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DRAFT PAPER:  PLEASE DO NOT CITE WITHOUT PERMISSION OF AUTHOR

This paper offers a preliminary examination of climate change activism (defined here as political action aimed at mitigating anthropogenic climate change) in the US and EU. Although a wide range of actors could be included under that definition, particular attention is paid to environmental NGOs on both sides of the Atlantic.  The paper compares three different dimensions of activism - framing, alliance building and mobilization-  and uncovers some expected and unexpected differences and similarities.  I suggest that both differences and similarities are best explained by institutional constraints and multi-level dynamics. Of particular importance is the existence or lack of ‘mobilization networks’ able to steer polities towards particular goals.  

Before we begin several caveats are in order.  First what you read here is a discussion paper which presents broad arguments supported by preliminary empirical work. My aim is to present different ideas for discussion, and to take forward for more rigorous investigation those ideas deemed most promising.  Second, the scope of the paper is necessarily limited.   I do not in this paper assess the impact of activism, though findings from this analysis might well contribute to such a future study.  Thirdly, I am aware of the difficulties of comparing US and EU. The structural and constitutional differences between these two polities are significant.  One is a sovereign federal state, the other a unique quasi-federal polity made up of 27 sovereign states.  Their key policymaking institutions differ in power, authority and role, even if many of their central functions are similar.  Political, historical and cultural differences also make comparison challenging.  But understanding the differences and similarities between the EU and US climate change activism matters empirically and conceptually. The US and EU are two powerful polities with a tremendous potential or real impact on global policies related to climate change. Conceptually, we can learn a lot about the nature of activism by examining these two major polities who share similarities (high consumption,  liberal democracies) but also key institutional differences.   The paper begins with an examination of framing, followed by an exploration of alliance- building and mobilization.
 It concludes with a brief discussion of the prospects for cooperation. 
I.  FRAMING 
For the purposes of this study framing can be referred to as ‘the perceptual lenses, worldviews or underlying assumptions that guide communal interpretation and definition of particular issues’ (Miller 2000: 211).  Taken from social movement literature the definition suggests issues are not pre-defined; their definition is constructed and often highly contested  Similarly, literature on agenda setting (Baugartner and Jones 1993;  Princen 2007) focuses on the construction of an image that associates a given policy issue with certain values and symbols.  Proponents of a framing approach claim that how issue is framed can shape in powerful ways policy decisions and success.  This paper does not refute that claim.  Clearly, how activists frame their message,  and how salient that message is to the general public and to policymakers is of key importance in shaping the success or otherwise of climate change activism (see Schlosberg and Bomberg 2008: 189).  But rather than focus on the policy-shaping or properties of framing, I draw attention here to the institutional factors which may drive such framing.  That is, framing is often less proactive and policy-shaping then depicted; it is often tactical and reactive. I thus argue here that how issues are framed on both sides of Atlantic is very much a result of activists’ attempts to respond to or overcome institutional imperatives.
  Activists in both the US and EU face the challenge of framing an issue such as climate change which is simultaneously long term and urgent, complex and uncertain and only indirectly visible. 2  But we can also discern differences in how activists on both sides of the Atlantic frame climate change, and the shifting nature of those frames.
United States
In the last decade, environmental activists have faced a hostile Republican administration, an inactive Congress, and unsympathetic courts.  Those institutional barriers have forced environmental activists to shift their energies towards ‘persuading the public and shaping public discourse’ (Rootes 2007: 545).  But their framing success has been mixed.  A major, on-going internal debate amongst US environmental activists concerns the question of whether the major environmental NGOs have failed to frame climate change in terms suitably attractive to the wider population.  Bryner (2008: 323) for instance, notes how through the 1980s and 1990s environmental groups framed climate change as principally an issue of emissions reduction, and especially regulation of power plant emissions.  Framing climate change as a pollution problem meant focusing on primarily legislative measures rather than a more general problem of lifestyle requiring a transformative political response (Bryner 2008: 326).  Meanwhile, Meyer (2008) suggests the tone and discourse of, especially, large professional Washington DC-based environmental groups has often been paternalistic.  The masses have been viewed as obstacle to effective action to combat climate change.  This narrow,  more paternalistic approach, and its perceived inability to bring about significant change on climate change was a key plank of Shellenberger and Nordhaus (2004) contentious and provocative ‘Death of Environmentalism’ claim. Shellenberger and Nordhaus  argued that the ‘old-fashioned’ environmentalism was to blame for the lack of success on climate change.  They maintained further that ‘old’ environmentalism should be allowed to die so as to make room for a new, more imaginative and progressive approach to climate change, especially one involving frames that could more effectively engage the public in transforming society (see Schlosberg and Bomberg 2008) . 
Other observers, however, disputed the need for an early death, arguing that just such a shift of frames was already in evidence. Scholars such as Brick & Cawley (2008), for instance, noted a shift from ‘ledger politics’ (tallying up legislative victories and failures) to a broader, more inclusive frame. They suggested that the issue of  climate change was emerging as a ‘discursive bridge’ connecting a wide variety of ideas and events that were not previously understood as connected. In their view, this much broader conception of climate change – from a focus on emissions standards,  to ‘re-thinking our very life styles’ (or ‘smart living’) - is precisely the shift necessary to bring about requisite change (2008: 215).  
Yet that shift in framing has had other effects.  The need to bypass existing ‘ledger’ institutions and engage the broader public has led US climate change groups to frame climate change in increasingly urgent terms.  For instance, several US groups (both grassroots and more professional NGOs) increasingly precede climate change with ‘catastrophic’ ‘chaotic’ or irreversible’, and focus overwhelmingly on extreme weather events.
  Such framing can alter the public discourse around climate change (Hulme 2006) but is double-edged. It is effective in grabbing the public’s attention but, as environmental journalists David Roberts (2006) notes:  
depicting global warming as being about ‘scary weather’ evokes the weather ‘frame’ which sets up a highly pernicious set of reactions, as weather is something we react to and is outside human control.
The result is that citizens feel that they can not prevent or change it, they merely prepare for it, adjust to it or move away from it (Roberts 2006) . The focus on extreme consequences has also provided grist for the mill of opponents of climate change action who repeatedly frame climate change concerns not only as unfounded –whatever 90+% of scientists may say - but ‘alarmingly alarmist’.
  Thus expanding the frame from legislative ledger politics to an urgent issue in need of broader lifestyle change has certainly increased its saliency, but with uncertain effects. 
European Union

