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A New Look at NIMBY

Carol Hager

Driving through southwestern Germany’s Black Forest region, one en-
counters tranquil villages, idyllic pasturelands, and, if one is lucky enough 
to arrive in the fall, the spectacular colors of the fabled forest itself. It 
looks much as it did generations ago, but for a few distinctly modern 
touches. State-of-the-art wind turbines now dot the hillsides, and many 
of the characteristic Black Forest houses are adorned with solar panels. 
Driving down into the meadowlands near the Rhine, it is diffi cult for a 
visitor to imagine that this gentle landscape was once slated to become the 
smog belt of Europe.

In the early 1970s, the German, French, and Swiss governments 
planned to transform the Upper Rhine region into a massive industrial 
zone. Nuclear power plants, oil refi neries, and chemical processing fa-
cilities would line the river from Basel to Frankfurt, squeezing out the 
vineyards and farms. Local planning authorities threw up their hands, 
complaining that they were consulted only after these facilities had been 
decided upon at higher levels of government, if they were consulted at 
all (Der Spiegel 1975). As natural landscapes dwindled, local populations 
began to rise up against the industrial build-out. Farmers and vintners, 
university students and clerics organized petition campaigns, fi led legal 
actions, mobilized mass demonstrations, and fi nally resorted to site oc-
cupations in order to stop the construction. Dismissed by many as back-
ward-looking NIMBY (Not In My Backyard) protesters, they stood their 
ground and began to push back, characterizing the large-scale develop-
ment plans as unnecessary, technologically unsound, and environmentally 
and socially destructive.

Mass mobilization against nuclear power on the German side drew 
broad attention to the issue and started a national conversation about 
economic growth and energy policy goals. With time, as the concerns of 
the protesters were borne out, the state and national governments altered 
their plans. The protests, which policy makers had initially written off as 
NIMBY obstructionism, gave rise to a grassroots movement to develop 
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decentralized, environmentally friendly alternatives to nuclear and fossil 
fuels. With help from the veterans of the anti-nuclear protests, this south-
western corner of Germany eventually achieved international renown for 
its innovations in solar technology. It is now proudly advertised as Ger-
many’s “solar region.” Visitors from all over the world come here to learn 
about locally generated, environmentally sustainable energy.

As industrialization intensifi es across the globe, local populations 
worldwide are mobilizing to protest environmental threats to their com-
munities. Often, contrary to the negative stereotype of NIMBY, these 
movements achieve lasting change beyond the particular siting contro-
versy. This is true across regions, types of political system, and levels of 
economic development. In this volume, we analyze cases of local protest 
in a variety of countries, including Germany, the United States, China, 
Russia, Japan, Taiwan, and Korea. These cases encompass a range of au-
thority structures, including representative democracies, recently consol-
idated or consolidating democracies, and authoritarian governments. We 
fi nd cases in which NIMBY leads to innovation irrespective of political or 
social context. The process begins with a serious environmental threat to 
the lives and livelihoods of local citizens. These citizens seek to redress the 
threat, but they fi nd their access to the center of political power blocked. 
The blockage may result from a variety of factors, including corporatist 
design (Germany, Japan), the inability of the national government to 
implement policies effectively (China), or the dominance of particular pri-
vate interests (USA), to name a few. Inaction from the state and blocked 
access to channels for political infl uence force local citizens to respond 
through NIMBY protests.

Local action is shaped initially by the political opportunity structure, 
but it can also reshape that structure. NIMBY protests can initiate a pro-
cess of community learning in which important issues of citizen self-
understanding, democratic politics, technical expertise, and issue framing 
are addressed, resulting in innovative solutions that can serve as models 
for others. In the end, NIMBY politics often leads to more general changes 
in the pattern of citizen-state relations and also to technological innova-
tion, with positive results in terms of both environmental outcomes and 
participatory governance. By casting a wide net and fi nding such cases in 
a range of political settings, we demonstrate that these innovations are 
not limited to wealthy, advanced democracies, but are possible, and in fact 
are likely, to occur in poorer non- and semi-democratic countries as well.

