and against the position of the

local pressure groups. This refers to their actions for and against
Stansted and the arguments they used to support their position in the
controversy, The activities and attitudes of the other pressure groups
are also a component part of other factors of the external environment.
The Climate of Opinion refers to all opinions about the issue which are
displayed by the mass and specialized public opinion. This includes
the arguments and attitudes in and of the media. The other factor

is the attitudes displayed in the political system towards the particular
subject of concern to the local pressure groups.

This chapter will therefore begin the examination of the external
environment. This chapter will be concerned with a brief examination
of constant long term factors as they relate to this case. Then the
focus of attention will move to the factors of the external environment
which relate to the Decision-Making Process in operation, including

the Government as an actor in the controversy.

1. The Internal Situation inside the Executive and Administrative

parts of government, while mentioned here, is discussed together

with the reactions of decision-makers to pressure in Chapters Seven and
Eight when the Channels of Influence are considered.
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LONG TERM (CONSTANT) ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

In Britain, as was discussed in Chapter One,, pressure group
action for desired political ends is a recognized and legitimate means
of political action. There was therefore nothing in British political
attitudes which would inhibit the local protest movement from forming
itself into a pressure group to promote its opposition to the proposals
before a public inquiry and also to oppose the Stansted decision of the
Government. But equally it is recognized that it is the function of the
Government to provide, or establish the machinery to provide, transport
facilities which would include the provision of airports. Therefore, it
was accepted that the Government's attempt to place the airport at

Stansted was a legitimate function of Government.

The Decision-Making Process

Before examining the decision-making process as it actually
operated in this case, note will be made of the possible approaches
to making a decision of this nature and of methods for the implementa-
tion of the decision. First, it should be realized that, in Britain,
policy on airports and aviation is the responsibility of the Central
Government. At the beginning of this case, this responsibility was
in the hands of the Ministry of Aviation, but after April 1st, 1966,
this was changed. As a result of these changes under the 1965 British
Airports Act, the British Airports Authority was set up to operate the
international airports which had been administered by the Ministry of
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Aviation. These airports were London (Heathrow), London (Gatwick)
and Prestwick. In addition the British Airports Authority was also
to administer and operate the airport at Stans@ed. The British Air-
ports Authority was only to administer and operate these airports:
policy about expansion of fhese sites and policy over new sites was
retained in the hands of the Government. This responsibility, on the
break up of the Ministry of Aviation, was given to the Board of Trade.
The sections in the former Ministry of Aviation, concerned with air-
ports, were attached to the Board of Trade, and did not fall within
the major areas of concern of this department. The result of these
changes was that the President of the Board of Trade became the
Minister responsible for taking the decisions on the new airport,
though ultimately he needed Cabinet approval. These changes did

not affect the basic decision-making structure for the Stansted deci-
sion, except to put the actual decision in the hands of a Minister with
another title.

A decision to site a major international airport in any location
would involve and affect the responsibilities of other Departments and
other public bodies. The Ministries of Housing and Local Government,
Transport, and Agriculture, Fisheries and Food would be involved.
The Local Authorities, particularly the county councils as planning
authorities, would be concerned. In addition so would a number of

other public bodies such as British Railways and the Economic Plan-
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ning Councils and Economic Planning Boards.! The decision is there-
fore one that cannot be taken in isolation by the Ministry of Aviation,
or the Board of Trade.

In addition to requiring agréement from other public bodies,
the Government Department concerned likes to obtain the support of
the locality affected and needs to show in the open the reasons for
the decision. Consultations could be undertaken with local bodies as
a means of explaining decisions and listening to objections and com-
plaints from those affected by the location of the airport in a particular
place. A local public inquiry into the objections is a means of under-
taking this, though it seems that there is no statutory requirement
for a public inquiry. If a public inquiry is to be held, an inspector
will be appointed to conduct the inquiry and to report on the local
objections, With a non-statutory public inquiry, there is no obligation
on the Minister to follow the recommendations of the inspector.

Once the local consultations and/or the public inquiry have been
conducted, the Government is in a position to make a final decision.
A number of courses of action are open to the Government to imple-
ment its decision, As a result of the British Airports Act, the British

Airports Authority would be responsible for developing the site if Stan-

1. The Regional Economic Planning Councils and Economic Planning
Boards were not set up until 1965, but a decision to locate an
international airport within their area would directly involve their
responsibilities in the economic planning sphere. This is why

they should be added to the list of concerned public bodies.
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i sted were chosen. In this case permission to build the airport could
be gained by the British Airports Authority going to the County Plan-
ning Committee and &Sking for planning permission in the normal way;

more likely this procedure would be avoided by action through Parlia-

ment. If this course of action were chosen, a number of alternatives
would be open. First, a Special Development Order could be introduced
into Parliament,which would require a positive vote of both Houses of
Parliament, and would not be subject ‘to the provisions of the Parliament
Acts which restrict the veto or delaying power of the House of Lords.
The Government could proceed by means of Act of Parliament. In the
case of sites other than Stansted, the Government could develop the

site directly, delegate the responsibility to the British Airports Author-

S B
4\—-’ ity, or delegate the responsibility to some other body. The choices
taken at the different stages of the decision-making process will affect
the strategy and tactics of the local pressure groups, as will the exact
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nature of each of the decisions emerging from the decision-making
process. Attention will nowbe turned to examining the decisions that

emerged from the decision-making process throughout the controversy.

SHORT TERM (CHANGING) ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

Background on Stansted Airport

In the early 1960's the Ministry of Aviation was operating two
airports for London. London (Heathrow), in a heavily populated area
( .'3 in West London, had become the major international airport for the
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London area, while London (Gatwick), in Surrey, with one runway,
was serving as the second airport for London. At this time extra
capacity could be gained by the expansion of both airports, and this
expansion would be able to cope with the anticipated growth in air
traffic, both passenger and freight, into the early 1970's. But beyond
that date, there would be a need for a new airport because there was
a limit to the space available for new runways or extended ones at
both Heathrow and Gatwick. The situation, which faced the Ministry
in the early 1960's, was therefore to decide when a new airport
would be needed and the requirements for that airport.

Among the many airports in the London area was one at Stan-
sted in Essex. Originally Stansted had been built and operated by
the United States Air Force during the Second World War. The
Stansted site, covering some 800 acres, had a main runway of
10,000 feet with plenty of space available for extensions. Since the
Americans had vacated the base in the early 1950's, Stansted had
been used by the RAF, used for training airport fire fighters, and
as an alternate for Heathrow and Gatwick, as well as an airport for
the training of pilots of the nationalized airlines (BOAC and BEA).

In one of its reports in the 1960-61 session the House of Commons
Estimates Committee had questioned whether the large expenditure

of money on Stansted was justified, and it suggested that the future
of the Stansted site should be examined by the Ministry of Aviation.

It was this report amongst other factors that prompted the Minister
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of Aviation to appoint the Inter-Departmental Committee on the Third

London Airport.

THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS IN OPERATION AND GOVERNMENT
ACTIONS : 1964-1966

The Inter-Departmental Committee and its Report

The Stansted controversy moved into the public arena with the
publication of the report of the Inter-Departmental Committee in
March 1964.1

The Committee had been appointed by the Government in Nov-
ember 1961 to consider the requirements for a third London airport,
including its timing and location. The Committee had been composed of
fiffeen members under the chairmanship of Mr. G. V. Hole, an Under
Secretary in the Aerodromes (General) Division of the Ministry of
Aviation, With the exception of two of its members, the committee's

members were directly concerned with Aviation.2

Before the Com-
mittee reported in June 1963, it met el@en times, with the detailed
information being assembled on subjects such as air traffic routing

and road and rail access to the sites under consideration, by a working

1. Ministry of Aviation, Report of the Inter-Departmental Committee
on the Third London Airport. C.A.P. 199. London: HMSO, 1964.
{Hereafter cited as C.A.P. 199.)

2. The exact breakdown of the membership was:- Ministry of Avia-
tion 7, Airlines 4, Air Ministry 1, Air Traffic Services 2, Ministry
of Housing and Local Government 1, Ministry of Transport 1.

See C.A.P. 199, p. vii.
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party of the Committee. This latter group was attended at certain
meetings by representatives of British Railways and the Ministry of
Transport as advisers, while the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food were asked for their views on 'certain matters.] Thel
whole Committee visited Stansted, while other promising sites were
visited by their advisers.

The Committee determined that, upon the basis of the forecasts
of traffic growth available to it, a new airport would be needed in the
early seventies, More precisely it reckoned that a new runway would
be needed in 1972, and that if this were built at Gatwick, a completely
new airport with one runway would then be needed in 1973, and that
by 1980 a further runway would then also be needed. It also con-
sidered that it was essential that these latter two runways should be
at the same airport for the convenience of air traffic control, the air-
lhes and passengers. Therefore, it made its objective "to find a
gite where two parallel main runways could be built sufficiently far
apart to ensure that each could be operated independently, thereby
obtaining a potential sustainable capacity of 64 hourly movements"
and in addition "the site must also, of course, have room for the
maintenance bases, car parks and other terminal facilities needed
by this volume of traffic. nd

1. C.A.P. 199, p. 1.
2. Ibid., pp. 2-4.
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The Committee also noted that the airlines demand for a London
Airport, ready access from London, a minimum of delays to flights
from air traffic control or other reasons, and good-“communications
between London's airports. In addition they noted that BOAC and BEA
are strongly opposed to operating out of more than one London airport;
in fact; they wish to operate all their services out of He;a,throw.1 :
"British Airlines agree, therefore, that Heathrow should ideally remain
capable of serving routes in all the directions in which they run serv- ‘
ices, and that Gatwick and the third airport between them should be
able to serve all routes operated by foreign airljnes, who would be
displaced from Heathrow. They would thus like to see both Heathrow
and the third airport capable of serving for as long as possible routes
in every direction, that is, both airports omnidirectional. "?

The Committee set out eleven requirements for the site of the '
new London airport. First, it had to provide an efficient air traffic
route structure which would allow the new airport to function to its
full capacity without hindering the other two airports, and it should
not be placed where, because of air traffic routing difficulties, it
could serve only a small proportion of London's air traffic. The
Airport must have, or be able to have, speedy and convenient facili-
ties for direct travel to and from central London. The land should

be such that the airport eould be built-at a reasonable cost. The

1. Ibid., p. 6.
2. bid., p. 1.
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approach areas must be free from obstacles to flight and have only
sparse population while the airport should interfere as little és pos-
sible with agriculture, local industry and existing amenities in the
area, and there should be noise disturbance to the least number of
people possible. But on the other hand, it should be as close as
possible to population centrés large enough to supply the necessary
labour. Also the site should be one where the weather would hinder
or prevent operations on the smallest number of occasions, and if
possible at different times from Heathrow and Gatwick. There should
also be as little as possible interference with the airspace needed
for other purposes, such as military flying. And finally, it should
be sited so as it would not prevent the provision of further airports
to serve London, ]

As a result of its study of the problems of air traffic routing
problems, the Committee concluded "that, if Heathrow was to have
the ability to serve routes in all directions at a rate of 64 movements
an hour, a second airport of similar capacity, even a sectional one,
could not be sited within 50 statute miles of central London, and in
terms of conventional means of surface transport would be much too
far out for a'London' airport. "2 go they ended up by looking for a
site within easy reach of central London which would allow the new

airport and Heathrow to be omnidirectional for as long as possible.

1 bid.
2. bid., p. 8.
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Also they said that the Ministry of Transport had pointed out that the
surface traffic generated by a twin runway airport would not justify
a special new road or new rail track,so that it would have to fit
into the existing or projected road and rail patterns.l
Most possible sites were easily dismissed by the Committee.
To the west of Heathrow, the sites were too far out and "there is
little chance that any site will be within an hour of London by road. nd
Again the sites east of London on the Thames estuary were diéuﬁissed
for similar reasons. It concluded: "Thus, although the Thames estuary
in general might at first sight seem a likely area for an airport be-
cause of the stretches of flat, desolate marshland along its shores,...
to the west of Southend and the Isle of Sheppey ... it would be impos-
sible to build a large airport that would not conflict with Heathrow;
and outside this line no sites could be found within an hour's journey
of central London, "
Finally the Committee chose Stansted. For them, Stansted
had a number of advantages.4 First, it was a site already in use
as an airport with a 10,000 foot runway on a NE/SW alignment that
could be extended. Second, the provision of 2 parallel runway up

to 12,000 feet was practicable. Third, on meteorological grounds it

Ibid., p. 10.
Did., p. 1L
Ibid., p. 13.
Did., pp. 13-16.
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was good, and only slightly worse than Heathrow, with the advantage
that it is often usable when Heathrow is not. Fourth, an air route
structure could be devised: to allow Heathrow and Stansted to operate |

to their full runway capacity, although with some restriction on the

North East and East routes from Heathrow eventually. Fifth, it would
be within a convenient distance of Bishop's Stortford which has a
population of over 18,000 lying in an area offering scope for large
scale population growth. Sixth, it would be within the access require-
ment with the -construction of the M.11. and other road improvements
near the centre of London. "In fact it appears to be the only one that

will meet the criterion of one hour's travelling time from the West
1 b

End."” In addition it is close to the main Eastern Region railway
line into London through Bishop's Stortford.

They noted that the area was one of good agricultural land
but this was dismissed by the Committee. "The Ministry of Agricul-
ture, Fisheries and Food, have pointed out that the development of an
airport here, together with the associated industry and housing, would
mean a loss of good agricultural land; but against this may be set the
economic value of the new airport on promoting industry and maintain-
ing London's position as one of the chief air traffic centres of the .

world. 2 Indeed, the Committee envisaged that full scale development

1. bid., p. 4.

2. Bid
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would follow. "An enlarged airport at Stansted would inevitably
stimulate residential development in the area. The airport itself
might ultimately employ some 7,000 — 10,000 people; if allowance
is made for the families and for employment created indirectly by
the airport, a population growth of between 25,000 and 50,000 could
well be expected. In addition to this, the airport, together with the
new motorway, would greatly enhance Stansted's attractiveness as an
area for the development of commerce and industry and would make
the locality a strong candidate for the planned increase in population
on 2 larger scale. This in turn would greatly benefit the airport. nl
Therefore the Committee concluded that it is their "belief that Stan-
sted is the best of the sites that we have considered and, in view of
the time scale for its development, the only one with clear prospects
of making a good airport for London. We are accordingly unanimous
in recommending Stansted as the site for London's third airport. 2
The Committee's report was endorsed by the Government through
the then Minister of Aviation, Mr. Julian Amery, in a foreword to the
published version of the report, which seemed to imply that Stansted
had already been decided upon as the site. "It concludes that Stansted
Airport should be selected and designated as London's third airport.
The Government believe that this is the right choice.” The Govern-

1L Md.:! P 15.
2. Ihid., p. 16.
3. Dbid., p. iil.
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ment published the report to allow discussion. "It is, however,

only proper that all those likely to be affected should be given the
opportunity to consider and discuss the reasons for the choice of
Stansted."! "Every effort will be made, in conjunction with the
national and local authorities responsible, to ensure that the airport
and its surface communications are developed to the best advantage of
the travelling public.‘ In particular, we shall consider closely the
implications of this decision for communications between Stansted and
central London and between the three London Airports. We shall also
seek in accordance with the recommendations of the Wilson Committee
on the Problem of Noise to reduce the impact of noise on residential
areas near the airport," and Mr. Amery concludes, "I hope that
there will be full public discussion of this report and I shall welcome
constructive suggestions for making Stansted an efficient and attractive

airport. 2

Local Consultations

As part of the process began by the publication of the Inter-
Departmental Committee report, Government Departments, during the
summer and autumn of 1964 conducted discu;sions with the local
authorities of the area. These were conducted under the auspices of
the Essex County Council who are the planning authority for the area

concerned. These consultations consisted of meetings, of representa-

1. bid.
2. bid.
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tives of the local authorities called by the County Planning Committee,
at which the Ministry of Aviation representatives outlined their think-
ing upon the site and were questioned by the rebresentatives of the
local councils.

The first of these meetings, which were supposed to be con-
fidential, was held in Harlow in the middle of July 1964. At this
meeting, the Ministry of Aviation representatives outlined their pro-
posals for the development of the site on the basis of two new parallel

East-West runways, 2% miles long, with takeoff and landing paths over

Bishop's Stortford and Great Dunmow, and an extension of the present
NE/SW runway to 3% miles length. But at this stage the Ministry
was very tentative in its proposals. It promised to look into the
noise implications of the runway proposals, and promised that Govern-
ment finance would be available for public services such as transport
and housing. But there was no discussion of whether a Stansted New

Town or an expanded Harlow would be used to house airport workers.1

But altogether very little information was available to the Councils,

except that they were told that for an area of 19 square miles around
the proposed airport, planning applications would be referred by the
Essex County Planning Committee to the Ministry of Aviation to

1. Both the possibility of a Stansted New Town and the expansion of |
Harlow were local issues at the time. The possibility of a New Town f
at Stansted Mountfitchet had been mooted in March 1964 in a Govern-
ment report on the South East. At that time this report had raised
more local concern than the report on the airport.. From this ;
point in time the issues of airport development and the Stansted New
Town were linked.
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avoid development that would conflict with the airport.1

In spite of the fact that the discussions and information. at the
meeting were supposed to be confidential, the Chairman of Dunmow
Rural District Council, Mr. Horace Juniper, decided to disclose the
full contents of this meeting to his council at its meeting held‘shortly
afterwards, on the grounds that the public had a right to know what
was going on. Through the local press reports of this council meeting,
the local public learned something of what was being planned. It wasat
this time that the protest movement really began to organize with the
formation of the Takeley Anti-Airport Committee and NWEEHPA.

‘By the time of the next meeting in December 1964, the
NWEEHPA and its groups had become organized and the local Councils
were showing increased alarm at the Ministry proposals. Also at the
December meeting, the Ministry changed its prpposals for the layout
of the site. At the meeting they announced that they had decided to
drop the southern of the East/West runways and that they would prob;
ably drop the northern one as well.? Instead they proposed to construct
the airport on the basis of two parallel NE/SW runways, which meant
that the present NE/SW runway would be lengthened and a new parallel
runway would be constructed 6,000 feet to its side. In addition land

to the east side of the airport would be taken over for the possible

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 24 July, 1964, Harlow Citizen,
17 July, 1964,

2. This was finally dropped in June 1965. See Braintree and Witham
Times, 25 June, 1965.
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construction at a later date of a third smaller runway parallel to the
two main runways. On the basis of the two majof runways the Minis-
try reckoned that a standard busy ré.tg (SBR) of 64 hourly movements
could be gained while the construction of the third runway would give
the airport an SBR of 80 hourly movements which would be needed in
the 1980's. A major advantage of the new layout, the Ministry argued,

would be that there would be less disturbance through noise, as the

. take off and landing paths would be over Broxted and Thaxted in the

NE and Hatfield Heath and Great and Little Hallingbury in the SW,
rather than over Bishop's Stortford and Great Dunmow. Also the
Ministry saw advantages from the fact that the new proposals would
use up less land than the original July proposals.l

A number of other points were raised at this meeting. One
of these points was the question of alternative sites, in answer to
which the Ministry said that it had no short list of alternatives, and
that Foulness was impossible because there were vital defence installa-
tions in that area.2 On the question of transport connections, the
Ministry representatives said that the M.11. would be completed in
the early 1970's, and it was holding talks with the Transport Ministry
on the rail links.3 Finally, the Ministry reaffirmed that no final

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 18 December, 1964; Harlow Citizen,
18 December, 1964.

2. Herts and Essex Observer, 18 December, 1964.

3. Braintree and Witham Times, 18 December, 1964. The whole
question of these defence installations was a mystery at this time.
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decision would be taken until after the public inquiry and consideration
of the Inspector's Report. This inquiry was not expected until late in
1965, 1

This last point, that no final decision would be taken until after

" the public inquiry and full consideration of the Inspector's Report, is

important to an understanding of the later behaviour of the local pres-
sure groups after May 1967. It was the position adopted by the Minis-
try and the Government as a whole in all the discussions in the period
before the public inquiry, and the change of Government from Con-
servative to Labour in October 1964 made no difference to this point.
The Parliamentary Secretary to the Ministry of Aviation in reply to
Sir Derek Walker Smith? stressed that although there was a strong
technical case for the choice of Stansted, it was "only right that a
proposal of this nature, which will affect the lives of many people,
shall be put to the test of a public inquiry. A final decision will only
be made by the Government in the light of the outcome of this inquiry. n3
Sir Aleé Douglas Home, then the Prime Minister, made this point in

a letter to Mr. R.A. Butler, a senior Cabinet Minister and MP for
Saftron Walden®: "The Government has in no way made a final decision

1, Herts and Essex Observer, 18 December, 1964.

2, Sir Derek Walker Smith is Conservative MP for the East Hertford-
shire constituency which includes such places as Bishop's Stortford
and Sawbridgeworth.

3. Harlow Citizen, 18 September, 1964.

4. The Saffron Walden Constituency includes the areas of Saffron
Walden RDC, Saffron Walden Borough Council, and Dunmow RDC. The

proposed development of the airport would take place within this con-
stituency. .
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and cannot until it has heard the result of the public inquiry. It is

important that the inquiry should be thorough and genuine. The door
is not closed to suggestions for alternative solutions. This is a long
term matter that can only be decided after thorough public investiga-

tion. nl

Mr. Butler, who had been advising his constituents to present
the strongest possible case to the public inquiry,2 also followed this
line. In a letter to Sir Roger Hawkey, one of the joint chairmen of
NWEEHPA, he outlined the position as he saw it: "So far an expert
inter-departmental Committee has recommended Stansted Airport as

the Third London Airport on technical grounds. No account has yet
been taken of human considerations, the living conditions, the ameni-
ties and the agricultural character of the area involved.... What

has got to be done now, and done by your committee, is to put the
case as I have described above to the Public Enquiry which is promised
for next year. I pledge myself that this Enquiry shall be genuine and
that the findings should be respected.... I have the Prime Minister's
assurance that no final decision has been made, and will not be made
until after the public enquiry next year. "3 Mr. Roy Jenkins, who
became Minister of Aviation in the Labour Government, also main-
tained this position when he spoke at a Labour Party meeting at Stan-

sted during the Saffron Walden by-election. "I am in no way going to

1. Harlow Citizen, 18 September, 1964.
2. Herts and Essex Observer, 7 August, 1964.

3. NWEEHPA, The Stansted Black Book. Dunmow, Essex: NWEEHPA,
1967, Appendix B.
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prejudge the question of Stansted Airport before all the facts have been
put out before the public inquiry. "1 As late as November 1965, Lord
Shackleton, answering a question for the Government in the Lords,
again stressed that "a final Government decision on the proposed
development of Stansted will be taken only in the light of the outcome
of the public inquiry, and we shall certainly seek to take into account
all relevant factors in reaching that decision. 2

The major factor, as far as government action is concerned,
for the local pressure groups in this period was that officially the
Government had not yet made up its mind about the site, and would
wait for the results of the public inquiry before doing so. Preparation
for the public inquiry was therefore the key factor in the external
environment at this stage, because the public inquiry appeared to be
a means through which the local pressure groups could influence the
Government decision on Stansted, as it had promised to respect the

findings of the public inquiry.

Preparations for the Public Inquiry

The local pressure groups, as will be shown in detail in the later chap-
ters, sought the widest possible terms of reference for the public
inquiry. In a letter to Brigadier T.J.F. Collins, Chairman of the

Essex County Council Planning Committee, Mr. Roy Jenkins replied

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 12 March, 1965.

2. Hansard (Lords), Vol. 270, 17 November, 1965, Cols: 65-66.



£ A RIS SRR R AT e L R

N

AETA SR YL 1 by

Tapeciee

&

to the points which had been raised by a local delegation, led by
Brigadier Collins, on the subject of the public inquiry. The Minister
was not prepared to allow the public inquiry to examine the question
of the necessity for a new airport, nor the question of the timing of
the need. These, he felt, were national policy issues which were
inappropriate for consideration by a local public inquiry.

The local delegation had also raised the possibility that the
Minister and the Government would ignore the Inspector's Report or
consideration of alternative sites. To this the Minister said: "I
assure you that this will not occur. If the outcome of the inquiry
is that another site is to be preferred to Stansted, this will be fol-
lowed up and it will not be ruled out for lack of time to study and
survey the site. "1 Finally, he came to cpnsider one of the major
worries of the local pressure groups. This was that the Government
had already made up its mind in spite of the fact that it was going
to hold a public inquiry. "The deputation told me that a refusal to
meet their request (for a wide inquiry) would tend to give the impres-
sion that the Government's mind was made up, that the inquiry would
only be a formality and that the development of Stansted would be
pressed through regardless of the outcome. I can give you the firm-
est possible assurance on this. My mind is not closed to proposals
for alternative sites. It is for this reason that the terms of refer-

ence of the inquiry, unlike those of the public inquiry of 1954 into

1. Harlow Citizen, 1 October, 1965.
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the proposed development of Gatwick Airport, allow objectors to pro-
pose alternatives. My only concern is that the site eventually
developed as the Third London Airport, whether Stansted or elsewhere,
shduid be the best and most suitable site that can be found. "}

On the 14th of October 1965, the Minister of Housing and Local
Government appointed Mr. G.D. Blake to conduct a public inquiry into
the local objections to the development of Stansted as the third airport
for London. In addition, Mr. J.W.S. Brancker, an aviation con-
sultant, was appointed to assist as technical assessor. The purpose
of the inquiry was "to hear and report local objections relating to
the suitability of the choice of Stansted for an airport and the effect
of the proposed development on local interests. It will be open to
local objectors to suggest modifications to the outline scheme of
development or to propose alternative sites, but.not to question the
need to provide a third major airport to serve London. n2

The Ministry of Aviation and the Stansted Public Inquiry :
December 1965 - February 1966

The public inquiry, before the Government Inspector Mr. G.D.
Blake, was held in the Essex County Offices during the period of
December 1965 to February 1966. In this, the Ministry of Aviation

1. Did,

2. The Ministry of Housing and Local Government, Report of the
Inquiry into Local Objections to the proposed development of land at
Stansted as the Third London Airport. London: HMSO, 1967, p. 1.
Hereafter this will be cited as Stansted Public Inquiry Report.




o
e

LTRSS

il
i
i

ety

e,
v >

84

was responsible for presenting the proposals on Stansted and the case
for Stansted as the third airport for London. The Ministry case was
presented by Sir Milner Holland Q.C., who had been briefed by the
Ministry of Aviation. He called thirteen witnesses to testify on various
aspects of the scheme and on issues that would be raised in the inquiry.
Some of the Ministry witnesses had been members of the Inter--
Departmental Committee. These included Mr. G.V. Hole, who had
been Chairman of the Committee, Captain V.A.M. Hunt, who was
Director of Control (Plans) of the National Air Traffic Control Service,
Sir John Briscoe, Director of Aerodromes (Technical) in the Ministry
of Aviation and Mr, H.A., Shaw who was Deputy Controller of Defence
Lands Service in the Ministry of Defence. Other Ministry witnesses
were experts concerned with areas such as noise, road and rail links
to and from Stansted, while yet other witnesses were concerned with
transport links to other possible sites, particularly the Thames Estuary
sites.

A detailed recital of the Ministry case presented in the public
inquiry is not necessary because much of their case repeats the position
of the Inter-Departmental Committee. But nonetheless certain aspects
of their case as presented in the public inquiry are of particular
importance as part of the external environment of the local pressure
groups, because these aspects pointed to the weaknesses and incon-
sistencies of the Ministry position which the local pressure groups

were to attack. Using experts, the Ministry of Aviation sought to
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uphold the case for Stansted and to show that other alternatives would
not have the advantages that Stansted had. Opening the case for the
Ministry, Sir Milner Holland was anxious to stress that the Government
still had not made up its mind and that no decision had been taken or
would be taken until the results of the public inquiry were known. Only
then would a final decision be made, and then only with full weight
being given to the report of the InSpector.1

Sir Milner Holland rested the case for Stansted upon the positive
and negative requ.irements for the site of the new airport, which he
outlined in his'opening address to the public inquiry. The positive
requirements of the site were essential, and if the site did not meet
these there was no point in considering it for development as London's
new airport. First, the site had to be compatible with the existing
airports of Heathrow and Gatwick, so that all three airports could
operate fully together. The second requirement was safety. There
had to be safety between all three airports. The third requirement
was that the site should be suitable from the air traffic routing point
of view. Fourth, it had to be accessible to London in order to make
it acceptable to the airlines and the travellirig passengers. Here he
put forward the criterion of one hour's travelling time from central

London. Fifth, the site must be suitable for the construction of an

1, Herts and Essex Observer, 10 December, 1965. In spite of the
endorsement given by Mr. Amery on behalf of the Government, the
proposal for Stansted was still essentially a Ministry proposal rather
than a Government proposal especially if the assurances of Ministers
were to mean anything.
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airport that was capable of handling a SBR of 64 hourly movements.
For this, the airport would need two parallel runways of 12,.000 feet
set 6,000 feet apart. He considered Stansted suitable on these grounds
and said, "we know of no other site which does not fall foul of the
requirements. nl

He also felt that Stansted was the most suitable site upon the
grounds of the negative requirements. These requirements were as
follows. First, the nuisance by noise must be reasonable. The
changes made by the Ministry in the runway alignment proposals had
considerably reduced the problem of noise, he argued. Second, the
scheme must not conflict with regional planning requirements. Third,
there must not be unreasonable conflict with interests such as agri-
culture. Fourth, there must not be unreasonable conflict with national
interests such as defence and scientific research. Under this heading
he included such things as the USAF base at Wethersfield and the
Ministry of Defence Firing Range at Shoeburyness. Fifth, there must
not be unreasonable interference with private flying and gliding. Finally,
the cost of the construction of the airport should be considered. 2

The testimony of the Ministry witnesses was designed to back
up this basic case which had been outlined by Sir Milner Holland.
Certain points arise out of this testimony which are important to the

local pressure groups. The result of these points was to make the

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 10 December, 1965.

2. Dhid
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case for Stansted suspect on some grounds. The most important
example of this is the testimony of Mr. E. Kerr of the Ministry of
Transport, who was in charge of planning the M.11. He said that
the M.11, through the Roding Valley, would be completed by 1972.
He estimated the road travel as follows: the journey from Stansted to
Kings Cross (34 miles) would be covered in 55 to 70 minutes, from
Stansted to Liverpool Street (33 miles) in 50 to 60 minutes, and from
Stansted to Grosvenor Square (36 miles) in 65 to 80 minutes and to
Victoria in about 100 minutes. The next day he tried to change his
testimony because he said the figures were not the correct ones. He
was refused permission to do this, and counsel for the local pressure
groups sought unsuccessfully to close the inquiry at this stage because
these figures did not meet the requirements for access which the
Ministry had laid down. 1

The testimony of Mr. Hole revealed that the inter-departmental
committee had not considered the value of agricultural land that would
be lost or the value of its production. Although they knew that it was
classified by the Ministry of Agriculture as top quality A.1 land, they
did not think it necessary to undertake research into this aspect.2 His
testimony and that of Captain Hunt revealed confusion over the position
of the Wethersfield air base. It emerged that there had not been much

consideration of the position of the Wethersfield Air Base before the

1. Ibid., 17 December, 1965.
2. The Times, 16 December, 1965.
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‘ public inquiry, Captain Hunt felt that they would be able to operate

z together for a start, but when Stansted became fully operational,
Wethersfield would have to be closed. Mr. Hole revealed that it
was only during the inquiry that the United States. authorities at the

base had been approached upon this question of closure, and there

was confusion over which authorities had been consulted and which
should be consulted about the closure of the base.’

In -addition to these inconsistencies in the Ministry case, many
issues wefe left untouched by their case and evidence. For instance,
no evidence was presented to support their claim that the development
of Stansted did not conflict with the requirements of regional planning,

) and no planning expert gave evidence for the Ministry.2
(v The public inquiry was important to later developments of the
controversy because the Ministry case, which essentially was the one
adopted by the Government in deciding to proceed with the development
of Stansted in May 1967, appeared to be inadequately based and did

not appear completely watertight. The inadequacy and inconsistencies

of the Ministry case had an important effect upon the Inspector and
his Technical Assessor, who felt unable to recommend Stansted in

their report which was to figure prominently in the later stages of the

e e PTCETAA  mnt Fa Y7 PR

controversy after May 1967. The report of the Inspector was first to

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 10 and 17 December, 1965.

2. It was rumoured, but not substantiated, that the Ministry were

(’ i unable to find a planning expert who would testify for them in support
- of Stansted. Interviews.
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affect the Government's behaviour, since it was presented to the
Government ten months before it was published, and then later to
affect the local pressure groups.

THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS IN OPERATION AND GOVERNMENT
ACTIONS : 1966-1967

The Inspector's Report on the Public Inquiry

The report of the Government Inspector on the local objections
to the Stansted site had a profound effect upon the behaviour of many
of the groups involved in the controversy. The Government received
the report in June 1966 and considered it until it was published in
May 1967, together with their own White Paper on the Third London
Airport. The contents of the report remained unknown to the general
public and the local pressure groups until it was published, so that
it was not until May 1967 that it was to form part of the exterﬁal
environment of the local pressure groups. But before that it affected
Government behaviour in the period to May 1967, which in turn was
to affect the external environment of the local pressure groups.

The Inspector's Report covers the general objections to Stansted,
while Mr. Brancker dealt with the aviation aspects in more detail in
his comments. Overall both were not satisfied with the choice of
Stansted at that stage. "It would," writes the Inspector, "be a calam-
ity for the neighbourhood if a major airport were placed at Stansted.

Such a decision.could only be justified by national necessity. Necessity
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was not proved by evidence at this inquiry. nl

He continues his
appraisal of the proposal by saying that it succeeds on the viability
of air traffic control, but there are strong arguments against it on
grounds of town and country planning, access to and from London,
noise, the character of the neighbourhood, and the loss of good
agricultural land. 2

Overall, Mr. Brancker was also unhappy about the position:
"I am extremely hesitant to suggest anything which may lead to delay,
but much of the evidence submitted seemed to me rather superficial
and I would be very much happier to see a general examination in
more depth before any firm decision is taken. u3 Mr. Blake recom-
mended that "a review of the whole question should be undertaken by
a committee equally interested in traffic in the air, traffic on the
ground, regional planning and national planning. The review should
cover military as well as civil aviation. nd

They felt, therefore, that the problem needed to be examined
again, because it seemed clear that all the problems and alternatives
had not been sufficiently considered. From the point of view of air
traffic control problems, Stansted was considered to be a satisfactory

site. But Mr. Brancker emphasized that he thought that, although

1. Stansted Public Inguiry Report, op. cit., p. 4.
2. D,

3. Did., p. 6.

4.

Ibid., p. 8.




9

the most attractive site, it was not the only possible site.] He found
that on the problem of ;1ir traffic control "the Ministry of Aviation
and the traffic control experts have adopted a very conservative attitude
and have insisted on generous separation of traffié streams .. .."
Although he found no fault with this, he considered that "there was
a tendency to treat the existing Airways and sequencing areas as
virtually immutable, whereas to obtain the best results a complete
revision may be necessary. n2

A major factor that prohibited serioﬁs consideration of other
possible site's in the Thames estuary area was the defence firing
range at Shoeburyness. The location of this firing range brought
forth comments from both Mr. Blake and Mr. Brancker. They had
been presented with evidence that the firing range could not be re-
moved from Shoeburyness. But Mr. Blake cbmments: "I have, of
course, to accept that evidence although the main thing about Shoe-
buryness is that it is there. It is difficult to think of a less suitable
location for an artillery firing range than the Thames estuary. 3
Mr. Brancker considered that its removal together with the removal
of the prohibited flying areas that go with it would be a considerable
advantage, particularly as it would allow other sites to be more

seriously considered. 4

Ibid., p. 9.
Ibid., p. 54.
Ibid., p. 5.
Ibid., p. 55.
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It was upon aspects other than air traffic that the Stansted

site came under the most attack., Mr. Blake considered that no

evidence had been presented upon the nature, location and extent of

new development including the replanning of the roads system, and

he concluded on this aspect that "all the evidence submitted to me

was that development of this kind in this area would be bad regional

planning, I addition, there would be the loss of considerable amount

of high grade agricultural land. He was worried about the access

problem. The evidence given by Mr. Kerr did not, in the Inspector's

opinion, stand up very well to cross examination, and he felt that the

railway links to Stansted would need much more study and a complete
reorganization of the railway line between Bishop's Stortford and

London, if the airport traffic was to be carried. 2

Government Consideration of the Report

The Government received the report from the Inspector in
June 1966, In view of his findings, the Government was presented
with a difficult political situation. The Government could, of course,
merely reject the findings and continue to proceed to develop Stansted
Airport without further consideration. This was a course that would
have presented it with considerable opposition. The Government could
override the Inspector because this was not a statutory public inquiry

and the Inspector was merely reporting his findings to the Government.
. 1. Ibid., p. 3.
- 2. Ibid., p. 36.
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The second course open to the Government was to set up a
new committee, as recommended in the report, to consider the full
implications of the choice of the site for the new airport. Or they

could conduct their own re-examination of the problem, which is, in

fact, the course that the Government followed, though this was not to
emerge until after the decision for Stansted had been announced. Until
the report itself and the White Paper were published in May 1967 the
Government undertook a review of the decision in private. The people
involved were drawn from Government departments, including some of
the same people who were originally involved. 1 There was no attempt
to call for outside evidence from the local pressure groups or to con-
sult the South East Economic Planning Council, beqause, the Govern-
ment argued, under the 'Chalk Pit' rules they could not do so without

re-opening the Inquiry.2 But at the same time, in spite of that, new

1. This internal review is shrouded in secrecy. The Government
claim that it was in accordance with the recommendation of the
Inspector in that it covered physical and economic planning problems
as well as aviation ones, and according to Mr. Jay, "the individuals
concerned in this inquiry were, with one exception, quite different
from those who conducted the previous inquiry, and therefore, brought
fresh minds to the problem." Hansard (Commons), Vol. 749,

29 June, 1967, col. 793.° But the Government never published the
list of names of the individuals and posts of those involved, when
challenged by the local pressure groups to do so, in spite of the

fact that those of the Inter-Departmental Committee were made pub-
lic in their report. The failure of the Government to clarify the
position on this increased the suspicions of the local pressure groups
of Government decision-making in this case.

2. The 'Chalk Pit' rules are a set of rules governing the collection of
new evidence by Government departments following statutory public
inquiries which requires them to allow all objectors to question or
present objections on the new evidence usually by re-opening the

inquiry.
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" evidence was submitted to the internal review from the Government
Departments concerned with the problem.
This review culminated in the Government White Paper on the
Third London Airport. This gecret review did not affect the local
groups during this period because they did not know that it was going

on. But the Inspector's Report, the Government treatment of it and

the Government White Paper had a decisive effect upon the attitudes
and hence the actions of all the local groups and upon a great many
other groups. Indeed, these are some of the crucial factors that
turned this from being a chiefly local issue into a national political
issue, as the decision-making procedures and methods were consid-
ered wrong and inadequate, especially by the local pressure groups
who considered that the Government, by adopting this procedure, had
broken all its assurances.

s THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS IN OPERATION AND GOVERNMENT
; ACTIONS :- MAY 1067 TO FEBRUARY 1968

The announcement by the President of the Board of Trade,

Mr. Douglas Jay, in the House of Commons of the Government's deci-

sion to develop the Stansted site as the Third London Airport, together

with the publication of the White Paper on the Third London Airport

and tﬁe Report of the Government's Inspector provides the watershed

in the Stansted controversy. From this point onwards, the issue is

no longer a local issue concerning the building of an airport at Stan-
(_i‘ sted, but is a national issue which is also concerned with the methods

oy
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and ways in which Stansted was chosen as the site for the development
of the airport as well as the actual suitability of Stansted as the choice
for the airport. It also became an issue of naiional airport policy
because on the more technical aspects the emphasis was to swing away
from consideration of the advantages and disadvantages of Stansted as
the choice to a consideration of the needs of a national airports' policy
in which the third London airport and the Stansted choice were integral
issues. For the opponents of the Stansted scheme, there was now the

need to convert the issue from a purely local one into an issue which

‘would affect the political viability of the Government's choice. The

Government was now in a position in which it had to defend a clearly
stated position. The Government had now to win support for its deci-
sion so that it could implement that decision. The problem for the
Government as it emerged was to find a scheme which maintained their
decision but which also was possible to implement. The major part
of the problem for the Government, therefore, was to try to mobilize
public and particularly political support for the decision and to try to
mollify the opposition so as to render it negligible, in the face of a
determined campaign against their decision and for a new inquiry by
the local pressure groups.

The controversy, particularly in this period, can be seen as
operating at two levels: the politicai and the technical. Two debates
can be seen as going on during this period. There was a political
debate about the policies relating to Stansted and the way in which




=)

.
N

96

decisions had been taken and were being taken. Intertwined and inter-
locked into this was the debate on the technical level of whether Stan-
sted and the Government's airport policy was the right one. Technical
experts were being used to consider these issues, and to advise the
participants on these issues, and to develop a critique on the Govern-
ment's policy.

This section of the chapter is concerned with the Government's
actions and decisions in the case in the period following Mr. Jay's
announcement until Mr. Crosland's announcement of the new inquiry
in February 1968. Three areas will be examined here. First, the
White Paper will be examined as this provides the major reference
point for much of the activity of this period. Second, the political
level of the debate from the Government's angle will be examined,
and finally-the Government's technical case will be examined as it

changed after the White Paper.

The White Paper and the Government Decision for Stansted

The White Paperl gets out the results of the Government review
of the problem, its decision for choosing Stansted and rejecting the
alternatives. It also attempts a rebuttal of the objections of the
Inspector to Stansted and of the other points that he had raised. And
finally it outlines how the Government intended to proceed with imple-
menting the decision. This document, together with the Inspector's

1. The Third London Airport. Cmnd, 3259, London: HMSO, 1967.
(Hereafter cited as Cmnd, 3259.)

i
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Report and Ministerial attempts at justification of the decision became
the focus for the attention of the local pressure groups both on a
political and a technical level.