By comparison climate change frame in the EU appears softer, almost de-radicalised.  Climate change is still depicted as a dangerous problem in need of urgent action (see CAN Europe 2009).  But in their demands EU- wide umbrella groups such as the European Environmental Bureau and the  ‘Green 10’ (made up of the 10 largest environmental NGOs in Europe’
) tend to frame climate change  in less dramatic terms, even if their national chapters remain more radical. At the EU level climate change is framed less in terms of catastrophe and more in terms of a greater need for energy efficiency, ‘responsibility’ and  competence.  For instance,  the Green 10 have focused on modifying the EU’s emission trading scheme (ETS) or reforming EU budget priorities by incorporating sustainability, new thinking and new technologies. 
These differences (especially  in the level of emotion, intensity and radicalilty) are due less to different perceptions of problem – all major environmental groups see climate change as a serious problem requiring urgent action. Moreover publics in US and EU share remarkably similar views on climate change and what should be done about it (Adelle and Withana 2008). Rather the differences in framing are largely due to different strategic and multi-level institutional imperatives that favour some frames over others.  Following years of inaction by the policymakers in both the executive and legislatures, US groups have sought to supplement traditional lobbying by securing wider media attention and public support. Framing an issue as catastrophically urgent is in part a campaign device meant to overcome institutional barriers to action by galvanizing the  public.  
EU groups face a different institutional architecture.  There is still no coherent ‘European public’ to which they might appeal, but rather a collection of national publics.  Nor is there a meaningful Europe-wide media which would privilege European over national groups.  (Indeed media coverage of EU-wide environmental activism is sparse)  So EU-wide groups target primarily their own member groups (e.g. national chapters like FoE Scotland) and EU policymakers. Targeting the latter can encourages a ‘contraction of conflict’ (Princen 2007) , a de-escalation or even de-radicalising of the climate change issue by making it more technocratic, more amenable to functional or incrementalist arguments familiar to EU policymaking (Peterson and Bomberg 1998).  In sum, in both the EU and the US activists operate within an institutional framework that is more favourable to some ‘frames’ than others. 

