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1. Introduction

Thousands of organizations and groups worldwide have the protection of the world’s natural environment or parts hereof in some form as either their primary goal or as at least one of their goals or important interests. The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), which is the world’s oldest and largest global environmental network, has alone more than 1,000 member organizations, comprised of over 200 government organizations (GOs) and over 800 non-government organizations (NGOs) working to protect our natural environment (IUCN 1).

NGOs and GOs put together, however, does not account for the whole environmental movement. There are many more grass root groups and loosely organized interest groups that don’t necessarily have real forms of membership or leadership, yet still fight for the same causes. I will get back to the discussion of how to differentiate between the different group especially in chapter 6, so for now I will simply state that when I refer to any kind of unspecified environmentally oriented group or organization from now on, I will be using the term Environmental Pressure Group (EPG), as adopted and used by Neil Carter (Carter 2001: 131-135). I will get back to Neil Carter in chapter 6.

What is true for most of these organizations under the IUCN network as well as for most other EPGs is, naturally, that they aim in some way or other to protect the environment. This entails frequent battles with commercial interests, like commercial agriculture, commercial fishing, forestry, polluting industries of various types, the oil-industry, the fur and leather industries, fast-food chains etc. It also entails battles with states, as seen more clearly in large-scale environmental problems like for example the current case of global climate change, and previously the destruction of the ozone layer.

These battles are the big ones and the ones of greatest significance, and consequently they are also the ones most amply covered in the media as well as in academic literature. They will however not be my focus throughout this project. My intention is instead to explore the conflicts that arise internally in the environmental regime between EPGs.

My interest in these conflicts comes from a discovery that I made during an internship stay at an Angling NGO named European Anglers Alliance (EAA) in Brussels. The discovery that I made and which was new to me, yet of course not new to anyone else already working in this field, was that it is by no means an infrequent occurrence that two or more EPGs with environmental interests are working against each other instead of with each other. There are so many interests that they share against so many opposite interests, (I thought) and yet still a lot of energy is used to argue with other EPGs about how to best serve the environment or what parts of it to serve. One may then wonder and ask if the environmental regime as a whole isn’t using precious time and resources on internal disputes that could otherwise be used on the previously mentioned conflicts and debates with the sides that are directly opposed to environmental interests?

This also made me interested in the question of why the EPGs tend to conflict with each other. Do they have very different ways of achieving their goals? Do they have different ideas about why such goals should be achieved? Or do they in fact to a large extent just have entirely different goals that cannot be aptly combined?

These are some of the questions that I hope to find answers to along the way. I will now move on to the phrasing of the problem that I wish to examine, and which I hope will lead me to the answers that I seek.

2. Project outline and methodology

The question that I will then seek to answer is this very simple one:

Why do EPGs tend to conflict with each other?

Now as the first order of business I want to make it absolutely clear that I have no illusions of fully answering this question in any way. There are thousands of EPGs communicating and conflicting with each other every day for probably also thousands of different reasons, so it would be an impossible task to seek in any way to make an exhaustive account of the character of the conflicts and the EPGs involved in them.

What I want to do instead then, is to examine some of the different dynamics that are in play when EPGs conflict. I could in this effort choose to deal with conflicts that are very similar. By doing this, I would easily be able to find out in more detail what characterizes a particular kind of conflict. I will not do this, however. I will instead try to deal with conflicts between EPGs that are different both in terms of the actual conflict and the EPGs involved. By doing this, I hope to get a more broad knowledge about what’s in play when EPGs conflict with each other, and by picking different kinds of conflicts then it will be all the more interesting if I end up finding out that the underlying reasons for the conflicts are similar, even though the conflicts appear very different.
 I hope to seek out tendencies as to why EPGs conflict with each other. I will thus also seek to find out what some major and prevalent reasons behind the conflicts are, as far as this is possible, keeping the fact in mind of course that I will only be able to deal with a limited amount of conflicts, and this limited amount will not be nearly enough to generalize. It will largely be a qualitative study with an in-depth analysis of a limited number of cases, in order to gain a beginning understanding of what’s at play when EPGs conflict, but being qualitative more than quantitative, it will only be scratching the surface of answering my problem formulation fully. In the conclusion in chapter 8, I will among other things be discussing what the next step could be.

To achieve these goals, I will be using as my methodological framework a couple of hypotheses formulated as to help me guide my research. They are, simply stated, my preceding beliefs, based on my preliminary research and my experience in an NGO, as to why EPGs tend to conflict with each other. I will present these hypotheses only very briefly now, but return to them in much greater detail in the following chapters.

· Environmental Focus: This hypothesis is fairly simple, and one might say obvious. I believe that many conflicts may be explained by the conflicting EPGs focusing on parts of nature or of our environment that in some way or other stand in opposition to one another or whose interests are in direct conflict. This is best explained through an example of one EPG having as its sole purpose to protect a predator and another EPG having as its sole purpose to protect this particular predator’s favorite prey. It is no difficult task to imagine a situation where protecting the predator is having a detrimental effect on the prey, or vice versa. Hence, I imagine, conflicts arise. This is, however, only one kind of focus, namely the practical focus. As I see it there is another kind of focus, which is the theoretical focus, and whereas practical foci may conflict in terms of the focus on what to protect, the theoretical focus may conflict in terms of how the EPGs perceive of our world more generally. This makes little sense at the moment, but hopefully I will be able to make this distinction more clear especially in chapter 3, but also in the chapters 4 and 5.

· Environmental Ethics: Environmental Ethics is a theoretical field within the much wider and general field of philosophy. It tries to tie the classical and mostly anthropocentric philosophical theories and debates of ethics together with an environmental perspective in order to widen the field of ethics so as to deal with humans and our environment instead of just humans and humans. Some views also deal with our environment without dealing with humans. A much-discussed question in environmental ethics that I believe could be the cause of many conflicts between EPGs is the question of whether or not animals have rights? If answered affirmatively then mustn’t we necessarily rethink the way we treat animals? And if answered negatively then does that mean that we can treat them in whatever way we want? These are just examples of the questions raised in the field of environmental ethics, and it is my preliminary belief that many conflicts between EPGs can be explained by different EPGs having different answers to these questions as well as other questions about environmental ethics. In the chapters 4 and 5 I will explore many more questions raised by this field of ethics and then in chapter 7 try to see if I am right in assuming that they can explain a lot regarding conflicts.

· Organizational Structure and Working Method: This last hypothesis concerns how different EPGs are structured (organizational structure) and how they go about their daily business of influencing and getting their message out (working method). I imagine on the outset that conflicts may arise for example between an EPG that seeks influence through advising politicians and stakeholders and influencing political decision making and one that seeks influence through having members or volunteers chaining themselves to trees about to be cut down or throwing paint at people who wear fur.

In the chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6, I will be dealing with the subjects of these hypotheses in much more detail. Chapter 3 will concern environmental focus, chapters 4 and 5 will be about environmental ethics, and in chapter 6 I will deal with organizational structure and working method. At this point at the end of chapter 6 I will hopefully have sufficiently introduced the background for understanding the analysis in chapter 7. In chapter 7 I will be conducting what could be described as a series of case studies, where I deal with one conflict after another and look at how each of them can be explained in relation to my hypotheses and the theories discussed in the chapters 3-6 as well as how each of them can be explained by something not already considered in my hypotheses.

The conflicts that I will be dealing with in chapter 7 as case studies are mostly found on the Internet, where one EPG for example criticizes the statements, methodology or policies of another EPG on their website or where their campaigns seem to directly target another EPG. I use the word “conflict” in a very wide sense of the word, and understand by it any disagreement between two EPGs that is related to their work as EPGs.

I will, as mentioned, at the same time as trying to identify conflicts relating to my hypotheses also try to identify what other reasons there might be for the conflicts, so as to find out if and how my preliminary hypotheses are lacking in scope and/or content or if entirely different hypotheses should have been constructed from the beginning. Important to mention here then, is that I am aware that following a number of preset hypotheses in the way that I do may limit my ability to identify and observe these other reasons for conflicts that aren’t already covered by my hypotheses.

I am also aware that as I have covered theory and debates relating to my hypotheses beforehand, my knowledge and awareness of these potential reasons for conflict exceeds my knowledge of any reasons for conflict that I have not discussed beforehand, thus giving me a better chance of identifying conflicts that relate to my hypotheses than conflicts that do not.

These are undeniably potential methodological sources of error, but now being aware of them from the beginning, I will try to take this into account and keep an extra eye on any reasons for conflict that cannot be said to have anything to do with the hypotheses created at the outset of this project.

In the introduction of this project, I presented briefly how my own experience tells me that the conflicts actually exist. This, of course, is not enough to document that they really do exist, and that they are worth investigating. Now what may appear untraditional regarding the methodology of this project, is that the documentation that there actually is a problem to investigate will be introduced as late as in chapter 7 where I begin the analysis. The conflicts that I present as cases for analysis will be serving at the same time as evidence that there is in fact something worth analyzing.

The end result of this project, I hope, will be a basic research that can scratch the surface of an understanding of conflicts between EPGs. It should provide the reader also with a theoretical understanding of environmental ethics as well as an empirical understanding of how environmental ethics may or may not be useful in explaining some conflicts. Hopefully it will as well give the reader and myself some insight into what other causes there may be for conflicts, including among others the foci of EPGs and their work methods. 

I hope also that the end result of this project could be an aid in taking the first steps towards finding solutions to some of these conflicts or ways to alleviate them, or at least so in the cases where the conflicts are actually solvable. As I am dealing with ethics and therefore different perceptions and understandings of the world, I will no doubt also be dealing with some conflicts that are unsolvable. When an EPG that views the world in one way conflicts with an EPG that views the world in a completely different way, then it is very likely that there will be no way to solve this problem, and no way to reach a compromise. It would be like trying to solve a conflict between a party on the far political right and a party on the far political left; a conflict that is also unsolvable because the parties involved simply consist of such different people that no common understanding of a “best” solution would be possible. A man that sees no error in killing an animal can come to no shared understanding with a man that sees this act as something that is as wrong as killing a human. No amount of theory or rational reasoning can make one of these men embrace the rightness of the other man’s conviction. My hope is thus also to come to a conclusion about which of the conflicts that I deal with that might be possible to solve, and which that cannot easily or possibly be solved. A further discussion of this is found in my concluding chapter 8.

I will now move on to chapter 3, and an exploration into environmental focus and how the terms practical and theoretical focus will be used from this point onwards.

3. Environmental focus

EPGs are, as brushed upon in the introduction, not always fighting for the same cause, although the universal idea of somehow protecting the environment or some part hereof is shared. Some EPGs may be trying to reach their goals in different ways than others, some may have different goals than others but with the same focus, and some again may have an entirely different focus than others.

A clarification of what is meant by the word focus is in order here. I will in fact be distinguishing between two different kinds of focus, a theoretical focus, which may be either narrow or wide, (also in this paper referred to as individualist and holist respectively) and a practical focus, which may be considered in the same way.

3.1. Practical focus

The variations that I distinguish concerning practical focus is first and foremost what the concerned EPG’s object(s) of interest is/are: The object(s) of interest may be on one hand individual animals or plants and on the other hand the overall environment of the entire planet. These are the two extremes, and any EPG’s focus will then empirically, I contend, be found somewhere in between. 

The practical focus of an EPG may be as narrow as single individual animals or plants, or maybe a single species of animal or plant in any particular situation or geographical area. It may also be an isolated geographical area and any flora and/or fauna contained within. World Society for the Protection of Animals (WSPA) currently has a campaign urging people to support the use of vaccinations of stray dogs in Bali to combat rabies outbreaks, instead of the current method of strychnine poisoning of the dogs (WSPA 1). This is a very narrow focus; it is first limited to animals, then it is limited to a single species of animals, and then it is limited to a single species of animals in a particular geographic location and in a particular situation. This is of course not to say that this is the only focus of WSPA, but it is one of their foci. They may also have other narrower practical foci, and they may have wider and even very wide practical foci.

The practical focus of an EPG may also be as wide as not having any official attitude towards any single race of plant or animal, and instead be concerned with the overall state of the global environment, like for example in the case of fighting global climate change. Biofuelwatch is concerned with the use of biofuel and its impacts on climate change and loss of biodiversity but also on human rights violations (Biofuelwatch 1). This focus is very wide. It has no real geographical boundaries, and it’s not really limited to either plants or animals. The only real limitation of their focus is that it has to do with the environment and biofuel, (and not even solely the environment, in the cases where they also deal with human rights).

3.2. Theoretical focus

The distinction between a practical focus and a theoretical focus as I intend it is considerably harder to grasp and in many cases unnecessary, but I felt that one was needed anyway, as the theories dealing with environmental ethics have views on the world that could be distinguished in terms of either an individualist or holist focus, but at the same time wouldn’t quite let themselves be adequately described in the same way as the narrow or wide practical focus, as it is explained above. 

Whereas the practical focus in short is what an EPG aims to protect, the theoretical focus can be described as how ethics view the world. The theoretical focus is then primarily concerned with the narrow or wide focus of a theory or view, and not necessarily the narrow or wide focus of what an EPG aims to protect, which is all that the practical focus is concerned with. I say “primarily” and “necessarily” because both the practical and theoretical focus may in some cases both describe an EPG, but only theoretical focus may describe a theory. I will try to visualize this distinction with two fictional examples of one EPG with a narrow theoretical focus and a wide practical focus (Example 1), and one with a wide theoretical focus and a narrow practical focus (Example 2).

Example 1: An EPG may for example have a narrow theoretical focus, because its theoretical perspective is that of animal rights, which, as I will show in chapter 4, deals with animals and their rights as individuals and not with species or ecosystems, (i.e. it deals with individualistic value.) At the same time, it may have a wide practical focus, because it, (through the animal rights perspective), tries to protect all kinds of individual animals in all kinds of situations worldwide.

Example 2: An EPG may also have a wide theoretical focus because it has the conservationist view, which is concerned with the sustainable use of nature as a whole (i.e. it deals with holistic value), and not for example with the pains and sufferings of individual animals. It can at the same time have a narrow practical focus because its purpose is to protect maybe only a limited geographic area like a particular forest in a particular country.

Narrow and wide theoretical focus can, as noted in the parentheses above and also earlier, also aptly be labeled as individualist and holist (Curry 2006: 40). The discussion of individualist and holist values as well as intrinsic and instrumental value is something I will return to in chapter 4 and especially in chapter 5.

Hopefully this will have clarified the difference, as I intend it, between a theoretical focus and a practical focus, and why I have chosen to construct these similar yet still in a crucial way different terms. Let us now move on by looking at the influence that a theoretical focus has. The much less complicated practical focus will, I believe, need no further discussion until I reach chapter 7, where I plan to first utilize the term. In the following chapter 4 I will go further into detail with the narrow (individualist) theoretical focus and into the philosophical and ethical debates about animals and humans, and then discuss the wider (holist) theoretical focus and the debates about how to perceive of nature as a whole in chapter 5.

4. Animal welfare or abolitionism?

This chapter is, as mentioned, concerned with the narrow theoretical focus, the focus on animals as individuals. Another way to label the views and theories presented in this chapter could be anthropocentric, meaning focused on humans. One reason for this is that these views deal solely with the relationship between humans and animals, and specifically how humans should treat animals. Another reason is that both sides of this debate (animal welfare and abolitionism) take humans as their point of departure, meaning that animals are discussed in terms of their relations to humans. There is no consideration of ecosystems and no consideration of animals as a species in these views. The views in this chapter instead concern human and animal individuals and questions of how humans should treat animal individuals. One of the major discussions is, for example, whether or not animals as individuals have rights, yet there is no consideration from either side of whether or not an animal species has rights or interests and there are no discussions of the rights or interests of an ecosystem.

Imagine, before we begin, a classical scale of the politically left and right, and then imagine the words left and right being replaced by animal welfare and abolitionism (not necessarily respectively). This scale is an instrument to visualize where an EPG with an individualist theoretical focus may find itself, because it is in a way a scale with an ideal in each end, where an EPG can place itself anywhere on the scale. I will in the following deal with animal welfare first in 4.1 and then abolitionism afterwards in 4.2 and try to show how this is the case.

4.1. Animal welfare

I will introduce the welfare/abolitionism debate by first going all the way back to its roots. This debate is deeply embedded in classical philosophy dating back to thinkers like Aristotle, who claimed that, “It is evident then that we may conclude of those things that are, that plants are created for the sake of animals, and animals for the sake of men; the tame for our use and provision; the wild, at least the greater part, for our provision also, or for some other advantageous purpose, as furnishing us with clothes, and the like.” (Aristotle 1: 58). 

This is a view shared by many more philosophers, such as St. Thomas Aquinas who claimed that animals are not rational and more like instruments with the one purpose of being used by humans (Aquinas 1: 7), René Descartes who claimed that animals, because they have no language and cannot reason, are like machines and do not feel pain (Descartes 1637: 15-16), Thomas Hobbes who claimed that because a beast would destroy a man if it would benefit from it, so has man the right to destroy and rule over beasts, simply because he can and has a use hereof, according to “the right of nature” (Hobbes 1642: 67), or Immanuel Kant who claimed that because humans are rational beings capable of moral considerations, they have intrinsic value
 and are therefore ends in themselves, whereas animals, who aren’t rational beings and are incapable of moral considerations and thus do not have intrinsic value, are means to those ends (Kant 1: 63).

Although few today seriously argue, like for example Descartes did, that no animals feel pain, the core assumption of the above thinkers still holds for animal welfare proponents today, which is that we as humans are morally allowed to use animals for our benefit. One of the now past philosophers who has had the most influence on the animal welfare perception today is arguably aforementioned Immanuel Kant. His view on the relationship between animals and humans is still what many animal welfarists adhere to today. He argued that although animals are means to human ends, we have a duty not to treat animals badly unless it is unavoidable for human ends. It is however not a direct duty to the animal but an indirect duty to humanity, or as Kant puts it very well: “Animal nature has analogies to human nature, and by doing our duties to animals in respect of manifestations of human nature, we indirectly do our duty towards humanity”. (Kant 1: 64). This means that as animal nature resembles human nature, what we do towards animals is an indication of what we do or what we might do towards humans, “for he who is cruel to animals becomes hard also in his dealing with men. We can judge the heart of a man by his treatment of animals.” (Kant 1: 64). I will return to Kant in more detail in chapter 4.2.1.

The thoughts of Kant are easily traced to the common animal welfare view today, which if it is to be put into just a few words, is that the use of animals for human purposes is morally justified and right, but we should seek to do so in a way that minimizes their pain and inconvenience and not inconvenience or cause pain to any more animals than necessary.