The Government did not consider that the Inspector had made

a definite statement either for or against Stansted but only that he

had called for a new inquiry, which the Government argued, it had
conducted into the proposals.1 Thﬁ re-examination in their view
had thoroughly looked at the proposal and the alternative sites and
they s_till concluded that Stansted was the best of the available sites.
In the course of this inquiry there had been a re-examination

of the question of the timing and the need for the new airport and it

was concluded that "there are no grounds for expecting that the need
for a new airport to serve London can be postponed beyond the middle ;
years of the next decade, and believes that in practice the requirement

for the airport may come rather earlier than this. "2 The exact tim-

ing would depend upon whether a new runway would be built at Gatwick.

But upon this point the White Paper was unclear.3 Discussing the
possibility of transfers of flights from Heathrow to Gatwick and the

timing of the need for the new airport,the Government said: "Taking

1. Ibid., p5
2. Dbid., p. 8.

3. This point was taken up by Mr. Jay when challenged in the House
of Commons on the matter: it seems that a second runway would be
built by 1971-2. Hansard (Commons) Vol. 749, 29 June, 1967,

Col. 788.
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these considerations into account the Government believes that trans-
fers of traffic from Heathrow to Gatwick might put off the need for

a third London airport by two to four years, depending upon the avail-

ability of a second runway at Gatwick. il g addition, the Government
argued that the need for a new London airport could not be avoided by
development of regional -airports because most of Britain's air traffic,
both passenger and freight, was goﬁg through London and it was here
that the expansion of airport facilities was needed. They saw the
problem of the regions as being one of developing air services rather
than one of airports which were considered adequate for current needs.
Therefore the Government envisaged that "to provide the greatest
flexibility for the organization of London's air traffic as far ahead as
possible, the third London Airport should be multi-purpose (i.e., it
should cater for long, medium and short haul services, both passenger

and freight)" and it considered that "a multi-purpose airport also needs

to be able to cater efficiently for traffic to all points of the compass,
or as near that ideal as practicable."?' Significantly, the Government !
seemed now to be thinking in terms of a major third London Airport i;
which was different from the proposals envisaged in the earlier phases |
of the controversy. "Nevertheless, the great difficulties experienced

in providing and agreeing a site /sic/for a third London airport make it
desirable that this third airport should ultimately be capable of develop-

1. Cmnd.3259, op. cit., p. 7.
2. Dbid., p. 11




o~
N

99

ment to largest practicable capacity — namely to that of two pairs

of parallel runways. "l 1t seemed that there had been a change in

the conception of the role of the new third London Airport from the
report of the Inter-Departmental Committee and the public inquiry
proposals.. But at that stage, it was not too clear and it only seemed
to be hinted at that the new airport might become London's No. 1 Air-
port in the future. The local pressure groups were concerned over
this point, as a four-runway airport was considerably different from
the two-runway airport of the public inquiry proposals.

The Government case for Stansted was that it was on balance
the most suitable site. "Stansted has indisputable advantages over
the main alternatives on the scores of air traffic control, surface
access, and cost; it is acceptable on grounds of noise; its terrain is
good for airport developmént. Its acknowledged drawbacks are that -
the development would entail the loss of good agricultural land and
disadvantages in local andregional planning. After careful consideration
of all the possibilities, however, the Government believes that there
is no alternative site for a third London airport that is superior to
Stansted in its implications for agriculture and planning and is at the
same time both technically suitable and capable of development at an
acceptable cost. "2

A number of points need to be made on the Government case
for Stansted itself. Its comments upon the terrain contains perhaps
1. Ibid., p. 12.

2. bbid., p. 20.
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one of the most significant sentences of the whole White Paper: "The
terrain at Stansted is suitable for the development of a large airport
with two pairs of parallel runways and is free of abnormal cost fac-
This was a statement that was bound to cause concern to the
local pressure groups because again it hints at developments well be-
yond those which were the subject of the public inquiry. On the ques-
tion of noise, the Government, while arguing that it would not be as
bad as the Inspector had suggested, aglmowledged that the problem
would be worse than at Sheppey and they estimated that the number
of people subjected to high noise exposure would be one twentieth that
at Heathrow.2 1t was estimated that road access, via M.11., would, |
at off peak times, take about 70 minutes and that rail access, via the
circuitous route of King's Cross and Brixton, would be about an hour
to Victoria,®

The Government produced only very vague figures about the
cost of the scheme at Stansted. They put the basic cost of the new
airport, wherever sited, at £45 million. At Stansted £4 million
could be deducted for the existing runway and &6 million could be
added for road and rail access, making a total cost for the airport
at Stansted of £47 million. They also indicated but did not include

any estimate, that there might be some cost in replacing facilities

1. Ibid., p. 18.
2. Did.
3. Did.
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at the Wethersfield air base.!

Most alternative sites were dismissed by the Government, but
some consideration was given to Sheppey in the White Paper. Sheppey
was considered by the Government as the most practicable alternative
to Stansted but still was not suitable. They thought it might be satis-
factory on many grounds. It would not interfere with military flying,
and there was enough land fo.r the construction of an airport with three
or four well spaced parallel runways, though because of the marshy
ground it might be more expensive to construct. The noise problem ‘ ;

would be small and the land involved was not of high agricultural

quality. The loss of rural amenity would be less than at many alter-
native sites, and there was no objection to population expansion in

the area. But these advantages were outweighed by the fact that the
road journey would take 100 minutes at off peak times and that the
provision of rail access would be difficult, and that the rail journey
would take 75 minutes. Also an airport at Sheppey would mean severe
restrictions to Southend Airport and would necessitate removing the
Ministry of Defence firing range at Shoeburyness. These it considered

would make Sheppey an expensive site. Again the basic cost of the

-airport was put at £45 million. The difficulties of constructing an

airport at Sheppey would add £15 million to the cost, while a further
&2 million should be added for road access costs and another £40

million for the rail access costs. Further £25 million needed to be

1. bid., p. 18.
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added for the cost of removing Shoeburyness facilities of the Ministry
of Defence, and £5 million for the cost of interference to Southend

Airport. This would make the total cost of Sheppey £132 million.!

The Government and the Political Debate on the Stansted Choice

This section will be concerned only with the Government's
participation in the political as opposed to the technical controversy
over the Stansted decision, though in reality, of course, the two are
in this case inseparable. The technical aspect will be looked at later.
The decision had brought a large number of protests, both locally and
nationally. . In addition, in the period before the Government's decision
to hold a new inquiry, there was discontent on both sides of both
Houses of Parliament. The Government faced therefore the major
problem of trying to implement an unpopular decision in the face of
considerable opposition inside and outside Parliament. The fact that
there was such opposition meant that the Government would have diffi-

culty in holding to its position of the Stansted choice and in implement-

ing the decision through such a means as the Special Development Order.

In a way, the Government was faced with the need to make Stansted
palitically palatable to its supporters, and to mollify the opposition as

much as possible. This period of the controversy can be seen as con-

stituting three phases: the summer of 1967 while Mr. Jay was President

of the Board of Trade; the autumn of 1967 while Mr. Crosland worked

1. bid., pp. 14-15.
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himself into his-position as the President of the Board of Trade and
familiarized himself with and reassessed the Stansted decision; and
the winter of 1967-68 when the Government proposed and sought sup-
poi-t for a scheme involving realigned runways at Stansted. Through-
out this period, there was a slowly diminishing determination on the
part of the Government to stand by the Stansted choice as the best
solution in a bad situation. Only in February 1968 did the position
begin to change and finally did change significantly.

During the summér months of 1967, the Government showed
itself reluctant to alter, and determined to uphold its decision on
Stansted. The Minister in charge of airports' policy, Mr. Jay, was
dogmatic and inflexible in the stand which he took in defence of the
decision to site the airport at Stansted and in his determination to
impiement that decision. This can be seen, for instance, in his
uncompromising speech in the National Airports' Policy debate in the
House of Commons at the end of June 19671 and in his reaction to the
NWEEHPA delegation which visited him at the Board of Trade the day
before the debate.? He brushed aside requests for a new inquiry on
the grounds that there had already been enough inquiries and that
there was no need for another inquiry.

But the Government as a whole was, in public at least, also

determined to proceed with the decision, although there seems to have

1. Hansard (Commons), Vol. 749, 29 June, 1967, Cols. 785-804 passim.
2. The Times, 29 June, 1967.
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been no attempt to present its case following the 'publicétion of the

.White Paper. It was only when the opposition pressure began to

build up to al'arming proportions during June and especially inside
the Parliamentary Labour Party (PLP) that some attempt was made
to present its case and counter the oppositioﬁ to the decision. They
were especially concerned over the fact that over a hu'ncined of their
backbenchers, including senior members of the PLP, had signed an
early day motion (EDM) calling for a new inquiry into the Stansted
site as the third London Airport. The Government attempted, there-
fore, to win its backbenchers back into following its policy. A meeting
of the PLP was held in the middle of June at which Mr. Jay and
Mr. Greenwood pressed the Government case for Stansted on lines
presented in the White Paper.1 But the Government did not merely
use persuasion with the backbenchers: they put on a three line 'whip'
for the debate on National Airports' Policy to force their backbenchers
to vote against a Conservative motion calling for a new inquiry into
the siting of the third London Airport and to vote for an amendment
supporting Government policy. All except 10 Labour MPs voted with
the Government so that the'whip' had succeeded in bringing the Party
into line where persuasion had not. Government determination could
also be seen in its approach to the Essex County High Court case
against the Minister of Housing and Local Government. They argued
that the decision was a political one, and the case should be struck

1. The Guardian, 22 June, 1067.
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out of Court,1 which it was.2

The political case for Stansted rested upon the argument that
it was the responsibility of the Government to make the decision after
considering all the factors, national and local, which had a bearing :
upon the choice of the site of the airport. Mr. Jay accepted that it 1
was right "that all ldcﬂ objections should be heard and that is why
we appointed a public inquiry. "3 But he considered in this case that
the public inquiry had been.held, the local objections had been made
known and they had been considered by the Government in its review

of the public inquiry. The holding of the public inquiry did not mean

that the Government had to accept the local objections. In the Govern-
ment's view, the job of the Inspector was to report the local objections
to the Government for their consideration and his role was not that of
an umpire, as some of the local pressure groups seemed to think.
The Government in this case considered his report after the public
inquiry and decided that,in spite of objections upon local grounds, on
balance Stansted was the most suitable site. One of the arguments

put forward was that the choice had been the subject of three inquiries
and was the most suitable site in spite of some drawbacks. Therefore
the site had to be developed, even though the Government recognized
that the way the decision was reached and the way that the planning

1. The Times, 25 July, 1967.
2. Dbid., 27 July, 1967,

3. Hansard (Commons), op. cit., Co. 803.
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machinery operated was not the most satisfactory way. Concern over
the planning machinery, which was changed later, was voiced by
Mr. Greenwood, then responsible for planning as' the Minister of
Housing and Local Government. 1
Behind the scenes the Government was not united and some
members were not happy about the decision. The most unsatisfactory
way in which the decision was reached, particularly from the planning
aspects, was one of the causes of this discontent inside the Government.
There had been considérable debate inside the Government over this
issue. Mr. Anthony Crosland, the Secretary of State for Education
and Science, and a member of the Noise Abatement Society for geveral

years, was believed to be one of those who was very unhappy about,

if not opposed to, the decision. One of the reasons for his opposition

seems to have been based upon the fact that no consideration had been

given to the position of schools and colleges in the area. The trans-

ey

fer of Mr. Crosland to the Board of Trade at the end of August 1967
provided a minor watershed in this period of the controversy. The

changeover did not bring a new policy because, in public at least, he
held to the Government position and policy. But it did bring a change

1. The Guardian, 22 June, 1967. One of the side effects of the Stan-
sted case was a review by the Government of the planning machinery,
which had proved inadequate to handle this project,and its decision to
change the then existing planning machinery, which only allowed for
local inquiries into specific projects,so that multiple sites such as
alternative sites for the airport could be considered by the same
inquiry at the same time, rather than waiting for one site to be

O rejected before another could be considered.
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in the atmosphere in the controversy because Mr. Crosland was not
dogmatic in his defence of the Government stance. He was prepared,
unlike his predecessor, to talk about the question.1 His general
approach to the issue was therefore much more flexible.

Once installed in the Board of Trade he ordered a new review
of the decision and of the alternatives to Stansted. The conclusion
arrived at by this internal review seems to have been that the advan-
tage still lay with Stansted, but that there was not much of a cost
difference between it and an airport at Foulness when all the factors
were taken into consideration.? But the review did take account of
factors which had been neglected previously. For ihstance, the cost
of sound-proofing buildings afflicted by aircraft noise was included
in the review this time.

The result of the review was that the Government decided,
particularly on the grounds of timing, to continue with the Stansted
scheme but in a revised form.3 To reduce the noise effects, the
Government decided that there was a need to realign the runways at
Stansted even- though this would increase the cost and the amount of
farmland that would be taken for the construction of the a.irport.4

Although it was not until January that the details of the revised scheme

1. Interview.
2. The Guardian, 9 November, 1967.

3. Sunday Times, 12 November, 1967.
4. The Guardian, 10 November, 1967.

1
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were sent to the local authorities, the idea of the realignment was
not greeted with much enthusiasm by those ‘opposed to the airport at
Stansted. The fact that there was to be no new public inquiry even
though different people would now be affected raised the possibility
that the House of Lords might defeat the Special Development Order

when it came before that House.1

In January the local authorities
received details of the new proposed layout of the airport which was
to involve the initial construction of a pair of parallel runways 7500
feet apart upon a virtually N/S axis, with the other pair of runways
being constructed on the outside of the original ones at a later date.
Five hundred extra acres of farmland would be needed and the addi-
tional cost would be in the region of £8-10 million. This met with
strong disapproval from the local pressure groups and this fact was
to constitute one of the factors which led to the decision to hold a new

inquiry. But before examining these factors, the Government's con-

tribution to the technical debate will be looked at.

The Government in the Technical Debate over the Stansted Choice

The Government's contribution to the technical debate at this
stage of the controversy was important because it showed that the
technical basis of the Government case was on many grounds, at best,
doubtful. It also pointed to the fact that full consideration had not
been given to all aspects of the problem. Their contribution to this

1. Sunday Times, 12 November, 1967.
2. The Times, 16 January, 1968.
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debate also showed up inconsistencies in the positions which had been
held by the Government at different periods of the controversy. The
failure to back up their case and decision with detailed supporting
arguments and evidence for Stansted is an important factor in the
external environment of the local pressﬁre groups. :It:enabled them
to show up the weakness of the Government position very easily, and
it placed the Government in a politically awkward position, which they
were to find eventually was untenable. A detailed exposition of the
Government case presented in the period to February 1968 is not
needed here because their case remained essentially that which they
had presented in the White Paper on May 1967, which was examined
earlier in this chapter. But there were a number of changes, mainly
of emphasis, It was these changes that are most important at this
stage because they created the environment in which the already exist-
ing distrust and suspicion of the Government, created by the decision
of May 1967, was to increase even further.

Throughout the period the Government held to its view that
Stansted had to be developed as the best possible site because there
was no time for a new inquiry. One of the major reasons, which
now emerged, for choosing Stansted was the fact that the Government
now considered the need for a new airport to be urgent and Stansted
was the only one which could be ready in time. The Government felt
that no further time could be wasted in developing the site of the air-

port if it was to be ready before Heathrow and Gatwick became satu-
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rated, which it was thought would happen by about 1974.1 This argu-

ment of the urgent need for the airport and the need for an immediate

start, was one that was continually put forward in public and was one

which was to strongly influence the thinking of the Government in the

issue. This had been one of the major themes of Mr. Jay's May Press

Conference -which introduced the decision,2 and it was one of the reasons

for the Government decisi(_)n in November to stick to Stansted as the

site after the re-examination undertaken by Mr. Crosland in the Autumn.3
In this context, the argument was also developed that it was too

late now to hold a new public inquiry because it would take a number

of years to plan the development and to construct a new airport. A

new inquiry would also take several years and this would lengthen the

whole process of acquiring the new airport even further than it had

been already.4 Mr. Jay, at the meeting of the PLP, argued that they

had to go on with the Stansted site because the commitment had gone

too far for the Government to turn back and becaﬁse there was now

no alternative site available at a feasible overall cost.5

1. See for instance Mr. Jay: Hansard (Commons), op. cit., Cols. 788-
189,

2. Daily Mail, 13 May, 1961.
3. Sunday Times, 12 November, 1967.

4. For example, Lord Beswick for the Government in the House of
Lords. Hansard (Lords), Vol. 287, 11 December, 1967, Col. 998.

5. Financial Times, 22 June, 1967.

1
{
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The 'urgency' argument was linked to the need for Britain's
airports to maintain a competitive position in Europe. The Govern-
ment foresaw Britain losing its lead in this field unless the airport
was developed quickly, The major aim of airport policy was, argued
Mr. Jay, to make sure that Britain maintained "its present European
lead in civil aviation and that we remain ahead of our competitors. nl
The result of a failure to do this would mean that the balance of pay-
ments would suffer, and the Government claimed that an airport at
Stansted would contribute more to the balance of payments than the
agricultural production of the Stansted area would through savings on
imports.2

Some points over the development of new airport capacity,

including the new airport, were clarified. In his speech during the

debate on National Airport Policy, Mr. Jay said that a second runway -

at Gatwick would be built. Challenged on this point by Mr. Robert
Carr, for the Opposition, he stated the position clearly: "I am saying
categorically that we mean to proceed with it. I have said that that
extension should be completed by 1971 or 1972,

Another point raised was the nature of the airport which was
going to be built. In the White Paper, there had been hints about

building a four runway airport, which had caused concern. In his

1. Hansard (Commons), op. cit., Col. 785.
2. bid., Cols. 785-6.
3. Ibid,, Col. 788.
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press conference in May, Mr. Jay said that the initial proposal was
to have an airport with two parallel runways fully operational by 1974,
although there would be scheduled services from 1968 onwards. Accord-
ing to Mr. Jay, at this time the extra land needed would be between
2,000 and 2,500 acres. But he also said that it would be further
developed after 1974, which would bring the airport to four parallel
runways.1 And he hoped the question of the fourth London airport
could be avoided by increases in the traffic being handled by the ex-
pansion of Stansted. 2 By the end of June there had been some changes
here: Mr. Jay was now saying that an extra 2,800 acres was required
for a two runway airport and the position over the other two runways
was vaguer. "Only if an eventual four runway airport were required,
which is a distant possibility certainly not needed until the 1980's, if
at all, would a further 1,200 acres over and above that be wanted. n2
With the realignment proposals 500 acres more would be required and
throughout there was no attempt to estimate the amount of land that
would be needed for associated development that was bound to be
needed by the airport.

Their position on the costs of the airport and its alternatives
was also flexible. The figures which Mr. Jay produced during the
debate are similar though not exactly the same as those quoted in the

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 19 May, 1967.
2. Daily Mail, 13 May, 1967.

3. Hansard (Commons), op. cit., Col. 801,
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White Paper.1 In the National Airports' Policy debate, Mr. Jay said
the cost of Sheppey would be at least &120 million and probably nearer
& 130 million as opposed to £132 million in the White Paper. The
rail access figures seemed to be the flexible element here as he
thought these would be at least £30 million and possibly over £40
million.2 On the other hand, the cost of Stansted now vincluded the
cost of closing the Wethersfield base which would increase the Stansted
cost from &47 million to £55 million.® But the figures given by
Lord Kennet in the House of Lords' Stansted debate in December 1067
were very different. Construction costs he put at £59 million for
Stansted, &65 million for Sheppey and for Foulness. Road and rail
surface transport costs were estimated at &7 million for Stansted, a
minimum for Sheppey of £27 million and £22 million for Foulness.®
He did mention the closure of Wethersfield but he put no cost upon
this item, although he did estimate the cost of closing the Shoebury-
ness firing range at £20 to £25 million.® And finally overall he
argued that Sheppey would cost &31 million more than Stansted, while

Foulness on the land would cost 835 million more.” The estimates
1. These figures were quoted above: pp. 100-102.

2. Hansard (Commons), op. cit., Col. 797.
3. Ioid., Cal. 800,

4. Hansand (Lords), op. cit., Col. 87.

5. Tbid., Col. 876.

6. Iid., Col. 877,

1.

Ibid., Col. 879.
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of travel times seemed to have varied. Mr. Jay's road travel times}
remained the same, but the rail departure points changed from Victoria

to Kings Cross and Liverpool Street for no apparent reason. He esti-
mated Stansted-Kings Cross as a journey of 40 minutes and Stansted-
Liverpool Street as one of 50 minutes. 1 Sheppey-Kings Cross was

put at 60 minutes and Sheppey-Liverpool Street at 70 minutes.'z Lord ‘
Kennet put the journey times from Central London at 45 to 50 minutes

for Stansted, with Sheppey by road 30 minutes longer than Stansted

and 15 to 20 minutes longer by rail than Stansted. But it is not clear

from his speech whether it is the road or the rail journey time he gave

for Stansted-¢entral London.® In the same debate Lord Beswick, wind-

ing up for the Government, put the road travel time from Central
London to Stansted as 65 minutes, though he seemed somewhat sur-
prised.4 The position over access time, like that over costs, is
therefore not as clear as it should have been if the decision had been
well thought out.

But these were not the only Government statements that caused
suspicion among the local pressure groups. The arguments relating
to noise and agriculture also changed. The argument on agriculture
had been changed to pointing out that the ioss of good: .c agricul-

Hansard (Commons), op. cit., Col. 800.
Ibid., Col. 796,
Hansard (Lords), op. cit., Col. 876

Ibid., Col. 992.

Lol o
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tural land would be as great at any other site as it would be at Stan-
sted. This was done by taking into account land needed for ancillary
developments around Sheppey which would take good agricultural land
although the: airport itself would have been built on marshy land.
Indeed, Lord Kennet went so far as to argue that thié land was higher
grade land than that which was to be taken at Stansted.1 But no esti-
mate was made of the land needg'd for ancillary developments at Stan-
sted or the type of land that would be used for that development.

The implication from the Wb;}te Paper was that Sheppey was
more suitable than Stansted on noisé grounds. By June in the Debate,
Mr. Jay was arguing that the White Paper had only used a narrow
test of 3-4 miles from‘the airport and on this basis Sheppey was more
favourable. But now he employed a wider test based upon the number
of people, affected in a 10-12 mile range, whom he thought could not
be ignored. - This, perhaps conveniently, showed that Stansted was
more favourable. Only 120,000 people would be affected at Stansted
against 200,000 for Sheppey.z Sheppey would also be more severely
affected by noise, according to Lord Kennet. Using the 40 noise and
number index (NNI) contour as his basis for comparison, he estimated
that at Sheppey 36,000 people would be affected against 20,000 at

Stansted. 3

1. bid., Cols. 875-876.
2, Hansard (Commons), Col. 797.
3. Hansard (Lords), op. cit., Cols. 874-875.
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THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS IN OPERATION AND GOVERNMENT
ACTIONS : FEBRUARY 1968-MARCH 1969

There was a major change in the external environment of the
local pressure groups in February 1968, when the Government decided,
under considerable pressure, to hold a new inquiry into the decision
to site the airport at Stansted and into the whole issue of the third
London airport. This decision seems to have been the result of a
reconsideration of the position of the President of the Board of Trade,
following consultations with the local authorities over thé proposed
scheme for the realignment of the runways at Stansted. In these con-
sultations, the Government had found the local authorities adamant
in their opposition to the site and the realignment.l |

The failure of the Government to gain approval from the local
pressure groups for their realignment scheme was only one of the
reasons for the change in the Government's position. By the begin-
ning of 1968, the Government was coming under considerable pressure
on the issue. The decision, as will be seen in detail in the next chap-
ter, had been widely condemned by a large number of experts and
groups, in the country as a whole and in the locality. But it was
also clear that the Government would face considerable difficulties in
obtaining the passage of the crucial Special Development Order through
the House of Lords. The House of Lords was the vital body at this

time for all the groups concerned in the controversy because it had

1. Hansard (Commons), Vol. 759, 22 February, 1968, Cols. 667-8.




the power to kill the Stansted scheme by rejecting the Special Develop-
ment Order. Special Development Orders were not subject to the
provisions of the Parliament Act, which meant that the House of Lords
did have a veto power. And more crucial, by the middle of February,
it was clear that the Government faced the possibility of defeat in the
House of Lords. The Government's attempt to muster support seemed
to be meeting with failure. In a report after the reversal was an-
nounced, it was estimated in the Daily Telegraph, that the Government
thought that about 200 Peers from all sides of the House would have
voted against the Order and that less than 100 were willing to support
the airport proposals. One of the leading Peers opposed to the decision
estimated that about 90 per cent of the Conservatives would oppose the
Order, that about~95 per cent of the cross benchers and more than

10 per cent of the Socialists would also oppose the Order.! The other

_ event that may have contributed to the decision to reverse the Govern-

ment's stand was the report of the Council on Tribunals which yeport
thé Covemment had received the day before the reversal decision was
announced in Parliament. This had called for a new inquiry.2

This decision meant that the Government would now wait for

the results of this new inquiry before proceeding with the development

1. Daily Telegraph, 26 February, 1968. The possibility of a Govern-
ment defeat in the House of Lords was confirmed by the MPs inter-
viewed. The position of the House of Lords in' the controversy will
be considered later in Chapter 8.

2. The Council on Tribunals will be discussed in the next chapter.
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of Stansted or any other site into the third London Airport. The
Government now directed its attention to setting up the inquiry. The
terms of reference and the membership of the Commission of Inquiry
were announced during the early part of the summer of 1968. Subse-
quent to that, the Government adopted the position of waiting for the
report of the Inquiry before making any further decisions. It was out
of their hands for the time being.

The external environment of the local pressure groups had
changed because the situation was no longer one of a fight to make

the Government change its mind and to prevent the Government from

implementing a decision already made. There was no longer the need
to mobilize as much political support as possible to place the Govern- /
ment in an untenable political position. The situation had moved from

that of political campaigning to that of the need to present a detailed
technical case to a body of experts who were inquiring into the issue.

The need was to convince this body of experts of the soundness of the
technical case and evidence being presented to it, Strategy and Tactics

of all the groups concerned needed to adapt to the new situation in the

controversy.

THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS IN OPERATION : THE ROSKILL
COMMISSION

The non-statutory Commission of Inquiry on the third London
Airport, headed by Mr. Justice Roskill, was set up during the sum-
mer of 1968. Besides Mr. Justice Roskill, the members of the
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Commission were: Professor Colin Buchanan (Professor of Transport,
Imperial College of Science and Technology); Mr. A. Goldstein (a part-
ner in R. Travers Morgan and Partners, consulting engineers); Mr. A.J.
Hunt (Principal Planning Inspector at the Ministry of Housing and Local
Government); Professor Keith-Lucas (Professor of Aircraft Design,
College of Aeronautics, Cranfield); Mr. A. Knight (Finance Director,
Courtaulds Ltd) and Professor A.A. Walters (Professor of Econometrics
and Social Statistics, Birmingham University).1

The purpose of the Commission was to "inquire into the timing
of the need for a four runway airport to cater for the growth of traffic
at existing airports serving the London area, to consider the various
alternative sites, and to recommend which site should be selected. n2
The Commission was to carry out such research as was needed to aid
its investigations. Its attention was drawn to certain matters which
were particularly relevant to its inquiry. These included general plan-
ning issues such as population and employment growth, noise, amenity
and the effects on agriculture and existing property. They also included
issues relating to aviation, surface access, defence and costs, includ-

ing the need for a cost benefit analysis.3

" 1. Financial Times, 25 June, 1968.

2. Hansard (Commons), Vol. 765, 20 May, 1968, Col. 38.

3. Ibid., Cols. 38-9. In calling for general issues to be investigated,
the Government took advantage of the fact that general issues and
several alternative sites could be considered at the same time under
the new procedures for planning inquiries into projects of this nature.
In addition it was clear that unless there was a full investigation into
all the issues and sites as the local pressure groups demanded, they
would not accept the choice of Stansted if it was chosen again.
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The Commission was to proceed in five stages, as outlined by
the Government. There is no need to outline all of these because
they are not relevant, as events turned out, to this study. In the
first stage, the Commission was to give consideration to alternative
sites, and to eliminate those.it considered unsuitable. After consider-
ing the general questions relating to these sites and the need for a

new airport, it was to draw up a short list of sites for further consid-

eration. The second stage called for the hearing of evidence of a local °

character concerning these sites through a local public inquiry con-
ducted by the Senior Planning Inspector, who was a member of the
Commission.1

| These two stages of the Inquiry are the operative factors in
the external-environment of the local groups from June 1968 until
March 1969. Their attention was focussed upon this because it
would give them the fair and impartial inquiry which they had been
demanding. -It was now up to them to present their case before the
inquiry. In a sense, they were now back to the public inquiry stage
of 1965-6, when the major aim had been to present the best possible
case at the inquiry. This required expertise. The position was again
the same, namely, they would need to muster the necessary expertise
to present the best possible case to a body of experts, and given the
nature of the inquiry, it had to be technically sound. This required
careful preparation by experts.

1. Hansard (Commons), Vol. 765, 20 May, 1968, Cols. 39-40.
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In the first stage the Commission called for proposals of sites,
including details of location, and runway alignments by the middle of
September 1968 and for detailed proposals by the end of October. The -
Commis'sion wanted information which would relate to, among other
things, the construcﬁon of the airport, the effect on the location and
surrounding - regions, and aviation and access problems _of the site pro-
posed. 1 Once it had received these, ‘the Commission worked to draw
up a short list of proposed sites for further investigation. In March
1969 it produced a short list which was comprised of Cublington (Wing),
Foulness (off shore), Nuthampstead and Thurleigh (Bedtord). 2

This conclusion, which was accepted by the Government, was
a major factor in the external environment of the local pressure groups,
for it meant in effect the end of the Stansted controversy. Stansted,
whatever else it might become, was not to be the Third London Airport.
For most of the local pressure groups, this meant that they had
achieved their objectives and needed no longer be directly concerned
with the question of the third London airport. Essex County Council
continued to:be concerned with Foulness, which was their choice for
the location, while yet other groups, including the Hertfordshire County
Council, joined the fight to preveﬁt Nuthampetedd, about 10 miles North

West of Stansted, from being chosen as the location of the airport.3

1. Financial Times, 16 July, 1968.

2. Commission on the Third London Airport: Short list of Sites and
Site_Information for stage (IT) Local Hearing T. Foulness (Offshore).
London: HMSO, 1968, p. 1.

3. As yet no decisions have been made, a8 the Commission is still
working.
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CHAPTER FIVE

THIRD LONDON AIRPORT AT STANSTED?
EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS : (2) OTHER GROUPS

The focus of attention in this chapter will first be upon that

‘part of the external environment which was composed of other groups,
local and national, which were involved in the controversy,l and second,
upon the climate of opinion that existed over this issue.2 The actions
and attitudes of these other groups, and the climate of opinion will be
examined briefly as factors which had to be taken into account by the
local pressure groups and by the Government. They were also factors -
which contributed significantly to the final outcome of the controversy
and the success of the local pressure groups in preventing the develop-

ment of Stansted.

1. These groups are also pressure groups but will be referred to
as other groups to distinguish them from the local pressure groups
which are the subject of this study. The groups referred to in
this chapter are not the subject of this study. Therefore, there
will be no attempt to analyse their behaviour except where such an
analysis will contribute to an understanding of the behaviour of the
local pressure groups which are the subject of this study.

2. The Climate of Opinion over the issue refers to the degree of
public and group awareness of and interest in the issue, outside

of the local pressure groups. It also includes the opinions and
attitudes displayed over the issue by these other groups and in

the press and broadcast media. In this case, the activities and
attitudes of these other groups are an important part of the climate
of opinion in addition to the press who will be examined under this
heading.
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The examination of these parts of the external environment
indicates that the local pressure groups were operating in an environ-
ment which was favourable to their position and in general it was
hostile to that of the Government and its Departments concerned. It
was clear that there was considerable local unrest over the issue
throughout the controversy. It was also clear in the post-decision
phases that there was strong opposition to the development of Stansted
- from a wide range of national groups, who were concerned about
aspects of the decision relating to their specialist interests, and
from the national press. Finally, it was also clear that throughout
the controversy both at the local and national level, the supporters
of the airport proposal were few and far between, and with the excep-
tion of the British Airports Authority (BAA) of no importance in the
controversy. The fact that their external environment was largely
favourable affected their strategy and tactics because they did not
have to devote much attention to countering other groups when they
were using the channels of influence. Instead they were able to
devote their energies to putting their case against Stansted, against
the decision for Stansted and for a new inquiry. The only exception
to this was the need in the post-decision phases to counter some of
the arguments and activities of BAA who were active and influential
advocates of Stansted. But even that did not require much attention
because the activities and arguments of many of the other groups and
the national press countered BAA and indeed, the Government's argu-

B it B
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ments as well. The fact that there was considerable local and national

opposition from a wide range of groups enabled them to show that their
protest had very wide local and national support. The fact that there
was this local and national opposition enhanced their position because

it gave them authoritative backing for the stand which they took against
the development of Stansted.

BRITISH AIRPORTS AUTHORITY (BAA)

BAA was the group, outside of certain elements inside the
Government, which was the most determined and vocal advocate of
Stansted as the choice for the Third London Airport. They only entered
the controversy after the public inquiry had been completed.l But

1. BAA was set up under the 1965 British Airports Act which had
reorganized the administration of aviation and airports. BAA, which
began operations on April 1st, 1966, had been created from parts of
the Ministry of Aviation to operate Britain's international airports of
London (Heathrow), London (Gatwick) and Prestwick. In addition, it
had been given responsibility to operate the airport at Stansted. Its
function was to operate these airports, while responsibility for policy
with regard to the numbers, location and functions of airports in
Britain was retained with the Ministry, which shortly afterwards was
absorbed into the Board of Trade as a section dealing with aviation.
Besides taking over these functions from the Ministry, BAA also
took over certain of the Ministry personnel who had been concerned
with airports and in particular with the question of the siting of the
new airport for London. Although the Chairman, Mr. Peter Mase-
field, was not with the Ministry at that time, he had served in
Government Departments concerned with aviation and with the nation-
alized airlines in the past. Two of his senior officials, Mr. G. Hole,
the Chief Executive of BAA, and Sir John Briscoe, Director of Opera-
tions for BAA came directly from the old Ministry and had been
directly concerned in the choice of Stansted as members of the Inter-
Departmental Committee and as Ministry witnesses at the Stansted
Public Inquiry. A result was that BAA inherited and developed the
same basic attitudes which the old Ministry of Aviation had displayed
towards the choice of Stansted. But with its officials free from the
restrictions of being civil servants in the Government, it became an
active pressure group.




125

subsequently they acted as a vocal 'national public authority pressure
group' pushing for Stansted as the Third London Airport. They were
‘important in the external environment of the local pressure groups
because they seemed to be pushing the Government into developing
Stansted without a new inquiry, regardless of any of the arguments

put forward against the development of Stansted and for the holding of
a new inquiry. BAA's activities and arguments, and the influence they
were perceived to have over the Government, particularly Mr. Jay and
the Board of Trade, increased the suspicions of the local pressure
groups that the Government, in making and holding to the decision for
Stansted, was allowing itself to be controlled by aviation interests.
These interests, in the view of the local pressure groups, had had
undue influence in decisions on-this question from the outset. BAA's
activities in the controversy were seen by the local pressure groups
as the continuation of that influence and this reinforced the determina-

tion of the local pressure groups to gain a new inquiry which would

examine all aspects of the issue.
; BAA entered the controversy as a national public authority
: pressure group which wanted the Government to choose Stansted as the

site of the Third London Airport, and, once the decision had been

made, for them to stand by that decision and implement it as quickly
as possible. They wanted the airport at Stansted and they wanted to
be allowed to begin to develop it, as they were satisfied that it was

Q the only suitable site. As the site satisfied aviation needs which they

{
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considered to be the deciding factors, they wanted to move ahead

and develop the airport, particularly as the need for it was becoming
urgent. Above all, they did not want to have to face a new inquiry
which would take up valuable time. To achieve these aims, BAA
pursued a vigorous public campaign. The local pressure groups also
suspected that they pursued a vigorous private campaign as well, 1

2 -and leaders of

They hired for themselves a public relations firm
BAA, especially Mr. Masefield, were active in the public arena.
Throughout the later phases of the controversy, Mr. Masefield made
a series of speeches, which had been initiated before the decision was

made, on the Stansted issue in an attempt to hurry the Government

1. Their public activities are well documented in the newspapers,

but there is no evidence in the sources used for this study, of any
'behind the scenes' activity, though many of the individuals inter-
viewed hinted at this and assumed there was. It would, on the other
hand, be strange if BAA had not put pressure on the Government in
private. Three factors would point to this. First, as a public
authority directly concerned and with personnel who had been directly
concerned in decision-making in the early stages, it would be very
odd if they were not officially consulted or if they had not pressed
their views on the problems connected with the choice. Second, BAA
officials undoubtedly had contacts with officials in the Board of Trade
who were concerned with this decision because these same officials

in the aviation section had worked with BAA officials in the Ministry
of Aviation less than two years before. Third, the strength with which
the BAA case was pushed in public, by Mr. Masefield in particular,
would suggest that private channels would not be neglected. For our
purposes it is not important to establish whether and how much private
pressure was exerted, because what is important is the fact that the
local pressure groups suspected that this was the case.

2. Their account was handled by two former Labour Party employees,
one of whom had been an assistant who accompanied Harold Wilson
during the 1964 Election, and the other of whom had worked at Trans-
port House, Labour Party Headquarters, for two years. Sunday

Telegraph, 4 June, 1967.:
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into a decision and then to hold to their decision once it had been
numde.1 After the decision, BAA officials engaged in the controversy
| both nationally and locally through letters to tl{e press, press confer-
ences, press interviews and TV appearances. In a particular effort
to influence the local public on the nature of the development that
would take place at Stansted, BAA produced an eight-page give away
brochure en;itled 'An Aifport for the 70's'. This was an attempt to
show how beneficial and attractive the airport would be for the ar’ea.2
BAA stressed that there was an urgent need for the new airport.
As early as February 1966, Mr. Masefield had said that the new air-
port would be needed in the early 1970's.® In March 1966, he stressed
that they needed to know urgently where the airport would be sited. 4
As time went by, he became more and more insistent on having a
decision, so much so that in January 1967 he demanded an answer on
the location of the site within a month. In addition, he warned that
if Stansted were not to be chosen as the site, the Government would
be running late in its programme to develop a new airport, because

the preliminaries for another site would take two years. The con-

1. These speeches and those of other leading BAA officials were
made to a wide range of groups such as the Parliamentary Labour
Party Aviation Group and the Air Transport section of the London
Chamber of Commerce.

2. Herts and Essex Observer, 1 September, 1967.

3. Daily Telegraph, 21 February, 1966.
4. Financial Times, 29 March, 1966.
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sequence of the delay in the construction of the new airport would
mean that air traffic would have to be turned away from London. !

On the issue:of the timing of the need for the new airport, BAA stres-
sed throughout-the rest of the controversy that they neededv the new
airport in the ea‘rly 1970's if they were to maintain London's position
as a leading European air traffic centre. This national interest angle
was stressed throughout the latter part of 1967 in relation to the for-
eign éurrency that would be lost if traffic were turned away to contin-
ental European airports.2

One of the attractions of Stansted for BAA was the fact that it

was an airport that was already in existence. This had several advan-

tages. It would allow them to absorb immediate growth in air traffic.
It would enable the site to be developed by 1974 when they estimated
that the new airport would be needed. The speed with which Stansted
could be developed was therefore a major argument for Stansted in the
view of the BAA. In addition, Stansted was attractive on the grounds
of air traffic- control because it would allow the other London airports
to operate at the fullest possible capacity and would not interfere with
their air routes. BAA also saw Stansted as being suitable on the
grounds that it would not need a great deal of work or money to
develop the access routes to the airport and on the ground that it

1. The Times, 6 January, 1967.

2. E.g., Harlow Gazette, 24 November, 1967. It was useful to stress
the foreign currency angle in this period as the Pound Sterling was
devalued in November 1967.
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presented no major construction problems, which meant that it could
be developed cheaper and quickér than some alternative site. In the
BAA view, the Stansted site would interfere with and inconvenience
fewerpeople than other alternative sites, and the Stansted area was
one in which there was plenty of room for the development of the
ancillary needs of the airport, such as housing and public services
for the airport employees. |

BAA envisaged that Stansted would be developed into a large
modern international airport. Mr, Masefield said at a Press Confer-
ence in June 1967, that fully developed with four parallel runways,
Stansted could become London's Number One airport with 40 million
passengers a year. The development, though, would be gradual with
the second runway built by about 1974 and the third runway by the
1980'3.1 But on the other hand, the Authority also was trying to
stress that the development was not as great as local people thought,
and its impact upon the local area was exaggerated. "It is just not
true that 'something like 15,000 acres of the best agricultural land
will go under bricks and concrete' at Stansted — nor that 'schools
will become subjected to the intolerable noise and will have to be
closed' while 'hospitals will have to be moved' and "the loss of
countryside will be much less than has been suggested — not more
than 4,000 additional acres — which is less than 0.4 per cent of Essex. nd

1. Daily Telegraph, 13 June, 1967; Herts and Essex Observer,
16 June, 1967.

2. Herts and Essex Observer, 16 June 1967.




130

Mr. Masefield did not see why a modern airport should be a
'desert of concrete' and thought it was a challenge to combine modern
transport with pleasant surroundings and elegantly designed buildings.1
Indeed, he thought that with imagination and local consultation, Stansted
could become an asset to the local community. This attitude provided
the theme of the brochure 'An Airport for the 70's' which BAA dis-
tributed in the Stansted area in September 1967. They stressed how
attractive and beneficial the airport would be to the area. Development
of Stansted could bring to the area "all the benefits of a modern inter-
national airport, including access to world markets for many expanding
towns and industries, new career opportunities for young people, new
business opportunities for whole neighbourhoods, and a new source of
income for the local authorities.” And they went on to say that "with
good planning, it can be made into.one of the world's most attractive
airports in park like surroundings, unencumbered by heavily built up
areas around it, "% “But the national need for air transport and foreign
currency would override the preservation of the countryside. Destruction
of the countryside was the price to be paid "if Britain is going to sur-

vive in the technological age," and he did not consider it a high price

to pay-3

Alternative sites to Stansted were all ruled out by BAA. In

1. Did
2, Ibid., 1 September, 1967.
3. Evening Standard, 12 June, 1967.
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a letter in April, he said that the idea of building a new airport which
would replace Heathrow, would be impossible and too costly.l The
idea put forward to develop regional airports was discounted because
passengers wanted to use London, and hence it was a new London air-
port that was needed.2 On the actual alternative sites, BAA Chief
Executive, Mr. Hole, claimed that it was "practically inipossible to .
find alternative sites. " Sheppey, which had been considered by the
Government, was ruled out continually by Mr. Masefield. In a letter
to The Times in April 1967, he argued that it was a misconception

to think that Sheppey was a suitable alternative to Stansted. An air-
port_ there would be badly placed and costly. It was unsuitable on
access grounds because it was’ more than 50 miles from London and

it was also unsuitable on Air Traffic Control grounds because it would
interfere with Heathrow.? He considered an airport there would be a
bad investment of public money. Later, he further contended that it
would cost an extra &20 million per year in passenger transport costs
if the airport was at Sheppey.5 He thought that it would be a 'white
elephant' because the airlines would not go there.8 Foulness was also

The Times, 28 April, 1967.
Evening Standard, 12 June, 1967.
The;Guardikn , 15 July;. 1967.
The Times, 28 April, 1967.