II. ALLIANCE BUILDING 
Framing has implications for alliance building, the second dimension of activism explored here. Alliance-building refers to how activists form and sustain coalitions of like-minded actors or stakeholders. In the US and EU different alliances are the product of different historical and cultural trajectories, but they are also shaped by institutional dynamics.  More specifically, institutional norms and patterns tend to facilitate some alliances and hinder others.
United States

In the US we find a recent shift in alliance building strategies. The putative failure of US environmental groups to engage with other interests affected by climate change was one of key critiques  of the ‘death of environmentalism’ thesis mentioned above.  Framing climate change as a narrow pollution problem, environmental groups failed to engage (and indeed often alienated) other constituencies such as organised labour, businesses, social or environmental justice movements). Discussions of, say, how climate change affects  jobs,  international trade and development  and social justice were largely absent.  But in the last few years intriguing, if sometimes awkward coalitions have emerged.  The very institutional dynamics that have stymied traditional Washington DC-based environmental activism (partisanship, separation of powers, hostile executive) may have opened up new opportunities for alliance building.
First we see renewed and intensified climate change action from grassroots movements involved with women’s rights, social justice or sustainability. For instance Schlosberg and Bomberg (2008: 195) note how government inaction on climate change has galvanized a range of environmental justice movements and discourses with deep ties to human rights, social justice, and sustainability. Similarly Di Chiro (2008) examines the linkage of environmental and women’s concerns, tracking how groups came together under a shared understanding of the threat to everyday life and the functioning of the community.  Other civil rights and community activists have sought to link poverty with green jobs on the community level in an attempt to ‘shake up Washington’ (see Kolbert 2009).
Less likely alliances are also emerging. One is the link between environmental activists and security hawks keen to limit US reliance on unstable energy sources (Friedman 2008) Another  is that between traditional environmental activists and new breed of evangelicals concerned with climate change.  Spearheaded by the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE 2007), Christian evangelicals have developed the idea of ‘creation care’ – a bible-based duty to ‘care for God’s creation’.
  The NAE’s ‘call for action’ on climate change was directed specifically at institutional gridlock mentioned above (see NAE 2006).  Of course, the notion of ‘creation care’ is hardly a deep green call for radical action, nor is it endorsed by all of the evangelical community (Bergin 2006).  But given the high proportion of Americans who identify themselves as evangelical Christians, the potential is profound because it suggests intriguing, if no doubt awkward coalition possibilities between ‘traditional’ environmentalists and new partners.  Such an alliance would be extremely tricky, not least as it is preceded by decades of mutual mistrust if not downright antipathy (see McKibbon 2006). Yet an issue like climate change – broad, complex, and urgent - is bound to create odd alliances. 
All these alliances remain fledging and tentative.  Under an Obama Administration they may prosper as they are given succour and support from the highest office. A key underlying theme in Obama’s climate change pronouncements is precisely the need to link green jobs, security and climate change (see Bomberg and Super 2009).  Ironically, however, an engaged executive- especially if he can convince Congress to share his enthusiasm -  also removes some of the key drivers that created these alliances in the first place. It was precisely the mounting frustration with a hostile Congress and Administration, the apparent neglect of linkages between security, prosperity and environment, and the dominance of a conservative Christianity profoundly dismissive of global problems, that encouraged these varied activists to look beyond traditional allies.   In short, institutional change under a new administration will almost certainly affect alliance-building, but precisely what the effect will be is uncertain. 
European Union

