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Introduction

War is one of the major social and political problems facing humans.
Everyone from school students to generals agrees that war is horrible. That
is not the issue. The question is, what should be done about it?

Governments prepare for war, and also negotiate about how to prevent
it. But disarmament negotiations have been a continuing failure for many
decades. The reason is that a permanent end to the threat of war is not
compatible with the state system. States are based on centralised power,
especially centralised control over the use of organised violence which is
claimed to be legitimate. It is futile to appeal to state elites as a primary
avenue for ending war, since their actions and attitudes are premised on
the continuation of the state system.

This book is based on the assumption that action to end war must come
from individuals, small groups and local communities, in short from the
grassroots. Grassroots action against war has a long and inspiring history of
protests, campaigns and initiatives. Unfortunately, most of this activity has
had little impact on military races because it has relied on influencing
elites, which is the least promising avenue for such efforts. Moreover,
many antiwar actions have been symbolic protests with little connection
with a long-term strategy to end war. And the protests are mainly against
symptoms of the problem, such as nuclear weapons, rather than directly
tackling the roots of modern war.

What are the roots of war? They are not the weapons or the soldiers or
the political or military elites. Take these away and new ones would soon
take their places. The roots of war are the institutions which maintain
centralised political and economic power, inequality and privilege, and
monopolies over organised violence to protect power and privilege. Some
of the key roots of war are the state system, bureaucracy, the military and
patriarchy.

When I refer to war, I refer to ‘modern war’: the organised violence of
professional military forces on behalf of states. ‘War’ is not a timeless and
unchanging category: it reflects historical and institutional conditions,
such as the prevailing forms of technology and the gender division of
labour. In addressing the modern war system it is necessary to concentrate
on the contemporary institutions most implicated in it.

Most antiwar campaigns have not focussed or changing such institutions.
The state system, for example, is usually seen as an inevitable part of the
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viii Introduction

social and political landscape, rather than being addressed as a dangerous
institution in need of replacement.

To tackle such pervasive and entrenched institutions as bureaucracy and
the state, a strategy is needed. This requires an idea of what the major
problems are, of what sort of alternatives are worth working towards, and
of methods to challenge the existing institutions and build alternative ones.
A grassroots strategy requires in addition an understanding by the people
involved of how longterm goals are connected with their day-to-day
activities. My focus here is on strategy: not on why things should be changed
or on how they should be changed, but on how to develop programmes of
action for changing them. Little is included here on the horrors of war, the
burden of military spending, the desirability of disarmament or the virtues
of nonviolent human interaction. Rather, my focus is on what individuals
and groups can do to help transform the institutions underlying war.

Chapter 1 outlines some of the weaknesses of the usual ways of tackling
the problem of war. The purpose of this critique is to show the need for
other ways to tackle the problem of war. In chapter 2 some of the principles
underlying a grassroots strategy against war are presented, including
nonviolence, participation and changing structures as well as individuals.
Chapters 3 to 5 treat three key components in a grassroots strategy against
war: social defence, peace conversion and self-management. Social defence
provides a nonviolent, grassroots alternative to military defence. Peace
conversion is the process of transforming war-oriented social structures.
And self-managing political and economic structures are necessary as a
basis for a world without war. As well as describing these components, I
outline how they can form the basis for campaigns.

Chapter 6 treats a key area in grassroots action: organisation and
mobilisation. How are people to be brought together and motivated to
take action for structural change in society? In chapter 7 several individuals
describe their personal relationship with social action campaigns.

Chapters 8 to 14 deal with strategies for challenging and replacing some
of the key institutions underlying war, with particular focus on the state,
bureaucracy, the administrative class, the military, patriarchy and state
socialism. These key institutions are interconnected in many ways: for
example, bureaucracy is a basic building block of the state. Likewise,
campaigns against these institutions are interconnected, and I emphasise
the role of social defence, peace conversion and self-management as well as
other approaches.

In looking at institutions such as bureaucracy or patriarchy, I focus
mainly on their role in the war system. Examination of other aspects of
these institutions would be important in considering different social
problems, such as the alienation of workers and the oppression of women
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within the family, which are not my main concern here. Also, my emphasis
on particular institutions, especially the state, is due to their central
importance in the war system. In dealing with different social problems,
other institutions would deserve more attention, such as the role of
capitalism in creating poverty in the Third World.

Finally, chapters 15 and 16 treat a controversial area: antiwar strategy
during and after a nuclear war. One implication of a long-term strategy
built around institutional change is that it cannot be guaranteed of success
before a major war breaks out. Neither can any other strategy! To be a
viable strategy, postwar problems need to be considered. This has been
resolutely avoided by antiwar activists, and indeed is one reason for the
lack of strategic thinking along the lines of institutional change.

At the end of the book are some comments on my choice and use of
terms — such as ‘strategy’ and ‘war’ — and also selected references with
annotations.

It is a common view among those who support fundamental social
change from the grassroots that such change cannot or should not be
planned in any detail, but rather should be left to those who are creating
the change. For example, Kirkpatrick Sale in his mammoth book Human
Scale gives endless examples of the hazards of bigness and centralisation in
every realm of society and nature. But he openly refuses to give any
suggestions about how to get from present society to society on a human
scale, arguing that this would pre-empt the actual change. I disagree with
this stance. Without detailed ideas of methods and alternatives, most
people will rely on the models with which they are most familiar, such as
existing large-scale bureaucracies, decisions by elites and advice from
experts. Presenting ideas for how social change might be achieved does not
necessarily pre-empt local initiatives. The result instead can be to stimulate
local initiative and foster widespread discussion of strategy and action.
After all, ideas do. not cause social change. Rather, social change is caused
by people who can use the ideas, adapt them or reject them, and take
action.

The usual procedure in studies of social problems is to devote most
space to analysing what is wrong and to tack a few conclusions about
‘what to do’ at the end. I have partly reversed this emphasis and ordering.
I treat the issue of what to do about the roots of war in the early chapters
— especially 3 to 7 — and only afterwards look in detail at the roots of
war themselves, in chapters 8 to 14. There is a logic to this: working out
the general methods and goals beforehand allows the analysis of institutions
and sources of opposition to be undertaken with a specific purpose in
mind, namely to provide insights for pursuing a certain type of social
transformation.
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In collecting ideas and experiences relevent to grassroots strategy for
uprooting the institutional underpinnings of war, I have found many
strengths but also many weaknesses and gaps. There is an enormous amount
of academic knowledge about bureaucracy and the state, for example, but
precious little about alternatives, and next to nothing about strategies.
Some of the gaps in both academic and activist understanding are quite
amazing, and reflect the lack of ongoing interaction between the theory
and practice. This is also a consequence of lack of any widespread thinking
about grassroots strategies. I have tried to emphasise not only positive
alternatives and promising campaigns but also weaknesses and omissions,
of which there are many. The existence of such weaknesses and gaps need
not be a source of depression. Activists are bound to encounter them if
they are genuinely moving ahead rather than just repeating old camapigns.

My main focus is on grassroots strategy for activists in liberal democratic
societies, where there are opportunities for significant open social action
without immediate government repression. Many of the examples and
many of the research studies drawn upon come from English-speaking
countries, especially Australia, Britain and the United States.

In several chapters I give examples from the experiences of groups in
which I have been involved. This is not because the experiences of these
groups are necessarily significant in themselves, but rather because I can be
more confident about drawing lessons from the experiences, and in
particular about spelling out weaknesses and failures. It is easy to go astray
in reading accounts of experiences elsewhere, which are often made to sound
more promising or successful than the reality. For example, one of the most
inspiring books about locally controlled institutions is Neighborhood
Power by David Moiris and Karl Hess, which tells about the Adams-Morgan
neighbourhood in Washington DC. Having read their book, I was interested
to read Karl Hess’s later book Community Technology, which discusses
further developments in Adams-Morgan. But then I read a very critical
review of Community Technology written by David Morris presenting an
entirely different view on the matter. Given conflicting accounts, it would
be easy to accept uncritically the interpretation that accords with one’s
preconceived views.

The same problem applies even more acutely to events in different
cultures, such as the Chinese Cultural Revolution which has been glorified
and condemned, usually according to the preconceptions of the observer.
This problem cannot be overcome entirely. I have tried to maintain both
a degree of openness and a degree of scepticism.

Another reason for including examples, especially ones in which I have
been personally involved, is to give a better idea of the sort of experiences
on which my generalisations are based. Grand generalisations and over-
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arching theoretical frameworks often owe a lot to the necessarily limited
and individual experiences of the generaliser or theorist. I prefer to expose
at least some of the experiences underlying my own interpretation of social
reality. ' ' _ '

Finally, with examples from personal experience I have tried to bridge
some of the gap between long-term strategies and the day-to-day efforts by
individuals and groups. Until grand theory and everyday practice meet,
neither is likely to be very successful.






1
Limitations of standard antiwar methods

Over the centuries many methods have been used to prevent or oppose
war or reduce its severity. A few examples of these methods are the
establishment of powerful military forces to deter or defend against attack,
negotiations between governments, protests by community groups against
particular weapons systems such as nuclear weapons, and refusal by
individuals to be involved in any military-related activity. To what extent
do methods such as these merely treat symptoms of the war system, and
to what extent do they contribute towards eliminating the institutional
underpinnings of war?

The answer to this question of course depends on an analysis of the war
system. This task I leave for later chapters. For now I take the war system
to be an interlinking set of institutions including the state system,
bureaucracy, military forces and patriarchy, among others. The symptoms
of the war system include particular weapons systems such as neutron
bombs and individual elites such as the heads of the governments of the
Soviet Union and the United States.

I discuss here five approaches to the problem of war: military defence,
social revolution, convincing elites, influencing elites via public pressure,
and symbolic nonviolent action. Choosing only five approaches simplifies
the actual diversity of thought and action on the issue. My aim is not to
survey all antiwar methods, but to critically examine some standard
approaches with an eye towards their limitations in the task of confronting
the roots as well as the symptoms of the war system.

Although my comments here on these methods are mostly unfavourable,
that does not mean the methods are useless. Applying pressure to elites,
for example, may not be enough to end war, but it can still be a useful
part of an antiwar strategy. Since many people have used and promoted
these methods, my aim is to present a bit of the other side of the picture.
Pointing out the inadequacies as well as the strengths of standard methods
is essential in building a sound strategy against war. The criticisms here
also provide a rationale for the grassroots strategy outlined in later chapters,

Military defence

Military defence can provide a deterrent against the outbreak of war.
But military defence provides absolutely no basis for eliminating the war

1



2  Uprooting war

system, and indeed helps to perpetuate it. Among those who argue the
need for military defence, there is no attention to strategies for eliminating
war permanently. Essentially, war is seen to be an inevitable, if undesirable,
feature of human society. War is seen to be a lesser evil compared to
weakening national sovereignty, or compared to allowing the dominance
of socialism, capitalism or some other real or imagined enemy or evil.

Who are those who accept military defence without fundamental
questioning? Military planners, of course, but also just about everyone
else. Large numbers of those in ‘antiwar movements’ do not question
military defence in any fundamental way. Some thinkers in peace
movements favour a reduced number of nuclear weapons: ‘minimum
deterrence’. Even among those who want to eliminate nuclear weapons
entirely, there is widespread, though usually unstated, support for
conventional military defence.

Revolution first

Some revolutionary groups, such as some Trotskyist parties in Western
countries, consider that abolition of war is something that will happen after
‘the revolution’. But even the victory of revolutionary parties in countries
throughout the world would be no guarantee of a world without war. Every
variety of state socialism so far, including the Soviet, Chinese, Cuban and
Vietnamese models, has resulted in an increased role for the military.
Military confrontations, occupations and wars between socialist states —
Soviet Union-Hungary, Soviet Union-China, Soviet Union-Czechoslovakia,
China-Vietnam, etc. — are quite common. The proponents of socialist
revolution led by vanguard parties have no programme for abolishing war.
Far from achieving this end, their revolutionary success would more likely
mean an even greater militarisation of society.

Although Marx, and particularly Engels, took a keen interest in military
matters, they did not seriously address the problem of eliminating war.
Marxist theorists since then have continued to avoid this topic. Marxists
focus on class relations — assessing classes by the relation of social groups
to the economic mode of production — as the source of the major problems
in society. When class dynamics are not the primary driving force behind a
particular social problem — and this is the case for sexism, racism and
environmental degradation as well as war — those with a strict class analysis
perspective are hard pressed to say something useful about the subject,
much less formulate a strategy for eliminating it.

For example, by focussing on the role of the economic mode of
production, there is a downgrading of the role of the state as an institution
in its own right rather than just a tool of the capitalist class or the site for
class struggle. This downgrading is related to the failure of basic assumptions



Limitations of standard antiwar methods 3

in the Marxist perspective for socialist revolution, such as the assumptions
of the international character of the capitalist working class and of the
withering away of the state after socialist revolution. Rather than exhibiting
transnational solidarity, working class groups in particular countries have
more often supported the policies of their own state, especially military
policy. And rather than socialist revolution and the abolition of capitalist
ownership being followed by the withering away of the state, the power of
the state — and especially of the military — has become even greater under
state socialism.

Despite its limitations, class analysis does focus on key structures in
society and fosters thinking in terms of roots rather than symptoms of social
problems. By contrast, liberal theorists and activists are less likely to
think or act in terms of the dynamics of fundamental social, political and
economic structures, and are more likely to see possibilities for reforming
existing structures. This latter focus leads to the following methods for
influencing elites.

Convincing elites

National political, economic and military elites are nominally in control
of the processes that lead to war, such as military spending, development
of military technology, and foreign policy. Could these elites be converted
by logical or moral argument to the view that it would be in the interests
of the people as a whole for governments to simultaneously reduce military
spending, expand the role of international law and settle disagreements by
nonmilitary means? This is the hope of many who have worked inside and
outside governments to restrain military races. To illustrate this I will use
one example out of many, the arguments of William Epstein.

Epstein in his 1976 book The Last Chance gives a comprehensive account
of the various treaties, conferences and other official steps towards nuclear
disarmament. Given the actual course of the continuing arms race, such an
account cannot provide much cause for optimism, and Epstein is indeed
rather pessimistic. His only hope, the ‘last chance’ out of the predicament
of the nuclear peril, lies with two priorities: improving and strengthening
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), and
creating a moral and political climate in the world which would eliminate
the need for nuclear weapons.

For Epstein the point of strengthening NPT is to gain some time to cope
with the problem of the spread of nuclear weapons to more and more states.
The trouble with Epstein’s approach here is that there is little hope that
the NPT as a legal document will stop this proliferation of nuclear weapons
without a change at the same time in the institutional pressures promoting
proliferation, such as the power and prestige enjoyed by state elites in
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countries acquiring nuclear weapons and the profits to be made in exporting
nuclear power technology. Even if proliferation could be slowed or halted,
the nuclear arms race between the superpowers (the governments of the
United States and of the Soviet Union) would remain as a basic problem.

This leads to Epstein’s second priority, creating a world climate which
would remove the desire by governments for nuclear weapons. This would
take place, according to Epstein, on three fronts: arms control and
disarmament, a more equitable distribution of the world’s wealth and a
strengthened world organisation. These are admirable goals, but Epstein
does not outline how they will come about, except to imply that elites will
pursue them because of the urgent necessity to avoid nuclear war. But the
history of the nuclear arms race demonstrates the irrelevance of arguments
based solely on welfare, and Epstein’s own account illustrates the virtual
futility of achieving fundamental changes through negotiation. Epstein
says of disarmament, “The two superpowers must, of course, lead the way”.
But what will make them do this? Epstein relies on the power of knowledge
and logic to convince elites of the folly of their government’s policies.
But this does not come to grips with the institutional forces promoting the
nuclear arms race, not to mention non-nuclear arms races.

The main public forum where national elites deal with the problem of
war goes under the term °‘negotiations’. The history of disarmament
negotiations is a record of one failure after another. Why do these
negotiations fail? Johan Galtung has given a whole list of answers, including
the impossibility of attaining comprehensive military balance when the
forces on either side are not identical in type and vulnerability, the catch-up
mentality in military blocs and the power motive in national security
bureaucracies. Furthermore, Galtung argues that disarmament negotiations
actually perpetuate the arms races, by keeping the management of arms
buildups under control of the strongest military powers, by providing
opportunities for eavesdropping at the venue of the negotiations, and by
providing an illusion of the possibility of disarmament which dampens
public concern.

So much for leaving the problem to the elites! The fundamental difficulty
with the approach »f coavincing the elites is that the power, privilege and
position of national ebites depends on the very institutional forces which
promote war. State elites are continually pressured by the institutional
environment in which they work; this environment shapes their perceptions
and, more importantly, constrains their actions.

The elites are entirely well-intentioned. They are just as concerned about
war and its prevention as anyone. It is just that, due to their position in
society, they see the problems and solutions differently.

The difficulty lies not in the elites themselves but in the institutions
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in which they operate. For example, if a capitalist were convinced to
produce goods for social use rather than profit, there is a good chance
the company would fail. The good intentions would merely lead to personal
catastrophe rather than a change in the system. The problems due to
capitalism will not be overcome by convincing capitalists to behave
differently. Rather, the focus must be challenging and altering the patterns
of social interaction on which capitalism is based, such as the position of
the worker as hired labour power rather than equal co-producer.

Similarly, government and military elites from their position see mainly
the dangers of disarmament such as instability, aggression and war.
Furthermore, they are often relatively powerless — and feel powerless — to
take steps which diverge radically from standard policies. Those who
dissent on fundamental matters know they will lose their influence on the
inside. For these reasons, the approach of influencing elites through
logical argument is by itself quite insufficient for dealing with the problem
of war.

Influencing elites via pubiic pressure

Rather than convincing elites of the logical or moral importance of
disarmament — to which most of them give lip service anyway — a more
promising approach is to use the force of ‘public opinion’ to influence
elites. This approach recognises that it is political pressure rather than
logical argument that influences the behaviour of elites.

To illustrate my argument here, I refer to some works by Richard
Barnet, who has made some of the best analyses of arms races and their
institutional aspects. He presents a masterly explanation of the massive
spending on war preparations, of the operations of the military-industrial
complex and of the psychology and bureaucratic dynamics of the national
security managers. But when he comes to say what to do about the situation
he has so brilliantly explained, his proposals are disappointing.

It is probably unfair to Bamet to expect from him a full-blewn and
watertight strategy, since he has other aims in his writing. But it is precisely
because he goes further towards spelling out a strategy based on influencing
elites via public pressure that an analysis of his prescriptions is illuminating.
Most other analysts deal even less with strategy.

In his book The Roots of War, Barnet lists three main roots for the
case of the United States, and suggests how they might be eliminated. His
first root is the military bureaucracy, which he says should be shrunk in
size and reorientated towards healing rather than killing, controlled much
more by the US Congress, and structurally changed to introduce the
principle of personal responsibility for official acts. These are all worthy
goals, but how are they to be achieved? Barnet gives no hint. He implies
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that the logic of the case along with knowledge will be the basis for change.
Barnet’s second main root of war is the state capitalist economy and its

dependence on profits and growth, especially from overseas investments.

Barnet notes the need for a shift in government expenditure away from the

military and from private goods towards health, education, transportation

and the environment. He suggests that such changes might be possible
under some modified form of private ownership or mixed economy, but
gives no idea of how this would come about.

The third main root of war according to Barnet is the ease with which
the public is manipulated on national security issues. He sees a need to
awaken and express “the deep but inarticulate aspirations for peace of the
American people”, which if achieved would lead to support for a political
party with a foreign policy of peace. Once again, Bamnet presents no plan
for how this would come about. The implication is that with knowledge,
the people would become aware of the necessity for change, which would
provide support for the political victory of a party with an antiwar platform.

In an earlier book The Economy of Death, Bamet spells out in more
detail what he sees as the role of various groups in the community in
opposmg war. Here are some of his suggestions:

students: do research on the military-industrial complex; present

seininars.

* leading scientists and technologists: undertake a critical education

campaign about national security.

business leaders: look for profits in nonmilitary production.

members of Congress: promote moves away from militarism.

clergy: explore the psychology of violence with congregations.

labour unions: undertake an educational campaign about war spending

and personal security.

* citizens: become personally educated about military spending and the
military-industrial complex; put pressure on the US Congress; work to
establish antiwar stands by local political organisations; undertake
door-to-door educational campaigns; write to the Pentagon demanding
the truth.

The strategy behind these suggestions seems to be that widespread
public concern and pressure will influence elites to take serious steps to
dismantle the war system. Is this sound strategy? There are two parts to it.
First is the problem of creating antiwar public opinion, and second the
problem of using this concem to influence elites.

The first problem is that of creating antiwar public opinion. In a way,
the job of convincing people about the dangers of war is already complete.
Most people agree that war is a horrible -thing. But going from there to
questioning the necessity of war and preparations for it is a big step. The

* ¥ X x
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point of promoting an ‘antiwar public opinion’ is to discredit assumptions
about the necessity or inevitability of war and the military and thereby
undermine the legitimacy of arguments and groups supporting the war
system.

By Barnet’s own analysis, the changing of public opinion about arms
races is a difficult task in the face of massive bureaucratic control over
information and over creation of perceptions about public policy, in the
face of a media captive to state and corporate interests and in the face of
massive handouts to military contractors. For most of the time, the bulk
of the populace accepts the military as mecessary to prevent foreign
domination, communism, anarchy or some other danger. Even those who
are sympathetic to the aim of controlling the war bureaucracies usually
feel powerless to bring about any change.

Assume that these obstacles are overcome and that public outcry over
war preparations reaches deafening levels. This occasionally happens, as in
the early 1980s. What next? Does this influence policy-making elites?

There are several ways in which elites can act to dampen crescendos of
public concern over war. One way is just by doing nothing, by carrying on
as usual. This is the usual procedure. Surges of public concern based on
outrage are easily becalmed. The solid core of committed people in a social
movement must be quite substantial, well motivated and ready for long
term struggle, otherwise business-as-usual policies by governments will
outlast the periodic waves of public concemn.

Another way in which elites dampen social movements is by entering
government-to-government negotiations. Negotiations give the appearance
of government concern and action, and a focus on them can drain social
concern. Prior to the 1982 United Nations Second Special Session on
Disarmament, many antiwar groups around the world put enormous
effort into focussing attention and citizen concern on the conference,
which turned out to be a dismal failure.

In terms of demobilising public concern, even more effective than
negotiating failures are minor negotiating successes. The treaty in 1963
which banned tests of nuclear weapons in the atmospliere was a major
contributing factor to the decline in public concern over nuclear war
which had been heightened since the late 1950s by antiwar activists. The
treaty had little impact on the ongoing nuclear arms race, since the nuclear
weapons establishments had made ample preparations to continue, and
indeed expand, nuclear testing programmes underground.

The election of a reform government is yet another potential dead end
for antiwar efforts built around mobilising public opinion. Ralph Miliband
in his book The State in Capitalist Society argues that reform governments
elected in Europe since World War Two almost invariably have served to
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dampen and contain the radical social and political demands of the people
who elected them. If this applies to such issues as redistributing social
wealth and increasing the power of workers vis-a-vis employers, it is even
more true in relation to military issues. In many countries the major
political parties have virtually indistinguishable policies on military issues.
But sometimes a party, typically a social democratic party, will adopt
certain antiwar policies when not in government, usually as a result of
pressure from a strong antiwar movement with strong influence in the
party. But once in government, any such policies which call into question
the institutional role of the military are unlikely to be taken seriously.

For example, in December 1972 in Australia, the Australian Labor
Party (ALP) was elected to government and as promised immediately
abolished conscription and hastened withdrawal of troops from Vietnam.
The ALP at that time had as part of its platform opposition to the existence
of foreign military bases in Australia. Three United States bases in particular
are central to the Australian government’s global political alignment and
military posture. During the ALP’s term of office not a single step was
taken towards fundamental re-examination of the bases. For in spite of
its important stands and action against conscription and against participation
in the Indochina War, the ALP would not take any step threatening the
military alliance between the Australian and US governments.

A focus on helping elect a reform government can be very disempowering
for social movements. Effort is put into influencing the electoral and
parliamentary processes, and activists and supporters come to look to
political party elites for bringing about change rather than looking to
themselves to build the skills, understanding and alternatives of the social
movement at the level of individuals and local groups. After the 1972 ALP
victory, the antiwar movement in Australia rapidly collapsed. It had been
built mainly on mobilisation of public opinion without any strategy for
challenging the institutions underlying war.

