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A TALE OF TWO MULTINATIONALS: 
THE BP AND GREENPEACE ‗GO GREEN‘ CONFLICT IN AN ERA OF 

GREEN CRISIS 
 

Maria M. Garcia 

Dr. Glen Cameron, Dissertation Supervisor 

Abstract 

 

 This dissertation offers an in-depth case study of the 11-year BP and 

Greenpeace conflict. A framing analysis of news content from newspapers in the 

United Kingdom and United States are employed to identify how the two 

organizations were framed. In-depth interviews with members of the conflicting 

parties are also included. This study also explores the relationship between crisis 

communication strategies, corporate reputation, corporate social responsibility, 

and pro-social messages. As its theoretical contribution, this study proposes a 

new theory embedded in the media and public relations framework entitled: 

media attribution theory. 

 

Keywords: Conflict management; crisis communication; BP; Greenpeace; media 

attribution theory; framing; public relations; marketing. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 
 
 

1.1 BP: In crisis and conflict 

 On April 20, 2010, an explosion from Deep Water Horizon in the Gulf of 

Mexico marked what many have pegged as the gravest environmental disaster in 

US history. BP, formerly known as British Petroleum, received pouring outcries 

from environmental activists who demanded investigations of the multinational‘s 

regulatory practices while the families of 11 workers who died on the oil rig 

awaited answers. Greenpeace activists and concerned citizens gathered at the 

footsteps of Capitol Hill to voice their resistance to offshore drilling. Meanwhile, 

news media coverage of the growing crisis focused on the environmental and 

economical impacts of the spill. In the midst of the drama that unfolded stood 

three social actors: Greenpeace, news media, and BP. This would not be the first 

time the three shared the stage. Actually, news coverage of the crisis was not the 

introduction to a heated conflict, but rather a continuation of one that had been 

ongoing for a decade. For ten years, Greenpeace imposed public campaigns of 

skepticism towards BP‘s ―Go Green‖ PR and marketing campaigns. During that 

time, news media offered colorful narratives of the two in conflict at the scrutiny 

of public opinion.  

 For public relations practitioners, this particular crisis was the challenge of 

a lifetime not only due to the growing media attention it garnered, but also 

because it was not the first time Greenpeace and BP were caught in a tangled 
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web of conflict during an environmental crisis. This was an opportunity for 

Greenpeace to use the crisis as a platform to support its agenda on 

environmental policies, specifically anti-offshore drilling and climate change. For 

news media, this crisis launched a review of BP‘s past crisis histories and 

conflicts with NGOs, further propelling criticisms of its decade-long green 

campaign. BP would have to convince various constituents that it could contain 

the crisis, resolve any conflict that other parties presented, and salvage its brand 

image.      

1.2 The green movement 

 Public support for the environment has fluctuated since America first 

witnessed the dawn of the green movement in the 1960s (Banerjee, Gulas, & 

Iyer, 1995). Calls for action were silenced when other agendas were made 

salient that following decade. Since the mid-1990s, the American public has 

regained momentum to bring attention to issues heavily related to the 

environment. Many have invested in local recycling programs, supported 

corporations on green initiatives, and joined forces with activist groups to lobby 

for stricter environmental regulations (Anderson, 1992). With the growing 

awareness towards climate change, and increasing concern for public health, 

community leaders and members are taking an active stance against 

environmental degradation. For many, water contamination, technological waste, 

carbon emissions, nuclear development, and ground pollution are just a few of 

the critical areas of focus that have fallen under the umbrella of public debate.  
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Conflicts between environmental activist groups and companies in the 

energy and oil industry are omnipresent. In many nations, such as France, the 

UK, Brazil, and Canada, general consumers have even linked arm in arm with 

high-profile activist groups like Greenpeace to demand commercially-driven 

organizations invest more efforts in practicing social responsibility when it comes 

to the environment and waste management. As lobbyists on both sides of the 

climate change debate wrangle for influence on policy, activists target consumers 

to alter public opinion in their favor. For many activists, most of the conflict is 

triggered by the messages large companies are marketing to consumers. Overly 

marketed ‗Go Green‘ campaigns have especially driven individual skepticism 

towards pro-social messages and corporate social responsibility claims to an all-

time high. When organizations are perceived all too seemingly eager to 

announce their earth-friendly practices and integrate a new green swatch to their 

logo, activists do not hesitate to charge them guilty of greenwashing1. Moreover, 

when an organization is viewed disingenuous in its corporate social responsibility 

towards environmental sustainability, or is linked to an environmental catastrophe 

generated by human error, the fury of public disdain can leave a mark like no 

other. At times, it takes one environmental disaster to lead an organization to the 

brink of financial ruin. With an act of environmental devastation so unforgivable, 

no amount of greenwashing can rejuvenate an organization back into public 

favor.   

                                                           
1
 Greenwashing is the unjustified appropriation of environmental virtue by a company, an industry, a 

government, a politician or even a non-government organization to create a pro-environmental image, sell a 

product or a policy, or to try and rehabilitate their standing with the public and decision makers after being 

embroiled in controversy (SourceWatch, 2010). 
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1.3 Background on Greenpeace 

Greenpeace was born out of a campaign in 1971 that was launched by activists 

who shared the same sentiment in anti-US underground nuclear testing. During 

that time, nuclear defense projects were growing in number and few 

environmental policies were in effect to ensure risks to the environment were low. 

Angered by the US government‘s intent to detonate nuclear bombs underground, 

a group of activists sailed from Vancouver, Canada on a fishing boat to bring 

attention to the underground detonations that were to take place at the testing 

site at Amchitka, a tiny island off the West Coast of Alaska. It was the first of 

many environmental campaigns that Greenpeace would organize. Today, 

Greenpeace has 2.8 million supporters around the world with national and 

regional offices in more than 40 countries.  

The multinational organization is led by a senior management team. At the 

head of the Greenpeace International organization is Greenpeace‘s International 

Director, Kumi Naidoo. Greenpeace International is in charge of carrying out 

global campaigns that raise awareness and initiate direct actions related to 

environmental issues, social issues, and animal rights. The Greenpeace 

International headquarters are located in Amsterdam, the Netherlands. 

Campaigns are launched on both a local, national, and global scale. Levels of 

activism are usually high, with great concentrations of participation and 

engagement in the UK. The Greenpeace UK office is located in London. The 

Greenpeace UK division has been highly involved in green campaigns. In 2010, 

a series of boycotts and covert operations were organized as a response to the 
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BP oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico. Greenpeace activists from the across London 

rallied to express their frustrations with the massive oil spill in the Gulf and 

society‘s fossil fuel dependency.  

1.4 Background on BP   

BP, formerly British Petroleum, has been in business since 1901. The UK 

company‘s core product during that time period was motor fuel. Over the century, 

BP had undergone slight transformations with the expansion of its product line 

and the adoption of a new brand image. In 1998, BP merged with another oil 

giant, Amoco, upon which the company became BP-Amoco. Under the direction 

of Lord John Browne, former BP CEO, BP changed its position in the 

marketplace from traditional oil company to progressive energy company. In 

2000, BP addressed the issue of climate change by announcing that it would 

invest a portion of its revenue stream into the research and development of 

alternative energy, ranging from solar, wind, and hydroelectric power. The 

company also underwent a costly rebranding campaign where the BP logo 

evolved from a shield to a helios as a mark of its investments in green energy. 

BP Global remains a multinational in the private sector with headquarters in 

London, England. Today, a large part of its projects are centered in exploration, 

which consists of deepwater drilling and tarsands extraction—ventures 

considered high risk by many environmental groups.  

1.5 The sting of public opinion   
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Public opinion charged BP with negligence and slow response time in its 

2010 Gulf of Mexico oil spill crisis. Intangible assets, such as BP‘s brand image 

and reputation, were as heavily affected by the crisis as its shares on the stock 

exchange plummeted to record lows. It became evident during BP‘s Gulf oil spill 

that its role in the crisis dissolved public associations between it and other 

organizations, as clearly shown when the US government slowly shifted away 

from its relationship with BP in press proceedings.   

 In mass communication scholarship, there has been active discussion on 

the way news media shape an issue and relay its importance to the audience. 

For many years, scholars have explored the role of agenda-setting and framing, 

and investigated how each contribute to making an issue salient in the arena of 

public opinion. In understanding how agenda-setting and framing cultivate the 

news consumers‘ perspectives, scholars have become better equipped to derive 

patterns of interpretation from the receivers‘ end, and explain the symbolic 

presentation of information initiated from the producers‘ side. By applying such 

investigative approaches to a crisis and conflict framework, this study integrates 

the journalism perspective of reporting with the public relations perspective of 

image restoration. While the two are inarguably different in their values, both are 

held by one common thread—the aim of persuasion of public opinion.         

1.6 Purpose of study  

The core purpose of this unique case study is to offer different 

perspectives to a conflict that takes place in the midst of a global crisis. Three 

angles of examination are offered. An analysis of the relationship between the 
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two conflict groups, Greenpeace and BP, and the messages communicated by 

print news media in two countries, the United States and the United Kingdom, 

shall be provided.  

This dissertation consists of two main objectives in its investigation. The 

first aim is to build theory. I specifically want to create a theoretical foundation 

that may be shared in journalism and public relations research The second aim is 

to explore the unique dimensions of the conflict that lend itself to the marketing 

and public relations practice. By determining how news media played a pivotal 

role in shaping the conflict narrative, and exploring how the two parties in conflict 

attempted to alter such frames and attributes prescribed to them in the news 

stories, this study will offer a holistic account of the conflict at hand. 

Primary objective 

To better understand the phenomenon of conflict and crisis as injected by 

print news media, an expansion of the attribution theory is proposed. An 

introduction to the media attribution theory is offered in Chapter 2. In supplement, 

a new model is provided as a visual representation of the foundations that 

comprise the media attribution theory. I aim to provide various dimensions of 

analysis into a high profile case study that offers both a multi-level mixed 

methods approach that is grounded in theory. The media attribution theory will be 

applied to a cross-national comparative study of American and British 

newspapers. I believe that in cases of conflict and/or crisis, involved parties are 

immediately assigned certain attributes by news media. The story and the actors 

are framed either to be aligned with or to shape popular belief, otherwise known 
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as public opinion. A comparison between printed press in two countries will add 

value and depth to this investigation, particularly because the exploratory nature 

of this study will help validate key frames and attributes offered in the proposed 

theory and corresponding model.  

Secondary objective 

An assessment of the crisis communication strategies and corporate 

social responsibility expectations between activist public, Greenpeace 

International, and for-profit multinational organization, BP, will be undertaken. 

This inspection is a means to further my understanding of the many variables 

that continue to catapult the conflict. An examination of the uses of corporate 

social responsibility and environmental sustainability between the two conflicting 

parties affords both a marketing and public relations approach to the conflict 

framework while bringing an enriched view of the challenges each party faces.  

1.7 Significance of study  

While timely in current events, the proposed study enriches scholarship in 

three distinct ways. There are theoretical and practical benefits of this 

dissertation. First, this dissertation will contribute to public relations, journalism, 

and comparative research because it is driven to build theory. Second, 

discussions with members of the two conflicting parties will draw out the 

conceptualization of two widely used terms in the public relations and marketing 

domains, and offer new standard definitions for these terms. Third, the angles of 



 

 9 

investigation will cover three sides of the story objectively: how the conflict was 

reported by news media; BP‘s defense; and Greenpeace‘s defense.  

Much of mass communication and public relations scholarship have 

expanded on theory, and are heralded as scholarship that is theory-driven (e.g., 

McCoombs & Shaw, 1972; McCoombs & Bell, 1996; Kim et al., 2002; Cook et al., 

1983; Entman, 1993; Coombs, 1998); however, some only offer a glimpse into a 

specific case in point, and have not propelled theory-building, which is a 

weakness that must be addressed (Ragin, 1987). Research without a theoretical 

foundation provides a narrow insight into a phenomenon and seldom offers 

reasons why the phenomenon occurred. Thus, in order to strengthen mass 

communication research, this dissertation applied the triangulation of methods as 

a means to expand current theoretical frameworks for the ultimate goal of theory-

building. By utilizing a mixed-methods approach, this dissertation further 

strengthens the validity of the proposed media attribution theory. This particular 

approach is particularly beneficial to the field of public relations, specifically crisis 

and conflict management, where the primary method of application is 

fundamentally qualitative based. By combining the traditional method of use with 

its quantitative counterpart, researchers and practitioners will draw on a greater 

depth of knowledge on the crisis, the impact of the media, the messages relayed 

by both news media and the organizations in conflict or crisis, and the 

organizational members‘ interpretation of those messages. Methods triangulation 

in this dissertation not only affords a truly balanced perspective of the dynamics 
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of the conflict and crisis at hand, but also offers a more robust way of 

strengthening research that is guided by theory. 

With the rapid growth of technology and audience involvement, it is crucial 

that we as scholars expand our research areas, and address the continued 

changes of phenomenon in society. One means of achieving this is through 

theory- and model-building. Theory is the most prestigious contribution to 

knowledge since it offers an explanation of a phenomenon in society (Patton, 

1990). In my dissertation, I intend to make this type of contribution by proposing 

the media attribution theory. The proposed media attribution theory is an 

extension of the attribution theory in crisis management literature. Distinguishing 

factors between the two are offered in more detail later within this dissertation. 

The media attribution theory and model provide a unique framework of frames 

and attributes that produce a coherent narrative in the media framing of parties in 

conflict during a crisis. In addition, the media attribution theory also helps to 

bridge the gap in existing literature between journalism and conflict-crisis 

research.   

To date, scholarly discourse on corporate social responsibility and 

sustainability remains disconnected, mainly because there is no standard 

definition for these concepts. Standard conceptualizations in scholarly works are 

disjointed in such a way that the concepts and terms used in both academia and 

the industry are conflicting. More background on this topic is provided in the 

subsequent chapters. In short, a means to remedy the disconnection, part of this 

dissertation by proposes a more general conceptual definition of these popular 
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terms, which are used in for-profit and non-profit arenas. By examining how 

members of the two conflicting parties conceptualize and operationalize—define 

and apply—the core terms, I hope to better understand how BP and Greenpeace 

approached the environmental crisis, and whether they employed similar 

strategies to promote and protect their image during the conflict.  

1.8 Outline 

 The proceeding chapter unfolds into a review of the existing theoretical 

frameworks, includes an overview of the proposed model, and addresses the 

need to fuse perspectives from the fields of journalism, public relations, and 

marketing. Chapter 3 offers a detailed explanation of the methods that will be 

employed for data collection. Chapter 4 presents the findings and analyses from 

all methods employed. Chapter 5 unfolds into the discussion, practical 

implications, limitations of the study, and ideas for a future study that could serve 

as a supplement to the present dissertation  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 
 
 

2.1 Theoretical Framework 

Attribution theory 

The current study primarily draws on the attribution theory, derived from 

crisis management literature, for its theoretical framework. The attribution theory 

explains that once a crisis has unfolded, the different publics involved will 

immediately assess crisis responsibility because people have a need to search 

for causes of an event. Publics in a crisis refer to specific audiences targeted by 

the organization (Jin et al., 2006). ―Attribution theory posits that people look for 

the causes of events, especially unexpected and negative outcomes‖ (Coombs, 

2007, p. 136). Thus, if the general public perceives an organization responsible 

for a crisis, its corporate reputation and brand image are damaged (Benoit & 

Pang, 2007; Liu, 2007; Fortunato, 2008; Ulmer et al., 2007).  

Over the past few years, scholars have examined the relevance of the 

attribution theory to assumed corporate responsibility in crisis communication 

literature. Moreover, the attribution theory has bridged crisis communication 

strategies to crisis types (Coombs, 1995, 1998, 1999b). Coombs (1998) 

examined how three elements of a crisis situation can affect perceptions of crisis 

responsibility: crisis attributions, organizational performance, and severity of the 

crisis. He argued the greater the perception of crisis responsibility, the greater 

the threat of damage to the image. He found that personal control attribution was 

positively related to crisis responsibility and negatively related to organizational 
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image, and added that organizations with a history of crises (i.e., negative 

performance history) intensified the perception of crisis responsibility. Similarly, 

Lee (2004) explored causal attribution, organizational crisis responses, and crisis 

severity in relation to consumers‘ cognitive, perceptual, and affective reactions to 

an organizational crisis. The author argued that both causal attribution and crisis 

response type affected the audiences‘ judgment of organizational responsibility 

for the crisis, their overall impression of the organization, level of sympathy 

toward the organization, and trust in the organization. 

Media attribution theory 

Individuals or parties that are accused of wrongdoing should not respond 

to all attacks that are directed to them, but rather respond only to those most 

salient to the audience (Benoit, 1995). In a conflict or crisis framework, some of 

the most salient attacks are communicated through a channel that can capture 

the attention of millions of audiences in a matter of seconds—news media. 

Motivated by Shaw‘s (1972) argument that highlights the importance of news 

media and public opinion, my proposed media attribution theory and model were 

created to capture the relationship between salient objects, specifically dominant 

frames and attributes, which emerge in print news narratives on corporate-

activist conflicts. The media attribution theory was inspired by Coombs‘s (2007) 

attribution theory in crisis management, and is therefore an extension and an 

enhancement of this theory. The media attribution theory was informed by 

GarcÍa‘s (2010) study of media framing and conflict attribution and cultivated 

from this dissertation‘s grounded-theory approach. The primary distinguishing 
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factor is that while Coombs (2007) posits people need to hold someone or 

something accountable for a crisis in order to make sense of it, GarcÍa (2010) 

explains that news media play a major role in helping interpret such an event by 

framing accountability. Furthermore, the media attribution theory emphasizes the 

role that conflict groups play in communicating their stances to the news media, 

target public, or both. It is important to also note that the core components for the 

supplementary model were derived from GarcÍa‘s (2010) study of the American 

press and the framing and attribute assignments of the BP and Greenpeace 

conflict. I have defined the media attribution theory under the assumption that 

when two parties are in conflict, news media create a dominant narrative with 

prescribed frames and attributes that are assigned to the accuser and the 

accused. Narratives are built around these primary frames and attributes to 

transform a complicated conflict scenario or crisis event into a more simplistic 

form of drama to ease audience sense-making. The variables that make up these 

frames and attributes are: credibility; power; social responsibility; causal 

attribution; hero; and, villain (see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Media attribution theory frames and attributes. 
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News Media 

 

 

As shown in my media attribution model in Figure 2, the dynamics of 

conflict between an activist public and an organization offers a unique interplay 

with news media. When an activist public and an organization (e.g. firm) are in 

conflict, each party employs a set of strategies that will promote their party‘s 

image, protect and/or maintain their reputation, and discredit their opposition‘s 

claims. Such strategies include crisis communication and image restoration, 

communicating corporate social responsibility and pro-social messages. In turn,  

 news media prescribe each party with major frames and attributes in their 

narratives to ultimately shape the audience‘s perception of the conflict and/or 

crisis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Media attribution model 
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Agenda-setting theory  

Rooted in journalism research, agenda-setting has been described as the 

salience of objects offered by news media in the overall mass communication 

process. Salience may be employed through placement, prominence of an issue 

(Kiousis & Xu, 2008), or frequency (Lopez-Escobar & Llamas, 1998). McCoombs 

and Shaw‘s (1972) seminal piece found that conditions for agenda-setting did 

exist in their study of undecided voters and news media transmission of object 

salience, concluding that a strong relationship was found between news media 

and audience cognition. In a later study, McCoombs and Bell (1996) posited that 

news media communicate to audiences on what to think about. By triggering 

cognitive elaboration, agenda-setting can influence individual thought into 

individual action. For some, action equates to high involvement, such as 

activism, in public policy. In Cook et al.‘s (1983) study of the relationship between 

agenda-setting and public policy decisions, the scholars concluded that the 

relationship is not a direct one, but rather one laden with multiple steps. News 

media make a certain issue salient to the general public; the general public may 

then choose to take action on an issue, and make their public officials aware of 

its importance; and public officials ultimately may choose to change a policy in 

response to the citizens‘ demands. Greater details on these steps are presented 

later in this chapter under the section on activism.   

Agenda-setting consists of first-level agenda-setting and second-level 

agenda-setting. Although all three terms share a common definition that bits of 

information on an object or issue are highlighted, extensions and 
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operationalizations of the concept are used differently (Lopez-Escobar & Llamas, 

1998; Kim, Scheufele & Shanahan, 2002). First-level agenda-setting is the 

salience of objects or issues; second-level agenda-setting is the salience of 

attributes on objects or issues. In brief, second-level agenda-setting affects 

audiences as it relays how to think about a specific object or issue. Interestingly, 

many scholars have also used the terms ‗framing‘ and ‗attribute agenda-setting‘ 

interchangeably with second-level agenda-setting (Kiousis & Xu, 2008). Previous 

research has prescribed second-level agenda-setting as framing since both 

assign attributes to an object or issue. Entman (1993) posited that framing 

simplifies complex issues for audiences to understand; provides explanations; 

and offers solutions. Thus, scholars continue to argue that because news media 

impact audiences‘ perceptions to some degree, it is important to study the frames 

that emerge from news stories. In this dissertation, agenda-setting will be 

explored in a comparison of American and British newspapers and their 

approach to the primary conflict of focus. An elaboration of the method that will 

be employed for this relationship is offered in chapter three.   

Framing 

The argument that news media shape reality is one that is widely shared. 

Public opinion and perceived reality can be shaped through media framing, a 

process that can inevitably support or challenge dominant ideology. Framing is 

an active process of drawing out dominant themes from content (Entman, 1993; 

Scheufele, 2004; Reese, 2001). Meaning from a story is sculpted through the 

repetition of certain words and phrases. On many levels, repetition highlights the 
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most important elements of the narrative, shaping the readers‘ interpretation 

(Dickerson, 2001). Entman (2007) claimed that framing is defined as ―the 

process of culling a few elements of perceived reality and assembling a narrative 

that highlights connections among them to promote a particular interpretation‖ 

(p.164). Pan and Kosicki (1993) reported that framing influences the way an 

individual understands an issue or makes sense of a news event from the 

portrayals of media producers. Framing offers a holistic view of a story as it ties 

dominant frames together. Frames are multiple characteristics of a story that are 

used to create the story as a whole. It has also been argued that frames can 

either polarize people or bring them together for a common interest. For instance, 

one-sided frames that are embedded in stories of conflicts and disputes can 

ignite civic engagement, such as protests, by a group of people who feel their 

voices are not being heard. Frames can therefore empower people who identify 

themselves with the social actors in the narrative and cultivate their view on the 

issue or unfolding event that the narrative revolves around. Moreover, frames 

provide different effects within the context. Different audiences may interpret an 

identical message differently as a result of their predispositions (McLeod et al., 

1996; McLeod, Scheufele, & Moy, 1999; Richardson, 2005). 

Reese (2001) asserted that through the production of narratives created 

by media professionals, framing is one way news consumers make sense of the 

world. Prevailing frames in news content form and enrich both individual and 

collective perspectives on reality, which has a shared relationship with public 

opinion. As argued by Scheufele (2004), framing is a process for cognitive 
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organization, wherein; ―frames are seen as patterns of interpretation through 

which people classify information in order to handle it efficiently‖ (p. 402). 

Therefore, the attribution of responsibility by news media has a direct impact on 

public opinion to the degree that perceptions can be molded and transformed.  

Framing affords simplicity as it identifies symbolic patterns attributed to a 

subject or event. Hume (2002) noted, ―the press, through framing, plays a part in 

projecting cultural metaphors to a mass audience‖ (p. 38). In order to establish 

impact on audience perceptions, frames must be repetitious, creating a dominant 

message. Entman (1993) posited that the most impactful frames are those that 

possess the most cultural resonance, prominence, and repetition (e.g., 

frequency). As a means to identify dominant themes and patterns reported in 

media, many scholars have employed framing analyses to understand the issues 

under scrutiny at a specific moment in time within a given culture.  

Scholars conduct framing analysis in many different ways; some of which 

are critical to the conflict and crisis aspect of this investigation. Peng (2007) 

learned that three national newspapers, The China Daily, The Times, and The 

New York Times, varied in the way they presented anti-war protests. For 

example, conflict frames were more frequently used in The New York Times than 

the former two newspapers. In addition, The China Daily framed the anti-war 

protests more favorably. In Klein, Byerly and McEachern‘s (2009) study on the 

counter-framing, the authors found that there was a shift in sources used among 

news media once claims from an anti-war movement as soon as public opinion 

changed its stance. News media altered their framing of the war by citing non-
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elite sources, and shifting emphasis of agendas from one party to the other. In a 

case study of the conflict between Greenpeace and DuPont, Murphy and Dee 

(1992) pointed out that actions made by Greenpeace against DuPont were 

framed negatively by an overwhelming number of news media outlets. News 

media continued to label activists as radicals, and remained consistent in 

prescribing multinational DuPont with positive frames. GarcÍa (2010) also noted 

the emergence of a common set of frames and attributes from US newspapers. 

The author discovered a consistent pattern of prescribed roles print media 

bestowed upon the parties in conflict.    

 As explained by Murphy and Dee (1992) and Mika (2006), the frames 

understood by audiences convey strong messages that relate to an 

organization‘s identity. Such messages can ultimately affect their position in 

society through the perceptions shared by general audiences and news media. 

When organizations are framed in an unfavorable light, many attempt to regain 

public favor with image restoration strategies and tactics. Growing research in 

public relations suggests members of an organization‘s public relations division 

will counter negative frames through the process of agenda-building. In Curtin 

and Rhodenbaugh‘s (2001) investigation of environmental reporting, the authors 

conducted a content analysis of tip sheets published by the Society of 

Environmental Journalists (SEJ), and compared them to public relations material 

received by the organization to determine if PR agencies were in fact successful 

in their agenda-building efforts. Although their findings showed that PR material 

was not as influential as some critics had claimed, the authors did observe that 
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public relations practitioners were effective to a certain degree by tying their 

content to news values. In contrast, Kiousis and Xu (2008) found that public 

relations material did have second-level agenda-setting effects on the way news 

media presented foreign nations. A shift from negative to positive valence on 

certain countries was identified in their study. Affective dimensions (i.e., positive, 

neutral, or negative tones) were noted, proving that second-level agenda-setting 

actions by public relations firms were effective. In a recent study by Murphree, 

Reber, and Blevens (2009), FEMA employed framing strategies in its published 

materials to counter negative frames attributed by news media. The authors 

noted that FEMA was actively making attempts to salvage its reputation, and 

heavily relied on specific frames, positioning itself as the information-provider and 

hero. 

In sum, framing analysis has been used for the classification of dominant 

frames communicated in news media publications, identification of second-level 

agenda setting achieved by non-media organizations, and arrangement of 

frames presented in traditional marketing and PR material. Standardized 

measures of frames in media studies enable researchers to formulate key 

concepts and themes that dominate an issue or drive the gatekeeping process in 

an organization. In chapter three, an explanation of how segments of framing 

analysis will be utilized in the methodology portion of this study is provided.   

Theory building 

Levels of agenda-setting, agenda-building, and framing have been 

examined from the angle of the source, such as the news media or organization; 
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the receiver, such as the audience; and the text, such as the news story or 

advertising material. Though some have expanded on theory, and are heralded 

in scholarship that is theory-driven (e.g., McCoombs & Shaw, 1972; McCoombs 

& Bell, 1996; Kim et al., 2002; Cook et al., 1983; Entman, 1993), most offer only 

a glimpse into a specific case in point, and have not propelled theory-building, 

which is the true weakness of such studies. In order to strengthen mass 

communication research, the next phase of should move into the direction of 

triangulating methods and expanding on theoretical frameworks to the level of 

theory-building. Through media, mass communication has evolved, as has the 

audiences‘ quantity and quality of media application and consumption. With the 

rapid growth of technology and audience involvement, it is crucial that scholars 

expand on their areas of research, and address the continued changes of 

phenomenon in society. We should not limit ourselves to existing theories and 

models, but create new dimensions of understanding from a theoretical 

perspective. In my dissertation, I intend to make this type of contribution in aims 

of pushing scholarship in strategic communication, journalism, and comparative 

research forward.  

Comparative research  

Comparative research first gained in popularity in the 1930s when market 

research on consumer motivations on purchase intent drew investments from 

large businesses and organizations (Oyen, 1990). Post-World War II, 

comparative research was conducted cross-nationally by the United States and 
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Europe in efforts to gain a better perspective of cultural and ideological 

differences between their home country and countries they were at war with.  

Raigan (1987) contended comparative research has been approached 

from a cross-national, cross-cultural, and cross-institutional angle across various 

disciplines. The term comparative research has been used interchangeably by 

scholars across various fields. Oyen (1990) added that many scholars have 

conducted comparative research for the comparison of two or more countries or 

social systems, affording academia with an enriched understanding and overview 

of the differences and similarities of the units of analysis from either a macro- or 

micro-level. More importantly, Chang et al. (2001) created a model for conducting 

comparative research, and argued that comparative research should achieve at 

least one of the following analysis types: 1) descriptive; and/or 2) theory-

building/hypothesis testing. Their model generally illustrates how an investigator 

may address the different levels of analysis involved in comparative research by 

identifying the overall theoretical framework of a study, extra-media level, inter-

media level, intra-media level, and individual factors.  

In order to conduct a proper cross-national comparative study, one would 

have to consider a multiple layer of investigation. Guided by Mason‘s (2002) and 

Patton‘s (1990) approach to conducting quality research, one must first 

determine the purpose—the true aim of the investigation. For instance, this case 

study could either be categorized as part of basic research or applied research. 

Basic research fundamentally functions as a contribution to scholarship. Applied 

research attempts to solve a societal problem or issue, offering alternative 
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approaches to a problem from a practitioner‘s standpoint (Patton, 1990). The 

next step identifies the theoretical framework the study is founded on. It should 

be noted that as a doctoral student, I am expected not only to produce a 

dissertation that is theory-laden, but also exercise forms of theory-building in my 

research (Oyen, 1990). As highlighted by many scholars (Chang et al., 2009; 

Chang et al., 2001; Oyen, 1990; and Raigan, 1987), since there has been a lack 

of a theory-driven framework, it is critical that comparative research be fueled by 

theory. Chang et al. (2001) argues that although many of the published scholarly 

works in the past three decades shows that articles were guided by some 

theoretical framework and tested hypotheses, those that built on the theoretical 

foundations were minimal. Without theoretical framework, an investigator in a 

comparative research study would not know what to look for, or how to look for 

key variables.  

Since the primary frames and attributes that are fundamental to the media 

attribution theory emerged from an analysis of US newspaper coverage on the 

BP and Greenpeace conflict (GarcÍa, 2010), it is necessary to offer a second 

analysis that would lend itself to validity measures. Thus, in order to test if the 

media attribution theory carries over to the British press, the first research 

question offered for exploration is presented: 

     RQ1. Guided by the media attribution theory, how do British newspapers 

compare to American newspapers in their coverage of the BP and Greenpeace 

conflict?  
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 Indeed, in cases of conflict and/or crisis, involved parties are immediately 

assigned certain attributes by news media. The story and the actors are framed 

to be aligned with dominant ideology and utilized to shape popular belief, 

otherwise known as public opinion. By determining if news media played a 

pivotal role through levels of agenda-setting and framing, and exploring how the 

parties in conflict attempted to alter such frames and attributions prescribed to 

them, various dimensions of analyses shall be employed. This high profile case 

study offers both a multi-level mixed methods approach that is not only grounded 

in theory, but also offers a unique investigation into the different angles of the 

conflict, from the news media to the two social actors involved in the drama.               

2.2 Corporate social responsibility 

 In today‘s marketplace, consumers demand more from a company than 

just quality products and services. They expect some form of corporate social 

responsibility (henceforth, CSR). Corporate social responsibility has often been 

described as ―a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental 

concerns in their business operations and in their interaction with their 

stakeholders on a voluntary basis‖ (Reverte, 2009, p. 351). CSR is to a large 

extent perceived as responsible behavior by an organization to meet the 

expectations of its stakeholders, which generally comprise of consumers, 

employees, investors, regulators, and NGOs. For many years, CSR has become 

a main topic for discussion in political, managerial, and marketing circles 

(Breitbarth et al., 2009), capturing the attention of consumers and news media.  
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 The term CSR has been used loosely in various degrees in marketing and 

corporate communications. There is a lack for a universally recognized definition 

for CSR in the current corporate communications practice and marketing 

literature (Hartman, Rubin & Dhanda, 2007; Morsing, Schultz & Nielsen, 2008; 

Carroll, 1999; Godfrey & Hatch, 2007; Gao, 2009). Carroll (1979) made a 

fundamental argument that CSR is primarily comprised of four dimensions: 

economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic. The economic category corresponds 

to the financial health of an organization, such as profit earnings and market 

share value. The legal aspect relates to regulatory compliance and law abidance. 

The ethical element constitutes of societal mores, community values, and social 

issues. Last, the philanthropic component is actions of charity packaged in either 

financial donation or employee involvement towards a cause, crisis, non-profit 

organization, or community program. In many instances, CSR is dictated by 

organizational culture and resonates internally with employees and shareholders 

as well as externally with local and global constituents outside of the 

organization.  

 Marketing and corporate publications communicate CSR in various 

contexts according to their target audiences. Despite globalization, CSR is 

viewed differently across cultures, nations, and industries. Therefore, the present 

taxonomy of terms for CSR should include: corporate responsibility; sponsorship; 

goods and services; environmental action; environmental sustainability (Bronn & 

Vrioni, 2001); financial sustainability (Varadarajan & Menon, 1988); safety; 

citizenship and community involvement (Cho & Hong, 2009; Basil et al., 2009; 
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Muthuri et al., 2009); ethics; and, employee welfare (Morsing et al., 2008). In 

addition, approaches in CSR communication do vary from company to company.  

Crisis management with CSR 

Beyond the avenues of promotion in brand identities and organizational 

values, it is important to note that CSR also sits at the core of crisis management 

since it highlights preventive measures of harm against consumers, employees, 

and the environment (Palazzo & Basu, 2007; De Blasio, 2007; Cho & Hong, 

2009). In a case study by Cho and Hong (2009), Korean consumers viewed 

monetary contributions to social causes by for-profit organizations with disfavor 

when such organizations were allegedly responsible for a crisis. More 

specifically, the general public was skeptical of the genuineness of philanthropic 

actions employed by organizations that were held accountable for a crisis. The 

authors found that Korean consumers in their study asserted that timeliness was 

a factor to consider with their degree of skepticism. Most of those sampled in 

their report felt that organizations promoted philanthropy in their CSR efforts 

during a crisis timeline only out of self-interests in which the goal was to sway 

public opinion.  

Consumer expectations 

Despite the diffusion effects of globalization, resulting in homogeneity 

among communities, especially those in close proximity to one another, scholars 

have argued that perceived notions of CSR as an expectation vary widely among 

consumers as do their degree of involvement in CSR initiatives. Mathuri and 

colleagues (2009) argue that companies can garner a better understanding of 
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their consumers‘ expectations through high levels of consumer and community 

engagement: ―Community participation provides companies the opportunity to 

invest in fostering, trusting and understanding community relationships‖ (p. 442).  

In one study that compared attitudes between Spaniards and Britons, 

Singh and colleagues (2008) discovered discrepancies among their sample of 

European consumers. Their cross-national survey showed a lesser degree of 

activity among Spaniards to Britons in terms of learning about CSR practices and 

campaigns. By comparison, Spaniards were far more critical of CSR promotions.  

Social good  

 Varadarajan and Menon‘s (1988) seminal piece applied Angelidis and 

Ibrahim‘s (1993) concept of CSR as a firm‘s actions whose purpose is to 

primarily serve social needs. Today, CSR initiatives that are cultivated by 

organizations have led to action-based alliances and partnerships between 

companies and charities, achieving increased consumer awareness. These 

alliances are part of an effort to foster revenue-generating transactions from 

consumers inspired by their desire to do social good (Varadarajan & Menon, 

1988). In fact, citizenship is found to be one of the primary motivations for CSR-

based actions, especially from European firms (Hartman, Rubin, & Dhanda, 

2007).  

Employee welfare 

Companies communicating CSR practices are also judged in their 

treatment of employees. Golob and Bartlett (2007) posit that consumers consider 

employee benefits a major part in an organization‘s CSR. Nielsen and Thomsen 
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(2007) discovered Danish consumers ranked CSR in accordance to employee 

welfare. Consumers critically viewed organizational culture and internal values. It 

was found that consumers were skeptical towards aggressive corporate 

advertising and marketing campaigns that promoted CSR, leading to their 

preference in implicit approaches, that is applied CSR, versus explicit 

approaches, such as marketing communications. 

Sustainability 

The concept of sustainable development is another important aspect of 

the CSR framework (Hamann & Acutt, 2003; Moreno & Capriotti, 2009; 

Aaronson, 2003). The term ‗sustainability‘ is ubiquitous in marketing 

communications, especially pertaining to an organization‘s environmental or 

financial welfare (GarcÍa & Greenwood, 2011). While Carroll (1979) insisted that 

CSR had to relate to and address social needs both inside and outside of the 

organization, others disputed this view and emphasized the importance of pure 

sound economics. Neo-classical economists, such as Friedman (1970), argued 

that a firm‘s primary responsibility must be dedicated to its economic 

development, specifically reaping its return on investment. He contended that no 

other issue was valued more than a firm‘s financial welfare. For many 

companies, Friedman‘s (1970) view holds true not only in the corporate mission, 

but also in the transmission of marketing communications campaigns. When 

communicating CSR, American multinationals focus more on the bottom-line 

(i.e., economics) (Hartman, Rubin & Dhanda, 2007). Similarly, large Chinese 

companies were found to be more concerned and involved in the economic issue 
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than any of the other three CSR dimensions in their corporate reports (Gao, 

2009).  

The World Business Council for Sustainable Development (2004) defines 

CSR as ‗the commitment of business to contribute to sustainable economic 

development, working with employees, their families, the local community and 

society at large to improve their quality of life‘ (as cited in Pomering & Dolnicar, 

2009, p. 285). Since European countries are more proactive in enforcing 

environmental regulations than the United States, European multinationals have 

been recognized for placing greater emphasis on environmental sustainability 

than American multinationals, specifically with environmentally-friendly 

manufacturing practices, conservation efforts, and environmental regulation 

compliance (Hartman, Rubin & Dhanda, 2007). A Cone Shared Responsibility 

study (2010) shows that 87 percent of American consumers that participated in 

their online study held companies accountable for business practices that were 

relevant to current global issues. The data tallied up to 92 percent of participants 

felt that companies must ensure workers‘ health and safety; 84 percent believed 

that companies are responsible for reducing energy emissions and combating 

climate change; and, 62 percent agreed that companies should alleviate poverty. 

In effect, the Cone (2010) study indicates consumers perceive CSR as more in 

line with Carroll‘s (1979) assertion than Friedman‘s (1970).  

Full conceptual framework 

In sum, CSR is fundamentally defined as a concept that is linked to 

multiple levels of internal and external organizational practices. It is an 



 

 31 

organization‘s values and actions that honor high standards in environmental 

sustainability, financial sustainability, quality product and services, employee 

welfare, and proactive involvement in the local and global community. Within the 

scope of a conflict or crisis, it is the organization‘s unsaid CSR to attend to the 

concerns of its shareholders, and to implement responsible communication- or 

action-based measures that will help control an unfolding event. In fact, CSR 

practices are supposed to serve as preventive measures. They safeguard an 

organization from potential crises. When a crisis does surface, CSR standards 

and practices should be reviewed, modified, expanded, and applied. CSR does 

not remain stagnant, but develops with changes in society, industry, public policy, 

and consumer expectation.      

Challenges in communicating CSR 

With increasing consumer awareness towards environmentally-friendly 

practices, growing pressures from non-government organizations (NGOs), and 

amplified ‗Go Green‘ marketing efforts, positioning oneself as genuine in CSR 

towards the environment is a major challenge. CSR sits within the core of 

corporate communication, particularly in the public relations and marketing 

divisions. As previously mentioned, companies have often positioned their stance 

around environmental practices; safety in the workplace; community involvement; 

financial growth; and quality products and services. Organizations often initiate 

CSR due to top management decrees. When consumers perceive corporate 

communication in CSR as a marketing ploy or a scheme from top-management, 

skepticism becomes a major obstacle to overcome. This is especially true for 
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consumers who keep a critical eye in upholding standards (i.e., activist publics). 

As addressed later in this chapter, activist publics are one of the first parties of 

consumers to challenge corporate messages of promoting social good and 

practicing corporate social responsibility. Their skepticism is rooted in the 

watchdog role they play, and their shared belief in keeping the industry honest. 

Consumers question an organization‘s true intent in communicating its CSR, and 

wonder if the promotion of CSR practices is simply a strategic way of gaining 

consumer confidence and support to generate revenue. Even when news media 

highlight an organization‘s CSR practices, the core challenge is to convince the 

news consumer the story is credible. Geary (2005) argues that print media 

credibility has decreased significantly among newspaper consumers because 

readers have become skeptical of news coverage. An extension of this argument 

is if consumers are skeptical of positive news coverage on CSR practices, by 

default, then they may be more skeptical of the organization promoting its CSR 

position.   