Alliance building in the EU has taken on different forms.   Environmental activists in the EU have a longer history of liaising and working with a broad range of actors including social NGOs, businesses, think tanks, and experts.  Both on the national and EU level, European environmental activists have traditionally been more comfortable forming alliances with these groups.  Their greater inclination to form alliances with these groups, including businesses and labour, contrasts with more adversarial, single issue dynamic defining (until recently) environmental activism in  the US.  That differences derives in part from different historical trajectories  Whereas European green group largely grew out of a leftist social movement milieu, US groups emerged not out of the Left but parallel to it.  US groups became primarily concerned with apolitical ‘post-materialist’, concerns, European groups combined post-materialist issues with wider New Left agenda concerns of class and inequality (Doherty and Doyle 2006: 706-7).  Moreover, that left-green alliance building was both necessitated and nurtured by the development of green parties which, in their most successful manifestations, explicitly brought together new left and green advocates in Europe (Bomberg 1998).

Today we thus see a variety of comparatively comfortable activists alliances in the EU.  These include close ties between the Green 10 and development NGOs such as Oxfam International  (see Oxfam 2009),  and poverty and church groups such as CAFOD or European Christian Environmental Network (ECEN 2009) . Importantly, we also see institutionalised means for cementing these alliances.  For instance, a resource-poor European Commission welcomes input from groups and favours those which are both transnational and cross-cutting. (Greenwood 2003).   Regular European summits or G8 summits also serve as focal points where alliances of social development, environmental and other activists concerned with climate change can converge (for an example of such alliances, see CAN Europe 2007). 
III. MOBLIZATION
Activism involves not just framing issues and forging alliances but mobilizing  actors across different constituencies, institutions and levels that can take concerted political action to mitigate climate change. Or to put it in structure/agency terms, the template of inertia or inaction in  federal or quasi-federal systems is such that  an agency of some kind is needed that transcends institutions, interest group and levels of government (Bomberg 2004).  I adopt here Klanderman’s distinction between consensus and action mobilization. Whereas the former refers to dissemination of ideas and values about a certain issue (more akin to framing discussed above), my focus in this section is on ‘action mobilization’:  a process facilitating, motivating and galvanising individuals to actively participate (Klandermans 1997). Insights from policy network analysis – which focuses on stakeholders and exchange of resources amongst them – is a useful way to capture this mobilization dynamic.
  Networks are more than alliances described above.  Whereas the latter includes like-minded actors sharing the same goals and, usually, means,  a mobilization network includes a wider range of stakeholders, each with different aims but all with resources with which to bargain.  They are products of mutual advantage and exchange of resources.  They are also a particularly useful way of understanding how actors may overcome institutional barriers hindering effective mobilization.   This section compares mobilization of EU and US activism across interests, institutions and levels of governance.
United States
On one hand,  the potential for climate change mobilization is great.  A pre-requisite of mobilization is expanding the issue to an increasingly wider circles of participants (Klandermans 1997; Baumbargtner and Jones 1993).   The alliance-building described above suggests an undeniable expansion of activist and advocates.  Other actors who may not have formed alliances may also be ripe for mobilization.  For instance the last decade has witnessed  amongst corporate groups a growing receptiveness to the seriousness of climate change and need to reduce emissions.  Typical is Wal-Mart’s shift towards sustainability and ‘carbon neutrality’, not just because of its CEO’s desire to reduce the company’s ‘carbon footprint’, but because doing so makes financial sense  (Schlosberg & Rinfret 2008).
Yet there is less evidence of successful mobilization across various interests.  These different interests are not yet successfully integrated or working together.  A potential key ‘lead mobilizer’ might be the large professional environmental groups but they have thus far failed to launch a ‘coordinated, united effective strategy to address climate change’ (Bryner 2008: 327).  Without such coordination there is no visible sign of the exchange of resources,  bargaining, prolonged interaction or trust necessary to create and sustain a mobilization network.  One particular stumbling block is the institutional legacy of adversarialsm which has made building of networks – especially those involving stakeholders with different priorities -  enormously difficult.  To illustrate, environmental NGOs are still distrustful of corporate overtures, however well intentioned they may be  (Bomberg and Schlosberg 2008:  344-5) . 
Successful mobilization needs to transcend not just different interests but also different institutions. In the US institutional fragmentation and competition has constrained mobilization in powerful ways.  In particular, building support for climate change measures within Congress has been stymied by an entrenched partisan divide.  In stark contrast to the relatively bipartisan embrace of climate change in European countries,  US Republicans and Democrats remain sharply divided on this issue (see Dunlap and McCright 2008).  To illustrate, Obama’s legislative and budget proposals of early 2009  which included cap and trade scheme to limit greenhouse emissions met with fierce opposition from Republicans reluctant to ‘reach across the aisle’ on this issue.
  