We thus reject the common notion of NIMBY protests as particularis-
tic, parochial, and short-lived. We argue instead that these protests often 
pursue more general aims and achieve positive, lasting infl uences on envi-
ronmental policy and governance. Our volume stands out from other re-
cent work for its geographical reach, its comparison of dissimilar political 
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systems, and its theoretical emphasis on the positive impacts of political 
confl ict. In some of our cases, such as the Chinese protesters’ defense of 
the Nu River as a cultural asset rather than an energy source, local protest 
movements have aimed directly to pursue a competing notion of the pub-
lic good (Plantan). In others, such as the German anti-nuclear protesters’ 
development of new policy mechanisms for promoting renewable energy, 
local protest has resulted in innovations that have benefi ted not only the 
narrow community, but also the broader society (Hager).

Our purposes are to show that in many cases NIMBY confl ict can be 
constructive, to explore the kinds of innovation that result from these 
confl icts, and ultimately to suggest explanations for how and why the 
innovations occur. We do not claim that NIMBY always results in broader 
societal change. Our claim is that such change occurs often enough, in a 
wide range of settings, to justify a re-interpretation of the signifi cance of 
grassroots confl ict.

In making this argument, we join a growing body of scholars offering 
a more nuanced view of NIMBY (Kraft and Clary 1991; McAvoy 1999; 
Wolsink 2006; Aldrich 2008; Devine-Wright 2010). We go a step farther 
than these scholars in showing how the grass roots itself can be the source 
of political, technological, and social innovation in the face of inaction at 
higher levels of governance. This is particularly important in contempo-
rary politics, when national- and international-level political actors strug-
gle to deal productively with pressing issues such as climate change.

We begin our comparative analysis with a review of the existing liter-
ature on NIMBY protest. We use perhaps the most common defi nition 
of NIMBY: the term describes protest organized by local citizens that 
centers, at least at fi rst, on preventing an environmental harm in their 
community. In addition to local citizens, the participants may eventually 
include other actors such as journalists (Plantan), sympathetic local polit-
ical offi cials (Kanatsu), or clergy (Hager). While the concept of NIMBY 
has evolved over time, there are fairly consistent underlying assumptions 
that have supported an overall negative view of the phenomenon. We de-
scribe those assumptions and explain how our case studies challenge each 
of them. We then introduce the individual chapters, explaining how our 
cases, taken together, support a new, more complex, and more positive 
interpretation of the role of NIMBY confl ict in political life.

NIMBY in the Social Science Literature

The term “NIMBY” has appeared in a great variety of academic fi elds and 
contexts. By the early 1980s, NIMBY had become a common acronym in 
the American social science literature, employed to discuss the wide range 
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of community protest activities that emerged in response to local environ-
mental threats (Portney 1984; Matheny and Williams 1985). It was most 
often used to describe community protests against government-sponsored 
polluting facilities such as power plants and hazardous waste dumps. 
NIMBY was eventually joined by other formulations, including LULU 
(Locally Unwanted Land Use), NIABY (Not In Anybody’s Backyard), 
NOPE (Not On Planet Earth), and even BANANA (Build Absolutely 
Nothing Anywhere Near Anything [or Anyone]).1

Local protests against certain types of facilities, most notably hazardous 
waste disposal sites and nuclear power plants, often resulted in a failure 
to site the facilities at all (McAvoy 1999). As the acronyms make clear, 
these local movements were often derided in the press as uninformed, 
purely obstructionist, and detrimental to economic and social progress. 
Social scientists, too, commonly described NIMBY in terms of illness, as a 
“syndrome” in need of a cure (Dear 1992; Mazmanian and Morell 1994; 
Inhaber 1998). Underlying many of these critiques was a largely unex-
amined conception of NIMBY protest as a matter of particularistic versus 
general interests, parochial interests versus the public good.