Organizations also become highly vulnerable to consumer and 

stakeholder criticism, especially during CSR-related crises. During a crisis, 

consumers are more critical of large companies that communicated CSR than 

smaller companies (Cho & Hong, 2009). It was found that consumers expect 

immediate corrective action from organizations involved in a crisis, and that any 

actions taken should be genuine to CSR. In addition, Palazzo and Basu (2007) 

posit when promoting an organization to be ethically sound, a backlash from 

audiences may occur if organizational values are not held to consumer standard. 
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Clearly, communication is a key part in the implementation of CSR (Breitbarth et 

al., 2009).  

As a means to curb consumer skepticism, organizations should include 

third-party members, such as opinion leaders, in their CSR program (Morsing, 

Schultz, & Nielsen, 2008). Additional efforts to involve non-governmental 

organizations and other consumer interest groups may also be considered in the 

development of social responsibility and ethical organizational behavior 

standards (Cho & Hong, 2009; Palazzo & Basu, 2007).  

News media perspective  

Interestingly, corporate social responsibility is also one of the themes that 

have been heavily highlighted in news media. For instance, Kiousis, Popescu, 

and Mitrook (2007) found The New York Times and the Wall Street Journal 

placed more emphasis on social responsibility, vision, and leadership in their 

news content than any other themes communicated by PR material produced by 

28 organizations. Companies have realized that practicing social responsibility 

for the environment is of importance specifically because the general public does 

not easily forget the significant impacts of environmental crises. Langford (2005) 

posited that environmental crises remain entrenched in collective memory for 

years due to their mental and visual impact on audiences.  

 Dimensions of CSR were also explored from a news producers‘ 

perspective in a study by Tench, Bowd, and Jones (2007). An analysis of survey 

data, questionnaires, and in-depth interviews of media professionals in the UK 

produced five orientations of CSR. Tench and colleagues (2007) found media 
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professionals had categorized organizations promoting CSR under one of the 

following indicators: conformist, cynic, realist, optimist, and strategic idealist. 

Organizations labeled as conformist were firms that adopted CSR as followers to 

a trend, wherein CSR was not genuinely practiced or valued in such 

organizations. Companies identified as cynics communicated CSR, but did not 

truly believe much change would come into effect. Firms that were coined as 

realists understood that a substantial investment into CSR would be required for 

a true turnaround in bottom-line improvements and social change. Optimists 

were companies that truly believed in creating change in the community, and 

often took a proactive stance in practicing CSR. Finally, the strategic idealist 

comprised of companies willing to invest in long-term CSR commitments for both 

social and economic gains.  

The findings mentioned in this section are of importance to corporate 

communication on two levels. First, public relations practitioners who aim to 

receive coverage of their company‘s CSR actions may have to face negative 

consumer perceptions propelled by skepticism towards the media source, and 

corporate message relayed in the news story. Second, an alternative measure of 

CSR effectiveness to consider is the quantity and quality of media coverage 

(Morsing, Schultz & Nielsen, 2008; Bronn & Vrioni 2001). As stated by Bronn and 

Vrioni (2001), CSR functions as a communication tool that helps enhance a 

company‘s brand image and corporate reputation. Thus, one of the primary 

motives in promoting CSR is to build credibility. Aside from investigating the 
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actions employed by the conflicting parties and news media, this study seeks to 

examine the following research questions: 

     RQ2a. What are the CSR expectations by each party‘s members as it relates 

to its own organization‘s standards? 

     RQ2b. What are the CSR expectations by each party‘s members as it relates 

to the opposing organization‘s CSR stance? 

2.3 Corporate reputation 

 Corporate reputation falls on many dimensions of shared meaning among 

consumers. Page and Fearn (2005) concluded that corporate reputation is 

founded on three levels of measurement: public responsibility, which is the 

traditional view of corporate social responsibility; leadership and success; and 

consumer fairness. Of the three dimensions, they found consumers placed 

greatest emphasis on consumer fairness—an extension of the quality of goods 

and services owed to them—despite clear convictions for ethical behavior and 

practice. Similar to the attributes assigned to corporate social responsibility by 

marketing scholars, Kiousis and colleagues (2007) contend that substantive 

attributes play a key role in sculpting perceptions of corporate reputation. These 

substantive attributes include: products and services; financial performance; 

workplace environment; social responsibility; vision and leadership; and 

emotional appeal. It takes years to position an organization within these lines in 

the business-to-business and business-to-consumer environment. By the same 

token, it can take only one crisis to destroy good corporate reputation that has 

taken decades to build.            
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    Protecting the corporate reputation, also popularly coined as the corporate 

image, is one of the primary goals to achieve in the wake of a crisis. In fact, the 

underlying fundamentals in Benoit‘s (1995) theory of image restoration are 

communication as a goal-directed activity, and reputation maintenance as core to 

that goal. Because threats to the image are damaging at the short-term and long-

term capacity, initiating discourse proves vital (Benoit, 1995). As contended by 

Coombs and Holladay (2008), organizations must first convey messages to their 

stakeholders that will instruct them on protocol, and then address any threats to 

reputation. In other words, preserving the corporate reputation is an extension of 

protecting all investors‘ return on investment. According to Watson (2007), ―good 

reputation is an intangible asset that allows a company to remain competitive and 

prosper, and paves the organizational path to acceptance and approval by 

stakeholders‖ (p.54).    

Scholars have argued that by utilizing the symbolic approach, the use of 

communication as a means to protect the organization‘s reputation, an 

organization may survive the effects of public opinion and ultimately restore its 

credibility (Allen & Caillouet, 1994; Benoit, 1995; Caillouet & Allen, 1996; 

Coombs, 1995). Many in the business and mass communication scholarship 

have provided evidence that a logical association between financial performance 

and corporate reputation exists. Undoubtedly, financial strength does lend itself 

to the preservation of a company in the crisis aftermath. Watson (2007) reasoned 

that certain companies are able to survive a crisis due to ethical behavior and 
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good corporate governance; two-way communication with external and internal 

stakeholders; and the capacity to sustain stakeholder relationships.    

2.4 Activist publics  

Known for their organized protests and rallies, and demands for action, 

activist publics have power in numbers. In a conflict or crisis, an organization 

centered in the heat of culpability may have to confront multiple groups of 

activists, hence the term activist publics. They are defined by their agenda and 

their persistence, and can range from the very moderate to the very radical. 

Bodensteiner (1993) argued activist publics not only actively engage in one-on-

one conflict with an organization, they organize and gather to voice their qualms 

openly with pro-active strategies by involving local audiences. In her 

investigation, the author summed the characteristics of activists as those that stir 

up major challenges for crisis managers: 

     Their tactics are confrontational. They often seem to care more about      

     getting the public scared and angry than in finding the facts. But it is a  

     mistake to overlook them. Their passion keeps them focused. Their  

     passion makes them persistent. They do not give up. They do not go  

     away. They organize. They get petitions signed. They lobby. They make  

     sure their point of view is heard (p. 15).  

 

Lukaszweski (1997) posited there are four key publics that an organization under 

crisis must direct its communication efforts to: a) the victims; b) the organization‘s 

employees; c) the families and relatives of the victims; and d) the news media 

and other channels of external communication. Although the author rationalized 

these four key publics are those most directly affected by a crisis, he discounted 

the amount of leverage activist publics and shareholders actually hold. Activist 
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publics can communicate grievances against the organization, and generate 

campaigns where public opinion will side with them. Shareholders possess core 

decision-making power over the organization‘s bottom line, and in some cases, 

may even dictate the management structure. To give a more complete account of 

key publics that communication should be directed, acknowledgment should be 

given to activist publics and shareholders. Lack of communication with these two 

publics, especially the former, may aggravate the conflict and exacerbate the 

crisis. Since judgment of crisis responsibility is further assessed in terms of crisis 

attributions, organizational performance, and severity of crisis (Coombs, 1998), 

activist publics are one of the first groups who call attention to a firm‘s 

mismanagement and shortcomings. For activist publics, being vocal about crisis 

accountability is one of the most important steps in gaining compensation, 

corrective action, or preventive measures.  

One of the driving forces to reputation ruin is negative-word-of-mouth 

intention. And, the primary motivator to negative word-of-mouth intentions is 

anger (Coombs & Holladay, 2007). In an environmental crisis where some 

degree of accountability is charged to an organization, anger shared by multiple 

publics can be nothing short of a detriment. For public relations practitioners, 

calming an angry segment of shareholders (e.g., radical activist publics) is as 

important as seizing control of an unraveling crisis. In fact, anger shared by 

multiple key publics can propel a crisis, adding heavy pressure to key decision 

makers to respond, react, and remedy a situation. 
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In today‘s global information society, power can manifest from the 

collaborative forces of angry citizens and activist groups fitted with media armory. 

Due to the impact of Globalization 2.0 on individual empowerment (Friedman, 

2005) and activism (Shapiro, 1999), new media serves as a primary weapon for 

social movements as it offers an effortless means of collaboration and 

communication (Russell, 2007; Cho & Cameron, 2006). In this era of 

technological innovation, online users can actively participate in civic life with little 

to no physical barriers. Interested parties are heavily involved in this intangible 

sphere, most notably when they attempt to communicate their messages to the 

general public in the emergence of a crisis or conflict of relevance. A plethora of 

case studies on dissident views from activist groups have focused on the 

employment of traditional and new media in the promotion of activist agendas. 

Activists are passionate, and will adopt and employ all communication platforms 

made available to them to engage the general public or confront a specific group 

(Derville, 2005).  

In one case study, Anderson (1992) illustrated how effective 

environmental activists may be when they combine their resources. Not only did 

environmental groups from one continent align themselves with an environmental 

organization in another in efforts to combat a perceived threat to the rainforest, 

but also activist organizations overseas combined resources through the power 

of mass communication channels. Bodensteiner (2003) pointed out that activists 

actively use a variety of media to mobilize locals and group members, and 

integrate traditional campaign strategies with new strategic communication tools. 
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Other scholars have also found that activists consume both traditional and 

alternative media, and are heavily dependent on alternative media that support 

their claims (Rauch, 2007; Boyle & Schmierbach, 2009). 

2.5 Conflicts and crises 

Contingency theory  

 At the rise of a crisis or conflict, an organization prescribed with 

responsibility considers a plethora of factors in the management and control of 

the situation. While a crisis is defined as a major outcome that threatens the 

lifeline of an organization or industry (Fearn-Banks, 2002), a conflict is the notion 

of perceived incompatibilities (Plowman, 2005). Cameron and colleagues (2008) 

described conflict as ―confrontations and attacks between organizations and 

various stakeholders or publics‖ (p. 36). Though each scenario offers varying 

levels of urgency, they overlap in the conditions of which their bottom line and 

relationship with their publics are under threat. Key decision makers in an 

organization that are faced with such challenges should recognize that every 

reactionary move made towards stakeholders offers certain rewards and risks. In 

rare cases, survivors of a crisis or conflict may even continue business with their 

corporate reputation and brand image intact, and have little image restoration 

strategies to incorporate. However, non-recovers may never regain their 

consumer base due to a severely damaged reputation, or rebound from the 

tangled web of litigation. In every crisis and conflict scenario, the parties involved 

take steps towards a pure advocate or pure accommodative stance, sliding from 

one side of the continuum to the other. According to scholars, shifts in advocacy 
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and accommodation are contingent upon a number of variables. As a result, 

stances made by an organization attributed with crisis responsibility do not 

remain static and stagnant, but are rather in constant degrees of change. This 

argument is the foundation for the contingency theory of strategic conflict 

management, which challenges the traditional normative theory of excellence in 

public relations.  

Grunig and Hunt (1984) argued that practicing the two-way symmetrical 

approach to achieve accommodation is the most favorable strategy to employ 

since it affords all parties room for negotiation. Yet, Cameron, Cropp and Reber 

(2001) contend there are at least 96 factors that limit an organization from 

reaching full accommodation. Cancel, Mitrook, and Cameron (1999) cited that 

these factors can range from external variables, such as threats from litigation, to 

internal variables, such as the organization‘s culture. The stance taken towards 

degrees of accommodation or advocacy is influenced by a combination of 

external and internal variables. Despite the promotion of dialogue and 

compromise between conflicting parties in the two-way symmetrical model, what 

is found to be most lacking is its practical approach. Professionals in the field of 

public relations who serve as mediators in a conflict or crisis cannot always 

guarantee agreement between all parties involved. Organizations that are in 

conflict tend to search for outcomes that will ultimately serve their self-interests. 

Agreements for compromise are seldom achieved within a short time frame since 

their stakeholders hold a certain amount of leverage in their decision-making. 

Furthermore, it is difficult for stakeholders to arrive at a unanimous agreement 
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amongst themselves when compromise and accommodation are presented. 

Scholars have therefore suggested that public relations managers and 

practitioners should first understand the progression of a crisis or a conflict by 

identifying the variables that affect the dominant coalition‘s stance before 

communication efforts are made.  

Crisis communication strategies 

 Crisis communication strategies (henceforth CCSs) are initiated during a 

crisis towards different members that comprise of the organization‘s 

stakeholders. These strategies are of great importance to an organization faced 

with a conflict or crisis because they can either further an organization‘s 

diminishing image, or salvage it (Coombs, 1998). In an experiment, Coombs and 

Holladay (2008) discovered stakeholders who are not victims of a crisis would 

approve of sympathy and compensation as sufficient post-crisis responses if an 

apology was not communicated by the organization held accountable. Benoit 

(1997) concluded that corrective action was viewed as the most effective of all 

the image restoration strategies, while also noting that the general public expects 

a sincere apology from the organization that has committed an offensive act. 

Benoit‘s (1997) typology of image restoration strategies was expanded when 

Coombs (1999) identified four additional categories for response types. 

Combined, the scholars offer eight strategies, some of which even overlap, that 

can help maintain or repair the organizational image (see Table 1).   
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Strategy Tactics 

 

Denial - employed when an 

organization refuses to take 

responsibility for the crisis because 

the crisis did not occur, or the 

organization was not at fault. 

Strategies include the act of simple 

denial or shifting blame. 

 

 Simple denial 

 Shift blame 
 

Evade responsibility - employed to 

lessen the severity of a crisis and any 

perceived responsibility for it. 

Strategies range from provocation, 

defeasibility, accident, and good 

intentions.  

 

 Provocation 

 Defeasibility 

 Accident 

 Good Intentions 

Reduce offensiveness of event - 

employed to offer a less perceived 

view of offensiveness. Strategies vary 

from attacking the accuser, offering 

victims compensation, minimizing the 

degree of crisis severity, and 

highlighting organization‘s 

accomplishments.  

 

 Bolstering 

 Minimization 

 Differentiation 

 Transcendence 

 Attack Accuser 

 Compensation 

Nonexistence - employed if a crisis 

is propelled by a rumor or a 

challenge. Denial. Strategies range 

from confrontation with accuser to 

denial of crisis existence. 

 Simple Denial 

 Intimidation 

 Clarification 

 Attack accuser 

Distancing - employed when a crisis 

is minimal or if organization is 

attributed with minimal accountability. 

Strategies afford opportunities to 

minimize perceived responsibility for 

a crisis of perceived damage that 

resulted. 

 Excuse 

 Justification 

 Misrepresentation 

 Minimizing injury 

 Deserving victim 
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Strategy Tactics 

 

Ingratiation - employed to gain more 

positive perceptions by shifting 

attention. Strategies call attention to 

organization‘s good deeds and/or 

showering stakeholders with praises. 

 

 

 Bolstering 

 Transcendence 

 Praising others 
 

Corrective action - employed to 
repair existing damages. To initiate 
steps that would prevent the 
recurrence of the offensive act. 

 Solve problem 
 Initiate preventive measures 

 

Mortification – employed when an 
organization has a history of crises, 
or a crisis occurred due to 
organizational wrongdoing. Strategies 
range from admission of guilt to 
apology. Strategies afford the 
organization the opportunity to take 
responsibility, repair the damage, 
and/or implement preventive 
measures. 

 Corrective redemption 
 Repentance 
 Rectification 

 

Table 1: Crisis Communication Strategies and Image Restoration Strategies (Coombs, 1999; 

Benoit, 1997) 

Public relations research highlights the impact that communication bears 

on those who are most affected by the crisis, and those who would effectively 

relay news of unfolding events. ―Crisis responsibility seems to be a natural link 

between crisis situations and CCSs. Crisis responsibility represents the degree to 

which stakeholders blame the organization for the crisis event‖ (Coombs, 1998, 

p. 180). Indeed, there are many ways to manage a conflict and contain a crisis. 

One way is through action: assessing the cause; finding a remedy; offering 

compensation; and implementing preventive measures. The other requires 

effective communication. As shown in Figure 3, Cameron et al.‘s (2008) conflict 
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management life cycle depicts four phases that practitioners experience during 

times of conflict.  

 

 

 

 

1. Proactive phase. Consists of measures of conflict prevention.   

2. Strategic phase. Signaled when an emerging issue is identified.  

3. Reactive phase. Occurs when an issue or conflict surfaces to a critical 
level, driving the PR practitioner to react. External communication with 
those most affected is essential.  

4. Recovery phase. Transpires in the aftermath of a conflict or crisis. 
Bolstering or repairing the organization‘s reputation is a must.     

Many studies in conflict and crisis literature offer multiple perspectives of the 

successes and failures of crisis management. In Jin, Pang, and Cameron‘s 

(2006) case study of Singapore‘s communication strategies that were 

implemented during the SARS crisis, the authors found that the Singaporean 

government addressed the epidemic as the common enemy, which helped unite 

multiple publics to fight under one cause. In addition, the government combined 

communication platforms with various groups to broadcast vital information to the 

general public on the necessary measures that would assist with vital quarantine 

efforts. Duke University employed similar strategies during and after its lacrosse 

scandal, proving that it was possible for an organization to restore its image 

through planned communication with various publics even after a scandal 

Proactive 
Phase 

Strategic 
Phase 

Reactive 
Phase 

Recovery 
Phase 

Figure 3: Conflict management life cycle (Cameron et al., 2008) 
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(Fortunato, 2008). In contrast, Wrigley, Ota, and Kikuchi‘s (2006) case study of 

Snow Brand Milk illustrated the level of damage that could build as a result of 

miscommunication. The company mishandled its second crisis due to inadequate 

communication, both at the internal and external levels, and overlooked key crisis 

communication strategies that were employed in the previous crisis.   

 According to Cameron and colleagues (2008), the reactive phase during a 

crisis timeline is one of the most crucial periods for an organization to face 

because it is a time when those affected by the crisis or conflict anticipate some 

measure of communication and response by the organization. Coombs (1998) 

argues ―[a]s perceptions of crisis responsibility strengthen, the threat of image 

damage should strengthen, meaning crisis managers need to utilize more 

accommodative strategies‖ (p. 180). Crisis communication strategies are 

operated with each degree of accommodation that is facilitated. To further 

illustrate the conditions of accommodation, Jin et al. (2006) integrated Coombs‘s 

(1998) seven crisis communication strategies into the contingency framework, 

and added an additional strategy, cooperation, to the continuum (See Figure 3).  

The scholars claimed that each strategy leads to degrees of accommodation or 

advocacy. Inspired by the arguments presented for crisis communication 

strategies, the next research question this  
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Figure 4: Integration of CCSs and contingency continuum (Jin et al., 2006) 

  

investigation will pose corresponds to the strategies adopted by Greenpeace and 

BP when they are in conflict.  

     RQ3. What strategies does each organization employ to protect and restore 

its reputation? 

Learning about the crisis communication strategies that are currently in place at 

each organization helps scholars understand whether key decision makers have 

certain protocols they follow, the level of success past strategies have reached, 

and if organization members are even aware of these strategies.     

2.6 Pro-social messages  

 Pro-social messages are often coupled with decrees of corporate social 

responsibility. Just as values and mission statements denote an organization‘s 

CSR, or promise to do right on specific levels of management and uphold 

standards, pro-social messages are broadcasted to reinforce a positive 

organizational image. They are cultivated to draw attention to social issues or 

community concerns, and are utilized for the strategic associative link between 

an organization and a popularly shared value. Rushton (1982) explained that pro-

    Attack       Denial         Excuse     Justification       Corrective     Ingratiation        Cooperation       Full  

    Action              Apology 

Advocacy                                                                                                             Accommodation Advocacy                                                                                                              Accommodation 
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social messages are generally supported by society‘s majority, and are relayed 

as beneficial to the social good. Experimental studies have also shown that there 

is a link between purchase intentions and CSR initiatives, such that awareness of 

CSR initiatives drives consumers‘ purchase intentions (Pomering & Dolnicar, 

2009). However, despite the amount of support by the social majority towards a 

pro-social message, advocacy is easily challenged by public skepticism and 

scrutiny, both of which are sculpted out of incongruent pairings of a highly 

marketed message and an unlikely source.  

 Pro-social messages and social causes engage consumers since they 

tap into their values, ethics, morals, beliefs, and identities. While pro-social 

messages and social causes can promote goodwill, consumers evaluate whether 

or not the organization involved in the promotion or sponsorship is genuine. The 

general belief is congruent pairings of an organization to a pro-social message, 

cause, or event elicits effective consumer engagement. However, scholars 

debate whether congruence in pairings offers more or less consumer 

involvement and acceptance. In current research on congruent pairings as they 

relate to pro-social messages, and cause or event sponsorship alignment, it is 

found that high congruence sponsor-sponsee pairs are more widely accepted by 

consumers than low congruence sponsor-sponsee matches (Simmons & Becker-

Olsen, 2005; Szykman, Bloom & Blazing, 2004; Gwinner & Eaton, 1999; and 

Akaoui, 2007). Simmons and Becker-Olsen (2005) argued that although natural 

fit between sponsor and sponsee produces more favorable responses from 

consumers, there is greater cognitive activation from creative fit, which affords 
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higher involvement in elaboration. Gwinner and Eaton (1999) also showed that 

functionality played an important role in the consumers‘ sense making of a 

sponsorship pairing. The scholars‘ argument that functional-based pairing, such 

as Goodyear tires with the Indianapolis 500, created responses that was as 

favorable as those of image-based pairing. Rodgers (2007) proved initiating 

associative links in an online sponsorship was a crucial element in the 

consumer‘s cognitive process in sense making and brand recall. Furthermore, 

Rodgers, Cameron and Brill (2005) concurred that relevance in sponsorship does 

play a vital role in consumer acceptance and memory.  

Yet, despite the amount of research that supports the notion that 

successful sponsor-sponsee matches should be congruent, others have debated 

that congruency, especially high congruency, may be ill-perceived by consumers 

as pairings that are simply commercially motivated and self-interest based. With 

relevance to brand recall, Speed and Thompsen (2001), and Jagre and 

colleagues (2001) argued high congruency, or high fit, between a sponsor and an 

event is not always the best approach. They posited that moderate incongruence 

triggers increased elaboration among consumers, engaging them more actively 

than high congruency pairing.   

Scholars have made common references to the congruity theory in current 

literature as part of their investigation towards the relationship between 

sponsorships of a socially-oriented cause or event, pro-social messages, and 

consumer attitudes. As mentioned earlier, consumers make sense of the link 

between a sponsor and sponsee, or organization and pro-social message, by 
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judging on levels of congruency, or goodness of fit. As shown in Szykman et al.‘s 

(2004) study, when a for-profit organization, such as Budweiser, sponsors a pro-

social message against drunk driving, consumers will reject the sponsorship for 

two reasons: 1) they cannot accept the high incongruence; and, 2) they believe 

the sponsorship is propelled by commercial motivations. The authors pointed out 

that during evaluation, consumers must first determine what the firm‘s objective 

is when sponsoring a socially-oriented message. Simmons and Becker-Olsen 

(2005) explained that high congruency is the safest angle of approach if the goal 

is to generate brand recall. However, if the purpose is to prompt consumer 

elaboration, then moderate incongruence may be more effective (Speed & 

Thompsen, 2001) because of the unexpected pairing.   

Overall, communicating the promotion of a pro-social message and/or 

sponsorship of a social cause is particularly challenging for marketers and PR 

practitioners because of consumer skepticism. Consumers often question 

whether such pairings and motivations are genuine enough to serve the needs of 

society, or primarily centrally economic-based to serve the needs of a firm‘s 

bottom-line (Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2005). Indeed, consumers show more 

favorable attitudes to public service announcements from non-profit 

organizations than from commercial organizations (Szykman et al., 2004). Non-

profits and government agencies are also more trusted sources in sponsorship 

than for-profit organizations (Harvey, 1996).  

 In retrospect of previous research on pro-social messages or 

sponsorships, a more in-depth exploration of effectiveness of each must expand 
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beyond measurements in sales and brand recall. When a pro-social message or 

sponsorship activity revolves around the consumers‘ values and experiences, 

marketers must be strategic in the presentation and alignment of their brand. 

Understanding the target market‘s perceptions of the pro-social message or 

sponsorship alignment is essential in the success of the overall campaign. As a 

means to gain insight in the sponsorship effectiveness in socially-oriented 

messages, marketers and scholars should collaborate research agendas to 

explore both the sponsor‘s motivations and the consumer‘s perceptions and 

attitudes towards the sponsorship. Identifying the consumers‘ shared meaning 

toward the sponsorship of a pro-social message is a critical piece to the puzzle. 

As illustrated in Cornwell and Smith‘s (2001) findings, participants share an 

event‘s positioning in cause objective, while simultaneously embracing the 

emergence of other meanings outside of those communicated by the 

organization. Their study conveyed the importance of learning consumers‘ 

perceptions and emotional attachments to a sponsored event and message. For 

potential sponsors, this level of analysis helps them determine whether a 

campaign offers guaranteed positioning and acceptance in the cause objective. 

For crisis managers, extending this same angle of investigation towards activists 

and their elaboration of a pro-social message proves vital.  

 Understanding how activists would respond to an organization‘s socially-

oriented message and stance will assists marketers, PR practitioners, and crisis 

managers in their development of proactive and preventive measures. Hence, 

because this case study is centered on the clash between an action-based NGO, 
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Greenpeace, and a revenue generating multinational, BP, investigating shared 

attitudes of Greenpeace activists towards BP‘s past and present pro-social 

messages would add another layer of analysis to the conflict and crisis under 

study. The underlying assumption is that BP‘s pro-social messages are parallel 

to environmental activists‘ values. However, the fact remains that tense conflicts 

between the two parties have risen in the past, and continue to exist today. 

Guided by the approach taken by Cornwell and Smith (2001) in their study of 

cultivated meaning and managed meaning, the final research question is posed:   

     RQ4. How do Greenpeace activists perceive BP‘s pro-social messages?  

 
By exploring this question, I aim to ascertain the degree of favorability 

Greenpeace members hold towards BP‘s environmental values, and discover the 

overall life values that are shared. It is beneficial to understand why there is a 

level of discontent, and identify factors that may have triggered the evident 

animosity. It is not enough for an organization to acknowledge an activist public 

stands at its doorstep. True conflict and crisis prevention starts with 

environmental scanning, that is: knowing your opposition, identifying their 

grievances, analyzing their present state of mind, and predicting their actions.  
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Chapter 3: Research Design 
 
 
 

3.1 Quantitative and qualitative debate 

For years the two families housed under the realm of social science 

research have debated over the validity of each other‘s methodology, bringing 

arguments of approach and measurement to light. Part of the debate most 

relevant to this case study is: how does one derive the truth from a complex 

drama laden with many social actors? Quite simply, there is not one simple 

approach, but several in a series. 

 By distinction, social science researchers that employ a more quantitative 

approach in their study argue that explanations of human behavior must comply 

with and must have grounded support through facts and concrete evidence. 

Gunter (2000) explains that those who utilize quantitative research techniques 

believe that people share the same meaning system, such that people all 

experience the world in the same way.  The author describes the quantitative 

approach as an extension to the underlying belief that research should be based 

on objective measurement, not on intuition or subjective judgment—concepts 

considered unscientific. 

 In contrast, data collected from qualitative research are impressionistic 

rather than numerically defined (Gunter, 2000). For qualitative researchers, 

making wide generalizations of human nature does not provide a better 

understanding of a phenomenon. As Cresswell (1998) brings to summary, a true 
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qualitative research technique involves finding embedded meaning within the 

subject of enquiry, and bringing the individual perspective into account of the 

social phenomenon. Although an in-depth analysis of individual perception will 

not necessarily offer a holistic view of a social phenomenon, qualitative 

researchers argue rather that it will afford a meaningful view of individuals‘ 

internal response to their environment. Such insight will further grant researchers 

the opportunity to draw on other concepts that may have possible influences on 

the phenomenon under study that quantitative research would have otherwise 

disregarded. 

 Qualitative social science researchers posit that the quantitative approach 

overlooks meaningful social action and is only fixated in the external and 

observable behavior of people; it fundamentally lacks in the vital understanding 

of the individual and of the individual‘s experiences (Gunter, 2000). As revealed 

in Zelizer (2007), phenomenon, such as journalism, require a thorough study 

through the social and political constructs from which it has evolved. In order to 

gain a better understanding of such a phenomenon, one must consider the 

circumstances along with the internal and external factors that have cultivated it. 

Furthermore, qualitative researchers would conclude that because quantitative 

researchers are resolute in measuring conditions and identifying quantifiable 

evidence, they ignore the notion that human subjects posses their own sense of 

reality or multiple layers of reality (Carey, 1989)—a concept that in itself is a 

central theme in explaining the human condition.  
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 Although both approaches offer different points of view and unique 

dimensions in observing a social phenomenon, in the end neither can produce an 

explanation that is without flaw. Inarguably, the composition of quantitative and 

qualitative research stands: where one lacks, the other provides. Where there is 

an approach to the scientific understanding, there must also be an approach to 

the humanistic.       

3.2 Methods triangulation 

This dissertation comprises of a multi-step mixed-research design 

whereupon each method will add another layer of analysis for consideration. The 

combination of quantitative and qualitative data provides a holistic view of this 

case study. The advantage of utilizing such an approach benefits both the 

researcher and the reader in that it offers multiple perspectives of a measured 

outcome and the humanistic evaluation of the subject under study. As explained 

by Neuman (1992), ―To study the dynamic interaction among individuals, with 

their personal interests, beliefs, and experiences, the issues with their varying 

degrees of complexity, and the media with their different journalistic traditions, we 

must draw on a variety of investigative techniques‖ (p. 7). Thus, each method 

informs the next and offers convenient data comparisons, affording breadth and 

depth. Indeed, the interplay of methods and the combination of different units of 

analyses will produce an exceptional view of the conflict from three different 

perspectives: the perceptions of the message sources, perceptions of the 

messages, and perceptions of the social actors. 
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Essentially, four phases were envisaged. Each method carried out a 

specific goal. The quantitative element of analysis offers a measurement of the 

variables that are central to this study, and the qualitative portion affords an 

investigation into the meanings of those variables that are essential to media 

audience research. The research design that is presented was created 

specifically to transition from a broad to a more narrow research framework. This 

study was designed to first address and identify narratives communicated by the 

press and then explore how specific media audiences, or rather, the social actors 

in the narratives, viewed themselves and their counterparts. The order of this 

research design is robust, affording one the ability to connect one stream of data 

to the next to determine if a relationship exists between the variables and 

whether or not one construction of reality resonates with the other.  

Phases one and two will offer a comparative analysis of news stories from 

the US and the UK GarcÍa‘s (2010) study will be used as a guide in which similar 

steps in framing analysis shall be applied to a subsample of British news articles, 

followed by a quantitative content analysis of the sampled set of news articles 

from both countries. The analyses will help construct the dynamics of the 

relationship between the organization and its activist public during the 

environmental crisis (i.e., climate change and/or oil spill) and identify themes that 

describe the extent of corporate social responsibility attributed to each 

organization.  
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Figure 5: Four phases of analysis and data collection in this research design 

 

Phases three and four consisted of in-depth interviews from members of 

Greenpeace and BP. Interview data from members of the two organizations 

should shed more light on media conflict framing while also providing different 

angles to green marketing initiatives, crisis communication strategies, pro-social 

messages and sustainability communication.  

Phases 1 and 2: Framing analysis  

One aim of this research design is to recognize dual aspects of cause 

attributions and key frames ascribed to each conflict group in reference to the 

environment. A framing analysis of the news stories in this study is an essential 

tool used to identify the dominant attributions within the conflict that is 

communicated to the masses. In journalism and mass media research, scholars 

have often depended on a framing analysis to identify dominant embedded 

frames in news stories. Noting the frequency of frames and identifying their most 

In-depth interviews 

BP London 

In-depth interviews 

Greenpeace UK + US 

 Framing analysis 

Qual: UK+ US newspapers Quan: UK + US newspapers 
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prevalent uses, affords the detection of the dominant frames used to set an 

agenda and make an issue salient. Despite the wide use of quantifying frames, 

just a measurement of the variables alone would not have sufficed in this study 

since such an analysis will not delve into the meanings conveyed by the media. 

Additional interpretive procedures offer another layer of understanding of how 

media producers construct a social reality (Gunter, 2000). For this is one of the 

advantages of a mixed methods approach. 

To examine research question one, eleven years of news stories 

published in the United States and United Kingdom were collected from the 

Lexis-Nexis database. The unit of analysis was news stories. One crucial 

element to this investigation is the time period in which the news stories were 

published. Since BP first launched its ―Go Green‖ campaign in 2000, news 

stories dating back to 1999 offers significant value in my analysis because 

rumors of BP‘s repositioning surfaced in late fall of that year. The timeline ends in 

late fall 2010, a period of recovery that follows the oil spill crisis in the Gulf of 

Mexico, and transition with changes in BP‘s executive management. This specific 

timeframe is of particular interest due to Greenpeace‘s proactive efforts to hold 

BP fully accountable for past and present environmental disasters. A full-text 

search was conducted for newspapers published in the United States and United 

Kingdom from October 3, 1999 to October 31, 2010 using the following 

keywords: ―BP‖ and ―Greenpeace‖. To be included in the framing analysis, a 

story has to mention the conflict between members of Greenpeace and BP in 

either the headline or body text in the general news, international news, or 
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business/financial section; be published in the United States or United Kingdom; 

and be part of a newspaper of medium to large circulation size, that is, 40,000 to 

2,000,000-plus. A final sample size of 332 news stories was analyzed. Eighty-two 

of those news stories were published in the US and 244 news stories were 

published in the UK.   

Qualitative 

Derived from GarcÍa‘s (2010) study, six dominant frames that were 

identified are carried over into this research design. The author employed both 

an inductive and deductive approach in a framing analysis of ten years of US 

print media for news articles that published reports on the BP and Greenpeace 

conflict, and BP green campaign. GarcÍa (2010) identified four sets of frames 

from a preliminary reading of news stories and added two attributes to the list. 

Hence, the following frames and attributes were identified in the qualitative 

framing analysis of subsampled news stories: a) credibility frame; b) power 

frame; c) causal attribution; d) social responsibility attribution; e) hero frame; and 

f) villain frame.  

a. Credibility  

Credibility (low or high) extends to the implied trustworthiness of the conflict 

group. For example, an article that stated ―Last March, Lord John Browne, the 

group chief executive of the British oil giant BP, gave a speech at Stanford 

University‖ (Frey, 2002) implies BP is highly credible due to its association with a 

highly reputable university. An article that argued ―Yet at its core, BP remains an 

oil company, and no matter how much it says it wants to create more 
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environmentally sensitive sources of energy, its basic task is still to stick holes in 

the ground in search of hydrocarbons‖ (Nocera, 2006) suggests BP is of low 

credibility because the author‘s skeptical tone towards the company‘s CSR 

message.  

b. Power 

Power relates to the financial or political status (low or high) of a conflict group 

characterized in the news story. For example, an article that contended ―[I]t must 

be conceded that the evil BP committed the unforgivable act of merging with 

another evil oil company, Amoco Corp.  of the United States.  Following the 

merger, the evil conglomerate purchased the United States' Atlantic Richfield Co. 

and Britain's Burmah Castrol PLC. The sinister mega corporation has also 

achieved record profits, partially as a result of higher oil and natural-gas prices‖ 

(Limbaugh, 2001) attributes BP with a high level of power. Keywords that 

connote power in this excerpt include: conglomerate, mega corporation, and 

record profits.    

c. Social responsibility  

The social responsibility attribution signifies which primary conflict group is 

assigned the greater role in carrying out the responsibility of the protection and 

preservation of the environment, ultimately translating to the ―Go Green‖ 

movement. For instance, an article that reported ―‗In the last two years, we have 

developed a good off-grid rural market. We are selling solar home lighting 

systems that come with rooftop panels directly to villagers who have no access to 

electricity,‘ said Anil Patni of Tata BP Solar, an Indian joint venture with the US-
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based BP Solar. The company works with rural banks to offer small loans of 

about $300 to villagers to set up solar lighting systems‖ suggests that BP is 

practicing corporate social responsibility by helping struggling communities 

abroad adopt solar energy. In this case, BP is attributed with a positive CSR 

practice since it concentrated its efforts towards community involvement, or 

citizenship, while achieving methods to achieve environmental sustainability.      

d. Causal 

Causal attribution reveals primary accountability for the conflict. For instance, an 

article that stated ―Five months earlier, in another part of the pipeline also 

maintained by BP, a spill of 200,000 to 300,000 gallons of oil had been found, 

making it the largest oil spill ever on the North Slope. It was only when the 

federal government then demanded that the company conduct a thorough 

inspection of the rest of the pipeline that the corrosion was discovered‖ (Nocera, 

2006) suggests that BP is the primary party held accountable for the conflict.  

e. Hero 

The hero frame conveys the conflict group was favored more by the general 

public than its opposition or competitors. For example, an article that stated 

―Although BP's drilling programs off Alaska have sparked protests by 

Greenpeace, the company has scored points with environmentalists by 

withdrawing from a coalition of oil companies, automakers, electric utilities and 

others opposed to the Kyoto Treaty on global warming‖ (Behr, 2000) attributes a 

hero frame to BP. In this case, when BP is compared to its competitors, it is 
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framed in a positive light. BP is taking a stance towards environmental regulation, 

which is a heroic act for an oil company.         

f. Villain 

The villain frame conveys the conflict group was favored less by the general 

public than its opposition or competitors. The villain in the conflict is one that is 

only concerned about self interests, is selfish, and remains unresponsive 

society‘s well-being. For example, an article that argued ―It may seem unfair that 

BP is the target of environmental and social-responsibility movements. Shouldn't 

Greenpeace et al. be going after Exxon Mobil, which still tries to sow public 

skepticism toward global warming theories…and still refuses to pay $5 billion in 

punitive damages ordered by an Alaska court after the 1989 Valdez oil spill?" 

(Frey, 2002) conveys BP as a victim of an attack initiated by Greenpeace. The 

true villain in this excerpt is BP‘s competitor, Exxon Mobil.  

 In the analysis of each story, conveyed meaning was derived from cited 

sources, quotes and the authors‘ review of the conflict and crisis. Narratives were 

coded for patterns that were categorized under the six frames and attributes 

listed above. An exhaustive identification of the primary actors involved was also 

employed. Each news story was read thoroughly until a substantive thick 

description was drawn. From this approach, the study emphasized the attributes, 

actions, and impact of the conflict.  

Quantitative 

 Phase two offered a measured framing analysis, also known as a 

quantitative content analysis, of the same sample of newspapers from phase 
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one. A content analysis functions as a sufficient research instrument (Atwater, 

1987; Shin et al., 2005; Cho & Cameron, 2006). As Denzin and Lincoln (2000) 

pointed out, ―Mute evidence—that is, written texts and cultural artifacts—endures 

physically and leaves traces on the material past‖ (p. 635). Newspaper coverage 

by American and British newspapers will offer an accurate account of the events 

that unfolded over the 11-year conflict. The data pulled from this quantitative 

approach provided a statistical measurement that adds another layer to the 

overall analysis of the media attribution theory.   

Two coders who possess master‘s degrees from the University of Missouri 

coded all news stories in the sample using a code sheet that is modeled after 

similar peer-reviewed studies (Horvit & GarcÍa, 2008; Golan 2010). Both coders 

were compensated $200 each for their work. The code sheet was modified to 

reflect the variables investigated in this study (see Appendix). The unit of analysis 

will be the individual news story. Each news story shall be coded for the following 

variables: 

o Organization - Indicates the organization the news story is primarily 
focused on. 

o Newspaper - Identifies the newspaper the article was published in.  

o Date - Indicates the date (mm/dd/yy) the article was published. 

o Story Slug - Indicates the headline. 

o Word count - Indicates a news story‘s word count. 

o Byline - Indicates who wrote the article. 

o Source company - Indicates whether a BP representative was 
quoted in the news story. 

o Source activist - Indicates whether a Greenpeace representative 
was quoted in the news story. 
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o First respondent - Indicates which organization was first quoted in 
the news story.  

o Credibility BP - Indicates whether BP was viewed with high or low 
credibility in the news story. Credibility is implied trustworthiness.  

o Credibility GP - Indicates whether Greenpeace was viewed with 
high or low credibility in the news story. Credibility is implied 
trustworthiness.  

o Power BP - Indicates the level of financial or political power 
attributed to BP.   

o Power GP - Indicates the level of financial or political power 
attributed to Greenpeace.   

o Social responsibility - Indicates which conflict group is attributed the 
greater role in carrying out the responsibility of the protection and 
preservation of the environment.  

o Causal - Indicates which organization was primarily held 
accountable or responsible for the conflict.  

o Hero frame - Indicates which organization was favored more by the 
general public. The hero is one that makes efforts to help society, 
and save the future.  

o Villain frame - Indicates which organization was favored less by the 
general public. The villain is one that is only concerned about self 
interests, selfish, and unresponsive to the well-being of society.  