One of the most important animal welfare proponents today is Carl Cohen, professor of philosophy at the University of Michigan. He accepts the notion of the animal rights advocates that rights are very important, and he admits that if animals actually did have rights, then we would be obligated to cease all use of them that violates their rights immediately. Where Cohen differs then is naturally on the question of whether or not animals have these rights. Cohen argues that they do not, as rights are a human concept only existent in the human world and only applicable to humans. A lioness attacking and killing a baby zebra may be hard to look at, but no one will intervene, because we know that the lioness does not do so because it is evil. Animals can do no right or wrong. They cannot be good or bad, and such an action is simply, as we all know, nature taking its course. The lioness does not, according to Cohen, infringe upon any rights of the zebra by killing it no more than the zebra infringes upon any rights of the lioness by getting away and not allowing the lioness to feed her cubs, or as Cohen says, “Rights are pivotal in the moral realm and must be taken seriously, yes; but zebras and lions and rats do not live in a moral realm – their lives are totally amoral. There is no morality for them; animals do no moral wrong, ever. In their world there are no wrongs and there are no rights.” (Cohen 2001: 30).

This does not mean, noteworthy here again for emphasis, that we according to the animal welfare view are allowed to treat animals any way we want. If we were then surely the term “welfare” would be highly inappropriate and the view wouldn’t be an environmentalist view at all. The animal welfare view recognizes the pain that animals feel, and also that animals, or at least surely most mammals, have some kind of emotional register. A dog can obviously be happy, as we can see when it’s jumping up and down and barking and wagging its tail if we play fetch with it or unhappy, as is evident when it lowers its ears and puts its tail between its legs if someone is scolding it. This doesn’t infer rights though, in this view, and we are then in a position where we can value the benefits of using animals for human purposes against the value of the pain or inconvenience of the affected animals (Cohen 2001).

But of course this isn’t all black and white. By far most if not all animal welfare proponents would be in favor of using animals for medical research, as the benefits that medical science get from doing research on animals is huge, and it’s something we do for the sake of our species’ health. It is an entirely different case if we take for instance bullfighting. This is first of all a much bigger animal than those used for medical research, which are mostly rats (and larger mammals are assumed to feel more pain), and second of all it is killed (slowly) purely for the sake of our amusement. Most animal welfarists would say that this is far beyond what is acceptable in terms of the pain we are causing the animal, ultimately leading to its death.

So to summarize, the animal welfarist seeks to provide the best conditions possible for animals without disallowing humans to use animals for own benefits. How important this benefit has to be before disallowing the use of the animal is of course up to the individual animal welfarist to decide, but there are limits as to how lenient one can be and still be called a welfarist. The movement as a whole can very generally and roughly be said to support agriculture and commercial agriculture where the animals are treated quite well, although this is naturally hard to define. It will usually support recreational hunting and fishing where whatever is caught or shot is eaten, and industrial fishing if it is done responsibly and with limited discards. The animal welfare view will usually also allow pets if the pet is treated well and according to its needs. The animal welfare view recognizes that we as humans are superior to other species, and that the needs of a human and a non-human animal can and must not be weighed equally and that humans have rights whereas animals do not. This is really the important core, and what is vital to understand about the movement. Other factors may, as I have shown above, vary.

4.2. Abolitionism

The first challenge regarding abolitionism is what to actually call it. Sometimes the opposite of the animal welfare movement is called the animal rights movement, but this causes problems when we are to categorize theorists such as Peter Singer, Australian philosopher and professor in bioethics at Princeton University, who is also in a camp opposite to animal welfare, but does not believe that animals have rights (Singer 2002). Animal liberation on the other hand, even though it seems appropriate, is a term coined by Peter Singer himself in his 1975 treatise with this exact name (Cohen 2001: 59), so lumping animal rights proponents together with Peter Singer in a category named by him hardly seems right either. This brings us to the term Abolitionists, which is used by some people from several camps about the people who believe in either animal liberation as understood by Peter Singer or animal rights (Cohen 2001: 6). It seems to cover both branches adequately as they both seek the abolishment of all human exploitation of animals. It may however give one the wrong impression to hear the term “animal abolitionism”, as it sounds like the idea of abolishing animals, so if we just instead call it abolitionism and keep in mind that it refers to the abolishment of the human use of animals and not the animals themselves, then this seems like a good terminology to stick with, which I will do from now on whenever I wish to use a term to describe the opposites of the animal welfare conviction as one.

In chapter 4.2.1 I will discuss the animal rights view and how the classical philosophical school of deontological (rights-based) Ethics has influenced the animal rights view. I will then continue in chapter 4.2.2 with animal liberation and its origins in utilitarian (consequence-based) ethics.

4.2.1. Animal rights

The animal rights movement has its roots in deontological ethics, which is a school of ethics that concerns the rightness or wrongness of actions based on the motives and principles of those actions and not on their consequences, which the utilitarian ethics that I will deal with in 4.2.2 on animal liberation are about.

Here we once again return to Immanuel Kant, because even though Kant, as shown earlier, does not attribute rights to animals, he is a deontological ethicist and therefore an important part of the foundation of the animal rights view. Kant proposed (to put his theoretical contribution very briefly), what he called a Categorical Imperative, which in short says that one acts ethically if he acts rationally, and to act rationally is to act in a way that all people would find acceptable. The categorical imperative also includes always treating people as ends and never as means. The categorical imperative hereby establishes duties, as all people have duties to act rationally towards other people and to treat them as ends and not means, and having established duties in this way, then rights are also inferred, because if everyone has a duty to treat you in this manner, then this means that you have the right to be treated in this manner (Curry 2006: 33-36; DesJardins 2006: 33-35).

Where the animal rights view takes the Kantian groundwork further then is to extend these rights to animals. The undoubtedly best-known proponent of the animal rights view is surely Tom Regan, who was professor emeritus of philosophy at North Carolina State University from 1967 and until he retired in 2001.

Tom Regan is very avid and uncompromising in his stance on animal rights. In his own words, the animal rights movement “seeks not to reform how animals are exploited, making what we do to them more humane, but to abolish their exploitation. To end it. Completely.” (Regan 2001: 127). Some self-claimed animal rights proponents are more lenient and say for example that factory farming is wrong, but traditional animal agriculture is right, and that using animals for toxicity tests of cosmetics is wrong but using them for important medical research is right. These views are however probably closer to the animal welfare view and Tom Regan is strictly opposed to these views because he, in my interpretation, is much more committed solely to the deontological idea and distanced from the utilitarian idea. I say this because the idea of approving of e.g. important medical research on animals and disapproving of cosmetic research is somewhat utilitarian. It takes into consideration the consequences for humans of both types of research and thus judges one to be acceptable and the other to be wrong (Regan 2003).

In the strict animal rights view there is no room for such leniency, because rights are uncompromising. A right is something that must never be disregarded or violated purposely. Taking human rights as an example, it would be a human rights violation to slay one innocent man even if it was to save the life of a hundred innocent men. A utilitarian would likely have to see the man slain, because the consequence of this action is preferable to the consequence of not slaying him, but this is not the case in deontological ethics. If rights are to be ascribed to animals, then they are in the same way rights that must not be violated under any circumstances. How important the medical research is or whatever the purpose is, is thus completely irrelevant as no consequence is important enough to justify the violation of rights (Regan 2001).

This does in fact make the animal rights view quite different in theory from the animal liberation view, which I shall discuss later, because the animal rights view either is or isn’t. Either animals have rights or they don’t have rights. This means that humans may either use animals or they may not. If one accepts the notion that animals have rights, then there is no in-between and no compromise and it is our duty not to violate their rights under any circumstances. As mentioned in the chapter on animal welfare, this is where Carl Cohen and Tom Regan are in agreement. What they disagree on, as also mentioned earlier, is whether or not animals have rights.

Where Carl Cohen, as I have shown, answered negatively, Tom Regan answers affirmatively, and he does so through the use of a term that he calls subjects-of-a-life, which I will get back to shortly. He starts his journey towards this term by criticizing a theoretical hole in the Kantian understanding of ethical behavior, which is that not every human has rights in that not every human is, in the Kantian sense, a person. The problem with the way that Kant defines a person, Regan argues, is that he does it through the ability to rationalize and make moral judgments. The problem is then that this excludes many humans such as infants, some people with brain damage, comatose patients, the very senile elderly and more. This, in the Kantian sense, excludes these humans from being persons, and thus from having rights, as only humans with these capabilities are said by Kant to be persons and have rights. It is in this way that Kant excludes animals from having rights, and he uses this definition of a person to argue that animals may be treated as means to human ends, but as a healthy adult dog is surely more able to rationalize than a brain-dead human, the definition becomes problematic (Regan 2001: 191-200).

Regan moves on then and tries to solve this problem by introducing subjects-of-a-life as a replacement of the Kantian person. He defines a subject-of-a-life as creatures with an experiential welfare: “In place of Kant’s criterion of personhood, the rights view uses the subject-of-a-life criterion as a basis for determining who has inherent value. All those who satisfy this criterion – that is, all those who, as subjects-of-a-life, have an experiential welfare – possess inherent value – thus are owed the direct duty to be treated with respect, thus have a right to such treatment. The rights view therefore recognizes moral rights in the case of humans excluded by the Kantian criterion of personhood.” (Regan 2001: 202).

The experiential welfare that is then, according to the above quotation, in Regan’s view required to have an inherent value and therefore have rights is vaguely defined, but it concerns having a life that can be experientially better or worse and that it therefore matters what is done to them, to put it very briefly. He then uses the differences between humans to argue that differences between species are irrelevant when it comes to rights as long as they have an experiential welfare, and he does this by arguing that as e.g. an intelligent human is not morally worth more than an unintelligent human, so should a human not be worth more than an animal, as they are all creatures with an experiential welfare, and in this sense therefore equal (Regan 2001: 199-202).

What is important to note about the animal rights movement before moving on is that it of course does not assert that animals have all the same rights as humans. E.g. it would be nonsensical to claim that animals have the right to vote. It argues instead that not having some rights doesn’t mean not having all rights. An infant does not have the right to vote but still has the right to be treated with respect, and in the same way does an animal not need to have the right to vote in order to have the right to be treated with respect (Regan 2001: 214).

To summarize, the animal rights view is a very uncompromising view that has no other goal than to completely abolish every and all human use of animals, and it is uncompromising because an affirmative answer to the question of whether or not animals have rights leaves absolutely no room for leniency, as a breach of animal rights would be equal to a breach of human rights.

4.2.2. Animal liberation

Whereas animal rights has its roots in deontological ethics, animal liberation, as the view has been called by its front figure Peter Singer, has its roots in utilitarian ethics.

The most ethical action according to utilitarianism, put simply, is the action that brings about the greatest pleasure to the greatest amount of people. Utilitarian ethics thus considers an action ethical or not in terms of the consequences of that action, and not in terms of the intentions or moral considerations that preceded the action. The utilitarian philosophy was founded by Jeremy Bentham, who not only dealt with utilitarianism in general but also with the utilitarian position towards animals, which I will limit myself to. Like Tom Regan today, he also made the argument against the Kantian line of ethics on grounds of many animals being to a greater extent able to reason than human infants, but he then took the discussion further and claimed that it was in fact irrelevant, as the ability to rationalize is secondary to the ability to feel pain: “But a full-grown horse or dog, is beyond comparison a more rational, as well as a more conversable animal, than an infant of a day, or a week, or even a month, old. But suppose the case were otherwise, what would it avail? The question is not, Can they reason? nor, Can they talk? but, Can they suffer?” (Bentham 1789: 136).

Bentham thus sets aside moral capacity and ability to rationalize and puts in the forefront instead the ability to feel pain. Pain is a far less controversial subject than rationality and morality when it comes to animals, as no one today will deny that many animals feel pain. Small non-mammals of certain kinds may lack a central nervous system and therefore the ability to feel pain, and there is much debate about whether or not fish can feel pain, but most of the creatures relevant to the questions of animal welfare and abolitionism are assumed to feel pain.

Peter Singer, if we move on to the present, has learned much from Jeremy Bentham, and especially the part about suffering from the above quote has had a lot of influence on his way of thinking. Peter Singer proposes not that animals have rights, but that animals deserve the same treatment as humans because their interests are no less important. This is where suffering comes into the picture, because suffering is the most basic indicator of interest. Any creature that can suffer obviously has an interest in not suffering, or as he puts it: “The capacity for suffering and enjoying things is a pre-requisite for having interests at all, a condition that must be satisfied before we can speak of interests in any meaningful way. It would be nonsense to say that it was not in the interests of a stone to be kicked along the road by a schoolboy. A stone does not have interests because it cannot suffer. Nothing that we can do to it could possibly make any difference to its welfare. A mouse, on the other hand, does have an interest in not being tormented, because it will suffer if it is”. (Singer 1974: 150).

Not valuing the interests of an animal equally to those of a man, Singer argues, is a case of speciesism, which is a concept that Singer coins to describe the valuing of one’s own species over other species. The term obviously derives from racism and sexism, which Singer then use as an example of why speciesism is wrong. Where we once thought that white people were worth more than black people and that interests of whites were more important than interests of blacks, so have we found out now, that although there are differences between races, equal consideration is still correct. Where we once thought that men were worth more than women and the interests of men mattered more than the interests of women, so have we come to the conclusion today, that even though the differences between men and women are profound, there is no valid foundation for denying equal consideration of interests. The interests of a genius are in the same way among humans valued the same as the interests of an imbecile, so if race, gender or intellect aren’t valid reasons for differentiated considerations of interests, why should species be so? An animal definitely does not have all the interests of a man, but surely when the animal has the same interests as the man, which are at the very least the interest in living and the interest in avoiding pain, then these interests should be considered equal, lest one be a speciesist (Singer 1974: 147-151).

Singer’s conclusion and his end-goal is more or less the same as Regan’s. He argues in favor of the abolition of humans’ use of animals whenever this use leads to death or any kind of discomfort. He reaches this conclusion not because the animals have rights, but because animals have interests. As a utilitarian, the interests of so many animals in avoiding suffering and death far outweigh human interests in eating meat, wearing fur, drinking milk etc. when there are plenty of alternatives and when similar interests of different species are considered equally. An important difference between Singer and Regan, however, is that as Singer is a utilitarian, his view isn’t uncompromising as Regan’s is. If the pleasures derived from an action outweigh the sufferings caused to animals by that action, then the action must be considered ethical, but whether the suffering is caused to an animal or a human makes no difference in Singer’s view, so the question of whether or not he would torture an animal to save several humans is answered, in his opinion, by posing another question, namely: Would you torture an infant child to save several humans? (Singer 1974: 151).

5. Conservation or preservation

This chapter on conservation and preservation moves away from the narrow theoretical focus that we’ve been discussing in the last chapter, and arrives instead at the holist theoretical focus. We thus go from discussions in environmental ethics on how to treat individual animals to discussions in environmental ethics about different views of nature and of the environment as a whole.

As was the case with animal welfare and abolitionism, conservation and preservation are presented here as a kind of opposites. It is still worth remembering, however, that just as abolitionism and animal welfare are only opposites within the realm of methods of environmental protection, so are conservation and preservation also only to be considered opposites within this same realm. If we move outside the realm of EPGs, the terms to discuss would instead be preservation, conservation, and exploitation.

Susan L. Cutter and William H. Renwick have defined these three terms very clearly as such: “Exploitation is the complete or maximum use of a resource for individual profit or societal gain. Conservation is the wise utilization of a resource so that use is tempered by protection to enhance the resource’s continued availability. Preservation is the nonuse of a recourse by which it is fully protected and left unimpaired for future generations” [Emphasis in original] (Cutter & Renwick 1999: 9).

Exploitation then, if defined as it is by Cutter and Renwick above, is a term that describes a way of using natural resources that can in no way be described as environmental, as there is no form of concern for or protection of the environment inbuilt in this line of thought. This means that a conflict between someone with an exploitationist view and someone with a preservationist or conservationist view would not be a conflict between EPGs, and is therefore outside the concern of this project. The presentation here and now of what exploitation refers to, serves only the purpose of reminding the reader that what appear to be the extreme opposites in these chapters, only appear so because the objects of interest in this project are EPGs.

This said, I will move on to a presentation of conservation first in chapter 5.1 and preservation afterwards in chapter 5.2.

5.1. Conservation

Conservation is, as brushed upon just earlier, the idea that humans allowed to use all of nature for their own benefit, but only if it is done sustainably. This means that humans are allowed to fish, hunt, farm, deforest etc. as long as we don’t deprive future human generations of the opportunities to do the same. We are not allowed to over fish, for example, because if we catch too many fish and fish stocks are depleted, then future generations will be unable to do the same. Hence we must only catch fish as long as it is done sustainably, which means without draining the fish stocks faster than they are restored, and the same logic applies to the use of other natural resources: Trees must not be cut down faster than they can be replanted, hunters must not kill deer faster than new ones are born, etc.

An ethical difference between conservation and preservation as it is often seen in the ethical debates is that of value, and whether nature has intrinsic value or instrumental value. A common conservationist view is that nature and our environment is mostly characterized as having instrumental value, meaning that it has value as means and not as ends.
 This doesn’t mean, though, that a forest in the conservationist view is necessarily meaningless and worthless unless it can be exploited for meat, wood, ore etc. It may be very valuable because humans put value in the beauty of an unspoiled natural area where only walking is allowed. For the author of this project, as for others too I suspect, there is even a value in just knowing that such wild natural areas exist, although I may not necessarily go and experience them. Recreational value is value just like economic value; meaning that if humans place value in the beauty of such an unspoiled natural area, then it is a means to human happiness and satisfaction, and it therefore has value, as it is a means to our ends. It doesn’t have value because it has value in itself, but because we value it. What is less commonly associated with the conservationist view and more commonly associated with the preservationist view is that such an area has intrinsic value, i.e. value in itself as an end. Another way to describe the above characterization of differences is to say that conservation is often anthropocentric (centered on humans), while preservation is often ecocentric (centered on nature) (Cutter & Renwick 1999: 6-9; Curry 2006: 40-46). As we shall see in the chapter on preservation, there are however also plenty of anthropocentric arguments for the preservation of wilderness.

Conservation seems in most literature to be more or less the same as what is called sustainable use. This is a term used by, among others, the IUCN Sustainable Use Specialist Group, and they describe their view as such: “Using renewable natural resources sustainably means doing so in such a way that does not threaten a species by over-use, yet it will optimize benefits to both the environment and human needs. Sustainably using natural resources, including plants, forests, fish, and other wildlife, is an important conservation tool when addressing the increasing pressures on nature by people.” (IUCN 2).

An advantage that IUCN sees in the sustainable use/conservation idea is that it gives people incentives to care about our environment. If a natural area is completely closed off to humans, as would be the idea of many preservationists, then the incentives to care about this natural area are few and far between. People may think that since they aren’t allowed to have anything to do with it, then what’s the point of it? Or even: “If we don’t benefit from it, then why keep it?” IUCN sees sustainable use as the solution to this problem. They want to give people incentives to care about the environment. If people realize that fishing, hunting, picking berries, mushrooms, flowers or simply walking in nature gives them some satisfaction, then they will also realize that nature is something worth protecting (IUCN Sustainable Use Policy Statement).

The sustainable use ideology of IUCN is very much in line with what was mentioned earlier about conservationists seeing nature as having instrumental value and preservationists seeing nature as having intrinsic value, as it assumes that people will only care about nature because it is worth something for humans, and not because it has a value in itself.