Nigel Young in his penetrating book An Infantile Disorder? argues that
the strategy of the leadership of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament
(CND) in Britain in the late 1950s and early 1960s, namely to influence
the policies of the British Labour Party, was one reason why the antiwar
movement of that generation failed to achieve any lasting change. Not
only did the Labour Party resist adopting or implementing any policy
challenging the military status quo, but the effect on CND was to eriphasise
political compromise and de-emphasise moral concerns and radical initiatives
at the grassroots.

A fourth way in which elites dampen social movements is through
engaging in military confrontations and wars. Prior to World War One,
widespread public opposition to war was voiced, for example through
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petitions and huge demonstrations. This activity was aimed at influencing
elites through expression of public concermn and raising the possibility of
mass resistance in the event of war. But after the war broke out, populations
quickly lined up behind their respective governments. The antiwar
movement was almost completely destroyed.

The strategy of mobilising public opinion to influence elites to take
action against war is thus limited in several fundamental respects. First, it
is difficult to develop and maintain a high degree of public concern in the
face of the manipulation of public opinion by state bureaucracies and the
media. Second, in the face of public pressure, elites can defuse the situation
by doing nothing, by entering negotiations, by making mild reforms or by
engaging in military confrontations. Finally, a focus on influencing elites
channels social activism into appeals to the elites or into electoral activities,
thereby diverting efforts from alternative strategies primarily geared to
strengthening grassroots initiative and laying the basis for institutional
change. The approach of influencing elites via public pressure is therefore
inadequate for eliminating the problem of war.

Symbolic nonviolent action

A yet more promising approach to the problem of war is to use nonviolent
action to mobilise people against war. This approach goes beyond reliance
on public opinion, which is easily manipulated, to the use of nonviolent
action not only to testify to others about deep concern, but also to provide
meaningful and motivating experiences for those involved in the nonviolent
action.

Nonviolent action has a long history. For example, the book The Power
of the People is an inspiring account of nonviolent action in the United
States history, including campaigns against slavery, for women’s suffrage
and against exploitation of farm workers. Not least among nonviolent
campaigns have been those focussed against war, such as anti-conscription
campaigns. Although The Power of the People does not explicitly pronounce
on strategies for facing the problem of war, a clear picture of the advantages
of nonviolent action is presented. Nonviolent campaigns expressing
opposition to war have inciuded: meetings, talks and other educational
efforts, demonstrations and protests, antiwar marches of up to continent
length incorporating educational activities, refusal to be conscripted and
support for this refusal, hunger strikes, entering nuclear test zones and
blocking nuclear vessels, and drenching military files with blood.

These campaigns are in my opinion highly important. The problem is
that they have apparently been ineffective in fundamentally altering the
institutional forces which promote war. Reading The Power of the People
and other similar accounts has been for me a troubling as well as an



10 Uprooting war

inspiring experience. While feeling encouraged and proud over the deep
concern shown by many social activists over the years, and by the
appropriateness of the nonviolent means used to the ends sought, there
was also my awareness that these efforts had been far too few and weak to
restrain arms races and prevent wars.

A sizeable portion of symbolic nonviolent action is aimed directly at
elites, in an attempt to prick the consciences of individual elites. This use
of nonviolent action suffers the same defect as other methods of influencing
elites: the institutions of the war system are not addressed, but rather
reaffimed through a focus on the decision-making role of those at the top.

More important is the role of demonstrations, vigils and acts of civil
disobedience in bringing the issues to the attention of the public. The
actions show that a deep moral concern is felt by at least some people, and
that public opposition is an available option. But these techniques do not,
or at least have not yet, become part of the lives of the bulk of the populace.
The act of protesting is something that may happen today, but if not
institutionally anchored it may well be gone tomorrow. Furthermore,
protest and civil disobedience may not in themselves overcome the
powerlessness felt by many individuals nor allay the fears of foreign attack
felt by many others.

Another problem with many nonviolent action campaigns is that there
is no clear underlying conception of how disarmament will be achieved
through convincing the public of the necessity to act against war. Will the
public swamp the government with letters opposing war and elect antiwar
candidates? Or will workeis in arms factories and soldiers go on strike for
peace? To bring about the end of war, it will be necessary to dismantle
military and military-related establishments and to create new social and
political institutions which make impossible the regrowth of similar
establishments. Without some fairly ¢lear and generally understood picture
of how disarmament and institutional reconstruction can take place, it is
unlikely that nonviolent antiwar actions can achieve anything like their
full potential.

The net effect of much nonviolent action is to contribute to mobilising
public opinion, which can then influence elites to take action against war.
To the extent that this is the main effect of nonviolent action, as a strategy
it sufférs from limitations similar to those of other ways of applying pressure
to elites.

Bob Overy in a thought-provoking essay entitled How effective are Peace
Movements? makes the point that many activities undertaken by peace
movements — including writing letters, holding public meetings and
demonstrations, and undertaking civil disobedience — may serve more to
help the participants express their personal values and show that they are
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taking a stand than the activities do to effectively deal with the problem
of war. Peace movements can become moral crusades testifying to good
intentions but achieving little beyond that. As John Zube wrote in a letter
to me; the expression of mere wishes will not suffice. It is like fire fighters
who, lacking water, pumps and hoses, organise themselves to chant “H20! )
H,0!”

th is a strength of nonviolent action that participants can publicly
testify to and internally strengthen their personal commitment against
war. In addition, participants can gain a clearer picture of the driving forces
behind war, for example in being exposed to the repressive force of the
state. But it is a potential weakness of nonviolent action that participants
may gloss over questions of effectiveness in the course of undertaking a
personally satisfying stand against war.

Summary

What methods used to oppose war have any chance of removing the
institutional roots of war? Military defence and revolutionary capture of
state power are not solutions, since they strengthen rather than weaken
the institutional basis for war. An approach based on directly persuading
elites is pretty hopeless, because most elites are tied to, if not actual
products of, the very institutions which promote war: military and national
security bureaucracies and economic interests in military spending and
growth of state power. An approach based on influencing elites by public
pressure is more promising because it addresses members of the public,
who are less tied than elites to the war system. But this approach still does
not provide a basis for attaining mobilisation of the public except through
persuasion based on knowledge and logic, and also depends ultimately on
the implausible task of changing institutions by influencing elites. Finally,
an approach based on involving people in direct action themselves is more
promising still because it is based on methods which do not depend on
influencing elites. But this approach lacks a way of involving a large
fraction of the population in their day-to-day lives in activities which
challenge the roots of war. Also, symbolic nonviolent action is seldom
developed as part of a long-term strategy for social and political
transformation, except via the approach of mobilising public opinion to
influence elites.

What is needed is a strategy based on campaigns or activities which can
involve people in their daily lives, which encourages learning and provides
positive stimulation in terms of doing something and at the same time
challenges in a fundamental way the underpinnings of war.
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Principles for antiwar strategies

What principles should underlie antiwar strategies? When taking action
to oppose war, it is useful to examine principles. This helps to avoid
lurching from action to action — or to inaction — without any basis for
knowing what to do next, and how. In formulating an antiwar strategy,
principles are important to help avoid inconsistencies and compromises
which can be devastating at a later stage. Looking at principles can be
helpful in sorting out priorities in ongoing campaigns.

Here I outline several principles which I think are important for antiwar
strategies. These are not meant to be dogmatic, everlasting, universal
principles. Rather, my aim is to suggest the sort of principles which can be
considered in developing strategies to remove the roots of war. Whether
these are the most appropriate ones will only be determined by the test of
political practice.

Institutional change

If all the military weapons in the world suddenly disappeared, this
would not eliminate the problem of war. For if current institutions — such
as states and other systems of political and economic inequality — remained,
then it would not be long before armaments were built up again to the
previous level. Nor would the problem of war be solved if disarmament
were decreed and carried out by a dominant institution, such as a world
government. It would be easy for resisting groups to hide weapons, including
nuclear weapons, or to make new ones with presently available knowledge
and resources. Disarmament as a goal is not enough for confronting the
problem of war. It is also necessary to transform the structures that lead
to war.

War cannot be eliminated while leaving the rest of society as it is — by
freezing the status quo. Yet that is what is assumed in efforts to stop war
by appealing to elites. The structural conditions for war need to be
removed — hot reinforced as appeals to elites may do — and superseded by
alternative structures which do not lead to war.

In what direction do dominant social institutions need to be changed?
In very general terms, the direction needs to be towards greater political,
social and economic equality, towards greater justice and freedom, and

12
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towards greater control by people over the decisions which influence their
lives. Methods for moving in these directions are discussed in later chapters.

The principle of institutional change is a far-reaching one. The focus of
peace movements in the early 1980s, as it was in the late 1950s and early
1960s, has been nuclear war. But even accepting the unlikely possibility
that state elites would ever dismantle their nuclear weapons, eliminating
nuclear weapons would not eliminate war, nor would it prevent the
creation of weapons more deadly than nuclear weapons. The goal needs to
be more than disarmament, and certainly much more than nuclear
disarmament.

Social institutions shape people’s attitudes, and people’s attitudes shape
the creation of institutions. I take it for granted that an antiwar strategy
must involve changing people’s attitudes. To form the basis for a social
movement, there must be some people with critical views of the present
situation and visions of an altemnative. The question is not whether people’s
attitudes should be changed, but whether this should be a primary focus
for social action, or a consequence of other actions.

There are dangers in two directions. Focussing on changing attitudes by
persuasion can leave unexamined the structures which shape attitudes,
such as the state, employer-worker relations and the media. But focussing
exclusively on changing structures also has its limits: if people’s attitudes
are not changed, alternative structures can quickly revert to the old ones.
The ideal is simultaneous institutional and personal change.

Personally I think it is much more important that strategies be based on
promoting institutional transformation. Participatory campaigns with this
goal will promote changes in attitude as they proceed. Given the present
emphasis of many people in the antiwar movement and elswhere on
changing attitudes, there is little chance that individual change will be
neglected.

Social change is seamless

Focussing on the institutional roots of war, such as political and
economic inequality, suggests a first principle for antiwar strategies. It is
that war should be seen as only one of a range of social problems, and that
the elimination of war must go hand in hand with the elimination of other
problems. In terms of strategies, this means that war should not be given
undue attention compared to other social problems. Campaigns to oppose
sexism, heterosexism, economic exploitation, racism, poverty, political
repression, alienation and environmental degradation are also a contribution
to the overall antiwar effort in as much as they-are orientated to challenge
and replace oppressive social institutions.

An implication of this principle is that campaigns of different social
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movements should be linked at the level of strategy, and should be mutually
stimulating and provide mutual learning. This already happens to some
extent, for example when feminists emphasise the fostering of aggressiveness
in men as a factor in war, or when antiwar activists support environmentalists
opposed to nuclear power.

On the other hand, antiwar movements, like other social movements,
often adopt strategies or demands which have little relevance to other
social problems. One example is the demand promoted since 1979 in the
United States for a nuclear freeze: a demand that the United States and
Soviet governments halt new developments in or additions to their nuclear
arsenals. This demand has lLittle immediate relevance to other social
problems. This is no coincidence. The nuclear freeze campaign, which is
based on influencing state elites by public pressure, has worked through
existing structures rather than attempting to transform them.

To claim that the problem of war — or nuclear war in particular — is so
pressing that it should be given priority over other issues is bad politics.
It cuts the antiwar movement off from other social movements vital to
opposing war-linked institutions. And it often leads to strategies such as
the nuclear freeze which do not address the institutional roots of war. The
aim should not be to set up hierarchies of oppression, but to link social
issues and movements in theory and action.

An orientation towards structural change is often connected with
awammness of the connections between social issues. For example, the
British journal Peace News, which has the subtitle ‘for a nonviolent
revolution® and is oriented to structural change, features articles on Third
World problems, feminism, workplace democracy and many other issues.

Means and ends

A broad principle for antiwar strategies aiming to transform institutions
is that the means used for transformation should be compatible with the
end desired. If means and ends are not compatible, it often happens that
structures are not really transformed but just given a new appearance. For
example, military coups almost never lead to an equitable or nonviolent
society, but rather replace the old rulers by a new but similar group.

The compatibility of means and ends is a longstanding principle of
anarchism. This principle distinguishes anarchism from Leninism, which is
based on achieving the Marxist goal of a classless and stateless society by
very different means, namely capture of state power by a vanguard elite.

The principle of keeping means compatible with ends has been taken up
by many groups and individuals in social movements since the 1960s.
Students opposing bureaucratic university administrations attempt to use
participatory democracy in their own organisations. Feminists confront
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the sexist power dynamics in their closest personal relationships. En-
vironmentalists attempt to live their own lives in an environmentally
conscious way. Opponents of exploitation of animals become vegetarians.
This is what is meant by ‘living the revolution’. This basic principle has
many implications for different aspects of antiwar strategies.

Nonviolence

The aim of any principled antiwar strategy is a world without organised
violence. If means are to reflect ends, antiwar strategies must be based on
a renunciation of violence. Indeed, it is simply incongruous to use violence
to eliminate the need to resort to violence. World War One was called by
some ‘the war to end war’. This illusion has been less common since, but
its implications are not so often acted upon.

The use of violence or the readiness to use it has several consequences
for a social movement. It often causes suffering. It abdicates moral
superiority and alienates potential supporters. It requires secrecy and hence
leads to less democratic decision-making. And if successful, it can lead to a
violent and authoritarian new ruling elite. For example, the introduction
of communism in Russia, China and Vietnam this century in each case was
based on a violent seizure and maintenance of power. It can be argued
that this — in addition to the specific historical conditions of these
revolutions — has contributed to the continued militarisation of these
societies.

Nonviolence is often adopted as a provisional tactic by social movements
in Western countries. For example, most Western communist parties
oppose violence as counterproductive in the present political circumstances.
But they do not rule out violent methods in principle, and consequently it
is not surprising that communist parties, however progressive their policies
in other areas, have devoted little attention to the problem of eliminating
war.

Nonviolence as a principle rather than as a tactic for antiwar strategies
has had its greatest strength within the Gandhian movement in India. It is
also a key principle for some Western individuals and social action groups,
such as many pacifists.

In the West, nonviolence is seldom taken as an inviolate religious
principle, but rather is adopted on more pragmatic grounds. A strong case
for nonviolence results from considering the effects of acceptance of
violence by a social movement on itself, such as increased secrecy, reducing
public sympathy and support, and more centralised decision-making.

The use of nonviolent methods helps transcend the dilemma of
comparing existing structural violence — poverty, exploitation, preventable
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iliness — with the human costs in promoting violent revolution. In practice
such comparisons are probably seldom carried out by Third World guerrilla
fighters, whose involvement in liberation struggles is as much a reaction to
state violence and oppression as it is a consciously decided strategy. But to
the extent that a social movement has a choice of options and the oppor-
tunity to carefully consider them, a decision to promote the use of violence
requires a certain confidence — perhaps arrogance — and an assumption of
correctness that justifies inflicting direct physical harm. Nonviolent
methods do not avoid this problem entirely, since they can lead to lost
income or prestige for those acted against. But nonviolent action on behalf
of an unjust cause or as part of a misjudged campaign at least minimises
immediately caused suffering.

The issues of violence and nonviolence have been the subject of
considerable discussion and debate within social movements. This
examination is important in determining to what extent nonviolence is or
should be a principle in itself and to what extent it is or should be a matter
for pragmatic consideration.

Participation

The structures underlying war are ones of centralised power, which
allow elites to make the most far-reaching decisions. Alternative structures
would allow much more participative and decentralised decision-making.
Such structures also need to be the basis for social change in this direction.

The way in which social movement organisations are structured is a
decision with strong implications for strategy. Hierarchical organisations,
in which a few people at the top exercise formal power, are effective in
interacting with other hierarchical organisations. This is how the war
system operates. If social movement organisations are also hierarchical,
they will fit in with and reinforce hierarchy elsewhere, and have little
potential for affecting dominant social institutions. Just as it is futile to
leave the problem of war to state elites, sc it is futile to leave it to elites in
opposition groups.

The principle of participation also implies that social change should
proceed at the rate that people want to take it, not at a rate determined by
elites in established institutions or in revolutionary or social action groups.
This principle does not rule out strong advocacy or concerted action
within social movements, but it does rule out unilateral decision-making or
manipulation from the top.

There should be little worry that full participation in social movements
will reduce social activism. Historically, formal leaders of social movements
have more often served to hold back than to push ahead the rank and file.
The trade union movement is a case in point. In any case, a participatory
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social movement is a much more solid base for sustained action than a
hierarchical movement where all the key decisions emerge from the top.

Long-term struggle

Fundamental transformation of states, bureaucracies and social
inequality is not something that can happen ovemnight. Even if formal
structures were overturned quickly, considerable learning and adaptation
by people would be necessary before alternatives could be established.
After all, most people learn to live in and accept bureaucracies and the
state — through experiences in school, work and exposure to the media —
and learning different modes of interaction and identifying with different
goals is not an easy matter. Therefore a strategy to remove the roots of
war must be a long-term strategy.

The goal is a world without war and which remains without war. The
goal thus is for a society which is stable and resilient with respect to not
using organised violence. The means compatible with this goal are not
ones of cataclysmic revolution, but of patient and resolute efforts towards
desired social goals.

Gradualist strategies are not popular with many social act1v1sts Indeed
the desire for quick change is one reason why appealing to elites is sucha
popular method: only elites seem to have the power to act quickly.
Leninist parties hope for a rapid seizure of power. Many anarchist groups
also look toward a quick revolutionary change, putting their trust in the
instincts of people to create non-hierarchical institutions more or less
spontaneously. There is some basis for this belief, such as the experience
during the Spanish Civil War beginning in 1936 in which communities
collectively organised production, distribution and services. But in most
such crisis conditions, past experiences and traditions and available ideas
and resources make a big difference. Anarchists had played a strong and
active role in Spain for many decades before the Civil War. In contrast, for
example, when the Saigon regime in South Vietnam collapsed in 1975,
there was no spontancous creation of self-managing institutions. Instead,
the North Vietnamese army took power. The experience of many other
collapses of major social institutions also shows that trust cannot
automatically be put in crisis and spontaneous responses to it as the
solution to the problem of institutions underlying war. Similarly, attempts
by groups to live communally often have failed because they were poorly
planned, allowing old habits to fill the vacuum left by the inadequacy of
supposedly beneficial spontaneity.

The principle of long-term struggle means that antiwar strategies should
not be premised on the inevitable breakdown of capitalism, state socialism
or any other major institution. Campaigns against these structures must
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be consciously planned and promoted. Yet, crisis should not be ignored!
A long-term strategy should include preparation for taking advantage of
crises.

Who will lead the way?

The goal of a world without war is for a world without privileged or
dominating groups which find organised violence useful in protecting
their privilege or power. To incorporate this goal in the methods for social
activism means allowing and encouraging all social groups to participate in
efforts to eliminate the roots of war. This means that soldiers, police,
corporate executives, top bureaucrats, weapons researchers and elites of all
kinds should be considered at least potential contributors. Neither these
nor any other group should be relegated to the status of enemy.

For any social movement, the choice of which types of people to try to
mobilise is a strategic decision. By potentially appealing to all groups, the
task of building support is made more difficult. On the other hand, it is
much harder to discredit a movement which is not tied to particular
sections of the community for its support.

It is vitally important to distinguish between people and institutions.
It is the institutions which need to be changed, and if anything is the
‘enemy’ it is these institutions, not the people in them. In moving towards
a world without war, people will need to change too. But this is not
promoted by labelling any types of people — generals, presidents or bomb
designers — as enemies.

Blaming the ‘enemy’ and not distinguishing between people and
institutions is very common. Proponents of military defence look benignly
on their own government’s military preparations while pointing the finger
at the ‘enemy’. Many members of peace movements also see the world as
polarised and look upon the military and political establishments in their
own countries as the ‘enemy’. In each of these cases, salvation is perceived
to come from only a section of the population: from one’s own
government’s military establishment, from the proletariat and its
intellectual leaders, or from antiwar activists and other concerned citizens.

Even though all kinds of people can be made welcome as part of a social
movement, some types of people will be poorly represented, such as state
bureaucrats or military officers who would jeopardise their careers by
participating overtly in social protest. Others whose social locations make
social activism more feasible, such as students, are likely to be over-
represented.

Openness to all types of people in a social movement does not mean an
‘open door’ policy is required in every movement group. Some groups by
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their nature will be limited in their variety of members, such as groups
‘formed from members of trade unions or professional associations. Others
may explicitly specify exclusiveness, such as separatist feminist groups.
Yet all can participate in an antiwar movement if links are maintained
between groups and also with individual activists who are not group
members.

Truth

One desirable goal for a world without war is a concem for truth: open
and widespread involvement in attempts to understand social realities. If
this goal is to be part of the methods to attain it, then antiwar activists
need to be open about and coime to grips with truths about war which may
be unpleasant. For example:

*There may be (just as there may not be) a genetic influence on the
expression of aggression in some aspects of human interpersonal relations.

*For many ex-soldiers and also civilians, wartime provided their
greatest experiences of solidarity, meaningful activity and appreciation of
life.

*Nuclear war may kill ‘only” a small fraction of the worlds population,
Jeaving a partially devastated world in which antiwar efforts are even more
necessary.

* Antiwar movements have had little effect on the colirse of arms races
and the incidence of war, :

In my opinion, rather than denying such statements out of hand, it is
far better to investigate the subject and come to grips with any apparently
unpleasant conclusions that arise. A social movement may delude itself,
and even delude many others, but this is not a solid basis for building
strategies for removing the institutions that underlie war.

Principles are important

Underlying the foregoing presentation of principles is another principle,
or rather a meta-principle: principles are important. But without clear,
open and widely understood principles, social movements are much more
vulnerable to manipulation, cooption or repression by governments, by
opportunistic sectarian groups, or by their own leaders. Principles need not
be fixed and inviolate. They can be the subject of careful study and heated
debate.

Decisions about principles are often among the easier decisions made
by social movements. The hard part is deciding on what they mean in
practice. Is our group doing enough to share tasks and leadership skills?
How does our planned rally fit into a long-term strategy? What should we
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say about the role of civil defence in saving lives? Principles by themselves
do not provide answers to such-questions, but they are valuable in providing
a general framework for working out solutions.

* % k

I turn in the next several chapters to some areas which I think are
important for building campaigns to strike at the roots of war: social
defence, peace conversion, and self-management. While I think these areas
are important, this selection is not meant to seem exclusive. Other
campaign focusses are also vital, and it is likely that many significant and
potent campaigns in the future will be built around ideas that are
unknown today.

In discussing social defence, peace conversion and self-management, I
assume the continuation of most of the standard methods that social
action groups use in trying to build a mass movement, including seif-
education, canvassing for support, writing letters, holding public meetings
and protests, organising in a variety of constituencies, and maintaining
movement networks and communication channels. In short, this is
grassroots organising.

Also I assume that social action groups will use many of the available
methods for increasing participation, commitment and solidarity,
including methods for consensus decision-making, participative meeting
procedures, overcoming internal sexism and racism, discussion and mutual
learning rather than competition, and sharing of skills and tasks.

Methods for grassroots organising and for promoting egalitarian group
dynamics are not obvious or simple to carry out. But there are some good
treatments of how to go about doing these things, and considerable
practical experience in these areas. There are several useful accounts of
grassroots organising, such as Si Kahn’s book Organizing. There is also
valuable material on how to foster egalitarian group dynamics, especially
publications from the Movement for a New Society. In my opinion the
skills and practices represented in such writings, and understood and used
by many activists, are an essential basis for antiwar strategies. But rather
than discuss them here, my focus is on some general areas for building
campaigns, towards which grassroots organising and egalitarian action
groups can be mobilised to confront the roots of war.
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Social defence

The standard, often repeated goal of most peace movements is
disarmament: getting rid of weapons and armies. Yet the call for
disarmament as a demand is severely flawed. The flaw can be presented in
the form of a question: “Without military defence, what can we do against
armed aggression?”.

In some cases, it can be argued that aspects of military defence are totally
ineffective or counterproductive, as in the case of a government which
acquires strategic military instaliations and whose population thereby
becomes a nuclear target. But in most cases, military forces do provide a
defence against military attack, however undesirable the other effects of
military forces are for a society.

What is needed for a strategy against war is an alternative to military
defence. Disarmament by itself is quite inadequate.

Alternatives are almost always of vital importance in the efforts of
social movements. For example, opponents of nuclear power have been
met time and time again with the claim that nuclear power is essential, and
that without it people would freeze and starve in the dark. This sort of
pro-nuclear fear-mongering has little logical basis, but it influences quite
a few people. An effective response is the elaboration of an alternative
energy strategy based on energy efficiency, use of renewable energy
sources, and changes in current social practices such as planned
obsolescence which institutionalise unnecessary energy use. This alternative
provides a powerful basis for arguing the case against nuclear power, and
it also provides a basis for organising people to act themselves to bring
about the alternative energy future.