 Yet, despite the effectiveness of content analyses, Denzin and Lincoln 

(2000) argue that additional forms of investigation are required to help 

researchers with their inquiry on the processes initiated and the behaviors shared 

within the organizational context. Neuman (1992) posited: ―content analyses are 

high on external validity; that is, they accurately reflect real-world media 

coverage of the issues. In contrast, however, internal validity is low. We cannot 

infer, from the content analysis alone, a causal connection between the media 

content data and what the public thinks about the issues‖ (p. 26). In this case 

study, that public consists of members from Greenpeace International and BP. 
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Additional methods play a significant role in this investigation because one 

cannot make a complete deduction of the perceptions and attitudes held by those 

in conflict solely from a content analysis. Therefore, data collected and 

interpreted from phases one and two were used to inform the subsequent 

methods. 

 

Phases 3 and 4: In-depth interviews  

 As shown in previous studies (Witteborn, 2007; Haruta, & Hallahan, 2003; 

Tench et al., 2007), in-depth interviews serve as a means to expand knowledge 

and explain the dynamics of shared beliefs and perceptions within a collective 

group. Used frequently in media audience research, in-depth interviews provide 

verbal accounts from a specific media audience, allowing researchers to further 

explore the relationship between a group‘s constructed identity and the media‘s 

constructed identity of them (Gunter, 2000). According to Neuman (1992), there 

exist certain standards and approaches when conducting an in-depth interview; 

these measures are necessary as a means to gain rich individual insight:  

     Depth interviews represent an intrusion of the researcher into the            
     lifestyle of the individual. But the questions are open-ended and the  
     setting relaxed, while the natural language of the interviewees is  
     recorded for later analysis. The individuals being interviewed control    
     the tone and emphasis of the discussion, so the depth interviews are  
     relatively unintrusive and, therefore, as high as possible on external  
     validity, given the small and nonrandom sample design. The inter-         
     viewees represent our primary tool for addressing what we have  
     termed the active construction of meaning (p. 27).  
 
Scholars delving in studies on public relations have often utilized in-depth 

interviews with industry professionals to further their understanding of the 
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organizational process they are a part of, and the real-life challenges they share 

and face daily in carrying out a crisis management strategy or organizational 

message.  

In order to gain a more detailed account of the conflict from a public 

relations perspective, publicly accessible public relations material (e.g. annual 

reports, press releases, newsletters, etc.) from the Web sites of the two 

organizations in conflict were collected. Thick descriptions that emerged from the 

analysis of such material allowed me to further my understanding of my 

informants‘ beliefs, attitudes, and values. Gaining familiarity with each 

organization‘s PR material aided me in my preparation for conducting in-depth 

interviews. Interviews were unstructured, which allowed for a degree of freedom 

and flexibility, affording opportunities to probe even further and gain deeper 

insights from respondents on a subject they have a strong position in (Gunter, 

2000). 

 Transcription of interview data was modeled after Cameron, Cropp, and 

Reber (2001), and Plowman (2005). Cameron and colleagues (2001) conducted 

a series of in-depth interviews with eight public relations practitioners who were 

at the senior management level at top firms. They utilized an interview guide, 

which consisted of general questions that were relevant to their research 

questions. The duration of each interview lasted from one to two hours. Themes 

and insights derived from the interviews were noted as interview notes. The 

researchers read through the interview notes and listened to the tapes to write 

down each unit of meaning. By identifying shared meaning among the 
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transcripts, they formulated an understanding of the communication process that 

was set at the internal organizational level. Plowman (2005) utilized two 

qualitative approaches. The first consisted of long in-depth interviews—a series 

of interviews that referenced cultural categories, assumptions, and themes as 

projects of investigation. By employing this method, he was able to identify 

patterns and themes from the informants‘ experiences.    

Greenpeace activists  

 Phase three included in-depth interviews with ten individuals, both 

comprising of informants from Greenpeace UK and USA. Although greater focus 

was given to British Greenpeace members because of their highly publicized 

actions at BP‘s London headquarters, three interviews with American 

Greenpeace members were also included and analyzed to enrich my 

understanding of any potential discrepancies found between the comparative 

study of newspapers in phases one and two. Veteran members based in London, 

England and Miami, Florida were of key interest due to their level of campaign 

development and active involvement in the organization. In this case study, 

veteran members are defined as individuals who have been part of the activist 

group for more than five consecutive years, attend monthly group meetings, have 

participated in at least two campaigns, and remain up to date with current issues 

raised on their local chapter‘s Web blogs or the organization‘s Web site. Amongst 

their peers, they are the most compelled to take leadership roles, and dedicate 

personal time and energy to campaigns that the general audience may view as 
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radical or progressive. Veteran members are also the most informed about 

environmental issues, government policies, and the organization‘s vision.  

For many years, Greenpeace has pounded on the doors of BP‘s 

headquarters in London, demanding environmentally friendly practices. In late 

July 2010, members of its London branch trespassed on more than 40 BP petrol 

stations, and interrupted business operations throughout the capital. Greenpeace 

activists in Miami also launched several campaigns in South Florida during the 

summer and early fall of 2010 in response to the BP oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico. 

Thus, Greenpeace activists‘ insights and beliefs centered on the organization‘s 

conflict strategies, assumed corporate social responsibility, and pro-social 

message will offer a richer level of meaning and understanding in the history tied 

to BP since the marketing of its green campaign.  

 With IRB approval, a preliminary study was conducted from August 4-18, 

2010 in London. The preliminary study afforded the opportunity for networking. I 

met with activists from the Greenpeace Camden branch during their monthly 

meeting at a local pub. Camden is an area that is north of the city center. The 

location and time of Greenpeace‘s monthly meetings are made available to any 

individual that joins any of the organization‘s branches online. Camden was 

selected as a focal region study in London because it is home to a demographic 

market that shares many of the values that are core to Greenpeace. During that 

meeting, I introduced myself and explained my research intentions. The group 

members permitted me to sit among them, and record observations in my 

notebook. The veterans of the group addressed different campaigns on the 
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agenda that were scheduled to launch, and reflected on the recent BP gas 

station campaign. In addition, they highlighted the organization‘s goals for the 

year.   

 Once the formal meeting had adjourned, five veteran activists and I 

segmented into a focus group session. We shared a very engaging one-hour 

discussion on environmental and political issues. They relayed their opinions 

about the media, news, and current events. This open discussion enabled me to 

become more familiar with their language, attitudes, and beliefs. Observations of 

the language shared among the participants were dually noted. As a result of 

gaining their trust, three of the organizers agreed to meet with me for individual 

semi-structured interviews. These in-depth interviews were tape-recorded and 

transcribed with Dragon Dictate software. The interview data, activist brochures 

and pamphlets, Web site announcements, and PR material provided me with 

enough background information to formulate my primary interview questions for 

other Greenpeace informants. With the contacts made from the meeting, other 

members from the London base were recruited using the snowball technique. To 

add to this method, interview requests with the organization‘s directors and 

campaign leaders were facilitated through the Greenpeace London office.  

 As stated in the aforementioned, one of the most notable campaigns was 

the Hands Across the Sand protest in Miami Beach that took place on June 26, 

2010. Since Florida was one of many states directly affected by the oil spill, 

Greenpeace Miami felt it had a major stake in the crisis. While on site during this 

campaign in Miami, I managed to recruit three Greenpeace members to 
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participate in the in-depth interviews. It should be noted that the recruitment of 

Greenpeace activists from Miami, Florida and Washington, D.C. proved more 

challenging than the recruitment of activists in London, England The US-based 

Greenpeace activists seemed less cooperative and were more concerned about 

asking headquarters for permission. The Washington, D.C. headquarters were 

also non-responsive to telephone and email requests.   

 Semi-structured interviews with Greenpeace provided valuable insight. I 

spoke extensively with all 10 interviewees. The same set of interview questions 

that were applied in the preliminary study was used for all interviews with 

Greenpeace activists (see Appendix). The duration of the personal interviews 

lasted from forty-five minutes to three hours. All interviews were digitally recorded 

with an audiotape or Skype recorder. Informants were also given different 

interview options, which consisted of face-to-face; online communication via 

Skype or MSN Messenger; telephone; and email correspondence. In the end, 

nine of the interviews were conducted face-to-face. One was facilitated through 

an online call via Skype. All informants were also offered anonymity, if they so 

desired, of which four had accepted. A letter of confidentiality was presented to 

those who selected this option.  

Each respondent was asked questions directly pertaining to the research 

questions in this study along with questions that were in relation to current events 

and issues. Glaser & Strauss‘s (1967) constant comparative method was used to 

categorize and interpret the informants‘ responses and explanations. Verbatim 

quotes were referenced to highlight or reinforce key points that were relevant to 
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this investigation. All interviews were transcribed with Dragon Dictate software. 

The original interviews were listened and dictated verbally word for word to the 

software, which then provided a transcription (see Appendix). I paused and read 

each transcription to ensure that an accurate transcription was employed. 

Transcriptions were then read repeatedly along with the playback of each audio 

file from the recorder. An exhaustive inductive data analysis of interview 

transcriptions was conducted. Notes of statements and anecdotes were recorded 

and compared as were themes and insights that emerged from the data. The 

points made by interviewees became a unit of meaning. For example, a unit of 

meaning refers to a statement made by one respondent, ‗If they claim they‘re 

investing in green or alternative energy, I‘d say show us the money!‘ Some units 

of meaning were more complex while others were more simplified and direct to 

the point, such as: ‗Greenpeace is viewed positively by the British public.‘  

BP employees 

 The last phase of the research design consisted of in-depth interviews with 

BP staff. Due to the recent surge of legal constraints that has overwhelmed the 

firm, and the new changes to executive management, recruitment responses 

were not of high expectation. Both BP London and Houston headquarters 

declined my request for an interview after many exhaustive attempts to reach 

press officers and communication managers. Both offices stated they were 

unable to entertain my request until next year. It should be noted that the UK 

division was more receptive to interview requests; however, the recent crisis 

limited management and the company‘s press contacts from opening channels of 



 

 72 

communication. Yet, since interviewing employees at the administrative to 

executive levels were also crucial to the investigation of internal corporate 

cultural dynamics, recruitment of employees was achieved by means of the 

snowball approach. The primary intent was to learn about the attitudes of internal 

employees who had been heavily exposed to messages developed by the 

company‘s public relations and press office departments.  

 In preparation of these interviews, questions were formulated from an 

analysis of press releases and corporate literature made available on the 

company‘s Web site. All three interviews were treated with the highest 

confidentiality. The three BP employees shared some of their insights on the 

major oil and energy company during the face-to-face interviews. All three asked 

for anonymity for fear of losing their positions at the company. Interviews were 

conducted after the BP oil spill crisis in the Gulf of Mexico was finally resolved 

between December 3, 2010 and March 20, 2011. Personal interviews ranged 

from forty-five minutes to three hours. Interviews were also audio-taped and 

transcribed for analysis under Glaser and Strauss‘s (1967) constant comparative 

method to derive the respondents‘ key perceptions toward the company‘s 

position on environmental sustainability, corporate social responsibility, internal 

and external communication, and organizational culture. The interview analysis 

of BP interviews was executed in the exact same manner as those of 

Greenpeace interviews. Respondents were also asked to offer their views on the 

company‘s reputation and brand image, assess how well the company manages 

conflicts with NGOs, and reflect on the company‘s response to environmental 
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crises.          

Validity and reliability 

Multiple layers of investigation not only offer a reliability check, but also 

allow for a validity measurement—both of which qualitative researchers are 

accountable for (Mason, 2002; Patton, 1990). As argued by Shea (2000), 

researchers should employ multiple layers of inquiry that inform one another in 

the process of measurement validity. The author contends that measurement 

validity may be achieved through a number of avenues, depending on the 

methods chosen for employment.  

For the quantitative portion of this study, the two coders first underwent a 

training session before they were given a pretest. The coders achieved 84 

percent-plus agreement on all variables. ―A minimal level of 80 percent is usually 

the standard‖ (Riffe, Lacy and Fico, 1998, p.51). After data collection, independent 

coders rechecked a 10 percent sample.  The average level of agreement across 

variables was 83 percent. The qualitative portion of the framing analysis and the 

interview analysis involved self-reflexivity, the constant comparative method, and 

reviews by two disinterested peers to ensure quality assessments of the 

descriptive data.  
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Chapter 4: Findings 

 
 
 

4.1 Framing analysis 

The frames embedded in newspapers published in the UK and the US 

showed distinct similarities, especially with news stories that were released from 

the time the Deepwater Horizon rig exploded in April 2010 to the moment the 

leak was plugged in September 2010. Out of 244 UK news stories, 43 percent 

(n=106) mentioned the 2010 crisis compared to 44 percent (n=36) from the US 

sample. Most British and American newspapers were highly critical of BP during 

this time period. Greenpeace was highlighted in a favorable light and received a 

fair amount of coverage as activists demonstrated throughout the European 

Union, especially in England. BP was blamed for the 2010 crisis and deemed the 

villain of the story. For months, newspapers from both the UK and the US framed 

the story as a clear drama. A terrible accident occurred. BP was at fault. The 

accident evolved into a crisis of global proportion, victimizing innocent people 

and wildlife. Greenpeace enters the scene and is ready to take charge to ensure 

the once powerful villain corrects all grievances and pays for its crime. For this 

particular crisis, newspapers offered BP‘s past: a British-born oil giant that was 

the first to acknowledge climate change and position itself as an active investor in 

green energy.  

Narratives did offer forms of criticism that stated how BP has since then 

retracted from its green stance. References of BP‘s wealth translated to power. 

Though, BP‘s credibility diminished as articles made it clear that the company 
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could not control the Gulf of Mexico oil spill it had caused. News stories also 

included BP‘s past crises in Alaska, Texas City, and the Arctic, communicating 

BP‘s social responsibility was tied to self-interests. Greenpeace was mentioned 

as BP‘s primary rival as references to various clashes were made. Very few 

criticisms of Greenpeace were incorporated in the news stories. Even with 

reports of Greenpeace instigating radical campaigns, such as the petrol station 

shut down in London in July 2010, the NGO was framed in a fairly positive light in 

which the tone of the story was empathetic.  

Prior to the 2010 crisis, British newspapers addressed issues of climate 

change and public policy, for which BP was a focal point since the company was 

expanding its exploration division into deepwater. Some of the stories questioned 

the company‘s motives and its stance where climate change was concerned. The 

hero frame was largely prescribed to Greenpeace as activists rallied and 

campaigned for awareness despite the inconveniences caused to the public and 

the law enforcement time allocated to their assembly. Greenpeace was framed 

as the more credible party in comparison to BP. Again, this may be due to 

noteworthy mentions of climate change. News stories implicated BP and other oil 

companies for their part in climate change. For example, many articles published 

in The Guardian showed support for Greenpeace‘s campaigns compared to the 

heavy criticisms it made against BP and the oil industry. BP and other oil/energy 

companies, such as Shell, were described to be powerful entities that did not 

address their social responsibility to the environment. Reports of conflicts with 

Greenpeace and other environmental groups, and BP drew a pattern where one 
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party was furious with the other because of its inaction. More specifically, 

Greenpeace and fellow activists were enraged with BP because it continued to 

behave in such a way that activists viewed as them as wrongful acts. These acts 

were primarily associated with the tar sands, deepwater drilling, and Arctic 

exploration.  

US newspapers did not primarily frame BP as the villain, but rather 

attributed this role to the oil industry in general. While Greenpeace was framed 

as having some political power, BP was positioned as the party that had more 

government interaction and government access, and therefore ascribed with both 

political and financial power. News stories also concentrated on policy creation 

and protests. Greenpeace and other environmental groups conglomerated to 

challenge policies and demanded changes. BP had been referenced in some of 

these stories as one of the heavier lobbyers on Capitol Hill, which generated 

conflict with Greenpeace. However, hero frames were not as salient or as easily 

identifiable. What is also important to note is that some news stories implied that 

the responsibility rested not only on the shoulders of Greenpeace activists, but 

also on citizens to become more civically involved in public policy making. Unlike 

the UK newspapers, US newspapers did not directly address climate change, but 

were more fixated on civic engagement.  

The results of the z-test for independent samples identify distinct framing 

strategies between newspapers in the United Kingdom and the United States. A 

z-test for independent samples was conducted to determine whether there were 

statistical significant differences between the recorded frequencies of the count 
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variables. The first research question asked how UK newspapers compared to 

US newspapers in their coverage of the BP and Greenpeace conflict. All six 

frames and attributes founded by the media attribution theory were identified in 

the analysis. 

The findings indicate there were significant differences between the UK 

papers and the US papers in all six categories. Though not mentioned in the 

media attribution theory, the differences in frequency between organizational 

members that were quoted in the news stories are also offered for consideration 

since this data is associated to the interview data in phases two and three.  

BP representatives quoted 

BP was quoted more frequently in UK newspapers than in US newspapers as 

depicted in Table 2. A two-tailed z-test also shows that there are no statistically 

significant differences in how frequently US and UK papers quoted BP as a 

source.  

 

Table 2. BP quoted as a source in the article 

 

 

 

 

 

Confidence Level: 95%  
Z Value: 1.753  
2-Tail Confidence Level: 92% (Not Significant) 

 
Company sourced 

Total Yes No N/A 

Country UK 74 170 0 244 

US 16 65 1 82 

Total 90 235 1 326 
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Greenpeace representatives quoted 

The frequencies suggest that UK newspapers were far more likely to quote 

activists as sources compared to US newspapers. The difference in the 

frequency is highly significant beyond the p < .001 level (see Table 3). 

 

Table 3. Frequency of Greenpeace representative quoted in news articles 

 
Activist sourced 

Total Yes No N/A 

Country UK 129 113 2 244 

US 17 64 1 82 

Total 146 177 3 326 

 
Confidence Level: 95%  
Z Value: 4.935  
2-Tail Confidence Level: < 99.9% (Significant) 
 

 

Credibility and power  

T-test results in Table 5 indicate that despite the largely negative coverage, US 

newspapers were more likely to portray BP as credible compared to UK 

newspapers. The difference is significant at the p < .05 level. UK newspapers 

attributed Greenpeace with more credibility compared to US newspapers. The 

credibility frame was measured on a three-point scale where 1 = high credibility, 

2 = neutral, and 3 = low credibility. In other words, higher scores are associated 

with less credibility. Power was also measured using a similar scale. Coverage in 

UK newspapers tended to attribute more political and financial power to BP and 
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Greenpeace compared to the coverage in US newspapers. The T-test values for 

the difference in the power of BP and the power of Greenpeace are both 

significant at the p < .001 and the p <.01 level, respectively. Also see Table 4 for 

group statistics. 

 
 
Table 4. Group statistics 

 Country N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Credibility_BP 

 

UK 244 2.19 .685 .044 

US 82 2.01 .533 .059 

Credibility_GP 

 

UK 244 1.61 .595 .038 

US 82 1.91 .358 .040 

Power_BP 

 

UK 244 1.62 .593 .038 

US 82 1.90 .372 .041 

Power_GP 

 

UK 244 1.81 .513 .033 

US 81 1.95 .312 .035 

 

 



 

 

8
0

 

 

Table 5. Independent samples test 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

T Df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Credibility_BP Equal variances not 

assumed 

2.459 177.669 .015 .180 .073 .036 .325 

Credibility_GP Equal variances not 

assumed 

-5.534 233.709 .000 -.304 .055 -.412 -.196 

Power_BP Equal variances not 

assumed 

-5.067 224.003 .000 -.284 .056 -.394 -.173 

Power_GP Equal variances not 

assumed 

-2.998 227.426 .003 -.143 .048 -.237 -.049 
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CSR attribution 

Media coverage in UK newspapers was more likely to attribute a greater role to 

BP in carrying out the responsibility of the protection and preservation of the 

environment compared to US newspapers (see Table 6). The difference is 

significant at the p < .001 level. 

 

Table 6. CSR attribution for environmental protection and preservation 

 
Social responsibility 

Total N/A BP Greenpeace 

Country UK 56 106 82 244 

US 65 12 5 82 

Total 121 118 87 326 

 
Confidence Level: 95%  
Z Value: 4.564  
2-Tail Confidence Level: 99.9% (Significant) 

 

Causal attribution 

What is noteworthy in this Table 7 is that US newspapers tended to be more 

neutral than UK newspapers in framing which organization is primarily 

accountable or responsible for the conflict. In about 90 percent of the US sample, 

the articles neither pointed a finger at BP nor GP. In stark contrast, although 

about a quarter of the UK newspapers did not attribute the cause of the conflict to 

either party, about one half of the UK sample articles identified BP as the party 

responsible for the conflict. The difference in the attribution of the cause of the 
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conflict between US and UK newspapers was statistically significant beyond the 

p < .001 level. 

 

Table 7. Organization primarily held accountable for the conflict 

 
Causal attribution 

Total N/A BP Greenpeace 

Country UK 85 119 40 244 

US 74 8 0 82 

Total 159 127 40 326 

 
Confidence Level: 95%  
Z Value: 6.136  
2-Tail Confidence Level: 99.9% (Significant) 

 

Hero and villain frames 

The hero and villain frames were, in large part, absent from the US coverage, but 

prominent in the UK coverage. As shown in Tables 8 and 9, the differences for 

both papers in terms of the hero and villain frame were highly significant at the p 

< .001 level. UK newspapers were more likely to portray BP as a villain and 

Greenpeace as a hero.  
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Table 8. Organization favored more by the general public 

 
Hero frame 

Total N/A BP Greenpeace 

Country UK 133 16 95 244 

US 78 2 2 82 

Total 211 18 97 326 

 
Confidence Level: 95%  
Z Value: 6.113  
2-Tail Confidence Level: 99.9% (Significant) 

 

Table 9. Organzation favored less by the general public 

 
Villain 

Total N/A BP Greenpeace 

Country UK 115 109 20 244 

US 70 8 4 82 

Total 185 117 24 326 

 
Confidence Level: 95%  
Z Value: 5.569  
2-Tail Confidence Level: 100% (Significant) 
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4.2 In-depth interviews 

Of the 10 veteran Greenpeace activists who were interviewed, four had 

been active members for more than 20 years, three were members for 10 years, 

and three joined the organization five years ago. All respondents have been or 

currently are involved in the ‗Go Beyond Oil‘ campaign—a major Greenpeace 

campaign that calls for regulations to curb carbon emissions, policies to seriously 

address climate change, and calls to investment into sustainable and renewable 

green technology/energy by individuals and big businesses.      

As part of the investigation into the second research question, 

interviewees were asked about their feelings and attitudes towards corporate 

social responsibility. They were also probed for their perceptions of Greenpeace 

and BP‘s CSR. When asked to define corporate social responsibility, one 

respondent said: ‗CSR is large companies appeasing their souls, pretty much. 

It‘s, you know, we make a lot of money, therefore we should give a very small 

percentage of our time and profits to make us look good‘. Another interviewee 

claimed that CSR was ‗almost like the word sustainability—so many people use 

it, it almost becomes meaningless‘, and added, ‗with CSR, there‘s a huge range 

between people who are extremely superficial to people who really want to take 

action‘. Not surprisingly, there were differences in opinion between in-group and 

out-group members of both organizations.  

RQ2a. CSR expectations in-group 

What are the CSR expectations by each party‘s members as it relates to its own   

organization‘s standards? 
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Greenpeace 

Greenpeace members provided a long list of CSR expectations that they 

attached to their organization. Their standards were high, and they 

communicated a passion for commitment to global change. Listed below are 

CSR expectations that were most highly emphasized by respondents. 

Direct action 

A large majority of Greenpeace activists referenced direct action as part of 

their organization‘s fundamental CSR. One interviewee said, ‗Greenpeace is 

unique because they do the whole direct-action thing‘. She offered an example of 

typical Greenpeace campaign activities. ‗With Greenpeace, there‘s generally 

climbing, or locking yourself into something, or dressing up in some costume—

one of those three—and, maybe, you know, that gives [us] more of an edge‘, she 

said. Direct action was described as an assortment of activities that engages 

activists with violators. Oftentimes, their forms of direct action capture media and 

public attention. A respondent compared Greenpeace‘s campaigns of direct 

action to guerilla marketing:  

     The campaigns are unlike the usual grassroots campaigns. Yes,  

     there‘s boycotting and writing to politicians to address issues, but  

     direct action is really more out of place, in your face, and a surprise  

     for the public to stumble into. Some might describe them as stunts  

     where the shock factor is always good for drawing attention. 

Subsequently, others considered direct action as some form of physical 

involvement in a campaign that brings media attention and thus, public 
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awareness. More than half of the interviewees believed that Greenpeace is well 

received by the press due to the organization‘s unique forms of direct action. 

‗Apart from a nice street campaign, it‘s about stopping things physically, almost 

like a Gandhian roots bit, and the fact that it‘s very international as well…they‘re 

effective in raising—massively raising a profile of issues‘, said one respondent. 

Another respondent, Jamie, was part of the summer 2010 BP petrol station 

shutdown campaign in central London. Forty-six petrol stations were closed 

down in a covert Greenpeace operation in response to BP‘s Gulf of Mexico 

disaster. Greenpeace activists dressed up in mock-BP uniforms, closed off BP 

petrol stations from public access, and pretended the stations were under repair 

or had been shut down permanently. The campaign took place on the very day 

BP announced it‘s new change in management from CEO Tony Hayward to Bob 

Dudley. He offered that campaign as an example of Greenpeace‘s direct action 

approach and compared it to other grassroots organizations in reaching the news 

media: 

     Greenpeace is more of an efficient machine for reaching the press.  

     So yeah, they did this really effective, efficient campaign that got in  

     all the newspapers‘. He added: ‗It was a really fun and simple thing  

     to do. And, it just made [BP] look a bit foolish that all these people  

     could shut down a whole capital city‘s BP oil distribution—petrol  

     distribution. 

Furthering the fight while upholding the peace 
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Although direct action may denote aggressive tactics, respondents were 

certain to stress Greenpeace‘s core belief in non-violence as part of its CSR. 

Seasoned veteran Greenpeace activist and campaign director for the Global 

Campaign for Climate Action, Paul, credits direct action as Greenpeace‘s 

blueprint. He emphasized individual action and individual responsibility as 

elements of the organization‘s direct action. He and other respondents also 

stated that Greenpeace‘s CSR for direct action extended to members and non-

members taking responsibility for their actions without resorting to violence. 

‗Activism is a different way of living–of actually being part of society. It espouses 

values of nonviolence stands bearing witness. I mean, these are traditional 

Quaker values around which Greenpeace was formed in the early 1970s. And it 

was not a question of saying we should stop it, but actually going out there 

yourself to stop it‘, replied Paul. Respondents relayed the importance of 

participating in Greenpeace causes, showing passion, but also restraint. 

Mahatma Gandhi was one key historical figure some of the respondents made 

reference to in relation to the organization‘s approach. Paul said, ‗For me, it is 

taking responsibility. Yes—I‘ll accept the fact that I have broken the law, but you 

break a law to support universal laws for the environment. This is how society 

has always progressed. If you are talking about the suffragettes, getting women 

to vote, right away to Gandhi and democracy for India, to today to Martin Luther 

King, and beyond. These are the inspiring people that we look to in terms of that 

movement‘. Another respondent, Lisa, stated, ‗The whole thing about 

Greenpeace is your trained to non-violence and direct action. All people who go 
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on action are all trained to do that, basically saying you don‘t get hurt. If there‘s a 

likelihood of you getting hurt, you just have to walk away…because aggression 

undermines the point you are trying to make. As soon as you attend to violence, 

you‘ve lost‘.  

Making a difference 

The expectation of raising global awareness as a means of bringing some 

form of justice to the world was also cited as an important corporate social 

responsibility. Respondents joined Greenpeace in hopes of making a difference 

in the world with things that matter to them. They believed that Greenpeace was 

an organization that had to always give 100% to the cause. ‗If you‘re going to do 

this, go all the way all the time‘, remarked Lisa. Respondents highlighted the 

organization‘s core value as its CSR. They insisted that Greenpeace is around to 

change the way people in society do things. Members posited that they needed 

to create a true fundamental change in human actions towards the planet. They 

shared the same passion for a better future and positioned themselves in a 

protective nature. In a sense, they portrayed a fierceness and fearless 

disposition, and showed extensive knowledge on social and economic issues; 

environmental issues; culture; history; science; and, politics. ‗We believe in what 

we do – that‘s our CSR‘, said Paul. Respondents strongly felt the need for 

change. Some explained the urgency for defending the livelihoods of the poor 

who are the most affected by climate change and energy consumption. Others 

were more animated about the gravity of human greed and ignorance. One 

argued, ‗We, humans, are the most destructive creatures on earth. We decimate 
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millions of acres of rainforests—our source of life—and we kill animals for sport. 

In the midst of all of this destruction are indigenous people who are losing their 

traditions and livelihoods because of our greed. It is our responsibility to wake the 

world up and heal this planet of the injuries we‘ve inflicted. This is what 

Greenpeace stands for. It‘s not just my CSR…it‘s all of ours‘. Thus, members 

genuinely believed that making a difference required collective effort and 

innovative strategies. 

Yet, despite the zeal shown for Greenpeace‘s stand in making a 

difference, some pointed out that more was needed from the organization to see 

tangible changes. ‗[Greenpeace] still needs to work on many aspects. There‘s 

still lots more to do‘, said one respondent. Another posited how issues needed to 

be highlighted and action taken in ways that news media and people would take 

more notice. She believed that the salience of issues in the media would then 

force politicians to take action, causing a true difference in the world. ‗It‘s not 

enough for us to commence with negotiations. We‘ve been doing that since the 

1970s. It‘s time to really make a difference through action. And, when I say 

action, I mean public policy changes with the support of our government officials‘, 

said one of the activists. Another did acknowledge the progress made just in the 

past two decades, but warned that Greenpeace was a long way from winning the 

fight: ‗If you looked, say 20 years ago, and you looked at the average person 

versus a sort of environmentally friendly person, then also at government 

communications, there was a big gap. There wasn't really much advice out there. 

Now, the government—the past governments and this government—are making 
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steps and guiding people, but there's still a lot of progress to be made. And, there 

are a lot of decisions yet to be made‘.  

Another member argued that Greenpeace‘s CSR to make a difference 

could be more quickly achieved if the organization allowed positioned itself 

differently to be more approachable by news media. She pointed out that 

Greenpeace members are rarely interviewed by mainstream news media. 

According to her, more conservative environmental groups, such as Friends of 

the Earth, are frequently recruited for interviews. Though both Greenpeace and 

Friends of the Earth may share the same views in regards to environmental 

preservation and protection; the personality types of their members are quite 

distinguishable. ‗Well, if you mention Greenpeace to anybody, a perception of 

what that is can range from being a long-haired hippie wearing sandals and eats 

brown rice to some kind of ecoterrorist that is threatening modern civilization, and 

anywhere in between. You know, so, if you say Greenpeace, people will have an 

automatic perception of what a Greenpeace person would say‘, stated Paul. Like 

other respondents, Paul explained that one of the challenges that impeded the 

organization from achieving its goals was the public‘s negative perception of its 

members. Some felt that the general public and news media pegged anyone 

affiliated with Greenpeace as radical, which was not always a positive attribute 

for gaining public acceptance. One respondent stated:  

     It‘s almost impossible to play the conservative friendly face with a               

     public that does not share the same commitment as you do. I think  

     Greenpeace activists are furious with the way things are, and we  
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     have the right to be. We are genuine about our dedication. If we  

     downplayed our passion, then we wouldn‘t be Greenpeace. 

Initiating dialogue  

Some of the respondents also shared the opinion of the pressing need to 

do more than highlight problems. Members agreed that one of Greenpeace‘s 

social responsibility is to present solutions. ‗At Greenpeace, we tell big business 

what they are doing wrong. We demand that they correct the wrongs. Then, we 

tell them how to correct the wrongs‘, stated one interviewee. ‗It is our duty to help 

companies change their business approach‘, said Paul. Charlie also made similar 

remarks to this argument: ‗What Greenpeace has been doing in the past 10 

years is our method of direct action. We are creating dialogue with these 

companies now…We at Greenpeace talk to businesses in a language they 

understand. There is a change in perception in who we are what we do…When 

talking to investors and pension funds, overtime, we‘ve come to be seen as a 

reasonable source of information to manage their risks‘. He added: ‗In talking 

with them, we want to change the companies they own either through 

conversation or take away their support. We spent years telling at them and 

nothing was done. The main drivers of change is consumer change‘. According 

to Paul, dialogue also had to include progressive businesses, such as the 

renewable energy industry, which he said was largely composed of electronic 

companies, utility companies, and technological corporations. Charlie contended 

it was Greenpeace‘s responsibility to initiate a different type of dialogue with 

companies: ‗It has to address risks—not just environmental risks—but, financial 
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risks. You‘ve got an actual responsibility to the interests of the people you 

represent. This is the Greenpeace of today. We need them to see that it‘s 

beyond environmental responsibility‘.  

By talking to companies that were taking global issues seriously, 

Greenpeace could reach out to audiences who may not listen to the NGO, but 

who perceived these other businesses as credible. In effect, by working together 

with companies that were driving the same messages as the NGO, positive 

change would prove to be inevitable.  

Work with other environmental groups 

Collaboration with other NGOs was considered another aspect of the 

organization‘s CSR. A few of the respondents communicated a responsibility to 

foster a stronger relationship with other activists. They felt that Greenpeace had 

to take the lead with working with other grassroots organizations. One member 

believed that uniting all environmentalists in a single campaign for a long period 

of time brings the potential of turning their cause into the public agenda. 

‗Greenpeace and other environmental groups are fighting for the same cause. I 

don‘t understand why there isn‘t more of a concerted effort to bring us all 

together. Imagine how much more powerful we would be if we set forth an 

environmental revolution—a true revolution if we just worked as a team‘, said one 

respondent. Another respondent stated that Greenpeace was viewed as a highly 

credible organization among other NGOs. He articulated that it was 

Greenpeace‘s responsibility to open dialogue with these other entities, share 

information, and create a synergistic relationship. ‗There‘s power in numbers. To 
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create change, we need to work together and show the world that we are unified 

in our cause‘, he said.   

Engaging the public 

Associated to direct action was the notion of public engagement. 

Respondents considered such engagement as an integral part of the 

organization‘s motives. Members felt that public outreach made their campaigns 

successful. ‗I think it is up to the general public to put pressure on the politicians‘, 

said Lisa. Another respondent reiterated the need to motivate the public to 

become civically involved. ‗Without public support, or rather, public outrage, 

change would come at an even slower pace. Greenpeace has to stir things up 

sometimes to turn up the volume on issues that affect everyone—not just you, 

not just me, but everyone‘, he said. Others believed Greenpeace knew how to 

catch attention, but were not confident that it stirred the right type of attention to 

inspire greater involvement from the general public. One respondent said: ‗At one 

point I felt disillusioned by the whole campaign thing. Our summit talks were 

disappointing, society didn‘t show much care about our issues, and nothing was 

moving fast enough. I know it‘s [Greenpeace‘s] job to get the public‘s support, but 

I just didn‘t think we were doing enough to get them on our side‘. Thus, for many 

of the respondents, campaigning was not solely about grabbing attention, but 

rather stirring discussion and public interest.  

Hit violators where it hurts 

In the summer of 2010, Greenpeace launched a logo redesigning 

campaign as a response to the BP oil spill crisis in the Gulf of Mexico. Some of 
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the respondents mentioned that the logo campaign was another form of 

Greenpeace‘s renowned direct action strategy. They argued that the best way to 

instill change in the world was to punish the offenders—mega corporations that 

contributed to environmental degradation. ‗The only way these companies will 

pay attention to us is if we get there consumers and stakeholders to deny them 

their profits. One sure way to do this is by ruining their reputation. The millions of 

dollars they spent on a PR campaign is destroyed in a matter of hours, 

sometimes minutes, if we‘re creative about it‘, said one respondent. Another said: 

‗Greenpeace does its research. The organization keeps track of who‘s doing right 

by the environment and who‘s doing wrong. In a sense, we do play police, judge, 

and jury. But, no matter how much we protest or tarnish their ad campaigns, 

these companies only feel the pain when their stocks drop or when they lose 

their revenue‘. Interviewees therefore felt that Greenpeace was obligated to 

serve the greater good by affecting offenders‘ bottom line.  

Teaching the public about responsibility 

According to some respondents, individual responsibility is part of the 

organization‘s CSR. ‗Everyone needs to take responsibility; it‘s about individual 

accountability‘, said Paul. Greenpeace members agreed that the organization 

has a responsibility to the environment, and therefore, society. Individual as well 

as global responsibility was emphasized. Some commented that the individual 

was connected to the collective, such that individual action affects the global 

well-being. ‗Greenpeace members share this philosophy that we are all 

connected. It‘s silly how we try to convince ourselves that we are detached from 
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it all. The truth is, what I do affects you, and what you do affects the guy on the 

other side of the world, and so on‘. Paul also stated: ‗It is a question of, I'd hate to 

say this, but of new order—global responsibility. You know, what happens in 

Washington has an impact in what happens in Killabash. What happens in 

Killabash affects us all in India. And so on. And, so we cannot be isolationists in a 

way that we do things‘. Greenpeace members were adamant in communicating 

this message of global citizenship. They sincerely felt that the organization had to 

stand up for this message and repeat it as much as it could in a variety of ways 

until governments listened and people in society adopted this value.  

Slowing down climate change 

Creating a global response to climate change was ranked high on the list 

of members‘ CSR stance. They essentially believed that it was Greenpeace‘s 

responsibility to create a global response to climate change, protect the 

environment, and save the environment and wildlife from human greed or 

ignorance. Lisa said: ‗I'm…hoping that in some small way I can do something 

about it. I may not be able to do anything about it, but it's trying—I'm trying to do 

something, however small that is. And if I can change one person's mindset, then 

hopefully that one person will go one and change another person's—a whole 

domino effect‘. Each Greenpeace activist addressed the urgency to slow down 

climate change. It was repeatedly stated that scientists had proven climate 

change did exist, and that the process was irreversible. They just hoped that the 

organization could somehow convince the world that the inevitable could be 
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delayed if governments would come together and reduce their carbon emission 

output.     

 A sense of frustration emerged from some of the interviews as respondents 

contemplated on the amount of progress they had seen to address the gravity of 

climate change. Jamie said: ‗But, at this rate, when you tell people what 4° of 

rising will actually mean, [it] sounds hysterical coming from my own mouth. I'm 

actually saying that we're going to have enormous conflicts over water and quite 

possibly a nuclear conflict? And, it's like, is it actually going to really happen? All 

the scientists say it is. And we‘re not doing anything about it‘. He remarked: 

‗That's the trouble with the climate change crisis…by the time it gets serious 

enough for people to respond like that, it's way too late. The change has to 

happen before‘. According to the Greenpeace Web site, it is crucial that people 

limit global warming to under 2 degrees Celsius (i.e., 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit) to 

prevent the worst effects of climate change. One respondent said, ‗It‘s imperative 

that all countries take this issue seriously. Once we pass that point, then there‘s 

no way we can slow the rise in temperature. Sure, four degrees may not mean 

much on paper, but with rising sea levels and the greater potential for droughts 

and extreme weather, we as a species will look back and wonder why we didn‘t 

we react to this sooner when we had our chance‘.  

 Many were angry that world leaders were still debating as to whether or not 

climate change was evident. ‗There are many more scientists in the world that 

have provided evidence that climate change is real and human activity is the 

primary cause of it. Greenpeace has to say enough is enough – no more debates 
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- let‘s do something about it ‗, said one respondent. According to Paul, 1988 

marked the year climate change was introduced as an issue in the first report 

from the panel for inter-global climate change. He said early warning signs were 

reported then. Now more than twenty years later, climate change continues to 

remain as an issue that has been a top Greenpeace agenda. ‗We have been 

doing so much at Greenpeace. We‘ve campaigned countless times in hopes that 

the public, the media, and our officials will take notice and act. But, it‘s difficult 

because they can‘t see climate change. They can‘t see CO2, but from time to 

time, they do feel its impact‘. One interviewee said it is easy to feel disillusioned. 

He noted that people just did not react the same way towards climate change as 

they do when student tuitions are raised, taxes are evaded, or when 

governments are not providing employment growth. ‗I was watching the student 

protest with a friend from Rising Tide. And, we were saying, imagine this 

happening about the carbon emissions scheme and the lack of progress in 

reducing our emissions. It's not gonna happen‘, he said. However, as 

disappointed as the interviewees were with the lack of progress in climate talks, 

public policy, and public response, they each did comment on their drive to do 

more for Greenpeace since tackling climate change is the organization‘s top 

priority.  