Lastly, before moving on to preservation, conservation can also be said to be the attempt to care for the environment without compromising growth and economic development. It actually sees growth and development as being necessary in order to combat environmental problems. The United Nations established in 1983 the Brundtland Commission, meant to decide on how the international community should address the growing environmental problems and problems with current or impending scarcities of natural resources and their effects on economic and social development. The result was a report in 1987 that along with the following “Earth Summit” in Rio de Janeiro established the sustainable development regime as the globally dominant one (Teknologirådet 1). A section in the 1987 report from the Brundtland Commission reads: “…that the critical objectives for environment and development policies which follow from the need for sustainable development must include preserving peace, reviving growth and changing its quality, remedying the problems of poverty and satisfying human needs, addressing the problems of population growth and of conserving and enhancing the resource base, reorienting technology and managing risk, and merging environment and economics in decision-making;” (A/RES/42/187 Report 1987). The main point here being that growth is necessary for sustainable development, as developing sustainably is costly, and growth is necessary not only in developing country but also in developed countries, so that the developed countries can afford to aid developing countries develop sustainably. Sustainable Development has been the politically dominant ideology since then (Teknologirådet 1).

5.2. Preservation

Preservation is the protection of natural areas through the closing off of them to human influence so that they can remain in their natural and unspoiled states. The idea is that nature, unblemished by man, has value. Whether the value is intrinsic or instrumental is secondary. Fundamentally, preservation of something is the complete closing off of human access to it. Realistically and pragmatically, however, preservation usually means that only recreational uses such as hiking and maybe some foraging, angling and camping is allowed, but certainly no industrial use. Most national parks are governed with this pragmatic preservation ideal.

When preservation is pragmatic, then it is worth noting here that the distinction between conservation and preservation becomes blurred, which explains why the two words are often used interchangeably. Yet although restrictive conservationism and encouraging preservationism may meet somewhere in the middle, where it is hard to distinguish one from the other, conservation and preservation in their “pure” forms are still quite different.

Theoretically, where conservation is usually associated with anthropocentrism, the theoretical backbone of preservation is frequently
 ecocentric. This means that moral standing isn’t only applied to human individuals and human societies like in anthropocentrism, nor only to individual living animals or plants like in biocentrism,
 but also to ecosystems, which means that entities like rivers, mountains, lakes and more also may have moral standing and intrinsic value instead of only instrumental value. This doesn’t mean that lifeless a rock or a dead twig or a small puddle of water has moral standing though, as they aren’t ecosystems.
 Ecocentrism aims to emphasize the importance of wholes and not parts (DesJardins 2006: 150-152). To illustrate why, one can say that if we take an ecosystem and kill a large percentage of the living members of each species of plant and animal in it, then the ecosystem will likely survive and maybe even not really be affected. On the other hand if we kill all of the living members of just one species in an ecosystem, then, even though the total number of kills may be a lot smaller than in the former case, the ecosystem will likely be greatly damaged, because of the interdependence of its species and its food webs. This is why the importance of wholes is emphasized in ecocentrism. It must also be said, however, that the conservation principle, albeit more often anthropocentric, also emphasizes wholes over parts in that sustainability ranks over individuals. It is thus more a difference between the theories discussed in chapter 4 and 5 than it is a difference between those discussed in 5.1 and 5.2.

Preservation debates are closely tied to debates concerning wilderness. A lot has been written concerning wilderness in environmental ethics, yet much of it would be irrelevant to go into here, as it concerns how to morally value wilderness and parts hereof, which doesn’t have great influence on how the environment is protected through the method of preservation. What I think would suffice to present is based on a paper by Michael P. Nelson, Ph.D. and associate professor at Michigan State University, called “An Amalgamation of Wilderness Preservation Arguments”, in which he presents what he believes to be the 30(!) main preservationist arguments as to why we should preserve wilderness. I see no reason to present all 30 of these, as many of them are quite similar and as fewer should be more than sufficient to paint the picture (Nelson 1998).

The following points are thus all based on Michael P. Nelson’s 30 points in An Amalgamation of Wilderness Preservation Arguments from 1998:

· First noteworthy argument is that of medicine. Most of the medicine used for and by humans comes from various plants and animals. Destroying wilderness also means destroying species of plants and animals and thereby also potential new forms of medicine, preserving wilderness is preserving future treatments of human illnesses. (This argument may also, it seems to me, be used in favor of conservation.) A related argument is that of science in general, which states that many types of research in the natural sciences benefit greatly from having natural areas available in their pristine state. Anthropologists at the same time have a kind of ‘opposite’ of what they usually study to compare their research with.

· Hunting is presented as another argument. This is however hardly used today by preservationists, as it is today more of an argument for conservation than preservation, but it was an important argument of Aldo Leopold, who was one of the founders of the wilderness ethics. The same is the case with fishing.

· There is also an argument concerning the physical fitness of humans. Wilderness areas may be used for many physically healthy activities such as skiing, diving, rock climbing, swimming, kayaking, backpacking, canoeing, riding, hiking, camping, and mountaineering. These are all activities that take nothing away from nature, like for example hunting and fishing does, and can therefore be said to more closely be in accordance with the principle of preservation. Aside from the healthy exercise, the wilderness also offers clean and unpolluted air, which is also healthy.

· Mental health is a similar argument, and we may even call it mental therapy. Experiences in the wilderness have often been proved very psychologically healthy. It can relieve stress, and be a break from a hectic everyday life in civilization.

· Wilderness can simply be beautiful to look at. The purely artistic value of a truly “wild” waterfall, desert, mountain, jungle or similar is an argument for its preservation. A similar argument is that wilderness can act as inspiration for artists. Painters may be inspired to paint it, writers may be inspired to write about it, singers to sing, actors to act and so on.

· Wilderness can be a source if religious inspiration or even a religious refuge. Some may feel about the wilderness like others feel about churches or mosques, and it can be a place to ponder over life’s big questions. A similar religious argument is that the wilderness is the closest humans can ever get to God, as the wilderness remains exactly as God intended it, and that it would in fact be an affront to God to destroy it.

· An argument on behalf of historians says that understanding the different kinds of wilderness allows us to better understand the cultures that have sprung from them. Why does a civilization sprung from an equatorial jungle evolve differently than from alpine tundra for example? Keeping the wilderness wild allows us to examine such a question. A similar historical argument is that to truly understand civilization, we must also be in possession of and understand its opposite: The wilderness.

· Animal rights/animal welfare also surfaces in this chapter as related to one argument, which is that the wilderness is home to a lot of species of animals that we should not inconvenience or worse by intruding on their territories. Many animals would do fine even with humans close by, but others like for example wolves and bears need large areas of wilderness without humans.

· We also, as one argument goes, owe it to future generations of humans to leave the planet in the same condition as when we inherited it, or at least as close to that as we can. We don’t know what our future generations might need or want, so we should give them the option of choosing if they need wilderness or not.

· I mentioned briefly earlier that for me personally, just knowing that there are wild and unspoiled natural areas out there is valuable to me, even though I may not really use any of them in the conventional sense of the word. This is a very popular argument for preservation for others as well. Whether wilderness is seen as an instrumental value because is it an instrument to our satisfaction with knowing that it’s out there or an intrinsic value because people see it as being valuable in itself, the important thing to note is that it is important for many humans to have wilderness, even though they may not interact with it personally.

Although this list of reasons to preserve wilderness seems to present plenty of good reasons why preservation is the best way to go, this conclusion should not be reached that easily. Some or many of these reasons may also be considered equally good arguments as to why conservation would be the right choice, and we then once again see how similar conservation and preservation can be, and how much they overlap, when not solely considered in their purest forms. Another point to note is that some of these arguments are quite paradoxical, because if humans use them for all of the above reasons all the time, then the wilderness is going to be quite crowded with humans, and therefore not actually wilderness anymore, or as Nelson puts it: “Can we have our wilderness and eat it too?” (Nelson 1998: 414).

To summarize, preservation is the attempt to protect nature through means of leaving it in relative peace. The ideal is to close off wilderness to humans completely, but the way it works in reality is usually not as strict. It often overlaps with conservation in how it is perceived, but it never goes as far as allowing heavy and more intrusive industry to take place in wilderness areas, which can be allowed by conservationists if it is done sustainably.

Before moving on to the next chapter and away from environmental ethics, a brief overview of what has been discussed in chapter 4 and 5 would be relevant. What I have tried to do is not to give an exhaustive account of all environmental ethics. My purpose with these chapters has been to present the theories and ideas that I think would be most relevant in explaining conflicts between EPGs. I therefore presented first two different and opposing takes on how to perceive of and treat individual animals in chapter 4, and then two different views of how to perceive of and treat nature as a more holist concept in chapter 5. There are many theories and ideas in between the opposites on these two scales, and many other theories and ideas that cannot aptly be placed on such scales, but these four “corners” so to speak, that I have presented, do in my view roughly get around the subject of environmental ethics as I believe it to be relevant to conflicts between EPGs, according to my hypothesis.

6. Organizational structure and work method

The first part of this chapter will rely heavily on the work of Neil Carter, a British political scientist at the University of York, from whom I, as mentioned in the introduction, also borrow the term “EPG”. As I have shown in the last couple of chapters, there is a multitude of different ethics and beliefs that EPGs may adhere to, as well as of course different practical foci. What I will show in this chapter is that EPGs are also organized in different ways and seek influence and support in different ways. Neil Carter, based on earlier theorists with similar thoughts, presents four archetypes of political but non-partisan environmental organizations in a 2x2 matrix like this:

	
	Conventional Pressure
	Disruption

	Professional Resources
	Public Interest Lobby
	Professional Protest Organization

	Participatory Resources
	Participatory Pressure Group
	Participatory Protest Organization


Source: Carter 2001: 134.

Professional resources and participatory resources refer to the way that the EPG mobilizes the resources required for necessary actions. The professional resources organization relies on funds coming from either fundraising or membership fees from the general public to run a professional organization, whereas the participatory resources organization relies on mobilizing human resources and not on funds. The goal in this kind of organization is to get either members or non-members to volunteer for actions (Carter 2001: 133-135).

Conventional pressure and disruption refer to the forms of action that an EPG then takes once it has mobilized its required resources. Conventional pressure refers to an “approach to political negotiation that complies with the political rules of the game” and Disruption to “a strategy that disrupts routinised political behaviour by breaking those established rules” (Carter 2001: 134).

These distinctions result in the following four archetypes, taken from Carter 2001: 133-135:
· The Public Interest Model is an organization that is managed by a professional staff, paid for usually by fundraising or membership fees and doesn’t rely much on membership participation. It seeks influence through traditional pressure tactics.

· The Professional Protest Organization is like the above archetype managed professionally, but seeks influence largely through disruptive tactics.

· The Participatory Protest Organization also seeks influence through disruption but relies on membership participation in actions rather than a professional staff.

· The Participatory Pressure Group also relies on membership participation instead of a professional staff, but seeks influence more through conventional pressure techniques.

Important to emphasize here is that these four types of organizations are archetypes, and most EPGs in reality won’t be identical to any one of the archetypes, in fact, as I will show in a second, especially major organizations tend to possess traits from two or more archetypes. An EPG may seek influence partly through disruption and partly through conventional means, as well as it may rely partly on a professional staff and partly on membership participation. This is actually a tendency seen in many major EPGs today; as they have realized that a more effective impact comes from the combination of having a professional staff as well as stimulating members to volunteer for certain tasks.

To exemplify, Danmarks Naturfredningsforening (DN) is a professional organization with a professional staff, and is funded by membership fees, donations, wills and testaments, etc. but it also relies heavily on the active participation of members and volunteers. This is evident for example during the annual nationwide garbage collection, where up to 100,000 Danes go outside and collect garbage, wearing yellow shirts sponsored by DN. Among them are often also prominent politicians, like when for example the Danish Environmental Minister Troels Lund Poulsen was outside collecting garbage in Vejle on the 19th of April this year (2009) together with the General Director of DN (Dn.dk 1). As is evident when looking at the ‘Hjælp Naturen’ (help nature) -section of DN’s website (Dn.dk 2), there are many ways in which it is obvious that DN relies both on professional resources and participatory resources, and so if one was to categorize DN according to the archetypes of Neil Carter, it would probably be a mixture of the public interest lobby and the participatory pressure group.

A different example of an EPG that combines the archetypes is Greenpeace, but where DN only combines professional resources and participatory resources, Greenpeace combines both the professional and participatory resources and the conventional and disruptive methods. Traditionally Greenpeace was probably best classified as a professional protest organization. It relied mostly on media attention in order to recruit supporters, who then paid for the professional staff through donations and membership fees. To get the media attention, the disruptive methods are the most effective, so the result was very frequent sightings of professional Greenpeace activists in the media during the 70s and 80s, and especially the Greenpeace actions at sea are memorable. Greenpeace has however changed their tactics over the years, and because the disruptive methods have diminishing returns regarding media attention,
 they have had to also start relying more and more on conventional methods, which has meant that they today in fact rely more on conventional procedures than on disruptive direct action (Carter 2001: 135-141). The combination of participatory and professional resources that they rely on is, as it was with DN, evident when browsing their website. Under their “Donate”, “Work for Greenpeace” and “Get Involved” sections they have a number of ways in which both participatory and professional resources are exemplified (greenpeace.org 1). Greenpeace can thus be said to possess traits from all of Carter’s archetypes, and many major organizations are similar to Greenpeace in this way. The archetypes do however still add to the understanding of differences in organizational structures and work methods, where they are in fact different.

Further clarification of what is meant by conventional and disruptive methods is probably needed. Conventional methods can refer to lobbying, educating and informing, advertising, campaigning, conducting science, petitioning, running for offices and elections, supporting and endorsing candidates, initiating letter-writing campaigns etc. Disruptive methods can be everything from cute little non-illegal happenings and protests to actual terrorism, or “ecoterrorism” and “ecotage” as they have also been called.
 An example of a mild disruptive method could be when Friends of the Earth ran a campaign to return non-returnable Schweppes soft drink bottles in 1971. Also any kind of standard protest rally with banners and signs and songs is a rather mild disruptive method. More serious disruptive methods could be tree sitting, where a protester camps in a tree, counting on loggers not cutting down the tree while someone is sitting in it. This takes the disruption a little further in that it directly prevents loggers from doing their job, but there is no risk of any material damage or anyone getting injured by this method. An example of a more serious offense could likely be tree spiking, which is when iron- or ceramic spikes are hammered into tree trunks to prevent loggers from cutting down the trees. This is far worse than the tree sitting because it breaks logging equipment, and may cause serious damage or death to loggers when saw blades are shattered against the spikes. Another example could be when protesters go further than just carrying signs and singing songs and start throwing paint on women wearing fur or in other ways destroy property. Going even further we have the direct sabotage or even the blowing up of industrial equipment as well as physically harming human beings as the most extreme form of disruption (Doyle & McEachern 1998: 90-95; Carter 2001: 135-138; Switzer 2003: 20-33).

It requires mentioning that some actions are hard to classify according to the categories of conventional and disruptive methods described above. The garbage collection campaign of DN mentioned earlier for example is one such action, although it is probably more conventional than disruptive. This doesn’t mean that it isn’t potentially effective of course, and it should in fact have the potential of being very effective, for several reasons: - It actively cleans up natural environments, - it gets the attention of politicians, as evidenced when for example the environmental minister takes part in the event, - it creates publicity, as not only are garbage collectors seen across the nation but it also frequently has news coverage and other media coverage, - it teaches the participants that it is possible to make a difference, and that it is important to care for our environment. One can argue, I would say, that it is a semi-conventional method, but which creates headlines and publicity as only disruptive methods usually do. There may be other reasons for its effectiveness as well, but I will not go deeper into an evaluation of actions and methods of individual EPGs. The point here was merely to emphasize that some methods aren’t easily classified as disruptive or conventional, and may be combinations, but may still be very effective. Disruptive and conventional actions may be seen as archetypes of actions, just as Carter’s four types of EPG are archetypes.

A type of EPG that isn’t appropriately attempted classified by Carter’s archetypes is the more unorganized grassroots movement. Grassroots environmentalism has seen resurgence in recent years, and usually as a response to perceived shortcomings or bureaucracy of the mainstream environmentalist movement, which is what I’ve been discussing so far in this chapter. Grassroots movements are often known for radical disruptive actions that no major organization can get away with, like sabotage or other forms of illegal and often dangerous activities. Where a major organization known for disruptive actions such as Greenpeace only rarely breaks the law and only after careful consideration of how it will affect public reputation, direct action disruptive grassroots movements can break the law without worrying about the consequences for anyone else than themselves personally. “Earth First!” is an example of a radical disruptive movement that is known for sabotage and worse, and is even proud of it. Another kind of grassroots group is the type that Carter labels NIMBY, which stands for Not In My Backyard. These groups are local community groups and have a very specific and narrow cause, like for example preventing a certain road from being constructed or stopping the pollution of a specific local factory. In chapter 4.4 I will be taking a closer look at one such EPG (Carter 2001: 141-146). 

Before moving on to the analysis chapter, I believe a final note on how organizational structures and work methods relate to my original hypothesis is called for. My thought is that to some degree different organizational structures but especially different work methods may cause conflicts between EPGs. It is not difficult to imagine for example how an organization using conventional pressure tactics may believe that the disruptive methods of other organizations are somewhat childish and giving their common cause a bad reputation, or how adherents to the disruptive methods think that the adherents to conventional pressure tactics are bureaucratic, ineffective, and have “sold out”, because they are negotiating and cooperating with the opposite side, rather than trying to bring it down via direct action. It is even easier to understand why mainstream environmental organizations, including the conventional ones but also even the disruptive ones try to distance themselves from the work methods of radical grassroots groups who can be both dangerous and violent in their actions.

7. Analysis of EPG conflicts

I have in the last couple of chapters described different factors, both practical and theoretical, which I believe might help us explain some of the conflicts arising between EPGs. Now we get to the point where the validity of my presumptions and hypotheses is to be tested against some actual empirical conflicts, and where I will try to see what other causes there might be for conflicts between EPGs.

In most of the following subchapters I will begin by describing the EPGs and other parties involved in the case, and then see if each of my hypotheses is able to explain the conflict or parts hereof. The order will largely be the same in which I presented my hypotheses, meaning that I start with looking at potential differences in practical and theoretical focus, then look at the ethical views involved, and then organizational structures and work methods. After this I will, if it seems relevant, look at what other factors not covered by my hypotheses might come into play, and then finish with a small summary or conclusion. Note that the theoretical focus in hypothesis one is closely connected to what is relevant to discuss in hypothesis two, so in most of the following subchapters, the discussions of hypothesis one and two will be overlapping or even covered simultaneously. The conflict concerning Tange Sø in chapter 4.4 will be treated in a slightly different way that I find more appropriate due to its many stakeholders.

7.1. Wicked wildlife fund

The first conflict that I wish to examine is between the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and the People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA).