The idea of military defence has an amazingly powerful grip on most
people’s thinking about war. The possibility that there could be an
alternative is not even imagined. This is true also for most people in peace
movements. Few peace groups build strategies with wider goals than
stopping the latest weapon system or removing nuclear weapons. To the
question, “If our government disarms and then our country is invaded,
what do we do?”, few peace activists have a convincing answer.

One alternative to military defence is social defence, which in short is
nonviolent communijty resistance to aggression. After describing social
defence briefly, I will focus on its key characteristics as a part of a strategy
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for eliminating the roots of war. Then I will discuss ways of promoting
social defence as part of a grassroots strategy against war. Finally, I will
raise some of the problems and limitations of social defence.

What is social defence?

Social defence is nonviolent community resistance to aggression as an
alternative to military defence. It is based on widespread political,
economic and social noncooperation in order to oppose military aggression
or political repression. It uses methods such as boycotts, refusals to obey,
strikes, demonstrations, and setting up of alternative social, political and
economic institutions.

Social defence is based on the principle that no regime — whether
democracy or military dictatorship — can survive without the passive
support or nonresistance of a large fraction of the population. Since social
defence relies on resistance by large sections of the population, it can be
considered to be the nonviolent equivalent of guerrilla warfare.

Social defence acts as a deterrent by reaching out both to enemy soldiers
and to the civilian population in the aggressor country. This appeal is
bolstered by the broad base of support required for social defence, by its
nonviolence, and by the justice of its cause. The methods of social defence
aim to promote disunity and to weakén morale in the aggressing forces and
country.

Social defence is not automatically successful, just as military defence is
not automatically successful. Its effectiveness can be improved by planning
and practice in advance. Although social defence is based entirely on
nonviolent methods, violence and suffering caused by the aggressors are
still likely. Social defence is not an easy alternative.

The methods of social defence can be divided into three types, following
Gene Sharp’s classification: symbolic actions; noncooperation; and
intervention and alternative institutions.

Symbolic actions include:

* formal statements (speeches, letters, petitions);

* slogans, leaflets, banners;

* demonstrations, protest marches, vigils, pickets;

* wearing of symbols of opposition (such as the paper clips worn by

Norwegian civilians during the Nazi occupation);

* meetings, teach-ins.

Noncooperation includes:

* social boycotts, stay-at-home;

* boycotts by consumers, workers, traders; embargoes;

* strikes, bans, working-to-rule, reporting ‘sick’;

* refusal to pay tax or debts, withdrawal of bank deposits;
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* boycotts of government institutions;

* disobedience, evasions and delays;

* mock incapability (‘go slow’, ‘misunderstandings’, ‘mistakes’).

Intervention and alternative institutions include:

* fasts;

* sit-ins, nonviolent obstruction and occupation;

* sabotage (such as destruction of information and records);

* establishment of alternative institutions for decision-making,
communications, transport, welfare, health and education.

There are several historical examples which suggest the potential of
social defence.

The Kapp Putsch. In 1920 in Berlin a coup d’etat (or putsch) led by the
right-wing Dr Wolfgang Kapp and backed by several army officers was
defeated by nonviolent action. The coup was an attempt to overthrow the
new Weimar Republic (the Ebert government) which had already faced
many difficulties such as economic dislocation, military unrest and attempts
at revolution. The coup was rather amateurish, but despite their limited
preparation the Kappists occupied Berlin without military resistance, and
the Ebert government fled to Stuttgart. The German states were instructed
by the government to refuse all cooperation with the new Kapp regime.
When the Kappists took over two government newspapers, all the printers
went on strike. Thousands of other workers spontaneously went on strike
all over Berlin.

Following this, a call for a general strike was issued, and was supported
by workers of all political and religious groups including government
bureaucrats, all of whom refused to head ministries under Kapp. Workers
tried to influence Kappist troops. The Kappists could not even cash
cheques at the banks, since the bankers refused to honour cheques without
appropriate official authorisation, and no ministry officials would provide
the necessary signatures. Typists refused to type the proclamations of the
Kappists.

After only four days the limited power of the occupiers became obvious,
strikes spread, military commanders resumed loyalty to the government,
and leaflets entitled ‘Collapse of the Military Dictatorship’ were showered
over Berlin from a plane. All this served to further weaken the regime,
forcing Kapp to resign and flee, followed by the troops who were now
under the order of the Ebert government.

The coup was thus defeated and the Weimar Republic preserved,
providing a good illustration of the potential of nonviolent collective
action. Ifit had not been for the immediate intervention and noncooperation
of the people, the military takeover might well have been successful.
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Czechoslovakia 1968. In the 1960s, a number of reforms were made in
Czechoslovakia which reduced the repressive aspects of state socialist rule.
These moves — so-called ‘socialism with a human face’ — were strongly
supported by the Czechoslovak people and government, but bitterly
opposed by the Soviet rulers. In August 1968 a Soviet military invasion of
Czechoslovakia was launched, with the expectation of quickly installing a
pro-Soviet government. There was no military resistance to the invasion,
and it has been estimated that such resistance could only have been
sustained a few days anyway.

But the Czechoslovak people, from the political leadership to the work-
force, were unified in spontaneous nonviolent resistance to the occupation
and this slowed and obstructed the Soviet occupation considerably. The
radio network played a crucial role. It convened the Extraordinary
Fourteenth Party Congress of the Czechoslovak Community Party, called
strikes, gave tactical instruction on street confrontations, requested rail
workers to slow the transport of Soviet jamming equipment, cautioned
against rumouss, and counselled nonviolent resistance. Due to the unified
civilian resistance, to the lack of a pro-Soviet government and to the
demoralisation of Soviet troops, directives were issued from Moscow
offering reforms and other concessions.

The Czechoslovak leadership considered these offerings and consequently
adopted a more cooperative stance than had the previously unified defence
network. Further noncooperative acts were now without official sanction
and as the Czechoslovak position weakened, the Soviet forces consolidated
the occupation, removing the ‘unnecessary’ concessions.

Because Soviet economic and political interests in Czechoslovakia were
so strong, long-term resistance, either military or nonviolent, would have
been very difficult to sustain. The nonviolent Czechoslovak resistance was
successful in delaying and frustrating achievement of Soviet aims, with
very little loss of life. Furthermore, the resistance and its nonviolence
made it clear throughout the world who was the aggressor, and this greatly
weakened Soviet influence over communist parties in Western countries,
But the reforms achieved in Czechoslovakia prior to August 1968 were lost,
partly due to unwise cooperation with Soviet rulers by Czechoslovak
leaders.

Algerian Generals’ Revolt, 1961. Until 1962, Algeria was a colony of
the French government. Beginning in the mid-1950s, an armed independence
struggle was waged by Algerian nationalists against French settlers who
were supported by French military forces. By 1961, moves were under
way by the French government, led by de Gaulle, to grant independence
to Algeria.

Leading sections of the French military in Algeria, who were strongly
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opposed to Algerian independence, staged a coup on 21-22 April 1961 in
the city of Algiers. It was rumoured that there would be an invasion of
France by the French military leaders in Algeria in order to topple the
French government and institute a strict colonialist policy.

The population in France demonstrated its solidarity against such an
invasion. French airports were shut down, trade with Algeria ceased and a
one-hour strike was held by ten million workers. Dissident elements within
the army in Algeria performed noncooperative acts, largely by adopting an
attitude of mock incapability.

After four days the coup disintegrated. Large-scale violence was avoided
and thus many lives were saved. It was largely the force of community
resistance which deterred the threatened invasion of France and caused the
collapse of the short-lived Algerian Generals’ regime.

What about severe repression? Social defence may sound promising
when used against aggressors who must pay attention to ‘public opinion’,
as in most Western representative democracies. But can it work against
really ruthless attackers? Can it work against repressive regimes such as
the dictatorships of Hitler and Stalin? This is one of the most often
raised and difficult questions concerning the viability of social defence.

If it is assumed that an aggressor is completely ruthless, and is willing to
torture and kill unlimited numbers of people with little or no provocation,
then most of the methods of social defence are useless or counterproductive.
But is this assumption realistic? Robots might be programmed to be
completely ruthless aggressors, but short of this can humans behave this
way themselves? A few historical examples suggest they seldom can if
sufficient community awareness and resistance can be mustered in the
country attacked or in the country from which the aggressor comes.

On 1 September 1939, the day of the Nazi military invasion of Poland,
Hitler launched a programme of ‘euthanasia’ for the insane and incurably
ill. The programme depended on voluntary participation by doctors. News
of the highly secret programme leaked out. Public protests were made by
prominent Catholic Church figures, leading to the termination of the
programme in 1941.

Effective nonviolent resistance to the Nazi occupiers occurred in the
Netherlands, Denmark and Norway during World War Two. For example,
the Nazi regime in Norway run by Quisling tried to force the schools to
teach Nazi doctrines. The teachers publicly refused, and. many were
arrested and sent to concentration camps. But they continued to resist,
and finally the Quisling government — worried about angering the Norwegian
people too much — released the teachers. The schools were never used for
Nazi propaganda.

Even in Nazi Germany itself, nonviolent resistance was effective in
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some cases. In 1943 in Berlin, thousands of non-Jewish wives of Jews
arrested by the Gestapo demonstrated outside the detention centre.
Eventually the prisoners were released.

More generally, extermination of the Jews and other groups by the Nazis
was held back in countries where major groups of the population, and
especially influential groups and individuals such as church leaders, refused
to collaborate with or to remain silent about arrests and deportations. For
example, Hungary was an ally of Germany during the war, but the Hungarian
government refused to agree to any deportations of Jews in spite of
pressure from the Nazis from 1942 to 1944. Only after the Hungarian
government was overturned by the Nazis in 1944 did deportations begin
which led to the killing of hundreds of thousands of Hungarian Jews at
Auschwitz. And even at this late stage the extermination programme was
greatly aided by the Hungarian Jewish community leadership, which
cooperated with the Nazis and helped organise the Jews for deportation.

It is also significant that the extermination programme was kept secret,
If the programme had been widely publicised in Germany and elsewhere,
significant forces within Germany and Nazi-occupied countries would
have been aroused to oppose the Nazi regime. The important general point
is that the success of many Nazi initiatives and programmes — including
programmes of racial extermination — depended to a considerable extent
on acquiescence or cooperation from large sections of the population.

Indeed, no government in history has been so powerful that it could
function without a fair degree of popular consent or acquiescence. In the
modern world, unrestrained violence against innocent victims is widely
condemned. In this popular antagonism to unjustified repression lies the
weakness of open and unrestrained violence and the strength of nonviolent
resistance. Not a single one of the many governments which use torture
and murder as instruments of state repression openly admits to doing this.
The success of Amnesty International in opposing torture by the ‘simple’
means of openly expressing opposition to it demonstrates this significant
point.

These examples and arguments suggest that social defence can be
successful against severe repression. But the methods and tactics used need
to be specially chosen if repression is harsh. For example, more use can be
made of quiet ‘mistakes’ in carrying out tasks and ‘misunderstandings’ of
orders. When support for the resistance is widespread, more open defiance
becomes possible.

Perhaps the most dramatic success yet achieved by nonviolent action
against severe repression is the Iranian revolution in 1978-1979. The
Shah’s regime at that time was one of the most repressive and brutal in
the world. The government had an overwhelming military and police
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arsenal, Torture and killing were used routinely against opponents of the
regime, and more or less random arrest and torture was used by the state
to terrorise the population. The Shah’s regime was supported by all major
governments, including the governments of the United States, the Soviet
Union, the Arab countries and Israel.

The leaders of the main opposition to the Shah, based on Muslim
fundamentalism, explicitly opposed the use of violence. Their strategy was
based on mass mobilisation including fraternisation with troops. Before
the Shah’s regime was toppled, something like 40,000 defenceless people
were shot dead in the streets during nonviolent demonstrations. One need
not be a supporter of post-revolutionary Iran — personally I am deeply
opposed to much of what has happened there — to appreciate the
enormous power of nonviolent action demonstrated during the revolution.
Although the human cost in overthrowing the Shah’s regime was enormous,
experiences elsewhere suggest that revolution by armed struggle would
have resulted in far more deaths.

The keys to successful social defence. Social defence is more than a
collection of nonviclent techniques of resistance. It must be based around
defending basic principles and around a sound strategy.

The principles to be defended are those which are understood by people
as basic to their way of life, and may include democratic institutions,
freedom of speech and religion, and economic justice.

The key to successful nonviolent strategy is maintaining the unity and
morale of the resistance. Decisions about demonstrations, strikes and other
actions should be made with careful consideration of their effects on unity
and morale.

Success also depends on persistance. Nonviolent resistance is not
guaranteed to succeed quickly, any more than violent resistance is. In a
long struggle, tenacity is vital.

Finally, training in the use of nonviolent methods is important, just as
it is with violent methods. Most historical uses of nonviolent resistance
have been spontaneous, as in the cases of the Kapp Putsch, Czechoslovakia
1968 and the Algerian Generals’ Revolt. With thorough preparation, the
chance of success is increased. People can learn about what to do and train
in the use of methods and principles of nonviolent action.

In summary:

defend basic principles;
maintain unity and morale;
be persistent;

prepare in advance.

*

* X *
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Characteristics of social defence

Social defence is not just an altemative to military defence. Many of the
characteristics which make it effective are ideally suited for undermining
the roots of war.

Participation. By necessity, successful social defence must be based on
wide participation. It cannot depend exclusively on leaders or professionals.
Therefore social defence as a mode of community organisation is contrary
to and subversive of the bureaucratic, military and professional modes of
social organisation which are important roots of modern war.

One of the most ingrained ideas about defence is that it is something
that is done by someone else, namely the military professional. Personal
involvement has been reduced further and further as technology and
bureaucracy increasingly dominate the organisation of war, Social deferice
puts responsibility for defence on every individual, and reasserts the
importance of making a personal contribution.

By the same token, neither social defence nor a nonviolent society can
be built with compulsory means. State conscription for social defence is
virtually a contradiction in terms. To be effective, social defence must be
based on people voluntarily defending what they consider important in
society.

Community against the state. Social defence, as its name indicates, is
defence of the social fabric. It requires community interaction -and
coordination. Organising for social defence thus both builds on and
provides for a strengthening of community networks and solidarity, and
helps to counter the weakness and isolation the individuals feel when
confronted alone by massive organisational forces.

Since socjal defence is founded on common community values and
solidarity, it potentially provides a countervailing power to the state. The
state is a key root of war, being based on a monopoly on what is claimed
to be the legitimate use of violence, and is intimately linked with military
forces. Social defence, to the extent that it puts the power of resistance in
the hands of local communities and withdraws power from the professional
military forces of the state, is subversive of the state system and the
associated war system.

It is clear from the methods of social defence and from historical
examples that nonviolent community resistance can be used not only
against foreign invaders but also against military coups and authoritarian
regimes. The resistance to the Kapp Putsch and to the Algerian Generals’
Revolt are two excellent exarnples. Social defence thus provides an answer
to the question, “Who guards the guardians?”. One of the most severe but
seldom discussed problems with military forces is their potential and
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historically frequent use against their own citizens. Social defence, as a
grassroots alternative, provides the answer to this threat.

Nonviolent struggle. The nonviolence of social defence has several
important justifications and consequences. First, it reduces suffering. Not
only is massive destruction and killing unsuited for overcoming social
defence, but it is difficult for an aggressor to gain support for large scale
and indiscriminate violence against a nonviolent resistance.

One of the justifications for oppressive institutions is that any attempt
to change them would cause disproportionate violence and suffering. Many
proposals to restrain war — cease-fires, negotiated settlements, mutual
disarmament — are doomed to failure because they leave intact the status
quo with all its attendant injustices. Many people simply do not want
‘peace’ if it means continued exploitation or injustice.

The methods of social defence allow passionate social struggle to
continue without requiring grassroots activists to use organised violence
and widespread killing. Nonviolent methods keep the social costs of social
change to a much lower level than does the use of violence as a key means,
More than this, experience in preparing for social defence provides
knowledge, tools and an organisational basis for other social movements,
such as campaigns against sexism, racism and exploitation of workers.
These campaigns confront many of the same institutions that underlie war.
Social defence thus can both provide support to and receive support from
other nonviolent movements for social transformation of the institutions
that promote sexism, racism, exploitation of workers, and war.

Social attack. Social defence can only be successful to the extent that
people wish to defend a social system against an aggressor. Ina dictatorship
the introduction of social defence would never be supported by elites since
the methods of nonviolent resistance could be used against the rulers
themselves. Social defence is thus a tool which is easy to use for the
preservation of equality and freedom but hard to use to prop up privilege
and repressive power. Indeed, the ideas of social defence are themselves
quite subversive when circulated among the people in a repressive regime.

This feature of social defence provides one of the key methods of social
deterrence and resistance: communicating with people in an aggressor
country, especially when those people are misled or oppressed themselves.
Letters, radio and personal contact with the people in an aggressor country
can be used to explain the nonviolent resistance and the justice of the
defenders’ cause. Such contact is potentially subversive of authoritarian
regimes.

Such contact can also be used in the absence of overt aggression. The
enterprise of promoting nonviolent resistance to repressive regimes
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elsewhere can be called social attack or, alternatively, nonviolent liberation.
Symbolic actions, noncooperation, boycotts, intervention and alternative
institutions can be used in an offensive as well as a defensive way against
foreign regimes both to directly challenge the regime’s power and to
encourage and support internal opposition. Examples are boycotts of the
regime’s goods, protests by visitors to the country, and broadcasting
messages by radio. Social attack provides one way of confronting
dictatorships without the automatic resort to violence.

Social attack, unlike military attack, is inherently limited in terms of
its potential harm. If the cause being promoted is not widely supported,
social attack is very unlikely to succeed, and the cost in death and suffering
will be relatively small.

Social defence is apparently impotent against nuclear attack, as indeed
is military defence. But there are good reasons why governments would
refrain from nuclear destruction of a community relying on social defence.
Since the nuclear bombing of Nagasaki, no government has yet used nuclear
weapons against even a violent or threatening opponent, in good measure
due to the expected repercussions on the domestic and world political
scene. These repercussions could be greatly extended through social
attack, namely by mobilising support and sympathy among the population
of the political aggressor country, by making known the methods of
social defence to them, and by doing the same elsewhere in the world. A
nuclear attack against a nonviolent community in these circumstances
could help undermine the aggressor regime.

One advantage of preparing for social attack is that many people can see
the urgency of intervening nonviolently in crisis areas or situations, such as
Northern Ireland or El Salvador. The international peace brigades — groups
trained in nonviolent techniques for intervening in international conflicts
as third parties — rely on this sense of urgency. Mobilisation towards this
sort of international nonviolent intervention can then provide skills and
perspectives for social defence at home.

Self-reliance. Social defence has a greater chance of success if a
community is self-reliant in being able to use its own skills and resources
to exist and thrive. Communities which are self-reliant in energy and
resources, food, education, health and transport, are better able to resist

" political and economic pressure from the outside. Indeed, social defence is
based on community self-reliance in opposing organised aggression.

Community self-reliance in many areas provides the basis for alternatives
to bureaucracies, large corporations and professional services, and thus
provides a basis for altemnatives to the institutions underlying war. Social
defence can both promote and gain strength from other initiatives towards
community self-reliance.
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Who will lead the way to social defence?

Social defence is a new idea. The general idea of nonviolent resistance
as an alternative to military defence was raised by several writers closely
familiar with the nonviolent campaigns led by Gandhi in India in the 1920s
and 1930s. But the first fully articulated exposition of the idea was by
Stephen King-Hall, an author and retired British naval officer, with the
publication of his book Defence in the Nuclear Age in 1958. Since then
there have been a number of excellent treatments and developments of
the idea of social defence, by authors including Johan Galtung, Theodor
Ebert, Adam Roberts, Gene Sharp, Anders Boserup and Andrew Mack.

Most of this intellectial work has been concerned with how social
defence would work, relevent historical experiences, the strengths and
limitations of social defence, social and political conditions conducive to
social defence, and why social defence would be an improvement over
military defence. There has been relatively little attention to the problem
of how to make social defence part of a strategy to eliminate war. Further-
more, in most of the writing on social defence, there is an implicit strategy
for promoting it: convince state elites of the merit of social defence. In
other words, social defence has been seen as something that will be intro-
duced through decisions by elites made at level of the state, perhaps with
the pressure of public opinion to push the change along.

One reason for the adoption of this approach has been the important
role that intellectuals — academics in particular — have played in developing
the idea of social defence. Professional intellectuals as a class tend to look
for change from the top.

In the case of the campaigns led by Gandhi and his associates in South
Africa and India, the practice of nonviolent action developed in close
conjunction with the theory, and in many ways political practice led or
inspired the associated ideas. But with social defence so far, practical
development has not begun and theoretical development is forced to rely
on ‘unplanned experiments’ such as the 1968 Czechoslovakian resistance.

This approach to governments by leading social defence advocates has
had a mild degree of success. A few governments have supported studies of
social defence. It is significant that it has been the more socially progressive
and least repressive governments — in particular the governments of
Sweden, Denmark and the Netherlands — that have shown any interest at
all. But even in these cases no substantial moves have been made to initiate
adoption of social defence.

This is not surprising. As I argued in Chapter 1, it is futile to expect
challenges to the roots of war to occur as a result of intellectual persuasion
of elites or even from public pressure on elites. In as much as social defence
challenges the state monopoly on violence and social control, it is hardly
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conceivable that any government or military would introduce it voluntarily.

The focus on encouraging the introduction of social defence at the
state level has had other side effects. It has meant that many of the
characteristics of social defence which are most crucial in challenging the
roots of war have been watered down or compromised:

* there has been relatively little emphasis on the participative features
of social defence, which are at variance with its promotion at the state
level and at variance with any level of compulsion;

* there has been a strong emphasis on social defence of the state
against foreign attack, rather than defence of the community, and almost
no mention of social defence as a tool for communities against the state;

* the role of social defence in providing tools for workers, feminists,
minorities and others for promoting their interests has been left
unmentioned;

* the idea of social attack against authoritarian regimes has not been
developed.

Rather than an emphasis on the more radical implications of social
defence, there has been a strong emphasis on the pragmatic value of social
defence, ‘pragmatic’ as seen from the point of view of elites. Gene Sharp
in particular argues for social defence as a ‘functional substitute for
military defence’ and as a realistic, workable alternative mostly within
the context of existing institutions in Western societies. I have no quibbles
with pragmatism, and indeed I think the effectiveness of social defence is
one of the most important grounds for arguing for it. But I think the other
and more far-reaching characteristics of social defence should not be lost
in the emphasis on pragmatism and appealing to elites.

Another problem with academic studies of social defence is that research
tends to become too separated from practical problems. Specialisation,
detailed documentation and scholarly critiques all have their place, but
their place will become irrelevent to practical problems unless a strong
connection is maintained between research and social action. After all, this
sort of connection is what makes military research such a thriving and
serious business. Social defence research institutes would be a mixed
blessing. Far better than more research by itself would be an interaction
between research and social action on social defence.

Whatever reservations may be held about the key figures who have set
out and developed the idea of social defence, their contributions in raising
and keeping the idea alive have been immense. Peace movements have been
slow to take notice. In English-speaking countries the concept of social
defence has been virtually unheard of until recently. In the peace
movements in several countries in Western Europe, the idea of social
deferice has considerable currency. But even there, so I am told, social
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defence is used more as an argument than as a basis for organising
communities.

If social defence is unlikely to be promoted by elites, then the obvious
place to turn is to the other end of the political spectrum: the grassroots.
Social defence can be an organisational focus for local communities,
factory workers, office workers, feminists, gays and many others.
Preparing themselves to resist aggression gives such groups something to do
by themselves and for themselves, without appealing to elites or depending
on top level agreements or negotiations. People in their own local group or
movement can do something that provides a basis for an alternative to
military: defence, which provides skills for resisting political repression,
and which can tie in nicely with their own campaigns for protection from
crime, rape or police harassment, for promoting industrial democracy, and
so forth.

If a social problem exists, it is important to be able to formulate an
alternative. If a desirable alternative can be formulated, one way to help
bring it about is to turn it into a campaign or a movement. If nuclear
power is a problem, local energy self-reliance can be more than just an
argument: it can also be a focus for organising people to take action. If
centralised decision-making is a problem, participatory democracy and
consensus decision-making are not just desirable goals but also principles
for groups of people organising to challenge the centralised decision-making.
One great advantage of turning an alternative into an organising focus is
that the discrepancy between means and ends is minimised.