Fighting for the underdog while playing by the rules 

Seasoned activist, Paul, felt that Greenpeace had to continue to initiate 

international processes that addressed global issues like climate change. He 

explained that international processes fundamentally gives a voice to vulnerable 
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countries that would otherwise not be heard in the G20 or G8 summits. Paul 

pointed out the power struggles in policy decision-making between countries. 

‗You know the fact that we in the West produces these carbon emissions, which 

have a much more severe impact on the largest percentage of the world's 

population in poor and vulnerable countries. The global responsibility can be 

made obvious only through global and international processes‘. He added: ‗So, it 

is really important to get the process back on track. The other point is it's the only 

place where more vulnerable countries have a voice in the same room as US, 

Europe and the rest of us. They have a voice, which you don't get in the G20.‘ 

According to respondents, Greenpeace was not simply an NGO that raised 

awareness or campaigned, but was an organization that was highly involved in 

international political forums.  

To a large extent, interviewees perceived Greenpeace as the hero to the 

underdog, the environmental police, and the watchdog that keeps profiteers and 

governments honest. As stated by Paul, ‗[International processes are] really 

important. But, it's a long, long way from delivering what it needs to deliver, which 

is climate protection. The UNFCCC it is not a body. It is made up of the countries 

who are part of it, so if people say the UNFCCC is not working—it is actually the 

government for not letting it work‘. Paul and others mentioned Greenpeace‘s 

major role in attending to politics. All of the interviewees have been civically 

involved at one point or another, by writing letters to government officials about 

an issue, law, bill, or regulation. More than half of the respondents addressed 

their concern for public policy changes at a global scale. They believed that 
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Greenpeace had to be an active player in politics if the international community 

was to survive climate change. Respondents felt by communicating with global 

leaders directly or by representing small countries that were ignored in the major 

summits, Greenpeace would have a chance to make a direct impact from the 

very top of the social pyramid.   

 

BP 

The three BP employees who were recruited for this investigation shared the 

belief that BP was a company that symbolized innovation. They felt that BP‘s 

CSR revolves around citizenship, employee growth, safety, strong financial 

performance.  

Addressing citizenship with employee involvement 

 Respondents noted that BP was a company that granted its employees 

many opportunities to become involved with the community. According to one of 

the respondents, this high level of community engagement is a value that is 

shared by many, making it an integral CSR expectation. One respondent 

explained: ‗So we have a lot of people in the business who want to be 

responsible for something. So we have a lot of activity with that. The people have 

a chance to be part of the charity they want‘. He added: ‗People have a chance 

to play a role in the London Olympics [2012] as well via BP. They mentor a lot of 

business programs as well as enterprises. Also the creation of programs. Not just 

to social services. Responsibility—and, also lots of diversity and inclusion. It's a 

pretty big agenda. It's one of the priorities of BP for the last two years‘. According 
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to other respondents, one of the perks for working for the company included 

community service programs they could volunteer their time to. ‗After the oil spill, 

I was embarrassed to tell people who I worked for. As an employee, I feel the 

company does take care of me. A lot of my coworkers like the internal culture 

and the push for serving the community. The company may be criticized for a lot 

of things, but our community programs are outstanding‘, he said. BP encourages 

its employees to become engaged with the local community, volunteer for a 

charity, or help raise awareness for a cause of their choice. Interviewees stated 

BP also offers them paid time off to volunteer. One respondent noted: ‗I didn‘t 

expect this sort of CSR when I joined the company. Now that I‘ve worked here for 

a few years, it‘s an expectation of mine‘.     

Offering individual growth 

 Since respondents representing BP are current BP employees, they 

conceived employee growth and development a CSR that should be honored by 

the company. One of the respondents explained the cultural dynamics of the 

organization and credited BP for cultivating career growth from within. He said, 

‗It's also the culture—I have to speak of culture—having your rights to tell when 

somebody doesn't do the right thing. I mean it's quite hierarchical in a way. So, 

any industry will always be more hierarchical. But there is space for opportunities 

for individual growth and projects…It's quite an open culture, at least in my 

department‘. Understandably, CSR at the internal level must be considered since 

the company employs thousands of people across the globe.  

Guaranteeing safety 
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 One of the highly regarded CSR expectations noted by interviewees was 

safety. Understandably, after the Deep Water Horizon accident in 2010, BP has 

been under a great deal of pressure to review its safety procedures and crisis 

protocols. Respondents pointed out that BP spent a lot of its budget 

communicating its commitment to employee safety even before the 2010 oil spill. 

‗In recent years, BP was focused on keeping employees safe while they were at 

a worksite. We expected this as the company‘s top CSR, and it was drilled into 

us that it was‘. Safety is of utmost importance since BP does have a growing 

exploration division. Interviewees felt that the company does do a sufficient job 

addressing safety standards and is now more than ever before placing employee 

welfare first.  

Strengthening financial performance 

 Since BP employees are presented with incentives to invest in the 

company‘s stocks, many do. Many also allocate part of their earnings towards 

their pensions. For these reasons, it came of no surprise that the interviewees 

listed financial performance as a CSR expectation. ‗Employees know the 

company will continue to do well financially. It‘s ranked as the third or fourth 

largest energy company in the world. Even after the oil spill, the stocks are up, as 

are and employment opportunities. I suppose keeping a strong ROI is a CSR 

because it‘s a responsibility to the people who have invested in you and believe 

in your progress‘, said one respondent. Another added: ‗It‘s about innovation, 

really. If the company remains innovative in its strategy, then certainly, it will 

show in the finances, which BP employees and their families have a stake in‘. 
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Although renewable energy and sustainable green technology was not 

mentioned as a CSR expectation, interviewees did associate these two concepts 

to financial performance. ‗BP has to expand on its green energy division, which I 

am sure it is…the reason for that is it‘s where the future is at. If the company 

wants to continue its financial growth, then I think it‘s in their best interest to offer 

another product in the market‘, said one of the respondents.  

 When the question was extended to the current market conditions and the 

branding campaigns the company has been heavily invested in, two of the three 

interviewees did not feel that were knowledgeable enough to comment. The one 

respondent who did offered the following perspective: ‗Yeah the shifting 

industries [meant] providing a gas major to make a major [change], so they have 

the green energy. So, I don't think it's a contradiction. You have to redo your 

business model and review the type of energy you got [is] available. It changes 

because the supply is changing. You have to adapt to it and then you have 

people who want to put an environmentally package behind that, which is fine. 

But, in that sense, go green is also bad. We really are a business. We see what 

is out there. We are an energy-giant. We just need to make sure we can supply 

our customer‘, he said. In sum, interviewees emphasized the importance of 

reaping return on investments because they have a stake in the company. BP‘s 

financial portfolio clearly affected them directly.  

RQ2b. CSR expectations out-group 

What are the CSR expectations by each party‘s members as it relates to the 

opposing organization‘s CSR stance? 
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Greenpeace 

Change was a primary theme shared among Greenpeace interviewees in 

regards to their CSR expectations of BP. All respondents said they were 

skeptical about BP‘s CSR, but did highlight the need for change as part of their 

expectations. Change in this sense refers to a change in business, investment, 

and action. One of the activists pointed out that corporate social responsibility 

had to move beyond the mere scope of an annual or bi-annual activity and past 

the corporate arena. Other respondents also stated CSR should be genuine and 

practiced all the time. They felt that CSR required true dedication from a 

company whose values reflected it. Interviewees agreed that in order for BP to 

carry out any element of CSR, the company would need significant changes in all 

aspects of business. They stipulated it was BP‘s core CSR to genuinely take 

control of climate change. ‗BP has to push aside fossil fuels and look to 

sustainable and renewable energy and technology. That‘s what it advertised 

before. It needs to seriously do it now‘, said one interviewee. Another referred to 

BP‘s CSR past and what she perceives is its current state: ‗It looked like a few 

years ago, when the company was under Browne, they were thinking about 

going beyond petroleum as they said—which is obviously proper corporate social 

responsibility. But, now they seem to be back in the camp of don‘t give a f*ck‘.  

 Citizenship was mentioned by Lisa who emphasized the importance of 

philanthropy as main part of social responsibility: ‗I think we have to have a far 

more philanthropic society. We need to start changing and doing things not for 

the money, but for the good it does for societies ahead. And, that requires a far 
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more social way of looking at things; not just doing everything for how much 

money you can make‘. A few of the other respondents offered a similar argument 

that BP‘s CSR should be altruistic in nature as a necessary means to move away 

from the business as usual mentality. 

Interviewees also offered reasons as to why they could not place any faith 

in BP and its CSR. Paul admitted he used to think BP was capable of meeting his 

CSR standards in the early 1990s, stating ‗[M]y argument with them was partly 

that they had to change their business and that they had the kind of technique, 

technology, and know-how that would help provide the solutions in shifting to 

non-fossil fuel energy sources…And, because they have the money and because 

they have the kind of technological know-how, they were ideally suited to change 

direction‘. Since that time, Paul has changed his mind about BP‘s CSR potential. 

He argued: ‗[The oil and energy industry] haven‘t changed. Not only have they 

not changed, but [they] have continued to fight every step of the way to continue 

with business as usual‘. Another respondent, Lisa, contented over the BP tagline 

as part of her CSR argument: ‗[I]f they've gone beyond petroleum, then they start 

looking beyond petroleum. Loads of people have said that. It's a ridiculous thing 

to name your company some visionary name but totally doesn't live up to, and it's 

been called that for years now‘.  

Most of the respondents anticipate BP‘s shift to alternative energy in the 

near future. They dually noted that the shift might likely be more of a response to 

diminishing profit margins as a result of a limited oil supply rather than a sense of 

genuine social responsibility. As Charlie explained, ‗Global oil consumption 
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peaks at 2015, 2018, 2020. The price of oil will continue to rise between now and 

2015. This is what oil industries are predicting. The market is completely different 

in the future‘. He added: ‗Oil companies will have to find themselves another 

business once the peak passes. Direct costs of deep water activity will increase, 

[so there‘s] a big push for oil efficiencies‘. In his opinion, BP will have to attend to 

the market changes as policy and economic policy come together. Thus, a 

change in the product and the research are not only part of the company‘s CSR, 

but a necessity means for survival.   

Skeptical of BP‘s current CSR stance towards the environment, most 

interviewees stated they wished BP would adopt their wish list of CSR stances. 

‗It‘s British Petroleum. It‘s petroleum. Its very self is bad‘, said Jamie. 

Respondents thus demanded that BP shut down business altogether and donate 

all profits to renewable energy development, cease and desist all plans for oil 

exploration, fully invest into clean energy, suspend all deep water drilling 

activities, and take full responsibility of all actions. One of the respondents added 

that she expected BP to at least review its risk management model because she 

believed it was flawed. ‗Our expectations are not illogical‘, said one respondent. 

‗We just want a clean product with a clean practice‘. With a new model, 

respondents underlined the absolute need for transparency. They felt that one of 

the necessary measures BP needed to take in order to come full circle with its 

CSR and perhaps their CSR wish list is to be transparent with its activities and 

intentions. For some, transparency is a small measure of change that leads to a 

major impact. In order to initiate that sort of change, respondents considered the 
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necessary change in leadership. ‗When you get a company that big employing 

that many people in that many countries in an industry that is so old and so stale 

and so stuck in its ways, it's difficult to change it. It takes a visionary Board of 

Directors and a visionary leader to say okay, we’re going to change the way we 

do things. And when we will see that–I don't know–but it's been a long time 

coming‘, said Lisa. 

BP 

When asked about their CSR expectations of Greenpeace, BP respondents 

contemplated the question and admitted they did not have any expectations of 

the NGO. All three respondents offered their perceived image of Greenpeace, 

but relayed they had no strong opinion of the environmental group. ‗I don‘t think 

what I‘m about to say relates to CSR, but it doesn‘t surprise me when they are on 

the streets protesting. In fact, it‘s almost a ritual. I know what Greenpeace stands 

for and I have seen them make headlines, so I guess you could say that it‘s more 

of their trademark‘, said an interviewee. Another communicated his empathy for 

Greenpeace: ‗I admire them for their passion. There are a lot of employees at BP 

who share similar concerns for the environment. So, I suppose it‘s not farfetched 

of me to say that Greenpeace is supposed to watch out for the wildlife and the 

environment. It‘s good to have groups like that around‘.  

Overall, all three respondents associated Greenpeace to defenders of the 

wildlife who have a history of causing trouble for commuters. ‗I get their 

mission—save the world. But, do they always have to inconvenience people with 

their stunts?‘ asked one respondent. He accepted the notion that Greenpeace‘s 
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CSR was to save the environment and raise awareness; however, he did not 

think typical Greenpeace tactics were part of the group‘s responsibility. Another 

stated that he had past encounters with the NGO at his previous place of 

employment, and accepted their aggressive tactics as a means to bring change 

to an issue they deemed controversial. In sum, respondents felt that Greenpeace 

should have a CSR for bringing attention to environmental issues peacefully 

without inconveniencing the general public. In other words, they believed that 

Greenpeace should act as a moderate environmental group. Conversely, 

respondents also mentioned that Greenpeace would not be Greenpeace without 

its radical behavior. 

RQ3. Reputation management 

What strategies does each organization employ to protect and restore its 

reputation? 

Greenpeace 

Greenpeace members stated their organization has a strong reputation in the 

arena of public opinion. According to Paul, opinion polls indicate that 

Greenpeace is more trusted than companies or politicians. He explained that 80-

90% of British poll participants viewed the NGO credible and trustworthy. 

Respondents believe the organization‘s high credibility is attributed to its history. 

Some of the respondents stated that Greenpeace is trusted because it is an 

independent organization. It does not accept financial support or funding from 

governments or companies, but relies solely on individual donations. While 

respondents also acknowledged the fact that Greenpeace may be viewed as a 
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radical environmental organization or coined as troublemakers by some of the 

citizens, they are generally viewed as a good group because they are trying to 

create some positive change in the world. Strategies that respondents believed 

Greenpeace employs to protect or restore the organization‘s reputation consists 

of: getting other progressive businesses to campaign and support Greenpeace, 

talking to progressive businesses like the renewable energy industry, and be 

transparent about the organization and highlight its independence from 

questionable outside influencers. 

Getting other progressive businesses to campaign and support Greenpeace 

Credible third-party members that align themselves to Greenpeace 

campaigns only helps boost the NGO‘s reputation. Respondents noted that 

associative links were key in reputation development. One respondent pointed 

out that this form of sponsorship was a powerful tool in raising awareness about 

issues initiated by the NGO and for adding credibility to its image. One 

interviewee noted that many ways it applies this strategy. ‗Greenpeace doesn‘t 

align itself with businesses just because. It does a thorough check of the 

business and ranks it accordingly for green practice or environmental 

sustainability. When you associate yourself with a genuine company upholding a 

genuine campaign, you are viewed as genuine as well. And, that‘s one thing 

about Greenpeace—image is nothing without true action‘.  

Talking to progressive businesses like the renewable energy industry 

Outreach was another strategy that allows the organization to achieve one 

of its missions and provide an avenue for creating solutions. Respondents felt 
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that the organization has always distinguished itself from other organizations 

because of its proactive nature and direct action philosophy. If the organization 

needed to protect or restore its reputation, respondents believed that showcasing 

the rewards of outreach, which encompasses changes in policy and shifts in 

business, was one of the strategies the NGO could apply. ‗If our image was at 

stake, then the only way to restore that image is to do what we‘ve set out to do. 

We stand for change. And, outreach will help create a tipping point for change‘, 

said one respondent.       

Being transparent about the organization and highlight its independence from 

questionable outside influencers 

Transparency is one of Greenpeace‘s strongest qualities, according to 

respondents. One respondent said, ‗Greenpeace doesn‘t really care about 

cultivating a commercial image. It is what it is, and that‘s one of the reasons the 

organization hasn‘t had any image problems. We are seen as nut jobs 

sometimes, but people and the progressive businesses that adopt our messages 

like us because what you see is what you get‘. Interviewees stated Greenpeace 

did not cover up bad news. If the organization is faced with a challenge, it 

generally makes its members aware of it, and addresses the issue via multiple 

media platforms. ‗One thing you have to remember about Greenpeace is that 

members try their best not to be hypocrites. We urge businesses and 

government entities to be transparent, and so shall we‘. For Greenpeace 

members, identity is considered a very important aspect because it relates to 

belief, values, and mission. They considered transparency a key part in the 
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organization‘s identity because it is an extension of their own. Therefore, if the 

organization‘s reputation is at stake, then transparency would have to be 

enforced since it enhances credibility.  

Another part of being transparent is highlighting the organization‘s 

independence from outside influencers. Influencers in this case are for-profit 

companies and government entities. Greenpeace members revealed how proud 

they were of their organization‘s forthright independence. Many repeatedly said it 

was to the organization‘s benefit to remain free from sponsors who may 

otherwise covet a political hold on them. Interviewees felt that transparency and 

independence equated to integrity—a value they feel has held the NGO together 

and has kept its reputation in tact for so many years.   

BP 

BP respondents were aware of the different types of media their company was 

using to address the Deep Water Horizon crisis. In the past, BP had used 

traditional avenues of communication internally to address issues. Interviewees 

felt that BP‘s communication efforts were usually timely and efficient in 

distributing information. Based on their own experiences within the company, 

interviewees felt that the fundamental strategies that seem to help salvage the 

corporate reputation is outreach and engagement. ‗I believe BP spends a lot of 

money in its communication efforts. The company is set on open communication 

and getting as much information out to the right people as soon as possible. If 

BP‘s reputation was on the line, then being open is the way to go‘, said one 

respondent. Another referred to the 2010 crisis and felt that the company was 
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and still is trying to reach out to as many people as possible to show their 

commitment to making right to what went wrong. He considered the importance 

of the company‘s reputation and also posited that accessibility, which is part of 

the outreach and engagement framework, was key. Some of the respondents did 

mention marketing and promotion, but explained that outreach and engagement 

would first have to be achieved. One interviewee said, ‗BP‘s in a tight situation 

right now. The company is a bit vulnerable due to last year‘s crisis. So, we can‘t 

boast on how great we are doing just yet. The company has to gain the public‘s 

favor first. The only way to do that is to create a conversation with them first and 

see how we can do good‘.   

RQ4. Pro-social messages 

How do Greenpeace activists perceive BP‘s pro-social messages? 

Greenpeace respondents recognized that BP allocates some of its budget to the 

funding of community projects and the fine arts. Currently, BP is sponsoring the 

2012 Olympics, which are to be held in London. The interviewees did not show 

much resistance to BP‘s pro-social messages that revolved around citizenship. 

However, many were adamantly against BP‘s Go Green campaign and any of its 

attempts to be framed as an environmentally friendly and eco-conscious 

company. ‗So, I don't have a problem with these companies funding things, but 

as long as provided it is not funding something or somewhere to undermine and 

destroy. Because that is just fundamentally wrong‘, said one respondent. All of 

the interviewees referred to BP‘s Go Green and Beyond Petroleum campaign as 

marketing schemes that they coined as greenwashing. According to Paul, 
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greenwash is a term that was first introduced at the 1992 Rio Earth Summit when 

climate change was a heavily debated issue.  He explained, ‗Industry had to do 

something about adopting the green agenda. And, to a large extent, the 

response of industry was to spend a lot of money––a hell of a lot of money on 

public relations trying to persuade people that they were green and that they had 

heard what environmental activists were saying indeed, we have a problem. So, 

they started producing these triple-bottom line reports called corporate social 

responsibility reports. They started doing their logos, they started having 

discussions with different sectors of environment groups, and so on. This was a 

classic reaction of a lot of industry who looks at something that threatens their 

existence. And, had to do with it that threatens their existence‘. Respondents 

noted that BP‘s most salient pro-social messages were purely greenwash in that 

regard.  

‗Greenwashing is a popular term that we attach to companies who actively 

promote themselves as green companies when they really aren‘t. These are 

companies that spend loads on advertising and marketing, branding themselves 

as green when they‘re the ones causing the most environmental destruction, like 

BP‘, said one respondent. According to multiple respondents, greenwashing 

campaigns used the same buzzwords applied by companies focusing on the 

triple bottom line—the primary elements of Carroll‘s (1979; 1991) CSR. They said 

that pro-social messages based on the Go Green trend often communicated 

popular terms, such as sustainability, empowerment, and social responsibility. 

When BP‘s Beyond Petroleum campaign was referenced, respondents assessed 
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it with a great deal of criticism. ‗That‘s how their marketing can be so clever. They 

use the language of a genuine movement and sell it back to them‘, said Jamie. 

Another interviewee pointed out the problem she had with pro-social messages 

by energy and oil companies: ‗Probably a lot of it is a marketing scheme. Six big 

energy companies in the UK—green spin seems to be good, but their overall 

reduction strategy is not in line with the carbon reduction target this country 

needs to make, so until that changes, their scheme seems more like 

greenwashing‘. Lisa summed up respondents‘ overall reaction to BP‘s pro-social 

environmental messages in the following quote: ‗I think BP needs to change the 

way it does business before I will believe it. I will not believe the fluffy advertising 

campaigns no matter how great the graphics are or how many Pantone Greens 

they use. Even if the leaflets are on recycled paper, I will not believe them until I 

can actually see them investing in renewables and when things actually are 

green‘.  

For respondents, BP‘s environmental campaigns and green marketing 

projects did not align with their perception of the company. One interviewee said: 

‗It‘s a total mismatch. BP, a major oil company that‘s guilty of one environmental 

catastrophe after another, that‘s gone green?!? Sorry if I‘m a bit dubious‘. 

Skepticism was heavily felt among all of the interviewees. Interviewees also 

vocalized how non-receptive they were to BP‘s investments into current and past 

BP pro-social message and marketing campaigns. Lisa stated, ‗adverts with 

diesel engines flying through the air with white clouds coming out and back 

there—the little birds tweeting…and, I'm just like, yes that's very…it looks lovely, 
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but it's quite far removed from the actual truth. All this kind of you know–

ridiculousness–and it's all this with their green and yellow logo sort of flapping 

like a flower!‘ She added: ‗You know, approach things in a different way. Don't 

just do things the way you've always done it. You know, this isn't working, so try 

something else. Yes–alright–invest in things that aren't petroleum-based. Go 

beyond petroleum‘. Essentially, all of the Greenpeace respondents stated they 

needed proof of BP‘s commitment to being beyond petroleum through its actions. 

‗That's what beyond oil means. It means not using fossil fuels as energy source 

or transportation fuel. It means finding alternatives‘, said Paul. Alternatives were 

BP‘s key to marketing an acceptable pro-social message. Alternative in the 

respondents‘ mindset meant alternative energy, alternative business, and 

alternative pro-social messages.  

Interviewees said they might consider changing their attitudes towards the 

energy company if it showed substantially hard financial figures of research and 

development investments in sustainable and renewable clean energy and green 

technology. ‗In order for me to believe BP‘s messages, I say show me. Show me 

progress. Stop marketing it until you actually do it‘, stated one respondent. It was 

clear that Greenpeace activists simply did not feel that BP was dedicated to its 

former green stance that was launched under Browne‘s leadership. While most 

expressed a lack of confidence in the company‘s environmental pro-social 

messages, one did offer some level of support: ‗Definitely in the first instance, [I 

feel] skeptical because of their history and their purpose is to make money for 

their shareholders. But, at the same time I am very optimistic and always look on 
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the positive side. And, if someone is investing in renewable energy, then that is a 

good thing‘. Another respondent also credited companies like BP for promoting 

awareness to go green. She said, ‗Go Green campaigns from energy companies 

on balance—they‘re probably valuable in that raising awareness in that these are 

important issues. They communicate we want to change and we want to help you 

change. That is a Good message because arguably, it‘s a better message 

coming from an organization like that, since a lot of them [are] international, than 

from groups like Greenpeace just because of the reach‘.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

 
 
 

Perceptions of CSR were distinctly different for BP and Greenpeace 

members. The insights offered between the two groups offer a glimpse into the 

their organizational cultural dynamics. As illustrated in the findings, Greenpeace 

activists felt that it was their social duty to improve living conditions around the 

world and influence evildoers‘ ways of conducting business. Self-descriptions 

from the interviews may lead one to suspect that Greenpeace activists embrace 

the role of a global environmental police, watchdog, or warrior. They believe in 

the organization‘s causes and missions, and are active in peacefully carrying out 

their perceived social responsibility for the public good. BP employees expected 

the company to invest in CSR initiatives that would safeguard and improve 

conditions for organizational members and protect the vested interests of 

shareholders. The distinguishing factor between the two groups is that 

Greenpeace activists are focused on the external prospects of CSR, whereas BP 

employees are more concerned about the internal prospects. To a great extent, 

one may interpret these findings exemplary of each organization‘s core values.  

Clearly, both organizations were prescribed with dominant frames. In the 

newspapers sampled, Greenpeace was framed in a more positive light than BP. 

Greenpeace was more frequently attributed with the hero role. In this case, the 

hero was associated with one that possessed altruistic qualities. Altruism yields 

outreach, which is fundamentally one‘s concern for the external—others. In 
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contrast, BP was granted more of the villain role in newspapers and was 

described as careless and reckless—all generally resulting from egoism.  

Another worthy mention falls to evidence of agenda-setting in the UK and 

the US newspaper sample. There was far greater coverage of the conflict and 

BP‘s marketing campaigns in the UK than the US. As pointed out by some of the 

interviewees, there are many reasons for this. First, there is a higher degree of 

environmental activism in the UK. Britons are highly in engaged in public policies 

concerning the environment. In fact, there are stricter environmental regulations 

in the UK that are in effect, which offers a shared sense of strong environmental 

consciousness among British citizens. Second, British newspapers are in 

competition for readership with the London population. London is one of the 

major capital cities in the world. It has a high population density, making it the 

most urbanized area in the UK. Therefore, civic activism, conflicts, and crises 

that occur in and around the region would be placed high on the agenda in terms 

of news coverage. Analysis of the news coverage clearly demonstrates that 

newspapers from the UK did demonstrate agenda-setting with reports on civic 

activism. Third, BP is likely to be given salience in coverage not only because 

global headquarters are in the heart of London and many consumers would still 

consider it as part of the British identity, but also because a large percentage of 

British citizens have vested economic interests in the company. Respondents 

explained that Britons have large stakes in BP. Many have invested in BP stocks 

and rely on the company for their pensions. The city of London also attributes BP 

for its financial contributions to the London 2012 Olympics. As the official oil and 
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gas sponsor for the Olympic and Paralympic Games, BP is credited for helping 

the city prepare for the groundbreaking event.  

The findings from the first two research questions offer some degree of 

parallelism. The findings from the qualitative framing analysis were in line with 

GarcÍa‘s (2010) findings. Newspapers from the US and the UK framed 

Greenpeace as the hero, and embedded themes that portrayed the group as the 

world‘s environmental watchdog or protector. BP was framed as the villain, and 

described as a high revenue generating entity that carried a record of oil spills 

and onsite accidents. Clearly, the perceived CSR expectations of the in-group 

support the newspapers‘ frames of the two groups. Newspapers framed 

Greenpeace as altruistic—a quality that interviewees had communicated their 

CSR expectations to be founded on. BP was framed as egoists—a trait that 

revolves around self-interests, which also appeared in the transcripts as 

interviewees‘ CSR expectations.  

CSR expectations for the out-group revealed that Greenpeace members 

were disappointed in BP for not fulfilling CSR initiatives the energy company had 

either once marketed or had shown some form of interest in. Interview transcripts 

show Greenpeace‘s high demands for change in the oil giant‘s processes, 

behaviors, and outlooks. These same demands appeared in many of the news 

stories that were sampled. Greenpeace activists who participated in this study 

shared high levels of animosity towards BP. The conflict stems from broken 

promises of the past and failed negotiations. Greenpeace respondents admitted 

they could not trust BP as long as it continued to base its business on fossil fuels. 
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The crisis of 2010 only fueled Greenpeace members‘ anger with BP‘s expansion 

into deep-water exploration. For Greenpeace members, such high-risk 

endeavors were illustrative of BP‘s arrogance, greed, and selfishness. All 

Greenpeace respondents deemed BP as one of the ultimate evil doers whose 

past grievances outweighed any marketed good intention. On the other hand, BP 

members felt Greenpeace was meeting their expectations in terms of perceived 

image. They were aware of Greenpeace‘s CSR stance and accepted the NGO‘s 

beliefs and values; however, they did not feel Greenpeace‘s radical behavior and 

action should be part of its CSR. As demonstrated by the interview data, 

Greenpeace members felt BP was not doing enough to meet their expectations. 

Conversely, BP members did not communicate they had any CSR expectations 

of Greenpeace, but did slightly point out that the NGO‘s radical behaviors were 

uncalled for, implying that one CSR approach Greenpeace should consider is to 

practice moderate activism.    

Respondents from both Greenpeace and BP stated their organizations 

often employed outreach and engagement to maintain or recover their reputation. 

Despite the examples offered by respondents, none of Coombs‘s (1999) crisis 

communication strategies and Benoit‘s (1997) image restoration strategies were 

identified in interview transcripts. However, interviewees did emphasize the 

importance of effective communication in reputation management, which is 

essentially the same argument made in Cameron et al.‘s conflict management 

life cycle, particularly at the reactive and recovery phases. Respondents made it 

clear that positioning their organization in a positive light within the public eye 



 

 120 

would protect their reputation. One means of such positioning is via news media. 

As pointed out by one interviewee, Paul, it was important to look at how 

journalists report on them and the issues they cared about because news shaped 

the way the public viewed them. Many other respondents agreed that news 

media had the power to influence public opinion. It is for this reason that many 

believed effective communication managed by their organization could foster 

strong relationships with journalists and the general public.  

Furthermore, Greenpeace activists classified businesses that met their 

CSR expectations as a target outreach. They believed that alignments with 

credible third parties that shared their values would continue to protect the 

NGO‘s reputation or help in its recovery. For BP employees, the company‘s 

target outreach was placed on a broader scale. They specified the company‘s 

outreach to shareholders, which consists of employees, consumers, investors, 

news media, etc. It is important to also note that Greenpeace listed transparency 

as a means to reputation management. BP employees did not consider this 

application. Presumably, this notion of transparency may not have resonated with 

BP employees either due to the traditional, hierarchical organizational culture in 

which they are attuned wherein transparency is lacking, or because transparency 

is considered infeasible for reasons associated to litigation. As a for-profit firm 

embedded in a high regulatory environment, BP and other energy and oil 

companies may hold it in their best interest to disclose minimal information to the 

general public. It may be argued that transparency for such companies may lead 

to breaches in security due to the high-risk nature of their operations. In addition, 
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transparency, specifically transparency in operations and environmental 

sustainability, may prove infeasible because the company may not be capable of 

facing the same type of criticism and skepticism it had been served at previous 

attempts in environmental reporting.     

Greenpeace activists were highly cynical of BP and its pro-social 

messages, and admitted they did not trust them. The lack of action to go beyond 

petroleum—the BP tagline—and the continued reliance of fossil fuels as its main 

source of revenue have made activists weary of BP‘s messages. Greenpeace 

activists have been closely following BP‘s reports since 1999, when BP 

rebranded itself as a green energy company. Activists claim that the incongruent 

messages, numerous regulatory violations, and the tar sands and offshore 

drilling activities have led them to be suspicious of all BP marketing claims. No 

amount of marketing or public relations can sway the opinions of Greenpeace 

activists regarding BP pro-social messages. Evidently, credibility is fundamental. 

Unless BP can prove there is a significant shift in activities from fossil fuels to 

renewable and sustainable clean energy, such as wind turbine and solar power, 

and until BP actually takes a genuine proactive stance towards environmentally 

friendly activities with tangible evidence of its progress, Greenpeace members 

will continue to label all pro-social messages as greenwash. Additionally, pro-

social messages based on safety and citizenship is likely to be taken with 

suspicion since BP‘s reputation has been perceived unfavorably for many years. 

Greenpeace perceived these pro-social messages as incongruent since safety 

violations from 2010 added up to more than 700 alone. Some of the respondents 
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deemed citizenship unacceptable since it connotes the improvement of life. It 

was argued that BP‘s contribution to climate change was synonymous to global 

deterioration; and, therefore it could not be aligned with the improvement of 

conditions. However, BP‘s pro-social messages were justified to the extent 

wherein some respondents preferred the existence of BP‘s pro-social messages 

than having none at all. One may reason that pro-social messages are 

extensions of moral messages that help bring awareness to a global or local 

issue. Therefore, while there are individuals who do not condone incongruent 

matches, there are others who appreciate the public awareness that such 

messages do stimulate.  

Respondents also identified many of the attributes newspapers prescribed 

to Greenpeace and BP during the interview process. The frames and attributes 

that emerged in newspaper stories were fairly accurate in their portrayal of the 

two social actors. Both BP and Greenpeace interviewees described BP as a 

powerful company because of its global outreach, revenue stream and capital. 

Their descriptions are congruent to those embedded in the news stories. Social 

responsibility was also similar in nature of definition. Like Greenpeace 

respondents, new stories, especially from the UK, attached a positive framing of 

the NGO‘s CSR actions to protect the planet and protest against those who had 

a history of offenses. News stories branded Greenpeace with the social 

responsibility of playing the role of the watchdog, which implies heroism and 

honor. BP respondents admitted they felt the energy company‘s primary 

responsibility was to itself, such that financial performance was essential to 



 

 123 

secure employment opportunities and safeguard the welfare of employees. The 

remaining three frames and attributes where a consensus could not be reached 

were hero frame, villain frame, and causal attribution. Understandably, 

respondents felt their organization was more the hero than the villain. While 

Greenpeace respondents fervently blamed BP for many wrongdoings, and 

argued that the oil and energy company triggered the conflict, BP respondents 

opted not to comment. Rather, BP respondents accepted the idea that 

Greenpeace was angry with the company, and agreed that Greenpeace would 

always feel animosity for them because of the very nature of their business and 

product. In the end, both groups stipulated that the conflict between them would 

never be put to rest. For Greenpeace, BP is the antithesis of what their NGO 

stands for. For BP, Greenpeace is unlikely to ever make amends. However, 

respondents from both sides agree on three items. First, reputation is everything. 

Second, green energy needs to be harnessed. And, third, news media greatly 

shape the way people perceive their organizations.  

This dissertation fundamentally illuminates the relationship between 

conflict groups and the news media in the ways they prescribe and adopt frames 

to shape audience perceptions, or rather, public opinion. As shown in the 

findings, the news media do set an agenda and frame conflict groups. Despite 

sharing the same Western style of reporting, differences in coverage between UK 

newspapers and US newspapers were strikingly evident. Specific to this case 

study, Greenpeace and BP members admitted their organizations do combat 

news media framing and agenda-setting activities by employing communication 
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strategies. Their public relations and media affairs division whose aim is to 

persuade news media, target audiences, and opposition groups to view their 

organization in a favorable light manages their communication strategies. By 

gaining their favor, their organization‘s reputation, credibility, and brand image 

remain in tact. As illustrated in the media attribution model, these are the 

avenues that organizations in conflict and crisis would take in order to maintain or 

restore their reputation. In the marketplace, organizational reputation is much 

more than an asset; it is at the very heart of an organization‘s survival.  

5.1 Theoretical implications 

One of the primary contributions this study makes is it bridges some of the 

most fundamental arguments across the disciplines of public relations, conflict 

and crisis management, journalism, and marketing, and unifies them under one 

theoretical framework. In this study, theory- and model-building are made 

possible through the triangulation of methods and the grounded-theory approach. 

The triangulation of methods yielded sets of results that informed one another, 

which helped highlight the relationship between some of the variables offered in 

the proposed media attribution theory. In this case, input from organizational 

members shed some light on the strategies used to protect and restore their 

organization‘s reputation, frames that members identified one another with, and 

frames members attributed to the group their organization was in conflict with.  

The media attribution theory and model enrich Coombs‘s (1995) attribution 

theory in crisis management and correlates it to media framing and inter-

organizational conflict. It offers a more acute view of the major role news media 
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play in shaping audience perception during a conflict or crisis. While Coombs‘s 

(1995) attribution theory asserts that people need to make sense of a major 

event, such as a crisis or conflict, by attributing blame, the media attribution 

theory adds another component to the argument by identifying news media as an 

agent of influence in shaping audience‘s perception of attribution.  

The media attribution theory and model are essentially based on three 

core arguments made in public relations and journalism research. First, 

audiences need to make sense of a conflict or crisis by attributing responsibility. 

Second, narratives produced by journalists are embedded with frames and 

attributes that simplify a conflict or crisis as a means to offer meaning to news 

consumers. Third, there exists a dynamic process where social actors identified 

in the narratives and news producers employ strategies that used to engage one 

another and their audience. While exploring such strategies are beyond the 

scope of this study, the core argument of the media attribution theory is that print 

news media prescribe specific frames and attributes when opposition groups are 

engaged in a conflict or crisis. In creating additional dimensions of understanding 

from a theoretical approach, the media attribution theory and model offered in 

this study show the relationship between news media, organizations, activist 

publics, and general audiences when times of conflict or crisis surface.  

The theory and model provide a more acute perspective of the 

juxtaposition of frames, attributions, and conflicts and crises by identifying the 

key entities that are interplayed. More importantly, in addressing these dynamics 

through theory-building, this study contributes to the field of mass communication 
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research by enriching knowledge and encouraging critical assessments of case 

studies, which are often used in public relations, to formulate relationships 

between variables of interest. A key strength of the media attribution theory is 

that it enables us to understand the nature of media framing and its impact on 

conflict dynamics, organizational identity, and public opinion. Understanding how 

media tend to frame opposition groups in conflicts or crises will help inform our 

decisions to apply other strategies as problem-solving measures.  

5.2 Practical implications 

This study offers implications in how people perceive activists and energy 

companies in a time of conflict or crisis. Each group stands at the opposite 

extreme of a spectrum where dialogue and open communication are rarely 

initiated. As this study shows, journalists create meaning through the frames they 

have assigned to these two opposing groups. Because frames are powerful 

influencers on public opinion, it was important to explore how social actors 

perceived themselves and their opposition. Distinct similarities between 

perceptions of the in-group and out-group seem to support the frames and 

attributes communicated by newspapers published in the UK and US. The 

frames and attributes associated to the media attribution theory could therefore 

serve as a guide for future research on the framing of conflict groups.  

It would be to the benefit of public relations practitioners and crisis 

managers working with for-profit and non-profit organizations to consider the 

frames and attributes identified in this study as the categories journalists shape 

their narratives with. Becoming familiar with the frames news media use to tell 
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their stories and by being aware of the different strategies one‘s opposition 

employs enhances one‘s foresight. For practitioners, this added foresight not only 

allows them to build stronger image maintenance and restoration strategies, but 

also helps them become better decision makers and communication managers. If 

practitioners know what to expect from news media and from opponents, then 

they can better prepare sound contingency plans that will help defend their 

organization against attacks.  

5.3 Limitations 

It is important to note that while the Media attribution model is 

comprehensive, this dissertation only looks at part of the model. This dissertation 

investigated the role of the news media and two conflict groups. Audience effects 

were beyond the scope of this study, and were therefore not included. Although 

the findings offer a glimpse into the standard expectations of organizational 

members, garnering depth may be limited due to the limited sample size of 

interviewees. Insights gathered from three BP respondents may not yield enough 

data that can be generalized. Respondents also may not have been qualified to 

answer questions on reputation management. Such questions may be better 

suited for individuals who manage the communications or press office divisions, 

or for those who are a part of the dominant coalition.  

5.4 Future study 

 One approach that should be considered as a follow-up to this study 

pertains to the communication or marketing strategies employed by each 
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organization. It would be interesting to explore how online marketing, also known 

as electronic word of mouth (i.e., e-WOM), impacted the reputation of the two 

conflicting groups at the time of the 2010 crisis. For-profits were one of the first in 

the marketplace to heavily invest in social media for audience engagement 

(Crawford, 2009). Activist groups also rely on social media to spread awareness 

to their causes, as well as coordinate and collaborate with other interested 

parties. As shown in 2010‘s Gulf oil spill, both groups had especially designated 

a great amount of time and effort to communication via social media during the 

crisis. This future study would afford an understanding of how they engaged with 

the public through the social media platform and promoted specific CSR stances. 

Like corporate social responsibility, e-WOM has evolved into a major marketing 

communications tool used by PR practitioners and marketers in various 

organizations. Exploring this trend may prove beneficial to media audience 

research especially because e-WOM can have an impact on a large population 

of audiences in a very short amount of time, which means organizational 

reputation management, media use, and audience engagement would be 

addressed.        

