
THE STANSTED AIRPORT CONTROVERSY: 

A PRESSURE GROUP STUDY 

by 

Anthony W. Stott 



ABSTRACT 

ln 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 du ring 

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 Hertfordshire 

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 ouUined as factors that affected 

the behaviour of the local pressure groups. Finally the factors that 

contributed to their success are evaluated and observations concem-

ing the behaviour of prote st pressure groups and their importance 

in maintaining the democratic process are offered. 
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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 classüy the düferent 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 

Z pressure groups, and the factors that make for the success or fallure 

of the group to achieve its goals. 

What is a pressure group? 

Düferent terms have been used by political scientists to coyer 

the concept of a 'pressure group'. S.E. Finer used the term 'the 

Lobby,;l Allen Potter, 'organized groups,;2 J.O. Stewart, 'Pressure 

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

1. S.E. Finer, Anonymous Empire: A Study of the Lobby in Great 
Britain·. Revised Edition, London: PaU MaU, 1966. 

2. Allen Potter, 0lfanized Groups in British National Politics . 
London: Faber, 19 1. . 

3. J. D. Stewart, British Pressure Groups: Their role in relation 
to the Bouse of Commons. London: OXford University Press, 1958. 
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and wUl be used in this study. These düferent terms which have 

been used describe basically, though not always exactly, the same 

range of groups which operate in the BritishiX>litical Iprocess. 

Before attempting a definition of the term 'pressure group', 

it will he 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 Il: 

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 

influence the decisions of public bodies. l,Il J. D. Stewart, though, 

preferred a narrower field, and amended the last phrase of Macken-

1~ 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 

direct ~sponsibility for governing the country. ,,3 Harry Eckstein 

follows the sarne line in his definition as he sees pressure groups 

pursuing "collectively common political aims (bl' me ans other than 

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

l. W. J. M. Mackenzie, "Pressure Groups in British Government, Il 

British Journal of Sociology, Vol. VI, No. 2, 1955, p. 137. 

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

3. Robert Mc Kenzie, "Parties, Pressure Groups and the British 
Political Process," PoUtical Quarterly, Vol. 29, 1958, p. 10; 
see also S. E. Finer, op. cU., p. 3. 
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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 

1 persuade the government to me et their demands. The pressure 

groups' role is a limited one, which is not concerned with the way 

1 

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 foc us 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. ,,3 Be sees the virtue of his definition as being that it , . 

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

2. Ibid., p. 26. 

3. Francis Castles, Pressure Groups and Political Culture. London: 
Routledge and Kapo 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 govemment, and i~deed the form of govemment. ,,1 But this 

applies also to Britain because lIeven 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 govemment, 'and ü 

necessary, the forcible imposition of their views. ,,2 

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 me ans 

of identüying a group. Second, this organization is in existence to 

promote a factor common to its mem~rship. ~is 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, whUe 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. Ibid. 
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in the House of Commons or on a local council as a means of con-

trolling the House or the cOU!lcil, 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 tbat of CasUes, which was quoted 

because it conceives demands being made upon decision-makers direcUy 

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. 1 

The issue that has to be faced is whether a wider conception 

of the process ci 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-makera. Perhaps 

a more satisfactory view would be to consider pressure group activity 

not purely in relation to the decision-makera but rather in relation 

to the process c1 decision-making in the society in a wide sense. 

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

concemed 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 Politlcal Fringe, London: Anthony Blond, 
1965. 

",,~ .,. -, .. ~- ... -............ ' .... ,-._._--_._ .. ....-.._-_.~.~-_._._._.,.....-.--. ... " .. - ... _.", 
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sources, and the political values of society, without seeking directiy 

to influence decision -makers to' act. 1 

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 gene rai , without necessarUy 

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 ev~~_ 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 detaU 

in part two of the thesis, it is clear that they are seeking directiy 

to influence the decision-making process at different points, because 

they are concemed with a specifie decision of the central govemment. 

1. For exam}ie, 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 U seeking to influence directiy the decision-makers 
into action, but instead by reJecting the traditional political channels, 
and by raising its own funds, it is try1ng to carry out direct action 
in this field. It hopes with the aid of its publicity campaign that 
society will be so influenced that decisiOll-makers will be shamed 
into action to house the homeless. The Times, 7 and 10 October, 
1968. 

'-,----_ .. _._._, .. '_. __ ._----~~'''-"-_._ .. -

", ... 
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The TYJ)es and Behaviour of British Pressure Groups , 

Various classifications of the types of pressure groups have 

been put forward in the Uterature. The basic distinction adopted 

has been between 'interest' and 'attitude' groups.1 Whilethis distinc­

tion between the two is put forward, no real attempt, with the exception 

of Francis CasUes, is made to study the different types of groups in 

terms of their behaviour pattel'Jl8. 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 ci the problem with these classUications is that the authors 

have only been concemed 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., Chaper 1. Finer uses the same distinction 
under the beading of 'interest group' and 'promotional or propaganda 
groups'. Finer, op. cil., p. 4. CasUes also adopts tbis basic 
distinction. CasUes, op. cil., p. 2. 

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

3. See Potter, op. cil., ChalÜrs 2 and 6. 

........ _ .. -----_.---_._------

~, 
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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 ope rate 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 leveI. 

Three levels of operation of pressure groups are being put forward 

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 stUl other pressure groups which recruît locally and whose 

demands may be related to a local problem, but the focus of whose 

activity is the national decislon-making process. 

The basic distinction between interest and attitude groups can 

be broadened and aptiied at different levels of operation. Seven dif-

ferent types of pressure group can be identified: interest group, attitude 

Cl group (wh1cb can be divided loto norm-oriented permanent groups, 

~~iolt. ....... - ... ·""'·~·· • ,. -- .• -----.-.. -----------
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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 ide nt if y twenty one 

c~tegories 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 
National 

Attitude 
norm oriented 

National 

Attitude 
value oriented 

National 
Attitude 

Temporary 
Promotional 

National 

Protest Pressure 
National 

Public AuthoriUes 
National 

SeU help/Community 
National 

Interest 
Local/National 

Attitude 
norm oriented 
Local/National 

Attitude 
value oriented 
Local/National 

Attitude 
Temporary 
Promotional 

Local/National 

Protest Pressure 
Local/National 

Public Authorities 
Local/National 

Seu help/Community 
Loc3l/National 

Interest 
Local 

Attitude 
norm oriented 

Local 

Attitude 
value oriented 

Local 

Attitude 
Temporary 

Promotional 
Local 

Protest Pressure 
Local 

Public Authorities 
Local 

Self help/ Community 
Local 
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responsibility of the central govemment. The categories that are 

of concem 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 concemed with the 'defence' of their members' interests 

vis-à-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. 1 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 Govemment. 2 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, Modem British Polltics : A Stud! of Parties and 
Pressure Grou'!. London: Faber, 1965, p. 70. 

2. Ibid., p. 319. 
3. Consultation involves the process whereby the Government seeks 
the views oC the inlerest group without being bound to follow ils views, 
while negotiation involves a relationship where the inlerest group and 
the Government or Us Departments undertake bargaining and reach 
a binding agreement. 

-, 
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interest groups because many of these groups, UlÙike other types of 

pressure groups, have developed extremely close relations with govern-

ment bodies. In this relationship they have resources such as exper-

tise, knowledge and manpower which the Government needs to carry 

out its functions. 1 There developed therefore a close relationship, 

both formal and informal, between two institutions which need each 

other, involving consultation and negotiation in administrative decisions 

and legislation. This relationship is based upon friend1y 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 

1 to administrative detaüs or policy within the general policy framework 

set by legislation. Today interest groups are generally concerned with 

the politics of detaü rather than with the politics of issues. 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. Whüe ~t 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. cU., p. 29. 
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chance of success because the Minister will not at that stage lose 

face by granting the interest group its demands. 1 Indeed, interest 

group leaders place great emphasis upon these relations and distrust 

other means of influence because the se might destroy the position 

they hold with the Government. "The more important consultation be-

comes, the more important it is that nothing be done which would 

disturb it. ,,2 Therefore, there i8 great con8traint placed upon interest 

groups to stay in the world of consultation and negotiation. Normally, 

therefore, 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 challenge 

the GovernQlent and is free. from publicity. 3 A group wlll ooly abandon 

i \. 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-

1. Ibid., p. 30. 

2. Ibid., 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 Bouse of Commons in this 
manner as part of the bargaining process between the group and 
the Government. Stewart, op. cit., p. 152. 

l, 4. Ibid., 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. 1 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 0( behaviour simUar to that of interest groups. 2 

But Most of these grOUIIJ are likely to select Parliament as their 

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

1. Ibid., p. 93. 

2. sOme of these grou.- 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. Frie~dly MPs and Peers are also needed for acUon 

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 favour,able political climate for their 

demands through efforts at influencing mass or specialized public opinion. 

This May be done by seeking to educate the 'public' and espec1ally 

'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 <1 that policy once the party gains office. 2 This type of 

pressure group wm have to work through the party's decision- making 

machinery, and May become a group operating solely or partly within 

the polittcal party concemed. Some groups which command widespread 

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

2. For example CND: Christopher Driver, The Disarmers : A Study 
10 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 directiy 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 inside the Labour Party at both the Parliamentary 

and mass level of the party. 

Value-oriented permanent attitude groupsl 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. Casties 

notes two major features of their behaviour patterns. 3 First there is 

1. Casties, op. cU., Chapter 7. There is nothing of a theoretical 
nature dealing with thls 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. cU.; Tom Driberg, The Mfsterf of 
Moral Rearmament : A Studf . of Frank Buchman and his Movement, 
London: Secker and Warburg, 1964; and Thayer, op. cit. 

2. Casties, op. cU., p. 89. 

3. Ibid., pp. 94-95. 
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a prolüeration 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 oo1y 

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 su<:h as by 

public relations campaigns and advertising. 

Temporary promotional attitude groups. are formed to campaign 

to achieve a specüic 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 mobUize 

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. The se groups could well be a co­

ordiriàtMg committee of several other groups interested in a subJect, 

but which do not want for Many reasons to be directiy involved. The 

other part of Us campaign will involve lobbying c1 MPs and Peers as 

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

bership, finance and political resources. These will also determine 

the effectiveness ct the group. 1 

Protest pressure groups are aimed against a specifie 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 

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

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

will be temporary organizations of those direcUy affected or sharing 

the same attitudes to the particular decision. The temporary nature 

does not exclude the groups from forming a bureaucratie machinery 

and establishing an office from which the campaign is directed. The 

protest pressure group will direct ils 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, thougb, are more concerned with miUgating 

the effects of a decision rather than ils reversal. Once il has suc-

i. For examJie, the National Campaign for the Abolition ct Capital 
Punishment, James Christoph, Caltal Punishment and British PoUties. 
London: Allen and Unwin, 1962, pters 5 and 6. 

-l 
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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 these 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 litUe formal 

organlzation. Protest pressure groups are therefore mainly aimed 

specifically 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-m~g process and the state of 

the decision-making at that particular point in 'time. The decision­

making process will determine whieh 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 govemment carries out more specifie detaUed decisions involv­
ing liann1ng and transport facUities, protest pressure groups will 
become a more common me ans for people to express opinions about 
decisions ci a highly technical nature which affect their lives in a 
direct manner, but which do not affect society as a whole. The 
buUding of a motorway in Berkshire is of concem to the people of 
that area, but is ci no concern to the people of Lancashire or 
Essex. 

" .. 
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Many of the decisions that faIl into the subject matter of con-

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 

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 i1lQuiry. This will involve for local groups the mobil-

ization of local opinion and using the channels available for the exp res-

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 

convince the Minister that he is taking or has taken the wrong decision. 

Protest pressure groups will be formed to present a case at a 

public inquiry. In Many cases this isas.far as the protest pressure group 

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 tnquiry May be a crucial factor at this stage. Part of the 

suc cess of the North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Associa-

tion before the JIIblic inquiry was due to thefact that alternative sites 

were aIlowed to be put forward. This allowed the opposition, while 

not chaIlenging 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 ooly aIlowed 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 il 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 

il as far as a public inquiry. It is rare that this type of group will 

take ils 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 faIl off. But, sometimes, as in the case of the public 

inquiry into the Stansted scheme, the public inquiry cornes out against 

the scheme. It ls usual in those circumstances that the govemment 

will not continue the scheme, but again this case is unusual because 

the govemment decided to proceed with the scheme. At this point, 

the batUe 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 

1 be a concentration upon the specifies of getting the decision reversed. 
î 

.\ { For instance, Ministertal orders will be opposed. The aim will be 
i 
1 t: to mobilize the maximum possible strength to oppose and if possible 

1 
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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 

situation it needs to mobilize massive opposition to the decision at . 
alllevels, in Parliament, among specialized public and the mass pub-

lie. 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 dec is ions , repre­

sentations will be made to the relevant decision-makers, usually by 

established groups. Where a national protest pressure group is estab-

lished, Us activ1ty will be centered upon the relevant dec18ion-maklng 

process, usually Parliament. This will be done with interested mem­

bers of both Hœses of Parliament. 

Public Authorities ale organizations which carry out specifically 

delegated functions in a particular sector. The main purpose of these 

groups 18 to carry out these functions. 1 These groups will maintain 

1. For instance, the National Coal Board is responsible for coal pro­
duction and marketing, while the British Airports Authortty (BA!) is 
responsible under the 1965 Brltlsh 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 channels 

to decislon-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 operationalize 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 StaDsted during the public inquiry in 1965-66. But il could be 

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

1. For elllDpe, the British Airports Authority is pressured upon 
the question of alrcraft noise around ils 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 ta persuade and press the Govemment to stand by ils decision 
for Stansted. 

" ~ 
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1967 White Paper on the Airport. In this period it was not carrying 

out its delegated responsibüities 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. 

SeU 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 Ulongstcertain groups in society. These 

groups are seeking to influence decision-making in the society in that 

they hope to create, by their example and action, an atmosphere and 

climate in which decision-makers are (orced to meet their demands. 

But this is not the traditional model of demands being made directiy 

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, througb ils 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 ooly incidentally thereby throwing out a challenge to the 

Government to act in this field. Citizen Committees May he set up 

as a means of dealing with the problems of a particular locality, and 

would provide an ex ample 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 "success or faUure, and then degree, de pend 

on political conJunctionsj on situations inside the parties and between 

both .partiesj and on the degree of public feeling. III Studying the 

situation at the Parliamentary level he identHied three basic situations:2 

a) Successful lobby 

(Opposition + Ministerial Lobby) vs. MiniSterialists 

b) Unsuccessful lobby 

Ministerial Lobby vs. (Opposition + MiniSterialiSts) 

1. Finer, op. cU., p. 75. 

2. Ibid., pp. 75-79. Ministerial Lobby refers to the rebel or diS­
senting MPs inside the goveming party, whUe the MiniSters and 
loyal backbenchers constitute the Ministerialists. 

-1 
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c) Indeterminate situation 

Opposition vs. (Ministerialists + Ministerial Lobby) 

The pressure group under these terms is successful when 

the group cao squeeze the Minister between the official opposition and 

his own rebei backbenchers. But the group will be unsuccessful ü it 

is squeezed between the Minister and the Opposition, and finally the 

situation is indeterminate ü it is a straight party battle, but this is 

fallure 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 Iike public opinion that will affect the group's chances 

of success or fallure: 

i) (Specialized Public Opinion + Opposition + Ministerial Lobby) 

vs. Ministerialists = SUCCESS 

iO (specialized and Mass Public Opinion + Opposition + Ministerial Lobby) 

vs. Ministerialists = SUCCESS 

uO (Specialized Public Opinion + Ministerial Lobby + 
Ministerialists + Opposition Rebei Lobby) 

vs. (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. (Oppositiœ + 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 have 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 relatively 

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 poUtics 

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. CasUes also complatns that there has been an overemphasis upon 
interest groups. See CasUes, ~t., 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. l, 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 detan, that industrial corporations have direct contacts with 
Ministries which are concemed with their area of interest, and 
industrtal corporations campaign, on occasion, to persuade the public 
and hence decision-makers. For example, the AnU Nationalization 

. campaigns, see Richard Rose, Influencing Voters, London: Faber, 
1967, Chapter 6; and H.H. Wilson, "Techniques of Pressure - AnU 
Nationalization Propaganda in Britain," Puliic 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 

he taken or which has been taken. The case study which follows in 

part two will be concemed with this type of group amongst others. 

In so doing, the case study will be exploring a relatively uncharted 

area of British Politics. In addition to looking at local/national 

groups it will he looking at a protest pressure group, which also 

have not been examined in any great detail. The role of public author-

iUes, 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 p,ressure 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 approach ls 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 is 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 oo1y 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 externa! to the pressure group, 
such as Us organlzation or the nature of the decision-making process 
in the area or concern to it, which will affect Us behaviour. These 
will be examined more fully in the nen 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 düferent ways, whUe still other groups 

use düferent 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 earllest studies of British Pressure Groups were of this nature. 
These outlined the membership, organlzation and activiUes of the pres­
sure group, together wlth the way in whlch they used the channels of 
influence. These studles, though, made no attempt to study the dynam­
les of pressure group activity. See Allen Potter, "The Equal Pay 
Campaign Commlttee : A case study of a pressure group." Political 
Studles, Vol. 5, 1951, pp. 49-64; and S. E. Finer, "Transport Interests 
and the Roads Lobby, n 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 roie of strategy and 

tacUcs in the group's behaviour in the political system. This second 

factor can be seen as the group's leaders relating an the environmental 

factors to the group's operation so that it can achieve its goals by the 

MOst effective use of its resources. 

The,g.,oup-based approach as developed by Eckstein or Wootton 

shows the importance of studying the relationship of the pressure group 

and its behaviour. 1 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 wW 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 

govemment, pattern of policy and poUtical attitudes on the other: 

structure, pollcy and attitudes decide the channels pressure groups 

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

channels in tum affects pressure group organization and tacUcs. ,,2 

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

2. Eckstein, op. cit., p. 22. 
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Wootton also stresses the need for examination of the pressure 

group in relation to its environment although his emphasis is upon the 

éultural 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 WhUe 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-service men 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 

-1 

to a particular issue or at a specifie point in Ume, 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 

-f~ 
v.. 1. Wootton, op. cit., p. viii. 
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internaI 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 düferent 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 düferent 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 legislatiOll, 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 Ume. For example, Malcolm Joel Barnett, 
The Pollties of Legislation : The Rent Aet 1957, London: Weidenfeld 
and Nieolson, 1969; Frank Smallwood, Greater London: The Politics 
of Metro~itan 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 tbese studies tend to have other concerna than the groups involved. 
For example, a study of policy formation in relation to an issue, in 
this case science and teehnology, is Norman J. Vig, Science and 
Technology in British PoUlics, London: Pergamon Press, 1968. The 
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When the subject is one of protes~ 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 

fanure 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 se en in 

the context in which de cision-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 tac tics , 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 
Mlnister's Line : or, the M4 comes to Berkshire." Public Adminis­
tration, Vol. XLV, 1967, (10 pp. 113-128 and (m) pp. 269-286. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

A FRAMEWORK FOR THE ANAL YSIS 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

Ual to realize that the process of pressure group activity is a dynamic 
.,'> L. 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 cao 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 or 

deciding the strategy and tactics comprises the second stage. It is 

followed by the third stage, the actual actions with regard to the 

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

-. 



TABLE TWO : PRESSURE GROUP FRAMEWORK 

Admin­
st ration 

OBJECTIVE 

Achieve-
ment Compromise Faüure 

TARGETS / CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE 

Executive 
Parlia­
ment 

Political 
Parties 

r---- -. ,..-----1 
1 1 
1 GROUP GROUP 1 

1 STRATEGY TACTICS 1 
1 1 
1 1 L _____ . ________ .___ _ ____ .J 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 

1 mœmù H Exœmü 

Specialized 
Public 

Opinion 

36 

Maas 
Public 
Opinion 

., 
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TABLE TWO : PRESSURE GROUP FRAMEWORK (Cont'd) 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS . 

a) Externa! 
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 
7) behaviour of other pressure groups 
8) decision-making process in operation 

(especially decisions emerging) 
9) interna! situation of channel of influence 

10) reaction of decision-makers to pressure 

GROUP STRATEGY 

GROUP TACTICS 

TARGETS and CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE 

a) Maas Public Opinion 

b) Specialized Public Opinion 

c) Parliament (or the Council) 

d) The Executive (or Council Committees) 

b) Interna! 
1) membership 
2) aims and objectives 
3) organizationa! factors 
4) attitudes of the group 
5) politica! resources 

e) The Administration (or Local Government Administration) 

f) Political Parties 

DECISIONS 

a) SUCCESS 

b) COMPROMISE 

c) FAILURE 

FEEDBACK 

To environment (with short term or long term effects). 

-1 



-1 

38 

.... of the decision -making process which May result in the group's suc-t. 

(:-

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 light 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 aIl stages of the fiow, some of which will have a greater and others 

a lesser influence upon the strategie 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 there will be 

continual interaction between environmental factors, the targets and 

channels of influence and the group's tacUcs before any decisions will 

emerge from these channels. 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 Us tacUcs to meet the new situation. 

'IWo major points arise out of the examinaUon of the approaches 

to the study of British pressure groups. These are the effects of the 

environ ment and the need to examine the strategy and tacUcs of 

influence of the group as adynamie 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 

Cramework for this examination of the local pressure groups involved 
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in the Stansted Airport Controversy.l 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 into 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 externa! environmenta! factors, 

which can be related to the political culture of the country, tend to 

be constant throughout a particular controversy, whUe others are con-

stantly changing in response to and as part of pressure group activity. 

The externa! environmenta! factors, which are normally constant and 

which are of concern here, are fi rst altitudes to group activity in 

the political system. The notions of the legilimacy of pressure group 

aclivity will affect all the participants in the political system. Il 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 Corm 

groups to prote st 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 lime, the environment (both externa! 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 concem to the group will 

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

its aims. 

Third are the activities of govemment, including attitudes about 

what the government should be doing, which will also affect the behav-

iour of the groups. If govemment 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 that govemment is involved in 

a particular area will also affect the aims and objectives of the group. 

This is because ü the framework of public polie y has already been 

set, as it would have heen when there is a high level of govemment 

involvement, the demands of the group are likely to be related to the 

detaüed implementation. of that policy framework. On the other hand, 

ü the framework of public polie y has still to he determined in a 

particular are a, the aims of the groups, in that area, are likely to 

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

settled purely in the administrative sphere. They are Iikely to be 

decisions that will involve political decisions about priorities or 

Iegislation. But once the group achieves its goals in these areas, 

or if the government becomes invoived in that area, the long term 

environment will change and the pattern of group aims, strategy and 

tacHes will have to change. For example, after the Second World 

War the National Farmers Union (NFU) changed its strategy of infiu-

" . 
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ence f rom 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. l 

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. ~hese two 

different situations would require the adoption of different strategies 

and tactics on the part of the group concerned. 

Fourth, there isthe nature of the government structure in generaI 

and the process of decision-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 acta setting up governmental 

institutions. This provides the framework within which decision-making 

takes place. The process of decision-making will also be determined 

by the legal framework relating to such mattera 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 forma! 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 environmenta! factors tend to change as the 

controversy develops with actions, responses and counter-responses 

from the pressure groups involved and other actors in the politica! 

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

the issue. This involves the recent decisions relating to the partic-

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

as well as the degree of genera! public awareness and interest in the 

r ".. 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 Us influence on the decision-makers. Indeed, in a partic­

ular issue, a group May seek as part of Us tactics to gain the support 

of or to form a united front wlth other pressure groups. Also of con-

l 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 playon 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 ü 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 Uttle 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 innuence unless it is involved on the govern­

ment side of the controversy, and aven then, it will he 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 simUar sort of decision. 

-1 
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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, whUe 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 important 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 faced, or it May do nothing. 

The other group of environmental factors are those which are 

f " , internal to the pressure group. These will affect the ability of the 

( 

pressure group to undertake pressure group acUvity, 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 Ume, and there are ele­

menta which change regularly as the pressure group undertakes 

pressure group activity. This point tends to be of very litUe 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. 

---1 
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The abUity 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 abUity of the group to organize a high percent­

age of its potential membership me ans that it is a force that has to 

be reckoned with, particularly ü the area concerne~ i~ one of crucial 

importance to the government. A high percentage membership also 

means that the group is less likely to be in a positionwhere there 

are strong rivais competing for its me mbership. When there are no 

rivals or ooly 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 rivais 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 ü it can show itseU repre­

sentative of the opinions of a large number of people. 

More important on Many occasions is the quality of the member­

ship. U the group's membership is drawn from the 'establishment' of 

people who are engaged in poliUcs and pressure group acUvities, 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 particolar membership is really a factor that has to be 

brought to bear in particolar situations. The pressure group may 

not have members or leaders with the needed connections at a partic-

olar Ume, 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 govemment involvement, then its attention is likely to be 

directed towards the Ministry concemed. If the area is already the 

subJect of legislation before Parliament, then Members of Parliament 

or particular members of the Bouse May be subJect to its attention. 

If the group is protesting a decislon, then a series of channels may 

be used to exert pressure upon the decision-maker. A group, of 

course, May use a series of channels to gain its objectives. 

The organizaUonal factors will affect the behavlour of the 

pressure group and ils abUity to carry out pressure group activlty 

successfully. The organizatlonal factors can be divided into five 

-, 
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component factors, each of which can affect the abüity 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, whüe 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, abüity 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 avaüabUity of financial resources will also affect the 

techniques used to undertake pressure group activity. Fifth, its 

abüity to act will also be affected by the information, specialized 

knowledge or skill that it possesses in its area of concern. Sixth, 

its abUity to act will be affected crucially by its mobUization potential 

because to act successfully as a pressure group it needs to mobüize 

its resources and its membership behiDd Us 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 dUferent channels of influence. Third are its 

attitudes to pressure group activity by itseU. 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, or special 

skills and experience of partlcular members, or the fact that key people 

in the political system live in the area where the members of the pres-

sure group are ln contact with them for reasons completely unrelated 

to the partic.ular 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. 
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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 instance, 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 Tacties 

of the group emerges from decisions taken explieiUy 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 fi the leaders of the pressure group of the environ ment 

and how their group can best achieve its objectives in the political 

arena. 

AIl the factors ootlined 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 ean 

be identified. They are: the Administration, the Executive, Parliamenl, 
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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 Bouse of Commons and the Bouse of Lords, as individual members 

or within the Parliamentary Parties relating to parliamentary concems. 

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 ci 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 pattem can he followed at the local government level, 
insertlng 'CoUDe il ' for 'Parliament', 'CoUDe il 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 poliUcs. 

1 

1 
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of the group's objectives these decisions could he in one of three 

forms. lt could mean success, or it might he a compromise solution, 

or it could he complete fallure. Finally the resulting situation has a 

feedback into the environment of the pressure 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 involved. 
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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 Thini London 

Airport al Stansted in North West Essex. 

" " 
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This case study 1 will use the framework which was outlined 

in the previous chapter, with adaptions for this case, to examine the 

behaviour of the local press~re groupi 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 COllDCUS of Essex and of Hertfordshire. Third, 

there are the local CouncUs which were located in the vicinity of the 

ait'port eite. 'The data on the se will be based upon the following 

1. Terms used in the case study: 
1) Local pressure group! refer oo1y to ail the local pressure 

groups which are the subJect of this study. 
ii) Local Groups refer to ail other local groupi, such as the 

Parisb Counclls, which may be pressure groupi, but which 
are not the subJect of this study. 

üi) The CouncUs refer to ail the COUDCUS onder study inc1uding 
the COllDty CouncUs and the local CouncUs. 

Iv) The local COllDCUS refer to ail the District or lower tier 
COllDCUs such as Dunmow RDC. 
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COUDe ils: in Essex, Dunmow ROC, Salfron Walden ROC, Epping and 

Ongar ROC, Saffron Walden BC, Harlow unc, and Epping unc, and 

in Hertfordshire, Braughing ROC, Bishop's Stortford unc, and 

Sawbridgeworth unC. AU 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 sho~ list of sites to be investigated. This list 

did not include Stansted, although Nuthampstead, 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 pre~entation of obJections to this site by 

the local pressure groups to the public inquiry. This was followed 

until May 1967 by a phase of Uttle activity and 'wait and see' while 

the Government assessed the results of the public inquiry and made 

ils 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 ils 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 RoskU1 Commission and that Commission's 

initial work. 

The structure 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 dHferent factors, which means that th.re 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, inc1uding both long 

term and short term factors together because of the relatively short 

length of the controv~rsy. 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 polltical system. The 

bulk of that chapter will be concerned with examining the Decision­

Making Process in Operation, focussing upon the decisions made by 

the Government as a whole and ils 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 



CJ 

56 

activities of other group:! 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 

brieny 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 long 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 inc1ude 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 externa! 

environmental factors of the interna! 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 Ume, note will be made ci the feedbacks 

involved in the operation of pressure groups in this case. Chapter 

Seven will cover the period up to the Govemment decision in May 1967 

whUe Cha~er Eight will cover the per.iod alter the decision untU 
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March 1969, when the Roskill Commission's short list. of Sites, was 

published. 

Chapter Nine will bring the dHferent aspects of the Stansted 

Cbntroversy together in an examination of the success,lfaUfactors 

in this case. 

--, 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THIRD LONDON A1RPORT AT STANSTED? 

EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: 

(1) THE GOVERNMENT AND DECISION -MAKING 

60 

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 se en 

that the external environment of pressure groups can be divided into 

two groups of factprs: the long term and short term external environ-

mental factors. But this will depend upon the exact focus of the 

particular pressure group study. In this case, given the relatively 

short length of Ume 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 to 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 duraUon of the controversy 

and are not normally the decisive factors as far as the pressure groups 

are concerned. It 18 the short term factors that are more likely to be 

decisive for them. 1berefore, it is not necessary in this case, and 

there will be no attempt to separate the factors of the external environ-

ment ioto the compoD8nt 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 and 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 

emergiDg at different Umes 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 group; 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 compone nt 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 chalier will be concerned with a brief examination 

of constant long term factors as they relate to this case. Then the 

focus 0( attention wUl 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 internai Situation inside the Executive and Administrative 
parts of govemment, whUe mentioned here, is discussed together 
with the reactions of decision-makers to pressure in Chapters Seven and 
Eight wlJen the Channels of Influence are considered. 
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LONG TEm,{ (CONSTANT) ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 

ln Britain, as was discussed in Chapter One.l l pressure group 

action for desired political ands 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 

facUities which would include the provision of airports. The refore , 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, 

poIicy on airports and aviation is the responsibUity of the Central 

Government. At the beginning of this case, this responsibUity was 

in the bands of the Ministry of Aviation, but after AprU Ist, 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 Stansted. The British Air­

ports Authority was ooly to administer and operate these airports: 

policy about expansion of these sites and poHcy over new sites was 

retained in the hands of the Government. This responsibRity, 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 faIl 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 tiUe. 

A decision to site a major international airport in any location 

would mvolve and affect the responsibUities of other Departments and 

other plblic bodies. The Ministries of Bousing and Local Government, 

Transport, and Agriculture, Fisheries and Food would be involved. 

The Local Authorities, particularly the county councRs as planning 

authorities, would be coocemed. In addition so would a number of 

other plblic bodies such as British RaUways and the Economic Plan-
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ning Councils and Economie Planning Boards. 1 The decision is there­

fore one that cannot be taken in isolation by the Ministry of Aviation, 

or the Board of Trad~. 

In addition to requiring agreement 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 deeision. As a result of the British Airports Act, the British 

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

1. The Regional Economie Planning Councils and Economie Planning 
Boards were not set up until 1965, but a deeision to locale an 
international airport within their area would direcUy involve their 
responsibUities in the economic Iianning sphere. This is why 
they should be added to the list of coneerned public bodies. 
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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 asking for planning permission in the normal way; 

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

ment. If this cours~ of action were chosen, a number of alternatives 

would be open. First, a Special Development Ord~r 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 directiy, delegate the responsibllity to the British Airports Author­

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 

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 (CBANGING) ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 

Background 00 Stansted Airport 

ln the early 1960's the Ministry ci Aviation was operating two 

airports for London. Londoo (Heathrow), in a heavily poJX1lated area 

in West Londoo, had become the major international airport for the 



London are a, whUe 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 avaUable 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 buUt and operated by 

the United States Air Force during the Second World War. The 

Stansted site, covering some 800 acres, had a main nmway 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 Cominittee 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. 

Il was this report amongst other factors that prompted the Minister 



of Aviation to appoint the Inter-Departmental Committee on the Third 

London Airport. 

THE DECISION-MAKING PRO CESS 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 Govemment in Nov-

ember 1961 to consider the requirements for a third London airport, 

including Us timing and location. The Committee had been composed of 

fifteen 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 dire cUy concemed with Aviation. 2 Before the Com­

mUtee reported in June 1963, U met el~en times, with the detaUed 

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 ci the Inter-Departmental CommUtee 
on the Thini London Airport. C.A. P. 199. London: HMSO, 1964. 
(Hereafter cited as C. A. P. 199.) 

2. The exact breakdown of the ~embership was:- Ministry of Avia­
tion 7, Airlines 4, Air Ministry 1, Air Traffic Services 2, Ministry 
of Housing and Local Govemment 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'. 1 The 

whole Commit~e~ 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 bailt 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

lines and passenger~. Therefore, it made its objective "to find a 

site 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 vciume of traffic. ,,2 

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 

1 
Airport, ready access from London, a minimum of delays to flights 

from air traffic control or other reasons, and good communications 
1 

between London 's airports. ln addition they noted that BOAC and BEA 

are strongly opposed to operating out of more than one London airportj 

in fact; they wish to operate ail their services out of Heathrow. 1 

1 
"British Airlines agree, the refore , that Heathr.ow should ideally remain 

capable of serving routes in ail the directions in which they run serv-

i. ices, and that Gatwick and the third airport between them should be 

1 
able to serve ail routes operated by foreign airlines, who would be 

displaced from Heathrow. They would thus like to see both Heathrow 
f.-:: 

and the third airport capable of serving for as long as possible routes 
(' ;: 

ln every direction, that is, both airports omnidirectional. ,,2 
, 

" 

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 aIlow 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 facUi-

1 
Ues for direct travel to and from central London. The land should 

be such that the airport eould be buUt 'at a reasonable cost. The 

1. Ibid., p. 6. 

1 Cl 2. Ibid., p. 7. 
~ , 
li 
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approach areas must be free from obstacles to flight and have ooly 

sparse population while the airport should Interfere as little as pos­

sible with agriculture, local industry and existing amenities in the 

are a, and there should be noise disturbance to the least number of 

people possible. But on the other hand, it should be as clos~ as 

possible to population centres large enough to supply the ~ecessary 

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 fiying. And finally, it should 

be sited so as it would not prevent the provision of further airports 

/ ; to serve London. 1 

As a result of its study of the problems of air traffic routing 

problems, the Committee concluded "that, if Heathrow was to have 

the abntty to serve routes in ail 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 ltatute miles of central London, and in 

terms c1 conventional means of surface transport would be much too 

far out for a 'London' airport. ,,2 So they ended up by looking for a 

site within easy reach ci central London which would allow the new 

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

1. Ibid. 

(; 2. Ibid., p. 9. 

'. ,), 
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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 justüy 

a special new road or new ran track,so that it would have to fit 

into the existing or projected road and raU patterns. 1 

Most possible sites were easUy dismissed by the Committee. 

To the west of Heathrow, the sites were too far out and IIthere is 

little chance that any site will be within an hour of London by road. 112 

Again the sites east of London on the Thames estuary were dismissed 

for simUar reasons. It concluded: IIThus, although the Thames estuary 

in general might at first sight seem a likely area for an airport be-

cause of the stretdtes of fiat, desolate marshland along its shores,. . . 

to the west of Southend and the Isle of Sheppey . ' .. it would be impos-

sible to buUd a large airport that would not confiict with Ileathrow; 

and outside this line no sites could be found within an hourIs Journey 

of central London. 113 

Finally the Committee chose Stansted. For them, Stansted 

had a number ci 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 'a 'parallel runway up 

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

1. Ibid., p. 10. 

2. Ibid., p. 11. 

3. Ibid., p. 13. 

4. Ibid., pp. 13-16. 
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was good, and oo1y slightly worse than Heathrow, with the advantage 

that it is often usable when Heathrow is not. Fourth; an air route 

structure could be devisedt 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 ove~ 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 oo1y one that 

will meet the criterion of one hour's travelling time from the' West 
1 End." In addition it is close to the main Eastern Region raUway 

( " 

, ,) Une 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 

alrport here, together with the associated industry and housing, would 

Mean a l08S of good agricultural land; but against this may be set the 

economic value of the new alrport 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 sc ale development 

1. Ibid., p. 14. 

2. Ibid. 

.• , J. 
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would follow. "An eo1arged airport at Stansted would inevitably 

stimulate residential development in the area. The airport itself 

might ultimately employ some 7,000 - 10,000 people; ü allowance 

is made for the famllies 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 a luger scale. This in turn would greatly benefit the airport. ,,1 

'!berefore 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 oo1y 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 rlght choice. ,,3 The Govern-

1. Ibid., p. 15. 

2. Ibid., p. 16. 

3. Ibid., p. m. 
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ment published the report to allow discussion. "It is, however, 

ooly proper that all those likely to be affected should be given the 

opportunity to consider and discuss the reasons for the choice of 

Stansted. ,,1 "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, "1 hope that 

there will be full public discussion of this report and 1 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, Govemment Departments, du ring the 

summer and autumn of 1964 conducted discussions with the local 

authorities of the area. These were conducted under the auspices of 

the Essex County CouncU who are the planning authority f~r the area 

cœcemed. These consultations consisted of meetings, of representa-

(, j 1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid. 

.. . .. _ ... __ ._-_ ... _. __ ._ .. -...... _-
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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 representatives of the 

local councüs. 

The first of these meetings, which were supposed to be con-

fidential, was held in Harlow in the middle of JuIy 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! mUes long, with takeoff and landing paths over 

Bishop's Stortford and Great Dunmow, and an extension of the present 
1 

NE/SW runway to 32' mUes length. But at this stage the Ministry 

was very tentative in its proposaIs. It promised to look into the 

noise implications of the runway proposals, and promised that Govern-

ment finance would be avaUable for public services such as transport 

and housing. But there was no discussion of whether a Stansted New 

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

But altogether very little information was avaUable to the CouncUs, 

except that they were told that for an area of 19 square mUes around 

the proposed airport, planning applications would be referred by the 

Essex County Planning Committee to the Ministry of Aviation to 

1. Both the possibUity of a Stansted New Town and the expansion of 
Harlow were local issues at the Ume. The possibUity of a New Town 
at Stansted M01Dltfitchet had been mooted in March 1964 in a Govern­
ment report on the South East. At that Ume this report had raised 
more local concern than the report on the airport.. From this 
point in Ume the issues of airport development and the Stansted New 
Town were linked. 