5. The-Guardian, 13 June;:.1967.

8. Evening Standard, 16 June, 1967.
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ruled out because it had the same disadvantages as Sheppey, only it
would be more costly and difficult for access.! -
The BAA was scathing in its attitude towards the local protest
movement over-the airport, or at least of the NWEEHPA side of the
movement.” The Councils did not seem to enter into BAA's considera-
tion, perhaps because they would have been more difficult to attack
directly as they were public authorities. To Mr. Masefield, the pro;
testers in NWEEHPA were a group of local rich people who were
concerned with protecting their own private interests. They. had no
idea of the national interest and of the general local interest which
he was presenting. This group wanted to live in another age and
keep Britain as-an agricultural backwater. He considered their pro-
test as "a very good public relations exercise ..., making use of
distorted facts and little information."2 He did not think that they
had much public support and only a few people really were involved

in the protest.

OTHER LOCAL GROUPS

Throughout the controversy there was at the local level con-
siderable activity éonceming the proposals for the new airport at
Stansted. A wide range of local groups,whose main purpose was not
opposition to the airport, became involved in the controversy because
the development of the airport would adversely affect their major

1. Did.
2. Dbid., 12 Jure, 1967.
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concerns. This examination of these other local groups shows that
there was extensive local discontent and concern, if not actual opposi-
tion, over the Government's proposals and decision to site the airport
at Stansted. This feeling was to reach its peak éfter the Government
made its decision to site the new airport at Stansted in the face of
the objections which their own Inspector had raised and which they,

in the view of the people in the locality, had not answered. This
examination also shows that, while there were a number of supporters
of the airport scheme in the district, the local pressure groups in
fact had very considerable local support and sympathy for their posi-
tion throughout the controversy and especially after the Government
decision, and that the local pressure groups, especially NWEEHPA,
were operating in a framework of local opposition to the airport.

The activities of these other local groups are important to

~ the controversy because they showed the Government that there was

widespread local opposition from a wide range of groups which were
based in the affected district and its surrounding areas. The opposi-
tion of these other groups also enabled the local pressure groups,
especially NWEEHPA, to point to opposition from many other local
groups who were not directly part of the NWEEHPA organization. Of
course, it could be argued that NWEEHPA was responsible for the
organization of this opposition. This was not entirely true. NWEEHPA
rather was one focal point around which many individuals, many of
whom were leaders of other groups in the locality, organized their
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activity in opposition to the airport. The success of NWEEHPA
encourageﬁ other groups which might not have expressed their opposi-
tion to the airport to do so. Rather NWEEHPA was one element
which grew out of the general opposition that emerged to the airport
in the locality. It became the most active and organized part of
the local opposition to the airport. Many of these other groups
remained separate groups who were also opposed to the airport.
Obviously there were individuals who were members or held offices
in these organizations, who were also supporters or members of the
NWEEHPA in individual capacities because they were opposed to the
airport. Most of the groups discussed in this section were not part
of the NWEEHPA organization, though some gave it close support.
There are yet other groups, not discussed here, whose only expres-
sion of opposition was to become associated with NWEEHPA and then
to send representatives to NWEEHPA's Council meetings.

The most significant point that emerges from the examination
of these other local groups in relation to the controversy is that the
affected districts and the surrounding region were strongly opposed
to the development of Stansted. It also shows that NWEEHPA and
the Councils were acting as spokesmen for their region in undertaking
pressure group activity. This therefore suggests that the protest
against the airport and the decision was a regionally based one which
was able to gain, as will be shown later, vitally important national

support.
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a) Parish Councils and Village Associations

These two groups were one channel through which the local

1

opposition was both expressed and organized.© They were important

" because they acted as a 'voice-piece' of each village, and were a means

through which the village's view on the airport proposals were formulated
and expressed. Their role though in the controversy tended to be an
intermittenf one a8 most of the anti-airport activity in each village
was channeled through the village's local NWEEHPA group. But none-
theless these groups were important to the controversy because in the
initial stages they provided an already existing framework thfough which
the local community was able to organize its opposition to the airport
rapidly. Most of the locﬂ NWEEHPA groups were formed at parish
or village meetings which had been called by these groups to discuss
the airport question and to take a stand. Through this process, they
played an important part in the formulation of local opinion on this
question.

The Takeley Parish Council was the first group in the locality
to hold an anti-airport meeting.2 In Takeley's case, partly because
the village was threatened with extinction, the process of forming an

1. In the small towns and villages around Stansted, there are Parish
Councils, which are small local government units which are respon-
sible for matters relating to the Parish only, with the power to raise
money to a limited extent through the rates. Other villages, which
do not have a Parish Council, have set up village associations to
look after matters of community interest in the village.

2, The Times, 27 July, 1964. This meeting had an attendance of
nearly 800.
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anti-airport group was clear-cut, ‘with this meeting voting fof its
formation.1 JInitially the Parish Council called other meetings in

August 1964 to complete the anti-airport group's formation. But once

~ this was done, the Parish Council left specific anti-airport activity to

the anti-airport group, though the Takeley Parish Council did outline
to the .@ixblic'!inquiry precisely how the village would be directly
affected by the proposal. .

The pattern varied in other villages. In Stansted Mounﬁitchet,
the Parish Council debated the issue af several of its meetings and
called several Parish Meetings on the subject. Although the October
1964 Parish Meeting defeated a resolution supporting the airport by

7 to 18 votes,2

no anti-airport group was formed until a Parish
Meeting in February 1965.3 The Parish Council were wary of direct
involvement: in the village aﬁti-airport group even though many Parish
Councillors supported the group as individuals. In May 1965, they
defeated a resolution calling for it to give a £100 donation to the
anti-airport group on the grounds that ratepayers' money should not
be used for.this purpose.4 The Parish Council continued its involve-

ment in the issue by holding a Parish meeting and a Parish Poll in

1. This Takeley group was formed before NWEEHPA was formed.
Indeed, the strength of the opposition shown and these events in
Takeley were a spur to the formation of NWEEHPA,

2, Herts and Essex Observer, 20 November, 1964.

3. Ibid., 19 February, 1965.
4. Ibid., 28 May, 1965.
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October. The Parish Meeting, attended by 173 people, in two votes
rejected the airport proposals by 98 to 68 votes, and supported the
call for the Parish Council to give a &100 donation to the anti-airport
group by 78 to 72.1 The Parish Poll in which 29.7% of the local
government electors voted, rejected the airport proposals by 434 to
244 votes and supported the donation by 351 to 288 votes. Following

the poll, the Parish Council, in spite of opposition from Mr. C.J.

Dimond, a leading proponent of the airport scheme, declared itself
opposed to the airport.3
In the period before the public inquiry other Parish Councils

took a number of different approaches. The Dunmow Parish Meeting
in September- 1964 set up an anti-airport group.4 The Dunmow Parish
(_?ouncil decided not to join the group when asked to do 80,9 Sheering
i’arish Council was one of the few Parish Councils to become directly
involved with NWEEHPA, when they decided in September 1964 to join
the fight against the airport and to see if the Parish Council could be
represented on. NWEEHPA's Council.6

The other important part these groups played in the controversy

Did., 15 October, 1965,
. Ibid., 28 October, 1965.
Lid,

Ibid., 18 September, 1964.
Ibid., 9 October, 1964,

N W W DN

6. Harlow Gazette, 25 September, 1964.
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was in the period after the Government decision f9r Stansted. This
decision and the way in which it had been reached brought protests
from Parish Councils and Parish Meetings which sent copies of resolu-
tions .denouncing the decision to the Prime Minister and the President
of the Board of Trade and other Ministers as well as local MPs,

These resolutions generally attacked the decision and the way in which
the decision had been reached, and called for a new independent inquiry
into the issue before the Government proceeded with the development |
of Stansted. Resclutions along these lines were adopted by Stansted, 1

Hatfield Broad Oak,2 Great Hallingbury,® High Wych, * 5

, Sheering,
and Takeleys,Parish Councils. These resolutions added to the protests

being received from the local area by the Government and MPs.

b) Local Agricultural Groups

The local farming community was particularly concerned over
the issue because the land, which was needed for the airport and
associated deiielopment, was high grade agricultural land which was
farmed intensively with production well above the national average.

1. Herts and Esséx Observer, 16 June, 1967. In Stansted, the
Chairman of the Parish Council visited 360 homes in the village
and found 273 householders opposed to and 68 in favour of the

airport.
2. Harlow Gazette, 9 June, 1987.

3. Herts and Essex Observer, 23 June, 1967.
4. Harlow Citizen, 9 June, 1967.
5. Harlow Gazette, 9 June, 1967.
6. Herts and Essex Observer, 9 June, 1967.
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The concerns of the local farming community were expressed chiefly
through their own farming interest group, the National Farmers' Union
(NFU), and also through the participation of farmers as individuals in
NWEEHPA. The farmers made their opinions known through the local
County and branch organizations of the NFU, which were, in this case,
at the county level the Essex Farmers Union (EFU) and the Stansted,
Thaxted and. Dunmow Branch.

The local farmers were concerned over the position as soon
as they knew that there was a prospect that the airport would be
developed together with a possible new town in the area. As early
as April 1964, Mr. E.C. Metson, the Secretary of this NFU branch
said that the farmers were unhappy over the situation because tenant
farmers faced the px:ospect of eviction and loss of livelihood without
compensation, while the owner farmers were faced with the prospect
of not obtaining enough money through compensation for their land to
be able to purchase a new farm.] Concern was also expressed at the
branch'é"July, meeting over the proposals put forward by the Ministry
of Aviation in its July meeting with the Councils at Harlow.2 But
most of their activity prior to and during the public inquiry was
through the EFU, which worked closely with NFU headquarters. In
May 1964, the EFU had expressed grave doubts about the proposals

1. Did., 3 April, 1964,
2. Thid., 31 July, 1964,
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to develop the airport and the new town at Stansted. It doubted
whether a serious effort had been made to follow the policy of not
taking agricultural laqd for urban development when there were alter-
natives available, and they suggested consultations with the Ministry

of Housing and Local Government over the problems entailed in the
scheme.l Their major activity was to present, using the NFU counsel,
a case against Stansted at the public inquiry outlining the agricultural
objections to its development.

After ghe Government decision, the farming community,-through
its groups, added its protest, against the decision and the way in which
it was made, -to the other protests from the local community. But un-
like some other local groups it became directly involved in the cam-
paign against the Government decision as a member of the Stansted
Working Party. The main burden of the farmers' protests was carried
by the EFU, whose Secretary, Mr. John Walker, was their representa-
tive in the Stansted Working Party. Their responsibility was agri-
cultural questions involved in the issue and they drew up the agri-
cultural objections for the Stansted Working Party. They argued that
any unbiased consideration of the sites for the airport would take
account of the high quality of the land at Stansted and the national
purpose it sefves,as it is irreplacable.2 The EFU was also highly

critical of the realignment proposals because they seemed to indicate

1. Essex Weekly News, 1 May, 1964.
2. Evening News, 22 June, 1967.
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that the Government was determined to put the third and fourth air-
ports at Stansted. They estimated that 19,000 acres would be needed

1 The realignment pro-

for the airport and-its ancillary developments.
posals angered the local farmers even further than the Government
decision had, -because they deplored the fact that yet more land was
being taken and because farmers now affected, who were not concerned
with the original proposals, were being denied an opportunity to put their

case to a public inquiry.2

¢) Local Educational Groups

Opposition also came from groups concerned with education in
the affected au'ea.3 In the early phasesl of the controversy there were
representations about the position of the schools vfrom the local pres-
sure groups, some of whom were responsible for the provision of
educational facilities, After the Government decision in May 1967,

a clearly defined opposition' based upon groups concerned with education,
such as teachers and parents, emerged in the area around the proposed
airport. This. local educa;ional voice was centered upon three areas

adjoining the new airport: Bishop's Stortford, Sawbridgeworth, and

1. Herts and Essex %u@, 2 February, 1968.
2. Ibid., 28 January, 1968.

3. The building and operation of the Third London Airport at Stansted
would have a drastic effect upon the schools and colleges of the area.
A number of schools would be so severely affected that it would be
doubtful that they would be able to continue to operate and if they
could, they would be severely limited. Other schools would have
problems which would interrupt teaching though not as severely as
with the other group.

Lo e et S
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Dunmow and District. 1 The opposition was chiefly expressed through
protest meetings, which sent resolutions opposing the airport to
Ministers including the Prime Minister, the President of the Board

of Trade, and: the Secretary of State for Education and Science, local

. MPs, Councils and other groups. The most important of these meet-

ings_was the one on June Tth when 124 teachers representing 27 schools
in the Bishop's Stortford district unanimously opposed the airport and
called for a new inquiry.2 Other meetings in Bishop's Stortford were
baséd upon the teachers and parents of individual affected schools, who
often set up their own committees to actively oppose the airport.3
Another similar committee was set up by over 100 parents and teachers
at a meeting in Sawbridgeworth in late June.4 'The development of the
airport was unanimously condemned at the June meeting of the Dunmow

5 In the autumn, a Parents against

and District Teachers' Association.
Stansted Committee was also formed.® It planned to hold a non-stop
vigil outside 10 Downing Street while the Special Development Order

was debated in Parliament.”

S e o e o

1. These covered areas under the take off and approach paths.

2. Harlow Citizen, 9 June, 1967; Herts and Essex Observer,
16 June, 1967,

Herts and Essex Observer, 7 July, 1967.
Harlow Citizen, 23 June, 1967.

Herts and Essex Observer, 16 June, 1967.
Ibid., 10 November, 1967.

Evening Standard, 20 November, 1967.
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These meetings were opposed to the airport because they
believed the quality of education in the locality would be affected
because the noise would make teaching difficult if not impossible
and because the working conditions of teachers would be intolerable.
This would lead to a fall in the quality of teachers attracted to the
area and noise would make it impossible to use new methods of
teaching and teaching aids. They wanted a new inquiry into the
question of the airport because they did not consider that these
educational‘v needs had been considered‘ in the making of the deciéion.

d) Local Authorities

Opposition to the development of Stansted was not limited to
the Councils in the immediate vicinity of the airport. Some lower
tier councils outside this immediate area were, particularly' after the
Government decision, determined opponents of the decision to develop
the airport. Their concern and opposition is important because it
shows that there was opposition to the Government from a wide area
inside the counties of Essex and Hertfordshire.

The Public Health and Town Planning Committee of Hertford
Borough Council recommended their council to join the protest against

the decision.1

Chelmsford Borough Council drew up a petition which
was forwarded to Mr. Peter Kirk and Mr. Stan Newens at the House

of Commons stating that the Council wished to protest most strongly

1. Hertfordshire Mercury, 16 June, 1967.
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the decision to site the airport at Stansted, that they supported the
stand of the Essex County Council, and that they urged that a Royal

Commission be set up to examine the need for airport facilities for

the future. 1 Welwyn RDC decided to write to;theeMiniﬁmmfoAviation[s,ic] |

while Ware UDC sent a resolution expressing their concern to the
Hertfordshire :and Essex County Councils and to their local MP.2
Support for the position of the local pressure groups came from Hal-
stead RpC. 3 - Chigwell UDC4 and Braintree RDC5 were among those
councils which presented petitions to the House of Commons oppbsing
the developxﬁent of the airport and urging a new inquiry. Haverhill
UDC, in Suffolk, was an exception as they gave halfhearted support
to the airport on the grounds that improved travei links with London

outweighed the adverse effects of noise. 8

e) The Local Political Parties

| The local political parties in general did not play an important
part in the controversy because the local opposition was centered
around the local pressure groups- which included supporters and mem-
bers of all pdiitical parties. The issue itself was not a party political

issue and did not lend itself to party activity at the local level because

. Essex Weekly News, 23 June, 1967.
. Hertfordshire Mercury, 23 June, 1967.
. Essex Chronicle, 21 July, 1967.

1
2
3
4, Hansard (Commons), Vol, 753, 10 November, 1967, Col. 1413.
]
6

. Ibid., Vol. 756, 17 January, 1968, Col. 1753.
. Saffron Walden Weekly News, 19 January, 1968.
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opposition cut across party divisions, and because if the local opposition
was to be successful it had to gain the support of all in the area who
were opposed .to the airport regardless of their party allegiance. This
is not to say that opinions were not expressed by the local political

parties: they were. The opinions expressed in and through their

resolutions provided further evidence for the actors in the controversy
of the widespread local opposition and concern over the proposals. All
the local political parties expressed their opposition. The local Liberals,
especiélly the Harlow Liberal Association, were active in.attacking the

proposals in the pre-inquiry phase.1

They became less active as their

support in the area declined, though the chairman of the Bishop's Stort-

ford Liberal Association did urge all local MPs to oppose Stansted. 2

- Opbosition also came from the Harlow Branch® and the South Essex
Branch4 of the Communist Party'which called for a new inquiry.

The most significant opposition from the local political parties
was that from the:local Labour Parties inside the Epping Constituency
which ﬁupported their MP, Mr. Stan Newens, in his oﬁposition to‘ the

i Government. -This opposition is significant because it shows that it

was not merely rich Conservative landowners and businessmen who

were opposed but all sorts of people including many who were members

of the Labour Party.. Their opposition to their own Government ensured

1. Harlow Gazette, 25 September, 1064; ibid., 19 March, 1965.
1 2. Herts and Essex Observer, 26 May, 1967.

F O 3. Harlow Citizen, 14 July, 1967.
‘ 4. Harlow Gazette, 9 June, 1967.
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that the campaign and the local opposition was bipartisan. The Harlow
Labour Party unanimously passed a resolution in which they deplored
"the fact that the Government, after setting up the South East Economic
Planning Council, did not consider it necessary to consult it before
deciding on Stansted. as the Third London Airport." They also expres-
sed "deep concern over the Government decision to build the Third
London Airport at Stansted" which they believed was "contrary to the
principles of planning continually stated by the Labour Party in opposi-
tion and Government," The& urged the Government to accept the
Inspector's recommendation for the new inquiry and they called "upon
the Government, therefore, to withdraw its preser;t proposals and to
re-examine the proposals in the light of requirements over the long
term period with regard to possible developments on air travel such
as vertical take off aircraft."l And it concluded: "Unless these pro-
posals are withdrawn we urge Stan Newens to vote against the Govern-
ment when this proposal is discussed. "2 This resolution was also
passed by the -Epping Constituency Labour Party with the recommenda-
tion to Stan Newens that he should vote against the Government if it
does not think“again about Stansted.3 This position was also adopted
by the Sheering branch of the Epping Labour Party. 4

1. Harlow Gazette, 2 June, 1967.
2. Harlow Citizen, 2 June, 1967.
3. Harlow Gazette, 9 June, 1967.
4. Dbid., 7 July, 1967.
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f) Regional Bodies

Concern also came from important regional bodies which covered
the South East of England, The South East Economic Planning Council,
which had been created by the Government as part of its economic plan-
ning machinery to represent regional views on economic planning, was
annoyed at the: way the Government reached its decision, and was not
very enthusiastic over the choice of Stansted. Their major concern
was over the fact that they had not been consulted on a matter which
clearly did involve regional economic planning. Soon after the publica-
tion of the White Paper they issued a statement in which they said that
they "wish it to be known, as it was not apparent from the White Paper,
that they were not consulted at any time aboﬁt this decision, " They
agreed with the Government "that the strongest of the objections to
Stansted was on regional planning grounds," and the Council "expected
to be consulted by the Government on the resulting regional planning

implications of the decision . .. "1 The Council in its report in Nov-

ember 1967 entitled 'A Strategy for the South East' was not in favour
of further development in the Harlow, Bishbp Stortford and Stansted
area, and was particularly against developing Stansted as an airport
because it would mean housing an extra 100,000 people in green belt
and country zones in this area. The Council concluded that "the
Government's announcement that the third London Airport is to be

1. The Times, 18 May, 1967.
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located'at Stansted in Essex would present major difficulties in the

light of our strategy proposa;ls. w1 The éouncil's attitude was empha-
sized by its chairman wl;en he said that they would have to accept the
decision but it would cause major difficulties in regional planning.2

Another important regional body which was concerned, was

This group was made up of the local authorities with planning respon-
sibilities in the South East of England and London. Although it was
not until their meeting in December 1967 that they presented a detailed

case in opposition to the Government decision on Stansted, their opposi-

tion is important because it added yet another expert and concerned

group to the list of those who expressed opposition to the decision.
Their opposition came at a significant point because in December 1967
and January 1968 the Government was trying to interest local authorities
in the idea of a realigned runway scheme for Stansted to overcome the
noise objections.

The Conference adopted a detailed report from one of its tecﬁ-
nical panels, which cast doubt upon the regional planning aspects of the
Government decision. The statement adopted by the meeting was also
concerned with the way the decision was arrived at. This statement,
pointing to the lack of consultation, said that "the Conference has
expressed its regret that at no stage of the government's consideration

of the siting of a third London airport were the local planning author-

1. Harlow Citizen, 3 November, 1967.

2. Herts and Essex Observer, 3 November, 1967.
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ities of the region consulted through the conference although three

years ago it expressed its reservations, on regional planning grounds,

| upon the interdepartmental committee's recommendations favouring

Stansted, "1
The major thrust of the report adopted by the meeting was that
the Stansted decision was unacceptable upon regional planning grounds.

Indeed, it went as far as. to say that it was open to greater criticism

“on regional planning grounds than had been mentioned before, and it

thought that the decision was not in line with the plans which the con-
ference has suggested for the Stansted area in the past. "It would
mean the introduction of development of a major order into a very
attractive and :relatively sparsely-populated area of high quality agri-
cultural land which is one of the few extensive areas of open country-
side remaining in the south-east. In previous reports we have urged
the adoption of special guards against development and spoliation in
this part of north-west Essex. We have stressed the need to preserve
the scale of the countryside there in the interests of both agricultural
efficiency and landscape quality. "2 It considered that "the location of
investment, employment, and population at Stansted, on the scale that
is likely, would obviously destroy a considerable part of the present
high value of that area in leisure and amenity terms, probably lead

to the expansion of Cambridge, Luton, Braintree, and even Colchester

1. Ibid., 8 December, 1967.
2 bid
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beyond what would otherwise occur and at the same time result in

the partial urbanization of a number of existing hamlets and villages
throughout large parts of rural Essex and Hertfordshire. vl The Stan--
sted choice suffered yet another drawback for them: the area had no
existing economic infrastructure of whibh the airport could take advan-
tage. An airport at .Foulness, on the other hand, had the prospect

of integrating airport growth with the development of the South Essex

urban complex.2

g) Local Supporters of the Airport Development ‘

The supporters of the airport at the lt;cal level were not very
numerous or very well organized throughout the controversy. The
little support that there was for the airport was centered upon the
Stangted Area Progress Association, which had been formed in 1965°
in response to:the growth of the organized opposition to the airport,
which was centered around MEHPA, to ensure that the case for
the airport was put in the locality. This was a small and weak
organization compared with its opponents. Its membership was mainly
composed of airport workers and a few other trade unionists. While
it did produce some posters and stickers supporting the airport and
was represented at the public inquiry, it left the presentation of fhe
case for Stanst'ed in the hands of the Ministry and the Government.

1. Doid.
2. Parlow Citizen, 8 December, 1967.
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In the post-decision phase their objective was to show that there was
local support for the airport rather than present a vigorous case for
Stansted. They organized a petition, which had 8,000 signatures,
when it was presented to the Prime Minister in November 1967.1 In
June they ;iistributed a letter with 200 signatures attacking NWEEHPA's
position.2 In another statement they argued that the airport would
provide employment and wider scope of jobs for thousands of people
and with higher wages. There would be yet more jobs through the
development of ancillary industries. On the other hand, the disadvan-
tages of noise and loss of agricultural land were overstated.3 This
was also the position taken by the Harlow and District Trades Council4
and by the Bishop's Stortford branch of the National Union of Railway-
men® n supporting the development. Other support for the airport
was insignificant. A small meeting of the Harlow Young Liberals

voted for the development of the a.irport,6

while two Saffron Walden
Young Socialists wrote to The Times expressing their support for the
a.irport.7 These two,though, were isolated instances of a few individuals

within the local political parties supporting the airport.

1. Bid.;;+10"November,Na86Ther, 1967.

. Herts and Essex Observer, 26 May, 1967.
Harlow Citizen, 16 June, 1967,

id.

Herts and Essex Observer, 14 July, 1967.
Harlow Gazette, 30 June, 1967.

The Times, 7 June, 1867,
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OTHER NATIONAL GROUPS?

The decision of the Government in May 1967 to site the airport
at Stansted brought almost universal condemnation from the local and
national level. The involvement of other national groups was a new
dimension to the controversy as it became a national political iésue
following the decision. A wide range of national groups, whose special-
ist interests were involved in the decision, and who had no connections
with the local pressure groups, entered the controversy. The over-
whelming majority of these groups argued that the case for Stansted
was unsatisfactory and that a new inquiry into the whole question of
the airport location was needed. The result of these interventions was
to lend formidable and authoritative backing to the case that the local
pressure groups were putting forward. They had the public support
of recognized experts who were concerned with problems involved in
a major preject of this kind, Overall, this increased the pressure
on the Government and helped the local pressure groups place the
Government in:an untenable political position. As a result, the activi-
ties of these other national groups cast considerable doubt upon the
credibility of the Government and BAA case for Stansted, and raised
questions about the depth of the Government's consideration of the
arguments for and against Stansted and the other alternative sites.

1. In this context ‘national groups' refers to any group or organiza-
tion which is not based in Essex or Hertfordshire, and to any group
or organization which is not a regional body, using the South East
Economic Planning Region as the definition of the region.
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Some of the most important criticism of the development of
Stansted was that of the groups concerned with the planning and con-
struction aspects of the location of the airport. The most influential
and impoﬁant of these groups was the Town and Country Planning
Association, whiph reiterated very strongly during the summer their
earlier objections to the site.] Professor Peter Self, the chairman
of its Executive, in a letter to The Times, considered that the Govern-
ment had wasted the previous year without doing any basic homework
and he argued that the White Paper merely repeated the old and dubious
surveys on the need for a new airport.2 But the major attack from the
Association came in a statement from its Executive which was sent to
Ministers in May 1987. This statement condemned the choice of Stan-
sted as a "very bad one and possibly almost disastrous in its conse-
quences for the region as well as the locality. n3 They considered that
the regional planning context had not been given the weight that it
deserved and that the Government, given its own misgivings on these
grounds, should have examined these problems more closely. They
hoped that the decision might be reviewed. In July, Professor ‘Self
returned to thé. attack asking what the function of Stansted was to be,

1. At the time of the public inquiry, they had argued that the Stansted
scheme was ill-timed, inadequately supported and unrelated to Govern-
ment policies for balanced regional development. They called for the
siting of the airport to be based upon a balanced national plan and full
scale regional studies. The Times, 6 December, 1965.!

2. The Times, 20 May, 1967.
3. Herts and Essex Observer, 2 June, 1967.
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as there was no long term plan of air traffic requirements.l

The Presidents of the Town Planning Institute, thé Royal Insti-
tute of British Architects and the Institute of Landscape Architects,
in a joint letter to The Times, also vigorously attacked the decision.
A study of the Inspector's Report and the Government White Paper
left them "entirely unconvinced by the Government's case, which rests
upon shaky assumptions, inadequate data and questionable arguments.”
The decision for them formed "no part of a coherent or comprehensive
regional plan. Nor does it form part of a national transportation plan.
There is no evidence that the Government has worked out the implica-
tions of locating such a large generator of traffic and employment in
the heart of unspoiled countryside which, not withstanding the White
Paper's statement to the contrary, has such qualities of landscape,
architecture and rural amenity that it should be excluded from con-
sideration." And they saw it as a choice: "to allow short term expedi-
ency to set in train in rural Essex the process of piecemeal urbaniza-
tion which has accompanied the growth of Heathrow: or to retract the
Stansted decision and initiate forthwith the comprehensive planning
studies required to satisfy public and professional opinion. nd

Another expression of concern came from the groups interested
in the protection of the historical, natural and rural aspects of the

country. In another joint letter to The Times, the President of the

1. The:Guardian, &9 ,July;71967.
2. The Times, 28 June, 1867.
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Civic Trust, Rt. Hon. Duncan Sandys MP., the Chairman of the

- Council for the Preservation of Rural England, Mr. G. Langley Taylor,

the Chairman of the National Trust, Lord Antrim, and the Chairman
of the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings, Lord Euston,
strongly supported the view that before the Stansted plan is "allowed
to proceed, there should be an independent inquiry into the general
problem of the-location of airports, in all its aspects. nl

Groups ‘representing interests connected with the land‘ and agri-
culture were concerned as well. Much of the farming opposition came
through the local branches of the National Farmers' Union (NFU). But
this was backed by the intervention of the NFU. The NFU Deputy
President wrote to the President of the Board of Trade demanding an
indepéndent inquiry. They thought that "the surveys undertaken both
before and after the public inquiry of alternative sites were inadequate
and could not be regarded as objective. n2 The plan for Stansted was
also attacked by the NFU President because the resultant loss of food
production would damage the national economy.3 The Country Land-
owners' Association deplored yet another loss of good agricultural land
and they too demanded an independent inquiry.4

The inadequate consideration of the rail access problems and
cost was attacked by groups concerned with surface transport. The

Ibid., 27 June, 1967.
Essex Weekly News, 16 June, 1967.

Evening News, 22 June, 1967.
Essex Weekly News, 19 May, 1967,
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National Council on Inland Transport, in a letter to the President of
the Board of Trade, criticized Stansted on the grounds that it would
not have mainline rail services.! British Rail, who would be respon-
sible for rail links to any site, threw doubts upon the Government's
cost calculations concerning the rail links to Sheppey and Stansted. In
June 'they claimed that the Government's esiimate of £40 million for
the Sheppey - Victoria rail link was on overestimate. The figure would
be 25 million: or less, much of which was needed for the expansion
of the line anyway and was not directly attributable to an airport at
Sheppey.2 Later, they claimed that the rail links for a fully developed
Stansted airport would cost £35 to £40 million in the long term. ®

The credibility of the realignment proposals was severely
questioned when, in January 1968 for the first time in the controversy,
the scheme to develop Stansted was criticized by aviation interests. In
a letter to The Times, an airline pilot questioned the suitability of the
new alignment of the runways at Stansted. He argued that the newly
proposed N/S runways would mean that the majority of movements
would involve a 90 degree crosswind. He cited that the maximum-
permissible crosswind to land a Boeing 707 is 25 knots, which is not
an exceptional wind. The result would be that Stansted would be

unusable for a. considerable number of days in the yea.r.4 This asser-

The Times, 3 June, 1967.
Ibid., 28 June, 1967.

Ibid., 21 February, 1968.
. Ibid., 18 January, 1868

oon O DN
- - -




O

157

tion was supported in another letter from Captain B.A. Powell, chair-
man of the Technical Committee of the Guild of Air Pilots and Air
Navigators, who then raised the question of safety of operations.

"Any pilot will confirm that it is easier to take off or land an aero-
plane into rather than across the wind. It is incontrovertible therefore
that the standard of safety, however high, must be reduced by the use
of a runway which is not into the prevailing wind." He continuedﬁ
"The realignment of the runways across the prevailing wind is tanta-
mount to reducing safety standards of any operation conducted from
them, and for this reason alone the Guild of Air Pilots and Air Navi-
gators has written to the Board of Trade opposing the proposal." He
also deplored the lack of consultation on this matter.! The result

of these letters was to make the major prop of the case for Stansted
at best disputable.

The contribution of other groups was to raise questions about
the Government and BAA arguments that no other site was feasible.
This was done by the presentation of the detailed feasibility studies
of other sites, especially Foulness, which was considered by many
groups to be the most suitable site. Two such schemes were outlined
in reports published at the end of October 1967. The Noise Abatement
Society had commissioned a study of Foulness which was carried out
by consultants from several firms which included expert architects,

1. Ibid., 20 January, 1968.
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planners, engineers, aviation and property consultants, and an econo-

mist. The main conclusion of this study was that Foulness was suit-

“able as the site for the third airport for London, and that it would

only cost £8 million more than Stansted, while it would be superior
to Stansted on grounds of weather and particularly noise. Also rapid
transit links by monorail would give it good access fo London and the
necessary land.could be reclaimed. The airport could be fully opera-
tional with two.pairs of runways by 1977, The site had the advantage
thai tile Government already owned the land and that the land concerned
was not of the high agricultural quality that the land at Stansted was.
A copy of this -report was sent to MPs and many Peers. !

Thé other study emanated from a firm of consultants headed
by Bernard Clark. This scheme, a copy of which was sent to every
Member of the House of Lords and the House of Commons, was under-
taken in the hope of persuading the Government to change its mind
about Stansted and to investigate Foulness as an alternative site for
the airport. This scheme proposed to build the airport on a 16 square
mile island off the Essex coast. This airport, they argued, would be
bigger, safer, and quieter than the proposed airport at Stansted. It
would be constructed using the principles developed by the Dutch in
their land reclamation projects such as the new Euro-poort at Rotter-
dam, and would be cheap to build. The advantage of this scheme was

1. Harlow Citizen, 3 November, 1967.
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that it could reduce noise to a minimum by placing the take off and
approach routes away from the coast. The size of the airport would
oniy be limited by the amount of land reclaimed. An airport here
could be linked to thé development of the area and access to London
could be provided by an integrated transport system, involving motor-
ways and rapid transit links which could provide a fast outlet for ex-
ports to Eumpe.l By January 1968, a syndicate, which had the back-
ing of many MPs and Peers, had been formed on the basis of these
proposals to raise money to develop the airport at Foulness.? In
addition, another group headed by Sir John Howard, a former Tory
Chairman, formed a company to raise €250 million for a scheme to
develop the Foulness site.3 These interventions are important because
they produced studies which gave backing to the position of the local
pressure groups that a new inquiry was needed. They also suggested
that the Government needed to look again at the question because it
could have used more imagination in approaching the problems involved
in the siting of the new airport.

Powerful support for a new inquiry came in November 1967
when the Greater London Council (GLC), which is the largest single
local government council in Britain, became involved in the contro-
versy. Its General Purposes Committee reported that the Council

1. Daily Telegraph, 27 October, 1967.
2. Dbid., 25 January, 1968.

3. Evening Standard, 15 January, 1968.
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s‘hould demand- a new inquiry into all eleven alternative sites for the
;:hu':l London airport.1 The Council adopted its Committee recommenda-
tion and the GLC became committed to a new inquiry.2 This was fol-
lowed by an appeal to the Government in a letter to The Times from “
Mr. Leslie Freeman, Cbnservative Chairman of the GLC General
Purposes Committee, to conduct an independent inquiry.3
The realignment proposals brought an intervention from the
Council on Tribunals, which had responsibility for watching over the
conduct of tribunals and public inquiries. In'January 1968 the Govern-
ment proposed that the airport runways be built on a N/S alignment
instead of the original NE/SW alignment. This new alignment would
have meant that people who had not been affected by the public inquiry
proposals were now affected by the revised scheme. Many people
including NWEEHPA officials had complained to the Council about the
fact that there was going to be no new inquiry on these proposals,
and about the Government procedure in conducting inquiries over the
Stansted proposals. In February 1968, the Council made a special
report to the Lord Chancellor about the situation relating to the new
proposals for the development of Stansted. "We wish to report as a
matter of special importance that the making of a special development

order under the Town and Country Planning Act 1962, requires, as a

1. Evening News, 30 October, 1967.
2. Herts and Essex Observer, 10 November, 1967,

3. The Times, 16 November, 1967.
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matter of justice, that all whose lives or property will be seriously
affected be given an opportunity of a fair hearing of their objections
at a public inquiry."! This report is important because it called
into question the validity of the way the Government intended to pro-
ceed to implement the decisions to develop Stansted. It is not com-
pletely clear how much influence this report actually had in the deci-
sion to hold a new inquiry. The Government had this report on the
21st of February and the announcement of the new inquiry was made
in the House of Commons and the House of Lords on the afternoon

of the 22nd of February. It is possible that this decision had already

been made, or it is possible that this was the final blow that pushed
the Government to take the decision to hold another public inquiry.2

Supporters of Stansted as the Location of the New Airport

There was very little support for the Government position. The
supporters were few and far between and there was little real attempt
to campaign for the decision among these groups. Support for the
decision was insignificant, and it could be argued that some were
interested parties. The Chairman of the East Anglia Economic Plan-

t 1. Evening Standard, 22 February, 1968.

2. In this context it should also be noted that it was clear by this time
that the Government would have considerable difficulty, if not actually
be defeated, in passing the Special Development Order through the
House of Lords. In addition the new inquiry procedures allowing
for multiple local inquiries for a possible scheme would come into

@ force in the Spring of 1968.
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ning Council, who was also deputy Chairman of British European
Airways, came out in support of the decision, though there was no
position taken by the Council -itself. "It means a major international
airport on our doorstep, and for the benefit of the region, I welcome
it."] The only other support came from a group based in the area
around the possible Sheppey site. Here the Faversham Preservation
Society was formed to campaign against any move to build an airport
at Sheppey.'z In a joint statement, Faversham's MP, Mr. Terry
Boston, and the Secretary of the Society, Mr. Arthur Percival, fore-
cast protests if the airport was planned for Sheppey. "We want to
make it perfectly plain that the same loud protests would be raised
against Sheppey as have been raised against Stansted. "3 Mr. Boston
also spoke in the House and the Parliamentary Labour Party against
the attempts to move the airport from Stansted. Indeed, the Kent
group of Labour MPs who had constituencies around Sheppey, on the
north Kent coast, were concerned that the airport should stay at Stan-
sted, and were active inside the Parliamentary Labour Party to per-
suade Labour MPs to support the decision. 4

THE CLIMATE OF OPINION

The foregoing examination of the external environment indicates

1. Daily Telegraph, 2 June, 1967.
2. Evening Standard, 28 June, 1967.

3. TherGuarditn, .28, Juney7. 1967,

4. Interview.
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that the climate of opinion on this issue was in part hostile to the
development of Stansted as the airport and to Government decision-
making on this issue. These other groups which have already been
examined only constitute part of the climate of opinion on this issue.
So far there has been no discussion of the attitudes of the press and
the broadcast media which also help to form the climate of opinion on
an issue. The Broadcast media was relatively insignificant in this
case. They gave the issue news and current affairs coverage, with
interviews with the leading actors on all sides but they limited the
coverage which they gave to the issue. There was no attempt to ‘take
sides or to campaign on this issue.

The situation was very different with the Press, and especially
the national Press. Throughout the controversy the local press gave
the events and groups involved fairly extensive coverage. They also
opened -their columns'to letters to the Editor on the subject. While this

did not indicate the exact balance of opinion on the issue, it showed

that there was considerable interest and concern over the issue as

there was a vigorous correspondence with letters for and against the
'airport, and certainly there was more interest in this issue than in
any other during this period. Editorially the local press, after the

decision, was less united and less opposed to the airport than the

national press. The Herts and Essex Observer, which was the lead-
ing paper to circulate in the affected area, was for accepting the
‘.E decision to develop the airport and making the most out of a bad situa-

o o e b
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tion, although it was disturbed about the way in which the decision
had been made.! In this, it was supported by its associated paper,
the Hertfordshire Mercugy.2 The Braintree, Witham, Dunmow .

Herald took a position of support for the airport on the grounds that
"it is the best compromise for the nation as a whole." It called upon
the local opposition to co-operate with those developing the airport.3

The Dunmow Broadcast and District Advertiser was vigorously opposed

and called upon the Government to think again.4

The national Press did not vgive the issue ﬁuch coverage until
after the Government decision in May 1967, when they took up this
issue as a major poiitical controversy giving it extensive coverage
until February 1968. It was not a case of the press just giving ex-
tensive coverage to a newsworthy story, which it was, but rather a
case where the press through their reports and through their editorials
joinéd the battle for a new inquiry into the issue. The fact that the
national press took up this issue and pressed for a new inquiry, be-

cause the Government case was weak, strengthened the stand taken

~ by the local pressure groups for a new inquiry. It gave them clearly

articulated and powerful support which would be an influence upon those

that the local pressure groups sought to convince of the need for a new

inquiry.