 Another angle of approach that may be considered in a future study 

involves an investigation of audience effects. The other component to the Media 

attribution model is the effects dominant frames communicated through news 

media have on their perception of reality. It would be worthwhile to base a future 

study that correlates changes in audience perceptions or the reinforcement of 

their beliefs with news exposure. The study could offer a comparison of audience 
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attitudes to news coverage and organizational strategy exposures, affording an 

additional analysis of the remainder of the Media attribution model that was not 

addressed in this dissertation.   
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Appendix A 

Code Sheet 

 

How to search 

Collect news stories from through the Lexis-Nexis database. Search conditions 

apply only to newspapers of medium to large circulation size in the United States 

and the United Kingdom. Date of publication must fall between October 3, 1999 

and October 31, 2010. Type in the following keywords in the search field: ―BP‖ 

and ―Greenpeace‖. To be included in the framing analysis, a story has to mention 

the conflict between members of Greenpeace and BP in either the headline or 

body text in the general news, international news, or business/financial section.  

 

What to code 

Organization: Write down the organization in which the article is primarily 

focused on (primarily = more than 50% of the time).  

1 = BP 

2 = Greenpeace  

3 = Both BP and Greenpeace are of equal focus 

4 = Neither (if neither, write down  

 

Country: Identify the country in which the newspaper was published in.  

1 = UK 

2 = US 

 

Newspaper: Identify the newspaper the article was published in. If the 

newspaper is not listed below, add it to the list. 

1.  New York Times 
2.  The Washington Post 
3.  The Houston Chronicle 
4.  St. Louis Post-Dispatch 



 

 131 

5.  The San Francisco Chronicle 
6.  Seattle Post-Intelligencer 
7.  San Jose Mercury News 
8.  The Oregonian 
9.  The Washington Times 
10. Star-Ledger 
11. -- Nothing -- 
12. St. Petersburg Times 
13. The Advocate 
14. Anchorage Daily News 
15. Christian Science Monitor 
16. International Herald Tribune 
17. Palm Beach Post 
18. The Tampa Tribune 
19. Miami Herald 
20. Mobile Register 
21. Daily News 
22. The Hill 
23. Las Vegas Review Journal 
24. McClatchy Washington 
25. The Times-Picayune 
26. USA Today 
27. Virginia Pilot 
28. Sunday News (Lancaster) 
29. Austin-American Statesman 
30. Chattanooga Times 
31. Bradenton Herald 
32. Chicago Daily 
33. Deseret Morning News 
34. Fort Worth 
35. Grand Rapids 
36. Herald News 
37. Kansas City Star 
38. L.A. Times 
39. Lowell Sun 
40. Modesto Bee 
41. New York Post 
42. Providence Journal Bulletin 
43. The Record 

 
99. Unable to determine 

 
100. The Guardian  
101. The Independent  
102. The Times  
103. The Observer  
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104. Daily Mail  
105. The Daily Telegraph  
106. The Mirror / Daily Mirror  
107. Metro  
108. The Sun  
109. Sunday Times  
110. Belfast Telegraph  
111. Sunday Telegraph  
112. Sunday Express  
113. Daily Record  
114. Evening Times  
115. Aberdeen Press & Journal  

Date: Record the date (mm/dd/yy) the article was published on. 

Story Slug:  Write the first two or three main words in the headline of the story in 

this space. 

Word count: Record the word count of the story as listed by LexisNexis, or copy 

the story into Microsoft Word and do a word count. 

 

Byline: Indicate who wrote the article by choosing from the following options: 

1 = Associated Press (AP) 

2 = Reuters 

3 = another wire service 

4 = staff writer 

0 = unable to determine 

 

Source_company: Was a BP representative quoted in the article? 

1 = yes 

2 = no 

 

Source_activist: Was a Greenpeace representative quoted in the news article? 

1 = yes 
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2 = no 

 

First respondent: Indicate who was the first person or organization quoted in the 

article.  

1 = BP member 

2 = Greenpeace activist  

3 = government agency  

4 = politician 

5 = other environmental group 

6 = PR/marketing/advertising firm 

0 = unable to determine 

 

Credibility_BP: Indicate whether BP was viewed with high or low credibility in 

the article. Credibility is implied trustworthiness. Select from the following options:  

1 = high credibility 

2 = neutral/unknown 

3 = low credibility 

 

Credibility_GP: Indicate whether Greenpeace was viewed with high or low 

credibility in the article. Credibility is implied trustworthiness. Select from the 

following options:  

1 = high credibility 

2 = neutral/unknown 

3 = low credibility 

 

Power_BP: Indicate the level of financial or political power attributed to BP.   

1 = high power 



 

 134 

2 = neutral/unknown 

3 = low power 

 

Power_GP: Indicate the level of financial or political power attributed to 

Greenpeace.   

1 = high power 

2 = neutral/unknown 

3 = low power 

 

Social responsibility: Indicate which conflict group is attributed the greater role 

in carrying out the responsibility of the protection and preservation of the 

environment.  

1 = BP 

2 = Greenpeace 

0 = unable to determine 

 

Causal: Indicate which organization was primarily held accountable / responsible 

for the conflict.  

1 = BP 

2 = Greenpeace 

0 = unable to determine 

 

Hero frame: Indicate which organization was favored more by the general public. 

The hero is one that makes efforts to help society, and save the future. The hero 

is the ―good guy‖.    

1 = BP 

2 = Greenpeace 
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0 = unable to determine 

 

Villain frame: Indicate which organization was favored less by the general 

public. The villain is one that is only concerned about self interests, selfish, and 

unresponsive to the well-being of society. The villain is the ―bad guy‖.  

1 = BP 

2 = Greenpeace 

0 = unable to determine 
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Appendix B 

In-depth Interview Guide 

 

Greenpeace activists: 

Q1. What are your thoughts on energy companies and their contribution to 

the environment? 

Q2. Do you support the ―Go Green‖ campaign? How much do you believe in 

it? 

Q3. Define pro-social messages. What are they and how much do they 

mean to you? 

Q4. Define corporate social responsibility. What is it? Do most corporations 

stand by them? Why or why not? 

Q5. What is BP‘s corporate social responsibility? What message is it trying 

to promote? 

Q6. How do you feel about BP as an organization that stands by its 

corporate social responsibility? Why? 

Q7. What inspired you to join Greenpeace? Why is it important for you to 

challenge energy companies or communicate environmental issues to 

the public? 

Q8. How influential is an organization‘s corporate social responsibility on its 

corporate reputation? 

Q9. In your opinion, what is BP‘s corporate reputation? 

Q10. Why are activist groups, especially environmentalists, seemingly angry 

with energy companies like BP? What are major issues of conflict? 

Q11. How do activists like you benefiting society? How does activism improve 

societal standards? 

Q12. What level of credibility do you rate BP as an organization? How much 

trust do you have in BP?  

Q13. Why should BP take a more active role in its corporate responsibility of 
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the environment?  

Q14. How is BP‘s pro-social ―Go Green‖ message contradictory? 

Q15. What could BP do to gain your trust and favor? 

 

BP staff: 

Q1. What are your thoughts on energy companies and their contribution to the 

environment? How does BP compare to other energy companies? 

Q2. Do you support the ―Go Green‖ campaign? How much do you believe in 

it? How much does the overall company believe in it? 

Q3. Define BP‘s pro-social messages. How effective are they?  

Q4. Who is BP‘s target audience? 

Q5. How receptive is your target audience to your pro-social message? How 

does it differ from other pro-social ―Go Green‖ messages? How is it the 

same? 

Q6. Define corporate social responsibility. What is BP‘s? How do you ensure it 

is practiced? 

Q7. What past conflicts has BP had with activist publics? 

Q8. What current conflicts does BP have with Greenpeace? What is the usual 

response strategy used when dealing with this NGO? 

Q9. Using Tench et al.‘s (2007) five primary definitions and orientations of 

CSR, which of these would you best define BP as? Which of these would 

you define energy companies that use environmental pro-social 

messages as? 

Q10. How influential is an organization‘s corporate social responsibility to its 

corporate reputation? 

Q11. In your opinion, what is BP‘s perceived corporate reputation among its 

general consumer? Among its target consumer? Among its activist publics 

like Greenpeace? 

Q12. Why are activist groups, especially environmentalists, seemingly angry 
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with energy companies like BP? What are major issues of conflict? 

Q13. How is BP unique from its competitors? How easy is it for consumers 

to differentiate BP from its competitors? How do you know? 

Q14. What level of credibility do you rate BP as an organization? How much 

trust do you have in BP?  

Q15. What did BP communicate to you as its employee during past crises?  

Q16. How may BP‘s pro-social ―Go Green‖ message be perceived as 

contradictory among general audiences? Do you believe that general 

audiences have become more environmentally conscious over the 

years? Why? 

Q17. To what extent is BP blamed for the current status of the environment? 

What groups are attributing blame to BP? Does the news media 

attribute blame to your organization? If so, how and why? 
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Appendix C 

Transcripts 

Mr. E - BP 

Me: what does BP mean to you? As an employee, what does the company stand 

for? 

Answer: it's a bit of a cliché, but the values are very important to and so that's 

why you're joining the company. So, performance driven, safety, risk, etc. if I'm 

not working exploration son looking at policies etc. and that's pretty much it. 

When also means to me as well as an employee working in HR - it's very 

employee focused, i think. I used to work in banking, so I've probably seen the 

other end of the spectrum in terms of HR practices, but I mean I think there is a 

real duty of care. Yeah, it's a great place to work. So, what it means to me is that 

it's a great place to work so far. And it also means oil and cash it to be more 

down to earth, right? So yeah, guaranteed cash. 

Me: so do you think the company treats its employees very well? 

Answer: BP treats them fairly well yeah, but some it doesn't just a have to do with 

the company itself but also the industry. I mean, I'm not an exploration again, so 

you know, I can't talk for anybody in the drilling platform. And there are some 

issues with employees in terms of working conditions which are normal for an oil 

company. For any of our competitors it is exactly the same issue. How do you 

make sure the guys were working in a remote environment have to everything 

they need, you know? You know it's quite a challenge. It's quite basic working 

conditions. I work in London, so I don't have that kind of issue. So, I think fairly 

well, but the industry–it's a wealth industry. 

Me: BP has done very well in the industry. It's been around for 100 years. 

Answer: and probably very well for the next hundred years. 

Me: the crisis with Deepwater Horizon happened back in April up til now. So, has 

there been a change in the company 's or its own personal identity? Has there 

been a change in the conditions?  

Answer: I think there's been a change in a few groups of employees. There's 

quite a few people because it remains industry sector that has been here for a 

while and I think I will stick to BP. So, I think they react in a way in which they feel 

that it has to happen to us as in any major company. That's kind of a fatalist 

approach–what I said. And I think people will feel less confident in the company, 
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but it's more from an employee perspective. So, you know I work the training side 

and obviously lots of people were like‖ am I going to to get a bonus?" and " BP 

afford to pay me a bonus?‖ You know,‖ what's going to be the compensation in 

BP?" Etc. etc. and, generally people feel much better now than a few months ago 

when there was much uncertainty. I mean, in the UK, we did much less PR than 

in the US. So, I suspect the US employee with still feel quite angry with what 

happened. I'll be curious to see the next survey we do and see if we still have a 

good employee pride rate. So, you know. So, there's been lots of changes and 

lots of communication on the crisis internally. Some of which the press have 

managed to get their hands on. So, it's pretty transparent what BP has done 

internally to motivate and to change the structure. 

Me: here, during that time, in London I know Greenpeace was extremely active in 

showing how disagreeable they were toward the company as they always have 

been much more so during the to summertime. How did you deal with that being 

part of the all HR dynamic crisis of what deep water horizon of management?  

Answer: Well, I guess to be fair, internal communication we're dealing with any 

response to the press–I think we were just remaining on top of what was going 

on in terms of updates. And, we make sure that top management was 

communicating to employees. I mean that he is just transparency and 

communication in that sort of events. And you can lie to people anyways study 

approach was just transparency and communication. I mean, then you know the 

thing is maybe not so much in training but if you join an oil company you already 

made a choice, right. So you already take a stance and say:  I'm making a 

choice, because I'm joining an oil company. So any Greenpeace demonstration 

won't make an impact really. It will probably make you think and people who are 

on the edge really think about leaving and changing the sector. But changing to 

join a competitor yeah. It really means more what to do with compensation and 

then having something to do with personal identity in your BP is a bad company 

because Shell is probably not better or for to Exxon. I mean yes, BP has a lot of 

records and has done lots of improvements in terms of risk and safety 

unfortunately, this explosion happened at a very bad moment for us. But, in thing 

one of the spots, it was really a very high sense of responsibility shared by 

management and employees as well to face up to the… You know. I mean, you 

know, the press has probably not reported that yes. In numbers and in values the 

commitment to that incident has been tremendous in terms of how many people 

were mobilized etc. etc. has been quite–it's been huge actually. It had to be. But, 

I think the response has been great. 
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Me: because, you know, in the United States, they called the equal crisis the 

worst environmental disaster in history on the shores. 

Answer: I think you know if you look at the magnitude of it and just how many 

barrels were last in the sea, it was the biggest disaster for the US–yes! But the 

response has been great. You know, nobody can tell that there is still oil in the 

water–I don't know. 

Me: because I was wondering–wow, for anyone who works for BP during this 

time when the general public is outraged with what happened, do they feel a 

sense of embarrassment and how does the company deal with that? 

Answer: they probably feel embarrassed and some are like it probably don't want 

to tell you who they're working for. I mean most people they got you, they know 

you and so you're not directly responsible. The pressure in the UK has been 

much lower than in the US. 

Me: so it's not as bad here as the press makes it to be? 

Answer: the recruitment has been good for us. we've attracted people. Like, no 

impact. It's been more tricky in the US, but it's still all right given what happened. 

Me: especially in the state of the economy, I guess people are still looking for 

compensation. 

Answer: yeah and employment. But if you look at brand image and all of that, of 

course our image has gone down this year hugely, but we're still hiring. 

Me: do you think that BP would be able to again strengthen its brand image even 

with the go Green campaign even what happens or is it too soon? 

Answer: I think we don't wanna do it just now, but we probably need to talk about 

that between 5 to 10 years down the line. I mean, if you look at total–total had a 

major issue with one of their vessels–The Erica–I don't know if you've heard 

about that. So, it spoiled all of the beaches in Brittany and Normandy. I mean, 

your boyfriend should know about Erika. So it was a vessel that total mandated 

and there was no control of the vessel and bad operation by management. It's 

been eight years now and I don't see any impact for total what so ever. And it's 

been a big disaster for France. 

Me: so since you deal with crisis management, what is the normal phase for 

disasters like these? When people become outraged, they reach a peak of 

anger. 

 



 

 142 

Answer: well, that's the shock. That's the normal curve that you've probably 

studied, like your and shock, then you are in denial, you're sad, you start to 

accept, you resent you accept it and you live with it. I think that's pretty much 

right, really. 

Me: so what you think is that good timeline for them to accept? 

Answer: I think it depends on the location. I don't know about the US, but in the 

UK we are probably past that stage now. I mean internally, yeah. But with 

bearing in mind that this is a lot of changes in our policies etc. were putting 

everything towards risk and safety now. Even more,, even more, even more. All 

right, so most of our performance now is just only judged by our risk and 

performance, risk in safety, etc. Much more than six months ago. So we 

accepted but we haven't done anything about it. Which is probably why people 

can't get over it. We see that now and we are working on that now. I mean, you 

know, like any other company sometimes you need something like this. Like any 

human being, right–you need to go to something like this to remember you have 

to deal with this, yeah? I guess. 

Me: and what about the executive decision-makers, you know, during a crisis like 

this how long did finally take for them to finally agree I a specific strategy to help 

overcome it? Don't take weeks? Months? 

Answer: I have no idea. 

Me: this disaster–the press and the people in the US criticized the 

management... 

Answer: I think they had to react quickly and when you react quickly you are 

more likely to make more mistakes. That's pretty much it so, I think everybody 

has a one day, one week, one month, 10 years plan anyway. 

Me: so what do you normally do when Greenpeace and Sierra club and all these 

other environmental groups out in front of your building again, climbing it, and 

posting their flag on it? 

Answer: I think that 'commas' Department will deal with that. Any, you are just 

checking everybody's fine, people will probably just joke about it to make them 

feel better. 

Me: is it because it happened so often?  

Answer: no–we never had anybody, so they were at the petrol station but not 

here at the headquarters. No, I mean, usually you know senior management will 
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always try to follow up with some communication. I mean we had protesters at 

RBS always and all the time. So we had a crisis and lots of Greenpeace activists 

because we were funding oil and gas companies. So, we had between five and 

10 protest, but nobody got disturbed with that. 

Me: five and 10 - that's not bad. Because I know Greenpeace held a logo 

campaign. A logo bashing campaign. 

Answer: yeah, I saw that, yet. 

Me: I believe they received over 200 entries. And, they've got them on their 

gallery, and I was surprised how quickly the response was for this campaign. 

Answer: I think, you know, it's all about the debate about climate change etc. etc. 

people under the much more aware of that. Which is a good thing, so it just 

emphasizes the fact that we just need to focus more on what we've done before 

and even better on risk and safety etc. because the truth is the demand for oil it's 

here and you seen the price of the crude going up again. It's like that for a 

reason, right?  

Me: what about green technology? Everyone's talking about it-China, India, and 

many parts of the Middle East. 

Answer: BP has a special division called alternative energy. So, you can go on 

the website to check it out. And, lots of developments around biofuels as well. 

Me: so, there's a lot of development and concentration focused on that part, 

right? 

Answer: yeah. 

Me: they haven't completely abandoned green, renewable, sustainable energy 

investments? 

Answer: no no no. No, it's going to be even more in the center of it as well. I 

mean, no - there's no question.  It makes sense for business perspective as well. 

So–the market is here. 

Me: so that's where the shift in the oil industry might be? 

Answer: I have no idea actually because there is still lots of speculation as to 

when we're going to reach the breaking point in terms of supply of oil. So, it 

would depend. I am not an expert of the oil industry so… 
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Me: there are many predictions. Some say 15 years… 

Answer: it's very difficult. You can always Discover feels… I mean, yeah, it's a 

supply and demand market. So, it's really really hard to predict. 

Me: so, how do you deal with–since you are involved with managing conflicts and 

crises within the company, how do you deal with the press? When the press is 

trying, bad mouthing, the image and making related impacts, how do you counter 

that? 

Answer: I mean, we are just trying to raise the employee engagement. So you 

can raise employment engagement with all sorts of things. You know, it can be a 

individually focused, it could be money, it could be communication, it could be 

lots of good things. The work life balance, the training, and all of that, and the 

career development in BP is quite good. Lots of people have worked their way 

through the company. So, I mean it's just a question of how loyal are you or not. I 

think the basis of what retains people is strong enough at BP, so you've got a 

good basis to retain people in terms of what's important to them. So, you know 

it's only going to be the top of it that's going to leave if they don't believe in BP, 

right? 

Me: so would you say that there's a good relationship between the company and 

the media, the press? Is there is a good communication flow and transparency? 

Answer: I think it's as good as it can get really. I don't work in communications, 

so I could not comment on that. 

Me: so, it's not really an issue for you in your department? 

Answer: for me, no. 

Me: and employees have raised any complaints? 

Answer: for me, what really concerns me if competitors trying to approach our 

people. Recruit our people. For an HR person, the only external issue is 

competition, that's all. 

Me: so how do you retain your employees? Is it strictly a natural compensation? 

Answer: no,–its financial and nonfinancial. It depends on the individual. It's just 

number a truck practice really. 

Me: so, there really wasn't much of an emotional… 

Answer: you're still works but you have to conjure by making sure that you have 
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communication agents. See from management to the employees just reassuring 

them that the company's not going to go bankrupt and that we have money. Then 

we have a program to leverage money and that we are going to sell some 

assets. That's pretty much it and that we are going to guarantee your pension. 

Me: it won't become the next Enron? 

Answer: no. Now, it's too big, I think. It's too big. 

Me: yeah there was speculation news that BP was going to go bankrupt because 

of this crisis and funeral, with the stock styling, and plummeting as they did… 

May be it plummeted even as low as 60% at one point in time. 

Answer: yeah–I think it was below 3 pounds in the UK and now it's `4.7. It was 

five or six before the oil explosion 

Me: the press really started to investigate that and guess what's BP's next move–

is it going to sell all of its assets, is it going to go bankrup 

Answer: well, I guess you know there were lots of memories around BP because 

it was uncertainty. Obviously, the market takes advantage - a bit of speculation, 

the price goes down. If you are the financials, if there were any issues the 

company would oppose the plan etc. etc. so then people start to speculate for the 

price of oil etc. I mean, when a company goes through a crisis like that–it was the 

same for RBS–the stock price just does not tell anything. It just changes every 

day–up down–with lots of variations within a day. So, I mean, I am not really a 

big fan of the financial markets. I just, so I, it's just when they see that it's 

probably even rational really. There's probably some money going around and 

people making profit so, that's just my sneaky view. 

Me: do employees panic when the stocks plummet? 

Answer: yeah–because lots of them have shares and also you know, they 

wanted to make sure the company would've money because well, just so they 

can in the business and ultimately for their pension. As I said, the number of lots 

of people have been for quite some time so pension is important. Very important. 

Because muscle are so on finance salary scheme, which is a defined benefit 

scheme as opposed to defined contribution. I am on defined contribution so I 

couldn't care less about the pension and because it was not down to BP as such. 

But for people who are in the finance salary scheme, it was extremely important 

to their package. Very important. 
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Me: so there was a good reason to panic? 

Answer: yeah–there was, I think there was. Yeah, but again, I mean we have 

addressed all of the points concerned I think in terms of financially and externally. 

Me: so what do you think when they the best way to promote the company's 

image internally? You know, now that the crisis is over? You mentioned that 

there is focus on risk and safety. If you continue promoting that, and you think 

that would help the image shared by employees? 

Answer: yeah. I mean, when you see something happens you always taken 

extreme groups, too extreme, but then it takes you a bit of time to find the 

balance. So, I think we were probably here. We need to be here. So we went 

right here. And we're progressively going back to the middle so, risk and safety is 

important but we also need to make money etc. I mean, you have to go through 

stages, right? So the tendency is for anybody take extremely you and then you 

work out your way to the right balance. 

Me: so, risk and safety, and also financial welfare? 

Answer: Hopefully.  

Me: Well with the way things are moving, I don't see any risk for BP financially, 

anymore. 

Answer: no–and crude prices are up and will be up again. Not massively, but 

they will be. 

Me: so, in your opinion, what is BPs corporate reputation? 

Answer: I think the UK it's probably average. In the UK, in my sense it's all right. 

People on the oil industry is really risky. When something really bad happens, the 

company stood up for it. So, you know they think it's fine–they just need to wait 

and see if it is going to succeed or not.  

Me:  so do think it's already accepted that there is an expectation of some type of 

risk, such as another oil spill? 

Answer: no–people will not accept another incident. No-NO WAY. 

Me: even if it is small incidents? 

Answer: no. 

Me: they really have to be very careful with everything it does for now on? 
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Answer: yeah. Absolutely, that's for sure. And everybody is conscious of that. In 

the US,  I couldn't tell. It's probably really bad. I think it's going on right, but it's 

just too soon to tell really. As for second mistake, no–no way. 

Me: so, why do you think activist groups like Greenpeace–being the most radical 

out there–are so against grouping messages by all companies energy companies 

like BP? 

Answer: because they think that's at the end of the day they're still oil. And we 

are going to exploit oil as soon as we've got reserves because we still got 

demand. So, for them I think that if we go green, we have to leave oil. Because I 

think that they think we do that to improve our image, but in the background we 

are still going to do what we do. 

Me: so, they don't think the genuine cause? 

Answer: No.  

Me: and using the worker accepted? 

Answer no. 

Me: because of the energy oil company, they would never? 

Answer: yeah. Absolutely. 

Me: so, whatever credibility do you think BP possesses in regards to the general 

public? Do you feel that the company has one back their trust? 

Answer: no. but, it's going to take time. People I'm going to wait and see our 

safety records, and you know… BP has already started some works around the 

industry. They have already initiated–air trying to lobby to get some standards to 

get some benefits from the experience we had from the drilling response. Make 

sure that the industry follows suit. So BP is trying to lead the way to promote 

standards. I think we have to. I think we have no choice but to do that. It has 

been a huge amount of experience in terms to the response to the deep water 

incident because the technologies that had to be deployed I have been 

completely new and state of the art to plug the leak. So, hopefully that's going to 

be useful for the whole industry. I mean, all of our drilling platforms at the 

moment have been tested and retested so, it's not like we're saying we're going 

to promote safety because we are really doing it. I am not trying to over promote 

my company, right.  

Me: I was curious to see if the company would quietly back out and be silent in 

the hopes that they would regain trust slowly. 



 

 148 

Answer: I don't think he can be silent when you were and where major because 

the competition is extremely fierce. I mean you were talking about number four or 

five most powerful company in the world at the moment. Because I think BP was 

the first British company or was depends on the stock price. Total in France is 

the biggest company. Shell is the biggest Dutch company. Exxon it's probably the 

biggest US company. So, you always have to be very offensive because it's a 

very difficult market. 

Me: even with the crisis they still have to lead the way? 

Answer: yeah, yeah. I think it's about promoting the knowledge that we've gained 

because of the accident as well. Obviously, one has to be careful when he does 

that. We're not just going to come and say " hey guys, this is how we do stuff" 

because like I told you we had a bad record in drilling without incident, so we 

definitely need to. 

Me: do you think there is a contradiction between going green and BP, if it 

promotes that message? 

Answer: I don't know. Yeah the shifting industries became providing gas major to 

make a major, so they have the green energy. So, I don't think it's contradiction. 

You have to redo your business model and review the type of energy you got are 

available. It changes because the supply is changing. You have to adapt to it and 

then you have people who want to put an environmentally package behind that's 

which is fine. But in the sense, go green is also bad. We really are a business. 

We see what is out there. We are energy–giant. We just need to make sure we 

can supply or customer. 

Me: so massively, do you think it's more appropriate for the company to sponsor 

the 2012 Olympics versus another go Green campaign so soon? 

Answer: I don't really know much about the agreement. I assume that it was 

there before the incident. I think the reasoning behind this agreement is for BP to 

be here for a major UK event. BP is a UK company it is probably the biggest one, 

so I guess it has to be the sponsor of the Olympics because it is going to be the 

world leader. So, I think there's no question as to whether or not we should 

sponsor it for such a size. t we have to be there, I guess. So, we shouldn't call 

into question the sponsoring the Olympics.  

Me: how do you highly motivated and highly involving employees to participate in 

company activities session social responsibility? 
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Answer: so with got a lot of activity around that. So we have a lot of people in the 

business who want to be responsible for something. So we have a lot of activity 

with that. The people have a chance to be part of the charity the MVP. People 

have a chance to play a role in the Olympics as well via BP. The mentor a lot of 

business programs as well as enterprises. Also the creation of programs. Not to 

social services. Responsibility–and also lots of diversity and inclusion. It's a pretty 

big agenda. It's one of the priorities of BP for the last two years. It's also the 

culture–have a speak of culture–2.having your rights to tell when somebody 

doesn't do the right thing. I mean, it's quite hierarchical in a way. So, any industry 

will always be more hierarchical. But there is space for opportunities for individual 

growth and projects. So I think it's quite feasible. It's quite an open culture. At 

least in my department, yet. I mean that's the training division. With the 

exploration division, it's a whole different world. 

Me: so the company is very progressive? 

Answer: yeah, your. Definitely. I mean, innovation as well, is part of their values. 

Progressive also, I think. 
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Jenna - Greenpeace 

 

Me: how long have you been a part of Greenpeace? 

Answer: a supporter but probably over 10 years; an activist for probably four 

Me: so you were aware when BP had changed its whole marketing campaign 10 

years ago? 

Answer: yes and no. Probably aware of it slightly in terms of what you see in the 

media or in the advertising world but subconsciously I wasn't really that aware of 

it. There was a lot of green wash in a lot of companies. It has been a good 

increase awareness in the last 5 to 6 years let's say. But I'm not so where of 

feelings towards BP in particular. 

Me: as an oil company, what are your views? 

Answer: well, towards BP or towards oil companies in general? 

Me: in general. Then tell me more specifics about BP. 

Answer: well I think when I was back in the states in 2004 I made a decision to 

live in London because I could do public transport and that would be less 

polluting than living in the country and driving a car. Because in the states I use 

the car quite a lot and, so yeah, a lot of my decisions are to have the least 

impacting the environment. But, it's really–I sort of trying to influence friends and 

family in what they do and try to educate them a little bit. 

Me: so you made the decision to move to another country so it can help with your 

perception and your values? 

Answer: no–not really to move to the country. Because I was moving back 

anyways and I knew I was coming back to the UK so I decided them in London 

rather than the country. 

Me: well, over the years, the world has become more and more increasingly 

dependent on fossil fuels and so, do you believe welcome is such as BP are 

actually trying to help invest in renewable green energy? And when they do 

announce that they are and it hits the news, what are your perceptions? Do you 

believe that genuine about it or are you skeptical? 

Answer: definitely in the first instance, skeptical. Because of their history and 

their purpose is to make money for their shareholders. But at the same time I am 
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very optimistic and always look on the positive side. And, if someone is investing 

in renewable energy, then that is a good thing. From being a campaigner for 

Greenpeace, then I, and also the fact that Greenpeace doesn't take donations 

from companies, from businesses, I am a lot more conscious to the more bigger 

picture for these companies. Because, on the surface you might see EDF is 

another energy company. We all use energy. Some of us use more than others, 

but EDS–they have a sort of green campaign in renewables they are investing in. 

For me, I just bought a place and I am letting it out and I'm going to be getting my 

energy–domestic energy–from a renewable provider. But, but likes someone said 

in the meeting one of the main problems is consumption that people don't 

actually think what was used to make this product–how much, how far did it 

travel-that kind of thing. 

Me: do you think it's because people might be depending on green policies which 

are enforced by the government–government agencies? And that's why they are 

not as aware as conscious? 

Answer: I think that in probably in the last five years or so, there is the moral 

education, but it's a long–like let's say, if you looked say 20 years ago and you 

looked at the average person versus a sort of environmentally friendly person, 

then also at government communications, then there was a big gap. There wasn't 

really much advice out there. Now, the government–in the past governments and 

this government–are making steps and guiding people, but there's still a lot of 

progress to be made. And, there are a lot of decisions yet to be made. I think that 

an the US the problem with the Gulf of Mexico, it was obviously an enormous 

disaster, but I think it was a wake-up call that a lot of people need to see in 

what's involved in their consumption and what's behind item that they bought. 

Me: so comparing Americans to Brits, which of the two groups do you believe is 

more environmentally conscious and has become more responsible of their 

consumption of energy? 

Answer: it's difficult to say because in the US, my experience was limited there to 

Georgia states, and there really wasn't much awareness or activism there. I 

asked the other day, I forgot sort of what the context was, but I was asking what 

level of activity Greenpeace has and what the reputation was in the states. And, I 

understood that in the past they had a–it was more involvement, shall we say. 

This was prior to the BP oil spill. And, I think was thinking, urbanism and 

experience I would say that I know more Eagle people in the UK, so that's really 

based on their and that experience. 
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Me: so, what are the attitudes towards BP? Let me rephrase that–what are the 

attitudes towards the peak year among consumers and did that change after the 

oil spill? 

Answer: answer the question, which I am not sure I know the answer to. I would 

say that with its being in the media, that being in the front headline, I think that it 

was shocking to people, so you would hope that there would be a reaction to that 

like specifically to BP, but also to oil consumption in general. Like, flying regional 

flights or whatever the case may be. But, I am not–if I look at my family and my 

close circle of friends–they are not, they don't, they might see it in the news but 

they may not take action themselves. 

Me: so I see. So, they might still pump gas or petrol from a BP station? 

Answer: I think that there are quite a large number that we just get petrol from the 

nearest place. 

Me: the nearest place? So, not necessarily the least expensive? Or, does price 

actually do matter? 

Answer: I would be that people would take into account price, but the problem is I 

don't drive. So, I don't have a lot of these conversations with people. Um, some 

of my colleagues–they might be watching their budgets–so they may be 

shopping around, but, you probably didn't get my voicemail. You should phone 

my phone and him a voicemail. LOL I'm trying to persuade people to like 

communicate with the. And say what do you think you're doing? And, like my 

uncle, he works in the oil industry and he tried to defend BP to me–arm, he says 

that BP is one of the most secure or safety conscious and all of that, but then I 

spoke to someone else in another oil company and he said that BP had been 

made aware of the problem advance and they haven't taken action. 

Me: really? 

Answer: yeah–because it was going to–in order to deal with the problem, it was 

going to close down the well what the backside and it would've cost them 

however much, but it wouldn't have been a fraction of what it is costing them 

now. But, there was a competitor so maybe they were making up those stories. 

Me: well, as you know, BP has been under investigations. BP has been found 

guilty of not following regulations and paying off agencies–regulators. Does that 

have an effect or impact to you at least in regards to BP the green oil company 

that had been investing in renewable green energy and is home-based here? 
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Answer: to be honest, I don't know that much into the investigations but, I would 

say that the governments needs to enforce and protect the environment. That's 

their responsibility. And then apply those regulations. I know that there is a strong 

vote of campaign on the other side. You know, the industry campaigners were 

trying to get things eased and softens in favor of the industry. And, I think our job 

is really important and to sort of combat that. 

Me: so, how is the media here frame Greenpeace whenever–just like the other 

week when Greenpeace close down 46+ petrol stations-was the media in support 

of or did the media vilify Greenpeace campaigners?  

Answer: I think that essentially the media here are very big on sort of telling the 

story or selling their paper. So... 

Me: is it one of the other? 

Answer: they want to sort of close attention. Because for them, it is the story. So 

that's really what they do. I don't know–I don't read that many papers in order to 

see whether it was in favor or not of the shop closures. But I spoke to a friend of 

mine and she thinks that it was wrong to close the petrol stations. She doesn't 

drive but she basically said that it was destructive of Greenpeace. And I said, 

well, if you look at the oil slick in the Gulf of Mexico, then, there is a price to pay. 

Me: that is interesting because I wonder if people would be forgiving of 

Greenpeace campaigns as long as they didn't inconvenience their lives or their 

daily habits. 

Answer: that same friend, when Greenpeace campaigned at Nestlé effectively, 

she said that it was really difficult. her friend couldn't go to work. And I think that 

on one side, she is capitalistic, but on the other, she looks at the actual effect on 

the individual. So, I could see that, Nestle turned around because of the level of 

campaigning that Greenpeace did. It was very effective, so I'm behind 

Greenpeace all the way really. I think that in the UK in terms of previous 

reputation, I think that people were always–I don't have entertained was the right 

word–but, impressed by the campaigns and I think they think they are a bit 

wacko. Um, radicals–yeah but some people say that it's good that they are doing 

it. They think I couldn't do it so there is a certain amount of admiration. And, I 

went to a talk about the millennium development goals of the foreign office and 

they–and the question was asked if it is the government or the individual was 

responsible for reducing the effects of climate change, or you know, taking 

responsibility for climate change. And a lot of people said the individual and I 

think that the individual is responsible but the government needs to lead the way.  
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Me: what would you say if BP tomorrow said we'd like to help support green 

policies and in the enforcement of green policies by government agencies, so we 

would like to team up. What would your reaction be? 

Answer: it would be, I would be skeptical because they–to be honest with you, 

the thing that Greenpeace say is that BP started this Green campaign and then it 

basically evaporated. And, to be honest with you I don't expect BP to invest in 

renewable energy. Like I said my uncle, you are a very clever scientist. Why not 

put your abilities into sustainable energy and, I don't know he responded to me 

that well. LOL that's the point, really. There's a lot of expertise in these big 

organizations a lot of capital, and so, in theory, it would be good if they did go 

that way. And, they said they were going that way, but they didn't go that way. 

So... There's not much trust there. 

Me: why did they not? The first announced they were going to invest it in year 

2000. when you think they started to walk away from that? 

Answer: I don't know. I don't know enough about it really. I think in terms for 

something like, for example, McDonald's. Or, another company–Dove. In terms 

of the rain forests, Greenpeace's roundtable talks of them have got them as 

industry leader setting a good example to other companies. So, that is 

achievable, so it is something that we should push for really. 

Me: so, do you think that let's say Greenpeace and BP, or  Greenpeace and 

some of the energy company, could one day partner up to help create new 

projects in renewable development and technology? Or, creates awareness–

energy awareness? Or, do you think that would be a complete mix match? A 

contradiction? 

Answer: think they could, but it depends on the level because Greenpeace would 

say we don't take donations from businesses, but I think that in the same way 

they did that with them–Dove and possibly McDonald's–with the forest, they 

could do the same thing with renewable energy because renewable energy 

needs they marketing of a major organization or the government. Because 

Jeremy blogs with his small winter business is not going to get is not going to get 

everybody in the UK with wind energy. Do you know what I mean? 

Me: but when baby puts forth to invest 1,000,000,000 pounds into a new 

marketing global campaign into renewable energy, that's a good thing?  
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Answer: yeah–I think that would be a good thing–yeah. 

Me: even though it would be a contradiction or incongruence message? You 

know, the oil company advertising yet again that they are trying to invest into 

renewable energy? 

Answer: I think that actions are important. 

Me: even though their history may not... 

Answer: yeah. 

Me: do you think that BP would ever close down one day because of another well 

spell? Because in the West there was talk that there were all these fines and 

lawsuits, that there would be a possibility that BP would file for bankruptcy. 

Answer: I heard those stories that I thought that that would really be a strong 

message to the industry that irresponsibility has a price and yeah, there was a lot 

of press here as well as talking about the oil, they were talking about the 

consequences of BP going bust. Especially in regards to the pensions because 

they are a big funder or something that something, I don't know exactly what's. 

On a naïve individuals sort of basis, I thought David Cameron was wrong to big 

up BP in America. I thought that was irresponsible, well I didn't know but 

irresponsible, but I didn't much like that. 

Me: and do you think the rest of the public also, because you know yes it's 

choose that's an American media have been associating BP as the alternate 

British company am I therefore, when bringing BP for the oil spill part of that 

responsibility must also spill over to the British government. It was just very little 

of this being said, but here I understand that a lot of British people that it was a 

very strong message and that they didn't really make it all. You know, is it 

because of the Association of the company or because of the blame projected 

towards the public as well? 

Answer: blame–do you mean blame on more than just the company? 

Me: in terms of his association–BP's British. Therefore British is bad. 

Answer: I think that that was probably quite minor. A minor awareness or 

consciousness toward the Association. 

Me: BP walked over to Greenpeace tomorrow said you know what, what are your 

demands? What do you want us to do? How can we make you happy? Let's say 

a list of five. What would they be? 
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Answer: probably not to continue with our fans. Not to do deep water drilling. 

Stop exploring into Alaska. And basically, and probably take more responsibility 

for what you actually do. Because for me, the first question, that friend who I 

mentioned about that campaigns the gas stations, she got that was far more bad. 

She works then contingency. And my friend, he also works in risk management 

for a bank. And he said in risk management, we don't cater for huge disasters or 

the level of problem. And I said you are not doing a good job of risk management 

because that's obviously a risk. If you're in the industry, then you have to know 

what risks are and obviously that would be one of the first things you would see 

is a risk. You need to burden mind and not go forward on that basis. So, the 

whole risk management model is flawed and that is what I was saying. And that 

is what I wrote to BP. That it was shocking and shameful. So basically be more 

responsible. 

Me: you wrote to them about that? This was after the spill? 

Answer: yeah–and, so the more responsible and also I would say to any big 

company invest in renewable energy because it's the future literally. 

Me: but, at the same time they are also looking out for their bottom line. And, with 

that in mind do you think they will ever at least less than that update commands 

or your top three concerns. With a somehow do things to lessen the 

environmental impact? The Alaska oil drill, Deepwater, and the tar sands–

because of what has happened and because of the awareness now–do you think 

that might lessen projects in those three areas? 

Answer: I think in the immediate term, there would be questions raised over them 

by the company because of their global image. And, Obama stopped deep-sea 

drilling and approvals, but there were other people in the American government 

who pushed through. So, it's difficult. Yeah but that's my ideal wish list. 

Me: that would be great if it did stop. But at least the dead lesson in the future. 

Answer: the thing with me–my message to my friends and family–is that we are 

actually feeding the demand. If we didn't by all these pieces of plastic or replace 

our car or the consumption that we do, that just mean-spirited demands for them 

to drill further. And if we didn't–if we lived a more simple life, then we–I think 

that's it is possible that you don't have to drill.  

Me: so it is dependent on consumer action? 

Answer: yeah. 
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Me: certificate containing and creating this type of awareness and 

inconveniencing people with these campaigns are actually effective? Do they 

create change?  

Answer: I think that as I said before, people will see the campaigns, but they 

won't see the direct relation to their life. There's an organization which I 

mentioned in the meeting which is transition movement. And that's basically 

making yourself more resilient towards people and the fact that one day there will 

one day will be any oil. It makes you community stronger, growing everyone 

locally, lots of different things like that. ―Transition movement. It's about changing 

your way of life and a lot of people say we don't want to go back to the dark ages. 

But, I would rather not shop. Blake, there have been a few people who have 

written books about not shopping for a year. Not acquiring things. And I would 

rather do that then have another oil spill. 

Me: how many people would really do that in a city like London? 