The subject of this subchapter 7.1 is a website by PETA called Wicked Wildlife Fund, which can be found at www.wickedwildlifefund.com. The name of the website is wordplay on the other/former name of WWF, which is World Wildlife Fund, and the purpose of the website is to publicly criticize WWF for several things. This is what it says on the front page of the website: 

“The World Wildlife Fund (also known as the Worldwide Fund for Nature, or simply WWF) has been actively pressuring government agencies in the U.S., Europe, and Canada to increase the amount of testing that they require for pesticides and other chemicals. The result of the WWF’s lobbying has been the establishment of what threaten to be the largest animal-testing programs of all time. And that’s not all. As one would expect of an organization founded by trophy hunters, the WWF does not oppose killing animals for sport. The WWF believes that culling (read “killing”) elephants and seals is OK, it supports the slaughter of whales by native tribes, and it refuses to speak out against steel-jaw leghold traps. Surprised? Click on the buttons to your left to learn more about why PETA thinks the WWF should change its name to the Wicked Wildlife Fund.” (PETA 1).

The conflict here is obvious, and the same conflict is also evident on the PETA website ‘Meangreenies’ where PETA grades other environmental organizations according to their stance on animal testing. WWF receives an F (PETA 2).

We can now examine what might be behind this conflict, starting with the foci of these two EPGs. Concerning the practical focus, there is some potential for conflict, because the organizations operate in some of the same areas. WWF is worldwide and has over 90 offices in over 40 different countries across the world, and really works all over the world (WWF 1). PETA is based in USA and mostly works in USA, although it has an office in Germany, India and UK as well, and runs some international campaigns too (PETA 3). There is thus in terms of geography a potential for conflict, because they operate in many of the same arenas. Their practical focus concerning geography is similar, in short, although WWF is a considerably larger organization and is more concerned with the whole world than PETA, whose primary concern still seems to be USA.

Going further than just geography, WWF has a much wider practical focus than PETA. First of all, PETA is an animal rights movement, and their object of interest is animals and the way that animals are treated by humans mainly on factory farms, in laboratories, in the clothing trade and in the entertainment industry (PETA 5), whereas WWF’s mission is stated as such on their website: “WWF’s mission is to stop the degradation of the planet’s natural environment and to build a future in which humans live in harmony with nature, by: conserving the world’s biological diversity[,] ensuring that the use of renewable natural resources is sustainable[, and] promoting the reduction of pollution and wasteful consumption.” (WWF 1).
It is thus evident that the somewhat holist practical focus of WWF is much wider than the rather individualist view of PETA. Where PETA is concerned only with individual animals and their rights, WWF is concerned with the planet’s natural environments, the world’s biological diversity and renewable natural resource use, pollution, and wasteful consumption.

The same is the case if we look at their respective theoretical foci. As PETA has the animal rights view, their theoretical focus is narrow and individualist, whereas the theoretical focus of WWF is wide and holist, as their view of the world is one that emphasizes the protection of nature and not just animals.

Before answering the question of what these differences in practical and theoretical focus mean in relation to possible explanations as to the conflict made evident by the aforementioned PETA website, I think it would serve the discussion well to look closer into the theoretical differences between the ethical views of WWF and PETA, as they in this conflict are closely related to what has already been discussed concerning practical and theoretical focus.

The theoretical background of PETA is very carefully and thoroughly described in their Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) section, and their view on animal rights corresponds, according to this FAQ, very well to the animal rights view discussed in chapter 4.2.1
 (PETA 6). As they are adherents to animal rights ethics and nothing else, then they clearly emphasize the importance of parts over wholes, and then their theoretical focus and theoretical ethical background must necessarily conflict with foci and theories that emphasize wholes rather than parts, and nature rather than individual animals. As mentioned in the preservation chapter, the conservationist and preservationist views emphasize wholes over parts because the whole (e.g. a forest) isn’t necessarily protected by protecting individual parts (e.g. a deer). If all the deer in a forest are lost, then the whole forest will likely be damaged because of the interconnectedness of the parts through food chains and food webs, but if one individual of each species in the forest is lost (e.g. one deer, one boar, one owl, one frog, etc.) then the whole will be unharmed, as no food chains are disrupted. To the conservationist, losing one individual of each species would thus be relatively unimportant unless one of those is particularly threatened by extinction. The animal rights view emphasizes individuals no matter what, and the conservationist view emphasizes individuals only when the loss of the individual may damage the whole, and since PETA has the animal rights view and WWF has the conservationist view (as shown above in their mission statement), then this is the core answer to the question of whether differences in ethics and practical/theoretical foci may explain the conflict exemplified by the wickedwildlifefund website. The website is a clear example of the incompatibility of the animal rights view and the conservationist view.

This difference between the conservationist view and the animal rights view is seen in PETA’s criticism taken from the quotation at the beginning of this chapter: “the WWF does not oppose killing animals for sport”. Hunting for sport is acceptable according to conservationism if it is done sustainably, but unacceptable in the animal rights view. “The WWF believes that culling (read “killing”) elephants and seals is OK”. Culling is in fact a method of achieving sustainability, and thus in line with the theoretical background of WWF. Elephants and seals are in some areas too plentiful for sustainability, as indicated here by BBC News: “The irony is that the explosion in animal numbers is due to the success of conservation projects, and measures to counter poaching and ivory-smuggling. In Kruger National Park, some 13,000 elephants now roam - nearly double the 7,000 that was considered the optimum number during South Africa's apartheid years, when culling took place regularly. The repopulation of elephants since culling was stopped in 1994 has been so dramatic that it threatens other species, and the elephants' own well-being.” (BBC News 1). In the animal rights view, however, this action is very wrong. It is not the case that WWF doesn’t work to protect individuals at all, but only if the species is threatened. They work to protect most endangered species, but just to come with an example, one of their most recent campaigns is to save the Western Gray Whale (WWF 2), and working to save for example the world’s remaining pandas and tigers is probably what they are most famous for (Switzer 2003: 101). In such a case, WWF can surely agree with PETA (on the goal but not necessarily on how to reach the goal, as I will show later), because although they do so for different reasons, both PETA and WWF will work to protect an endangered animal. Once the animal is no longer endangered, however, WWF will move on to other issues, and if the animal becomes too numerous, they may advocate culling, where PETA will fight for its protection no matter the situation. This is, I believe, another example of why conflicts between ethical perceptions cause conflicts between such EPGs as WWF and PETA.

Moving on from the analysis based on hypothesis 1 and 2, we arrive at hypothesis 3. I will now look at the organizational structures and work methods of WWF and PETA, and see if differences herein can help explain what we see on the wickedwildlifefund website.

Like most major environmental organizations, both PETA and WWF mobilize resources through a combination of professional and participatory resources. Both of their websites have options allowing you to donate money in different ways, through membership, donations and a merchandise shop, among others, and both have ways for you to take action personally (PETA 7; WWF 3).

Whereas their resource mobilization thus seems similar and relatively unimportant, their way of taking action is in contrast very different.

I used a couple of times earlier the hypothetical example of throwing paint at people wearing fur, and PETA is in fact where I got this no longer hypothetical example from. (Precise website addresses for the following examples and sources are of course available in the bibliography). There is a PETA campaign that advertises throwing tomatoes at people, who wear fur (PETA Tomato). Another site has a picture of a group of PETA protesters drenched in fake blood and dismembered rubber-chickens protesting outside a Kentucky Fried Chicken restaurant, which is another common form of PETA protest (PETA KFC). PETA is also famous for their many campaigns with naked celebrities, saying that they’d rather go naked than wear fur (PETA Naked), or for their more outrageous campaigns comparing slaughtering of cows to the holocaust (PETA Holocaust), or their call for higher insurance rates for meat eaters (PETA Meat) and their mailing of vegetarian “starter kits” to overweight celebrities like Michael Moore, Luciano Pavarotti, and John Goodman (PETA Vegetarian). A simple Google Image search on the words “PETA Campaign” reveals many pages of campaign ads featuring either half-naked celebrities saying that wearing fur or eating meat is wrong, or extremely cute animals used in some form or other to say that it’s wrong to eat or in other ways harm them (PETA Images).

It quickly becomes very clear that PETA’s way of seeking influence is by attracting media attention with disruptive or in other ways attention-seeking campaigning, and that they try in their campaigns to convince people of the rightness of their view by appealing to emotions, be it either in the form of a naked supermodel or a white bunny, rather than appealing to logic and scientific reasoning. Their use of Hollywood celebrities to speak for their cause is also very characteristic (PETA Hollywood). These methods are both supported and admitted by the organization, as seen for example in a Times Online article about Dan Mathews, a famous protester employed by PETA: “Activism and celebrity, of course, share the same DNA — after all, public attention is the currency of success. Mathews, a self-titled “press slut”, grasps what’s needed. “Of course we’re juvenile,” he admits. “You have to be creative to get the world’s attention. It would be great if people based decisions on fact, but they instantly look away from anything too serious.” (PETA Mathews). A similar statement is heard by PETA’s founder and President Ingrid Newkirk in a Time.com article, when asked if she thinks some of PETA’s methods go too far: “When you're talking about cruelty to living beings, the danger is in not going far enough to protest it. We may do silly things sometimes, but we always have a serious point. We'll pretty much do anything--as long as it's not violent.” (PETA Newkirk). Jacqueline Vaughn Switzer comes to the same conclusions about PETA in her 2003 book on environmental activism in USA (Switzer 2003: 167).

We now move on to the work methods of WWF. Although WWF is many times the size of PETA, the campaigns of PETA are a lot more visible in the media than the campaigns of WWF. This, I contend, is an indication of PETA’s way of campaigning being more outrageous, more pushing the limits of acceptability, more confrontational and more intended to get the attention of the media than the campaigns of WWF. As indicated by the examples presented earlier and the quotes above, any attention, as long as it is reached through non-violent methods, seems to be good attention.

WWF International’s official website has on their website described how the organization carries out its work. The first part is explaining how they through the methods of conservation science, persuasive policy, and productive partnerships with businesses, governments, aid agencies and other NGOs try to have an impact, and listed at the end, they present their guiding principles: 

“We will:

· Be global, independent, multicultural and non-party political.

· Use the best available scientific information to address issues and critically evaluate all our endeavours.

· Seek dialogue and avoid unnecessary confrontation.

· Build concrete conservation solutions through a combination of field-based projects, policy initiatives, capacity building, and education work.

· Involve local communities and indigenous peoples in the planning and execution of field programmes, respecting both cultural and economic needs.

· Strive to build partnerships with other organizations, governments, business, and local communities to enhance our effectiveness.

· Run our operations in a cost effective manner and apply donors’ funds according to the highest standards of accountability.” (WWF 4).

Now of course one cannot automatically assume that WWF always acts according to their guiding principles, but the guiding principles are at least an indication of how they wish to be perceived as an organization. Take for example this principle: “Seek dialogue and avoid unnecessary confrontation”. Of course PETA would never say that they are against dialogue, but they are very open about seeking out confrontations. The confrontations are what give them their publicity, and many of the campaigns exemplified in the section on PETA’s methods are obvious ways of purposely seeking out confrontations. The guiding principle of avoiding unnecessary confrontation fits well with the fact that it is difficult, if at all possible, to find examples in the media of WWF breaking the law while campaigning, or in any way campaign in ways that are criticized of “crossing the line”, “going too far” or being ridiculous, silly or trying to get attention by disruptive means.

The, to my knowledge, best account of WWF work methods is in the 1996 book by Dr. Paul Wapner, associate professor and director of the global environmental politics program at American University of Washington: Environmental Activism and World Civic Politics. In this book, Wapner emphasizes the effort that WWF puts into working in third world countries with conservation and preservation projects directly with and in the local communities, which also corresponds well with WWF’s guiding principles above. WWF uses a lot of its resources to purchase natural areas to protect the wildlife inside (Wapner 1996: 80-82), and WWF also realizes, according to Wapner, that to achieve sustainability and to protect endangered wildlife and wilderness in third world countries, a close cooperation with and assistance to the impoverished local communities is a necessity. Or to quote Wapner: “Eventually WWF started to notice that the central problem with a preserve system of wildlife conservation is that while it attends to the needs of animals, it ignores the needs of human beings. Much of the earth’s remaining biological wealth is in parts of the world where the poorest peoples draw their livelihood from the land. As demographic and economic constraints grow more severe, these people will exploit otherwise renewable resources in an attempt merely to survive. Indeed, it does not matter if such areas are officially designated as parks or not, the poor and hungry will (rightfully) seek resources to keep themselves alive. Recognizing this aspect of environmental conservation, WWF has expanded its conception of conservation to include human needs. It now tries to improve the quality of life of the rural poor through projects that integrate the management of natural resources with grassroots economic development.” (Wapner 1996: 83).

All things considered, it should become clearer to the reader that the efforts of WWF differ greatly from those of PETA. PETA tries through confrontational and provocative campaigning and disruptive methods of various kinds to put animal rights on the agenda of the media, and through the media, on the agenda of the general population. WWF has campaigns as well, but generally ones that are subtler in nature and not relying on provocation or confrontation. If one does the same Google image search on “WWF campaign” as I suggested doing earlier on “PETA campaign”, the difference between the methods of campaigning is obvious (WWF Image). WWF relies, instead of on campaigning and media attention, on scientific research (Wapner 1996: 75-78) and actively working in third world countries with the elimination of poverty and the conservation of nature in unison, (of course it must be said, although PETA is a large organization, WWF has a budget and a staff that is many times that of PETA, which allows for options unavailable to PETA).

Assuming then those these great differences in work methods are true; can they be assumed to add to the understanding of the conflict?

Well if one assumes that they have different work methods not only because they believe in different ways of doing things but also because they believe that different methods are effective for achieving different goals, then the most useful place to start in answering the above question would be to compare their methods with their goals. WWF’s goals are ones such as saving endangered species of plants and animals, ensuring sustainability, biodiversity, wise use of natural resources, etc. PETA’s goal is to ensure the fair treatment of animals through the animal rights view but also to influence people to adopt a vegan lifestyle, not wear fur etc.

Taking these goals into consideration, I would argue that their respective work methods are probably pretty well chosen in accordance with their goals. PETA’s method is one that appeals to individuals through the media, because an individual will know how to easily make a difference. “Become a vegan!” and “Don’t wear fur!” are easy to understand messages, and an individual hearing these messages will know that all he has to do to make a difference, is to not wear fur and stop eating meat. PETA in other words appeals to individuals because their view is individualist and not holist, and an individual can make a difference. To put this into perspective, if WWF appealed to individuals it would be for example with the message: “Save the Panda!” or “Save the rainforest!” But how would an individual respond to this? He/she might be able to understand that it’s important to save the panda or the rainforest, but as for example a dentist in Denmark, there is very little you can actively do to save the panda or the rainforest other than donate money so that WWF can do it for you. WWF’s method is therefore instead to take action itself in the local communities and work actively on saving the rainforest and the panda through various means, such as also fighting poverty. WWF’s practical and theoretical focus is holist, meaning that individuals are less useful to WWF than to PETA, and therefore their methods are very different.

But does this explain the conflict? No, not really. I believe that in the case of this conflict, the different work methods are a natural result of the different foci, ethics and goals of the two EPGs, and these are the real reasons for the conflict, for reasons demonstrated earlier. The views of WWF and PETA are simply incompatible because the individualist animal rights view is incompatible with the holist conservation view. The different work methods may in fact lessen the number of conflicts between WWF and PETA, because as they work in completely different ways and usually also geographical areas, the views of the two will clash less than if they did things in the same ways and tried to reach the same audience.

7.2. PETA in Ireland

As the name of this chapter 7.2 indicates, the conflict that I will deal with now sticks with PETA as one of the parties involved. The part of WWF will however be replaced with the National Animal Rights Association (NARA).

NARA is an animal rights group that was formed in 2007 and is based in Dublin in Ireland. It aims to eliminate all forms of cruelty, abuse, oppression and rights violations against animals in Ireland, and believes that animals have rights, but that their rights just haven’t been recognized yet. They are opposed to animal welfare, and are strict abolitionists, believing that nothing coming from an animal is ours to take. They are against animal testing, and even go as far as claiming that: “Testing on animals does nothing to further medical progress for humans”
 (NARA Mission). Animal testing along with fur trade, circuses, the meat industry and other things that they feel violate animal rights are their targets for protests and demonstrations, which they, along with information tables, claim are their main ways of campaigning (NARA About).

On first glance, their goals and intentions look very much like those of PETA, so wherein lies the conflict then?

The conflict that I want to examine is seen in a NARA press release of 22 September 2008, where they criticize PETA. To be more specific, they criticize the theoretical foundation of PETA as well as their ways of working. NARA’s criticism of the theoretical background is best seen here:

“We, the grassroots animal advocates of Ireland, we who take rights, animal rights, and animal rights philosophy seriously, are furious about PeTA's distortion of animal rights, and we want no part in it. PeTA is not an animal rights group even though it claims to be (it claims to be the largest AR organisation in the world). This is misleading: PeTA do not promote animal rights beyond using the term as a rhetorical label and they purposely act against animal rights philosophy. […] PeTA are inspired and influenced by animal welfare ethicist Peter Singer […] PeTA promotes NO animal rights philosophy on their web sites […] "Animal Rights" to PeTA is just a slogan – they are not interested in the philosophy of animals rights and they never promote or mention AR philosophers such as Gary Francione […] and Tom Regan […] Instead, they deliberately misname Singer as an animal rights advocate (see "why Animal Rights?" http://www.peta.org / – the 'learn more' tag links to Animal Liberation, a utilitarian text by a leading utilitarian philosopher. Animal rights is based on deontological ethics).” (NARA Press).

I will again begin by discussing the case in relation to hypothesis one, concerning practical and theoretical focus, but as the theoretical focus is so closely related to hypothesis two, I will be dealing with hypothesis one and two more or less simultaneously.

Their practical focus is almost identical, as it seems to be different only regarding the geographical coverage. Both EPGs have a very individualist practical focus in that they are both concerned with animal rights, and I refer to the discussion in chapter 7.1 of PETA’s practical focus here, as it seems to cover NARA just as well. Concerning the geographical aspect, PETA operates mostly in USA, but also, as shown earlier, in Europe. It is gaining access to countries in Europe that it didn’t have access to earlier, and thus seeks to expand its campaigning. NARA is purely national, as is evident from looking at their website, where there is a list of all their campaigns and accomplishments, most of them in Dublin and all of them in Ireland (NARA Reviews).

The theoretical foci are identical at first glance, since both EPGs claim to be animal rights groups. This should mean that the theoretical focus of both groups was exactly the same. However, as is clear from the quotation above, NARA believes PETA to be in the wrong concerning their theoretical background, because they use utilitarians like Peter Singer and Jeremy Bentham as their theoretical foundation for an animal rights view. Let’s examine this further, by looking at what PETA writes on their website in their “Why Animal Rights”-section, which is also referred to in the first of the two quotations above: “In his book Animal Liberation, Peter Singer states that the basic principle of equality does not require equal or identical treatment; it requires equal consideration. This is an important distinction when talking about animal rights. People often ask if animals should have rights, and quite simply, the answer is “Yes!” Animals surely deserve to live their lives free from suffering and exploitation. Jeremy Bentham, the founder of the reforming utilitarian school of moral philosophy, stated that when deciding on a being’s rights, “The question is not ‘Can they reason?’ nor ‘Can they talk?’ but ‘Can they suffer?’” In that passage, Bentham points to the capacity for suffering as the vital characteristic that gives a being the right to equal consideration.” (PETA 4).