-. 
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avoid development that would confiict 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 CouncU, Mr. Horace Juniper, decided to dis close the 

full contents of this meeting to his councU 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 councU meeting, 

the local public learned something of what was being planned. It WaBl at 

this Ume that the protest movement really began to organize with thé 

formation of the Takeley AnU-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 CouncUs 

were showing Increased alarm at the Ministry proposals. Also at the 

December meeting, the Ministry changed its proposals 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. 2 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. 'Ibis 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 major runways the Minis­

try reckoned that a standard busy rate (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. 1 

A number of other points were raised at this meeting. One 

of the se 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 wu 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 wu holding talks with the Transport Ministry 

on the rail links. 3 Finally, the Ministry reaffirmed that no final 

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

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

3. Bratntree and Witham Times, 18 December, 1964. The whole 
question cl these defence installations was a mystery at this time. 

'. " 
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decision would be taken untü after the public inquiry and consideration 

of the Inspector's Report. This inquiry was not expected untü late in 

1965. 1 

This last point, that no final decision would be taken untü 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 2 stressed that although there was a s~rong 

technical case for the choice of Stansted, it was "olÙy 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 olÙy 

be made by the Government in the light of the outcome of this inquiry. ,,3 

Sir Alec Douglas Home, then the Prime Minister, made this point in 

a letter to Mr. R. A. Butler, a senior Cabinet Minister and MP for 

Saffron Walden4: "The Govemment has in no way made a final decision 

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

2. Sir Derek Wallœr 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 Salfron 
Walden ROC, Salfron Walden Borough CouncU, and Dunmow ROC. The 
proposed development of the airport would take place within this con­
stituency. 

" 
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and cannot untU it has heard the result of the public inquiry. It is 

important that the inquiry should be thorough and genuine. The door 

is not c10sed to suggestions for alternative solutions. This is a long 

term matter that can olÙy be decided after thorough public investiga­

tion. ,,1 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 1 have described above to the Public Enquiry which is promised 

for next year. 1 pledge myself that this Enquiry shall be genuine and 

that the findings should be respected . . .. 1 have the Prime Minister's 

assurance that no final decision has been made, and will not be made 

unUl arter the public enquiry next year. ,,3 Mr. Roy Jenkins, who 

became Minister of Aviation in the Labour Govemment, also main-

tained this position when he spoke at a Labour Party meeting at Stan­

sted during the Saffron Walden by-election. "1 am in no way going to 

1. Harlow Citizen, 18 September, 1964. 

2. Herts and Essex Observer, 7 August, 1964. 

3. NWEEBPA, The Stansted mack 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. 111 As late as November 1965, Lord 

Shackleton, answering a question for the Government in the Lords, 

again stressed that lia 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. 112 

The major factor, as far as government action is concerned, 

for the local pressure groups ln 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 Inguiry 

The local pressure groups, as will be shown in detaü 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 CouncU Planning Committee, Mr. Roy Jenkins replied 

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

2. Hansard (Lords), Vol. 270, 17 Nove mbe r, 1965, Cols: 65-66. 
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to the points which had been raised by a 10caI 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 aIso raised the possibllity that the 

Minister and the Government would ignore the Inspector's Report or 

consideration of altemative sites. To this the Minister said: "1 

assure you that this will not occur. If the outcome ri 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 Ume to stOOy and 

survey the site. III Finally, he came to consider 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 tbat it was going 

to hold a public inquiry. "The deputation told me that a refusaI to 

meet their request (for a wide inquiry) would tend to give the impres­

sion that the Govemment's mind was made up, that the inquiry would 

oo1y be a formality and that the development of Stansted would be 

pressed through regardless of the outcome. 1 can give you the firm-

est possible assurance on this. My mind is not closed to proposaIs 

for alternative sites. lt is for this reason that the terms of refer-

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

1. Harlow Citizen, 1 October, 1965. 
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the proposed development of Gatwick Airport, allow objectors to pro-

pose altematives. My oo1y concem is that the site eventually 

developed as the Third London Airport, whether Stansted or elsewhere, 

sh~uld be the best and Most suitable site that can be found. ,,1 

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 su itabil it y of the choice of Stansted for an airport and the effect 

of the proposed development on local interests. It will be open to 

local objectora to suggest modüications to the outline scheme of 

development or to propose altemative sites, but not to question the 

need to provide a third major airport to serve London. ,,2 

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

The public inquiry, before the Govemment 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. Ibid. 

2. The MioiStry of Housing and Local Govemment, Report of the 
Inquiry ioto Local Objections to the proposed development of land at 
Stansted as the Third London Airport. London: HMSO, 1967, p. 1. 
Hereafler this will be cited as Stansted Public Inquiry Report. 
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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 MUner Holland Q. C., who had been briefed by the 

Ministry of Aviation. He called thirteen witnesses to testüy 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 detaUed recital of the Ministry case presented in the public 

inquiry ls 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 Bolland 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. Ollly 

then would a final decision be made, and then only with full weight 

being given to the report of the Inspector. 1 

Sir Milner Bolland rested the case for Stansted upon the positive 

and negative requirements 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 ü 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 aU three airports could 

operate fully together. The second requirement was safety. There 

had to be safety between aU three airports. The third requirement 

was that the site should be suitable from the air traffic routing point 

of vjew. Fourth, it had to be accessible to London in order to make 

it acceptable to the airlines and the travellirig pa8sengers. Here he 

put forward the criterion of one hour's travelling Ume from central 

London. Füth, 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 behal! of the Govemment, the 
proposal for Stansted was still essentially a Ministry proposal rather 
than a Govemment proposai especially ü the assurances of Ministers 
we re 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 faU foul of the 

requirements. 111 

He also feIt 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 runwa)' 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 aild 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 MUner 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. Ibid. 
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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.ll. He said that 

the M.ll, through the Roding Valley, would be completed by 1972. 

He estimated the road travel as follows: the joumey 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 unsucces.s~ully 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 agriculturalland that would 

be lost or the value of its production. Although they knew that it was 

classified by the Ministry of Ag~iculture 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 feU that they would be able to operate 

together for a start, but when Stansted became fully ope rational , 

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 ofclosure, and there 

was confusion over which authorities had been consulted and which 

should be consulted about the closure of the base. 1 

In ,addition to these inconsistencies in the Ministry case, many 

issues were left untouched by their case and evidence. For instance, 

no evidence was presented to support their claim that the development 

of Stansted did not confiict with the requirements of regional planning, 

and no planning expert gave evidence for the Ministry. 2 

The public inquiry was important to later developments of the 

controversy because the Ministry case, which essentially was the one 

adopted by the Govemment 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 feU unable to recommend Stansted in 

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

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

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

2. It wu rumoured, but not substantlated, that the Ministry were 
unable to Und a planning expert who would testify for them in support 
of Stansted. Interviews. 
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affect Ute Government's behaviour, since it was presented to Ute 

Government ten months before it was published, and then later to 

affect Ute local pressure groups. 

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

The Inspector's Report on Ute Public Inquiry 

The report of Ute Government Inspector on Ute local objections 

to Ute Stansted site had a profound effect upon the behaviour of Many 

of Ute groups involved in Ut. controversy. The Government received 

Ute report in June 1966 and considered it until it was published in 

May 1967, togeUter wiUt Uteir own White Paper on Ute Third London 

Ai rpo rt. The contents of Ute report remained unlmown to the general 

public and Ute local pressure groups until it was published, so Utat 

it was not untU May 1967 Utat it was to form part of the external 

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 Ute elterna! environment of Ute local pressure groups. 

-1 

The Inspector's Report covers the general objections to Stansted, 

whUe Mr. Brancker dealt wiUt Ute aviation aspects in more detaU in 

his comments. Overall boUt were not satisfied with Ute choice of 

Stansted at that stage. "n would, " writes the Inspector, "be a calam-

ity for Ute neighbourhood if a major airport were placed at Stansted. 

( .~ Such a decisioo. coold only be Justified by national necessity. Necessity 
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was not proved by evidence at this inquiry." 1 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: 

"1 am extremely hesitant to suggest anything which may lead to delay, 

but much of the evidence submitted seemed to me rather superficial 

and 1 would be very much happier to see a general examination in 

more depth before any firm decision is taken. ,,3 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 mUitary as weIl as civil aviation. ,,4 

They felt, therefore, that the problem needed to be examined 

again, because it seemed clear that an 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. Ibid. 

3. Ibid., p. 66. 

4. Ibid., p. 8. 

". Ji. 
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the most attractive site, it was not the only possible site. 1 He found 
( ) 

that on the problem of air traffic control IIthe Ministry of Aviation 

and the traffic control experts have adopted a very conservative attitude 

and have insisted on generous separation of traffic streams .... Il 

Although he found no fault with this, he considered that IIthere was 

a tendency to treat the existing Airways and sequencing areas as 

virtually immutable, whereas to obtain the best results a complete 

revis ion may be necessary. 112 

A major factor that prohibited serious consideration of other 

possible sites 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. Blak~ comments: III 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. 113 

Mr. Braneker eonsidered that Us removal together wlth the removal 

of the prohiblted nying areas that go wlth it would be a considerable 

advantage, particularly as il would allow other sites to be more 

seriously considered. 4 

1. Ibid., p. 55. 

2. Ibid., p. 54. 

( --

3. Ibid., p. 5. 

4. 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 "an the evidence submitted to me 

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

planning. ,,1 In addition, there would be the 108s 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 feU that the 

raUway links to Stansted would need much more study and a complete 

reorganization of the raUway 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 pres8nted 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 untn 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 originaUy involved. 1 There was no attempt 

to caU for outside evidence from the local pressure groups or to con­

sult the South East Economie Planning Council, because, the Govern­

ment argued, under the 'Chalk Pit' rules they could not do so without 

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

1. This internal review is shrouded in secrecy. The Government 
c1aim 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. Il 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 fallure 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 'Cbalk Pit'rules are a set of rules governing the collection of 
new evidence by Government departments following statutory public 
inquiries which requires them to aUow aU 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 inte~al review from the Government 

Departments concerned with the problem. 

This review culminated in the Government White Paper on the 

Third London Airport. This secret review did not affect the local 

groups du ring this period because they did not lmow that it was going 

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

the Govemment White Paper had a decisive effect upon the attitudes 

and hence the actions of aIl the local groups and upon a great Many 

other groups. Indeed, these are some of the crucial factors that 

turned this from being a chiefiy local issue into a national politlcal 

issue, as the decision-making procedures and methods were consid-

ered wrong and inadequate, especiaIly by the local pressure groups 

who considered that the Government, by adopting this procedure, had 

broken aIl its assurances. 

THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS IN OPERATION AND GOVERNMENT 
ACTIONS:~ MAY 1967 TO FEBRUARY 1968 

The announcement by the President of the Board of Trade, 

Mr. Douglas Jay, in the Bouse of Commons of the Govemment's deci­

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

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

and the 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-

sted, but is a national issue which is also concerned with the methods 
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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 national 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 rut 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 

moUify the opposition 80 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. 

'lbe controversy, particularly in this period, can be seen as 

operating at two levels: the political and the technical. Two debates 

can be seen as going on during this period. 'lbere was a political 

debate about the policies relating to Stansted and the way in which 

'. Mo 



decisions had been taken and were being taken. Intertwined and inter­

locked into this was the debate on the technicallevel 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 Paper1 sets out the results of tbe 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 ta Stansted and cl the other points that he had raised. And 

finally il OIItlineS how the Government intended to proceed wlth imple­

menting the decision. This document, together with the Inspector's 

1. The Thini London Airport. Cmnd.3259, London: HMSO, 1967. 
(Hereafter ciled as Cmnd. 3259. ) 

" ~ 
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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 definitestatement either for or against Stansted but only that he 

had called for a new inquiry, which the Government argued, it had 

conducted into the proposais. 1 This re-examination in their view 

had thorougbly looked at the proposai and the alternative sites and 

they still concluded that Stansted was the best of the availab~e 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 nmway would be buUt at Gatwick. 

But upon this point the White Paper was unclear. 3 Discussing the 

possibUity of transfers of nights from Heathrow to Gatwick and the 

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

1. Ibid., p. 5. 

2. Ibid., p. 8. 

3. This point was taken up by Mr. Jay when challenged in the Bouse 
of Commons on the matter: it seems that a second runway would be 
buUt by 1971-2. Hansard (Commons) Vol. 749, 29 June, 1967, 
Col. 788. 

... 
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these considerations into account the Govemment believes that trans-

fers of traffic from Heathrow to Gatwiek 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. III In addition, the Govemment 

argued that the need for a new London airport could not be avoided by 

development of regional'airports beeause Most of Britaints air traffie, 

both passenger and freight, was going 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 eonsidered adequate for current needs. 

Therefore the Govemment envisaged that IIto provlde the greatest 

fiexibillty for the organlzation of London ts air traffie as far ahead as 

possible, the third London Airport should be multi-purpose (1. e., 1t 

should eater for long, medium and short haul services, bath passenger 

and frelght)lI and lt considered that lia multi-purpose airport also needs 

to be able to eater efficiently for traffie to aU points of the compass, 

or as near that Ideal as practlcable. 1I2 S1gnifieantly, the Govemment 

seemed now to be thinking in terms of a major third London Airport 

whieh was different from the proposals envisaged in the earl1er phases 

of the eontroversy. "Nevertheless, the great difflcult1es experienced 

in providing and agreeing a site [sic] for a third London airport make lt 

desirable that this third airport should ultlmately be capable of develop-

1. Cmnd.3259, op. cU., p. 7. 

C 1 2. Ibid., p. 11. 
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ment to largest practicable capacity - namely to that of two pairs 

of paraUel nmways. ,,1 Itseemed 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 4Xtblic inquiry 

proposals. But at that stage, it was not too clear and it only seemed 

to be hint8d 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-nmway 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 cast; it is acceptable on grounds of noise; its terrain is 

good for airport development. Its acknowledged drawbacks are that 

the development woold entaU the loss of good agricultural land and 

d18advantages in local andregional planning. After careful consideration 

of aU the possibüities, however, the Government belis.ves that there 

is no alternative site for a third London airport that is superior to 

Stansted in its implications for agriculture and planning and 18 at the 

same time bath technicaUy suUable and capable of development at an 

acceptable cost.n2 

A number of points need to be made on the Government case 

for Stansted itseU. Its comments upon the terrain contains perhaps 

1. Ibid., p. 12. 

2. Ibid., 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

tors. ,,1 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, whne arguing that it would not be as 

bad as the Inspector had suggested, acknowledged 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 It was estimated that road access, via M.ll., would, 

at off peak Umes, take about 70 minutes and that ran access, via the 

circuitousroute of King'sCross and Brixton, would be about an hour 

to Victoria. 3 

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 i.4 million 

could be deducted for the existing runway and &6 million could be 

added for road and ran access, making a total cost for the airport 

at Stansted c1 1..47 million. They also indicated but did not include 

any estimate, that there might be sorne cost in replacing facllities 

1. Ibid., p. 18. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Ibid. 
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at the Wethersfield air base. 1 

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 nying, 

and there was eoough land for the construction of 'an airport with three 

or four weil 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 raU 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 coat of the 

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

airport at Sheppey would add i15 million to the coat, whUe a further 

4.2 million should be added for road access costs and another 140 

million for the raU access costs. 'Further &25 million needed to be 

1. Ibid., p. 19. 
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added for the cost of removing Shoeburyness facilities of the Ministry 

of Defence, and î. 5 million for the cost of interference to Southend 

Airport. This would make the total cost of Sheppey t132 million. 1 

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 

Bouses of Parllament. The Government faced therefore the major 

problem of trying to implement an unpopùar decision in the face of 

considerable opposition inside and outside Parliament. ·The fact that 

there was such opposition meaot that the Government would have diffi­

cult Y in holding to its position of the Stansted choice and in implement­

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

ln a way, the Government was faced with the need to make Stansted 

politically palatable to its supporters, and to mollify the opposition as 

much as possible. This perlod of the controversy cao be seen as con-

stitutlng three phases: the summer of 1967 whUe Mr. Jay was President 

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

o 1. Ibid., pp. 14-15. 
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himself into his . position as the President of the Board of Trade and 

famüiariZed himself with and reassessed the Stansted decision; and 

the winter of 1967~68 when the Government proposed and sought sup-

port 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 signüicantly. 

During the summer 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 

implement that decision. This can be seen, for instance, in his 

uncompromising speech in the National Airports' Policy debate in the 

Bouse of Commona at the end of June 19671 and in his reaction to the 

NWEEBPA delegation which visited him at the Board of Trade the day 

before the debate. 2 He brushed aside requests for a new inquiry on 

the grounds that there had already been enoogb inquiries and that 

there was no need for another inquiry. 

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

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

-. 

1. Hansard (Commona), 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· publication of the 

. White Paper. ft was only when the opposition pressure begaD to 

bulld up to alarming proportions during June and especially insi4e 

the Parliamentary Labour Party (.PLP) that some attempt was made 

to present its case and counter' the opposition to the decision. They 

were especially concemed over the fact that over a hundred 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 Govemment attempted, there­

fore, to win ils 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 Govemment 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 

BUpporting Government policy. AU 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 declsion wu a polittcal one, and the case should be struck 

1. The Guardian, 22 J1Dle, 1967. 
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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 

was right "that aU local 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 Govem­

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 cl 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. Ibid., 27 July, 1967. 

( ) 3. Hansard (Commons), op. cU., 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 0( the. causes of this discontent inside the Government. 

There hadbeen considerable 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 several 

years, was bel1eved ta 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

fer ci Mr. Crosland to the Board of Trade at the end of August 1967 

pl'Ovided 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 Govemment position ,and policy. But il did bring a change 

1. The Guardian, 22 June, 1967. One ci the side effects of the Stan­
sted case was a review by the Govemment of the planning machlnery, 
wbich had proved inadequate to handle this pl'OJect, and its decision to 
change the then existing planning machinery, wbicb only allowed for 
local inquiries into specific pl'OJects, 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 
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 Govemment stance. He was prepared, 

unlike hispredecessor, to talk about the question. l 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 intemal 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. 2 But the review did take account of 

factors 'which had been neglected previously. For instance, the cost 

of sound-proofing œildings afRicted by aircraft noise was included 

in the review this Ume. 

The result of the review was that the Govemment decided, 

particularly œ the grounds Œ timing, to continue with the Stansted 

scheme but in a revised form. 3 To reduce the noise effects, the 

Govemment decided that there was a need to realign the runways st 

Stansted even- thougb thts woold increase the cost and the amount of 

farmland that would be taken for the construction of the airport. 4 

Although 1t was not untU January that the details of the revised scheme 

1. Interview. 

2. The Guardian, 9 November, 1967. 

3. Sunda, Times, 12 November, 1967. 

o 4. The Guardlan, 10 November, 1967. 
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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 thére was to be no new public inquiry even 

though dUferent ~ople would now be affected raised the possibility 

that the Bouse of Lords might defeat the Special Development Order 

when it came before that Bouse. 1 In January the local authorities 

received detais 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 Nls axis, with the other pair of runways 

being constructed on the outside of the original ones at a later date. 

Five hundredextra acres of farmland would be needed and the addi­

tional cost would be in the region of «f8-10 million. 2 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-

trlbut1œ to the technical debate will be looked at. 

The Govarnment in the Technical Debate ovar the Stansted Choice 

The Government's contribution to the technical debate at this 

stage of the controversy was important because il showed that the 

technical buis ct the Government case was on Many grounds, at best, 

doubUul. Il also polnted to the fact that full consideration had not 

been gtven 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 

fallure to back up their case and decision with detaUed supporting 

arguments and evidence for Stansted is an important factor in the 

external environment of the local pressure groups. dt~enabled them 

to show up the weakness of the Government position very easily, and 

it placed the Govemment in a politically awkward position, which they 

were to find eventually was untenable. A detaUed exposition of the 

Govemment 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 

earUer in this chapter. But there were a number of changes, mainly 

of emphasis. It was these changes that are Most important at th18 

stage because they created the environment in which the alreâdy exist­

ing distrUst and suspicion of the Govemment, created by the dec18ion 

of May 1967, was to increase even further. 

Throughout the period the Govemment held to Us view that 

Stanst ed had to be developed as the best possible site because there 

was no lime 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 oo1y one which could be ready in time. The Govemment feIt 

that no further Ume 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 Govemment in the 

issue. This had been one of the major themes of Mr. Jayls May Press 

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

for the Government decision 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 ci the PLP, argued that they 

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

too far for the Govemment to turn back and because there was now 

no altemative site avaUable at a feasible overall cost. 5 

1. See for instance Mr. Jay: Bansard (Commons), op. cit., Cols. 788-
789. 

2. ~y ~, 13 )(ay, 1967. 

3. SundaI Times, 12 November, 1967. 

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

5. Ftnancial Times, 22 June, 1967. 
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The 'urgency' argument was Unked to the need for Britain 's 

airports to maintain a competitive position in Europe. The Govem':' 

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 civU aviation and that we remain ahead of our competitors. III 

The result of a fallure to do this would mean that the balance of pay­

ments would suffer, and the Govemment 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 du ring the 

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

at Gatwick would be buUt. 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. 1 have said that that 

extension should be completed by 1971 or 1972. ,,3 

Another point raised was the nature of the airport which was 

going to be buUt. In the White Paper, there had been hints about 

buUding a four nmway airport, which had caused concern. In his 

1. Hansard (Commons), op. cit., Col. 785. 

2. Ibid., Cols. 785-6. 

o 3. Ibid., Col. 788. 
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press conference in May, Mr. Jay said that the initial propos al was 

to have an airport with two paraIlel 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. l 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 possibUity certainly not, needed untU the 1980's, if 

at aIl, would a further 1,200 acres over and above that be wanted. ,,2 

With the reallgnment proposais 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. 

Theil position on the costs of the airport and ils alternatives 

was also aextble. The figures which Mr. Jay produced during the 

debate are simUar though not exactly the same as those quoted in the 

1. Herta and Essex Observer, 19 May, 1967. 

2. DaU, MaU, 13 May, 1967. 

C ) 3. Hansard (Commons), op. cU., Col. 801. 
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White Paper. 1 In the National Airports' PoUcy debate, Mr. Jay said 

the cost of Sheppey would be at least t120 million and probably nearer 

ct 130 million as opposed to &132 million in the White Paper. The 

rail access figures seemed to be the nexible element here as he 

thought these wood be at least tao million and possibly over ~ 40 

million. 2 On the other hand, the cost of Stansted now included the 

cost of closing the Wethersfield base which would increase the Stansted 

cost from i47 million to t55 million. a But the figures given by' 

Lord Kennet in the Bouse of Lords' Stansted debate in December 1967 

were very different. ConstrUction costs he put at &59 million for 

Stansted, i 65 million for Sheppey and for Fouiness. 4 Boad and raU 

surface transport costs were estimated at il 7 million for Stansted, a 

minimum for Sheppey of 1. 27 million and i.22 million for Fouiness. 5 

Be did mention the closure of Wethersfield but he put no cost upon 

this item, although he did est1mate the cost of closing the Shoebury­

ness firing range at &20 to 125 million. 6 And finally overall he 

argued that Sheppey would cost i,31 million more than Stansted, whUe 

Faulness on the land woold cast AS5 million more. 7 The estimates 

1. These figures were quoted abave: pp. 100-102. 

2. Bansard (Commons), op. cU., Col. 797. 

3. Ibid., Cot 800. 
4. Bansard (Lords), op. cU., Col. 873. 

5. Ibid., Col. 876. 

6. Ibid., Col. 877. o 7. Ibid., Col. 8'19. 
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of travel times seemed to have varied. Mr. Jayts road travel Umes 

remained the same, but the raU departure points changed from Victoria 

to Kings Cross and Liverpool Street fQr no apparent reason. He esti­

mated Stansted-Kings Cross as a joumey 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:2 Lord 

Kennet put the joumey Umes 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 raU than Stansted. But it is not clear 

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

for Stansted-~entral London. 3 In the same debate Lord Beswick, wind­

ing up for the Govemment, 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, 18 

therefore not as clear as it should have been if the decislon had been 

wall thought out. 

But these were not the oo1y Govemment 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 topointing out that the 1088 of gooct ,c. agricul-

1. Hansard (Commons), op. cit., Co1. 800. 

2. Ibid., Co1. 796. 

3. Hansard (Lords), op. cit., Col. 876. 

4. Ibid., Co1. 992. 
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tural land would be as great at any Qther site as' it would be at Stan­

sted. This was done by taking ioto account land nee~ed for ancUlary 

developments around Sheppey which would take good agricultural land 

although the·' airport itself would have been buUt on marshy land. 

Indeed, Lord Kennet went so far as to argue that this land was higher 

grade land than that which was to be taken at Stansted. 1 But no esti­

mate was made of the land needed for ancUlary developments at Stan­

sted or the type of land that would be used for that development. 

The ,implication from the White Paper was that Sheppey was 
') 

more suitable than Stansted on noise grounds. By June in the Debate, 

Mr. Jay was arguing that the White Paper had only used a narrow 

test of 3-4 .mUes from the airport and on this basis Sheppey was more 

favourable. But now he employed a wider test based upon the number 

of peope, affected in a 10-12 mUe range, whom he thought could not 

be ignored .. This, perhaps convenienUy, showed that Stansted was 

more favourable. OoIy 120,000 people would be affected at Stansted 

agalnst 200,000 for Sheppey. 2 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 peope would be affected against 20,000 at 

Stansted. 3 

1. Ibid., Cols. 875-876. 

2. Hansard (Commons), Col. 797. 

3. Hansard (Lords), op. cit., Cols. 874-875. 
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THE DECISION-MAKING PRO CESS IN OPERATION AND GOVERNMENT 
('" \ .) ACTIONS: FEBRUARY 1968-MARCH 1969 

There was a major change in the externaI 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 ~ecision seems tohave been the result of a 

reconsideration of the position of the President ci the Board of Trade, 

following consultations with the local authorities over the 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 reallgnment. 1 

The fallure 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 begln­

ning of 1968, the Government was comlng under considerable pressure 

on the issue. The decision, as will be seen ln detaU ln the nen chap­

ter, had been widaly coodemned by a large number of experts and 

groups, in the C01Dltry as a whole and in the locality. But il was 

also clear tbat the Government would face considerable difficulties in 

obtaining the passage of the crucial Special Development Order through 

the Bouse of Lords. The Bœse ct Lords was the vital body at this 

Ume for all the groups coocerned in the controversy because lt had 

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

Bouse of Lords. The Govemment's attempt to muster support seemed 

to be meeting with failure. In a report after the reversai was an­

nounced, it was estimated in the Dail, Telegraph, that the Govemment 

thought that about 200 Peers from ail sides of the Bouse would have 

voted against the Order and that less than 100 were willing to support 

the airport proposais. 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 aiso oppose the Order. 1 The other 

event that may-have contributed to the decislon to reverse the Govem­

ment's stand wu the report of the Council on Trlbunals which feport 

the Govemment had recelved the day before the reversai decislon was 

announced ln Parliament. This had cailed for a new inqUlry. 2 

Thisdecislon meant that the Govemment would now wait for 

the results of this new inquiry before proceedlng wlth the development 

1. Dan, Telyrapb, 26 February, 1968. The pos~ibillty of a Govern­
ment defeat in the Bouse of Lords wu conflrmed by the MPs inter­
vlewed. The position of the Bouse of Lords in' the controversy will 
be consldered later in CbaiQr 8. 

() 2. The Couneil on Trlbunals will be dlscussed in the nm 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 tbat, the Govemment 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 extemal 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 mobRize as much political support as possible to place the Govem­

ment in an untenable political position. The situation had moved from 

that of political campaigning to that of the need to present a detaRed 

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 aU the groups concemed needed to adapt to the new situation in the 

controversy. 

THE DEClSION-MAKlNG PROCESS IN OPERATION: THE ROSKILL 
COMMISSION 

The non-statutory Commission of Inquiry on the third London 

Airport, headed by Mr. Justice Roskfll, was set up during the sum-
( 
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,.~. mer of 1968. Besides Mr. Justice RœJdll, 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 Ministryof Housing and Local 

Govemment); Professor Keith-Lucas (Professor of Aircraft Design, 

College of Aeronautics, Cranfield); Mr. A. Knight (Finance Director, 

Courtaulds Ltd) and Pr<iessor A. A. Walters (Professor of Econometries 

and Social Statistics, Birmingham University). 1 

The plrpose of the Commiss.io~ was to lIinquire 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 

altemative sites, and tb recommend which site should .be selected. 1I2 

The Commission was to carry out such research as was needed to aid o ils investigations. Its attention was drawn to certain matters which 

C) 

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 f~r a cost benefit analysis. 3 

1. Financial Times, 25 June, 1968. 

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

3. Ibid., Cols. 38-9. In calling for general issues to be investigated, 
the Govemment took advantage of the fact that general issues and 
several alternative sites could be considered at the same time onder 
the new procedures for planning ioquirles into proJects of this nature. 
In addition lt was clear that unless there was a full investigation ioto 
all the issues and sites as the local pressure groups de manded , they 
would not accept the choice of Stansted if lt was chosen again. 
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The Commission was to proceed in five stages, as ouUined by 

the Government.There is no need to ouUine 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. Mter 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 cODcerning tIlese 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 untU 

March 1969. 1beir attentiOJ1 was focussed upon this because it 

would glve 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 

01 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 glven the 

nature' ct the inquiry, it had to be technically sound. This required 

carelul preparation by experts. 

( ) 1. Bansard (Commona), Vol. 765, 20 May, 1968, Cols. 39-40. 
_.J 
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In the first stage the Commission called for proposals of sites, 

including details of location, and nmway alignments by the middle of 

September 1968 and for detailed proposals by the end of October. The . 

Commission wanted information which would relate to, among other 

things, the construction 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 (Wtng), 

Foulness (off shore), Nuthampstead and Thurleigh (Bedford). 2 

This conclusion, which was acceIted by the Govemment, was 

a major factor in the extemal 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 

achleved their objectives and needed no longer be directly concerned 

with the question of the third London airport. Essex County CouncU 

continued to;be concemed with Foulness, whlch was their cholce for 

the location, whUe yet other groups, includtng the Hertfordshire County 

CouncU, Jolned the fight to prevent Nuthamp8te~, about 10 mUes North 
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CBAPTER F1VE 

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,1 and ~econd, 

upon the climate ~ 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 s1gnUicantly to the final outcome of the controversy 
, .J' 

and the success of the local pressure groups in preventing the develop­

ment of Stansted. 

1. These groups are also pressure groups but will bereferred to 
as other groups to dist1nguish them f rom the local pressure groups 
which are the subJect of this study. The groups referred to in 
this chapter are not the subJect ci this study. Therefore, there 
will he no attempt to analyse their behaviour except where such an 
analysis will contrlbute 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 
plbl1c and group awareness of and interest in the issue, oulaide 
of the local pressure groups. Il also includes the opinions and 
attitudes disJiayed over the issue by these other groups and ln 
the press and broadcast media. In thts case, the actlvlties and 
attitudes of these other groups are an important part of the climate 
of opinion in add1t1on to the press who will be examined under this 

() heBding. 

'., ... 
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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 

hostie 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 externa! environ ment was largely 

favourable affected their strategy and tac tics 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 oo1y exception 

to this was the need in the post-declsion phases to counter some of 

the arguments and activities of BAA who were active and influential 

advocates of Stansted. But even that did not requlre much attention 

because the activlties and arguments of many of the other groups and 

o the national press countered BAA and indeed, the Government 's argu-
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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 A1RPORTS AUTHOMTY (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 lnquiry had been completed. 1 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 lst, 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 responsibUity to operate the airport at Stansted. Its 
function was to ope rate these airports, whUe responsibUity for polle y 
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 ci the Ministry personnel who had been concerned 
wlth airports and in particular with the question of the siting of the 
new ai~rt for Loodon. Although the Chairman, Mr. Peter Mase­
field, was not with the Ministry al that time, he had served in 
Government Departments concerned with aviation and with the nation­
alized airlines in the pasto Two of his senior cificials, Mr. G. Hole, 
the Chief Executive ci BAA, and Sir John Briscoe, Director of Opera­
tions for BAA came directly from the old Ministry and had been 
direcUy concemed in the choice of Stansted as members of the Inter­
Departmental Committee and as Ministry witnesses at the Stansted 
Puliic 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 ci being civil servants in the Government, it became an 
active pressure group • 

......................................... _--
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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 ioto 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 aIlowing 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 cootroversy 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 ail aspects of the issue. 

BA! entered the controversy as a national public authorily 

pressure group whieh wanted the Government to choose Stansted as the 

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

made, for them to stand by that decision and implement il as quickly 

as possible. They wanted the airport al Stansted and they wanted ta 

be allowed to begin to develop it, as they were satisfied thal il was 

0: the oo1y 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 

They hired for themselves a public relations firm2. and leaders of 

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 Govemment 

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 directiy concemed and with personnel who had been directiy 
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 
officiais 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 tban two years before. Thi~, the strength with which 
the BAA case wu pushed in public, by Mr. Masefield in particular, 
would sugest that private channels would not be neglected. For our 
plrposes It is not important to establish whether and how much private 
pressure wu exerted, because what is important is the fact that the 
local pressure groups suspected that this wu the case. 

2. Their account wu 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 

made. 1 After the decision, BAA officiaIs engaged in the controversy 

both nationally and locally through letters to the 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 ~tansted, BAA produced an eight-page give away 

brochure entitled • An Airport for the 70's'. This was an attempt to 

show how beneficial and attractive the airport would be for the area. 2 

BA! 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. 3 ln March 1966, he stressed 

that they needed to know urgenUy 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 slte, the Government would 

be nmning late in Us 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 ParUamentary Labour 
Party Aviation Group and the Air Transport section of the London 
Cbamber of Commerce. 

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

3. My 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. 1 

On the lssue'of the timing of the need for the new airport, BAA stres-

sed throughout .. the rest of the controversy that they needed the new 

airport in the early 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 currency that would be lost if traffic were turned away to contin­

ental European airports. 2 

One c1 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. 
r' 
\'.) 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 deve10ped was therefore a major argument for Stansted in the 

view of the BAA. 10 addition, Stansted was attractive on the grounds 

of air traffic control because it would allow the other London airports 

to ope rate at the fullest possible capacity and would oot interfere with 

their air routes.BAA also saw Stansted as being suitable on the 

g1'01Dlds that il would oot oeed a great deal of work or money to 

develop the aceess routes to the airport and on the ground that it 

1. The Time·s, 6 January, 1967. 

2. E.g., Barlow Gazette, 24 November, 1967. It was useful to stress 
the foreign eurreocy angle in this pertod as the Pound Sterling was 
devalued 10 November 1967. 
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presented no major construction problems, which meant that it could 

be developed cheaper and quicker than some alternative site. In the 

BAA view, the, Stansted site would interfere with and inconvenience 

fewerpeoIie 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 beco~e London's Number One airport with 40 million 

passengers a year. The development, though, would be gradual with 

the second runway buUt by about 1974 and the third runway by the 

1 1980's. But on the other hand, the Authortty 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 ànd concrete' at Stansted - nor that 'schools 

will become subjected to the intolerable noise and will have to be 

closed' whUe 'hospitals will have to be moved'" and "the loss of 

countryside will be much less than bas been suggested - not more 

than 4,000 additlonal acres - whicb is less than 0.4 per cent of Essex. ,,2 

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

2. Berts and Essex Observer, 16 June 1967. 
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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 eleganUy designed bundings.1 

Indeed, he thought that with imagination and local consultation, Stansted 

could become an asset to the local community. This attitude provided 

the the me of the brochure 'An Airport for the 70's' which BAA dis­

tributed in the Stansted àrea in September 1967. They stressed how 

attractive and beneficial the airport would be to the area. Development 

of Stansted could bring to the area lIall the bènefits of a modern inter-

natioDal 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. Il And they went on to say that "with 

good planning, it can be made into. one of the world 's most attractive 

airports in ~k IUœ surroundings, unencumbered by heavny buUt up 

areas around· il. 112 . 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 lIif Britatn is going to sur­

vive in the technologtcal age, Il and he did not consider il a high price 

to pay. 3 

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

1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid., 1 September, 1967. 

3. EveDtng Staudard, 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 ai,rports 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 impossible to , 

find alternative sites. 113 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 wu unsuitable on 

access grounds because it was more than 50 miles from London and 

it wu also unsuitable on Air Traffic Control grounds because it would 

interfere with Heathrow. 4 He considered an airport there would be a 

bad investment of public money. Later, he further contended that it 

would cost an extra i20 million per year in passenger transport costs 

if the airport wu at Sheppey. 5 He thought that it would be a 'white 

elephant' because the airlines would not go there. 6 Foulness wu also 

1. The Times, 28 April, 1967. 

2. Evening Standard, 12 June, 1967. 

3. TherGuardiàD, 15' JulY7.1967. 

4. '1be Times, 28 April, 1967. 

5. The"'GUardDlh, 13,JUD8;i.1967. 

o 6. Evening Standard, 16 June, 1967. 
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ruled out because it had the sarne disadvantages as Sheppey, ooly it 

would be more costly and dHficult for access. 1 . 