Answer: the transition movement local groups all around London, including 

Brixton, which for me–I don't really know Brixton. My knowledge of Brixton is a 

picture that does not correlate the transition movement. But they have a 

transition town in Brixton. So, it is quite powerful. 

Me: so do you think, everything has gone green–every single company, every 

single multinational company that advertises change become a more green 

company, or sustainable, whatever that word really means–whether it be 

economic or environmental–with that do you think that in itself is a symbol of 

change? 

Answer: yeah–yeah. 

Me: what do you think it's just another marketing trends? 

Answer: I think this post. I think it's both but I think we need both. It was a local 

campaigner who was saying that the-not exactly the Greenpeace activist–the 

Greenpeace activists is not going to change the rich person on the streets. You 

need to realize that not everybody is made the same. And, that marketing is 

powerful and if that works, it works. 

Me: marketing and PR? Are they one and the same? Or are they two different 

animals? 

Answer: I think they are the same sort of thing really. 

Me: so, the public here in London, have become more conscious of the green 
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movement? 

Answer: and responsive. 

Me: in the past 20 years? 

Answer: yeah–yeah. I would say more so in the last 10. 

Me: in the last 10–why ten? 

Answer: I guess because it has just gathered force, well in my experience, and 

more awareness.  

Additional remarks from Jenna: the thing is I tend to be quite, I don't know, quite 

unusual in my sort of lifestyle and opinions. Like my parents, they would not buy 

a new vehicle because of the energy that's used to create it. 

Miscellaneous about Jenna: she grew up in the country side; compost bin; likes 

whole foods because you have to bring your own packaging. 
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Paul Horsman – Greenpeace 

Brief on Paul: 

 He's been secundered by Greenpeace to another organization for 12 months  ‗    
    now. 

 The campaign director for the global campaign for climate action. 

 An activist since the 1980s. 

 Been a part of many Arctic ship campaigns and arrested multiple times.  

 Then with organization for 30+ years. 

 British.  
 

Me: how long have you been an activist? 

Answer: my activism started in the 80s -- 1980s. So I've been an activist for 

pretty much 30 years. The first work I did for Greenpeace was 1985 and is 

working full-time at the end of 1980. 

Me: and what inspired you?. 

Answer: I'm a Marine biologist by training. And in the early 80s I was doing 

research. What was happening in the 1980s was Mrs. Thatcher and Ronald 

Reagan and between the two of them–it was the height of the Cold War. Nuclear 

missiles were being based across Europe. And, I became a peace activist. I was 

a better campaigner than I was a researcher. Although, I was doing research and 

lecturing. Really I was much better at being a campaigner. LOL some activism 

started around that. I filed a particularly better for me to use my scientific 

knowledge to work in the environmental movement. What inspired me then was 

the fact that there was–were–significant problems in the marine environment. 

And, I was working as a marine biologist. So, oil spills and all the rest of it. It was 

really wanting to be a force for change. And, realizing that we needed to make 

some rapid changes in our lifestyles. A lifestyle change. There were a lot of 

things at that time that were clearly obvious. Major pollution problems, whether it 

was oil spills or industrial discharges, the ozone layer was just discovered. 

Around the mid-1980s there was a massive increase in environmental 

awareness. The rainbow warrior–Greenpeace's first rainbow warrior–was 

bombed by the French Secret Service in New Zealand. Here in the UK, was a 

virus that killed 90% of the seals in the North Sea. It was a massive increase in 

things that were going on in the environment. People thought like me that we've 

got to do something about it. 
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Me: so, all of these things were happening in Europe at that time? 

Answer: well, in Europe and globally, as I said that the French government bonds 

the rainbow warrior and killed one of our photographers. That was 1986 or 85. In 

Europe, in 1987, there was this massive seal outbreak. In 1988, there was the 

first report from the panel for inter-global climate change to raise the whole issue 

of climate change. Even Mrs. Thatcher admitted that that was an early warning 

that we should follow. And that was back in 1988. Then of course that led to the 

Rio Earth Summit in 1992 in which the framework of climate change along with 

other conventions was agreed. Biodiversity convention and the convention of 

desertion were also agreed at the Rio Earth Summit in 1992. 

Me: so do you think that activists like yourself really do benefits and really do 

help society? 

Answer: oh yes! There is no question about it. I think that's certainly from my 

point of view, being an activist, and also is a question of standing up. Of–activism 

is a different way of living–of actually being part of society. It espouses values of 

nonviolence stands bearing witness. I mean, these are traditional Quaker values 

around which Greenpeace was formed in the early 1970s. And it was not a 

question of saying we should stop it but actually going out there yourself to stop 

it. In a way putting yourself between the environment and was damaging it. It 

created that picture of something going on. And as a member of the public, once 

you see something is going wrong and you manage to put something on the front 

page on the news, then of course you become associated with it and you make a 

decision whether he do something about it already don't. And that doing 

something about it can be anything from supporting groups like Greenpeace to 

getting involved with it yourself. It was a unique way of raising awareness of what 

was happening in the environment. 

Me: since you inquire active for 30 years, how would you compare campaigns 

from the past to the campaigns of today especially with social media being used 

as a major tool of communication? 

Answer: whether to big differences. Two key differences between the campaigns 

that we used to do in the 1980s and early 90s and the campaigns do we do now. 

The job, if you like, there had to be done in the 1980s was to say loudly 

something was going wrong! The job was to put it on the agenda. And, to show 

people that there was a big problem out there had to be addressed. In 1992, at 

the Earth Summit, was probably the place where it was acknowledged to be part 

of the agenda. And what was needed from then on was to say okay, it's on the 

agenda–what do we do about it? And that is the second challenge that we face 
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as campaigners now. It's people are aware. You know, we are in trouble. So the 

question in terms of environmental problems now are much more insidious. You 

can't show a picture of carbon dioxide and climate change. You can show the 

impacts of climate change, but then you get into a scientific debate of whether 

that hurricane or that weather or that drought is a result of climate change. So, 

essentially, the environmental problems that we face are far more severe, but far 

more difficult to explain. And, to a large extent, these issues, like Climate change 

are through the oil industry. I come to climate change through the oil industry. 

These go to, the central building block of modern industrialized society–and so, 

not only is it difficult to campaign because you can't really show a picture of it. It's 

difficult because it gets the basis of modern industrialized economy. And that is 

very difficult to change. There is inertia and the system and so there is resistance 

to change, naturally. There's massive vested interests–economic interests–in 

maintaining the status quo. And, when you are actually talking about the types of 

changes needed, the ability of those corporations and the government who don't 

want to change fear that this could mean threatening economies, it could mean 

you can't drive your car anymore, it could mean one of those wonderful things 

that we have all gotten used to living with that threaten that. And, therefore, it 

becomes much more difficult for activists and campaigners like myself actually try 

to move it forward and say that it actually isn't like that. And then come back to 

the issue that I said before being an activist campaign for solutions is much is 

quite different from being an activist that is campaigning to try to stop industrial 

discharge. 

Me: do you feel that people–general society–take your campaign seriously? 

Answer: yes–well they do. There are different audiences here. Clearly, from the 

point of view greenpeace, there is a pretty large section of both public–of the 

public–that would never listen to what Greenpeace says because it is 

Greenpeace. LOL you know, even if we were saying the same things as 

progressive business, they wouldn't listen to it because it's Greenpeace. So, one 

of the actual challenges that we do face is actually having other, like for example, 

other progressive businesses getting out to actually campaigning and saying the 

things that we've been trying to say, but because of progressive business, people 

are more willing to listen to them. 

Me: what do you mean by it comes from Greenpeace? 

Answer: well, if you mention Greenpeace to anybody, a perception of what that is 

can range from being a long-haired hippie wearing sandals and eats brown rice 

to some kind of ecoterrorist that is threatening modern civilization, and anywhere 

in between. You know, so, if you say Greenpeace, people will have an automatic 
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perception of what Greenpeace person would say. You know, there would be, 

you would expect them to say that wouldn't you? So, in order to try to reach 

audiences who have that reaction, it is important for us to talk to progressive 

business like the renewable energy industry. You know, people who can, 

standard suits and talk about economics and talk about the value of renewable 

energy to future jobs, to green jobs, to future economic stability. Those are the 

kinds of terminology that sits well with the business person speaking about it 

rather than a long haired hippie who was wearing sandals. Do you know what I 

mean? So, we have found increasingly over the years that working with science 

and working with progressive industry and working with lawyers and working with 

different sectors that actually expand the message and take the message 

themselves rather than one of us is one of the ways we are managing to 

campaign today in order to get the changes that we need. 

Me: now you mentioned progressive companies. In the past, BP had been cited 

as one of the energy/oil companies, or it used to be 10 years ago when first 

changed its logo and invested into renewable energy an alternative technology. 

Would you and did you support this go Green continued effort to promote their go 

Green campaign, and how much would you or have you believe it? 

Answer: well, to be perfectly honest, that needed to step back. One of the things 

that came out of the Rio Earth Summit in 1992 was this term –greenwash. 

Because having put things on the agenda, it wasn't just a question of saying what 

the solutions are. Industry had to do something about adopting the green 

agenda. And, to a large extent, the response of industry was to spend a lot of 

money––a hell of a lot of money on public relations trying to persuade people 

that they were green and that they had heard what environmental activists were 

saying " indeed we have a problem". So, they started producing these triple 

bottom line reports called corporate social responsibility reports. They started 

doing their logos, they started having discussions with different sectors of 

environment groups, and so on. This was a classic reaction of a lot of industry 

who look at something that threatens the existence. And, had to do with it that 

threatens their existence. Not how to address the problems that were being 

raised. So, for example, I was involved–well–we can talk about BP. I used to 

meet up with BP in the early 90s at a very senior level having these sorts of 

discussions with them and what I was–what they said was they knew they had to 

be aware about green issues, etc. etc. My response to them was that they 

needed to put the money where their mouths were. And, there was an 

organization based in the US at that time called the global climate coalition–the 

GCC. And, the whole raison d'être behind the global climate coalition was to stop 

any measures to reduce Carbon emissions–to protect the climate because that 
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went to the heart of the business. So, the global climate coalition is made up of 

BP, Exxon, Shell, mobil, Texaco, as well as Ford motor Corporation, General 

Motors, some of the utilities… The big carbon users, the big producers–they 

were all members of the GCC. At that time there was an increased split in the 

attitude to climate change between the US and Europe. You know, the European 

government and therefore European corporations also we're beginning to think 

that this climate change is something of an issue that we have to deal with, 

whereas in the US there was a very strong kickback against any measures that 

would affect carbon emissions. As the first President Bush said at the 1992 Earth 

Summit, the American way of life is not up for negotiation. And that kind of split 

increased between the US and Europe. Anyway, going back to BP, I met with BP 

several times in London and what I said to them was that they should withdraw 

from the GCC. If they were truly concerned about climate change, then they 

should come out of the GCC. And, you know, they made all sorts of, you know, 

we can't do that. It's our US branch that is part of that, etc. etc. Oh, we're only 

members to the American petroleum Institute, etc. etc. and you know, we used to 

really become quite hard on the head, saying, you know we recognize the GCC 

was a major blockage in getting the US moving on climate change. Anyway, 

eventually, BP did withdraw from the GCC because we were getting them a lot of 

public stick in Europe in particular. They withdrew from the GCC, rapidly followed 

by Shell. And, that was the collapse other GCC. You know, the global climate 

coalition pretty much became defunct from about year 1999 to 2000. 

So, coming back to this greenwashing–the redoing the logo–to be fair, BPs then 

CEO, John Brown at that time, was the first CEO of a major oil company to 

recognize publicly–accepted that climate change was a problem. He made a 

speech at Stanford University in 1997, which basically said that they had 

accepted the evidence that climate change was a problem. There was sufficient 

there for them to do. He acknowledged the problem. He was the first CEO to do 

anything. This was a crack in the oil industry edifice. Having said that, of course, 

you know there is still, you know I believe John Brown was genuinely in himself 

quite feeling that that was the case. And, he tried to shift BP in some ways, but 

they were still drilling off Alaska. BP was the first oil company to drill in the Arctic 

and we camped out outside the oil rig in 1997/1988 to try to stop them drilling in 

the Beaufort Sea in Alaska. Despite the fact that they accepted climate change 

was the problem. So you know there was a big difference between what they 

said and the millions of dollars that they paid to redo their logo. That was exactly 

what they were doing. So, BP is a classic example. The other thing, and this is 

again going in the 1990s, we had a big campaign against Shell, partly–this was 

1993/1994 when shells activities in Nigeria resulted, or partly resulted, they were 

causing a huge amount of pollution. Their double standards–the way the were 
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operating and causing pollution in the Delta Niger was far–had far far lower 

safety standards and pollution controls than operating the UK or anywhere else. 

Yahoo groups campaigning against shell with the Egoni people in Nigeria. And, 

because it was a dictatorship at that time, and Shell operates where ever, 

anyway–to cut a long story short, eight activists led by Hukonsi Eweba were 

arrested, charged, and hanged in 1995 in Nigeria. And, Shell-we campaigned 

against Shell–we demonstrated against Shell. The wrote a letter at the 11th hour, 

which was too late to try to save the nine Egoni activists who were hanged by the 

Nigerian government for protesting against shells activities in The Niger Delta. 

So, that happened in 1995. The other thing that happened in 1995 (1996?) –We 

had another campaign against Shell Oil to stop them from dumping redundant oil 

installations–offshore installations. It was a decommissioned while storage facility 

called the Brent spar the Shell were going to dump in the North Atlantic because 

they finished using it. We occupied the spar and did all the usual Greenpeace 

things with the spar - LOL -and eventually raised so much profile that Shell had 

to change its mind and not dump it. And the spot was barbaric, it was recycled, 

and in fact new offshore installation has been dumped Patsy–not only in the 

North Sea, but anywhere in the world. They have been used as offshore reefs 

monitored in that respect, but no offshore oil installation been dumped. Anyway, 

the point of the story is not that that happens but that was part of this sordid 

realization and I was invited to speak at an oil industry conference in Caracas 

Venezuela. And, at that time, Shell had just brought up there first profits and 

principals report. This was a nice glossy report saying how wonderful 

environmental they were being with all of their activities. They had received so 

much public condemnation for the Brent spar and so what they had done or not 

done in Nigeria. I picked this up and I was reading on flight to Caracas is 

conference and you know, this was lovely glossy document. They had pictures of 

caribou–they had pictures of caribou in the front–not that Shell was involved in 

Alaska at that time, you know, you have seen these wonderful glossy documents. 

I thought this was really interesting. And then the meeting, you know, I said to 

them–I can see these guys and these are mostly guys, sitting in a room in shell 

thinking, we have got to do something about this problem. These people by 

telling us we are not environmental and such, etc. etc. and really trying 

desperately to say how good they are and how cleanly off. It's like trying to 

square this circle. But, the problem that the face is it's fundamentally the core 

business that's the problem. You can't clean it up. It's not, you know–and this is 

where it comes to climate change. Climate change is not something that you can 

clean up the oil spill. Or, not that you can clean an oil spill up, as Exxon Valdez 

shows.  
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But the reality of it is is that climate change goes to the heart of the fossil fuel 

industry business because it's about what they do and it's their whole raison 

d'être, which is why since 1988 when the first I PCC report came out, the fossil 

fuel industry has funded a whole range and the GCC was a key organizer here – 

a whole range of climate denying, scientist, so-called scientists funded a hold pile 

of research that didn't actually produce research that disproved climate change, 

just raised the idea that there might be some kind of debate. That it's not signed 

sealed and delivered. It's not conclusive. So what their strategy was was to sow 

doubt, a very very successful strategy. I mean, and it is largely net strategy of 

selling doubt succeed in the public, I doubt that you knew, as I said, this is going 

to threaten our way of life, etc. that it is going to cost a lot, and all of that, it's that 

strategy that they played out very well over the last 20 years that is the reasons 

that we don't have a good climate change Treaty today. And, what we see now is 

that climate change has been largely accepted by the general public as a major 

issue. Even in the US, although we talk about you know, there's a problem in the 

US that's they don't accept climate change, if you look at all the polling in the US, 

the public concern about how important climate change is it is quite high. It is well 

over 60%, 64% and it is consistent consistently been moving higher. Act on the 

streets, the public generally in the US as in many other places that climate 

change is an issue that has to be dealt with. So, it's moving, but it's moving very 

very slowly. And, you know, that's coming up to today and what you said earlier 

about the greening of the fossil fuel industry. It's a recognition that there is a 

problem, but the problem that they recognize was one that was trying to sell the 

fact that they can do it without environmental problems rather than addressing 

the fact that its their core business that is the problem. 

Me: so, if that's the core business, and you mentioned corporate social 

responsibility, how would you have them address–well first, what is your 

corporate social responsibility? And, second, how did they change things so that 

it would meet your standards being socially responsible in that industry? 

Answer: well, if–that's a very very good question. In the early 90s when I was 

talking with BP and Shell and some of the others, they should say to them, look 

at the moment you're part of the problem, but you could be part of the solution. 

(Article he wrote for last year's conference was mentioned.) Because in those 

days, I used to say to them–for example, the oil and gas industry, you know, it's 

an entrepreneurial industry. It's an industry that is about going out and taking 

risks. Or, it used to be. So, my argument with them was partly that they had to 

change their business and that they had that kind of techniques, technology, 

know-how that would help provide the solutions in shifting to nonfossil fuel 

energy sources. And, you know, they change their names from oil companies to 
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energy companies. And, because they have the money, and because they're the 

kind of technological know how, they were ideally suited to change direction, and 

this is the argument used to use in the 90s. However, well, over the last seven or 

eight years, I changed my mind because they haven't changed. Not only have 

they not changed, but have and continue to fight every step of the way to 

continue business as usual. So, when you asked about if either corporations 

were being socially responsible, I would say, certainly from the oil industry's point 

of view is that they are being socially responsible because they are not 

recognizing that we have to shift out of oil into other energy sources. So, I have 

changed because they could it be changed and they didn't want to change. My 

changing in attitude has arisen not just good talking to the will industry, but also 

to talking to other corporations. I'm looking at the markets, you know–the 

companies that are renewable energy companies are not oil companies. They 

are technological companies, they're electronic companies, they are utilities. The 

oil companies are nowhere there. BP bought a solar company called Solarex. 

And, zero rated in terms of its funding and being one of the world's leading solar 

companies, within a year it's dropped to number three. And, then virtually 

disappeared. You know, very recently both BP and shall stopped the funding of 

the renewable energy sector. Just looking at biofuels and some wind, and so 

they have still no new technology and their core business is the problem. Witness 

BPs major signing with Russian oil Russ Neff, to move into the Arctic. So, these 

corporations are being socially irresponsible in not shifting. Therefore, my 

conclusion is that they don't have the ability to change. That the technology and 

the ability to move into risky areas is–the challenge is being taken up by smaller 

companies who are collaring the market. China is one of the world's leading wind 

turbine manufacturer and exporter. They overtook the US just recently. So, you 

will find that the oil industry is going one way, but others increasingly are going 

another way. So, the only future I can see them is that they're basically 

dinosaurs. The chairman of Aarco, which was the company that BP bought out 

years ago, the chairman said that it's a sunset industry and the sun's gone down, 

and that's true. The age of oil is over and with it--oil corporations. I think they've 

missed the opportunity in this article they wrote back a while ago was looking at 

1988, 1990 to and the 90s when this industry could having read the writing on the 

wall, could have really put investments into shifting––they didn't. Instead, input 

investments into trying to green their image and trying to undermine the signs of 

climate change and associated with doubts so that they can continue with 

business as usual. And, so they seem to be unable to make that shift. 

Me: So, what level of credibility do you rate BP and what level of civility would 

you rate Greenpeace in terms of public opinion? 
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Answer: all of the polls show, and this is not just myself saying this, but people 

trust Greenpeace more then they trust most corporations/most politicians. That 

level of trust–I think the changes in different countries, depending where this 

polling is done. But certainly in the UK and Western Europe. I can't speak for the 

United States because I haven't seen any polling for the US. But, certainly here, 

Greenpeace's credibility is very very high. Exceptionally high. In the order of 80 

to 90%–it's really incredible. 

Me: even though some may argue that Greenpeace is quite radical? It's still 

viewed as a very credible organization? 

Answer: yes–it's trusted. That's the point. And I think it's trusted because of her 

history and so on. In terms of, you can break down the polls, of course in terms 

of being able to present reports, the credibility goes up and down, but people 

certainly trust Greenpeace more then they trust most other sectors. 

Me: so, as an activist what would you say is Greenpeace is true corporate social 

responsibility?  

Answer: we believe in what we do that that's our responsibility. I mean, people 

often say–we've heard criticisms about how we are not democratic, nobody 

elects Greenpeace. But, you know, Greenpeace doesn't take any money from 

industry. No corporations support Greenpeace and the government supports 

Greenpeace. We actually refused to take money from those entities because it 

gives us a degree of independence the most immunizations don't have. So, we 

live or die on public support and therefore the fact that we are a growing and 

increasingly accepted organization is pretty strong support for the responsibility 

that we are taking. Because it comes down to it, we believe everybody should 

take responsibility and the setting up of individuals, and in Greenpeace we do 

things as individuals. We are an organization and therefore we have the backing 

of an organization, but everything we do is done as an individual and believe in 

taking individual responsibility right away through to breaking the law. I mean, 

I've broken the law many times. I've been arrested many times on Greenpeace's 

campaigns as well as other organizations' campaigns. For me, it is taking 

responsibility. Yes–I'll accept the fact that i have broken the law, but you break a 

law to support universal laws for the environment. This is how society has always 

progressed. If you are talking about the suffragettes, getting women to vote, right 

away to Gandhi and democracy for India two today to Martin Luther King and 

beyond. These the inspiring people that we look to in terms of that movement 

and our current international Executive Director is from South Africa. He was an 

apartheid activist. So the it's possibility is fundamental to us and what we do. 

And, it's a social responsibility as well as a responsibility to ourselves Edwards 
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receives the way society and the environment is going.  

Me: now I know back in January we have just returned from the climate change 

talks in Cancun. How that experience? Read disappointed or surprisingly 

confident with how things went? 

Answer: it was good that the outcome that the multilateral international process 

was back on track because what I and others feared after the Copenhagen 

collapse was that things would, that people had lost faith in the international 

process. Because if you have a global problem like climate change, then it 

requires global responses. And, global responses can only be done and decided 

through international processes. And, to undermine the multilateral international 

process, which a lot of people were doing and a lot of people were writing the 

obituary of the UNFCCC (UN Federal Convention on Climate Change) 

throughout the whole of last year, it's not to say that it's up and running and 

leading the charge, it still very very shaky as one other diplomats said, okay–we 

saved it in Cancun but we just kicked it down towards Durban next year in South 

Africa. No, it doesn't mean to say that it's really going to delivery unit. It still 

needs to deliver a lot what it's supposed to do, which is to protect the 

environment. Well, one of the only major successes Cancun was setting the 

process. We saved the process, but we did not save the climate. We are long 

long way from saving the climate. But international processes are really 

important. It's not a question of climate change in this respect. It is a question of, 

I'd hate to say this, but of new order–global responsibility. You know, what 

happens in Washington has an impact in what happens in Killabash. What 

happens in Killabash affects us all in India. And so on. And, so we cannot be 

isolationists in a way that we do things. You know the fact that we in the West 

produce this carbon emissions, which have a much more severe impact on the 

largest percentage of the world's population in poor and vulnerable countries. 

The global responsibility can be made obvious only through global and 

international processes. So it is really important to get the process back Ontrack. 

The other point is it's the only place that is more vulnerable countries have a 

voice in the same room as US, Europe and the rest of us. They have a voice, 

which you don't get in the G 20. You know, you don't get Kitty Bash, Micronesia, 

or Tuvalu in the G 20 or any of the other processes except for this one where 

their voice could be heard. So that's really important. But it's a long long way 

from delivering what it needs to deliver which is climate protection. The UNFCCC 

it is not a body. It is made up of the countries who are part of it, so if people say 

the UNFCCC is not working–it is actually the government for not letting it work. 

And a processor to have, whether it's a G 20 process, whether it's the major 

emitters forum, any of the other processes–it's the same people. Serve you not 
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going to get it working at UNFCCC, then you are not going to get it to work 

anywhere else. 

Me: I know the focus has been beyond oil for quite some time and I know that 

you are working on beyond oil campaigns now, could you tell me a little more 

about that exactly? 

Answer: well, it's following BPs lead in some way, saying beyond petroleum. LOL 

we are taking it at face value. We have to shift beyond oil as I said earlier. The 

difficulty that this industry has recognized 20 years ago was that climate change 

went to the core of their business and we need to move beyond the business. 

We have to get out of oil. Modern developments and sustainable economic 

development cannot relying on hydrocarbons. It has to rely on low carbon 

growth. That's what beyond oil means. It means not using fossil fuels as energy 

source or transportation fuel. It means finding alternatives. You know, so that's 

the sort of general–beyond oil means moving beyond the hydrocarbon era. So, it 

does mean technology. It does mean decentralized in some small-scale energy 

sources. It does not mean that you are not going to be able to have your high 

standard of living. It does mean that we need to live within the limits that we 

have. So, it also means changing the question. People say, how are we going to 

increase our energy supplies for what it is we need. The question needs to be 

changed to, what is it that energy has to provide in order for us to survive, do you 

see what I mean? People don't care where their electricity comes from as long as 

they can switch the light on. So, let's look at how to switch the light on without 

having to burn coal. But, still switch the light on. You know, people want to have 

the transport. So, let's look at how we can have transport without burning 

hydrocarbons and look at all the other alternatives. You know, transport is a big 

sector that has to be addressed and that's a major use of oil. So, that's one of the 

places that we are going to have to go. But of course you know the industry itself 

has–back in the early days of the industry–the very early days, oil was cheaper 

than water. And, in particularly the US, they were desperate to find ways to use 

up the oil. So, everything that you produced, the best things were produced 

because it was just coming in from everywhere. So, it has to change. We have to 

change by saying, okay you know, as I said, any of the questions that need to be 

answered need to be answered by saying okay, we need this–how do we provide 

in a different way. And, you know, there are some things that's just going to be 

off-limits. More fossil fuels are going to be off-limits. Nuclear is off limits as now is 

being clearly demonstrated in Fukushima. So, it is turning the question around. 

It's the energy services that people want–not the energy itself. 

Me: you mentioned the news media, you know, when Greenpeace makes 

headlines it captures people's awareness and attention and that's a good thing. 
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In this case, how should news media frame beyond oil campaigns to help people 

understand the cause that you are fighting? 

Answer: news media now is so much broader it was 20 years ago, and even 10 

years ago because of the Internet, blogging, social networking etc. there are 

hundreds of ways of getting the stories and the discussion that's out there didn't 

exist years ago when we used to rely almost solely on the usual broadcast 

media. I think that's one thing. There are lots more of tools in the media covered 

then there were and we are able to use a lot of those. I think that's one point that 

needs to be made. But in terms of framing it, it's interesting--a colleague of mine 

gave a speech to a journalists conference in Brussels that was held about six 

months ago. And what she was saying was the first lore–the Hippocratic oath–is 

do not harm. Whatever you do don't do harm. One that she was making to the 

journalists was that you need, in terms of climate change, it's important to look at 

how journalists report it. So, you've got journalists–good journalists–who feel that 

they have to be unbiased. Feel that they have to put what they see as both sides 

to the story, and climate change is a bit of a problem there because, you know, 

99% on world climate scientists believe that there is a problem. There are some 

detractors who I said earlier have been largely funded by fossil fuel corporations. 

But in order to make a story, a journalist would write about how one scientist said 

that and one denying saying this. And you automatically create the picture that 

it's 50-50 when it isn't 50-50. So is really important that journalists not just 

represent by trying to make balance because there is in the balance their but 

actually tell the true story rather than try to put over a difference of opinion. Do 

you know what I mean? As you now, and so, and this is being fed very well by 

the denialists' industry. They just put up a spokesperson, and one spokesperson 

this and one spokesperson for that. And, the impression that is created in the 

public is that it is essentially a debate where it isn't! The scientific debate is over! 

Climate change is happening. The debate is about how much is happening and 

what impact is going to have. There is no doubt about it. The fact that climate 

change is happening is unquestionable. So, coming back to how the media can 

frame it, it is a difficult issue when talking about climate change or when you are 

talking about energy sources. But there are no easy answers. And it's really 

important, quite frankly, journalists are not lazy–and get to grips with the real 

story and stop–get to grips with the growth in energy industry is not happening–

it's not happening in the fossil fuel industry, it's happening in the energy, it's 

happening in the renewable sector. You know, you are getting annual turnovers 

of 20 to 25% with the wind industry and more for the solar industry although it is 

starting from a lower base, of course. They need to get to grips with what is really 

happening in order to get that story out there in a true reflection of what is 

happening. Not in a way of trying to tell the story of the argument, which from a 
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large extent is now over. 

Me: I think many people heard right those stories multiple times. I wonder if it 

takes a crisis like the Gulf of Mexico Deepwater Horizon–BP crisis to actually 

move forward and help people move forward. 

Answer: well, yeah–I know which are saying and somebody said to me many 

years ago: why does it take a Chernobyl in everyone's backyard in order to 

persuade people that nuclear power is not a good idea? We are witnessing the 

worst nuclear disaster in 25 years unfolding in Fukushima. And, the results of 

that is most of the countries are seriously questioning the nuclear plans and the 

public has got quite rightly along their future nuclear plans. The Deepwater 

Horizon–and I went to the Gulf of Mexico last year a couple of times. The 

Deepwater Horizon was another of those fossil fuel disasters. You know, it was 

not about climate change, it was about the pollution in the Gulf of Mexico. But it 

was one of those disasters that is a clear demonstration of the damage it can be 

inflicted on the environment and on livelihood, and on lives. I mean, 11 people 

were killed in the accident. That reliance on fossil fuel industry does. So, you 

know, O know the saying that was going around the White House at that time 

was make good use of the disaster or something like that. The idea that they had 

a disaster ends so therefore they could make some comments about the way the 

Gulf of Mexico and the oil and whatever. But the reality of it is, whether you are 

talking about the deep water Verizon still, or the Exxon Valdez spill in 1989 in 

Alaska, or many of the other oil spills that I have actually been to, all of the 

nuclear disasters, all of the coal mining disasters–last year there was a major 

coal mining disaster I think in West Virginia–does serve as reminders that's 

what's those of us have been campaigning in saying comes true. It's not a 

question of saying, look–we told you so. It's also not a question of using a 

disaster in order to move political ends, these things are going to happen as we 

point out until again every time you get to new development. And, when it does 

happen, it is just a clear demonstration that we are on the wrong path. When I 

was working in Alaska under BP developments, they came out with their 

environmental impact assessments and all the rest of it and reason a comment 

saying you can't clean up oil after the spill and the reassurances would come 

back from their scientists saying, yes, well–the chances of this are one and 

whatever, and it would have all these contingency plans in place, etc. etc. all of 

this come down with every major development. Not just oil, but nuclear. You 

know, we've been saying for years, why the hell are you building nuclear power 

plants in earthquake areas??? And, when something like this happens what is 

clearly demonstrated is that basically we were right. And, that's something to 

point out. It highlights the fact that we are on the wrong path. Whether it's a deep 
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water horizon that killed 11 oil workers, that created a huge amount of pollution in 

the Gulf of Mexico, even if that didn't happen, the fact that you're drilling oil, 

getting down into the ground and pumping carbon into the air–which climate 

change is killing an estimated 300,000 people every year–that is happening all 

the time. 

Me: unbelievable. After that terrible crisis, that terrible spill from deep water 

Horizon, how do you think that truly impacted BPs corporate reputation?  

Answer: oh–they got slaughtered in the US. LOL it really hit their image of 

course. You know, and I saw some of it myself. I saw one news article with some 

guy standing on the British flag rallied somewhere, and I thought goodness me. 

You can just see the picture. Their CEO at the time, Tony Hayward, was–he was 

not the best from person in those circumstances. So, they got slaughtered in 

terms of their image in the US. Interestingly enough, the Brits were getting really 

annoyed at the Americans for blaming the Brits! That was very very interesting. 

And, you know, I came back here and when I was talking to–not campaigners–

friends you meet in the pub or in town, my osteopath–he said to me that he was 

really annoyed with Obama and what he said about BP. So, I asked him, would 

you mean what he said about BP? From my point of view, whatever BP gets, 

they deserve it and even more. But, there was such a big reaction here in the UK 

about what the Americans were saying about British Petroleum. LOL because it's 

British!!! It was really very very interesting. You know, I kept saying to people–

you know, BP had actually caused a major disaster. 11 people had died, etc. etc. 

You know, they deserve all they get. They would say, you know it wasn't just be 

peaceful. Halliburton was there and I couldn't remember the other people that 

were there–they also share a blame. LOL but, you know, it would have been 

funny it it hadn't been so tragic. 

Me: what was the reaction after it was announced that BP was guilty of 760? 

violations? 

Answer: yeah–it wasn't well reported here. It's not something that's so grabbed 

the–I'm not saying it wasn't reported–it was reported. But, he quickly dropped off 

the top news. 

Me: has been silent ever since? 

Answer: pretty much–yeah. I think if you went to my local pub here and 

mentioned the deep water horizon, they would say–oh, what was that? Wasn't 

that BPs problem last year? If you mentioned it in the US, everybody would know 

what you were talking about. 
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Me: I noticed that's in the UK climate change is still a hot pressing topic and 

environmental consciousness and awareness a very very high. At least with the 

public. And, even with news--The Guardian, for instance, they have 

environmental tab and huge column. Do you think, do you feel that the UK and 

other European countries are far more progressive in terms of creating public 

knowledge and framing the environment make it needs to be as an important 

salient topic then other countries, such as the US? 

Answer: oh, that's a hard question. First of all, you have got to remember that if 

you look at the Guardian, you are not looking at the majority of readership. You 

know, the Guardian has a very, very small readership in the UK. You know, we 

are known as Guardian readers. We are the campaigners, we are the liberals, we 

are the Progressives–these are the people who read the Guardian. It's a very 

very small circulation compared to what we call the tabloids. The Guardian's 

circulation is numbered and hundreds of thousands–whereas the sun, the mirror, 

the mail–these are the newspapers, their circulations are numbered in millions. 

You know, so, it has nothing to do with them but it's just a question of making 

sure that that perspective is there. It is different in Europe for sure. I don't think 

it's a question but if people in Europe are more concerned about the environment 

then people in the US. I think there's an equal concern in some respects. This is 

just my personal opinion, I'm not a media buff or a pollster, or anything like that. I 

am just trying to sort of think about how in some of the polling that I've read–in 

Europe, there's certainly a broader and deeper concern across the spectrum 

about climate change than there is in the US. And when I say across the 

spectrum, I go from government through to corporations through to civil society 

through to the public. In the US, there is concern about climate change, but it is 

more compartmentalized. There is a disconnect in the concern about climate 

change between what is happening at the public level and at the state level and 

what is happening at the government administration level in the US. Where's that 

distinction is not as broad. It is not to say that governments here doing wonderful 

things on climate change. They definitely need to do a hell of a lot more. Any, 

we've got campaign to push Europe calling for a 30% emissions cuts targets 

there currently is 20%. You know, so, the debate on climate change has been up 

here much longer politically and publicly than it has been in the US. And, as I 

said before, the history of the US in the 1990s when you had the global climate 

coalition and then George Bush that rejected Kyoto... And you know, that well 

George Bush Senior who said as I said earlier on at the 1992 meeting–

convention at the Earth Summit–that the US way of life is not up for negotiation. 

So, you started from the base that was a bit behind, I think. lol 
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Me: so, tell me what are you doing now? 

Answer: I'm actually planning for the campaign work between now and the the 

next Earth Summit, which is Rio +20, in 2012. 20 years after the Rio Earth 

Summit, there is a summit happening in Rio again next year at which is where 

there will be a big stop take. So, I kind of see this is a handing over the torch if 

you like to the new generation. To youth--20+ somethings. Because 20 years is a 

generation and one could argue, and one has argued and does argue that from 

the point of view of some of these youth–the people born in 1992–there is a 

generational gap and there's T-shirt that's some of the youth groups wear that 

says: you have been negotiating all my life; it's time for action. So, we are talking 

about 20 years of negotiations and it's time for action. So, this is kind of context 

that we are looking at in terms of Rio +20. The campaign plans and strategies 

that I am developing a really looking at through the lens of the green economy, 

the green future of a change at Rio +20 is going to be a shift from business as 

usual and getting back onto the right path because we've been going down the 

wrong path. And, that is what I'm working on at the moment and with that of 

course the fossil fuel industry is fundamentally unsustainable. It's history. It needs 

to be left in the 20th century. And, we need to move on. 

 

 

++ Final discussion is on Middle East and the type of movement that it would 

take to finally overthrow fossil fuel dependence in the world. A good listen from 

01:04:44.  

Me: You know, there are revolutions happening in the Middle East which are 

unfolding one right after another. Do you think it will take that much type of civic 

involvement and social engagement with the public to promote and pursue a 

different future in terms of climate change and in terms of fossil fuel use? 

Answer: I hope not, unless I don't think–unless there is some kind of tipping 

point, I don't think that actually engenders a large group people that the fossil fuel 

industry is actually damaging the lives. You are not going to get that kind of 

reaction. What happened in Cairo, I know the Middle East very well. I spent a lot 

of time there. I was working for Greenpeace and Middle East in the 90s and also 

from 2005 until the end of 2008. You know Malcolm Gladwell's tipping point, 

something will make a tipping point and a tipping point happened in Tunisia and 

then the dominoes start falling across the Middle East, and they currently are 

falling. In some cases, it's not really going very quickly or very peacefully, such 

as in Libya. In other places, it's a bit different. Anyway, I don't think unless 
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something untoward happens, that you are going to get that same kind of outcry 

against the lack of action the government are taking on climate change as you 

are, as you do with that because they are a bit different. Having said that, things 

don't progress in a linear fashion. You get Berlin walls coming down, you get 

Tahrir Squares in Cairo, you get a legal change and the same in terms of the 

environment. You know, the deep water horizon created that kind of hiccup of a 

change and leap up in awareness. Fukushima has created that same leap in 

awareness and fear a nuclear. Now, maybe Katrina served a sort of kind of 

awareness in the US, possibly showing the threats of climate change could 

actually bring. On the other hand, if you have an extreme weather event that hit 

Miami, heaven forbid, but that's because of it being Miami or some other major 

city, that creates and insurance claims weigh in excess of what the insurance 

industry have, then you would start getting some real concerns as well. And that 

sounds interesting, but doesn't some like the sort of responsibility–political 

question–but the reality of it is in some of these insurance industries, the big 

ones, I really worried about their reserves being hit. And, they are constantly 

putting out the increase in natural disasters and the claims are being made really 

defend some of their reserves because I would have a knock on effect for the 

insurance that we pay individuals from house insurance, car insurance, you know 

all of that is going to come into question. If these big insurance companies are hit 

by a major disaster then it significantly damages them and sort of wipes out the 

reserves. So, I can see, you know, that that might be a scenario where you could 

get that. But, coming back to your question about this sort of change, there is 

linear progression, you know, as enacted this at the container, we could 

campaign, and we could change, and we could lobby, you know, but, things go in 

bursts. You get these little starbursts. And, you suddenly get the change. Often, 

those changes are not predictable. I would love it if people could identify. God, if 

that would happen, and therefore you get -campaigning is a bit of an art from that 

point of view. You know, he was small and you have few resources for the 

challenge of trying to hit something that is going to have a larger impact than just 

that one thing. So, that is is a challenge. And, sometimes you hit something that 

has a big effect the Brent Spar that we did in Europe. It wasn't as big in the US 

but it's only was in Europe. It was absolutely huge there were riots on the streets 

of Germany. Dumping–it was really amazing. Again, completely unpredictable. It 

goes in linear fashion until it hits something and then it suddenly explodes. The 

art of the campaign at that stage is to the barn that wave and try to surf it in the 

right direction. Yeah, I'm forever surfing waves. I'm really privileged I've been 

able to spend a good part of my life having fun, creating mayhem, being 

outrageous, and doing something that's really fulfilling. You know, it's a real 

privilege to have been able to do this. 
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Me: do you see yourself continuing this past the next 30 years? 

Answer: oh yeah! LOL why stop something that you're enjoying? 
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Jamie – Greenpeace 

Brief: 
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- Involved in many environmental campaigns 

- Was involved in student protests / BP petrol shut down 

- Likes to make documentaries and films 

 

Answer: I feel like sort of a con artist talking to you. I haven't done anything for a 

while because I've got a bit disillusioned with the whole kind of climate change 

movement. So, I kind of stopped doing things for that. 

Me: disillusioned–how? 

Answer: just seeing how nothing we did had any effect. And, the failure of the 

latest talks. No one pretty much doing anything. And, we just used little cats and 

Trades Schemes To Deceive Each Other into Thinking we were making Cuts 

when actually we're not. so, it seems like that without any success, we're not 

changing anything. 

Me: even in Europe? Because I feel that Europe is one of the most conscious 

about climate change and climate change issues. 

