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This working paper is intended to help fur;her study, rather than as an analysis--
or even a full description -- of the anti-nﬁclear power movement, It is the product
of a éeries of efforts by several péople;

Initially, we assumed the anti-nuke movement was comprised of both special
interest and general interest groups, and we decided to concentrate on those groups
which were trying to effect decisions on the national level. In order to locate
organizations comprising the social movement, Linda Kaboolian identified the interesfs
we expected to have represented in the social‘movement:v peace, consumer, environmental !
scientific, labor, and'women's gréups.

| She began collecting names of organizations which appéared in the media and
contactéd a Washington lobbyist. She then telephbned these organizations, and
solicited the names of other organizations from ﬁheﬁ. In the sﬁﬁmer of 1979, she
conducted i2 opeﬁ—ended interviéws in New fork, Philadelphia, and Washington, D.C.

In the spring of 1981, Emilie Schﬁeidler collected iﬁformation on a less formal basis
from seven informants, (In order £§ preserve confidentialityf we are not listing
the names.ok our informants; contact us if you need specifié information.)

In addition to our interviews, we collected printed information from each
organization, the media, and published material, These printed'sources<are'listed
with each organizational summary.

Besides these national organizations, we have included the Clamshell Alliance
as an organization focussed around a more specific local issue; For this. Emilie
Schmeidler conducted three personal interviews and one telephone interview during
the spring of 1981.

The body of this working pavper describes these organizations in terms of eight
categories: history, organizatiomal structure, goals and targets, strategy and
tactics, resources, alliances within the movement, relations with authoritieés, and

o

relations with opponents. The account of the Clamshell Alliance is somewhat more

I e : . -



extensive-to show how thése'cafegories might be used to examine changes within an
organization ofer time,

In these descriptions, we have noted explicitly places where inforﬁation was
1acking‘in.order to alert othefs to the kinds of information they might want to

obtain, but which we did not find readily available.



CRITICAL MASS (CM)
HISTORY,

In November 1974, Ralph Nader organized a '"Critical Mass Convention" with
workshops and resource people: gbout 300 anti—nucigar activists attended, In
February 1975, a steering committee set.up a Critical Mass office in.Washington.

. In November 1975, 1009 éeople came frbﬁ all over the coﬁntry to a second Critical !

Mass convention.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE .
Critical Mass is one of the 15 organizations begun by Ralph Nader, -and one to
five (Public Citizen, Congress Watch, Critical Mass, Tax Reform Research Group, and

Public Interest Research Group of Washington) which deal with energy issues, Furiding

comes through Public Citizen and through subécriptions to theQériti¢al‘MaSS'Journal
"(CMJ). Apparently Nader makes the decisions about'the size of allocations to the
vafious'groups, staffing, pay, etc!‘ Thexe is at least some doﬁsultafibp with the

staff (for example, discussion about wﬁo_to respond to the opportunities they saw

as a result of Three Mile Islénd; seé below under Tactics): but I've little information
about either the formal or informal structure other than fhat Nader makes most of

the ﬁajor decisions,

Apparently CM hés duite a small staff,. (It_is.diffiqult to fell just how
. small: McFarland 'says thgfe are 1Q—15 people working on engréy issues in'éll five
'Naaer organizations. The masthead for CMJ lists 10-20 people? mqsfly as ﬁcontributdrs;"’
but it is not clear what relations these people have to CM: notAall people who
have articles in the issue are listedAas>contri$utors; and all the contributoré
may not be members of CM.)

The staff of CM is primarily young and middle class., Nader's policy has been
for the staff to work for low pay; this results in considerable turnover, Most of
'the staff are drawn from somewhat related work, e.g.; local PIRGs, journalism,
work with legislators; they work for CM temporarily, e.g.; until-they need more

money Or go back to school, Linda's informant spoke of seeing the work as a kind of



training, and spoke of intending to'contiﬁue doing similar kinds of work long after
she left CM. |

. Thefe are orgnizatiohal-inefficiencies because of'the high turnover among the
staff. It is nof a membership organization: its membership is the same as its

subscription list, and the subscribers do. not have any formal control over decisions..

. TARGETS AND GOALS

. There are the broader goals of Nader and the Nader organizations as a wﬁole: and
ﬁhe épeéific goals of CM, .The.overarching'gdals of the Nader organizations are
conservatioﬁ, low-energy growth, a moratorium on nuclear development, governmental
regulation of gas'and oil prices, and-scrupulqus environmental restrictioﬁs on
development of oil and éoal; they support the.development of solar power (as ldng as
it is not high'teéhnology). _ (These are the goals pertinant to CM; theré are another
relétéd set which have to do with consumers' rights,) Most broadly! "cprborate
America" is the opponent. The immediate targets for much of their actions are
governmental énd régulatory bodies (1egislatures; the NRC, etc.),

CM's stated goal.is the development of safe, efficient energy, it opposes the
development of nuclear power as being neither safe nor efficient, Althéugh_ﬁembérs
of-the-staff'see coﬁnéctions wigh the issue of nuclear weapons, CM focuses on nuclear

poweflénd related. safety issues., Its targets have been legislative and regulatory

bodies, primarily.

STRATEGY AND TACTICS

1 Have little senée.of CM'é broad- strategic thinking, ‘The,only issue on which
I have any information about strategy is CM's response to TMI, Before'TMI: CMAmainly
concentrated on issﬁes of-safety, for example'studying accidents in the transporting
of nuclear wastes,.problems éf'storage, and the use of radioactive materiéls in
"hospitals. In resbonse to TMI;'many people turned to CM for information., CM decided

to organize around the concerns for safety (father than bring in the issue of nuclear

‘weapons), because the local people had not been mobilized before, and they were now



' nuclear4groups,ﬁdding research, and lobbying. Critical Mass Journal (CﬁJ)

concerned about logal safety issues. -The CM staff thqught the locél people would not
be critical of the use ofvnuclear we;pons for national defense. The staff does see
a connection between these.issues, but thinks CM will be more likely to be able to
mobilize this constituency if thgy go one step at a.time.

Beyond organizing specifically around TMI, CM sees TMI as indicating that the

anti-nuclear movement has a larger. potential constituency than that to which it had

\

been relating (i.e., anti-nuke activists). CM is discussing how ‘to respond to this
opportunity, especially how to do more grassroots organizing; and, at the time of

Linda's interview, was searching for a person with organizing skills to be added to

the staff.

CM's major activities haVelbeen providing information to local anti-
4 LDTTTRS :

——]

is a monthly 12-16 page tabloid which .

gives the reader a. sense that he is part of a burgeoning nationwide
movement by chronicling antinuclear activities in various areas;
the latest antinu¢lear arguments; the latest information on Washington
lobbying, with congressional voting charts; articles on the possibil-~:
ities for conservation of energy; information on alternative sources
~ of energy, especially solar power; inside information on what ERDA,
~ FEA, and other federal agencies are up to; criticism of leading pro-
" nuclear "advocates; and an annotated reading list of recent energy
research, emphasizing federal documents and reports by public interest
research groups.

Through CMJ, other publications; and through participation.in coalitions, CM

~urges - lobbying- and provides some training for this. For example, in the May

6 demonstration, CM organized the lobbying which took place on May 7th (see
relations with opponents for some more information on this). While CMJ reports -
civil disobedience with considerable enthusiasm, it urges its readers towards

lobbying, presenting material to the NRC, and other forms of legal action.’

In addition to trying‘tq get others to lobby, and preparing materials
to heib them do so, CM itself lobbies, gathers names of individuals and.groups

willing to lobby, sent  a public letter to Carter criticising energy policies, etc.



(If is interesting how differeﬂtly CMJ seems to have deélt with TML
and Seabrook. CMJ reports favo;ably on Seabrook and other citizen group actions--
both.legal iand illegal. However, in CMJ there is no indication that CM did |
substancial rethinking in light 6f Seabrook, e.g., that it saw public response
to Seabrook as indicating a pétential constituency to organiée. Similarly,
Lindals informanﬁ mentions. the impact of TML in this respect, but .not Seabrook.
Three possible explanations: (1) Seabrook protestorsAused civil disoﬂedience and
CM uses legal tactics, therefore, Seabrook did not look liké a model for Cﬁ;

(2) the~pﬁb1ic invocation of safety concerns resonated with CM's long involvement

" on that basis; and (3) this is an artifact of my reliance on a few issues of CMJ

and an interview which took place after TMI with an informant who had not been

at CM during the Seabrook demonstrations.)

RESOﬁRdES

Nader himself is a major resource for CM, Much of.its funding comes through
the Nader organizations, and CM's reputation-for trustworthiness is because of Nader.
However, CM dqesn't control Nader: it can't simply tell Bim where to go éﬁd at
which events to speak because there are far tooimany demands on his fime and CM is
only oné of the orgapizatipns to which he relates, (I have no information about the
size of CM's budget. Mchrland says that the Nader organizations had a tofal of
about $2,000,000.) ‘

cMJ cipes a Harris pqll in 1978 which showed 80% 6f.the pbpulatibﬁ wanted a
cras@ program in development of soiar power, énd less than 50% wanged nuclear power
plants constructed more rapidly.

The o:ganizers of the May 6 demonstration claim 100,000 people attended, but
few were members of minority groups. National figures at the demonstratioﬁ included
James Fonda, Ralph Nader, Dick Grégory, Jerry Brown, and sever musicians.

CMJ also reports figures about increased participation in local protest groups

in the wake of TMI,




ALLIANCES

CM is mainly ties té the other Nader groups in terms of funding and setting
priorities. (However, inferring from Liﬁda‘s iﬁtervie&s with CM and PIRG, the
groups doe operate separately.)

CMJ and Linda's -informant Q';;;:Tboth indicate that CM cooperates with-a number

. . ; \ N .

of organizations; neither indicates points of competition. izqﬁvjdescribes the
various groups in Washington--Union of Concerned Scientists; Friends of the Earth,
Sierra Club, Enyironmeptal Health Center--as di?iding up what had td,EF dOne_sq there
would be little duplication of effort, CM worked with what itE@é%E?iﬁéa;as a "diverse
range of cifizen, environmental, and labor groups" in organizing the May 6 demonstration.

The CMJ reports favorably on activities by direct action and citizen. groups, and

refers its readers to many of these organizationms.

RELATIONS WITH AUTHORITIES
CM is'barticplgrly critical of Schlesingeriénd the nuclear industry;
it identifies them és being fupdementally.gntrusfworthy. .For -example, in
1977, Schlesinger announced that environmental groups backed the Administration's
gnerg& proposals at a time when, in‘fact, the groups were still ﬁeeting to
formulate their statemedt; cMJ pro;laimed'this as showiﬁg how the Administration.
was tfying to use'environmental groups, and said these groups should learn ;
1ess§n from this. (This is CMJ's account of the situation.) Similarly, in
sﬁmmarizing the lessons from.TﬁI, CMJ stated that' commercial industry is not.
well-suited to operate highfrisk technologies safely, and that an induétrf which
is not accountable fb; its actions with act.recklessly.

In general; CM is critical of the.NRC as having ties with the industry
and as being irresponsiﬁle in letting the ‘industry continue with little régula—
tion and inadaquate safeguards, despite,repea;éd accidents and problems. Most

of CMI's coverage of TMI emphasized the NRC's irresponsibility; however, it




approved the NRC's'May 21 moratorium on licensing new reactors, and said that

some members of the NRC,appeared'interested in,furthef restictions on construction.
Also in response to TMI, CMJ reported Congressiqnal probes and investigatiomns, .

and the:criticisms and reservations byjmembers of Congress. It provides consid-

erable discussion of these investigations-and the potential legislation as positive

steps. Particular members of Congress and state legislatures are identified as

- sympathetic with CM's stances. - (It may be that there is more of this relatively

positive coverage of legislation; I have only four issues of CMJ, so its hard to

tell.) CMJ also reprinted a column from a national newspaper in which the

columnist reports shifting from pro-nuclear to anti-nuclear on the basis of TMI.

RELATIONS WITH OPPONENTS

Follqwing T™I, CM»perceived the nucleér industry as iﬁcreésingvits level.
of activity, but not cﬁanging the types_of actions-—primarily public_relations
and lobbying.- Th§ industry askedremployees to contact their reﬁresentatives;
this was an important impetus for CM deciding to use the May-6 demonstrations as an
oppértunity for massive lobbying. Linda‘é informant sees industry expen&itures on
lobbying as paying fo for it, but sees its public relations as being a wasted
effort. (It's not clear how she evaluates campaign_contributions.) CMJ; however,
took a more public stand denouncing industry propagaﬁda, especially materials sent
to schools.

CcMJT, Eefore TMI, mentions the industry's use of the media in a number of ways,
e.g., pushing its own case and suppressing information about the dangers of nuclear
ﬁower. It also accused the American Nuclear Energy Council of misrepresenting two
governors as haviﬁg ufged the Carter administration to push for nuclear development
when they had not done so. |

There are no mentions, in.the material I have, about the relations with pro-

nuclear grassroots organizations,
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~ HISTORY

"on medical rather than strategic or political considerations, and saw a need

“cussion below concerns only: this second phase of PSR.

'Journai_gg Medicine.  Following that, its membership increased dramatically

PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (PSR)

PSR has had two phases. It was founded in 1962 by physicians, primarily.

in the Boston drea, who were concerned about -nuclear war. They chose to focus

for the medical community and the public in general to have better information
about the extent to which a nuclear bombing would be a catasprophe. In May
1962, PSR publiéhed a.seriesiof a~ticles outlining the medical consequences
of a thermonuclear waf. PSR played_an important role in passage of the Anti-
Ballistics Mi;sile Treaty, and remained active through fhe Vietnam War.'

It was feviyed-in 1978, largely through the 1eaderéhip of Dr. Helen
Caldicott. It has continued to place primary emphasis on sharing informat ion .
and trying to mdbiliée the médicai community for active opposition to nuclear

dangers--war, weapons, power plants, the nuclear fuel cycle, etc. The dis-

Just at the time of TMI, PSR had placed a major-ad in the New England

- ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

as have requests for information. In the past two years, it has established
chapters throughout the country, become a na;ionai organization, and hired

staff.

PSR curren;ly has a national office, more than 30 chapters, and more than
3000 members. . It is éoverned‘by a ﬁoard.of directors and an éxecutive committee.
Individuals may joiﬁ the PSR (i.e., need not be affiliated with a chapter).

The chapters are fairly autonomous and free to determine their specific goals
and actions within the framework of-the larger organization. All contributions
to the national office and divided 50-50 with the chapter in the area from

which the contribution came (policy since 1/1/80). The chapters raise the

rest of the money ﬁhey need for their programs themselves.
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“had been being done by those in the Boston area. Thesefébmﬁiftééévihélﬁdé the

8

When.PSR revived, most of ifs members were in the Boston and San
Francisco area. -It had no regular staff (although it did have some temporary
staffing by a medical student). By the time of TMI (March 1979), PSR had

just over 300 membérs. By the end of 1980, it had about 3000 members, 25

formal chapters, and another 18 groups in ' the proceés‘of organizing as

_achapters.‘ Most of the chapters have a core of 10-15 active-members; some

also have a large pumber oflnéminal members. Chapters Qary in the proportion
of meaical-studgnté to esﬁablished doctors.

During 19?9, PSR hired staff; by the end of that year iﬁ’had two
full-time and two part-time staff members. .Aé_its<program expanded, it has

seen the need for more staff to meet particular needs (e.g., to train speakers

" or to handle press relations).

In 1979 and 1980, much of the work was carried out -by members and staff
in the Boston area. In 1980;'the board and executive committee voted to

create several national committees to take responsibility for the work which’

N

Tgchniéal Committee (for gathefing and distributing technical iﬁformation),
Chapter Outreacﬁ, Medical Outreach, Labor 6utreach, International Outreach,‘
Press Committee, and Public Policy Coﬁmittee, ' |

I do not have information about the formal or informal relations among

these various parts except'thatimembers are invited to join any committee in

whose work they have interest.

PSR's budget for the national office for 1981 is $110,230 (with additional
budgets for speaker training and other projects). Of this, it planned to be

able to raise $70,000 from memberships, contributioﬁs, and sale of literature.

GOALS AND TARGETS
PSR's main concern is with the medical hazards of nuclear radiationm,
and sees its purpose as providing information to the medical community and

general public about the dangers from nuclear weapons, nuclear po&er, and the
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nuclear fuel chain. It sees thg medical consequences of nuclear war as so
catastrophic, that much of its attention is on this; however, it sees the
whole set of issues as related, and so opposes all these facets. (Caldicott,

however, characterized nuclear power as compared to nuclear war as like

"a pimple on a pumpkin.")

PSR identifies the major-problemsﬂof nuclear power as being radioactive

wastég, the dénger$ of nuclear accidents, énd'nucléar weapons proliferation.
iq addition to.céliing for nuclear weapon disarmament, PSR calls for a mora-
torium. on construction of nﬁglear power plants and phasing out of existing
ones, aicombreﬁensive program to conserve energy and develop glternative sources
of energy, and studies of populations exposed to nuclear. radiation (e.g.,
uranium minérs as well as the victims at Hiroshima).

~ PSR wants to affeétAbqth‘US and USSR governmental policies-(and pre-
sumably those of other nations with nuclear weapons). Most of its wd:k is

educational, however, and for this its targets are primarily. the medical

community, and through it, the general public.

STRATEGY AND TACTICS

' PSR has taken education of the medical profession and publiﬁ as being

. critical aspects of the problem on which it will work. . Its analysis is as

follows. There is no way for physicians to treat .the medical consequences

of a nuclear attack; therefore the basic health issue is prevention rather
. I4

than preparation for nuclear war..i?hjéﬁdianéﬁaee'widglyfréspeEEéﬁ>§ﬁd;éécﬁs;
tomed to reporting scientific findings. Therefore they make a potentially - ..
forcefﬁl pressure group for rational control over this déstructive weaponry.
Since physicians throughout the wqud share traditions, 1énguage, and practices,

they are in a position to create an international movement against nuclear

hazards.
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PSR's prog?am is'ovefwhelmingly educational. It has put a high priority
on training speaﬁérs and so enqoufaging physicians to speak as experts to the
pub;ic,.before~govefnmént bodies and in courts, ;nd‘through the media. It
organizes symposia aboﬁfv;he consequences of;radiafion,;and espeéia;ly about

.the~6a£as§rqphic éffeété of a nuclear attack. Maﬁy &f-these have been oriented
. primafiiygat'the medical community, e.g., are Spénsored by mgdicai schools.
They ?ely heavily qn~presenﬁati;n; by experts,_bofh from the medical profession
>1ahd those'with knowledge of . the international arms race (e.é.; former Seéregary
‘of State Cyrus Vance and former director of ;he Ué.Arms Control'andvDisarmamgnt

‘Agency, Paul Warnke. PSR also presents its views to the medical community

.ﬁhrough articles in majdr médical jourﬁals,.eSpeciaily the New ﬁngiand Joprqal
oﬁﬁﬁédiciné, and at professional gathefings. PSR aiso makes public statements
to:the broader public, e;g.,.through néws feléaseé, preés conferences, adver-
tisements, and by organizing pubiic lectures and film series.

.The natibnal-office has been putting together a.libraryvqf-books, reprints,
>tapes, filns, and cassettes.fﬁr the use of its members. It is also assembling
ed mationz® materials for rent or sale: informational packets on clinical and
scientific lifé§ét§re~on tﬂe medical-hazards of nuclear rédiation! power, and
weapons |
| In addition,'those at‘the national level have'given‘cdﬁsiderable atten-
tioﬁ to orggnizational issues. Initially they focussed primarily on getting some .
'full—time.staff and‘recruiting_new members, e.g., by running ads in the New

England Journal of Medicine azmd NY Times. PSK has not been satisfied with the

limited amount of support it has been able to give new chapters, and so is

]

orking on developing a whole progran of recruitment znd chapter outreach.

hXY

Thiz includes a mase mailing tc 500,000 doctors, znalysis of which recruitment

[¢

[0}

»

techniques have worked best, develpping & prclkuge for sterting new chiphex

connecting with medical elites {where students predeminite in clhapters), v o=

raising, and working with the broscer Livenent.
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A related cbncern hgs been over how to @anage the incfeased.workload
and support it financially.. PSR's initial solution was to hire staff. ‘Then
it organized nationwide committees in order that all the work would not fall
on those in the Béston éfea.. These cgmmittees cover a rangé of gctivi;ies,
e.g., chaptergoutreach! making connections wifh thehlabor movement,-urging
fmembers‘po work through other medical groups -to make presentatiohs and pass
resolugions against nuclear weapons and nuclear power, identifying whét
,gxperfise is availéble among chapter members so that PSR may draw on these
people in response to the requeéts it gets for experts. In addition, PSR
"has dgveloped_fund—raising propdsals for many aspects of i£$ work §uring tﬁe
past three years: national spgager_training——$23,225; technical information
'resoufces4—$40,500;'media—4$l7,500; chapter development--$39,000; and national
- office support—-$39,500;

In addition to.this wéik by the nationél'organization, the chapters
carry'on'théir own prograﬁs. Many ofAthese_cénter around sharing informatiqﬁ,
e.ge, throughilectﬁres, films, conferences. Others focus on gonducting studies
.gnd putting together educationAmaterial'sﬁch'as slide. shows. A number of these
have been in reference to éarticular local conflicts about.power plants, uranium

mining, or radioactive wastes. At least a.few have become actively engaged

in local conflicts, e.g., taking a nuclear power plant to court.