The BAAwas scathiog in Us attitude towards the local protest 

movement over.:theairport, or at least of the NWEEHPA side of the 

movement.· The CouncRs did not seem to enter into BAAfs cons ide ra-

tion, perhaps because they would have been more dHficult 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 

conce~ed' with protecting their own private ioterests. They' had no 

idea of the national interest and of the general local interest which 

he was presentiog. This group wanted to live in another age and 

keep Britaio as· an agricultural backwater. He considered their pro­

test as lia very good public relations exercise ... , making use of 

distorted facls and little information. 112 He did not think that they 

had much public support and ooly a few people really were involved 

in the proteste 

OTHER LOCAL GROUPS 

Througbœt the controversy there was at the local level cœ­

siderable activity concerniog the proposals for the new airport at 

Stansted. A wide range of local groups, whose main purpose was not 

opposition to the airport, becarne involved in the controversy because 

the clevelopment of the airport wœld adversely affect their maJor 

1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid., 12 June, 1967. 
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concerne. This examination of these other local groups shows that 

there was extensive local discontent and concern, ü not actual opposi­

tion, over the Government's proposals and decision to site the airport 

at Stansted. This feeling was to reach its peak alter the Government 

made its decision to site the new airport at Stansted in the face of 

the obJections which their own Inspector had raised ml which they, 

in the view of the people in the locallty, had not answered: This 

examination also shows that, whUe there \Vere a nmnber 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 alfected district and its surrounding areas. The opposi­

tion of these ather groups also enabled the local pressure groups, 

especially NWEEBPA, to point to opposition from many other local 

groups who were not directly part of the NWEEBPA organization. Of 

coorse, it could be argued that NWEEBPA was responsible for the 

organization of this opposition. This was not entirely true. NWEEBPA 

rather was one focal point around whicb many indlviduals, many or 

whom \Vere leaders of ather groups in the locallty, organized thelr 
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activity in opposition to the airport. The success of NWEEBPA 

encouraged 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 generaI 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 the se other groups 

remained separate groups who were al80 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 inindividual capacitles because they were opposed to the 

airport. Most of the groups discussed in this section were not part 

of the NWEEBPA 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 NWEEBPA and then 

to send representatives to NWEEBPA's CouncU meetings. 

The most slgnificant point that emerges from the examination 

of these other local groups in relation to the controversy is that the 

affected districts and the surrounding reglon were strongly opposed 

to the development of Stansted. It also shows that NWEEBPA and 

the CouncUs .were acting as spokesmen for their reglon in undertaking 

pressure group actlvity. This therefore suggests that the protest 

agalnst the airport and the decision was a reglonally based one which 

was able to gain, as wUl be shawn later, vitally important national 

support . 

. ..•....•. , .. _ ••... _ .... __ ._ ..• _.~ ......... _--------_. 
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a) Parish Counells and Village Associations 

These two groups were one channel through whieh the local 

opposition was both expressed and organized. 1 They were important 

. beeause they acted as a 'voiee-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 eontroversy tended to be an 1 

intermittent one as 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 through which 

the local community was able to organize its opposition to the airport 

rapidly. Most of the local NWEEHPA groups were formed at parish 

or village meetings whieh had been ealled by these groups to discuss 

the airport question and to take a stand. Through this proeess, they 

played an important part in the formulation of local opinion on this 

question. 

The Tabley Parish Counell was the fi1'8t group in the locality 

to hold an ant1-airport meeting. 2 In Takeley's case, parUy beeause 

the village was threatened w1th extinction, the process of forming an 

1. In the small towns and villages around Stansted, there are Parish 
Couneils, wh1ch are smalliocal govemment units which are respon­
sible for matte1'8 relating to the Parish oo1y, with the power to raise 
money to a ltmited extent through the rates. Other villages, whieh 
do not have a Parish COUDcll, have set up village associations to 
look after matte1'8 of community interest in the village. 

2. The Times, 27 July, 1964. This meeting had an attendance cj 

nearly 800. 
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. . 
anth-airport group was clear-eut, . with this meeting voting for its 

formation. 1 Jnitially the Parish Couneil ealled other meetings in 

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

this was done, the Parish Couneil left specifie anti-airport activity to 

the anti-airport group, though the Takeley Parish Couneil did outline 

to the .publie ;inquiry preeisely how the village would be direetly 

affeeted by the proposal. . 

The pattem varied in other villages. In Stansted Mouiltfitehet, 

the Parish CouneR debated the issue af several of its meetings and 

ealled several Parish Meetings on the subJeet. Although the Oetober 

1964 Parish Meeting defeated a resolution supporting the airport by 

77 to 18 votes, 2 no anti-airport group was formed untR a Parish 

Meeting 10 February 1965. 3 The Parish CouneU were wary of direct 

involvement- in the village anti-airport group even though many Parish 

Councillors supported the group as individuals. In May 1965, they 

defeated a resolution ealling for it to give a t100 donation to the 

anti-airport groop on the grounds that ratepayers' money should not 

be used for,:this purpose. 4 The Parish COUDeR eontinued ils involve­

ment in the issue by holding a Parish meeting and a Parish PoU in 
r 

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

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

3. Ibid., 19 February, 1965. 

l.J 4. Ibid., 28 May, 1965. 
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October. The Parish Meeting, attended by 173 people, in two votes 

reJected the airport proposais by 98 to 68 votes, and supported the 

call for the Parish Coùncll to give a ~100 donation to the anti-airport 

group by 78 to 72. 1 The Parish PoU, 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 vptes. 2 Following 

the poU, the Parish Councll, in spite of opposition from Mr. C. J. 

Dimond, a leading proponent of the airport scheme, declared itself 

opposed to the airport. 3 

ln the period before the :JUblic inquiry other Parish Counclls 

took a number of different approaches. The Dunmow Parish Meeting 

in September, 1964 set up an anti-airport group. 4 The Dunmow Parish 

Councll decided not to Join the group when asked to do so. 5 Sheering 

Parish Councll was one of the few Parish Counclls 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 Councll could be 

represented on,NWEEHPA's Councll. 6 

The other important part these groups played in the controversy 

1. Ibid., 15 October, 1965. 

2. Ibid., 29 October, 1965. 

3. Ibid. 

4. Ibid., 18 Septem&er, 1964. 

5. Ibid., 9 October, 1964. 

6. Harlow Gazette, 25 September, 1964. 
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was in the period alter the Govemment decision for Stansted. This 

decision and the way in which it had been reached brought protests 

from Parish CO\lncRs 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. Resolutions along these lines were adopted by ~tansted, 1 

Batfield BroadOak, 2 Great Ballingbury, 3 Bigh WYCh,4, Sheering, 5 

and Takeley6, Parish CouncRs. These resolutions added to the protests 

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

b) Local Agricultural Groups 

The local farming community was particularly concemed over 

the issue because the land, which was needed for the airport and 

associated development, was high grade agricultural land which was 

farmed intensively with production well above the national average. 

1. Berts and Essex Obsemr, 16 June, 1967. In Stansted, the 
Cbairman of the Parish CouncR visited 360 homes in the village 
and found 273 householders opposed to and 68 in favour of the 
airport. 

2. Barlow Gazette, 9 June, 1967. 

3. Berts and.Essex Observer, 23 June, 1967. 

4. Barlow Citizen, 9 June, 1967. 

5. Barlow Gazette, 9 June, 1967. 

6. Berts and Essex Obsemr, 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 1 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 

deve10ped together with a possible new town in the area. As early 

as Aprll 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 prospect of eviction and loss of livelihood without 

compensation, whlle the owner farmers were faced with the prospect 

of not obtaining enougb money through compensation for their land to 

be able to purchase a new farm. l Concem ~ also expressed at the 

branchls 'July meeting over the proposals put forward by the Ministry 

of Aviation in ils July meeting with the Counclls at Barlow. 2 But 

most of their· aclivity prior to and durtng 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. Ibid., 3 Apm, 1964. 

2. Ibid., 31 July, 1964. 
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to develop the airport and the new town at Stansted. It do~bted 

wheOter a serious effort had been made to foUow the policy of not 

taking agriculturalland for urban development when there were alter­

natives avaUable, and Otey suggested consultations with the Ministry 

- '-1. 

of Housing and Local Govemment over the problems entailed in Ote 

scheme. 1 Their major activity was to present, using the NFU counsel, 

a case against Stansted at the public inquiry outlining Ote agricultural 

objections to its development. 

After Ote Government decisioD, the farming community,· through 

its groups, added ils pl'Otest, against the decision and the way in which 

it was made, ,to Ote oOter protests from the local communily. But un­

like some oUter local groups il became directly involved 10 the cam­

paign against the Government decision as a member of the Stansted 

Working Party. 'lbe main burden of the farmers' protests was carried 

by the EFU, .whose Secretary, Mr. John Walker, was their representa-

Uve in the Stansted Working Party. Their responslbnity was agri­

cultural questions involved in Ote issue and Otey drew up the agri­

cultural objections for the Stansted Working Party. They argued that 

any unbiased cODSlderation of the sites for the airport would take 

account of the high quality of the land at Stansted and Ote national 

purpose lt serves, as 1t 18 irreplacable. 2 The EFU was also highly 

critlcal of the reallgnmeot proposaIs because they seemed to indicate 

1. Essex Weekly News, 1 May, 1964. 

2. Eveog News, 22 June, 1967. 
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that the Govemment was determined to put the third and fourth air­

pons at Stansted. They estimated mat 19,000 acres would be needed 

for the airport and ··its ancillary developments. 1 The realignment pro­

posals angered the local farmers even further than the Govemment 

decision had, ,bec~e they deplored the fact that yet more land was 

being taken and because farmers now affected, who were not concerned 

with the origiDal proposals, were being denied an opportunity to put their 

case to a public tnquiry. 2 

c) Local Educational Groups 

Opposition also came from groups concemed with education in 

the affected area. 3 In the early phases·' of the controversy there were 

representations about the position of the schools from the local pres­

sure groups, some of whom were responsible for the provision of 

educational facUUies. 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 

airpon. This local educational voice was centered upon three areas 

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

1. Berts and Essex Observer, 2 February, 1968. 
2. Ibid., 28 January, 1968. 

3. The building and operation of the Third Londœ Airpon at Stansted 
would have a .drastlc effect upon the schools and colleges d the area. 
A number d scbools would be so severely affected that il would be 
doubtful that they woald be able to continue to operate and if they 
could, they woald be severely Ilmited. Other schools would have 
proliems whlch would interrupt teaching though not as severely as 
with the Œber group. 
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Dunmow and District. 1 The opposition was chieny 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 7th, 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 

based 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 

and District Teachers' Association. 5 In the autumn, a Parents against 

Stansted Committee was also formed. 6 It planned to hold a non-stop 

vigil outside 10 Downing Street while the Special Development Order 

was debated in Parliament. 7 

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

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

" 
3. Berts and Essex Observer, 7 Ju1y, 1967. 

4. Harlow Citizen, 23 June, 1967., 

5. Berts and Essex Observer, 16 June, 1967. 

6. Ibid., 10 November, 1967. 

C) 7. Evening Stmlard, 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 alfected 

because the noise would make teaching düficult ü 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 Iiew inquiry into the 

question of the airport because they did not consider that these 

educational needs had been considered in the making of the decision. 

d) Local Authorities 

Opposition to the development of Stansted was not limited to 

0, the COUDe ils in the immediate vicinity of the airport. Some lower 

Uer cOUDcils outside this Immediate area were, particularly alter the 

Government decision, determined opponents of the decision to develop 

the airport. Their concem and opposition is important because it 

shows that there wu 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 loin the protest against 

the decision. 1 Chelmsford Borough COUDe il drew up a petition which 

wu forwarded to Mr. Peter Kirk and Mr. Stan Newens al the House 

of Commons stating that the Council wished to protest most strongly 

o 1. Hertfordshire MercUry, 16 June, 1967 . 

... " .... "'_ ... --_ ... _---------- -----
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the decision tosite the airport at Stansted, that they supported the 

stand of the Essex County COUDe II , and that they urged that a Royal 

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

the future. 1 Welwyn RDC decided to write to)theeM.iniàwuofoA~iationV,icl 

whlle Ware UDC sent a resolution expressing their concern to the 

Hertfordshire;and Essex COUDty COUDclls and to their local MP. 2 

Support for the position of the local pressure groups came from Hal­

stead RDC. 3 ~ Chigwell UDC4 and Braintree RDC5 were among those 

counclls whichpresented petitions to the House of Commons opposing 

the development 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 travel links with London 

( ) outweighed the adverse effects of noise. 6 

e) The LocalPolitic~ Parties 

The local political parties in ganeral did not play an important 

part in the cootroversy because the local opposition was centered 

around the local pressure groups· which included supporters and mem­

bers of all political parties. The issue itseU was not a party political 

issue and did not lend itseU to party activlty at the local level because 

1. Essex Weekly News, 23 June, 1967. 

2. Hertfordshire MercUry, 23 June, 1967. 

3. Essex Chrœ1cle, 21 Juiy, 1967. 

4. Bansard (Commons), Vol. 753, 10 November, 1967, Col. 1413. 

5. Ibid., Vol. 756, 17 January, 1968, Col. 1753. 

6. Saffron Walden Weeld, News, 19 January, 1968. 

' ........ _---_._-_._-------------
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opposition eut across party divisions, and because if the local opposition 

was to be successfol it had to gain the support of ail in the area who 

were opposedto the airport regardless of their party aIlegiance. This 

is not to say that opinions were Dot 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. AU 

the local poUtical parties expressed their opposition. The local Liberals, 

especially the Barlow 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 ail local MPs to oppose Stansted. 2 

Opposition also came from the Harlow Branch3 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 supported their MP, Mr. Stan Newens, in his opposition to the 

Government. This opposition is sign1ficant because it shows that 1t 

was not merely rich Conservative landowners and businessmen who 

were opposedbut an sorts of peope including Many who were members 

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

1. Barlow Gazette, 25 September, 1864; ibid., 19 March, 1965. 

2. Berts and Essex Observer, 26 May, 1961. 

3. Barlow Citizen, 14 Joly, 1961. 

4. Barlow Gazette, 9 June, 196? 
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that the campaign and the local opposition was bipartisan. The Harlow 

Labour Partyunanimously passed a resolution in. which they deplored 

"the fact that the Government, after setting up the South East Economie 

Planning COUDCn, did not consider it necessary to consolt it before 

deciding on Stansted· as the Third London Airport." They also expres-

sed "deep concern over the Government decision to bund the Third 

London Airportat Stansted" which they believed was "contrary to the 

principles of planning continually stated by the Labour Party in opposi-

tion and Government." They urged the Government to accept the 

Inspector's recommendation for the new inquiry and they called "upon 

the Government, therefore, to withdraw lts present proposals and to 

re-examine the proposals in the light of requirements over the long 

terni period wtth regard to possible developments on air travel such 

as vertical taIœ off aircratt. ,,1 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 Newos that he shoold vote against the Government if it 

does not think again about Stansted. 3 This positiœ was also adopted 

by the Sheering branch of the Epping Labour Party. 4 

1. Barlow Gazette, 2 June, 1967. 

2. Barlow Citizen, 2 June, 1967. 

c.) 3. Barlow Gazette, 9 June, 1967. 

4. Ibid., 7 Joly, 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 Economie Planning CouncU, 

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 alter the publica­

tion of the White Paper they issued a statement in which they said that 

they "wish il to be known, as il was not apparent from the White Paper, 

that they were not consulted at any time about this decision." They 

agreed with the GOJemment "that the strongest of the objections to 

Stansted was on regional planning grounds," and the CouncR "expected 

to be consulted by the Government on the resulting regional planning 

implications of the decision . . .• ,,1 The CouncR in its report in Nov­

ember 1967 entiUed 'A Strategy for the South East' was not in favour 

of further development in the Harlow, Bishop Stortford and Stansted 

are a, 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 CouncR 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 dHficulties in the 

light of our strategy proposals. ,,1 The Council 's attitude was empha-

sized by its chairman when 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 

the Standing Conference on London and South East Regional Planning. 

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 detaUed 

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 ~ist ~ those who expressed opposition to the dec is ion. 

Their opposition came at a signHicant point because in December 1967 

and January 1968 the Government was trying to interest local authorities 

in the idea ofa reaUgned runway scheme for Stansted to overcome the 

noise objections. 

The Conference adopted a detaUed report from one of its tech­

nical panels, which cast doubt upon the regional planning aspects ci the 

Govemment decision. The statement adopted by the meeting was also 

coocemed witb the way the decision wu arrived at. This statement, 

pointing to the lack ~ consultation, said tbat "the Conference bas 

expressed ils regret that at no stage of the govemment's consideration 

of the siting ~ a thlrd London airport were the local planning author-

(~) 1. Barlow 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 g~ounds. 

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 wit~ the plans which the con­

ference has suggested for the Stansted area in the pasto "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 popdation at Stansted, on the scale that 

is Ukely, would obvlously destroy a considerable part of the present 

high value of that area in leisure aJid amenlty terms, probably lead 

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

1. Ibid., 8 December, 1967. 

2. Ibid. 
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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. u1 The Stan-· 

sted choice suffered yet another drawback for them: the area had np 

existing economic infrastructure of which the airport could take advan­

tage. An airport at Foulness, on the other hand, had the prospect 

of integrating airporl 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 locallevel were not very 

numerous or very well organized throughout the controversy. The 

() little support that there was fO,i' the airport was centered upon the 

Stansted Areaprogress Association, which had been formed in 1965: 

in response tOi:the growth of the organized opposition to the airport, 

which was centered around NWEEBPA, to ensure that the case for 

o 

the airport wu 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. WhUe 

it did produce some posters and sticlœrs supporting the airport and 

was represented at the plblic inquiry, it left the presentation of the 

case for Stansted in the hands of the Ministry and the Govemment. 

1. ibid. 

2. Parlow Citizen, 8 December, 1967. 
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In the po~t-decisiœ 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 distributed a letter with 200 signatures attacking NWEEHPA's 

position. 2 In another statement they argued that the airport woold 

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 ancWary industries. On the other hand, the disadvan­

tages of noise and loss of agricolturalland were overstated. 3 This 

was also the position taken by the Harlow and District Trades Councn4 

and by the Bishop's Stortford branch of the National Union of RaUway-

o men5 in supporting the development. Other support for the airport 

was insignificant. A small meeting of the Harlow Young Liberals 

voted for the development of the airport, 6 whUe two Saffron Walden 

Young Socialists wrote ta The Times expressing their suppOrt for the 

airport. 7 These two, thougb, were isolated instances of a few individuals 

wlthin the local po11tlcal parties supporting the airport. 

1. lbkL;fK~~~O!~mbU ,Nde&.7J.ber, 196'7 

2. Herts and Essex Observer, 26 May, 1967. 

3. Harlow Citizen, 16 June, 1967. 

4. Ibid. 

5. Herts and Essex Observer, 14 Joly, 1967. 

6. Harlow Gazette, 30 June, 1967. 

,. 7. The Times, 7 June, 1967. 
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OTHER NATIONAL GROups1 

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 issue 

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 th~ 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 prcJect of this kiod. 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 

credlbRity of the Gowrnment and BAA case for Stansted, and raised 

questions about the depth ct the Government's consideration of the 

arguments for· and against Stansted and the ether alternative sites. 

1. In this cœlelt 'natlœal 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 
Economie Planning Regfœ 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 important of these groups was the Town and Country Planning 

Association, whi~h reiterated very strongly during the summer their 

earlier obJections to the site. 1 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 1967. 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. ,,3 They considered that 

the regional planning contelt had not been given the weight that it 

deserved and that the Govemment, given its own misgivings on these 

grounds, should have examined these problems more cl08ely. They 

hoped that the decislon migbt be reviewed. In July, Professor 'Self 

returned ta the, attack asking what the function of Stansted was to be, 

1. At the Ume of the public inquiry, they had argued that the Stansted 
scheme was m-ümed, inadequately supported and unrelated to Govern­
ment polictes for balanced regional development. They called for the 
sitiDg 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. Berts and Essex Observer, 2 June, 1967. 

1 
1 
'1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
J 

i , 

", '~ 



() 

1· 

( ) 

154 

as there was no long term plan of air traffic requirements. 1 

The Presidents ci the Town Planning lnstitute, the Royallnsti­

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. Il 

The decision for them formed lino part of a coherent or comprehensive 

regional plan. NO,r 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 unsponed 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. Il AM they saw it as a cholce: IIto 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 initiale forthwith the comprehensive planning 

studles requlred to satisfy public and professional opinion. n2 

Another expression of concern came from the groups interested 

in the prŒectlon of the historical, Datural and rural aspects of the 

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

1. Tbe!GuatdÜÜ1,Jtl1~,Jul~71961. 

2. The Times, 28 June, 196'1. 
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Civic Trust, Rt. Hon. Duncan Sandys MP., the Chairman of the 

CouncU ~o'r tbe 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 BuUdings, .Lord Euston, 

strongly supported the view that befOl'e the Stansted plan is "allowed 

to proceed, there should be an independent inquiry into the general 

problem ri the· location of airports, in an Us aspects. 111 

Group! ·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 De put Y 

President wrote to the President of the Board of Trade demanding an 

independent inquiry. They thought that "the surveys undertaken both 

before and alter the public inquiry of alternative sites were inadequate 

and could not be regarded as obJective."2 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' Associatiœ 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 

coat wu attacked by groups concemed with surface transport. The 

1. ~, 2' June, 1967. 
2. Essex Weald, News, 16 June, 1967. 

3. Evenlng News, 22 June, 1967. 

4. Essex Weeld, News, 19 May, 1967. 
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National Council on Inland Transport, in a letter to the President ct 

the Board of Trade, criticized Stansted on the grounds that it would 

not have mainline rail senrices. 1 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 estimate of ~40 million for 

the Sheppey - Victoria rail link was on overestimate. The figure would 

be t25 millio~, 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 t35 to i40 million in the long term. 3 

The credibillty of the realignment proposals was severely 

questioned when, in January 1968 for the first Ume in the controversy, 

the scheme to develop Stansted was criUcized by aviation interests. In 

a letter to The Times, an airline pilot quest10ned the suitability of the 

new alignmentof the runways at Stansted. He argued that the newly 

proposed N/s runways would Mean that the maJorlty of movements 

would involve a 90 degree crosswind. He cited that the maximum' 

permissible crosswind to land a Boeing 707 is 25 koots, which is not 

an exeeptional wind. The result would be that Stansted would be 

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

1. The Times, 3 June, 1967. 

2. Ibid., 28 June, 1967. 

3. Ibid., 21 February, 1968. 

4. Ibid., 18 January, 1968. 
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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. 

Il Any pilot will confirm that it 18 easier to take off or land an aero­

plane into rather than across the wind. It 18 'incontrovertible therefore 

that the standard of safety, however high, must be reduced by the use 

of a runway which 18 not into the prevailing wind. Il He continued: 

"The realignment of the runways across the prevailing wind is tanta-

MOunt to reducing safety standards of any operation conducted from 

them, and for th18 reason alone the Guild of Air Pilots and Air Navi-

gators has written to the Board of Trade opposing the proposal. Il He 

also deplored the lack of consultation on th18 matter. 1 The result 

of these letters was to make the maJor prop of the case for Stansted 

at best d18putable. 

The contribltion of other groups was to raise questions about 

the Govemment 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 ouUined 

in reports published at the end of October 1967. The Noise Abatement 

Society had commlssioned a study of Foulness which was carried out 

by consultants from severa! firme which included expert architects, 

o 1. Ibid., 20 January, 1968. 
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planners, engineers, aviation andproperty 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 

oo1y cost i, 8 million more than Stansted, while it would be sUPerior 

to Stansted on grounds of weather and particularly noise. Also rapid 

transit links by monoraR would give it good access to 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 

that the Government a1ready 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. 1 

The 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 Bouse of Lords and the Bouse of Commons, was wlder-

taken in the hope of persuading the Govemment to change its mind 

about Stansted and to investigate Foulness as an alternative site for 

the airport. This scheme proposed to buRd the airport on a 16 square 

mRe tsland off the Essex coast. This airport, they argued, would be 

btgger, safer, and quieter than the proposed airport at Stansted. It 

would, be constructed uslng the principles developed by the Dutch in 

their land rec1amation proJects such as the new Euro-poort at Hotter­

daol, and would be cheap to buRd. The advantage of this scheme w~ 

o 1. Barlow 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 

omy be limited by the amount of land reclaimed. An airport here 

could be linked to the development of the are. and access to London 

could be provided by an integrated transport system, involving motor­

ways and rapid transit links which could provide a fast .. ouUet for ex­

ports to Europe. 1 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. 2 In 

addition, another group headed by Sir John Howard, a former Tory 

Chairman, formed a company to raise i 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 il 

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 govemment council in Britain, became involved in the contro­

versy. Its General Purposes Committee reported that the Council 

1. Daily Telegraph, 27 October, 1967. 

2. Ibid., 25 Jaœary, 1968. 

3. Evening Standard, 15 January, 1968. 
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should demand· a new inquiry into aU eleven alternative sites for the 
Ir;]!\. 

third London airport. 1 The CouncU adopted its Committee recommenda-

tion and the GLC became committed to a new inquiry. 2 ThiS was fol­

lowed by an appeal to the Govemment in a letter to The Times from 

Mr. Leslie Freeman, Conservative Chairman of the GLC General 

Purposes Committee, to conduct an independent inquiry. 3 

The realignment proposals brought an intervention from the 

CouncU on Tribunals, which had responsibUity for watching over the 

conduct of tribunals and public inquiries. In' January 1968 the Govern­

ment proposed that the airport nmways be buUt on a NjS alignment 

instead of the original NEjSW 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 CouncU about the 

fact that there was going to be no new inquiry on the se proposals, 

and about the Government procedure in conducting inquiries over the 

Stansted proposais. In February 1968, the CouncU 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 Nove mbe r, 1967. o 3. The Times, 16 November, 1967. 
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matter of Justice, that aU whose lives or property will be seriously 

affected be given an opportunity of a fair hearing of their obJections 

at a public inquiry."1 . This report is important because it caUed 

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 announc~~ent of the new inquiry was made 

in the Bouse of Commons and the Bouse 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 Govemment position. The 

supporters were few and far between and there was litUe 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 Economie Plan-

1. Evening Standard, 22 February, 1968. 

2. In this cœtext it should also be noted that il 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 
Bouse of Lords. In additiœ the new inquiry procedures aUowing 
for multipe local inquir1es for a possible scheme would come into 
force in the Spring of 1968. 
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ning CouncU, who was also deputy Chairman of British European 

Airways, came out in support of the decision, though there was no 

position taken by the CouncUitself. "It means a major international 

airport on our doorstep, and for the benefit of the region, 1 welcome 

it. ,,1 The ooly other support came from a group based in the area 

around the possible Sheppey site. Bere the Faversham Preservation 

Society was formed to campaign against any move to buUd an airport 

at Sheppey;2 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 perfectIy plain that the same loud protests would be raised 

against Sheppey as have been raised against Stansted. ,,3 Mr. Boston 

also spoke in the Bouse 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 elternal environment indicates 

1. DaUy Telegrapt, 2 June, 1967. 

2. Evening Standard, 28 June, 1967. 

3. TberGuatdlab,; L29.,J1bW,7. 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 Govemment decision­

making on thls issue. These other groups which have already been 

examined oo1y constitute part of the climate of opinion on this issue. 

So far there bas 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 lnsignificant in this 

case. They gave the issue news and current affairs coverage, wlth 

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 

openedtheir cœumns' to letters to the Editor on the subJect. WhUe 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 agalnst .the 

alrport, and certainly there was more interest in this issue than in 

any other du~ this period. Editorially the local press, after the 

decision, was less united and le88 opposed to the airport than the 

national press. The Berts and Essex Observer, which was the lead­

log paper to circulate in the affected area, was for accepting the 

decision to develop the airport and making the most out of a bad situa-
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tion, although it was disturbed about the way in which the decision 

had been made.! ln this, it was supported by its associated paper, 

the Hertfordshire Mercury. 2 The Braintree, Witham, Qunmow .. 

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 Mvertiser was vigorously opposed 

and called upon the Govemment to think again. 4 

The natiOnal Press did not give the issue much coverage untU 

after the Govemment decision in May 1967, when they took up this 

issue as a major political controversy giving it extensive coverage 

untll 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 

Joined 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 Govemment case was weak, strengthened the stand taken 

by the local pressure groups for a new inquiry. Il gave them clearly 

articulated and poweriul support whlch would be an influence upon those 

that the local pressure groups sought to convince of the need for a new 

inquiry. 

1. Herts and EIS. Obsemr, 19 May, 1967. 

2. Hertfordshire Mercury, 26 May, 1967. 

3. Bralntree, Witham, Dunmow Herald, 16 May, 1967. 

4. Dunmow Broadcast and District Advertlser, June, 1967. 
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Editorially the national press was overwhelmingly opposed to 

the decision for the same reasons as Most other national groupi. 

The, demanded a new and open inquiry into the location of the pro­

posed airport. The Dan, Telegrapb questioned the credibllity of the 

Government position. It considered that the Government's claim to 

have chosen the best possible site would have been more convincing 

U it had let an independent commission review the position. 1 The 

SundaI Times consldered that principal JustUlcatibruB for Stansted, 

namely of speed and cast, were the two least useful criteria for far­

sighted decisioDS as their benefits were purely short term. 2 The 

Guardlan was concerned with the fanure to consider the effects of 

the airport upon the quality of lUe. They considered that the social 

costs and benefits had not been glven 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. ,,3 The 

Times was concemed with the narrow-minded approach that permeated 

Govemment decislœ-making on the issue: "The case against the Govern-

mentIs decision and the White Paper in which it is embodied is that 

narrow departmental considerations have been pushed beyond the point 

1. DanI Telegraph, 13 May, 1967. 

2. SundaI Times, 14 May, 1967. 

3. lib, rGuardilb,J1l6.: ~_71967. 
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at which they should be allowed to prevail. When the wider claims 

of planning, transport and amenity beeame briefiy audible at the public 

inquiry, even to the limited extent made possible by its terms of 

referenee, the argument went against the offieialline. Whereupon 

the issue was reeommitted to Whitehall and these awJtward voiees 

were submerged once more. But they are voiees of reason, seeking 

to humanize the forces of teehnology whieh threaten, if left to their 

own momentum, to barbarize the nation." 1 

o 1. The Times. 28 June, 1967. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

THE LOCAL PRESSURE GROUPS -

INTERNAL ENVllIlNMENTAL FACTORS 

In the framework presented in Chapter Two, it was seen that 

the internai environment of the pressure group will affect or determine 

Us 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 internai environment 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 ioto 

their internai environment from the external environment in general 

and Govemment decision-making in particular. First, their member-

ship will be established. l Second, the organizational factors, which 

include their structure, internai decision-maklng processes, leadership, 

financial resources, other resources (such as special knowledge or 

skills), and their mobRization potential, will be examined. Third, 

1. Il should be inoted at this point that whne the pressure groups 
will be examined together, they operated throughout the controversy 
as separate groups and cOUDcRs, although there was some co-
ordination cj their activity during the later pues 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, wm be examined. Fourth, their aims and objectives wm 
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, tbat each Of the local pressure groups were operating 

upon different membership bases and under different sets of respon­

sibRities contributed to differences in their behaviour as they operated 

in this controversy ... These differences stem from the fact that the 

COUDcRs were public authorities and NWEEHPA and its local groups 

() were private organizations. 

() 

The membership of the COUDcRs was composed of elected 

COUDcillors who represented particular districts. 1 As elected repre-

sentatives, these councillors had to be concerned with the problems 

1. In Most of the lower tier district CouncUs, Councillors were mosUy 
Independents who stood for election and acted in COUDCU without con­
nections with or UDder the control of a political party. Party affilia­
tions were irrelevant as a party system did not operate in Most of 
these COUDeRs,. such as Dunmow RDC and Saffron Walden RDC. 
Harlow UDC, where Labour eontrolled the COUDeU by a large majority 
throughout thisperiod, wu an exception. At the COUDty level, bath 
Essel and Hertfordshire had party systems operating in and for 
eleetions to the COUDty COUDeU. Essel wu throughout this period 
overwhelmingly. Conservative, whRe in Hertfordshire, Labour was 
by a small margin the largest party on the COUDeR between 1964 and 
1967, wben the Conservatives secured an overwhelming majority. 
Althougb these counells had partisan poliUes, the issue of Stansted 
al no lime became a subJect of party politics within or during 
eleeUons for these eounclls. >.lnterviews" 
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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 deslgnated 

local government responsibllities that included problems besides that 

of the airport. These responsibllities limited the ways and areas in 

which the COUDeR and Us members could act because they had to con­

sider the airport question in relation to their overall responsibRities, 

to their overall policies, to the interest of their area as a whole, 

rather than represent or loin one section of their residents, however 

vocal. Their activity was restricted because they could not become 

involved as dedicated opponents of the airport but oo1y as concerned 

COUDcRs who we1'8 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

broRed in a partisan manner in a local debate over the issue. 1 The 

Counclls adopted their position on the basis of these considerations 

and after welghing local public opinion, including the local opposition 

to the aJrport. a 
1. On ti~ same buis, they might have supported the airport at Stan­
sted if there had been no conflict with their interests. For instance, 
the Essex County COUDeR and Many of its members were not opposed 
to sitlng the airport ln their county as they wanted it to be located 
at Fouiness ln South East Essex. 

2. In the early stages of the controversy, the COUDcRs were not 
acting as pressure groups wlthln the terms of the definition of a 
Public Authortty Pressure Group, which was pit forward ln Chapter 
One, because they were attempting to carry out their normal fUDctions 
ln relation to a planning issue by plttlng forward their vien to the 
Government Department concerned and before a public inquiry. Their 
activitles are lncluded at this stage because they are an lntegral part 
of,! the~Councllst transformation lnto Public Authorlty Pressure Groups. 
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On the other haDd, NWEEHPA had been formed specifically 

with the purpose of opposing and leading the fight against the airport 

proposals. NWEEBPA 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 membership of NWEEBPA 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 NWEEBPA and its local groups. Those opposed to the airport 

Just participated in the activities and meetings of NWEEHPA. At the 

local village or parish leve! there was little formal structure as op­

position to the airport became, during these years, an integral part 

of the life of these villages. This informality fitted into the pattern 

of life in this rural area, and enabled NWEEBPA to weld local opposi­

tion in each of these villages into a co-ordinated protest against the 

airport. 

Strictly speaking, NWEEBPA 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 flght. In 

() theory, NWEEBPA's membership was these local groups, which had '. 
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decided to contribute to and send representatives to NWEEBPA 's 

councR. In addition, some other local groups which had not been 

formed specifically to fight the airport were associated with NWEEBPA 

and some of them sent representatives to its councR. 1 It was through 

the local town, ,village and parish groups that Most people opposed to 

the airport participated. In all, ~pproximately fort Y of these groups 

were formed during the controversy in the area surrounding Stansted 

airport. 2, It is difficult to mow precisely the numbers of NWEEBPA's 

membership, but they claimed to represent 13,300 people directIy, 3 

the bard core of which were the members of the local committees in 

the towns, villages and parishes. According to NWEEHPA leaders, 

their supporters 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 councn, 
Bishop's Stortford Cricket Club, The Essex Hunt, Friends of Batfield 
Forest, Benham Conservation Society, Saffron Walden Countryside 
Association and the Chelmsford Diocesan Authority. For full list see: 
Olive Cook, The Stansted Alfaïr : A case for the people. London: Pan 
Books, 1967, pp. 127-128. 

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 inc1uded both Great and Little Dun­
mow. ether groups recruited members from surrounding areas where 
local village groups had not been formed. For instance, the Barlow 
group had supporters who Uved in Roydon and the Saffron Walden 
group bfl some who Uved in Radwinter. 

3. The Stansted Public Inguirt Report, p. 13. 

4. Interviews. 
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their membership was limited to a smaIl group of wealthy landowners 

and businessmen.1 The important point about NWEEHPA's membership 

was that they were able 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 

fonds. 

The nature of NWEEHPA's membership iDdicates that the protest 

was based upon 1the support of a wide range 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 essential 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 puliic lnquiry, said: "Our Association represents thousands of people 
from aIl walks of life who are appalled at the proposed rape of this 
part of the Essex Countryside. The money which bas been raised has 
been obtain,d mostly in shillings and slxpences and not in large sums. Il 

Herts and Essex Observer, 10 December, 1965.' Mr. John Lukies and 
Mrs. SûSan Forsytb, in their discussions with this writer, stressed 
the wide range of local support which they bad. 'Interviews., n is 
virtually impossible, glven the informality with which much of their 
activity was conducted, to offer bard data upon their membershlp to 
ascertaln the validity of their clalms. But Mr. Newens, who is by 
his political views no friend of wealthy landowners and businessmen, 
also stressed tbat tbeir support came from a broad spectrum of 
peope and interests in the area. :Interview. 

' ..... 
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mRitant, opposition that emanated from this area, NWEEHPA would 

have been a weak organization. But il is also clear from the involve­

ment of the membership of the Councils and of the CouncRs themselves 

that .it was not purely a rural protest, but rather a regional protest in 

which the rural protest was an essential core. 1 

ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS 

(1) Structure 

The abRity of the local pressure groups to undertake successful 

pressure group activity was enhanced by thel r organizational structure 

and arrangements which were appropriate for their aims and objectives. 

NWEEHPA crealed an organizational infrastructure which fitted its 

needs, whRe the CouncUs had th18 infrastructure which they needed 

to be able to act ln th18 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 wu already emerglng, and to present the best possible 

technical case against the proposals al the public inquiry. NWEEBPA 

needed to mobUlze the peoJie of the locallty to provlde many of the 

resources which it needed if it was to achleve its aims. These differ-

ent needs and aims required different types of organizational structures. 

1. The ev1dence of the lnvolvement of the other local groups which 
wu d18cussed ln the prevlous chapter adds welgbt to th18 point 
that the bas18 of the protest wu reglonal. 
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The mobUization need required an organization composed of grass roots 

groups based upon the individual communities of the locality, whUe the 

need for co-ordination, preparation of the technical case, and later 

the conduct of the campaignagainst the Government decision needed 

an organization that was centrally based and directed. 

The two level organizational structure which was adopted and 

maintained by NWEEBPA throughout the controversy suited these con­

fiicting 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 

afflliated to NWEEBPA 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 cl~e degree of unit Y more like 

integral parts cl. one organization performing different tasks. The 

role of these local groups was to mobUize support from their local 

residents to raise the money needed by the central organization, and 

t 0 maintaln lines of communication between the central organization 

and their supporters. The role of the central organizatlon was to 

prepare the tecbnical case and then to present it to the. relevant 

channels of influeoce on behalf of all the groups within NWEEBPA. 

ln addition, lt was its task to co-ordinate and organize all activities 

which needed the support cl more than one of the local groups, and' 

to provide a voice to other people and organizations. 1 

1. Interview (Mrs. S. Forsyth) . 

.. " ..... "_._ .... ,,._-_ .. _-_._------------
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0 NWEEBPA's central organization, of which there were three 

major elements, refiected these different roles that it performed. 