Answer: yeah–we're all aware and I think most people believe it's happening you 

need to do something about it. It's just, nothing actually happens. We have sort of 

schemes and are doing stuff. We are really good at talking, but there isn't much 

action and when something is tried it really a market based scheme when really it 

isn't going to work or it makes things worse. Like the biofuels program. We 

started subsidize a minimum amount of biofuels and then that ended up just 

destroying rainforests in the Far East and Indonesia. Because then we've 

screwed up by creating a market for palm oil. So, that ended up screwing up the 

people over there and causing more emissions anyway. When you harvest, you 

destroy rainforests and that causes more emissions, so that's what Europe does. 

We talk and we do stuff like that but nothing actually gets any better. 

Me: you think it gets worse? 

Answer: I think, it's just that our emissions levels are skyrocketing. We pretend 

that it didn't cut when all we're doing is carrying out bogus upset schemes. So we 
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dilute ourselves into thinking that we've charred missions where it actually some 

tried out there somewhere is losing their rain forest reserves. Just because 

they're not anything doesn't give us the right to emit even more and then use 

them as justification for that. Yeah–it's all these things–it's just this privatization of 

environmentalism. Someone had a really good phrase. They said that the market 

is really good at selling something back to you. So it's like these people realize 

that when you're saying something that just package it back to you and send it 

back to you and make it seem like they're doing something when they're not 

doing anything. It's just worse than ever. 

Me: because now you know that every major company, business to consumer 

company, offers some kind of tag line on corporate social responsibility or of 

cause related marketing program that tries to sell this package to consumers. So, 

do you think that is a good thing or a bad thing? 

Answer: it's really complicated–isn't it? Okay, I was helping to plant trees in a 

park there the other day, and I didn't realize that the whole scheme was funded 

by Morgan Stanley. So I spent all day planting trees and feeling really good about 

it, but then I turn around and see a Morgan Stanley placard saying sponsored by. 

And then I felt like, oh--this is part of this CSR scheme. At the same time, the 

trees did get planted on a tiny level, domestic level, I suppose some few benefits 

happened. Overall, it's actually worse because it's green wash. Yeah–we do the 

changes, but it's a focus on consumer responses, so it's all about you buy a 

certain product or buy fair trade product and that's going to be all you need to do 

for the environment. When actually we need a massive changeover, and that's 

just not happening. 

Me: or action from public policy? 

Answer: yeah–yeah. 

Me: there is a niche market of consumers who have disposable income. In 

America we call the yuppies, so it's young professionals, educated, and 

environmentally conscious to the point where rather than shopping at or near the 

grocery store, they will shop at whole foods.… So, many companies are honing 

in on the market. Because they say it is actually growing. 

Answer: yeah–that's fine. I guess that's a sort of lifestyle–and environmental 

lifestyle. Because I don't feel very happy with it because it's way society not 

doing anything above pragmatic. So now my coffee cup is now 60% recycle 

instead of 40% recycled. But that's not going to stop the climate from crashing 

from a 4° temperature rise and now that is going to make any difference. And 

what you need to do is massive changeover of our energy production. And all of 
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this cosmetic stuff is kind of a smokescreen. 

Me: so, you don't feel so motivated by it? 

Answer: no. Not really. I kind of felt like the Copenhagen 15 talks were the last 

chance. I kind of felt like we made a move forward then, but then that failed. So 

ever since then there has only been public debate about it. I just feel like we all 

know that it's happening, but we are not doing anything about it. And, looking at 

the recent student protests, it just seemed to be so much more successful in 

fighting against the cuts in education. 

Me: I wonder if it always boils down to the bottom line. When it affects the 

individual financially, is that when they finally wake up and become highly 

involved? 

Answer: all right if it's to do with animals too. If animals are being harmed, then 

you can always get the British to protest.  

––Paused at minute 7:16–– 

Me: so, tell me what happened with BP this past summer with the 46 petrol 

stations shut down for the day? 

Answer: yeah–that was a great move. I liked campaigning with Greenpeace 

because they have this different approach from some of the Grassroots 

organizations which are all about consensus decision-making sort of publicly 

nonhierarchical organizing which can make it quite hard to organize. Whereas 

Greenpeace is more of an efficient machine for reaching the press. So, yeah–

they did this really effective, efficient campaign that got in all the newspapers. 

Duplicate reporting in America much? 

Me: a little bit. We were still faced with the oil crisis, and people were very tense 

and angry. So yes there were reports. 

Answer: yeah–it was really fun and it was a simple thing to do. And, it just made 

them look a bit foolish that all of these people could shut down a whole capital 

city's BP oil distribution–petrol distribution. But, I don't know, again, it gets 

headlines for a day but then after that I don't know what difference it makes, if for 

anything, but the moment. 

Me: but what motivates you to take the time and energy to campaign like that? 

Answer: yeah–it's assorted mixture of feeling really angry and frustrated and then 

also just a bit of buffing and… So I would just go to an event and have a 

conversation and turn up to another meeting and find out that the group needs 
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people go to protest and then just kind of -- I didn't really plan what I was going to 

be doing. I was just kind of moving from conversation to conversation, and 

suddenly you're doing a Greenpeace thing and having fun. Yeah– 

Me: I was thinking, that's what a lot of organizations are looking for. They're 

trying to find the formula to get a target audience highly involved with a 

campaign. Involved meaning action. And, I'm curious as to what that formula can 

be. Could it be shared identity or shared cause and desire? 

Answer: I really don't know. It's hard to plan it, isn't it? To serve the paragraph. 

Do you know about the antitax debaters campaign at the moment? It's called UK 

uncut. 

Me: I heard about that. 

Answer: yeah–so that's a brilliant example of something that's come out of 

nowhere in a very short space of time is using Facebook, twitter…and no they 

have regular protests on the big tax debating operations, and it's amazing. It's 

been really successful. I don't know where, I think the guy who's doing it is 

obviously really angry about it. He put it up on Facebook and started the 

movement for a few journalists to write about it and suddenly they have 100 

people coming down to a store on Oxford Street on tax day morning. 

Me: Internet was supposed to when Vodafone…  

Answer: yeah–top shop and all the Philip Green Empire. But then again, that's 

never happened here before. It's a completely new campaign. 

Me: but wouldn't the government be more aggressive on tax invaders and 

punishing them properly? 

Answer: no because they are tax evaders themselves and may be sponsored by 

the tax invaders.  

Me: so it's that circle. That nice little circle. 

Answer: four Philip Green, who owns that nice little empire, who tax abates 

furiously was appointed by Cameron… He's the one who's  tax dodging. So it's 

ridiculous. It's sort of this revolving door. So, I really like the campaign. I don't 

think it's going to top all of the tax dodging industry. It's great to see it impact 

consciousness anyway. 

Me: I'm really surprised. Because he known the US… (discussion on US tax and 

IRS and FBI) 
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Me: so, what do you think about prosocial messages? Everyone is all about 

promoting prosocial messages, a cause, or a campaign. It's ubiquitous now. At 

least for me, it's so hard to distinguish the genuine from the nongenuine. 

Answer: yeah–true - the language gets the based so quickly doesn't it? So, every 

CSR document uses the word sustainable like 18 times. So, the word is 

meaningless. Or, I don't know, the word empowerment or whatever the 

buzzwords are. I guess that's how the marketing could be so clever. The use of 

language of a genuine movement and quickly sell it back to them. 

Me: so that's the packaging you were talking about? 

Answer: I remember in Copenhagen–with the Coca-Cola adverts–they have 

these big Coke ads around Copenhagen at the time of the … Talks and slogan 

was ―hope in a bottle". So they had a bottle with all of this stuff coming out and 

actually mimicked the climate campaign–Logos of the year before which were 

genuine–in a completely green washed it. It's so clever. You have to admire the 

industry for doing that. They're like evil. LOL 

Me: it's not very original. As you're taking someone else's original campaign and 

passing it off as your own. 

Answer: that's the whole industry of ethical consumerism, isn't it? 

Me: but Greenpeace did the same thing with BP. And the whole logo campaign. 

Answer: yeah, that was fun, wasn't it? Yeah–they're really good. Does 

Greenpeace get much coverage in the states against BP? 

Me: Oh, do they! But, it's particularly Greenpeace here in the UK the receives 

coverage. Greenpeace US–I don't know what they're doing. I think there quietly 

discussing things in the boardroom. Because, I don't think they're actively 

radically doing things as they do here in the UK. (Blah blah blah… Frames found 

from study discussed) 

Answer: is that partly because there was a big competition would show, there 

was a big PR war where they didn't want BP taking over turf? 

Me: no, I didn't see that. I saw a lot of comparisons made to Exxon–the oil spill. 

So, begin with expanding its operations. So, the journalists cover it as the next 

potential disaster. (blah blah blah) 
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Answer: what about campaigns again shell? Was there an equivalent feeling 

when Greenpeace campaigned against Shell? It would be interesting to compare 

because those two had been head-to-head in a battle to dominate the industry. 

Shell being on the American side–Shell's more–I don't know how it works-who 

owns Shell? Shell's more US, isn't it? Whereas BP is threatening their position. 

It's interesting that Greenpeace is seen as a Guardian. I was just wondering if 

there's used equally in all of Greenpeace's campaigns. Or it's just BP since 

they're kind of the outsider threatening Shell's position in the market. 

Me: that would be a good comparison. I would like to see that. 

Answer: but what about the mountaintop Mining? There are some radical 

campaigns going there, trying to stop the mountain destruction and I'm 

wondering if that gets any support in the mainstream media. 

Me: the national media–probably not. But for the local, certainly. 

Answer: it's funny–because I don't see Greenpeace as particularly grassroots. I 

mean, they're a great and very successful organization, but they're not anything 

like rising tide or tar Sands network. Actually when it comes to Greenpeace 

action, you're told what to do. It almost feels update corporatey because I guess, 

it's very efficient. It gets the job done. But you're not going in there in any 

democratic sense. I kind of don't really want to do much from my local groups 

anymore because I would try to do stuff and they would disapprove. Whereas 

with rising tide, it's up to you. It's very autonomous. So, in my mind, don't know 

what people think. But, it's not that kind of grassroots. It's very effective, very 

large, top-down organization. 

Me: I did get back. I do get that sense. 

Answer: well, it's so difficult. Because when an organization gets so big and 

relatively wealthy, I guess they end up the corporate line. So, anything someone 

says will get Greenpeace in trouble. Since they're a big organization, I suppose 

they would like to avoid that. 

Me: I always thought Greenpeace wanted to get headlines and get in trouble. I 

wonder if that shifting. 

Answer: well, I don't know-they seemed to have stuck to their roots a lot more 

than a lot of NGOs who have basically become the petroleum industry's 

greenwash groups. They've almost like they've become part of the PR industry 

because they get, you know, as soon as they start getting money… Sorry–there 

was an article by Han Ari, he was analyzing a lot of the big US NGOs–
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environmental NGOs–and just how many of them actually take Shell funding, 

Texaco funding, BP funding, saying that that was just more influence in the 

industry. And, that was of course, how PR agents in those industries. So, I think 

Greenpeace has avoided that. They stuck to their cause and their message. 

They're very big and they're quite wealthy. I guess you need a more corporate 

structure when you do that. 

Me: they are quite wealthy. They do get a lot of financial support. 

Answer: yeah, absolutely. I mean, people like rising tide just have no money. I 

mean they have 20 P in a tin, so I'm always going to go for that kind of campaign. 

And they make their own placards and stand outside BP and its them. You can't 

really replace them. I've got a friend who works for shelf for 10 years and she 

never even heard of rising tide. It's like, they haven't even heard of you, so you're 

not really reaching them. 

Me: Greenpeace she has? 

Answer: yeah, you know, when they do an action, everyone hears about it. 

Me: so, they have been effective at least in making their campaign salient? 

Answer: yeah, really–I guess they're the most effective aren't they. 

Me: so you're a little demotivated right now the climate cause. What would it take 

to reignite motivation?  

Answer: I was watching the student protest with a friend from rising tide. And we 

were saying, imagine this happening about the carbon emissions scheme and 

the lack of progress in reducing our emissions. It's not gonna happen. So, he's 

going to move to Canada to get off the grid and set up his own running 

community, waiting for the catastrophe and try not to think about it much. LOL 

Me: so, just prepare yourself for the inevitable? 

Answer: but, at this rate, when you tell people what 4° of raising will actually 

mean,, sounds hysterical coming from my own mouth. I'm actually saying that 

we're going to have enormous conflicts over water and quite possibly a nuclear 

conflict? And, it's like, it is actually going to really happen? All the scientists say it 

is. And when not doing anything about it. 

Me: the Malvinas Islands I taking it seriously.  they're trying to buy land from 

Australia. 

Answer: really?  
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Answer: so imagine, the grandchildren are going to be asking me what were 

coral reefs like, or what was Arctic ice like? I wouldn't know what to say to them. I 

probably say something like here's a YouTube video. I did that. LOL 

Me: I didn't know, it's denial may be? 

Answer: I don't know, it's difficult. I'm at the point where you either take another 

notch and become a terrorist or… I'm not really capable of doing that, so there's 

no point in going on another notch that everyone ignores. There is a zero carbon 

notch. A week or two ago, did you see that? I mean, it had 2000 people on it. So, 

well done to those 2000 people. But, it's nothing–nothing at all. Yeah, it was just 

a March to promote zero carbon. So, it feels dead in the water, really. 

Me: well, I know that not long ago--I think it was about two or three years ago–

when petrol prices in the US reached what was comparable to prices here. That's 

what Americans downgraded from their massive vehicles. When they felt the 

pain in their pockets, that's when they decided to transition into smaller vehicles 

that were more gas efficient energy efficient. Now that prices have subsided to 

an acceptable amount, I've read articles where Americans are now going back to 

their old habits. 

Answer: it just feels like whenever everybody cared and wanted to do something 

but, it takes the financial interests with people in power run things who are going 

to stop eating meat and for a change. So the owners prefer if we do start getting 

worried and start buying hybrid cars. Because that's just another to sell to us. 

Me: and that's what's happening in California. The trend to do is to drive a hybrid. 

Answer: it's sad because you could use that to actually change our economies 

around. we have the million green jobs program. There was a green party the 

manifesto policy four election when a second look, we've got this opportunity to 

create 1 million jobs in the environmental sector to the massive building of 

offshore windmill farms and restructuring our economy on a low carbon basis. s 

this is an opportunity. We can get ourselves out of recession. We can create all 

of this new technology an industry for ourselves. It's a positive thing. It's going to 

cost far less then the cost of sorting out the trouble we are getting ourselves into. 

So, and people still didn't vote for it. I got really frustrated. This is a jobs program. 

It can benefit us in every possible way, pull us out of recession, create massive 

opportunities and it just didn't happen. People just weren't interested. 
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Me: they weren't interested in creating jobs and a sustainable economy with 

something new to export? 

Answer: no. 

Me: a serious? Because China and India in many parts of the Middle East our 

investing in green technology. 

Answer: it's ironic that we use China as an excuse but doing nothing because no 

matter whatever we do they don't care, but they are doing a lot more than us in 

some ways. 

Me: (discussion on alternative energy development in other countries. UK's lack 

of initiative. Olympics 2012 in UK–people are for this?) 

Answer: guess who the sustainability partner for the Olympics is? BP. LOL 

Me: they're still involved after everything that happened? 

Answer: oh yeah! they have a massive CSR industry here. And they find it a lot 

of our cultural institutions. They had bad press for six months. But now they're 

going to be fine again. 

Me: really? They are easily forgiven just like that? 

Answer: they just forget. Well, even if we still hate them, what can people do? 

Protest outside the art galleries that they fund, and that gets a bit of press. But I 

just feel like if there is not much else you can do. 

Me: so, if BP stop trying to go green campaign and start promoting the idea that 

they are somehow for the environment, investing in renewable energy, if they 

started running more socially related campaigns like funding for the arts more 

Olympic sponsorship, would there be less grievance with BP and 

environmentalists? 

Answer: no. well, i guess everything they've done in the past. 

Me: So, they're not forgiven for what they've done? 

Answer: no–they're a terrible company. So, anyone who looks into it for a second 

can see that. Well, I guess the part of the machinery that's driving us into a total 

crisis. 

Me: I suppose it's because we're addicted to their product. 

Answer: also because they make a fortune for a lot of people. 
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Me: I wonder what it would take. With a consumers cutting themselves off from 

crude oil? 

Answer: I don't know how that would even be suggested to people. Because 

everything we do is oil, isn't it? Everything is made of oil. Don't know how that's 

going to change.  

Me: I wonder, if BP was trying to compensate for its past grievances, what would 

it take? 

Answer: from my point of view, it should close itself down and donate all of its 

profits to renewable energy. It's British Petroleum. Its petroleum. It's very self is 

bad. 

Me: I'm sure that's never going to happen. 

Answer: no. There's plenty of oil for the next 20 or 30 years. And I don't know 

what's going to happen after that. I long to think that one is going to be available 

in the quantities we need? 

Me: well, that's why there are more investments and explorations in natural gas. 

Which in itself the process of this horrible to the environment. (Discussion on 

this) 

Me: this is why London is such a great place to be because people seem to be 

more aware of these issues. Though, they may not really care about them 

anymore. 

Answer: I guess it's a very personal and were actually aware of a lot of stuff 

going on at the moment. I kind of just disconnect from it a bit. I do some stuff as 

Greenpeace, but apart from that, I just kind of got fed up. It was either I was 

gonna blow up power stations one move onto something else. LOL it was like–

nothing else is going to work. 

Me: what if you got involved in politics?  

Answer: yeah, I don't have the right personality for that. I'm not good at lying. I'm 

not good at controlling what I say… There are things that I'd like to do but there 

are things that I'm not capable of doing. The one thing I like doing is making 

documentaries and films. It's not to change things directly, but people watch 

documentaries. Don't know, I don't know if it will make any difference, but the one 

thing I like doing, so… It's the one thing I can focus on doing. 

Me: (Discussion on rise in citizen journalism) 
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Answer: yeah–it seems like it's completely sidestepped traditional media. I mean, 

if I'm looking for information on something, I'm not going to look for it on 

mainstream media. I go on peoples twitter feeds and find out what's actually 

going on. 

Me: why? 

Answer: well, like the BBC completely misrepresented the student protests. Just 

basically seeing it as to going on about a violent minority, disrupting everything, 

and that violence itself was the problem. But, it was certainly not like the way I 

see it. So, you want to go somewhere like Wikileaks. You want to find out what's 

going on, go on a twitter feed. I'm not in a way to find out through the daily 

telegraph.  

Me: how credible are those twitter feeds? 

Answer: that's the weird thing, isn't it? With Citizen media, nothing's credible. But, 

as long as you're aware of that, and how dare any mainstream media claims of 

the more credible, now they've lost any rights to be seen as credible sources of 

information. You lie to us so badly. We were so duped. You are so deceitful–that 

I'm never going to respect you again. If I wanna find out about news, I'll go to 

media lens or democracy now or anything like that. And you can't trust any of 

them but why would you anyway? So you just get a balance. 

--- 

Answer: I was reading a foldout from the Guardian on the Copenhagen Cox, 

Guardian is a left-wing paper, and when I got to the end, it was sponsored by 

Shell. They paid for this insert magazine. It is anything bad about the climate. It 

said we had to do something. And they framed in a business friendly manner. So, 

its likely market solutions, so, that's what these papers support. This is what 

media lens analyzes. It got to do with the advertisers want to use the advertising. 

I mean, the advertisers want consumers. So, if you could sell them the 

environment, then fine. But then actually threaten the system as a whole. I don't 

know how long you keep your job if you consistently tried to change the structure. 

They also talk about these journalists why not–who think they're not being 

censored and they're completely free…(see Minute 50:15). (He cites Chomsky) 

(Discussion on Wikileaks; foreign policies; wars-US; British forces in Iraq = 

Bullshit propoganda) 

(Discussion on what will create change for energy reduction in the US)  
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Answer: that's the trouble with the climate change crisis it is by the time it gets 

serious enough for people to respond like that, it's way too late. The change has 

to happen before. Once you hit that tipping point, and while the electric cars he 

wants, were completely screwed. 

Me: and the electrical cars, they (govt) has to give more initiatives in order to 

maintain the vehicle. 

(Americans and cars) 

Answer: I feel like I can't lecture Americans for having cars because how are you 

do anything without a car? 

Me: (bike, etc.) 

Answer: like, how do you get around LA if you don't have a car? And if you work 

10 miles away from where you live… This is the trouble with the environmental 

movement. People, the middle-class, it's very difficult to start telling anyone how 

to live their lives because it's sort of seeing environmentalists as a luxury item 

when it's not. Once you start telling people to stop doing things or to live more 

frugally, you sound a bit hypocritical. That's why I always worry about the 

government policy or the central decisions. So, like, I don't lecture people on how 

many cars have. But, I do want the government to build wind farms rather than 

powered fossil fuel stations. So, to me, that's where the battle is because they 

want to build one in power stations in the next 15 years, I think. So, that the 

battle. To stop that from happening--to make them build renewable power 

stations. 

(Costa Rica example at 1:24:50) 

Answer: wish we were doing that. I wish. One other issue is that even renewable 

industry massively damages the environment. Any industrial scale human 

process trashes the environment. So, you build an offshore wind farm causing 

massive damage. It's just the balance. It's sort of like our Royal Society for the 

protection of birds–they oppose a lot of windfarms and renewable energy 

projects because if it hurts birds. Edinburgh but they are now. But, again, it's like 

what can we do not cause harm. It's just what's the least we can do? 

I think we all have to be honest that whatever we do is screwing the environment. 

It's the extent what's the least destructive, so an offshore wind farm is going to 

destroy marine habitat maybe, or cause some damage, but at least it's better 

than power stations. I don't think we can pretend that we're not going to have an 

impact on the environment. We've destroyed so much of it, it's just can we save 
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what's left? It's with living in a century where we have lost a large proportion of 

the animal kingdom, like coral reefs aren't these things that they'll be looking at in 

films and documentaries–like these strange things they used to have like 

dinosaurs. If we can just get through this time without destroying everything. Get 

through the next century or two.  
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Lisa – Greenpeace 

Me: so talking about Greenpeace, Lisa, and many years have you been 

involved? 

Lisa: I think about 10. I think it's my 10th year. That is quite good. I started when I 

split up with my boyfriend at the time. I just finished university. I don't know if I 

was particularly interested in environmental issues at the time, I was just more 

interested in paying rent. But for some reason I think I've always had some kind 

of interest. I've always liked fluffy animals. A while so, I saw this advert, and I 

thought well I don't know exactly what to do. I just split up with my boyfriend. I'll 

join this group. I don't know why. So I just went along. Again, it was in Edinburgh 

so slightly different than here. Was the really interesting thing. The first thing they 

make me do was an undercover operation. It was great fun. It was during the 

time when they were doing bio diesel campaign with Exxon and all that debacle. 

And basically, I was in charge of communications. I remember the first meeting I 

had to go to West to this house and not talk to anybody of what I was doing. It 

was like a secret kind of thing and so we tend at this house only had this briefing. 

Immediately the mobile phone and I had sort of this mission. I was given the 

mission to go off and help watchful police. Like, stand in the corner. So, if the 

police were coming, I would ring up and it was sort of like the undercover 

operation. It was like really fun. 

And, I think that's what got me interested. After that, I started street campaigning. 

At that time, it was all about the Exxon stuff and bio diesel and trying to change 

the way people looked at their car, to go electric. After that, I moved to London. I 

carried on doing it in becoming more involved. Yes, I was the getaway driver on 

another Exxon run. I think, partly it was the fun aspect of it. And then you get 

more involved with the actual campaigns and what they were actually doing and 

you obviously start to read more about it and become more informed. And, so I 

got more into it and I guess the way started becoming slightly disillusioned and 

angry at the way things are running in the way things are done in the everyday 

world and the way we carry on regardless of what the damage we do. I always 

thought that the earth was the kind of… It gives us our lives, it feeds us, it clothes 

us, it gives us iPods, iPhones, you know, cars–everything–and it's amazing. You 

know, human ingenuity is an amazing thing but there comes a point when you 

have to say–okay, we make all of these things. Is what we are doing to make all 

these things worth it? Or are we doing it in a way that's sustainable–obviously, I 

came to the conclusion that it wasn't. And so that's I guess that's why sort of 

have continued on with it because I get in my small way, whenever that way is, 

I'm trying–my own worry about things in the way things are going against is my 

way of appeasing the way I feel about the world and hoping that in some small 
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way I can do something about it. I may not be able to do anything about it, but it's 

trying–I'm trying to do something, however small that is. And I can change one 

person's mindset, then hopefully that one person will go one and change another 

person's–a whole domino effect maybe. 

Me: so, you haven't lost that passion? 

Answer: no–I think humanity is a very ingenious species. As my geography 

teacher once said, necessity is the mother of invention. And, I haven't given up 

hope–no. A lot of environmentalists, I find, are quite different to me. There is a 

hard-core bunch, you know the really diehard hard-core environmentalists, I think 

they can be a disservice in many ways to spreading a change in belief system 

because they're doom and gloom. We're all going to die. If you go on a flight and 

go fly somewhere, you are personally killing people. I've heard that from an 

environmentalist. And, all right–maybe she's right. Maybe getting on a plane–it is 

leading to climate change, it is leading to droughts, it is leading to floods, all that 

kind of stuff. But they can't say that people because it turns you off. When I 

spoke to people on the street, you know lots of people were part of the 

campaign. They asked what can I do? It's all too late anyway. I just carry on as I 

am. And that kind of apathy I guess almost stirs me on to keep trying because if 

you hit a brick wall you hit it again. So, it's that kind of, you know trying to get a 

message through to people. But, what I think–yes–the hard-core 

environmentalist, I find them–they can be a real turnoff. And, I think they do 

alienate people. And, I think environmentalism in the way portrays itself, has to 

change if it is ever truly going to be mainstream. 

Me: Greenpeace–would you call it mainstream? 

Answer: um, I think they're becoming more mainstream. I think friends of the 

Earth, I would say, it's pretty mainstream. It is any group or on the news, the 

friends of the person will be there talking about whatever issue it is. You very 

rarely get the Greenpeace person because Greenpeace is portrayed whether 

rightly or wrongly a slightly more hard-core because they go out and they climb 

ships and close down power stations. They're more gung ho rather than the 

slightly more fluffy sector. Which is a different kind of person that joins that, I 

think. If you look at the demographics, friends of the Earth would be a slightly 

older person who is into lobbying, writing letters, being a kind of more 

conservative face of environmentalism. Where's Greenpeace, as I said, is a bit 

more right–I've had enough of this–that's going climb something. There's 

generally climbing. LOL or locking yourself into something or dressing up in some 

costume. One of those three. LOL And, I think you know, that maybe gives more 

of an edge. Maybe in the eyes of the public, they see it as maybe more–it can 
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either turn people off or turn people on. It depends. Greenpeace is either 

troublemakers who just shut down businesses and cause and*something*to 

problems. Or, they're actually highlighting and fixing a problem–depending upon 

which way you look at it. 

Me: the news media here–how do they portray it? 

Answer: it very much depends. It depends on the–we have a system of different 

newspapers owned by different people and so, you know, you see the Guardian 

or the Independent–they are very pro-environmental issues and why we've done 

that. And then the other organizations like the daily Mail, which is the dreaded, 

everybody hates the daily Mail–the freethinking people hate the daily Mail 

because they are very close minded. And, they'll have reporters perhaps reports 

on how Greenpeace has disrupted people's days and that it's just a mighty waste 

of time. Again, it very much depends. It's usually about how many police hours 

having wasted and how much it cost the taxpayer. So, again the issue actually 

being highlighted can be lost in that kind of reporting. Depends on the news 

network. 

Me: something–positive frames or highlights just because of the level of activism. 

Answer: I think there is. I think it's very tolerated. Whereas I think other countries 

obviously–the organization tends not to get lots of prison sentences or criminal 

records, etc. there's not a great demand for that kind of thing. Because I think the 

police just go and they know they're not going to do any harm or anything–make 

your point and go home. The whole thing about Greenpeace is that you're trained 

to non-violence and direct action. All people who go on action or all trained to do 

that. Basically saying you don't get hurt. If there's any likelihood of you getting 

hurt, you just have to walk away. It's a passive organization-yes. Because 

aggression–no no–undermines the point that you're trying to make. It assumes 

you see people throwing stuff on the television, or whatever, you think well what 

are you trying to say? The message is lost. So, you have to be–I think you have 

to be true to that. As soon as you attend to violence you've lost. Entirely lost. 

Me: so, do you support the go Green campaign that so many energy companies, 

like BP, have been marketing? 

Answer: I'm not quite sure what it is to be honest. I haven't looked up–I mean I've 

heard all of this you know, cut your energy bills by such and such, I mean yes it's 

a good idea, of course it's a good idea. But whether it's all just green wash, it's all 

that term that appeared in the past couple of years. Green wash. I've seen 

adverts in papers with shell and petrol stations and flowers coming out with all 

this amazing stuff–it looks pretty, Like, adverts with diesel engines flying through 
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the air with white clouds coming out and back them the little birds tweeting and 

I'm just like, yes that's very–it looks lovely, but it's quite far removed from the 

actual truth. All this kind of you know–ridiculous–and it's all this with their green 

and yellow logo sort of flapping like a flower. Shell, with its lovely shell, obviously 

oil is made from shell. Yes, it's the marketing of it that I find a little bit dubious. If 

they mean it, and I can actually see them doing it, then I'm all for it but I see very 

little evidence aside from the advertising campaigns that they actually mean what 

they say. It's just, you know, a way of appeasing the masses feeling better about 

the fact that's you know, if I purchase my energy from so-and-so, I'm making a 

difference–yeah. Yet, are you making a difference? It's their little spiel on their 

website–who can prove it? We are taking everything we hear, we're trusting the 

sources are telling the truth. In how many occasions… How often is that just a 

rouse to cover-up the bigger picture of inaction? Let's face it, in action is far 

easier and cheaper than doing anything. Yeah you're just changing the wording 

wording on your website, you were committed to environmental issues and we 

are actively looking at ways in reducing our carbon foot. But what does that 

mean? Actively looking? You might be doing a little bit of paper recycling and that 

may be your way of actively reducing–I don't know I'm very dubious of these 

things. 

Me: would your opinion of BP or any of the other energy companies change if 

they adopted a difference prosocial message? Instead of promoting the 

environment are being environmentally friendly, which may be seen as being 

incongruent with the product that they sell what they decided to fund the arts or 

to do some community building efforts? Would your attitudes change? 

Answer: they already do. Corporate social responsibility. I don't know how to 

answer that question. I mean, the arts is a very different area. Obviously–I can 

take one specific example, shell until very recently used to fund the world wildlife 

photographer of the year exhibition which is a big worldwide thing and they have 

every year at the British Museum. It's about wildlife and the most amazing 

portraits of animals. But, it is funded by Shell. And obviously, to me, that is the 

complete conflict of interest. Because they are destroying or they are contributing 

to destroying the habitats of these animals. Thereby, how can you find something 

that you are destroying? That is not right. That is not ethical. And so, there was a 

big outcry about it. And, they had to stop funding it. And since then, they've found 

some other, more–a better company it is now providing sponsorship. So, I don't 

have a problem with these companies funding things, but as long as provided it is 

not funding something or somewhere to undermine and destroy. Because that is 

just fundamentally wrong. 
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Me: so yeah all the standard things out to the public–sustainable, prosocial 

messages, going green–what do they actually mean to you? In your definition, 

what is a prosocial message? 

Answer: well obviously sustainability–sustaining an activity that can be repeated 

again and again ad infinitum without contributing to environmental social 

disruption, at least that's how I see it. Obviously that word is very difficult to fill its 

meaning. And I think most things are sustainable are NO way sustainable. You 

know, because the way the system is set up it was all–it's just not on the local 

level. Anything that is sustainable is fundamentally down in a local area or on a 

local basis. If the sustainable at a global scale, I don't see how that could work. 

It's like sustainable ecotourism. I find a contradiction in terms–ecotourism–how 

can terrorism be environmentally friendly? It's generally not. You have to like to 

get there, usually long-haul flights. That is my number one problem. That's just 

ridiculous. If you want to help the environment, you just don't fly long-haul flights. 

You don't. you just don't. it's been proven not to be a good idea. LOL well, that's 

my first problem it. 

Sustainability–what does it mean to me? Sustainability has to be local. It has to 

maybe the grassroots as well. Community-based, I think. You can fly in products 

from the Middle East and say that they're sustainable, because you know, it's 

not. I'm all for those organizations that gives jobs to people in the Third World 

and create products there is then just sold to the Western market. That's fine. 

But, is that sustainable? Is it a sustainable supply chain–the way the business is 

done-for me that's not sustainable. It's making people sustainable. It's ethical. 

Yes–most definitely. But, sustainable is a different kettle of fish to be ethical. 

Me: so, it must be local? 

Answer: just travel, I think to get there, it's not sustainable. We can't keep burning 

vast amounts of fossil fuel to fly products from the other side of the world. That's 

not sustainable. Unless you change your supply chain or the way the products 

are freighted or the way we power our vehicles. The included playing that doesn't 

run on diesel or kerosene or using vast loads of fossil fuels causing the worst 

climate change-then, yes, fine…great. It's really down to technology. It would be 

down to airlines to change the way they power their planes. If they can solve that, 

that would be an amazing panacea. 

Me: I don't know if that will happen in our lifetime. 

Answer: it will. It's all down to money. Everything is down to many. If there is a 

financial gain to be made, people will change very quickly. Its profit margins. 

Companies that are on the stock market, they have shareholders to pay. The 
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dividends today. Many pensions schemes to rely on. Pension schemes to make 

profits from. In this country, most of the pensions–a lot are dependent on oil 

revenues, so when you got all these kind of things stacked against change, 

sustainability becomes increasingly unattractive option. 

Me: yet the market everywhere. 

Answer: yeah–sustainability–yeah because it's cool, it's cool. It's right on–think 

fair trade, sustainable, ethical, corporate social responsibility. 

Me: corporate social responsibility–when is that? 

Answer: that is for my money, large companies appeasing their souls-pretty 

much. It's, you know, we make a lot of money, therefore we should give a very 

SMALL percentage of our time and profits to make us look good. I don't mean 

that–what they're doing isn't good, I don't deny the fact that there are other 

companies that do invest in fair trade, and the local community, and do help start 

projects and help in a big way… But, I think it is maybe too little. If they're going 

to do it in a mean it seriously, then I would like to see maybe more of it. If they 

mean what they say, then they've gotta walk the walk and talk the talk. We doing 

it one day a year, which large companies do, they let all their employees out for 

one or two days a year And do some local community project. That's all very 

worthy, but it's two days a year. And I know they do give out sums of money to 

charity, or to the arts, whatever–they do that–I think that's great. But how much 

do they actually give after their profits??? I know sent me this year, the bankers -

- they cut their charitable donations to charities because the economic downturn. 

Yet, they haven't really cut their bonuses. That to me says well Charity begins at 

home. Obviously. But I think we have to have a far more philanthropic society. 

We need to start changing and doing things not for the money, but for the good it 

does for societies ahead. and that requires our far more social way of looking at 

things. Not just doing everything for how much money you can make. 

Me: so what should–we're talking about BP and Greenpeace–what should BP's 

corporate social responsibility be?  

Answer: well if they've gone beyond petroleum, then they start looking beyond 

petroleum. Loads of people have said that. It's a ridiculous thing to name your 

company some visionary name but totally doesn't live up to it and it's been called 

that for years now. Yet I can't see any signs of it going beyond petroleum. But 

you know, heavily investing in tar sands, which quite frankly, produce one of the 

worst forms of environmental distraction. I mean just look at Canada–it's 

appalling–it's absolutely appalling. And how people that have actually come up 

with those ideas can actually get some sleep at night, I'm not quite sure! Because 
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of anything, I couldn't. I would be having dreams about the devastation. It's 

disgusting. And, you know, there it's fundamentally -something-. Is it worth it? 

Yeah to start thinking, looking at projects, going if we do it, is it worth it?!? In the 

long term, if what we're doing is going to do more harm than good–and if the 

answer is yes, don't do it. And, think you know, the phrase think outside the box. 

You know, approach things in a different way. Don't just do things the way you've 

always done it. You know, this isn't working, so try something else. Yes–all right–

investing things that aren't petroleum-based. Go beyond petroleum. Do what you 

say. 

Me: what about Greenpeace? What do you think is its corporate social 

responsibility? 

Answer: I think Greenpeace has a lot of failings. I think it needs to work on many 

aspects. I mean, it's all very well climbing up chimneys and closing power plants 

down and doing all those things but, the media that that generates is fickle, and 

it's almost instantly forgotten about, and they do score hits. and when they do 

score hits, it is usually backed up by a media campaign on their side or by some 

some tv series. Seriously, there's this thing about fish at the moment. The whole 

thing about the European Union which has this ridiculous system where they 

have quota systems. So the if a bait goes over its quota it's turned back. It fits 

only after cod, it will keep going until you get enough cod. It will throw everything 

else back dead. So many times 50% of everything that is caught is thrown back 

dead. Yes yes this is quite the system. So…there's this whole campaign and 

Greenpeace has been doing it for years. For every fish you and I get, three other 

organisms might have died in the process. And it's dredging. Bottom dredge 

everything. It's like raping the sea. Everything is gone. It's the ultimate distraction. 

And they been lobbying and campaigning in doing research for many many 

years. It's only when the media come outside and you get films coming out of 

that. You actually start to see politicians taking notice. And I don't think 

Greenpeace necessarily market itself the way it might. If ever there is an 

environmental issue, Greenpeace is never approached or very rarely approached 

by the media. You get the friends of the Earth on television because they are the 

kind of fluffy environmentalists don't climb up on things were shut things down. I 

would like to see Greenpeace approached more for that kind of to be mainstream 

environmentalism. Not that they are not, but they're more marketable. I think 

sometimes I think they might be a little closed-doored in their mentality. Maybe 

they just need to be a little but more open about things. Again I'm arguing for my 

own view. Maybe they can be open about things because if they were open that 

nothing would ever happen. Get into the research. After expose these things in 

the way they do otherwise no one will take notice. So I don't know how they 
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would change what they do necessarily. 

Me: so, I do feel that BP is an organization now? 

Answer: obviously, they haven't done themselves any favors. In the recent years, 

obviously the oil spill, Investing in tar sands, Joan if it's really done much for the 

reputation. I think from a -something- perspective they've much damaged their 

reputation. They're not coming across to me as a company I can believe in. If 

they said they were changing their ways, I don't think I could necessarily give 

them the benefit of the doubt without seeing actions. I like to think most people 

are good. And companies don't mean to do any harm. Before I change my 

impression of BPI have to see real action Up to now, it has been business as 

usual. As far as I can see, business is usual will continue far into the future. 

Me: does it bother you that speaking was and still is very much a British 

company? 

Answer: no because I think companies are so large now. They're such 

multinational businesses. Take BP--I don't think BP as being a British company. I 

know it's British Petroleum but there's such a big piece. I mean the chief 

executive of American. I do think it was a media ploy to try to appease the 

American public instead of having another Englishman. Yeah that was a 

marketing ploy. So yes, it would take me a lot. I guess I'm very skeptical of the 

industry because they're there to make money that's the only reason people take 

oil out of the ground. They don't dig out the ground out of the kindness of their 

hearts to help those -something-. If they did that, they wouldn't be charging me 

as much as they do for it. They do it because they're in business. Fundamentally, 

they're there to make money. They understand that. Most people in business to 

make money. But their business does a lot more harm than any other 

businesses. I'm saying this on the grand scale of–they dig stuff out the ground, 

which makes our world the world is today. Without oil, we wouldn't have plastic. 

We wouldn't have cosmetics. We wouldn't have the gadgets we have. We 

wouldn't have cars. We wouldn't have an industrial revolution. we probably 

realistically would all still be living as we were probably 300 years ago. Or 250 

years ago, living in a very rural landscape and dying at 45. So, in many ways, oil 

has revolutionized the way we live. Completely and absolutely. And, you know, I 

guess we have to be thankful for that. But there comes a point when we have to 

say okay–Oil has done its work but technology has moved on sufficiently now 

that we can start looking at things at a different way. Because we now know that 

climate change–since the 1970s–when there were a very few enlightened souls 

saying hang on why are the sea levels rising? Environmentalism–they thought 

you were just a bunch of nuts with long hair and a bandanna. I'm slowly moving 
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away from that, but still that view of environmentalists is still a hippie that sits up 

a tree or huggers who don't go to work. Many times I've been told to get a proper 

job. And I say I have a proper job. I'm just like you. I just happen to passionate 

about this. So I think yes–to answer your question–I think BP need to change the 

way does business before I will believe it. I will not believe the fluffy advertising 

campaigns no matter how great the graphics are or how many Pantone Greens 

they use. LOL even if the leaflets are on recycled paper, I will not believe them 

until I can actually see them investing -something-when things actually are green. 

Until that point, I don't believe them. -- I think small companies are doing far more 

than big ones. But I think you know everything is much easier on a smaller scale. 