Finally, mobilization may take place at only one level of governance or may successfully span levels of governance,.  One remarkable feature of climate change activism in the Bush era was the remarkable mobilization at the sub-national level.  While US federal efforts to reduce emissions remained stagnant at best activism at the state level blossomed.  The many and varied state initiatives are well documented (Rabe 2004; Knigge and Bausch 2006;  Moser 2007)  This mobilization has resulted in a plethora of state-level efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through measures such as greenhouse gas registries and action plans as well as the normally contentious issue of emission caps for power stations.  Particularly striking is the extent to which these measures are a result of stakeholders bargaining and working together.  In his comprehensive study, Rabe (2004) suggests that, in contrast to federal level stagnation, the state experience in climate change initiatives has generally been bipartisan and consensual.
 
Under the Bush Administration these state networks were actively prevented from uploading policies and initiatives to the federal level.   Particularly notable here is Bush Administration’s quashing of California’s attempt to regulate carbon emissions from automobiles (see Rabe 2007).  These legal and institutional constraints from above may have encouraged California to look beyond the federal level to regional and even transatlantic cooperation.
 This distinctive subnational mobilization may change under an Obama Presidency.  In his campaign and early presidency Obama explicitly encouraged state climate change action and ambition  For instance, he established a new Office of Energy and Climate Change Policy, and gave to it the key task of facilitating climate change efforts across levels of government.  Announcing the appointment of the director of that office, Carol Browner,  Obama stressed that  efforts to combat climate change ‘ demand integration among different agencies, cooperation between federal, state and local governments and partnership with the private sector’  (Obama 2008).  Yet such integration is a tall order in a country with such fragmented, partisan institutional norms. Mobilization is thus not impossible in the US, but it will prove devilishly difficult.
European Union
Compared to the US, an examination of climate change activism in the EU reveals a more developed mobilization network – a confluence of shared interests, a willingness to negotiate and a fruitful exchange of resources among key stakeholders across interests, institutions and levels.  First, there is evidence of a network spanning interests or constituencies.  The mobilization network in the EU includes institutional players, NGOs, but also scientific experts,  think tanks, and industry groups.   For instance, some of the most interesting advice, initiatives and ideas on concerted action to address climate change has emerged from just this sort of collaboration of different actors  (see IEEP 2009)  Of particular importance – especially in contrast to the US -  is the EU’s climate change mobilization network’s privileging of business actors which has encouraged engagement of actors who might otherwise block  political action on climate change.   Industry federations remain closely involved in elaboration and practice of climate change policies (see McKinsey Global Institute 2008).  These firms are by no means viewed uncritically by European NGOs. They are subject to close scrutiny and often trenchant critique.  But the underlying relationship between the two sectors allows for a level of dialogue missing in the US. Nor is it defined by the same level of profound mistrust as often found in Washington DC.  EU norms facilitate that interaction and even institutioanlise it to a certain extent.  An example is the European Commission’s stakeholder conferences which are designed to provide ‘an opportunity for citizens, businesses, policy makers, NGOs, authorities, scientists and others to contribute to the debate on the future of global climate policy’ (European Commission 2004). 
Mobilization needs to span governmental institutions as well as interests.  Climate change activism (as long as it is not too radical or disruptive) is welcomed by several EU institutions, several of which are populated by key actors themselves keenly engaged with climate change policies.  Of course enthusiasm for climate change action varies across institutions and that affects trans-institutional mobilization. (see Bomberg 2004: 78ff) But the general point is that the embrace of climate change has served EU institutions very  well. It has provided a highly visible and salient issue demanding common action and task expansion (Zito 1999). More importantly it is one of the few areas commanding broad and deep public support; that support helps ensure a level of much sought after legitimacy for EU institutions. Finally it has allowed the EU to play a widely recognized role as global leader. (Oberthür and Kelly 2008; Vogler and Hannes 2007). Whether or not that leadership extends beyond the rhetorical, the benefits to EU legitimacy and global role are clear.  Thus activists hoping to mobilize on climate change across institutions are to a certain extent pushing at an open door; each of the institutions has clear incentives for seizing this issue.
 