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 19 May, 1967,

2. Hertfordshire Mercury, 26 May, 1967.

3. Braintree, Witham, Dunmow Herald, 16 May, 1967.

4. Dunmow Broadcast and District Advertiser, June, 1967.
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Editorially the national press was overwhelmingly opposed to
the decision for the same reasons as most other national groups.
They demanded a new and open inquiry into the location of the pro-
posed airport. The Daily Telegraph questioned the credibility of the
Government position. It considered that the Government's claim to
have chosen the best possible site would have been more convincing
if it had let an independent commission review the position. 1 The
Sunday Times considered that principal justifications: for Stansted,
namely of speed and cost, were the two least useful criteria for far-
sighted decisions as their benefits were purely short term. 2 The_
Guardian was concerned with the failure to consider the effects of
the airport upon the quality of life. They considered that the social
costs and benefits had not been given the consideration and weight they
deserved. The best course was to set up an independent inquiry. "To
press ahead with Stansted now would be mere political bravado."S The_
Times was concerned with the narrow-minded approach that permeated
Government decision-making on the issue: "The case against the Govern-
ment's decision and the White Paper in which it is embodied is that

narrow departmental considerations have been pushed beyond the point |

1. Daily Telegraph, 13 May, 1967,
2. Sunday Times, 14 May, 1967. f

3. The Guardikn, Ji5: Juneg71967.
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at which they should be allowed to prevail. When the wider claims
of planning, transport and amenity became briefly audible at the public
inquiry, even to the limited extent made possible by its terms of

reference, the argument went against the official line. Whereupon

* the issue was recommitted to Whitehall and these awkward voices

were submerged once more. But they are voices of reason, seeking

to humanize the forces of technology which threaten, if left to their

own momentum, to barbarize the nation. nl

1. The Times, 28 June, 1967.
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CHAPTER SIX

THE LOCAL PRESSURE GROUPS —
INTERNAL ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

In the framework presented in Chapter Two, it was seen that
the internal en_vironment of the pressure group will affect or determine
its behaviour in the political system, and in this framework these
internal environmental factors were seen as long term and short term
in nature, though in this case, given the short length of the contro-
versy, they are largely indistinguishable. No attempt, therefore, will
be made to divide them into their long term and short term components.
This is not to say that the internal envirqnment was static in this case,
because on the . contrary, there were significant changes in the internal
‘environment of the local pressure groups as a result of feedbacks into
their internal environment from the external environment in general
and Government decision-making in particular. First, their member-
ship will be established.! Second, the organizational factors, which
include their structure, internal decision-making procésses, leadership,
financial resources, other resources (such as special knowledge or
gkills), and their mobilization potential, will be examined. Third,

1. It should be noted at this point that while the pressure groups
will be examined together, they operated throughout the controversy
as separate groups and councils, although there was some co-
ordination of their activity during the later phases through the
Stansted Working Party.
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their political resources which include factors that constitute special
political advantages or benefits in their efforts to exert influence or
pressure, will be examined. Fourth, their aims and objectives will
be looked at. Fifth, their attitudes which affected their behaviour as

pressure groups in this case will be examined.

MEMBERSHIP OF THE LOCAL PRESSURE GROUPS

The fact that each of the local pressure groups were operating
upon different membership bases and under different sets of respon-
sibilities contributed to differences in their behaviour as they operated
in this controversy. - These differences stem from the fact that the
Councils were public authorities and NWEEHPA and its local groups
were private organizations.

The membership of the Councils was composed of elected
Councillors who represented particular districts.] As elected repre-

sentatives, these councillors had to be concerned with the problems

1. In most of the lower tier district Councils, Councillors were mostly
Independents who stood for election and acted in Council without con-
nections with or under the control of a political party. Party affilia-
tions were irrelevant as a party system did not operate in most of
these Councils,: such as Dunmow RDC and Saffron Walden RDC.
Harlow UDC, where Labour controlled the Council by a large majority
throughout this period, was an exception. At the County level, both
Essex and Hertfordshire had party systems operating in and for
elections to the County Council. Essex was throughout this period
overwhelmingly Conservative, while in Hertfordshire, Labour was

by a small margin the largest party on the Council between 1964 and
1967, when the Conservatives secured an overwhelming majority.
Although these councils had partisan politics, the issue of Stansted

at no time became a subject of party politics within or during
elections for these councils. .Interviews.,
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and opinions of their constituents, but as members of a public author-
ity, they had also to be concerned with carrying out many designated
local government responsibilities that included problems besides that
of the airport., These responsibilities limited the ways and areas in
which the Council and its members could act because they had to con-
sider the airport quc;stion in relation to their overall responsibilities,
| to their overall policies, to the interest of their area as a whole,
rather than represent or join one section of their residents, however
vocal. Their activity was restricted because they could not become
involved as dedicated opponents of the airport but only as concerned
Councils who were opposed to the development of the airport as it
conflicted with their interests and responsibilities, and because they
could not use their resources, particularly financial, to become em-
broiled in a partisan manner in a local debate over the issue. ! The
Councils adopted their position on the basis of these considerations
and after welglimg loéal public opinion, including the local opposition

to the airport.z

1. On tiie same basis, they might have supported the airport at Stan-
sted if there had been no conflict with their interests. For instance,
the Essex County Council and many of its members were not opposed
to siting the airport in their county as they wanted it to be located
at Foulness in South East Essex.

2. In the early stages of the controversy, the Councils were not
acting as pressure groups within the terms of the definition of a
Public Authority Pressure Group, which was put forward in Chapter
One, because they were attempting to carry out their normal functions
in relation to a planning issue by putting forward their views to the
Government Department concerned and before a public inquiry. Their
activities are included at this stage because they are an integral part
of' the.Councils' transformation into Public Authority Pressure Groups.

PRy, .
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On the other hand, NWEEHPA had been formed specifically
with the purpose of opposing and leading the fight against the airport
proposals. NWEEHPA and its local groups were more like a mass
movement than a formal organized pressure group. It provided a
channel through which most of the airport opponents in the locality
could join together to actively oppose the airport. These individuals
attended meetings and fund -raising events, helped and contributed to
the funds, and constituted NWEEHPA's membership. There was no
clearly defined mexhbership of NWEEHPA and its local groups because
individuals did not join and receive membership cards in return for
subscriptions, The members were those who supported the aims and
work of NWEEHPA and its local groups. Those opposed to the airport
just participated in the activities and meetings of NWEEHPA, At the
local village or parish level there was little formal structure as op-
position to the airport became, during these years, an integral part
bf the life of these villages. This informality fitted into the pattern
of life in this rural area, and enabled NWEEHPA to weld local opposi-
tion in each of these villages into a co-ordinated protest against the
airport. '

Strictly speaking, NWEEHPA was the parent body which co-
ordinated the efforts of the local groups in the towns, villages and
parishes, which had been formed as a means through which that
village, town or parish could contribute to the overall fight. In

theory, NWEEHPA's membership was these local groups, which had
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decided to contribute to and send representatives to NWEEHPA's
council. In addition, some other local groups which had not been
formed specifically to fight the airport were associated with NWEEHPA
and some of them sent representatives to its council. } It was thrm-lgh
the local town, village and parish groups that most people opposed to
the airport participated. In all, ?.pproximately forty of these groups
were formed during the controversy in the area surrounding Stansted
airport.2 1t is difficult to know precisely the numbers of NWEEHPA's
membership, but they claimed to represent 13,300 people directly,3
the hard core of which were the members of the local committees in
the towns, villages and parishes. According to NWEEHPA leaders,
their supportgrs included every type of person including farmers, farm
workers, labourers, professional people, shopkeepers and businessmen,

and they belonged to all political parties.4 They strongly denied that

1, These groups included for instance: Aythorpe Roding Parish Council,
Bishop's Stortford Cricket Club, The Essex Hunt, Friends of Hatfield
Forest, Henham Conservation Society, Saffron Walden Countryside
Association and the Chelmsford Diocesan Authority. For full list see:
Olive Cook, The Stansted Affair : A case for the people. London: Pan
Books, 1967, pp. 121-128,

2, Map Three (p.172) shows the towns, villages and parishes within
which some type of local protest group was operating. Some of these
local groups covered more than one village at some stages of the
controversy. For instance, the Pelhams were one group, and the
Dunmow Preservation Association included both Great and Little Dun-
mow. Other groups recruited members from surrounding areas where
local village groups had not been formed. For instance, the Harlow
group had supporters who lived in Roydon and the Saffron Walden
group had some who lived in Radwinter.

8. The Stansted Public Inquiry Report, p. 13.
4. Interviews.
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their membership was limited to a small group of v}ealthy landowners
and businessmen.l The important point about NWEEHPA's membership
was that they were abie to gain the support of a large number of local
people who were prepared to work and contribute to the fight against
the airport because they felt strongly about the question. NWEEHPA
was thereby able to show that it had the support of a sizeable propor-
tion of local people. This support was required to raise the needed
funds.

| The nature of NWEEHPA's membership indicates that the protest
was based upon-the support of a wide fange of local people who were
brought together because they would be adversely affected by the air-
port. From the map it can be seen that most of the local protest
groups were formed in the area surrounding the airport which is rural
in character. These groups were more active and drew larger support
than the:local groups in the affected towns such as Harlow. This indi-
cates that the e'éséntial ingredient of the NWEEHPA organization was

the support of the affected rural area. Without the strong, indeed

1. For instance, Sir Roger Hawkey, speaking at Broxted on the eve of
the public inquiry, said: "Our Association represents thousands of people
from all walks of life who are appalled at the proposed rape of this
part of the Essex Countryside. The money which has been raised has
been obtained mostly in shillings and sixpences and not in large sums."
Herts and Essex Observer, 10 December, 1965. Mr. John Lukies and
Mrs. Susan Forsyth, in their discussions with this writer, stressed
the wide range of local support which they had. ‘Interviews. It is
virtually impossible, given the informality with which much of their
activity was conducted, to offer hard data upon their membership to
ascertain the validity of their claims. But Mr. Newens, who is by

his political views no friend of wealthy landowners and businessmen,
also stressed that their support came from a broad spectrum of

people and interests in the area. 'Interview.
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militant, opposition that emanated from this area, NWEEHPA would

have been a weak organization. But it is also clear from the involve-
ment of the membership of the Councils and of the Councils themselves
that it was not purely a rural protest, but rather a regional protest in

which the rural protest was an essential core. !

ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS

(1) Structure
The ability of the local pressure groups to undertake successful

pressure group activity was enhanced by their organizational structure

and arrangements which were appropriate for their aims and objectives.

NWEEHPA created an organizational infrastructure which fitted its
needs, while the Councils had this infrastructure which they needed
to be able to act in this controversy.

The organizational structure and arrangements of NWEEHPA
were based upon its aims and needs as a protest pressure group which
had been set up to organize, co-ordinate and supplement the local
opposition that was already emerging, and to present the best possible
technical case against the proposals at the public inquiry. NWEEHPA
needed to mobilize the people of the locality to provide many of the
resources which it needed if it was to achieve its aims. These differ-

ent needs and aims required different types of organizational structures.

1. The evidence of the involvement of the other local groups which
was discussed in the previous chapter adds weight to this point

that the basis of the protest was regional.

|
|
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The mobilization need required an organization composed of grass roots
groups: based upon the individual communities of the locality, while the
need for co-ordination, preparation of the technical case, and later
the conduct of the campaign against the Government decision needed
an organization that was 'centrally based and directed.

The two level organizational structure which was adopted and
maintained by NWEEHPA throughout the controversy suited these con-
flicting organizational needs. The grass roots organization was based
upon anti-airport groups which had been formed in the towns, villages
and parishes of:the locality. In theory, these were independent groups
affiliated to NWEEHPA as the central co-ordinating body, but in prac-
tice all these groups were very closely tied into the organization,
which could be seen as having a close degree of unity more like
integral parts of one organization performing different tasks. The
role of these local groups was to mobilize support from their local
residents to raise the money needed by the central organization, and
to maintain lines of communication between the central organization
and their supporters. The role of the central organization was to
prepare the technical case and then to present it to the relevant
channels of influence on behalf of all the groups within NWEEHPA,

In addition, it was its task to co-ordinate and organize all activities
which needed the support of more than one of the local groups, and’
to provide a voice to other people and organizatiom;.1

1. Interview (Mrs. S. Forsyth).
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NWEEHPA's central organization, of which there were three
major elements, reflected these different roles that it performed.
First, there was the Council of the Association, whose membership
included elected and co-opted members, and the nominated repre-
sentatives of the local groups and some associated groups. The
Council was responsible for setting the broad outlines of general
policy ahd exercising a general control over tﬁe organization, and
it performed a role as a co-ordinator and a channel of communication
between the different elements of NWEEHPA which were represented |
formally and informally in its membership. Second, there was the
Executive Committee whose membership included the Officers of the
Association and other key individuals such as the Chairmen of the
Commiueeq, who were co-opted. It was responsible for the day to
day running of the Association, and setting broad policy within the
lines approved by the Council,! The Executive performed the role
of leadership within the Associafioﬁ because it was the major decision-
maker on matters concerning the use of their resources and the shape
of the technical case.?

Third, there were the Committees of the Association, of which
there were four, Finance, Technical Data, Hardship, and Publicity
and Public Relations, which carried out detailed work in areas of
major concern to NWEEHPA and who assisted the Executive. The

1. NWEEHPA Monthly Bulletin, March 1965.
2. Interview, op. cit.
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work undertaken by the Technical Data Committee contributed substan-
Hally to the success of NWEEHPA, It was responsible for the selec-
tion of the specialists and experts who were employed by NWEEHPA
to assist in the. preparation of the technical case and as expert wit-
nesses at the public inquiry, and for the detailed consideration of all
technical matters, such asq Air Navigation, Airports and Aerial matters,
Planning, Road .and Rail Traffic, soil mechanics and general technical
matters. The result of its work were the detailed arguments and
evidence which NWEEHPA put forward on the technical issues involved.
But their ability-to be able to use technical experts would have been
impossible without the successful fund-raising efforts which were the
responsibility of the Finance Committee, who were also responsible
for the day to day control and supervision of expenditure and in con-
sultation with the treasurers of the local groups for the setting of
targets for them to raise as their contribution to the overall financial
effort.2 The Publicity and Public Relations Committee was responsible
for presenting the NWEEHPA's case to the public, the production of

publicity material, the placing of press adverts, and relations with

3

the press.” The Hardship Committee dealt with special cases of need

1. NWEEHPA, Moathly Bulletin, March 1965. Special note ought to
be made of the fact that they were concerned with all the aspects of
the problem compared with the Ministry of Aviation and Government
emphasis upon aviation matters as determining factors.

2. Interview.
3. Ibid.
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of individuals who were affected by the proposals.’
| In addition to tackling these problems upon a systematic and
continuing basis, NWEEHPA maintained an office in a private house
outside Dunmow. From April 1965 until after the pﬁblic inquiry,
NWEEHPA had a paid full-time General Co-ordinator who was respon-
sible for the running of the office, undertaking detailed administrative
work and co-ordinating the activities of the different elements within
NWEEHPA, with the help of a secretary and other part-time secre-
tarial assistance, This meant that the work of the organization was
undertalén on a regular, permanent and co-ordinated basis. This was
also important in the phase after the Government decision when it was
mounting its part of the campaign against the Government decision.
The office was re-activated with the appointment of a paid full-time
General Organizer with a paid full-time secretary. Again it meant
that during a crucial period there were full-time officials and an office
which could be contacted by outsiders such as the Press on a regular
basis. 2

Another organizational factor of importance was NWEEHPA's
use of technical and legal experts, especially for the pmparﬁion and
presentation of its cases to the inquiries. Their use enabled NWEEHPA
to present its case upon something like equal terms with the Ministry

and the Government even though it did not command the resources of

1. NWEEHPA, Monthly Bulletin, March 1965.
2. Interview.
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the Government as far as technical experts and information were con-
cerned. NWEEHPA was determined to obtain the services of the best
experts available so that they could be on reasonably equal terms with
iheir 0pp0nents.} -For instance, they hired top London solicitors to

act for them as legal advisers,2

while they retained Mr, Peter Boydell,
Q.C., as Counsel for NWEEHPA for the Public Inquiry and again for
the local inquiry stage of the Roskill Commission. They also appointed

an honorary Adviser on Finance,3

and expert technical advisers covering
aviation, town and country planning, agriculture, engineering and con-

struction, rail access, soil and noise. 4 By January 1969, for the

1. To do this they adopted the attitude that no expense would be spared
in that direction, .and that they would find the money to meet those
expenses. ‘Interviews.’

2, Messrs. Allen and Overy, who are listed by Anthony Sampson as
one of the four partnerships that dominate the City of London. See,
Anthony Sampson, Anatomy of Britain Today. New York: Harper
Colophon Books, 1966, p. 165.

3. He was a sehior partner in Price, Waterhouse and Co. who are
listed by Anthony Sampson as one of the four major partnerships
of accountants in the City of London. -Ibid, p. 523.

4, The technical experts employed by NWEEHPA included Mr. R.E.
Sadler, an Engineering Consultant to British Rail, who was the chief
co-ordinator of the technical case; Mr. Lewis Keeble, then President
of the Town and Country Planning Institute and senior lecturer in town
planning at London University, for town and country planning; Mr.
Alan Stratford, a fellow of the Royal Aeronautical Society, on general
aviation matters; Captain James Percy, Senior BOAC pilot until his
retirement in November 1964, on air traffic; Mr. Alec Leggatt, a
partner in the firm of Nacshen, Croft and Leggatt, on engineering
and construction problems; Mr. Harold Hutchings, for eleven years
General Superintendent (Traffic) for London Transport, on rail access
problems; and Professor Elfyn Richards, Professor of Aeronautics
and Astronautics at the University of Southampton and Director of the
Institute of Sound and Vibration Research, on noise. The Stansted Pub-

lic Inquiry Report, op. cit., pp. 14-15; NWEEHPA, Studies for the Site

for a Third London Airport, op. cit.; NWEEHPA, Monthly Bulletin,
October 1965. 3 ’




local inquiry stage of the Roskill Commission they had hired experts
upon regional planning and amenity problems, air traffic control and
airport problems, and rail access. )

At the local level, the local affiliated groups had their own
organization which was centered around the village, parish or town
committee that had been elected by the local people who attended its
ineetings. These groups had their own Chairmen, Secretaries and
Treasurers and committee members who were responsible for organ-
izing and carrying out activities in the village, parish or town as part
of the overall fight against the airport. In addition, these groups had
a representative whom they sent to NWEEHPA's Council and who kept
the village in touch with the overall effort. 2

The County Councils were permanent organizations which under-
took a wide range of delegated local government responsibilities which
included town and country planning and education. Th_e organizational
structure and arrangements of the County Councils were based upon
three elements. First, there was the full Council, the members of

which were elected County Councillors. The full Council set the gen-
eral lines of policy and approved the actions and plans of the Council's

1. These included Professor Peter Hall, Professor of Town and
Country Planning at Reading University to deal with regional planning
and amenity; Mr. J.W.S. Brancker, the Public Inquiry technical
assessor on aviation; and Mr. J. Margetts, who was until November
1968 the member of the British Rail Board in charge of traffic
operations, on rail access. Herts and Essex Observer, 10 January,
1969.

2. Interviews.
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Committees. These Committees, which were the second element,
were responsible for detailed policy and administrative control, and

in this casé in both counties the County Planning Committee was the
most conceméd,: as they were responsible for and had to approve most

development within their areas. The third element were the permanent

administrative and technical officials and experts who carried out the

policy and decisions of the full Council and its Committees. Both
County Councils were able to draw upon ﬁsources of officials and ex-
perts to prepare and present their cases. For instance, Essex County
Council had a team of officers who under Mr. Mills, the Deputy Clerk,
were directly concerned with working upon the questions involved and
working with the outside experts employed by the Council. As perman-
ent bodies concerned with planning questions they were able to draw
upon their knowledge and experience from other cases for their approach
to this case.

The organizational structure of the local Councils was similar
to that of the County Councils. They had a full Council, of elected
Councillors, which decided the general policy, and among the smaller
councils often many of the administrative details as well. They also
had committees to carry out detailed work on particular questions, and
most of them had a special committee dealing with the airport at some
stage of the controversy which advised the Council on the issues in-
volved and upon the policy and approach that they should adopt. They
also malntalned 5 permanent staff but did not have the resources of

i
!
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technical staff or information which the county councils could command,
nor in most cases did they have the financial resources to employ out-
side experts. For these reasons, they tended to associate themselves
with their county council, which had also decided to oppose the airport
for reasons with which the local councils were in full agreement and
which had gréater resources with which to oppose the airport. The
local!, Councils felt that it was better not to duplicate the efforts of
their county council and thereby waste the money of the ratepayers.
Rather they decided to concentrate their resources upon dealing with

their special i)roblems in regard to the airport proposals.

(2) Internal Decision-Making

The internal decision-making processes of the local pressure
groups in this case served to aid rather than hinder their ability to

act because the way in which decisions were taken, and the extent

of agreement in favour of opposition to the development of the airport

achieved, enabled them successfully to undertake pressure group activity.
The consensus reached inside all the local pressure groups enabled '
their leaders to undertake actions on behalf of the particular local
pressure group without their every move being subjected to close
scrutiny beforehand. In fact, internal decision-making processes, as
they worked in this case, gave practically complete freedom of action
to their leadership. Much of the decision-making undertaken by bodies
like the full Council of the Councils or NWEEHPA's Council was to
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give a rubber stamp of approval to the decisions of the leadership of
the local pressure group. This situation was possible perhaps because
there was a consensus upon opposition to the airport and upon the action
needed in most of the local pressure groups. Inside the local pressure
group the leadership played an important part in deciding the actions
that should be undertaken by the group.

Decision-making inside NWEEHPA was relatively simple because
all those involved sought to achieve the same objectives. There was
frequently a cons.ensus in decision-making. There was no need for
the decision-makers to be concerned about opposition from the member-
ship as they were all fighting the same cause, and because NWEEHPA's
leaders were seen by their supporters as the most effective means that
they had in fighting the dévelopment of the airport. Decision-making
insidle NWEEHPA was in the hands of a small number of people. Major
decisions of policy about the deployment of their resources and of
strategy and tactics were taken by the Executive Committee. Many
other decisions within the general lines of the policy decided by the
Executive Committee were taken by individuals or committees. Indeed,
individuals and committees which were composed of the members of
the Executive Committee played an important part in internal decision-
making insidle NWEEHPA. For instance, many of the decisions con-
cerning the shape and contents of the technical case to be presented
to the public inquiry were taken by the Technical Data Committee or




Sir John Ellict.” Sir John Elliot and this committee directed the work
of NWEEHPA's legal and technical advisers. In the early stages there-
fore, when the shape of their technical case was being determined, Sir
John Elliot played a crucial role in guiding NWEEHPA onto the course
it was to take prior to and during the public inquiry. Sir John Elliot,
who had long experience in public transport administration, was not the
only individual to play a crucial leadership role insidle NWEEHPA, The
joint Chairmen, Sir Roger Hawkey, a London businessman, and Mr.
John Lukies, a local farmer and Councillor, played an extremely
imﬁortant part in decision-making inside the organization as many
decisions were taken by them within the general framework set by the
Executive. Both, as were many other members of the executive, were
extremely agtive on behalf of NWEEHPA, The activity undertaken by
them and other leaders enabled NWEEHPA to operate effectively as a
protest pressure group.

Decision-making inside the Essex County Council revolved
around the County Planning Committee which was responsible for the
detailed consideration of this issue and its implications, and the full
Council which set the general policy and approach of Essex on this
issue on the basis of the recommendations of the County Planning
Committee. Initial consideration of the issue was undertaken by the

County Planning Committee which employed consultants to advise them
about all those issues which the Committee felt that they had to investi-
1. Interviews. |

k<
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gate fully before they tpok their stand for or against the airport.l In
April 1965, after full consideration of the issues, the County Planning
Committee adopted a recommendation for presentation to the full Council
that Essex County Council should bppose the development of the airpért
at Stansted.® This was adopted at the April Council meeting by 76
votes to 5, in a.debate which showed the virtual unanimity of view
within the Council. ®

The important point about decision-making inside the Essex
County Council was that the Council was virtually unanimous in its
opposition to the airport. In the period before April 1965, the major
dissent from the majority view came from the Councillors who repre-
sented the most. affected areas and who then, before the Council made

4

its decision, wanted it to oppose the airport.” After the decision was

taken to oppose the airport, decision-making was left virtually in the

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 8 January, 1965.

2. Braintree and Witham Times, 9 April, 1965.

3. Harlow Gazette, 16 April, 1965. The five Labour Members who
opposed the motion did so not because they were in favour of the
airport but because they thought that the Council had then not gather-
ed enough evidence upon which to make a decision to oppose the
airport. Ibid.- Other Labour Members, such as Lord Leatherland,
were strongly opposed to the development of the airport. Herts and
Essex Observer, 16 April, 1965.-

4, For instance, in January 1965, Alderman S.S. Wilson (Labour) of
Saffron Walden asked the Council to lead the opposition to the airport
proposals. Herts and Essex Observer, 8 January, 1965.. In March,
Councillors D.L. Anderson (Labour - Harlow), Mrs. E.W. Borthwick
(Conservative - Bandfield), and Mrs. Rowena Davey (Conservative -
Dunmow) also protested the lack of action on the issue by the County
Planning Committee and the Council. ‘Harlow Gazette, 5 March, 1965..
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hands of the County Planning Committee working with their officials,
although their actions and expenditures eventually needed to be approved
by the full Council. In this case this involved no debates or opposition.
This meant that speedy decisions could be made upon action to be
undertaken and, for instance, enabled the County Council through
Brigadier Collins, the Chairman of the Planning Committee, to take
the lead in establishing the political campaign against the Government
decision for Stansted in May 1967 without waiting for a full Council
meeting to gain approval.1 Brigadier Collins, together with the Plan-
ning Committee, was able to do this because they were working
within the mandate to oppose the airport, and because there was
substantial agreement inside the Council.? This freedom of action
enabled the County Planning Committee, together with the Council's
officials, to mobilize the Council's resources and to organize and
undertake its opposition to the airport.

In Hertfordshire County Council, internal decision-making was
similar but less clear cut than that in Essex, at least initially, The
dominant element in decision-making within the Council was the County

1. Interview (Mr. J.S. Mills).

2. It there had been substantial opposition inside the Council to opposing
the airport, or if the County Planning Committee itself had been divided
in such a way that made decisions difficult, the {reedom of the County
Planning Committee and of its Chairman to act would have been reduced
because of the need to anticipate opposition inside the Council. Instead,
as the situation developed, his hand and that of the Committee was
strengthened because they spoke for all the members of the Council

in opposing the Government.
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Planning Committee, which was left to consider the issue during 1964
and 1965, while making periodic reports to the full Council. They
adopted the position of attempting to negotiate é satisfactory layout

of the airport with the Ministry and of employing consultants to study
the noise problem, which they considered was the major issue for

Hertfordshire.l. They considered that the airport might be acceptable E
if they were able to gain a satisfactory alignment of the runways which
would solve the noise problem.2 The County, they felt, coﬁld not ob-
ject to the proposals as a planning authority,. since the airport was

not located in their area. Any decision to oppose or support the air- |

port had to be based upon the results of their contacts with the Minis-
try and the reports of their noise consultants.® The full Council
decided to oppose the airport, on the recommendation of the Planning
Committee, in November 1065, mainly because of the adverse noise
effects that the County would suffer.? Within this Council there was
little dissent from the majority view which accepted the position of
the Planning Committee, as the issue did not directly concern most
Councillors, But those Councillors who represented the directly

affected areas in the less populated eastern part of the county wanted

1. Hertfordshire Mercury, 24 November, 1964.

2. bbid., 26 February, 1965.
3. Herts and Essex Observer, 30 July, 1965.

4. Hertfordshire Mercury, 26 November, 1965.
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the Council to take a position that was strongly opposed to the a,irport.l
Once the decision had been taken to oppose the a.i;port, the
County Planning Committee continued to oppose the airport with increas-
ing intensity after the Government decision for Stansted. Their attitude
and that of the Council was now the same as that of the Essex County
Council, but the way in which decisions were reached was still less
clear cut because, for example, even though there was no disagreement
in the Council over opposing the airport, it was not until the June
Council meeting that they decided to join in the campaign against the
Government decision. This Council meeting unanimously voted against
the development of Stansted and called for a reconsideration of the
Government decision.? The Hertfordshire County Council was less
well organized initially than the Essex County Council because its
leaders upon this issue, the County Planning Committee and its Chair-
man, Major A.J. Hughes, had taken a less decisive position on the

1. The most vocal of these was Miss L.A.M, Lloyd Taylor (Conserva-
tive - Sawbridgeworth), who as early as November 1964 expressed her
unease about the 'half-hearted' attitude of the Planning Committee.
‘Hertfordshire Mercury, 24 November, 1964. Her unease became
more vocal as time went by because in July 1965 she argued, with -
support from Alderman C.W. Randall (Bishop's Stortford), that they
were concerried as a planning authority as the airport would bring
development into the county. Alderman Randall considered that "our
County Council is lax in not supporting Essex which has come out very
strongly against the airport at Stansted.” He was disappointed that
they were not "getting more support from the county council in the
resistance to what I think is an impractical airport." Herts and
Essex Observer, 30 July, 1965.!

2. Hertfordshire Mercury, 2 June, 1967.
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issue. It was only when the Planning Committee with the approval of
the full Council took a stand against the airport that Hertfordshire
began to organize themselves actively against the airport.

In the local Councils decisions were made by the full Council
acting upon the advice of either standing or special airport committees. 3
In all the local Councils there was little opposition to the Council adopt-
ing a stand against the airport, though there was a minority of indi-
viduals who disagreed.’ Indeed, in some Councils decisions were
unanimougs.2 Dunmow RDC was one of the most directly affected
Councils. Initially they set up a special committee, the membership
of which included the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Council, the
Chairman of the Standing Committees, including Mr. John Lukies, and
representatives of the most affected villages, to consider the airport
proposals and subsequent developments immediately.3 The report of
this Committee was discussed when the Council debated the issue of

the airport in August 1964. It rejected a motion, by 20 votes to 2

with 6 abstentions, supporting the development of the airport and passed

one which opposed its development.4 In February 1965, they decided

1. For instance, the Saffron Walden RDC voted 31 for and 3 against ’
a motion to oppose the airport. (Herts and Essex Observer, 9 October,
1964.

2. For example, the Sawbridgeworth UDC decision to petition Parlia-
ment, (Harlow Citizen, 3 November, 1967) and the Braughing RDC

decision to petition Parliament, :Herts and Essex Observer, 15 Dec-
ember, 1967.

3. Herts and Essex Observer, 19 June, 1964,
4. Essex Chronicle, 4 September, 1964.
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by 22 votes to 5.to contribute 1,100 to NWEEHPA in return for the
ﬁse of NWEEHPA's technical information in the preparation of their
own case.l In May 1965, this special committee became a permanent
Airport Committee which had responsibility for dealing with the airport
question in detail until it was disbanded in 1969.24 The Council was
able to come to decisions without much opposition which enabled its .
Committee and officials to act quickly on its behalf. The situation
inside Dunmow RDC was similar to that inside other Councils. The
consensus which prevailed in most of these Councils enabled their air-
port committees-and their officials to mobilize the council's resources
and to;undertake opposition to the airport without being hamstfung by

lack of clear cut decisions.3

(3) Leadership
An examination of the leadership of the local pressure groups

indicates that their leadership was drawn from a cross section of the
local community. This shows that the opposition to the airport was
a regional protest, with a strong rural element through NWEEHPA
and the local Councils in the immediately affected rural area around
Stansted. Anothér important element was that many of these leaders

1. Herts and Esgex Ol_:serveg, 19 February, 1968.
2. Interview (Mr. A.J. Little).

3. Dunmow RDC was a case where internal decision-making was clear
cut because the Council's area was directly affected. In other less -
affected councils the process of reaching a decision to oppose the
airport took longer and was more complex. But in most cases this
did not hinder the ability of the Council to oppose the airport.
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of this. local community had connections either through‘ their occupations
or friendships in London which were of use to the local pressure groups
in undertaking pressure group activity. In fact, this area which is ‘
about 30-40 miles from central London, contains many individuals whe
work in London and live in the countryside by choice.

The following Tables indicate that both at the central and local
level that NWEEHPA, through its leadership, was well placed locally
and nationally to undertake local/national protest pressure group activity.
Its leadership included individuals who were leading members of the
conimunity by virtue of being Councillors elected to represent the local
people on a particular Council or by virtue of the fact that they held
office in some other local group which brought them into contact with
other people in the local community, Table Three shows that both
centrally (Executive and Council) and locally (Committees of the local
NWEEHPA groups) that there were a number of individuals who were
elected councillors or officers of other groups. Table Four indicates
that there was a fair cross section of the local community represented
in NWEEHPA's leadership when their occupations are examined. The
leadership, as far as can be seen from the available data, did not have
a strong representation from the working class sections of the community.
There was therefore a predomfnance of the middle and upper middle class
in the leadership of NWEEEPA,!

1. The sources used for this thesis, local newspapers and selected inter-
views with key actors, are such that detailed empirical data on social
composition of the leadership and the members of the local pressure
groups i8 not ascertainable. The resources available to the author in

his research were such that other methods, such as surveys, which
could yield much important data on this point, were beyond the scope

of this thesis. This is an area of the whole controversy in which further

research ought to be done, especially as the trend in the study of British
politics has moved to study politics at the local level.
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TABLE THREE: NWEEHPA Leaders who were known to be Coun-
cillors and Leaders of other local groups.®

Executive Locali)
Executive Council + Council Groups™ Total

Total 19 51 70 138 208
Councillors:- .

County 0 2 2 1 3
District 3 6 9 6 15
Parish 0 5 5 1 16
Other Groups ;1 ] 6 15 21

Source: Interviews and local Newspapers.

TABLE FOUR: Occupations of NWEEHPA Leadership

Executive Local

Occupation Executive Council + Council Groupsb Total
Farmer 2 11 13 10 23
Housewife 4 9 13 14 21
Retired 1’ 1 2 7 9
Professions 5 8 13 10 23
Shopkeeper 0 2 2 2 4
Business 6 4 10 3 13
Industry 0 1 1 2 3
Trades 0 3 3 0 3
Trade Unionist 1 0 1 0 1
Office Workers 0 1 1 1 2
Local Govt. Officers 0 0 0 1 1
Do Not Know 0 11 11 88 99
TOTAL 19 51 70 138 208

Source: Ascertained from Interviews and local Newspapers.

a. The figures indicate the numbers of Councillors and leaders of
other local groups that were easily established through the
interviews and local newspaper reports on the Stansted issue,
and should therefore be seen as minimum figures.

b. Members of NWEEHPA's local groups who were not also members
of the Executive and Council.

NOTE ON TABLES: These tables are only of limited value because they
are based upon incomplete information, but are included because they serve
to indicate in very crude terms the nature of NWEEHPA's leadership. To
have established exact empirical data would have required research involv-
ing a much wider reading of the local newspapers than the Stansted issue
and more interviewing than was undertaken, and these were outside the
scope of this thesis. The purpose was not to establish empirical data

upon individual participation in the controversy but to study the activity

of the pressure groups as groups.




193

In the Executive Committee, the leaders of the local community
included Mr. John Lukies, 2 joint Chairman of NWEEHPA, who was

a leading local farmer and a longstanding member of 4nd a former

Chairman of the Dunmow RDC, as well as a local Magistrate. Other
leaders of the local community on the Executive included Mr. Tom
Sharrock, a trade unionist, who was for many years a member of the
Bishop's Stortford UDC, and Mrs. Tetley Jones who became a Councillor
on Dunmow RDC, Mr. E.R. Taylor, who was a headmaster of a school
in Bishop's Stortford, and Mrs. R. Lawrence, who was the wife of a
leading local builder. Other members of the Executive Committee had
national connections. The most important of these was Sir John Elliot,
the chairman of the Technical Data Committee, who was Chairman of

- Tht')mas' Cook and Son (the travel firm) and who had had a long career
in Railway Administration including several years as the Chairman of
London Tra\nspox't.1 Sir George Binney2 and Sir Roger l-lawkey,3 the
other joint Cﬁaiman of NWEEHPA, were London businessmen, while
Mr. 8.M. Herbert was a former Foreign News Editor for the News
Chronicle who was then working for a London Publishing firm and Mr.
Gordon Simmons knew several members of the House of Lor(ls.4 These
individuals brought to the Executive Committee a knowledge and experi-

Who's Who 1966. London: Adam and Charles Black, 1966, p. 941,
Ibid., p. 259.
Ibid., p. 1365.

Interviews.

B W BN
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ence gained by virtue of their positions in the community and their
occupations which could serve NWEEHPA in its efforts to mobilize
local support and in its attempts to use the channels of influence.

This knoﬁvledge and experience waé supplemented at the central
level by members of the, Council, many of whom were also members
of local groups. It included a number of councillors and leaders of
other local groups which increased NWEEHPA's contacts throughout
the local area.! These included Mr. G.C.S. Curtis who was an Essex
County Councillor (Thaxted), a Councillor on and later Chairman of
Saffron Walden RDC, and Chairman of the Essex Farmers' Union (NFU),
Mrs. Rowena Davey who was an Essex County Councillbr (Dunmow)
and a member of Dunmow RDC, Mrs. B, Muir who was a Dunmow
RDC Councillor and Chairman of Takeley Parish Council. Others who
were Parish Councillors included Mr. C.R. Hockley, the chairman of
Hatfield Broad Oak Parish Council, Mr. P. Lindsell, a Debden Parish
Councillor and Mr. B.J. Halliwell, a Stansted Parish Councillor,
Others by virtue of their occupations had local contacts such as vicars,
doctors, and shopkeepers, while others bx:ought experience from jobs
in London as lawyers, businessmen, or members of other professions
to the aid of NWEEHPA, 2

As can be seen from Tables Three and Four, the pattern also
applies among the local groups of NWEEHPA. For instance, the Thaxted

1. See Table Three, p. 192 above.
2. See Table Four, p. 192 above.
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Committee included members of the local Liberal, Labour and Con-
servative Parties, members of the Parish Council, the Parochial Church
Council, the British Legion, the Women's Institute, the Horticultural
Society, the Farmers' Unionv, the Young Farmers' Club and the Women's
Voluntary Service.1

The pattern was similar with the members of the Councils, who
were, by virtue of their election, leaders of their communities. Their

occupations included farmers, businessmen, and housewives. In addition

to the Councillors already mentioned, others had special contacts or

~ positions which they could use and these included Mr. E.C. Metson,

the Secretary of the Stansted, Thaxted and Dunmow Branch of the NFU,
who was a Dunmow RDC Councillor, Mr. Horace Juniper, a farmer
who was a member of the local NFU and Chairman of Dunmow RDC.
On the national level, Lord Leatherland, an Essex County Alderman,
was an active member of the House of Lords who was strongly opposed
to Stansted. 2

The important determinant of the attitudes and the activity of
these leaders of the local pressure groups as individuals seems to
have been attachment to the region and especially to the rural area,
which was under threat with the proposal to develop a major inter-
national airport in the centre of an unspoiled rural area. This points
to the possibility that regional feeling is, in fact, an important part

1. Airport Opposition Committee (Thaxted). Leaflet, December, 1964.
2. Who's Who, op. cit., p. 1780.
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of the British political culture even within areas that are not distant

from London.

(4) Financial Resources

The County Councils and NWEEHPA had or created the financial
resources needed to undertake pressure group activity upon a wide
scale, but lack of financial resources was a limiting factor upon the

activity of the local Councils. The Councils raised money through

the rates which were levied upon the local ratepayers, while NWEEHPA

raised its funds through its own fund-raising activities which were sup-
ported by local people. The County Councils, through the money raised
by the rates, had the financial resources needed to undertake the prep-
aration and presentation of technical cases to the inquiries and other
pressure group activity.1 The limiting factor for them was the need
for expenditure to be approved by the full Council and the priorities
that they attached to financing opposition to the airport as against other
activities. In neither of the County Councils was there any debate over
spending the needed money in this direction once the Council had de-
cided to oppose the airport. In June 1967, the Essex County Council
Emergency Committee approved the expenditures of £5,000 for the

opposition to Stansted, and later in April 1968, £10,000 was voted

1. Although County Councils do receive subsidies from the Central
Government both of a general and a specific nature, this made no
difference to the Stansted case because both these County Councils
were able to raise the needed money through their own source of

money, the rates.

2. Evening Standard, 14 June, 1967
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towards the cost of preparing a case for the Roskill Commission. !

The local Councils had much smaller financial resources than
the County Councils, which limited their ability to prepare elaborate
technical cases using extensive technical evidence. This lack of finan-
cial resources is one of the reasons which accounts for them playing
a less active and less elaborate role in opposing the airport compared
with either NWEEHPA or the County Councils, and why they tended to
associate themselves_with the cases or efforts of their County Council
and limit their own activity to dealing with their special problems and

supporting their County Council.

NWEEHPA on the other hand could not depend upon any financial
resources except those which it raised itself through (itsr supporters,
who played an extremely important role in fund-raising inside NWEEHPA,
In fact, fund-raising was one of the major aspects of NWEEHPA's work
throughout the controversy and especially when they were preparing for
the inquiries, as money was needed for the use of the experts.
NWEEHPA's fund-raising was undertaken locally through its local groups,
whose major responsibility was raising money, and through NWEEHPA itself. 2

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 10 April, 1968.

2. The fund-raising efforts were undertaken both centrally and locally.

In the village of Takeley, for instance, an initial target of £500 was

set, Herts and Essex Observer, 28 August, 1964.. This target was easily
raised and exceeded several times so that by November 1965 the sum
raised approached £2,000, Hertfordshire Mercury, 12 November, 1965 .
This money was raised by a house to house collection in the village, a
donation from the Parish Council, a Christmas draw, parties, dance and
barbecue and a Christmas bazaar. Similar activity was going on in other
villages where money was raised through coffee mornings, whist drives,
wine and cheese parties, the opening of private gardens to view, together
with jumble sales, fashion shows and stalls at local fétes. Centrally
money was raised through an auction sale in May 1965, which realized
£1,115, Herts and Essex Observer, 21 May, 1965:, another auction sale

in November 1967 which raised £850, ibid, 24 November, 1967, a special

3
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It is difficult to ascertain the exact financial iqcome of NWEEHPA,
as no detailed public figures are available. There can be no doubt that
a considerable sum was raised in the period of the controversy, and
by March 1969 it was in the region of &£50,000.1 When compared
with the financial resources available to other pressure groups of com-
parable size both locally and nationally, the financial resources of
NWEEHPA were considerable. In raising this money, NWEEHPA was
fortunate to be operating in a relatively prosperous part of the country
where unemployment was very low. By the time of the public inquiry
£23,500 had been raised which they calculated came\. from over 13,000
supporters mostly in small sums. There were three subscriptions of
&500, one of &£400 from a seriously affected business and a handful
of €100 subscriptions.3 In addition Dunmow RDC contributed &£1,100
for the use of NWEEHPA's technical information. 4 They were able to
raise fhese sums of money because the local people felt strongly about

fork luncheon in May 1968 which raised over &2,000, ibid., 17 May,
1068, an art exhibition in London, a fashion show in Saffron Walden,
a letter in the Daily Telegraph, which raised over £300 from people
outside the Stansted area (Interviews) and collections at meetings, one
of which gt Much Hadham raised £230, Hertfordshire Mercury, 12 Nov-
ember, 1965..