Not all scholars have dismissed the NIMBY phenomenon as purely 
negative. Some early analyses, based primarily on hazardous waste siting, 
took a more differentiated view (Kraft and Clary 1991; Gerrard 1994; 
Rabe 1994). They sought to fi nd ways to mitigate protest by understand-
ing the positions of the various participants in the confl ict. Studies fo-
cusing on the government/industry side showed how facility siting plans 
and processes often provoked a NIMBY reaction by essentially forcing 
polluting facilities on unwilling local populations. Barry Rabe, for exam-
ple, characterized NIMBY as “a realistic local response to an immediate 
problem: national and subnational policies that were poorly designed 
and ham-handedly implemented” (1994: 3). In this view, NIMBY is not 
irrational or retrograde. Mitigation would involve restructuring local par-
ticipation in the siting process. Such studies increasingly view the state or 
national government as a strategic actor that can broaden participation 
in policy decisions, either in order to avoid a NIMBY reaction in the fi rst 
place (Lesbirel and Shaw 2005; Rogers et al. 2008; Haggett 2010), or 
in response to sustained local protest over its initial coercive strategies 
(Aldrich 2008).

Other studies focus on the affected communities, seeking to under-
stand the motivations of the protesters in order to provoke a better re-
sponse. Some of these examine factors such as psychological motivations, 
perceptions of risk, and attitudes toward government (Wildavsky and Dake 
1990; Hunter and Leyden 1995; Snary 2004). Others examine demo-
graphic factors such as age, education, and income, as well as variations 
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in support based on incentives offered by industry (Benford et al. 1993). 
The literature on social movements has challenged the notion that latent 
community characteristics are responsible for shaping community responses 
to unwanted projects. They draw attention instead to active framing pro-
cesses that lead community members to mobilize outside the bounds of 
the offi cial participation process (Snow et al. 1986; Snow and Benford 
1992). Robert Futrell shows how the NIMBY frame emerges as a result 
of an “information haze” of confl icting information about the risks of a 
project (2003: 365). He points out that it is, however, just one of several 
frames that may be employed by communities over the course of a siting 
confl ict.

In sum, many recent studies have challenged the initial, rather black-
and-white interpretation of NIMBY protest. They have re-conceptualized 
confl ict over siting in more strategic and contingent terms that treat all ac-
tors as rational and capable of learning. We have certain things in common 
with both of the above schools. Like Aldrich and others who focus on 
the government/industry side of NIMBY confl ict, we assert that NIMBY 
actors are rational. But our emphasis is not on how NIMBY prompts 
government to dig deeper into its toolbox for new strategies. We fi nd that 
NIMBY actors are much more engaged in devising solutions than this fo-
cus suggests. We show that, for our cases, local citizens are an active part 
of the innovation process. Like Snow, Futrell, and other social movement 
theorists who focus on the protest side of NIMBY, we share an interest in 
framing processes and strategic action; this literature, however, tends not 
to examine the infl uence of NIMBY beyond the bounds of the particular 
siting controversy, whereas we look for its sometimes more subtle but 
arguably more important broader societal impacts.

The central aim of most studies of NIMBY has always been to sug-
gest ways to avoid or minimize the negative effects of local resistance. 
With this volume, we offer a more explicit challenge to the particularistic-
general dichotomy that paints local resistance as contrary to the public 
good. We propose to view NIMBY mobilization not as regrettable intran-
sigence, nor even as a legitimate response to a fl awed policy process, but 
as a potentially benefi cial component of participatory politics.

Taking a New Look at NIMBY Protest

The particularistic-general dichotomy is based upon four assumptions 
that our cases challenge directly. These include the ideas that confl ict is 
undesirable, and a primary goal of analyzing NIMBY politics is to fi nd a 
way to avoid or overcome it; that the projects around which the confl icts 
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erupt can be improved, but their construction is in the interest of the 
broader public; that technical expertise resides in the state and industry; 
and that the NIMBY story ends with the construction or rejection of the 
controversial facility. We will examine each of these assumptions in turn.