RESbURCES

PSR-descriBes'itself as comprised of’bhysicians, dentists, and students
. from these fields; non-physicians.may join as associate members. (Interestingly,
'PSk does not give any indication that it tries to recruit nurses and other
health-related professionals.) Both its literature and activities emphasiie
the special expertise of physicians and therefore their responsibility to takel
a firm stand on this'as an issue of life and health. The role of doctor—as;

expert seems to be be resource to which PSR gives most attention, and also the

one which distinguishes it most from the other organizations in the anti-nuke
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:~reports that its conferences, symposia, and lectures are well-attended (though

12 .

the size of these meetings ranges considerably, e.g., 60-900). - For these

meetings, PSR relies heavily on éXperts from within the medical profession'

and from national and international affairs (e.g., Cyrus Vance and Paul Warnke).

Its publicity empﬁasizes these experts' participation. Coverage of the major

:syﬁposia by the media is improving, but PSR is. working on improving it~sti11

~ further by hiring a staff person to work pért—time.specifically on relations

with the media, rather than having this done on an ad hoc basis.

RELATIONS WITH ALLIES

‘PSR has established Committees to deal with relations within the medical’
N S - - ‘ - T - on

cpmmunity'(primarily to encourage its members to work through the various

~medical associations to which they belong) and to work with. labor. In addition,

- one of the concerns of the chapter outreach committee is that chapters cooperate

with other organizations -in the broader movement. (However, I am not clear of

just which movement PSR would consider itself to be a.part.)

The PSR symposia mostly indicate relations within the medical community, .

e.g., joint sponsorship by major medical schools and participation by presti--

gious figures such as deans.and department chairs. - In addition, there are

scattered reference to participation by people from other organizations or

specific events .co-sponsored by other organizations: Union of Concerned

Scientists,-EnvironmeﬁtaliSts-for Full Emﬁloyment, Ame:icaﬁ Friends Service
Committee, EnQifonmentai Pblicy Institute,.Councii for a Liveable_World; etc.
None of the materials I have (which ére very limitéd in this respeét)‘give~
any indication of éonflic£ or cﬁmpetition Qith other organizations. However,
they aléo give little sense'of whether there are‘any sorts of continuing
relations with groups other than the medical ones. On the other hand, PSR
receives far more.requésts for speakers an& information than it can handle.
In 1979(?) natiéngl.PSR reported thaf it had provided:speakers for over 300

events, and that chapters received 1-10 requests for speakers each week.

AN

N
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PSR's 1§bor commit£ee has focused on-occupational hazards, e.g., of
uranium miners. It members were inQolved in séme coalition work and in the
formation.of the Labor Cémmittee for Safe Energy and. Full Empiéymeqt. Tﬁe
PSR'.labpr.coﬁmittee members see unions as pfimarily concerned about occupa=

tional safety issues: They see problems having arisen when anti-nuke activists

"erroneously assume that nuclear workers who are concerned about health and

séfety'regulatioﬁs are also oﬁposed to nuélear.power..

PSR issued a statemeﬁt cglling.for Soviet physicians to join them in
protesting nucle#r weépbnry. Membérs of PSR, including Caldicott, have met
with Soviet phySciéns,w : issued-a-joint statement, and planned a joint

meeting for March 1981.

RELATIONS WITH AUTHORITIES '

Ip'geperal, PSR seeﬁs_to haﬁe ﬁad relatively positive reiations with
authorities in the séhge that it is able to get a hearing for its positidn. ;\/
In 1980;;the Washington DC chapfér oréénized an edqcatiOnal forum_on."Health
Effeét; of Radiation'" for Céﬁgress. PSR's maj;r sympésia are receiving increa-
sing amouﬁts-of media coverage--though more_radioland priht-media and.only a
little on TV.

‘On'thé-other hand, PSR's basic position is critical of the federal
government, éalliﬁg on both the US and USSR to stopithe arms race and the
thréat of nuclear war. .To this end, it.had-a full-pagé ad 'in the NY Times
and made a pﬁblic statemenf calliﬁg for change in policy and for.physicians
in both countries to join in this appeal.On this basis, PSR has begun working
with physicians in-the Soviet Union. | |
RELATIONS WITH ‘OPPONENTS |

PSR's relations with the federal government are described above. Beyond
thét,.I have no‘indigation of nationallPSR focuséing on others as opponents.

However, some of the chapters have undertaken projects directed against

specific opponents. The New Mexico chapter accused the national coal and uranium




E

" assure that the Energy Facilities Siting Council will review .the status of

mining lobbies of- beiﬁg willing to sacrifice everyone else fo their narrow
interests. Tﬁe San- Francisco cﬁépter has become very involved in.trying to
arouse pubiic opinion»agaihst the University of California Livermore Nuclear
Weapons Laboratory; Tﬁg Portland, Oregén, cﬁaptef has'taken.leggl action to
the Trojan Nuclear Power Plant. However, in none of these casés do I have
any information about the nature of the chapter's interaction with its

opponent.

N
\«’/
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UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS (UCS)
HISTORY

I have no information about the founding of the UCS. The only

- information I do have about its history is from one of its funding_appeals

which lists its accomplishments sinqé 1971. All of these focus on nuclear

: safety, first its criticisms of the inadaquacy of the -AEC regulations (1971),

and then pressure to replace the AEC (1974)5 a declaration signed by 2300
"members of the technical community" criticizing the nuclear power program

and calling for a reduction in it (1975); and criticisms of the Rasmussen

Report (1977) followed by exposure of hazardous conditions which were per-

mitted on the basis of Rasmussen estimates of the probability of various
[ 3

kinds of accidents.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
The UCS has about 85,000 dues-paying members. They have a minimal

role in setting policy: periodically, UCS sends out a questionaire in its

"mailings and gets information about membership concerns in this way. Policy

is set, officially, by fhe‘board_df directsrs; I have no-information about
how the board is selected sr sbouf its composition.

The UCS is priﬁarily a staff ofganization. It ‘has two offices, the
main office in Cambridge, Massachusetts, and another in Washington, D.C.
The-Cambridge office sets policy, but I have no other.informapion about its

size or work. The1Washington office has a staff of four and concentrates

in lobbying both in Congress and with the NRC. Linda's informant (kisa

~—~Shulock), located in the Washington office, ﬁerceived the Cambridge office

as more conservative, and saw the Washington office as being more concerned
to involve the membership. She saw the office as having made some changes

in that direction, e.g., having staff help in the May 6 demonstration.

TARGETS AND GOALS
The UCS defines its goal as stopping nuclear power until it is

proven safe. - Its emphasis. is on issues of safety and health; its position
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is that since the.ﬁucleag power planté are unsafe now, they should be-oppbsed :
for now. Some mgmbers believe the plants could be made safe enought to live
with, but that since this would be very egpensive, and nuclear power is alrgady.
too expensive to be viablé, nuclear éower is,hnlikely ever to be made safe
-éﬁougﬁ.'.Becéuse of this concern with issues-of health and safety, UCS does
jéppoég nuclear Qeapons—;but in terms of arms control, not disarmament. UCS
does.not take a position-on the issue of centralization of power.

UCS's ultimate férget is the nuclear power industry which it identifies
as being moré_concerned with protecting its investments than protectiqg'citi;
zens. UCsS's immediate target is the governﬁent——primarily angress and the
NRQ——ﬂpich‘the staff approach both directly and through éhe membership:

...What concerns us is that the Fedefal government,’ which still

promotes nuclear power vigorously, will seek a hasty, politically

motivated, cosmetic solution instead of a safe, long-range plan....
' ’ : from a funding appeal, p. 2

'STRATEGY. AND TACTICS

:UCS's tactics éenter around education, lobbying, and testifying. It
sees itself‘aé,having credibility because of its scientific base and access
to ekperts,.and,because~it'does;not demonstrate. If uses this-experﬁise to
analyse safety issues apd bring them to public a;tention, e.g., through
callingvfor ﬁearings; testifying before committees and the NRC, lobbying,
sending material to constituents, and publications. The lobbyists see the
role of'thé memberéhip as very important in providing pressure from constit-
uents so memBérs of Congress will listen to UCS's arguments;lahd therefore,
they pré&ide information about legislation to the'membership.

UCS identifies the major issues as being thé iﬂadéédécywof the basic
safety systems in nuclear power plants, supreésion of information about
these érobleﬁs by the_goverhment, the federal government's support for devel-
opment of ﬁuclear powér,'and inadaquate means of~waste disposal. It.sees the
claims that America needs nuclear power to prevent energy shortages as false,

and has produced a book arguing that conservation and more efficient use of



17

exisfiqg supﬁlies of energy would be ample for continued economic and popula-
tion growth. The samples I have of litérathre seng to prbspgcti?e members
emphasizes UCS's functibﬁs as a watcﬁdog on.the federal government, especially
the NRC. The issues of its ﬁublication, Nucleus, primarily.present informa-
tion about issdés--TMI, SALT II, and testimony. In addition, UCS puts out
*’informationalipamphieté, e.g., én the hazards of nuclear power and on Us
surveillénée qf Sovieg‘éompliance with SALT.

' The mateérials we have (espécia;ly the'in;erview) ha&é a little other
information about elements of UCS's analysis: that nuclear power is~nqt_
ecdnomicallylviable, #haf inlthe ;ongrun.nuclear power provides fewer 5obs
than gould solar, and ﬁhat demonstrations are not iikely to be as effective
a-way tonpersuade membefs of'Congfess than either such eveﬁts as‘TMI or public
opinion polls showing'vqter support for stopﬁing construction. : "}»j

s - ) ) R

. Iﬁfot@ﬁnpéfsaYS UCS -receives requests for éssistance and fdr speakers,
but that it has neither the time nor the resources to respond to such requests;
.xshe.dogs ﬁot treat this as a matter qf strategy. Oné stratggic issue she does
faise, however, is that UCS has emphasized the need to stop nuclear powef but
has not emphasized positivé alternatives to.it. She sees this in terms éf
not having had enough resources to dolb6th, but also says UCS is thinking of
iobbyihg for money.to be taken from the breeder feactor program and put into
renewable resources.

(This accégnt‘mgy have missed the(weighting'UCS gives to. education :>\h
versus lqbbying. ’Iﬁfoﬁﬁadt is:énetdf;théflébpyisté,;anﬂ“she seemed. to have '
much less-sen;e'of what was happening in other parts of the organization.)
RESOURCES

UCS has 80,000-85,000 dues-paying members. I have no information
about the size of its bu@get ér staff‘(bﬁt 80,000 X $15 --the standard annual

‘contribution--would give a minimum of $1,200,000 income).
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UCS presents itself.in terms of repreéentipg scientists, professionals,

and responéibie péople concerned about nuclear power and willing to make a

careful study of it3 and without a vested interest in it. It sees ifé scien-

tificlcredibility'as very important, and as depending pértly on having experts

to .support its positions and partly as resulting from its policy of not demon-

RN

s
~ P

Infé}ﬁéﬁfidid not-have a sense of the composition of UCS's membership.

However, she said that the anti-nuke movement is definately épreading to new -

constituencies: . a lot of labor groups, labor unions one-by-one, local League

of Women_Vg;g;g, and the more liberal wing'of the Democratic Party.

s E?Efor@aﬁi;assessment of the importance gf démonstrations was mixed;
She_indiéated that she did not think the M?y 6 demonstration was»likely to
have had much impact on members of Cbngresé. VShe coﬁtrasted that demonstra-

tion with the events around the TMI accident itself and with a CBS/NY Times

poll showing voter support for stopping nuclear power plantAconstructidn, both

" of which she thought would have more infihence. On the other hand, in a

different context, she described the nuclear industry as anxious to avoid the

kinds of problems with demonstrators which occured at Seabrook.

ALLIANCES IN THE MOVEMENT
As a matter of policy, UCS does not join coalitions or give formal

supbort to demonstrations by others. However, its staff does work with people -

from other organizations around specific issues—4lﬁfqrmaﬁt'mentibné;fhe\ﬁplar
Lobby, Environmental Policy Centef, Friends of the Earth, and Critical Mass.
Although UCS as such does not take part in demonstrations, staff members can

give éome assistanée; the Washington UCS staff did help some in the lobbying’

' part of the May 6 demonstration. QIﬁfofﬁant:says~thiS*is a relatively recent

shift in UCS practice, and comes as result of the concern of the-local staff.)
IanFmant/also indicates that some of those in the anti-nuke movement

see UCS as helping the nuclear industry because by emphasizing make the plants

safe, they are postponing stopping them entirely. L l‘ e .0
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“The subcommittee most directly responsible for nuclédr power is the House
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of the anti-nuke movement's concern with other issues such as centralized

power.

RELATIONS WITH AUTHORITIES
Much of UCS's work focuses on trying to influence the federal author-

ities, and its relations seem to vary from relatively cordial to anatagonistic. o\,
. . /’\ . A
7 \ .

v/

.Infe:ior and‘Insular Affairs Committee, chaired (tﬁen) by Morris Udall. Some
of UCS's literature carries a testimoﬁial by Udall for the UCS's work. Nucleus
reporfs UcCs teétimony befofe fhat ;ubcommittee in which it criticized the
Rasmussen.report and the NRC,Aand advocated tighter Congressional controls

over the NRC and independent sources of information oﬁ nuclear-pdwer.

UCS literature regularly criticizes the government for supressing .

information about the dangers of nuclear power and for its policy of financial

support for development of nuclear power. It is particularly critical of the

NRC for dbihg more to promote nuclear power than to safeguard public health

- through regulating the industry. UCS identifies itself with exposing govern-

mental cover—ups and ﬁolicies which eprse peopie to danger, é;g,, first:by,
opposing the Rasmussen repértland'eventually by forﬁing_the government to
reﬁudiaté the report; and théﬁ Ey.usiné the Freedom of Information Act to
cﬂallénge NRC decisions which had beep Based on the Rasmussen Report.

UCS makes use of aufhorities in.two othér ways. First, it uses the
media to présent information--through ads, storieé, press releases, etc.

Second, in its lLiterature it .cites a variety'of authorities as supporting

“its positions (Wall Street Journal, MITRE Corporation--a Virginia think-tank,

insurance companies, Ralph Nader, the AEC regulatory staff, US Geological

Survey, etc.).
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VTTI RELATIONS WITH OPPONENTS
| ThelUCS'describes'the nuclear- power industry as using deceit, evasion,

amd subterfuge, and'aé wiliing to sacrifice the public good for its own narrow
interest: desﬁite the dangers to health and safety from ;ccidents, sabotage,
and nuéleap:wastes, the -industry is trying to push the country to become more
’depeﬁdent on nﬁlcear po;ef'and is trying to qapitalize on tﬁe fears.of’an
energy shortage by ﬁaking untrue claims_ébout thé ﬁeed-for nuclear energy.

The UCS attribﬁtes’this té the industry being ﬁoré'concerned with'protecting

its own investments than with the safety and health of the population.
. ,/"\.»'w,/ . : : .

Iﬁfbrﬁagt says the industry is'becoming more desperate because of
mount%ng economic and political pressures, including'the capital costs of
constructing plants, problems of liability (particularly if the Price—Andersoﬁ
Act is repealed); |

| There is no indication éf any relationship between UCS and the pro-

nuke movement.
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. MOBILIZATION FOR SURVIVAL (MFS)
HISTORY
In early 1976, Sidney Lens published "The Doomsdéy Strategy" in The

Progressive which criticized the U.S. effort to attain security through nuclear

~ weapons. DUring the next year, he gathered several other public figures into a

diécussion of the need'fo? an umBrella organizatioﬁ to combat this threat.
Memberé_of estéblished'pe&ce organizations-—AFSC, WILPF, WRL, etc.--were
approached, and in April 1977-120—130 people ;eﬁresenting 60-70 organizations
met in fhiladelphia. This group appointed avcommigtee to continuenthe discus-
.sion, and this latter group.suggesed thé fqrmal structure for the new organiza-
tion——téé Mobili;ation for Survival. In December 1977, 400 people met in
Chicago for the first nat;onal conference; they set an agenda for their work
together. During thé intérvening months, theré wére localiy—ériented actions
around fhe arms race and its.costs.

From the timeiof‘its founding, MFS saw itsélf as the organization which
would join together man? dive?se organizations, and thereby both put more pressure
on the govérnment and help reawaken public awareneséiof the nature and scale of
‘thé'prqblem.' MFS' sets its owﬁ'national priorities and encourages constituent
groups ;6 undeftaké‘their own programs; in éach, it supports both legal activities
and nonviolent civil disobedience. MFS has been involved-in many of the major
demonétrafions including those at Barnwell, SC; Rocky Flats, CO; Bangor, WA;
the ﬁollywood Bowl; in New Y;rk and San Francisco (in relation to the UN Sﬁecial
Assembly on Disarmament), and at Seabrook:. In 1980 it organized "Survival Summer"

as an effort to get the issues out into communities throughout the nation.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
The MFS is a coalition of organizations and individuals. Its literature
deséribes it as uniting .more than 200-250 peace, environmental, religious, student,

women's, social-justice, and labor groups, and having ties with similar organizations
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in other countries. (Some of these groups which are part of MFS .are-local MFS
chapters; others ére local or national groups which affiliate with MFS.)

1 haQe little information aBogt-the formal structure of MFS. There is
a national staff (but I don't know ﬁow many-memfers, or whether:there is a
regional_étaff),-apdvavcoqrdinating'committee thch.oversees implementation of
decisions made at the énnual conference. I don't have anythings specific in

our written materials or interview about the national conference or represen-

‘tation of affiliates, but I gather from informal conversations that the national

conference is relatively open, and that a mpdified version. of concensus is used
in fprmulating nétionél policies, 'MFS has %ifteen task_forées; howéver, the
on}y ong about which I have any information ié thé religious task force.

. Organigaﬁions may affiliate wi;h'MFS~in.two ways. A ''cooperating organ-
ization" may use the MFS's name on its literature, and thé national MFS offers
to support its activities throQgh éupplying literafure, speakers, and contaqté.
National MFS may use the groqus name on its literature. ,In'addition,'the group
agrees to give space to publicize MFS activities in its newsletter and to éncou;age

its members to participate in these activities. "Supporting organizations'" do all

- this plus provide a financial contribution and some staff time for promoting and/or

implemeﬁ;ing'MFS program. I have no information about the ratio of supporting to
cooperating organizafions, whether there is any coordination among the staffs, or
whether‘supportinggorganizations haVé a different relation to decision—ﬁaking
(éither formally or informally).

From informal conversations, I gather that there havé been some.probléms
around organizational issues: staff, gaining and maintaining support from estab-
lisﬁed groﬁps, and questions about whether ény groub which wants.to affiliate
should be‘allowed to do so, even if existing members have reservations about the

prospective one.