And when you get a company that big employing that many people in that many 

countries in an industry that is so old and so stale and so stuck in its ways it's 

difficult to change it. It takes a visionary Board of Directors and a visionary leader 

say okay, with going to change the way we do things. And when we will see that–

I don't know–but it's been a long time coming. And I hope it happens soon. LOL 

before we burn in hell. Before we burn on earth. 

(Discussion on climate change) 

Answer: unfortunately it's the bigger countries that are–I mean, Britain alone 

produces 2% of the world's CO2 emissions. I think America produces a quarter, 

is it, 200 million per capita–yes. But China obviously the biggest one. But 

obviously per head of population, they're probably less. But obviously they're 

producing goods for pretty much the whole world, therefore their proportion of 

CO2 emissions–where does it lie? Does it lie in the countries for whom they're 

making the gadgets? Who's responsible? Us who buys the products or them who 

produces? They're just doing it because we're buying it. They just wanna make 

money. I can't blame them. We're doing what we did. They're having their own 

Industrial Revolution. And they would , well why should we not have our own 

Industrial Revolution? Well you did it. You've already messed everything up. Why 

shouldn't we have our own chance as well? Any can rightly say, yeah but why 

not? We've done it. You can't deny something to somebody else because we did 

it and you don't have to. You can't do that. But equally you have to say okay but if 

you're going to do it you had to do in a way that is–yes you can do things you can 

do it in a very different way–yet again the I'm going down the same path that we 

went down. 250 years ago yeah we were just starting out. But now we know what 

we're doing. Even those in denial. Well we know what's going to happen. 95% of 

scientists keep saying it. We just aren't listening. And businesses, I think a lot of 

businesses do want to change. But governments are not supporting them to do it. 

Politicians are very slow to act. Very very slow. And there's been lots of 

delegations that businesses go to. To get the governments in this country to say 
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we want to change the way we do business the To give incentives to do that if 

you don't incentivize change, if you don't say okay your points get a tax break if 

you go over to green energy, and start building your own wind turbines, changing 

the way you do things then what is the incentive to do it? It's gonna cost your 

business a lot of money to do it. It becomes far less attractive very quickly. 

Regardless whether you want to do it--you ask, well can I afford to do that? Is 

that going to affect my share dividends yet again? So until you give people a 

purpose, a reason, a financial reason, unfortunately it's always financial–

regardless of how good their intentions, they're not gonna do it unless you help 

them. 

Me: so which is that? If politicians are slow to act and businesses are waiting for 

initiatives, but then isn't it up to the general public--the consumers? 

Answer: I think it is up to the general public to put pressure on the politicians, but 

then it comes down to that whole issue of apathy and comfort. You know your 

living in your house and your car in your next one holiday away a year and your 

job. You know, I've got everything I want when the hell should I bother? It's not 

up to me. I can't do anything. I'm just one person. What's the point? Then there's 

that whole apathy thing. And again yes–a number of people do do that. They 

write to their MPs and they lobby. It's a big issue and I think it does take people 

power. The only way things are going to change are people doing revolutions 

that we are seeing. Like in the Middle East. I think it does fundamentally take 

people power to change things and governments to listen to voters if enough 

votes can stand up and be counted. But, a lot of voters can get very disillusioned, 

that's a look at Iraq antiwar protests. Over 1 million people went out in this 

country on the streets to say we don't want to walk. It was the biggest 

demonstration we've ever had. Over a  million people! Yet, they still didn't take 

any -- something --. Still, with things like that you go with what's the point? They 

don't listen. So how do you change this seemingly, again, governmentalized, 

corporatized beast that seems completely in permeable to the person on the 

streets. Most people don't know what's going on at Parliament. don't know about 

the energy policies. A lot of people still don't know about the problems in the 

environment. They still think it's a problem with the ozone. 

Me: do you think environmental groups like Greenpeace I doing enough to inform 

people? 

Answer: I don't think they think it's the remits necessarily. I think they're more 

about raising big issues. I think the problem is they don't have enough money. 

They're only a charity well they're not a charity do not registered as a charity. But 

they're, you know, run by donations. Select a concentrate on certain things. I 
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think fundamentally it is a cause now for education. If You educate people about 

ecosystems and all that kind of thing and they might actually grasp what's going 

on. But if people don't understand the basic science of it, and are not told the true 

horror of what's going to happen, and don't want to be told because it's too much 

to take in and, don't want to take in because it's miserable… It's about getting 

people to take responsibility for planet we live in because we're also detached to 

it. We live in a city…(etc.) 

Me: so how do activists like you benefit society? 

Answer: I have no idea. 

Me: Your impassioned by your cause and your beliefs. There's gotta be a reason 

for it. 

Answer: I hope if nothing else, it is a present. When people see it on the streets it 

will at least remind them that we are there. There are pressing issues that need 

to be addressed. Yes–a mental note, maybe. I would like to hope that by talking 

to people as I said, you change perceptions, and you educate people about 

issues that are happening. And if it gets the message out there, that social 

networking does, obviously then if you can get people aware of at least an issue 

that's happening then that will all maybe change either their own ways when 

doing things or what they buy. You know, all it needs is to get people talking with 

their friends about it. I think that's the thing with hope. that It will spread the word. 

And by spreading the word, will hopefully change political–it will get back to the 

politicians. The politicians are people that have the power to change things. As 

an individual, even if you do everything possible, reduce your environmental 

impact by a certain percentage, it may not be that big of a percent to maybe 30-

40%, unless you have governments taking things on board. They have the power 

to change businesses. They have the power to change the way we do things on 

a grand scale. Without them we can't do enough. 

Me: so does it all basically boiled down to building awareness? Creating 

awareness? In order to create change? 

Answer: I think so. It's no different to health issues. Or lifestyle issues. (Etc.) 

actually if people keep pounding the message home, then you start to listen. 

Then you start to see the benefits. Like smoking kills you. It's taken a long time 

for people to take that message on board. And it's actually taken political 

changes in the law to get to the point now where far less people smoking than 

they ever have done and rates of cancer are going down. So yes. It does take–

you have to get that message out there. You can't do enough without that 

political will. Politicians are very powerful people. Unfortunately they are also very 
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ignorant people a lot of the time and they don't really know it. Didn't really know 

much about the issue there even maybe voting on. They can be quite ignorant. 

That's what worries me…I think politicians should be very caring people. My fear 

is that they tend not to be. And maybe not caring that much either. But they have 

the power to change the way we do things and the way we live. To put my faith in 

a load of people I've never met--that I didn't elect. Yes–it is quite scary. That's the 

way we do things. We have to rely on that system fundamentally doing what it 

sets out to do and hope that they do the greater good. 

Me: you said that you've done many Greenpeace campaigns. How have you 

approached people of the public and how have you approached news media 

covering a campaign? 

Answer: I haven't been approached by media. As for people in streets, some 

stop. Others say they don't have time. Usually after you have to come up with 

some catchy one-liner. You know, something to do with the campaign. Like to 

see the Heathrow one–you say, like would you like to food? A free land? We're 

giving away free land today. Start your property portfolio today. I think you have 

to be quite lighthearted about it. You have to be quite fun about it. The more 

negative you are, the more negative it becomes. My only problem with the 

environmental movement is all it does it highlights problems. It never present 

solutions. I would very much like to see an environmental movement it is more 

about solutions and working with businesses, companies, organizations, 

multinationals–I don't care–to actually work with them to change their 

businesses. To be their moral compass. I much rather see that than the 

separatism and the fact that environmental groups do not work together, that 

annoys me. Because I do not understand it. It's all this–like every other business, 

Charity, or whatever–all of this them and us scenario. It's like, oh I can't work with 

them. You know, they do something different to us. And, with these issues we 

should be united as one and work together. Thereby opening up far more 

expertise and knowledge than one organization alone can muster. And that, that I 

don't understand. I would like to see a lot more working together rather than this 

environmental group–I can't, I can't get involved with that. I can just tell you 

what's wrong. Yeah they just don't understand. Unless you engage with them, 

how can they understand? It think that environmental organizations. An 

environmental organization is regardless still a business, but it's business is still 

the environment.(Etc.) I don't think big business means to be bad. They think it 

just needs to be told when• it's, wrong and how to right those wrongs. (etc.) I 

don't think human beings are fundamentally bad.… If you spread the seed, then 

the seed will eventually grow. 
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Me: with today's news, I want to collect market–because there is an activist 

market–how do environmental groups engage with the young of today? 

(Answer: Discussion of young at 53:00; speaking to children about the 

environment and education; respect for indigenous people; respect for the earth; 

saving the planet; consumerist mindset; impact of consumerism on globe) 

Answer: another thing that the environment. It's a ticking time bomb. And unless 

nobody's doing anything, then you have to weigh out the portion to blame to 

because when that time comes which inevitably will unless we do something. We 

are so totally inaction. I find myself becoming apathetic. (Etc.) I don't know--you 

just keep on trying. 

(Discussion on educational tv programs; old cartoons that were ingrained with 

environmental messages at 57:25) 

Answer: No, there is nothing on. Even with Copenhagen, there was not much 

coverage. There was a little bit every other day. But Mexico–nothing. Practically 

nothing. It seems to be, yeah–the environment has been forgotten about. It's like 

it's gone away and everything's fine. You know, it's going to be far worse than 

anything tsunami. Unfortunately, with humanity it takes a real crisis to do 

anything. These crises are going to be happening more and more and more. In 

terms of storms, tsunamis, and all that kind of stuff. Were going to get more and 

more and more of those. And how many cities and going to have to get wiped off 

the map before someone actually goes "hmmm… Maybe we should do 

something about it." 

Me: you know I know of people who refuse to believe that it's all going to be an 

environmental domino effect. They believe it's because of planetary alignments. 

Answer: when people talk like that, I always use a virus as an analogy. You get 

the flu, you're invaded by bug, the bug grows and grows and grows--it might be a 

tiny, tiny little bug, there might be not much in your system but it still makes you 

very ill. And it's no different to CO2 emissions. There's always CO2. Parts per 

million–parts per million! It's practically nothing. Think about it -- it 300 to 450 

ppm. That's nothing. Yet, it's having this vast effect. It's no different to getting the 

bug or virus, which may be so many parts per million in your blood. It's messing 

with your ecosystem. And it's putting you out of balance. 

(Discussion on hydrogen bus at 01:00:45) 

(Discussion on palm oil and food prices rising at 01:01:03) 
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Answer: corn - all this stuff in the land is being turned over to producing oil that's 

burned in cars. Cars do not need feeding. You know, so where–you know and 

people think oh but it's green. I don't get it. You know, it's crazy. We are 

producing food to put in our car is ridiculous. It's ridiculous. You know, that's 

worse than burning oil. We're forcing these people to starve to death because 

you want to drive your car. I mean, that is appalling. It's tragic. It's stupid, just 

stupid. 

Me: what are some of the strategies, since you been part of Greenpeace, have 

you implemented? Or the organization had you implement in order to carry out its 

campaign. In a specific strategy they normally employee? 

Answer: well it depends. Normally the strategy starts with them and then they 

produce a campaign. Usually it starts with some kind of stunt. Let's say, they 

usually end up climbing up something, or locking themselves up in something, or 

dressing in some stupid costume usually at about six o'clock in the morning for 

some appointed day. And then from then, if you're not involved in locking yourself 

up in something, or climbing up in something, or dressing up in a stupid costume, 

you then do the follow up campaign, which involves going out usually the streets 

telling people about the campaign whether that's outside a petrol station or near 

the offices of the offending organization, or just in your local area. I mean, there 

are loads of different local groups, as I'm sure you know. Each of those groups is 

given a task. So you can do local campaigning on these various campaigns. At 

the moment it's obvious the energy bills because the government is trying to pass 

an energy bill. Were trying to get MPs–sending letters to MPs. Again it's sort of 

lobbying by the public would just fill in stuff. We make them aware of what the 

campaign is. They read it, they sign it, and we send it off. 

Me: Does it normally make a difference? 

Answer: I don't know. Sometimes it makes a difference. Again we're not 

involved–there's a whole governmental lobbying part of Greenpeace. You know 

because there's lots of people doing loads of different things. Yes, you do get 

outcomes from it. Yes–definitely. It usually takes a while before you get back. But 

it does, it does. Mainly it's because of media coverage. Because obviously if you 

get a media campaign as a result of what you do then that's the best way to 

spread the word to get people activated. 

Me: but, there is no sure tangible ways to measure the effectiveness of a 

campaign other than public policy change. 
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Answer: right–other than public policy change. I don't know. I doubt it. Literally 

because we're just given a task and we go out there and we do it. Our 

involvement is minimal. There is opportunity to be more involved as you wish. 

Most people get involved in any now and again out basis. That's what you do. 

You turn up, do your thing, and you go home. So I possibly couldn't comment on 

that. So the strategies basically. Go out and do a stunt. I would probably do the 

campaign for as long as it goes on. 

Me: how many campaigns have you been a part of? 

Answer: I've lost count. I don't know. Probably once–there is a Main one you do 

per year. This year it's going beyond oil. Also rainforests or tar sands by diesel or 

overfishing. 

Me: how influential is an organization's corporate social responsibility on its 

corporate reputation?  

Answer: I think corporate social responsibility is quite a new thing. So again, I 

think it's difficult to measure. I think even among themselves, I don't know–it's 

their persona–it's their public persona, isn't it? If you have people what the 

company does–corporate social responsibility–a lot of people within our 

corporate social responsibility was. Nor would they know what the companies 

did. Unless you go to their websites, read their annual reports, I think it's very 

unlikely it has any impact at all on how people view companies. Because it so 

doesn't affect how I view companies. I don't know what they do for the corporate 

responsibility. I just know that it's something they're supposed to do. And they do 

it because they have to. Not necessarily because they want to. So why commit to 

service if you commit a crime? 

(Discussion on whether non-profit organizations how CSR because aren't they 

doing public-service? See 01:08:52) 

Answer: I think [CSR] this just for moneymaking companies. I don't know about 

nonprofits and CSR. CSR–I don't know–I know I've heard it. It's a buzzword. I've 

only heard of it because I've done forms you know where companies have been 

involved in doing some project for charity. It's the corporate parts–their corporate 

drive, responsibility drive–and they do it two days a year. Great, great, well done. 

LOL other than that, I don't know what they do. I don't think it has any relevance 

to people on what they do. 

--- 

Answer: it's appeasing. And they all do it. If anything good comes of it, then I am 
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all for it. But I am cynical about it. So, until I see real change in a more 

philanthropic approach to business on a long-term, everything has to be long-

term unfortunately, if we start doing everything for money, then quite frankly it 

doesn't exist anyway. Then, maybe my belief in humanity may be heightened. 

But, until that time I don't believe genuinely in the large companies tell me. I 

believe over the years that I believe in technology.  and I think technology, if 

anything, will be the one thing that saves us. Because I think we can't do it alone 

now and I think we'll leave it too late to do anything naturally. I think technology–if 

you invest in the right things will solve some of the problems we are creating. I 

also think, as I said to you earlier, population controls have to be a major step 

forward. That population control we cannot reduce our CO2 emissions. (Etc.) 

" Business as usual" 

(Discussion: overpopulation; niche market and organic food purchase at 

01:17:30) 
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Laura – Greenpeace 

Personal note: Laura is a very knowledgeable woman. She practices what she 

preaches. She possesses the quality of a leader and is rather outspoken.  

 Active member of Greenpeace since 1999 

 UK citizen 

 Participated in many campaigns  

 Friends of the Earth; World Development; Greenpeace (really active for 6 

years) 

 

 

 

Q7. 

ACTIVISM 

 

What inspired you to join Greenpeace? Why is it important for you to 

challenge energy companies or communicate environmental issues 

to the public? 

How influential is Greenpeace in promoting environmental 

consciousness and action? 

(Minute 16.30) They do better at stopping the really bad stuff than 

they do at promoting solutions, which is equally as important. 

Greenpeace are quite unique because they do the whole direct-

action thing. I suspect that‘s why so many people belong to our group 

than to Friends of the Earth or WWF or things like that. Apart from 

nice street campaigns, it‘s about stopping things physically, almost 

like Ghandian roots bit, and the fact that it‘s very international as 

well…they‘re effective in raising – massively raising a profile of 

issues. I imagine the fact that they do take direct action is a strong 

lever or incentive for governments or corporations to actually address 

issues. [--campaign strategies seemingly effective] 

Greenpeace as a radical organization? 

(Minute 19.00) In terms of the state of the world and how f*cked up it 

is and the time we have to sort it out, and in terms of climate change 

especially, you need organizations who are radical. I suspect with lots 

of people, they think Greenpeace aren‘t radical enough at the same 

time, especially here. … But, I think it‘s as radical as a multinational 

big organization can be. Cause you‘ve got people who go off into 



 

 207 

more grassroots movements and they think it‘s (they‘re org) is more 

radical, it‘s more dynamic, but it‘s not international, it‘s not strategic 

necessarily in the same way. But, I think it‘s definitely seen as radical.  

 [Flow of communication between Greenpeace groups internationally 

– see Min 20.40.] 

Campaigns are coordinated rather than top-bottom instruction.  

What inspires you to be involved with Greenpeace? 

(Minute 37.08) It‘s quite fun, you meet nice, interesting people … It‘s 

climate change in particular. It‘s the people who least cause it are the 

ones massively f*cked over by it, and that‘s what kind of pisses me 

off. And, because there‘s an alternative. … difference of massive 

injustice and another world where we could be doing things 

differently.  

 

Q11. 

 

How are activists like you benefiting society? How does activism 

improve societal standards? Do you feel you make enough of a 

change? 

(Minute 24.38) Well, clearly enough because of the f*ck state that 

we‘re in right now. I believe doing something small in the small 

amount of time in an overly demanding job is making a difference, 

basically. And it feels like with Greenpeace, I‘m making more of a 

difference with things that matter than when I was campaigning with 

Friends of the Earth. …  

Do news media frame activists like you in a positive way or in a 

negative way?  

(Minute 25.57) In a negative way. … But, all coverage is better than 

no coverage, I suspect. … [She makes a good point here on media 

framing of climate change – Media always frame climate change as 

an environmental issue. When they talk about activists, they also 

frame it in that way. But actually, climate change isn‘t only about 

green / environment. It affects our economy and f*cks up people‘s 

lives. Or, they make it into a side issue rather than this is as important 

as other issues.  

How do the news media frame energy companies, and how does that 
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compare to their framing of Greenpeace?  

Depends on the paper. For instance, if you‘re reading the Telegraph [ 

-- they‘ll frame oil companies in a positive way; Greenpeace as crazy 

radicals].  The Guardian is more sympathetic than The Independence 

– though nobody reads The Independence anyway. But, at the same 

time, not many people read the broadsheets like The Daily Mail or 

The Sun. The BBC and Sky are the more famous news channels 

though part of the time they just don‘t talk about issues like that, 

which is half the challenge.   

(Minute 36.50) It really depends on how things get reported.  

 

 GO GREEN AND PRO-SOCIAL MSGS 

Q2. Do you support the ―Go Green‖ campaign? How much do you believe 

in it?  

Probably a lot of it is a marketing scheme. Six big energy companies 

in the UK – green spin seems to be good, but their overall reduction 

strategy is not in line w/ the carbon reduction target this country 

needs to make, so until that changes, their scheme seems more like 

greenwashing. 

Go Green campaigns from energy companies on balance - they‘re 

probably valuable in that raising awareness in these are important 

issues. They communicate ‗we want to change and we want to help 

you change‘.  That is a Good message bc arguably it‘s a better msg 

coming from an org like that, a lot of them international, than from 

groups like Greenpeace because of the reach. 

 

Q3. 

 

 

 

 

Define pro-social messages. What are they and how much do they 

mean to you? 

Do these messages impact the younger generation of consumers? 

Companies like that (e.g., McDonalds – chicken – soya – companies 

chopping down the rainforests), when they get onboard can have a 

bigger impact.  

To lots of activist, exp. environmental activists, or to at the extreme 
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end of activism, energy companies and companies like McDonalds 

are the enemy, basically - evil – full stop.  

Problem: There‘s not enough transparency. People don‘t know what 

these companies are doing. So, when we tell them, they‘re horrified. 

They expect them to be doing the right thing, and often they‘re not.  

And arguably, it‘s the financial gain that forces them to change 

because they realize that they can‘t maintain their brand and keep 

attracting their customers if people think that they‘re trashing the 

Amazon.  

 

 

CSR AND CORPORATE REPUTATION 

How would you define corporate social responsibility? 

It‘s almost like the word ‗sustainability‘. So many people use it, it 

almost becomes meaningless. Lots of big companies have lots of big 

corporate social responsibility teams…(examples include small 

community projects, PR campaigns, etc.). There‘s a huge range 

between people who are extremely superficial to people who really 

want to take action.   

Where does BP’s corporate social responsibility fall under that range? 

(Minute 10.00) It looked like a few years ago, when the company was 

under Browne, they were thinking about going beyond petroleum as 

they said, which is obviously proper corporate social responsibility. 

But now they seem to be back in the camp of don‘t give a f*ck.  

(Minute 10.30) Regarding the oil spill >> I don‘t know if the oil spill will 

encourage some people to think about their long-term investment 

strategy. But, I don‘t think it‘s just up to them.  

-- [She makes a good point at 10.40]. Basically, must question role of 

government for setting up standards that limit oil drilling. >> GOVT IS 

KEY for setting policy. Oil companies argue they can do what they do 

bc it‘s a free market. So, it‘s important to address policy.  
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Q5. What is BP‘s corporate social responsibility? What message is it 

trying to promote? 

(Replay audio for full conversation) 

 

Q12. What level of credibility do you rate BP as an organization? How 

much trust do you have in BP?      

(Minute 12.35) Prior to the Gulf, I knew about their tar sands stuff…I 

thought they were being massively irresponsible wanting to do more 

ta sands and wanting to do more deep sea offshore drilling. So, after 

the accident, it hasn‘t changed my opinion of them. Obviously, it‘s 

really sad.  

 

Rank BP on scale of 1-10: 

I suspect that at the moment BP‘s reputation is pretty shit. … I 

suspect that people hold Greenpeace in good standing, especially for 

people who know that it‘s an international organization and 

campaigning for what‘s right, and there‘s no hidden agenda for 

wanting to make money and there‘s no hidden agenda for pushing for 

some Socialist Utopian society.  

[Minute 30.25 >> Addressing climate change and people‘s views on 

how serious it is.] 

The government itself by acting can do a hell of a lot to change 

public opinion.  

Possible for BP to change? 

(Minute 13.00) I don‘t know. I suspect that they‘re far too set up on 

their exploiting oil. And, I suspect there‘s a cultural problem you have 

to overcome. I also suspect they have a renewables 

division…curious to see what their budget is compared with…post-

lawsuits.  
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Wish list / demands:  

(Minute 13.56) I suspect they would be steps to it. I‘d say: 

1. Stop investing in tar sands. 

2. Stop investing in deep sea drilling. 

3. Move investments from those into research and development / into 

clean   

     energy. 

4. Get another logo until you actually become green. 

 

(It‘s almost like Greenpeace‘s campaign on going Beyond Oil is like 

stealing BP‘s logo  - slightly ironic) >> curious to know if that had a 

major impact in terms of competitors‘ investments into alternative 

energy as well.  
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Charlie Kronick – Greenpeace 

 Active member of Greenpeace since 1980s 

 A 20-year veteran 

 American who moved to London 

 Participated in many ―shipping‖ activities; hung off the hull of many oil 

ships  

Note: This was a very long interview. Lots of material to work with. Below are just 

personal notes. Refer to original audio file and notebook for full material.  

 

 

Q7. 

ACTIVISM 

What inspired you to join Greenpeace? Why is it important for you to 

challenge energy companies or communicate environmental issues to 

the public? 

Been active since the late 1980s. What Greenpeace has been doing in 

the past 10 years is our method of direct action. We are creating 

dialogue with these companies now.  

 

Q11. 

 

How are activists like you benefiting society? How does activism 

improve societal standards? 

(Replay audio file for her answer. He relates this answer to community 

discussion) 

 

 GO GREEN AND PRO-SOCIAL MSGS 

Q2. Do you support the ―Go Green‖ campaign? How much do you believe in 

it?  

(Replay audio file) 

 

Q3. 

 

Define pro-social messages. What are they and how much do they 

mean to you? 
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Q14. 

 

 

Q8. 

(Replay audio file) 

How is BP‘s pro-social ―Go Green‖ message contradictory? (Replay 

audio file) 

 

CSR AND CORPORATE REPUTATION 

How influential is an organization‘s corporate social responsibility on its 

corporate reputation? (Offered within conversation) 

 

Q5. What is BP‘s corporate social responsibility? What message is it trying 

to promote? 

It has to address risks – not just environmental risks, but financial risks. 

You‘ve got an actual responsibility to the interests of the people you 

represent. This is the Greenpeace of today. We need them to see that 

it‘s beyond environmental responsibility.  

Greenpeace direct actions -  

We at Greenpeace talk to businesses in a language they understand. 

There is a change in perception in who we are and what we do. We are 

supported entirely by individual decisions. We have to keep people 

engaged. And if we do, then they will have to like it.  

When talking to investors and pension funds - Overtime we‘ve come to 

be seen as a reasonable source of info to manage their risks. By talking 

with them, we wanna change the companies they own either through 

conversation or take away their support. We spent years yelling at them, 

and nothing was done. Main drivers = consumer change.   

 

 

Q12. What level of credibility do you rate BP as an organization? How much 

trust do you have in BP?  

Their reputation speaks for itself.  
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Q13. Why should BP take a more active role in its corporate responsibility of 

the environment?  

We need to solve the problems of climate change. Genuine control of 

climate change requires ___ of oil companies.  

Growing economies like Brazil and China = development and 

consumption of oil.  

Fuel economy figures in China will be stricter in 2015 than in the USA. 

Foreign exchange and fuel security.  

Global oil consumption peaks at 2105, 2018, 2020. The price of oil will 

continue to rise between now and 2015. This is what oil industries are 

predicting. … The market is completely different in the future.  

Oil companies will have to find themselves another business once the 

peak passes. Direct costs of Deepwater activity will increase.  

A big push for oil efficiencies.  

Policy and economic policy will come together.   

Macondo really represented a fundamental change in the way we talk to 

these companies, the public views these companies, and the ways we 

deal with these companies.  

 

Q15. What could BP do to gain your trust and favor? 

If they claim they‘re investing in green / alt energy, I‘d say, ―show us the 

money!‖ They are required by law to be transparent. Last year, BP 

invested $2 billion in what they called alt energy, but they included 

natural gas, etc. We‘re talking solar panels, etc. BP spent $18 billion in 

exploration. What they do is continue to exploit fossil fuels. You 

compare what they do to what they say.  

Financial reporting is required by law to be transparent. So, that‘s what 

we say. Show us the money.  

Until the regulation changes, … 

MINUTE 30+ 

Members of American Petroleum Institute – actively campaigning 



 

 215 

against climate change.  

 

Wish list : 

 MINUTE 49 

 

Bio fuels & gas :  

MINUTE 50 

 

ECONOMICS AT PLAY 

BP and Shell dominate the market in the UK.  
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ADEL – Veteran journalist for Parliament 

 

Me: I know that the Greenpeace and BP conflict is the most recent conflict in 

terms of environmental crises and agencies are concerned, at least in the US as 

it is here, it was covered greatly by the press on a daily basis for the past many 

months. I was Greenpeace framed in most of the British newspapers here? 

Answer: well, again this is according to readership. BP in that particular episode 

was not featured much except on–there were a couple of Greenpeace 

demonstrations here, occupying the outlets that petroleum petrol filling stations. 

And that was, they didn't have much of a public opinion support. And, it took the 

media very, very quickly - the middle of the road and the right of center media–

and a soda from the beginning. The background story was as follows: British 

Petroleum was attacked as a British company. That did not go down well with the 

public. Number two, the story was eventually covered by the financial Times and 

the business sections and the broadsheets like the telegraph and the times. And, 

early in the day, the British public understood that a large part of the pension 

schemes–do you understand what I mean but pension schemes? People who 

are on a state pension invest during the working areas, invest a large amount of 

money every month, to accumulate to a savings scheme would have been 

invested to multiply. So, if you invest for 20 years, 250 pounds a month or so, 

then you try to have half 1 million or a million by the time you retire. British 

tensions were actually invest it in the company of British Petroleum. And, every 

time that Greenpeace or Pres. Obama attack British Petroleum, the value of the 

shares will drop in the stock exchange. When you have the main news–here are, 

it's called–four today program on BBC, radio from 6-9 in the morning, this is a 

program that of the political agenda and is looking to between 5 to 8,000,000 

people. It sets the political agenda today. For journalists, for politicians, for those 

who are part of Parliament. And, the stock exchange, the market prices, the 

value of shares always features during the three hours of that program. So, early 

in the crisis of the largest oil spill the British public realized that billions of the 

value of their pensions actually affected the price of British Petroleum. And the 

left-wing media, which is always proenvironment, they very quickly realized that. 

So, within 48 hours even the ones who the belief system is proenvironment and 

anti-oil companies i really stopped or refrained from attacking British Petroleum 

because of that particular economic effect. 

Me: so, they were actually conscious that it was affecting the rest of the 

community? 
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Answer: well, not as a matter of responsibility. But, as losing readership because 

you cannot, for example, if you are producing chocolates, if you own a 

newspaper, the last thing that you want is a report saying is that chocolate is bad 

for your health. I mean, would a new student controlled by the Cuban 

government something smoking cigars is better for the health–not because the 

Cuban economy depends on cigars. It is the same thing. The public that actually 

buys the newspaper comes conscious of the attacks on British Petroleum. 

Secondly, the Greenpeace and sympathy in the past. For example, when I have 

the rubber dinghies–the boats coming–between those guys hunting whales and 

the whale, they get good coverage and they would sympathize with them and get 

good coverage with the media. Or, when they have something to do with the oil 

spill, is affecting the birds… And affecting all of that… would get sympathy. But, 

on Greenpeace, actually–again on bicycles and do clean the streets campaign 

and they'll stop traffic, people start cursing them. Because, a–it's not really going 

to have an impact except inconvenience people's lives. And, it's an extreme 

element. The British public did not like extremists. Even when you tell a joke in 

Britain, it's a pun and not a joke. You make a quick, witty word about a word, but 

it's subtle. So, that was actually the story of the Greenpeace and BP in the last 

crisis. 

Me: but, in all, BP is still–the image is still pretty much tarnished. 

Answer: not in Britain. No, as a journalist, attending a briefing where we speak 

people twice a day, see the questions and journalists were why isn't our 

government defending British Petroleum against these American attacks. So, you 

have the 30-odd journalists representing the British media. So, that was a very 

good way to gauge the view–the sympathy with British Petroleum and with 

people investing in their pension, having the value of the pension review based 

on the attacks on British Petroleum. 

Me: so, it all goes back to economics? 

Answer: always goes back to economics. 

Me: because British Petroleum was the very first energy and oil company to 

enforce alternative energy investments and development which dates back 10 to 

12 years ago.  

Answer: well–if you–if we go back to the history, it's actually something I wrote 

about into my books… Oil became a valuable commodity when Churchill around 

1911 when he made the decision to change the engines of the something to the 

largest fleet in the world at that. The Royal Navy controlled the oil. And then he 

decided to explore the Middle East because we did not want to be dependent on 
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America with the oil. And, you can see the company was actually investing in a 

new world with sugar plantations, rubber plantations and coal. It makes good 

sense that the energy company or the oil company should also invest in 

alternative energy because if they are driving cars and airplanes, they could use 

the fuel to drive their cars and airplanes and ships. Then, when the engines 

switched, like what happened in 1911, in terms of energy, they too rather than 

becoming rival to other companies joined them. If you can't beat them, join them. 

So that made quite a lot of sense. That's why they have the–it was difficult for the 

British public to understand why Obama was attacking them. But, again, British 

commentators and journalists were a step ahead of the American community to 

explain to the readers and listeners and viewers that Obama had domestic 

problems and was in trouble, and he wanted to find a scapegoat. It doesn't look 

good now that he proved to be wrong when hardly oil exists now. 

Me: I didn't catch that sense actually in the United States that Obama was 

attacking Britain. It's a multinational. 

Answer: if you look into the history of Hollywood, the villain is always an upper-

class British man. In old Hollywood movies. There's always played by James 

Mason, Kerry Thomas, whether it's comedy… 

Me: so, do you feel that–well here, does the British public here feel that 

Americans do view the British people as upper-class, elitists? 

Answer: yes. 

Me: and how are Americans.? 

Answer: well, it's a mixture. There is 20% of the population will always be on the 

American as one is a mixture of–the last will always be anti-American because of 

the Cold War, Hiroshima bombing, and capitalism. So, the upper-middle-class, 

which we call the snobbish attitude of the American–they cannot tell us what to 

do. I even joke with my American friends when I e-mail them. I call them the 

colonists. So, then, you have–when the questions are asked about American 

foreign policy that 20% becomes 40%. During the Bush administration, it became 

60%. And that again is because of the share of the market–of the media 

consumer market. The larger share was influenced by left-wing and left-centered 

media. Only 60% of the market while the 40% were on the right-wing. The left-

wing establishment here is BBC, Channel 4, the Guardian the Independent, and 

the daily Mail. And the nationalists in Wales and Scotland are sort of left wing. 
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Me: so, the top five largest circulation newspapers are…? 

Answer: the largest circulation broadsheet is the daily telegraph, which is pro-

American. Because my generation would say if America falls the action comes 

from the heart pressing the lips by the hands to the brains… We are all indebted 

to America because America send their boys to die in our shores. In World War 

II, with Hitler, well that generation is sort of my age. It is a minority generation. 

The daily telegraph represents this generation. The daily Mail is the largest of the 

middle of the market. The red top–that would be the Sun and the mirror–the 

Reds is what we call it. That's the sun, the star, the mirror, the times, and 

between them they are 7-8 million copies a day. And then you have the middle of 

the market, which is black ops tabloid. Which is the daily express in the daily 

Mail. That's about 1.8 or 1.6 million. And then we have the broadsheets. And 

although the Guardian and the Times under longer broadsheets, Lisa: 

broadsheets because their content is still broadsheets. The only broadsheets that 

are left are the telegraph and the national times. So, the left is neutral because 

it's been a businessman. It's an English market. So, I would say anti-American 

media or anti-American. Leave the guardian. They have a majority of the readers 

and so they are influential. Because they are the professionals control the media. 

they are, for example, the BBC in the last 32 years advertise jobs in one week 

which is the Guardian. So, everyone was fighting the BBC for the last eight years 

was recruited through the Guardian. The paper has the ability–it's about the 

reader–it's a mindset. 

Me: how is the organizational culture for all these papers? Are they pretty much 

homogenous in terms of... 

Answer: no–if you look at the daily mail, the daily Mail is one among British 

women readers. The majority of readers are women. For staff I would say there 

are 5050 or 50 something percent female staff especially in the past recent 

years. We have a couple of women editors, but that doesn't really matter. So this 

paper is read by women, from lower middle class to middle class and 

professional women. But, not by men. It's really something else. And because the 

60% or 40 to 60% of women and men read daily Mail… For example, on page 

12, you will get a feature and that has to be written by women. Another feature 

would something be like professor such and such studied something from Cornell 

or University of whatever and proved that women staying at home looking after 

the children are doing better in school and they don't go out and it is much better 

and the days in which there sick are less and less, which is true anyway. It 

doesn't need the research. My grandmother can tell you that. It's common sense 

really. Four pages later, on page 16, you'll get a story written by a man. It will 

have an interview with professional men earning $200,000 a year, a bank 
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manager, but also happily married… And the reason for that is you are telling 

both readers because you're that unless you are working women who have really 

really high earnings and can have the staff to do the jobs for them, the majority 

working mothers are poor. They are working because they need to work. Not 

because they want to work with because they need to work. The husband's 

earnings are not enough. Well, me for example, I been married three times and 

my wives worked because I could, I don't believe, for example, that a woman 

needs to go to work if she has children and I can go on television and read books 

and so I'll have a higher earning capacity. So, a doctor or a lawyer, or someone 

who is rich, can afford to keep his wife at home. But, you still have both of them 

reading the daily Mail. Therefore, he has to appeal the way they reconcile the 

situation unless you console your own socio-economic situation with the 

something, your marriage collapsed, you become a pedophile, or you kill 

someone, you have to reconcile. Your existence with the world and accept that 

you're happy with the world. So, the psychology behind it. 

Me: would it matter that was on page 16? 

Answer: it doesn't matter. I was just picking a figure for you. 

Me: but, at least both contents are both stories of different sides are presented in 

the same paper? 

Answer: you can just have what appear. They should be at least one on Monday 

and one on Tuesday. You can't have one and two months later. 

Me: so British readers actually do read the paper on a daily basis? 

Answer: yes, that is, why, one of the things I learned in print media is that we do 

not change the format. It's suicidal to change the format. Can you imagine? 

Okay, you wake up in the middle night in your hotel while you're traveling and 

you would immediately bump into something because what used to be undecided 

is now on that side. The newspaper is a habit. I believe that example. When I 

broke my back, I was in the house for 23 days. The first 11, I was wrapped like a 

mummy. And in the morning I would have my cappuccino. Was making a cup 

Monday in the morning when the maid rang the bell and I said, can you check the 

names of the people who died last night? (Blah, blah, example)  

And then we have something called commuters. There's 1 million people actually 

who actually commute down to London. Because one size: the Victoria, Waterloo 

station, Charing Cross, in the south you've got Marlybone, in the West you got… 

And people come on the tube. 1 million people come. And the reading habits. 

Why for example do the Arabs not read? Because the rich Arab countries–they 
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all drive. Public transport is used by the Indians and the foreign workers. For 

example, English papers I read by the foreign workers who commute while the 

Arab papers are read by the Arabs in the café. That's why newspaper 

readerships have declined. But still, people use mobile phones to read the 

newspapers in the tube. Second point is, the Egyptians–they are not Arabs, they 

are Africans. They commute. They are politically Arabs, but ethnically they are 

not Arabs. They're different ethnic groups and they are in Africa. It's like British–

it's not European, though it's in Europe. So Egypt is a large country and people 

commute. They've got eight or nine major cities. So, yes 28 daily newspapers in 

Egypt. The entire Gulf newspapers altogether–they don't sell as many 

newspapers. Well the whole population of the GCC is 20,000,000 to 60,000,000. 

The richest countries are Qatar–the highest per capita–the population is 200,000. 

The national income from oil and gas in 2006, the figure was $58 billion. Now 

divide that by 200,000. And it's one of the regions where there is no democracy 

in the Gulf and there will never be democracy. One of the reasons is because 

they have to collect tax. They get handouts. Every Qatari is a millionaire because 

it enables people to buy shares at one riyad each. And, six months later, one guy 

can invest 200 rials each and he becomes a millionaire overnight. 

Meet: yes, but citizenship–trying to gain citizenship in Qatar... 

Answer: well, you won't get citizenship over there because the population of over 

there is almost 400,000. So, people from outside actually outnumber. In fact you 

probably have 1 million. 
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Appendix D 

Letter of confidentiality/anonymity 

I am conducting a study that involves research on attitudes of Greenpeace members 

and BP employees.  The purpose of this research project is to understand how 

organizational members perceive one another and the issues highlighted in the news 

media that are relevant to their organization.  In order to conduct this study, I intend to 

interviews participants from 45 minutes to 2+ hours at the convenience of the participant. 

Interviews may take place face-to-face at a public area, such as a coffee shop or pub, 

via telephone or email, and/or video online conferencing.  

There are no reasonably foreseeable risks or discomforts that might occur as a result of 

your participation in this research project.  By participating in this project, you are 

increasing knowledge about how conflicts between activist groups and multinational 

organizations transpire, and how frames embedded within the news media may play a 

role within the conflict.  This knowledge is especially valuable for news agencies that 

strive to provide audiences with accurate reporting on important issues. 

You have the option to ask for anonymity. Thus, your identity and participation will 

remain confidential without fail. The interview data will be compiled for data analysis, 

but the identification of all participants will be withheld from public record.  Aliases may 

also be assigned to respondents to further guarantee the protection of their identity.  

If you should have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact 

MarÍa GarcÍa at 305.753.0183 or mmgb8c@mail.mizzou.edu.  For additional information 

regarding human participation in research, please feel free to contact the UMC Campus 

Institutional Review Board Office at 573.882.9585 or umcresearchcrib@missouri.edu.  

Please understand that your participation is voluntary.  If you develop any discomfort 

during this research project, you may discontinue your participation at any time without 

penalty.  Also, you do not have to answer any questions that may be asked.  You have 

the right to skip any questions that you are not comfortable answering. Should you 

decide to withdraw from the research, please inform the researcher of your decision to 

withdraw. 

Your right to anonymity may be exercised upon immediate verbal agreement said by you 
and the researcher. You may also request that this document be signed as proof of your 
right. You will be provided a copy of this form for your records.   
 
 
____________________________________  ________________ 
Participant‘s Signature     Date 
 
____________________________________  ________________     
Investigator‘s Signature                                     Date 
 

mailto:mmgb8c@mail.mizzou.edu
mailto:umcresearchcrib@missouri.edu
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