The Desirability of Confl ict
Confl ict has long been viewed by political theorists and practitioners alike 
as evidence of a failed political process (Mazmanian and Morell 1994). 
This tendency has been strengthened in recent years by the move to-
ward collaborative governance in many policy areas as well as in theories 
of the state (Hirst 2000; Fung and Wright 2001). For example, Mark 
Tewdwr-Jones and Philip Allmendinger write that, by the late 1990s, the 
commitment to collaboration had become “hegemonic” in the planning 
literature (1998; 1975). The shift in both theoretical emphasis and policy 
practice toward collaboration tends to reinforce the view of NIMBY con-
fl ict as a pathological response to a fl awed policy process.

We, too, fi nd that NIMBY activism arises from a fl awed process, namely 
a blockage in the conventional channels for citizen participation. The 
blockage may be the result of technocratic design (Hager). Alternatively, 
it may have to do with the incentives of local offi cials (Gunter) or national 
offi cials (Kanatsu). Where we differ from the prevailing opinion is in our 
view of NIMBY more as a corrective to the fl awed process than as a symp-
tom of a deeper malaise. We fi nd that NIMBY is not anti-industry, and it is 
not anti-government. It takes aim at particular facilities, institutions, and 
practices that shut out participation from those who must bear the con-
sequences of the construction. It often draws attention to broader issues 
of environmental justice or challenges dominant political and economic 
paradigms. It sometimes forces a revision of the decision-making process 
toward greater inclusion, but at times the point is made through confl ict 
alone.

Confl ict, in other words, is not necessarily something to be avoided. It 
plays an important role in politics, a role that probably cannot and should 
not be usurped by collaborative arrangements. Furthermore, a collabo-
rative decision process does not always fulfi ll its promise to give voice to 
the interests of all concerned citizens. Various authors have pointed out 
that disparities in power are often built into such processes and masked by 
their inclusive form (Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger 1998; Walker and 
Hurley 2004).

There is some support for this more positive view of confl ict in the 
recent NIMBY literature; some authors argue for a more agonistic politics 
that acknowledges confl icting positions and tries to use them to achieve 
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legitimate change (Barry and Ellis 2010; Devine-Wright 2010). As John 
Barry and Geraint Ellis explain, “an agonistic theory insists upon preserv-
ing democratic struggle as something both inevitable and indeed intrinsi-
cally good for the health of democracy and democratic citizenship” (2010: 
35). Daniel Aldrich fi nds in his study of siting controversies in the United 
States, France, and Japan that sustained citizen protest is correlated with a 
healthy civil society (2008). Our case studies lend further support to this 
view. We fi nd that grassroots confl ict often brings positive results, from 
the protection of public health in China (Gunter) and culturally important 
landscapes in China and Russia (Plantan) to the accelerated implemen-
tation of emission control technologies in Japan (Kanatsu) to peaceful 
democratization in Korea and democratization in Taiwan (Haddad). 
Moreover, we fi nd that, in general, the longer a confl ict goes on, the more 
likely it is to result in political and social innovation (Poulos).

The Conception of the Public Good
A corollary of the view that NIMBY is particularistic and obstructionist 
is the assumption that the disputed facility serves a broader public good. 
This assumption is often couched in terms of diffuse benefi ts and concen-
trated costs of a project (Lesbirel and Shaw 2005). While the assumption 
is correct in some cases, in many others it is simply not supported by the 
facts. NIMBY protest often prevents the construction of projects that 
reveal themselves in the long run to have been ill-advised. In Gregory 
McAvoy’s study, citizen protest prevented the siting of hazardous waste 
storage facilities in Minnesota. In response, the state shifted its strategy 
to waste prevention, with the result that no further storage facilities were 
needed (McAvoy 1999). Daniel Sherman records a similar result in this 
volume with the issue of low-level radioactive waste disposal siting in the 
United States. In the German case in this volume, cross-border protest 
mobilization prevented the construction of massive overcapacity in nu-
clear power (Hager). In Russia and China, industrial projects that would 
have destroyed World Heritage sites of great cultural value were prevented 
or relocated (Plantan). Our case studies show that it cannot simply be 
assumed that the disputed facility is in the public interest.