1. Interviews.

2. It is doubtful if.: many other areas of the country, and certainly
very few outside the South East of England would have been able to
raise this sum of money from a comparable area.

3. NWEEBPA, Studies for the Site of a Third London Airport, op. cit.

4. NWEEHPA stressed that this was not a gift, as some asserted,

but a case of the Council paying for technical information. This point
was made clearly by the NWEEHPA Treasurer, Mr. E.L. Judson, at
the NWEEHPA Annual General Meeting in March 1965, Herts and Essex
Observer, 26 March, 1965.
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the question and were prepared to contribute financially in an effort

to defend their way of life. In a sense NWEEHPA was an investment

in a peaceful future in this area for many individuals. Many individuals
also felt financially threatened as their property would lose its value
and as a result they would lose money. In addition, this money was
raised because NWEEHPA placed great emphasis upon fund-raising and
its organization which involved central direction and grass roots groups
was ideally suited to this fund-raising operation, as individuals in local
communities became . involved in fund-raising.

The expenditure of this money raised reflected the strategy
adopted by NWEEHPA during the different phases of the controversy,
with the emphasis upon the use of expert advisers. At the time of the
opening of the public inquiry, the Treasurer gave some indication of
how the money was being spent. Nearly three quarters of the money
spent to this time had been employed for the preparation of the case
for the public inquiry. Legal expenses accounted for £.7,000 while
the technical experts and consultants had cost &8,000. Most of the
remainder of the money spent had been used for the Secretariat. This
accounted for £4,500, while very little was spent on publicity.! In
March 1968, the Treasurer announced that £26,500 had been raised.
The expenditure,which he then outlined, reflected the change in emphasis
from preparing a technical case for a public inquiry to the pursuit of a
political campaign. Their legal expenses had only risen to £7,500. The

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 10 December, 1965.

i
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greatest increase was in the expenditure upon publicity which now
accounted for £3,000 of the money spent. It is also clear that they
continued to use technical experts as expendifure in this category had
risen to £10,000. Secretarial and administrative expenses now ac-
counted for £6,000.1 For the Roskill Inquiry, a target of £15,000
was set. Again their intention was to spend the overwhelming pro-
portion of this sum upon the use of technical and legal advisers to

prepare their case for presentation to the Roskill Commission.

(5) Other Resources

The local pressure groups, especially NWEEHPA and the County
Councils acquired a considerable technical information on the issues
involved in the question of the airport which enabled them to argue
their case on the technical level against the Government's technical
experts. Tﬁeir ability to be able to do this and to undermine the
Government case for Stansted on technical grounds enabled them to
raise doubts about the Government's handling of the issue, which‘gave
them important political leverage in the period following the Government

decision.

(6) Mobilization Potential

The local pressure groups in this case had a high mobilization

potential. The Councils needed only Council or Committee decisions
to act, and as was shown earlier, the internal decision-making pro-

1. Braintree and Witham Times, 1 March, 1968.
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cesses inside the Councils enabled them to take action quickly.
NWEEHPA's internal decision-making processes and organizational
structure enableci them to mobilize into action effectively. They were
also able to mobilize local people to work for or support them because
there was considerable unrest over this issue in the affected area and
because most of the area, in which they were operating, was a tightly
lmif rural community in which there was close individual contact and

a strong sense of community, particularly in response to an external

thre;xt such as the airport.

POLITICAL RESOURCES

Much of the success of the local pressure groups depended upon
their mastery of and ability to communicate on the technical issues
involved and their ability to mobilize their resources and the local
people behind their opposition to the airport. But these factors by
themselves were not sufficient to ensure the success of the local pres-
sure groups. The nature of the community in which they were based
was a major contributory factor to their successful pressure group
activity. This community, besides being largely a rural area, was

near London. The area was one where a large number of wealthier

. commuters lived. They had useful political contacts or other experi-

ence which could be brought to bear in pressure group activity,
especially in the political campaign. As a result, the leadership of
the local pressure groups contained people with these national political
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and other contacts. In aﬂdition, other individuals who were not leaders
of the local pressure groups but who had these types of contacts or
experience became involved in the controversy because they were resi-
dents of the affected area. For instance, these people included Lord
Plowden and Mrs. Renée Short, MP. Lord Plowden piayed an impor-
tant part in the controversy, though not in public, by contacting and
seeking support from his colleagues in the House of Lords. He was
also instrumental in bringing in Lord Dilhorne, a former Conservative
Lord Chancellor, who was to become a leading opponent of Stansted in
the Lords while working élosely with the Stansted Working l’a.rty.1 Also
the activities of Lord Butler, the former MP for Saffron Walden, who
wrote to The Times and spoke in the Lords against the development

of the airport, gave the local pressure groups powerful and influential

support.

THE AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE LOCAL PRESSURE GROUPS

The overall objective, which the local pressure groups adopted
from their different positions, was to prevent the development of Stan-
sted as the Third London Airport. NWEEHPA had been formed
specifically to fight the airport proposals, while the Councils adopted
this objective after considering the probable effects of the airport upon
their responsibilities and policies. This overall objective was adopted
in response to Government intentions to develop Stansted as the Third

1. Interviews.




London Airport. The nature of their overall objective, which was one
of protest against the Government's intentions and actions, made pres-
sure group activity in this case a response to Government actions and
decision-making. This meant that Government actions and decision-
making were a major determining influence upon the nature of pressure

group activity undertaken at the different stages of the controversy.

ATTITUDES OF THE LOCAL PRESSURE GROUPS

The attitudes of the local pressure groups affected their behaviour
in the controversy. Their attitudes were developed in response to other
actors and influences. The initial and major influences on the attitudes -
of the local pressure groups were the Ministry of Ayiation and the
Government with their proposals and decisions, and the decision-making
process as it operated in this case. The Councils, especially the Essex
County Council, also developed their attitudes to this issue out of their
experience and responsibilities as local government authorities. Their
attitudes also developed in response to ideas put forward by other groups
and individuals including their expert advisers. They developed under-
lying attitudes towards the issue involved in the location of the site for
the Third London Airport and towards decision-making in this case.
These attitudes served as the reference point against which they judged
Government proposals and decisions throughout the controversy and
determined their own actions in responsé to these Government proposals

and decisions. Their attitudes were reinforced as they responded to
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events and the actions of other actors. The result of this was that
in the end all the local pressure groups, including those which had
not been strongly opposed in the beginning, ultimately became very
strongly opposed to the development of Stansted as the Third London
Airport without the fullest possible investigation into the whole issue.

Their behaviour was affected by their attitude towards the issue of the

" Third London Airport, towards decision-making as it was undertaken

in this case and also to a much lesser degree by their attitudes to
pressure group activity by themselves.

.. Their attitudes to these different points were similar though not
exactly the same because of the different positions from which they
approached the controversy. But their approach was for the most
part t(; define and develop their attitudes upon the issue in terms of
the national interest rather than purely in terms of the local interest,
even when the issue was primarily one of the particular site of Stan-
sted. By considering the issue as one of national rather than local
concern, they were able to fight the proposals within a framework of
arguments based upon the national context rather than the local one.
In this way, the attitudes which they developed were a contributory
factor to their success bécause by viewing the issue in national rather
than local terms they were able to challenge the Government on its
own ground as the supposed representative of the national interest.
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a) Atitudes towards the issue of the Third London Airport

The natural reaction of the loéal people around Stansted to the
prospect that a major international airport would be built in their midst
and that their way of life in this rural area destroyed was .to wish that
it would be placed somewhere else so that they could be left in peace
and quiet.1 This emotional reaction, which consisted of opposition to
the destruction of their way of life and to the intolerable noise which
they would suffer, provided the stimulus for the formation of the local

groups which were to become part of NWEE]-IPA,2

and provided
throughout the controversy the basic attitudes of NWEEHPA's supporters
in the affected district to the question of the development of the airport.
This protest by people of this rural area who wanted to preserve their
way of life and conserve the essential rural character of the district
provided axi essential ingredient and underpinning to the regional nature

of the opposition to the airport.

1. The most affected area immediately around the airport was a rural
area. But other urban and semi-urban areas such as Bishop's Stortford
and Harlow would also be severely affected. The protest was therefore
not entirely one of rural area even though this rural area provided the
backbone of the NWEEHPA organization.

2, The people of Takeley thought "that the proposed development of
Stansted as the Third London Airport is totally unacceptable, and the
Ministry is urged to initiate urgent research to find an acceptable
alternative." Braintree, Witham, Dunmow Herald, 5 August, 1964.
The villagers of Great ﬁingbury were opposed to the development
because "it entirely ignores the interests of the people who have
chosen to make their homes in the area; and entails the loss of a
large area of the most fertile land in the country merely to suit the
convenience of the travelling public whose needs would be served just
as well by an airport in a less productive area elsewhere and where
fewer people would be adversely affected." ‘Herts and Essex Observer,

14 August, 1964,
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This emotional reaction, which was one of "No to Stansted",
was an important ingredient in NWEEHPA's attitudes and its local

appeal. But this was only a part of the attitudes of NWEEHPA's
leadership who also, partly because of its nationai connections, saw
the issue in national terms. ! They demanded that if there had to be
an airport at Stansted then they had to be shown fairly that their sacri-
fice was necessary. "The Association does not say: Put the airport
anywhere as long as it is not on top of us. It does say: The airport
policy chosen must be demonstyated to be right if sacrifices are to be
called for in the national interest. "2_ The question was not a purely
local one but rather a national one which had to be properly considered
in that context before Stansted was developed because "the siting of an
international airport in a small country such as ours, bearing in mind
the intolerable inconveniences involved is not a local or even a county

matter, but a national problem. n3

1. The local reaction which wanted to preserve the local countryside
was -also paralleled at the national level where in Britain land use
and preservation of the countryside have been matters of national
concern because of the shortage of land in Britain. -This shortage
provided a major reason for the strict town and country planning

and -development procedures that have been adopted since the Second
World War, and in the operation of which the County Councils play
an important role. This meant that there was a tie between local
feelings in this case and national needs which were recognized even
by the Government who wanted to preserve green belts and country-
side around the major conurbations such as London. The Stansted
area. provided one of the few remaining areas of open countryside
around London. The policy adopted by the local councils, with Govern-
ment approval and indeed encouragement, was to preserve the essential
rural character of this area.

2. NWEEHPA, The Stansted Black Book, op. cit., Frontispiece.
3. Herts and Essex Observer, 28 August, 1964.
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NWEEHPA's leaders very early adopted the attitude that Stansted
was not a problem which could be considered in isolation, but one that
should be considered in the context of the overall need for airports
and other problems such as noise effects upon the local inhabitants,
the problems of agriculture and of planning. Aviation considerations
were only a few of the problems that had to be taken into account
rather than the determining factors. This basic attitude which pre-
vailed throughout the controversy was that Stansted had to be considered
in the context of an overall investigation into the question. There had
to be a full and fair inquiry in which they had had full opportunity to
put their case against the airport at Stansted. If it could be shown
in a full and fair inquiry that Stansted was the best possible site over-
all for the airport, it would have to be accepted in spite of the adverse
local effects that it involved.1 It i8 against these overall criteria:that
they responded to the Ministry and Government proposals and decisions.
Their response was critical, indeed hostile, because their criteria
were not met by the Government in its approach to the que:stinn.2

The County Councils became involved in the issue as major

local government units which had planning responsibilities for the
affected area, Both County Councils eventually came to adopt positions g
which were essentially the same as NWEEHPA. The Essex County

Council were opposed to the development of the airport because they

1. Interviews.
2. Herts and Essex Observer, 2 June, 1967; Harlow Citizen, 23 June,

llagﬁlge’ Dail; Teleir_aé 12 May, 1987; .- Herts and Essex Observer,
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considered the problem to be one largely of town and country planning
rather than one of aviation. The airport had obviously to be located
upon a site that was suitable on aviation grounds for an airport. But
once that had been determined, the actual location of the site should
be determined and decided by full consideration of all the possible
alternatives in relation to questions of town and country planning, noise,
loss- of agricultural land and loss of amenity.l Their attitude to the
development of Stansted was critical because its development would

cut across their plans for the area. It would introduce development

into an area which the County's plan intended to preserve as a rural

and 'green' area. This plan had been approved by the Government.
Unlike the Inter-Departmental Committee they did not consider the

area as suitable for large scale development nor did they think it
should be develomed.2 But if it could be proved in an open and thor-
ough investigation or inquiry that Stansted was the best site in spite

of its numerous disadvantages then grounds of national necessity would
override regional and local considerations. Because the Government
did not show in its proposals that there were overriding national grounds
for locating the airport at Stansted, the Essex County Council were
critical of all proposals and decisions relating to Stansted, 3

1. Interview (Mr. J.S. Mills).
2. bid.

3. Interview (Mr. J.S. Mills); Herts and Essex Observer, 9 February,
1068; Evening Standard, 5 February, 1968.
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Hertfordshire at first seemed prepared to accept the airport.
Then they developed a position opposed to the airport which was at
first based upon a narrow local approach to the issue. This was based
upon opposition to the adverse noise effects that the country would
suffer. This provided their grounds for opposition to the airport at
the public inquiry. It was not until after the Government decision
that their attitudes to the issue came into line with those of NWEEHPA
and the Essex County Council. They were then opposed to the airport
upon grounds of town and country planning as well as noise. In the
final phases of the controversy they were therefore looking at the
issue in national terms as well as purely local ones. 1

Again the attitudes of the local Councils were similar. They -
wanted the issue to be fully investigated and all the aspects of the
question to be considered. But their attitudes and approach had more
emphasis upon the local aspects and local problems because they had
responsibilities in the affected area and were a spokesman of the local
interest. They were concerned with the problems of noise, agricultural
land loss, local amenities and living conditions. They were opposed to
the airport proposals and decisions because they would be adversely

affected by its developmenl:.2

1. Hertfordshire Mercury, 2 June, 1967; ibid., 1 December, 1967;
and Herts and Essex Obeerver, 1 December, 1967.

2. E.g., Dunmow.Interview (Mr. A.J. Little).
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b) Attitudes towards decision-making in this case

The attitudes of the local pressure groups to the decision-
making process in this case contributed to and stimulated pressure
group activity particularly in the later phases of the controversy.
Their attitudes to decision-making in this case were one of the major
ingredients in their determined political campaign against the Govern-
ment decision for Stansted. Attitudes to decision-making were also
important because they formed a major factor in the conversion of
the Councils from public authorities into public authority local/national
pressure groups,who campaigned for a new inquiry'into this issue.

Inside NWEEHPA, there had always been a great deal of latent
hostility and mistrust of the Government decision-making and decision-
makers.! But this did not appear upon the surface until after the
Government decision for Stansted, when this hostility and suspicion
was a basic ingredient of the attitudes displayed by NWEEHPA. Feeling
inside NWEEHPA was suspicious towards decision-makers because it
was _[elt that the officials wanted Stansted as the airport regardless of

the objections of the local people.2 These latent suspicions seemed

1. This seems to suggest that there is perhaps considerable suspicion
of the central government bureaucracy in Britain, and certainly more than
is . commonly supposed. Whether this is a rural or a regional type
of phenomenon in Britain would need further investigation involving
other areas of Britain. But again it is interesting to see discontent
in a prosperous area in a centrally located (in relation to the seat
of government) part of Britain and not just in the outlying parts of
Britain such as Scotland and Wales.

2. Harlow Citizen, 18 September, 1964.
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to be confirmed when the Government made its decision for Stansted

in spite of the recommendations of their own Inspector. They felt

that the Government was acting upon expediency, and the desires of

groups such as BAA seemed to have been allowed to dictate the decision

for the Government. They were angry because they considered that in

this process they had been cheated by the Government. ! They con-

sidered that the decision,and the procedure used for reaching it, were

unjust and unfair. The Government had set up an inquiry and had said

that they would abide by the results of the inquiry. But they did not

do so ﬁhen the inquiry went against them. 2
Therefore for NWEEHPA, the issue had become one of 'demo-

cratic methods' of decision-making as well as one of the site for the

new airport.3 Indeed, the procedure adopted made a complete farce

of democratic methods because "the Government clearly seems to have

decided on Stansted in advance whatever the arguments against it, "4

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 2 June, 1967.

2. NWEEHPA leaflet 'Stansted still makes headlines'. Dunmow: May
1967, There were different interpretations of the position and status
of the Stansted Public Inquiry on the part of NWEEHPA and the Gov-
ernment. This added to the bitterness of NWEEHPA over the issue.
They saw the inquiry as an umpire who would judge between the two
cases. The Government though only saw the inquiry as one of advis-
ing the Government of the local objections. In fact, the Government
were correct on legal grounds in maintaining this position. This did,
on the other hand, go against the spirit of their assurances of a full
and fair inquiry and their promises to fully consider the local objec-
tions. They caused themselves unnecessary political trouble by going
against the spirit, if not the letter, of their assurances.

3. NWEEHPA, The Stansted Black Book, op. cit., p. 3.
4. Daily Telegraph, 15 May, 1967.
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The realignment proposals made a complete mockery of the procedure
of the public inquiry because these proposals involved an airport with
two pairs of parallel runways on a different alignment from those
presented to the public inquiry.l They were so suspicious of decision-
making that they considered an independent inquiry or a Royal Commis-
sion was needed to gain a fair and impartial assessment of all the
issues involved. If it was a full and fair inquiry in which all the
issues were considered, they would accept the outcome of it, if the

Ministry agreed to do the sa.me.2

On these terms they accepted the
terms of reference for the Roskill Commission.

- The attitu@es of the Councils were not hostile in the same way
as those of NWEEHPA because they were public authorities which had
to make public decisions of their own. But they were critical and
angry over the decision to develop Stansted and were determined that
it should be reversed. The whole approach to making a decision in
this case was considered inadequate because from the beginning issues
which concerned them,such as planning or the character of the area,
were not weighed against the aviation considerations which seemed to
have been predominant. They were angry over the decision because
they did not like the way the decision had emerged out of a private
mvi;w inside the Government,in which none of the objectors had a

chance to put forth their point of view on the new evidence. Therefore

1. Harlow Citizen, 17 November, 1967.
2. Saffron Walden Weekly News, 1 March, 1968.
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they considered that a new inquiry was needed so that all the issues
local and national could be investigated so that the best available
site should be chosen.

c) Attitudes towards pressure group activity by the local pressure groups
| The attitudes to their own pressure group activity did not serve
to limit the activity of NWEEHPA, but were a limiting factor upon the
activities undertaken by the Councils. NWEEHPA was determined to
undertake opposition to the airport by every means available to it within
the law. For instance, their opposition would not go as far as blocking
or sabotaging the construction of the airport, once the decision had
legally been taken to proceed. The Councils also had this outer limit
of bounds of the law upon their activity. But they also had other
limitations which they placed upon themselves as public authorities.
They would not undertake pressure group activity' that would conflict
with their responsibilities as public authorities and as representatives
of all their residents. For this reason,they did not seek to become
embroiled in the local debate in a partisan manner but rather tried
to act as public authorities concerned about the effects of the airport
rather than as a representative of one section of the local interest.
They adopted the political campaign and Parliament as a channel of
influence because they felt strongly that the Government was wrong and
that the only ways open to them to put their views were by becoming
pressure groups and using channels other than their normal channels




which seemed to be closed in this case.

But as pressure groups they seemed to feel that their activity
should be limited to putting their views in a concerted manner to MPs
and Peers, rather than seeking public support through the use of mass
public opinion. The Councils seemed to feel that they could not cam-
paign as the representative of a particular section as their task as a
public authority was to be concerned with the whole of the local com-
munity, and especially if that meant spending the ratepayers' money.
Rather they restricted themselves as part of the overall campaign to

putting a case based upon the Councils' concerns as a public body.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE STANSTED CONTROVERSY : INFLUENCE EXERTED AND
" PRESSURE APPLIED (1) MARCH 1964 - MAY 1967

The focus of attention in this and the following chapter will be
upon the exercise of influence and the exertion of pressure by the local
pressure groups during the different stages of the controversy. This
will involve an examination of their strategy and tactics. In addition,
the ways, means and weapons which they used to exert influence in
and pressure upon the targets and the channels of influence will be
examined. !

This will also involve a discussion of two external environ-
mental factors, so far undiscussed, which are closely tied into the
process of exerting influence and pressure. These two factors are
the situation inside the particular channel of influence and the reactions
in or by the particular channel of influence to pressure and influence.

Strategy refers to the decisions, explicit or implicit, that the local

pressure groups took about how to achieve their overall aims of pre-

1. In this case, the local pressure groups did not use all the channels
of influence which were outlined in the framework presented in Chap-
ter 2 (see above). At different stages of the controversy, they used
the Administration, Parliament, Specialized Public Opinion, Mass
Public Opinion and made the Executive the prime target of influence.
For convenience, the two inquiries, which were vitally important focal
points for pressure group action at their respective stages of the
controversy, will be treated separately, even though they could be seen
as part of the administrative process in this case.
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venting the development of Stansted as the Third London Aimﬁ.
These included decisions about which channels of influence needed to
be used and how they should be used. These stfategic decisions pro-
vided the general framework within which they approached the problem
of exerting influence and pressure. Once these decisions had been
taken, and within the strategic framework which they set, tactical
decisions were taken by the leadership of the local pressure groups
about the exercise of influence and pressure in and on the channels of

influence, including decisions in response to the actions and activities

'of other actors in the controversy.

The overall objective of the local pressure groups, which was
to prevent the development of Stansted as the Third London Airport,
was adopted in response to the Government intention and later decision
to develop it. The pressure group activity which they undertook was
essentially a response to the Government and Government decision-
making because its nature was that of opposition and protest against
the intentions and decisions of the Government and its Ministries to
develop the airport. As a result, and because decision-making had
to be undertaken in different stages, which confronted the local pressure
groups with different situations, they had no overall strategy which
applied throughout the controversy. They had to adopt new strategies
of influence to meet these changing situations if they were to achieve
their overall objectives. Their ability to change their strategy to fit
the different situations,which they faced was a major factor, which
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contributed to their ultimate success in preventing the development
of Stansted. |

STRATEGY 1964-1966

The controversy had begun in the first place because the Minis-
try of Aviation intended to develop Stansted into the Third London Air-
port, in response to which NWEEHPA was formed and the Councils
became concerned about the question. The situation, which they then
faced, was a normal part of the céntral government decision-making
process, where planning and development questions and projects were
involved. The Ministry of Aviation had put forward proposals for the
development of the airport, and then was seeking local opinions and
comments on the proposal through a public inquiry and through con-
sultations with the Councils. The local people and the Councils were
faced with the prospect of the development of the airport which would
greatly affect their locality, and ﬁe opportunity to make their feelings
known through consultations between central and local government and
through a public inquiry. They knew that once these had been com-
pleted, the Government would reach a final decision which would con-
ffrm Stansted as the choice unless strong arguments and objections
against it had been put forward. This phase was one in which it
seemed that the decision-making process could be influenced merely
by the presentation of strong arguments against the proposals; they
were tentative proposals about which the Government had promised
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not to make a final decision until it had carefully considered and
weighed the results of and evidence presented at a full and fair public
inquiry.

NWEEHPA's leaders from the formation of the organization
saw the public inquiry as the key means through which to convince
the Government that Stansted was an unsuitable site for the airport.
The use of the public inquiry was the cornerstone of NWEEHPA's
strategy of influence during this phase. This strategy for NWEEHPA
involved preparing for and presenting its case to the public inquiry,
while at the same time mobilizing loéal people to support its organiza-
tion and to work to enable it to gain the resources which it needed to
present the technical case at the public inquiry. This involved raising
& 25,000 that would allow it to create the full time secretariat which
it needed, and to hire top lawyers and experts to prepare and present
its case at the public inquiry.l The strategy was based upon the re-
cognition that only thmugh a strong technical case could ‘it. hope to
succeed in convincing the public inquiry and hence the Government that
the case for Stansted was wrong.z This meant that its case had to
be well organized because "it is no good going along to the public in-
quiry when it comes off with a lot of jumbled facts. We have got to

n3

have a firm case to argue."” Considerable emphasis was therefore

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 21 August, 1964.

3. Herts and Essex Observer, 21 August, 1964
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placed upon the careful preparation of the technical case because "if
our case is to be fought constructively it is of paramount importance
that the whole of the wide technical aspects of the problem should be
studied by experts, who will not only produce concrete evidence and
facts for our legal advisers, but also give evidence at the inquiry. l

The Essex County Council was also to adopt a strategy during
this phase which was centered upon the public inqﬁiry as the key means
through which to convince the Government that the choice of Stansted
was unsuitable, They adopted this approach, rather than continue
consultations with the Ministry, as the means of influencing the Govern-
ment because only through the public inquiry could they set out in the
open their full case against the airport, and because the consultations .
would only have yielded modifications in a scheme to which they were
firmly opposed in its entirety. Their strategy involved their deploying
the Council's resources of finance, technical information and experts
to prepare and present a case against Stansted at the public inquiry.

The strategy adopted by Hertfordshire County Council was some-
what different because they were less directly affected than Essex. In
fact, no clear overall strategy, involving opposition to the airport,emerged
until just before the opening of the public inquiry. Initially they
seemed prepared to accept the development of the airport if the Govern-
ment would align the runways of the airport in such a way that made

1. Braintree and Witham Times, 26 March, 1965.
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the noise effect upon Hertfordshire minimal, Their initial strategy,
therefore, was one of trying to persuade the Ministry of Aviation to
change the proposed alignment of the runways through negotiations and
consultations. But when these talks failed to pro;iuce the hoped for
reshlts and their noise consultants reported serious noise implications -
for the locality, they changed their strategy, and from November 1965
were opposed to the airport and centered their activity upon convincing
the Government, through the public inquiry, of the serious adverse effects
it would have upon their area.

A clear overall strategy on the part of the llocal Councils was
only slowly developed. They recognized the public inquiry, rather
than consultations with the Ministry, as the means through which to
try to convince the Government that Stansted was an unsuitable site.
The problem for the :Jocal Councils was how to use this means. There
were some abortive attempts to reach agreement upon preparing and
presenting a co-ordinated case from the local Councils, but these
failed. Some councils did not feel the need to undertake any action
as they were not directly affected, while others felt that a co-ordinated
case would not allow them to pmsént their own particular problems
for consideration at the public inquiry. In the end, some !local Councils
such as Epping and Ongar RDC, Harlow UDC and Braughing RDC assoc-
iated themselves with the cases of their respective county councils,
while other councils such as Dunmow RDC, Saffron Walden RDC and
Borough Council jointly, Sawbridgeworth UDC and Bishop's Stortford
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UDC presented their own objections to the public inquiry.‘

Essentially therefore, the strategy adopted at this stage of the
controversy was to influence the Executive, which became their prime
target of influence, through the public inquirf which the Government
- had promised the local pressure groups. They adopted this strategy
rather than one which involved trying to influence the Executive directly
or putting pressure upon the Executive through the use of public opinion
or Parliament, At this stage the strategy they idopted was a narrow
one related to the nature of the Government decision-making with which
they were then confronted. Great emphasis was placed upon the public
inquiry because they had to succeed in convincing the public inquiry
that Stansted was not the right site for the airport if they were to
~ have any chance of achievmg their overall objective of preventing its

development.

THE USE OF THE CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE AND TACTICAL
DECISIONS +61964-1966

Their use of the channels of influence revolved around their

strategy of using the public inquiry as the primary channel through
which to influence the Government. Their use of the other channels
of influence in this phase was directed to aiding and strengthening
their position so that they could use the public inquiry more effec-
tively. Their activities and tactical decisions were concerned with
establishing or organizing themselves so that they could prepare and
present their case against Stansted to the public inquiry. Their
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preparations for the public inquiry were concerned with obtaining as
many details as possible about the Ministry of Aviation's plans for

the development of the airport and of the Government's plans for the
development of the surrounding areas, and about the implications of
these developments for the locality and their own interests and respon-
sibilities. This process of preparation also included an attempt to
influence the Government decisions about the exact nature of the public
inquiry to be held.

) Mass Public Opinion’
NWEEHPA used and influenced local mass public opinion because

their success, as opponents of the airport proposals depended in part

1. The local pressure groups did not use Mational Mass ‘public ‘Opinion
as a channel of influence during this period because its use could not
help them achieve their aims in relation to the public inquiry, as the
outcome of it would be determined by technical arguments and evidence
rather than by securing publicity and support for opposition to the
Ministry proposals. The support of national mass public opinion
would have added nothing to the position of the local pressure groups
because they were operating at this point in the administrative process,
of which the public inquiry was a part, rather than the political arena,
where national mass public opinion might have been one of the forces
" to mobilize to pressure the political decision-makers. Nor could
national mass public opinion help create the local organization which
NWEEHPA needed. Local mass public opinion was also not used by
the Councils as a channel of influence because, although they needed
to be responsive to local concerns and needs, they could speak with
authority as they were established public authorities whose views
needed to be taken into account, and indeed their views were sought
" by decision-makers in this case. Because they were Public Author-
ities, they were reluctant to become embroiled in a partisan manner
in the local debate over the airport question, as they wanted to take
a stand as the representative of the local interest as a whole rather
than as the spokesman of one section of the local interest. They were
also reluctant to use local mass public opinion because they were not
acting as pressure groups at this stage, but rather carrying out the
normal function of Councils in putting their views upon the issues in-
volved in and on the implications of the airport development.




223

upon their ability to mobilize most of the local people who were op-
posed to the airport. This support was needed to create and build

up their organization into an effective protest pressure group. By
mobilizing thevlocal_ people they could create the resources, especially
financial oneé, which they needed to assemble the technical case which
they intended to present to the public inquiry. In addition, they needed
local support to enable NWEEHPA to speak with authority as a repre-
sentative of local public opinion, and if their views and case were to
be given weight by the decision-makers in the making of the final
decision upon the site. NWEEHPA, therefore, influenced and used
local public opinion to create and extend its organization in the townms,
villages and parishes of the affected district surrounding the proposed
airport. They mobilized those already opposed to the airport into
active supporters and converted the waverers into active ones. This
was done by publicizing the aims and existence of NWEEHPA and by
showing local people that they had a way of opposing the airport which
offered the best chance of preventing the development of Stansted as
the new London Airport. For the waverers and doubters, they pointed
to the serious- adverse consequences for the area that would follow from
the development of Stansted as an international airport. In seeking to
mobilize local public opinion, NWEEHPA was able to capitalize upon
the nature of the community in which it was operating., In the rural
area around Stansted, individuals had close contact with each other
and a great sense of community. These served to help NWEEHPA in




224

its efforts to mobilize local public opinion because this close contact
between individuals meant that much could be done in each village in

the ordinary course of village life. 1

The local sehse of community
and the threat that the proposed airport posed to the way of life of
this community gave the local people, at least in the most affected
areas, strong reasons for backing NWEEHPA's efforts to prevent the
development of Stansted. This basic opposition to the airport made
NWEEHPA's task of mobilizing local public opinion to fight the airport
relatively easy. These informal processes of communication between
individuals in the community, though impossible to document, were,
given the nature of this rural community, more important for mobiliz-
ing local people than most of the more formal means used. Indeed,
the Thaxted Anti-Airport Committee urged their supporters to use their
contacts to mobilize other individuals. They urged their supporters to
help by going "on talking and talking to everybody about it. n2

During these years, NWEEHPA was to become an integral part
of the community in the same way as many other groups were. The
public meeting provided another important more formal means whereby
the NWEEHPA organization was created and expanded with the formation
of local anti-airport groups. In this period, meetings were held in
many towns, villages and parishes to discuss the effects of the pro-

rd

1. Interviews.

2. Airport Opposition Committee (Thaxted). A leaflet issued by the
Thaxted Anti-Airport Committee in early 1965,

e 2
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posed development of the airport upon that particular area. Represen-
tatives of NWEEHPA attended these meetings, and put NWEEHPA's
point of view on the issue and its implications for the area. They
outlined the way in which NWEEHPA proposed to fight the proposals
and suggested how that group of people could fight them. These sug-
gestions usually revolved around the formation of an anti-airport com-
mittee in the area concerned, which should join with other local anti-
airport groups and NWEEHPA in fighting the proposals. Many of the
local anti-airport groups were formed at these meetings.1 Sometimes
the formation of the local anti-airport group was proposed by a member
of NWEEHPA,2 but usually it was someone then unconnected with
NWEEHPA who proposed that the meeting form its anti-airport commit-

tee.d

These meetings were also a means of reaching a wider audience -

than that attending the meeting because these meetings were reported in
the local press. This helped create a momentum behind the formation
of the local NWEEHPA groups and the protest against the airport,which

1. Some of the larger meetings were at:- Takeley,Herts and Essex
Observer, 28 August, 1964.; Dunmow ,ibid., 18 September, 1964 ;
Thaxted, ibid., 30 October, 1964:; Harlow, Harlow Citizen, 27 Nov-
ember, 1064; Stansted, (Herts and Essex Observer, 19 February,
1965; Sheering,:Harlow Gazette, 19 March, 1965; and Much Hadham,
(Hertfordshire Mercury, 12 November, 1965!.

2. For example, Mr, M. Herbert, a member of NWEEHPA's executive,
proposed the resolution at the Dunmow Parish Meeting that it should
form an anti-airport group. Herts and Essex Observer, 18 September,
1964,}

3. Interview (Mr. John Lukies).

?




AT R NS SR AR v

encouraged the formation of further groups opposed to the airport in
other villages.  This momentum was created and sustalnéd through
other means besides public meetings and press reports. Sir Roger
Hawkey, a co-chairman of NWEEHPA, appealed directly for local sup-

'port through the letters to the Editor Column of the Herts and Essex

Observer.1 In addition, other modes of publicity were used. These
included adverts in the local papers and the distribution of posters,

stickers and leaflets throughout the area to individuals and other groups. 2

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 28 August, 1964, The Hérts and Essex
Observer is the most widely distributed local newspaper in the affected
area around the airport.

2, Their adverts were placed in the papers to inform the local public
how and where to contact NWEEHPA rather than to educate them

about NWEEHPA's case or the consequences of the airport for the
area, These served to mobilize those opposed to the airport by invit-
ing them to specific meetings, such as the one in Dunmow in September
1964 ;Herts and Essex Observer, 11 September, 1964 or the one in
Saffron Walden In April 1965 ,'Saffron Walden Weekley News, 23 April,
1965'. In addition, a full List of Secretaries of the local groups was
advertised, Herts and Essex Observer, 19 February, 1965'. The
posters and stickers were distributed to stress that the area would be
affected by noise and to show the amount of support that the airport
opponents had in the area through a display of posters and stickers

on houses and cars. Their major poster emphasized the noise impact
upon the area by showing a woman clutching her ears as a giant jet
aircraft is flying overhead with the slogan "THIS COULD BE YOU. No
more Inland Airports. People before Planes", NWEEHPA Files'. Their
leaflets, which were distributed to other groups and individuals in the
area, were used to gain the support of uncommitted individuals and
groups by outlining what NWEEHPA considered to be the disastrous
consequences of the airport for the district. They also outlined how
NWEEHPA was fighting the airport proposals and how individuals and
groups could support its efforts. Leaflets were also produced by some
of the NWEEHPA local groups, for instance the Dunmow Preservation
Association and the Thaxted Anti-Airport Committee, as part of their

fund-raising campaigns.
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Using these means, they were able to appeal successfully for
local public support. By the time of the public inquiry, they had
created an organization which was based upon 40 village, town and
parish groups representing 13,300 people in this area, together with
30 other associated groups. Through this organization, which was
created upon the basis of an appeal to the local public, they were
able to obtain the financial and technical resources that they needed
to oppose the airport. In fact, NWEEHPA used local public opinion,
by appealing for support on the basis of local feelings on matters such
as lnoise, wé.y of life, and the character of the district,to create an

organization which channeled this emotional opposition into a construc-

tive technical case before the public inquiry. The use of this channel |
of influence was essential to NWEEHPA because its use provided them ,i
with the key underpinning, in the form of local public support, which
they needed to be able to successfully present a case to the public
inquiry.

NWEEHPA's appeal for local public support was mostly based
upon an appeal to local feelings and emotions about their way of life
in and the character of the district and also to the interests of local
people. NWEEHPA emphasized very strongly that the airport would
have a very considerable adverse effect upon their lives and upon the
character of the district such that their way of life would be destroyed,
and life in the area made intolerable without there being any compen-
sating advantages or benefits for the local people. In fact, this point
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provided the major argument of NWEEHPA's approach to the local
public. They stressed that the project was an enormous one because
"if the recommendations of the Ministry of Aviation are carried into
effect, we shall have in our midst in ten years a vast international
airport, handling 64 planes an hour with no restrictions on noise, or

" indeed anything else. Alongside it, to house the army of airport work-
ers, there is to be a New Town of 100,000 people, which might stretch
from Stansted almost to Thaxted.”> The area would become one of
intolerable noise day and night beéause "if the east-west runways

which have been mentioned are ever built, Stortford and Dunmow could
be in the direct line of giant jets landing and taking off — one a minute,
all night as well as all day. "2 Thig intolerable noise area might
stretch from Thaxted to Sawbridgeworth and from Puckeridge to Steb-
bing. The noise impact upon the area provided an effective argument,
with which to convince people that the airport would disrupt their lives,
because they were able tq point to the effects that they were suffering
from the then limited number of overflying aircraft which were using
the airport. They could then leavg it to people's imagination to judge
the disruption and hardship that they would suffer from an unlimited
use of an expanded airport. As a result, this aspect of the problem
provided a major theme in the speeches of NWEEHPA's leaders and

1. The Threat is the Airport. A leaflet distributed by NWEEHPA in
late 1964,

2. .
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in its publicity literature. :

The adverse effect of an airport and its associated develop-
ments upon the character and mode of life in the area provided amother
major theme of the attack upon the airport. For example, Sir Roger-
Hawkey, §peakmg at Felsted, pointed to the fact that the airport would
change the mode of life-of the area and would make places such as
Felsted part of "a semi urban sprawl," and this development would
bring multiple chain stores and bingo halls without bringing prosperity
to local businesses or local people.2 All that the airport would bring
to the area was the destruction of their way of life. "For Dunmow
this is a moment of decision! We are threatened with an airport on
our doorstep which would destroy the Dunmow we all know, the Dunmow
which is our town, the Dunmow we all love .... Dunmow is an ancient
agricultural town which grew out of the prosperity of the surrounding
countryside. Destroy that countryside and Dunmow is itself destroyed,
for the town depends upon it not just for its livelihood but for its very
character, "3

The implication was therefore that the airport needed to be
opposed if the decent and tolerable life that then existed in the area
was to be preserved. But not only this, they were threatened with

1. For example, Mr. John Lukies at Harlow, November 1964, Harlow
Citizen, 27 November, 1964,

2. Braintree and Witham Times, 27 November, 1964. This point was
also a major theme in Mr. Herbert's speech at the Dunmow Parish
Meeting in September 1964. See the Herts and Essex Observer,

18 September, 1964.

3. Great Dunmow Preservation Society to All who live or work in
Dunmow. A leaflet distributed in Dunmow during December 1964.
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the destruction of their way of life in this rural area without their
gaining any compensation or benefits in return. Those whose homes
would be demolished would receive compensation for that loss.. The -
vast majority of local residents whose homes would not be demolished
but who would suffer from ‘planning blight' and from noise, once the
airport was operational, would receive no compensation on account of -
the hardship that they'would suffer. Indeed, existing legislation did
not provide for such compensation and none was enviséged to enable
compensation to be provided on these grounds.l Nor would there be
any benefit for local businessmen and local traders because the big
chain stores would move in and force the small businessman and
trader out of business. "As for local traders, with perhaps a few
exceptions, optimistic ide;.as of doubled turnover etc. are just pipe-
dreams. New airport means new town. New town means Big Busi-
ness moves in and small Traders squeezed out. 2

 But they were most anxious in attemptlng‘ to gain support to
show people that the fight was not lost,as it was still possible for
them to oppose the proposals. The Government had not made a final
decision on the lsite and would not do so until after a public inquiry.
"There is a widespread but wholly wrong impression that the airport

1. The Threat is the Airport. Op. cit.

2. NWEEHPA : One Year Later. July 1965. This was an appeal to

a particular section of the local community, which was a source of

financial support and which could be persuaded to support NWEEHPA
as its particular position would be seriously affected.
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proposals have already had Government approval, and that they are
therefore so much in the national interest that they must in loyalty

be accepted. Mr. R.A. Butler, the Member for Saffron Walden,
assures us ihat this is not the case. The recommendations are those

of the Ministry of Aviation only : they have not even been considered

i e R i

by the Cabinet, and they are therefore susceptible to change, or even

to outright rejection, Ministry cases sometimes fail — remember

Crichel Down!"* Recalling Crichel Down, on another occasion, Sir

Roger Hawkey stressed that Governments had beeﬁ defeated before,

and could be again. "... such proposals can be defeated and let us
not forget the case of -Crichel Down, when one young man defeated the
whole might of a government to safeguard his home and land, a victory
which, in fact, brought the resignation of a Minister of the Crown. 2
It was worth fighting these proposals at the public inquiry because its
outcome was not a 'foregone conclusion] as they had assurances that

the public inquiry would be a full and fair one.3

But in order to fight these proposals it was necessary to produce
a strong technical case because "experience demonstr;.xtes that displays
of sentiment or emotion carry little weight with the Inspector at a
Public Enquiry. A sound and reasonable technical case, presented

1. NWEEHPA: Circular, August 1964, ;
2. Herts and Essex Observer, 28 August, 1964.

3. North West Essex Preservation Association. A leaflet distributed
by NWEEHPA early in 1965.
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ably and vigorously, - sometimes does.”! " This, they intended to pro-
vide through the use of technical experts, legal advisers; and a full
time secretariat. But to do this, they needed the support of people
in the area. "We are fighting the Stansted Airport proposals to keep
your home and your countryside a peaceful place in which to live.

Without your financial support we are powerless. You must help. 2

b) The Executive

At this stage of the controversy the Executive was the prime
target of influence of the local pressure groups. The strategy which
they had adopted was to influence the Executive indirectly through the
public inquiry. In fact, they made no attempt to influence the Execu-
tive directly on the question of the location of the airport because they
had been assured of a full and fair public inquiry, and because there
were few decisions to be taken by the Cabinet or Ministers on this
issue until the results of the public inquiry had been examined.