I will have to agree with NARA. This passage show a clear misunderstanding (purposely or not) of both Peter Singer and Jeremy Bentham, because they, as I discussed in chapter 4.2.2 argue in favor of equal consideration on account of interests and the ability to feel pain, but they do not argue that interests or the ability to feel pain gives an animal rights. Bentham and Singer are (as PETA writes too), utilitarians, which means that they infer from the pain that animals feel and the principle of equal consideration where equal consideration is viable that causing pain or harm to animals is as wrong as causing pain or harm to humans because of the pain as an unacceptable consequence, and not justifying the benefits of the pain. They are not deontologists, and rights do not enter into their theoretical framework; consequences do. This is an important distinction to make, because if PETA had used e.g. Tom Regan to defend their animal rights view, then they would have the theoretical background to defend an uncompromising stance, as rights are not to be breached under any circumstances, (as discussed in chapter 4.2.1.). However, using Peter Singer and Jeremy Bentham (wrongfully) to argue in favor of their stance they must, in order to be true to their theoretical foundation, be willing to accept causing pain or death to animals if the positive consequences of doing so clearly outweigh the negative consequences. One can then only wonder, like NARA does, why PETA doesn’t defend its stance deontologically.

Before discussing the conflict more in detail, let’s take a look at what hypothesis three might have to offer. The first answer that comes to mind is: ‘a lot’. NARA is repeatedly in the press release of 22 September 2008 criticizing PETA for their methods, and I believe that this passage demonstrates it well: “Laura Broxson, spokesperson of Dublin-based National Animal Rights Association, said: "We are just beginning to make a mark for animal rights in Ireland. The last thing we need is for people to believe that PeTA's childish stunts [2] and sexist campaigning [3] have anything to do with genuine animal rights campaigning. PeTA cheapen and trivialise animal rights. The message from Ireland: we don't want PeTA's silliness".” (NARA Press).

Childish stunts, sexist campaigning, cheapening and trivializing animal rights, and silliness should be the words to focus on here. It is clear that NARA strongly disagrees with PETA’s work methods, and that they believe the outrageous campaigning style is highly inappropriate, silly and childish and takes the attention away from what should be the focus: Animal rights. “Genuine animal rights campaigning” must assumingly then refer to the way NARA campaigns, and as one can see on their “Events” page, this means protesting in the street, protesting in the street with leaflets and protesting in the street with information tables (NARA Events).

In conclusion then, what can we say about the reasons behind this conflict? Well it is obvious that NARA believes PETA to be wrong when it comes to their theoretical foundation, (which I argued that they are right in believing), and it is also obvious that they disagree with PETA’s methods. What is not obvious is why they choose to criticize PETA for these things, when PETA is ultimately fighting for exactly the same goals as NARA. Although PETA’s methods are different and their theoretical understanding is a little off, wouldn’t the animal rights view as a whole have a stronger position and a larger impact in Ireland if these relatively minor differences and disagreements were set aside in favor of a cooperation between NARA and PETA? I would assume so. If my assumption here is true, and the animal rights cause in Ireland would be better off if NARA didn’t criticize PETA, then what else might be the reason for the criticism and the conflict?

One possible answer to this could be that maybe NARA has a totally uncompromising and almost fundamentalist adherence to their own principles, meaning that they simply cannot accept that the animal rights view gains more influence if this influence is gained by accepting PETA’s methods and wrong theoretical foundation. It is, however, hard for me to imagine that this would be the answer, as I would assume that if they really cared about the rights of animals, then they would accept whatever progress could be made, and not worry too much about how this progress was made.

Another possible answer could simply be pride. NARA may feel that they are making headway in Ireland on their own, and so they don’t want PETA to gain more influence in Ireland and thereby come in and take credit for the advances made by NARA. They may simply feel that it is a cause that in Ireland belongs to NARA.

A third possible answer could be that NARA wants to distance themselves from PETA in order to appeal to a different target group, namely Irish people with the animal rights view who think that PETA’s methods are too childish and silly. If NARA believes or knows that the market here is bigger than the market that agrees with PETA’s methods, then they want to appeal to this market exclusively. I would think, though, that if this was the case then the wiser action to take would be to say that they don’t agree with PETA’s methods, but that they would still welcome them into Ireland to fight for the important animal rights cause.

To summarize, I believe that there are a few possible reasons for this conflict, but as opposed to what was the case with WWF and PETA, they have nothing to do with the goals of these EPGs, as their goals are exactly the same. It instead has something to do with PETA’s use of theory and their work methods, but the question still remains why NARA would choose to fight PETA over this when their goal is the same. These two EPGs fighting for the same cause but in different ways should be happy to cooperate with each other, because their different methods should appeal to different target groups and thereby gain a broader influence. NARA has chosen a different strategy, and a few guesses as to why could be the abovementioned principles, pride, narrow target groups or a combination.

7.3. Cormorants and fish

This particular conflict is one that I have been closely involved with myself, as I was a trainee at European Anglers Alliance (EAA) for five months in the fall of 2008 at a time where EAA was working for a pan-European cormorant management plan at the EU level. One of the most avid opponents of such a plan was and still is Birdlife International.

First order of business would be to establish if we are even dealing with organizations here that can be labeled as EPGs. A closer look at their websites can aid us in answering this question.

On the EAA website under “objectives”, we find the following mentioned as one of their objectives: “# 2. to promote and defend fisheries and angling on the basis of ecological sustainability and sensible use of natural resources, in particular by the conservation of all species of fish and their habitat, including the promotion and definition of proper methods of maintaining and controlling stock levels;” (EAA Objectives).

This bears a great resemblance to what we saw earlier on the WWF website, with the terms “ecological sustainability”, “sensible use” and “conservation” being particularly familiar. The main difference between WWF objectives and EAA objectives (other than the fact that EAA is concerned solely with matters related to angling) is that WWF works for conservation for the sake of conservation itself, whereas EAA works for conservation for the sake of anglers, meaning first of all that the conservation of fish is paramount to any other kind of conservation and that preservation in the strict sense, which WWF also often works for, is unacceptable to EAA, as this would prohibit angling.
 Conservation is the only possible goal for an EPG such as EAA, which works for conservation not for the sake of conservation as an ideal in itself but for the sake of the conservers. Keeping this in mind though, I do think we can rightfully label EAA as an EPG.

Birdlife writes on their website under “Our vision”:

“BirdLife's aims are to:

* prevent the extinction of any bird species

* maintain and where possible improve the conservation status of all bird species

* conserve and where appropriate improve and enlarge sites and habitats important for birds

* help, through birds, to conserve biodiversity and to improve the quality of people's lives

* integrate bird conservation into sustaining people's livelihoods.” (Birdlife Vision).

This seems to closely resemble the objectives of EAA, except that it has to do with birds instead of fish. The word conservation is used here several times in one form or other, and it indicates a consideration of the habitats of birds just like EAA’s objective indicates a consideration of the habitats of fish. With these aims, I would consider Birdlife to be an EPG on the same grounds that I would consider EAA to be one.

Now that I’ve argued that both organizations can be considered as EPGs, wherein does the conflict then lie between these EPGs?

The conflict is seen best in a number of letters from Birdlife to members of the European Parliament (MEPs), and a number of letters from EAA to MEPs, which are available at the EAA website (EAA & Birdlife Letters). These letters were sent by both EPGs to the MEPs in advance of a voting on a pan-European cormorant management plan in order to lobby the MEPs to vote in certain ways.
 EAA lobbied for MEPs to vote in favor of a pan-European cormorant management plan, and Birdlife lobbied for votes against. These letters, as one would imagine, therefore clearly represent very different stances, and have some quite different interpretations of reality. I will get back to the letters in more detail later. Now, for the sake of consistency, I will examine the foci of these two EPGs.

Examining first the practical focus of EAA and Birdlife; we find that although especially Birdlife also works nationally in many countries both inside and outside of Europe, they also both work in Europe and both mostly at the EU level, so the potential for conflict is great, as they work in an arena where they are bound to continuously come into contact with each other. The big difference in practical focus that turns these contacts into conflicts is the simple fact that EAA is concerned with fish and Birdlife is concerned with birds. Combine this with the other simple fact that birds eat fish, and we have ourselves a conflict. The biggest conflict is not surprisingly over one of the species of birds in the world that eats the largest amount of fish, namely the great cormorant. As the cormorant is also a very common bird, the impact of this bird on fish stocks is considerable (although how many cormorants there are and how considerable the damage to fish stocks is, is a subject of great debate).

From what can be inferred from their official websites, the ethical views of EAA and Birdlife seem very similar. I do however wish to draw the reader’s attention to a passage in a letter from Birdlife to the MEPs from the 26th of June 2008: “The reduction of Cormorant populations at a large scale, would be very costly, and could easily trigger a classification of Cormorant as species in Unfavourable Conservation Status. This would be against EU law and unacceptable for BirdLife International. At the same time reductions to a smaller degree would only have temporary effects, if any, as the populations would always “grow back” to the level of the carrying capacity. Substantial reduction of the Cormorant population would be unethical, and would not be understood by the people in the Member States.” (Birdlife Letter 1: page 2).

Although Birdlife seems to vigorously advocate conservation in general, I would argue that this passage shows that when it comes to a potential management plan of the cormorant, their view looks more like one of preservation than conservation. First, they argue that if the bird is managed too much, then it could end up in the unfavourable conservation status.
 Second, they argue that if the bird is managed “to a smaller degree” then there will only be a temporary effect, because the population would just grow back. What they are then actually saying is that there is no effective way to manage the cormorant, because it can only be managed too little or too much. Then afterwards they add that a “substantial reduction of the Cormorant population would be unethical”, which is very interesting, as it seems paradoxical for an EPG with the ethical view of conservation to deem it unethical to manage the population of a species. This would be more understandable if they had the preservationist view.

Looking at the organizational structure of the two EPGs, they are rather different. EAA has no individual persons as members, but has instead national angling organizations in some EU member states as its members. The Danish member for example is Danmarks Sportsfiskerforbund. EAA gets its rather limited funds through membership fees that such organizations pay to be represented by EAA at the EU level in Brussels (EAA Members). Birdlife on the other hand does to a larger extent allow for individuals to contribute. They have a section on their website where one can sign up to be a member of one of several different Birdlife partner organizations, and they also have several ways in which you can donate money to Birdlife. If one takes a look at their finances however, one will notice that their income from membership fees is only a fraction of what they receive from governments and institutions, from trusts and foundations, from partners and from corporate funding (Birdlife Finances). The bottom line here is that both organizations can be considered to mobilize professional and not participatory resources, although the resources mobilized by EAA are almost negligible as compared to those of Birdlife.

The work methods of the two organizations are, at least in the case of this concerned conflict, very similar. As I’ve already touched upon in the beginning, they both try to influence MEPs and other persons of influence in the EU through meetings, flyers, letters, conversations, etc. I myself participated in a dinner arranged by EAA, where MEPs and other stakeholders were invited. In other words they both utilize traditional lobbying methods/conventional pressure methods. As their resource mobilization methods and methods of action both place them in the category of the public interest lobby, their organizational structures and work methods can in no way be assumed, I argue, to be the cause of the conflict.

This brings us then to the conclusion of the EAA and Birdlife conflict over cormorants. What has hopefully been made clear by now is that apart from their size and economy, Birdlife and EAA are very similar organizations when it comes to organizational structure and working methods, and they are also ethically very similar, as they, at least according to their websites, both ascribe to the conservationist view. It is however interesting that Birdlife seems to take a more preservationist stance, when it comes to the potential management of cormorant populations. One might wonder if their “official” adherence to conservation turns to preservation when pressure mounts on a particular species of bird, meaning that their conservationist view could be chosen for reasons of image and politics rather than reasons of ethical conviction, and that the conflict is therefore due partly to it being a clash between a conservationist view and a preservationist view masquerading as a conservationist view? I will leave these questions open to interpretation and further investigation, as I have no sufficient evidence to do more than speculate on the answer. In any case, the most important reason for this conflict, I am sure, is the very simple one that EAA is concerned with fish, and Birdlife is concerned with a fish-eating predator.

Before moving on to the next conflict about Tange Sø, there is one last matter to discuss in relation to the EAA and Birdlife conflict. It is a matter that is not covered by any of my hypotheses, and it is about scientific uncertainty. An important subject of debate in the EU in the weeks up to the voting on the Pan-European cormorant management plan was the number of cormorants in Europe. Counting cormorants is problematic. The usual way of counting cormorants is to count nests, but first of all there is the matter of successfully counting all nests, and then there is the matter of extrapolating from these numbers the total number of cormorants: Many cormorants are too young to nest, some nests are abandoned, some cormorants have migrated, some nests may only have one cormorant, and so on. The point is that counting cormorants is difficult and many different figures therefore exist. As one could imagine, EAA and Birdlife are in strong disagreement about what is to be considered the most accurate figure, with EAA’s number being the high one and Birdlife’s number being the low one. Having worked for EAA, I have of course been influenced to think that the Birdlife figure is way too high, and that the EAA figure is very accurate, but I am sure that had I worked for Birdlife instead, I would have been convinced that their number was the most accurate one. 

I state this not to discredit the scientific credibility of either organization per se, but instead to present the notion that when two EPGs are already in conflict, as EAA and Birdlife no doubt are, then the conflict might be somewhat enhanced when scientific uncertainty can be interpreted or “bent” in favor of either of the two conflicting parties. I have no doubt that if EAA and Birdlife were on the same side, then agreeing on an acceptable figure would be far less of a hassle, as they would surely be able to agree on either a rather low or a rather high set interpretation of the scientific facts. Being instead on the opposite sides as they are, scientific uncertainty becomes all the more uncertain, and the already existing conflict attains an extra facet. The reader with further interest in a discussion of scientific uncertainty as it relates especially to angling and Catch and Release (C&R) angling may wish to see appendix A, where I get into this in more detail. It is not a conflict between any particular EPGs per se, and is thus only included in the appendix. It is also not necessary to have read this appendix in order to make sense of the final conclusion, as I won’t conclude on that chapter.

7.4. Tange Sø

The conflict that I wish to discuss in this chapter is more complex than any of the others that I have discussed so far, because there are more EPGs and other parties involved than in the others. I will get to the specifics about the involved parties and their interests later but now, in order for the reader to properly understand this conflict, a little more background information about Gudenåen, Tangeværket and Tange Sø is required.

7.4.1. Historical background

Gudenåen in Jutland is with its 176 km Denmark’s longest river. It has historically been of great infrastructural importance in Denmark, and also later in history important as a source of energy and for its recreational, natural and commercial values. There have over time been more than 150 hydropower plants positioned along Gudenåen. Many of these have disappeared again but Tangeværket from 1921, the biggest one that was ever built, is still active and producing CO2-neutral electricity today. Together with Tangeværket a museum of electricity called Elmuseet has also been established, which is dependent on the continuing functionality of Tangeværket (Elmuseet 1; Gudenåens Passage ved Tangeværket 2002: 3).

In order for the turbines at Tangeværket to be able to produce electricity for the whole year, the establishment of a lake was needed, and this lead to the creation of Tange Sø, also in 1921, which with its 625 hectares is the largest artificial lake in Denmark. An 800 meters long dam was built to keep the water in the lake, and a 300 meters long canal was dug to lead the water from Tange Sø to Tangeværket (Elmuseet 1).

When Tangeværket was built in 1921, there followed with it a concession to utilize the waterpower for a period of 80 years, a period which by the Danish Folketing was extended for a further 2 years, meaning that a decision had to be made about what to do with Tangeværket, Tange Sø and the relevant section of Gudenåen before the year of 2003. In 2003, the decision was postponed another 6 years to 2008, and then again further until 2014 (Gudenåens Passage ved Tangeværket 2002: 3; Folketinget lovforslag 27/6/07; FBTS Lov).

What is the conflict then, and between whom? I will present an analysis of each of the stakeholders as well as their backgrounds and interests in subchapters now. As there are more stakeholders to present than in the previous conflicts, however, I will be introducing and characterizing each of them more briefly than I have done so far. Hopefully the reader will by now have understood the principles and methods by which I identify an EPG’s ethical foundation and forgive me for doing so without as much explanation now and without as much consideration of those of my hypotheses that seem less relevant. The full analysis of all relevant and irrelevant aspects as it has been carried out in previous chapters would be too extensive, given the amount of parties involved in this conflict.

7.4.2. Danmarks Sportsfiskerforbund

Danmarks Sportsfiskerforbund (DSF) is the primary organization for angling interests in Denmark, and is the first of the parties involved in this conflict that I would label as an EPG. The reason for this are more or less the same as my reasons for labeling EAA as one in chapter 7.3, as their philosophies are very similar. DSF writes on the homepage for their affiliated fishing magazine “Sportsfiskeren” that their purposes are as such:

“* som hovedorganisation at repræsentere forbundets foreninger og medlemmer.

* sikre medlemmerne gode udfoldelsesmuligheder.

* at varetage medlemmernes interesser over for organisationer og myndigheder.

* at beskytte, bevare og genoprette danske vandløb og søområder.

* at arbejde for – og fastholde krav om rene have og indre danske farvande, samt bevarelse og genopretning af yngle- og opvækstområder for fisk.

* at sikre en sund fiskebestand i fersk-, brak- og saltvand.
* om nødvendigt – at sikre, bevare og erhverve fiskerettigheder til forbundets foreninger og medlemmer.

* at gøre sportsfiskeri til en spændende fritidsaktivitet.

* at oplyse om regler og holdninger i forbundet til sportsfiskeri.

* at udnytte vores lovsikrede rettigheder til gavn for dansk natur og medlemmernes rekreative fiskeri.” [Emphasis added] (Sportsfiskeren 1).

The emphasized bullets state the purposes of protecting, preserving and re-establishing Danish river- and lake areas, working for and maintaining demands of clean oceans and Danish waters, protecting and preserving spawning areas for fish, and ensuring a healthy population of fish in freshwater, brackish water and saltwater. Together these constitute my reason for labeling DSF as an EPG, since these points all fall under the principles of either conservation or preservation ethics. As it’s an EPG that caters to the interests of anglers, however, the ethics of strict preservation are not an option, and I therefore consider DSF to be a conservationist EPG with the rather narrow practical focus of fish in Denmark.

The interests of DSF in this conflict are much in line with the first of the bullets that I emphasized in the quotation above, which reads “at beskytte, bevare og genoprette danske vandløb og søområder”, (to protect, preserve and reestablish Danish rivers and lake-areas) because what DSF wants is to remove Tange Sø and thereby restore Gudenåen to its original and natural state. The reason for this is that Tangeværket, in spite of an inadequate fish stair, blocks Gudenåen so that the main part of the salmon and trout in Gudenåen are prevented from swimming upstream to their spawning areas. At the same time, a large quantity of pikes in Tange Sø are eating almost all the spawn of the salmon and trout, which has to pass back through Tange Sø in order to get to Kattegat (Sportsfiskeren 2).

Obviously DSF cannot be assumed to value all parts of nature’s flora and fauna equally. Granted, I have labeled them as an EPG, but more importantly they are an organization that works for the interests of anglers. As it is so, it must of course also be mentioned that trout and especially salmon are bar none the most attractive fish in Denmark for anglers. Sure the anglers would be able to catch pikes and other fish that reside in lakes like Tange Sø, but if there is any chance of improving the conditions for trout and salmon then no serious angler can deny that this is of vital importance.