Experiences in Canberra Peacemakers

How then can social defence be turned into a campaign or organising
focus? In principle this doesn’t sound so hard, but at the level of individual
people, current events and everyday life, the problem is not so easy. To
illustrate some of the difficulties, cul-de-sacs and successes that are possible,
I describe here a number of the experiences of Canberra Peacemakers, a
small antiwar group in which I have been involved.

In early 1979 a small group of people, who had been involved in the
anti-nuclear power movement, in Quakers or who were otherwise interested
in peace issues, joined to form Canberra Peacemakers. Until 1982 it was
the qnly specifically antiwar group in Canberra. It has always been a small
group, with typically 4 to 6 people atfending weekly meetings. In the first
year we mainly discussed issues among ourselves, and helped organise
Hiroshima Day activities. By 1980 we had agreed on two main areas of
emphasis: nonviolent action training and social defence. Social defence
was the area I advocated as an area for our activities.

For those unfamiliar with the idea of social defence, it may sound
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strange and be hard to grasp. Before we could start promoting social
defence, we had to come to grips with it ourselves. One way used to do
this was holding workshops for speakers. In a couple of hours with half a
dozen people, we would plan a short speech about social defence. First we
would brainstorm points to be included (that is, toss out ideas without
discussion) and then clarify and discuss them. Individuals would then
prepare a one or two-minute description of social defence, then practise it
with one other person and then before the entire group. In other sessions
we would prepare responses to difficult questions about social defence.
The nonviolent action training techniques of facilitation, mutual support,
evaluation and games were used for these sessions.

These selflearning sessions were valuable. Although we did not visit
many other groups to speak about social defence, we used our skills on
many occasions, for example when a friend asked what social defence was
or a new person came to a Canberra Peacemakers meeting. It is all very
well to learn about social defence from books, but this is not a substitute
for using the ideas oneself.

We found that some people, on first hearing about social defence, had
automatic objections, clearly stemming from deeply held assumptions
about the way the world must be. For example, “It wouldn’t work against
Hitler” or “People will always use violence” . Such responses, often reflecting
gut reactions, often require more than a ‘logical’ answer.

Group learning about social defence is also vital to overcome dependence
on one or two ‘experts’ in the group. Inequalities in knowledge and
experience can never be entirely overcome, but spreading knowledge and
skills — such as speaking — is essential if social defence is ever to become
part of a change at the grassroots.

Another thing we did to spread the idea of social defence was to write
and produce a broadsheet of some 3,000 words and many graphics. Four
of us — Claire Runciman, Sky Hopkins, Frances Sutherland and I — wrote
sections, commented on each other’s work, solicited comments, arranged
for typesetting, selected graphics, did the layout and arranged for printing.

In writing a broadsheet, we depended quite a lot on existing accounts,
for example on Gene Sharp’s classification of types of nonviolent action.
We also became aware of some of the gaps and weak points in the arguments
for social defence. In some areas — such as describing ‘what people can
do’ — we were very much on our own. The standard writings say nothing
about how to go about organising for social defence in local communities,
factories and so forth.

The experience in collectively writing and producing a broadsheet was
a valuable one, and worthwhile even though it meant a delay of some 6
months. Still, there were some difficulties. In particular, differences in
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knowledge, experience and confidence were a problem. Having read more
about social defence and having had more experience in writing, it was
difficult for me to provide constructive comment without dominating
the writing process. On the basis of these and other experiences, I think
that inequalities of knowledge, experience and confidence are likely to
remain a difficult problem for action groups. Group processes and activities
need to be designed which encourage experienced and knowledgeable
members to share their understanding and which encourage other members
to actively participate and acquire skills. Some possibilities are egalitarian
study groups, speaking or organising in pairs with one experienced person
and one ‘apprentice’, and collective writing on topics which a less
experienced writer knows most.

Until Canberra Peacemakers began promoting the idea, social defence
was virtually unheard of in Australia. The broadsheet was very useful in
raising the idea with potentially sympathetic people and groups, the first
step towards wider awareness. We sent copies to antiwar groups around the
country, and distributed copies at various conferences and meetings. The
favourable response, including letters from various parts of the country,
was very encouraging. It was apparent that many people were quite
conscious of the lack of an altemative to military defence, and readily
recognised the role of social defence in an antiwar strategy.

Besides publicising the idea of social defence, we also wanted to see
what could be done to organise groups around social defence. How could
preparation for social defence be made an integral part of the activities of
a- school, a food co-op, a trade union, telecommunications workers, or
government office employees? Initially we decided we could only tackle
one such project, and after some consideration we decided to approach
workers at the community radio station 2XX.

We chose 2XX for several reasons. Radio played a big role in the
Czechoslovak resistance to the Soviet invasion in 1968, and radio could
play akey communications role in any military or political crisis in Australia.
As a community radio station, 2XX allows and encourages community
groups to run radio programmes. All those involved in the station learn
how to operate the equipment, and can participate in station decision-
making. Findlly, one of our members, Sky Hopkins, ran a programme on
2XX, and we knew several others at the station.

We decided to hold a weekend workshop in December 1981 for
members of Canberra Peacemakers, 2XX and for anyone else interested,
to consider how members and supporters of 2XX could respond to a
military or political emergency. We organised the weekend like a typical
nonviolent action training exercise, using brainstorms, small group and
large group discussions, role playing, games and evaluations. The highlight
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of the weekend was a role playing simulation of a crisis in which the police
came to shut down 2XX. The mix of Canberra Peacemakers familiar
with social defence and workers at 2XX, some of whom were not convinced
of the advantages of nonviolence, caused some problems, but generally the
weekend went well. When we returned to our hofnes we heard on the radio
of the military coup in Poland, and of the virtual blackout of news from
that country!

At a later meeting, a sheet was drafted about how 2XX workers could
respond to a political or military crisis. The final version of the sheet that
resulted is presented here, with a few explanatory notes in square brackets
for non-Australian readers.

IN CASE OF POLITICAL OR MILITARY CRISIS
Suggestions for action at 2XX

(Canberra Peacemakers is an activist group working for peace and
social change through grassroots nonviolent action. The following
suggestions emerged from a weekend workshop in December 1981
involving members of Canberra Peacemakers, some 2XX workers and
other interested people. The suggestions are for preparation and
nonviolent action to keep 2XX operational during a crisis in which
attempts might be made to close the station.)

Some possible crises

1) Elections or parliament are suspended indefinitely following a
political coup (such as 1975). [In November 1975 the Governor-
General — the representative of the Queen in Australia — turned
the elected Labor government out of office and installed the
opposition party, a move of dubious constitutionality. Elections
were called shortly after, but the incident caused enormous political
uproar.]

2) Police powers are greatly extended following an alleged (or real)
terrorist attack or threat (eg after a Hilton bombing type incident).
[In 1978, while a number of leaders of other countries were visiting
Australia for official talks, a bomb exploded outside the Hilton Hotel
in Sydney, killing three people. Emergency powers were invoked and
troops called out. Responsibility for the explosion is yet to be made
public.]

3) Martial law is declared after a nuclear attack on Pine Gap or
some other military installation. [Pine Gap, Nurrungar and North
West Cape are three highly important US military and intelligence
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bases in Australia which are prime targets in the event of nuclear
war.]

Before the crisis

1) Prepare and practise decision making procedures for a crisis,
including how to handle rumours and infiltrators.

2) Prepare tapes about nonviolent resistance.

3) Promote community awareness of methods of nonviolent
resistance through broadcasts, leaflets and training workshops (eg
simulate defence of the station).

4) Forge links with unions, community groups, other media and
particularly with CB operators. Strengthen the internal network
of 2XX workers and supporters.

5) Broaden skills and knowledge about radio to provide technical
backup (eg knowledge of the location of the land line). [A land line
of several kilometres length connects the major 2XX studios with
the 2XX transmitter.]

During the crisis

1) Broadcast accurate information about the crisis and about
nonviolent methods of resistance such as strikes, demonstrations,
boycotts and noncooperation with orders. Keep broadcasting as
long as possible. (Use pre-recorded crisis tapes if available.)

2) Appeal for information on resistance activities and on activities
of the aggressors. Invite resistance groups to broadcast.

3) Provide links between resistance groups and with other media
centres. Coordinate resistance activities such as meetings and bans.

4) Liaise with Telecom workers [Telecom Australia is a government
body which runs telecommunications] , other media groups and CB
radio groups to ensure continued transmission.

5) If the 2XX studio or transmitter is threatened: call for people to
come to the station and to protect the land line and transniitter.
Prepare studio evacuation if necessary. Record everything that’s
happening.

Produced by Canberra Peacemakers, GPO Box 1875, Canberra ACT
2601. Phone (062) 473064, February 1982

Our goal was to have this sheet posted in 2XX studios. Therefore we
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attended the next general meeting of 2XX. After some attempts to remove
our agenda item were thwarted, we were given an opportunity to present
our request. Here is where our speaker training paid off. There was some
hostility expressed to social defence and to our proposal. It was gratifying
to us that a couple of 2XX workers who had attended the weekend
workshop gave strong support for the proposal. A compromise motion
allowed us to post up the sheet as we wished.

There are several lessons from our experience with 2XX. First, getting
direct personal involvement in planning and preparation for social defence
is much more effective than just communicating ideas. Involving 2XX
workers in our workshop was a learning process for both those from
Canberra Peacemakers and from 2XX. By comparison, when later we sent
an account of the 2XX experiences and information about social defence
to all community radio stations in Australia, the response was limited.

Second, we had not thought out a long term programme in relation to
2XX or other radio stations or media. After the 2XX general meeting and
posting up our sheet, we did almost nothing to follow up this initiative.
Part of our lack of follow-up was due to other projects — including the
social defence broadsheet — and to severe internal conflicts in 2XX.

Third, the project with 2XX, although it involved a few 2XX workers,
still depended too much on continuing initiative from CanberraPeacemakers.
In addition, the main ideas for the workshop and the follow-up — namely,
the simulation and the emergency sheet — came from the Peacemakers.
For a social defence campaign to snowball, we needed to develop a
campaign in which others would take the initiative.

Another project undertaken by Canberra Peacemakers was development
of aleaflet about social defence specifically aimed at government employees.
Canberra is the national capital of Australia, and a high percentage of its
workforce are government bureaucrats, usually called ‘public servants’.
We organised in late 1982 a meeting to brainstorm ideas about how
government employees could resist a political or military takeover. A
number of public servants we knew said they were interested, but only
two actually attended the meeting. (Those public servants who showed the
most interest were ones who had previous experience in social action
groups with methods or goals similar to those of Canberra Peacemakers.)
From the results of the brainstorm we developed a draft leaflet, on which
we solicited comments from public servants.

The idea behind the public service leaflet was to circulate copies to
various government departments via friends, unions, and by handing them
out. If the leaflet struck a resonant chord, public servants would take the
initiative in distributing it. If not, we had not invested an overly large
effort in producing the leaflet, so not too much was lost.
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Production and distribution of the public servant leaflet did involve
quite a few public servants. But a limitation of this project was that — like
the 2XX project and the social defence broadsheet — most of the demand
for knowledge and initiative fell on members of the Canberra Peacemakers.
Also, production of a leaflet is mainly an intellectual exercise, and there
was little opportunity for involvement of people using other skills.

The response to the public service leaflet was one of moderate interest
by a few people in the public service. We had tried to make the leaflet
relevant to public servants, but nonetheless we suspect the low interest
was mainly due to the low perceived relevance of the issues raised to the
day-to-day activities of public servants. To try to overcome this, we might
have — but did not — linked distribution of the leaflet with other initiatives
on social defence, such as organising seminars, putting motions at union
meetings or running workshops. For us the leaflet was more a trial
balloon than part of a more systematic approach to government bureaucrats.

Our next project was an attempt to overcome these limitations. We
wanted to interest people in promoting social defence on their own terms,
in ways that did not necessarily require a strong intellectual orientation.
We decided to focus on local community groups and social movements in
Canberra. If social defence is to be successful as part of a programme to
change war-linked institutions, it will depend on grassroots understanding
and involvement in nonviolent resistance. It seemed suitable to look at
grassroots groups in developing, adapting and spreading the idea and
practice of social defence.

We organised in April 1983 a one-day workshop, inviting individuals
from several groups or movements in inner Canberra. The people approached
included members of feminist groups, residential Christian communities,
environmental and alternative technology groups and the gay community.
In the workshop, people from four different areas met separately to work
out the relation of social defence to their own group or movement and to
develop a small project to promote social defence in their own way. At
the workshop the groups presented their developing ideas and projects to
other groups for feedback. Here are the four groups and how their projects
fared:

1) Christian communities group. This group of eight or nine people
from several residential Christian communities and social justice groups did
not get to the stage of developing a project, since they felt they needed
to learn more about social defence themselves. They resolved to do this,
but without an organised procedure, nothing resulted in the short term.
However, two members of this group have continued to be active in
promoting peace issues in their Catholic community.

2) Screen printing collective. Three members of the Megalo screen



40 Uprooting war

printing collective attended the workshop. They had already produced a
poster about social defence, and they planned to continue producing
further such posters. They also planned to establish a register of political
artists, and this project has proceeded reasonably well.

3) Community self-reliance group. Half a dozen people involved with
environmental issues developed a project to promote community self-
reliance by surveying a small neighbourhood to find out people’s capability
and willingness to share resources and skills. The idea was to raise the idea
of social defence in a local community context after some degree of
community interaction had been fostered. This group became quite
active in developing and pursuing their project, independently of Canberra
Peacemakers.

The group developed and circulated a written questionnaire about
growing and using food, willingness to join a co-op for bulk buying of
goods, sharing transport, joining a babysitting group and sharing practical
skills. There were only a few responses to the questionnaire. But a limited
door-to-door follow-up showed that there was considerable interest from
those who had not returned the questionnaire. So the group decided to
hold a ‘street party’ to help people get to know each other better and to
float some of the ideas about community self-reliance.

While this project stimulated more interest and action than any other,
one problem was that promoting local community self-reliance is such a
big task in itself that it is not very suitable as a preliminary to introducing
social defence. One lesson is that, at least in the medium term, it will often
be more effective to promote social defence in existing groups rather than
to directly promote the community solidarity on which social defence
thrives.

4) Peace movement group. Three of us arranged to conduct ‘in depth’
interviews about social defence with key people in the wider Canberra
peace movement, to understand better what were perceived as its strengths
and weaknesses, Those interviewed expressed differing perspectives and
goals regarding peace and the peace movement. The major problems
perceived concerning social defence were how it would work under severe
repression, and how it could ever be implemented in the face of established
and hostile social arrangements.

These projects are only examples of what might be done in beginning
to relate social defence to the needs and campaigns of religious groups,
artists, environmentalists, feminists, telecommunications workers, factory
workers, office workers, computer programmers, suburban communities,
gays, students, the unemployed and many others.

It is clear that in Canberra Peacemakers we are only in the early stages
of promoting social defence. Qur projects are on a small scale. They are
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rather like experiments, allowing us to learn what approaches are successful
and unsuccessful, both in terms of spreading ideas and encouraging action
and in terms of generating enthusiasm within our own group.

Assuming that social defence becomes more widely understood and
promoted in the future, there are a lot of unanswered questions about how
a grassroots social defence movement would operate. There are many
things groups could do: run workshops and simulations, compile inventories
of relevent community resources, organise decision-making procedures
for crisis situations, redesign technologies and social systems, practise
controlling production in factories, and set up decentralised food
distribution networks.

What should the priorities be? How much emphasis should be put on
spreading ideas, and how much on practical involvement? How should
social defence groups be coordinated? To what extent should social
defence planning and preparation be undertaken within present social
structures such as bureaucracies? To what extent should more radical
social demands be involved, such as workers’ control? The directions
taken in the early stages of social defence organising, before mass
involvement develops, will have a big impact on the organisation of social
defence efforts on a larger scale. There are no simple or automatic answers.
My own preference is to try and promote social defence in a way that
retains those characteristics which most fundamentally challenge the roots
of war, and in particular to keep social defence out of the hands of
professionals and experts and keep it closely linked with other social
movements.

There are many social movements with which social defence organising
can usefully interact. Here I give a few examples.

Community security. One grassroots response to the problem of robbery,
vandalism and violence against individuals in local communities is for
people to establish or reestablish community networks for communication,
information and mutual support. In places like Detroit where professional
police are unable alone to stem the high level of street crime, associations
of neighbours, by getting together, sharing information and making
arrangements for observation and protection, have led to a greatly reduced
incidence of local crime. Efforts towards social defence tie into such
‘community policing’ initiatives in several ways: in relying on and
promoting community solidarity, in preparing to deter or resist potential
violence, and in connecting personal and group security with collective
local organisation. Similar connections can be found between social
defence and the initiatives of feminist groups to increase the security of
women against violence by ‘taking back the streets’. (Of course, it is also
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necessary to act against and provide alternatives to the deeper roots of
street crime, including poverty, inequality and patriarchy.)

Workers’ control. In a well-organised social defence programme, workers
would be able and ready to shut down production. (Johan Galtung has
reported the brilliant idea that factories could be designed so that vital and
difficult-to-replace parts can be easily removed and if necessary destroyed,
with duplicates kept in a safe place, perhaps in another country.) Workers
should also be able to keep production going by themselves, and be able to
produce different products if desired. The necessary shop-floor knowledge
and decision-making procedures to enable this responsibility and capacity,
and the preparation to be able to take independent action should
management be forced or bribed into cooperating with an aggressor, means
that workers would be much better prepared to resist exploitation, defend
jobs and job skills, and promote greater worker control over what is
produced and how workers are organised to do it. Indeed, in the workplace
social defence and industrial democracy are natural partners. By the same
token, many managers are likely to resist the industrial implications of
social defence.

Lesbians and gays. In times of military domination and political
repression, lesbians and gay men are often targets of repression. For
example, in Nazi Germany, gays were one of the groups singled out and
sent to concentration and death camps. Even in times when open
declaration of homosexuality is less of a handicap, the possibility remains
of a reversion to severe stigma and repression, or worse. Preparation for
social defence can provide for lesbians and gays both nonviolent resistance
skills and stronger links with other groups which would help to counter
repression after an invasion, military takeover, or a sudden change of
political climate.

Several people in Canberra have carefully considered the connection
between gay issues and social defence, and have introduced these ideas
to sections of the gay community. This has not been particularly easy, as
they have encountered an underlying commitment to violence among
many gay men, even though in practice violence has been used primarily
against rather than in support of gay interests. In relation to violence and
other issues, consideration of social defence can offer some thought-
provoking perspectives for gay activists. In the other direction, involvement
of gays is important to the success of social defence: to the extent that
communities are divided along the lines of sexual preference, the
community solidarity important for the success of social defence will be
impaired. A similar connection can be found between social defence and
community divisions along the lines of religion, race or lifestyle.
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Nonviolent action training. Training in skills and attitudes for nonviolent
social struggle — including training in consensus decision-making, developing
strategies, group dynamics and nonviolent direct action — have been used
in campaigns for example against racial oppression, nuclear power and
nuclear weapons. Nonviolent action training is an important tool for
preparing for social defence. Techniques standardly used in nonviolent
action training can be used for drawing up community social defence plans,
developing decision-making procedures for crisis situations, and providing
role-playing experience.

Furthermore, use of nonviolent action training in other social campaigns
provides experience highly relevant to social defence. In Canberra Peace-
makers we have found that those people with experience in nonviolent
action training and nonviolent direct action are the quickest to grasp the
idea of and to sympathise with the goal of social defence. Clearly the
social basis for social defence is being indirectly promoted by nonviolent
action training and related activities in social movements.

Problems and limitations

Social defence is not an automatic or easy road to a world without war.
There are great difficulties facing a switch to social defence. Just raising
the idea with friends is a good way to provide a taste of the possible range
of objections, reservations and antagonisms facing acceptance of social
defence even by those without a vested interest in military defence. Here I
will discuss only some of the problems and limitations of social defence as
part of a strategy to transform the roots of war, emphasising some of the
sticky long-term issues rather than the standard objections.

When violence erupts. Nonviolent action is much more effective before
a conflict reaches the stage of violence. Once violence erupts, it may seem
too late for a nonviolent response. Just like military defence, social
defence is a better solution when war is prevented rather than being
fought. It is not surprising that some of the most persistent objections
to social defence are along the lines “How could it possibly work against
Hitler or Stalin?”’. Nonviolent resistance did have some successes against
the Nazis. And it should be remembered that military means only
succeeded against Nazi military might after one of the greatest mobilisations
of human resources in history, and that military approaches did little to
prevent or restrain Stalinism. It remains to be seen what social defence
could do against such repressive regimes. But while comparisons are all
very well, the problem remains that as a prescription for the problem of
war, social defence is better as prevention than cure. One implication for
antiwar strategy is to emphasise nonviolent deterrence and preparation for
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social defence, and not to promise short-term successes before social
defence is widely adopted.

Scenarios. In studying historical examples of nonviolent action and in
preparing for social defence, there may be a tendency to study and prepare
only for scenarios suited for the success of social defence. This is similar
to the problem faced by military planners who are accused of preparing
for the previous war. Social defence will be less attractive superficially,
but tougher and more resilient, if it is developed with an eye towards the
most difficult and challenging situations.

What about El Salvador? One of the most commonly raised problems
with social defence is often voiced through the question “What about El
Salvador?” or “What about Afghanistan?” or “What about East Timor?”
or “What about Palestine?”. Such questions refer to situations in severely
repressive regimes — sometimes colonial-type occupations — in which an
opposition movement is relying upon violent means. Usually it is assumed
that the opposition movement is on the side of greatest justice or freedom.
For example, violent liberation movements usually aim to remove
exploitation by landlords and foreign capitalists.

The question “What about El Salvador?” does not explicitly raise any
problems about social defence. But implicit in the question are several
important reservations and criticisms about social defence.

First, El Salvador and other places like it are situations in which people
are undergoing severe repression, often including murder, torture and
other forms of state terrorism. As noted before, the problem of severe
repression is one of the most commonly raised reservations about the
effectiveness of social defence.

Second, in El Salvador and other places like it, resistance is being
mounted against state repression. Social defence is often confused with
passive resistance and so may seem at variance with actually occurring
resistance.

Third, and most significantly, an important part of the resistance in El
Salvador is violent. Social defence is nonviolent. There seems to be a
conflict between supporting violent liberation struggles and supporting
social defence. In particular, those who support violent liberation struggles
may assume that support for social detence — or even the idea of social
defence — is an implicit criticism of liberation struggles. Is this the case?

The differences between social defence and liberation struggles are not
as great as might be thought at first. There is actually a considerable overlap
in methods. Liberation struggles using violent methods almost always use
nonviolent methods as well, ranging from ostracism, emigration, strikes,
boycotts and other forms of noncooperation. Guerrilla warfare relies on
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mobilising people at the grassroots, ensuring widespread participation in
resistance, encouraging defections of enemy soldiers, implementing
measures of social justice such as land redistribution, and building up
alternative and more participatory social systems. All of these methods are
quite in line with a grassroots strategy against war and would be important
components in a social defence campaign. It is not for nothing that social
defence is called the nonviolent analogue of guerrilla warfare. Where the
approaches diverge is in the use of armed force by liberation movements.

Another consideration is the importance of resisting rather than not
resisting. Gandhi and others have said that it is better to resist oppression
violently than not to resist at all. Social defence advocates need to make it
quite clear that they are not counselling nonresistance.

Nevertheless, there is still a degree of inevitable conflict between social
defence and violent liberation movements. Social defence presents the
basis for an alternative strategy for liberation: nonviolent liberation. To
raise this possibility explicitly or implicitly is to raise doubts about the
moral superiority of violent liberation movements. This is unacceptable to
some of those who support those movements, who think that the methods
adopted by these movements — because of the justice of their cause,
because of the suffering of the people for whom liberation is sought, and
because of the sacrifices made in the liberation struggle — should not be
questioned by outsiders. In their view, solidarity and unanimity are
required, and anything that threatens this is undesirable or dangerous.

I sympathise with the sentiments behind this line of thought, but dis-
agree with the conclusion. Uncritical support for any movement is un-
desirable, in my opinion. Sympathetic criticism can be useful in eliminating
poor tactics, broadening support, and considering new directions. Why
should support for a courageous and difficult liberation struggle have to be
unqualified and uncritical?