GOALS AND TARGETS
- MFS describes itself as "a nonviolent movement of organizations and indiv-

iduals dedicated to awaken people to the growing threats to human survival and
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" ban nuclear power, stop the arms race, and meet human needs; and four interim S
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to channel that awareness into massive public action." Its 1977 '"Call to Action"

stated its purpose -as

to reawaken public awareness of the scale of the threat which faces

us all; to channel this awareness into dramatic and effective actions;

to take the initiative from those with a vested interest in the arms

race; to build a truly massive movement which can change the policies

and direction of the nation, and to achieve a transformation of conscious-:
ness onthe international level, in cooperation with groups active in
-Europe, Asia, and the Third World. (reprinted in The Progressive, 9/77)

- MFS identifies four interrelated long—term‘goéls: no nuclear weapons,

\

~

Ps

goals: a substan#iél cut in military programs and redirecting taxes from military ~—
to social programé; fuli employment-throughlconverting local.nucleaf and military.
prpgraméltb constuctive social. programs, a complete moratorium on nuclearvpower
and'weapons,band enéing arms sales and military assisténce to foreign countries.
Thus, while endirg the use of nudléar powef is one of the central issues, it is
seen as only one piece out of é larger -set of issues.

MFS has a diverée program and so its ﬁrojects have a range of targets;
Iﬁ is ﬁot cle#r wﬁethef it idéﬁtifies the federal government or corporations as
the main opponent;‘it'may.seg‘the military-industrial complex és the main target
and this as being comprised of soﬁé goverhméntél and- some corporate components.

Much.of its work is aimed at arousing'the‘general public to take part in protests;

in this sense, the public is a major target of its mobilization efforts.

TACTICS AND STRATEGY

MFS encompasses a wide rénge of strétegies and tactics. At the national
level, MFS strategy appears.to have two related components: first, to jqin'thg
scattered protests and organizations .together so they can present_their demands
to the govérnment more forcefully; and second, to mobilize the general populatioh
to take paft in these activities: To accomplish the first, MFS makes it quite
easy for other oréanizations to affiliate with it; this allows MFSito speak.in
the name'of'those organizatiohs,-and to take part in a series of significant

demonistrations. To accomplish the second, MFS sponsors and. encourages much



- 24
éducatio#al work, rallies, andAother.forms-of outreach--both to inform the public
and to display.public'support for its agenda. ’

At the natiohal level, MFS has a timeline of activities which has been
approved by the anﬁual convention. These include-leg%l gatherings such as
iconferénces,-rallies, apd!teach—ins; and nonviolent civil disobedience.at nuciear,
military, and corporate sites. Some of the national'evenfsAare designed to have
local components, e.g., simultaneous actions to commemorate fhe'bombingé of
Hiroshiha an& Nagasaki. Local MFS affiliétes are expected to take part in these
activities and to piaﬁ their own local ones,-too.\ National MFS also prbduces
literature and informational packets to»assist in 1oca1-organiziﬁg, e;g., leaflets
about MES, reprints about specific iséues such as the medicai implications 6f
nuclear_power, aqd a mimebgraphed manual about how to ofgani?e a teach-in. While
MFS does demonstrate in Washington to influence government policy, I have found
no indications of lobbying or ?élated'éctivities, excébt the circulation of a
petition for a nuclear moratérium.

- The major innovation in MFS tactics appears to ‘have been:the 1980 Survival
Summer , évoking the examples of the 1964 Mississippi Freedom Summer and the 1967
Vietnam Summer. Its purpose was to:ireducate communities throughoﬁF the nétion on
MFS issues; it relied primarily on young. people going door-to-door, making pre-
sentations ag.churcﬁes and ofher-organizations, leafletting gt shopping cénters,
.and speakigg on radio and TV.

| Wé have some'séattered information about strategy, e.g., the national
secretaryds views'on-violent ﬁrotests and gnalgsis‘of the May 6 demonstration,
and the religious taék force's caleﬁdar of events. However, I've no indication
hoﬁ broadly theée represent MFS. For instance, Bob Moore, #he national secretary,
is ver§ explicit about the ponviolenf base forAthg organization; however the
materials we have do not indicate that commitment to nonviolence'is_a criterion
for participating, and once an organization does join, it can use MFS's name on

its literature, whatever its activities.
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T RESOURCES

- I have.no information about the extent of MFS finances or s;aff; or about

-the social composition of its membership--even the proportion recruited as indiv-

iduals, as membefs of MFS groups, or aé members qf other groupsxaffiliated with MFS;
Both national MFS, and. the local organizatibns in it require resources.

S;ﬁe offMFst literature indicates a variety of ﬁeans of faising money in addition

to contributions and paying to be on the méiling liét; these iﬁclude salé of T-

shirts and bumper stickers, sale of Helen Caldicott's Nuclear Madness with 40% of -

the.proceeds going to MFS, and a fund-raising appeals by Benjamin épock for the
Survival Summer.. The teach-in manual prepared by nafioﬁai MFS for the local groubs
containg a major'sectioﬁ about both -the need‘for.fund—raising:and some techniques
for doing it.

-MFS's organizational structure has implications for access to resources.
It does not make a financial céntribution a requirement for a group to be part
of the organization (althoﬁgh it is not clear whether groups must con?ribute to
be on the maiiing list). Howéver?.three conditions for participation are that
MFS can use the other group's name on its ﬁailingé, that MFS haslaccess‘té the
group's newsletter for publicizing its.activities, and that the group will encourage

its members to participate in MFS activities. From "supporting organizations,’

'MFS does require a financial contribution and also expects some staff time to be

‘given to promoting MFS activities.

The MFS national secretary sees a number of events'aéibeing of uée. TML
showed people that nuclear disasters were possiblg and would happen unless people
organize to put an end to nuclear power. The movie ''China Syndrome'. helped set
the context for understanding TﬁI. The May 6 dgmonstration was important because

thecsize of the protest showed this was an issue with which Carter had to deal.

ALLIANCES WITHIN THE MOVEMENT
MFS sees itself as an umbrella organization, and sees its reason for being

as the greater force exerted when organizations are joined together. It contains
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peace, environmental, religious, student, women's, social justice, and labor
groups, and is allied-with organizations in other countries. I have.no list of
" the groups affiliated with MFS (and p;esumably the list changes), but several of
the publications we have list(some ;ffiliaﬁes and/or like-minded groups; cf. the
May 25, 1979 memo, Religi?us Call for a Morétéfium, and Teach-in ‘Mini Manual.

Linda's interview contains .a long discussion of relations between PIRG, ~
. . . B e TS y

MFS, and other organizations in felation to ‘the May 6 demonsfration.;tlnfgrﬁénﬁ?saygﬁ
that all the organiéétions involved in plénning were supposed to send represen-
tatives to meetings, but that' MFS was the only ofganization from outside Washington.
which attended} Hé also discusses some interorganizational conflicts and differ—
ences ofy strétegy between MFS and PIRG. Some informal conversations I have had

indicate that there have also been conflicts over the extent to which established

organizations will support MFS.

VII RELATIONS WITH AUTHORIfIES
There are‘several scattered comments about relations with authopities, but
not enough to make a coherantAassessment. MFS literature does express distrhstAof
the’goverﬁment; e.g., the original "Call to Action" says ''We are angry that

Government leaders have thought us such fools that they believed they could buy

our silence with words about disarmament..r" (quoted in The Progressive 9/77). It

also links govermment and industry as both making the claims that America needs

/
~N/

nuclear power for its energy future and/nuciéar weaponé for defense (cf "Join the
Campaign for a Nuclear Moratérium"). Infogmaﬁﬁ;ériticizéé,the establishmeént-media
cover#ge of the May 6 demdnskration as -having given inordinate attention to Jerry
Brown and Jane Fonda ratherAc@an to other speakgrs who had.more to say than did
Brown. On the other hand, the Teach-in Mini Manual section_od publicity and media
relations emphasizes the importance of using the media; so did Survival Summer.

The Mini Manual aslo suggests foundations as a possible source of funding.

From. its founding, MFS has had support from some prominent people (see

the list in The Progressive 9/77). It continues to make some use of this form
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of sponsorship, e,g., the fund—raising letter by Spock lists sponsors on the front
- . / L B

.and endorsers of.Msts March for a‘Non-Nuclear World on thevbackul“}ﬁfqgéélso talks

about the importance of having reputable scientists speak out about the dangers of

nuclear disasters, e.g., in relation to TMIL.

RELATIONS WITH OPPONENTS

NN e
“

There is very little material in the folder about relations with opponents.

LInforé described his expectation that the nuclear powér industry would mount an

attack to counter the anti-nuke movement, and described some information that MFS

had about industry plans. This included a campaign by the industry to say that

TMI showed how safe nuclear power really is, military contracts for reactors, and
[3 ' ’

the -export of reactors. He anticipated that the industry would wait until gas

and oil prices rise, and then say that these are depletable resources, and so

America has no choice but to commit itself to nuclear power. ' ' -

qupf;’also discusses several instances of harassment. and surveillance by
utilities.

None of the materials we have gives any indication of the.relaéion‘between
ﬁFS‘or_its affiliates and any pro-nuke groups. Givgn the nature of MFS activities,
however, I would .assume that there must be some interaction, at least on the local

level.
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SIERRA CLUB

~ HISTORY

Vi

The Sierra Club was founded by Jphn}ﬁﬁif:iﬁiiS@Q:ﬁﬁEZgﬁabieLﬁdrg =
people to explore, enjoy and cherish the w;odlands that are. their heritage."
Since théﬁ{ in addition to encouragingyépp?eciation of the wildlands, the
Siérra Club hés been -important in shaping national 1egislati§n for preser-
vation and éare of sqch areas, e.g., through the Natiénal Park Service,
Forest Service, Wilderness Preservation System,'Wild and Scénic Rivers .
System, establishment of national parks, defense of parks against dams,
curtailling oyercuttiﬁg in national forests, etc.

For éeveral years, Sierra Club debated issues around.nuplear power.
Some members argued that nuclear power could take up the slaékﬁif_envi;oﬁ4
mental controls, which Sierra Club backed,>put a ceiling on coal and oil
productién.. This' debate wﬁs resolved in 1974Awhen‘the Sierra Club Bqard
of Directoré voted for a moratorium oniconstruction of new nuclear power -
ﬁlanté. "

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE.

Sierra Club is a mass-membership organization with 153,000 members

.in 46 éhapteps (roughly, states) and 200 local groups. -About half the

members are in Cglifornia, aﬁdfless than one-third live east of the Miss-
issippi. However, the number of eastern and southern members is growing.
Sierra Club has a Bqard of Directors électéd by the membership.
Apparently the candidates for the Board present policy statements. In
1974 a Board was elected which opposed nuclear power. Their election was
apparently intefpreteq as being the membership statement on this issue
which had been debated'within the organization for several years; there-
after fhe matter was considered decided. This Baard passed a resolution
calling for a morato;ium on new reactors. I have no indication if members
have any other wéys of influencing policy other than voting in sympathetic

members of the Boafd.
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Sierra Club offers its members many benefits (trips, magazines, etc.);
tberefore,_many peopleAjoin for the benefit;. This means that the membership
includes éopsiderablé diversity of opinion on issues other than conservation.
As a result, Sierra Club does .  take a strong stand in proposing legislation i
for conservation in generai and energy conservation, but does not formﬁlate
a comprehensive energy policy. |

There is a Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund. I.have no information
;bout its formal relation to the Sierra Club, but it may well be é separate
1egai entity. |

I have no information about Sierra Club'é bﬁdget or funding sources

' eécept‘tﬁat the mgmbership is $15 per year.ifvthe 153,000 members each pay

that, Sierra Club would receive about $2,000,000 per year from these fees.

S o #
III - GOALS AND TARGETS

Sierra Club's primary goal is conservation of the natural environment.
It sees itself as defending nature against '"blind progress," and<against_
-those who see wilderness as mere waste space. Environmental protectipn,i
rather than energy, is the primﬁry concern although the two overlap'consid—
erably. Sierra Club is éoncerned with'trying to prevent the exhaustion of
natural resources and with controlling population ana so achieving a better
balance betwéen technology and the natural world.

Sierra Club's three main energy prioritieé are coﬂservation, strict
protection of.the natural envirénment, and countering proposals thch would
lead to Speedy‘dévelopment of energy without assessment of tHe impact oﬁ éhe
environment. Its resoiution opposing nuclear power stresses these elements;
it calls for a moratorium on new conétructioﬁ pending development of policies
to-curb energy‘overéuég and unnecessary economic growth,.resolution of sig-
nificant safety problems, and establishment of adaquate regglatbry machinery;

Sierra Club'é primary targets appear to be the federal and. state

authorities whom they want to enact and enforce conservation measures. It
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directs much of its work toward education of the public. "In-aédi;%ony-it
opposes corpéfations whom it sees as pursuing policies which damage the
environment.

STRATEGY AN D TACTICS

Sierra Club usés légal tactics. A major part of its work'hasbinvolved'
lobbying, especially with the California delegation where it'has appreciable:
strength because of the size of its'membérship. Sierra Club members-receive
a mon£hly magazine and have the oppor;unity to receive Sierra Club books At,
a discount. Sierra Club alsvorganizes trips and other gaﬁheringggwhere
members can meet others wiﬁg-qutdoor interestsl In addition, at least on.
occasion, Sierra Club haé gone to court? e.g., to try to require that those
devéloping cdal fields file -interstate environmentél impact statements
rather‘than just local ones. . .

'Beyond paséing theli974 resolutién calling for a moratorium on
building new reactors, and joiﬁing with othexr organizations to criticize
President Cafter's propoéal-to.reorganize the NRC iﬁzways they said would
‘accelerate licensing of nuclear plants without enhancing safety or incr;asing
public participation in decisions,_I have no information on Sierra Club's
anti-nuclear activities. (This probably refiects the lack éf materials -

rather thén'Sierra Club's lack of action, although it is possible that

it has not taken more action because of its diverse membership.)

RESOURCES

-Sierra Club had 153,000 members aé of 1976. The memberéhip is
predominantly upper-middle class;/gany members have communication and
research skills énd so are.influegfial in local politics. The members
can be counted on to-géve support to conservation and envi?onmen;al
goals;‘beyond that there is considerable diversity'(e.g., about whether
to rely on-governmenﬁal controls or market mechanisﬁs). This means there

are people within Sierra Club with diverse views on nuclear power.

I have no information about sources of income excéptv that it

-

has the basic $15 membership fee.
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ALLIANCES WITHIN THE MOVEMENT

I have very little information aBout Sierra Club relations with
other organizations. Among environmental g;oups,_it is one of the prime
inifiators 6f_conservation pélicy. I have one example of a letter critic-
izing.the Carter administrétion's proposed reorganizatién of the NRC signed
by_Sierfa Club, Critical_Mass Energy Proiect,-Natural.Resources Defense
Council, Environmental Policy.Center, and Friends of the Earéh.

RELATIONS WITH AUTHORITiES
Sierié Club has a reﬁutation for defending the_envirqﬁment and has

become the most famous of the environmental lobbies. Tt has a particular

influence on the California congressional delegation--most of whose members

want to stay on the right side of this organization which has about 78,000
members in California. Sierra Club's headquarters is in‘the.d}strict of
Phillip Burton who has been an important power broker in the House and a

’
i

leading environmentalist on thé House Interior Committee.

* RELATIONS WITH OPPONENTS

It is not clear from the little‘information I have just who Sie;ra
Club wéuld consider its opponents beyond a formulation sqch as '"'those com~- °
mitted to bliné progress." -In practice, it has opposed thoée whom it sees
as pursuing policies Which would harm the.environment. This has included
opposition to dams which-would have endangered Yosemite and Grand Canybn
national parks and Dinosaur Monumenf; using the courts to tr& to. force
those developing the Wyominé—Méntané coal fields to submit interstate
environmental impact statements; and trying to reform the Forest Service so
it would‘curtail oVercﬁtting of national forests and make an adaquate study
of roadless areas as potential wildernesses.‘ (It is not clear to what extent
Sier;a Club views the %orest Service, for instance, as an ally or as an épponent;

it helped lobby for the creation of the Forest Service.)
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FRIENDS OF THE EARTH

HISTORY

Friends of the Earth (FOE) was fouﬁded.in 1969, primafily by David Brower who
had beép the chief executive of Sierra Ciub. In Sierra Club; Brower led the
organization to take militaﬁf stands on éeveral'environmental issues; this involves
Him in controversy within that organization, After his supportefs lost an election,
he resigned and formed FdE to carry on a vigorous program which would be forth-
rightly political in orientation,

FOE began with é staff of experienced environmentalists and has worked on
traditional conservation énd,envirqnmént issues through lobbying, testimony;
organizing, and publications, TIn the mid 1970's, FOE was increasingly involved in
controveréy'over nucléar power and the connections between nuclear power and other
environmental concerns, During the last two years, it has been making connections

between nuclear power and nuclear weapons,

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
FOE 1is both a grassroots organization and an international one, In its first
year, it had between 5500 and 7000 members; by mid—1971, it had about_Z0,000.and was
growing at a fate of about 2000 per month; but by 1976, it had grown only to 25;000.
‘FOE is still‘tfying to increase its meﬁbership, héwever, I have no later figures,
'From its beginning, FOE had offices in several citiés——NeW~York, Sén Fr;nciséo;

Washington, and Albuquerque. (None of the sources'discusses why, but it appears that

at least some of the staff simply stay where they are located and form an office there),

By 1980, FOE's '"principal US offices' were in New York;_San Francisco, Seattle, and
Washington; in addition, it had eight field offices in the US and oﬁe in London, and
"sister organizations" in 22 countries, I have no information about the relation
between FOE in the US and these groups in other countries.

In 1970, FOE had a l15-member Board of Directors and a 6-member executive

committee to set policies, 12 full-time staff and a few volunteers and'temporary
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workers. In 1980 it had a somewhat lérger Board (21 members) and an executive
committee which inéluded 13 people drawn from the Board and staff. FOE had

about 40 staff members and another 10 on the staff of its newéiéctér, Not Man -
Apart. In -addition, there is a Friends of the Earth Foundation, but I have
no information about the .relation between .the Foundation and the parent group.

During the first year, the staff discouraged members from starting local

‘ chapters because they thought this .would dréin the newiorganizatioﬁ's energy,

time, and ‘money. However, in 1971, FOE began actively forming chapters. At

the same time, it was investing heavily in publishing environmental books.

In 1972, eight members of the professional .staff, consultants, and volunteers

fesigned from FOE to form the Envirqﬁmeﬁtal Policy Center; this put a.strain
on FOE, especially it Washington office which was left with only two members.
Those who left believed FOE was putting too much'emphasis on publishing‘and
building chapters; they'created the EPC to be a staff organization devoted
to lobbying and litigation. "However, the sélit took place "Vith a minimﬁm

'

of acrimony," and the two organizations cooperate with one another as does

. FOE with‘Sierra Club from which it split. (See below under Relations with

Allies.) »

ﬁﬁﬁfhﬁprEﬁgéfinst yearé, it had financial difficulties, but grew rapi&ly.

The first year, its.income was primarily from membership fees, but I do .not

know how much it received.' In March 1970, it did not have the money to pay’
the large bills it‘had incurred during that.year; but the'Washiﬁgton staff
was able ;o raise $50,000 and accepted salary cuts, and the Board borrowed'
$150,060 interest-free. FOE then set its 1971 budget at $§00,600 wﬁich was
more than-;wice the 1970 budget. In early 1972, FOE was still.in ginancial
difficulty. Its debt was $250,000 and it trimmed. some activities.' It was
at this point that the EPC. split off, in part over disagreement over how

FOE was allocating resources.

\
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I do not have information about FOE's current financial state, but it

seems to have become a considerably larger operation than it was in- the early

1979'8. ~In 1979, FOE became.a client for'afupd-raiser who is attempting to .
dp.fot liberal causes what Vig;erie ﬁﬁé done for conservatives.
GOALS AND TARGETS

From the:beginning, FOE's primary emphasis has been on traditional conservation
and eéologicai goals, e.g,, protection of wilderness, wildlife, and clean air, and
opposition to étrip mining, pesticides, and toxic wasteé. More Broadly, it has
tried to exbose the.undesirabilitf of incessant material growth, and works to
preserve, restore, and use the Earth and its resources rationally,

Oppositi;n to nuclear power has been part of these concerns, though not the
over—riding.one._ Initially, FOE's major argumeﬁts were environmental ones and
economic ones based on the work of Amory quins (FOE's United Kingdom representative)
which emphasizes resolving energy issues through '"'soft paths" (see below under

Strategy). More recently it has begun emphasizing the links between nuclear power

and nuclear weapons, again based on the work of Lovins,

TACTICS AND SfRATEGX.