7.4.3. Foreningen til Bevarelse af Tange Sø

Foreningen til Bevarelse af Tange Sø (FBTS) is an association that seeks to preserve Tange Sø in its current state. Whereas DSF is a large, professional organization that relies on members and their membership fees for action, FBTS is more similar to a grassroots organization of the NIMBY kind that I discussed in chapter 6. It does have a small membership fee of 25 DKK/year and around 4,500 paying members as well as some statutes, but where DSF is much larger and covers all matters of importance to anglers, FBTS has as its one and only purpose to preserve Tange Sø, which is seen in §2 of the group’s statutes, and which is what makes it an NIMBY association:

”Foreningens formål er:

- at bevare Tange Sø- som en del af områdets natur, samt

- at bevare Gudenåcentralen som et fungerende vandkraftværk.” (FBTS Vedtægter).

These two bullets, stating that the purposes of FBTS are to preserve Tange Sø as a part of the natural area and to preserve Gudenåcentralen (what I call Tangeværket) as a fully functional hydropower plant are the only purposes of FBTS, and should it succeed in achieving them, then the group would likely dissolve or at least go dormant until something else threatened the existence of Tange Sø.

FBTS argues that restoring Gudenåen to its original state by removing Tange Sø wouldn’t, as DSF claims, be an act of restoring and protecting nature, it would on the contrary be an act of destroying nature. This argument is based on the idea that since it was created in 1921 a wonderful and wild natural area has developed in and around Tange Sø, and that the fact that Tange Sø is an artificial lake doesn’t take make the life in and around it any less natural or valuable, or as it says in the introduction to the association’s website: ”Tange Sø har eksisteret siden 1920. I dag udgør søen en helt naturlig del af området. Vi er mange, der synes, at det er et af de smukkeste steder i hele landet, og hver dag glæder vi os over synet. En sand perle i naturen. Et rekreativt område med masser af dejlige naturoplevelser.” (FBTS Intro), meaning that Tange Sø has existed since 1920 and is now a natural part of the area, which many people believe to be one of the most beautiful natural areas in the country, and a recreational area with wonderful possibilities for experiencing nature.

Although FBTS fights for a particular cause and not for a particular group of people (like DSF fights for anglers), one must still, in analyzing the reasons for the group’s objectives, consider who the members of the group might be. I have no information about the particular identities of members of FBTS, but at least the name and address of the chairman is listed on the website, and looking closer at his address, one notices that he lives in the small town of Ans, which is located right next to Tange Sø. I’m not denying the possibility that FBTS has members from many different places in Denmark, but I am quite sure that it would by no means be unfair to assume that many members of FBTS, like the chairman, live very close to Tange Sø, which of course means that they may have other interests in the conflict than merely ones of aesthetics and ethics. If many of the members have properties with a view over the lake for example, one can easily imagine how the values of their houses would drop if Tange Sø was drained empty, for example.

7.4.4. Danmarks Naturfredningsforening

The third EPG involved in this conflict is Danmarks Naturfredningsforening (DN), which is by far the largest of the EPG stakeholders. Whereas FBTS is very small with an extremely narrow practical focus (one particular conflict) and DSF is of a larger size
 with a less narrow practical focus (angling interests in Denmark), DN is much larger and with a much wider practical focus (nature in Denmark).

DN is very similar to WWF, only it is limited to Denmark, but the cooperation between these two EPGs is very good in Denmark, and their methods and structure are all in all very similar. I will therefore, in order to keep this brief, refer here to earlier discussions about WWF’s conservation minded views and their wide practical and theoretical focus, as DN seems to fit these discussions as well. I will however mention that DN is known for it’s unusually democratic structure, which is a sort of hallmark for the organization. It can however also be a burden, and render the organization quite ineffective at times. For the reader interested in knowing more about DN specifically, I refer to the “about” section on their official website, which describes very clearly the structure, goals and methods of the organization (Dn.dk About).

DN’s position in this conflict is the same as DSF’s, albeit, as I will show, probably for different reasons. Whereas FBTS and DSF both have local interests, DN is, it seems, considering this case in a much wider perspective. I will try to explain.

Gudenåen, like all other Danish rivers, is a subject of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) of the EU, and this means that Denmark has to fulfill the requirements of the WFD. This is relevant because the situation with Gudenåen, Tange Sø and Tangeværket may be in breach of the WFD because the damming of Gudenåen and the creation of Tange Sø is preventing fish in Gudenåen from moving freely up and down the river, which is a requirement set forth in the WFD. Furthermore the salmon that is being nearly exterminated because of this is protected in the EU’s Habitats Directive’s (HD) Article 17/Annex II (COWI 1; Dn.dk 3; EUR-lex HD).

The position that DN has then taken is to side with the EU, as Denmark has received complaints from the EU Commission that the WFD is being breached and probably also the HD. DN is consequently saying the same thing as DSF, which is that the best decision is to comply with the WFD and the HD and restore Gudenåen to its original state (Dn.dk 3; Folketinget Notat 1).

The reasons given in the official 2007 statement of DN as to why Gudenåen should be restored concern mainly how Gudenåen is the longest river in Denmark and a national treasure, and how valuable the nature in and around Gudenåen is. Furthermore, COWI has on behalf of DN made a report, concluding that the only solution that would comply fully with the WFD and HD would be a draining of Tange Sø and a complete restoration of Gudenåen to its original state (Dn.dk 3; COWI-DN 1).

My interpretation of DN’s role in this conflict is that they side with EU for the sake of the bigger picture. The salmon and the sea trout are both more endangered than any animals living in or around Tange Sø, and therefore more valuable for Denmark as a whole, and Gudenåen seen in a national context as the longest river in Denmark is also probably more important than Tange Sø, which is a lake like many others in Denmark, albeit a large and artificial one. Another reason why I believe that DN takes this position is that the EU Commission is an important partner for DN in many other situations. It is a common procedure of DN to report the Danish government to the EU whenever it is in breach of environmental directives or legislations coming from the EU, and for the sake of credibility and consistency DN consequently wants to side with EU in this conflict as well, and wants to stay on good terms with the Commission.

7.4.5. Others

Dansk Ornitologisk Fornening (DOF) isn’t very involved in this conflict, so it may at first glance not seem terribly relevant to discuss this EPG here. I felt that it needed a brief side note anyway though, as its reason for lack of involvement could be rather interesting. DOF is an organization that just like DN relies a lot on EU and especially the Birds Directive (BD) of the EU, which one can quickly verify by browsing their documents, listing the ways in which the Danish government is in breach of the BD (DOF 1). This means that DOF as well as DN needs to be consistent in following EU directives and legislations both for the sake of the good relationship with the commission and for the sake of credibility and consistency. What makes DOF’s role in this case difficult then is that there is a rich bird fauna in and around Tange Sø, which DOF can hardly disregard by siding with DN. Yet they cannot either go against DN, because that would mean going against the WFD and the HD, which they have to adhere to if they want their own adherence to the BD to seem credible. The consequence of this difficult situation is, I would argue, that DOF has decided to stay more or less out of the conflict.

It should come as no surprise that Tangeværket and Elmuseet both oppose DN and DSF and side with FBTS, as Elmuseet is dependent on the continued functionality of Tangeværket, and Tangeværket is dependent on Tange Sø. Neither Tangeværket nor Elmuseet can be considered EPGs, but they are a part of the conflict nevertheless, so a brief discussion of their involvement is required. On Tangeværkets and Elmuseets website they are putting a lot of emphasis on the fact that Tangeværket is producing CO2-neutral electricity, and on how many families are receiving their electricity from it and how much coal it corresponds to. Emphasis is also put on Tangeværket as an important piece of industrial history, which Kulturarvsstyrelsen solidified by designating it and protecting it as a part of local cultural history (Elmuseet 1; Kulturarvsstyrelsen 1).

One of the problems that Tangeværket has is that although it sounds impressive that every year it provides electricity for 3,000 families, saves the atmosphere from the burning of 2,280 tonnes of coal and 5,900 tonnes of CO2 released into the atmosphere, it actually doesn’t produce more electricity than one modern and average sized windmill, which makes it hard to argue that the green energy it provides outweighs the benefits that Gudenåen would receive from being restored (Elmuseet 1; Gudenåsammenslutningen 1).

The final stakeholder of relative importance would be the government, or the environmental ministry to be more specific. The main part that the government has played seems to have been to postpone dealing with the problem, extending Tangeværkets concession first from 2001 to 2003, then to 2008 and now also to 2014. Their interest would be in not conflicting too much with either party, and by making a decision they are bound to conflict with someone, but extending the concession for 13 years has already made DSF quite dissatisfied, as is seen clearly already in this passage of a 2002 letter from manager of DSF Jens K. Thygesen to The Danish Forest and Nature Agency (Skov- og Naturstyrelsen):

“Forbundet skal gøre opmærksom på, at Folketinget rent faktisk besluttede, da det i 2000 vedtog en forlængelse af koncessionen med yderligere 2 år, at der inden 2003 skulle træffes beslutning om værkets fremtidige drift og findes en permanent løsning på Gudenåens passage ved værket!

Det er derfor ganske enkelt en skandale, at beslutningen om at gennemføre et naturgenopretningsprojekt, der sikrer faunaens frie passage forbi Tange Sø og samtidig genskaber Gudenåens selvrensende effekt til gavn for blandt andet miljøtilstanden i åen nedstrøms Tangeværket og Randers Fjord, endnu engang udskydes – uden at der foreligger nogen plan for, hvilken løsning der skal findes inden for den forlængede koncessionsperiode.” (DSF Høringssvar).

In short, this quotation says that the Danish Folketing already in 2000, when they extended the concession for the first time, decided that a decision would have to be made before 2003, and that it is therefore scandalous to once again postpone the decision of restoring Gudenåen for the sake of the environment in and around it, without having any plans for a solution once this new concession ends.

There is of course also the financial aspect. Doing nothing is relatively free, whereas restoring Gudenåen is a project that would cost probably between 100 and 150 million, and then there’s the WFD, which the Danish government still has some time to fulfill, but only until 2015, when it has to be implemented. This probably means that the concession expiring in 2014 has to be the last one (COWI 2).

7.4.6. Conclusion

Having now presented and briefly analyzed the relevant stakeholders in this conflict, it is time to look at the conflict in its entirety.

It appears to me as a conflict on two levels, and I believe that taking a closer look at these two levels will be what provides us with the best overall understanding of all aspects of the conflict.

On the surface level we have the “official” discussions, which seem to be mostly ethical and aesthetical in character. DSF and DN argue in favor of restoring Gudenåen both mostly on behalf of nature in general; that flora and fauna will once again thrive in Gudenåen as it did eighty or ninety years ago. The same sorts of arguments are heard from FBTS about Tange Sø. They claim that there is a very rich nature in and around Tange Sø, and that leaving Tange Sø alone would be the best way to service “nature”. The ethical debate here is really interesting, because what really constitutes the right decision if we look at the conflict from a general point of view of nature? Is removing the human-built dam to drain Tange Sø of its water and restore Gudenåen to its original state the solution that is best? Or is it in fact a disservice to nature to drain Tange Sø, as surely nature has flourished in and around Tange Sø for the past eighty to ninety years? Interestingly enough, we as humans interfered with nature when we built the dam in 1921, but would removing the dam today then correct this action and restore nature? Or would we just be destroying the nature that has evolved in and around Tange Sø since 1921? Because surely, as I have said before, the life in and around Tange Sø is no less natural just because the dam was originally built by humans.

I would say that no affirmative answer could be given to either of these questions, at least not in any kind of objective way. These questions are matters of ethical convictions and purely individual opinions and must therefore necessarily differ from person to person. My ethical conviction and my personal opinion, (and I hope the reader will forgive my being highly subjective now) is that we as humans interfere with nature all the time, and when we prevent nature from acting in one way then it reacts by acting in a different way. I believe that interfering too much with nature in a disruptive or damaging way in the first place is a mistake, but when nature has then adapted to our interference, which Tange Sø and its surroundings obviously have since 1921, then interfering with it again does not remedy the first interference. It is merely another interference that forces nature to react again. 

But I am still torn because then on the other hand there is also the question of the importance of endangered species versus the importance of much more common species. No damage to any rare species of plants or animals would, according to our knowledge at least, be caused by draining Tange Sø, yet restoring Gudenåen to its original state would greatly benefit the salmon, which is a species that is rare enough to be protected in the HD of the EU. Doesn’t caring for a rare species justify interfering? Furthermore, shouldn’t we care more about the state of the longest river we have in Denmark than about a lake like so many other lakes? I think so. Although I believe that interfering with nature again to remedy an earlier interference is wrong, I also think that interfering in order to save a threatened species and a unique piece of nature is right. I am still not sure where this leaves me.

Moving on from the rather subjective discussion and on to the other level of the conflict, how much of the conflict can then be considered to be due to differences in perceptions of nature and ethical convictions? It is difficult to say, but my guess is that there are few serious anglers
 in FBTS, and even fewer Tangeværk-employees and owners of property overlooking Tange Sø, fighting to restore Gudenåen to its original state and drain the lake, because as I have hopefully made obvious in the analysis of each stakeholder, each of the EPGs also have advantages to be gained that aren’t clearly visible in their arguments:

· DSF oversees the interests of anglers, and anglers are surely interested in being able to catch more salmon and trout in Gudenåen.

· DN and DOF wish to work closely with the EU Commission also in the future, and they will not want to be accused of having double standards by following EU legislations in one case and going against them in another.

· FBTS likely has a great deal of members like the chairman with properties overlooking Tange Sø or other material interests that are tied to Tange Sø.

My conclusion is then that what the conflict looks like on the surface is a conflict purely of different opinions about what the right way to behave towards our environment is, and what is “most nature” and this is a very interesting and difficult ethical debate, I believe. However, what is probably at least as important and what doesn’t appear as much in the open debates is that each EPG involved also has other interests in the conflict of a more concrete or material nature. An understanding of both levels is necessary for an understanding of a conflict such as this.

8. Conclusion

I have in the previous chapter discussed a number of matters related to different conflicts between EPGs, and I will now try to conclude on this by considering what, if anything, I might have learned. Before doing this though, I believe that I should again briefly go over what I can permit myself to conclude. 

This is by no stretch of the imagination a quantitative study. I have dealt with only four cases in this project and it would not be methodologically sound to use these four cases to generalize to a larger population. This means that I cannot come to conclusions along the lines of “these seem to be characteristics that are common for conflicts between EPGs” or anything like that. What I can do is discuss the things that are in play in these five conflicts, and discuss what it means if these are common traits for conflicts in general. One might then ask how that is useful for anything if I can’t generalize, and I believe that the answer is that it is useful because I have found out some things about what can be at play in such a conflict. I have studied four rather different conflicts, which together give a quite nuanced picture of many of the elements that can be in play when EPGs conflict. Surely, I believe, this can be useful information to have for someone else who was to conduct an in-depth study of one particular EPG conflict as well as for someone who wanted to do a quantitative study of a large number of conflicts. I have scratched the surface of something that can now be approached with a deeper understanding of the field and its particularities.

8.1. Conflicts for the sake of conflicts

I started out in chapter 7.1 and 7.2 with discussions of two conflicts merely of a theoretical nature, meaning that in the first one it is PETA criticizing WWF for their attitude, stances and opinions in general and in the second it is a criticism of PETA by NARA, based mostly on PETA’s theoretical foundation and theoretical reasoning as well as their work methods. Neither of these conflicts seem to have any specific empirical ”object” nor “case” that they revolve around, and which can be said to cause the conflict, like for example different opinions about what to do with Tange Sø are the cause of the conflict that I discussed as the last one. Instead they both seem to emanate from a general dissatisfaction with the opposing EPG. They seem, to put it in another way, to be conflicts for the sake of the conflict instead of conflicts for the sake of a cause.

I will not say though, that this means the conflicts for the sake of conflicts are pointless; they just serve a different purpose than conflicts over a cause. The purpose that they serve, I would argue, is that they solidify the ground on which they stand. PETA criticizing WWF establishes and reminds people of the differences between PETA and WWF. It reminds the members of PETA why they are members of PETA, and it shows potential new members in an effective way what PETA stands for. It also demonstrates an activity level. The conflicts for the sake of conflict can be used to show activity during times when there are few or no causes to conflict over. It tells its members: “There may not be much to do right now, but we’ll do something anyway!” It also demonstrates both passion and tenacity for one EPG to criticize another EPG not for anything specific but merely for who they are and what they stand for. It may not be constructive criticism but it shows that PETA really care about the issues and about the work they do, and that they care enough to lash out at people who disagree with them just for the disagreement itself.

8.2. Conflicts for the sake of causes

Another kind of conflict is one that I believe we are witnessing in chapter 7.3 and 7.5. These are conflicts for the sake of causes. What differentiates them from conflicts for the sake of conflicts is that they aren’t general in character. They aren’t just a criticism of general standpoints, ethics, work methods or similar characteristics of the other EPG but instead criticisms of much more specific standpoints toward more specific matters or work methods in specific situations. They may not even necessarily take the form of criticisms. The conflict may be simply differing opinions, statements and arguments that without criticizing the counterpart become a conflict with the counterpart nonetheless because they require solutions to a specific problem that are incompatible with the solutions required by the counterpart’s opinions and arguments. The conflict is due to the matter at hand, in other words, like the conflict in chapter 7.3 is due to differing opinions about what to do with the cormorant and the conflict in chapter 7.4 is due to differing opinions about what to do with Tange Sø.

The purpose of conflicts for the sake of causes is more straightforward than the purpose of conflicts for the sake of conflict. They are necessary simply in order to influence decision-making and to achieve specific results in specific situations. FBTS is an example of an EPG that has no use for a conflict for the sake of conflict. It is an NIMBY EPG with only one cause, and its members are members only because of an interest in this one cause. FBTS therefore has no use of establishing its position in a more general way like PETA might have, because its members aren’t apt to care about anything else than the one particular cause. FBTS therefore would have no interest in engaging in conflicts that have nothing to do with Tange Sø. The only possible reason they could have for doing so would be to for example discredit DSF or DN generally so that they would lose credibility in the Tange Sø debate.

8.3. ”Solving” conflicts

I mentioned in chapter 2 that I hoped to find some possible answers as to which kinds of conflicts that might be solved and which conflicts that are “unsolvable”. I still firmly believe that some conflicts are indeed unsolvable, or to quote what I wrote near the end of chapter 2: “A man that sees no error in killing an animal can come to no shared understanding with a man that sees this act as something that is as wrong as killing a human. No amount of theory or rational reasoning can make one of these men embrace the rightness of the other man’s conviction.” I will try to elaborate on this now by examining which of my analyzed conflicts or parts hereof that could possibly be solved, and also how we should understand the idea of “solving” a conflict.