It should not be forgotten that violent liberation movements canbe and
have been reponsible for murder, torture, exploitation, sexism, racism, and
elitism. In many cases this can be explained if not justified by the repressive
and regressive institutional frameworks in which social movements, no
maiter how progressive their goals, remain locked. The question is whether
liberation movements should be openly criticised for any of their activities,
since this often plays into the hands of the counter-revohitionary forces. I
would agree that it is hard to know where to strike a balance in making
critic.sms. But I would argue that to avoid criticism altogether is to weaken
the potential for true liberation in the long and often the short term.

Raising the possibility of social defence is not necessarily to criticise
violent liberation movements. It should be seen as another option, for
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careful and open consideration. Raising an option does not force people to
adopt it, or necessarily imply criticism of them if they do not adopt it.

On the other hand, advocates of social defence need to be careful not to
comdemn out of hand violent liberation struggles. Social defence needs to
be developed, prepared for, implemented, tested and shown to be effective
in helping oppose oppression and repression. Until then, it is only to be
expected that other methods, including violent methods, will be used.

Destabilisation. Another criticism is that a successful social defence
campaign could have a destabilising effect on the usual military ‘balance’.
For example, a community that developed social defence preparations and
threatened to reduce its military defence might thereby invite attack. Of
course, this accusation will be laid against social defence by those who
oppose it. Attack against a region switching to social defence may inreality
become more likely because of the perceived social and political dangers
to state and military elites. This would be similar to the attacks made on
those practising alternative lifestyles — for example, police raids on rural
communes.

One good way to help prevent such attacks would be to try to involve
people from all sections of society in moving towards social defence,
including people in the military, the police and the government. This
would help reduce the threat from antagonistic groups within a society.
To help reduce the threat from without, considerable attention would
need to be devoted to communicating information about social defence
to potential antagonists and to the general population in the areas hosting
the antagonistic forces, and also building up capacities for social attack.
The threat from without would be reduced to the extent that social
defence is developed in several regions simultaneously, rather than being
an isolated phenomenon.

Opposition and cooption. Energy efficiency and small-scale decentralised
use of renewable energy sources is the ‘soft energy path’ alternative to
large-scale centralised energy production. The powerful corporate and
government interests which promote the latter ‘hard energy path’ can
pursue one or both of two methods of dealing with the ‘soft path’ initiative:
opposition or cooption.

Opposition means pressing ahead with large-scale use of nuclear power,
coal and petroleum fuels, overriding citizen protests, and squashing
attempts to promote a soft energy path. Cooption has taken the form of
allowing or encouraging moves towards energy efficiency and renewable
energy utilisation at an individual or local level within the framework of
present institutions, funding of renewable energy technology research and
development — usually the more technologically sophicticated forms — by
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corporations and governments, and maintaining the infrastructure of
large-scale energy production and use. Cooption thus involves accepting
some of the technological features of the alternative, such as increasing
energy conservation in vehicles and buildings. At the same time, the struc-
tural basis for large-scale centralised control of energy is maintained:
road transport and conventional urban planning, military expenditure,
planned obsolescence, and centralised production for mass consumption
of individualised commodities (includingsolar hot water heaters and energy-
efficient refrigerators). The result of cooption of the soft energy pathisa
combination of soft energy and hard politics.

Strategies of opposition and cooption can be found in the responses by
government and industry to many social movements, including the labour,
feminist and environmental movements.

Campaigns for social defence are likely to be ignored or treated benignly
when they are small. Once they reach a significant size organisationally or
ideologically, opposition or cooption or both are likely to be encountered.
Opposition is the less difficult problem from a strategic point of view: it-is
easy to recognise, and the techniques of social defence themselves are ideally
designed for dealing with it. Coopting responses are likely to appear on the
surface to be tolerance or support. They might include:

* acceptance of social defence as a component of national defence;

* organisation of social defence by military or government planners
or trainers;
setting up of a state-funded social defence training school;
compulsory state-run training in social defence techniques;

* jnvolvement of leading social defence figures in planning national
defence. '

These possibilities are not necessarily undesirable in themselves. The
danger in them is that the key characteristics of social defence for
challenging the roots of war — including widespread participation, commu-
nity rather than just national defence, and links with social movements —
may be compromised or obscured. Both the long-term overcoming of the
problem of war and the longterm effectiveness of social defence are
jeopardised if these coopting responses are accepted as a substitute for a
more radical programme of social defence.

%*
*

Left groups. Marxist groups in the West which still have some long-term
aspiration for seizing state power — such as Trotskyist groups like the
International Socialists — are likely to be among those groups most hostile
to social defence. (Certainly this is what is suggested by experiences in
Canberra Peacemakers in presenting social defence to other groups.) This is
because such militant groups want to retain the legitimacy of using violence
to capture state power. This would cause no special problem except that
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these groups often are heavily involved in Western peace and other sociai
movements, especially when the demands of these movements begin to
develop mass support. Most Western Marxist groups accept nonviolence as
a tactical measure, but are not attracted to movements premised on
nonviolence.

One danger is that militant left groups might attempt to manipulate the
mass mobilisation made possible by a successful programme of social
defence or nonviolent action, especially if they could convince people with
the claim that while nonviolent methods had taken a campaign to a certain
point, “now it is necessary to use violence to go further”. To help prevent
these and other possible problems, a broad understanding of the principles
of nonviolent action is vital to prevent manipulation of social movements
from the top. Also important is dialogue with members of militant left
groups, both to communicate the principles of social defence to them and
also to learn from their perspectives.

Decentralisation and guerrilla warfare. The use of violent methods to
promote revolutionary goals in modemn urbanised and industrialised
societies is a futile exercise, as argued by Martin Oppenheimer in The Urban
Guerilla and shown by the counterproductive terrorism of the Red Brigades
and the Irish Republican Army. In a society with a high division of Iabour,
centralised production and powerful military and police forces, there is no
secure geographical or occupational base for a people’s movement to stage
aviolent revolution. Successes of revolutionary guerrilla warfare have usually
occurred when there is a considerable degree of local self-sufficiency due
to lack of industrialisation (as in the cases of the victories by Chinese and
Vietnamese communists) or favourable geographical conditions (as in the
Yugoslavian resistance to the Nazis).

The conditions in modern industrialised societies suggest that social
defence is likely to be a more effective alternative to conventional military
defence than is guerrilla warfare. But if in moving towards community-
based social defence, changes towards decentralisation and self-sufficiency
in economic and political organisation were made, this could also lay the
basis for more effective guerrilla warfare! Would this necessarily be a bad
thing?

Openness. A campaign for social defence resolutely based on grassroots
organising and involvement may avoid problems of cooption only to fall
into another trap: the development of a closed shop of social defence
planners. The danger is that social defence organisers may think that they
and the community they are organising have all the answers, and not
approach potentially hostile groups for criticism and exchange of ideas.

People are more likely to commit themselves to defend a community to
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the extent it is worth defending: to the extent that it is just, equal, free,
prosperous, secure and stimulating to live in. Such a society is unlikely to
be dogmatic and closed to contrary ideas. Similarly, campaigners for social
defence need to encourage openness to the ideas of others about social
defence.

Canberra Peacemakers made approaches to the Department of Defence
in Canberra to talk to individuals potentially interested in social defence.
There are only a few people in the Department involved in long-term
planning and willing to even think about such alternatives. But talking to
such individuals, as we have done, is very valuable in overcoming prejudices,
learning about other points of view, and also in helping us focus on
inadequacies in our campaigns or presentation of social defence.

Especially in early stages of promoting social defence, when aims and
methods are being clarified, there is much to be gained by contact with
people with greatly different views and values. There is potential strength
in being vulnerable to other ideas.

There is another important reason for promoters of social defence to
keep channels of information open with elites and potentially hostile
groups. Roland Vogt pointed out to me that one reason the Czechoslovakian
government leaders in 1968 did not put up a stronger resistance to Soviet
government demands is that they did not realise the strength and impact
of the nonviolent resistance happening in their own country: it seemed to
them that there was no real resistance. Even if few elites will help promote
social defence, keeping them aware of its potential and,of community
preparedness to undertake it can at times be vital in helping them react in
a more knowledgeable way in crises. This could be either to support
grassroots nonviolent resistance against external aggressors or to restrain
attacks against nonviolent resisters at home.

Confrontation versus cooperation. Social defence by its nature is
confrontationist. It assumes the existence of social conflict and provides
nonviolent rather than violent means for dealing with it. In many cases
confrontation cannot be avoided and social defence is entirely appropriate.
But a confrontationist method sometimes can obscure the possibility of
cooperative resolutions. In the hypothetical long term when social defence
has superseded military defence throughout the world, will structures for
waging social defence pose an obstacle towards moving further towards a
cooperative future? To the extent that social defence is fully participatory
and linked with other social movements, it should be more of a help than a
hindrance towards creating a cooperative society.

The wrong goal. Social defence is not a ‘neutral tool’: to be effective it
both requires and fosters equality, participation and community solidarity.
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Nonetheless, the use of social defence, social attack and, more generally,
nonviolent action, does not automatically make a group’s cause morally
superior. Social defence can be used to defend ‘the wrong goal’. For
example, the aims of the Ku Klux Klan would not become more acceptable
if they were promoted only by nonviolent methods. Moral fervour may be
made more effective when backed by nonviolent methods, but it may also
expand out of touch with original constructive goals. To be sure,
nonviolence is usually better than violence when pursuing the wrong goal,
since harm and suffering are minimised. But nonviolence is not an
automatic road to truth.

A related problem is knowing what balance to strike between social
defence as a pragmatic protection of the status quo and as part of a
programme for challenging oppression and injustice. In using nonviolent
methods against the Kapp Putsch and the Algerian Generals’ Revolt, people
were united in defending political systems against a turn for the worse:
military takeover. This is an important aspect of social defence, one which
potentially can mobilise wide sections of the population. In linking social
defence with social movements such as feminism, environmentalism and
workers’ control, activists and members of those movements may be
mobilised but some support for social defence as defence of the status quo
may be lost. What is the best way to reconcile these two roles of social
defence?

Transition problems. How will mass expansion of preparedness to use
social defence occur? What happens after the idea becomes popular? How
is social defence to be institutionalised? How are decisions to be made in a
large social defence network? What are military workers to do? (Be
unemployed? Be social defence activists? Be trained in social defence as
part of military training?) Who will handle negotiations with government
and military elites in struggles to switch from military to social defence?
These and other unanswered questions show that the development of social
defence is at a stage where much more analysis, discussion and practical
experience is needed.
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Peace conversion

Peace conversion means changing from military production to production
for nonmilitary uses. Equipment used to produce bullets is adapted to
produce nails. Scientists designing missiles turn to designing mass transit
systems. Machinists making military aerospace components switch to
making heating systems for the poor. Psychological warfare experts turn
their attention to helping people learn how to recognise and resist
propaganda.

It is not enough to assert that an altemative to military production
exists. A way of moving towards this alternative needs to be spelled out as
well.

Peace conversion involves carefully analysing the material and human
resources involved in war-related production, formulating an alternative
use of these resources, and making the shift towards the alternative. Peace
conversion focusses on transformation away from war, overcoming the
fixation on the horrors of the present and the seeming idealism of long-
term alternatives.

Not everything can or should be converted for nonmilitary uses. There
are some facilities and products of the war system which must be abolished
or destroyed, such as supplies of napalm, skills in torture and plutonium
factories.

Peace conversion as a concept and as a practice has several characteristics
which are subversive of the roots of war.

Questioning of production. The concept of peace conversion invites
searching scrutiny of current priorities of production. If military production
and related activities are to be questioned, then why not question other
harmful or wasteful practices such as planned obsolescence, promotion of
cigarettes and other harmful drugs, mass advertising, centralised energy
production, high-technology curative medicine, and stultifying schooling
and working conditions? The idea of peace conversion challenges the myth
that the economic system, whether the economy works on alleged market
principles or by bureaucratic planning, is automatically beneficial. In its
place is put the idea that workers and members of local communities should
be directly involved in deciding on economic priorities.

Just as important as the concept of conversion is the practical experience
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gained in conversion campaigns: experience in analysing economic
production, formulating alternative directions, mobilising support and
confronting vested interests. This experience cannot help but provide
support to and gain strength from other social movements seeking changes
in political, economic and social priorities.

Worker-community control. Peace conversion is a natural component of
campaigns for worker and community control of production. The key roots
of war — including bureaucracy, military establishments, and states — are
forms of social organisation which channel power into the hands of elites.
Worker and community control involves workers and members of relevant
communities actively participating in, controlling and implementing
decisions about how production should be organised, including both
economic production and the wider supports for it such as child care,
schooling, medical care and consumption of goods. Worker-community
control thus presents a fundamental alternative to and fundamental
challenge to the hierarchical structures underlying war.

The goal of and struggles for worker and community control lay the
basis for successful peace conversion. And the goal of and struggle for peace
conversion contribute to the extension of worker and community control.

Spreading of skills. Conversion of military production to less harmful
production is aided by the spreading of knowledge and skills in how to
dismantle and reconstruct production systems, and also the products such
as bombs already made. Military preparations depend to a fair extent on
secrecy in areas such as weapons design and intelligence information. There
is also an extensive division of labour, from the computer specialists
designing missile trajectory programmes to the machinists making missile
components. Only a few top planners can gain a comprehensive picture of
military production. The spread of skills in questioning, analysing and
redesigning production systems helps undermine the power of elites that is
strengthened by secrecy and the technical division of labour.

The spreading of knowledge and skills is a strong support for peace
conversion. Once workers and communities know what is happening,
know about alternatives and know how to make the change, they are ready
for direct intervention to change production systems, for example by
directly shutting down military production and setting up for nonmilitary
production.

More widely, preparation for peace conversion can be seen as part of
wider preparation for running the economy at the level ot local communi-
ties. This preparation can be the basis for a campaign to change the
economy, oI serve as a reserve capacity for self-managing production to be
invoked in a social crisis. Learning how to run the economy clearly is a
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threat to the power of economic and political elites and hence to the war
system. Of course, to prepare to run the economy in a more locally self-
reliant way requires considerable preparation and also models of alterna-
tive economic and political organisation, which as yet are not well
developed.

People’s disarmament. Even if governments were to agree to completely
disarm and major steps were made towards this goal, the whole process
could be undermined by one or more governments hiding a few key weapons,
nuclear weapons for example. The possibility of such recalcitrance is
routinely invoked as an excuse for not disarming in the first place.
Furthermore, even if complete disarmament were achieved, current and
future knowledge in weapons construction — for example, possible
breakthroughs in laser enrichment of uranium for making nuclear weapons
— would mean that even small governments or non-government groups
could produce powerful weapons secretly.

The conventional solution to this problem is inspection. Yet the usual
degree of inspection envisaged would not be enough to uncover a few hidden
nuclear weapons or to prevent the manufacture of biological weapons in
ostensibly nonmilitary research laboratories. But if inspection systems were
powerful and pervasive enough to thwart such problems, the inspection
operation would be the equivalent of a powerful secret police.

The alternative to inspection by outsiders is people’s inspection and
people’s disarmament. Everyone in every context would be responsible for
making sure that previous weapons were dismantled and that no new
weapons were produced. Anyone becoming aware of weapons or weapons
production would as a matter of course notify others and help organise
community action to expose and stop this. People’s inspection and
disarmament would need to become a common and well-established social
expectation, voluntarily undertaken, rather like support for relatives or
neighbours during natural disasters. This approach has the great advantage
that the people cannot readily be bought off or fooled, unlike small
contingents of official inspectors.

The reality of people’s inspection and disarmament is a long-term goal.
It would require considerable erosion of knowledge barriers embodied in
professional specialisation, otherwise for example a small group of
technologists could possibly hide a weapons project. And clearly people’s
disarmament would be difficult to sustain in the face of repressive state
force: social defence would need to be well advanced.

People’s inspection and disarmament is a natural extension of peace
eonversion. The capabilities, participation and motivation for these
processes are very similar.
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Relevant experiences

Is peace conversion possible in a technical sense? Can machinery and
skills be redirected without massive expense and disruption? The answer to
these questions is yes, according to the evidence. Both at the beginning and
ends of wars, national economies — for example the United States economy
before and after World War Two — have shown a remarkable capacity to
retool for different products in a short period of time. The major obstacles
to peace conversion are not technical but political in the widest sense,
namely the vested interests of corporations and state bureaucracies in
particular types of production.

The idea of peace conversion has a long history, as the slogan ‘from
swords into ploughshares’ suggests. Typically, peace conversion has been
presented as a demand by peace movements, bolstered by logically argued
cases prepared by sympathetic researchers. The limitation of presenting
peace conversion as a demand is that conversion is seen as something
implemented from the top, in particular by governments. The idea seems
to be that once a government agrees with the necessity or desirability of
disarmament, then peace conversion plans will be brought out of closets
and used in implementing the government’s programme, thereby minimising
economic disruption. At the same time, peace conversion plans serve to
discredit some of the excuses offered for not disarming,-namely that the
economic disruption would be great and that the economy depends on war
production for stability.

Peace conversion as a logically argued case and as a demand presented to
governments is fine as far as it goes, but as I have argued in chapter 1 it is
futile to expect more than superficial changes towards eradicating the
structures underlying war to be implemented by those in the elite positions
within those structures. Furthermore, by concentrating on the narrow
economic logic of peace conversion — an economic logic which is closely
tied to prevailing institutions — many of the characteristics of peace
conversion most subversive of the roots of war tend to be avoided or glossed
over. In particular, by focussing on peace conversion implemented from
the top, the connections with worker<community control, spreading of
knowledge and skills, and people’s disarmament are submerged.

To6 have some chance of success in the long term, peace conversion needs
to be developed as a grassroots campaign that involves workers and local
community members in planning for, preparing for and implementing
conversion. Several initiatives around the globe are beginning to show what
is possible in this direction.

The University of California Nuclear Weapons Laboratories Conversion
Project (UCNWLCP) was one example. This organisation focussed on the
two United States nuclear weapons design laboratories, Lawrence Livemore
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National Laboratory and Los Alamos National Laboratory, both nominally
under the supervision of the University of California. The UCNWLCP was
based in the San Francisco region in which the Livermore lab is located. It
had a small but active membership, and drew support from several local
organisations such as the War Resisters League. The UCNWLCP researched
the activities of the nuclear weapons labs and the skills of their workers, and
formulated a set of suggestions for nonmilitary use of the facilities and
skills found in the labs. Its activities generated a considerable amount of
publicity and drew attention to the role of the lab managements in opposing
a comprehensive nuclear weapons test ban treaty and in fostering
technological initiatives which stimulate the nuclear arms race.

In 1981 the UCNWLCP in effect disbanded, and a new group, the
Livemore Action Group (LAG), was quickly formed with many of the same
people and some new ones. Many of the efforts of the UCNWLCP are being
continued by the LAG, but with much more emphasis on large-scale
demonstrations and civil disobedience. = There have been several
demonstrations with thousands of people, and over 1000 people were
arrested in a civil disobedience action in 1983. These efforts are aimed at
directing public attention and mobilising people against the weapons labs.
One reason for the shift from the UCNWLCP approach to the emphasis on
direct action by the LAG was a feeling that under the Reagan
administration conversion was an unrealistic goal, at least in terms of being
achieved by means of research, persuasion and publicity. But within the
LAG there has been considerable discussion about the emphasis to be
placed in civil disobedience and the emphasis to be placed on community
organising and developing political skills and understanding.

In Toronto, Canada, the Cruise Missile Conversion Project (CMCP) has
been pushing for the conversion of the Litton Industries plant in nearby
Roxdale, which produces guidance systems for cruise missiles. The core of
the CMCP is an affinity group of 8 members which operates by consensus
procedures, sharing of all tasks, sharing of feelings, and discouragement of
hierarchy and especially, of domination of men over women. Members of
the group have regularly distributed leaflets to workers at the Litton plant,
have spoken at public meetings and done door-to-door canvassing in the
neighbourhood. With the support of other groups, the CMCP has organised
rallies of up to a thousand people, and also organised civil disobedience
actions focussed against the plant.

Both the UCNWLCP/LAG and the CMCP are good examples of peace
conversion campaigns. Both have questioned the economic and human
priorities embodied in military research and production. Both have seen
the necessity of gaining the support of at least some workers in weapons
labs or factories, although this has been one of their greatest difficulties.
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Ithasbeen a great advantage to the UCNWLCP/LAG that a few reseachers
at Livermore have taken a public stand against some of the priorities and
activities of the labs. For quite a few years the only Livermore researcher
to do this was Hugh DeWitt. Because of his outspokenness, DeWitt has
come under severe pressure from Livermore management, and it is probably
only because of the many individuals and groups in the wider community
that support him that he has not been sacked. :

DeWitt is an exception: he is one of the very few Livermore workers
sympathetic to conversion. Both the UCNWLCP/LAG and the CMCP have
tried to encourage the establishment of networks of supporters of peace
conversion inside the weapons labs or factories. And they have sought
advice from workers in developing their campaigns. But the degree of active
support from inside the labs and factories for peace conversion has been
low. Before looking at some of the reasons for this, another example is
worth some discussion.

Lucas Aerospace in Britain is a large corporation whose main production
item is aerospace components. In the mid 1970s, shop stewards at Lucas
Aerospace were apprehensive about major cutbacks to the workforce. The
shop stewards had come together from 13 different trade unions and 15
different sites in Britain to form the Lucas Aerospace Combine Shop
Stewards’ Committee, which had had some success earlier in opposing
retrenchments. The Combine adopted a strategy of drawing up an alternative
corporate plan, to protect jobs and job skills and involving a shift to
production of more socially useful products such as road-rail vehicles, heat
pumps and devices for remote handling rather than components for
military aircraft. The alternative corporate plan was developed by the
Combine with the involvement of many workers in collating information
on skills and equipment and in contributing ideas on alternative products.
Implementation of the alternative corporate plan has been resolutely
opposed by Lucas management : the plan clearly fepresents a threat to their
power and prerogatives. In addition, little support for the alternative plan
has come either from the Labour Party (when it was in government) or the
trade union hierarchy.

The Lucas Aerospace workers’ initiatives have been widely publicised and
have been highly influential in stimulating similar initiatives in many other
parts of the world. The Lucas experience is well described and analysed in
The Lucas Plan by Hilary Wainwright and Dave Elliott. Here I only raise a
few points in relation to peace conversion.

The alternative corporate plan for Lucas Aerospace has been presented
as a logical argument: as a way to protect jobs and job skills and to provide
social benefits. As part of the bargaining package, the plan included
profitable socially useful products as well as non-profitable but socially



Peace conversion 57

useful products; the Combine was basically interested in ‘social profitability’,
not narrow corporate profitability. It is not surprising that taking the plan
to Lucas management — the elite group with the greatest ested interest in
the status quo — led nowhere. Taking the plan to other elites — government
elites or trade union bosses — has fared only a little better. The plan has
received the greatest acclaim andsupport from community groups, especially
the peace movement and the alternative technology movement. This ex-
perience adds support to the approach of promoting peace conversion
through grassroots campaigns rather than by appeals to elites.

In each of the three examples above, akey priority of the main organising
group has been to gain some support from workers. The ideological task is
probably hardest at the nuclear weapons labs, since most scientists identify
themselves as professionals and resist organising for collective action but
instead do their technical work for whoever is the paymaster. In addition,
professional scientists typically have more years of schooling and are more
conditioned to bureaucratic environments and operating within the system
as it exists. For the factory workers at Litton Industries at Rexdale, there
is likely to be more responsiveness to attempts to organise for conversion.
The primary obstacle there is jobs and livelihoods: a serious obstacle indeed.
In both these cases, the primary initiative has had to come from outside
groups.

The shop stewards who have promoted the alternative corporate plan
for Lucas Aerospace also have made gaining support from workers a top
priority. Their efforts have been more successful than elsewhere. Partly
this is because the Lucas workers are highly skilled and involved in small
batch production, giving them both relative freedom at work and solidarity.
This has meant they were more able to envisage and carry out a conversion
plan. But most importantly, the plan was established and was always
designed to protect the workers’ jobs. In many ways the Lucas workers
were in an especially favourable situation for supporting a conversion initi-
ative. By comparison, the workers at Livermore and Litton Industries
quite reasonably see conversion as a threat to their jobs: if military produc-
tion is cut back, retrenchment rather than conversion is more likely. (Ironi-
cally, the threat of retrenchments at Lucas receded when British military
aircraft production picked up in the late 1970s.) Another problem is the
lower level of worker solidarity and ‘union radicalism in North America
compared to Britain and other European countries.