I do not have any information on FOE's overall-analysis and strategy. Most of
its work involves lobbying and testifying before Congressional committess,
pubiications, some work oﬁ national issues (usually in cbalitioﬁ witﬁ other
organizgﬁions,.sée below in Relations with Allies), and encpuraginé 1océl'projects.

I have no indications of FOE using civil disobedience or other illegal tactics.

Most of FOE's activities are on environmeﬁtal issues., Initially it was
instrumental in opposing supersonic tranéportation (the SST): helping assﬁre a supply
of water to the Everglades National ParkAand opposing placement‘of the Miami jetport
close to the Park, and helping conservationists in South Carolina in their
v

struggle against a controversial p%}étlcs factory which would have endangered water

and fishirnig. These helped establish that FOE was an organization to be taken'seriously.
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FOE's opposition to nuclear power is part of its concern with a larger set

of energy-related issues, e.g., negative consequences of massive use of coal--the

greenhouse effect, strip-mining, etc, FOE.emphasizes the analysis put forth by

Amory Lovins which is, briefl&, as follows: .

. Many people have accepted'nuciear poﬁer on the basis that it is cheap

and -efficient, but it is neither. Traditionally, energy has been treated

as though it were something'ﬁdmogegeéus,aerg}; thétjinéréagihg’elgcﬁfi@}ty

J'output would appreciably décreése.the need for oil. Hdwevér,_this is not the

case: energy is used.for many different purﬁoses and differént forms.of energy
are most efficienf depgnding on the purposes. In the.US, about.SZ,of the .
energy'needs require3electricity for uses . other than low-temperature heating
and>éooling. But we use electricity for many of these'low-g;ade purposes

(e.g., heating and cooling our houses) which could be done much more efficiently

using other means. As a iesult, the US ﬁee;s 13% of its energy needs . through

" electricity, and generating this electricty uses 29% of our fossil fuels.

Nuﬁlear'power is a way of geﬁerating still more electricity (and producing

very high temperatures, essentially to boil water). Rather than go through that

to another an@.trahspor;ing it over long distances, we should.cqncentraﬁe on
matchning energy needs witﬁ approﬁriate energy sources. This "soft.pagh"
means using diverse.technologieé, each appropriate to the specificsiof the
task, scale, and lécality;

| Although the "soft path' argument has been picked up by~man§ who oppose
corporations aﬂd technology, the argument is not intrinsically hostile to
either. What it does oppose is large-écale " technologies 'being used under
circumstances where they are inefficient‘("cutfing butter with a chain séw").

Lovin's and FOE's argument has been that we should deQelop the relatively low

technologies which will enable the necessary diversification.

* very expensive, - and inefficient process of transforming energy from one form

H
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In 1980.Lovins and others bublished an argument linking nuclear power

and nuclear weapons. In it they challenge three assumptions which they say
_ . : : ' . . -
underlie commitment to nuclear power: that world wide spread of nuclear power

is désirable, that it would be néce%sary'to reduce dependence on oil, and

" that it can be regulated so it will'not lead to the proliferation of nuclear

weapons. The first two assumptions'are treated above. For the last, they
say thét the wastes from nuclear pawer piants can be used for bombs as "good"
as those made from weapons—grade.plﬁtonidm. ‘Reactors are already producing
such wastes or can be»made.to do so without.éreatly iﬁéréésing costs or being

detected; so there are no'saféguards. However, by ending the production of

nuclear power, all the cases which currently are ambiguous’and'the cases

where breaches.do occur would become unambiguously military in intent. -
Further, the government need not take up an anti-nuclear-power stance.
What. §t does need to do is stop making heroic measures to prop up :nuclear

power. The market forces will rapidly force nuclear power generation out of

. business.

FOE as an organization uses nuclear power as one of the issues around.

which to organize. It has published Lovifhs's articles and has made a special

" issue of Not Man Apart. devoted to the power-weapons connection and Lovins'

argument. Not Man Apart regularly carries a column deaiing with nuclear issues.

In addition, FOE encourages its members to form anti-nuke groups, e.g.,

"alliances' along the line of the Clamshell, and local groups to oppose

“construction of nuclear plants.

'RESOURCES
FOE has a variety of types of resources on which to draw. It began.with.
an experienced staff, drawn primarily from.Sierra Club and other environmental

-groubs. This enabled it to get into its three major activities--lobbying,

. publishing, and organizing--immediately. Initially, its staff was in a
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weaker p051t10n for lobbying than they had. ‘been when they could speak in_ the'
name of a large established organization. However, FOE established itself by

a combination of politica1>successes.(thé SST, Everglades, etc.),.skillful

.politicking,'and weathering the financial crisis. It established; itself

quite rapidly as a major enViionmental lobby.

Since FOE does lobby, contrlbutlons to it are not tax-exempt however,'

" FOE does'not have to pay taxes'itself, and it does qualify for a non—profit_

mail permit. FOE planﬁed to rely'heavily'pn membership contributions end:the

sale of its books. I have no information about other sources of income. I

also have no information about FOE's current membership (in. 1976 about

" 25,000), or its social composition.

_FOE. has another major resource: Amory Lovins. Lovins's 1976 Foreign
Affairs article, "Energy'strategy: Thelroad not taken?" had a major impact
on the whole debate over energy ‘issues and has redefined the terms of. the

argument. This is true not only within the environmental and anti-nuke

movemgnts, but also within the government and energy industry--although many

-

disagree with his analysis. The editor of Energy Daily says Lovins'sfu

piece provides an umbrella for a very large segment of the inﬁelligensia

in particular the young, that have been looking for a prophet, a new

way, that are suffering from a kind of future shock....And he's done

it almost effortlessly, because he's done it through the medium of one

thing--energy." :
RELATIONS WITH ALLIES

FOE appears to work with other groups within the env1ronmental movement,
both locally and nationally. It seems to.have maintained some bonds both
with the SlerravClub (from which it broke off) and the Environmental Policy
Center: (Wthh broke off from it). Itxalso collaborates'with some of the

Nader groups . (Congress Watch and the Critical Mass Energy Project), the

Natural Resources Defense Council, and others. One other organization with

iwhich.FOE.has had particularly close relations is.the League of Conservation
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Voters. (FOE éstablisﬁed the LCV.in 1970, as a way to endorse and.assist
gandidates. Alghouéh the organizatioﬁsvnre'separate, FOE leadership played.
a major part in the LCV, e.g.,.five of ;he‘six members of the LCV.steefing
committee were FOE offigefs and staff.) I don't know if the LCV continues
to exist. |

.FOE staff and officers also serve on a variety of environmental coalitions.

As;aAatter of policy. FOE encourages members to get involved in local
"issues. This has meant working closely.with local people and organizations,
and sometimes being instrumental in starting up new organizatioms, e.g., the

anti-nuke "alliances."

Lovins is'widely—kpown within the anti-nuke movement. While there is

" a lot of support for his positions, there is some oppbéition, e.g., on the

basis that it is not sufficiently anti-corporation.’

RELATIONS WITH AUTHOEITIES

Much of FOE's work is with authorities, especiélly at-tﬂe fedéral level.
-FOE atéff and officers loBby, testify é;'congressional»hearings, and work
with ;taff of fhe Interior and other departmen#s. Lovins served as a cbn—
vsultant‘go the Energy Résearch and Development Administration (ERDA), after.
publication of bis 1976 article. During its first two years, FOE established
itself as an important environmental lobby; it has maintained this:réputation.

However, FOE does not see the federal adminis;ratiqns as Sympathetié to
environmental issées. It viewed the Ford administfation record as glmpst
ﬁniformly pgor; For the first two years, it saw the Carter administration
as much stroﬁger on environmental issues--a staff member, noﬁ the presi&ent
of FOE, coordinated a statement signed by more than 30 environmental leaders,

"

which called Carter's environmental record "outstanding.'" But six months

later, FOE was very critical of Carter's positions on logging, wilderness
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protection, and_energy.» FOE, and other environmental .groups, were very
critical of Carter's 1979 energy program which they saw as a victory for
Energy Secretgry James Schlesinger (a major supporter of nuclear pbwer and
other "hard-path" technology).fThey saw Carter as backing away from his
earlier commitments and as paréicularly inept in handling environmental issues.
With regard to nuglear bower specifically, FOE was af_first optimistic
and.then pessimistic about the Carter administration. It sees the NRC as
favdring the industry father than regulating thé industry to protect the :

., public. . o N : - {——-*—ﬂ -

FOE has been able to get media coverage of its stances on several environmental

issues.‘ It sees this as important in terms of getting public attéﬁtibh and concern
about the issues; some others have criticized FOE for this; characterizing it as

' and some Administration staff members have criticized FOE for

"headline grabbing;’
paying too much attention to such 'media" issues, and not enough to important pieces

of legislation on which their help was needed.

RELATIONS WITH OPPONENTS

FOE's relations with its opponents are primarily>in the legislative ana legal
arenas, and through Lovins, to some extent in public debate, Because of its stances
on environmental issues, FOE periodically opposes. utilities, corporations: and their
supporters in Congress. It sees these groups as having much>more money to spend
than does,FOE kand the rest of the environmental and anti-nuke movements): and as
.being willing to use untrue propaganda, 1 don't have information about the aetails
of this-interaction, nor'any information about conflict with groups which might be

considered part of the counter social movement.
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CAMPAIGN FOR ECONOMIC DEMOCRACY
HISTORY
Campaign for Economic Democracy -(CED) emerged from Tomas Hayden's
1976‘campaign for the US Senate. Subsequently, CED has fielded progressive
cgndidates in California elections, ana lobbied- for solar commissions and

rent control initiative.

. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Mst of the material I have focuses on the two key figures in CED:
Tom Hayden and Jane Fonda. - Some describe. it as a ''grassroots political
organization,'" but I have little infdrmation about the actual structure.

CED ‘has about 300 active members-(as of the beginning of 1980). Most of

‘the decisions are made by Hayden who is'theAformal head of CED; those who

have. challenged his 1eadership have left or been frozen 6ut.

I have'no-information'about CED's‘budget; See "Resources' for
some of the soﬁrces of.its funding.
GOALS AND TARGETS
‘ Tﬁergqal of CED is'to create a new populist movement which will

7 4

make fund?ﬁental changes in the existing system. It sees a need for demo-
cratic control over the major corporations (which it sees as controlling
government); and the need to make the system accountable to tﬁe people.
Tﬂgre are a numbef of-elements.to this program: dealing witb the ﬁfoblems
of poverty and uﬁemplo?ment, working for rent control, holistic medicine,
appropriate fechnology,'public financing of elections, and support for the
arts. Concern with epergy'is a part of this program: CEb maintains that
with energy coﬁservati@n and conversion to solar and wind power, it would
be possible to abahdon nuclear power in less than a decade.

CED's major target ié corborate power. It sees corporations as

dedicated to profits; CED wants to make the economic system response to

the needs of people instead of just to profits. It's program is to mobilize
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PLO terrorism, and avoiding issues such as bussing and abortion.. CED

"electoral politics. Hayden has run for office and appears to be planning

C 41 ' : . .

a mass grassroots movement by which people take back control of their

communities and economic destinies.

STRATEGY AND TACTICS

CED's.aﬁalysié is thét the liberal promises cannot be achieved, -
that most initiatives will_come,from the Right, and that basic cﬁanges
wil} have to be made in the system. Currently, the country facés economic
deglinéland inflation. Under these coﬁditigns{ most people yearn for a
réturn to fraditional values, but the dismal situationvaﬁd inability of

-~

the current system to solve these problems will.make people more sympatheticf\\

1 . . .
to the idea of changing the system.

CED's political strétegy involves coming across as respectable and

patriotié%(anéfpléy}ng“ngp Haydep’s‘;ﬁa"thdé}s f?dicélisﬁ;“ggg}T:@ékihg no

serious attacks on.the‘military budget, supporting Israel and criticizing

chémpioﬂéh tﬁe people's ragg at~giving ﬁoney'away whileAfailing to prevent
erpsion of'family and community life. . Froﬁ this base, it makes sweeping
gttacks on corporations wﬁich it sees as.ignoring people's health and
welfare needs. Corporations are greéd& té the point of bging criminal,

e.g., their avarice is creating an empidemic of cancer.  Corporations are

. essentially unAmerican: despite the needs of the country, they send

capital and jobs abroad, and buy off our government.

CED uses legal tactics to do political organizing. One facet is

to do so again. Further, CED has supported candidates, -especially in

.California. A second, related tactic has been speaking tours by Fonda

and Hayden. 1In 1979 they spent a month speaking in 52 cities- about econ-
omic democracy and opposition to nuclear power. In addition, CED has a
tenants' rights program in which it has tried to organize around pocketbook

. /
. PR /. o .
issues such as rising rents and converiplon of aparments ‘to condominiums. \\V
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RESOURCES
) The materials I have focus on-Hayden and Fonda as CED's main resources.
Hayden formulates CED's political positions and runs the organization; Fonda
provides much of the income. Both draw the attention of the media énd public,
although Fonda more than Hayden. Fonda uses 5er role as a star and her control
over the production company to make political statements,

CED had about 300 active members by early 1980, They were m;inly
young, white, and college educated. 'it is not clear how large CED's tenants'
rights program‘is; or who is involved in it,

I have no infofmation about CED's income or details about its sources.

Fonda contributes a major portion of her salary as a star, and much of the

ptoceeds froﬁ her film production company and other enterprises. Hayden and- .

\

\
_ - , .
Fonda also raise money through ,h their speaking tours. Fonda is so in demand

y

as a star that knowledgeable Hollywood agents say that with a good string
of pictures, she should earn between $10—15,000}OOO in 1980-1985,

Both Hayden's 1976 campaign .and the 1979 Hayden-Fonda tour were well
received publicly. Hayden recieved 1,200,000 votes in the primary. The tour
tended to speak to sold-out crowds on college campuses and to provide access to
a number of audiences, Students were the largest and most demonstratively

_positive element, The tour went to 40 campuses ranging from elite schools to
state universities to working-class community colleges. Their appearances
were generally sold—éut well in advance, and the students responded'@ith wild
applause. Spegking at anti-nuclear rallies, Hayden and Fonda combined their

economic analysis with Fonda's role in The China Syndrome,  Their appearance

at least temporarily revifalized local-groups such as the ones.around Harri-
burg, in which the local people were still concernerned about the issues but
exhausted.A Almost everywhere they ﬁent, Hayden and Fonda made contact with
citizen action groups; at least some of these groups used Hayden and Fonda

for their own fund-raising and mobilization efforts. Fonda spoke with women's
: At ' ’ e

X - . . \
groups; although secretaries seemed guarded when she raised the issue of

economic democracy, they gave sufficient response to be encouraging to CED,
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" _they came to Detroit as part of an ADA fund-raiser. In addition, for groups such.
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Unions have been more ambivalent in response. Usually there a;e'
some.sympathetéc union members (ofteh a woman Or formér SDS member);_ﬁut
in many cases, the sympathetic members ﬁave not been able to persuade the
union to give phblig_supporﬁ.because of.othcr pressufes—;either becausé
of CED's anti—nuclear-stance or because groups such as the VFW.maintain
that CED is unpa’_t:riof:;ic. -

One other indication of public.éuppbft for Fonda (although it is
not’ clear to what extent this also rep;esents gccep;ance of.CED's agenda){b\f\
is a public opinion pbll-in which half the respon&égts said they held \;/
Fonda in "high" or "somewhat high'" regard; and moré than half said she should
have been appointed to the California‘AFts Council (see Below under GRelabions

to Authorities').

Hayden and Fonda have used the connection between The China Syndrome

and T™I. The major lesson they drew from TMI is fhat people must not let
the heads of corporations and utilities look after the public good because

such people will concentrate on the'demands‘of their jobs--for high profits—-

despite the risks to the public,

RELATIONS WITH ALLIES

CED'appea;s to haQe’a mixed set of rélationships with potential allies.
On tﬂe oneAhand, Hayden and Fonda appear to be a valuablg resource for other
groups. For ihstance, on the 1979 tour, Massachusetts Fair Share used them
exhaustively for fund-raising-and mobilization of-supporters; simila;ly,

as those in the Harrisburg area, the visit was an inspiration and helped re-

vitalize the group, at least temporarily.

‘On the other hand, there appears to be considerable distrust and

antagonism between CED and other groups and individuals. Leftist activists

and groups criticize CED--mainly Hayden--as being opportunistic, claiming

credit for achievements in -which CED had only a small part,-using others, and

being unwilling to work with those who express any disagreement. Further,




VII.

44

_ _some have been critical of Hayden's politicai ambitions, e.g., plaéing himself

as the head of CED and using what was suPﬁosed fo be a”tour_focu;éing on issues
as é means of politicking.

Hayden's.responsefto criticisms has been to dismiés the critics as
jealoﬁs because they héve bo groups, no pfograms, and no support. Because he

is often contemptuous of others, some potential allies whom he has not wronged wind

N
\
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ubldislikiné him. An apparen£ exception has been the relation between CED and
GéQernof Jerry Brown -of California.. Although Héyden and Fonda did not endorse
any condidate on the 1979 tour, they said publically thaﬁ Brown had been very

gbéd on nuclear power:(see section on Relatiqns with Authorities).

It is not clear what rglation exists between those organizingvaround
tenants' rights and CED. CED does.haQe'a tenants' rights program; howevér, in
late 1979 the.CED tenants'irights specialist said tﬁat if all went well ip their
.organzing effort, the tenant groups would work in the 1980 campaigns, but not

as a part of CED.

RELATIONS WITH AUTHORITIES
* CED was basically critical of the Carter administration: . welcoming its

election because this would help ekposevthe bankruﬁtcy of liberalism, critical

- N
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of Carter's assessmenéfﬁﬁéﬁ_thejacé%dentfgthﬂI;ybﬁld_make:nu?learngowe;?sgfgr.
CED is evén more critical of.'the establishment:" -phe utilities and corpora-::
.tioﬁs'cannot be trusted to look after ;he public welfare, and théy buy off the
government .

| CED says that the people are fed up with being ignored by the government

and trampled by the oil companies. It calls for a strong government role, e.g.,

~a new energy authority to develop resources on public lands and for restrictions

on oil companies' control of other types of energy resources and technologies.
~ Relations between CED and California Governor Jerry Brown have been
fairly cordial. CED provides_Brdwn with access to the anti-nuke movement and

a potential New Left constituency. Brown has appointed Hayden (and less often,

Fonda) to minor state commissions. These contacts provide a legitimate way for
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the media to give them a lot of coverage. 1In talking with a reporter covering

CED for Mother Jones, the CED political director argued strenuously that Brown

-

' was the most clever politician they knew, and the only one from whom- they had

learned "anything.

RELATIONS WITH OPPONENTS
| ACED'sees itself as opposing tﬂé unbridled powér ijmajor-corporations,
I; sees1the'actions of these corporafions to be due t0'thevcorporations social
role (méking profits) raﬁher thgn to evil individuals. Its solution is that the
corporatiéns and government must be made more accpuntable to the public;A
CED sees the oppositidn to its program from groups on thé Righﬁtas
being" an indication'that CED ié attacking the important issues and defending

the rights of ordinary citizens against those .of big-business. It dismisses

the criticisms,from the Left as. basically irrelevant (see above under Relationé

with Allies).

The Young Americans for Freedom conducted a mock trial of Fonda, charging
her with dishonoring America by her visit to Hanoi, aiding and abetting the enemy,

and'ignoring the plight of the boat people. They used their opposition to what

she stands for as part of their mobilization efforts. ‘California State Senator

"Paul Carpenter used $63,000 of his own money for newspaper ads denouncing Fonda

and Hayden,:ard led the opposition to Fonda's appointment to the California Arts
Council. The Edison Electric Institute sent 'truth squads' to follow Hayden and
Fonda.on'their_tour and to counter their presentations. I have no information

about specific reactions by CED to any of these actions.
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The Nuclear Informatioﬁ.Resource Service (NIRS)
1. HISTORY
| | NIRS was esﬁablished in 1978. It érose_out of a concern by:the
traditibnal funders of ‘the anti-nuke mOvemént wh;.were getting numerous
proposals for clearing;houses.and other.informationai services. The
funders hired consQltants_to canvass'a.wide range of.activist groups—-
radical, liberal, and conservatiye;—td see what kinds of services they
they wanted. The consultants made two studies, and in response to thgir
findings, the fuﬁ&ers set up NIRS as a téx—exempt clearinghouse for
techﬁicai_information‘on nuclear- energy and on 6rganizing around the
issue. (The fundérs were primarily.interested_in ﬁuélear éower issues,
and’ few activists asked for information about nuclear'wéapons, so NIRS

concentrates on nuclear energy issues.)

2. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
NIRS is a staff orgamization, not .a grassroots one. Although
the staff share the broader movement ideals of concensus deéision—making

e~ TN

" and non-hierarchical structures, ~ ' - Linda's informant®' sees these
as being more appropriate for grassroots organizations than for public

interest groups. NIRS is located in Washington and must relate to other

professional organizations; for these reasons, it is organized hierarchi-

‘cally. Internally, while not run collectively, it is relatively democratic.
y y

3.  TARGETS / GOALS

The target Qf NIRS' work is the nuclear power industry which it
sees as .very powerful and very well integrated financially and politically.
NIRS identifies with what it sees as thg anti-nuclear pp&er movement's

goals: stopping nuclear power and having the public gain control over the

power industry and over related decisions which affect people's lives.
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In response to questions about the goal of destroying monopoly

“

capigalism,tlnfpf;.hakes threevpbints. First, the anti-nuke movement

" does pro§ide~a means for seéing some of the issues involved. Second,
bringing down the monopoly_caéitalist,system would fake a much broader
coalition than the anti-nuke movement,:one whiéh includes all segmeﬁts
.of Ssociety. &hird; despite cﬁarges from the nuclear industry thét the
anti-nuke movement is trying-fo degtroy the éy;tem and doesn't éafe about
nuclear power, the gpal'of the-anti—nuke movement is that people gain
more control over decisions on ﬂuclear energy whiéh affect. their lives

and communities.

4A. MOVEMENT S&RATEGIES

A good deal of the interview centered on'relatiyg}y broad issues
of movement strategy. (It is not - clear to whathextentllpﬁorjlgas fépre—
senting NIRS' viéws on these ﬁatters; certainly he was not claiﬁiné té
speak for the whole anti-nuke movement which he deécribed as containing
dozens of politicai perspectives.) Some of the discussion was_aboutv-
links among issues; Q.g.; the discussion of opposition to monopoly capi-
talism; some was more specifically about str;tegiés for the anti-nuke

‘ﬁdvement:,_.“
Inéoﬁgaqt'sfgiew is that the society is in a state of crisis: during
crises, Qeople's lives are disrupted_and they resist whatever ig disrupting .
theée routines; hbwever,.if is possible fof people to traﬁsceﬁd their
routines and their resistance to these disruptions, and to revolutionize
what is bappening; The anti-nuke mo#ement is not in a position to help
make this transformation and won't be unless it.expands its coalition
marke@ly. Energy issues have the potential for linking many issues togéther.

- Inf. ‘sees some'hope'of bringing together a wide variety of movements, even

someé which appear very reactionary, because.he sees them as all wanting to

get more~'say o6ver decisions and a better deal for their members.
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QIan;;<éave considerable emphasis to the need for the anti-nuke
movement to Iipk with other qonstituencies, particularly labor, but also
the church gnd other institutions in which people have confidence. He
described most unions aé hgving an objecti?e interest in beiﬁé for nuclear
energy, and said that_;he aﬁti—ﬁukeAmovement won't be ablefto get to the
_ unions'until it says to them both that it cannotiguarantee the members
union—scalg jobs, and that what it does cére about is that eyeryoné have
-_deéenﬁ jobs and union protection.

Activists need to faée up to the minority issues, too. The point
is.not to feéi guilty that minqritieévare not participating, but rathef to
ask whétherlthe movement is doing}some;hing‘detrimeptalAtq minorities or
whgther.the movement is ignoring basic fights in which minorities are engaged.

The -anti-nuke movement has made an effof; fp learp from the antiwar
movement. We have a legacé of hieraréhical structures, égxism, facism,'and
other forms of exclusion in the name of democracy. At the same time, there
are'thousaqu of wonderful, dedicated people. Therefore, the anti-nuke
~movement makes a deliberate effort to create :.community—orienﬁed, grassroots
organizations and to avoid having boWerful leaders. At the same time, the
movemént is trying to-have a’nﬁtional presence and to affect naﬁional policy;
this is cbﬂtradiqtory, but is a*résponse to the natiopal qature of the nuclear
industry (sée b;low in "Relations to Authorities"). ;finﬁoiﬁf;interpregation
of.the Seabrook legal demonstration is tﬁat the Clamshell Alliance had béen
~advocating and_deﬁelopiﬁg.lécal control over issues. The local people ob-
jegted to the proposal of another illegal occupation, and finally prevailed.
This had a profound impact on everyone in the Clam; now there is a lot less

regional organization, and much more of a coalition among decentralized groups.

4B. NIRS STRATEGY AND TACTICS
_NIRS is an educational foundation. Its major activities are publishing

Groundswell and being a clearinghouse for technical information on nuclear




5. RESOURCES
There is only a little scattered'informgtion‘about NIRS' resources.

It began as a projgct among the funders of the anti-nuke movement who included
the tradiﬁional public intereét fuqders, ipdividuals, churches, and 1ibefals.
It is néw not so closely- tied to these funders. I have no iﬁformation about
the size of the.bﬁdget; or specifics abouf funders.’

- I also have no information about the size or composition of the
staff except that the staff aoes not contain anyone who has expertise on

nuclear weapons. . : B - : N

™,

'iIﬁfOrE"éees both the Seabrookvdémonstration and, TMI as having helped
the movément. Seabrook's impact is described above under '"Movement Strategiesﬂ{
'TMI'is important. because it helped é lot of peopie see that the anti-nuke |
movemenﬁ was right about issues even if it was affluent aﬁd elitist, and so
. TMI provides an opportuniﬁy for the movement to make some bonds with labor.
:fInfpr:;believes that the current anti—ﬁqke movement does not appeal
to ghetto blééks,ibut that it gould. He says that energy issues are increas-
. ingly on tﬁe agenda of black organizers, and that nuélear power plants are a
la?ge part-of_why inner city electric rates afe so high and why the electric
induétry is not labor intensive. (See also the section of movement strategies
for his disqussion of the need fér activists to face minofity issues.)
Eanii : A .
'I@fp;%;also seés.increasing public distrust of iﬁdustry and under-
standingvof the nuclear industrf. He says thag while people might not'havé-
_protésted riéing utility bills or nuclear power plants éarlier, with the

growing anti-nuke movement there are precedents, and the public is more

- easily mobilized.

6. ALLIANCES
There is little explicit information about alliances between NIRS
and other organizations.kVInfbr:Aéays NIRS cooperated in organizing the

May 6 Demonstration, but indicates this was a temporary, and uneasy, coalition.
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energy and organizing. in addition, it Eoopéraﬁed with other groups, for
instance, it aésistea in ‘organizing the May 6 demonstration. It does not
lobby, do direct.éction, or fund others' projects.

Groundswell covers local and fedefai legislation, and the positiqns
of .the executive branch on nuclgaf energy issues. It describes the-state
of the anti-nuke goVement and lists a calander of locél and national direct
action. ‘ItAalso.compiles a bibliégraphy on nuclear energy, .and on movement
tactics and philosophy, and revieﬁs educational maferials én enefgy issues.
Grouﬁdsweil contains pullout fact sheets which can be reproduced by local
groups. " In addition to Groundswell, NIRS maintains a resource deék and
WATS linevso activists can make inéuiries directly.

NIRS provideé information about the éolitics,of energy,-pérticularlj
nuclear péwer plants. It has some information about renewable energyAaltern—
atives, and less ébout alternétive séurces such as solar. It‘has little
infotmation about nuclear weapons. It refers activiéts to_qther'community
groups for information about these other topics.. Iﬁ addition to energy,'b
. it has infqrmatibn Qn-ofganizing} what other groups have.done, ﬁow to write
proposals,_etc} NiRS‘diétributes a wide rénge of information, same of which‘
is cbntradictory in political orientation or strategy.

| NiRS distributes Groundswell to all anti-nuke g;bups for which it
cén.locate’addresseé. Its policy is to provide information to anyone who
asks—;actiVists4(whether involved in legal or illegal activities), scholars,
or individuals who j;st want more information.

Two eafly ideas were that NIRS have an "energy kitty' of money to
distribute to groups which had particularly timely and crucial acti§ities,
and that NIRS would have regional directors to train activists and provide
technical expertise. When NIRS was started, and the decision was to have
it be a strictly educational foundation, it decided not.fo_have the eﬁergy
kitty. Because of financial limitatidns, it did not hire regional directors;

however, the telephone resource desk serves some of the purposes the regional
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He also alludés.very favorably ‘to a specific small project as an example of
tﬁe kinds of low-profile orgaﬁizing which are very important.

On the other hand, much of the interview deals with strategic issues
about forging links within the anti—éqke merment and between the anti-nuke
-and other movements (most of this is covered in the section on movement
stratégy above); He describes the anti-nuke movement as containing dozens
of perspectives and many different tactical approaches. He_indicates.that
thié somet imes makes for uneasy alliances, but that the alliances dkoork'
when they are needéd‘(e.g(; for the th;ee weeks of preparation for-the May 6
demoﬁétration). He also séys that fhere,are organizations with which NIRS
does not get along, but does not-éay which these are.

(Linda's notes——ﬁot interview—fcqntain a list of organizations with
whichiNIRS Bas apparently been in coalitions: _WILPF, WSP,. Greenpeace,
Environmental Policy Center, Supporters of Silkwood, Citizens Energy Project,

AFSC, MFS, CM, and Another Mother for Peace.) _ : _ N

-~ P
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Iﬁfﬁr{;7also spoke- about contrgdictory pressures within the anti-nuke
movement, between it being decentralized and community-oriented, and it having
a national presence énd éffecting national policies. He does not indicatg
barticﬁlar organizatioﬁs which emphasize one or fhe'other of these, or specific
inteforganizational relations (cooperétive or competitive) arising from this

tension.

7. RELATIONS WITH AUTHORITIES' ' | - ' | .
Two components of NIRS relatiéns with federal authorities are dis;ussed.

First, f:om the time NIRS was founded, it was a tax-exempt organization, énd

so subject to political restrictions, particulérly it was prohibitted from’

lobbying. Sécond, the reason.that members of grassroots organizations feel

they need to create a national presence is that the.federgl government

provides a national support system for the nuclear industry through the

Federal Regulatory Commission, Department of Energy, Department of Agriculture

loans to REAs. etc.
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- ticated and well-moneyed public relations people. He says that even before

"TMI the more sophisticated parts of the industry were shifting their emphasis

-the major industry problem is dealing with uncertainty; and so the industry .

_attacks regulation and the anti-nukes (whom they label "anti-energy" people).
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“Infor.'s only allusion to the media was that the media also has N

pointed out the movement's need to expand its coalition.

8. RELATIONS WITH OPPONENTS
LIﬁﬁﬁ?&)offers several examples of relations between the nuclear
industry and the anti-nuke movement, but does not talk'specifically-about

relations between NIRS and the industry or pro-nuke movements. He describes

the nuclear industry people as ranging from bumbling idiots to very sophis-

to grassroots .organizing, advocacy, and getting peqple to lobby; and that
this was a re§ult-of the three years of dfganizing by the anti-nuke movement,
combined with'majorlinddstry erfors, lack of government support, and the
uncertainties of regulation. He sees this kiqd of industry organizing as

a major threat, but thinks that for a variety of political reasons, the in-
dustry may have to concentrate on issues of finance and so attend more to’
investment Bankers, stockhqlders, and major Congressional regulators than to

grassroots organizing. He says that in doing rational capitalistlplanning;

One way in which the pro-nuclear campaign had a major impacﬁ_on‘the

anti—nuké movement .was that originélly the'anti—quclear people talked abéut
the industry building.a "bgmb in ‘your backyardi" The industry attacked that -
argument, and so now anti-nuclear power activists are disinclined to try to
organize around the connections be;wgen nuclear power and nuclear weapons.

On the other hand,” Infor. éays that there is just no sense to the pro-nuke

charges that the anti-nuke people deny minoritiesimobility and a share in

prosperity: blacks don't get what jobs there are at nuclear installations,

and the jobs are increasingly non-union ones.




CLAMSHELL ALLIANCE

HISTORY

The roots of the.coptroversy at the Seabrook nuclear plant preceed
the formation of the Clamshell Alliance in the summer of 1976. By then,
four-gets of actors were already in place: the Public Service Company'of
New Hamﬁshire (PSC) which was:building the plant; state authorities. (espe--
ciélly the governor and editor of the-majéf stafe newspaper) who vigorously
supported construction of the plant; environmental, ecbnomic, and political
:groups*whicﬁ opposed bﬁilding the plant, ana local citizens ‘drawn into the
conflict because of its proximity.

In 1969, fSC ﬁéd bought.landJin Seabrook,’New Hampshire, on which
to build a nucleér power plant. Initially the people of tﬁe town responded
fa&orably because PSC promised economic benefits. However, opposifion
mounted from several sources. In 1972, when PSC appiied for.a étate license
to begin construction,‘énvironmentalists began organizing opposition to the
proposed conétruction on “this pafficular site. Over the next‘four years
- the federal 1icensing-authorities and PSC were relatiyely unresponsi&e to
public coﬁcerns and-opposition mounted drawing in additional environmental -
groups, the New England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution, and'lawyers from the
National Resource Defense.Council. The locally-organized Seacoast Anti-
Pollution League (SAPL) played a major role in bringing‘the issue before
the public; |

These.groués used dnly legal methods, primafily taking paft in the
hearing procesé. Part of the stratégy of those organizing legal interven-
tio;s was to do public education and get local citizeﬁs involved in opposi—
tion to-the plant. These groupé were able to have some of the 1icensiﬁg
hearings moved to Seabrook, and to get 1oc;1 people to attend. The hearings
increased local opposition; townspeople were especially upsét.by the discus-

sion of issues such as how the plant would be dismantled if it became too
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radioactive. A group of local residents formed Concerned Citizené of Sea-
brook (CCSB) and used a series of referenda in thgvtowh elections. to rgise
the issﬁg; In March 1976 the toﬁn voted 768-632 against ?onstructing the
plant. Howéver, fSC ignored the vote begause it was not binding.

Meanwhile, dur?ng 1973-1976, events nearby and in other ba?ﬁs of
_New Epgland helped produce allies who joined in fhe struggle. In 1973,
Olympia 01l Company began plans to build an o0il refinery off the‘New Hamp-~
shire coaét. Local épposition mounted rapidly and forced Olympia to'abandon_
these_plaﬁs; Thg.most‘active participants in tﬁié prdtest were recruited'
;'ihtéjthé gfforf to oppose Seabrook, and were instrumental iﬁ building .up
local opposition to to.the plant through SAPL. |

‘Also in 1973, Northeast Utilities announced plans to build a pucleaf

- power plant at Montague, Massachusetts; .Aismall group of local péople opposed
theiﬁiant, and in February 1974 one of them, Sam Lovejoy, toppled the weather
tower as a protest. He ﬁurned himself in and used his trial as an opportunity -
to raise questions about the safgty of nuclear power. Alternative média
pubiicized vaejoyfs action widely, Lovejoy travelled around New England
- speaking about the dangers of nuclear power, apd ﬁhe groﬁp in Montague formed
an Alternative Energy Coalition to continue the opposition. |

In 1974, the dranite State Alliance (GSA) formed to help progressive
social change groups (yélfare rigﬁts organizétions,-food coéps, women's
groups, etc.) helb eacﬁ other and complement one énother'é impact on New
Hampshire politics. Its étrategy ﬁas to organize'the‘poor, conéﬁmérs, and
social chaﬁge activists around pressing pocketbook issues.. Its most active
projéct was Fhe People's. Energy Projeét (PEP) which opposed Seabrook on éhe
basis that i; wouid drive up utility rates. In 1975, the GSA newsletter
.began paying more attentién to.safety, environmental, and radiation i;sues.
In late 1975, Qembers-of the Greenleaf Harvesters.Guild (GHG). showed up.at

a PEP meeting and offered to print 10,000 leaflets on Seabrook for GSA. (GHG
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was a.grpup of social activists committed to nonviolent civil disobedience,

and opposed to excessivg dependence on
Sf their income fqr progressive social

By late 1975, the leaders from
'dinating their efforts. By this time,
"began exploring_protes; demonstrations

to take a personal stand and suggested

technology. -They set apart a poftion
causes.)

these groups began meeting and coér—

some opﬁonents of fhg Seabrook plant

there. Oné member of the GHG wanted

destroying the Seabrook weather tower.

_ Members of GSA.and CCSB persuaded him that destruction of property would be
countéf—producti?e,.so instead he had a symbolic vigil on top 6f'the weather -
" .tower on January 4-5, 1976, In April 1976, members of the CHG‘witH the help
of GSA orgaﬁized a march from Manchester to Seabrook; at Seébrook,-CCSBﬁdis—
tributed food and there were speecﬁeé and music.

| Early in 1976, the local staff ﬁember from the Americén Friends
- Service Committee-(AfSC) pulled together a coalitionAdf grdups opposed to
Seabrook, the Safe.Energy~Alternatives,League (SEAL).A'SEAL combined environ-
mental groups which emphasized 1¢gal interventions and social changé groups
éssociated‘wiﬁh GSA which wantea to do community érganizihg thrbugh vigorous
publié education andAdembnstrations. However, afterAa.fgw~months, SEAL
:broke up over issués.of tactics and stylg.

"By the spring of 1976, even some of those who had been relying on
~public education and legal interventions were becoming conviﬁéed that fhe
federal and state autﬁorities and PSC would merely ignore tﬁeir arguments,
and. that some sort'of direct action was necessary. Tﬁey décided to wait
until the NRC actually gave permission to start plant construction in order -
to show that they had gone throqgh 511 thé‘leéal channels available. . On
July 7 the.NkC did grant PSC a construction license, and onAJuly 13, 1976,
the Clamshéll Alliance was'formed;

"The Clam'" was to be an umbrella organizafion for 15 anti-nuke groups

in New England: people from the New Hampshire seacoast near Seabrook, western

Massachusetts, and Maine. It was formed explicitly t6 do direct action. For
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the first few months, it was'basically an informal meeting td codrdinate”
demonstrations. Its first action was for 18 people to trééspass'on the
site on Augﬁst 1st. - The participants and fheir‘supporters were pleased

_with this protest, and so planned another largep protest for which each of
the Jriginal-lS was'tofpring ten péoplg'to occupy the site on'Augusf 22nd.
Again the pgrticipants saw their préteét as successful, and planned é‘fhird
occupation for October; it was to be ten ;imes as large as-the_August 22nd
one.

" . As they planned for the Oqtober occupation, Sam Lovejoy argued

;'stfenuously ‘that Clam was puttiﬁg too muéﬁ,effort.inpo occupations; and not
enough into public éducation. So Clam ‘decided to have a "Natural Energy

‘Fair" instead, and to schedule its mext occupétioﬁ for Apfil 1977. The Oc-

.tobef:fair drew 3000 ﬁeople,Aénd.delaying.the occupation until,April gnébléd
Cla&ito recfuit more people and to- organize training for them.’ Duiing the_
fall and winter, Clam made basic decisions about its structure: it WOuld.
make decisions by concensus, anq,all those who wanted to participate'in-oc~
cupatioﬁs would be organiéed into affinity groups to receive an orientatiop'-
and tréining in nonviolence. |

Clam's April 1977 occupation was a spectacular success in many re-
spects. Mofe:fhan 2500 people participated of whom 1414 wére arrested and

 held for'up to two weeks in armories around the state. Clam rgceived a

-tremepdous amount of_publicity.which resulted in an increase in méﬁbers and
.contributions, ana helped in formation of loéal groups. Iﬁ additibn; groups
throughout the country sprang up, modeled on the Clam's example. The-incar—
ceration in ;he armoriesAhad a marked effect on shapihg Clam's sense of itself
andvit remained the symbolic incident in élam's history.

However, some key participants were exhausted by the immense amount
of work preparing for the occﬁpation and then dealing witﬁ.the problems of

1400 people being detained (in previous occupations, protesters had been
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released the next day). Also, some internal problems arose from thié occu-
pation: local éeacoast people felt they were not’reqeiving their share of
'the cre&it, and some participaﬁts objected to the way concensus was used
and to making the Qcéupation merely symbolic.