First, there was the CouncR 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 

COUDeR was responsible for setting the broad outlines of general 

policy and exercising a general control over the organization, and 

it performed a role as a co-ordinator and a channel of communication 

between the different elements of NWEEBPA which were represented 

formally and informally in its membership. Second, there was the 

Executive Committee whose membership included the Officers of the 

(;. 
Associatiœ and other key individuals such as the Chairmen of the 

Committees, who were co-opted. It was responsible for the day to 
t 

day running of the Association, and setting broad policy within the j 
,. 

lines approved by the councn. 1 
1 {. The Executive performed the role 
, 

of leadership within the Association because it was the major decision- 1 

1 
maker on matters cODcerning the use of their resources and the shape 

1 
) 

1 
1 

of the tecbnical case. 2 

Third, there were the Committees ci the Association, of which 

there were four, Finance, Tecbnical Data, Bardship, and Publicity 

and Puliic Relations, wbich carried out detaned work in areas of 

major concem to NWEEBPA and who assisted the Executive. The 

0 
1. NWEEBPA, Montbly Bulletin, March 1965. 

2. Interview, op. cR. 
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work undertaken by the Technical Data Committee contributed substan­

Hally to the success of NWEERPA. 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 aU 

technical matters, such as Air Navigation, Airports and Aeria! matters, 

Planning, Raad ,and Bail Traffic, soil mechanics and general technical 

matters. 1 The re~ult of its work were the detailed arguments and 

evidence which NWEERPA put forward on the technical issues involved. 

But their abllity: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 Publlcity and Public Relations Committee wu responsible 

for presenting the NWEERPA's case to the public, the production of 

pubUcity material, the placing of press adverts, and relations with 

the press. 3 The Bardship Committee dealt with special cases of need 

1. NWEEBPA, Moothly Bulletin, March 1965. Special note ought to 
be made of the fact that they were cOllcerned with all the aspects of 
the problem cOiDpared with the Minlstry of Aviation and Government 
empbasls upon aviation matters as determining factors. 

2. Interview. 

-------------------, _., ..... -
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of lndividuals who were affected by the proposals. 1 

ln addition to tackling these problems upon a systematic and 

continuing basis, NWEEHPA maintained an office in a private house 

outside Dunmow. From AprR 1965 untR after the public inquiry, 

NWEEHPA had a paid full-time General Co-ordiJiator who wu respon­

sible for the running of the office, undertaking detaRed 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 wu 

undertaken on a regular, permanent and co-ordinated basis. This wu 

also important in the phase after the Govemment decision when it was 

mounting its part r1 the campaign agalnst the Govemment 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 r1 importance was NWEEHPA's 

use of techoical and legal experts, especially for the preparation and 

presentation of its cases to the inquiries. Their use enabled NWEEHPA 

to present its case upon somethlng like equal terms with the Ministry 

and the Goverrunént even though il did not command the resources of 

1. NWEEBPA, Mœthly Bulletin, March 1965. 

2 • Interview. 

.... 4< 
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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 avaUable so that they could be on reasonably equal terms with 

lheir oppOnents) For instance, they hired top London solicitors to 

act for them as legal advisers, 2 whUe they retained Mr. Peter Boydell, 

Q. C., as Counsel for NWEEHPA for the Public Inquiry and again for 

the ~ocal 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, soU 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~,1Jld that they would find the money to meet those 
expenses.'Intervtews. ' 

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 senior partner in Price, Waterhouse and Co. who are 
listed by Anthony' Sampson as one of the four maJor partnerships 
of accountants Ül the City of London. ,Ibid, p. 523.' 

4. The technical experts employed by NWEEHPA included Mr. R.E. 
Sadler, an Engineering Consultant to British RaU, 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; CalUln James Percy, Senior BOAC pUot untU his 
retirement in November 1964, on air trafflc; Mr. Alec Leggatt, a 
partner in the flrm of Nacshen, Croft and Leggatt, on engineering 
and construction proliems; Mr. Harold Butchlngs, for eleven years 
General Superintendent (Traffic) for London Transport, on raU access 
proliems; and Pniessor Elfyn Richards, Pniessor of Aeronautics 
and Astronauttcs at the· University of Southampton and Director of the 
Insütute r1 Sound and Vibration Research, on noise. The Stansted Pub­
lic Inquirt RePOrt. op. cU., pp. 14-15; NWEEBPA, Studies for the Site 
for a 1bird London Atrport, op. cU.; NWEEBPA, Monthly Bulletin, 
Oêtober 1965. 
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local inquiry stage of the Roskül Commission they had hired experts 

upon regional planning and amenity problems, air traffic control and 

alrport problems, and rail access. 1 

At the local level, the local affUiated 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 

meetings. These groups had their own Chairmen, Secretarles and 

Treasurers and committee members who were responsible for organ­

izing and carryiDg out activities in the village, parish or town as part 

of the overall fight against the airport. In addition, these groups had 

a representltlve whoril they sent to NWEEHPA's COUDCU and who kept 

the village in touch with the overall effort. 2 

The COUDty COUDCUS were permanent organlzations whlch UDder­

took a wide range of delegated local government responsibUlties which 

included town and country planning and education. The organizatlonal 

structure and arrangements of the County COUDCUS were based upon 

three elements. Flrst, there was the full COUDCU, the members of 

whlch were elected County Councillors. The full COUDCU set the gen­

eral Unes of pollcY and approved the actions and plans of the COUDCU 's 

1. These included PlÛessor Peter Hall, Professor of Town and 
Country Planning at Reading University ta deal with reglonal planning 
and amenlty; Mr. J. W. S. Brancker, the Public Inqulry technlcal 
assessor on aviation; and Mr. J. Margetts, who was untn November 
1968 the member of the British Ban Board in charge of trafflc 
operations, on rail access. Berts and Essex Observer, 10 January, 
1969. 

2. Imerviews. 
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Committees. These Committees, which were the second element, 

were responsible for detaRed paliey and administrative control, and 

in this case in bath counties the County Planning Committee was the 

most coneemed,: as they were responsible for and had to approve most 

development within their areas. The third element were the permanent 

administrative and teehnieal offieials and experts who earried out the 

poliey and decisions of the full CouneR and Us Committees. Both 

County CouneRs were able to draw upon resources of offieials and ex­

perts to prepare and present their cases. For instance, Essex County 

CouneR had a team of dfieers who under Mr. Mills, the Deputy Clerk, 

were direetiy eoncemed with working upon the questions involved and 

working with the outside experts employed· by the CouneR. As perman­

ent bodies eoneerned with planning questions they were able to draw 

upon their knowledge and experienee from other cases for their approach 

to this case. 

The organizational stroeture of the local CouneRs was. slmRar 

to that of the County COUDeRs. They had a full CouneR, of eleeted 

Councillors, which deeided the general poliey, and among· the smaller 

counclls often many of the administrative detalls as weIl. They also 

had committeestO carry out detaRed work on partieular questions, and 

most of them had a special commlttee dealing with the airport at some 

stage of the controversy whieh advised the CouneR on the issues in­

volved and upon the poliey and approach that they should adopt. They 

also malntalned a permanent staff but did not have the resources of 

.. , ... __ ..... _ .. _--_ .. - ----------:----
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technical staff or information which the county counclls 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 COUDty cOUDcR, which had also decided to oppose the airport 

for reasons with which the local councRs were in full agreement and 

which had greater resources with which to oppose the airport. The 

looal1. CouncRs felt that it was better not to duplicate the efforts of 

their county cOUDcR and thereby waste the money of the ratepayers. 

Rather they decided to concentrate their resources upon dealing with 

their special problems 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 abRity 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 

achleved,enabled them successfully to undertake pressure group activity. 

The consensus reached inside all the local pressure groups enabled ~ 

their leaders to undertalœ actions on behalf of the particular local 

pressure group without their every move being subJected to close 

scrutiny beforeband. In fact, internai decisiOll-making processes, as 

they worked in this case, gave practically complete freedom of action 

to their leadership. Mucb of the decision-making undertalœn by bodies 

llke the full CouncR of the Councils or NWEEBPA's COUDcR was to 

... ~" .... _-~-- --------
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( . give a rubber stamp of approval to the decisions of the leadership of 
J 

Cl 

() 

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 consensus in decision-making. There was no need for 

the decision-makers to be concerned about opposition from the member­

ship as they were all fightlng the same cause, and because NWEEHPA's 

leaders were seen bytheir supporters as the most effective means that 

they had in fightlng the development of the airport. Decision-making 

inside NWEEHPA was in the bands of a small number of people. MaJor 

decisions of poliey about the deployment of their resources and of 

strategy and tacties were taken by the Executive Committee. Many 

other decisions within the general lines of the poliey decided by the 

Executive Commlttee were taken by indivlduals or committees. lndeed, 

indivlduals and commlttees wbich were composed of the members of 

the Executive Committee played an important part in internal decision­

making inside NWEEIIPA. For instance, many of the decisions con­

cerning the shape and contents of the technical case to be presented 

to the putiic inquiry were taken by the Technical Data Committee or 

... ,-----------------------
" .... --.. 
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Sir John Elliot. 1 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 crocial 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 crocialleadership role inside NWEEHPA. The 

Joint Chairmen, Sir Roger Hawkey, a London businessman, and Mr. 

John Lukies, a local farmer and Councillor, played an extremely 

important part in declsion-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 active 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 Councll revolved 

around the County Planning Committee which was responsible for the 

detailed consideration of this issue and ils implications, and the full 

Councll which set the general poUcy and approach of Essex on this 

issue on the buis of the recommendations of the County Planning 

Committee. Initial cœsideration of the issue was undertaken by the 

County Planning Comm1ttee which employed consultants to advlse them 

about all those issues which the Committee fell that they had to investi-

o 1. Interviewa. 
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( gate fully before they tpok their stand for or against the airport. 1 In ,,) 

c) 

April 1965, after full consideration of the issues, the County Planning 

Committee adopted a reeommendation for presentation to the full CouneR 

that Essex County CouneR should oppose the development of the airport 

at Stansted. 2 This was adopted at the AprR CouneR meeting by 76 

votes to 5, in a, debate whieh showed the virtual unanimity of view 

withinthe CouneR. 3 

The important point about deeision-making iDside the Essex 

County CouneR was that the CouneR was virtually unanimous in ils 

opposition to the airport. In the period before Aprll 1965, the major 

dissent from the majority view came from the Couneillors who repre­

senled the most, affeeted areas and who then, before the CouneR made 

ils deeision, wanted it to oppose the airport. 4 After the deeision was 

taken to oppose the airport, deeision-making was left virtually in the 

1. Berts and' Essex Observer, 8 January, 1965. 

2. Braintree and Witham Times, 9 AprR, 1965. 

3. Barlow Gazette, 16 AprU, 1965. The five Labour Members who 
opposed the motion did so not beeause they were in favour of the 
airport but becauae they thoogbt that the CouneR had then not galber­
ed enoogb evidenee upon whieh to make a deeision to oppose, the 
airport.lbid.: Other Labour Members, sueh as Lord Leatherland, 
were strongly opposed· to the dev~lopment ct the airport. o.Berts and 
Essex Observer,' 16 Apm, 1965.' 

4. For instance, in January 1965, Alderman S. S. Wllson (Labour) of 
Saffron Walden aslœd the COUDeU to lead the opposition to the airport 
proposals. 'Berts and Essex Observer, 8 January, 1965,. In March, 
Couneillors D. L. Aôderson (Labour - Barlow), Mrs. E. W. Borthwiek 
(Consemtive - Bardfield), and Mrs. Rowena Davey (Consemtive -
Dunmow) also protested the tack of action on the issue by the County o Planning Commlttee and the COUDeR. 'Barlow Gazette, 5 March, 1965, . 

. :, 
..... , .... ' .. 
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;1 hands ci the County Planning Committee working with their offieials, 

although their actions and expenditures eventually needed to be approved 

by the full COUDeR. In this case this involved no debates or opposition. 

This meant that speedy deeisions eould be made upon action to be 

undertaken and, for instance, enabled the County COUDeR through 

Brigadier Collins, the Chairman of the Planning CommUtee, to take 

the lead in establishiDg the politieal eampaign against the Govemment 

deeision for Stansted in May 1967 without waiting for a full CouneR 

meeting to gain approval. 1 Brigadier Collins, together with the Plan-

ning Committee, wu able to do this beeause they were working 

within the mandate to oppose the airport, and beeause there was 

0 
substantial agreement inside the COUDeR. 2 This freedom of action 

enabled the County Planning Committee, together with the COUDeR ts 

offieials, to mobRize the COUDeR ts resources and to organlze and 

1 
undertake its opposition to the airport. 

ln Hertfordshire County COUDeR, internal deeision-making was 1 
1 

slmRar but less clear eut than that in Ess8l, at least initlally. The j 
! 

dominant element in deeision-making within the CouneR was the County 
1 

1. Interview (Mr. J.S. Mms). 

2. Il there had been substantial opposition inside the COUDeR to opposing 
the airport, or if the County Planning Committee itself had been divided 
in sueh a way that made deeisions d1ffieult, the freedom of the County 
Planning Committee and of its Cbairman to act would have been redueed 
because of the œed to antleipate opposition 1nside the CouncR. Instead, 
as the situation developed, bis band and that of the Comm1ttee was 

0 
strengtbened because tbey spolœ for all the members ci the COUDeR 
in opposing the Government. . . 

--.-.,,-_._----~_ .• ,-----_._------
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Planning CommUtee, which was left to consider the issue during 1964 

and 1965, whRe making periodic reports to the full COUDeR. They 

adopted the position of attempting to negotiate a 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. 1 . They considered that the airport might be acceptable 

if they were able to gain a satisfactory alignment of the runways which 

would solve the noise problem. 2 The County, they felt, could not ob­

ject to the proposais as a planning authorlty,;. since the airport was 

not 10cated in their area. Any decision to oppose or support the air­

port had to be based upon the resuIts of their contacts with the MiniS­

try and the reports d. their noise consultants. 3 The full COUDeR 

decided to oppose the airport, on the recommendation of the Planning 

CommUtee, in November 1965, malnly because of the adverse noise 

effects that the County would suffer. 4 Within this COUDeR there was 

little dissent from the majority view which accepted the position of 

the Planning Committee, as the issue did not direcUy concern MOst 

CouncUlors. But those C01D1cUlors who represented the direcUy 

affected areas in the less popdated eastern part of the county wanted 

1. Hertfordshire Mercury, 24 November, 1964. 

2. ibid., 26 February, 1965. 

3. Berts aad Essex Observer, 30 July, 1965. 

4. Hertfordshire Mercury, 26 November, 1965. 
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() the Councll to take a position that was strongly opposed to the airport. 1 

c} 

o 

Once the decision had been taken to oppose the airport, the 

County Planning ,Committee continued to oppose the airport with increas­

ing intensity alter the Government decision for Stansted. Their attitude 

and that of the Councll was now the same as that of the Essex County 

Counell, but the way in whieh decisions were reached was ·stllliess 

clear eut beeause, for example, even though there was no disagreement 

in the Councll over opposing the airport, it was not untll the June 

Counell meeting that they decided to Join in 'the campaign against the 

Government decisiœ. This Councll meeting unanimously voted against 

the developmentof Stansted and called for a reconsideration of the 

Govemment deeislon. 2 The Hertfordshire County Counell was less 

well organized initially than the Essex County Councll because Us 

leaders upon this issue, the County Planning Commlttee and its Chair­

man, MaJor A.J. Hughes, had taken a less deeisive position on the 
.' 

1. The most vocal ci these was Miss L.A.M. Lloyd Taylor (Conserva-
live - Sawbrldgeworth), who as early as November 1964 expressed her 
unease about the 'half-hearted' attitude of the Planning Committee. 
iHertfordshire Mercury, 24 November, 19&4~ Her unease beeame 
more vocal as time went by beeause in July 1965 she argued, with ' 
support from Alderman C. W. Randall (Bishop's Stortford), that they 
were concenied as a planning authorlty as the airport would bring 
development loto-the county. Alderman Randall considered that "our 
County Councll is lu 10 not supportlng Essex which has come out very 
strongly agalnst the airport at Stansted. Il He was disappolnted that 
they were not "gettlng more support from the county councll 10 the 
resistance to what 1 tbink is an impractlcal airport. Il Herts and 
Essex Obsemr, 30 July, 1965. 1 

2. Hertfordshire Mercury, 2 June, 1967. 
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issue. It was ooly when the Planning Committee with the' approval of 

the full COUDCU took a stand against the airport that Hertfordshire 

began to organize themselves actively against the airport. 

In the local COUDe Us decisions were made by the full COUDCU 

acting upon the advice of either standing or special airport committees. 

ln al1 the local CouncUs there was little opposition to the CouncU adopt-

iog a stand against the airport, though there W'lS a minority of indi­

viduals who disagreed. 1 Indeed, in some CouncUs decisions' were 

UDanimo~. 2 Dunmow ROC was one of the MoSt directIy affected 

COUDCUS. Initially they set up a special committee, the membership 

of which included the Chairman and Vice Cbairman of the COUDCU, 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 discussedwhen the CouncU 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 ils development. 4 In February 1965, they decided 

1. For instance, the Saffron Walden ROC voted 31 for and 3 against 
a motion to oppose the airport. (Herts and Essex Obse"er, 9 October, 
1964. 

2. For example" the Sawbridgeworth une decision to petition Parlia­
ment, (Harlow Citizen, 3 November, 196'1) and the Braugbing ROC 
decision to petition Parliament, (Herts and Essex Observer, 15 Dec­
ember, 1967:. 

3. Herts and EsSll Observer, 19 June, 1964. 

4. Essex Chronic1e, 4 Se~mber, 1964. 



(J 

() 

o 

190 

by 22 votes to 5 to contribute il,100 to NWEEHPA in retum for the 

use of NWEEHPAts technical information in the preparation of their 

own case. 1 In May 1965, this special committee became a permanent 

Airport Committee which had responsibUity for dealing with the airport 

question in detaU untU it was disbanded in 1969. 2. The CouncU 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 ROC was simUar to that inside other CouncUs. The 

consensus which prevaUed in Most of these CouncUs enabled their air-

port committeesand their officials to mobUize the councU ts resources 

and to undertake opposition to the airport without being hamstrung by 

lack of clear cut decisions. 3 

(3) Leadership 

An examlnation ci 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 CouncUs in the immediately affected rural area around 

Stansted. Another important element was that Many of these leaders 

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 19 February, 1968. 
,JI' • 

2. Interview (Mr~ A. J. Little). 

3. Dunmow ROC was a case where internal deciSion-maldng was clear 
cut because the CouncU ts area was directly affected. In other less .. 
affected cOUDclls the process of reaching a deciSion to oppose the 
airport took longer and was more comJiex. But in Most cases thiS 
dld Dot binder the abUity of the {councU to oppose the airport. 

". \:.~' •• ', ~ _ '.' l " . " - .. ·.~/~1~[:::,_·· 
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,1 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 mUes from central London, contains Many individuals whp 

work in London and live in the countryside by choice. 
:. " 

The following Tables indicate that both at the central and local 

level that NWEEBPA, 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 

community by virtue of bei~g Councillors elec~ed to represent the local 

people on a particular COUDCU 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 

l (; Q centrally (Executive and CouncU) and locally (Committees of the local 

NWEEBPA 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 c1 the local community represented l in NWEEBPA's leadership when their occupations are examined. The 
t leadership, as far as can be seen from the avaUable data, did not have 

! a strong representatlon from the working class sections of the community. 
i 
1 

There was therefore a predominance of the Middle and upper Middle class 3 

in the leadership of NWEEBPA. 1 

1. The sources used for this thesis, local newspapers and selected inter-
views with key actors, are sucb tbat detaUed empirical data on soctal 
composition c1 the leadership and the members c1 the local pressure 
groups is not ascertainable. The resources available ta the author in 
bis researcb were sucb tbat otber methods, sucb as surveys, whicb 

0 
could yield mucb important data on this point, were beyond the scopa 
of this thesis. ~is 18 an area c1 the whole cootroversy in whlch further 
researcb ougbt to be done, espec1ally as the trend in the study of British 
polit1cs bas moved ta study polltics at the locallevel. 

i .' 
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TABLE TBREE: NWEEBPA Leaders who were known to be Coun-

0 cillors and Leaders of other local g:rou~. a: 

Executive Local b 
Executive CouncU + CouncU GroU!! Total 

Total 19 51 70 138 208 
Councillors:-
Countl 0 2 2 1 3 
District 3 6 9 6 15 
Parish 0 5 5 11 16 
Other Groups 1 5 6 15 21 

Source: Interviews and local Newspapers. 

TABLE FOUR: Occupations of NWEEBPA Leadershi~ 

Executive Local 
Occu2!!ion Executive CouncU + CouncU Groul!b Total 
Farmer 2 11 13 10 23 
BOUsewife 4 9 13 14 27 
Retired 1~ 1 2 7 9 

0 
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 iDdicate the numbers of Councillors and leaders of 

other local groups that were easUy established through the 
interviews and local newspaper reports on the Stansted issue, 
and should therefore be seen as minimum figures. 

b. Members Œ NWEEBPA's local groups who were not also members 
Œ the Executive and Councn. 

NOTE ON TABLES: These tables are oo1y Œ llmited value because they 
are based upon incomplete information, but are included because they serve 
to iDdicate in very cruele terms the nature Œ NWEEBPA's leadership. To 

0 
bave estaliished exact emplrical data would have required research 1ovolv-
ing a much wlder reading Œ the local newspapers than the Stansted issue 
and more interviewing than was undertaken, and these were outside the 
scope Œ this thesis. The purpose was not to establish empirical data 
upon lndividual participation in the controversy but to study the activity 
of the pressure groups as groups. 

··-· ____ w_ 
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1 ln the Executive Committee, the leaders of the local community 

included Mr. John Lukies, a joint Chairman of NWEEHPA, who was 

a leading local farmet and a longstanding member of ~ a former 

1 Chairman of the Dunmow ROC, as well as a local Magistrate. Other ! 
leaders of the local community on the Executive included Mr. Tom 

J 

<{ Sharrock, a trade unionist, who was for Many years a member of the 

1 Bishop's Stortford unc, and Mrs. Tetley Jones who became a CouncUlor 
1 

on Dunmow ROC, Mr. E. R. Taylor, who was a headmaster of a school 

in Bishop's Stortford, and Mrs. R. Lawrence, who was the wifeof a 

leading local buUder. Other members of the Executive Committee had 

national connections. The Most important of these was Sir John Elliot, 

(j 
the chairman of the Technical Data Committee, who was Chairman of 

Thomas, Cook and Son (the travel firm) and who had had a long career 

in RaUway Administration including severa! years as the Chairman of 

London Transport. 1 Sir George Binnef and Sir Roger Hawkey,
3 

the 

other joint Chairman of NWEEHPA, were London businessmen, while 

Mr. S. M. Berbert was a former Foreign News Editor for the News 

Chronicle who was then working for a London Publishing firm and Mr. 

Gordon Simmons knew severa! members of the Bouse of Lords. 4 These 

individuals brought to the Executive Committee a knowledge and experi-

1. Who's Who 1966. London: Adam and Charles Black, 1966, p. 941. 

2. Ibid., p. 259. 

3. Ibid., p. 1365. 

0 4. Interviews. 
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ence gained by vi rtue 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 lmowledge and experience was 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. 1 These included Mr. G. C.S. Curtis who was an Essex 

County Councillor (Thaxted), a Councillor on and later Chairman of 

Saffron Walden BDC, and Chairman of the Essex Farmers' Union (NFU), 

Mrs. Rowena Davey who w~ an Essex County Councillor (Dunmow) 

and a member of Dunmow BDC, Mrs. B. Muir who was a Dunmow 

BDC CouncUlor and Chairman of Takeley Parish Council. Others who 

were Parish CouncUlors included Mr. C. R. Hockley, the chairman of 

Hatfield Broad Oak Parish CouncU, Mr. P. Lindsell, a Debden Parish 

CouncUlor and Mr. B. J. Halliwell, a Stansted Parish CouncUlor. 

Others by virtue ci their occupations had local contacts such as vicars, 

doctors, and shopkeepers, whUe others brought experience from Jobs 

ln London as lawyers, businessmen, or members of other professions 

to the aid of NWEEHPA. 2 

As can be seen (rom Tables Three and Four, the pattem also 

applies among the local groups o( NWEEHPA. For instance, the Thaxted 

1. See Table Three, p. 192 above. o 2. Bee Table Fœr, p. 192 above. 
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Committee included members of the local Liberal, Labour and Con­

servative Parties, members of the Parish CouncU, the Parochial Church 

CouncU, the British Legion, the Women's Institute, the Horticultural 

Society, the Farmers' Union, the Young Farmers' Club and the Women's 

Voluntary Service. l 

The pattern was simUar with the members of the CouncUs, who 

were, by virtue of their election, leaders of their communities. Their 

occupations included farmers, businessmen, and housewives. In addition 

to the COUncUlors already mentioned, others had special contacts or 

. positions which they could use and these inc1uded Mr. E. C. Metson, 

the Secretary of the Stansted, Thaxted and Dunmow Branch of the NF.U, 

who was a Dunmow RDC CouncUlor, Mr. Horace Juniper, a farmer 

who was a member ci 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 reglon and especially to the rural area, 

which was under threat with the propos al to develop a major inter­

national airport in the centre of an unspoUed rural area. This points 

to the posslbUity that reglonal feeling is, in fact, an important part 

1. Airport Opposition Committee ('11laxted). Leaflet, December, 1964. 

2. Who's Who, op. cil., p. 1'180 . 
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of the British political culture even within areas that are not distant 

from London. 

(4) Financial Resources 

The County CouncRs 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 CouncRs. The CouncRs raised money through 

the rates which were levied upon the local ratepayers, whRe NWEEHPA 

raised its funds through its own fund-raising activities which were sup­

ported by local people. The County CouncRs, through the money raised 

by the rates, had the finaneial resources needed to undeltake the prep-

(-) aration and presentation of teehnical cases to the inquiries and other 
"_ .. ' 

(~) 

pressure group activity.l The limiting factor for them was the need 

for expenditure to be approved by the full CouneR and the priorities 

that they attached to financing opposition to the airport as against other 

activities. In neither of the County CouncRs was there any debate over 

spending the needed money in this direction once the CouneR had de­

cided to oppose the airport. In June 1967, the Essex County CouncR 

imergency Committee approved the expenditures of &5,000 for the 

opposition to Stansted, 2 and later in April 1968, il0,000 was voted 

1. Althougb County COUDcRs do receive subsidies from the Central 
Government both of a ganeral and a specifie nature, this made no 
difference to the Stansted case because beth these County COUDeRs 
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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() 
It is difficult to ascertain the exact financial income of NWEEBPA, 

as no detaUed public figures are avaUable. There can be no doubt that 

a considerable sum wu raised in the period of the controversy, and 

by March 1969 it wu in the region of i. 50, 000. 1 When compared 

with the financial 1'8sources avaUable to other pressure groups of com-

parable size both locally and nationally, the financial resources of 

NWEEHPA were considerable. ln raising this money, NWEEBPA was 

fortunate to be operating in a relatively prosperous part of the country 

where unemployment was very low. 2 By the time of the public inquiry 

t23,5oo had been raised which they calculated came from over 13,000 
1 supporters mostly in small sums. The1'8 were three subscriptions of , 
1 

i.. 500, one of cf,400 from a seriously affected business and a handful 1 

f of ëf,100 subscriptions. 3 ln addition Dunmow BDC contributed &1, 100 ! 

0 l 

for the use of NWEEHPA's technical information. 4 They we1'8 able to 
, 

raise these sums of money because the local people felt strongly about 

fork luncheon in May 1968 which raised over '2,000, ,ibid., 17 May, 
1968', an art exhibition in London, a fashion show in Saffron Walden, 
a letter ln the Dany Telegraph, which raised over i.300 from people 
outslde the Stansted area (Interviews) and collections at meetings, one 
of which at Much Badham ralsed t230,'.Bertfordshi1'8 Mercury, 12 Nov-
ember, 1965'. 

1. Iilterviews. 

2. Il is doubtful if.: many other areas Œ the country, and certainly 
very few outslde the South East of England would have been able to 
raise thls sum of mmey from a comparable a1'8a. 

3. NWEEBPA,Studles for the Site of a Third LOndOD Alœrt, op. cil. 

4. NWEEBPA stressed that this was Dot a glft, as some asserted, 
but a case Œ the COUDcR paying for technical information. This point 
was made clearly by the NWEEBPA Treasurer, Mr. E.L. Judson,at 
the NWEEBPA Annual General Meeting in March 1965, Berts and Essu 

(~) 
Observer, 26 Marcb, 1965. 
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the question and were prepared to contribute financially in an effort 

to defend their way cAlife. In a sense NWEEHPA was an investment 

in a peaceful future in this area for Many individuals. Many individuals 

also feit 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 

Us 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 i'eRected 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 p1blic inquiry, the Treasurer gave some indication of 

how the money was being spent. Nearly three quarters of the money 

spent to this Ume had been employed for the preparation of the case 

for the public iDquiry. Legal expenses accounted forf.,'l,OOO whUe 

the technical experts and consultants had cost ~8, 000. Most of the 

remalnder of the money spent had been used for the Secretariat. 'Ibis 

accœnted for i4, 500, whUe very little was spent on publiclty.l In 

March 1968, the Treasurer annœnced that i26, 500 had been raised. 

The expendlture, wblch he then out11ned, reRected the change ln emphasis 

from preparing a tecbn~ case for a public inqulry to the pursuit of a 

politlcal campajgn. Their legal expenses bad only risen to f '1, 500. The 

1. Herta and E8881 Obsemr, 10 December, 1965. 
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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 expenditure in this category had 

risen to iotO,ooo. Secretarial and administrative expenses now ac­

counted for if6, 000. 1 For the Roskill Inquiry, a target of ~t5, 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) ather Resources 

The local pressure groups, especially NWEEHPA and the County 

CouncUs acquired a considerable technical information on the issues 

involved in the question of the airport which enabled them to argue 

their case on the technicallevel against the Government's technical 

experts. Their abllity 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 handUng of the issue, which gave 

them important political leverage in the period following the Government 

decision. 

(6) MobUization Potential 

The local pressure groups in this case hall a high mobUizatlon 

potential. The CacUs needed oo1y CouncU or Commlttee decislons 

ta act, and as wu shawn earller, the internal decision-making pro-

1. Braintree and Witbam Times, 1 March, 1968. 
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cesses inside the Co~cüs enabled them to take action quickly. 

NWEEBPA's internaI decision-making processes and organ~ational 

structure enabled them to mobRlze lnto action effectively. They were 

also able to mobRlze 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, ln which they were operating, was a tlghtly 

knit rural community in which there was close indivldual contact and 

a strong sense of community, particularly ln response to an external 

threat such as the airport. 

POLITICAL RESOURCES 

Much of the success \ of the local pressure groups depended upon 

their mastery of and abRity to communicate on the technical issues 

lnvolved and their abRity to mobRlze their resources and the local 

pebp,e behlnd their opposition to the airport. But the se factors by 

themselves were not sufflcient to ensure the success of the local pres-

sure groups. The nature of the community ln which they were based 

wu a major cœtributory factor to their successful pressure group 

activity. This community, besides belng largely a rural area, was 

near Londœ. The area was one where a large number of wealthier 

commutera llved. They had useful political contacts or other elperi­

ence whlch could be brougbt to bear ln pressure group activity, 

espectally ln the polltlcal campaign. As a result, the leadership of 

the local pressure groups contalned people with these natlœal politlcal 

1 
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and other contacts. In addition, 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 c1 the affected area. For instance, these people included Lord 

Plowden and Mrs. Renée Short, MP. Lord Plowden played 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 DUhome, a former COnServative 

Lord Chancellor, who was to become a leading opponent of Stansted in 

the Lords whUe working closely with the Stansted Working Party. 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 dUferent positions, was to prevent the development of Stan­

sted as the Third London Airport. NWEEBPA had been forined 

slJecifically to figbt the airport proposals, whUe the COUDCUS adopted 

this objective after consldering the probable effects of the airport upon 

thelr responsibnities and policies. This overall objective was adopted 

in response to Govemment intentions to develop Stansted as the Third 

() 1. Interviews. 
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London Airport. The nature of their overall objective, which was one 

of prote st 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 inRuence 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. Tlleir attitudes were developed in response to other 

actors and inRuences. The initial and major inRuences on the attitudes. 

of the local pressure groups were the Ministry of Aviation and the 

,. Government with their proposals and decisions, and the decision-making 

process as lt operated in this case. The Councns, especially the Essex 

County Councn, also developed their attitudes to this issue out of their 

experience and responsibntties 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

lylng attitudes towards the issue lnvolved in the location of the site for 

the Third London Airport and towards decision-making ln this case. 

These attitudes served as the reference point against which they Judged 

Govemmenl proposals and decisions throughout the controversy and 

determined their own actions ln response to these Government proposals 

o and decisions. Their attitudes were relnforced as they responded to 

h •• ,j,"~_t.~_. __ -------------.-:"--:-... ,--:'-, -, -~--.. --, .. _. 
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events and the actions of other actors. The result of this was that 

in the end aIl 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 to 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

sled. By considering the Issue as one of national ratlter titan local 

concern, they were able to fight the proposals within a framework of 

arguments based upon the national contelt rather than the local one. 

ln this way, the attitudes which they developed were a contribulory 

faclor ta their success because by viewlng the Issue in national rather 

titan 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) Attitudes towards the issue of the Third London Ai!]Qrt 

The . natural reaction of the local people around Stansted to the 

prospect that a major international airport would be buUt in their midst 

and that their way of life in this roral area destroyed was to wish that 

it would be placed somewhere else so that they could be left' in peace 
l" 

1 . 
and quiet. This emotional reaction, which consisted of opposition to 

the destroction 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 NWEEHPA, 2 and provided 

throughout the controversy the basic attitudes of NWEEHPA'ssupporters 

in the affected district to the question of the development of the airport. 

r This protest by people of this roral area who wanted to preserve their 

0: way of life and conserve the essential rural character of the district 

provided an 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 roral 
area. But other urban and semi-urban areas such as Bishop's Stortford 
and Barlow would also be severely affected. The prote st was therefore 
not entirely one of roral area even though this rural area provided the 
backbone of the NWEEHPA organization. 

2. The peoJie of Tabley thougbt "that the proposed development of 
Stansted as the Third London Airport is totally unacceptable, and the 
Ministry is urged to initiate urgent research to Und an acceptable 
alternative." .:Braintreea:ltham, Dwunow Herald, 5 August, 1964,. 
The vUlagers of Great ingbury were opposed to the development 
because "it entirely ignores the interests of the people who have 
chosen to make their homes ln the area; and entans the loss of a 
large area of the most fertUe land in the country merely to suit the 
convenlence of the travelling p!litc wbose needs would be served Just 

0 
as wall by an airport in a le88 productive area elsewhere and where 
fewer peope 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', 

WU an important Ingredient in NWEEBPA's attitudes and its local 

appeal. But this was ooly a part of the attitudes of NWEEBPA's 

leadership who also, partly because of its national connections, saw 

the issue in national terms. 1 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 demonstrated 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. ,,3 

1. The local reaction which wanted to preserve the local countryside 
was . aIso paralleled at the national level where in Britain land use 
and preservation ct 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 
anddevelopment procedures that have been adopted since the Second 
World War, and in the operation of whieh the County COUDcRs play 
an important role. This meant that there was a Ue between local 
feelings in this case and national needs whieh were recognized even 
by the Government who wanted to preserve green belts and country­
side around the major conurbations such as London. The Stansted 
arear. provided one ct the few remalning areas of open countryside 
around London. The poliey adoIted by the local cOUDcRs, with Govern­
ment approval and indeed encouragement, wu to preserve the essentlal 
roral character ct this area. 

2. NWEEBPA, 'lbe Stansted Black Book, op. clt., Frontisplece. o 3. Berts 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 ooly a few of the problems that had to be taken into account 

rat:her than the determining factors. This basic attitude which pre­

valled throughout the controversy was that Stansted had to be considered 

in the context ri an overall investigation into the question. There had 

to be a full and fair inquiry in which they had had full opportunity to 

pit their case against the airport at Stansted. If il 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 il involved. 1 Il is against these overall criteriaithat 

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 ils approach to the question. 2 

The County COllDClls became lnvolved in the issue as major 

local govemment units which had planning responslbntties for the 

affected area. Bath COtmty CouncUs eve~tually came to adopt positions 

which were essentially the same as NWEEBPA. The Essex County 

Couneil were opposed to the development of the airport because they 

1. Interviews. 

2. Berts and Essex Observer, 2 June, 1967; Barlow Citizen, 23 June, 
196'1; Dailt Tel!p!J!, 12 May, 196'1; .~':~l Berts and Essex Observer 
9 FebtmlJ'}', l'Gr." ' 
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cODsidered the problem to be one largely of town and CQuntry 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 determjned, the actual location of the site should 

be determined and decided by full consideration of aU the possible 

alternatives in relation to questions of town and country planning, noise, 

loss of agriculturalland and 108S of amenity. 1 Their attitude to the 

development of Stansted was critical because Us 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. 

UnUke the Inter-Departmental Committee they did not consicier the 

area as suitable for large scale development nor did they think lt 

should be developed. 2 But if lt could be proved in an open and thor­

oogh investigation or inquiry that Stansted was the best site in spite 

of its· numerous disadvantages then grouilds" of national necessity would 

override regional and local considerations. Because the Government 

did not show in its proposais that there were overriding national grounds 

for .locating the airport at Stansted, the Essex County Councll were 

critical of aU proposals and decisions relating to Stansted. 3 

1. Interview (Mr. J.S. Mllls). 

2. Ibid. 

3. Interview (Mr. J.S. Mllls); Berts and Essex Observer, 9 February, 
1968; Eventng Stamard, 5 Febftlary, 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. Il was not untU 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 CouncUs were similar. They 

wanted the issue to be fully investigated and an 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 

responsibUities in the affected area and were a spokesman of the local 

interest. They were concerned with the problems of noise, agricultural 

land l08S, local amenities and living conditions. They were opposed to 

the airport proposais and decisions because they woold be adversely 

affected by its development. 2 

1. Hertfordshire Me5 , 2 June, 1967; ibid., 1 December, 1967; 
and Berta and Essex erver, 1 December, 1967. 

o 2. ~, Dunmow.lntervlew (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 

g~oup 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 Govem-

ment decision for Stansted. Attitudes to decision-making were also 

important because they formed a major factor in the conversion of 

the CouncRs from public authorities into public authority local/national 

pressure groups, who campaigned for a new inquiry into this issue. 