Beginning with the case of chapter 7.1, the Wicked Wildlife Fund, I came to the conclusion that the essence of this conflict was mostly in WWF having a holist conservation view and PETA having an individualist animal rights view, and that these two views or ethics are simply incompatible. This is a conflict that there is very little hope of solving, because WWF and PETA are simply so different that any solution to a conflict that is satisfactory to one party is very likely to also be satisfactory to the other party as well, and if a 50/50 compromise in a conflict was to be reached, it would likely not satisfy either party, and add to this the notion that a 50/50 compromise between two such different organizations would likely be an ineffective solution to any problem or conflict.

What is more interesting about this PETA/WWF conflict regarding solvability is that I think the idea of “solving” the conflict makes very little sense, because it is a conflict for the sake of conflict, and not a conflict for the sake of a cause. A conflict for the sake of conflict is, as mentioned in 8.1, characterized by being one arising because of the general dissatisfaction with another EPG’s views or methods. As also mentioned, this conflict serves the purpose of reminding the adherents to or members of the EPGs what they stand for and what they don’t stand for. Solving the conflict therefore makes very little sense because the purpose of the conflict is the conflict itself, so there is nothing to solve. If PETA wanted the conflict to be “solved”, then why would they start the conflict in the first place? My new hypothesis, based on my analysis in this project, is that this is a kind of conflict where at least one of the parties involved have absolutely no interest in solving it, and have started it full well knowing that it would lead to no solutions, because the only possible solution to the WWF/PETA conflict would be for WWF to either cease to exist or give up everything they stand for and become an animal rights organization. A possibility could be that PETA starts the conflict to influence the general policies and views of WWF to move just a little closer to those of PETA, but I find this an unlikely scenario considering how far apart the two organizations are ethically and how uncompromising the stance of PETA is. In more likelihood, I argue, it is a conflict for the sake of the advantages discussed in 8.1 brought on by the existence of the conflict itself. Considering the images of the two EPGs, I wouldn’t call it unlikely at all that the conflict is a benefit to both organizations. It establishes PETA as the at-your-throat EPG that isn’t afraid of lashing out against anyone with a different view, and the absence of response to PETA and attacks on PETA by WWF establishes WWF as the more serious and mature, academic organization that doesn’t stoop to PETA’s level of debate. Both of these establishments are likely to appeal to their respective members and adherents.

The other conflict for the sake of conflict is between PETA and NARA. This one is very different from the WWF/PETA conflict, because PETA and NARA actually want the same thing, yet they are conflicting over something that should be relatively unimportant, which is some of the work methods of PETA as well as how they wrongfully base themselves on the utilitarian ethics of Peter Singer and Jeremy Bentham. This seems at first glance to also be a conflict for the sake of conflict, as there is no specific cause involved, but my theory is that PETA’s presence in Ireland is in fact a kind of cause for NARA. I contend that NARA possibly out of pride wants to be the EPG that sets the animal rights agenda in Ireland, and they have no intention of relinquishing this role to the big international player who is suddenly intruding. Unlike in the WWF/PETA conflict, I am sure that a solution to this conflict should be possible. One possible solution would be for the two organizations to cooperate on animal rights issues and engage in a theoretical and a methodological debate in order to come to some shared understanding. The other possible solution, if I have judged NARA’s motives correctly, would be for PETA to simply stay out of Ireland. I believe that a solution like one of these would be beneficial to both EPGs because the conflict does not set one apart from the other and show any of their members how they are different in what they stand for. One can then ask why NARA starts the conflict to begin with if they would benefit from it being solved, and I believe the simple answer is that their own pride in this situation is more important to NARA than animal rights. If animal rights were more important then they would, I argue, swallow their pride and find some way to cooperate with PETA.

Let’s then look at conflicts for the sake of causes in terms of solvability then. If we consider the conflict between EAA and Birdlife of chapter 7.3, it is clearly a conflict for a cause. EAA wants a pan-European cormorant management plan and Birdlife doesn’t. I would argue that a conflict for the sake of conflict between the two EPGs would make no sense at all, since the ethical views and the methods of the two are quite similar (and I also happen to know that EAA is too busy with conflicts over causes to also engage in conflicts over conflicts). The only message that a conflict for the sake of conflict would send out to the members of the two organizations would be that EAA cares about anglers and fish, and Birdlife cares about birdwatchers and birds, and this is hardly as strong or newsworthy a message to send out as when PETA criticizes WWF for all the many things that they disagree with. The assumption can be made then, that in opposition to what is the case in the WWF/PETA conflict, both parties of the EAA/Birdlife conflict probably wish to find a solution to the conflict. Is a solution possible then? Well it is far more likely than in the WWF/PETA conflict, as all that is needed is a fair solution as to what to do about cormorants in Europe. As they want two opposite things though, the only solution that would satisfy both parties equally would be some kind of compromise.

The Tange Sø conflict is a similar conflict for the sake of a cause. All of the EPGs involved in this conflict are involved because of the cause, which is to either save the lake or drain the lake. A solution to this conflict that took all interests into account would also have to be a compromise. Whether this compromise is practically possible is however a discussion that I will not go into. For DSF, any solution that improves the condition for salmon and trout would be better than nothing at least. For DN, the fact that they have given their opinion and sided with EU is actually part of the solution for them already. What the outcome is, I would argue, is less important for DN as they, no matter the outcome, have kept their favor with the commission and their adherence to EU legislation. For FBTS, if I am right in assuming that many of its members have motives other than ethical ones tied to Tange Sø, any solution that doesn’t drain Tange Sø would likely be acceptable.

Solvability, in conclusion, is something that I would argue relates more to conflicts for the sake of causes than to conflicts for the sake of conflicts. My hypothesis is that a conflict that exists purely because of the usefulness of the conflict itself to the involved EPGs will first of all often be hard if not impossible to solve because of its rooting in profound differences, and second of all, the EPGs may not wish to find a solution even if it was possible. The conflict for the sake of a cause might more often have a concrete empirical event as its background and finding a way to deal with this empirical event may more often than not be the way to solve the conflict, which would be in the best interest of the EPGs involved.

8.4. Evaluating hypotheses

I should also at this point revisit my original hypotheses from chapter 2. I mentioned in this chapter three factors that I suspected might be the cause of many conflicts between EPGs: Differences in practical/theoretical foci, differences in views of ethics, and differences in work methods and organizational structure, and I dare say that I have come across all of them at least to some degree in my analysis. Differences in organizational structure have not appeared to me as an important reason per se for any of the conflicts, but it seems important nevertheless, for reasons that I will get back to a little later. 

I will go over the hypotheses only very briefly here, as I believe it to be more than evident enough in the different chapters of the analysis, which of them that bear any relevance to speak of. Ethics and work methods play an important role especially in chapter 7.1 but also in 7.2 although in a different way. Practical focus explains a lot of the workings in chapter 7.3 and as well in chapter 7.5, where different ethical views are also somewhat relevant.

I will not say that I through these results have completely verified any of my hypotheses, though. I think of my hypotheses and the theory and considerations related to them more as something that needed to be explained and understood before embarking on the analysis, both for myself and for the reader. That different ethics, work methods and practical foci can cause conflicts seemed only logical and obvious, and the certainty of finding explanations with roots in some of these factors is what made these hypotheses a necessity. I am happy that I so thoroughly discussed and explained the matters before embarking on the analysis, as these discussions have helped me greatly in my writing of the analysis and, I expect and hope, made my thought processes throughout the analysis a lot easier to understand for the reader as well.

Something else that I might try and look at is if there seems to be any connections between my hypotheses. Does certain ethics of an EPG mean that a certain practical focus or work method is more likely, for instance?

My data is of course insufficient to answer this fully, but I can make a guess, which one could then look into further. I believe, based on chapter 7.1 and 7.2, that animal rights ethics are more suitably advocated with work methods whose purposes are to seek publicity than conservation or preservation ethics are. This is mostly because, as I also discussed in chapter 7.1, the animal rights message is easier to understand and easier to act on. To the average man in the street with no education or experience within anything related to environmental issues, a group of protesters shouting the animal rights message, “don’t eat meat, because cows have feelings!” is a lot easier to grasp and understand than if protesters were hollering the conservationist message of “help us kill elephants in South Africa because they are too many!” or something to that effect. Understanding conservationism, where killing parts is sometimes necessary to benefit wholes, requires a lot more knowledge than understanding animal rights. Conservation is therefore an idea that is easier to work for via the more traditional methods of seeking influence, like educating, lobbying, endorsing, running for positions etc. Animal rights is a view that is easiest and probably also best to work for with a megaphone, a banner, a bucket of red paint and a catchy song that proclaims how everyone not jumping up and down are meat-eaters.

This conclusion enables us to also speculate further about the role of organizational structure, as I touched upon a little earlier. I would argue that the organizational structure in terms of the resource mobilization of an EPG is likely to be connected with the ethical views of an EPG, because different ethical views favor different resources. The conservationist message, which is harder to understand and explain and therefore less suitable for protests with banners etc. appeals more to professional resources, because professional resources give an EPG the finances required for hiring a professional staff, which is better equipped to get a more complicated message out than participatory resources in the form of volunteers would be. A professional staff would also be better equipped for conventional methods in general, as these require much more time, effort and expertise. At the same time, the participatory resources in the form of volunteers would be better suited for disruptive methods, as these require less knowledge and professionalism, and therefore also better suited for the less complicated message of for example animal rights. In conclusion I believe that there will often be a connection between the ethical view, the work method and the organizational structure of an EPG, as certain ethics fit certain work methods and certain work methods fit certain organizational structures.

8.5. Other reasons for conflicts

Moving from my hypotheses and on to other reasons that I have discovered for conflicts, I believe that interesting results are to be found in chapters 7.2, 7.3 and 7.4. In chapter 7.2 I am quite sure, as I have mentioned already earlier in this conclusion, that NARA’s pride could be partly to blame for this conflict. In chapter 7.2 I believe to have demonstrated quite clearly also how the uncertainty of science can be, if not the reason itself for a conflict then at least a strong amplifier of an already existing conflict. What I demonstrated in this chapter, (and discuss further in appendix A) is that when science is uncertain and EPGs disagree, then science may become even more uncertain because both the highest and lowest numbers will be twisted and turned and used as they benefit an EPG the most. In chapter 7.4 I hope to have shown that in the cases of DN and DOF, future and past credibility and consistency as well as political favor can be reasons for engaging in a conflict or not. DN engages and chooses sides in this conflict partly because of it, and DOF stays out of the conflict probably partly because of it.

If I were to conclude on this, then I would say that future hypotheses to be examined as a next step could be one that said pride and other “feelings” or ulterior motives of EPGs can cause conflicts, one that said scientific uncertainty can amplify or even cause conflicts, and that political consistency and plans for future cooperation can cause conflicts.
8.6. The role of theory

A question that might be worth considering here in the conclusion also is to what extent EPGs actually base their work and their views on theory. I have examined the statements of most of the EPGs that I’ve dealt with to find out what their theoretical foundation is. Some others like PETA and NARA mention it themselves (although PETA is arguably mistaken in theirs). One cannot rule out, however, that some EPGs may have a certain stance without having given the theory or views behind that stance much thought.

I’m sure that many protesters representing EPGs in time have shouted, “animals have rights!” without having studied deontological ethics or considered what all the implications are of actually ascribing rights to animals. Many might find themselves closer to the principles of animal liberation than to animal rights if they learned what the views stand for, others might realize that they don’t agree with abolitionism at all. I’m equally sure that some argue in favor of conservation and sustainable use without realizing that the view in theory cares very little about saving individual animals from pain, and that it may also advocate the culling of animals if they are too plentiful. 

Although individuals may be unaware of what theory says about the view that they adhere to, I am surer that most EPGs as organizations have considered the theory behind their view. The conservationist EPGs of WWF, DN, DSF, EAA and Birdlife, at least, seem in their presentation of their conservationist views to be very close to conservationism as it is envisioned in theory. PETA and NARA have also both considered theory, and especially PETA writes a lot about their theoretical background on their website. That they in my view and according to NARA’s criticism misrepresent utilitarianism is then the unfortunate consequence of the combination between too little theoretical knowledge and too much openness about it. The smaller organizations are seemingly where we see less use of theory, but those are also less in need of it. FBTS has nothing that indicates their relation to theory, but as they only have one purpose and one cause, then they really have no need for a theoretical foundation, as they have no need for general stances on anything. I would expect this lack of theoretical foundation to be the case for most NIMBY EPGs, but this is also something that one could study further in the future, a hypothesis for further investigation in other words.

There are probably good reasons for an EPG to consider its views in relation to theory, and there are probably good reasons for an EPG not to do this as well. For an NIMBY EPG, theory would only get them in trouble, because people might then be able to find incoherence between their stance on a cause and their theoretical background, and there would be little or nothing to gain from theory. Theory may on the other hand for some organizations serve as a sort of defense against criticism on the academic level, and it may be the reason why an EPG is taken seriously on an academic level. An EPG that has no theoretical considerations of their stance could be accused of not having thought their position fully through or considered the implications of its views. An EPG that has no theoretical considerations of its views also runs the risk of being inconsistent in its stances towards different subjects and of making decisions too randomly. An organization that does base itself on theory or has considered its stance theoretically, on the other hand, runs the risk of making decisions that doesn’t correspond well with the theory or of having to make decisions that they don’t wish to make because they have to act according to theory. 

Birdlife is, as shown in chapter 7.3, an example of an organization that has obviously considered its stance theoretically and adheres to the conservationist view. The problem is that their view on cormorants seems to be much more preservationist than conservationist. If they hadn’t committed themselves so heavily to conservationist theory, it wouldn’t seem as wrong to take a preservationist stance on the cormorant. That Birdlife has committed themselves to theory thus seems at least in this case to be a disadvantage. NARA wouldn’t have been able to criticize PETA for their use of theory either, if PETA hadn’t written so extensively about their theory on their website. PETA’s mistake weren’t, however, that they don’t adhere to their theory, but instead that they appear to either have misunderstood it or to purposely misrepresent it.

My own use of theory in this project was meant to be a framework mostly. I presented animal welfare and animal rights as two opposing theories/views on the individualist level and conservation and preservation as two opposing theories/views on the holist level. My idea was that these four archetypes of ethical beliefs would represent the four corners of a box and that all ethical beliefs that I might encounter in the analysis could be found in this box, and that the presentation of these four theories/beliefs could therefore make any EPG’s view understandable, because a view on the individual level would have to lie somewhere between animal welfare and animal rights and a view on the holist level would have to lie somewhere between conservation and preservation. I won’t conclude from my analysis that all views of EPGs can be found within these four corners, but at least in the conflicts that I have analyzed, this seems to be the case. If I were to take the project further, I would continue with this assumption until I found an EPG that I could not characterize using these four corners.

My use of Neil Carter in chapter 6 served more or less the same purpose. My idea was that his way of dividing EPGs into four archetypes, the Public Interest Lobby, the Participatory Pressure Group, the Professional Protest Organization and the Participatory Protest Organization could make it easier for me to understand the work methods and organizational structure of the EPGs that I would be dealing with, as they would have to be a combination of these four types. This as well seems to have held true so far, and I would continue with this characterization until I found more organizations that I needed to characterize and couldn’t do it using these tools. NIMBY grassroots EPGs are one example of one such group, but Carter deals with this in a different way.

8.7. Final thoughts and the next step

Having almost reached the end of the conclusion and also the end of this project, maybe a final note on my own stance and its relevance would be appropriate.

I hope and believe to have shown in this study that environmental ethics is a difficult subject to discuss objectively, and thus my efforts to “hide” my own stance, I realize now, have been inconsistent at best. It is the kind of subject that can be debated for years on end without getting anywhere because no “best” environmental ethic can be found. No excellent argument can eliminate the relevance of any one view, as we don’t choose our ethical view because it’s the one that we can best argue in favor of, but because it’s the one that we feel is right, and arguments have a hard time changing feelings. It is an eternal struggle of subjective opinions of the good world just like the one between the politically right and left in most countries. I believe all forms of environmental ethics thus have their purposes, and although I myself find a combination of the conservation, preservation and animal welfare views to be the most sensible view, I realize that the animal rights view, although I honestly find it ridiculous, is just as necessary because there are people who believe in this view, and who see this as representative of the good world. It is exactly the same as when I disagree with both the far political right and the far political left; yet realize that they are both needed in order to balance each other out. Pragmatism is, I believe, the sensible option in environmental ethics as well as in politics.

What would the next step be, if one were to take this project further? I have already in this conclusion touched upon a couple of ideas for further development, like the hypotheses presented at the end of chapter 8.5, and also one or two in 8.6. 

I believe that a distinction between different kinds of conflicts would be worth looking into as a next step, and I’m thinking here especially of a closer examination of my argument that there are conflicts for the sake of conflict and conflicts for the sake of causes. This would turn the next project in a more political and sociological direction. I believe it would be interesting as well as fruitful to examine how EPGs use conflicts politically and sociologically and how they use not the causes of the conflicts but the conflicts themselves to further their own agenda. 

Another sociological aspect that could be very interesting to examine is that of the identity and image of individuals. The English sociologist Anthony Giddens describes self-identity in modernity as a reflexive project where a person’s identity isn’t something static, but rather like a story that must constantly be told and updated and can be changed as one sees fit. What would be interesting to examine, I believe, is if environmental activism can be a way for persons to tell an interesting story about themselves and create an interesting identity in the eyes of others as well as themselves. It is my contention that some activists and in this case environmental activists are activists not primarily because of the cause that they claim to be fighting for, but rather for the environmental activism as an interesting trait of character. It is possible, I am arguing, that conflicts arise between some EPGs because people who care more about their own ”story” than about the cause support them. I imagine that especially disruptive methods of activism are liable to be due to activists desiring to be interesting, and being in conflict with another EPG gives an opportunity for activism and thus for creating an image and a story about oneself. I thus believe that a sociological analysis of activism as image and activism as identity would be something very interesting and very relevant to examine as a next step on the way to an understanding of conflicts between EPGs.

Digging deeper into each one of my original hypotheses would also be relevant. As I have now shown that e.g. work methods can possibly be a reason for conflict, one could then go further in trying to find out exactly which work methods that tend to conflict with which other work methods. It is apparent that EPGs with disruptive methods are apt to conflict with EPGs of conventional pressure methods, but one can go further in studying this and try to examine for example what kinds of disruptive methods that are more likely to create conflicts. Is it when the methods are illegal? Is it when they are too ridiculous or silly? Is it when material objects are destroyed or harmed or when humans are harmed? Disruptive methods cover everything from banner waving to terrorism, so this can definitely be examined further. 

The same further exploration can be done regarding practical focus and differences in ethics. Are most practical focus conflicts between EPGs focusing on species that interact with each other like with cormorants and fish? Or is the more common practical focus conflict the one between EPGs that cover the same geographical territory? Or maybe between EPGs who focus on exactly the same species, but want to protect it in different ways? Regarding differences in ethics, one could examine further if most conflicts are between EPGs with individualist views and holist views (meaning animal rights or animal welfare conflicting with conservation or preservation) or between EPGs with opposing individualist views (animal rights conflicting with animal welfare) or opposing holist views (conservation conflicting with preservation). My study shows what some of the reasons for conflicts could be, and how they could be so. Much more quantitative work is however required to find out how common or uncommon the different kinds of conflicts are, and much more qualitative research is required to find out more specifically what characterizes the different conflicts.
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· NARA Reviews: http://www.naracampaigns.org/reviews.html
· NARA Press: http://www.naracampaigns.org/pr.html
· PETA 1: http://www.wickedwildlifefund.com/
· PETA 2: http://www.meangreenies.com/wwf.asp (PETA on WWF’s animal testing view).