In November 1977, Clam held a major meeting to decide on another.
éction. Alﬁhough there were diéagrgements, Clam décided t§ have anothér_-
occupation in'June.1978 and plans wénf ahead thréugh thé,winter. By spring,
key members from the seacoast area were unwilling to.agree.to another iilegal
0ccupation. Under this pressure, the coordinating committee cancelled the.
57occupétion a few weeks before it was t§jhave happened, and instead galied
for a legal rally ana eﬁergy fair., This decision céused great consternation
within Clam becausg ; on the one haﬁ&, many people had been working toward AA
this oécupation.and saw such pfotests as their reason for'being part of.the
Allféncel-but_on ihe other Band, most_agreea that it made no sense to imposé
an occupationAon the local anti-nuke activists if they felt it would be
coun;er—productive._'

In June 1978, about 10,000 péople did come to thé legal rallyf
Howevéf, this shift in plans exacerbated thé growing rifts. in Clam, and at
the rally thoSé who objected most strongly to hé?ing it be legal formed_a
_caucus. within Clam, called Clams for Democracy (CFD), CFD argued that the
élam should Qrganize'an occupation which would actually také control of the
site gnd stop construction of the plant; it objeéted to concensué'on the
basis that a small minority could blocg'action. Others, including many of the
seacoast residents, the office staff, and early memberé, urged the importance
of stfict nonviolence and of action which'wouldAmobilize the iocal constituency,

Both organizational and strategic matters were at issue, Tﬁere were
'stchtural problems resulting from Clam's gfowth, particularly questions
of how to ipclude the many scattered groups in the decision-making. There
was diSagreemeﬁt over the use of-concesus, the roie of staff and the coordinq

‘ating committee, and the weight that should be giyen to the objections of
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seacoast residents. Also there were philosophic and strategic disagreements
over the meaning and éractice ofinonviolence artiéula;ed around the issue:
of whethér.it-was permissible to:destroy property.

During this period;.eveﬁts outside Clamsheli shaped the political
context of its prdtestﬁ.: First, in 0ctober_l977; PSC QStainéd a $27,000,000:
‘rate incfease, $20;600,000 of whichﬁwés to pay for "constructioﬁ'works in
progress' or CWIP (i.é;{ to'paybfor‘const;uction at Seabrook). The public
was outraged and early in 1978, thg state'législature odtlawgd CWIP{,but
vGoverﬁo; Thomson'vétoed the bill. This made CWIPVa major is$ue in.the 1978
g-state elecfion:..Thomspn_campaigned on an anfi—tax platform; ;;d his dpponent
éharged that‘CWIP waé:Thoméon;s hidden tax. Many'peoble saﬁ-the'elction as
a statewide referendum on Seabrpok.zSThomson lost, and iﬁ Ma& 1979, the new"
 governor signed a bill outlawing CWIP. .Witﬁ the end of CWIf, Seébfook ceased
‘ toigé as much of a statewide issue,

In=thé contgxtAof‘the gréwing controversy éver CWIB,'Clam fried to._
work out iﬁs brograﬁ'after-the legal rally in juné 1978. By this time, the
‘PSC had constructgd a fence around the site; therefore, any.occupation would
" need to devise wéys to»gét beyond the fence. Ciamvcould not agree on how-

‘to organiZe anothér~major 6ccupation, but it did design two protests.. During
the fgll, 1o;alAC1aﬁ grbups~§rganized "wave actions" in which small g:oup§~
came on différent days and tried to ciimb the fences and occupy the site,
‘Also by fall, plant construction had progressed to thé foint at' which' PSC
would have to bring the pressurized réactor vessel soon, The Ciam organized
both sea and lana glqckades in hopes of preventing its deliﬁery..'In the
‘spring éf 1979, PSC moved the reactor despité Ciam's blockade. | -

Another majér event outside ghe Clam-was the accident-at TMI in the
spring of 1979. ThiS'ﬁad'mixea effects on the Clam, In thé wake oé-the
-accident, many.péople sought out Clam affiliates. At the same time, nuclear
power took on more of fhe dimensions of a national issde, and TMI became the

current national symbol,
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Through the spring of 1979, there was increasing bitterness between
féctions within Clam,.gnd bickgring and -maneuvering over procedures. CFD;
' designed an occﬁpation, bﬁt could not get the rest of Clam to agree to it.
In June,.dissidents broke away from Clam and formed "Clams fér Direct Acfion
at SeabrooH'(CDAS).

The'Clamshell Alliance, as such, was not able to organize another
‘major protest. :Howeve;, in the fali of 1979 there were two significant ac-
tions.which involved Clamshell members: on Octdber 6th, CDAS had its occu-
pation at Séabrook, and on Oﬁtober 29th,'a coalifion.prbtested the.connection
:'betweén corporate capitalism and nuclear power with demonstrations at Wall
Street. In January 1986, Clam tried to patch up its internal differénces,j‘
but was'uﬁable to do so. ATherefore;fit decided that Clgm wquld no lonéer
hold actions, but would only endorse actions. ‘Both factions within Clam
plaﬁhed activities for the’summér of 1980, but neither mounted major actions,
nor seems to have been able to maintain-a viable'strﬁcture.

. Clamshell's history,.then,Amight bé'summarized in terms of sevéra1>
periods, (1) A pre—hiétory before its founding in 1976 waS‘charactgrized
b& légal iﬁtervehtions by environmental groups while PSC sought approval
of its plans for the plant, and scattered activities by anti-nuke and social
change gfoqps. (2) July 1976 through April 1977 was Ciam's formative'period;
it was primarily an informal orgaﬁization whicﬁ desigﬁed rallies and protests.,
(3) Ffom April 1977 to June 1978, Clam was'at‘its heigﬁt:. it gained national
prominance, many people joined, logal'affiiiates formed, and people in ogher
parts of the Eouﬁtry formed alliances modeled on tﬁe‘Clam. (ﬁ) Betweeﬁ June
1978 .and June 1979, factioné within Clam became more pronoﬁncéd and Clam .
activities tended to be locally'oréanized. (5) Aftef the spring of 1979, the

Clam as an entity declined.
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‘regional basis. It created

ORGANIZATION
During Clam's first year, it set down the basic structure within

which all latef decisions (and disagreements about decision-making) would

" be worked out.

Clam was begunﬁas an umbrella of-fifteen anti-nuclear groups, ana
was committed to using direct action as well as education. It emphasized
the importance of local opposition to nuclear power, and at the same time
thét the issues affected a far wider area than just the-local communitfm

Therefore, it organized itself as an alliance of groups throughout New

"England, withAa>major objéctive of mobilizing the local constituency.

Through October; Clam functioned as anlinformal meeting to coqrdinate plgné;
It began'as a network in which'membé%s talked ovér issues until they reached
an'agreemént.

In.planning.fbr the October‘actioh,_Clam apparently ﬁade the deqision
to construct a more durable movement, and so it céntered the Octdber action
on_eduéation and mobilizing a Wiaér constituency, plannedAto*mobilize througH
the winter, énd then toihave a big éccupation,in April 1977. As it made
these decisioﬁs, it Began’creating a msre formal organization.' It adobted
concensus decision-making (introduéed by members from an organizétion——AFSC——
which routinely,ﬁsed concehsus)-aé a way to promote decentralization, facil-
itate full membership pafticipation, and enhance group 501idarity by élimi—
nating unrépreéented minorities. It decided.to have représentatioﬁ on a
"congresses'" open to>a11 Clam members, which
could make binding decisions, "conferences" to be educational gatherings,
and a coordinating éommittee cOmpriQed of.regionél represematives to discuss
fssues,-buﬁ not to make decisions. If decided that Clam would not‘héye any
formal officers, but rather would have task-oriented committees. Clém also

decided to require all participants in the April occupation to be organized

into affinity groups and to have a period of orientation and nonviolent
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training; (See section on Tactics for how<Clam'becameAcommitted to affinity
groups and training.)

During the winter of 1976-1977, Clam implgmented fheée decisions.
Through 1976, Clam had spaceAwithin the AFSC -office; in Decembetr it opened
igs own officef" The office was intended as'a resource center, a switchboard, -
and a place for Clam t; gather. Clam saw tﬁe'role.of the staff as. coordina-
ting communicétion,'gathering'infor;ation} and'berforming tasks delegated
by memberé, but not.making decisions. If had no staff of its.own until after
April 1977; before thep, staff.from‘GSA Wbrked fulltime on Clamshell office
 work and recruiting through its networks, .and AFSC staff and volunteefs‘qr—
génized nonviolencé traiﬁing; Through - the wintef, Clam recruited people to
take part in the April occupation; but since these  people were*being recruited
for one-specifié event, few got’deeply inVolved.in-shaping decisioﬁs.

Clam's growth resulted in a cluster of problems-about hdw to extend
concensus to a ﬁuch larger ﬁumber of people spread throughout New- England.
Clam's solution centered around the coordinating committeef(CC)* énd'an”extensive
process of consultatioﬁ.‘ The Cé talked through issues and thén_referred
them to the local groups for discussion. The local groups éent responses
to their represenfatives (or sometimes had an intermediate step of statewide
meetings), and then thg cC recoﬁsidered the matfer to see if an agreement
'could'bé reached. If not, the process wﬁs repeated until the?e was agreement;
Clam also held_congreéses irregularly, as the need arose. ‘Clam-hoped tp be

* It is not clear just who was on the CC. Cohen says that at the

- beginning, there were no fixed number of representatives from a region to
the CC, and that regional representation was not formalized until November
1977 (pp. 109-111, 148). An early participant reports that there were
about fifteen members at the beginning, half from the seacoast and half
regional representatives, Several participants report that there were
problems carrying on discussions because the same people did not always
attend CC meetings as representatives. Later, when Clam had an office,
staff members and seacoast residents often attended CC meetings, although
they were not formally members. It is.not clear that people who claimed
to have the right to attend were excluded, even when others doubted whether
they were representatives or when their participation caused difficulties.
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" able to work out decisions in which all would concur. However, it never-
resolved the question éf whether-absolute concensus was required (i.e.,’if
one person in one iocal group could block a de¢ision).

Wasserman (Progressive, 1/77:43) says that during the winter, Clam
faced severe legal and financial difficulties, and that its survival was’
uncertain. HOwéver, he givés no details.

During the 1977 occupation and imprisonmeﬁt in the armories, Clam
tried to use a similar structure which,woqld permit decision-making to ﬁove
forward smoothly and still preserve concensus. However, the size and diver-
sity of the group,-and the pressufe to make decisions quickly, piaéed con-
siderable strain on the process. Each affinity group'selectedjg fspoke.ﬁ
. The spokes came together to form the "decision-making body." However, be-

cause of the time_pressure% uncertainties of the situatién, and unfamiliarity
with the procesé,:the cqncenéus—building précess faltered and some affinity
groups disseﬁted._ By the second day of the occupation, the process was
. working more sa£isfactori1y; but'then_the occupation was broken ﬁp by the
authqritiesa -In the arﬁofies, Clam tried to maintain thg affinity'groqps

and again tried to create a larger structure of decision—making which would
keep control democratic, |

Both at the occupation and. in the armories, central members of-the
Clam saw the need for the gréup to reach the besf possible décision under
the circumstances;“and then to accept it rather than try-to work out a
perfect sdlution to each question. Their efforts to act resbonsibly brought
them into conflict with others: both thdse-who dis£rusted:§nyone'mgking |
deciéions in the name of the group, and mofe particularly a set of pébplé
who saw the protest in. more confrontational terms. (See discussion of the
Boston-based groups in the section on strategy{) These subgroups were not
~able to resol?e their disagreements over the nature of the protest, and each

saw the other as misusing the decision-makin rocedure, The '"responsible
g g8 P p
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leaders" saw the "dissidents" as being unwiiling to listen to others' &iews
and unwilling to try to %ork out agreements thch took account of éthers’

- views. The "dissidents'" saw thé "responsible leaders" és pretendiﬁg to ﬁse
the forms of concensus, but as actually stiffling opgn_discussioqAand pre-
venting minority ﬁiews'from being.presented.

Forvmost'of thé participaﬁts, whafeverlthe problems, the.April oc—~
cupation and imprisonment were central experieﬁces in defining Qhat partici—
pation in Clam was about, Clam built a sense of sﬁlidarity, and the parti-
cipants gainea.considerable experience and information dufing the wprkshops
" and other activitiés éf those‘two-weeks. In the period which followed, the
expansion of Clamshell-wés built éfound'this e#perience.

The April 1977 occupation resulted in tremendous growth fpr Clam.

It had about 250 active members by this time, Contributions fléwed in,
'enaﬁling Clam-fo hire its dwﬁ-staff,. People who haﬁ participated in the

, - ‘ _ : i
occupation returned to'tHeir own communities and started local groups which
affiliatéd(ﬁith Clam.. Although‘theéé groups, in contrast to the original
‘15, did not have a pre-existing identity, becausé of Clam's structure théy'
functioned as independenf groups andrthe Alliance ‘did not'eﬁert any coercive
control over them., Clam continued to struggle with‘the issues of how it
could draw all these scattered groups together and'maké'genuinely concensusal
decisions. |

At the November 1977 congress, Clam. established regionél representa-

tion on the coordinating commiﬁtee:' Also, it set up a commitpee,to study

concensps; but the committee was ngt able to propose solutions to the problems,
In the spriné thé ccC canceiled the occupation and decided t§ have a

legal rally:in_June instead (see Strategy section for diséﬁssion of what Qés

at isguel. The CC did not. have the right to make this decisidn, and.there

was considerable consternation about it having done so.. While some members

accepted that it was probablyvnecessary.under the circumstances, the Boston
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affiliate wés in an uproar. At the June rally, those who disagreed most
strongly Qith the decision to havé a legal rally formed tﬂe CFD; this-waé
ﬁrimarily Clams from Bostop, northern Vermont, Long Island (NY), and Rhode
Isiana. The next year .was marked by the incréasing importgncerf conflic-
. ting~fagtions within tbe Clam. |

CFD .saw-itself as a militan; caucus within the Clam, and tried to
_force the issuesvitléaw a crucial o;t ihto the open (see Strategy for the‘
content 6f this dispute). Howéver, when Clam called a‘congresé to talke
about the June decision and. future program, the factions falked past each

' other.A-CFD was é minority within-Clam, and felt thét it ﬁas always the
group which had to- give ini As CFD got more organized by then end of 1978,
it was less willing toAgive up its démands; when it coul& not get others. to
agree ﬁith it, it‘uéed the'procedpre to its advantage (e.g., refusing to
agrée to others' decisions ‘on anything unless-its own pians were acceﬁted).
In January 1979, Clam raised the question‘of whéther it shoﬁld ﬁse high |
majority when it could.not,reach'concensus (i.e., a majority of 80%); in
March it agreed to this éhange} Meanwhile, CFD had been‘désigning an dccu—
patioﬁ'in'accordance with its ideas; but at the June meeting, itAcould'nét
get a high majofity to approve the‘plan; The most it could get was a Clam
endorsement for a demonstration organized.outside of.Ciam; In reaction, a
group férmed‘CDAS.'

CDAS, like CFD, drew most of its strength from Boston Clamshell (al-
thougﬂ there were other affinity groups-sympéthetic too-—e;g.; Newburyport
‘and Providence), and differedAphilqsophically from Clam.(sée;Strétegy). The-
strongest opposition to CDAS and CFD came from a faction whiéh included the
office staff, training committee, AFSC, and othersAwho'idéntified with the
seacoast residents' concerns of who argued for strict nonvioleﬁce. ﬁost
people did not belong to either faction. Nevertheless, ghe'copflicts between

these factions, given Clam's decision-making procedures, made it impossible
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for Clam to agree on any actions. For example, the Wall Street action was
orgénized by Clam members, but outside Clam abpafently only becéuse there
was so much dissention ﬁithin theAClam. Therefore, in January 1980, Clam

held a congress to try tO‘bring the strict nonviolence people and CDAS

together. But- Clam concluded that rapproachﬁont was imposéibie,'and that

each side would block the other on any proposal. Therefore, Clam decided

it could no longer hold actions, but rather would endorse actions which met

four criteria: the action had to be called by a Clam group, it had to main-

tain nonviolence toward people, it had to useAaffinity group structure, and

" there had to be some sort of preparation of participants.(they couldn't agree

even on whether to call this '"training").

GOALS AND TARGETS
The groups which opposed the Seabrook plant before Clam (and then
became involved to varying degrees in Clam) had a variety of goals and tar-

gets, The environmental groups began by objecting to particular aspects of

thslplans-andAsite; their targets were the licensing authorities and PSC.

- GSA initially opposed Seabrook because it expected the plant to result in

rate increases; it tried to use Seabrook as a way to mobilize its constitu-
encf. The group in Montague was trying to stop ﬁ;cleér power which it saw
as very danggrous; its ﬁain targeé‘waS“the public which itlwanted‘to educate
and arouse to action. SAPL and'CCSB.focusséd mainly on the Seabrook plant;
their targets were both the auth§rities and local ?esidents;

During Clamshell's first year, its primary goal was to stop construc=

tion at Seabrook. It saw this as a way to call attention to the dangers of

nuclear power, and it believed that pubiic protest woula show PSC that there
was too much opposition.for PSC to continue construction; Claﬁ identified

three targets.' The firsﬁ'was those with power to make decisions (PSC, state
and federal regulators and legislatures, Public Service Commission, and busi-

nesses, especially electric companies). A second target was its constituency
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~which it saw as having power to stop nuclear po&er through its.members' lives
(e.g;, construction workers refusing to build the plant),_and-tbrough putting
préssure on PSC. The tﬁird target was.the broader public beyondithe immediate
area.’ | |

. Beginning aftef the April 1977 occupation, and increasioé sharply
after the June-1978 legal rally, thgre was intense internal discussion within
Clamshell about'whethér its goal wasisymbolic protésts'or a real occupation
. of the site. This had partly to do with conflicting analysos (see belowl
-onder Strategy), and partly with choice of targets. Those who argued for
"strict nonviolonce" (i,e., no destruction of property) included those con-
cerned with mobilizing local opposition as well as tHose philosophically .
committed toinonviolence. Tﬁose who;wanted "real.occupation" orgued that
vthe-symbolic protests were'mefély appeals to illegitimate authoritiés, and
thaE concefned poople must take the matter info their own hands in order to
show»o;hers that people oould have control over their own lives.

As local grouos got sta;ted, they had local targets as Well.as_the
shared concern about Seabrook. Many of them focused on alterna;ive energy
issues as well as on opposition to nuclear power.

In 1978 and 1979,.£he;e was increasing discussion of the role of
capitalism ond the staie. .The'CFD facfion and CDAS saw nucléar power as an
éxample of the abuses of capitalism. In the Wall Street Action (October 1979),
the primary objectivé was to,show-the conoections.between nuclear -power and
corporapions} this was the first explicitly anti-capitalist protest by the
Clam,

Also by 1979 and 1980, Clam was making moro connection between nuclear

power and nuclear weapons.
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STRATEGY AND.TACTICS

Prior to the formation df the Clamshell, three nain kinds of tectics
were being used in opposition to Seabrook. The environmentalxgroups mainly
used legel interventions in the licensefhearing procedures. Both environ-
mental and sociai change groups used a number of legalveducational tactics: -
publicizing_the issues”through the public media and_theirAownAnewsletters,
circnlating petitions, holding rall;es and marches, and getting the issue on
the town ballot. ‘Finally, there were a few acts of symbolic civil disobed-
ience,'mest notably Lovejoy's toppling of the weather tower.

Clamshell was founded explicitly to do direct action on the basis
that legal intervention and education had not been sufficient. Its initialA‘
analysis. was thatvit eonid use exempiary civil disobedience because the de-
.liberate’and public use of illegality_would draw attention toltne seriousness
of Eheir-prdtest; and se.WOuld put pressure on PSC. .Therefore,'they were
concerned about-rhe quality of the protest,lnot just. the size. Clam was
committed to ueing nonviolence,‘bnt there was not egreement about what rhis_
meant, Some members saw this aé‘a phrlosophical issne, others as a metter
~of tactics, For ithose who saw nonviolence as a‘philesophy, it was a Qayiof
treating everyone with respect; at the beginning, there was agreement inA
Clan that it was important to seeAthe.cdnStruction workere; nolice, and others
as people dding their jobs and as neighbors ‘to be nersuaded, rather than as

~"enemies."