Finally let us examine how well this mobilization network brings together activists from different levels of governance. The EU’s multilevel structure – with power and authority  dispersed across multiple levels --  not only encourages but requires mobilization and interaction across levels of governance.  But the impact on activism is complex. On ne hand activists unsatisfied with climate change action or policies on the national level can and do enjoy an alternative venue for activism and mobilization.  A key finding of the multilevel governance school (Hoohge and Marks 2001 ) as well as more specific  research on EU environmental movements (Fairbrass and Jordan 2001; Poloni-Stuadinger 2008) suggest that activists can ‘bypass’ or at least supplement an unresponsive national level and mobilize action on EU level.  On the other hand, as discussed above,  uploading environmental demands onto the EU level often results in a dilution of demands, a ‘contraction of conflict’  as mobilization becomes more complex and players far more varied and numerous.  EU climate change activists thus can and do build networks steering policy in a particular direction, but that direction is determined only after considerable compromise and negotiation.
To compare:  we’ve noted above some of the institutional constraints shaping climate change activism in the US.  These include intense partisanship, entrenched adversarialism and severe fragmentation.  The latter is not unique to the US. EU policy is arguably even more fragmented. But this preliminary examination suggests activists in the EU have been better able to overcome such constraints by building networks that span institutions, interests and levels.
CONCLUSION
This paper has touched upon prospects for change in climate change activism, but it has also reminded us that any  promise of a new era may belie the underlying importance of more enduring trends. In particular I have sought to underscore the weight of  institutional  dynamics governing US and EU climate change policy and politics.  I suggest these institutional factors will continue to shape profoundly all three dimensions of activism explored here. They can explain change but also continuity in activism patterns. 
For instance, in section One I suggested that activists’ different  frames can be at least partly understood by different institutional imperatives to which activists must respond.  Conceptually this is important because it challenges the notion of frames as key ‘shapers’ of policy and suggests frames are perhaps more reactive and tactical than often depicted.  In the US, a perceived failure of legalistic approach  led to activists broadening the climate change frame.  In the EU, by contrast, activists responded to the consensual functional norms of the EU by developing frames that were more technical and functional in form. Those frames were not devoid of urgency or radicalism, but they were tempered nonetheless.
In alliance-building, again, different institutions has meant different forms of activism. In the US, institutional gridlock and partisanship led to the formation of new and sometimes surprising coalitions.  In the EU, no such surprises were apparent. Alliance-building was more formalised and institutionalised.  Activists were able to access formalised alliance arenas, or they worked through the EU’s formal institutional stakeholders sessions often established by the Commission.
Finally mobilization varied along institutional lines.  Particularly notable here was existence or absence of mobilization networks able to transcending different interests, institutions and levels of governance.  In the EU there was some evidence for such a mobilization network. In the US no obvious network is visible on the national level.  In the absence of institutional leadership from above, mobilization has nonetheless thrived at lower levels. 

Whatever their differences outline here, activists on both sides of Atlantic (and beyond) share certain imperatives.  These include the need to address (and not just frame) linkages between environment, energy and security, and the imperative for urgent global action it entails.   Activists must also address questions of how best to overcome the continuing institutional barriers to concerted, far-sighted action, and the related need to work above, below and beyond the state.   Those shared challenges make the relative lack of more concerted transatlantic activist cooperation striking. There are important signs of such collaboration.
  The German Marshall Fund has sponsored a series of transatlantic dialogues for non-state actors (Paterson 2009: 146)) and the IEEP  has joined with US environmental group the NRDC to launch a series of seminars and discussions (see IEEP 2009) . But for concerted cooperation,  the next stage in climate change activism needs to involve not just mobilization within the US or the within the EU, but between them. 
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ENDNOTES





� While I examine  these three dimensions in a particular order all are interconnected and their progression is probably circular rather than sequential. So, framing shapes alliance building, but the inverse is also true. Mobilization may lead to new sets of frames, and so on.