On the tactical level, though, they sought in their few discus-
sions and contacts with the Executive at this stage to influence the
Government decisions on the terms of reference of the public inquiry.
They were concerned about these because decisions relating to the
terms of reference would affect considerably their ability to oppose
the airport proposals and the type of case which they could present

1. NWEEHPA : Circular, August 1964.
2. North West Essex Preservation Association. Op. cit.
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against them. With the experience of the Gatwick Public Inquiry in
mind, Essex County Council and NWEEHPA, who were the major
objectors, sogght wide terms of reference for thé public inquiry so
that they could gain the widest possible freedom to show that Stansted
was wrong on national as well as local grounds.l

In the autumn of 1985, a joint delegation from NWEEHPA and
the Essex County Council visited the Minister of Aviation to discuss
the terms of reference of the public inquiry when he was about to
decide them. This delegation stressed the importance of allowing ob-
jectors a full opportunity of making their case against the airport
without being restricted by the terms of reference of the inquii'y, and
in particular they wanted to be able to question the assumptions upon
which Stansted had been chosen, including the question of the timing
of the need for the airport, and not merely to be able to present local
objections to the particular site and proposals for Sl:a,nsted.z In addi-
tion, they wanted to be able to put forward alternative sites for con-
sideration. They again sought assurances that the inquiry was going
to be a full and fair one, the results of which would be carefully con-
sidered by the Government in making the final decision on Stansted.

Their efforts to secure the widest possible terms of reference

1. Interviews. The local pressure groups wanted to avoid the situation
which had occurred at the Gatwick Public Inquiry where the limited
terms of reference had curtailed the ability of the opponents of that
airport to present a case against it on anything but the most local
grounds.

2. Harlow Gazette, 17 September, 1965.
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were partially successful, because unlike the rules for the Gatwick
Inquiry, they were to be allowed to suggest modifications to the pro-
posed scheme, and to propose alternative sites for consideration. But
they were not going to.be allowed, as they wanted to, to question the
need for or the timing of the need for the new airport. They also
received aséurances from Mr. Jenkins, then Minister of Aviation,

that the development of Stansted would not be pressed ahead for lack
of time to survey and study alternative sites if the Inspector suggested
that an alternative site should be chosen.} The results of this attempt
to influence the Government were reasonably satisfactory to the local
pressure éx;oups, as they made no attempt to widen them once they
had been made known by the Minister. Instead they exploited the
limited freedom that they had gained to put the case against Stansted
on national as well as local grounds at the public inquiry. These
assurances, which they received, confirmed their view that the public
inquiry was the crucial channel through which they could influence the
final Government decision on Stansted, as they had been regularly
promised that their objections would be carefully considered by the
Minister, and that alternative sites would be considered if the Inspec-

tor recommended that course.

1. For details of the Minister's reply to the delegation, see
pp. 81-83 above. '




¢) The Administration’
On the other hand, the local pressure groups attached very

little importance to relations with the Administration because they
could not gain their overall objectives by influencing this channel. The
most they could hope to gain were modifications in the plan to develop
Stansted, none of which would meet their basic objections.2 Rather the
local pressure groups used their few contacts with the Administration
to secure information on the nature and extent of the proposals and
their implications for the area. Their efforts to secure information
were not particularly successful. In their contacts with the Ministry
of Aviation, they did not secure much information about the nature of
the proposed development except that it would be extensive and have a
considerable effect upon the district. It was not until the autumn of
1965, when the Ministry circulated a report with maps that outlined
their plans which were to be presented to the public inquiry later that

autumn, that the local pressure groups received any definite idea of

the exact nature of the proposals for the new airport.3 As the local

1. In this case officials of the Ministry of Aviation, of Housing and
Local Government, and of Transport.

2. At this stage neither Ministry officials nor the Government were pre-
pared to make major changes in the scheme or change the intention to
develop Stansted as the airport until after the public inquiry had been
completed and its results assessed.

3. Many of these contacts were part of the process of consultation
between the central government department concerned and the affected
Councils that is undertaken on planning and development projects. In
this case though,the consultative process between the affected Councils
and the departments concerned was rather intermittent because the
Councils were not interested. in modifying what they considered to be

an unsuitable and badly thought out set of proposals. In effect, the
consultative process virtually broke down because there was a conflict
of views between the Councils and the Government Departments concerned.

N e




pressure groups and the Ministry had conflicting objectives and inter-
ests, a close relationship involving consultations and negotiations

between the administration and the local pressure groups was not pos-
sible in this case. The result was that the Administration was not an

important channel of influence. 1

d) Parliament

At this stage, the local pressure groups did not concern them-
selves with trying to Muénce Parliament as a whole because it was
not directly involved as there was nothing for it to decide until the

Government made its decision and presented its proposals for Parlia-

mentary approval. But they did attempt to enlist the support and aid
of their local MPs, especially Mr. R.A. Butler and his successor
Mr. Peter Kirk, They acted as spokesmen for and as channels of
communications for their constituents by putting their worries and con-
cerns before the relevant decision-makers and Ministers.

The results of the activities of Mr. Butler were important be-
cause they further pointed to the need for the local pressure groups to
present a full case to the public inquiry. NWEEHPA and some of its
groups such as the Takeley Anti-Airport Committee had approached
Mr. Butler for his help as early as the beginning of August 1964.

This was followed by some meetings and exchanges with him during

1, Here the behaviour of protest pressure groups and of public author-
ity pressure groups opposing an impending Government decision con-
trasts with the pattern of behaviour of interest groups which are the
most important pressure groups in Britain, See pp. 11-14 above.
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the autumn of 1964.1 He also met with representatives of local Coun-

2 While he

cils and local county councillors to discuss the proposals.
was a Minister, he took the position that as a Minister he could not
decide anything on the proposals until after the results of the public
inquiry had been considered by the Government. But he urged his con-
stituents to present their case against the airport as strongly as possible
so that it would be given full consideration at the public inquiry which
he pledged would be a fair and genuine one. He offered to advise

them on how to present their views3 and he discussed their problems

4 2nd the Minis-

with the then Prime Minister, Sir Alec Douglas Home,
try of Aviation.5 Tn addition, he promised to canvass other MPs for
| support for the anti-airport case.5 As a result of his acfivities, he
promised his constituents that no final decisions would be made until
after consideration of the findings of the public inquiry, and that the

Government, in particular the Ministry of Aviation, were still prepared

to consider alternative sites that might be sug(;ested.7 {

1. For instance, he attended a meeting of the Takeley Antf-Airport
Committee at the beginning of August, The Times, 5 August, 1964!,

2. Herts and Essex Observer, 31 July, 1964. The local Councils were |
Saffron Walden RDC, and BC and Dunmow RDC, and the County Coun-
cillors for these areas.

3. The Times, 5 August, 1964,

4. Harlow Citizen, 18 September, 1964.

5. Herts and Essex Observer, 4 September, 1964.

6. Ibid., 28 August, 1964.

7. Ibid., 4 September, 1964; Harlow Citizen, 18 September, 1964.
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Mr. Peter Kirk, who was also active in representing the views
of his constituents, took a less neutral stance than his predecessor
by opposing the airport upon the basis of the situation as it was then
developing. He argued that "it is up to the Minister of Aviation to
justify in the national interest the expansion of Stansted as London's
third airport. At the moment this has not been done." He thought
that the Minister would need to produce more evidence than that con-
tained in the report which recommended Stansted. He considered that
this report was defective a8 there had been no consideration of the

1

position of agriculture.” He also said that he was prepared to co-

operate with other local MPs to fight the proposals.z

He met with
groups in his constituency such as the Takeley Anti-Airport Committee3
and the Saftron Walden BC.4 His major concern was organizing and
introducing the deputation which visited the Minister of Aviation in
September to discuss the terms of reference of the public inquiry.5

The local MPs therefore provided an important channel through
which the views of the local pressure groups, especially NWEEHPA,
were made known to Ministers. These efforts contributed to the

partial success of the local pressure groups in gaining wider terms

1, Herts and Essex Observer, 12 March, 1965.
2. Saffron Walden Weekly News, 2 April, 1965.
3. Herts and Essex Observer, 4 June, 1965.
4. Ibid., 16 July, 1965.

5. Ibid., 4 June, 1965. For details of this meeting, see pp. 81-83

and 233-234 above.
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of reference for the Stansted Public Inquiry than those for the Gatwick
Public Inquiry. Their approaches to local MPs enabled them to estab-
lish contact and gain their support which gave them a voice in the

House of Commons which was to be of value in the post-decision phase.

e) The Public Inquiry

As a result of Government promises and assurances that the
public inquiry would be a full and fair one, the local pfessure groups
had come to view it as the most important channel of influence through
which they could influence the final decision on the site of the airport.
It was important to influence the public inquiry because the Government
would receive a report from their Inspector on the arguments presented
to the inquiry and his conclusions upon the choice of Stansted. This
report was expected to have some influence upon the Government's
dgcisiqn,as they had promised that the results of the public inquiry
would be carefully considered before any final decision was made. Most
of the local pressure groups intended to influence the Government and
the Minister, through the public inquiry Inspector and his report, by
presenting cases based upon technical arguments and evidence.

Although the approaches of the various local pressure groups to
the public inquiry were different, most of them spent a considerable

amount of time and energy in organizing their cases. NWEEHPA and

the Essex County Council both employed Counsel® and a team of experts

1. The Counsel for NWEEHPA was Mr. Peter Boydell, Q.C. and for
Essex County Council it was Mr. Douglas Frank, Q.C.
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to present their case and evidence.l On the other hand, Hertfordshire
County Council limited themselves to calling a small nuniber of witnesses
who were concerned with their particular problems.2 The approaches

adopted by the local Councils differed from those of other objectors.
While most of the local councils presented objections to the public in-

1. NWEEHPA's expert witnesses included Mr., Lewis Keeble, Mr. Alan
Stratford, Mr." Harold Hutchings and Professor Elfyn Richards who
acted as expert advisers for the preparation of NWEEHPA's case. (For
details on these experts, see p. 179 above.) Other expert witnesses
included Mr. Alec Leggatt on the construction aspects, Captain James
Percy, the Senior BOAC pilot until his retirement in November 1964,

on traffic in the air, Mr. Peter Rowe, the headmaster of Bishop's
Stortford College, on the effects of the airport on the educational estab-
lishments, Mr. James Wentworth Day on the historical, architectural
and rural character of the district, and Sir George Langley-Taylor,

the Chairman of the Council for the Preservation of Rural England, on
the effect of the proposals on the preservation of rural areas. The
Stansted Public Inquiry Report, op. cit., pp. 14-15. Essex County
Council employed a team of 9 expert witnesses which included members
of its staff and others specially employed for this case. Mr. Frederick
Sharman, a qualified civil engineer and an associate member of Sir
William Halcrow and Partners who were Consultants for Essex in this
case, dealt with the planning problems involved in the project. Other
witnesses dealt with particular aspects of the project and the Essex
County Council case. Mr. Thomas Henderson, assistant County Plan-
ning Adviser, dealt with the planning and development implications for
the character of and for the Council's plans for the area. He also
compared the position of Stansted with that of Cliffe and Sheppey.

Mr. Royston Rofe, who was the Operations Manager of the International
Aeradio Group,gave evidence on the suitability of Sheppey and Cliffe
upon air traffic grounds. Mr. Donald Tanton, an expert upon agri-
culture in Essex, dealt with agricultural questions, while Mr. Jack
Jones, Traffic Engineer in the County Highways Department, dealt
with various aspects of the access problems. Other witnesses dealt
with land values, Hatfield Forest, and access to Sheppey and Cliffe

via the Thames. bid., pp. 11-13.

2. Hertfordshire County Council was represented by Lord Colville.

Dr. William Linsell, Consultant Pathologist at the Herts and Essex
General Hospital in Bishop's Stortford, gave evidence upon the effects

of the airport upon this hospital. Mr. Richard Clark, assistant Education
Officer for Hertfordshire County Council, dealt with noise effects upon
the coucnty's edptlxcational Otel:ctablisdlgzlents,thwhﬂe Mr. Lawrence Kitching,

De ounty Planning er t with noise and other planning prob-
Levhe o his evidonce, Ibid., p. 19. plasniog p
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quiry, some, such as Epping and Ongar RDC and Harlow- UDC which
were not immediately affected, limited their activity to presenting
written objections and associating themselves with the case being put
forward by Essex County Council,1 while yet others more immediately
affected by the proposals were also represented at the hearings of the

public inquiry. These included Saffron Walden RDC, and Saffron Walden

- Borough Council, who were jointly represented by the same counsel,

Dunmow RDC who were represented by their Clerk, who happened: to
be a barrister, Bishop's Stortford UDC who were also represented by
their Clerk, and Sawbridgeworth UDC who were represented by a local
solicitor. With the exception of Bishop's Stortford, these councils
relied upoh their representative to put their objections and the evidence
in his address to the inquiry. Bishop's Stortford, in addition, did call
an expert witness on the problem of noise, which was one of the major
concerns of the town with regard to the airport.

On the tactical level using their team of experts, NWEEHPA
attempted to show that there was a subs.tantial case, on national as
well as local, and on aviation as well as non aviation grounds for
saying that Stansted was not a suitable site for the new airport for
London, and that at the very least, the whole question needed further
investigation before any final decision was made. The NWEEHPA case

before the public inquiry was divided into three overlapping parts aimed

1. The Stansted Public Inquiry Report, op. cit., pp. 46-7 and p. 11.
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at achieving these overall objectives. First, they attempted to show
the disadvantages of the Stansted site. Second, they pointed to the
inadequacies and inconsistencies of the Ministry case. This seconq
part was also achieved by pointing to the disadvantages of Stansted.
An examination of these disadvantages made it clear that the proposals
had not been fully considered upon ﬁl grounds or in all of their implica-
tions by the Ministry of Aviation and the Inter-Departmental Committee,
and they were inadequate because they were based solely upon technical
aviation needs and considerations. Third, they examined the advantages
that the Padwoﬁh site seemed to offer with the purpose of showing that
there were other alternatives, which seemed to offer advantages that
Stansted lacked, that should be investigated more fully before the final
decision was taken, ! |

The tactical aims of the Essex County Council at the public
inquiry. were to convince the Inspector and through him the Minister
and the Government that other sites should be investigated before the
final decision was taken. To achieve their aims at the public inquiry,
they attempted to show through their arguments and evidence that the
Stansted choice and other possible alternative sites had not been fully
investigated by the Ministry of Aviation and the Inter-Departmental
Committee because a narrow approach had been adopted to the question
from the outset. They attempted to show the public inquiry that the

1. Mr. Peter Boydell for NWEEHPA. Herts and Essex Observer,
16 January, 1966,
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issue was primarily one of town and country planning rather than of
aviation, and that on these planning grounds the objections to Stansted
outweighed the advantages that the site might have on aviation grounds. 1
But they agreed that protests against Stansted were not sufficient cause
for the Minister to give up Stansted because before doing that, he had
to be satisfied that there was a suitable alternative site. They attempted
to show the public inquiry that there was a suitable alternative site by
putting forward the alternatives of Sheppey and Cliffe for consideration.z
Their case before the public inquiry had two aspects. First, they
attermpted to show the objections to and disadvantages of Stansted and

second, they attempted to compare these with the advantages that Sheppey
and Cliffe seemed to offer.

The tactical aims of the Hertfordshire County Council were

more limited. They had only decided to actively oppose the airport
at the public inquiry a few weeks before the inquiry opened. Their
grounds for opposition were more limited than those of the major ob-
jectors because Hertfordshire was only concerned with theéffects upon
areas of their county and their responsibilities. The Hertfordshire
case was aimed at showing the public inquiry that there were serious
problems, particularly in regard to noise, which had to be considered
and weighed before the airport was developed at Stansted.

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 17 December, 1965.

2. Ibid. See Mr. Douglas Frank's opening address to the public
inquiry.
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The tactical aims of the local Councils which were represented
at the public inquiry were similar to those of Hertfordshire because

their aims were to focus attention upon the adverse consequences and

| implications of the proposed development' for the character of and upon
the lives of the people of their areas. By doing this, they wanted to

show that there were considerable objections on local grounds. These
should be considered very carefully before any final decision was made
for Stansted. For instance, Mr. Little, the Dunmow Clerk, hoped to
convince the Inspector that "the defects of Stansted are such, and the
objections are such that it is impossible to recommend it as London's
third airport. "l Thege Councils had not prepared elaborate technical
cases because. they were concerned with presenting arguments and
evidence relating to their particular problems and concerns rather
than duplicating the more general evidence and arguments of the major
objectors, which in general they supported.z

From the arguments and evidence presented by the local pressure
groups to the public inquiry, it is clear that individually and cumula-
tively they were able to present a substantial amount of evidence to
back their objections to Stansted as the site for the new airport. They

were also able to put forward enough evidence to support their conten-

1. The cases of Sawbridgeworth UDC, of Saffron Walden RDC and
Borough Council jointly and of Bishop's Stortford were similar to the
case put forward by Dunmow RDC. Herts and Essex Observer, 4 Feb-
ruary, 1966 and The Stansted Public Inquiry Report, op. cit., p. 16.

2. For instance, Dunmow's Clerk said that his Council supported the
evidence of NWEEHPA. Herts and Essex Observer, 28 January, 1966.
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tion that there were other alternative sites which seemed to offer
advantages that Stansted lacked and which should be investigated before
the final decision on the site of the new airport was made. The
evidence and arguments presented by the local pressure groups in
their cases falls into six overlapping issues. The most important of
the issues raised by the local preséure groups was the question of
regional, town and country planning. Related very closely to this was
the issue of the character of the district. These two issues together
formed a major pivot of the evidence presented to the inquiry by the
objectors. Other issues concerned noise, surface access, agriculture
and aviation.

Unlike the Ministry case, the cases of the local pressure groups,
especially the Essex County Council and NWEEHPA, devoted considerable
| attention to planning questions. Indeed, they considered that a basic
inadequacy of the Ministry case was its failure to consider the overall
planning questions involved. This was highlighted, as Mr. Boydell for
NWEEHPA pointed out, by the fact that the Ministry had failed to pro-
duce a single planning witness at the inquiry.1 This criticism of the
Ministry case was also echoed in the evidence of many of the expert
witnesses. For instance, Mr. Stratford, for NWEEHPA, was surprised
that in the decision to build the new international airport no account

had been taken of the repercussions upon town and country planning,

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 14 January, 1966.
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population distribution, congestion of surface transport and the cost to
the air operating industry. l

The development of the airport at Stansted was attacked upon
planning grounds by Mr. Thomas Henderson, for the Essex County
Council, because such development conflicted with the Council's plans
for the area, plans which had been approved by the Government. The
County Council had consistently used its powers to preserve the char-
acter of the neighbourhood and had adopted a policy of directing develop-
ment to the South and South East of the County so that it could preserve
a wedge of open countryside in the North and North West of the County.?‘
In regard to planning for this area, the County's view was that industry
and development should be aiong the Thames estuary 'which was the
natural place for such development. Indeed, an airport in the Thames
estuary would be of value to such development, while there was no such
need in the Stansted area.5 On more local grounds, the local Councils
opposed the development of the airport as bad planniné. For instance,
Dunmow RDC argued that Stansted's development would sweep the whole

area into a development of a huge magnitude. This would mean the

1, Ibid. Another NWEEHPA witness, Mr. Keeble, argued that these
considerations together with the loss of amenity and the loss of food
production had to be balanced against the purely aviation merits of
the site. The Stansted Public Inquiry Report, op. cit., p. 14.

2. The Stansted Public Inquiry Report, op. cit., p. 38.

3. Ibid. This view on the location of development in Essex was sup-
ported by other expert witnesses. Mr. Sharman, for Essex, argued
that the Thames estuary was a matural axis for transport activities and
industrial development and a natural site for the airport. Ibid. This
view was also supported by Mr. Keeble for NWEEHPA, Ibid., id., p. 14.
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disappearance of peace and quiet in the area, busier roads, commer-
cialization and industrialization, and the loss of fine agricultural land.
Mr. Little, for Dunmow, considered that this "would be thoroughly
bad planning from a local, regional and national viewpoint, and it
would be a tragedy for. those who live in the district as well as those
who visit the district."?

Related to pl_amiing issues was the question of the character of
the district around Stansted. The development of the airport would
have changed an area which should be preserved. Mr. Henderson
argued that the airport would have destroyed villages such as Thaxted
which contained maﬁy buiidings of the 18th century and earlier, many

of which were of special architectural and historical interest.2

This
view was also supported by Mr. Wentworth Day, for NWEEHPA, who
considered that the development of the airport would have ruined an
area of 'unspoilt rural beauty' which was unique as a "quiet unspoiled
pocket of old yeoman England® containing many old hoﬁses and churches
of national architectural and Historical value.3

The evidence presented to the inquiry pointed to the fact that
alternative sites were more favourable on grounds of planning and
character of the district involved. Mr. Keeble thought that Padworth

was preferable as an area for development on regional planning grounds

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 28 January, 1966.
2. Ibid., 24 December, 1965.

3. Ibid., 21 January, 1966.
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as it was the biggest area of under utilized land in South East England,!
Sheppey and Cliffe were situated in the Thames estuary which, it had
been argued, provided the natural site for the airport. "Ifhe al;eas'
around Sheppey and Cliffe were more suitable for development than that
aroumi Stansted as these areas did not contain as many buildings of
historical and architectural intesest, 2

Another issue neglected by‘ the Ministry was the question of agri-
culture.® Mr, Tanton, for Essex, argued that the effects upon agri-
culture would be very severe if the airport was developed at Stansted,
involving a loss of 10,000 acres when ancillary developments were also
considered. On the other hand the sites at Sheppey and Cliffe would
be on marsh lands, ¢

The noise problem, which was given scant attention by the Minis-
try, figured prominently in the cases of the local pressure groups.
Professor Elfyn Richards, for NWEEHPA, argued that "it is clear that
the noise which will arise from the proposed airport at Stansted will
render life intolerable to the present inhabitants of this rural area,

1. The Times, 12 January, 1966.

2. Herts and Essex Observer, 24 December, 1965. Mr. Henderson
quoted figures to the effect that there were 40 buildings of architectural
and historical interest at Sheppey, 96 at Cliffe and 514 at Stansted
within the area covered by the 45 NNI contour based upon an SBR of
64 hourly movements.

3. The local pressure groups left most of the consideration of this
issue to the NFU which was represented before the inquiry.

4. Herts and Essex Observer, 14 January, 1966.
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and will hamper them in their daily routine. nl g point formed one
of the major objections to the airport presented by Mr. Little, for
Dunmow RDC. He thought "that when the true picture of the noise
problem is considered then the conclusion will be that the objection

on grounds of noise is the most serious one. And it cannot be toler-
ated and ar,cepted,v"z The noise problem also provided the major
grounds for the objecfions of the Bishop's Stortford UDC.3 The noise
problem also provided the major part of the objections of the Hertford-
shire County Council to the airport. Their witnesses gave evidence to
suggest that noise would be a serious problem in the County especially
with regard to the Herts and Essex Hospital in Bishop's Stortford and
to educatiﬁnal establishments in the eastern part of the county.4 Other
evidence on the noise problem pointed to the fact that the alternative
sites of Padworth, Sheppey and Cliffe would cause less problems be-

cause Iewer people would be affected by noise if the airport wereilocated

on any of these sites. 3

" 1, Thid., 21 January, 1966,

2, Ibid., 28 January, 1866, Mr. Little calculated that out of a popula-
tion of 23 000 in his RDC's area, 8,497 people would be 'gravely'
affected by noise.

3. Herts and Essex Observer, 28 January, 1966.

4, Ibid., 28 January and 4 February, 1966, and The Stansted Public
Inquiry Report, op. cit., p. 19. The serious effects of noise on
educational establishments was also the subject of the evidence of
Mr, Peter Rowe. Herts and Essex Observer, 21 January, 1966.

5. Herts and Essex Observer, 21 January, 1066, Mr. Henderson pro-
vided figures to show that more people would be affected by noise if
Stansted were chosen. On the basis of the number of people falling
within the 45 NNI contour on an SBR of 64 hourly movements, he esti-
mated that 4,500 people at Sheppey, 10,000 at Cliffe and 26,000 at
Stansted would be seriously affected by noise. Herts and Essex
Observer, 24 December, 1965.
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The issue of surface access provided some degree of contro-
versy during the inquiry because of a‘direct conflict of evidence be-
tween the local pressure groups and the Ministry. Indeed, the Ministry
evidence on surface access was extremely weak as the evidence pre-
sented by Mr, Kerr for the Ministry did not sustain the eriteria of
80 minutes t;'avelling time from central London to Stansted. This was
a major inconsistency in the Minist;'y case which was attacked by the
local pressure groups.1 The evidence presented on this issue attempted

to show that the Ministry evidence on travelling times and access to

Stansted was wrong and to show that the fravelling times and access

to other alternative sites was more favourable. For instance, Mr.

Hutchings, for NWEEHPA, thought that on surface access Stansted did

2

not meet the requirements of convenience of surface access.” The

problem was that even when the 25 miles of the M.11 had been con-
structed, there would still be a journey of 10 miles into ’dentrallLondon
through built up areas and heavily used roads. He estimated the off
peak journey time to Stansted from central London as 75 minuies and

as much as 105 minutes in peak periods, while it would take 80 minutes
to Heathrow from Stansted under favourable conditions and up to 135

minutes under less favourable conditions. 3 Again, the evidence pre-

1. For instance by Mr. Peter Boydell in cross examination and in his
closing address devoted considerable attention to this point. Herts and
Essex Observer, 10 and 17 December, 1965, and 18 February, 1966.

2. Herts and Essex Observer, 21 January, 1966.

3. Ibid. Mr. Jones, for Essex, suggested a journey time of 115 min-
utes from Grosvenor Square to Stansted. The Stansted Public Inquiry

Report, op. cit., pp. 36-1.
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sented suggested that the alternative sites would be more favourable |
than Stansted, Mr. Hutchings suggeéted a journey time of 60 minutes
to Padworth from central London,” while Mr. Jones suggested 90 min-
utes to Cliffe and no difference between the journey times to Stansted
and to Shepptay.Z

Stansted's use as the Third London Airport would have disadvan-
tages on aviation grounds because according to Mr. Straffdrd, for
NWEEHPA, Stansted was in an unfavourable position as "it is too far
out for short haul operations, on the wrong side of the urban mass for
predominately south orlented flights, and on the wrong side of London
for the important future supersonic transport service, which will demand
the minimum restrictive subsonic mileage.“3 His great fear about the
establishment of Stansted as the Third London Airport was "that like
Gatwick, Prestwick, and Shannoh, the location is unlikely to draw a
commercially adequate traffic in bassengers or in cargo which would
justify the immense investment involved. nd Captain James Percy, for
NWEEHPA, argued that with the advent of supérsonic aircralt, the
national interest would be best served by placing the airport west ot.
Heathrow. In this case, Padworth would have great directional advan-
tages, and had the possibility of a potential build up to a higher level

1. The Stansted Public Inquiry Report, op. cit., p. 15.
2, Ibid., pp. 36-7.

3. Herts and Essex Observer, 14 January, 1966.

4
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of utilization than Stansted as it was well placed to cater for air
traffic flows North, South and West.!

The local pressure groups were. able to achieve a considerable
deal of success at the public inquiry. First, they were able to show
there were substantial reasons on national and local grounds why Stan-
sted itself should not be the site. Second, they were able to point to
inconsistencies in the Ministry's case as presented to the inquiry.
Third, and perhaps most important, they were able to show the Govern-
ment's case was inadequate as they had failed to consider all the aspects
and implications of the question, especially planning questions. Fourth,
by presenting alternative sites they were able to show that there were
alternatives which should have been investigated before the final decision
was made. 'fheir major achievement at the' public inquiry was to con-
vince the Inspector and Mr. Brancker that the Government had not
proved its case for Stansted and that no recommendation for Stansted
should be made as the question needed further investigation. This point
is crucial. If they had failed in this, it would have meant the end of
the controversy, however weak the case for Stansted might have been
in reality, because a report recommending Stansted as the site would
have put the local pressure groups in a weak position if they wanted
to campaign against a Government decision based upon that recommenda-

tion. But because the Inspector did not recommend Stansted and accepted

1. Harlow Gazette, 14 January, 1966.
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a major proportion of 'the case of the local pressure groups, they were
“in a strengthened position as they had powerful backing for their posi-
tion from someone who had heard all the evidence, which the local
pressure groups could quote if they were then engaged in campaigning
against a Government decision for Stansted. They achieved their tactical
objectives at the public inquiry because they were able to convince the
Inspector that he could not recommend Stansted and because they were
able to show that the Ministry case for Stansted was inadequate. But
they failed, as events turned out, to achiéve their strategic objective
of preventing a decision which confirmed Stansted as the choice. But
the results of the public inquiry were to have an important bearing upon
pressure group:action once this Government decision had been made in
May 1967, as they strengthened the position of the local pressure groups.
The period between the end of the public inquiry in February
1966 and May 1967 was a period of inactivity. on the part of the local
pressure groups because they had now to wait for the Government's

decision before they could take any further action.

N
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CHAPTER EIGHT

THE STANSTED CONTROVERSY : INFLUENCE EXERTED
AND PRESSURE APPLIED (2) MAY 1967 - MARCH 1969.

STRATEGY 1967-1968

The decision which the local pressure groups had been waiting
for came with the statement in May 1967 that the Government intended
to proceed with the construction of the Third London Airport at Stan-
sted once the necessary Parliamentary approval had been secured.
Normally, such a decision would have ended the controversy as it was
usual for the Government to proceed without opposition once the public
inquiry stages were complete. But in this case, the Government's
handling of the results of the public inquiry, including the Inspector's
report and the way in which they reached their decision, provoked
opposition from the local pressure groups. This meant that the Govern-
ment was not to be allowed to develop Stansted without considerable
active opposition on the part of the local pressure groups. This
opposition was provoked by the Government because the local pressure
groups considered that the Government's behaviour was contrary to
every assurance that they had given the local pressure groups before
the public inquiry. The local pressure groups had been told to present
their case to the public inquiry and it then would be fully considered
by the Government. They had also been assured that lack of time

et
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would not be used as an excuse to avoid a full investigation of alterna-
tive sites, if the Inspector recommended that course. The local pres-
sure groups felt that they had proved Stansted to be the wrong choice
through their evidence at the public inquiry, only to find that the Gov-
ernment had disregarded their arguments and was now arguing that the
choice had to be Stansted, as there was no time to hold another investi-
gation into alternative sites. Quite simpiy,. the local pressure groups
felt that they had been deceived and cheated.

The Government decision therefore revived the controversy and
‘gave it new shape. It was 10 longer an issue of tentative proposals
put forward by the Government for public discussion, but now one over
a political decision to site the airport at Stansted, and over the way in
which that decision had been reached. It was therefore no longer purely
a technical question but was now a political issue as well, and it was
no longer a local issue but a national one. This meant that the local
pressure groups were faced with and operated in a different situation
in this period. This called for a new strategy of influence if they
were to achieve their overall objective of preventing the development
of Stansted. They were no longer faced with convincing a public in-
quiry of the validity of their objections against Stansted on the basis
of technical arguments and evidence, but instead they were now faced
with a situation in which they had to convince the Government to
reverse a decision which had been taken by the Cabinet and which
the Government and the Minister were prepared to uphold. To seek
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a reversal of the Government's position, as the local pressure groups
were in effect to do, was to seek another political decision. This
could only be achieved througli political action, which meant they needed
to adopt a strategy which was aimed at using the channels of inﬂuence
to put the maximum amount of political pressure upon the Government
if they were to have any chance of success in achieving their objective.
‘The new strategy, which the local pressure groups adopted in
response to this new situation with which the Government had confronted
them, involved taking political action to gain their objectives. They
decided to mount a political campaign for a new inquiry by taking
action through Parliament and mass and specialized public opinion.
Their strategy involved using these channels of influence to put pres-
sure upon the Executive, which was their prime target of influence in
this phase. Their strategy now involved the co-ordination of their re-
sources and efforts through the Stansted Working Party. This also
involved working closely with the local MPs who had now become in-
volved in the controversy as the Parliamentary leaders of the local -
opposition to Stansted. At the same time, they mounted a campaign
of public protest which was designed to mobilize local and national
public support. Its aim was to convince the Government and members
of both Houses of Parliament that there was considerable public con-
cern both locally and nationally over the issue and that this concern
provided grounds for a new inquiry.
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The strategy adopted by the indivi@al local pressure groups
involved working as part of this co-ordinated effort to gain a new
inquiry. NWEEHPA concentrated its attehtion upon gaining publicity
and ushig public opinion as a channel to influence Parliament and the |
Government, while ihe County Councils, particularly Essex, provided
the technical expertise needed to undertake the briefing of MPs and
Peers, The local Councils again played a limited role because they -
could not provide the technical expertise needed and could not mobilize
the local public as NWEEHPA could. They expressed instead their
views to the Government and Parliament and supported thé campaign
by vqicing their opposition to Stansted. |

THE USE OF THE CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE AND TACTICAL
DECISIONS - 1967-1968

The Stansted Working Party

Faced with the Government decision, the leaders of the local
pressure groups realized the need for co-ordinated political action if
they were to have any chance of success in achieving their overall
objective. At a meeting of representatives of the local pressure ‘
groups held in Chelmsford shortly after the Government decision was |
announced, it was decided to set up a small working party.l The

1. Its membership was composed of representatives of the different
elements of the local opposition and included Mr. Peter Kirk and Mr.
Stan Newens, who were local MPs, Sir Roger Hawkey, (later Mr. John
Lukies), who represented NWEEHPA, Brigadier T.J.F. Collins, who
represented the Essex County Council and the Essex Councils, Miss
L.A.M. Lloyd Taylor, who represented Hertfordshire County Council i
and the Hertfordshire Councils, and Mr. John Walker, who represented

the NFU and the amenity groups. Interview (Mr. J.S. Mills).

SR
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purpose of the Stansted Working Party was to co-ordinate the efforts

of the local pressure groups and to undertake a political campaign
against the Government decision. ! Through Mr. J.S. Mills, the Essex
Deputy Clerk, who acted as Secretary of the working party, they used

the resources, technical experts and consultants of the local pressure

groups. Within the framework of decisions agreed to by the working

party, the different local pressure groups cari'ied out different tasks.

. The Essex County Council provided the resources of technical informa-

tion and experts. The officials and consultants of the Essex County
Council also undertook the task of briefing Mr. Kirk, Mr. Newens

and Lord Dilhorne on technical matters. NWEEHPA was responsible

for publicity and public relations. They were given the task of gaining
as much publicity as possible both locally and nationally for the case
against the decision and for the new inquiry.2 The working party

itself became a co-ordinator and a channel of communication between

the different groups, and was especially important as a channel of
communication between the local pressure groups and their Parliamentary

leaders.

a) Mass Public Opinion

The use of mass public opinion a8 a channel of influence by
the local pressure groups was an integral part of their campaign

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 19 May, 1967 and The Times,
25 May, 1967.

2. Interviews.
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against the Government decision. They sought to generate national
support for their position by publicizing their case against the decision
and for a new inquiry, while at the same time they sought to mobilize
their local support into action. They used this channel of influence to
put pressure upon the Government and to influence members of both
Houses of Parliament by showing them that there was considerable pub-
lic support for their demand for a new inquiry. They hoped that the
Government would see that a new inquiry was necessary as there was
considerable public concern over this issue. They also hoped that
members of both Houses would support,in their respective Houses,the
demand for a new. inquiry. The task of using and influencing mass
public opinion was given to NWEEHPA, which devoted most of its atten-
tion in this phase to carrying out this task, }

NWEEHPA's efforts to influence mass public opinion were dir-
ected to both the national and local levels during this phase of the
controversy. Informal contacts among local people in the course of
the life of the local community continued to play an important part in

their attempts to influence local mass public opinion. But in this

1, They undertook this role because they had greater resources of
manpower, which were needed for publicity-seeking activities, than

did the Councils. There were also fewer restrictions placed upon them
as to what they could do or on the ways in which they could seek pub-
licity, since they were a private body. The Councils, although they
were now acting as pressure groups, were still public authorities which
had to be mindful of their responsibilities for their areas and as the
representative of all their residents. Finally in any case, NWEEHPA,
which had mobilized a large number of supporters in the affected area
previously, was better placed to mobilize local people than were the

Councils.




phase, the rather more formal means of influencing public opinion
gained in importance, especially at the national level. Besides their
informal contacts in the local community, four main means were used
to ‘influence mass public opinion. First, they gained national and local
publicity through their relations with the press. Second, they organ-
ized or sent representatives to public meetings. Third, they organized
a number of publicity-seeking events and activities. Fourth, they pro-
duced publications and publicity literature which they distributed to the
public or selected groups such as the press.

Their efforts at gaining publicity were organized on an amateur
basis and were based upon the voluntary efforts of their organizers
and supporters who were co-ordinated through Mrs. Susan Forsyth,

1 This aspect of their activity in this

NWEEHPA's General Organizer.
phase, as in the previous one, lacked the professional help and exper-
tise which they devoted to the preparation of their technical arguments.
In fact, none of the local pressure groups employed public relations
consultants or advertising agents to undertake their publicity campaign.
They lacked the resources needed to employ these experts but much
more important, their employment would have had a negative political
effect. A major reason for the success of their publicity effort was

the fact that it was an amateur effort based upon the enthusiasm of
people who were strongly opposed to the airport and determined

1. Interview (Mrs. S. Forsyth).
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to make this opposition clear to political decision-makers. A pMes- | l
sional campaign would have ruined their best publicity point, namely |
that it was ordinary people who were protesting the destruction of their
way of life in a high-handed manner by a bureaucratic government.
Great emphasis was placed upon relations with the press, espe-
cially the national press.1 The task of gainh;g coverage in thg national
press was made much easier by the fact that much of the extensive
coverage given the issue was unprompted, as this was an issue in
which the national press had become interested. As the nati;)nal
press was campaigning on this issue, it meant that during the sum-

mer and autumn of 1967 théy were receptive to news and stories on

1. Radio and television were also used whenever possible. Their cover-
age of the issue however, was not very extensive. They were not under-
taking a campaign on the issue as the national press were. NWEEHPA
leaders and the MPs appeared on programmes at certain significant
points in the controversy when the issue was topical and programmes
such as '24 Hours' on BBC 1 and 'This Week' on ITV did a story on

the question. The issue also had some coverage in documentary pro-
grammes such as Anglia TV's (an ITV station) 'The Stansted Affair'
which was shown in December 1967. Because there was less cover-

age through the broadcast media, less attention was devoted to gaining
publicity through this means. Interviews. )

The differences in approach between the jress and the broadcast
media would make an interesting area for further research. These
differences may be related to the fact that the Press do not have a
tight programme schedule to follow and are therefore able to pursue

- particular stories with greater freedom than those working in broad-

cast media who are limited severely by the relatively small amount

of time that is devoted to current affairs. In addition within this time
space allotted to current affairs and:news, there are often many other
stories of more general national interest which would have priority
from the national broadcast stations. In Britain perhaps pressure
groups and particularly local pressure groups should concentrate their
attention on gaining publicity through the press rather than the broad-
cast media. But it will be interesting to see how the new local (town)
BBC radio stations will handle a situation such as the Stansted issue
which was predominantly a locally based issue.
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the Stansted issue. ! Regulaf informal contact was maintained with
journalists on the national press. They were given inf‘ormétion. about
the attitudes and activities of the local pressure groups which they..
then used in writing their stories upon the Stansted iésue. But no
attempt was made to maintain such contact with the local press. The
local press was not important as the issue was now a national one and
the thajor part of the aﬁdience that NWEEHPA sought to influence
through this means was a,'national one. The local press had little part
to play in mobilizing local people as many local people were more
strongly and actively opposed fo the airport than were the local press.
In addition, ldcal peopie could be reached daily through the national
press and the London evening papers. They also used the Letters to
the Editor column in the press to participate in the debatq on this
issue by answering particular points raised by other actors in the
controversy and by appealing for support from crucial actors such as
members of the House of Lords.

Public meetings provided another way in which they used and
influenced mass public opinion. They organized their own protest
meetings with the purpose of allowing local opposition to the Govern-
ment decision to be expressed and as a means of gaining publicity
which would reflect the degree of local opposition to the decision.

1. An issue of this nature, where people are fighting for their rights
against the bureaucratic government machine, tends to be an issue
that the national press likes to take up and it is the sort of issue
that they will campaign on. Interview (Mr. Peter Kirk).
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These meetings also gave the leaders of the campaign including Mr.
Kirk and Mr. Newens, the opportunity to encourage their supporters.
actively to oppose the Government decision by expressing their views
directly to the decision-makers and their MPs.! In addition, NWEEHPA
leaders attended meetings organized by other groups in different parts
of the affected area, during which they urged their audiences to join
in the (ight against the decision. >

A number of publicity-seeking events and activities were organ-
ized to gain publicity and to show the degree of support they had. The
most successful of these was the train trip and day in London which
took place on the eve of the National Airports Policy debate in the
House of Commons. NWEEHPA hired a train which carried the demon-

strators from Stansted to London Victoria Station.% Onee they had

1. For instance, over 3,000 people attended the first protest meeting
which was held in Dunmow in late May. Mr. Peter Kirk urged his
audience to write to their MP, the Prime Minister and Mr. Jay. He
urged them to "flood Downing Street with letters to show how angry
you are. Let the powers that be know that this is not a small local
protest but a national protest.” Herts and Essex Observer, 2 June,
1967, Over 800 people attended a second protest meeting held in
Bishop's Stortford in July. Ibid., 14 July, 1867. A protest meeting
organized by Harlow UDC in mid June had an attendence in excess

of 500 people. Harlow Citizen, 16 June, 1967.

2. Interview (Mr. John Lukies). For instance, Sir Roger Hawkey
spoke to a meeting of the Sheering Labour Party, Harlow Gazette,
7 July, 1967, and Mr. Lukies spoke at a public meeting in High
Wych. Harlow Citizen, 23 June, 1867.

3. They used the route which it was intended to use to provide the
rail access to Stansted from central London. The Government esti-
mated rail access time as 55 minutes. On this occasion it was planned
to take 23 hours, though it actually took 3 hours as the train broke
down.