Inside NWEEBPA, there had al ways been a great deal of latent 

hostnity and mistrust of the Government decision-making and decision~ 

makers. 1 But this did not appear upon the surface untR alter the 

Government decision for Stansted, when this hostnity and suspicion 

was a basic Ingredient of the attitudes displayed by NWEEBPA. Feeling 

inside NWEEBPA was suspicious towards decision-makers because it 

was felt 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 ceÎ'tainly more than 
is, . commonly supposed. Whether this is a roral or a regional type 
of phenomenon in Britain would need further investigation involving 
other areas of BrUain. But again il is interesting to see dis content 
in a prosperous area in a centrally located (in relation to the seat 
of govemment) part of Britain and not just in the outlying parts of 
Brltain sucb as Scotland and Wales. o 2. Barlow Citizen, 18 September, 1964. 

.... -t', 

\, 



o 

o 

o 

211 

to be confirmed when the Govemment 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 Govemment. They were angry because they considered that in 

this process they had been cheated by the Government. 1 They con­

sidered that the decision, and the procedure used for reaching i~ were 

unJust and unfair. The Govemment had set up an inquiry and had said 

that they would abide by the results of the inquiry. But they did not 

do so when the inquiry went against them. 2 

Therefore for NWEEHPA, the issue had become one ri. 'demo­

cratic methods' of decision-making as weil as one of the site for the 

new airport. 3 Indeed, the procedure adoIted made a complete farce 

of democratic methods because "the Government cleany seems to have 

decided on Stansted in advance whatever the arguments against it. "4 

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

2. NWEEBPA leaflet 'Stansted stUl makes headlines'. Dunmow: May 
1967. There were dlfferent interpretations of the position and status 
ri. the Stansted Public Inquiry on the part ri. NWEEHPA and the Gov­
ernment. This added to the bitte mess of NWEEHPA over the issue. 
They saw the inquiry as an umpire who would Judge between the two 
cases. The Govemment though oo1y saw the inquiry as one ri. advis­
ing the Govemment ri. the local objections. In fact, the Govemment 
were correct on legal grounds in maintaining this position. This did, 
on the otber haod, go against the spirit ri. their assurances of a full 
and fair inquiry and thelr promises ta (ully consider the local objec­
tions. '!bey caused theàlselves unnecessary political trouble by going 
agalnst the .spirit, If not the letter, of their assurances. 

3. NWEEBPA, '!be Staosted mack Book, op. cit. , p. 3. 

4. Dan, Telegrapb, 15 May, 1967. 

1 , 
l 
f 

1 

1 
j 
l 
1 

1 

..... ~. 



(J 

r· ,j 

o 

----------'->-.- '" 

212 

The realignment proposals made a complete mocke ry of the procedure 

of the public inquiry because these proposals involved an airport with 

twopairs of parallel runways on a different alignment from those 

presented to the public inquiry.1 They were .so suspiclous of decision­

making that they considered an independent inquiry or a Royal Commis­

sion was needed to gain a fair and impartial assessment of aIl the 

issues involved. If it was a full and fair inquiry inwhtch aIl the 

issues were considered, they would accept the 'outcome of i~ if the 

Ministry agreed to do the same. 2 On these terms they accetted the 

terms ci reference for the Roskül Commission. 

The attitudes ci the Councils were not hostile in the same way 

as those of NWEEHPA because they were public authorities which had 

to make plblic decisions ci their own. But th~y 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 concemed them, such as planning or the character of the area, 

were not welghed 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 

1'8vtew tnside the Govemment, in wbich nODe of the obJectors had a 

chance to put forth their point of view on the Dew evidence. Therefore 

1. Harlow Citizen, 17 November, 1967. 

2. SaffroD Walden Weeld, News, 1 Marcb, 1968. 
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they considered that a new inquiry was needed so that aU the issues 

local and national could be investigated so that the best avaUable 

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 Counclls. NWEEHPA was determined to 

undertake opposition to the airport by every means avallable 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 COUDclls 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 responsibllities as public authorities and as representatives 

of aU their residents. For this reason, they did not seek to become 

embrolled in the local debate in a partisan manner but rather tried 

to act as public authorities concemed about the effects of the airport 

rather than as a representative of one section of the local interest. 

'lbey adoped the political campaign and Parliament as a channel of 

influence because they felt strongly that the Govemment was wrong and 

that the oo1y ways open to them ta put their views weœ bJ becoming 

() pressure groups and usiDg cbannels other than their normal channels 
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whicb seemed to be closed in this case. 

But as pressure groupJ they seemed to feel that their activity 

sbould be limited to pltting tbeir views in a concerted manner to MPs 

and Peers, ratber than seeking public support througb the use of mass 

public opinion. The CouncUs seemed to feel that they could not cam-

pa1gn 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

munit y, and especially if tbat meant spending the ratepayers' money. 

Rather they restri~ted themselves as part f1 the overall campaign to 

pltting a case based upon the CouncUs' concerns as a public body. 

.... II' 
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CBAPTER SEVEN 

THE STANSTED CONTROVERSY: INFL UENCE EXERTED AND 

. PRESSURE APPLIED (1) MARCH 1964 - MAY 1967 

The focus of attention in this and the following cbapter will be 

upon the exercise of influence and the exertion of pressure by the local 

pressure grœps 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. 1 

This will also involve a discussion of two extemal 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, expicit or impicit, that the local 

pressure groups took about how to achieve their overall aims of pre-

1. In this eue, the local pressure groups did not use a1l the channels 
of influence which Wlre outliDed in the framework presented in Cbap­
ter 2 (see above). At different stages of the controversy, they used 
the Administration, Parliament, Speciallzed Public Opinion, Mus 
Public Opinion and made the Executive the prime target of influence. 
For conven1ence, the two iDquiries, whicb were vitally important focal 
points for pressure group action at their respective stages of the 
controversy, will be treated separately, even thœgh they could be seen 
as part of the administrative process in tbis case. 
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venting the development of Stansted as the Third London Airpo~. 

These included decisions about which channels of infiuence needed to 

be used and how they should be used. These strategie decisions pro­

vided the general framework within which they approached the problem 

of exerting infiuence and pressure. Once these decisions had been 

taken, and within the strategie framework which they set, tactical 

decisions were taken bythe 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 U. The pressure group activUy which they undertook was 

essentially a response to the Government and Government decision-

making because Us 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 witb different situations, they had no overall strategy which 

applied throughout the controversy. They had to adopt new strategies 

of influence to meet these changiDg situations if they were to achieve 

their overall objectives. Their abRity to change their strategy to fit 

the different situations, whicb they faced was a major factor, which 
" 
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• contributed to their ultimate success in preventing the development 

li, 
W 

f 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 CouncUs 

became concerned about the question. The situation, which they then 

faced, was a normal part of the central 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 CouncUs. The local people aad the CouncUs were 

faced with the prospect of the development of the airport which would 

greatly affect their locality, and the opportunity to make their feelings 

Imown through consultations between central and local govemment and 

through a public inquiry. They knew that once these had been com­

Jieted, the Government would reach a final decision which would con­

firm Stansted as the choice unless strong arguments and objections 

against il had been put forward. This phase was one in which ft 

seemed tbat the decision-making process could be influenced merely 

by the presentation ci strong arguments against the proposals; they 

o were tentative proposals about which the Govemment had promised 

·'~·''''~''''''I .......... ,!_~ -•• ~. - .... - ...... -., .. ---__ _ 
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() not to make a final decision untR it had carefully considered and 

weighed the results of ~ evidence presented at a full and fair public 

inquiry. 

C) 

NWEEHPA's leaders from the formation of the organization 

saw the public inquiry as the key means through which to convince 

the Govemment that Stansted was an unsuitable site for the airport. 

The use of the public inquiry was the comerstone of NWEEHPA's 

strategy of influence during this phase. This strategy for NWEEHPA 

involved preparing for and presenting ils case to the public inquiry, 

whRe at the same Ume mobRizing local 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 

t 25,000 that would allow it to create the full Ume secretariat which 

it needed, and to hire top lawyers and experts to prepare and present 

its case at the public inquiry.1 The strategy was based upon the re­

cognition that ooly th~ugh a strong technical case could 'il, \ hope to 

succeed in convincing the public inquiry and hence the Government that 

the case for Stansted was wrong. 2 This meant that its case bad to 

be weIl organlzed because nit is no good going along ta the public in­

QUiry when il comes off wlth· a lot of jumbled facts. We have got to 

have a firm case to argue."3 Considerable emphasis was therefore 

1. Herts and Essex Observer, 21 August, 1964. 

2. NWEEBP~:C~~~, August, 1964. 

() 3. Herts and Essex Observer, 21 August, 1964. 
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placed upon the careful preparation of the technical case because lIif 

our case 18 to be fought constructively it 18 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 adv18ers, but also give evidence at the inquiry. III 

The Essex County Councü was also to adopt a strategy during 

th18 phase which was centered upon the public inquiry as the key means 

through which to convince the Government that the choice of Stansted 

was unsuitable. They adopted th18 approach, rather than continue 

consultations with the Min18try, as the means of influencing the Govern-

ment because only through the IKlblic 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 Councü 's resources of finance, tecbnical information and experts 

to prepare and present a case against Stansted at the public inquiry. 

The strategy adopted by Hertfordshire County Councü was some­

wbat different because they were less directly affected than Essex. ln 

fact, no clear overall strategy, involving opposition to the airport,emerged 

untü Just before the opening r1 the plblic inquiry. lnitially they 

seemed prepared to accept the development r1 the airport if the Govern­

ment would allgn the runways r1 the airport in such a way that made 

o 1. Braintree and Wltbam 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 nlDways through negotiations and 

consultations. But when these talks failed to produce the hoped for 

results 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 Govemment, through the plblic inquiry, of the serious adverse effects 

it would have upon their area. 

A clear overall strategy on the part of the Uocal CouncRs was 

ooly slowly developed. They recognized the public inquiry, rather 

than consultations wUh the Ministry, as the means through which to 

try to convince the Government that Stansted was an unsuitable site. 

The problem for the J-Iocal COUDcRs 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 COUDcRs, but" these 

faRed. Some councRs did not feel the need to undertake any action 

aS they were not directly affected, while others felt that a co-ordinated 

case wœld not allow them to present their own particular problems 

for consideration al the public lnquiry. In the end, some llocal CouncRs 

such as Epping and Ongar ROC, Barlow une and Braughing BDC assoc­

iated themselves with the cases c1 their respective county councRs, 

wbJle other councRs sucb as Dunmow RDC, Saffron Walden BDC and 

Borough CouncR Jointly, Sawbridgeworth UDC and Bisbop's Stortford 

.• ,. If .. 

\ 



o· 

o 

221 

unc presented their own objections to the public inquiry. 

Es~entia1ly therefore, the strategy adolied at this stage of the 

controversy was to influence the Executive, which became their prime 

target of influence, through the public inquiry which the Govemment 

. had promised the local pressure groups. They adolied this st rategy 

ratlter than one which involved trying to influence the Executive direcUy 

or puttlng pressure upon the Executive through the use of public opinion 

or Parliament. At this stage the strategy they adopted was a narrow 

one related to the nature of the Govemment decision-making with which 

they were then confronted. Great emphasis was Iiaced 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 achieving their overall objective of preventing its 

development. 

THE USE OF THE CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE AND TACTICiL -DE~l~s' 1961964-1966 

Their use Œ the channels of influence revolved around their 

strategy Œ usiDg the public inquiry as the primary channel through 

whicb to influence the Govemment. Their use Œ the other channels 

of influence in tbis phase was directed to aiding and strengthening 

their position so that they could use the plblic inquiry more effec­

tlvely. Their actlvities and tactical declsions were concerned wlth 

estalilshq or organlziDg themselves so that they could prepare and 

present thelr case agalDst Stansted to the plblic inquiry. Their 

-----.-----------:--,~---
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•. preparations for the plblic inquiry were concerned with obtaining as 

Many detais as possible about the Ministry of Aviation's plans for 

A 
U' 

o 

the development of the airport and of the Govemment'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

sibRities. This process of preparation also included an attempt to 

influence the Govemment decisions abOut the exact nature of the public 

inquiry to be held. 

a) Mass Public Opinion 1 

NWEEBPA used and influenced local mass public opinion because 

their success, as opponents of tbe airport proposals, depended in part 

1. The local pressure groups did not use fDational blass ·P1blicÔpinion 
as a channel of influence during this period because its use could not 
belp them achieve their aims in relation to the plblic inquiry, as the 
outcome ci it would be determined by tecbnical arguments and evidence 
rather than by securing publicity and support for opposition to the 
Ministry proposals. The support of national mass plblic 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, 
wbere national mass pltiic opinion might have been one of the forces 
to mobRize to pressure the political decision-makers. Nor could 
national mass p1blic opinion belp create the local organization wbicb 
NWEEBPA needed. Local mass pltiic opinion was also not used by 
the CouncRs as a channel ct influence because, althougb they needed 
to be. responslve to local concerns and needs, they could speak wlth 
authority as they were establisbed pltiic authorities wh08e views 
needed to be taken into accœnt, and lndeed their views were sougbt 

. by decision-makers inthls case. Because they were Public Author­
iUes, they were reluctant to become embroRed in a partisan manner 
in the local debate ovar the alrport question, as they wanted to take 
a stand as the representaüve ct the local interest as a wbole rather 
than as the spolœsman ci one section ct the local interest. They were 
also reluctant to use local maas pùiic opinion because tbey were not 
acting as pressure groups at this stage, but rather carrytpg out the 
normal fuuction ci COUDcRa in pltt1ng their views upon the issues in­
volved in and on the lmtiications ct the airport devalopment. 
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upon their abRlty to mobRize MOst of the local people who were op­

Posed to the airport. This support was needed to create and buRd 

up their organization ioto an effective protest pressure group. By 

mobRizing the local: peope they could create the resources, especially 

financial ones, which they needed to assemble the technical case which 

they iotended 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 plblic opinion, and if their views and case were to 

be given weight by the decision-makers in the making of the final 

decision up6n the site. NWEEHPA, therefore, influenced and used 

local public opinion to create aild extend its oÏ'ganization in the towns, 

vmages and parishes of the affected district surrounding the proposed 

airport. They mobRized those already opposed to the airport into 

active supporters and converted the waverers into active ones. This 

was done by pubUcizing the aims and existence of NWEEHPA and by 

showing local peope 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 intemational airport. In seeking to 

mobRiZe local Jllblic opinion, NWEEBPA was able to capitalize upon 

the nature of the community in which it was operating. In the rural 

area around Stansted, iDdividuals had close contact with each other 

aud a great sense of community. These served to belp NWEEBPA in 
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its efforts to mobRize local plblic opinion because this close contact 

between individuals meant that much could be done in each vRlage in 

the ordinary course of village life. 1 The local sense 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 mobRizing local public opinion to f1ght 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 moblliz­

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 mobRize other individuals. They urged their supporters to 

help by going "on talking and talking to everybody about it. ,,2 

During these 18ars, NWEEHPA was to become an integral part 

of the community in the same way as Many other groups were. The 

public meeting prov1ded another important more formal means whereby 

the NWEEHPA organization was created and expanded with the formation 

of local anti-alrport grœps. In this period, meetings were held in 

Many towns, villages and parishes to discuss the effects of the pro-

1. Interviews. 

2. Airport Opposition Committee (ThaIted). A leafiet issued by the 
Tbaxted Anti-Airport Committee in early 1965. 
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posed development of the airport upon that particular area. Represen-

tatives of NWEEBPA attended these meetings, and put NWEEBPA's 

point of view on the issue and its implications for the area. They 

outlined the way in which NWEEBPA 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 NWEEBPA 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 NWEEBPA, 2 but usualiy it was someone then unconnected with 

NWEEBPA who proposed that the meeting form its anti-airport commit-

tee. 3 

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 NWEEBPA 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, 1'Dëi'; Stansted, {Herts and ·Essex Observer, 19 February, 
19651; Sbeering ,,~Harlow Gazette, 19 Marcb, 1965;; and Mucb Hadbam, 
(Hertfordshire MercUry, 12 November, 1965~. 

2. For examlie, Mr. M. Herbert, a member of NWEEBPA's executive, 
proposed the resolutlon at the Dunmow Parlsb Meeting that il sbould 
form an anti-airport group. ~Berts aod Essex Observer, 18 September, 
1964. i 

3. Interview (Mr. Jobn Lukies). 
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encouraged the formation of further groups opposed to the airport in 

other vmages.· This momentum was created and sustained through 

other means besides puliic meetings and press reports. Sir Roger 

Hawkey, a co-chairman of NWEEHPA, appealed directly for local sup-

port through ~e letters to the Editor Column of the Herts and Essex 1 
l 

Observer.1 In additiori, other modes of publicity ~ere used. These :1 

Included adverts ln the local pape1'8 and the distribution 01 poste1'8.I~ 
Btlclœ1'8 and leafiels tbrougbout the am 10 Indlvldaals and other groups. 2 .' 

1. Herta and Essex Observer, 28 August, 1964. The Herts and Essex 
Observer is the Most widely distributed local newspaper in the affected 
area around the airport. 

2. Their adverts were paced in the papers to inform the local public 
how and where to contact NWEEHPA rather than to educate them 
about NWEEBPA 's case or the consequences of the airport for the 
area. These served to mobRize those opposed to the airport by invit­
ing them to specifie meetings, such as the one ln Dunmow ln September 
1964,'Berts and Essex Observer, 11 September, 1964:' or the one ln 
Saffron Walden ln April 1965, !Saffron Walden Weelde! News, 23 AprR, 
1965:1• In addition, a full list of Secretarles of the local groupJ was 
advertised, Berts 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 dispay of posters and stickers 
on houses and cars. Their maJor poster emphasized the noise impact 
upon the area by showing a woman clutching ber ears as a giant Jet 
aireraft is nytng overbead with the slogan nTHIS COULD BE YOU. No 
more Inland Airports. Peope before Planesn,NWEEBPA FRes;. Their 
leafiets, which were distrlbuted to other g1'OUps and lDdividuals ln the 
area, were used to gain the support of uncommitted lDdividuals and 
groups by outlining what NWEEBPA considered to be the dis;l.8trous 
consequences of the airport for the district. They also ouUined how 
NWEEBPA wu flgbting the airport proposals and how indlviduals and 
groups could support its efforts. Leafiets were also produced by some 
of the NWBBBPA local g1'OUps, for instance the Dunmow Preservation 
Association aDd the '1baIted Anti-Airport Commlttee, as part of their 
fund-ralslDg campaJgol. 
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Using these means, ~ey 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 f inancial 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 noise, way 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 ils use provided them 

with the lœy underpinning, in the form of local plblic support, which 

they needed to be able to successfully present a case to the public 

inquiry. 

NWEEHPA's appeal for local plhlic support was m08tly based. 

upon an appeal to local feelings and emotioDS about their way m life 

in and the character of the district and also to the interests of local 

peoJie. NWEEBPA empbastzed very strongly that the airport would 

have a very considerable adverse effect upon their lives and upon the 

character m the district such that their ft Y ft life would be destroyed, 

and life in the area made intolerable without there being any compen­

sating advantages or beoefits for the local peoJie. ln fact, this point 
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provided the major argument of NWEEBPA 's approach to the local 

public. They stressed that the project was an enormous one because 

"if" the recommendations of the Mioistry of Aviation are carried ioto 

effect, we shall have io our midst inten years a vast international 

airport, handling 64 panes an hour with no restrictions on noise, orl 

indeed anything else. Alollgside 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. ,,1 The area would become one of 

intolerable noise day and night because "if the east-west runways 

which have been mentioned are ever buRt, Stortford and Dunmow could 

be in the direct line of giantjets landing and taking off - one a minute, 

all night as well as al1 day. ,,2 This intolerable noise area might 

stretch from Thaxted to Sawbridgeworth and from Puckeridge to Steb­

bingo 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 to point to the effects that they were suffering 

from the then limited number of overflying aircraft which were using 

the airport. They could then leav~ 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 pl'Oblem 

provided a major theme in the speeches c1 NWEEBPA's leaders and 

1. The Threat 18 the Airport. A leanet distributed by NWEEBPA 10 
late 1984. 

o 2. Ibid. 
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in its publicity literature. 1 

The adverse effect of an airport and ils as~ociated ~evelop-

ments upon the characler and mode of life in the area provided another 

major theme of the attack upon the airport. For example, Sir Roger' 

Hawkey, speaking at Felsled, 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 AU 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 ail love . . .. Dunmow is an ancient 

agricultural town which grew out of the prosperi~y of the surrounding 

countryside. Destroy that countryside and Dunmow is ilself destroyed, 

for the town depends upon it not just for its livelihood but for ils very 

characler. ,,3 

The implication was therefore that the airport needed to be 

opposed if the de cent aDd tolerable life that then existed in the area 

was to be preserved. But not ooly this, they were threatened wlth 

1. For example, Mr. John Lukies at Barlow, November 1964. Harlow 
CitIZen, 27 November,1964.· 

2. Bralntree and Wltbam Times, 27 November, 1964. 'Ibis point wu 
also à major tbeme in Mr. Barbert's speech at the Dunmow Parish 
Meeting in Septemberl964. Bee the Herts and Essex Observer, 
18 September, 1964. 

3. Great Dunmow Preservation Society to AU who live or work in 
Dunmow. A leanet distrlbuted in Dunmow durlng December 1964. 
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the destruction of their way of life in this rural area without their 

gaining any' compensation or benefüs 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 ope rational, would receive no co~pensation on account of . 

the hardship that they would suffer. Indeed, existing legislation did 

not provide for such ~ompensation and none was env18aged to enable 

compensation to be provided on, these grounds. 1 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. liAs for local traders, with perhaps a few 

exceptions, optim18tic ideas 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 attempting to gain support ta 

show peope that the fight was not lost,as it was stnl possible for 

them to opPose the proposals. The Government had not made a final 

dec18ion on the site and would not do so untR alter a public inquiry. 

"There 18 a widespread but wholly wrong impression that the airport 

1. The Threat 1& the Airport. Op. clt. 

2. NWEEBPA: One Year Later. July 1965. This was an appeal ta 
a particular sectiœ ~ the local community, which was a source of 
flnanclal support and wbich could be persuaded to support NWEEBPA 
as ifs JW'Ücular posltion would be seriously affected. 
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proposals have already had Govemment approval, and that they are 

therefore so much in the national interest that they must in loyalty 

be accepted. Mr. R. A. BuUer, the Member for Saffron Walden, 

assures us that this is not the case. The recommendations are those 

of the Ministry of Aviation ooly : they have not even been considered 

by the Cabinet, and they are therefore susceptible to change, or even 

to outright reJection. Ministry cases soinetimes fan - remember 
- 1 

Crichel Down! Il . Recalling Crichel Down, on another occasion,Sir 

Roger Hawkey stressed that Governments had been 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. n2 

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 inqu1ry would be a full and fair one. 3 

But in order to fight these proposais it was necessary to produce 

a strong technical case because nexperience demonstrates that disp.ays 

of sentiment or emotion carry litUe weight with the Inspector at a 

Public Enquiry. A sound and reasonable technical case, presented 

1. NWEEBPA: Circular, August 1964. 

2. Berta and Essex Observer, 28 August, 1964. 

3. North West Essex Preservation Association. A leaflet distributed o by NWEEBPA eariy in 1965. 

1 
i 
1 
! 
j 
j 
f 
1 , 
; 

•••. If" 



() 

232 

ably and vigorously,' sometimes does. "l' 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 peolie 

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 f·inancial support we are powerless. You must help.1I2 

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 puliic inquiry, and because there 

were few decisions to be taken by the Cabinet or Ministers on this 

issue untR 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 

Govemment decislons on the terms of reference of the plblic inquiry. 

They were concerned about these because decisions relating to the 

terms ci refereuce would affect considerably their abnity to oppose 

the airport proposals and the type ci case which they could present 

1. NWEEBPA: C1rcular, August 1964. o 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 CouncR and NWEEBPA, who were the major 

obJectol'S, sougbt wide terms of reference for the public inquiry so 

-'---.. 

that they could gain the widest possible freedom to show that Stansted 

was wrong on national as weIl as local grounds. 1 

ln the autumn of 1965, a Joint delegation from NWEEHPA and 

the Essex County CouncR 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 inquiry, 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 Stansted. 2 ln addi­

tion, they wanted to be able to put forward alternative sites for con­

sideration. They again sought assurances tbat 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 
whicb bad occurred at tbe Gatwick Public Inquiry where the limited 
terms f1 reference had curtaned the abAlty of the opponents f1 tbat 
airport to present a case against it on anytbiog but the most local 
grounds. 

2. Barlow 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 alte~ive sites for consideration. But 

they were not going tO.obe allowed, as they wanted to, to question the 

ne~d for or the timing of the need for the new airport. They also 

received assurances 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. 1 The results of this attempt 

to influence the Govemment were reasonably satisfactory to the local 

pressure groups, as they made no attempt to widen them once they 

had been made known by the Minister. Instead they exp.oited the 

limited freedom that they had gained to put the case against Stansted 

on national as wall as local grounds at the public inquiry. These 

assurances, which they received, confirmed their view that the public 

inquiry was the crucial channel through whlch they could influence the 

final Government decision on Stansted, as they had been regularly 

promised that thelr objections would be carefully considered by the 

Minister, and that alternative sites would be considered if the Inspec­

tor recommended that course. 

1. For detalls ci the Minister's re!iy to the delegation, see 
pp. 81-83 above. . 
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c) The Administration1 

On the other band, the local pressure groups attached very 

little importance to relations with the Administration because they 

could not gain their overall objeçtives by infiuencing this channel. The 

most they could hope to gain were modifications in the plan to develop 

Stansted, none c1 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 im{iications 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 untU 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 Œ 

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 Bousing and 
Local Government, and of Transport. 
2. At this stage neither Ministry c1f1cials nor the Government Wlre pre­
pared to make major changes in the scheme or change the intention to 
develop Stansted as the airport unlU after the public inquiry had been 
comIieted and its results assessed. 
3. Many of these contacts were part c1 the process of consultation 
between the central government department concerned and the affected 
CouncJls that is undertakan on Iianning and development proJects. In 
this case though, the consultative process between the affected COUDCUS 
and the departments concerned wu rather intermittent because the 
CouncRs 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 wu a conflict 
of vien between the CouncJls and the Government Departments concerned. 
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o pressure groups and the Ministry had confiicting 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 thisstage, the local pressure groups did not concern them­

selves with trying to influence ParliameÎlt 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 

o of their local MPs, especlaJiy Mr. R. A. Butler and his successor 

o 

Mr. Peter Kirk. They acted as spokesmen for and as channels of 

communications for their constituents by putting their worrles and con­

cerns before the relevant decision-makers and Minlsters. 

The results of the activlties of Mr. Butler were important be­

cause they further pointed to the need for the local pressure groups to 

present a full case ta the ptbllc inquiry. NWEEBPA and some of itS 

groups such as the Takeley Anti-Airport Committee had approached 

Mr. Butler for bis help as early as the beginning of August 1964. 

This wu followed by some meetings and exchanges with him during 

1. Bere the behaviour of protest pressure groups and of ptliic author­
ity pressure group' opposing an impending Government decision con­
trasts with the pattem of behaviour of interest groups whicb are the 
m08t important pressure groups in Brltaln. See g». 11-l4 above. 
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the autumn ci 1964. 1 He also met with representatives of local Coun­

cûs and local county councülors to discuss the proposals. 2 WhUe he 

was a Minister, he took the position that as a Minister he coold not 

decide anything on the proposals untU alter 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 woold be given full consideration .at the public inquiry which 

he }iedged would be a fair and genuine one. He offered to advise 

them on how to present their views3 and he discussed their problems 

with the then Prime Minister, Sir Alec Douglas Home, 4 and the Minis­

try cl. Aviation. 5 ln addition, he promised to canvass other MPs for 

support for the anti-airport case. 6 As a result of his ~tivities, he 

promised his constituents that no final decisions woold be made untU 

after consideration of the findings of the plblic' inquiry, and that the 

Government, in particolar the Ministry ci Aviation, were still prepared 

to consider alternative sites that might be suggested. 7 

1. For instance, he altended a meeting of the Talœley Anti-Airport 
CommUtee al the begtnning cl. August, '"The Times, 5 August, 1964\. 

2. Berts and Essa <J>server, 31 Joly, 1964. The local CouncUs were 
Saffron Walden BDC, and BC and Dunmow BDC, and the County Coun­
cnlors for these areas. 

3. The Times, 5 August, 1964. 

4. Barlow Citizen, 18 September, 1964. 

5. Berts and Ess. (baner, 4 September, 1964. 

6. Ibid., 28 August, 1964. 

7. Ibid., 4 September, 1964; Barlow 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 bas nŒ 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 as there had been no' consideration of the 

position of agriculture. 1 He also said that he was prepared to co­

operate with other local MPs to fight the proposals. 2 He met with 

groups in his constituency such as the Takeley Anti-Airport Committee3 

and the Saffron Walden BC. 4 His maJor concern was organizing and 

introducing the depltation 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. Berts and Ess81 Observer, 12 March, 1965. 

2. Saffron Walden Weeld! News, 2 April, 1965. 

3. Herts and Essu Observer, 4 June, 1965. 

4. Ibid., 16 July, 1965. 

5. Ibid., 4 June, 1965. For detafls 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 whicb gave them a voice in the 

Bouse of Commons which' was to be of value in the post-decision phase. 

e) The Public Inguiry 

As a result of Government promises and assurances that the 

public inquiry would be a 'full and fair one, the local pressure groups 

bad 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 Go~emment 

would receive a report from their Inspector on the arguments presented 

o to the inquiry and his conclusions upon the choice of Stansted. This 

report was expected to have some influence upon the Government's 

o 

decision, as they bad promised that the results of the putiic 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 putiic inquiry Inspector and his report, by 

presenting cases based upon technical arguments and evidence. 

Althougb the approaches of the various local pressure groups to 

the putiic inqulry were different, most of them spent a considerable 

amount of time and energy in organ1zing their cases. NWEEHPA and 

the Essex County COUDeR both emIioyed Counsell and a team of experts 

1. The Counsel for NWEEBPA wu Mr. Peter Boydell, Q. C. and for 
Essex County CouncR it wu Mr. Douglas Frank, Q. C. 
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o to present their case and evidence. 1 On the other~, He.rtfordshire 

County COUDcR limited themselves to calling a small number of witnesses 

who were co~cerned Wlth their particular problems. 2 The approaches 

adopted by the local COUDcRs differed from those of other obJectors. 

WhRe Most of the local councUs presented objections to the public in-

o 

1. NWEEHPA's expert witnesses included Mr. Lewis Keeble,' Mr. Alan 
Stratford, Mr.· Harold' Hutchings and Pro(essor Elfyn Richards who 
acted as expert advisers for the preparation of NWEEHPA's case. (For 
detaUs on these experts, see p. 179 above.) Other expert witnesses 
inc1uded Mr. Alec Leggatt on the construction aspects, Captain James 
Percy, the Senior BOAC pUot UDtn his retirement in November 1964, 
on traffic in the air, Mr.. Peter Rowe, the headmaster of Bishop's 
Stortford College, on the affects 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 CouncR for the Preservation of Rural England, on 
the effect of the proposals on the preservation of rural areas. The 
StaDsted Public Inquiry Report, op. cit., pp. 14-15. Essex County 
CouncR empoyed a team of9 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 panning problems involved in the proJect. Other 
witnesses dealt with particular aspects of the proJect and the Essex 
County COUDcR case. Mr. Thomas Henderson, assistant County Plan­
ning Adviser, dealt with the planning and development implications for 
the character of and for the CouncR 's plans for the area. He also 
compared the position of Stansted with that 0( CUffe and Sheppey. 
Mr. Royston Rote, who was the Operations Manager of the International 
Aeradio Group,gave evidenee on the suitabUity of Sheppey a1Kl Cliffe 
upon air traffie grounds. Mr. Donald Tanton, an expert upon agri­
culture in Essex, dealt with agricultural questions, whUe Mr. Jack 
Jones, Traffic Engineer iD the County Highways Department, dealt 
with variœs aspects ft the access proliems. Other witnesses dealt 
with land values, Hatfield Forest, and access to Sheppey and ClItre 
via the 'l'hames. Ibid., pp. 11-13. 

2. Hertfordshire County CouncU was represented by Lord ColvUle. 
Dr. Wmiam LiDse1l, Consultant Pathologist al the Herta and Essex 
General Hospital in Bisbop's Stortford, gave evidenee upon the effects 
of the airport upon.this hospita1. Mr. Richard Clark, assistant Education 
Officer for Hertfordshire County CouncR, dealt with noise effects upon 
the county's educational establishments, wh11e Mr. Lawrence Kitchtng, 
Deputy County Pl~ Officer, dealt with noise and other planning prob­
lems in his 8vidence. Ibid., p. 19 • 
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quiry, some, such as Epping and Oogar RDC and Barlow" unc which 

were not immediately affected, limited their activity to presenting 

written objections and associating themse1 ves 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 

publie inquiry. These ineluded Saffron Walden RDC, and Saffron Walden 

Borough Couneil, 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 une who were also represented by 

their Clerk, and Sawbridgeworth UDC who were represented by a local 

sol1citor. With the exception of Bishop's Stortford, these couneils 

relied upon 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 

eoneerns of the town with regard to the airport. 

On the tacticallevel using their team of experts, NWEEHPA 

attempted to show that there was a substantial case, on national as 

weIl as local, and on aviation as weIl as non aviation grounds for 

sayiog that Stansted was not a suitable site for the new airport for 

London, and that al the very least, the whole question needed further 

investigation before any final decision was made. 'lbe NWEEHPA case 

before the pIblic inquiry was divided into three overlapping parts aimed 

o 1. 'lbe Stansted Public "Inquiry Report, op. cit., pp. 46-7 and p. 11. 
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at achieving these overaU 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 second 

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 all grounds or in all of their implica­

tions by the Ministry of Avia:tion 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 Padworth site seemed to offer with the purpose of showing that 

there were other alternatives, which seemed to offer advantages that 

Stans~ed laclœd, that should be investigated more fully before the final 

decision was talœn. 1 

The tactical aims of the Essex County CouncR 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 talœn. To achieve their aims at the public inquiry, 

they attem}ted to show through their arguments and evidence that the 

Stansted choice and other poSsitie alternative sites had not been fully 

investigated by the Ministry 0( Aviation and the Inter-Departmental 

Committee because a narrow approach had been adopted to the question 

from the œlset. They attempted to show the puliic inquiry that the 

1. Mr. Peter Boydell for NWEEHPA. Herta and Essex Observer. 
16 January, 1966. 
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issue was primarny one of town and country planning rather than of 

aviation, and that on tbese planning grounds the obJections to Stansted 

outweighed the advantages that the site might have on aviation g,rounds. 1 

But they agreed that protests against Stansted were not sufficient cause 

fo~ 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 plJiic inquiry that there was a suitable alternative site by 

puttlog forward the alternatives of Sheppey and CUffe for consideration. 2 

Their case before the public loquiry had two aspects. First, they 

attempted 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 a1ms of the Hertfordshire County Councn were 

more llmited. They had ooly decided to actively oppose the airport 

at the plJiic inquiry a few weeks before the lnquiry opened. Their 

grounds for opposition were more llmited than those of the maJor ob­

Jectors because Hertfordshire was ont y concerned with the, effects upon 

areas of their county and their responsibnities. The Hertfordshire 

case was aimed at showing the plblie inquiry that there were serlous 

proJielD8~ partieularly ln regard to noise, wbich had to be eonsidered 

and weigbed before the airport was developed at Stansted. 

1. Herta and Essex Observer, 17 December, 1965. 

2. Ibid. Bee Mr. Douglas Frank's opening address to the pltiic 
lnquiry. 
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The tactical aims of the local Councils which were represented 

at the PIliic inquiry were simllar to those . of Hertfordsh~re because 

their aims were to focus attention upon the adverse consequences and 

implications o~ 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. ,,1 These Counclls had not prepared elaborate technical 

cases because they were concemed with presenting arguments and 

evidence relating t 0 their particular problems and concems rather 

than duplicating the more general evidence and arguments of the maJor 

obJectors, which 10 general they supported. 2 

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 aiie to present a substant1al amount ci evidence to 

back their obJections to Stansted as the site for the new airport. They 

were also &üe to PIt forward enoogb evidence to support their conten-

1. The cases of Sawbridgeworth une, of Saffron Walden RDC and 
Borough Counell Jointly and of Bishop's Stortford were simllar to the 
case put forward by Dunmow BDC. Berts and Ess8l Observer, 4 Feb­
ruary, 1966 and The Stansted Public Inguiry Report, op. eU., p. 16. 

2. For instance, Dunmow's Clerk said that his Councll supported the 
evidence of NWEEBPA. Berta and Ess8l Observer, 28 January, 1966. 

.... , if! , 
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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 pr~ssure groups in 

their cases falls into six overlapping issues. The most important of 

the issues raised by the local pressure 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.l 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 su~rised 

that in the decision to build the new international airport no account 

had been taken ct the repercussions upon town and country Iianning, 

1. Berta and Ess8I Observer, 14 January, 1966. 
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C) population distribution, congestion of surface transport and the cost to 

the air operating industry. 1 

C) 

o 

The development of. the airport at Stansted was attâcked upon 

planning grounds by Mr. Thomas Henderson, for the Essex County 

CouncU, because such development conflicted with the CouncU 's plans 

for the area, plans which had been approved by the Government. The 

County COllDCU 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. 2 

In regard to planning for this araa, the County's vi,ew was that industry 

and development should be along the Thames estuary which was the 

Datural place for such development. Indeed, an airport in the Thames 

estuary would be of value to such development, whUe there was no such 

need in the Stansted area. 3 On more local grounds, the local CouncUs 

opposed the development of the airport as bad planning. 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 108s of food 
production bad to be balanced agalnst the purely aviation merits of 
the site. '1be Stansted PuUic Inguiry Report, op. cit., p. 14. 