�  This section on framing offers broad arguments or hunches which could subsequently be subjected to more systematic discourse analysis.





� See for instance, Greenpeace warning of  ‘…more severe storms that wreak havoc on our homes and communities, and all kinds of changing cycles in the natural world’ at: http://www.greenpeace.org/usa/campaigns/global-warming-and-energy





� For their part, opponents of concerted action on climate change (‘climate sceptics’)  For a recent example see George Will’s column in the Washington Post ‘Dark Green Doomsayers’ 15 February 2009. Available at: 


http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/02/13/AR2009021302514.html





�  Members of Green 10 are � HYPERLINK "http://www.birdlife.net" \t "_blank" �Birdlife International� (European Community Office)  � HYPERLINK "http://www.bankwatch.org/" \t "_blank" �CEE Bankwatch Network�   � HYPERLINK "http://www.climnet.org" \t "_blank" �Climate Action Network Europe� (CAN-E)  � HYPERLINK "http://www.eeb.org" \t "_blank" �European Environment Bureau� (EEB)  � HYPERLINK "http://www.t-e.nu" \t "_blank" �European Federation for Transport and Environment� (T&E) � HYPERLINK "http://www.env-health.org/" \t "_blank" �EPHA Environment Network �(EEN)  � HYPERLINK "http://www.foeeurope.org" \t "_blank" �Friends of the Earth Europe� (FoEE)  � HYPERLINK "http://eu.greenpeace.org" \t "_blank" �Greenpeace EC-Uni�t   � HYPERLINK "http://www.nfi.at" \t "_blank" �International Friends of Nature �(IFN)   � HYPERLINK "http://www.panda.org/epo" \t "_blank" �WWF European Policy Office �(WWF-EPO).





� The Evangelical Environmental Network (EEN) is perhaps best known for their campaign to limit auto emissions through their ‘What would Jesus Drive?’ campaign, but their more general creation care aim is  ‘to educate, inspire, and mobilize Christians in their effort to care for God’s creation’ (See Bomberg and Schlosberg 2008) .





� Although usually used to explain policy outcomes (Marsh 1998) this paper adapts the idea of networks to help explain mobilization rather than its outputs.  





�  Note, for instance,  Republican leader of the House of Representatives, John Boehner’s heated claim that proposed cap and trade  ‘will increase taxes on all Americans who drive a care, who have a job, who turn on a light switch, pure and simple’ (quoted in the Economist 7 March 2009, p48)





�  The divergent effects of multi-level dynamic is intriguing.  Whereas in  section 1 we suggested that shifting a focus up to EU level tended to depoliticize or contract conflict, in the US case we see similar ‘de-politicising’ occurring when action shifts down to lower levels of governance.





� Note for instance California Governor Schwarzenegger’s discussion with then UK Prime Minister Tony Blair regarding possible cooperation on climate change. Note also the subsequent development of  a ‘UK-California partnership’ designed to facilitate such cooperation  (see Paterson 2009; Climate Group 2006)   





� Focusing on interests (economic gain, global leadership, legitimacy) and institutions offers a challenge or at least qualification to the notion that EU’s lead role on climate change is primarily the result of moral superiority or ‘greener’ values. (Schreuers and Tiberghien 2007; Krämer 2004)





�  It should be noted, however, that earlier efforts at cooperation have not been successful. For instance, formalised attempts in 1999 to ‘build bridges’ between NGO communities in Washington and Brussels through the Transatlatnice Environmental Dialouge (TAED) never took off and by 2001 the TAED was dead. (see Steffenson and Peterson 2009) 