B e e OB
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arrived in London, the more usual forms of protest were employed.
These included a deputation which visited Mr. Jay, a lobby of MPs
and a march to Downing Street where a wreath inscribed "In memory
of democracy, strangled at Stansted 1967" was laid on the Prime Min-
ister's doorstep. The day was rounded off with an evening appearance
by Mr. Lukies and a large group of supporters on the BBC 1 current
affairs show '24 Hours'. The result of their day's activity was that
the national newspapers were full of reports and photos on the morning
of the debate so that MPs were directly and indirectly shown that there

was strong local opposition to the Government decision. !

They also produced publicity literature and publications designed
to gain support nationally and to mobilize local people to actively oppose
the airport. The publicity literature included the usual round of leaflets,
posters and stickers which were distributed locally and nationally, Pos-
ters and stickers were used on demonstrations, on houses and on cars

as a means of showing the support they had.® Leaflets were also handed

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 30 June, 1967; Harlow Gazette, 30 June,
1967, Essex Weekly News, 30 June, 1067; The Guardian, 29 June, 1967
and 'I'he Times, 29 June, 1967. Their other publicity-seeking events
included a car cavalcade through central London during a lull in the
controversy in September, Herts and Essex Observer, 29 September, 1967,
a stand at the Essex County Show, a canvass of commuters on the
Bishop's Stortford London train, ibid., 23 June, 1967, and a shop in

west London. Interview (Mrs. S. Forsyth). In addition, opposition to

the airport provided the theme ot Harlow UDC's stand at the Harlow

Town Show. Daily Telegraph, 28 August, 1967.

2, The slogans on the posters produced during this period indicate
clearly the changed concern of the local pressure groups from opposi-
tion to an airport at Stansted to opposition to the way in which the
decision had been made in this case. For instance, their slogans in-
cluded:- "Wrong decision taken against findings of Government's own
Inspector.” "IN NATIONAL INTEREST we demand an INDEPENDENT
INQUIRY into the best location of EUROPE'S LARGEST AIRPORT NOW."

¢
!
i
i
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1 In their

out at the Labour and Conservative Party Conferences.
single advert in the press they urged people to write to their MPs,
Mr. Jay, the Prime Minister and "to any member of the House of
Lords, stating your strong objections to the way the Government has
ridden roughshod over all sensible comments. "2

NWEEHPA's pamphlet, The Stansted Black Book', which was

published at the end of October and widely distributed to MPs, Peers
and the Press, was a major contribution to the campaign of the local
pressure grimps. This pamphlet contained two papers written by

Mr. J.W.S. Brancker, who : had been commissioned by NWEEHPA
following his letter toThe Times in July. The first of these papers
was a critique of the Government White Paper and the second a call
for the" establishment of a national airports'policy. These made a
contribution to the technical debate by further discrediting the Govern-
ment's position. Much of what he said had been said before, but what
was important was that by criticizing the Government in the way he
did, he lent weight to the arguments of those already opposed to the
Government. These papers provided an expression of opposition to

the Government from someone whom the Government must have re-

"NO Stansted Airport; PLANS BEFORE PLANES MR, JAY." "STAN-
STED AIRPORT STOP JAY WALKING OVER STANSTED." "'CRICHEL
DOWN' AGAIN We will not stand Established Officialdom beating down
RIGHTS of the PEOPLE." NWEEHPA files.

1. Interviews.
2. Herts and Essex Observer, 2 June, 1967.

1
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spected and had confidence in, as they had employed him as their Tech-
nical Assessor at the public inquiry. In addition, they were published
at a time at the end of Qctober and at the end of the lull brought by
the summer recess when new means were needed to mainta_,in pressure
upon the Government. These papers helped in this respect by bringing
another specialist on the issues involved out into public opposition to
the Government. -

In his papers, Mr. Brancker showed that there was a need for
a new inquiry because there were doubts about Stansted upon grounds
of cost comparisons bet#zeen different sites, noise and access and be-
cause the White Paper proposals were substantially different from those
for the public inquiry. In his view there was time for a new inquiry
because Government estimates on the timing of the need for the new
airport were very conservative, having, for instance, underestimated
the fact that the increase in aircraft size would lower the number of
movements needed to carry the same number of passengers.1 There
was a need for an investigation of all the sites includihg those previously
rejected and a need not to alldw currently stated defence needs to over-
ride long term transport necessities.2 He thought that the Third London
Airport could not be considered in isolation because its location must
inevitably form part of a broad development plan. He called for re-
search to establish a National Airports Policy and Plan which would

" 1. The Stansted Black Book, op. cit., p. 9.
2. Ibid., p. 15.
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be based upon anticipated air traffic, population density and industrial
and commercial development needs. Failure to do this would result
_in further 'Stansted' crises. !

NWEEHPA used these means a§ part of the campaign against
the Government decision and for the new inquiry. In their etforté,
they tried to show that there was an urgent need for the new inquiry
that they demanded. The arguments which they put forward to support
this demand were mainly concerned with political issues related to
Government @ecision-making in this case rather than with the technical
issues involved in the choice of Stansted as the location of the new air-
port. They argued that Stansted's suitability had not been proved be-
cause the problem had not been fully investigated by the Government.
The issue needed much more investigation than that which it had had
and the best solution was a full, fair and independent inquiry.

They attempted to show that this was necessary because the
Government's and BAA's cases were discredited. First of all the con-
duct of the Government, especially its handling of the Inspector's report,
gave major cause for complaint. They had not been given a fair deal
by the Government as it had disregarded all its earlier assurances and
promises in making the decision. Their case had not been given the
full consideration that the Government had promised it would have.z

Indeed, the public inquiry had been "revealed as an expensive farce. 3
1. Dbid., pp. 18-24.

2. Stansted, the Tragedy of Bad Planning. A NWEEHPA leaflet issued
in 1967.

3. The Times, 19 May, 1967.
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Instead, the decision had been made as the result of pressures behind
the scenes from BAA and other aviation interests, even though they
(the local pressure groups) had won a victory against the Ministry at
the public inquiry.1 They particularly attacked the way in which the
'establishment’ behind the Minister could still, through the secret re-

‘ view, apparently prevail without any of the objectors being able to chal-

lenge the evidence of these officials, especially when that evidence had
been shown to be defective before the public inquiry.

Secondly, they attacked the Government's approach to the issue
as being too narrow. The Government had failed to consider all the
planning aspects of the probiem. Indeed the principles of intelligent
long range planning had been sacrificed for the sake of the narrow and
expedient views of BAA amongst others.3 At the same time they had
also failed to consult the South East Economic Planning Council which
was the major planning body concerned about Stansted. "It is almost
unbelievable that, in what is probably the most importantv planning deci-

sion of a generation, Government decisions have been taken without

1. Daily Telegraph, 17 May, 1967. From the earlier discussion of
decision-making in Chapter Four it is clear that aviation interests

had considerable influence in the making of the decision. The evidence
to support this contention of the local pressure groups is of a circum-
stantial nature, but nonetheless further research on this point would,

I suspect, prove that the local pressure groups were right. There

is no evidence to show clearly that the Government had given more
than the most scant attention to issues other than the aviation ones.

2. Thid., 23 June, 1967,
3. The Times, 19 May, 1067.
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planning experts (other than local ones) being heard."! Third, not only
was the Government's approach inadequate, their handling of their own
case was inconsistent, which made a new inquiry even more urgent.
For instance, the speech of Lord Kennet in the House of Lords debate
on Stansted was attacked because of its inconsistencies on matters such
as the costs of different sites and of the removal of the {iring ranges
at Shoeburyness. 2 |

They also criticized the role and actions of BAA and its Chair-
man, Mr. Peter Masefield. They attacked his participation in the
controversy as it was not his job to decide where the airport should be
located, but only to operate it once it had been buit.3 But what was
worse, many of his statements bore "the all too familiar pattern of
complete inaccuracy, which has featured the utterances of those who
have tried and are still trying to justify the choice of Stansted after a
prolonged public inquiry had found against the suitability of the site. nd
For example, they criticized his view that there was no time for a new
inquiry as the need for the airport was urgent and they quoted Mr.
Brancker in support of their contention that there was time for a new
inquiry.5 They also attacked BAA for taking a narrow aviation view

1. Daily Telegraph, 6 November, 1967.
2. Tbid., 19 December, 1961.

3. Evening Standard, 14 June, 1967; and Daily Telegraph, 29 Dec-
ember, 1967.

4. Evening Standard, 14 June, 1967.
5. Daily Telegraph, 15 February, 1968.
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of the question and for failing to consider the wider issues concerned
with planning and amenity, !
In the latter part of 1967 NWEEHPA had two other concerns as

well. They wanted to show that the controversy and the battle over Stan
sted were far from over in spite §t the Government's determination to
proceed with the airport's development. Second, they focused their
attention upon trying to convince members of the House of Lords to
vote against the Special Development Order. They based their appeal
to Peers upon the grounds that they were custodians of the rights of
the individual and that the protection of these rights necessitated the
House of Lords using its veto power to stop the development of Stansted
by refusing to approve the Special Development Order.?

Their use of mass public opinion was a successful and important
part of the campaign. By their own efforts they were able to mobilize
local people and many people in other parts of the country to write to
MPs, Peers and Ministers expressing their opposition to the develop-
ment of Stansted without a further inquiry. One of the remarkable
features of the Stansted Controversy at this stage was the very large
postbag that was received by Ministers, MPs and Peers. This indicated
that there was considerable concern among ordinary people besides the
concern that was expressed in the press and by other national groups.

The essential ingredient of the success of the local pressure groups in |
1. Evening Standard, 14 June, 1967.

2. For instance, the letters of Sir Roger Hawkey in the Daily Tele- |
graph, 15 November and 19 December, 1967. |
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using mass public opini’on was their ability to mobilize individuals to
protest. These individual protests cumulatively added up to a substan-
tial mass protest which was an important element in the pressure that

was brought to bear upon the Government.

b) Parliament
The other integral part of the campaign against the Government

decision was the use of Parliament as a channel of influence through
which direct pressure could be put upon the Government. In fact, Parlia-
ment became important as both a channel and a target of influence. It
was a channel of influence because pressure could be put upon the Gov-
ernment by enlisting the support of sympathetic MPs and Peers who

could raise' the issue and organize opposition in their respective Houses.
But Parliament, especially the House of Lords, was an important target
of influence because Parliamentary approval was needed for the Special
Development Order which would give BAA the authority to develop Stansted. 1

1. In this case, the House of Lords was especially important because
there was a possibility that they might be persuaded to defeat the Special
Development Order. Defeat in the Lords would have meant the defeat of
the Stansted scheme, at least by means of a Special Development Order,
because Special Development Orders needed to be approved by a positive
vote.in both Houses of Parliament. The Lords had in this case a veto
because the provisions of the Parliament Acts with regard to the delay-
ing and veto powers of the Lords did not apply. The looser party
discipline that prevails in the House of Lords made it likely that Peers
on all sides of the House would, once convinced that Stansted was wrong,
vote against the Special Development Order. In the House of Lords it is
more difficult for the Government to threaten its supporters because
Peers are not dependent on the party for their seats. The local pressure
groups, as will be shown later, made considerable efforts to ensure that
the vote against the Special Development Order would be a bipartisan one,
rather than the Conservative Opposition using their majority to defeat the
Order. This situation where the Order would have been defeated by the
Conservative Peers would have led to a Lords vs. Commons clash which
the local pressure groups wanted to avoid. Indeed, they were preparing
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The local pressure groups were in a strong position to use
Parliament because they had the active support of local MPs who
worked inside and outside Parliament to oppose the Government deci-
sion and to gain a new inquiry. In this case, Mr. Kirk (Conservative)
and Mr. Newens (Labour) were not mere spokesmen for a particular
interest but were the Parliamentary leaders of a regionally based pro-
test campaign. Their activity at the Parliamentary level was a key part
of the campaign against the Government decision.! As a result, the
local pressure groups had a direct channel into the House of Commons.

Through the Stansted Working Party, they developed a co-ordinated

to force a vote in the Lords first so that it could not be said that the
defeat of the Order was a case of the Lords overruling the democratic

will of the people as expressed through the House of Commons. Inter-
views.

1. Both Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens were strongly opposed to the develop-
ment of Stansted and to the way in which the Government had handled
the issue. While constituency interests dictated that they should oppose
the airport, both had other reasons for their opposition. Mr. Newens
considered the national and regional arguments to be more important
than the local ones. As a Socialist, on the left of the Labour Party,
he placed great emphasis upon proper economic and regional planning.
On these grounds Stansted did not make sense to him as its develop-
ment would introduce development into an area which was one of the
few remaining belts of rural countryside around London. Interview.

He thought that the Government had not considered all the aspects of
the problem and that they had not shown that it was necessary on nation-
al grounds to develop Stansted. Harlow Gazette, 7 July, 1967, Herts
and Essex Observer, 14 July, 1867 and Harlow Citizen, 17 November,
1967. Mr. Kirk's reasons for opposition were similar because he
thought that there had been inadequate consideration of all the issues
involved. Sunday Times, 28 May, 1867. He considered that the local
people had been shamefully treated in the making of the decision.

Daily Telegraph, 26 May, 1867 and The Times, 27 May, 1967. He
thought that a full, fair and independent inquiry into all the issues and
alternative sites was needed before the airport was developed. Evening
Standard, 22 February, 1967.
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campaign inside and outside Parliament. Later through the efforts of
Mr. Kirk, Mr. Newens and Members of NWEEHPA, links and contacts
were established with members of the House of Lords, particularly
Lord Dilhorne.} He was to work on behalf of the opposition to Stansted
organizing activity in the Lords during the latter part of 1967 and
early 1968.2

Initially attention was focused upon the Commons because an
qa;ly debate was anticipated on the White Paper. This should have
been followed by debates and votes in both Houses on the Special Devel-
opment Order either before or shqrtly after the summer recess.
Initially therefore, the local pressure groups faced a situation where
an early impact had to be made in the House of Commons if they
were to show the Government that there was considerable opposition
to their decision. An early impact was also necessary to gain some
momentum to the Parliamentary side of the campaign. Considerable
effort was devoted therefore during the late spring and the early sum-
mer of 1967 to influencing MPs on this issue and using the Commons
to put pressure upon the Government. While these efforts were being
undertaken, either by design or luck, they were able to gain badly

needed time as a result of the Essex County Council Court case

1. Interview. Lord Dilhorne was the Lord Chancellor in the Con-
servative Government from 1962-1964.

2. Interviews.
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against the Minister of Housing and Local Government.1 The result
was that, although Essex lost the case, the Government was unable to
present the Special Development Order before the summer recess.
During the summer recess political events, which included the replace-
ment of Mr, Jay by Mr. Crosland as President of the Board of Trade

and the growth of opposition to the Government on this issue, served

to further postpone the introduction of the Special Development Order.
This delay together with yet another postponement which resulted from

the decision to realign the runways, enabled the local pressure groups

1. At the beginning of June 1967, the Essex County Council undertook
legal action against the Minister of Housing and Local Government on
the grounds that his action in deciding to grant planning permission to
BAA was 'ultra vires' because his actions since the closing of the pub-
O lic inquiry were contrary to the rules of natural justice. In the end
the case was struck out of the High Court at the end of July, but not
before it had had some important political consequences in the Stansted
controversy. In fact, the impending court case, by design or not,
delayed Government actions to implement the decision because the
Government waited for the results of the case. This meant that, apart
from the debate on National Airports Policy which took place upon an
Opposition motion, nothing was done until the autumn as the summer
recess also intervened. In the meantime pressure against the Govern-
ment was built up by the local pressure groups and other groups. The
major consequences of this delay was that the Government was unable
to implement the scheme before pressure had built up. It is not clear
whether Essex County Council undertook this case merely to gain this
needed delay, or because it thought that it had a genuine legal case.
Different points of view on this issue were put by the different parti-
cipants interviewed. The politicians saw it as a useful tactic in the
political battle, while Mr. Mills, Essex's Deputy Clerk, who is a
lawyer by training and concerned with planning law in his job with
Essex, saw the move as a legal one concerned with a point of law,
namely the procedure adopted by the Minister with regard to new
evidence after the closure of a public inquiry. The impression gained
on this point by the author from his interviews is that they were all
0 aware of both the legal and political implications and points of the move
and were in favour of it, though perhaps for different reasons. Interviews.
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to devote their energies to developing contacts with and organizing
opposition in the House of Lords.

1) The House of Commons

There were two aspects to the use of thé House of Commons
by the local pressure groups during this phase of the controversy.
First, they influenced individual MPs on this issue to gain their sup-
port. This was done by briefing MPs upon the arguments for the new
inquiry while at the same time influencing them by showing them that
there was considerable local and national concern over this issue.
Second, through the efforts of Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens in the House
of Commons, they attempted to enlist and organize sympathetic MPs |
to help put pressure upon the Government.

The local pressure‘ groups devoted considerable attention to

1

briefing MPs on this issue.” In preparation for the National Airports

Policy debate, the Stansted Working Party produced a detailed briefing

paper which they circulated to all MPs.” This report contained an

outline of the case for the new inquiry including details of the objections
of the local pressure groups to the Government's handling of the issue.
It also contained detailed criticisms of the White Paper and a series

of technical reports upon questions such as mad communications, noise,

1. The major part of this task was undertaken through the Stansted
Working Party using the technical experts employed by the Essex
County Council.

2. The Stansted Working Party, The Third London Airport — The case
for Re-appraisal. Chelmsford: June 1967.

}

S
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education and agriculture which were involved in the issue of Stansted. *
Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens organized a teach-in at the House of Com-
mons in which Brigadier Collins and a team of experts put the argu-
ments for the new inquiry to an audience of over 100 MPs.2 On another
occasion, in a special attempt to brief Labour MPs, this same group

of experts attended a meeting of the Aviation Group of the Parliamentary
Labour Party.3 Special attention was devoted to attempting to brief
Labour MPs because it was important that pressure 'bes put upon the
Government by having a group of MPs on the Government's backbenches
who were opposed to its decision. In the end, this was created to a
degree through individual contact rather than formal briefings. MPs
were also briefed by NWEEHPA, which sent a mémorandum to all MPs
in June supporting the call for a new inquiry and outlining their objec-
tions to the Government decision.4 More important, all MPs received
copies of The Stansted Black Book containing Mr. Brancker's detailed

critique of the Government's White Paper and his call for the establish-
ment of a national airports' policy and plan.
Through their briefing of MPs the local pressure groups attempted

1 Dbid
2. Financial Times, 21 June, 1967.

3. Interviews. As events worked out this was not a particularly
successful meeting for the airport opponents, as they did not have
much time in which to put their point of view. Most of the time
had been taken by Mr. Masefield of BAA. In any case most of the
Aviation Group's members were in favour of the airport at Stansted
and supporters of Mr. Masefield. Interviews.

4. The Times, 21 June, 1967.
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to convince MPs that the way in which the Stansted decision was reached
was unsatisfactory and necessitated a new inquiry. Their case for this
new inquiry was based upon a two-pronged attack. The major part of
this attack was a criticism of the way in which the Government had
approached the issue and the way in which it had reached the decision.
They were unhappy with the Government's claim that it had followed

the Inspector's recommendation because "it is not apparent either that
the Committee, as such, was set up eveﬁ within the Government, still
less that the investigation was by a Committee equally ihterested in
traffic in the air, traffic on the ground and regional planning and national
planning, as well 28 military and civil aviation. nl They also attacked
the Government's secret review. They considered that it was unfair

to the.objectors because through it, officials, whose arguments and
evidence had been proved defective at the public inquiry, were able to
rebuild their case nsing new evidence which the local pressure groups
were not given the opportunity to challenge. Equally objectionable was
the fact that the four runway proposals of the White Paper differed in
substance from the two runway proposals of the public inquiry. In
reality, the Government was using a new set of proposals, on which

there had been no public inquiry, as the basis of its decision to develop

Stansted, 2

1. The Third London Airport — The case for Re-appraisal, op. cit.,
p. 2.

2. Ibid., pp. 3-4.
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The crux of the problem was to find the best long term solution
from the national point of view. The Government, by the procedures
that it had adopted, did not have all the latest established facts and
the best uncommitted professional advice when deciding to locate the
Third London Airport at Stansted. It was difficult for civil servants
who had originally proposed Stansted to have an unbiased approach to
evaluating the merits of conflicting scientific and professional opinions.
In view of the fact that the past choices of Heathrow and Gatwick had
proved to be unsuitable sites, "it is most important that there should
be a fresh start on the problems of London and, indeed the Nation's
Airports . . . "' This should be based upon a full inquiry, preferably
by a Royal Corhmission, whitéh has wide terms of reference and full
power to call for evidence and to commission research so that all the
possible sites can be fairly weighed against each other.2 They would
only accept Stansted if it could be proved through an independent inquiry
that its development was in the national interest.’

The second prong of their attack, while briefing MPs, was to‘
make technical criticisms of the Stansted site itself and to criticize
the Government's technical arguments which were contained in the
White Paper. Much of this repeated their earlier arguments and evid-
ence, which were presented at the public inquiry, on matters such as

1. Ibid., pp. 4-5.

2. ‘%’ po 5.
3. oid.
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regional planning, noise, surface access, agricultural land loss and
change in the character of the area One new issue arose because

for the first time, in the White Paper, the Government had produced
some figures on the costs of the various sites. These were vigorously
attacke& by the local pressure groups as the "paragraphs in the White
Paper dealing with costs ... are among the léast satisfactory of all.
The estimates are incomplete, and the figures included are themselvés

open to challenge . .. i

They considered that a full cost/benefit
analysis of the selected- alternative sites was needed. The absence of
the type of information produced by a cost/benefit analyéis was one of
the strongest arguments for a further investigation by an independent
inquiry. "To proceed to a decision on figures like those quoted in
the White i-'aper leaves far too much to guesswork. ud

The second aspect of the local pressure groups' approach to
influencing MPs was their attempt to convince individual MPs that there
was a need for this new inquiry because there was considerable local
and national unrest on the issue. This involved making MPs aware
of the fact that there was indeed extensive local and national unrest

on this issue. This was done through the leaders of the local pressure

1. bid., p. 12. For instance, the cost of the removal of the firing
ranges at Shoeburyness and interference with Southend Airport were
included in the Sheppey estimates, while no figures were quoted to
represent loss of agricultural land and production, the cost of moving
or soundprooling homes and schools, or the cost of the removal of
the Wethersfield Air Base which would be needed if the new airport
were located at Stansted.

2. bbid., p. 13.
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groups time and time again urging both local people and others to write !
to their MPs on this subject. The result was an extremely heavy post-
bag on this issue for MPs.! Individual local people also lobbied MPs
during the demonstration in London on the eve of the National Airports
Policy Debate. During the summer many of the local pressure groups
themselves wrote directly to their MPs.2 In the latter part of the year
they adopted another means of showing! MPs that there was considerable
local opposition. From the beginning of November through to February
1968, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Newens and Sir Derek Walker Smith presented
petitions calling for a new inquiry from the local Councils to the House

of Commons. 3

1, Many MPs, with seats miles away from Stansted and whose constit-
uents were not affected by an airport at Stansted, received letters from
their constituents opposing the Government decision on Stansted. Both i
Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens said that other MPs had told them that they -
had received more letters on the question of Stansted than they had on

any other topics, other than constituency ones, for many years. Inter-
views. Mr. Peter Bessell (Liberal - Cornwall, Bodmin) also confirmed

a very heavy correspondence with none in favour of the proposals, in-
cluding a large number from his own constituents who could not be

affected by the airport at Stansted. Bansard (Commons), Vol, 749,

29 June, 1967, Col. 836,

2. For instance, Hertfordshire County Council sent a copy of their
protest to the Government to all the County's MPs, Herts and Essex
Observer, 2 June, 1967, while Sawbridgeworth UDC sent a copy of

its resolution opposing the airport to local MPs. Harlow Citicen,
9 June, 1967.

3. In all 9 local Councils presented petitions s under their seals.
These included: Sawbridgeworth UDC, Hansard (Commons), Vol. 754,

16 November, 1867, Col. 603; Dunmow ¥ RDC, ibid., Vol. 755, 27 Nov-
ember, 1967, Col. 1; Bishop's Stortford, lbid Vol 755, 5December,
1967, Col. 1105' Saffron Walden RDC, ibid., g, Vol. 756, 18 December,
1967 Col. 887; Saffron Walden BC, ibid ., Val. 759, 19 February, 1968,
Cols. 1-2; Epptng and Ongar RDC, Harlow Citizen, 3 November, 1967;
Harlow UDC Harlow Gazette, 11 November, 1967, Chigwell UDC,
Financial Times, 11 November, 1967, and Braughing RDC, Saftron
Walden Weekly News, 19 January, 1968.
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Their other use of the House of Commons was to enlist and
organize sympathetic MPs and to use the procedures of the House to
put pressure upon the Government. This was done through informal
contacts with other MPs by Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens in a bipartisan
approach. They used several means to put pressure upon the Govern-
ment. In terms of its impact the Early Day Motion (EDM) which
Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens organized was the most successful effort
at pressuring thé Government. Mr, Newens on the Labour side and
Mr. Kirk on the Conservative side worked hard to collect signatures
for a motion which called for a new inquiry before. Stansted was
developed.1 The result of their efforts was an EDM which had con-
siderable impact. It was signed by over 280 MPs, including over
100 Labour MPs. This number of MPs, which was unusually high,
included senior members of both the Labour and Conservative Parlia-
mentary Parties. Senior members of the Parliamentary Parties in-
cluded the Chairman of the Parliamentary Labour Party, Mr. Douglas
Houghton and the Chairman of the Conservative Backbenchers 1922
Committee, Sir Arthur Vere-Harvey. Through this EDM they showed

1. The motion asked "that, before any irrevocable decisions are taken
on the siting of future- airports, a new and realistic estimate of future
needs should be prepared, with full consideration not only of the prob-
able development of air traffic, but also of ground communications,
agriculture, and the amenities of the countryside; notes that, with
proper use of existing facilities, there is sufficient time for the prep-
aration of such an estimate; and calls upon Her Majesty's Government
not to proceed with a major expansion of Stansted Airport until all
these matters have been more fully investigated by a Royal Commission,
or some other appropriate body." House of Commons, Notices of
Motions, 14 June, 1967.
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the Government that there were a considerable number of MPs, includ-
ing influential members on hoth sides of the House, who were convinced
of the need for a new inquiry. Of special concern to the Government
was the success of Mr. Newens in gaining over 100 signatures from
the Labour ba.ckbenches.1

A second means by which they attempted to pressure the Govern-
ment was the National Airports Policy debate: In this debate, Mr.

Kirk2 and Mr. Newen53

again put the case against Stansted and for

a new inquiry. They also attacked the further inconsistencies in the
Government case which appeared during the course of Mr. Jay's speech.
For instance, they attacked the costings given by the Government as
being'extremely 'primitive' and 'highly selective'. The Government's
position on its own inadequate costings was inconsistent as Mr. Jay
produced figures which wére different from those included in the White
Paper. But costs were not the only item upon which the Government
had changed its position. For some unexplained reason the London
starting point for estimating the access time to Stansted had been
changed from Grosvenor Square to Liverpool Street. The same had
happened with the noise question where the criteria for calculating the
number of people affected by noise had changed from 3-4 miles in the

White Paper to 10-12 miles in the debate.

1. Interviews.
2, Hansard (Commons), Vol. 749, 29 June, 1967, Cols. 816-828.
3. Ibid., Cols. 828-836.
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The chief result of this debate was that they were again to
show that the Government case for Stansted was weak and inconsistent.
The debate gave them further examples on matters such as noise,
access and costs of this weakness and inconsistency in the Govern-
ment's case, which they could use when trying to inﬂuqnce others
such as Peers to support the demand for the new inquiry. As a show
of opposition to the Government the debate was not very successful,
nor was it really expected to be so, for an element of party politics
had entered into the debate. It had taken place on an Opposition supply
day on an Opposition motion, to which the Government had table(i its
own amendment. The Govemment, through the imposition of a'three
line whip,' was determined to have this amendment approved by a large
majority to counteract the discontent shown by the EDM. The result
was that while the Conservatiies attacked the Government decision,
most Labour MPs supported the Government even though they signed
the EDM. There were a few exceptions, because besides Mr. Newens,
Mrs. Renée Short attacked the Government decision in her speechl
and joined Mr. Newens and eight other Labour MPs in abstaining.2

In the House of Commons, the local pressure groups could not
hope to defeat a Government which was determined to implement its
decision by -using the 'whip' in the face of adverse publicity. But the

local pressure groups could hope that by putting continual pressure

1. Ibid., Cols. 812-818.
2, The Guardian, 30 Jume, 1967.
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upon the Government it would decide that the holding of a new inquiry
was a more preferable course than having to face the probability that
the Special Development Order would have an extremely rough passage
in the House, which would gain the Government further adverse pub-
licity. To succeed in pressuring the‘Govemment, they needed to
create a bipartisan opposition in the House to the Government. At

the same time they had to avoid at all costs allowing the issue to
become one of Government vs. Opposition. If it was to become a
party issue, their freedom to manoeuvre and their ability to gain sup-
port across party lines would be drastically diminished as MPs,
particularly Government backbenchers, rallied to their respective
parties. This would have isolated Mr. Newens and other Labour
opponents of the Government and placed them in an intolerable political
position, as they would have appeared to be supporting the Opposition
in its attacks on their own Government. But on thé &her hand, they
needed the Government to know that they could not count on any official
support from the Opposition side of the House, as the Opposition were
against the Government on the issue.

The situation that they faced therefore was a tricky one, but
they managed to manoeuvre through it. They gained the support of
the Shadow Cabinet through statements issued to the Press by Mr.
Heath in June and November. These argued, in effect, that because
there was considerable public opposition to the decision, there should
be a full inquiry into all the aspects of the question before Stansted
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was develowd.1 But though 'the Opposition issued these statements
-and initiated the National Airports Policy debate on a Supply Day, they
‘left the initiative for action on this issue to the local MPs on their
side of the House rather than use the issue as a weapon for attacking
the ‘Gov_ernment.z' This énabled the local Cohservative MPé, led by
Mr. Kirk, to act as concerned local MPs rather than as Conservatives
opposing the Government, It also enakied them to join with other local
MPs on the Labour side to create an all party lobby which then
attempted to pressure the Government by enlisting support for their

case.3

2) The House of Lords

. The House of Lords assumed crucial importance in the contro-
versy during the latter part of 1967 and the early part of 1968 because
there was- a possibility that the Stansted scheme might have been de-
feated by the House of Lords' rejecting the Special Development Order.
In the autumn, when it was clear that the presentation of the Special

Development Order could not be delayed much longer, the tactics which

1. Daily Telegraph, 16 June, 1967; The Times, 9 November, 1967.

2. This also enabled them to escape a vulnerable position because the
Conservative Government, through Mr. Julian Amery, had accepted the
Inter-Departmental Committee Report, which had since been proved
inadequate, that Stansted was the right choice.

3. They. created a situation in which they hoped to squeeze the Minister
between the official opposition and his own backbenchers in a situation,
which, according to S.E. Finer, made for a successful lobby, namely:
(OPPOSITION + MINISTERIAL LOBBY) vs. MINISTERIALISTS = SUCCESS

See: Anonymous Empire, op. cit., p. 7.
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‘were adopted by the local pressure groups were to concentrate their

efforts at the Parliamentary level upon influencing Peers and building
up. support in the Lords. This was done through establishing contacts

with Peers on both sides of the l-Iouxse.1

They sought to convince
Peers of the need for a new inquiry in order that they could enlist
sympathetic Peers to aid them in their efforts to pressure the Govern-
ment through the House of Lords and finally in an effort to defeat the
Special Development Order in the Lords if the deemment had not
withdrawn it.

The task of influencing Peers was undertaken through the Stan:
sted Working Party and Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens. Most of their

efforts were through informal personal contacts with Peers.® In addi-

tion they were sent copies of The Stansted Black Book and a special
summary of the briefing paper which had been sent to MPs in June.’
They also attempted to influence Peers by showing them that there
was considerable public unrest over the issue. The leaders of the
local pressure groups urged people to write to Peers expressing their
opposition to the Stansted decision. In addition, NWEEHPA, through

1. :I'hese included Peers such as Lords Dilhorne and Leatherland.
Lord Leatherland was a Labour Peer who was an Essex County Alder-
man and a former Chairman of the Essex County Council.

2. Interviews.

3. The Stansted Working Party; The Third London Airport ~ A sum-

mary of the case for a new investigation. n. Chelmsford: December 1967.
This merely repeated the earlier arguments for a new inquiry which
the realignment proposals would make even more urgent. People
previously unaffected were now affected and were being given no
opportunity to put their objections to a public inquiry.
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the Letters to the Editor column of the national newspapers, made a
direct appeal to Peers to vote against the Special Development Order.

" The House of Lords was used as a means of putting pressure
upon the Government by showing them that there was considerable opposi-
tion to the Government decision and support for a new inquiry on all
sides of the House. In this regard, the debate in the Lords in Dec-
ember was extremely important for it showed clearly that there was
extensive opposition to the Government in that House. Most of the Peers
who spoke in this debate wanted a new inquiry. The few Peers who
supported the Stansted decision did so reluctantly because they did not
like the way in which the Government handled the case., Again in this
debate the Government case  was shown to be inadequately based and
inconsistent, The debate therefore showed that the Peers were unhappy
about the situation and that the Government was going to have difficulty
in passing the Special Development Order in the Lords. By February
it was clear, especially after the rejection of the realignment proposals
by the local pressure groups, that the Government faced a serious
possibility that the Special Development Order would in fact be rejected
by the Lords. This possibility of defeat in the Lords was a major
factor contributing to the Government decision to hold a new inquiry
rather than to be humiliated by the Lords' rejecting the Special Devel-

opment Order.
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¢) The Administration

Again in this phase of the controversy the local pressure groups

1 as a channel of influence. The

made little use of the Administration

conflict of objectives between the Administration and the local pressure

groups which prevented a close relationship in the previous phase con-

tinued throughout this phase. The Administration were not interested

in hearing the points that the local pressure groups were making because

they were still committed to Stansted as the site for the new airport.z
The only contact of the local pressure groups with the Admin-

istration was to reply to a circular containing the realignment proposals

which-was sent to them by officials of the Ministry of Housing and

Local Government in January 1968, Their replies were unanimous in

their disapproval of these proposals and in their reiteration of their

demand for a new inquiry. Indeed, they considered the case for the

new inquiry was made more urgent by the realignment proposals because

new people previously unaffected were not being given the opportunity

to put their objections before a public inquiry.3 These replies were

important to the controversy because they were one of the contributory

factors in the Government decision to liold a new inquiry, It was clear

to the Government that only a new inquiry would satisfy the local pres-

1. In this case mainly officials of the aviation section of the Board of
Trade and officials of the Ministry of Housing and Local Government.

2. Interviews.
3. Herts and Essex Observer, 26 January, 9 and 16 February, 1968.
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sure groups and that any further attempts to press ahead with Stansted
would bring further bad publicity and continued opposition from the local
pressure groups who were clearly intent on maintaining their ;iemand
for a new inquiry and keeping the ;;ressure upon the Government until

they were granted it.

d) Specialized Public Opinion

With one exception, very little attempt was made to influence
specialized public opinion. This was because, as was seen in C'I;apter
Five, many of the groups which constituted specialized public opinion
in this case, were expressing their opposition to the Government deci-
sion from the perspective of their specialized interests without being
prompted by the local pressure groups. But on the other hand the
local pressure groups used these expressions of opposition as support
for their position that a new inquiry was needed in these efforts to
pressure the Government in granting them a new inquiry. The exception
was the case of the Council on Tribunals, which is the watchdog on
matters relating to inquiries and tribunals, NWEEHPA complained to
the Council on Tribunals about the Government review, involving new
evidence, after the closure of the public inquiry and their failure to
involve the objectors to the proposals. At this stage the Council con-
sidered that the case did not come within their jurisdiction asgthe public
inquiry had not been a statutory one. Following their realignment pro-
posals further complaints were received by the Council from NWEEHPA
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and members of the House of Lords connected with the local pressure
groups. The result this time was that' the Council considered that it
did have jurisdiction and issued a report arguing that there had to be

a public fnquiry for those not previously affected to have an opportunity
to put their objections.1

e) The Executive

. The relationship between _the local pressure groups and the
Executive, although not one of direct contact, continued to be the prime
relationship around which the controversy was developed. The Executive
was the primary target of influence for the local pressure groups be-
cause they wanted to reverse a Cabinet decision to develop Stansted.
They made no attempt to influence the Executive directly. For instance,
. no briefing papers were sent to the Cabinet or Ministers. The tactic
with regard to the Executive was to use the other channels of influence
to pressure the Executive into granting the new inquiry. The responses
and actions of the Executive were as a result important factors in
determining the actions of the local pressure groups. The Government's
response determined the degree of success or failure that the local
pressure groups had in achieving their objectives.

The continued and sustained pressure that the local pressure

groups put upon the Government in this phase stemmed from the fact

1. The Council on Tribunals. The Annual Report of the Council on
Tribunals for 1967. London: HMSO, 1968, pp. 26-Z9.
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that the Government held to its decision to develop Stansted and did

not grant the local pressure groups the new inquiry which they were
asking for. At first during the summer of 1967 while Mr. Jay was

at the Board of Trade, _the Government and Mr. Jay were determined

to proceed with the development of Stansted without any alterations.
Indeed, their stance at this time was a dogmatic one. After the develop-
ment of considerable opposition to the Government and after the arrival
in the autumn of Mr. Crosland at the Board of Trade, the Government's
stand became a less dogmatic defence of their decision.

The realignment proposals introduced some limited flexibility into
the Government's position in so far as they were prepared to modify
the proposals for development at Stansted. But this did not involve any
change in the basic intention to develop Stansted. The basic change
which resulted in a decision to hold a new inquiry came only when it
was clear to the Government that it would have great difficulty in pas-
sing the Special Development Order through Parliament and that its
determination to proceed would only result in further adverse piblicity.
The Government in effect gave way to the local pressure groups when
they found that they had been forced into an untenable political position
where the political cost of proceeding with the development was too high
for the Government. The relationship between the Executive and the
local pressure groups, which had developed in this phase, was one of
political combat. The local pressure grodps achieved their objectives
of a new inquiry because in this political battle they had been able to
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make the cost of achieving its objectives too high for their opponents.

STRATEGY 1968-1969

The Government decision for a new inquiry meant in effect that,
although they did not know the exact form the new inquiry was to take,
they had achieved the objective of the political campaign which they had
undertaken. The strategy of mounting a political campaign had been
successful. As a result of this Government decision, they were now
faced with a new situation which necessitated another change in their
strategy of influence. The need had now reverted back to that of being
able to organize a strong technical case, which was based upon the
arguments and evidence of experts, for presentation to the inquiry. In
fact, they were now in a position which was similar in its strategic
needs to that of the initial phase of the controversy.

The new strategy of influence adopted by the local pressure
groups was based upon an attempt to convince the Commission, through
the presentation of technical cases, that Stansted was not suitable as
the site for-the new airport, and that there were other sites which
were more suitable that should be investigated by the Commission.

The local pressure groups also needed to ensure that the inquiry would
be a full, fair and independent inquiry, in line with their demands.
Their strategy during this phése of the controversy, therefore, was
centered upon the use of the Roskill Commission. The decision of the
Roskill Commission not to short-list Stansted meant that the local pres-
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sure groups had achieved their overall objective and the end of the

Stansted controversy.

THE USE OF THE CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE AND TACTICAL
' DECISIONS — 1968-1969

The use of the channels of influence revolved around the need
to prepare their cases for presentation to the Roskill Commission.
Their activity centered largely upon the Roskill Commission which had

now become the prime target of influence. There was little or no use

of other channels of influence because the need at this stage was the

preparation of their case. As in the previous phase, the Stansted
Working Party continued to play a co-ordinating role. Through the
Stansted Working Party, a broadly co-ordinated case was developed

so that the efforts and time of the local pressure groups and the Com-
mission would not be wasted by unnecessary duplication of arguments
and evidence.

a) Mass Public Opinion

NWEEHPA used mass public opinion during this phase of the
controversy as a means of raising much needed money to finance their
case against Stansted before the Roskill Commission.1 As public
opinion already supported their position, the need now was to try to
persuade the public to support them financially. In order to obtain

1. Fundraising was also going on through NWEEHPA's own organization
without the use of mass public opinion. The use of- mass public opinion
was only one of the ways used to raise the needed money.

e P e ST e e a0 o,
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this money, NWEEHPA launched an appeal which received publicity in
the local and national press. 1 They also gained publicity for their
appeal through the town and country shows, carnivals and mass events
which took place in East Anglia during the summer.?‘ In this appeal,
they asked for money so‘that they could”win the last round of the Stan-
sted battle.

b) The Executive

There was some contact with the Executive on behalf of all the
local pressure groups by their leading Parliamentary supporters, such
as Mr. Kirk, Mr, Newens and Lord Dilhorne, about the exact nature
of the inquiry and its terms of reference, but this took place only within
the general context of the consultations that were held between the Gov-
ernment, who were most anxious to obtain an inquiry which would be
acceptable to all the objectors, and the Opposition (Conservative Party)
in Parliament, as well as other interested parties.3 In these consulta-
tions, they sought to gain an inquiry which would cover all the aspects
of the question of a new London airport, including its need, timing and
possible alternative sites. In addition they wanted a form of inquiry

1. Saffron Walden Weekly News, 1 March, 1968, Braintree and Witham
Times, 1 and 8 March, 1968, and Herts and Essex Observer, 1 March,
1068. On the national level, the Treasurer wrote a letter to the Daily
Telegraph appealing for its readers to contribute to their funds. This
letter raised over £ 300 in contributions from people who lived outside
the Stansted area. Daily Telegraph, 19 March, 1968 and Interviews.

2. Harlow Citizen, 23 August, 1968 and Interviews.
3. Interviews.
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which allows all objectors to any site the opportunity to cross-examine
all the experts, especially those of the Ministry or BAA, in order that
their evidence may be seen in public to be able to stand up to cross-

examination.