2. The Stansted Public Ingulry Report, op. cit., p. 38. 

3. Ibid. 'Ibis view on the location of development in Essex was 8Up­
ported by other expert witnesses. Mr. Sbarman, for Essex, argued 
that the Thames estuary was a Datural axis for transport activit1es and 
industrial development and a Datural site for the airport. Ibid. This 
view was also supported by Mr. Keeble for NWEEHPA. Ibid., p. 14. 
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~. disappearance ci 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 

o 

bad planning from a local, regional and national viewpoint, and it 

would be a tragedy for those wbo live in the district as well as those 

who visit the district." 1 

Related to p.anning issues was the question of the cbaracter of 

the district around Stansted. The development of the airport would 

bave changed an area which sbould be preserved. Mr. Henderson 

argued that the airport would bave destroyed villages sucb as Thaxted 

whicb contained many bundings 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, wbo 

considered that the deve10pment of the airport would bave ruined an 

area of 'unspont roral beauty' which was unique as a "quiet unsponed 

poclœt of old yeoman England' containing Many old bouses and cburcbes 

of national architectural and historical value. 3 

The evidence p'resented to the inquiry pointed to the fact that 

alternative sites were more favourable on grounds of planning and 

cbaracter of the district involved. Mr. Keeble thougbt that Padworth 

was preferable as an area for development on regional planning grounds 

1. Herta 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. 1 
.) 

() 

o 

Sheppey and Cliffe were situated in the Thames estuary which, it had 

been argued, provided the natural site for the airport. The areas 

around Sheppey and Cliffe were more suitable for development than that 

around Stansted as these areas did not contain as Many buildings of 

historie al and architectural interast. 2 

Another issue neglected by the Ministry was the question of agri­

culture. 3 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 band the sites at Sheppey and Cliffe would 

be on marsh lands. 4 

The noise· problem, which was given seant attention by the Minis­

try, figured prominently in the cases of the local pressure groups. 

Professor Elfyn Richards, for NWEEBPA, 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. 'lbe Times, 12 January, 1966. 

2. Berta and Essa Observer, 24 December, 1965. Mr. Benderson 
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 bourly movements. 

3. 'lbe local pressure groups left Most of the consideration of this 
issue to the NFU which was represented before the inquiry. 

4. Berta and Essa Observer, 14 January, 1966. 
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• and will hamper them in their daüy routine. ,,1 This point formed one 

of the major objections to the ail'port presented by Mr. Little, for 

Dunmow RDC. He thought Iithat when the true picture of the noise 

problem is considered then the conclusion will be that the objection 

o 

o 

on grounds of noise is the MOst serious one. And it cannot be toler­

ated and accepted.,,2 The noise problem also provided the major 

grounds for the Objections of the Bishop's Stortford UDC. 3 The noise 

problem also provided the major part of the objections of the Hertford­

shire County CouncR 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 educational 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 Iess proliems be­

cause lewer people would be affected by noise if the airport were located 

on any of these sites. 5 

1. Ibid., 21 January, 1966. 

2. Ibid., 28 January, 1966. Mr. Little calculated that out of a popula­
tion of 23,000 in his RDC's area, 8,491 people would be 'gravely' 
affected by noise., 

3. Herta and Essex Observer, 28 January, 1966. 

4. Ibid., 28 January and 4 February, 1966, and The Stansted Public 
InqüiiIReport, op. cit., p. 19. The serious effects of noise on 
educalional establishments was also the subJect of the evidence of 
Mr. Peter Rowe. Berts and Essex Observer, 21 January, 1966. 

5. Berts and Essex Obse rver, 21 January, 1966. Mr. Benderson 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 houri,. movements, he esti­
mated that 4,500 peoIie al Sbeppey, 10,000 at CUffe and 26,000 at 
Stansted would be seriously affected by noise. Berts 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. Kerl\' for the Ministry did not sustain the criteria of 

60 minutes travellingtime from central. London to Stansted. This was 

a major inconsistency in the Ministry 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 travelling times and access 

to other alternative sites was more favourable. For instance, Mr. 

Hutchings, for NWEEHPA, thought that on surface access Stansted did 

not meet the requirements of convenience of surface access. 2 The 

problem was that even when the 25 mRes of the M. 11 had been con­

structed, there would still be a Journey of 10 mRes into ~entral London 

through buRt up areas and heavRy used roads. He estimaled the off 

peak Journey time to Stansted from central London as 75 minutes and 

as much as 105 minutes in peak perlods, whRe it would take 90 minutes 

to Beathrow' from Stansted under favourable conditions and up to 135 

minutes under le~s favœrable conditions. 3 Again, the evidence pre-

1. For instance by Mr. Peter Boydell in cross examination and in his 
cl08ing address devoted consideralie attention ta this point. Berts and 
Essex Observer, 10 and 17 December, 1965, and 18 February, 1966. 

2. BeN and Essex Observer, 21 January, 1966. 

3. Ibid. Mr. JOnes, for Essex, suggested a Joumey time eX 115 min­
utes from Grosvenor Square ta Stansted. The Stansted Public Inguiry 
Report, op. cit., pp. 36-7. 
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'. sente~ suggested that the alternative sites would be more favourable 

than Stansted. Mr. Hutchings suggested a Journey lime of 60 minutes 

to Padworth from central London, 1 whlle Mr. Jones sugge8ted 90 min­

utes to Cliffe and no difference between the Journey times to Stansted 

and to Sheppey. 2 

0 

0 

Stansted's use as the Th1rd London Airport would have disadvan­

tages on aviation grounds because according to Mr. StraUord, for 

NWEEBPA, 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 oriented fiights, and on the wrong side of London 

for the important future supersonic transport service, which wlll demand 

the minimum restrictive subsonic mlleage. ,,3 Bis great fear about the 

establishment of Stansted as the Third London Airport was ,"that like 

Gatwick, Prestwick, and Shannon, ~he location is unlikely to draw a 

commercially adequate traffic in passengers or in cargo which would 

Justify the immense investment involved. ,,4 Captain James Percy, for 

NWEEBPA, argued that with the advent of supersonic aircraft, the' 

national interest would be best served by placing the airport wes~ of 

Beathrow. In this case, Padworth would have great directional advan-, 

tages, and had the possibnity of a potential bolld up to a hJgher level 

1. 'lbe Stansted Public Iuguiry Report, op. cit., p. 15. 

2. ibid., pp. 36-'1. 
3. Berts and Essex Observer, 14 January, 1966. 
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() of utUtzation than Stansted ,as it was weil placed to cater for air 

traffic nows North, South and West. 1 

/-) 
\. .. 

o 

The local pressure groups were able to achieve a considerable 

deal of success at the JQblic 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 faRed 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. Their major achievement at the public inquiry was to con­

vince the Inspector and Mr. Brancker that the Government had not 

proved ils case for Stansted and that no recommendation for Stansted 

should be made as the question needed further investigation. This point 

is Cnlcial. If they had falled 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 JQt the local pressure groups in a weak position if they wanted 

i 
1 
1 
~ 

1 
1 
1 

to campaign against a Government decision based upon that recommenda- 1 

lion. Bul beewe the Iuspector dld DOl recommend Stansted and accepted 1 

1 
1 
i 1. Barlow Gazette, 14 January, 1966. 
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(} a major proportion of the case of the local pressure groups, they were 

o 

o 

'in a strengthened position as they had powerful backing for their posi-

tion from someone who had heard ail 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 achieve '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 

p~ss!lre .~1'01Ip :aotIion 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. 

~.~. __ .,-~_ ... _ .. ----------------
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The decision which the local pressure groups had been waiting 

for éame with the statement in May 1967 that the Govemment intended 

to proceed with the construction of the Third London Airport at Stan­

sted once the necessary Parliamentary approval had been secured. 

Normall}', such a decision would have ended the controversy as it wu 

usual for the Govemment to proceed without opposition once the public 

inquiry stages were complete. But in this case, the Government's 

handling of the results Œ 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 Govem­

ment was not to be allowed to develop Stansted without considerable 

active opposition œ the part of the local pressure groups. This 

opposition was provoked by the Govemment because the local pressure 

groups constdered that the Government's behaviour was contrary to 

every assurance that they bad given the local pressure groups before 

the pabltc inquiry. 1be local pressure groups had been told to present 

their case to the p1bl1c Inquiry and it then would be fully considered 

by the Government. They had also been assured that lack of time 

"': ,. ,,. -' . 
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o 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-

o 

o 

sure groups felt that they had proved Stansted to be the wrong choice 

through tbeir evidence at the public inquiry, olÙy 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 simply, 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 no 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 tbeir overall objective of preventing the development 

of Stansted. '!bey were no longer faced with convlncing a public in· 

Quiry fi the valtdity of their objections against Stansted on the basis 

of tecbnical arguments and evidence, but instead they were now faced 

with a situation in which tbey bad to convince the Government to 

reverse a declsion which had been taken by the Cabinet and which 

the Government and the Mlnlster were prepared to uphold. To seek 

\ 
! 
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1 a reversal of the Government's position, as the local pressure groups 

were in effect to do, was to seek another poliical decision. This 

could oo1y be achieved through 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 Govemment 

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 bad confronted 

tbem, involved taking political action to gain their objectives. They 

declded to MOunt a political campaign for a new inquiry by taking 

action througb Parliament and mass and specialized public opinion. 

o 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 tbrougb the Stansted Working Party. This also 

involved working closely with the local MPs who bad DOW become in­

volved ln the controversy as the Parliamentary leaders of the local ' 

opposition to Stansted. At the same time, they mounted a campaign 

o 

of plblic protest wbich was deslgned to mobRize local and national 

plblic support. Its aim was to convlnce the Government and members 

of bath Bouses of Parliament that there waa conslderalie public con­

cern both locally and nationally over the issue and that this concem 

provlded grounds for a new tnquiry. 
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The strategy ado}ied by the individual local pressure groups 

involved working as part of this co-ordinated effort to gain a new 

inquiry. NWEEHPA concentrated its attention upon gaining publicity 

and using publiç opinion as a channel to influence Parliament and the 

Government, whRe the County CouncRs, particularly Essex, provided 

the technical expertise needed to undertake the briefing of MPs and 

Peers. The local COUDcRs again played a limited role because they -

could not provide the technical expertise needed and could not mobRize 

the local pJtiic as NWEEHPA could. They expressed instead their 

v1ews to the Govemmentand Parliament and supported the campaign 

by voicing their opposition to Stansted. 

o THE USE OF THE CBANNELS OF INFLUENCE AND TACTICAL 
DECISIONS - 1967-1968 

o 

The Stansted Worklng party 

Faced with the Govemment 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 beld in Chelmsford shortly after the Govemment decision was 

1 
announced, it wu decided to set up a small working party. The 

1. Its membersbip wu composed of representatives of the different 
elements of the local opposition and included Mr. Peter Kirk and Mr. 
Stan Neweos, who were local MPs, Sir Roger Bawkey, (tater Mr. John 
Lukles), who represented NWEEHPA, Brigadier T. J. F. Collins, who 
represented the Essex County Counell and the Essex COUDeUs, Miss 
L.A.M. Lloyd Taylo~, ,who represented Hertfordshire County CouncR 
and the Hertfordshire CouncUs, and Mr. John Walker, who represented 
the NFU and the amenlty groups. 'Interview (Mr. J. S. MWs). 
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1. purpose of the Stansted Working Party was to co-ordinate the efforts 

o 

of the local pressure groups and to undertake a political campaign 

against the Government decision. 1 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. Withln the framework of decisions agreed to by the worklng 

party, the dUferent local pressure groups carried out dUferent tasks . 

. The Essex County CouncU provlded the resources of technical informa-

tion and experts. The officials and consultants of the Essex County 

CouncR also undertook the task of briefing Mr. Kirk, Mr. Newens 

and Lord DUhome on technical matte ra. NWEEHPA was responsible 

for publicity and pabllc relations. They were given the task of galnlng 

as much publicity as possible both locally and nationally for the case 

agalnst the decision and for the new lnquiry. 2 The worklng party 

itself became a co-ordinator and a channel of communication between 

the dUferent groups, and was especially important as a channel of 

communication between the local pressure groups and their Parllamentary 

leaders. 

a) Maas Public Opinion 

The use of mass p1bllc opinion as a cba:nnel of influence by 

the local pressure grou.. was an Integral part of their campaign 

1. Berta and Essex Observer, 19 May, 1967; and The Times, 
25 May, 1961. 

2. Interviews. 
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o 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, whRe at the same time they sought to mobUize 

their local support into action. They used this channel of influenc~ to 

put pressure upon the Government and to influence members of both . 

Bouses of Parliament by showing them that there was considerable pub­

lic support for their demand for a new inquiry. They hoped tbat the 

o 

o 

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 Bouses would support, in their respective Bouses, the 

demand for a new· inquiry. The task of using and infiuencing mass 

public opinion was given to NWEEBPA, which devoted Most of its atten­

tion in this phase to carrying out this task. 1 

NWEEBPA'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 

thelr attempts to influence local mass plblic opinion. But in this 

1. They undertook this role because they had greater resources of 
manpower, wbich were needed for publicity-seeking activities, than . 
did the Counclls. There were also fewer restrictions placed upon them 
as to wbat they coold do or on the ways in which they could seek pub­
licity, since they were a private body. The Councfis, although they 
were now acting as pressure groups, were stm public authorit1es whlch 
bad to be mindful of their responslbfiit1es for thelr areas and as the 
representative of aU thelr residents. Finally in any case, NWEEBPA, 
which bad mobfiJzed a large number of supporters in the affected area 
previously, wu better Jiaced to mobfiize local peolie than were the 
Counclls. 
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• phase, the rather more formal means of infiuenclng public opinion 

gained in importance, espec1ally at the national levaI. Besides their 

informal contacts in the local community, four main means were used 

to ; infiuence mass public opinion. First, they galned national and local 

publlcity through their relations with the press. Second, they organ­

ized or sent representatives to public meetings. Third, they organlzed 

a number of publicity-seeking events and activities. Fourth, they pro­

duced publications and plblicity literature which they distributed to the 

public or selected grou~ such as the press. 

G 

o 

Their efforts at galnlng publicity were organized on an amateur 

basis and were based upon the voluntary efforts of their organizers 

and supporters who were co-ordlnated through Mrs. Susan Forsyth, 

NWEEBPA ts General Organlzer. 1 This aspect of their actlvity ln this 

phase, as ln the prevlous one, lacked the professional help and exper­

tise whlch they devoted ta the preparation of their tecbnlcal arguments. 

In fact, none of the local pressure grou~ employed public relations 

consultants or advertislng agents ta undertake their publicity campaJgn. 

They lacked the resources needed to employ these experts but much 

more important, their emIioyment would have had il negative polltlcal 

effect. A major reason for the success of thelr plbllcity effort was 

the fact that lt was an amateur effort based upon the enthuslasm of 

peope who were strongly opposed to the alrport and determined 

1. Interview (Mrs. S. Forsyth). 
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C) to make this opposition clear to political decision-makers. A profes­

sional campaign would' have ruined their best publicity point, namely 

that it was ordinary people who were protestlng the destruction of their 

way of lUe in a hfgh-handed manner by a bureaucratie government. 

o 

o 

Great emphasis was placed upon relations with the press, espe-
1 

cially the national press. 1 The task of gainlng coverage in the 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 national 

press was campafgning on this issue, it meant that during the sum­

mer and autumn of 1967 they 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 ware. 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 Bours' 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 .press and thebroadcast 
media would mw 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 &ffairs. In addition wlthin this time 
space allotted to current affairs and·.news, there are often many other 
stories of more general national interest which would have prlorlty 
from the national broadcast stations. In Brltaln perhaps pressure 
groups and particularly local pressure groups should concentrate their 
attention on gainlng pJbliclty through the press rather than the broad­
cast media. But it will be interesting to see how the oew local (town) 
BBC radio stations will bandle a situation such as the Stansted issue 
which was predomlnantly a locally based issue. 

......... 
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• the Stanàted issue. 1 Regular informal contact was maintained with 

Journalists on the national press. They were given information about 

the attitudes and activities of the local pressure groups· which they 

o 

then usedinwriting theirstories upon the Stansted issue. 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 major part of the audience that NWEEBPA sought to influence 

through this means was a national one. The local press had little part 

to play in mobRming local people as many local people were more 

strongly and actlvely opposed to the airport than were the local press. 

In addition, local people could be reached daRy 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 debate 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 Bouse of Lords. 

Public meetings provided another way in which they used and 

1nO.uenced mass pubUc opinion. They organlzed their own protest 

meetings with the purpose of allowing local opposition to the Govem­

ment decision to· be expressed aDd as a means of gaining public1ty 

which would reOect the degree of local opposition to the decision. 

1. An issue of this nature, where peolie are flghting for their rights 
agaiDst the bureaucratie government machine, tends to be an issue 
that the national press I1lœs to taire up aDd it is the sort of issue 
that they will campaJgn on. Interview (Mr. Peter Kirk). 

, .. ; ...... ' ... 
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o These meetings also gave the leaders of the campaign including Mr. 

o 

Kirk and Mr. Neweos, the opportunity to encourage their supporters. 

actively to oppose the Government decision by expressing' their views 

direcUy to the decision-makers and their MPs. 1 ln addition, NWEEHPA 

leaders attended meetings organized by other groups in different parts 

of the affected area, during which they urged their audiences to loin 

in the figllt against the decision. 2 

A number of publicity-seeking events and activities were organ­

ized to gain plblicity am to show the degree of support they had. The 

most successfol 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 Commoos. NWEEHPA hired a train which carried the demon-

strators from Stansted to London Victoria Station. 3 Once they had 

1. For instance, over 3,000 people attended the first protest meeting 
whicb was held in Dunmow in late May. Mr. Peter Kirk urged bis 
audience to write to thelr MP, the Prime Minister and Mr. Jay. He 
urged them to "nood Downing Street witb letters to sbow bow angry 
you are. Let the powers tbat be know tbat this 18 not a smalliocal 
protest but a national protest." Herts and Essex Observer, 2 June, 
1967. Over 800 people attended a second protest meeting beld in 
Bl8bopts Stortford in July. Ibid., 14 July, 1967. A protest meeting 
organ1zed by Harlow une in mid June had an attendance 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 SbeerlDg Labour Party, Harlow Gazette, 
7 Joly, 1967, and Mr. Lukles spoke at a plbllc meeting in HigIl 
Wycb. Harlow Citizen, 23 June, 1967. 

3. They used the route wbicb il was lntended to use to provide the 
raJl access to Stansted from central London. The Government esti-

O mated raJl access lime as 55 minutes. On ·this occasion il was planned 
, to take zi bours, tbougb il actually look 3 bours as the train broke' 

down. 

''''. ,of 
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o arrived in London, the more usual forms of protest were employed. 

o 

o 

... 1I1r&!! •. t 

These included a depltation which vlsited Mr. Jay, a lobby of MPs 

and a march ta 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. Luk1es 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 }iotas on the moming 

of the debate sa that MPs were directly and indirectly shown that there 

was strong local opposition ta the Govemment decision. 1 

They also produced publicity l1terature and publications deslgned 

ta gain support nationally and ta mobRize local people ta actively oppose 

the airport. The p1blicity literature lncluded the usual round of leaflets, 

posters and sUckers wh1ch were distrlbuted locally and nationally. Pos-

ters and stickers were used on de monst rations , on houses and on cars 

as a means of showing the support they had. 2 Leaflets were also handed 

1. Harts and Essex Observer, 30 June, 1967; Barlow Gazette, 30 June, 
1967; Essex Weald! News, 30 June, 1967; The Guardian, 29 June, 1967 
and 'lbe Times, 29 June, 1967. Their other p1bl1city-seeking events 
included a car cavalcade through central London during a lull in the 
controversy ln SeItember, Harts and Essex Observer, 29 September, 1967, 
a stand al the Essex County Show, a canvass of commuters on the 
Bishop's Stortford London train, ibid., 23 June, 1967, and a shop ln 
west London. interview (Mrs. S. Forsyth). In addition, opposition ta 
the airport provlded the theme of Barlow UDC's stand al the Barlow 
Town Show. Dan! Telegraph, 28 August, 1967. 

2. 'lbe slogans on the posters produced during this period 1ndicate 
clearly the chaDged concern c1 the local pressure groups from opposi­
tion ta an airport al Stansted ta opposition ta the way ln which the 
dec1sion had been made ln th1s case. For Instance, tbeir slogans in­
cluded:- nwl'ODg decision taken agalnst f1nd1ngs of Government's own 
Iospector. n nlN NATIONAL INTIRBST we demand an INDE PENDENT 
INQUIRY lnto the best localion of IUROPI'S LARGIST AIRPORT NOW. n 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
! 
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c __ ) out at the Labour and Conservative Party Conferences. 1 ln their 

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 

rldden roughshod over aIl sensible comments. ,,2 

C) 

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 groups. This pamphlet contained two papers written by 

Mr. J. W.S. Brancker, wha.:, had been commissioned by NWEEHPA 

following his letter to The Times in Joly. The first of the se papers 

was a critique of the qovernment White Paper and the second a caIl 

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 sald had been sald before, but what 

was important wu that by criticizing the Government in the way he 

dld, he lent weight to the arguments of those already opposed to the 

Government. These papers provlded 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 Wewlll not stand Established Officialdom beating down 
RIGRTS of the PEOPLE.· NWEEHPA mes. 

1. Interviews. o 2. BeN aad Essex Observer, 2 June, 1967. 

l, 
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1: 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 October and at the end of the lull brought by 

o 

the summer recess when new means were needed to maintain 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. .. 

ln his papers, Mr. Brancker showed that there was a need for 

a new inquiry beca~e there were doubts about Stansted upon grounds 

of cost comparisons between different sites, noise and access and be­

cause the White Paper proposals were substantlally different from those 

for the public inquiry. In his view there was time for a new inquiry 

because Government estlmates on the timing of the need for the new 

airport were very conservative, having, for instance, underestlmated 

the fact that the increase 10 alrcraft slze 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 including those previously 

rejected and a need not to allow currently stated defence neecis to over­

ride long term transport necessitles. 2 He thought that the Third London 

Airport could not be cons1dered in isolation because lts location must 

lnevitably form part of a broad development plan. He called for re­

search to establish a National Airports Polley and Plan whlch would 

1. The Stansted Black Book, op. clt., p. 9. 

2. Ibid., 1»'. 15. 

\ 
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o be based upon anticipated air traffic, population density and indus trial 

and commercial development needs. Fallure to do this would result 

.. ~in further 'Stansted' crises. 1 

o 

o 

NWEEHPA used these means as part of the campaign against 

the Government decision and for thenew inquiry. In their efforts, 

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 decision-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 suitabllity 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 ail the con-

duct of the Government, especially its handUng of the Inspector's report, 

gave major cause for comp.aint. They had not been given a fair deal 

by the Government as it had disregarded ail its earlier assuranées and 

promises in making the decision. Their case had not been given the 

full consideration that the Government had pl'Omised it would have. 2 

Indeed, the public inquiry had been 'revealed as an expensive farce. n3 

1. Ibid., pp. 18-24. 

2. Sut., the TragedY of Bad Planning. A NWEEHPA leanet issued 
in 196'1. 

3. '1be Times, 19 May, 1967. 

\ , 
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il 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 part1cularly attacked the way in which the 

o 

o 

'establishment' behind the Minister could still, through the secret re­

view, apparenUy prevail without any of the obJectors being able to chal­

lenge the evidence of these officiais, especially when that evidence had 

been shown to be defectiv~ before the public inquiry. 2 

Secondly, they attacked the Govemment's approach to the issue 

as being too narrow. The Govemment had failed to consider al1 the 

planning aspects of the problem. 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 faRed to consult the South East Economie Planning COUDeR which 

was the major planning body concemed about Stansted. "It is almost 

unbelievable that, in what is probably the most important planning deci-

sion of a generatlon, Govemment decisions have been taken wlthout 

1. Dan! Telegrapb, 17 May, 1967. From the earlier discussion of 
decision-making in ChaIter Four lt is clear that aviation interests 
had considerable influence in the making of the decision. The evidence 
to support thls contention of the local pressure groups is of a clrcum­
stantial nature, but nonetheless further research on this point would, 
1 suspect, prove that the local pressure groups were rlght. There 
is no evldence to show cleady that the Govemment had glven more 
titan the m08t seant attention to issues other titan the aviation ones. 
2. Ibid., 23 JUD8, 1967. 

3. The Times, 19 May, 1967. 
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planning experts (~er than local ones) being heard. ,,1 Third, not ooly 

was the Govemment'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 Bouse of Lords debate 

on Stansted was attacked because of ils inconsistencies on matters such 

as the cosls of different sites and of the removal of the firing ranges 

at Shoeburyness. 2 

They also criticized ~e role and actions of BAA and ils Chair­

man, Mr. Peter Masefield. They attacked his participation in the 

controversy as it wu not his job to decide where the airport should be 

located, but oo1y to operate it once it had been buUt. 3 But what was 

worse, many of his statements bore Ithe all too famlliar pattem of 

complete inaccuracy, which bas featured the utterances of thœe who 

have tried and are stlll tryiDg to justify the choice of Stansted after a 

prolonged plbllc lnquiry bad found against the suitabllity of the site. ,,4 

For elamIie, they criUcized his view that there wu 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 WU Ume for a new 

inqulry. 5 They also attaclœd BAA for taking a narrow aviation view 

1. Dan! Te1egrapb, 6 November, 1967. 

2. Jbid., 19 December, 1967. 

3. Evening StaDdard, 14 June, 1967; and Dan! Telegraph, 29 Dec­
ember, 1967. 

4. EvenlDg StaDdard, 14 June, 1967. 

5. Dan, Telepap1, 15 February, 1968. 
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ft of the question and for fa1ling to consider the wider issues concemed 

with planning and amenity. 1 

o 

o 

ln the latter part of 1967 NWEEHPA had two other concerns as 

weil. 'lbey wanted to. show that the controversy and the battle over Stan-

sted were far from aver in spite of the Government's determination to 

proceed with the airport's development. Second, they focused their 

attention upon trying to convince members of the Bouse of Lords to 

vote against the Special Development Order. '!bey based their appeal 

to Peers upon the grounds that they were custodtans of the rights of 

the individual and that the protection of these rights necessitated the 

Bouse of Lords using Us veto power to stop the development of Stansted 

by refuaing to approve the Special Development Order. 2 

'!beir use of mass public opinion was .a successful and important 

part of the campaign. By their own efforts they were able to mobUize 

local peolie and many people in other parts of the country to write to 

MPs, Peers and Ministers elpressing the ir opposition to the develop­

ment of Stansted without a further inquiry. One of the remarkable 

features ci the Stansted Controversy at this stage was the very large 

postbag that was received by Minlsters, MPs and Peers. 'Ibis indicated 

that there was considerable concem amongordinary people besides the 

concem that was expresseeS in the press and by other national groups. 

'lbe essential ingredlent of the success ci the local pressure groups 10 

1. EvenlDg Standard, 14 June, 1967. 

2. For instance, the letters ci Sir Roger Hawkey ln the Dan! Tele­
&!!J!, 15 November and 19 December, 1967. 

...;. f 
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o using mass public opiniOn was their abllity to mobllize 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 upan the Govemment. 

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 botha channel and a target of influence. It 

was a channel of ~uence 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 Bouses. 

Û But Parliament, especially the Bouse of Lords, was an important target 

o 

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 Bouse of Lords was especially important because 
there was a possibUity that they might be persuaded ta 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 ta be approved by a positive 
vote· in bath Bouses of Parliament. The Lords had in this case a veto 
because the provisions of the Parliament Acta with regard to the delay­
ing and veto powers of the Lords did not apply. The 1008er party 
discipline that prevails in the Bouse of Lords made it llkely that Pears 
on a1l sides of the Bouse would, once convinced that Stansted wu wrong, 
vote agalnst the Special Development Order. In the Bouse of Lords it 18 
more difflcult for the Government to threaten ils supporters because 
Paars are not dependent on the party for their seats. The local pressure 
groups, as will be shawn later, made considerable efforts ta ensure that 
the vote agalnst the Special Development Order would be a bipartisan one, 
rather than the Conservative Opposition using their maJority ta defeat the 
Order. ThIs situation nere the Order would have been defeated by the 
Conservative Paars would have led ta a Lords vs. Commons clash which 
the local pressure groups wanted ta 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 tooppose the Govemment deci­

sion and to gain a Dew 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 campalgn. Their activity at the Parliamentary level was a key part 

of the campaign against the Govemment decision. 1 As a result, the ' 

local pressure groups had a direct channel into the Bouse of Commons. 

Through the Stansted Working Party, they developed a co-ordinated 

to force a vote 10 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 Bouse of Commons. Inter­
views. 

1. Both Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens were strongly opposed to the develop­
ment of Stansted and ta the way in which the Govemment had handled 
the issue. WhJle constltuency interests dictated that they should oppose 
the airport, both had other reasons for their opposition. Mr. Newens 
cons1dered the national and regional arguments to be more important 
tban the local ODeS. As a Socialist, OD the left of the Labour Party, 
he paced great emphasis upon proper economic and regional planning. 
On tbese grounds Stansted did not make sense to him as its develop­
ment would introduce development into an area whicb was one of the 
few remainblg bilts of rural countryside al'OUDd London. Interview. 
Be thought tbat the Government had not considered an the aspects of 
the problem and that tbey bad not shawn that il wu necessary on nation­
al grounds to develop Stansted. Barlow Gazette, 7 July, 1967; Berts 
and Essex Observer, 14 July, 196'l and Barlow Citizen, 17 November, 
196'l. Mr. Kii'k's reasons for opposition were simJlar because he 
thought tbat there had been inadequate consideration of an the issues 
involved. SundaY Times, 28 May, 1961. Be considered that the local 
peolie had been sbamefully treated in the making of the decislon. 
Daily Teleçaph, 26 May, 1967 and The Times, 27 May, 1967. Be 
thought that a full, fair and indepeDdent, inquiry ioto aI:l the issues and 
alternative sites wu aeeded before the airport was developed. Evening 
StaDdard, 22 February, 196'l. 

( , 
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o campaign inside and outside Parliament. Later through the efforts of 

Mr. Kirk, Mr. Newens and Members of NWEEBPA, links and contacts 

were established with members of the Bouse of Lords, particularly 

Lord DJlhorne. 1 Be was to work on behalf of the opposition to Stansted 

organizing activity in the Lords during the latter part of 1967 and 

o 

o 

early 1968. 2 

Initially attention was focused upon the Commons because an 

early debate was anticipated on the White Paper. This should have 
, " 

been followed by debates and votes in both Bouses on the Special Devel-

opment Order either bef"ore or shortly after the summer recess. 

Initially therefore, the local pressure groups faced a situation where 

an early impact had to be made in the Bouse 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 wu devoted therefore during the late spring and the early sum­

mer of 1967 to inD.uencing MPs on this issue and using the Commons 

to pit pressure upon the Government. WhUe the se efforts wera being 

under taken, either by design or luck, they were able to gain badly 

needed Ume as a result rj the Essex County COUDeR Court case 

1. Interview. Lord Dilhorne was the Lord Chancellor in the Con­
servative Govemment from 1962-1964. 

2. Interviews. 
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(Ji 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 Govemment 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 

o 

o 

'il 1 

1. At the beginniDg of June 1967, the Essex County Councll 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
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 bad had some important political consequences in the Stansted 
controversy. In fact, the impending court case, by design or not, 
delayed Govemment actions to imp1ement 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 untll the autumn as the summer 
recess also intervened. In the meantime pressure against the Govern­
ment was buRt 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 buRt up. It is not clear 
whether Essex County COUDcR uodertook this case merely to gain this 
needed delay, or because it thought that it bad a genuine legal case. 
Different points of v1ew on this issue were put by the different parti­
cipants interviewed. The politiclans saw it as a useful tactic in the 
political battle, whJle Mr. Mllls, Essex's Deputy Clerk, who is a 
lawyer by training and concemed with planning law in his Job with 
Essex, saw the move as a legal one concerned wlth a point of law, 
namely the procedure adopted by the Minister wlth regard to new 
evidence after the closure of a public inquiry. Tbe impression gained 
on this point by the author from bis interviews is that they were a1l 
aware of both the legal and pol1tical imp1ications and points of the move 
and were in favour of it, though perhaps for different reasons. Interviews. 

... ~ , ... ' 
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Il to devote their energies to developlng contacts with and organizing 

opposition in the Bouse of Lords. 

0 

0 

1) The Bouse of Commons 

There were two aspects to the use of the Bouse 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 whlle 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 Bouse 

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 

briefing MPs on this issue. 1 In preparation for the National Airports 

Poliey debate, the Stansted Working Party produced a detalled briefing 

paper whieh they circulated to al1 MPs. 2 This report contained an 

outline Œ the case for the new inquiry including detalls of the objections 

of the local pressure groups to the Government's handUng of the issue. 

Il also contained detalled criticisms of the White Paper and a series 

of technical reports upon questions such as road communications, noise, 

1. 'lbe major part of this task was UDdertalœn through the Stansted 
Working Party using the technical experts emJioyed by the Essex 
County Councll. 

2. 'lbe Stansted Working Party, 'lbe 'lbird London Airport - '1be case 
for Re-appraisal. Chelmsford: June 1967. 

1 

1 
j 

j 
1 
j 
J 
! 
J 
1 

~ 



276 

( . education and agriculture which were involved in the issue of Stansted. 1 
-) 

(.l 

o 

Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens organized a teach-in at the Bouse 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 'bIS put upon the 

Govemment by having a group of MPs on the Govemment's backbenches 

who were opposed to its decision. In the end, this was created to a 

degree through tndividual contact rather than formal briefings. MPs 

were also briefed by NWEEHPA, which sent a memorandum 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 conta1ning Mr. Brancker's detailed 

critique of the Govemment's White Paper and his call for the establish­

ment of a national airports' poIicy and plan. 

Through their briefing of MPs the local pressure groups attempted 

1. ibid. 

2. Financlal Times, 21 June, 1967. 

3. Interviews. As evants worked out this was not a particularly 
successful meeting for the alrport opponents, as they dld not have 
much Ume in whlch to put their point of vlew. Most of the Ume 
had been taken by Mr. Masefleld of BAA. In any case most of the 
Aviation Group's members were in favour of the airport at Stansted 
and supporters of Mr. Masefleld. Interviews. 

4. The Times, 21 June, 1967 • 

. , "'-- ,_._---------------
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• to convince MPs tbat 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 crlticism of the way in which the Government had 

approached the issue and the way in which il had reached th~ decision. 

They were unhappy wlth the Govemment's clalm that it had followed 

o 

the Inspector's recommendation because "it is not apparent éither that 

the Committee, as such, was set up even wlthin the Government, still 

less that the investigation was by a Committee equally interested ln 

traffic in the air, traffic on the ground and regional planning and national 

planning, as wall as mUitary and civil aviation. ,,1 They also attacked 

the Government's secret review. They considered that it was unfair 

to the obJectors because through il, officials, whose arguments and 

evidence had been proved defective at the public lnqulry, were able to 

rebuUd their case using new evidence whlch the local pressure groups 

were not given the opportunity to challenge. Equally obJectionable was 

the f~t that the four nmway proposals of the White Paper differed in 

substance from the two runway proposals r1 the pubUc inqull'J. In 

reaUty, 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 Tbird London Airport - '1be case for Re-appraisal, op. cil., 
p. 2. 

2. Ibid., pp. 3-4. 
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The Cl'ul 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 adoJted, did not have aU the latest established facts and 

the besf uncommitted professional advice when deciding to locale the 

Third London Airport at .Stansted. It was difficult for civn 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 1& most important that there should 

be a fresh start on the problems of London and, indeed the Nation's 

Airports .... "1 This should be based upon a full inquiry, preferably 

by a Royal Commission, which bas wide terms of reference and full 

power to caU for evidence and to commission research so Otat aU the 

possible sites can be fairly weighed against each other. 2 They would 

only accept Stansted If it could be proved Otrough an independent inquiry 

that Us development was in Ote national interest. 3 

The second prong of their attack, while briefing MPs, was to 

make technlcal criticisms of Ote Stansted site itseU and to criticize 

the Government's technical arguments which were contained in Ote 

White Paper. Much of this repeated their earlier arguments and evid­

ence, which wen pnsented at the public inquiry, on matte1'8 such as 

1. Ibid., pp. 4-5. 

2. ·lbid., p. 5. 

3. Ibid. 
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'. regional Iianning, noise, surface access, agriculturalland·loss and 

change in the charact8r of the area. One new issue arose because 

o 

o 

. q i i 

for the first Ume, in the White Paper, the Government had produced 

some figures on the costa of the various sites. These werevigorously 

attaclœd by the local pressure groups as the "paragraphs in the White 

Paper dealing with costa • • • are among the least satisfactory of all. 

The estimates are incomplete, and the figures included are themselves 

open to challenge •••• 111 They considered that a full costlbenefit 

analysis of the selected alternative sites was needed. The absence of 

the type c1 informatio~ produced by a cost/benefit analysis was one of 

the strongest arguments for a further investigation by an independent 

ilquiry. "To proceed to a decision on figures like those quoted in 

the White Paper leaves far too much to guesswork. 11
2 

The second aspect ~ the local pressure groups' approach t 0 

influencing MPs wu their attempt to convmce individual MPs that there 

was a need for this new ioquiry because there was considerable local 

and national unrest on the issue. This involved making MPs aware 

~ the fact that there wu indeed extensive local and national unrest 

on this issue. This wu done through the leaders of the local pressure 

1. Ibid., p. 12. For instance, the COlt ~ the removal ~ the firlng 
ranges at Sboeburyness aDd lnterference wtth Southend Airport were 
included in the Sheppey estimates, whRe no figures were quoted to 
represent 1088 of agrlcultural laDd and production, the COlt of movlng 
or SQUDdprooflDg homes 8Dd schools, or the COlt of the removal ~ 
the Wethersfield Air Base wblch would be needed if the new alrport 
were located at Staœtett. 

2. Ibid., p. 13. 
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C, 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-

o 

o 

bag on this issue for MPs. l Individuallocal 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 directIy to their MPs. 2 In the latter part of the year 

they adopted another means of sh~ MPs that there was considerable 

local opposition. From the beginning Qf November through to February 

1968, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Newens and Sir Derek Walker Smith presented 

petitions calling for a new inquiry from the local Counclls to the Ho~e 

of Commons. 3 

1. Many MPs, with seats Mlles 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. Bath 
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 otMr topics, other than constituency ones, for Many years .. Inter­
views.. Mr. Peter BesseU (Liberal - Cornwall, Bodmin) also confirmed 
a very heavy correspondence with none in favour of the proposals, ln­
cluding a large number from bis own constituents who could not be 
affected by the airport al Stansted. ',Bansard (Commons), Vol. 749, 
29 June, 1967, Col. 836.' 