Therefore, while Clam prorestors deliberately tresspassed and
would not cooperate in' their arrests,~befqre the demonstration Clam informed
" the authorities what they would do, how many people'would be inﬁolved, etc.;
end after their arrests, ehe protesters coonerated with the authorities.
There was agreement that nonviolence included tactics such as public demon-'
strations but also one—to—one.conversations. Some members also saw it as
. part'of a larger philosophical approach’wnich would also include prayer and

fasting.

During the first year, Clam used both civil disobedience arid legal
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approaches. One of’its main strategies was escalating civii disobedience.
From its experienée in the August 1976 demoﬁstrations, it devised its strat-
egies of using affinity groups and training. |

.Its firsr action was the‘August l,.1976 civil disobedience to- show
its opposition to the groundbreaking for the planf. _It decided that all
those being arrested shouid be fron_New Hampshire, Between 500-600 people
 2$@$}from éll over NeQ England came, to the rally, and 18 trespassed and were
arrested. At the. news conference following their arrests, Clamiaﬁnéunced
. anothér oc;upation for Augustt22nd. On August 22?d, 1500 people attended
f—the-rally and 180 were arrestéd, and Clam announced its nert occupation for
October. |

From these first two occupafions, Clam drew éeveral ébnclusions,
First, it planned on escalating the civil disobedience. Eighfgen people .
had?reen wiiling to be arrééted for the first one, Clam planned to have
them egch bring ten people to the August 22nd action. One.hundred eighty

were arrested on August;'and Clam plaﬁned to have eadh>of them bring'ten
more to the néxt accupation. Although Clam changed the:October action to
a Natural Energy Fair and postponed the occupation until April'1977, its
strategy of hévrrg ten times as many remained rhe same.

In'addition,-the strategy:of having affinity groups and training
emerged out of the érperience_during the first two demonétrationé. Those
who Qere to trespass on August lst got together a number of times to pre-
éére themselves for doing civil disobedience. They‘weré uncertain about -
what might happen.and wére appreﬂenéive about it, éo the night before their
protest, an AFSC staff member helping them prepare suggestea.that they rolgq
play to get a betrer undersranding of their own reactions and those'of others
(especially the police); ' They were so impressed with the ertent to which

" these meetings and role-playing increased their sense of solidarity énd pre-

paredness, that Clam decided that those who wanted to participate on August
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22nd should be organized into small groups and have orientation and training.
Again Clam was very pleésedgwith the results, and so~madé these a standard
pért of its ﬁrdcedures. Clam sa& the training as Strengthening participants'
'commitment to nonviolence, increasing their ability to étand the sﬁressful
situation, and as promoting grbup solidarity.

_Clam was plea;éd with this occupation and saw it as showing the im—
mense possibilifiés of using orderl& protest for spcial change., Iﬁ Whyl,
- Germany, citizens had occupied the site of a proposed nuclear plaht and so. .
preventea its construction. Come members of Clam envisioned it organizing
‘a similar'protest at Seabrook.

. However, as Clam planned for the October. action, somé‘members,.par—
ticularly Lovejoy, aréued that it was a bad strategy to continue having oc-
cupétidns: Clam was not strong enough£'toAmount énother'lafger one;'and
it ﬁeeded to do educatibnai wofk as well as have protests. Clam décided
to change the Oc;ober action to a Natural Energy Fair in the hopes of attréc—
ting ﬁore diverse pebple, aqd especia11y~seacoast residents whq opposed'nuélear
power but were unwilling to be identified with civil disobedience. 1In this
way it would also do more education and organizing aroundtthe issues. Clam
was pleased that 3000 people attended,rmany of whom were local residents.

Clam spent the winter prepéfing for the Apfil 1977 occupation. Some
of the main issues were recfuiting, keeping'thé protest well}brganized, and
especially making sure there would be no violénce. I have no specific.infor—
mation aboﬁtlrecruitment, other tHQn tha those already involved used their
networks, . A major part of the effort to keep the protest wéll organized and
: nonviolent centered around training pafticipants, and, given the‘size, training
trainers, dlam used its own people and also people from other nonviolénf direct
action groups (see Rélations witﬁ Allies), and devéloped training maLierialse
Because Clam was concerned that no one participate e%cept those who had been.

trained, it worked out extensive procedures, forms, and records.



In addition, Clam tried to construct guidelines of acceptable non-
violent conduct. However, this brought out different interpretations, e.g.,
whether blocking workers and destrugtion of property should be allowed
(since by this time construction had begun). ' These issues were not fully
‘resolved; Claﬁ did worg out guidelines, but left some of the unresolved
issues. to be decided by fhe occupieﬁs at the site,.

Clam regarded the April 1975 occupation as a major success, and
this remained a.dgfinitive'experience‘for the Allianée. About 2500 people
participated in the occupation and 1414 were arrested. (The affinity groubs
: were organized with members who wouid.not be arrested so ‘they cquld provide
Asupporf services for those who were, e.g.;Acontacting.thgir families and the
media,) Since the autﬂorities wouid{not'releése all theAprotesters on théir
own recognizance, many chose to remain in custody until all were released.
The%authorities put the deﬁonstratoré'in national guard armories, ‘and the
protesters oréanized a variety ;f activities there for themselves.

(In the August l976'demqn$trations,‘the people arreéfed had béén
released the next day. _Although Clam did think through some of the impli-
cationé of having ten times as many people arrested--since theré would bé
no New Hampshire facilities 1argé enough to hold them all—it did nbt plan
_ for the érotesters>to be detained for two weeks. Trying to find out where
different people wefe being héld, making coﬁfact’&itﬁ their families,'ar—
‘ranging bail for those who wanted‘it, etc. placed a tremendous strain on
core members who were not in the armories, and especially on the seacoast
supporters, )

Following the Apfil'1977 occupation, Clam;s'major activitf was ex-
panding the organization, especiaily starfing up new local groups. In ad-
dition, there was'considerablé discussion about.whethef Clam.should gave
another occupétion, and if so, how it should differ from tﬁe one.in April,

Clam saw hte publicity énd public reaction to the April ‘occupation

as showing that there was an anti-nuke constituency to be organized. Many
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of those who participated went back to their own communities and started up
antifnuké groups which got involved in local issues--some anti-nuke, some
alternative energy sources, ;nd some around other:issues; In addition, people
in more distant places began alliances modelled on the Clam, and there was
'~ some consideration of-;rying to weld together aA;ruly national movement.
Within the Claﬁ there was discussion both of ﬁow-to include'éil thése‘
new members aﬂd about what'to do ne;t.. Clém planned another occupation for
the late summer, but did not get it organized.because some of'the experienced-
members were exhausted from tﬁe:Aprii occupation and its aftermath..'But, in
3 addition, there.were some serious questioné about the value. of athher occu-
pation, and so ClamAcdnsidered.alternative gctiops.
"A number of arguments were réised againét haVing another occupation.
-Some peoéle'were concerned about the dangers of such large proteéts and Qf'
disturbances. If'the authdrities wefe willing to arrest 1400 peqple, and
if fhaf didn't‘éersuade PSC to stop construction,'bringing.é féw'mqre people
wouldAhave little impact. PSC was continuing conSt}uctipn and was therefore
incréasingly-committed to comﬁleting ﬁhe'plént (in contrast te Whyl where no
conétruction had_béeﬁ begun); Further, another occupation wogld not attract
the media and wbﬁld imply that Clam could do nothing else. Occupations at-
tractted people with altefnative'iife styies; but.might repellrthe more mod-
erate social-activists. ¥Finally, the 1ocai'seacoast résidents and fhose‘
sensitive té them pointed to the monumental need for logistical support.
There wgre.also-objections by -those who saw the April occupation’
as not héving been a strong ehoﬁgh‘statgment. These people quéstioned whe-
ther Clam had even intended to have‘an occupation: certainly people were
not prepared to spend sii‘months or a yeér on the site, and cooperation with
the policg and other authoritiés implied an acceptance of gheir'legiéimacy,
Some 6f thése Ciam members argued that the authorities were not legitimaté.
Afterimﬁch discussion, Clam'appro§ed'an'a;tion for June 1978: This

was to be a combined occupation and restoration which Clam hoped would
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embhasize the'mbre positive aspects 6f the actidn. In addition,.Clém speci-
fied that the occupiers.shoﬁld go door-to-door throughout the area;e#plaining
the purpose of the proteSt; and that the occupiers must de&ise ways to be
ﬁore self«sufficient-and less burden on' local supporters;.:This‘occupation
did, however, inélude plans for civil disobediénce; This.time there was
more discussioﬁ_abdut‘Tdestnuctipn of propertg and whether the authorities
should be told the plans: Finally,;just a few~weeksibefore the occupation,
those who believedAthat.destructiop of pfoperty-should be'éllowed_gave in;'.
but on the understandingAéhat the guidelines for this action’wbuldAapply

- only this mk&

However, the local residents who were active in Clam were under in-
creasing pressure. At ‘the coordinating committee meeting just before the
occupation, they said that they_weré unable to agree to if:'ioppositioh in
thefcommunity was'mountiné, the local people feared the size of the crowds
énd the prospect for violent confrontations (e.g., between demonstfators.
and 1oqa1.construction workers). On this basis the CC qhanged the'occupa—
tion to a 1éga1 rally;
| Aithoﬁgh.12,000Alocal people and about 6000 Clams attended, Clam
was noﬁ satisfied with the Jﬁnevrally. There were two major'issuesf the
process by which the decision had been made, and what kinds of actions Clam
should be orgénizing; The decision by ;he CC was clearly a violation of
Clam prdceaufes of consultation aﬁd concensus. Those more sympatﬂétic with
the seacoast resi&ents felt fhét under the circuﬁstances i£ ﬁ;s probably
the best decision, whatever their personal disappointment at not having
another occﬁpation. Others, who héd joined ghe Ciam to participate in civil
disbbediencé againsf puclear péwer within.the kind of concensus organization
Clam claimed to be, felt more betrayed byAthe decision.

Finally, there'were-some-members who felt that a pglitical'rally

was not the kind of political statement they-were-willing to make, that Clam
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should do whatever it took to really occupy the site, and that the way the
decision had been made showed ghat "concensus" waé just a way  to manipulate
diésident minorities. This group argued vigorously that the.state was ille-
gitimate, and so opposéd letting the authorities know their blans. It saw
holding legal railieé as'merely appealing to these authorities (and so giving
them legitimacy), and ;aw endiné the rally when tHe authorities told them to
ao'so or coqpefating after arreét.a; merely knuckling uhder,* It believed

that people should take actions into their own hands rather than pleading

with the state. At the rally, this group drew itself;togeﬁher and formed

* Clams for Democracy.

During the .summer, Clam tried to resolve these philpsophical and o
strafegiq issues, but the groups talked past.each-othér. O&er the next year,
the split between thevfactions became sharperland more bitter, -and their
proﬁosea.plans diverged increasingly,

Clam could not agree on conditions under which to hold another major

occupation. Some members argued that Clam should organize a.real occupation

of the site, using whé@ever forﬁs Qf'civil disobedience ﬁhis might require.
Others argued against a 1érge—sca1e protest becausé-of the dangef of a vio~
lentlconfrontainn withAconsfruction ﬁotkefs or authérities.A Asla compromise,
in the fall of 1978, Clam approved "wave actiéns:" Ccivil disbbedience by
small groups, fhe'first group'didAslip onto the site and members chained
themselﬁes to the>construction equipment, but none of the'later.waves got

inside the fence. Although the Boston group (the CFD faction) didn't get

inside, it regarded its attempt as a success because it had been a genuine

attempt to occupy, Most of the Clam, however, was disappointed because the-

wave actions took almost as much preparation as an occupation, but did not

receive the public attention.

* In the spring of 1979, Boston Clamshell, the main center of this. group,

was- so opposed to demonstrations which seemed to be appealing to the government,
that it refused to take part in the big May 6 demonstration in Washington fol-
lowing TMI. ’
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- The other important action during this feriod was thg biockaée
of.the'reactor vessel; The same issues of how militant the protest -
should be gnd the meaning on nonviolence were raised, but there was

' muéh less disagreement over having- the b16ckade ‘(partly because it

‘ would not be at the Seabrook site, and so would not upset tﬁeiresidéhts
‘~A there). A great deal of'planning went into the blockade because if was
being built under considerable secrecy; therefofe, the protesters had
to organize a méjor research effor; to find oqt-wﬁen the reagtor vessel
would be needed, wheré it-wag Being built, ana-the route 6ver thch it
Qould be-trénsported.' Since. Clam could not set'tﬁe timingvof this action,
it organi;ed a telephone'trée as a meané af gathering protesters whén(
the moment arfived. Thefe wefe'relatively‘elaborate:plans including a
blockade on fhe sea by local fishe?mén as well as a blockéde of the land
route. In the early.spring of 1979, the reactor vessel was moved; Clam
attempted'to stop- it, but was unsucces;ful,

| In the spfing of.l9f9,'CFD made plang'for an occupation, bu;
could . . get the rest pf'Clam only to agree to endorse CFﬁ organizing
the protest outside of Clam. . Tﬁe Qissidents were very ahgry about this
and saw it as another.instance oﬁ the péwer and chtrol by the staﬁﬁ and
long-term members who were unwilling to‘share-powerl Thg aisidents formed
Clams for Direct Action at Seabrook in order to drgaﬁize.what they con-
sidered would be a real occupation. Preﬁaring for it, they gave most of

, (e.g., bring ladders, wear gas masks)

their attention to tactics for getting on the site, and left the parti-
cipants relativély free to do whateﬁér tﬁey considgrea necessary énce they’
got there.

Meanwhile, Clam appfoved an. educational rally, "Turning Tide,"
for July 1979. This raliy was orientgd toward the coastal constituency,
and so waé a marked change from the earlier occupations which had drawn

people from other places as a show of ‘broad support,
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On October 6, 1979, CDAS had its occupation in which 1800 pro-
testers tried to dismantle or pull down the fenées around the site. The
police repelled them. (Meanwhile another set of Clamfrelated-peoplé
. organized a vigii in:érder that there would be a nonviolent presence,
despite CDAS's plans.) CDAS was disappointed because .they thought they
would be able.to occué& the site, at least for a short while. The rest
of Clam was relieved thét there'had not been more violencg and had been
no public.dequnciation of antifnuke prbteét.

On October 28729, 1979, the Wall Street Action took piace, This
?_also was organized by Clam members, butboutside the Clam structure‘(bef
cause of the wrangling within Clam). Its oiganizers.saw‘the basic issue
as':he exploitative capitalist system, but at the same time were more
_sensitiye to the concerns of the seacoast residents. than was CDAS. Thié“
action involved civil disobedience, but wés organized with strict nonvio-
lence and affinity groups. About 1000 people were arrested at the New
.York Stock Exchange.

In February 1980, Clam éndorsed actions préposed by both féctions:
a CDAS occupatioﬁ in ﬁay-and.a staffjseacoast "Seabrook Summer '80." ‘Ihe
CDAS occupation was better orgaﬁizgdAthan the'OCtoBer 1979 one; there was
more destruction 6f property, but no violence against workers; CDAS was
disappointed tﬁat only 1500A§eople came, that it was not able to get én
the site, and that there-wés little public respohse to its éfforts. Folf ‘
lowing that dccupation,4CDAS became lgss committed-to the strategy of
&irect action since it did not seem able to mount a strong enough attack;
but it was unsure what other tactics provided a sufficiently radical alj‘
térnative. |

The Seabrook Summer '80 was supposed to be a summer of symboiic
actions including both-legal rallies and civil disobedience, but it never

got off the ground.



7600

Cﬁrrently none of the factions of Clamshell are active, waever,
some of the local groups still remain, and they are involved in a variety
éf tactics. For example, a number of towns around Seabrook are pa;sing.

ordinances against  carrying nuclear wastes through their communities, and

there is an effort to get larger jurisdictions to pass such regulations.

"RESOURCES

Throughout its history, élam-was able to mogilize people to take
part in its protests. Those most active in the Clam were overwhelmingly
white, well-educated, and approximately equal numbers of mén and women;
there were some lq&fincome people, primarily from New Hampshire.i Cohen

characterizes Clam membership as4primarily made of New Left activists,

‘drawn -into the struggle by environmental groups (see especially pp. 79-80,

bup_écattered allusions®and evidence thioughout). Most of those who or-
ganized Clam were 25-45 years old. In the April -1977 otcupation, perhaps
half those arrested were in their mid-twenties, and another quarter college- .

aged; most of the remainder were older. (In the largest armory, where six

‘hundred people were held, 36 were fifty years or older, i.e., about 6%;

there'were'fewer than. that of high'school age, and no younger people were
incarcerated.) At the support rallies, legal faifs, etc. there was an
even wider spread of ages, and probably a larger propfotion of middlefaged
and older*people.. | |
Those involved‘ﬁefore the formation of the~C1am.£ended‘to be linked

into environmental groups or GSA, or fo be local residents. The compositioﬁ
of thése groups apéarently was fairly different: the environmental gfoup
members were oldef and more financiélly secure, ﬁhile GHG members and GSA -
orgénizers were younger and ''New Lefti;h;" and the GSA constituency.included
the poor (e.g., welfare ﬁothers) as well as progressive social activists.-

~ From the time Clam formeé, it was concerned with mobiliéing local

people, and it often measured success and/or designed strategy around this
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criterion (e.g., pointing to the significance of the town votes against
the nuclear plant, urging educational'programs and tactics>whicﬁ ﬁbula not
frighten or offend local residents, and‘recruiting fishermen for the séa
blockade). The fir;t 18-protestersl(August-l, 1976) were drawn from tﬁe
founders of~the'C1am; and the 180 forAthe August 22nd prétest were recruited
:through theif networkéi‘ However, a major argument against having another
dccupation in.Octobér 1976 was thaf'not enough local residents were being
included. At the same time, the August proteétsffand the April 1977 occu-
' pation to a far gfeater extentjfsrved as a ﬁeans of recruitment to the Clam.

After April 1977, ﬁany people joined Clam and eépecially.éhe local
groups. The local groups tended t§ bé comprised of people from that commun-
ity, and, in some.casés, also college students living there temporariiy.
(I»can‘t tell from the sources how much variation there was among local
groups) In the major actions after April 1977, there were larger numbers
of younger demonstrators, e.g., 18f20 year olds. Maﬁy qf theipebple who
joined after the April occupation did.not share theAvalues of the original'
participants, and there was con;iderably less trust within the Clamas it
in.creased in size.

After TMI, there was another inflUx of meﬁbérs, both to the Clam
and to the local groups. The Clam.did'ndt develop mechanisms for incor-
porating these people; I have no informaﬁion about the extent to which
the local groups were able_to(ao so. These people had :a broader range of'
backgrounds, e.g., more middlejaged as well as youthful people, and working
class as well asAmiddle class.

fhe people who formed CFD'in 1978 and CDAS in 1979 were drawn
mainly frqm.specificiaffinity groups. In both cases, Bostoﬁ Clamshell
was fhe primary center. .Demoéraphically, the members of CFD and CDAS
were similar to the rest of‘Clam. Those who participated  in the Octobef

1979 CDAS occupation were mostly newer members and those pulling away

from Clam.
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.People became involved in Clamshell activities in different ways.
Networks weré_an important early soufce of participants. The August-1976
and. April 1977 occupdtionsvwere seen as successful, and both media'co§erf
age and personal networks were importance channels for‘invblvement on new
people. 1In 1978'and 1979, there was widespread public outrage .in Ne& |
Hampshire over CWIP; éSA.(no longer actively involved in tﬁg Clam) was
one of the first.groups to organizé around this issue, and there.was a
good deal of public involvement in opposition to CWIP;‘hqweﬁer, it is
.not clear tﬁat this brought more people intdithe Ciam.

The April 1977 occupation was par;icularly sigpiﬁicant for Clam.
Not only did mnaybpeopie join because of it, but many>peop1e formed 16ca1
groups in New England or formed similar alliances .in othér parts offthe
country. People contribhted'money to the Clam Which enabled it to hire
ité"first s£aff members (at minimal salariesf-generallyv$100 per month).
Further, the Clam used the time in the armory--the enforced, intense time
togetﬂer made bonds among participants which helped redefineAafﬁinity
groupé from being temporary deviées for a single demonstration to beiﬁg
the basic unit of the Clam. Furfher, tﬁe time in.the.armory was an ‘op-
portunity fér the Clam to have workshops by which to educate its mémbers,-»
and to develop its use of concensus further.