Our studies also suggest that public offi cials do not legitimately de-
fi ne the public good in isolation from the citizenry. There are competing 
conceptions of the public good, and those held by government offi cials 
are not necessarily more legitimate or more properly informed than those 
held by local citizens. We show how prevailing notions of the public good 
may be challenged and redefi ned in societally benefi cial ways through 
NIMBY confl ict.
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The Value of Counter-Expertise
The particularistic-general dichotomy tends to promote the view that 
local resistance is motivated by selfi shness rather than information. How-
ever, one of the primary challenges NIMBY poses to conventional politics 
is to question the legitimacy of excluding citizens from decision-making 
on grounds of a supposed lack of technical expertise (Fischer 1990; Dry-
zek et al. 2003). In our cases, NIMBY actors undermine technocratic 
decision-making in several ways. One is to challenge a project on technical 
or scientifi c grounds through the development of what we call “count-
er-expertise.” Counter-expertise is knowledge generated in order to offer 
an alternative to an inaccurate or incomplete but popularly accepted sci-
entifi c view. In Russia, NIMBY mobilization to save Lake Baikal from an 
oil pipeline provided an opening for dissenting scientifi c opinions to be 
aired (Plantan). In Germany, anti-nuclear protesters founded an institute 
that provided a home to scientists skeptical of nuclear power and eager to 
develop alternative sources of energy (Hager). NIMBY groups can build 
their own enduring networks of counter-expertise, resulting in a broader 
public discussion of alternatives.

Sometimes the challenge to technocratic decision-making is less direct, 
arising as a by-product of the confl ict itself. Elite choices of particular 
technologies may be based upon debatable scientifi c, economic, and de-
mographic assumptions that come to light in the course of the NIMBY 
confl ict; the delays caused by ongoing protest force industrial and political 
elites to rethink the assumptions upon which the project was originally 
based. In the United States, citizens opposed to nuclear waste storage 
sites were able to paint offi cials as technically incompetent and politically 
motivated in their choices of technologies (Sherman). In so doing, they 
prompted changes that increased the technical soundness of the end re-
sult. In Japan, ongoing citizen pressure led government offi cials to adopt 
lower-emission automobile technologies years ahead of their previous 
timetable (Kanatsu). Both types of challenge—direct and indirect—serve 
to weaken the legitimacy of elites’ claims to a monopoly on expertise. 
In so doing, they also weaken elites’ claims to a monopoly on decision-
making authority.

Finally, NIMBY actors may pose a more fundamental challenge to tech-
nocratic decision-making by questioning whether the decision to pursue 
a particular project is really of a technical nature at all or is more properly 
a matter for the broader society to decide (Hager 1995; Wolsink 2010). 
Many of our cases ended up posing such a challenge. In Germany and 
California, for example, NIMBY protest widened into a productive dis-
cussion about democratic participation in energy decisions (Schreurs and 
Ohlhorst). Recasting technological decisions as political ones can contrib-
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ute to the democratization of decision processes and the empowerment 
of local citizens.

The Impact of NIMBY
The common analytical focus on the siting process means that the results 
of NIMBY protest beyond the particular siting controversy are seldom 
analyzed. This is true even of studies that focus on NIMBY groups as 
social movements. These may try to account for the expansion or trans-
formation of movement goals during the course of a confl ict (Shemtov 
1999; Futrell 2003) or demonstrate how protest may expand geographi-
cally over time (Boudet 2011). But here, too, the analysis generally ends 
with the conclusion of the siting controversy. NIMBY is not generally 
credited with having any broader societal impact, perhaps in part because 
that change can be hard to see and harder to measure (Giugni 2007, 
70–71).