But even if significant numbers of workers at Livermore or Litton
Industries were to support conversion plans, what next? The lesson of the
Lucas plan is that more is needed than worker and community support.
Most management and governments will oppose conversion, and they have
an array of methods to help them do so, including stalling, dismissals of
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key activists (as in the case of Mike Cooley at Lucas Aerospace), harass-
ment, use of spies and provocateurs, transfer of production, and shutting
down production. Here are some possible directions for campaigns on
peace conversion.

Making alternative products. Instead of waiting to convince elites to
implement conversion, workers or communities could go ahead and start
making the alternative products both inside and outside existing factories.
If done carefully and competently, this could serve as a demonstration of
the viability of the alternative, and at the same time mobilise those involved
in practical activity that challenges military production. Lucas workers did
a bit of this in developing prototypes of some of the products which they
had proposed in the alternative corporate plan. But this could be carried
much further, by trying to develop a regular programme of alternative
production, even if on a small scale. Of course such a programme would
come under heavy attack from managers and governments. But if developed,
it would have the great advantage of being a going enterprise that had to
be attacked, rather than being prevented from being implemented. That is
the advantage held by military production presently. It is also the reason
why antiwar movements are more successful in opposing new initiatives
in the arms race (such as the antiballistic missile) than.in opposing estab-
lished weapons and in shutting down existing production facilities.

Spreading knowledge. Knowledge about production processes is pres-
ently monopolised by managers and hired technical experts. This know-
ledge includes knowledge about the technical organisation of production,
personnel management practices, criteria for investment decisions, contracts
and other interactions with corporations and governments, and marketing
arrangements. Collecting and making this knowledge available to workers
and members of local communities would be a vital advance in challenging
military production. The knowledge could be used to challenge prevailing
patterns of production, to plan alternatives, and to develop tactics taking
into account the strengths and weaknesses of management. For workers or
outsiders to gain knowledge normally restricted to management often
shows the incompetence or superfluousness of management, and gives
confidence to workers and communities to challenge managerial prerogative.
Spreading knowledge is also essential to developing a participatory challenge
to military production.

Preparation for direct disarmament. If people’s disarmament is to occur,
then it must be prepared for. This means learning about how weapons and
weapons factories can be disabled (as well as converted) and about the
likely methods that would be used by elites to oppose this. It means
spreading information about direct disarmament not only at home but also
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in ‘enemy” countries. It means organising groups to be ready to undertake
these tasks. The requirements would not be very great. Disconnecting
power circuits or if necessary smashing vital machinery will often be the
most that is required, and wrenches, screwdrivers and wocden sticks may
be the only equipment needed.

The opportunity to carry out direct disarmament would probably not
arise except in exceptional circumstances, such as conditions favouring
social revolution. But the preparation itself would be valuable in focussing
attention on the requirements for people’s disarmament and in challenging
the sacredness of military facilities. Of course, this sort of activity would
be ruthlessly opposed and claimed to be spying and subversion against the
‘national interest’. The extreme response to the Berrigans and others who
have taken token but nevertheless unmistakably direct action against mili-
tary equipment is indicative. This response is also indicative of how impor-
tant it is to elites that workers and communities restrict their antiwar
activities to verbal dissent and symbolic action.

Taking over production. If conversion is not implemented from the top,
then it will come about through people’s direct action to take over and
convert production. Peace conversion campaigns can aim to provide infor-
mation and stimulate organisation and initiative for the long-term aim of
direct action to take over production. As inthe case of direct disarmament,
this is likely to happen only in a crisis situation. But organising with this
possibility in mind is a good way to move in a direction which provides
maximum challenge to the roots of war.

Difficulties and limitations

Peace conversion, though simple in conception, must confront anumber
of theoretical and practical difficulties. Here a few of these are outlined.

Limited involvement. Peace conversion has had the most appeal in areas
where obvious and major military-related production is taking place. In
regions far from major military production, such campaigns may seem
much less relevant. Another problem arises in areas totally dominated by
military production, where the social basis for opposition is weak. The
community-based UCNWCLP/LAG campaign is based in the San Francisco
metropolitan area, near the Livermore lab. In Los Alamos, a small town
dominated by employment in the Los Alamos lab, no strong community-
based campaign is evident. By the same token, the parts of peace conversion
campaigns involving community action and support are vulnerable to
geographical removal of military production or military installations to
remote regions.



60  Uprooting war

Worker vulnerability. Workers involved in conversion efforts are very
vulnerable to reprisals. Hugh DeWitt is an exception in being able to speak
out and retain his job in spite of low support for his position within
Livermore. In many cases outspoken or socially active workers will simply
be fired unless they have the strong support of the whole factory, workshop
or lab staff. In some cases even whole workplaces can be dismissed, There
is a need for: .

* willingness and preparation to support individual dissenters who are
victimised;

* means for workers to support conversion efforts without becoming
too vulnerable, such as by low-key liaison with outside activists and by
collective action on the job:

* preparedness of workers in other factories or industries to take
industrial action to support victimised workers.

The alleged necessity of military production. Peace conversion campaigns
are usually based on an argument for disarmament, and thus are vulnerable
to attack based on real or alleged military threats from enemies and all
other arguments against disarmament. This can be partly overcome by
linking peace conversion with social defence. Social defence plans and
preparations would give workers and local communities knowledge and
skills for pursuing nonviolent action campaigns towards peace conversion,
And peace conversion plans and campaigns would provide the basis for
converting military production once social defence became a well planned
and prepared method for resistance.

Work organisation. Peace conversion campaigns usually focus on what is
being produced: missile components or bomb designs rather than insulation
or models for participatory town planning. There is a danger that conversion
of what is produced will not be accompanied by conversion of how things
are produced. Will workers continue to work in narrow roles under the
arbitrary authority of managers and bureaucratic planners? Or will they be
involved in collectively organising their own tasks and decidingon production
methods and priorities? How things are produced is vitally important,
Indeed, the present control over the form and content of work by a small
elite of managers and planners is a feature of the inequitable political and
economic structures which underlie modern war.

Jobs. Jobs are a key to peace conversion: the need to maintain
employment can be either an obstacle or an incentive to development of
conversion plans. But the very idea of a job — paid work under someone
else’s direction — s part of the problem of unequal political and economic
power. The idea of a job, as distinguished from the idea of work, assumes
bosses or some other form of control from the top. To develop plans for



Peace conversion 61

conversion which maintain jobs does not challenge the roots of war
sufficiently. What is needed is formulation of a different way of distributing
the output of the economic system to those who need it, and a different
way by which people can contribute their labour. The basic model favoured
by peace conversion advocates usually involves greater state participation
in economic processes, but this holds little potential for overcoming war,
since states are a central part of the war system. What is required is
grassroots economics: coordination of economic productionand distribution
by the workers and communities. Relatively little work has been done on
what this means in practice.

Human needs. Peace conversion is commonly said to be conversion of
" military production to production for human needs. But what are human
needs, and who decides what they are? This is not a trivial question. Food,
housing, transport and communications are among commonly accepted
human needs. But there are many ways to provide food, ranging from
locally grown vegetables to factory farming of animals involving high inputs
of grains, energy and antibiotics. One criticism of the Lucas Aerospace
workers’ plan is that the alternative products, although more socially
useful than aerospace components, still fall in the mould of high technology:
kidney machines rather than changes in diet to prevent kidney disease,
more efficient and versatile motors and vehicles rather than new modes of
town planning.

It would be rather unfair to expect the Lucas workers to come up with
a plan that leaps abruptly into an alternative future inyolving local self-
reliance in health, education, food and energy. The Lucas workers, after
all, necessarily began with their own skills and resources, and for political
reasons chose to present a plan that, while moving towards an alternative
future, has credibility within the present economic system. The implication
for peace conversion is that conversion is not a one-step process. By
necessity it will have to be a continual conversion, not stopping at removal
of only that production which is overtly military.

The peace movement slogan ‘Fund human needs’ is nice rhetoric which
covers over a host of difficulties. Do advertising, professional sports,
banking and air travel count as human needs? Whose needs should be
funded: poor people in the Third World, poor people in rich countries, or
also the well-to-do? Who provides the funds: corporations, governments or
local communities? All these questions need to be answered in the course
of developing peace conversion campaigns.

Infrastructure. Guns, nuclear weapon designs and missile components
are products useful for military purposes. But products are only the
symptoms. The roots of war are the structures which give rise to military
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products, including political and economic inequality and injustice which
is closely associated with modemn industry, bureaucracy, science and
technology. Peace conversion tends to focus more on obviously military
production and less on the root structures which lead to military production.
The danger is that peace conversion — if promoted or carried out while
ignoring worker-community control and other critical aspects — could leave
intact the infrastructure of industrial production and bureaucratic
administration. -
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Self-management

To develop a strategy to overcome a social problem, it is useful to have
a clear analysis of the present situation and a picture of alternative social
arrangements which do not give rise to the problem. A strategy is then
formulated to move from the present towards the desirable future.

The formulation of alternative institutional structures is not a trivial
matter, nor can their development be left to an afterthought. Many social
struggles depend extensively on opposition: opposition to nuclear weapons,
to hazardous chemicals, to sexism, to exploitation of workers. This
opposition can achieve a lot. But such opposition can leave the driving
forces behind the problems unaltered, and the same problem may persist
or a different problem emerge. If an alternative to the underlying cause of
the problem is provided, then campaigns against it have more credibility
and direction and also an increased chance of eventual success.

In the case of the problem of modern war, I would argue that the most
important driving forces are political and economic inequality, especially
as these are embodied in institutions such as bureaucracy, the military, the
state and the administrative class. The question then arises, what is an
alternative to these institutions that does not give rise to war? In this
chapter I describe one important alternative, characterised by the term
self-management.

First I will list some characteristics of self-management, then discuss the
possibility and experience of self-management and how self-management
fits into campaigns for social change, and finally mention some problems
confronting the self-management alternative.

Characteristics of self-management

Self-management refers to forms of social organisations in which people
collectively and individually have a great deal of control over the things
which affect their lives. Most people are familiar with self-management in
some aspect of their lives. For example, I play in an amateur woodwind
quintet — flute, oboe, clarinet, bassoon and French horn — which we call
‘Windpower’. As five individuals with individual lives and interests, we get
together because we enjoy playing as a group and occasionally performing.
No one forces us to play in Windpower, though by participating we make
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an implicit commitment to the others to practise our parts, to come to
rehearsals which we arrange, and generally not to let the others down.

The group is self-managing to the extent that everyone has an
opportunity to contribute towards decisions about what music we play,
when and how often we rehearse, who we perform for, who fills a vacancy
in the group and so forth. This means that no single individual or other
subset of the group is allowed to determine decisions unilaterally or
otherwise dominate the others in the group.

This does not mean that everyone in the group must be identical in
personality or musical ability. Far from it! For example, Mary may have
suggestions or strong opinions about interpretation of a piece of music.
The 1est of us may accept her judgement or disagree with it. Even if we
think Mary’s views are based on more experience or sensitivity in many
cases, and accept her views for that reason, we do not therefore give her
any automatic or permanent control over decisions. The implicit principle
for decision-making is consensus based on respect for each other’s skills,
views, experience and individuality.

By comparison with small amateur chamber music groups, the degree of
self-management in many other musical groups is much less. In most
professional orchestras, participation in decisions about selection of players,
style of rehearsals, choice of music and many other things is more restricted
than in Windpower. In orchestras it is colnmon for a small group of leading
players, or a management committee, or the conductor alone, to make the
most important decisions without much input from others. The same
pattern prevails in most government bureaucracies, corporations, political
parties and professional bodies. Participation by most membersisinfrequent,
formal, non-interactive and limited in scope. This is just the opposite of a
self-managing group.

Self-management should not be considered in isolation from wider
structures in society, which may limit or expand the self-determination of
small groups. In Windpower, we can choose what to play from chamber
music published around the world. But in many countries with authoritarian
governments, particular types of music are banned for political reasons,
not to mention restrictions on theatre, painting and literature. InWindpower,
we can choose which opportunities for performance we wish to request
and accept, such as the fund-raising ‘Anti-uranium Ball’ where we first
played publicly. In many countries such association with political activities
would lead to harassment.

Our own tastes and abilities restrict the interest that others have in
hearing us, but opportunities also are affected by the availability of venues,
competition from professional musicians and the support for or hostility
to us by influential figures. For us as an amateur group happy to play for
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small audiences, these obstacles are not too great. But for individual
performers hoping to play in the orchestra or opera, getting offside with
influential figures in the amateur or professional music scene can lead to
the withholding of opportunities to play.

Life in the non-musical woild also affects groups such as Windpower.
We lead individual lives which provide the time and incentive for amateur
music. If our jobs or other activities were all-encompassing, we would not
have time for practising individually or as a group. If we had terribly boring
or physically debilitating jobs, we might not feel like playing music. If
there were no places to practise without disturbing othess, we could not
play. If transport were inadequate, we could not get together regularly. If
we were too poor we could not afford our instruments or music. Being a
self-managing group — or indeed a group at all — depends on many such
factors.

Finally there is the role of training, education and professionalism.
Leaming to play a musical instrument well takes a considerable amount
of time and commitment not only from the player but usually also from
the teacher. In Australian society both children and adults can take up a
musical instrument, and many parents or individuals can afford to pay for
instruction. This is not true in many parts of the world. Furthermore, at
more advanced levels of playing music, there is a strong bias towards
students intending to become professional musicians. Many excellent
players must choose between a career as a professional musician and a
non-musical career in which — by virtue of the required time and
commitment — playing music becomes a minor activity or is dropped
altogether. In short, amateur music survives in the interstices of professional
music. But compared to many other amateur activities, amateur music is
very healthy indeed. In areas such as medicine, science, law and many
trades the opportunities for amateur involvement are either very limited or
even restricted or prohibited by law, custom or other barriers.

The example of Windpower and performance of music is not as unrelated
to the wider issues of self-management as it might seem. Self-management
thrives in situations where bureaucratic or professional controls are weak
and also where the people involved each have something to contribute and
are reasonably small in number. Amateur music is one area where principles
of voluntary association still hold sway. Of course, musicians seldom launch
wars. But self-management is possible not only in music but also in
agriculture, manufacturing, sport, families and many other areas of social
life.

There are several characteristics which are associated with self-
management, and it is worth mentioning these.

Lack of hierarchy. In a self-managing group, social interactions are not
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based on positions in a formal hierarchy of power and privilege. Instead,
people are treated according to who they are as individuals.

Formal hierarchies are easy to recognise. They include a large fraction
of social relations in government bureaucracies, schools, corporations and
military forces. Also important are informal hierarchies, usually based on
traditional social relations such as the dominance of men in many families
or of gurus within certain religions. Hierarchies are at the root of a great
amount of suffering and injustice in the world. They allow the exploita-
tion of workers, the oppression of women and the mobilisation of armies.

One of the primary aims of self-management is to overcome these
consequences of hierarchy by giving everyone a chance to participate in
designing and maintaining social arrangements. Participatory social systems
serve to prevent ruthless people from climbing ladders of ambition. Another
aim of self-management is to offer individual and social satisfaction through
involvement in social planning and decision-making. This helps reduce the
drive towards power by providing less socially destructive satisfactions.

Equality. Self-management thrives on and promotes a relatively equal
distribution of goods, services and skills. Rough equality allows wider
participation. Wide divergences in material wealth, for example, often can
be used by the wealthy to influence decisions and increase their political
power.

Equality does not imply identity. What is important in self-management
is a rough equality in those areas which affect ongoing decision-making.
People can be quite different in personality, tastes, skills, friendship
groups, personal possessions and activities, so long as these differences do
not permit any individuals or groups to build positions of dominance over
others. The differences most threatening to self-management involve small
group control over wealth (including land, money and factories), over
instruments of violence and over special skills and knowledge.

Self-management, once established, tends to undermine inequality in
dominance-creating areas: wealth is more equitably distributed, monopolies
over violence are removed and skills and knowledge spread.

Cooperation. Self-management requires an orientation towards
cooperation rather than competition. Chamber musicians, like groups
building a house or planning an education programme, achieve a lot more
when they cooperate. This involves mutual support, mutual learning and
mutual constructive criticism.

If self-managing groups are to cooperate successfully, participants need
to have good interpersonal skills: they need to be able to listen, share, be
sensitive to the feelings of others, and be committed to the group’s
endeavours over personal trifles and selfishness. Of course, not everyone
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can do this readily. Learning and experience in cooperative group dynamics
is needed. And one of the best places to do this is in a supportive, self-
managing group!

By contrast, competition thrives in hierarchical situations where people
strive separately for a small number of privileged positions in society.
Competitive systems are characterised by many losers and consequent
apathy, disillusionment, resentment and wastage of talent.

Community. Self-management has a much better chance when there is a
shared set of experiences, circumstances or interests: in short, in a
community. Communities can be built around occupations such as rail
work or scientific research, around interests such as playing music, around
shared surroundings as in geographical neighbourhoods, or around shared
lives as in extended families or communes. People in communities share
experiences and often share goals. This is a useful basis for developing self-
management.

Communities provide a basis for opposing centralised control. For
example, Nigel Young has found that individual resistance to conscription
is greatest where local communities are strong and support the individual
acting in opposition to the state.

Self-management does not come automatically to communities!
Patriarchal families or office workers in a state bureaucracy are not self-
managing. But in these cases, it is often those subject to the arbitrary power
of others that share the greatest sense of community: the weaker members
of an extended patriarchal family, or the low-level office workers.

Social conditions strongly influence whether members of a community
can effectively organise. For example, workers can organise against
employers more easily in industries that provide easy communication,
freedom from supervision, or multiple smplqyers.

Where community is lacking, the opportunities for self-management are
slim, as in the case of workers who work individually rather than collectively,
in highly competitive situations, in neighbourhoods with a high turnover
of residents, or among the home-bound.

Small size. Self-management works better with small groups. Five people
can play most chamber music without a conductor; for a 100-piece
orchestra a conductor is often a necessity. Similarly, it is easier to cooperate
efficiently in small groups in making food or diagnosing illness.

Decentralisation. To be self-managing,a group needs a reasonable control
rover its local situation, such as over land, resources and skills. The essence
of self-managing decentralisation is that key facilities are controlled by
those who use them. Chamber music playing is decentralised to the extent
that players control their own instruments, music skills and access to
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rehearsal facilities. In a centralised system, musical authorities would strictly
control use of instruments, music, recording rooms, and opportunities
to rehearse and perform. Amateur music is quite decentralised. By contrast,
energy supply in most industrialised societies is centrally controlled by
governments and corporations, via large-scale production of oil, coal and
electricity. The ‘alternative energy movement’ has promoted energy systems
which can be controlled locally, such as energy-fficient buildings and
small-scale solar, wind and biogas systems. Decentralisation does not
guarantee self-management, but it helps.

To establish self-managing interactions between dispersed individuals
and groups, some form of coordination is needed. One example of how
this can be done is provided by the Amateur Chamber Music Players (ACMP),
a body based in the United States which prepares a list of people around
the world interested in playing amateur music. People simply send in their
name, address, instrument, and selfrating of playing standard to the
ACMP, which regularly sends out a full list to everyone on the list. Players
make their own arrangements by contacting others on the list, for example
when travelling. The ACMP has no power to force or prevent people from
playing. The ACMP thus is a network which fosters self-management in
music.

Flexibility. Self-managing systems tend to be more flexible than large,
hierarchical, centralised systems. We in Windpower can change our rehearsal
schedules to suit our individual and group needs. This is not always easy,
but there is a lot more flexibility than with a large orchestra. Similarly,
self-managing groups of students can try out special methods for individual
learners, and self-managing groups of workers can alter their schedules and
work arrangements for a member who has a special engagement, illness or
handicap. By contrast, bureaucracy — the epitome of a non-self-managing
system — is notorious for being inflexible to the individual requirements
of workers and clients.

Purposefully designed. The possibility of self-management does not
depend on the innate goodness of people or natural compatibility within
groups. Anthropological studies of numerous non-industrial societies show
that there is scope for a wide range of cultural arrangements, from non-
hierarchical cooperative societies to violent competitive systems. There
seem to be no genetic or other intrinsic barriers to self-management.

Furthermore, why be bound by the models from past or existing
societies? Humans have the capacity to become aware of their own social
arrangements and to design social systems with desired properties, just as
technology can be designed with certain mechanical and social goals in
mind.
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For example, the methods used in nonviolent action training, including
techniques for consensus decision-making, clarification of individual and
group goals, and analysis and modification of group dynamics, can be used
to mould individual and group behaviour in ways desired by the participating
individuals. To be viable alternatives, self-managing political and economic
systems do not have to be immediate, spontaneous or fully elaborated in
advance. Instead, they can be developed as part of a process of self-conscious
individual and social transformation.

With this point in mind, it is worth considering some experiences with
self-management with an eye toward their relevance to eradicating the
causes of war.

Lessons from history

The most dramatic examples of large-scale self-management have
occurred in revolutionary situations:

* communes in Paris during the French Revolution in 1792-1793;
the Paris Commune in 1871;

Soviets in the early stages of the Russian Revolution in 1917-1918;
workers’ and soldiers’ councils in Germany in 1918-1919;

factory councils in Italy in 1918-1920;

collectives throughout Spain during the revolution and civil war of
1936-1939;

* factory committees in Hungary in the 1956 uprising;

* action committees in France during the revolt of May-June 1968;

* self-managing organisations in Chile in the early 1970s under Allende.

In these and other cases, major social, political and economic activities
have been organised by the workers or population concerned, without the
need of bureaucracies, managers or political elites to tell people what to do.
Workers have taken over factories and other economic resources to run
themselves. Self-organised groups have handled distribution of food,
goods and health care. Distribution of land has been made to those who
farm it, by agreement of all involved. Education, media and welfare have
been organised by workers and community.

There is much to learn from such revolutionary episodes, and indeed
there is a thriving literature on the Spanish events, for example. One vital
lesson is that widespread self-managément is not only quite possible, but
that its potential normally lies hidden under the weight of oppressive and
debilitating institutions, only to be revealed in conditions of enormous
social upheaval.

The Paris Commune was destroyed by the French military, The Russian
soviets were used by the Bolsheviks to gain power, but later destroyed by
them. The Spanish collectives were opposed not only militarily by Franco’s

* X X X ¥
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fascist forces but also by elements within the Republican coalition,especially
by the communists. In each of these three cases, the self-managing initiatives
originated and were destroyed in the context of a major milit ry struggle:
the Prussian defeat of France in 1870, World War One and the war by the
Bolsheviks against numerous opponents and invaders in 1918-1920, and
the Spanish Civil War.

Self-management provides an alternative to the hierarchy and inequality
which characterises war-based institutions. But when self-management
develops spontaneously in the midst of major military and social upheaval,
the chances of its survival seem not too high. On the one hand, military
forces mobilised on the occasion may be used to destroy thesocialrevolution,
as when the French army, defeated by the Prussian army, was used to smash
the Paris Commune. On the other hand, the self-managing bodies may
initiate or join a military resistance, as in the case of the Spanish Civil War,
with a corrosive effect on self-management even if the military resistance is
organised democratically and is successful. In the case of the Russian
Revolution, both mobilisation for the civil war and the developing
centralisation of Bolshevik power served to destroy the soviets.

Social revolutions often seem larger than life. It couldn’t happen here,
could it? Possibly not at the moment, since such upheavals depend on a
particular set of social conditions, which seldom can be consciously
planned. Nevertheless, even seemingly stable societies may suddenly pulse
with the demand for more participatory social institutions, as in the case
of France in the events of May and June 1968. The opportunities opened
by such events are often wasted. Spontaneity is seldom enough. Prior
planning, preparations and working out of strategies may not be enough
either, but they may provide politically fruitful channels for the spontaneous
energy unleashed in revolutionary situations.

On a much less grandiose scale, but still highly important, are experiences
with self-management in particular industries. In July 1971 the British
government announced that two of the four yards of the Upper Clyde
Shipbuilders (UCS) were to be closed. For about six weeks the workers
had been discussing and planning what to do when the closure occurred.
What they did was organise a ‘work-in’. They took control of the yards
and continued construction on the projects currently in the yards, organising
jobs, pay, insurance and publicity themselves. The work-in continued until
October 1972, when all the yards were made viable through government
grants,

The UCS and other similar experiences show that workers can organise
production by themselves quite adequately. The work-in as a form of
social action is only suitable under certain conditions, in particular when
as in the case of shipbuilding there are not constant problems of obtaining
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supplies and selling products. Employers and governments invariably
oppose work-ins and other strong self-management initiatives, and take
various measures to induce these alternatives to fail. Because of this
opposition and because of the risks generally, workers usually contemplate
work-ins, sit-ins and other forms of direct action only when other avenues
have failed. The UCS work-in was catalysed by the threat of massive
layoffs.