¢) The Roskill Commission

Under the procedures laid down by the Government, the Roskill
Commission was to undértake its work in five stages.lv In the first
stage it was to call for proposals of sites, which should be considered
by the Commission, together with detailed evidence on these proposed
sites. The second stage was a series of local inquiries to hear objec-
tions to the sites that the Commission had short-listed for consideration.
These were to be conducted as local planning inquiries by a Senior
Planning Inspector of the Ministry of Housing and Local Government
who was a member of the Commission. This procedure which was
adopted by the Commission and the decisions, taken in the Stansted
Wofking Party about their approach to the Commission, determined

the actions of most of the local pressure groups with regard to the
Commission and its work. Through the Stansted Working Party, it

had been decided that the task of presenting the case against Stansted
would be the responsibility of NWEEHPA, while the County Councils,
who had decided to work together, would be responsible for presenting
proposals for the alternative sites. Both NWEEHPA and the County

1. For details of the Roskill Commission, see p. 118-121+above.
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Councils used consultants, experts and legal advisers in preparing
their cases for presentation to the Commission.

NWEEHPA concentrated its efforts upon preparing for the local
inquiry stage of the Commission. At this stage it intended to present
the case against Stansted using a team of expert witnesses and legal
counsel.] NWEEHPA did not focus much éttention on the first stage
of the Commission's work because they were concerned with presenting
the case against Stansted. For the first stage they limited themselves
to presenting a brief paper from Mr. Brancker and another short paper
setting out their criteria for a suitahle site.2

The County Councils, on the pther hand, concentrated their
attention upon preparing detailed cases and evidence for the alternative
sites which they had proposed to the Commission. This evidence and
the report which they submitted to the Commission was prepared by
their own officials and consultants and covered questions such as regional
planning, employment, housing, noise, amenity, defence, land use and
air traffic control. They also cutlined the need for a cost/benefit

3

analysis as the basis of a comparison between alternative sites.” The

1. Their witnesses included Mr. Brancker and Professor Peter Hall,
while they were again represented by Mr. Peter Boydell, Q.C. Herts
and Essex Observer, 10 January, 1969. Because the Roskill Commis-
sion did not short-list Stansted, there was no local inquiry. After the
publication of the short-list, NWEEHPA undertook no further activity
with regard to the Roskill Commission.

2, Commission on the Third London Airport, Papers and Proceedings
Volume 2. London: HMSO, 1869, p. 97.

3. Essex and Hertfordshire County Councils, Commission on the Third

London Airport Submission No. 2; Statement on Proposed Sites. ‘October
1968.
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local Councils for the most part accepted the offer of the County Coun-

cils for them to be associated with the County Councils' submissions. 1

The tactics of most of these councils were to concentrate their efforts
upon presenting their specific objections at the local inquiry stage if

that was necessary. 2

1. These Councils included Saffron Walden BC, Bishop's Stortford UDC,
Epping UDC, Harlow UDC, Hoddesdon UDC, Sawbridgeworth UDC,
Braughing RDC, Epping and Ongar RDC, Saffron Walden RDC, and
Ware RDC.

2. For instance, Dunmow RDC. Interview (Mr. A.J. Little).
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CHAPTER NINE
THE STANSTED CONTROVERSY : SUCCESS/FAIL FACTORS

Perhaps the most interesting and significant point that arises
out of the Stansted Controversy is the fact that the local pressure
groups succeeded in preventing the development of Stansted into the
"Third London Airport. Their achievement is all the more signifi-
cant when it is realized that in order to do this, they had in effect
to force the Govem;nent to reverse a decision which had been taken
by the Cabinet and to which the Government .was fully committed.

It is not every day that Cabinet decisions are reversed and especially
by local pressure groups such as those which have been the subject
of this study. It is also a rare occurrence that a Government deci-
sion on a highly complex technical issue of this nature is reversed
except by those directly involved in decision-making on the particular
issue. [Essentially the local pressure groups succeeded because they
had a strong case which was effectively marshalled and presented by
them as part of their pressure group action. On the other hand the
Government had a weak case that was ineptly supported and presented.
In this chapter, the factors which contributed to this success of the
local pressure groups will be examined.

An important underlﬁng factor was the basic nature of pressure
group action in this controversy. For the Stansted Controversy in-
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volved a regional and rural protest against an impending central
government decision. An essen}ial ingredient upon which pressure
group' activity was built was the strong local opposition that developed
to the aifport proposals in the rural area immediately around Stan-
sted and in the surrounding region. This regional and rural protest
element emerged because the development of the airport and central
government decision-making in this case were seen by local people
as a threat to the continuance of their way of life and to the exis”t-'
ence of the local community with which they identified themselves.

In undertaking pressure group action, the local pressure groups

were able to build upon this widespread local unrest. NWEEHPA

- used this reservoir of lqcal discontent to provide the backbone of

the NWEEHPA organization. Without this widespread local opposition,
the local pressure groups, particularly NWEEHPA, would not have
had the local support which they needed. Without it, NWEEHPA

for instance, would not have been ahle to raise the financial re-
sources that it needed. This widespread local discontent strength-
ened the hands of the local pressure groups in undertaking pressure
group action because they were able to speak on behalf of a large
number of local people, and because they appeared to be based upon
a cross section of the local community and not on a particular group
of ‘interested' individuals. Obviously local pressure groups need
local support and the greater this base of support, the greater the
chance that an effective pressure group will be created. In this way,




300

‘the widespread local discontent over this issue made possible the
creation of an effective protest pressure group.

It is not sufficient for a protest pressure group to have this
baée of support in order to establish itself. NWEEHPA became an
. effective protest pressure group because it was able to mobilize local
people and to carry out pressure group activity on their behalf. It
was able to do so easily because its local village, town and parish
- groups became an integral part of the local community. In mobiliz-
ing local people, it waa.aided by the close knit nature of this com-
munity. The lower tier of NWEEHPA's organization followed the
natural boundaries of the component parts of this local communiti
Through these groups the local people became part of the overall
fight against the airport, At the same time the upper tier of the
NWEEHPA's organization gave the leaders the channel through which
to give central direction to the organization. In a similar way the
organizational structure of the councils enabled their leaders to
give central direction to their group's efforts. But the ability of
these local pressure groups to take action was enhanced by the fact
that they were able to take quick decisions. This ability was impor-
tant as it enabled them to create a momentum behind the political
campaign against the Government decision with a minimum of delay.
It also enabled them to change their strategy and tactics to meet
changing needs as decision-making proceeded in this case.
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The nature and quality of the leadership of the local pressure
groups also contributed to their success. Their‘leadership was
drawn from a broad ci'oss section of the localbcommunity including
many of its leaders. The fact that many of the leaders of the local
community joined the fight against the airport encouraged many other
local people to support the local pressure groups. In this way the
leadership of the local bressure groups contributed to the mobiliza-
tion of the local community. Many of their leaders, who were
commutérss working in London, had by virtue of their occupations
experience and contacts which were valuable for pressure group
action, and which were, for instance, of help to them in the prepara-
tion and presentation of their cases. The leadership also was able
to identify what needed to be done in order to prevent the development
of Stansted. Throughout the controversy an important basis of pres-
sure group action by the local pressure groups was the clear view
that their leaders had in strategic and tactical terms of the situation
that faced them. The leadership showed itself to be politically
sophisticated in the manner in which it identified the targets and
channels of influence and in the way it selected the appropriate
strategy and tactics. The quality of leadership shown was important
to their success because it resulted in the deployment of their re-
sources in such a way as to gain the maximum return in terms of
achieving their objective. For instance, this can be seen in the
heavy emphasis that was placed upon the use of the technical and
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legal experts in the preparation and presentation of their case
throughout tl;e controversy.

In fact, their use of technical and legal experts was a vital
factor in their success. The use of these éxperts enabled the local
bressure groups 'to assemble a strong case against the Stansted site
which was based on national and. local grounds. In comparison with
the Government case, that of the local pressure groups was well
prepared and researched. In the course of their preparations,
they had considered a wide ranée of issues which were related to
the question of the location of the new airport for London. Much
of the strength of their case stemmed from the fact that they took
neither a narrow local view of the question nor one solely based
upon aviation considerations. Issues such as those of planning and
amenity received considerable attention. The result was that they
were able to formulate cases against Stansted based upon many wide
ranging grounds. This enabled them to present arguments and
amass much evidence that showed Stansted to be an unsuitable site.

Their position was further strengthened by the inherent weak-
ness of the case of the Ministry of Aviation and the Government,
whose arguments for Stansted were based almost entirely upon
aviation considerations. These arguments which were put forward
at different stages of the controversy were inconsistent and served
to undermine the credibility of the Government case for Stansted.
This weakness in the Government position stemmed from the in-
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~ adequate consideration that was given to the question of the provision

of a new airport for London by the Government Departments and
officials concerned. In the little consideration given to the questio'n,
there was an overwhelming emphasis ubon the aviation aspects of
the question to the neglect of issues such as regional planning, town
and country planning and amenity. Perhaps the real weakness of

the Government position was that the machinery by which they hoped

‘to formulate the decision was defective. The procédure adopted

ingide the Government was inadequate for ascertaining all relevant .
information on the question. The Inter-Departmental Committee,
which was overwhelmingly composed of representatives of aviation
interests and which was tied closely to the Ministry of Aviation, was
an unsuitable forum for the initial consideration of an issue as com-
plex as the location of the new airport. As could have been pre-
dicted, issues of amenity, regional planning, town and country plan-
ning and noise, which are vital aspects of any decision involving the
siting of an international airport, were given scant attention by this
Committee. As decision-making proceeded in this case a momentum
behind the choice of Stansted was created inside the governmental
administrative machine because individuals became committed to
defending Stansted as the Ministry's choice for the Third London
Airport rather than assessing the strengths and weakness of all the
evidence that was produced.

n,‘
&
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Added to this was the seeming unwillingness or incapacity of
Ministers to control these officialp rather than being controlled by
them. The lack of decisive political leadership on this issue was
the result of the large number of changes that oc';curred in the
political personnel and in the Governmental administrative institu-
tions responsible for aviation and airports' policy. These made
Ministers dependent upon their officials, and this was particularly
so when aviation and airports' policy was the responsibility of the
Board of Trade, which was concerned with many problems bésides
aviation and airports. But on the other hand, there was not until
the summer of 1967 any real reason for the Government to suppose
that the issue would become a major political controversy in which
public opinion would be aroused. Before the decision, oppoeitioﬁ had
been restricted to the locality and the local pressure groups had not
shown how really intense the local feeling against the airport was.
They had stuck to presenting technical arguments during the public
inquiry. The Government miscalculatedv the strength and feeling of
the local opposition, and also the strength of national public feeling
on this issue. The result of this failure of political leadership was
that the initial inadequacies of decision-making on this issue were

reinforced by the determination of officials concerned with aviation f
to defend their faulty decision regardless of the contrary arguments
which were advanced by the local pressure groups and others.
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The weakness of the Government position was increasedtby iits
inept handling of the issue and by the inconsistent presentation of its
case for Stansted, This enabled the local pressure groups slowly
to work the Government into an untenable political position where
it had to give way to the demands of the local pressure groups for
a new inquiry. This process began with the weak case that the
Ministry presented ét the public inquiry. The Ministry, through its
arguments and evidence, failed to sustain its case for Stansted, with
the consequence that the public inquiry Inspector was unable to re-
commend Stansted and suggested that a new investigation be: held
before steps were taken to develop the site, In its handling of the
results of the inquiry and in the way in which it reached the decision,
the Government played into the hands of the local pressure groups by
giving them strong grounds for opposing the Government decision and
for appealing for public support. As the inquiry was not a statutory
public inquiry, there were no legal grounds why the Government
ghould have accepted the Inspector's Report and followed his recom-
mendations, His function was only to advise it of the local objéctions
to the choice of Stansted. But politically, given the past assurances
that it had given to the local pressure groups, it would have been
wiser not to disregard them as the Government did by holding its
secret review. In this way the Government gave the local pressure
groups good grounds to charge the Government with breaking its

promises and assurances. This enabled the local pressure groups
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to undermine the credibility of the Government and its case for Stan-
sted: As a result the Government appeared to be pushing the choice
- of Stansted regardless of the arguments agaipst‘it and in favour of
alte_mative sites. This again served to undermine the credibility of
the Government position, The Government's position was further
undermined By the inconsistencies that appeared in its arguments for
Stansted. The manner in which the Government intended to proceéd
with the plan for realigning the runways in the Stansted proposals
without a further public inquiry only increased scepticism about the
Government's choice of Stansted.

The_credibility of the Government's and BAA's case for Stan-
sted waa. further undermined by the activities of other national groups
during the post decision phase of the controversy., The Stansted deci-
sion and proposals received almost universal condemnation from
national groups concerned with such problems as regional and town
and country planning, noise, agriculture, and amenity, Individually
and cumulatively these groups. showed that there was a considerable
body of expert and specialist opinion that was opposed to the develop-
ment of Stansted. In addition some groups of consultants produced
detailed reports and schemes for the development of other sites,
which the Government had argued were not suitable sites, thereby
raising further doubts and questions about the arguments presented
by the Government. These public expressions of doubts from many
eminent groups and individuals as well gave the Government bad
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publicity and helped the local pressure groups in their efforts to
convince MPs and Peers that a new inquiry was needed, and that
the Special Development Order should be oﬁposed. In these efforts,
the local pressure groups were able to demonstrate that there was
a substantial element of public opinion, including the national press,
- that was opposed to the Stansted decision. The large number of
letters that local people and others sent MPs and Peer§ were an
important index of public view on the issue. The opinions expressed
by these groups and by individual members of the public were an
important element contributing to the success of the local pressure
groups because it showed decision-makers and others, whom the local
pressure groups were seeking to inﬂuenqe, that public opinion was
against the Government. The Govemn;ent was left in an exposed
position, and one in which it could gain favourable publicity only
by granting the local pressure groups the new inguiry. Thg local
pressure groups placed the Government in a position where it had
to decide if it was worth proceeding with Stansted. They showed
the Government that there would be a considerable political cost
involved in terms of continued unfavourable publicity.

It continued unfavourable publicity for some time had been
the only political cost involved for the Government in continuing
Stansted, then the local pressure groups would probably have not
been able to push home their advantages. The local pressure groups
succeeded in gaining the new inquiry because they were able to force
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the Government into a situation where if faced defeat and humiliation
in, at least, the House of Lords. In fact, through the constant work
of their Parliamentary leaders, they had been ablg to create in both
Houses a situ_ation where the Government was being squeezed between
a rebel lobby inside its own party and the opposition. In fact, what
was created in both Houses was the situation which Finer suggests is

1 namely

thﬁat which makes for a successful pressure group,
‘(Opposition + Ministerial Lobby) vs. Ministerialists = SUCCESS,

Al; is most often the case, this situation was 'béing plé.yed out behind
the scenes rather than on the floor of either House. It did surface
from time to ’time, such as through the EDM organized by Mr. Kirk
and Mr, Newens. Their success at the Parliamentary level would
not have been possible without the close co-operation that existed
between Mr, Kirk and Mr. Newens. In many ways the part of

Mr. Newens was more crucial because he was successful in organ-
izing opposition on the Government back benches. This was possible
because the issue did not become an issue of party politics, As a
result Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens were able to operate as two locally
concerned MPs who were members of different parties. Crucial
therefore was the fact that they were able to make their efforts at
the Parliamentary level bipartisan. This meant that the Government
was under attack from both sides of the House. Even though the
Special Development Order might be forced through the Commons

by using the 'whip', it would have a rough passage through the House.
1. Finer, op. cit., p. 5.
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This would have gained the Government further bad publicity.

Much more crucial was the situation in the Lords because
in that House the local pressure groups were able through their
bipartisan campaign to gain considerable support on both sides of
. the House, Indeed, they created a situation where it seemed most
likely that the Government would be defeated by a combination of
Peers, that included support on all sides of the House, who were
opposed to Stansted. Defeat in the Lords would have put the Govern-
ment in an impossible position because it would have had to find
another means of gaining approval for its decision, all of which
would have meant some delay and continued unfavourable publicity
before the issue would have finally disappeared. But defeat.would
also have been humiliating especially after their long and determined
stand in defence of the decision. By confronting the Government
with the probability of defeat in the Lords, together with the prospect
of further unfavourable publicity the local pressure groups were able
to put the Government in an untenable position where the political
cosi of proceeding with its decision would have been high. Given
this situation, the Government finally decided to have a new inquiry.
The final success, through the Roskill Commission, was the result
of their being able to present a strong techn;cal case against Stansted.

Success for the local pressure groups in this case therefore
was the result of their being well organized with a strong case which
had public support from specialized as well as mass public opinion

— DR
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and their being able to gain the tacit support of the Opposition and
the support of a Ministerial Lobby in both Houses of Parliament _
during the political battle. Crucial also was their ability to present
strong and well argued technical cases to the public inquiries. In

the political battle which is integral to their final success they suc-
ceeded because they were able to create a situation which makes

for successful pressure group actions, namely:

(Specialized and Mass Public Opinion + Opposition + Ministerial Lobby)
vs. Ministerialists = SUCCESS.
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CHAPTER TEN

CONCLUSIONS

This study of the Stansted Airport Controversy points to the
need for some re-assessment, along the lines suggested in Chapter
One, of the picture of British pressure groups that has emerged
from the 1iterature. This re-assessment would involve recognizing ﬂl
that pressure groups other than interest groups at times play a
significant role in the British political process, and that there are
differences in the behaviour pattern of the different types of pressixre
gro;xps. This study points to some of the differences between protest -
bressure groups, public authority pressure groups and interest groups.
This re-assessment would also involve recognizing that there are
these different typés of pressure groups operating at different levels
in the British political system. This study has been concerned with
local/national pressure groups which were locally based pressure
groups that sought to achieve their goals at the national level because
of the nature of decision-making authority on questions of airports'
policy. In this case the locality articulated its demands concerning
the development of Stansted Airport through a group of locally based
pressure groups whicli acted to influence the national decision-making
process. In effect this means recognizing that interest articulation
in Britain will not just come through nationally based pressure groups
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but will also be expressed through locally based pressure groups
even on matters within the jurisdiction of the central government,

The pressure group activity which has been the subject of
this study differs from the usual pattern of British’ pressure éroup
activity, The most usual pattern of behaviour is that of national
interest groups which are the most important and influential of British
pressure groups. Their behaviour, as was shown in Chapter One, is
based upon seeking their goals through maintaining a close relationship
involving consultation and negotiation with particular government depart-
ments. They are reluctant to use other channels of influence that
might disturb this relationship. This pressure group activity is based
upon a large measure of agreement between the Ministry and the inter-
est group concerned on the framework and the essential details of |
policy, It is also based upon the desire on the part of both parties
to work together in pursuit of agreed policy ends and also upon some
degree of common interest between them.

In the Stansted Airport Controversy pressure group activity
diftered from this pattern because the aforementioned elements which
enable interest groups to behave in this manner were missing. The
essential element of pressure group activity in this case was protest,
and protest based upon a fundamental conflict of interests and objec-
tives between the local pressure groupe which became the representa-

tives of their region and the Government and the Ministry of Aviation
(later the Board of Trade). The local pressure groups did not want
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the airport at Stansted, while the Government and the Ministry were
determined that it should be developed at Stansted. Pressure group
activity in eséence revolved around these contradictory positions.
Once the two sides had developed their respective positions, there
was little ground for compromise. Either the airport ﬁvould be devel-
oped at Stansted with all the .profound implic#ions that would follow
from the development of major international area in a rural area,
or the airport wou}d not be developed at Stansted. Given the size
and nature of the proposed dévelbpment there was little real chance
that any way could be found to make the development palatable to the
local pressure grbups, as, for exam’bie, could have been done with a
motorway route. }There was also no rdonh for compromise because
both sides wer§ determined to hold to their positions. Therefore the
essential elements which would make for a close relationship with a
government departmeht were missing because Qoﬂn parties had differ-
ent aims and interests. Instead a conflict relafionship between the
‘local pressure groups and the Government developed as both sides
moved to defend their interests and position. |

In this type of conflict situation pressure group activity and
the behaviour of the pressure groups involved will be determined by
the nature of the decision-making process as it develops and by the
actions and decisions of the particular decision-maker because pres-

sure group activity involving protest is a response to an impending
or actual decision. This type of pressure group activity differs from
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other types of pressure group activity in which interest or norm-
oriented pressure groups are involved because in these latter cases
the initiative for pressing their demands is not a response to a
particular decision but the result of the intentions of the pressure
group itself to seek certain goals. In fact, they choose when and
how to put their demands to the decision-makers. Of course their
behaviour will be affected by the response those demands meet, 'but
their behaviour will not be as closely determined by the actions of
the decision-making process as is the behaviour of those involved in
protest pressure group action, Pressure groups involved in protest
pressure group action against a particular Government decision will
liave to use the channels of influence in response to the decision-
making process as it is operating at the particular point in time
if they are to have any chan'ée of achieving their objectives.1

For instance, in the Stansted Airport Controversy, the local
pressure groups were limited in the ways in. which they could hope
to achieve their objective of preventing the development of Stansted.
In the mitm phase of the controversy, they had io concentrate upon

influencing the public inquiry. If the local pressure groups were able

1, Other groups, which may be value-oriented attitude pressure groups,
may protest against policies or values being pursued by public authori-
ties or in the society without protesting particular decisions. These
groups will not be limited to particular channels of influence because
their activities are not closely tied to the decision-making. In fact,
they may not use the established channels of influence to pursue their
objectives. See pp. 16-17 above. '
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to convince the public inquiry that Stansted was an unsuitable site,
they would have been able to poirit to the fact that their case against
the development of Stansted had been supported by a public inquiry
which had heard all the arguments. On the other hand, if they had
failed to convince the public inquiry that Stansted was an unsuitable
site, they would have been in a weak position to oppose the decision
to develop Stansted. The Government would then have been able to
win public support because it would have been able to argue that it
had held a public inquiry and that its case for Stansted had been up-
held by that inquiry, The political campaign against the Government
decision for Stansted was a response to the actions of the Government
which was then proceeding to gain the necessary Parliamentary author-
ity to allow it to implement its decision. The situation was then one
of political combat. If the local pressure groups wanted to prevent
the development of Stansted, they could no longer influence the Execu-
tive except by putting pressure upon it through the use of other chan-
nels of influence such as Parliament and public opinion. The behaviour
of the local pressure groups again was determined in the final phases
of the controversy by their need to present a technical case to the
Rogkill Commission.

The use of the channels of influence by protest pressure groups
will be similar to that of other pressure groups but the reasons for

using and the emphasis given to the use of particular channels will
not be the same because of the difference in the nature of protest
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pressure group activity. Some protest pressure groups may seek to
achieve their objectives through establishing close contact with the
Administration, and they may be prepared to compromise with the
decision-maker to achieve the essence of their demands. For in-
étance, a motorway route may be found which will suit both sides to
a dispute. Whether this type of bargaining will take place will depend
on the nature of the subject of the protest and the positions of protest
pressure groups and the Government. But protest pressure groups,
unlike interest groups, will be prepared to use other channels of influ-
ence such as Parliament or public opinion to put pressure upon the
Administration or the Executive if they are unable to achieve their
objectives through establishing contact with the Administration. The
use of these other channels by protest pressure groups will not be
confined to what Stewart termed the 'politics of issues’.} They will
be prepared to use these other channels on matters of detail within
the general policy framework that had been set in théir area of con-
cern. The question of Stansted and its development would fall into
the c'ategdry of detail within the framework of airports’ policy, but

in this case NWEEHPA was prepared to use Parliament and public
opinion as channels of influence. In this case because of the funda-
mental and irreconcilable divergence of interests and objectives there

was no bargaining through contacts between the local pressure groups
and the Ministry.

1, Stewart, op. cit., p. 20.
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Pressure group activity in this controversy differed from the
pattern of behaviour of interest groups in other ways as well. Interegt
groupg'.ljeaders wog'k in a close relationship with their opposite num-
bers inside the L;Iinistry behind the scenes. This relationship is one
that works more effectively when there is an absence of public interest
and publicity on the matters of concern to the interest group involved.
Indeed interest group leaders will positively‘ shy away from ptiblicity
because this could upset their relationship with the Administration. .
But fhe success of protest pressure groups and other pressure groups
involved in protest pressure group activity will depend upon fheir
ability to stimulate public interest in the issue so that either mass
or specialized public opinion can be brought to bear upon the decision-
makers. Hostile public opinion provided a major factor in the success
of the local pressure groups in this controversy because it enabled them
to enlist the support of MPs and Peers to put pressure upon the Govern-
ment and because it made the Government aware that the cost of pro-
ceeding with its decision was too high, Without the considerable public
interest aroused in the issue of Stansted both at fhe local and the national
level, the local pressure groups would not have been able to mobilize
the support which they needed if they were to have any change of pre-
venting the development of Stansted.

In addition, pressure groups in conflict with the Government
will seek to use a bipartisan approach to the issue when using Parlia-
ment as a channel of influence. In this way they can increase their
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freedom to manoeuvre and put pressure on the Government because

~ they have support on both sides of the House. This will also encourage

oiher sympathetic MPs to support the pressure group because they are
not faced with é choice between supporting the preséure group or their
party. When the issue becomes a party political issue, MPs will sup-
port their own party, and will thus limit the ability of the pressure
group to put pressure upon the Government. Preventing the issue from
becoming one of party politics is of particular importance in the case
when pressure group action and demands are based upon one region or
locality where the pressure groups need support in Parliament.from all

the local MPs irrespective of their party allegiance. In the Stansted

| case, the absence of party conflict on the issue enabled the local MPs

to work together to fight the development of the airport and to act as
parliamentary leaders of the local protest. If the issue had been a
party issue Mr. Newens would have been in an exposed political position
because he would have appeared to be fighting his own Government, and
this would also have made it difficult for him to gain support on the

Government backbenches.

The local Councils acted as pressure groups in this case because
the normal channels of communication with the Administration had broken
down There was a conflict of interests and objectives between them
and the Administration. The behavior of the public authorities as pres-
sure groups is similar to that of interest groups in that they will main-

tain their close relationship with Government Departments or the Execu-
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tive until the time that they consider that their interests are directly
threatened and the channels of communication with the Government
have broken down. Like interest groups, they will be reluctant to
undertake pressure group action against the Government tﬁat involves
the use of other channels of influence such as Parliament or public
opinion. When they do undertake pressure group action, they will use
the channels of influence in a manner which will ensure that there is
no conflict between their taking pressure group action and their respon-
sibilities as public authorities. In this controversy the Councils sought
to avoid partisan involvement in the local debate on the question. Rather
they tried to represent the local interest at the national level by acting
as a representative of the local community as a whole.

Two other points relating to behaviour of the local pressure
groups remain to be noted. First, this study confirms Eckstein's hypo-
thesis that pressure groups in their political action will focus their
activity upon the basis of actual political and decision-making power
and not upon the supposed constitutionally appointed bodies..l In the
case of the British Medical Association there was a direct relationship
between the interest group and the Ministry. In the Stansted case, the
prime target of influence throughout the controversy was the Executive
(the Cabinet), who were the actual decision-makers. But the means
used to infl\;ence and pressure them were indirect because of the nature

of pressure group action and the differences in interests and objectives

1. Eckstein, op. cit., p. 16.
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of both parties to the controversy. Nonetheless, although this was a
conflict situation which did not involve direct contacts between the local
pressure groups and the Government, pressure group action was focus-
sed upon influencing the actual decision-makers. Their strategy and
tactics were based upon a clear understanding of the nature of decision-
making power in this case.

On the other hand, this study does not confirm Eckstein's hypo-
thesis that pressure group structure will follow that of the governmental

structure. 1

The public authority pressure groups retained the structure
which they had established for the purpose of acting as local government
units. The structure of NWEEHPA as a protest pressure group was
designed to mobilize people at the grass roots level and to give central
direction to the organization in undertaking protest pressure group activity
on behalf of the local people. In other words the structure of NWEEHPA
was designed to enable it to carry out protest pressure group activity.
The structure of a pressure group will follow that of the governmental
structure when the pressure group has close and continuous relations
with a particular Ministry.

In this controversy, local/national pressure groups had a signifi-
cant impact upon the national decision-making process. These local
pressure groups articulated their local demands in the national decision-
making process. They based themselves upon their locality and region

and made themselves the representative and spokesmen of the region in
respect of this issue. They acted at the national level on the basis of

1. Did., p. 21
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this support. But in acting on behalf of this local interest at the
national level, they put their case and their demands in terms of the
national interest rather than the local interest. In the case of Stan-
sted these two interests could be seen as overlapping because of the
need in Britain to preserve as much rural countryside as possible,
especially in the 'green belt' areas around the large conurbations.
Local/national pressure groups will seek in undertaking pressure group
action at the national level to become the representative and spokesman
of the local interest in relation to a particular.issueof concern. But
they will articulate these demands whenever possible in terms of the
national interest.

A significant feature of the controversy was the way in which
decision-making was undertaken throughout. In fact, the nature and
quality of decision-making in relation to the issue gives rise to con-
siderable concern and raises questions about the ability of the Govern-
ment to make decisions on technical issues such as this one. The
decision-making process was revealed as inadequate for the making of
a decision as complex and as technical as that of siting an international
airport. The development of an international airport, as the experience
of Heathrow should have shown decision-makers, has profound effects
upon the area concerned because it is a generator of widespread develop-
ment in the surrounding areas. It will have important implications for
many areas of public policy and concern such as regional economic

planning, town and country planning, employment, population disfriﬁition,
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surface transport, agriculture, amenity and the quality of life in the
particular locality. Therefore:it might be expected that before any
decision is made to locate an international airport on a particular site,
all these considerations would be taken into account and weighed against
each other. Several possible sites ought to be assessed and compared
so that the most suitable site would be chosen. It might also be ex-
pected that the question of a new airport for London would be the subject
of careful consideration and planning inside the government and that many
of the interested and concerned groups inside and outside the government
would be consulted or involved in the decision-making process, especially
as it is a usual practice in Britain to consult with interested groups.
In addition, it might be expected that interested and concerned Govern-
ment Departments would be involved in decision-making and that there
would be some attempt to fit this decision into the framework of the
other policies pursued by Government Departments.

The major problem with decision-making in this case was that
it took place within very narrow parameters. In addition, decision-
making inside the Government was dominated throughout by individuals
and groups who were involved in aviation. The issue was raised in
the first place in the context of aviation needs, namely that of a new
airport for London, and those initially conceined with making decisions
on the question set about trying to solve this problem entirely in isola-
tion and within the confines of aviation considerations. This can be

seen most clearly with the Inter-Departmental Committee, which had
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been appointed by the Minister of Aviation, and which was dominated
by aviation interests to the almost complete exclusion of other interests
inside and outside the government. Their report seemed an attempt

to justify the already determined choice of Stansted rather than a genuine
attempt to consider all the issues and set out the most suitable site for
the' airport. They had visited only Stansted and made no real effort to
consult other departments or to take their policies into consideration in
arriving at the choice of Stansted. Indeed had they consulted with the
Ministry of Housing and Local Government and the local authorities,
they would have found that their view that the Stansted area was suitable
for large scale development was in flat contradiction to the already
approved policies being pursued by the Ministry of Housing and Local
Government and the local authorities in Essex and Hertfordshire.

The initial position which was arrived at through this process
was based upon inadequate consideration of the questions and implica-
tions involved. Grohps and individuals which were not involved with
aviation had not been consulted and there had not been any effort at
undertaking {ull-scale research and investigation involving such tech-
niques as cost/benefit analysis and costing of alternative sites. In
fact, those advising the Minister of Aviation and recommending the
choice of Stansted did not have at their command enough evidence and
information on which to recommend Stansted. But nonetheless they
became committed to the choice of Stansted and continued to defend
their choice throughout decision-making on this issue in spite of the
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fact that their case for Stansted had been proved to be inadequate. A
momentum behind the choice of Stansted was created inside the Govern-
mental administrative machine as these and other officials concerned
with aviation became committed to defending the choice of Stansted
against other groups and individuals. The essential problem with
decision-making was that a small group of those concerned with aviation
were alloﬁed to dominate the decision-making process because they
were the so-called experts in this issue.

The failure of decision-making was-not purely a failure of the
officials concerned to undertake a tilorough study of the subject. It
was rather a failure of political leadership. Ministers allowed them-
selves to be controlled by their officials rather than exerting a guiding
hand over the course of decision-making. They failed to control the
work of their officials and did not give clear directions on the way in
which decision-making should be undertaken. This failure was perhaps
most serious in the case of Mr, Julian Amery who seemed content in
the initial stages to accept that there was a need for a new airport
and that Stansted should be developed as that airport. He restricted
himself purely to accepting the arguments of aviation needs, whereas
as a Minister, who is a politician, he should have been concerned
with more than the aviation aspects of the question. It should be
the Minister's responsibility to ensure that all the aspects of the
question, including those outside the immediate concern of his depart-
ment were considered. Many of the problems which arose during the
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controversy stemmed from the failure of Mr. Amery and other Minis-
ters responsible for Aviation to assert overall needs, including those
of planning, etc., upon their officials who were concerned with aviation.
The failure was also one of co-ordination of different departments by
the politicians. Mr. Amery is not the only Minister Who was 1"espon-
sible for this failure, because his Labour successors, who supposedly
were committed to planning and efficiency in government, should have
realized that the basis for the decision was inadequate and that there
was a2 need for them to assert some control over the course of decision-
making on this issue. Instead the Labour Ministers, in spite of their
commitments to planning and control of the civil servants, altowed
;ﬁese officials to proceed upon a course that would lead to the develop-
ment of Stansted.

This is an old problem with government in Britain and indeed
in many other countries. The failure of political leadership was the
result of many reasons. The constant changes of political personnel
responsible for aviation and the structure of decision-making authority
with regard to aviation gave officials concerned with aviation consider-
able advantages over Ministers. Ministers were never in their job
~ long enough to assert control over the Ministry of Aviation. Later
when the Board of Trade was responsible for aviation, the Minister
had too many responsibilities to have the time to devote to this issue
until it became a major political controversy. The problem is not
purely a failure of political leadership but also one of relations between




@ political leaders and officials within Governmental administrative
organizations. In these relations political leaders, because they
hold office for relatively short peﬁ@ compared with their officials,
are at a disadvantage because they are not as familiar with the details
of the issues and problems which fall within the purview of their

departments.

In the past political scientists and politicians have been con-
cerned with what they considered to be the undue influence of certain
pressure groups and interests over decision-making. These concerns
raised questions about whether pressure groups contributed to or dis-
torted the democratic process. In this case, in so far as it enabled
the local people to express and put their views on the question of
Stansted to the decision-makers, pressure group activity contributed
to rather than distorted the democratic process. This presupposes
that one aspect of democracy is that the people should have some say

either directly or indirectly through their elected representatives in

decisions that directly affect their lives and that decision-makers
ghould be responsive to the views and claims of the people. Without'
the pressure group activity undertaken by the local pressure groups
throughout this controversy, a decision would have been taken and
implemented without any real consideration being given to the views
and concerns of those people directly affected by the location of the
airport at Stansted. It was only through the local pressure groups
that the local people were able to make their voice heard and it was
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only after continued and sustained pressure that the Government be-
came responsive to their claims.

This case shows that pressure groups and particularly protest
pressure groups provide a means through which people affected by
Government decisions can ~put-:their, views directly to the decision-
makers, This is especially important in a case such as the Stansted
one where decisions, because of their complex technical nature, are
in effect made by a small group of officials who are not directly
responsible to Parliament as Ministers are. Protest"’pressure group
activity such as that undertaken in this case provided a means whereby
the Executive and the Administration could be controlled and made to
account for their decisions. But what is disturbing about this case
is that' that control could only be exerted after a sustained effort which
needed considerable financial resources, and which few other groups
or areas of the country could have been able to marshall. The decision-
making structure on planning questions such as this one has to be re-
organized so that groups of individuals who are affected by decisions
can more easily put their views on decisions which will affect their
lives considerably. The Roskill Commission and the new planning
inquiry mechanism is a step in the right direction. But what is needed
is recognition by officials and Ministers that affected people should be
consulted and allowed to present their views at a stage ﬁen proposals

are still-being formulated. This practice after all would not be new
to British politics because rather than being presented with what is
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virtually a 'fait accompli,’ interest groups and other pressure groups
are often involved in the formulation of policy and decisions even
though the ultimate responsibility may‘ rést with the Minister and his
department. What is needed therefore is the extension of principles
underlying functional representation in other areas involving interest
groups to involve as far as possible planning decisions. The early
involvement of the people and the local authorities in this case might
have avoided a major controversy as it would have become clear right
from the start that Stansted was unsuitable. This would have enabled
Ministers with support to have exerted more control over their officials.
These reforms are all the more urgent because if it continues to be
difficult for people to protest against Government decisions, they will
look to extra-constitutional means to express their opposition to the
Government.

A number of other points, which were not of direct concern to
us in this study, arise and raise questions which would merit further
research. In recent years a view has grown up that local government
units were weak and subservient to the central government., The
activity of the Councils in this controversy would suggest that local
gove;nment units are stronger and less subservient to the central
govefnment than has been supposed. When their vital interests were
directly threatened these Councils stood their ground and fought the
central government over this issue. The relations between central

and local government in regard to particular issues such as planning
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questions provide an area for further research. A study of the Stan-
sted Controversy aiso suggests that a feeling of regional identity in
the form of an attachment to the particular locality or area of the
country may ‘well be an importaht factor in the political culture of
E@énd as well as of Scotland and Wales, where attachment to the
locality and area of the country has been one of the factors that has
contributed to the growth of the nationalist parties committed to Scot-
tish and Welsh independence. Certainly a distrust of the central
government and its officials was present among local people during
the course of this controversy. It would be interesting to know
whether this was related to this particular issue only or is a more
general feeling among the local people in this area.

A number of important political issues, which ought to have
been of concern to political decision-makers, were raised either
explicitly or implicitly during the course of this controversy. Perhaps
most important is the need to decide a balance between the needs of
people who use transport facilities such as air transport and those
people who are affected by these facilities because they live near
installations such as airports. What was disturbing about decision-

making in this case was the failure of those;responsible for the

decision to balance the needs of people who would be affected by the
location of an airport in their area against those of another group of

people who use air transport facilities. In a small island such as
ours where there is only limited space available both for airports
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and residential areas it is of vital importance that this balance be.
considered very‘caretully before decisions are made.

‘ Also disturbing is the uncritical acceptance by the politicians.
of the arguments and demands of the 'experts' concerned with aviation
for a new airport and the failure of the politicians to weigh other needs
against that for the airport. If we are to preserve a tolerable human
existence in this country, then there will have to be greater awareness
of and concern for the need to preserve the environment. For in-
stance, there is a need to protect people from excessive noise and to
preserve the countryside, especially when it has the qualities that the
area around Stansted has. Given the smallness of our country there
is an urgent need, which has been demonstrated yet again in this
controversy, to plan development and land use in a systematic manner
go that all our land resources are used to maximum benefit. This
means that airports are not built in areas of high quality agricultural
land and recreational areas when other alternatives could be used even
at a higher financial cost. Political decision-makers, who are ulti-
mately responsible for deciding priorities, must be concerned with
ensuring that there is thorough research, investigation and planning
behind decisions, such as the Stansted one, which involve considerable
land use. Under the Town and Country Planning Acts there is a sys-
tem which controls land use throughout the country. The disturbing
thing is, as the Stansted Controversy showed, that it is ineffective
because Government Departments do not consult each other when land
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use is involved. One can only hope that when decisions are made in
the future on the Third London Airport and on other development pro-
jects, greater attention will be paid to the needs of the people who
live in the areas concerned and to proper land use for the entire
nation,

The framework which was used for this study, by combining
the 'group’ and the 'issue or decision-making' approaches to the study
of pressure groups, provided a useful means through which to bring
together the different aspects of the controversy which were relevant
to explaining the behaviour and success of the local pressure groups.
The framework was a device for bringing these different aspects to-
gether but did not of itself explain the behaviour patterns or the success
of the local pressure groups. The value of the framework is that it
helps one to see the different aspects of the controversy which are
releva;nt to the particular analysis. With this framework it was possible
to centre the study upon the local pressure groups, which were the sub-
ject of the study, but yet at the same time to bring in the actions and
activities of other actors éuch as the Government which had, in this
case, an important bearing upon the behaviour and success of the local
pressure groups. In fact, it would have been impossible to understand
the behaviour and success of the local pressure groups without refer-
ence to their environment. This aspect is of particular importance

where protest pressure group action is the subject of the study because
the behaviour and success or failure of a protest pressure group will
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be directly affected, if not determined, by their environment.

Finally, a number of hypotheses requiring further investigation i

suggest themselves as a result of this study:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

All pressure groups in their political action will focus their
activity upon the basis of actual political and decision-making

power and not upon the supposed constitutionally appointed bodies.
National groups have the national interest in mind and work within
the framework of the national interest but local/national pressure
groups do not act with the national interest in mind but with their
conception of the local interest.

A pressure group in pursuing its aims will seek to ensure that

the issue will not become a party political issue and will seek to
promote a bipartisan approach to their demands.

In planning or politically non-controversial issues (of a technical
nature) pressure groups will seek to bargain dipectly with the
Goven;ment -decision-making body concerned.

In politically controversial issues there is a process of tacit
bargaining between the pressure group and the government
decision-making body concerned and both sides will focus upon

a point which gives the group in effect what they are seeking but
allows the Government to save as much face as possible.

The influence of pressure groups is enhanced by the lack of any
wide public interest and publicity in the area of policy that interests

the pressure group.
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T The organization of the pressure group structure will follow that
of the governmental structure.

8) The nature of pressure group activity involving protest against
a decision or an impending decision will be determined by the
nature of the decision-making process concerned and the actions
and decisions of the particular decision-maker concerned.

9) Protest pressure groups will concentrate their attention upon
influencing those who will ultimately make the final decision on
the subject of concern to them rather.than upon those who are
concerned with the early stages of decision-making.

10) The decision-making process will determine the channels of
influence that will be used by the protest pressure group and
will determine the tactics adopted.

11) Protest pressure groups involved in planning decisions will aim

| for a hearing at a public inquiry and will accept the result of
that inquiry.

12) Local/national protest pressure groups will seek to become the

. representative of their locality or region in its dealings with
the central government decision-makers. |

13) Public authorities become pressure groups when their policies

| and needs cannot be gained through the usual administrative

structures that are open to it as a public authority.
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