Our cases show that NIMBY activity is not simply oppositional; it 
has important proactive components and signifi cantly wider impact than 
commonly imagined. We focus on the sometimes subtle processes of po-
litical, technological, and social innovation set in motion by local protest. 
NIMBY can contribute to democratization of institutions or even regime 
change (Haddad), the formation of participatory networks and new polit-
ical groupings (Hager, Schreurs and Ohlhorst), and improved technology 
or new technological initiatives (Sherman, Kanatsu). In cases in which a 
disputed project ultimately is built, it is often a “better” project in terms 
of environmental criteria (Plantan, Gunter).

Political Innovation

NIMBY protest can open new channels for citizen access. NIMBY engages 
and connects people who have not been politically active in the past. It 
involves building networks of support among diverse actors, including 
technical experts and government offi cials. Oppositional groups negoti-
ate a variety of regulatory structures and levels of governance. In China, 
for example, opponents of a chemical plant were able to network with 
national and international-level groups after local offi cials blocked their 
participation (Gunter). NIMBY confl ict sometimes brings inter-ministe-
rial confl icts and overlapping policy responsibilities into sharp relief. Lo-
cal groups can take advantage of political opportunities offered by these 
cracks in the institutional armor, sometimes to the point of changing the 
pattern of citizen participation, as environmental movements in Korea 
and Taiwan were able to do (Haddad).
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NIMBY can also result in institutional change. Innovations in decision-
making structures are often initiated by citizen groups. These include new, 
more democratic procedures. They can also include a new, differently struc-
tured political party as in the German case (Hager), or even a change in 
government as in the Korean case (Haddad). Other studies have pointed 
out that, even where institutions do not change much outwardly, they may 
function in a different way as a result of citizen activism (Haddad 2012). 
In our Japanese case, the national economic bureaucracy remained central 
after the NIMBY confl ict, but participants had learned how to use lower 
levels of government to weaken its policy dominance (Kanatsu). Demo-
cratic process and function can be enhanced even in a context in which 
institutions do not change.

NIMBY can also result in substantive policy change, both locally and 
more broadly. In Japan, local activism not only forced enhanced local en-
vironmental regulations, but it also prompted government offi cials to ne-
gotiate new national emission standards with the “Big Four” automakers 
(Kanatsu). In Germany and California, NIMBY responses to renewable en-
ergy projects resulted in redesign aimed at taking account of societal goals 
such as nature protection and noise reduction (Schreurs and Ohlhorst). 
Schreurs and Ohlhorst also point out how YIMBY (Yes In My Backyard) 
movements in Germany fought to win cutting-edge renewables projects 
for their towns and helped devise creative forms of fi nance to promote 
citizen investment in projects that have been imitated across the country.

Technological Innovation

NIMBY confl ict contributes far more to the development of new techno-
logical solutions than is commonly acknowledged. First, the development 
of counter-expertise helps to delegitimate technocratic policy making on 
the one hand and to legitimate alternative sources of technical expertise on 
the other. This can create a positive atmosphere for innovation, as we see 
in the German case (Hager). By calling into question the government’s 
justifi cation for nuclear build-out, anti-nuclear activists opened the door 
for the development of new energy forms.

Technological innovations that emerge from NIMBY protests are some-
times initiated under pressure from citizen groups. These include energy 
grid improvements (Schreurs and Olhorst) and new low-level radioactive 
waste treatment processes in the United States (Sherman). Sometimes 
the innovations are proposed by the groups themselves. In the German 
case, anti-nuclear activists wanted to do more than oppose; they wanted 
to develop alternatives to the nuclear energy technologies they rejected 
(Hager). They were some of the early innovators in solar-panel technol-
ogy and solar architecture. They helped German businesses become global 



Introduction 11

leaders in these new renewable energy industries, and they opened an 
important new source of employment.