· PETA 3: http://www.peta.org.uk/about/contact.asp (PETA offices)

· PETA 4: http://www.peta.org.uk/feat/why_animal_rights.asp
· PETA 5: http://www.peta.org/about/
· PETA 6: http://www.peta.org/about/faq.asp
· PETA 7: http://www.peta.org/ (Main site).

· PETA Hollywood: http://www.peta.org/living/celebrities_overheard.aspx
· PETA Holocaust: http://www.cnn.com/2003/US/Northeast/02/28/peta.holocaust/ (CNN news about PETA’s holocaust campaign).

· PETA Images: http://images.google.dk/images?gbv=2&hl=da&sa=1&q=peta+campaign&btnG=S%C3%B8g+i+billeder&aq=f&oq= (Google image search).

· PETA KFC: http://www.peta.org.uk/cmp/activism.asp
· PETA Mathews: http://women.timesonline.co.uk/tol/life_and_style/women/fashion/article6010196.ece (Times article about PETA’s Dan Mathews).

· PETA Meat: http://blog.peta.org/archives/Letter%20to%20Blue%20Cross%20Vermont.pdf#xml=http://www.petasearch.org/texis/search/pdfhi.txt?query=blue+cross&pr=US+sites&prox=page&rorder=1000&rprox=1000&rdfreq=250&rwfreq=1000&rlead=1000&rdepth=62&sufs=0&order=r&cq=&id=491aa27c17 (Letter from PETA to BlueCross BlueShield).

· PETA Naked: http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/newstopics/celebritynews/5106600/Peta-under-fire-over-claim-that-it-kills-most-animals-left-at-its-US-headquarters.html (Naked celebrities for PETA).

· PETA Newkirk: http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1853306,00.html (Questions to Ingrid Newkirk).

· PETA Tomato: http://www.peta.org/feat/petatomato/
· PETA Vegetarian: http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/4908305/ (PETA about Michael Moore).

· Sportsfiskeren 1: http://www.sportsfiskeren.dk/forbund/Maal_og_politikker/
· Sportsfiskeren 2: http://www.sportsfiskeren.dk/artikler/Formandens_ledere_2006/0307_Slip_Gudenaaen_fri/
· Teknologirådet 1: http://www.tekno.dk/subpage.php3?article=612&pagetype=teknodebat&category=3 (Brundtland information).

· WSPA 1: http://e-activist.com/ea-campaign/clientcampaign.do?ea.client.id=24&ea.campaign.id=2936 (Stray dogs in Bali campaign).

· WWF 1: http://www.panda.org/wwf_quick_facts.cfm
· WWF 2: http://passport.panda.org/campaigns/campaign.cfm?uNC=16364358&uCampaignId=1921 (Save the western gray whale).

· WWF 3: http://www.panda.org/how_you_can_help/
· WWF 4: http://www.panda.org/what_we_do/how_we_work/
· WWF Image: http://images.google.dk/images?hl=da&q=wwf+campaign&gbv=2&aq=f&oq=
9.2. Books

· Aristotle 1: Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) Animals are for Our Use in Andrew Linzey and Paul Barry Clarke (Eds.) (2005) Animal Rights – A Historical Anthology. New York: Columbia University Press.

· Aquinas 1: Aquinas, St. Thomas (1225-1274) Animals are not rational creatures in Andrew Linzey and Paul Barry Clarke (Eds.) (2005) Animal Rights – A Historical Anthology. New York: Columbia University Press.

· Bentham 1789: Bentham, Jeremy (1789) Duty to Minimize Suffering in Andrew Linzey and Paul Barry Clarke (Eds.) (2005) Animal Rights – A Historical Anthology. New York: Columbia University Press.

· Carter 2001: Carter, Neil (2001) The Politics of The Environment – Ideas, Activism, Policy. United Kingdom, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

· Cohen 2001: Cohen, Carl (2001) In Defense of the use of Animals in Carl Cohen and Tom Regan (2001) The Animal Rights Debate. Oxford, England: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers inc.

· Curry 2006: Curry, Patrick (2006) Ecological Ethics – An Introduction. UK, Cambridge: Polity Press.

· Cutter & Renwick 1999: Cutter, Susan L & William H. Renwick (1999) Exploitation, Conservation, Preservation – A Geographic Perspective on Natural Resource Use. (3rd Ed.) USA: John Wiley & Sons Inc.

· Descartes 1637: Descartes, René (1637) Animals as Automata in Andrew Linzey and Paul Barry Clarke (Eds.) (2005) Animal Rights – A Historical Anthology. New York: Columbia University Press.

· DesJardins 2006: DesJardins, Joseph R. (2006) Environmental Ethics – An Introduction to Environmental Philosophy (4th Ed.) USA: Thomson Wadsworth.

· Doyle & McEachern 1998: Doyle, Timothy & Dough McEachern (1998) Environment and Politics. London: Routledge.

· Gudenåens Passage ved Tangeværket 2002: Fødevareministeriet, Miløministeriet, Skov- og Naturstyrelsen (2002) Gudenåens Passage ved Tangeværket – Sammenfatning af Skitseprojekt. ISBN 87-7279-425-9.

· Hobbes 1642: Hobbes, Thomas (1642) The Right of Nature in Andrew Linzey and Paul Barry Clarke (Eds.) (2005) Animal Rights – A Historical Anthology. New York: Columbia University Press.

· Kant 1724-1804: Kant, Immanuel (1724-1804) Rational Beings Alone Have Moral Worth in Louis P. Pojman and Paul Pojman (Eds.) (2008) Environmental Ethics – Readings in Theory and Application. (5th Ed.) USA: Thomson Wadsworth.

· Nelson 1998: Nelson, Michael P. (1998) An Amalgamation of Wilderness Preservation Arguments in Andrew Light and Holmes Rolston III (Eds.) (2003) Environmental Ethics. Great Britain: Blackwell Publishing.

· Regan 2001: Regan, Tom (2001) In Defense of the use of Animals in Carl Cohen and Tom Regan (2001) The Animal Rights Debate. Oxford, England: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers inc.

· Regan 2003: Regan, Tom (2003) Animal Rights: What’s in a Name? in Andrew Light and Holmes Rolston III (Eds.) (2003) Environmental Ethics. Great Britain: Blackwell Publishing.

· Singer 1974: Singer, Peter (1974) All animals are equal: The utilitarian case in Mark J. Smith (Ed.) (1999) Thinking Through the Environment. London: Routledge.

· Switzer 2003: Switzer, Jacqueline Vaughn (2003): Environmental Activism – A Reference Handbook. California: ABC-CLIO.

· Wapner 1996: Wapner, Paul (1996) Environmental Activism and World Civic Politics. USA: State University of New York Press.

10. Appendix A – Fish and pain

In this appendix, I take the discussion of how scientific uncertainty could possibly be the cause of conflicts further than I did in chapter 7.3 of the project. It is added here in the appendix instead of in the project, as I am not dealing with any specific conflicts between EPGs but merely discussing the relation between fish and pain, EPG conflicts and scientific uncertainty in general.

A simple demonstration of the scientific uncertainty related to the question of whether or not fish feel pain can be made if one googles the words “fish” and “pain”. The first few pages of search results are all either posing the question of whether or not fish feel pain or stating that research shows that they do or that research shows that they don’t, albeit lately with a predominance of results that show they do.

In the appendix here I will not be dealing with any specific EPGs, and therefore not get into discussions of foci, organizational structures or work methods. I will instead discuss the issue of fish and pain more generally as it relates especially to angling, and especially to C&R, which is the process by which one catches a fish only to release it into the water again after it has been landed.
 The fish/pain debate has always been of utmost significance to the practicing of C&R, and I dare say there have been too many conflicts about it to count, and it is for this reason that I will be discussing the issues on a more general and theoretical level instead of analyzing any one particular conflict between any two particular EPGs.

First order of business must be to think about how we are to understand the concept of “feeling pain”? It is highly doubtful that fish feel pain in the same way as humans do. For one thing they lack the neocortex, which in humans is a part of the brain involved in letting us experience pain, pleasure, fear and other emotions (Arlinghaus et al. 2007: 94). Another point to make is that human intelligence must make pain much worse, because imagine if a human was caught on a hook and being reeled in. That human would not only feel the pain of the hook, but also have the intelligence to understand the dreadful situation that he or she was in, as well as imagine the different outcomes and consequences of being reeled ashore, leading to much more fear and dread than we can imagine in a creature unable to think rationally about its situation. At the same time, however, most fish do possess a central nervous system, which is also related to the ability to feel pain, and more recent studies show that fish do respond to stimuli that should cause pain, but the bottom line is that even if fish are able to feel something and know that something is wrong, we have no idea if what they feel is at all similar to what humans feel, as the differences between humans and fish are too big and too many (Arlinghaus et. al 2007: 93-95). 

Acknowledging then that the word pain is used here in place of something that may or may not exist, (and if it does exist, we don’t really know what it is), let us turn to look at the consequences for angling and C&R in both a scenario where we assume that fish do feel pain and in a scenario where we assume that they don’t.

10.1. Fish feel pain

If we assume that fish do feel pain, then the ethical consequences for angling and C&R are rather serious.

The strict animal rights ethic of Tom Regan would condemn angling no matter if a fish feels pain or not. The fish is considered to have a right to live, so whether or not the fish feels pain is irrelevant to the strict animal rights ethicist, as killing it is an unacceptable breach of its rights in any case. It may condemn fishing on one more account if it feels pain though, because a right of the fish not to be caused pain is breached as well, but as any breach of rights is completely unacceptable, it should not matter much if the practice is unacceptable because of one breach of rights or because of two breaches of rights. The animal rights view should take the same stance on C&R as on angling if causing a fish pain is considered to be a breach of rights. The animal’s right to live is not being breached, but as the fish as well has a right not to be caused pain, the outcome remains the same. Any EPG that has the animal rights view should, in short, be equally condemning of angling and C&R if fish are considered to feel pain.

The animal liberation view of Peter Singer would as well condemn both angling and C&R. Peter Singer argues, as explained in chapter 4.2.2, in favor of equal consideration of interests where interests are similar, and since both fish and men have interests in living and interests in avoiding pain, then the interests must be given equal consideration, and causing a fish pain by landing it and then killing it is therefore as unacceptable as doing the same to a human. Any other perception would be speciesist. In Peter Singer’s utilitarian view, however, angling must necessarily be more unacceptable than C&R, because as utilitarianism considers actions in terms of consequences of actions and not rights, then the consequence of being caused pain and then killed (angling) must be considered a worse consequence than being caused pain and set free (C&R). Any EPG that has the animal liberation view should, in short, condemn C&R because the consequence of a fish feeling pain are not outweighed by the beneficial consequences of causing the fish pain, and in truth those beneficial consequences are nothing more than the enjoyment of the recreational fisherman. Angling, however, should be considered even more wrong by an EPG with the animal liberation view, because although the positive consequence of the enjoyment of the fisherman is now joined by the positive consequence of feeding the fisherman, the negative consequence of causing the fish pain against its interest is also joined by the negative consequence of killing the fish against its interest.

10.2. Fish do not feel pain

Assuming instead then that fish do not feel pain, the scenario changes somewhat. 

The animal rights EPG would still be strictly opposed to angling, as any fish has the right to live, even if killing it causes it no pain. The animal liberationist EPG would as well be opposed to angling, as any fish has an interest in living, regardless of the pain that it might not feel when it is getting landed and subsequently killed. Consequently, any EPG with an abolitionist ethic should rightfully according to theory be against angling, no matter if the fish feels pain or not.

It gets more interesting if we consider C&R in a scenario where fish are assumed to not feel pain, as no animal is getting killed and no animal is being inflicted any pain. The animal rights EPG would thus have a hard time arguing against C&R, as no obvious rights are being breached. It would at least need to find (or invent) an argument for other and less important rights being breached, such as a right to remain in one’s natural element, a right not to be disturbed against one’s interests or a right not to have one’s body (the mouth of the fish) harmed, regardless of the presence of pain. The animal liberationist EPG would have similar problems, as the interest in living and the interest in avoiding pain are what Singer bases most of his work on. As neither of these interests are being breached by C&R if fish feel no pain, then the animal liberationist EPG would have to fall back on new arguments of interests, similar to the new arguments of rights mentioned just before. As adherents to a utilitarian ethic, however, the animal liberationist EPG would have to weigh consequences against each other, and then a situation might arise, where they would have difficulty in arguing that the enjoyment and pleasure that C&R brings to the recreational angler doesn’t outweigh the mere painless inconvenience caused to the fish by being on a hook for some time and then being released.

Another discussion that warrants a small place here is that of conservation and preservation. Conservationist and preservationist ethics are holist ethics, and pay no heed to the physical or emotional state of individuals, as these are irrelevant to the state of the whole, which in the case of angling would mean for instance a lake, a river or an ocean as ecosystems or a species of fish as a whole. A conservationist EPG would be fine with C&R no matter if fish feel pain or not, as C&R has no impact on the whole, and it would be just as fine with angling as long as it’s perfectly sustainable. Preservationist EPGs should be more in acceptance of C&R than of angling, but generally not very accepting of either, as a strictly preservationist EPG would rather have the area closed off to human influence.

It must be said that these are all considerations relevant mostly to the theoretical debate, and with less empirical relevance. First of all because there, as mentioned in the beginning of this appendix, is great uncertainty regarding the question of whether or not fish feel pain, and even if we knew that they did, we wouldn’t know if they experience this pain in the same way as us humans. Second of all, EPGs will never act and behave strictly according to ethical theories like I have assumed them to do in my hypothetical chapters 10.1 and 10.2. For example, as I showed in chapter 7.2, PETA advocates animal rights on the basis of Peter Singer, which is entirely wrong. The strict animal rights EPG and the strict animal liberation EPG are to be considered archetypes rather than empirical examples.

To summarize: What I have tried to show here is that the question of whether or not fish can feel pain is a scientific uncertainty of great significance when it comes to angling and especially catch and release angling. It is clear that whereas this uncertainty should be of little consequence to EPGs that are mostly preservationist or conservationist, it should be of great consequence to any EPG that is concerned with cruelty to animals, rights of animals or similar individualist views. If fish feel no pain then angling is no worse than buying fish in a supermarket, and C&R could very well be completely acceptable to all but the most uncompromising animal rights proponents. If fish do feel pain, however, then C&R becomes a torture of an animal solely for the entertainment of the angler, who still has to buy a fish in the supermarket as well, if he wants to eat fish, and angling becomes maybe worse than buying the fish because the fish might be caught in a more painful way. I hope that I have been able to shed some more light on why both angling and C&R angling are controversial activities within the world of EPGs, and why they are a frequent cause of conflicts between them.

� It must also be noted here though, that although I seek out different kinds of conflicts between EPGs, I have no interest in the conflicts that have nothing to do with the fact that they are EPGs, meaning that e.g. a conflict between two EPGs that is caused merely by the one EPG owing the other EPG money is uninteresting, as this conflict has nothing to do with their work or their identity as EPGs. The environmental work or view has to have something to do with the problem for it to be relevant here.


� If something has Intrinsic Value, it has a value in itself and on its own as an end, and not merely as a means to some other end or goal (Curry 2006: 42).


� This is the same debate as it was in chapter 4, where I discussed whether or not animals can be considered only as means or also as ends in themselves, only at that time the discussion was a one of individualist values, and this time it is one of holist values.


� The word “frequently” is inserted here because some preservationists have also made the anthropocentrical argument that an unspoiled and unblemished natural area has instrumental value for humans because it offers them religious inspiration, a refuge from their modern, hectic lives, aesthetic values etc. (DesJardins 2006: 48-50).


� I see no reason to discuss biocentrism further, as it lies, as I see it, in between conservation and preservation, and is thus covered by the discussion of those two opposites, but what it means in short is an ethic that applies moral standing to life itself, and therefore every individual plant, human or animal that has life (DesJardins 2006: 128-139). 


� An ecosystem may (In very few words) be described as a geographical confinement, in which flora and fauna functions together with its physical environment in interdependence.


� By Diminishing Returns, I refer to the fact that to get the attention of the media, the disruptive actions have to have more and more sensational value. If the media has covered a certain disruptive action once, then it will receive less or no coverage the following times, etc.


� One might suspect that they have been called as such, because adding the prefix ‘eco’ somehow makes the word ‘terrorism’ sound more acceptable.


� However, if one visits the “Why Animal Rights” section (PETA 4), one can see that PETA makes use of Jeremy Bentham and Peter Singer to argue in favour of animal rights. In chapter 7.2 I will engage in a discussion of the potentially wrongful use of these utilitarian ethicists to argue in favour of a position with its roots in deontological ethics.


� It is my purpose in this project to investigate the conflicts between EPGs, and not to pass judgments on the validity of their claims. However this statement still does warrant a comment: Claiming that testing on animals does nothing to further medical progress for humans is simply ridiculous. As Carl Cohen shows very thoroughly and clearly in his references to medical advances caused by research using animals as test subjects in chapters 9 and 10 of “The Animal Rights Debate”, there has been lots of progress. Whether the progress is sufficient to justify animal testing is a matter of debate and judgment, but claiming that there is no progress is simply fallacious. Even Tom Regan would not claim that no progress has been made using animal testing (Cohen 2001: 85-127).


� I should mention here that I write large parts of the referenced EAA website myself, but I do so in close cooperation with EAA’s secretary general, Jan Kappel, who either provides me with the texts to upload to the website or approves of all the texts that I write and publish on the website. Methodologically, I realize that my close affiliation with the EAA and its still ongoing issues with Birdlife could influence my objectivity in this particular case, but I will try to take a closer look at the conflict nevertheless, and try to keep and open and unbiased mind mainly by focusing on the written texts of both organizations and not on those of my own experiences, for which I have no documentation.


� One exception here could be if a certain species of fish is on the brink of extinction. In this case preservation could be acceptable as it would be the only way to ensure the viability of conservation at a later stage, when the stocks have recovered.


� There are many subspecies of the cormorant, but the two that this chapter concerns are the two Great Cormorant subspecies: Phalacrocorax Carbo Carbo and Phalacrocorax Carbo Sinensis.


� Unfavourable conservation status is a term used in the Bird’s Directive and the Habitats Directive of the EU to describe threatened species of animals.


� DSF consists of 200 Danish local angling associations (Aparte.dk).


� “Serious anglers” refers here to anglers who have interests primarily in salmon and trout and not the kinds of fish that can be caught in Tange Sø.


� For NARA, however, the conflict may be slightly more complicated. I will return to this discussion in 8.3.


� Even though C&R is also angling, I will refer to angling and C&R separately, where angling refers to when a recreational fisherman catches a fish with rod, line and hook and kills it, so he can take it home to eat, and C&R to when he releases it again after unhooking it.
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