2. For instance, Hertfordshire County Councll sent a copy of their 
protest to the Government to all the Couot,'s MPs, Herts and Essex 
Observer, 2 June, 1987,. whne Sawbridgeworth une sent a copy of 
its resolution oppoaing the airport to local MPs. Harlow Citizen, 
9 June, 1967. 

3. In all 9 local Counclls presentecl petitions signed under their seals. 
These includtsd: SaWbridgeworth UDC, Baœard (Commons~ Vol. 754, 
16 November, 1967, Col. 603; Dwunow BDC, ibid., Vol. 755, 27 Nov­
ember, 1967, Col. 1; Bishop's Stortford, ibid., Vol. 755, 5 December, 
1967, Col. 1105; Saffron Walden BDC, ibid., Vol. 756, 18 December, 
1967, Col. 887; Saffron Walden BC, ibid., Vol. 759, 19 February, 1968, 
Cols. 1-2; Epplog and Ongar BDC, Harlow Citizen, 3 November, 1967; 
Barlow une, Barlow Gazette, 11 November, 1987, ChlgweU une, 
Financial Times, 11 November, 1987, and Braughing BDC, Saffron 
Walden Weald, News, 19 January, 1968. 

.......... 
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Their other use of the Bouse of Commons was to enlist and 

organize sympathetic MPs and to use the procedures of the Bouse to 

put pressure upon the Government. This was done through informai 

contacts with other MPs by Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens in a bipartisan 

approach. They used severai means to put pressure upon the Govern-

ment. In terms 11· its impact the Early Day Motion (EDM) which 

Mr; Kirk and Mr. Newens organlzed was the most successful effort 

at pressuring the Government. Mr. Newens on the Labour side and 

Mr. Kirk on the Conservative side worked hard to coUect signatures 

for a motion which called for a new inquiry befo.re. 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 CQnservative Backbencbers 1922 

Comm1ttee, Sir Arthur Vere-Harvey. Through this EDM they showed 

1. 'lbe motion aslœd nthat, before any irrevocable decisions are taken 
on the sitiDg of future· airports, a new and realistic estimate of future 
needs should be prepared, with full consideration not ooly of the prob­
able development Œ air traffic, but also of ground communications, 
agriculture, and the amenUies of the countryaide; notes that, with 
proper use of 8Iisting facRities, there is sufficient time for the prep­
aration of sach an estimate; and calls upon Her MaJesty's Government 
not to proceed wlth a maJor expansion of Stansted Airport until ail 
tbese malters have been more fully investlgated by a Royal Commission, 
or some other appropriate body. n Bouse Œ Commons, Notices of 
MotionS, 14 Juae, 1967. 

... ; ....... , 
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() the Government that there were a considerable number of MPs, includ­

ing influential members on both sides 'of the Bouse, 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 

() 

o 

the Labour backbenches. 1 

A second means by which they attempted to pressure the Govern­

ment was the National Airports Polie y debate~ In this debate, Mr. 

KirIt and Mr. Newens3 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 owo' inadequate costings was inconsistent as Mr. Jay 

produced figures which were different from those included in the White 

Paper. But costs were not the oo1y item upon which the Government 

had changed its position. For some unexplained reason the London 

starting point for estimating the access time to Stansted h.<ui been 

cbaDged 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 cbanged from 3-4 mUes in the 

White Paper to 10-12 mUes 10 the debate. 

1. Interviews. 

2. Bansard (Commons), Vol. '149, 29 June, 196'1, 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 OQ 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 influence 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, 

norwas it really expected to be so, for an element of party poUtics 

had entered ioto the debate. It had taken place on an Opposition supply 

day on an Opposition motion, to which the Government had tabled its 

own ameodment. The Government, through the imposition of a 'three 

Une whip,' was determ1ned to have this amendment approved by a large 

maJority to counteract the discontent shown by the EDM. The result 

was that whne the Conservatives attacked the Government decision, 

MOSt Labour MPs supported the Government even though they s1gned 

the EDM. There were a few exceptions, because besldes Mr. Newens, 

Mrs. Renêe Short attacked the Government decision in her speech1 

and J01ned Mr. Newens and eJght other Labour MPs in abstaining. 2 

In the Bouse of Commons, the local pressure groups could not 

hope to defeat a Government whicb was determined to implemènt ils 

decision byustng the 'whip' in the face ci adverse p1bliclty. But the 

local pressure groups could hope that by putting continual pressure 

1. Ibid., Cols. 812-816. 

2. The Guardian, 30 June, 1967 . 

• ,.,:~~y...,..,.~~ .. \ ... --- ---------:--7 
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CI upon the Government it would decide that the holding of a new inquiry 

was a more preferable course than having to face the probabllity that 

the Special Development Orcier would have an extremely rough passage 

in the House, which would gain the Govemment further adverse pub­

licity. To succeed in pressuring the Govemment, they needed to 

create a bipartisan opposition in the House to the Govemment. At 

o 

o 

the same Ume they had to avoid at all costs allowing the issue to 

become one of Govemment vs. Opposition. If it was to become a 

party issue, their freedom to manoeuvre and their abllity to gain sup­

port across party lines would ~ drastically diminished as MPs, 

particularly Govemment backbenchers, rallied to their respective 

parties. This would have isolated Mr. Newens and other Labour 

opponents of the Govemment and placed them in an intolerable pol1tical 

position, as the)' would have appeared to be supporting the Opposition 

in its attacks on their own Goveriunent. But on the other band, the)' 

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 wu a trick)' one, but 

they managed to manoeuvre throogh it. They gained the support of 

the Sbadow Cabinet through statements issued to the Press by Mr. 

Heath ln June and November. These argued, in effect, that because 

there was considerable plblic opposition to the decision, there should 

be a full iDqulry lnto an the aspects of the question before Stansted 

...... _-,_. ----------,.---, --, 
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• was developed. 1 But though . the Opposition issued these statements 

o 

• 

. 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 Bouse rather than use the issue as a weapon for attacking 

the Government. 2 This enabled the local Co~ervative MP~, led by 

Mr. Kirk, to act as concemed local MPs rather than as Conservatives 

opposing the GoVemment. It also enabled them to join with other local 

MPs on the Labour side to create an an party lobby which then 

attempted to pressure the Government by enlisting support for their 

case. 3 

2) The Bouse of Lords 

The Bouse 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 possibftity that the Stansted scheme might have been de­

feated by the Bouse 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. Dan, Telesraph, 16 June, 1967; The Times, 9 November, 1967. 

2. This also enabled them to escape a vulnerable position because thè 
Consenative Govemment, through Mr. Julian Amery, had aceepted the 
Inter-Departmental Committee Report, which had sinee been proved 
inadequate, that Stansted was the rtgbt choiee. 

3. They. ereated a situation ln which they hoped to squeeze the Minister 
between the official opposition and bis own backbenchers in a situation, 
which, according to S. E. Finer, made for a suceessful lobby, namely: 
(OPPOSITION + MINISTERIAL LOBBY) vs. MINISTERIALISTS = SUCCESS 
Bee: Anon,ymous Empire, op. eit., p. 75. 

~ ,,~~ ,-
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o were adopted by the local pressure groups were to concentrate their 

efforts at the Parliamentary level upon influencing Peers and buUding 

up. support in the Lords. This was done through establishing contacts 

with Peers on both sides of the Bouse. 1 They sought to convince 

o 

o 

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 Govem­

ment through the Bouse . of Lords and finally in an effort to defeat the 

Special Development Order in the Lords if the Govemment had not 

withdrawn it. 

The task of influencing Peers was undertaken through the Stan­

sted Working Party andMr. Kirk and Mr. Newens. Most of their 

efforts were through informal persona! contacts with peers. 2 ln 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. 3 

They also attempted to influence Peers by showtng them that there 

was considerable ptblic unrest over the issue. The leaders of the 

local pressure groops urged people to write to Peers expressing their 

oPP9Sition to the Stansted decision. In addition, NWEEBPA, through 

1. These included Peers sueh as Lords Dllhome and Leatherland. 
Lord Leatherland was a Labour Peer who was an Essex County Alder­
man and a former Cbairman of the Essex County CouneR. 

2. Interviews. 

3. The Stansted Working Party; The Third London Airport - A sum­
mm of the case for a new investigation. Chelmsford: December 1967. 
This merely repeated the eariler arguments for a new inquiry which 
the reallgnment proposals would make even more urgent. PeoIie 
previously unaffeeted were now affected and were being given no 
opportunlty to ptt thelr objections to a ptbllc lnqulry. 

li, .. ,~ •. _~~ ____________ ~-:--__ 
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il the l.etters to the Editor column of the national newspapers, made a 

direct appeal to Peers to vote against the Special Development Order. 

o 

~nU,l '1" "'nu. If 

The Bouse 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 Bouse. 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 tIiat Bouse. Most of the Peers 

who spoke in this debate wanteda new inquiry. The f~w Peers who 

supported the Stansted decision did so reluctantly because they did not 

like the way in whlch 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 golng to have difficulty 

in passlng the Special Development Order in the Lords. By February 

it was clear, especlally after the reJection of the reallgnment proposals 

by the local pressure groups, that the Government faced a serious 

possib!llty that the Special Development Order would ln fact be reJected 

by the Lords. This posslbRlty of defeat in the Lords was a major 

factor contrlbutlng to the Government decision to hold a new inquiry 

rather than ta be humnlated by the Lords' reJecttag the Special Devel­

opment Order. 

..;. +-
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o c) The Administration 

o 

Again in this phase of the controversy the local pressure groups 

made little use of the Administration1 as a channel of influence. The 

conflict of objectives between the Administration and the local pressure 

groups which preve.~ted 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. 2 

The ooly 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 offlclals of the Ministry of Houslng and 

Local Government in January 1968. Their replies were unanimous in 

their disappl'Oval of these proposals and in their reiteration of their 

demand for a new inquiry. Indeed, they consldered the case for the 

new inquiry was made more urgent by the realignment proposals because 

new people previously unaffected were not belng given the opportunlty 

to pit their objections before a public inquiry. 3 These replies were 

important to the controversy because they were one of the contrlbutory 

factors in the Government decision ta hold a new inquiry. It was clear 

to the Govemment that oo1y a new inquiry would satisfy the local pres-

1. In this case mainly offlclals of the aviation section of the Board of 
Trade and offlcials of the Minlstry of Houslng and Local Govemment. 

2. Interviews. 
3. Berts and Essex Observer, 26 January, 9 and 16 February, 1968. 

.• ;. +. 



.... """ ;. J! .. 41.1'Il~ 

289 

,1 sure groups and tbat any further attempts to press ahead with Stansted 

would bring further bad publicity and continued opposition from the local 

pressure groups who were cle~rly intent on maintaining their demand 

for a new inquiry and keeping the pressure upon the Govemment 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 Chapter 

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 

(l 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 Goveminent in granting them a new inquiry. The exception 

was the case of the COUDcil on Tribunals, which is the watchdOg on 

matters relatlng to inquiries and tribunals. NWEEBPA complained to 

the COUDcR on TribuDals about the Govemment review, involving new 

evidence, after the closure of the public lnquiry and their failure to 

involve the objectors to the proposals. At this stage the COUDcil con-
.' 

sklered tbat the case dkl not come within their )urisdiction as the public 

inqulry bad not been a statutory one. Followlng their realignment pro­

posals (urtber compaints were received by the Council (rom NWEEBPA 
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o and members of the Bouse of Lords connected with the local pressure 

groups. The result this time was that the COUDcil considered that it 

did have Jurisdiction and issued a report arguing that there had to be 

a :p1blic tnquiry 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. 

o They made no attempt to influence the Executive direcUy. For instance, 

no briefing papers were sent to the Cabinet or Ministers. The tactic 

o 

with regard to the Executive was to use the other c'hannels 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 bad in acbieving 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 COUDeR on Tribunals. The Annual Report Œ the COUDcR on 
Tribunals for 1967. London: BMSô, 1968, pp. 26-29. 
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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 sommer of 1967 whUe 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 Ume was a dogmatic one. After the develop­

ment of considerable opposition to the Govemment 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 flexibUity into 

the Govemment'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 omy when it 

was clear to the GovernmeJ}t that it would have great difficulty in pas­

sing the Special Development Order through Parliament and that its 

determlnation to proceed would omy result in further adverse puol1city. 

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, wbicb had developed in this phase, was one of 

political combat. The local pressure groups acbieved their objectives 

of a new inquiry because in this political battle they bad been able to 
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o make the cost of achieving its objectives too high for their opponents. 

STRATEGY 1968-1969 

The Govemment 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 Govemment 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 

o fact, they were now in a position which was simUar in its strategie 

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 Une with their demands. 

Thair strategy during this pbase of the controversy, tberefore, was 

centered upon the use of the Roskill Commission. The decision of the 

o Roskill Commission not to sbort-list Stansted meant that the local pres-

1 
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() sure groups bad achieved their overall obJective and the end of the 

Stansted controversy. 

o 

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 Rosklll Commission. 

Their activity centered largely upon the Roskill Commission which had 

now become the prime target of influence. There was litUe or no use 

of other channels fi 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) Maas Public Opinion 

NWEEBPA used mass public opinion during this phase of the 

controversy as a means of raising much needed money to finance their 

case agaiDst Stansted before the Rosklll 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. FuDdraising was also going on through ~EBPA's OWD organization 
without the use c1 mass plblic opinion. The use of· mass public opinion 
was oo1y one of the ways used to raise the needed money. 
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o this money, NWEEHPA launched an appeal which received publicity in 

the local and national press. l They also gained publicity for their 

appeal througb the town and country shows, carnivals and mass events 

which took place in East Anglia during the summer. 2 In this appeal, 

they asked for money so that they could win the last round of the Stan­

sted battle. 

c} 

o 

b) The Executive 

There was some contact with the Executive on behalf of ail the 

local pressure groups by their leading Parliamentary supporters, such 

as Mr. Kirk, Mr. Newens and Lord DUhorne, about the exact nature 

of the inquiry and its terms of reference, but this took place olÙy. 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 ail the obJectors, and the Opposition (Conservative Party) 

in Parliament, as well as other interested parties. 3 In the se consulta-

tions, they sougbt to gain an inquiry which would cover ail the aspects 

of the question of a new London airport, including its need, timing and 

possible altemative sites. In addition they wanted a form of inquiry 

1. Saffron Walden Wealdy News, 1 March, 1968, Braintree and Witham 
Times 1 and 8 March, 1968, and Herta and Essex Observer, 1 March, 
~ On the nationallevel, the Treasurer wrote a letter to the Daily 
Telegraph appealing for its readers to contribute to tbeir funds. This 
letter raised ovar i. 300 in contributions from people who lived outside 
the Stansted area. Daily Telegraph, 19 March, 1968 and Interviews. 

2. Barlow Citizen, 23 August, 1968 and Interviews. 

3. Interviews. 
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• ~hich aUows aU obJectors to any site the opportunity to cross-examine 

aU 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-

o 

• 

examination. 

c) The Roskill Commission 

Under the procedures laid down by the Govemment, the Rosknl 

Commission was to undertake its work in five stages. 1 ln the first 

stage it was to .caU for proposals of sites, which should be considered 

by the Commission, together with detailed evidence on these proposed 

sites. The isecond 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 Bousing and Local Government 

who was a member Œ the Commission. This procedure which was 

adopted by the Commission and the decisions, taken in the Stansted 

Working Party about their approach to the Commission, determined 

the actions Œ most Œ 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 responslbility of NWEEBPA, while the County Councils, 

who had clecided to work together, would be responslble for presenting 

proposals for the alternative sites. Both NWEEBPA and the County 

1. For detans of the Rosklll Commission, see p. 118-121r2bove. 
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o CouncRs used consultants, experts and legal advisers in preparing 

their cases for presentation to the Commission. 

o 

o 

NWEEBPA 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 ci expert witnesses and legal 

counse1. 1 NWEEBPA did not focus much attention on the first stage 

of the Commission's work because they were concemed 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 suitable site. 2 

The County CouncRs, on the other band, concentrated their 

attention upon preparing detaRed 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 OWD officials and consultants and covered questions such as regional 

planning, employment, housing, noise, amenity, defence, land use and 

air traffic control. They also ouUinsd the need for a cost/benefit 

analysis as the basis of a co~parison between alternative sites. 3 The 

1. 1beir wltnesses included Mr. Brancker and Professor Peter Hall, 
whJle they were again represented by Mr. Peter Boydell, Q. C. Herts 
and Essu Observer, 10 January, 1969. Because the Rosklll Commis­
sion did not short-list Stansted, there wu no local inquiry. Alter the 
publication of the short-list, NWEEBPA undertook no further activity 
wlth regard to the hW Commission. 

2. Commission on the Third London Airport, Papers and Proceedlnp 
Vo1ume 2. London: HMSO, 1969, p. 97. 

3. Ess81 and Hertfordshire County CouncRs, Commission on the 1'hird 
London Airport Submission No. 2; Statement on Proposed Sites. October 
1968. 

\ 



o 

o 

297 

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 specifie objections at the local inquiry stage if 

that was necessary. 2 

1. These Councils included Saffron Walden BC, Bishop's Stortford UDC, 
Epping une, Barlow une, Hoddesdon une, Sawbrldgeworth UDC, 
Braughing BDC, Epping and Ongar BDC, Saffron Walden RDC, and 
Ware BDC. 

2. For instance, Qunmow BDC. Interview (Mr. A.J. Little) • 
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CBAPTER NINE 

THE STANSTED CONTROVERSY: SUCCESS/FAIL FACTORS 

Perhaps the Most interesting and significant point tbat arises 

out c1 the Stansted Controversy is the fact tbat the local pressure 

groups succeeded in preventing the development of Stansted into the 

. Third London Airport. Their achievement is aU the more signifi-

cant when it 1& realized that in arder to do this, they had in effect 

to force the Govemment ta reverse a decislon which had been taken 

by the Cabinet and ta which the Govemment was fully committed. 

o 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 aiso a rare occurrence that a Govemment deci­

sion on a h1ghly complex technical issue of this nature is reversed 

except by those directiy involved in decision-making on the particular 

issue. Essentially the local pressure groups 8ucceeded because they 

had a strong case which wu effectively marshalled and presented by 

them as part of their pressure group action. On the other band the 

Government had a weak case that wu ineptly supported and presented. 

ln this cbasQr, the factors which contrfbuted to this success of the 

local pressure groups wm be examined. 

. db. '. 

o An important underlying factor wu the basic' nature ci pressure 

group action in this controversy. For the Stansted Controversy in-

• ....,"t' .. , ""T( 
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o volved a regional and rural protest against an impending central 

government dec,1sion. An essential ingredient upon which pressure 

group' activity wu bullt was the strong local opposition that developed 

to the airport 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 

govemment decision-making in this case were seen by local people 

o 

o 

as a threat to the continuance of their ,way of life and to the exist­

ènce of the local community with which they identified themselves. 
, . 

ln undertaking pressure group action, the local pressure groups 

were able to bund upon this widespread local unrest. NWEEHPA 

- used this reservoir of local dis content to provide the backbone of 

the NWEEHPA organlzation. 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 able to raise the financial re­

sources that it needed. This widespread local discontent strength­

ened the banda 0( 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 tbey 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 wm be created. In this way, 
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• the widespread local discontent over this issue made possible the 

creation ct an effective protest pressure group. 

o 

o 

It is not suffic1ent for a protest pressure group to have this 

base of support in order to establish itself. NWEEHPA became an 

. effective protest pressure group because it was able to mobnize local 

people and to carry out pressure group activity on their behalf. It 

was able to do so easny because its local vmage, town and parish 

groups became an integral part of the local community. In mobniz­

ing local people, it was aided by the close knit nature of this com­

munity. The lower tier of NWEEHPA's organization followed the 

natural bouDdaries of the component pàrts of this local community. 

Through these groups the local people became part of the overall 

fight against the airport. At the same time the upper tier ct the 

NWEEHPA's organization gave the leaders the channel through which 

to give central direction to the organization. In a simllar way the 

organizational structure ct the councüs enabled their leaders to 

give central direction to their group's efforts. But the abllity of 

these local pressure groups to take action was enhanced by the fact 

that they were able to take quick decisions. This abllity was impor­

tant as it enabled them to create a momentum behind the political 

campaJgn against the Government decision with a minimum ct delay. 

It also enabled them to change their strategy and tactics to meet 

chaDging neecIs 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 wu 

drawn from a broad cross section of the local community including 

manyof its leaders. The fact that Many of the leaders of the local 

community Joined the fight against the airport encouraged Many other 

local. people tosupport the local pressure groups. In this way the 

leadership of the local pressure groups contributed to the 1!l0bUiza­

tion of the local community. Many of their leaders, who were 

commutenr working 10 London, had by vbtue of their occupations 

experience and contacts which were valuable for pressure group 

action, and which were, for instance, of help to them 10 the prepara­

tion and presentation of their cases. The leadership also wu able 

to identify what needed to be done in order to prevent the development 

of Stansted. Throughout the controversy ao important basis of pres­

sure group action by the local pressure groups was the clear view 

that their leaders had 10 strategic and tactical terms of the situation 

that faced them. The leadership showed itseH to be politically 

sopbisticated 10 the manner 10 whicb it ldentifled the targets and 

cbannels of influence and 10 the way il selected the appropriate 

strategy and tactics. The quality of leadership shown was important 

to their success because it resulted 10 the deployment of their re­

sources 10 such a way as to gain the maximum retorn in terms of 

achieviDg their objective. For instance, this cao be seen in the 

heavy empmsls 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 tJ;1e controversy. 

o 

o 

ln fact, their use of technical and tegal experts was a vital 

factor in their success. The use of these experts enabled the local 

pressure groups to assemble a strong case against the Stansted site 

which was bued on national and local grounds. In comparison with 

the Govemment case, that of the local pressure groups was well 

prepared and researched. In the course of their preparations, 

they had considered a wide range 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 tbat 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 streogthened by the Inherent weak­

ness of the case of the Ministry of Aviation and the Govemment, 

whose arguments for Stansted were based almost entirely upon 

aviation considerations. These arguments whlch were put fomrd 

al different stages of the controversy were inconsistent and served 

to UDdermine the credibnity of the Govemment case for Stqnsted. 

This weakness in the Govemment poslUon stemmed from the in-



14.$ ....... 

303 

o adequate consideration that was given to the question of the provision 

of a new airport for London by the Govemment Departments and 

offlcials concerned. In the IUtle consideration glven to the question, 

there was an overwhelmlng emphasts upon the aviation aspects of 

the question to the neglect of issues such as reglonal planning, town 

and country planning and amenlty. Perhaps the real weakness of 

the Government position was that the machinery by which they hoped 

. to formulate the decision was defective. The procedure adopted 

lnside the Government was lnadequate for ascertalning all relevant 

information on the question. The Inter-Departmental CommUtee, 

which was ovemvhelmlngly composed ci representatives of aviation 

o interests and which was tied closely to the Ministry of Aviation, was 

an unsuitable forum for the initial consideration of an issue as com­

plu as the location of the new airport. As could have been pre­

dieted, issues of amenity, regional planning, town and country plan­

ning and noise, which are vital aspects of any decision mvolvlog the 

sitlng ci an international airport, were glven scant attention by this 

Commlttee. As decision-making proceeded in this case a momentum 

behlnd the choiee ci Stansted was created lnside the governmental 

administrative machine because lndividuals became committed to 

defending Stansted as the Mlnlstry's choiee for the Third London 

Airport rather tban assessing the strengths and weakness of all the 

o evidence that was produced. 
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Added to this was the seeming unwillingness or incapacity of 

Ministers to control these officials rather than being controlled by 

them. The lack of decisive politicalleadership on this issue was 

the result of the large number of changes that occurred in the 

political personnel and in the Govemmental 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 1 policy was the responsibllity of the 

Board of Trade, which was concemed with many problems besides 

aviation and airports. But on the other hand, there was not untll 

the summer of 1967 any real reason for the Government to suppose 

o that the issue would become a maJor political controversy in. which 

public opinion would be aroused. Before the decislon, opposition had 

o 

been restricted to the locality and the local pressure groups had not 

shown how really intense the local feeling against the airport wast 

They had stuck to presenting technical arguments: during the public 

inqulry. The Government miscalculated the strength and feeling of 

the local opposition, and also the strength of national ~ic feeling 

on this issue. The result of this fallure of politicalleadership was 

that the initial inadequacies of decislon-making on this issue were 

relnforced by the determlnatlon of oUlclals concerned with aviation 

to defend thelr faulty decislon regardless of the contrary arguments 

which were advanced by the local pressure groups and others. 

.• ;. .,... 
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The weakness of the Govemment position was increasedt~y i,1ts 

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 Govemment 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 at the public inquiry. The Ministry, through its 

arguments and evidence, faRed to sustain its case for S~ted, 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 hand1ing of the 

o results of the inquiry and in the way in which it reached the decision, 

the Govemment played into the hands of the local pressure groups by 

giving them strong grounds for opposing the Govemment decision and 

for appealing for public support. As the inquiry was not a statutory 

public inquiry, there were no legal grounds why the Government 

should have acceped the Inspector's Report and followed his recom­

mendations. Bis function was oo1y to ad~e it ci the ~ocal objections 

to the choice of Stansted. But politically, given the paat assurances 

that it had given to the local pressure groups, it would have been 

wiser not to disregard them as the Govemment did by holding Its 

secret revlew. In thi8 way the Government gave the local pressure 

o groups good grounds to charge the Govemment with breaking its 

promises and assurances. This enabled the local pressure groups 

.. ' ...... 
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• to undermine the credibntty Œ the Govemment and its case for Stan­

sted; As a result th~ Govemment appeared to bepushing the choice 

of Stansted regard! ess of the arguments against· it and in favour of 

alternative sites. This agaln served to undermlne the credibntty of 

the Govemment position. The Government's position was further 

undermlned by the lnconsistencies that appeared ln its arguments for 

Stansted. The manner ln which the Government lntended to proceed 

with the p.an for reallgning the runways ln the Stansted proposals 

without a further publiC lnquiry oo1y lncreased scepticism about the 

Government's choice of Stansted. 

1he._credibntty of the Govemment's and BAA's case for Stan-

S sted was further undermlned by the activitles of other national groups 

d1:1ring the post declsion phase of the controversy. The Stansted deci­

sion and proposals received almost unlversal condemnation from 

national groups concemed with such problems as regional and town 

and country planning, noise, agriculture, and amenity. Individually 

andcumulatively these groups. showed that there was a considerable 

body of expert and speclalist opinion that was opposed to the develop­

ment of Staœted. In addition some groups 0( consultants produced 

detaned reports and schemes for the development of other sites, 

which the Govemment had argued were not suitable sites, thereby 

raislng further doubts and questions about the arguments presented 

by the Govemment. These plblic expressions of doubts f rom many o 
eminent groups and lndlvlduals as well gave the Govemment bad 

\ 
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()" publ1city and help8d,t'he 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 opposed. 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 namber of 

letters that local people and others sent MPs and Peers were an 

important index of public view on the issue. The opinions expressed 

by these groups and by individual inembers of the public were an 

important element contributing to the success of the local pressure 

groups because it showed decision-makei's and others, whom the local 

o pressure groups were seeking to influence, that public opinion was 

against the Govemment. The Govemment was left in an exposed 

poSition, and one in which it could gain favourable publlcity ooly 

by granting the local pressure groups the new lnquiry. The local 

pressure groups p1aced the Govemment in a position where it had 

to decide if lt wu worth proceeding with Stansted. They showed 

the Government that there would be a considerable pollt1cal coat 

involved in terms of continued unfavourable publicity. 

o 

If continued unfavourable publ1city for some Ume ~ been 

the oo1y pollt1cal cost involved for the Government in contlnuing 

StaDsted, then the local pressure groups would probably have not 

been able to push home thelr advantages. The local pressure groups 

succeeded ln gainlng, the nn inquiry because they were able to (orce 

.~'", of'- " 
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0, the Government into a situation where il faced defeat and humUiation 

in,,,~ least, the Bouse of Lords. In fact, through the constant work 

o 

o 

of· their Parliamentary leaders, they had been able to craate in both 

Bouses a situation where the Government was be~ squeezed between 

a rebel lobby inside its own party aM the opposition. In fact, what 

was created in both Bouses was the situation which Finer suggests is 

~t which makes for a successful pressure group,l namely'. , 

. (Opposition + Ministerial Lobby) vs. Ministerialists = SUCCESS. 

As is Most often the case, this situation was being played out behind 

the scenes rather than on the fioor of either BouSe. It did iurface 

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 possibl, without the close co-operation that ex~ted 

between Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens. In Many ways the part of 

Mr. Newens wu more Cnlcial because he was successful in organ-

izing opposition on the Government back benches. This wu possible 

because the issue did nol become an issue of party polilics. As a 

resuit Mr. Kirk and Mr. Newens were able to operate as two locally 

concerned MPs who were membel'8 of different parties. Cnlcial 

therefore wu the fact that they were able to make their efforts at 

the Parliamentary level bipartisan. This meant that the Govemment 

wu under attack from both sides ci the Bouse. Even though the 

Special Development Order migbt be forced through the Commons 

by uslDg the 'whlp', il would have a rough passage through the Bouse. 

1. Finer, ~., p. 75. 
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o This would have gained the Govemment further bad publicity. 

o 

o 

Much more crucial was the situation in the Lords because 

in that Bouse the local pressure groups were able through their 

bipa:rtisan campaign to gain considerable support on bath sides of 

. the Bouse. Indeed, they created a situation where it seemed most 

likely that the Government would be defeated by a combination of 

Pee rs , that included support on aU sides of the House, who were 

opposed to Stansted. Defeat in the Lords would have put the Govem­

ment ,in an impossible position because il would have had to Und 

another means of gaining approval for ils decision, aU ofwhlch 

would have meant some delay and continued unfavourable publicity 

before the issue would have finally disappeared. But defeat would 

also have been humillating especially after their long and determined 

stand in defence of the decislon •. By confrontlng the Govemment 

with the probability d defeat in the Lords, together with the prospect 

d further unfavourable plblicity the local pressure groups were able 

to put the Govemment in an untenable position where the political 

cast of proceeding with ils decision would have been high. Given 

this situation, the Govemment finally decided to have a new"1nquiry. 

The final success, through the Rosldll Commission, wu the result 

of their being able to present a strong tecbnical case against Stansted. 

Suceess for the local pressure groups in this case therefore 

wu the result of their being weU organized with a strong case whlch 

had ptblic support from specialized as well as mass plblic opinion 

.... ..' .:'. 
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o and their being able to gain the œ..cit support of the Opposition and 

the support ci a Minlsterial Lobby in both Bouses ci Parliament 

during the politic81 battle. Crucial 81so. was their abUity topresent 

strong and well argued technic81 cases to the public inquiries. In 

the politic81 battle which is integral to their final success they suc­

ceeded because they were able to create a situation which makes 

o 

o 

for successful pressure group actions, namely: 

(Specialized and Mass Public Opinion + Opposition + Ministerial Lobby) 

vs. Ministerialists = SUCCESS. 
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CBAPTER TEN 

CONCL USIONS 

This study of the Stansted Airport Controversy points to the 

need for some re-assessment, along the Unes suggested in Chapter 

One, of th~ picture ct British pressure groups that has emerged 

fromthe literature. This re-assessment would involve recognizing 

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 ct the dtfferent types of pressure 

... 
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but will also be expressed through locally based pressure groups 

even on matters within the Jurisdiction of the central govemment. 

The pressure· group activity which bas been the subJect of 

313 

this study dUfers from the usual pattem of British pressure group 

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 particulq.r govemment depart­

ments. They are reluctant to use other channels of influence that . 

might disturb this relationship. This pressure group activity is based 

o upon a large measure of agreement between the Ministry and the inter­

est group concerned on the framework and the essentlal detalls of 

o 

policy. It is also based upon the desire on the part 0( both parties 

to work together in plrsuit 0( agreed policy ends and also upon sorne 

degree ofcommon interest between them. 

ln the Stansted Airport Controversy pressure group activity 

dUfered from th!s pattern because the aforementioned elements which 

enalie interest groups to behave in this manner were missing. The 

essentlal. element of pressure group actlvlty in this case was protest, 

and protest based upon a fundamental confiict of interests and obJec­

tives between the local pressure groups which became the representa­

Uves 0[ their region and the Government and the Ministry of Aviation 

(1ater the Board of Tradè). The local pressure groups dld not want 

\ 
\ , 
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o the airport at Stansted, whlle the Government and the Ministry were 

determined that it should be developed at Stansted. Pressure group 

activity in essence revolved around these contradictory positions. 

Once the two sides had developed their respective positions, there 

was little ground for compromise. Either the airport would be devel­

oped at Stansted with aIl the profound implications that would follow 

from the development of major international area in a rural area, 

or the airport would not .be deve10ped at Stansted. Given the size 

and nature of, the p~posed development there was litUe real chance 

that any way could be foimd to make the development palatable to the 

local pressure groups, às, for example, could have been done with a 

• motorway route. There was also no room for compromise because 

both sides were determined to hold to their positions. Therefore the 

essential e1ements whlch would make for a' close relationship with a 

o 

" 

government department were missing because both .-rties had differ-

ent aims and interests. Instead a conflict relationshlp between the 

local pressure grœps and the Govemment developed as both sides 

moved to defend their lnterests and position. 

In this type of conflict situation pressure group activity and 

the behaviour of the pressure groups involved wlll be determined by 

tbe nature of tbe decisiOll-making process as lt 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 decislon. This type of pressure group actlvity differa from 

1 

1 
j 
\ 
! 
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1 
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~ 
§ 



315 

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 dec18ion but the result of the intentions of the pressure 

group itseU to seek certain goals. In fact, they choose when and 

how to put their demands to the decision-makers. Of course their 

behaviour wlll be affected by the response those demands meet, but 

their behaviour will not be as closely determined by the actions of 

the dec18ion-making process as 18 the behaviour of those involved in 

protest pressure group action. Pressure groups involved in protest 

pressure group action against a particular Government decision will 

o ijave to use the channels of influence in response to the declsion­

making process as it 18 operating at the particular point in time 

if they are to have any chante of achieving their obJectives. 1 

o 

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. 

ln the initial phase of the controversy, they had to concentrate upon 

influencing the plblic inqulry. If the local pressure groups were able 

1. Other groups, whicb may be value-oriented attitude pressure groups, 
may protest against policies or values being pursued by plblic authori­
ties or in the society without protesting particular declsions. These 
groups will not be limited to particular chaonels of influence because 
their activities are not cl08ely tied to the declsion-making. In fact, 
they may not use the establisbed cbannels of influence to pursue their 
objectives. See pp. 16-17 above. . 
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(j to convince the public inquiry that Stansted was an unsuitable site, 

they would have been able to point to the fact that their case against 

the development of Stansted had been supported by a public inquiry 

which had heard aIl the arguments. On the other band, if they had 

faUed 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 

o which was then proceeding to gain the necessary Parliamentary author­

lW to allow il to implement its decision. The situation was then one 

o 

of political combat. If the local pressure groups wanted to prevent 

the development ci Stansted, they could no longer influence the Execu­

tive exceJt 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 wu determined in the final phases 

of the controversy by their need to present a technical case to the 

Roskill Commission. 

The use of the channels of influence by protest pressure groups 

will be similar to tqt ci otber pressure groups but the reasons for 

using and the empbasis given to the use ci particular cbannels will 

not be the same because ci the difference in the nature of protest 

~-. .7· .. ···---···-·-----!r-::-;", ,--:---
,'~ ... : ,:.~.;: .. ~.~:.: ~ •. ,~~;\ .... 
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C) 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 demanda. For in-

s~ce, a motorway route May be found which will suit both sides to 

a dispute. Whether this type of bargaining will takeplace 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 es~hing contact with the Administration. The 

use of these other channels by protest pressure groups will not be 

confined to what Stewart termed the 'poUUcs of issues,.l They will 

be prepared to use these other channels on maltera of detail within 

the pnera! pollcy framework that had been set in their area of con­

cern. The question of Stansted and Us development would faU into 

the category Of detatl wlthln the framework of alrports' poUcy, but 

o 

in thls case NWEEBPA was prepared to use Parliament and publ1c 

opinion as cbannels of 1nfluence. In thls case because of the funda­

mental and irreconcilable divergence of interests and objectives there 

was no bargalning through contacts between the local pressure groups 

and the Ministry. 

1. Stewart, op. clt. , p. 29. 
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Pressure group activity in this controversy differed from the 

pattem of behaviour of interest groups in other ways as well. Interest 

grou~ 1 leaders wo~k in a close relationship with their op~ite num­

bers inside the Ministry 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 concem to the interest group involved. 

Indeed interest group leaders wHl positively shy away from pUblicity 

because this could upJet their relationship with the Administration. . 

But the success ci protest pressure groups and other pressure gI'l)upJ 

involved in protest pressure group activity will depend upon their 

abUity to stimulate public interest in the issue so that either mass 

l, or specialized public opinion can be brought to bear upon the decision­

makers. Bostne pIbllcopinion provided a maJor factor in the success 

ci the local pressure groups in this controversy because it enabled them 

to enlist the support of MPs and Peers to put pressure upon the Govem­

ment and because it made the Govemment aware that the cost of pro-

o 

ceeding with its decision was too high. Without the considerable public 

interest aroused in the issue 0( Stansted both at the local and the national 

level, the local pre'ssure groups would not have been able to mobnize 

the support whic~ they needed if they were to have any c_e ci pre­

venting the development ci Stansted. 

In addition, pressure groupJ in conflict with the Govemmenl 

will seek to use a bipartisao approacb to the issue when using Parlia­

ment as a channel ci influence. In tbis way they cao lnerease their 

--... _ ............ ".,-..... ~--
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o freedom to manoeuvre and put pressure on the Government because 

o 

o 

they have support on both sides of the Bouse. This wUl also encourage 

other sympathetic MPs to support the pressure group because they are 

not faced with a choice between supporting the pressure group or their 

party. When the issue becomes a party political issue, MPs will sup­

port their own party, and will thus limit the abUity: 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 de~ands 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 proteste 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 dUficult 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 wu a conflict of interests and objectives between them 

and the Administration. 'lbe bebavior of the public authorlties as pres­

sure groups ts simUar to that ct tnterest groups in tbat they wUl main­

tain their close relationsbip wtth Govemment Departments or the Execu-

, "-----~-----.--.~._. -~_ .. ,., .. _.-
" - ' 

" , ',~'-' 

.~ ..... 