Work-ins are a fundamental challenge to managerial control, and also
give workers an experience in running their own affairs. In contrast, strikes
seldom challenge hierarchical social relations themselves, but are used to
achieve more benefits for the strikers within existing social relations. The
work-in, in various forms, would seem to have a lot of potential in other
contexts, especially in service areas. Instead of going on strike, bus drivers
can work as usual but refuse to collect fares, and students can organise
their own learning.

Self-management in social revolutions and work-ins are examples of
what can be achieved in the course of an urgent social struggle. But in
neither case has a long-term achievement of self-managing institutions been
easy. What are the prospects for self-management as a more gradually
introduced alternative?

There are quite a number of otherwise conventional enterprises around
the world which incorporate features of self-management. One example is
the Scott Bader Company in Britain, a substantial chemical company
which is organised to allow workers to be involved in policy formulation
and also to share in profits. Many large companies, as in West Germany
and Sweden, have worker representatives on company boards, and also
promote various types of job rotation and worker control over conditions
at the shop floor level.

The best known example of worker self-management on a large-scale is
Yugoslavian enterprises, about which much has been written. As a matter
of state policy, formal structures for industrial democracy are found in all
substantial enterprises. Policy by enterprises is decided upon by
representatives from all parts of the workforce. The Yugoslav experience
has been mixed. Certainly there has been much more worker participation
in industry than in other countries, capitalist or state socialist. But the
balance, degree and enthusiasm of participation has not reached
expectations. One problem is that skilled and better educated workers
tend to become representatives, while others remain apathetic. Another
limitation is that overall economic policy is decided at the state level, and
hence the scope for self-managing initiative is not as great as it might
appear on paper.

Worker representation at management levels and job enrichment can
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be steps in the direction of worker self-management, but they are severely
limited. Worker representatives often become coopted into management
perspectives, and job enrichment and limited autonomy at the shop floor
level may be used to reduce discontent and head off demands for more
fundamental changes.

It is important to distinguish between worker participation and worker
self-management. Worker participation is sometimes promoted by
management, who use it to consult with workers about decisions, thereby
reducing discontent and gaining some useful ideas while still maintaining
the final control over decisions. Worker participation can be a means of
mobilising a degree of support or tolerance for management policy. Worker
self-management, by contrast, implies a dissolving of the management-
worker distinction.

What can be learned from the various official forms of self-management
in industry in relation to the problem of war? First, measures of self-
management do not automatically lead to anti-militaristic orientations.
The Spanish anarchists organised themselves to fight in the Civil War in a
self-managing way, but this approach has little potential for undermining
the roots of war. Most of the companies with features of self-management
manufacture the same range of goods as other companies, such as the
chemicals produced by the Scott Bader Company. Indeed, arms production
by workers’ co-ops is not uncommon. Even the UCS workers began their
work-in to continue making ships, not to challenge the orientation of
industrial development. This is more or less inevitable given that these
companies and workers must survive within the wider economic system,
which itself is tightly linked with the state and war.

There is an interesting connection between Yugoslav self-management
and Yugoslav national defence. Yugoslav defence planning is based on the
principle of ‘a nation in arms’: rather than relying entirely on professional
military forces, the Yugoslav government supplements its conventional
forces with plans and preparation for arming the people and conducting
partisan warfare. There are some geographical and political reasons for this,
namely Yugoslavia’s rugged terrain and its position outside the major
military alliances in Europe. But defence by arming the people also goes
hand in hand with self-management in industry. In both cases a much greater
reliance on and trust in the people is apparent. Guerrilla warfare is not a
solution to the problem of war, but it does not hold the same potential for
mass destruction or of extreme violence controlled by a very small political
or military elite. :

The two other countries in Europe which have adopted the ‘nation in
arms’ approach to the greatest extent are Sweden and Switzerland. Their
governments have supplemented their conventional military forces with
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militias, civil defence preparations and various otheravenuesfor participation
in national defence. It so happens that the Swedish and Swiss political
systems also allow a somewhat higher degree of democratic participation
than most other European countries. So, while recognising the many
limitations of institutions in Yugoslavia, Sweden and Switzerland, the
evidence suggests some degree of general correlation between greater self-
management in political and economic institutions and in the mode of
defence. This gives some hope that campaigns towards more extensive
and deeper self-management in political and economic spheres will support
and be supported by campaigns for wider self-management in defence, and
social defence in particular.

Self-management within existing structures

Self-management is sometimes associated with dramatic social
confrontations, such as social revolutions or work-ins. But there are also
elements of self-management in many aspects of daily life, so commonplace
as to be unremarked, as in the case of Windpower. It is worth becoming
aware of these elements of self-management, so that they can be protected,
deepened and extended.

Public parks and public libraries contain elements of self-management.
Although they are usually managed by professionals or bureaucrats, their
use by the public depends on widespread acceptance of their value as a
public resource of potential benefit to all. If even a tiny minority set out
to cut down trees in parks and steal books from libraries, these public
resources would quickly degenerate. It is not often realised today that
parks and libraries were only established after significant social struggles in
the mid 1800s. The ruling elites at that time did not believe that the
common people were sufficiently responsible to care for parks and libraries.
The struggle to protect these public resources has not ended, and indeed
public parks have been the focus of many environmental battles between
citizens and government or corporate developers.

Public facilities such as parks and libraries show that communal resources
are both possible and beneficial. The extension of such resources to include
films, printing equipment, videos, machine tools, bicycles and many other
items would be a valuable focus for social action campaigns. At the
moment public parks, telephones and swimming pools — not to mention
schools and hospitals — are managed by professionals or government
bureaucrats. Another important focus for social action is to increase local
community control over such public resources.

An important element of self-management within the legal system is the
jury. The jury system limits the control of professionals and bureaucrats.
The selection of jurors by lot means that no individual can serve on and
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dominate a success1on of juries. Selection by lot also minimises inequalities
in participation by class age, sex and race. Of course juries are manipulated
and circumvented in various ways by politicians, judges, police, lawyers
and others, for example through the design of the law and through selective
arrest and trial. But as an element of self-management, the jury system
should be defended and the principles of its operation extended to other
fields.

As a final example of self-management within conventional social
structures, 1 will describe the honour system at Rice University where I
was an undergraduate in the latter half of the 1960s. Rice is a very small
private university in Houston, Texas, and is conventional in most ways —
except the honour system. Each student pledges nottocheatonexaminations
or assignments, and not to knowingly allow others to cheat, and signs a
statement to this effect on important exams and assignments. Although
most students come from the typical sorts of high schools where cheating
is common, and although Rice is highly competitive, the honour system
is remarkably successful. For exams in classtooms, the teachers do not
need to monitor the students, and often leave the room. Assignments and
take-home exams are done under the honour system, in which students
may be on their honour to stay within the time limit and not to consult
textbooks, for example. Final exams are often arranged at times decided
by the students for their own convenience. A student might take a final
exam in a subject several days before her roommate; she is on her honour
to reveal nothing about it.

Violations of the honour system are reported to the Honor Council, a
comurpittee of students who are elected to their positions. The Council is
often quite harsh with violators. But the Council does not have a lot of
business, since cheating is much less common at Rice than at comparable
universities. It is not because the students are intrinsically more honest,
but because the ethos of honesty in academic work is well and truly
established and accepted. Because they are treated as responsible and
honest people, most students would rather fail than cheat, even if no
one caught them at it.

A number of people have told me they can hardly believe that the
honour system works as well as I have described it, so ingrained is their
expectation of dishonesty. Perhaps I too would be sceptical if I had not
seen it in action for four years. Self-management often is seen as utopian.
Society has become so dominated by administrators that many people
cannot believe that groups can take responsibility and run things themselves.

The honour system is the exception rather than the rule at Rice. In
most other parts of the university students are given little responsibility or
control: formulating the curriculum, setting standards of assessment, hiring
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staff, admitting students, or managing university finanees. Furthermore,
there is the irony that the honour system uses student honesty and self-
management in controlling cheating to sustain the staff’s power over
students through the assessment process, and also to maintain competition
between students rather than fostering cooperative learning. But then,
cheating is hardly a step towards self-management: it accepts the authority
of assessors and attempts only to obtain selective advantages within the
assessment system. While the honour system is worth defending, its
principles and its success should also be used as a lever for pushing for
greater responsibility and participation in learning.

Self-management and social action

Some of the most systematic attempts to develop and promote self-
managing political and economic structures have been taken by social
action groups and social movements, such as the feminist movement, the
workers’ control movement and the alternative technology movement.
There are two major and interlinked focuses: self-management as a goal
and self-management as a method.

As a goal, self-management can be seen as an implicit or explicit guiding
principle in many campaigns against systems of unequal power. Feminists
oppose the laws, regulations, habits, practices and attitudes which
perpetuate the domination of men over women. Environmentalists oppose
nuclear power partly because of its intimate connection with centralised
political and economic power.

As a method, self-management is the preferred organisational principle
for many social action groups. Self-managing social action groups try to
promote participation by all members, share both routine tasks and
exciting opportunities, use consensus or other democratic forms of decision-
making, encourage members to develop a range of skills, and provide a
social environment for emotional satisfaction and sharing as well as
accomplishing tasks.

While some self-managing social action groups mainly focuson challenging
oppressive structures — such as the nuclear power industry — others
attempt to build alternative structures. A standard form for a self-managing
structure is the cooperative, whether it is a food co-op, media co-op,
women’s refuge co-op, health co-op or manufacturing co-op. Cooperatives,
as the name implies, are an alternative, to the bureaucratised provision of
goods and services. Co-ops are based on sharing work equitably, encouraging
participation, reducing exploitation of workers, and sharing the oenefits
of the cooperative endeavour.

There are quite a number of action groups, co-ops and other groups
around the world which aim at self-management as a method and a goal.
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So far their impact on the dominant hierarchical structures in society —
corporations, state bureaucracies, professions — has been limited. There
are several problems facing self-managing social action groups.

First, it is not easy for a group of people to operate cooperatively and
non-hierarchically when most of its members grew up in and live in a
hierarchical society: in families, schools, bureaucracies and the like. As
most participation in social action groups is a marginal and part-time
activity, there is a continuing struggle to overcome the conditioning and
experience that is so at variance with self-management.

Second, for most people there is a shortage of time which can be
committed to self-managing groups. This is a straightforward practical
problem in the face of job, family and other commitments.

Third, there is a continual conflict between achievinginternal participation
and agreement, and running campaigns or doing a job. The poles of danger
are either becoming an introverted support group with no external impact,
or running an externally successful campaign or service at the expense of
internal self-management.

Fourth, there is little sense of overall coordination or strategy guiding
the action of self-managing groups. Many groups focus on their own little
area without a picture of where these efforts fit into a programme for social
change. Although many activist groups keep in informal contact with each
other, there is surprisingly little effort to jointly assess goals and methods
and coordinate campaigns.

Fifth, self-managing groups are relatively few and weak compared with
the dominant bureaucratic organisations and infrastructures, and the risk
of being destroyed, being coopted or just giving up are quite high. Being
small and weak is self-perpetuating, since few people will join a movement
which seems ineffectual and lacking a convincing programme.

Strategy

How can the present large, hierarchical and centralised political structures
be transformed into or replaced by self-managing structures? This is a key
question for all individuals and groups which adopt self-management as a
goal or method. It is also a key question for those who see present structures
as a root cause of war. Sadly, there is relatively little discussion of this
question even in self-managing social action groups, much less any widely
accepted answers. The reason for this is that since most self-managing groups
are small and weak, it takes most of their energy just to survive and to run
a few campaigns. In addition, the general problem of major social
transformation seems so enormous and remote as to be not worth considering
yet.

Actually, it is unfair to say that most self-managing social action groups
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have not thought about how social change towards self-management will
occur, since they are in the process of promoting such change themselves.
Once general principles and goals are decided upon, such as self-management,
nonviolence, sexual equality, respect for nature and organising at the
grassroots, then it is not hard to orientate campaigns in these directions. For
example, if maximising participation is a goal, then an unemployment
action group will favour signature drives and door-to-door canvassing over
running advertisements, and a food co-op will avoid dependence on paid
staff and large corporate suppliers. In my experience, the implicit strategy
underlying the actions of most social action groups is that the important
thing is how to move in the correct direction. This requires both deciding
on basic principles and promoting changes either internal or external to
the group. )

There is a lot to be said for this implicit strategy. It allows useful action
to be carried out without waiting for a comprehensive programme. It is
flexible and does not prejudice the possibilities for change. And it is not
exclusive, but rather encourages individuals and groups to contribute in
their own ways.

There are also some severe disadvantages to the implicit strategy of
moving in the correct general direction without a more fully developed
programme. It is easy to become sidetracked into superficial issues or
actions, for example focussing solely on opposing particular weapons rather
than also on the systems which promote the creation and use of weapons.
It is also easy to only use methods which make people feel they are doing
something, such as rallies and letter writing, rather than ones which are
actually effective in helping change structures. Another big problem is that
whole areas of vital importance to social change towards self-management
are overlooked since groups stick only with their particular issue. Direct
effort towards transformation of military establishments, for example, is
not even on the agenda of most peace movements. Finally, the implicit
strategy of moving in the correct direction avoids the difficult problems
confronting social movements as they become larger and more powerful.
How are they to be coordinated? How are they to be institutionalised?
Many a social movement which has suddenly grown large — as the peace
movement in the early 1980s — finds itself without ideas or methods for
utilising and channelling this upsurge of support in an effective way.

Another strategy for replacing hierarchical structures by self-managing
ones is the strategy of dual power. The basic idea is to start creating self-
managing structures, even if only on a small scale, in all areas and at all
levels: co-ops, alternative justice systems, alternative media and
communications, etc. The hope is that more and more people will transfer
their allegiance to the self-managing structures, and that the hierarchical
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structures will collapse or wither away, leaving self-managing structures as
the dominant organisational form.

The strategy of dual power has been promoted especially by sections of
the anarchust movement. Certainly it is a clear application of the anarchist
principle that the ends should be incorporated in the means. Dual power
consists of making the desired end, self-management throughout society,
as the basis for present campaigns.

In spite of its attractiveness as a principled method for social change,
the strategy of dual power has several shortcomings. The main one in my
view is that the organs of dual power - that is, the co-ops, alternative health
services and so forth — by themselves are unlikely to cause the established
institutions to decay or collapse. Indeed, so long as hierarchical institutions
remain strong, they can suppress, tolerate or coopt small self-managing
alternatives. The continuing difficulties confronting co-ops, initiatives for
local democracy and the like testify not only to overt obstacles but also to
the pervasive role of socialisation in bureaucratic organisations. The building
of self-management at the grassroots in my opinion needs tobesupplemented
by campaigns to challenge and undermine hierarchical institutions.

Problems and limitations

There are numerous obstacles, traps and unknown areas tobe encountered
in working towards self-managing political and economic structures. Here
I outline a few of the key problems and limitations.

Personal skills for self-management. People need to develop skills and
attitudes conducive to self-management. For most people who have grown
up and lived in hierarchical structures — families, schools, corporations or
state bureaucracies, professions — working in a non-hierarchical group
takes a fair bit of adjustment and learning. This requires tolerance and
support from all concerned. It also benefits from practical tools and
exercises such as those used in nonviolent action training for encouraging
and equalising participation, handling disagreement and conflict, sharing
interpersonal skills, and evaluating activities and feelings. Self-management
is not an instant utopia, and unrealistic expectations for it should not be
fostered. But it can be satistying and challenging given sufficient commit-
ment and favourable external conditions.

Limits of consensus. Since the late 1960s, there has been a greatexpansion
in the use of methods for consensus decision-making in social action groups.
This has been a fundamental part of the promotion of self-management in
these groups. Rather than use a decision-making procedure such as voting
which assumes conflict and creates losers, the aim has been to look for
solutions acceptable to everyone. If a strong objection to a proposal is
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made by a single member, no action is taken until an agreeable solution is
reached. Associated with use of consensus is the principle of equal respect
for each person and the practice of meeting face-to-face. Opportunity and
usually encouragement is given to each person to participate fully.

There are many advantages to use of the consensus approach. It helps
to orient thinking to common interests, to avoid prematurely settling on
a less than adequate solution, to incorporate insights from all people, and
especially to unify the group behind the decision taken. Most important in
terms of self-management, consensus techniques are effective in preventing
the rise of traditional power elites.

While consensus has many advantages for social action groups, it is not
the solution to all problems. Yet use of consensus methods has become a
virtual dogma in many activist circles. At the same time, consensus has
largely been ignored or rejected in other areas such as trade unions and
political parties. What are the limits of consensus? A major contribution
towards answering this question has been made by Jane J. Mansbridge
in Beyond Adversary Democracy. Mansbridge distinguishes between
unitary and adversary democracy. Unitary democracies are like friendships:
they are based on a high degree of common interest, and tend to be based
on consensus. Adversary democracies assume the existence of strong
conflicts of interest, and typically use majority rule, the secret ballot and
other means for equal protection of interests (rather than equal respect).

Mansbridge notes that liberal democratic theory has focussed almost
entirely on adversary situations. In practice, many unitary elements enter
in, as in the Vermont town meeting government which she studied. The
promotion of consensus methods in an explicit way by social action groups
has redressed this imbalance and drawn attention to the importance of
seeking out common interests.

Mansbridge’s observations about the limits of consensus — based in
part on her detailed study of a successful participatory workplace — are
quite important. The most difficult problem for the consensus approach is
dealing with fundamental conflicts of interest. In face-to-face meetings,
genuine conflict tends to be suppressed. Those who are less confident or
experienced tend to feel intimidated. Those with more experience in the
organisation tend to have more contacts, inside knowledge and social
networks, all of which give them more power. By contrast, adversary
methods are well suited for dealing with conflicts.

In situations of conflict, settlements based on taking turns, majority
rule or arranging a set of outcomes proportional to those people desiring
them are often best. But with consensus methods it is hard to reach these
outcomes, because the adversary methods of bargaining and compromise
are discouraged. For example, consider the problem of a peace group
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deciding whether to support a proposal to criticise Soviet militarism.
With majority rule — an adversary procedure — a vote would simply be
taken. But if consensus is the procedure, then one or two pro-soviet
members can prevent action. When there is a strong disagreement over
Soviet militarism, or other issues such as United States militarism, the
effect of relying solely on consensus is to suppress debate and end up
with a pro-peace stance with little substance or scope for organising
action. Using consensus, it would be difficult to reach a solution based on
separate efforts, namely forming different groups or allowing independent
actions by subgroups. The wider problem, only touched uponby Mansbridge,
is how to organise systems incorporating the strengths of both unitary and
adversary democracy. How can groups switch from consensus to voting
and back again depending on the issue and level of agreement? And how
can large-scale coordination of self-managing groups be organised without
losing the benefits of small-scale consensus? This latter question leads to
the next topic, coordination.

Coordination. How can and how should different self-managing
organisations coordinate their activities? Consider a group of co-ops for
food production and distribution, mining, manufacture and distribution
of goods and so forth. How should they coordinate their activities? One
method that avoids hierarchy is to demand a high degree of local self-
sufficiency, so that little overt coordination is required. But such a high
degree of self-sufficiency may not be possible or even desirable even in
the long term, and certainly in a transition to greater self-management the
existing interdependencies must be dealt with. The concepts of the market
and of centralised planning are the standard coordinating principles, but
they each generate strong pressures for the creation of elites.

- The most common idea for coordination of self-managing groups is
through some sort of federation, in which member bodies would be
represented in some way. How would representation be made? The problem
with elected representatives — a familiar problem due to the well-known
shortcomings of representative government — is that those elected soon
develop special interests of their own, and use their position to entrench
their power and that of others like themselves. One way to tackle this is
to have delegates rather than elected representatives. The delegate from a
group would be expected by the group to represent the group’s views,
within a pre-decided range of personal initiative. Delegates could be changed
at any time: they would be revocable.

The idea of a revocable delegate implies that the bodies to be represented
are relatively small: from perhaps ten up to several hundred people. For
larger scale coordination, several layers of representative bodies based on
delegates could be envisaged.
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The delegate method has worked reasonably well in consensus decision-
making involving hundreds and even thousands of people, especially within
the coalitions against nuclear power. Affinity groups of perhaps a dozen
people send delegates (often called ‘spokes’) to a central meeting. If
consensus cannot be reached immediately, delegates report back to their
affinity groups and reconsideration of views or new proposals is sought.

In spite of the successes of this consensus procedure, and in spite of
the scope for learning and improvement in consensus methods, there are
likely to be serious obstacles to coordination of self-managing groups for
which the delegate method will have difficulty. There is the danger of
strong personalities building positions of considerable informal power.
There is the problem of reaching agreement when quite contrary interests
and viewpoints are involved. And there is the problem of the experts — those
who know more about a specialised subject, such as health, farming or
consensus methods themselves — who may find themselves thrust into
positions of power without the incentive to spead knowledge and decision-
making in these areas.

One possible method for overcoming some of these problems of
coordination is to use the lot or jury system. The lot system was used in
ancient Athens to select public officials, though the exclusion of women,
slaves, children and resident aliens from consideration in the lottery
indicated its incomplete application. This system, as mentioned earlier in
regard to the jury system, contains many features supportive of self-
management: participation is equalised and the consolidation of elite power
is minimised. The lot system could readily be used to select gradually
rotating committees, for example to coordinate co-op production and
distribution or to make suggestions on major projects such as selecting
transport routes.

The lot system would not disenfranchise people who were not selected,
since after all they could still communicate their views in various ways and
if necessary use nonviolent action to press their claims. What the lot system
so nicely achieves is the prevention of people obtaining formal positions of
influence simply because of their connections, personality or skills. It is
revealing to hear objections to this system, which often come from people
who would normally expect to gain positions of formal or informal
influence.

The lot system has hardly been tried by self-managing groups. One
reason is that such groups are seldom large enough to requirethe coordinating
role facilitated by the lot system. Another reason is that influential people
in social movements have not been on the lookout for ways to counteract
their own power. More often than not, large meetings of social activists
are dominated by experienced ‘heavies’ from local areas and especially by
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full-time activists, often in paid positions. The lot system provides a threat
to those who seek power and influence in the ‘alternative’ movements.

The lot system has considerable potential, especially since it can be
used in small ways immediately, and thus is an alternative that is readily
turned into a campaign. But the lot system, like federations and delegates,
is not the final solution to coordination in a self-managing society. That is
a problem which requires much more thought and experimentation.

Bureaucratisation, Another big problem in promoting self-managing
political and economic structures is maintaining the self-managing features
in the face of pressures from bureaucratisation: cooption in the bureaucratic
system. Consider for example a consumer movement — though the process
applies also to political parties, trade unions, peace groups and sundry
others, In the early stages there are many small independent grassroots
initiatives. To coordinate these a national body is set up. As more people
join the movement, several full-time staff are hired to handle the national
administration. The' government, media and other influential groups take
notice of the movement, and consult the movement leaders and staff.
Perhaps government funds are provided, or employers agree to administer
a salary deduction scheme to fund the movement. Pressures mount to
increase the paid staff and to formalise the administration. The national
office, because of its dependence on funding or its contacts with national
elites, supports a more moderate line on consumer issues than most of its
constituents. The process of bureaucratisation has begun.

Is this process inevitable, as social theorist Robert Michels and his
‘iron law of oligarchy”’ claims? No: some groups largely avoid the process
such as Friends of the Earth in Australia. But the pressures in this direction
are strong, especially the pressures arising from the bureaucratic organisation
of the state, including political parties. To work through the state
bureaucracies or the major political parties, it is often more effective in
the short term to adopt a similar bureaucratic form. To challenge the
fundamental interests of the state bureaucracies is another matter. Without
a firm commitment to a grassroots strategy for challenging structures, it is
all too easy to fall into the process of bureaucratisation.

Marginalisation. While a prime danger of working within established
institutions is bureaucratisation, a danger in staying too far away is
marginalisation, or in other words being permanently on the fringe. Many
of those who set up rural communes in the ‘back to the land’ movement
which burgeoned in the 1960s wanted to avoid being compromised by the
‘system’, including schools, corporations, and the consumer society. So
they left the scene physically. One problem with this is that a gradual
recreation of many conventional structures is likely unless collective
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efforts are made to prevent this. After all, it is one thing to move physically
and another to change mentally, emotionally and organisationally.