At the same time, the April 1977 occupation. was also an -appreci-
able drain on Clam. Mény of thg early core organizers were exhausted by
it and withdrew, at least temporaril§u Fufther, some of the local resif'
dents were upset both by the demands placed on'them; and then by the way
tﬁose in the armories got all the credit. (Since Clam had not planned on
protesters ﬁeing held so long in.thé armories, it had nof made provisions
fdr dealing with the énguing problems. Local supporters helped handle
these problems, and their homes were the headquarters for virtually all

the activities.)
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More broadly, the local residents gave the uéé of their land for
assembling of protesters, allowed protesters to caﬁp on their property,
to use.their water and telephones, and to let theirhomes be used for
training and planning meetings.

I have little‘}n the Qay of estimates about Clam's finances. A
major occupation may .have cost $20,QOO, and a monthly phone bill might
run as high as $1000. Clam had 2-8 staff members who received $100.per
month. |

" Most Clam work was done by volunteers. Much of the organizing

and planning was done by young people with discretionary time. Clam paid
for,no legal services, but relied instead upon donated.services by the
ACLU. and other lawyers. Doctors aq& nurses volunteered .their services at
protest activities. Scientists and medical people provided tgchnical.inQ'
for;ation-about biological{effects 6f radiation.and abéut alternative'forms
af energy. Other types of volunteer skilled labor -included art, ‘media,
office.work (secrefarial and bookkeepping), and organizers. 'Espécially,for

the first year, Clam depended for staffing on people from other organiza;

tions, especially GSA (office work and recruitment by staff working fulltime

on Clamshell activities) and AFSC (for nonviolent training particularly).

RELATIONS WITH ALLIES
Before the Clam was formed, a number of groups had become involved
in opposing the Seabrook plant. Although there was some cooperation among

them, there were substancial disagreements, especially over tactics and

‘style. These groups included environmental organizations (SAPL, Society

for Protection of New Hampshire Forests, Audobon Society, etc.) specifically
anti-nuclear groups (such as.the New England Coalition Against Nuclear
Pollution and through it the Natural Resources Defense Council); local

groups (particularly the one from Montague, Massachusetts and the CCCSB),

the social change network built by GSA, the GHG, Maine PIRG, and the local

staff of the AFSC.
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Ciam Qas forﬁed as an umbrella‘for fifteen anti-nuclear organiza;
tions (I ﬂo not have a list of these). Some of'the groups named above
played>specific roles in the‘deQelqpment of'Clam: GHG and AFSC memﬁers
werefimpprtant.in shaping Clam's intérpretation of nonviolence, the Monf
tagué group persuaded Clam to cﬁénge the.Oétober 1976 occupation to.an
educational—fair, gtc:.vThese organizations' networks were a major re-
source for‘Clam recruiting. GSA sgaff worked fﬁlltime for_Ciam tﬁrough
April 1977 doing office work and recruiting. AFSC took much of the res-
_ponsibility fqr training and setting up éffinity:groups (and .drew on other
" nonviolent direct acfion organizationS'for'the training,.e.g., Committee
for Nonviolent Action, The Ark,'MQvement for a New Society), and provided
officé space for Clam during 1976.

Aﬁter:the April'1977 occupétioh, Clam spawned other groups, both
locélly and nationallf. - On the one haﬁd;.Clam provided a_ﬁocus which
brought people from'maﬁy places togethef, énd unifiedvthem ﬁor one large
actién_fo stop one nuclear plant. This action inspired many-of.the people
to golback to their communities‘and start local organizations. -Evenﬁually,
these groups outgrew the Clam stfucture and so continued or disolved as
independent groups. During 197771979, however, these groups both strength-
ened the Clam and drew'strength from it, e;g., barticipating iAAClam activ-
itieé,-taking information back fo their communities, and asking Clam forl
help. in local protests. Further,.groups in other parts of the country
started alliances modelled on .the Clam. There was a sense of comradeship
among these groups, and they joined together for antijnuclear ﬁrotests,
e.g., .at Rocky Flats, Colorado; Ground .Zero, Washington;.and Barnswell,‘
South Carolina. |

As a matter of policy; Clam tried to reach out to groupS'whd were

directly affected by the Seabrook plant, even those implicated in building

it, such as the construction workers, or those defending it against their
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protests, such as the national guard. Clam prepared pamphlets for both
the construction workers and the national guard, -and recruited local fishf
ermen fOr the sea blockade. I don't have much information.on other activ-
ities_in_relatioﬁ to these groups, or on relations with aﬁy other oréanizaf
ﬁions involved.

In general thé;e does ﬁot-seem to have been either ciose CO;peraf
tion or appreciable coméetitionlwiéh other groups in NewAEngland since .
none of them seems to have beén aoing.direct action on nuclear issues.
Appgrently fhere was a certain amount of sﬁaring‘information and spreading
inférmationLthrough newsletters; and individuals from other organiZatiohs
became involved in Clamshell through.these connecfions. ‘Many organizations .
were glad to- take part in Clam%sponéored.educgtional-activitiesA(fairs,
rallies) because this provided .an opportunity_for them to talk publically
about their own.cqncerns'aﬁd programs.

Tﬁe only indicatioq.of conflict with another ofgépization‘that I
havelis that when Mbbiliéa;ioﬁ fof Survival was étarting, there seems to
have been some friction and senée of‘competition. I do not have.details
about this, except that the-organizations did work it out.

Conflicts within Clamshell built up during’ and after 1978. Much
of this opposition centered in Bosfon‘Clamshell, alth&ugh other affiliates
were also involved, e.g., ﬁewburyport, ?rovidencé, nofthern.Vermont,Aetc.
B} the time of TMI, Boston Clamshell was so opposed té ani action which
seemed to be making an appeal to the govefﬁment,ﬂthat it refused'ﬁo take
-part in the May 6, 1979 demonstration 'in Washington: it‘waé the only
notable exception to an antifnuke.coalition that included militant gnvij
ronmentalis£s, lobbying groups, PIRGs, peace groups, and others.

The Wall Street Action in October 1979 involved War Resisters
League, Harlem Fightback, Mobilization for Survival, ﬁIN Magazine, Demo-

cratic Socialist Organizing Committee, Union of_Radical Economists; and
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a vafiety of other.antijnuke groupgg alliancés, and.coalitions. Some of'
these groups were not primarily‘antifnuqlear groups. ﬁowever, at least -
soﬁe of them had been involved in earlier Clam activitieé, e.g., WRL had

an affinity group at.the 1977 .occupation, and WIN published two whole

issues and many article on the Clam.

RELATIONS WITH AUTHORITIES
Clam's relations with authorities were compiicated by the range of
views within the alliancef .some members saw most authorities as part of

the constituency; others.saw all the authorities as opponents. Through

. June 1978, Clam's policy.was,to.informkthe authorities fully,about. its plans.

After ‘June 1978 there was.increasing'disagreement about tﬁié policy.
‘Clam's éxpectations about authority responses_tq.its'actionélalso
éhaﬁged over time.. Througp-the April'1977 occupation, Clam.saw. the authorf
ities as willing to‘arrésp.all those who committed civil disobedience. .Up :
to the April occupatioﬁ, Clam hoped th't. increasing the numbers would force
the authorities to feéonsider,ABut after the massive‘arrests,_Clam began
questioning whether bringing more people would have any impact. By 1979,
Clam saw the authorities és having learned their lesson--that mass arrests
helped the Clam and so were a tacticél mistake for»the authorities. At the
wave actions, the boliée repelled the protestgfs and made some arrests, but

since these were smaller actions, there were no mass arrests.. At the block-

‘ade’ and again at the CDAS occupations, the police relied more heavily on

usinglforce to disperse the protest_thén on maing large numbers of.arrests.
Clam saw the combination of the PSC's fence'arouna.the site and the changed
poliée'tactics as preventihg it from using mass civil disobedience at Se;f
brook, and as forcing it to devise new tactics.. However, the Wall Street
Action organizers were committed to using strict nonviolence and training
protesters; as.they'ekpected, the authorities responded to their mass civil

disobedience with arrests, not violence.
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Local harassment was also an issue. During the winter of 1977%78
neighbors put pressure on local Clam supporters to prevent any'confrbntaf
tion, and there was some vandalism of their property. Further, a court
injﬁnqtioh was obtained to prohibit the use of local supporters' land for
staging areas, and local ordinances were passed against tenting on private
land. I do not have i&forﬁation about.ﬁho was involved in getting ;he
injunction or ordinance passed, and.whether this was part of a larger set
of controversies. But the local Clam supporters ‘insistance on not exaceff
bating loéal fears implies that:they continued to see othér residents as -’

'; a potential constituency rather than as opponents.

Clam's relations with.the media were mixed. Clam regarded William

Loeb, editor of the Manchester Unioun-Leader as a major opponent and a
powerful ally of Governor Meldrim Thomson. Some of its tactics.were de-

signed specifically to counter the Union-Leader's effect' (e.g., the efforts

to go door-to-door to present its side of the Seabrook issues). .However,
Clam's relations with the alternative media and with média from other places,
such as Boston, . seem generally fo haQe been positivé.v Covgfage bf Clam |
protests wasvboth positive and extensive (in contrasf,.for instance, to
coverage of the CDAS pfotests), and Clam seemed .concerned to- have good
coverage, e.g., it did not want to be_pditrayed as being irrésponsible.
Relations with the media was one ofzthe points of coﬁtroversy within Clam:

CFD and CDAS saw the media much more as a tool of the.establishment.

VIII  RELATIONS WITH OPPONENTS
Within Clam.there was agreement that PSC was a primary opponent,
and that specific state leaders--the .governor, Meldrim Thomson,’and the ’

editor of the Manchester Union-Leader, William Loeb--were ardent supporters

of nuclear power,-and,thﬁt the regulatory agencies were biased toward
building nuclear power plants. Before the formation of Clam, some of the

groups which opposed the Seabrook plant hoped-to have-an impact through
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legal channels. -Ciam was created by those who.saw the PSC;_:egula;ory agen-
cies, and state as unwilling to take any account of their legitimﬁte'oppoéif
tion. Clam saw Loeb as presenting a biased account-pﬁ the issues, and
Thomsoﬂ as escalating tﬁe level of conflict. |

However, there wasldisagreement within.Clam over whether pe§p1¢
such>as-the pblice an&ENational Guard.wefe opponents. ,PartAof Clam saw
these'peoplé as neighbors who were.ﬁaSically doing tﬁeir jobs;. this part.
of»Clam emﬁhasized reaching out to these people and éaw Clam's success
in winniﬁg over some.oﬁ.them (e.g.,vsome of the guards in the armory):
Others in Clam saw.tﬁe police as having more pﬁyscial fbrcé at theif‘disf
posal,.and asllikelyntoAuse forcelif.provoked; these people urged Clam to
use-nonviolence.as a tactic:becauseﬁvibience Qould lead .to poliée reprisals,
These people were not persuaded that it was worth trying to conviﬁce the
police. |

There was some concern within Clam about.agents provocatqers. Clam's
- concern with,traiﬂiﬁg;and affinity groups was partlyAin;ended,to contr61 the
effectiveness.of such agents, aﬁs some Clam members were suspicious that
agents were,iﬁvolved.in sfirring.up the dissidents who formed CFD and CDAS.

Bostén Clamshell, CFD, and CDAS saw the authorities and state as
opponents. .Bostoﬁ Clamshell wanted the .June 1978;actionAtd be more of a
confrOntation: Athey wanted it to be a real.occupation, and wanted Clam
not to tell the authorities ahead of time what Clam was planning to do.
Boston saw the Clam Coordiﬁating.committee's-décision to have a legal rally.
as completely illegitimate and its willingness to leave the site when téld
to do as as capitulating. Boston'formalizediits position through the cre-
ation~of CFﬁ which téok the stanée,that.the state played a.major parf in
nﬁclear deQelopment and that the.Clam shéuld be.éxplicit in its crifiﬁism
of nuclear power as an example of the abuses of capitalisﬁ. It .saw no

reason to tell the police its plans.or bargain with the state: it saw the
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state as illegitimate Because it did not represent the will of the people:
Thus the Boston wave action (October 1978) did not inform the police of its

plans, and Boston Clam did not cooperate in the May 1979 Washington rally

in response to TMI because it saw this as an effort to petition the govern-

ment and therefore as an implicit endorsement of.the government's legiti-

macy and its right to regulate nuclear power.

By 1979, others in Clam besides CFD and CDAS saw the problem as

being capitalism, and saw:.nuclear power as being the most dangerous hazard

of the exploitative capitalist system; however, they did not adopﬁ CDAS's

antagonistic étyle. The CDAS demonstrations sought confrontation and showed

‘considerable hostility toward the police and media; the police responded

with force and the media either were critical.or gave little.coverage. In

contrast, the Wall Street Action maintained strict nonviolence and showed

‘no‘hostility toward the police despite being explicitly anti-capitalist.

Those who made the connection between nuclear power and nuclear
weapons saw this as expanding the range of issues greatly, as changing the

nature of the struggle, and as having implications. for both tactics toward

the opponents and strategies .for mobilizing the constituency. . They saw

organizing people to opposé the Department of Defence and to think about
defense related issues as being quite different from trying to organize

people to oppose the PSC about .construction.of a nuclear power plant.
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Sources

CAMPAIGN FOR ECONOMIC DEMOCRACY

Detroit Frée Press, '"Parade", 12/16/79:4-7
————— . 10/16/79:1A, backpage

—_——— 10/18/79:14A, ?

————— 10/20/79:3A, 11A

————— © 10/15/79 (approximately)

Kléin, Jeffrey, "The Essential Tom and Jane: What they are running for - And
from?" Mother Jones, February-March 1980:40-58.

Michigan Daily, 10/16/79: 1,2
New Common Good, 1(5), nd, but probably 1979, pp. 11-16

New York Times, 9/25/79:14A
————— . 3/30/81:14

Young Americans for Freedom, "Join Us" flyer, nd but probably 1979

CLAMSHELL
Interviews

Cohen, Etahn Micah, "Ideology, interest group formation, and protest: The
case of the Anti-nuclear power movement, the Clamshell Alliance, and
The New Left," unpublished dissertation, Harvard University, 1981,

Grossman, ""Being right is not enough" (check Linda's files for compléte
citation)

Wasserman, Harvey, Energy War (Westport, Conn: Laurence Hill, 1979)°

————— "The New nuclear politics,' Progressive 1/77:40-43

————— , "The Clamshell Alliance: Getting it all together,"
Progressive 9/77: 14-18,

CRITICAL MASS

Interviews (Linda Kaboolian's files on Both CM and Pirg)
New York Times,. 4/15/80

Critical Mass Journal, 6/77 3(3)
----- 7/77 3(4)
————— 6/78 4(3)
----- 4/79 5(1)

————— Nuclear Power Primer, nd

Critical Mass, "Nuclear energy bibliography,'" nd
Critical Mass Energy Project, list of publications, nd

McFarland, Andrew S., Public Interest Lobbies: Making Decisions on Energy
(AEI, 1976), pp. 67-77.

Lanoue, Ron, '""Nuclear Plants: The more they build, the more you pay"

(Washington, D.C.: Center for Study of Presonsive Law, 1977; second
edition) pp. 49-58.
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Sources (p, 2)

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH

(ji:flﬁféfiiews (In Linda Kaboolian's folder plus some information I got
from Andy Feeney) '

Friends of the Eart, Not Man Apart 10(8), special issue reprinted August 1980

New York Times 6/8/80:18E
————— 4/15/80:813

National Journal 8/8/70:1711-1718
_____ 7/24/71:1557-1564
_____ : 2/5/72:246
_____ 1/17/76:63
_____ 1/24/76:91-98
_____ 2/28/76:268-276
_____ ’ 3/6/76:307
_____ 3/15/76:664~-665
D ©1/1/77:15
N 2/5/77:216
_____ 10/1/77:1532-1534
_____ 1/20/79:90-91
L m———— 3/31/79:513-515
_____ 4/28/79:702
_____ 4/23/79:1036-1039

Van Deventer, Mary Lou, Earthworks: Ten Years on the Environmental Front
(San Francisco: Friends of the Earth, 1980) ‘

MOBILIZATION FORASURVIVAL

Interviews (Linda Kaboolian's file, plus informal interviews)
Critical Mass Journal, ''Nuclear Power Edition,' nd

Miami Herald, 12/27/78 (reprinted as a MFS flyer)

Jordan, Vernon, article from Environmental Action reprinted as a MFS flyer

Mobilization for Surﬁival, Memo from Bob Moore to local, regional, and
national groups who may wish to affiliate with MFS, 5/25/79

----- ' Teach—-in mini manual, nd

————— "A Call for nuclear moratorium’ petition to President
and Congress, nd :

————— "Join .the campaign for nuclear moratorium,'" flyer, nd

————— - Helen Caldicott leaflet, "The medical implications of
nuclear power" flyer, nd _ '

————— "Shut them down," flyer, nd

————— " Benjamin Spock promotional letter, 4/3/80

————— Religious Task Force, ."In the name of the children, A
religious call for a nuclear moratorium,” poster-flyer, nd

Progressive, 9/77:5—6
WIN, 10/6/77, 13(33): Special Issue



88

Sources (p. 3)

NIRS
Interview

Linda's paper based on her interviews and observation

PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

Interviews (Linda's file plus informal ones)

Caldicott, Helen, "Waking America up to the nuclear nightmare" in
[Promoting-Enduring Peace #377, (New Haven, Conn: The Advocate
."Press, nd) reprinted from New Roots.

Detroit Free-Press, 3/17/81 7A :

N -

.

Lown, Bernard, Eric Chlvan James Muller, and Herbert Abrams ''Sounding
board' the nuclear-arms race and the physician" New England Journal
of Medicine, 304(12) 3/19/81:726-729.

New Eng;end Journal of Medicine, 3/29/79 300(13) :xxxix, "Medical statement
on nuclear power' statement and appeal by PSR reprinted

New York Times 3/2/80:22E "Danger--Nuclear War" petition to President Carter
and Chairman Brezhnev :

Caldicott, Helen, "The Doomsday scene: Helen Caldicott speaks for peace"
Promoting Enduring Peace #387, reprinted from the New Haven
Advocate 10/29/80.

Interfaith Council for Peace (Ann Arbor, Michigan) January 1981, mailing,

Physicians for Social Responsibility, letter from Carol Belding to Linda
Kaboollan, 4/11/80

————— "Thank you for your interest in PSR'" mailing, nd
(probably 1979 or 1980).

————— "I am pleased to send you information for starting a

~ chapter. . ." mailing, nd, (probably 1979 or 1980),

————— , "Educational materials available from PSR, two versions,
neither is dated but one is probably 1979 or 1980 and the other the
next year.

————— ©. "Bibliography'", nd, probably 1980 .or 1981

————— Series of proposals, mimeographed, nd, probably 1979 or
1980.

————— "Dear Core:" letter, 1/27/81

————— Boston, "Physicians for Social Respon51b111ty (Boston) :

' Monthlyllecture series", nd,; (1980),

———— ' Washington, D,C., ‘and New York Chapters, Speakers' training
seminar flyer, nd (1980).

————— ' Newsletter 1(1) 1/80

———— 1(4) 12/80

SIERRA CLUB

McFarland, Andrew S., Public Interest Lobbies: Making Decisions on Energy
(AEL, 1976), pp. 83-89, 131-138.

New York Times 4/15/80:B13
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Sources (p. 4)

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

Interview (Linda Kaboolian file)
Detroit Free Press, 1/26/81 (editorial page)

New York Times (1/22/80 or 1/23/80) (letter to the editor page)
_____ 8/7/75:4 ‘ '

Nucleus 1(4) 5/79

Bennett, Paul '"Strategic surveillance: How America checks Soviet compliance
with SALT" (UCS, 1979) pamphlet

Union of Concerned Scientists, '"What you should know about the hazards of
nuclear power," leaflet, nd.: :

————— "Scientists' declaration on nuclear power' two versions of

flyer, nd on either _ .

: "Dear fellow citizen, , . " promotional mailing, nd

————— ‘ "Dear Friend. . . " mailing including "Fact sheet on
construction moratorium" and "DOE shift amendment,'" 1979

————— "Dear Friend. . , " promotional letter, nd (1979 or 1980)