Social Innovation

NIMBY politics often brings together people who would not see them-
selves as having much in common ordinarily, such as local vintners and 
dissenting scientists (Hager) or villagers and international environmental 
NGOs (Gunter). It helps forge new social networks and broaden civic 
competence generally, while referencing local culture and traditions (Plan-
tan). It may activate formerly disenfranchised people or transform the 
nature of their participation, from that of victims seeking compensation 
for environmental harms to citizens actively shaping their own futures 
(Haddad).

NIMBY is Beautiful—Case Studies

The case studies yield a complex picture of citizen protest and provide a 
window into the societies in which NIMBY occurs. NIMBY is beautiful 
because local protests highlight critical issues and generate positive solu-
tions that are relevant on a wide scale. Our analysis of NIMBY protest 
transcends the somewhat artifi cial distinction between local and supralo-
cal, national and subnational political action by focusing attention on the 
long-term societal impacts of NIMBY.

The following chapters take a more detailed look at the process through 
which NIMBY leads to political, technological, and social innovation in a 
variety of contexts. In chapter 1, Helen Poulos offers a broad overview of 
the impacts of NIMBY through a multivariate quantitative analysis. Start-
ing with an archive of newspaper accounts, Poulos develops classifi cation 
trees to identify features of NIMBY protest associated with different forms 
of innovation. The remaining chapters are detailed case-study accounts of 
NIMBY confl icts in a variety of countries. They use process-tracing meth-
odology (George and Bennett 2005) to identify the mechanisms through 
which NIMBY protest generates innovations.

The fi rst three case-study chapters explore energy issues in advanced 
industrial democracies. Nowhere are the positive results of NIMBY clearer 
than in Germany, and this is why our substantive case studies proceed 
from the German case. In chapter 2, Carol Hager analyzes the Freiburg ar-
ea’s transition from the center of anti-nuclear protest to Germany’s “solar 
region.” Germany also demonstrates the evolving complexity of NIMBY 
politics; renewable energy projects themselves have become targets of 
NIMBY protest there. Miranda Schreurs and Dörte Ohlhorst address this 
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issue in chapter 3. Their comparative study of Germany and California 
shows how NIMBY movements against renewables projects, along with 
YIMBY movements to attract such projects, help generate a positive de-
bate about citizen participation in shaping Germany’s and the United 
States’s energy futures. In chapter 4, Daniel Sherman explores low-level 
radioactive waste disposal issues in the United States. He shows how 
NIMBY opposition resulted in changes in generation and on-site treat-
ment of waste that reduced the hazard to host communities.

The next two chapters look at NIMBY mobilization around pollution 
and energy issues in the more authoritarian political settings of Russia 
and China. In chapter 5, Elizabeth Plantan shows how local environmen-
tal movements in China and Russia employed cultural heritage frames, 
counter-expertise, and international attention to protect threatened areas 
from development. Mike Gunter, Jr. explores how environmental groups 
achieved results against chemical pollution in China not by targeting the 
state, but by connecting with other domestic and international NGOs and 
local communities in chapter 6.

In chapter 7, we return to an advanced industrial democracy, but one 
in which civil society organizations are less well-established than in the 
United States and Germany. Takashi Kanatsu shows how NIMBY mobili-
zation pressured the corporatist Japanese national government to rethink 
its automobile emission standards even in the absence of signifi cant NGO 
activity in favor of environmental protection. Mary Alice Haddad explains 
in chapter 8 how local environmental activism in transitional societies Ko-
rea and Taiwan supported successful national-level democratizing move-
ments. The conclusion sums up the case study fi ndings in terms of the 
main themes of the book.

Notes

 1. Some studies involving LULU: Schively 2007; Greenberg et al. 2012. Stud-
ies of NIABY: Lesbirel 1998; Boudet 2011. Schively 2007 also makes note 
of BANANA. Maize and McCaughey 1992 cite NIMBY, NOPE, LULU, and 
BANANA. 
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