320 

o tive untU the time tbat they consider tbat their interests are direcUy 

threatened and the channels of communication with the Government 

• 

o 

have broken down. Like interest groups, they will be reluctant to 

undertake pressure group action against the Government tbat 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 tbat there is 

no conflict between their taking pressure group action and their respon­

sibUities as public authorities. In this controversy the CouncUs 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 0( 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 grœps 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. 1 In the 

case 0( the British Medical Association there was a direct relationship 

between the interest groop and the Ministry. In the Stansted case, the 

prime target 0( influence throughout the controversy was the Executive 

(the Cabinet), who"ere the actual decision-makers. But the means 

used to influence and pressure them were indirect because of the nature 

cl. pressure groop action and the differences in interests and objectives 

1. Eckstein, op. cit., p. 16. 

'.' ~ 
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o of both parties to the controversy. Nonetheless, although this was a 

confiict 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 stl'ategy and 

tactics were based upon a clear understanding of the nature of decision­

making power in this case. 

On the other band, th1S study does not confirm Eckstein 's hypo­

thesis that pressure group struéture 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 prote st pressure group was 

o designed to mobUtze 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 

o 

was des1gned to enable it to carry out prote st pressure group activity. 

The structure of a pressure group will follow tbat 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 alticulated their local demands in the national decision­

making process. They based themselves upon their locality and region 

and made tbemselves the representative and spokesmen of the reglon in 

respect of this issue. They acted at the nationallevel on the basis of 

1. Ibid., p. 21. 
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,6 tbis support. But in acting on bebalf of this local interest at the 

national level, they pIt their case and their demands in terms of the 

national interest rather than the local interest. In the case of Stan-

1Ir.. 
~U' 

o 

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 beU' areas around the large conurbations. 

Locall national pressure groups will seek in undertaking pressure group 

action at the nationallevel to become the representative and spokesman 

of the local interest in relation to a particular.issue of concerne 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 

quallty of decision-making in relation to the issue gives rise to con­

siderable concern and raises questions about the abUity 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 decislon as complel and as technical as that of siting an international 

airport. The development of an international airport, as the elperience 

of Heathrow should bave sbawn decision-makers, bas pro(ound effects 

upon the area concerned because it is a generator ci wldespread develop­

ment in the surrounding areas. It wm have important implications for 

many areas li pIb1ic pollcy and concern sucb as regional economic 

planning, town and country planning, employment, population distrlbtition, 

- .... ~ .. ,_, ----
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o 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, 

an these considerations would be taken ioto account and weighed against 

each other. Seve~ possible sites ought to be assessed and compared 

so that the MOst suitablë site would be chosen. It might also be ex­

pected that the question of a new airport for London would be the sub~ect 

of careful consideration and planning inside the government and that Many 

of the interested and concerned groups inslde and outside the government 

would be consulted or involved io the decision-making process, especially 

as it is a usual practice ioBritain to consult with interested groups . 

. 0 ln addition, it might be expected that interested and concerned Govern­

ment Departments would be involved in decision-making and that there 

o 

would be some attempt to fit this decision ioto 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 Govemment was dominated throughout by individuals 

and groups who were involved in aviation. The issue was raised in 

the first place in the Cootext of aviation needs, namely that of a new 

airport for London, and those initially concehled with making decisions 

on the question set about trying to 801ve 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 govemment. Their report seemed an attempt 

• 

to justify the already determined choice of Stansted rather than a genuine 

attempt to consider a1l the issues and set out the Most suitable site for 

the airport. They had visited oo1y 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 c1 Houslng and Local Govemment and the local authorities, 

they would have found that their view that the Stansted area was suitable 

for large scale development was in nat contradiction to the already 

approved policies belng pursued by the Mlnistry 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. Groups and individuals which were not lnvolved with 

aviation had not been consulted and there had n(i been any effort at 

undertaklng ;full-scale research and investigation involving such tech­

niques as cost/benefit analysis and costlng of alternative sites. In 

fact, those advislng the Mlnister of Aviation and recommending the 

choice of Stansted did not bave at their command enougb evidence and 

information on whlch to recommend Stansted. But nonetbeless they 

became committed to the choice ci Stansted and continued to de(end 

their chotce througbout decision-maklng on this issue in spite ci the 
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o fact that theircase 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 allowed to dominate the decision-making process because they 

were the so-called experts in this issue. 

The fallure of decision-making was·not purely a fallure of the 

officials concerned to undertake a thorough study ri the subJect. It 

was rather a fallure of politica1leadership. Ministers allowed them-

o selves to be controlled by their officials rather than exerting a guiding 

band over the course of decislon-making. They falled to control the 

work of their officials and did not give clear directions on the way in 

which decision-making should be undertaken. This fallure was perhaps 

Most serious in the case of Mr. Julian Amery who seemed content in 

o 

the initial stages to accept that there was a need for a new alrport 

and that StaDsted ~hoo1d 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 concemed 

with more tban the aviation aspects of the question. It should be 

the Minlster's responslbllity to ensure that all the aspects of the 

question, lnc1uding those outside the immediate concem of his depart­

ment were considered. Many of the problems whlch arose during the 

. __ ....... ~ _____ ._.~ .•• _._~._ .. ___ ~ _ ..... __ ... __ ' __ ,M.·. _ •. _ ..• _ ....... ___ ... __ .. _--..,. .. 
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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., upontheir officiais who were concerned with aviation. 

The failure was also one of co-ordination ci dHferent departments by 

the politicians. Mr. Amery is not the oo1y Minister Who was respon­

sible for thls fanure, 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 a 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, aUowed 
.' li these officials to proceed upon a course that would lead to the develop­

ment of Stansted. 

o 

This is an old problem with government in Britain and indeed 

in Many other countries. The fanure of politicalleadership was the 

result of Many reasons. The constant changes of palitical 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. Minlsters were oever in their Job 

long enoogb to assart control over the Ministry of Aviation. Latar 

when the Board of Trade was responslble for aviation, the Minister 

had too Many responslbnWes to have the Ume to devote to this issue 

unill it became a major polltical controversy. The problem is not 

purely a fallure of politicalleadership but also one of relations between 
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(J political leaders and of ficials )Vithin Governmental administrative 

organizations. In these relations politicalleaders, because they 

hold office for relatively short periods compared with their officiais, 

o 

o 

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. 

ln 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 democl'a:lic 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 

should 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 concerna of those peolie directly affected by the location of the 

airport at Stansted. Il was ooly througb the local pressure groups 

tbat the loci1 peolie weN able to mw thelr volce beard and il was 

.• ;. + 
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:0 oo1y after continued and sustained pressure that the Government be­

came responsive to their claims. 

0, 

o 

This case shows that pressure groups and particularly protest 

pressure groups provide a means through which people affected by 

Government decisions canpu~;· ;.thefr. i views directIy 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 directIy 

responsible to Parliament as Ministers are. Protest pressure group 

activity such as. that undertaken in this case provided a me ans 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 oo1y 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 bas to be re­

organized so that groups of individuals who are affected by decisions 

ean more easlly· put their views on decisions which wm affect their 

lives eonsiderably. The Rosldll Commission and the new planning 

inquiry meehanism is a step in the right direction. But what is needed 

is recognition by offlclals and Ministers that affected people should be 

eonsulted and allowed to present their views at a stage when proposaIs 

are stW,·being formulated. This practice after a1l would not be oew 

to British pollties because rather than being presented wlth what is 

. .;. ~. 
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virtually a !fait accompli, r interest groups and other pressure groups 

are often involved in the formulation of policy and decisions even 
. ~ .. " 

though the ultimate responsibRity May rest with the Minister and his 

department. What is needed therefore is the extens~on 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-constilutional 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 we re wealt and subservient to the central government. The 

activity of the COUDeRa in this controversy would suggest that local 

government units are stronger and less subservient to the central 

govemment tban bas been supposed. When their vital interests were 

directly threatened these COUDeRa stood their ground and fought the 

central govemment over this issue. The relations between central 

and local govemment in regard to parlicular issues such as planning 

· ... of.. 
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• questions provide an area for further research. A study of the Stan­

sted Controversy also sugge$ts 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 important factor in the political culture of 

England as well as of Scotland, and Wales, where attachment to the 

locality and area of the country bas been one of the factors that bas 

contributed to the growth of the nationalist parties committed to Scot­

tish and Welsh independence. Certainly a distrust of the central 

government and its officiais 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 oo1y or is a more 

G genera! feeling among Ote local people in this area. 

o 

A number of important political issues, which ought to have 

been of concern to political decision-ma.kers, were raised either 

explicitly or implicitly during Ote course of this controversy. Perhapl 

most important is the need to decide a balance between Ote needs of 

people who use transport facUities such as air transport and Otose 

people who are affected by these facUities because they live near 

installations such as airports. 'What was disturbing about decision­

making in this case was the fallure of th08ei'responsible for Ote 

decislon to balance the needs of people who would be affected by the 

location of an airport in thelr area against those of another group of 

people who 'use air transport facUities. In a small island such as 

ours where there 18 only l1mited space avaUable both for airports 

. '.~~ .... , ...... ~-_.-_ ... -."""--' "-'''''--'''~",:":'':-'-''-'---''-''-
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o and residential areas it is of vital importance that this balance be, 

considered very carefully before decisions are made. 

Also disturbing is the uncritical acceptance by the politicians:. 

of the arguments and demands of the 'experts' concerned wlth aviation 

for a new airport and the fallure 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, ~ have to be greater awareness 

of and concern for the need to preserve the environment. For in-

stance, there is a need to prote ct people from excessive noise and to 

preserve the countryside, especially when it bas the qualities that the 

area around Stansted has. Given the smaUness of our country there 

o is an urgent need, which bas been demonstrated yet again in this 

controversy, to plan development and land use in a systematic manner 

so that aU our land resources are used to maximum benefit. This 

means that airports are not bullt in areas of high quality agricoltural 

land and recreational areas when other alternatives could be used even 

at a higher financ1al cost. Political decision-makers, who are olti­

mately responsible for deciding priorities, must be concerned with 

ensuring that there is thorough research, investigation and planning 

behind dec18lons, such as the Stansted one, which involve considerable 

land use. Under the Town and Country Planning Acts there 18 a sys­

tem wJlich controls land use throughout the country. The d18turbing 

o thing 18, as tbe Stansted Controversy showed, that it 18 ineffective 

because Government Departments do not consolt each other when land 
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·6 use is involved. One can only hope that when decisions are made in 

the future on the Third London Airport and on other developmant pro-

Jects, greater attention wlll 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 grœps, provided a useful means throughwhich 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-

I gether but did not of itself explain the behaviour patterns or the success 

of the local pressure groups. The value ci the framework is that il 

helps one to se e the different aspects of the controversy which are 1 

J 
relevant to the particular aualysis. With this framework it was possible 

1 to centre the study upon the local pressure groups, which were the sub-

I Ject of the study, but yet al the same time to bring in the actions and 1 , , 
! 

activittes 0( other actors such as the Government which had, in thl s 1 
\ 

case, an important bearlng 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 ci particular importance 

• where protest pressure group action 18 the subJect of the study because 

the behaviour and success or fallure 0( a protest pressure group will 
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0 be direcUy affected, ü not determined, by their environment. 

Finally, a number of hypotheses requiring further investigat ion 

suggest themselves as a result of this study: 

1) AU pressure groups in their political action will focus their 

activity upon the basis of actual polltical and decision-making 

power and not upon the supposed constitutionally appointed bodies. 

2) National groupi 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. 

3) A pressure group in pursulng its aims will seek to ensure that 

0 the -issue will not become a party polltlcal issue and will seek to 

promote a blpartisan approach to their demands. 

4) In planning or polltlcally non-controversial issues (of a technlcal 

nature) pressure groupi will seek to bargain dlrecUy with the 

Government 'decislon-making body concerned .. 

5) In politically controversial issues there is a process of taclt 

bargainlng between the pressure group and the government 

decislon-maklng body concerned and both sides will focus upon 

a point which glves the group in effect what they are seeking but 

allows the Government to save as much face as possible. 

6) The influence of pressure groups is enhanced by the lack of any 

0 wlde p1bllc interest and p1bllclty ln the area of polley that interests 

the pressure group . 

. ' .. ~, .... --._._--"._---'-~~ 
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, ft 7) The organization of the pressure group structure wlll follow that 

of the governmental structure. 

~, 
V 

o 

8) The nature of pressure group activity involving protest against 

a decision or an impending decision wlll be determined by the 

nature ci the decision-making process concerned and the actions 

and ,decisions of the particular decision-maker concerned. 

9) Prote st pressure groups wlll concentrate their attention upon 

infiuencing those who wlll ultimately make the final decision on 

the subJect of concern to them rather than upon those who are 

concemed with th~ ~arly stages of decision-making. 

10) The decision-making process wlll 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 pIblic inquiry and will accept the result of 

that inquiry. 

12) Local/national protest pressure groups will seek~o become the 

representative of their locality or reglon in its dealings dh 

the central govemment decision-makers. 

13) Publlc authorit1es become pressure groups when their policies 

and needs cannot be gained through the usual administrative 

structures tbat are open to it as a public authority. 

1 



" O"'· 

o 

o 

335 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 'AND SOURCES 

1. BIBLIOGRAPHY ON BRITISH PRESSURE GROUPS 

A. BOORS 

Baroett, M. J. ~ollties of Legislation: The Rent Act 1957. 
London: Weidet~eld and Nieolson, 1969. 

Bealey, Frank, Blondel, Jean and MeCann, W. P. Constitueney 
Pollties : A Study of N&weastle-under-Lyme. London: Faber, 
1965. 

Beer, S. M. Modern British Pollties. London: Faber, 1965. 

Bireh, A.H. Small Town Pollties : A Study of the Politieal Life 
of Glossop. London: Oxford University Press, 1959. 

__ ~. Representative and Responsible Government. London: 
Aîïen and Unwin, 1964. 

Brown, R. D. The Battle of Criehel Dawn. London: The Bodley 
Head, 1955. 

Bul me r-Thomas , 1. Party System in Great Britain. London: Phoenix 
House, 1953. 

Butler, D.E. and Rose, R. The British General Election of 1959. 
London: Macmillan, 1960. 

BuU, R. The Power of Parliament: An evolutionary study of the 
functions of the Bouse of Commons. London: Constable, 1967. 

Castles, F.G. Pressure Groups and Political Culture: A Compara­
tive Study. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1967. 

Christoph, J. B. Capital Punishment and British Pollties. London: 
Allen and Unwin, 1962. 

Coupland, Sir R. Welsh and Scottish Nationalism. London: 
1954. 

Dowse, R. Left ln the Centre. London: Loogmans, 1960. 

. ".' ...... ' 

., ... . If., 



o 

336 

Driberg, T. The Mysten of Moral Rearmament: A Study of Frank 
Buchman and his movement. London: Secker and Warburg, 
1964. 

Driver, ç. The Disarmers : A Study in Proteste London: Hodder 
and Stoughton, 1964. 

Eckstein, R. Pressure Group Politics : The case of the British 
Medical Association. London: Allen and Unwin, 1960. 

Edwards, D. V. The Movement for Unilateral Nuclear Disarmament 
in Britain. Unp~lished Thesis, Swarthmore College, 1962. 

Exley, R. A. The Campajgn for Nuclear Disarmament: its organiza­
tion, personnel and methods in its first year;. Unpublished 
Thesis, University of Manchester, 1959. 

Finer, S.E. Anonymous Empire: A study of the Lobby in Great 
Britain. Revised Edition. London:· Pall Mall Press, 1966. 

__ ~. PrivateIndustry and Political Power. London: Pall 
Mall Press, 1958. 

Foot, P. Immigration and Race in British Polltics. London: Penguin, 
1965. 

Grove, J. W. Government and Industry in Britain. London: Longmans, 
1962. 

Hanbam, R.J. Scottish Nationalism. London: Faber, 1969. 

Harrison, M. Trade Unions and the Labour Party sinee 1945. 
London: Aïïen and Unwin, 1960. 

Jennings, Sir 1. Parllament. London: Cambridge University Press, 
1939. 

John, D. Indlan Workers' Associations ln Britain. London: Oxford 
University Press, 1969. 

Lee, J.M. Social Leaders and Public Persons. London: Oxford 
University Press, 1963. 

MacCormick, J. M. Fly' ln the WiDd. London: 1955. (A descrip­
tion of the Scottish Home Rule Movement.) 

1 

1 
1 
j 

1 
1 

! , 
! 
! : 
Î 
i 
~ 
i 
t 

.... '" 



o 

o 

Manchester University Liberal Society, Study Group. Anti­
Immigrants Organizations. London: Union of Liberal 
Students, 1966. 

Nicholas, B.G. The British General Election 1950. London: 
Macmillan, 1951. 

337 

Parkin, F. Middle Class Radiealism: The social bases of the 
British Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament. Manchester: 
University of Manchester Press, 1968. 

Paterson, S. Immigration and Race Relations in Britain 1960-67. 
London: Institute of Race Relations and Oxford University 
Press, 1969. 

Political and Economie Planning (PEP). Govemment and Indust!'Y. 
London: 1962. 

• British Trade Unionisme London: Allen and Unwin, 
--1"""'95~5. 

. Industrial Trade Associations. London: Allen and 
--..""...~ Unwin, 1957. 

__ ~_. Advisory Committees in British Govemment. London: 
Allen and' Unwin, 1960. 

1 

Political Quarieny. Special Number Pressure Groups in Britain. 
Vol. 29, No. l, January-March, 1958. 

Potter, A. Organized Groups in British Polltics. London: Faber, 
1961. 

Report of the Select Committee on Intermediaries. Cmd 7094 (1950). 
London: BMSO, 1950. 

Rhodes, G. The Government of London: the Struggle for Reform. 
London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1970. 

Richards, P. Honourable Members. London: Faber, 1959. 

Richardson, J.J. The Policy-Makiog Process. London: RouUedge 
and Kegan Paul, 1969. 

Roberts, B. Trade Union Govemment and Administration. London: o Bell, 1956. 

':-, .. , . 
~. . ",,,,". 

.. ;. ~. 



It 
U 

1; 

'0 

338 

Roberts, G. K. Political Parties and Pressure Groups in Britain. 
London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1970. 

Rose, G. The Struggle for Penal Reform : The Howard League and 
its Predecessors. London: 1961. 

Rose, R. Influencing Voters. London: Faber, 1965. 

Sampson, A. Anatomy of Britain Today. New York: Harper 
Colophon Books, 1966. 

Self, P. and Storing, H. The State and the Farmer. London: 
Allen and Unwin, 1962. 

Smallwood, F. Greater London : The Polltics of Metropolitan Reform. 
Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill, 1965. 

Steel, D. MP. No Entry : The Background and Implications of the 
Commonwealth Immigrants Act, 1968. London: C. Hurst and 
Co., 1969. 

Stewart, J. D. , British Pressure Groups: Their Role in Relation to 
the House of Commons. London: Oxford University Press, 
1958. 

Thayer, G. The British Polltical Fringe. London: Anthony Blond, 
1965. 

Tropp, A. The School Teachers : The Growth of the Teaching 
Profession in England and Wales from 1800 to the Present 
Day. New York, 1957. 

Turner, A. Scottish Home Rule. London: 1952. 

Tuttle, E. The Crusade Agalnst Capital Punishment. London: 1961. 

Vig, N.J. Science and Technolou 10 British PoliUes. London: 
Pergamon Press, 1968. 

Walkland, S. A. The Legislative Process 10 Britain. London: 
Allen and Unw1n, 1968. 

Wheare, K. C. Govemment by Committee. London: Oxford 
University Press, 1955. 

.. ;., 

" 
1.' 

1 

1 

..... ' ~', 



·.~,_ ... ,_._"f:I;~~","~':"'~~r.:.r~~n"J'IO\:1~~,<I!rr,,·r;~·~~.~~~~·';oI":':ffO"~~~~PIfIII'm$l •• i).œ.~~.~~ •• 

o 

() 

339 

Willcocks, A. J. The Creation of the National Health Service: a 
study of pressure groups and a major social decision. 
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1967. 

WUson, H. Pressure Group: The Campaign for Commercial Tele­
vision. London: Secker and Warburg, 1961. 

Windlesham, Lord. Communication and Political Power. London: 
Jonathan Cape, 1966. 

Wootton, G. The Official History of the British Legion. London: 
McDonald and Evans, 1956. 

. The Politics of Influence: British Ex-Servicemen ---=-:-Cabinet Decision and Cultural Change 1917-1957. London: 
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963. 

B. ARTICLES 

Allen, G. "The National Farmers' Union as a pressure group." 
Contemporary Review, Vol. 121, May 1959, pp. 257-68. 

Baldwin, G. B. "Structural Reform in the British Miners' Union." 
Quarterly Joumal 0( Economics, Vol. 67, Nov. 1953, 
pp. 576-597. 

Barr, J. "The Abortion Battle." New SOCiety, 9 March, 1967. 
pp. 342-346. 

___ . "Environment lobby." New Society, 5 February, 1970, 
pp. 209-11. 

Bean, R. "MUitancy, Poliey Formation and Membership Opposition 
in the Electrieal Trades Union. II Politieal Quarterly, Vol. 36, 
No. 2, April 1965, pp. 181-190. 

Beer, S. H. "The. Future 0( British PoliUcs." Political Quarterly, 
Vol. 26, No. l, January 1955, pp. 33-43. 

... ~- ........ ~ 

--"=""l~' "Pressure Groups and Parties in Britain." Ameriean 
Politieal Science Review, Vol. 50, No. l, March 1956, pp. 1-23. 

----:0--' "Representation ci Interests in British Govemment. " 
American Politieal Science Review. Vol. 51, No. 3, pp. 613-50. 

1 • 

... _ .. _----------..... -----

î 
1 

! 
1 

1 

i 



o 

(J 

o 

340 
l. 

"Group Representation in Britain and the United States." 
Annals of American Academy of PoUtical and Social Science. 
Vol. 319, September, 1958, pp. 130-140. 

Black, E. C. "The Tumoltuous Petitioners: The Protestant Association 
in Scotland 1778-1780." Review of PoUlics. Vol. 25, No. 2, 
April 1963, pp. 183-211. 

Boston, R. "How the Immigrants' Act was passed." New Society. 
28 ~arch, 1968, pp. 448-452. 

Brainard, A. P. "The Law of Elections and Business Interest Groups 
in Britain. 1.1 Westem PoUtical Quarterly. Vol. 13, September 
1960, pp. 670-677. 

Brenner, ~. J. "Functional Representation and Interest Group Theory : 
Some Notes on British Practice." Comparative PoUtics. Vol. 2, 
No. 1, October 1969, pp. 110-134. 

Castles, F. "Towards a Theoretical Analysis of Pressure Groups." 
Political Studies~ Vol. 14, No. 4, 1966, pp. 339-348. 

Christoph, J. B. "Capital Punishment and British Party Responsibility. " 
PoUticâl Science Quarterl)'. Vol. 77, No. 1, 1962, pp. 19-35. 

Davis, M. "British Public Relations: A PoUtieal Case Study. " 
Joumal of Politics. Vol. 24, No. 1, 1962, pp. 50-71. 

__ ~~. "Some neglected aspects of British Pressure Groups. Il 

MidWest Journal of PoUtical Science. Vol. 7, No. 1, 1963, 
pp. 42-53. 

Deakin, N. "The Polities of thé Commonwealth Immigrants Bill." 
Pol1tical Quarte rI)'. Vol. 39, No. 1, January, 1968, pp. 25-45. 

Donnison, D. "Pressure Group for the facts." New Society. 
11 Deeember, 1969, pp. 935-37. 

Dowse, R.E. and Peel, J. "The PoUties of Birth Control." PoUtical 
Studies. Vol. 13, No .. 2, 1965, pp. 179-97. 

Eckstein, R. "The Genesis of the National Health Service. Il Current 
Rislon. Joly 1963. 

• "The Polities 0( the British Medical Association. Il 
--~~ Political· Quarterly. Vol. 26, No. 4, 1955, pp. 345-59. 

"i- ~ 



o 

o 

341 

Edelstein, J. D. "Countervalling powers and the political process in 
the British·Mineworkers' Union." International Journal of 
Comparative Sociology. Vol. 4, No. 3, May 1965, pp. 105-124. 

Finer, S.E. "The Political Power of Private Capital." Sociological 
Review. Part 1: Vol. 3, No. 2, December 1955, pp. 279-94. 
Part 2: Vol. 4,~ No. l, July 1956, pp. 5-30. 

. "The Federation of British Industries." Political Studies. ---=:-:--Vot IV,· No. 1, February 1956, pp. 61-84. 

. lilli Defence of Pressure Group." The Listener. 
----==-=--7 June, 1956. 

__ ------:. "The Lobbies." Twentieth Century. October 1957, 
pp. 371-77. 

__ ~=' "Interest Groups and the Political Process in Britain." 
ln Ehrmann, H. ed: Interest Groups on Four Continents. 
University of Pittsburgh Press, 1958. 

_---=~'. "The Anonymous Empire." Political Studies. Vol. 6, 
No. 1, February, 1958, pp. 16-37. 

_---=~. "Transport Interests and the Roads Lobby." Political 
Quarterly. Vol. 29, No. l, January 1958, pp. 47-58. 

Ghosh, . S. C. "Pressure and Privllege : The Manchester Chamber of 
Commerce and the lndian Problem 1930-1934." Parliamentary 
Affairs. Vol. 18, No. 2, Spring 1965, pp. 201-15. 

__ "=""""""!"'. "Decision Making and Power in the British Conservative 
Party : a case study of the lndian problem 1929-34. Il Political 
Studies. Vol. 13, No. 2, June 1965, pp. 198-212. 

Goldsmith, M. J. "Pressures within Pressures." Political Studies. 
Vol. 13, No. 2, 1965, pp. 235-240. 

Gregory, R. "The Minister's line or the M4 comes to Berkshire. " 
Public Administration. Part l, Vol. 45, No. 2, 1967, pp. 113-28. 
Part 2, Vol. 45, No. 3, 1967, pp. 269-86. 

Hartl, K. "Pressure Groups in Great Britain : An attempt at System­
atic Classification." Cahiers de BrugeS. Nos. 3-4, 1958, 
pp. 56-66. 



o 

o 

Hindell, K. "The Genesis of the Race Relations Bill. Il Political 
Quarterly. Vol. 36, No. 3, July 1965, pp. 390-405. 

342 

Hindell, K. and Simms, M. "How the Abortion Lobby worked. Il 

-" Politlcal Quarterly. Vol. 39, No. 3, July 1968, pp. 269-82. 

Hindell, K. and Williams, P. "The UnRatêralism Battle in the Labour 
Conference. 1961. Il Political Quarterly. Vol. 33, No. 3, 
July 1962, pp. 306-20. 

Hines, J. S. "Professional bodies in the United Kingdom. Il Public 
Administration. Vol. 37, No. 2, Summer 1959, pp. 165-198. 

Jeger, L. "The Politics of FamRy Planning. Il Political Quarterly. 
Vol. 33, No. 1, January, 1962, pp. 48-58. 

Lapping, A. "Who'S for fiuoride?" New Society. 9 October, 1969, 
pp. 545-6. 

Lee, J.M. "The Politlcal Significance of Licensing Legislation. Il 
Parliamentary Affaira. Vol. 14, No. 2, 1960-61, pp. 211-48. 

Leys, C. "Petitioning in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries. Il 
Political Studies. Vol. 3, No. 1, 1955, pp. 45-64. 

Mackenzie, W. J. M. "Pressure Groups in British Government. Il 

British Journal· of Sociology. Vol. 6, No. 2, 1955, pp. 133-48. 

. "Pressure GroUpll - The Conceptual Framework. Il 
---::-:~ 

Political Studies. Vol. 3, No. 4, October 1955, pp. 247-55. 

McDougall, K. "The Mental Health Bill. Il Political Quarterly. 
Vol. 30, No. 2, AprR 1959, pp. 120~130. 

McGill, B. "Conflict of Interest: English Experience 1782-1914. Il 
Western Political Quarterly. Vol. 12, No. 3, September 1959, 
pp. 808-827. 

McKenzie, R. T. "Parties, Pressure Groups and the British Political 
Process." Political Quarterly, Vol. 29, No. 1, January 1958, 
pp. 5-16.-

Millett, J. "The Role of an Interest Group Leader in the Bouse of 
Commons. n Western Political Quarterly. Vol. 9, No. 4, 
December 1956, pp. 915-926. 



(J 

o 

343 

__ -=-=~. "British Interest-Group Tactics : A case Study." 
Political Science Quarterly. Vol. 72, No. 1, March 1957, 
pp. 71-82. 

. "Notes on Functional Representation in the Bouse of ---=--Commons." South Western Social Science Quarterly. Sept-
ember 1959. 

Nettl, J. P. "Consensus or Elite Domination: The case of Business." 
Political Studies. Vol. 13, No. 1, February 1965, pp. 22-44. 

Noel-Baker, F. "The Grey Zone - ,The Problems of Business Affilia­
tions of MP s." Parliamentary Affairs. Vol. 15, No. 1, 
1961-62, pp. 87-93. . 

Pennock, J. R. "Responsible Government ': Separated Powers and 
Special Interests : Agricultural Subsidies in Britain and America. " 
American Political Science Review. Vol. 56, 1962, pp. 621-33. 

Plamenatz, J. 'Interests.' Political Studies. Vol. 2, No. 1, 
February 1954. 

Platt, D. C. M. "The Commercial and Industrial Interests of Ministers 
of the Crown." Political Studies. Vol. 9, No. 3, October 1961, 
pp. 267-290. 

Political Quarterly. "Pressure Groups in Britain." Vol. 29, No. 1, 
January 1958, pp. 1-4. 

Potter, A. "British Pressure Groups." Parliamentary Affairs. 
Vol. 9, No. 4, Autumn 1956, pp. 418-26. 

__ ~. "The Equal Pay Campaign Committee : A Case-Study 
of a Pressure Group." Political Studies. Vol. 5, No. 1, 
February 1957, pp. 49-64. 

• "Attitude Groups." Political Quarterly. Vol. 29, No. 1, 
----=J=--an-uary 1958, pp. 72-82.· 

. "Politics, Pressure Groups and Public Relations." 
----:Pu~bl:-:":ic Relations. Vol. 10, No. 4, July 1958, pp. 22-30. 

Powell, Lt. Cmdr. "PubUc Relations and Parliament." Instituts of 
Public Relations Journal. 27 September, 1957. 

.... ~. 



() 

o 

o 

344 

Richardson, J. J. "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. 350-74. 

Rogers, S. J. "Farmers as a Pressure Group." New Society. 
5 February, 1970, pp. 214-16. 

Rose, G. "Some Infiuences of English Penal Reform 1895-1921"." 
Sociological Review. Vol. 3, No. 1 , 1955, pp. 25-46. 

Rose, R. "The Bow Group's Role in British Politics." Westem 
Political Quarterly. Vol. 14, No. 4, December 1961, 
pp. 865-878. 

Roy, W. "Membership Participation in the National Union of Teachers." 
British Joumal c1 Industrial Relations. Vol. 2, No. 2, July 1964. 

Sanderson, J. B. "The National Smoke Abatement Society and the Clean 
Air Act (1956)." Political Studies. Vol. 9, No. 4, 1961, 
pp. 236-53. 

Self, P. and Storing, H. "The Farmers and the State." Political 
Quarterly. Vol. 29; No. 1, January 1958, pp. 17-27. 

Steck, H. J. "The Re-emergence of Ideological Politics in Great 
Britain: The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament." Westem 
Political Quarterly. Vol. 18, No. 1, 1965, pp. 87-103. 

Strauss, G. "Pressure Groups 1 have known." Political Quarterly. 
Vol. 29, No. 1, January 1958, pp. 40-46. 

Sonday Times. "The Rise and Fall of an Undercover Pressure Group." 
20 June, 1965. 

Tivey, L. and Wohlgemuth, E. "Trade Associations as Interest 
Groups." Political Quarterly~ Vol. 29, No. 1, January 1958, 
pp. 59-71. 

Waller, 1. "Pressure Politics : MP and PRO." Encounter. Vol. 19, 
August 1962, pp. 3-15. 

Whitaker, P. "Roman Catholics and the Education Act of 1944." 
Political Studies. Vol. IV, No. 2, 1956, pp. 186-190. 

WUsœ, H. "Techniques c1 Pressure - Anti-Nationalization Propa­
gancla." Public Opinion Quarterly. Vol. 15, No. 2, 1951, 
pp. 225-42. 

-', 1/0 

\. 

i 



o 

345 

Wiseman, H. "The Leeds Private Bill. 1956." Public Administration. 
Vol. 35, No. l, Spring 1957, pp. 25-44. 

Wood, D. "The Parliamentary Lobby." Political Quarterly. Vol. 36, 
No. 3, July 1965, pp. 309-322. 

Wootton, G. "Ex-Servicemen in Politics." PoUtical Quarterly. 
Vol. 29, No. l, January 1958,. pp. 28-39. 

2. SOURCES FOR THE CASE STUDY 

A. NEWSPAPERS 

i) National and Regional Papers: 

Evening News (London) 
Evening Standard (London) 
Financial Times (London) 
The Guardian (Manchester and London) 
The Observer (London) 
Sunda, Times (London) 
The Times (London) 
Dail, Telegrapit (London) 
Sunda, Telegraph (London) 

il) Local Newspapers: 

Braintree and Witham Times (Colchester) 
Braintree, Witham, Dunmow Herald (Chelmsford) 
Dunmow Bl'Oadcast and District Advertiser (Dunmow) 
Essex Weeld, News (Chelmsford) 
Essex Chl'Onlcle (Chelmsford) 
Harlow Citizen (Harlow) 
Harlow Gazette (Harlow) 
Herta and Essex Observer (Bishop's Stortford) 
Hertfordshire Mercury (Hertford) 
Saffron Walden Weeld, News (Cambridge) 

B. DOCUMEN'm 

o Government and Parliamentary Papers: 

Commission on the Third London Airport. Short List of Sites 
and Site Information for Stage 2 Hear1ngs 1. Foulness (offshore). 
London: BMSO, 1969. 



•• u •• _, ".-' ,. -. ',~ • ..... r'~I'· ...... ~-,..·, ..... ~ .,".~ ·~·f·. ~~<'i'<.~"""""1-"~''''~.'>!".,... •• ... )~.'I"~I'.'l"·· .. ,-,·J~."~, .. '~""':" ... 1 ,..I ... ·;l~'·~r: ~···.r;'''''''·~·~1O'~.~~ ... ~L~ .. .,..·.t7··''"'' .. ,0.0::.,....· ... ..,..,.IO'._ .. _~·!.,..,.~~ __ ... ,"4" __ ' ___ ,., 

'(1 .... 

o 

, ' 

346 

__ ~_=_. Papers and Proceedings, Vol. VU. Stage ID Research 
and Investigation Part 1 Assessment of the Short-Listed Sites: 
Proposed Research Methodology. London: HMSO, 1969. 

__ ~~. Papers and Proceedings Vol. 2 Stage 1 Public Hearings. 
Part 2 Other written evidence. London: HMSO, 1969. 

Committee on the Problem of Noise: Noise: Final Report. CMNll2056. 
London: HMSO, 1963. 

COUDe il on Tribunals. Special Report to the Lord Chancellor br the 
COUDeil on Tribunals UDder the Tribunals and Inquiries Acts 
1958 and 1966. CMND., 3559. London: HMSO, 1968. 

_----:::---:-. The Annual Report of the Council on Tribunals 1967. 
London: HMSO, 1968. 

Hansard (Commons). 

Hansard (Lords). 

Mioistry of Aviation. Report of the Inter-Departmental Committee 
on the Third London Airport. CAP 199. London: HMSO, 1964. 

Ministry of CivR Aviation. Londonts Airports. Cmnd. 8902. London: 
HMSO, 1961 (reprint). 

Mioistry of Housing and Local Govemment. Report of an inquiry ioto 
the proposed development of Gatwiek Airport. Cmnd. 9215. 
London: HMSO, 1961 (reprint). 

____ . Report of the Inquiry ioto Local ObJections to the 
proposed development of land at Stansted as the Third Airport 
for London. London: HMSO, 1967. 

White Paper. The Tbird London Airport. Cmnd. 3259. London: 
BMSO, 1967. 

iO 111e Local Pressure Groups: 

Essex and Hertfordshire County CouneRs. Commission on the Third 
London Airport : Submission No. 2: Statement on PropOSed Sites. 
October 1968. 

Harlow une. Harlow News. Summer 1967. 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 , 
! 
1 

,.; ~ 



o 

347 

NWEEHPA. Studies of the Site for a Third London Airport. Maiden­
head: Alan Stratford and Associates, July 1966. 

. The Stansted Black Book. Dunmow: 1967. ----
The Stansted Working Party. The Third London Airport : The case 

for Re~êPP~. Chelmsfon!: The Stansted Working Party, 
June 1967. 

___ . The Third London Airport : A summary of the case for 
a new investigation. Chelmstord: Stansted Working Party, 
November 1967. 

C. BOOI<S AND ARTICLES 

Bar,r, J. "The BatUe of Stansted Airport. Il New Society. 
24 June, 1965, pp. 6-8. 

__ ~~. "lnto public combat. Il New Society. 16 December, 
1965, p. 5. 

Cook, O. The Stansted Affair : A case for the people. London: Pan, 
1967. 

Hall, P. "Stansted: the battle resumes. Il New Society. 9 November, 
1967. pp. 667-8. 

__ =-:' "Rosklll's airportj the first days." New Society. 
26 December, 1968. pp. 939-42. 

Wralth, R. "The Public Inquiry into Stansted Airport. Il PoUtical 
Quarterly. Vol. 37, No. 3, July 1966, pp. 265-80. 

D. OTHER SOURCES 

o Documentary: 

NWEEHPA mes. 

iO Interviews: 

Mrs. S. Forsyth, General Organizer for NWEEHPA 196'1-69. 
Mr. Peter Kirk, MP for Saffron Walden. 

", "_.~, .... ,.~ ......... 'lUI<"\\oo"''''---'''''~-'' - ."u_." -.' • '-"'" .- ••• ~.- ."M •• _ "-"- ••• ~ •• - • 

",. ~. 



-e} 

o 

o 

348 

Mr. A.J. Little, Clerk to Dunmow ROC. 
Mr. John Lukies, Joint Chairman of NWEEHPA and Dunmow ROC 

Counclllor. 
Mr. J. S. Mllls, Deputy Clerk, Essex County Council. 
Mr. Stan Newens, then MP for Epping. 

'. ~ 

\ 