Another problem with many rural communes and other attempts to
break significantly with established institutions is that a connection with
ongoing struggles to challenge those institutions may be lost. The temptation
is to become engrossed in surviving independently and enjoying apparent
freedom and so to opt out of a social struggle. Unfortunately it is not
enough simply to live the alternative. Some governments use repressive
measures against those adopting ‘alternative life styles’, while others more
perceptively allow them to pursue their own ‘way as long as they don’t
create a fuss. Living the alternative by itself will not lead to the downfall
of the systems of hierarchy and centralised power.

The challenge for those in rural communes and others in ‘alternative’
structures is to maintain a connection with struggles to change mainstream
institutions. This is not easy, since while some governments may tolerate a
minority of ‘alternative lifestylers’ on the fringe, they are less likely to
turn a blind eye to political action from such groups.

Self-management for elites. Consider a team of doctors, all highly
qualified and experienced specialists. They might organise their practices
in a non-hierarchical, mutually supportive way, in most ways quite in tune
with the principles of self-management. But what about the nurses,
technicians, receptionists, accountants, cleaners and spouses? They might
be lett in the familiar hierarchies and division of labour. Indeed, in many
oligarchies, the rulers practise self-management: they organise their own
lives, and everyone else’s too.

The possibility that privileged groups may practise self-management
without including others points to a problem in promoting self-management
in hierarchical organisations, or in oc¢cupations such as medicine based on
professional dominance. Should self-management be promoted initially at
different levels of the hierarchy, or should the full hierarchical division of
labour be contronted trom the outset? This is an important problem. It is
not too difficult to find support for self-management if it is to be restricted
to a particular stratum or occupational speciality: people often know and
sometimes respect each other, and there is little loss of status involved in
fostering participation. In many professional groups, a considerable
degree of professional equality and autonomy is taken for granted. In
academia, scholarly contributions are supposed to be treated according to
merit, and autonomy is justified on the basis of the benefits of academic
freedom. But such groups are strongly antagonistic to sharing their
‘privileges’ or involving others. Academics are usually very hostile to
students sharing in academic decision-making such as deciding on curriculum,
hiring of staff or even sérving on committees. The implication is that



84 Uprooting war

campaigns for self-management cannot uncritically accept occupational or
organisational structures. Promoting self-management among particular
groups can be a useful contribution, but not if it strengthens the position
of those groups over others.

A related problem is the promotion of self-management among those
doing useless or harmful things. The self-managing team of doctors might
be cosmetic surgeons for the rich, or specialists in heart transplants. Given
the pressing health needs of the poor and the diversion of resources and
attention away from preventative health measures towards high technology
curative medicine, these emphases are examples of useless or harmful
medicine. Other examples can be found in the growing of tobacco, the
building of planned obsolescent cars, the designing of tax loopholes and
the manufacture of chemical weapons. Is it really worth promoting self-
management ‘among tobacco growers or tax avoidance lawyers? The
answer is not simple. Self-management can help rescue or streamline
failing enterprises, and thus prop up harmful activities. But as suggested
by the case of the Lucas Aerospace workers, participation in decision-
making about one’s work can lead to questioning about the products as
well as the work organisation. The challenge is to develop campaigns
which encourage this sort of questioning.

The goal of workers’ control in industry illustrates both these problems.
Workers’ control can be used to entrench the position of current workers,
and 50 keep out women, racial minorities and even political dissidents.
And workers’ control can be introduced in undesirable or marginally
beneficial industries.

Preventing countertevolution. In social revolutions, the greatest
immediate threat is counter-revolution: the smashing of people’s self-
managing organs, often’ by military attack. To oppose the counter-
revolution, there is a strong temptation to turn to or rely on a revolutionary
elite, as in the case of the Russian Revolution and the ensuing civil war.
How can counter-revolution be prevented without creating a new permanent
elite? There is also the problem of the conservatism of the elitesinsupposedly
‘progressive’ groups, as illustrated by the lack of support by the French
Communist Party in May-June 1968 for the student and worker initiatives.
How can the opposition of ‘progressive’ elites to self-managing initiatives
be overcome?

A general answer can be given. The idea and practice of self-management
must be spread at all levels, laying the groundwork for action in a crisis.
The trust in elites of any variety must be countered by spreading leadership
skills and creating networks for decision-making. Strategies must be
analysed and discussed widely. And earlier experiences must be studied
and digested. Preparations for resisting counter-revolution, such as social
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defence for resisting aggression, need to be made. And plans for
circumventing ‘progressive’ elites need to be formulated.

Is this approach sufficient to prevent counter-revolution? Can it work?
Where should efforts begin? What does it mean in detail? These are hard
questions, since so little has been done to build systematically towards
self-managing social transformation.



6
Grassroots mobilisation

It is all very well to have a superb strategy against war — or for any
other social goal — but nothing will come of it unless people take action.
How are people mobilised for social action? And how in particular are they
mobilised for social action that confronts the roots rather than the
symptoms of social problems?

In most situations where injustice has occurred or some sort of
systematic oppression exists, there are a small number of people or groups
whe express opposition. These people and their actions provide potential
sparks to ignite social movements.

In many cases these sparks of opposition are quickly extinguished,
Other times only a small action is needed to ignite a social movement. A
classic example is the refusal by Rosa Parks in 1955 to give up her seat on
a bus for a white person, which sparked the beginning of the bus boycott
in Montgomery, Alabama, which in turn played a major role in the
development of the modern black civil rights movement in the United
States. The small act of questioning or resistance may be all that is required:
calling a meeting, writing a letter, making a speech, or refusing to obey an
order.

Whether or not an act of opposition leads to a social movement depends
a lot on whether the social conditions are ‘ripe’. If there are contradictions
in the conditions of oppression, this often provides an avenue for
intervention. In the US in the 1950s, the reality of racial oppression
contrasted sharply with the rhetoric of freedom and democracy and with
experiences during World War Two of reduced discrimination. The situation
was made especially ripe for action by the US Supreme Court decisions in
1954 and 1955 which made segregation illegal for the first time in 50 years.
In such a context, it is usually incidental which particular individual or
individuals voice resistance. The key question is whether they act in a way
which strikes at such a point of contradiction.

Sparking a social movement does not automatically provide a strategy
for the movement, nor even a clear set of goals. The problem of mobilising
against the roots of war is more than the problem of stimulating people to
become concerned about an issue. The more difficult problem is to create
possible avenues for involvement which are both attractive and effective.

Consider the situation of isolated individuals or small groups who are

86
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committed to trying to tackle the roots of war or of some other social
problem. They have thought out their goals and methods, and have a
tentative strategy, for example promoting social defence, peace conversion
or self-management. The question of mobilisation then is, how should
actions or campaigns be designed to stimulate greater commitment and
participation towards the goals of the activists? In the usual situation,
much more than a spark is needed to launch a social movement. A patient
process of developing goals, strategies and participation is required.

I have assumed that the groups are small and weak. If they are large
and strong, mobilisation is not such a problem, though other difficult
problems are likely to exist. At the current time, it should be realised
that counter-institutional movements are very weak. Some social
movements — such as the peace movement in the late 1950s and early
1960s, and in the 1980s — can boast a high level of participation and
public sympathy. But only a small fraction of activities even at these times
systematically challenge the institutionalunderpinnings of war. Furthermore,
even large and apparently strong social movements and cultures may be
vulnerable to attack by opposition forces, as in the case of the European
socialist and antiwar movement which was smashed after the outbreak
of World War One, and the bulk of left political activism and culture in
the United States which succumbed to cold war suppression in the late
1940s and the 1950s. Social activists should not mislead themselves that
they are in a powerful position. Almost always they are not.

On the other hand, the position of social activists is potentially powerful,
since the bulk of the population is often opposed in a general way to war,
political repression, poverty, and injustice. The problem is that elite
groups are often more successful in mobilising populations for their own
ends, for example to support wars to defend ‘freedom’ or ‘our way of life’.
Elite groups have the powerful advantage of coercive measures and influence
over dominant communication channels. Furthermore, elites benefit from
a favourable set of institutions such as the day-to-day framework of job,
transport, goods and services, and privatised home life. To be successful in
mobilising people, social activists must overcome this formidable array of
barriers, and overcome the mobilising power of elites.

So again, consider the problem of small groups of people working
against the roots of war. There are several criteria which can be used in
assessing actions or campaigns as to their capacity for mobilising people:

* participation: the extent to which large numbers of people are or
can be actively involved;

* immediate relevance: the significance of the goals and actions to
people’s day-to-day lives and concerns;

* mutual support: the extent to which the actions are collective
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actions providing mutual support and reinforcement, rather than isolated
individual activities;

* cutting edge: the role of the actions in a strategy that challenges the
roots rather than just the symptoms of social problems, and which
intervenes at vulnerable points in dominant structures.

Using these and other criteria it is possible to analyse different methods
of social action, for example in the following manner,

Lobbying politicians

Participation: usually low, since lobbyists need to know the
issues and the current political scene, and be fluent and
persuasive,

Relevance: low, since lobbying is not taking action for
oneself.

Mutual support: low unless lobbying in groups.

Cutting edge: low,

Writing letters to newspapers

Participation: potentially very high, since no qualifications
are required.

Relevance: variable, depending on the subject matter.

Mutual support: usually low, although group letter-writing
sessions can provide some support.

Cutting edge: fairly low in countries where civil liberties
are accepted; potentially high in authoritarian countries.

Tax withholding
Participation: potentially very high, depending on tax laws,
Relevance: immediate and personal.
Mutual support: low since individuals must take a risk,
though support groups can reduce this.
Cutting edge: medium.

Rallies

Participation: potentially high.

Relevance: medium.

Mutual support: medium to high, depending on the design
of the rally.

Cutting edge: variable. High in the early stages of a campaign
or under authoritarian conditions, low as routinised
protest.

Civil disobedience
Participation: usually low due to personal risks and sacrifices
required.



Grassroots mobilisation 89

Relevance: often immediate.
Mutual support: very high in many collective actions.
Cutting edge: very high in many cases.

Many of the entries in this tabulation are rather vague, purposefully so.
For while it is true that rallies usually provide more opportunity for
participation and mutual support than lobbying, at the same time there is
a great variability in the participation or mutual support provided by
rallies, and similarly for other actions. Let me illustrate this with some
experiences in Canberra.

The Australian opposition to nuclear power has mainly been against
uranium mining, since no other parts of the nuclear fuel cycle have become
established. The most active years for the anti-uranium movement in
Australia were 1976 to 1979. One of the key organising focuses was
marches and rallies. The aim was to attract as large a crowd as possible
for publicity purposes, and also to encourage and enable people to make a
public stand by joining the rally. One method used to attract a crowd was
generating lots of publicity by distributing leaflets, putting up posters,
contacting individuals and groups, and putting out media releases. Another
method was to schedule ‘name’ speakers at the rally — well-known politi-
cians, artists or other public figures — who by their reputation would
attract a crowd.

Even in the early days of the anti-uranium movement in Canberra,
speakers and methods for gaining publicity were chosen with participation
in mind. Rather than using paid advertisements, publicity was organised
at the grassroots level by circulating leaflets and putting up posters through
a large contact list of sympathetic people in areas such as schools,
neighbourhoods and government bureaucracies. The aim was not only to
publicise the rally but also to encourage many people to become involved
by helping publicise it. And although well-known speakers were sought, it
was considered important to obtain good rally speakers — none of those
dry academics — and to obtain representation of women, trade unionists,
Aborigines and other relevent sections of the community.

In spite of this orientation towards participation in organising railies,
there were a lot of disadvantages with rallies as an organising focus. The
key organisers would work very hard and worry greatly, and this contributed
to activist ‘burnout’. There was often a letdown after a rally. What next?
As the movement grew there were fewer and larger rallies, but growth
could not occur indefinately and press coverage declined. And the rallies
themselves were rather boring, especially after having attended a few. All
those speeches! And the atmosphere at the rallies was not conducive to
meeting and involving new people.

As a result of these considerations, there was gradually a switch to more
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participative activities instead of the traditional rally with speeches. Instead
of the usual Hiroshima Day rallies, in 1978 and 1979 ‘open days’ were
organised with films, discussion groups and displays. Not as many people
attended, but there was more interaction than at a typical rally.

This development reached its peak at Hiroshima Day in 1981 with
activities organised by Canberra Peacemakers. Our aim was to create a
more satisfying experience for those who attended rather than to maximise
numbers or publicity. So we did not run a massive publicity effort, but
mainly circulated notices to the groups from whom most participants at
rallies came anyway. The rally on Hiroshima Day contained no ‘name’
speakers, only local activists who provided songs, poetry, a testimonial
and street theatre. The songs and street theatre allowed some audience
participation. The general feeling at the rally was excellent. Two days
later, we visited the embassies of seven major nuclear weapons states
(China, Soviet Union, France, United States, Israel, South Africa and
Britain). At each embassy a symbolic action was performed, including
poetry reading, street theatre about masculinity and war, and a ‘die-in’ in
which people lay down symbolising deaths from French nuclear activities
in the Pacific. Afterwards a small peace concert was organised with local
artists. The numbers were small: perhaps 250 at the rally and 50 on the
embassies tour. If we had organised a traditional rally with massive
publicity, perhaps S00 people would have attended, judging by previous
experience. (This was before the 1980s resurgence of the worldwide peace
movement filtered through tc Canberra).

From this experience it should be clear that ‘participation’ is not a
simple concept. There can be large numbers of people superficially
participating in rallies — just attending and then going home — or smaller
numbers participating in a way which has meaningful links with ongoing
action. The choice between these and other approaches should be openly
and carefully made in the light of an overall strategy. In my opinion there
is often too little attention to quality of participation and to links with
other action by the participants. This lack of attention is associated with
lack of attention to strategies which address the roots of social problems:
superficial participation is easier to mobilise to attack symptoms rather
than causes of social problems.

In 1982 as the worldwide upsurge in concern about nuclear war spread
into Canberra, a new peace group sprang up, the Canberra Programme for
Peace Committee (CPPC). The initial stimulus for this group’s formation
was to organise a traditional march and rally, with mass publicity and
numerous speakers, including several prominent ones. A large crowd of
3,000 turned out. But there was no strategy against war for these people
to contribute to or to become involved in.
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At first the CPPC adopted a fairly traditional orientation to peace issues,
focussing mainly against nuclear weapons and against United States
militarism and looking ahead only to the next major activity, whether a
rally, public meeting, petition drive or barbecue. But the CPPC evolved
also,"and only 18 months later it decentralised its activitics and orientated
them more to mobilising local and independent participation.

A difficult problem in pursuing a long-term strategy for eliminating the
roots of war is deciding how much te become involved in superficially
appealing immediate issues which attract considerable participation but
have relatively little relation to the long-term strategy. On the one hand, it
is important to avoid becoming sidetracked into immediate issues such as
neutron bombs and nuclear freezes if this divert too much attention from
programmes for fundamental change of bureaucracies or states. But it is
equally important to not insist on a ‘purist’ programme for institutional
change that does not use opportunities for mobilisation provided by more
topical issues. Indeed, topical issues sometimes symbolise deep contradic-
tions in dominant institutions. The challenge is to develop campaigns
which link people’s concern on immediate issues to a programme which
addresses the roots of the problems.

At the time in early 1982 when the CPPC was formed. we in Canberra
Peacemakers had been focussing mainly on nonviolent action training and
social defence. But we soon found ourselves swept along by the rapidly
surging interest in peace issues and putting much of our limited energy
into aspects of the rally preparations. There was no immediate spinoff
from the rally for the goals we wanted to reach: we had not thought
carefully about what we hoped to achieve. Qur small contribution to the
rally was not wasted, since the nonviolent action training for march
stewards helped prevent an unpleasant confrontation. But the net effect
was that our ongoing investigation and promotion of social defence was
interrupted for quite a few months.

This small example illustrates the dilemma that may arise between
focussing on long-term campaigns — for Canberra Peacemakers, social
defence — and joining more popular protests which are less connected to a
long-term strategy — the major rally in April 1982. One-off events and
responses to immediate issues such as particular arms negotiations or arms
trade fairs can sometimes divert and diffuse efforts towards structural
change. But immediate issues also provide an opportunity for involving
and mobilising people for antiwar action. Without a connection with current
events, the efforts towards structural change may remain confined to a
tiny minority who are cut off from mainstream antiwar thinking.

Later in 1982 in Canberra Peacemakers serious differences arose over
future directions. Some members wanted to concentrate on nonviolent
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action training in relation to ‘immediate’ issues such as destruction of
native forests or the planned flooding of the Franklin River in south-west
Tasmania. They were not particularly interested in being involved with
social defence activities. Others — including myself — wanted to maintain
social defence as a major focus. After much agonising, this and other
differences led to the formation of a separate group called Groundswell
for nonviolent action training. Canberra Peacemakers continued primarily
with social defence and other peace-related issues and activities, Groundswell
members quickly became heavily involved in nonviolent action training for
the ‘blockade’ of preliminary construction work for the south-west
Tasmanian dam,

The campaign against the flooding of the Franklin River was a classic
case of focussing mainly on the symptoms of environmental problems and
of aiming at influencing elites. Most attention was directed towards
natural features of the area to be flooded, including trees, platypusses and
scenic gorges. Little headway was made in addressing the problem of
restructuring the Tasmanian Hydro-Electric Commission, planner and
constructor of the dam and the single most potent political force in
Tasmania. The campaign for the Franklin was based primarily on obtaining
mass publicity and applying pressure to parliamentarians. People were
asked to contribute to the campaign by writing to politicians, sending
money, writing ‘no dams’ on ballot papers at elections, or voting for the
candidates specified by the campaign directors.

To this campaign, the south-west blockade was a somewhat incongruous
addition, based as it was on nonvialent action, consensus decision-making
and the strong personal sacrifice required for civil disobedience. The
organisation of the blockade and of the national campaign did not always
mesh easily.

The south-west campaign continued to aim at influencing elites. For the
March 1983 national election the South—West Coalition put its full
efforts towards electing a Labor government, After the Labor victory,
popular involvement in the campaign plummeted as the issues was fought
in the High Court between the national government and the Tasmanian
state government which backed the dam. The flooding of the Franklin
was prevented, while the issue of transforming the Hydro-Electric
Commission never really entered the political agenda.

The Franklin River issue generated wider public concern than any other
environmental issue in Australian history. In spite of the blockade’s
limitations as part of a campaign for the narrow goal of stopping a particular
dam and using public pressure to influence elites, the blockade had an
enormous effect in broadening experience with nonviolent action and with
nonviolent action training in Australia, multiplying by several times within
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a few months the number of people exposed to and committed to this
approach. -

This is quite relevant to social defence. The blockaders, because of
their personal experience in nonviolent action and the training for it,
became able to grasp the meaning and significance of social defence more
readily than any other single group of people Canberra Peacemakers had
encountered.

This case illustrates the difficulty of assessing the role of ‘immediate’
issues in pursuing long-term strategies. The south-west blockade, for all
the limitations of the wider campaign of which it was a part, has provided
knowledge, skills, experience and motivation to many people which will
benefit many other social action campaigns. But without groups such as
Canberra Peacemakers which promote social defence and other contributions
towards structural change, participation in nonviolent action can remain
harnessed to campaigns which address only the symptoms of environmental
and other social problems.

The deeper challenge facing Canberra Peacemakers and others working
towards transforming the roots of war is to make social defence, peace
conversion, self-management and other such components of an antiwar
strategy seem relevant and immediate. Personally I feel the threat of war
and of political repression is just as immediate as the building of a dam,
and that working with people on how to resist military aggression
nonviolently is just as immediate as being arrested for entering land on
which the Hydro-Electric Commission is carrying out preparatory work for
dam construction. But many others do not feel the samé way.

There are several potential reasons why different people have differing
perceptions .of what are ‘immediate’ issues for them. In the case of the
Franklin River, many middle-class people responded to beautiful pictures
of wilderness about to be destroyed and so opposed the dam, while many
workers in Tasmania supported the dam because it symbolised the issue
of jobs which was more immediate for them.

The general problem is that the issues which mobilise people are not
necessarily the key ones for confronting the roots of social problems.
Many activists, through their exposure to the issues and through their
personal and political experiences, have developed an analysis of the roots
of social problems. But this needs to be connected theoretically and
practically with ideas and actions which capture people’s enthusiasm.
Should activists involve themselves in issues which already have immediacy
for many people and attempt to promote strategies that address the
institutional roots of social problems? An example would be entering the
Franklin dam dispute and developing ways to devolve the power of the
Hydro-Electric Commission. Or should activists attempt to popularise
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what they consider to be the ‘key’ issues and aim to make them seem
immediate for more people? An example would be trying to make peace
conversion more appealing. The answer must depend on the particular
activists and issues; there is a place for both these approaches.

The basic problem in grassroots mobilisation is how to develop a
continuing political practice which remains democratic and participatory
and which also works to overturn structures. The standard activist approach,
which involves lurching from rally to rally or to some other action with
periods of inertia between, is inadequate because it pursues no programme
for structural challenge or reconstruction. The standard alternative,
involvement in a political party organisation with a definite programme,
usually involves a political practice orientated to lobbying and other
insider channels which reinforce rather than challenge dominant structures.
The gap between these two approaches needs filling, but many questions
and action and organisation remain to be answered.

There are many more things which can be said about grassroots
mobilisation, but the problem cannot easily be separated from wider
issues of strategy which are treated in other chapters. Here I will just
briefly raise a few other topics relevant to mobilisation.

Countering sectarian disruption. One problem facing many large social
movements is disruption or manipulation by sectarian groups, such as left-
wing ‘vanguard’ parties. Members of such groups are often extremely hard
working for the cause in question, and their efforts should not be slighted.
Like many other individuals and groups, sectarian groups aim to use the
issue and people’s involvement in the social movement to build up their
own organisation and foster their own particular brand of social change.

There is nothing wrong with this, and indeed pluralism in social
movements can be a very strong point. Problems arise when the activities
of sectarian groups are severely counter-productive for the movement as a
whole. For example, groups favouring violence and confrontation may
alienate support, and similarly groups which believe that salvation can be
achieved only from the efforts of one particular segment of the population,
such as the workers, may act in a way which antagonises others.

What can happen is that sectarian activists gain positions of formal or
de facto power within social movements, and use this power to influence
the direction and rhetoric of campaigns. Again, there is nothing wrong
with this as long as directions and rhetoric are decided democratically and
participatively. But some sectarian groups are not enthusiastic about
unenlightened people with a ‘false consciousness’ having an equal say in
movement activities.

In some of the large Australian cities, sectarian involvement in the anti-
uranium movement caused severe difficulties. Decisions were made in large
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meetings in which dominant individuals used personality and experience to
heavy-handedly push through their own preferences over the unexpressed
views of many others. The meetings were unpleasant and restricted wider
involvement. The solution was decentralisation: setting up many
neighbourhood groups which are relatively autonomous, with central
coordination but no central control.

In Canberra there has never been much of a problem with sectarian
groups. The social movements have not been large enough to justify lots
of effort to take them over, and in any case the sectarian groups have not
been large enough to mount major efforts of this type anyway. The
International Socialists have been the most prominent Marxist group in
the anti-uranium and peace movements, but they have not had a traumatic
impact as have some groups in other places.

Decentralisation does not entirely overcome the problem of undue
influence by sectarian groups if coordinating bodies play a big role in
laying the framework for campaigns. A familiar experience is the national
consultative meetings in which experienced ‘heavies’ dominate the pro-
ceedings in an exercise of power politics. Introducing a lot system or some
other method for increasing participation can help overcome this problem.

At issue here is both what strategy to choose and how to go about
choosing it. A particular sectarian group might indeed be advocating the
‘pest’ strategy in the abstract, that is assuming everyone agreed on it. But
just as important is the way in which people are won over to one strategy
or another. In terms of building a social movement, democratic and parti-
cipatory decision-making procedures and organisational forms are at least
as important as taking the abstractly ‘correct’ line at a particular time.

The problems posed by sectarian groups are similar to those posed by
infiltration by agents of the state or other hostile groups. Decentralisation
and measuzes to equalise participation help reduce the influence of outside
agents to a minimum,

The limits of civil disobedience. Civil disobedience is a potent way of
opposing oppressive institutions and also for building solidarity in opposi-
tion to these institutions. But, as I have argued in chapter 1, nonviolent
action does not in itself constitute a strategy for social change, nor even
necessarily a very participative one. While utilising the undoubted strengths
of civil disobedience, it is also important to be aware of limitations.

* If civil disobedience is used mainly to obtain publicity, one limitation
is that publicity may be focussed on the disobedience and not the social
problem of concern. Another is that publicity is likely to fall off in time
even if participation, arrests and other activity increases.

*  The big problem with civil disobedience is that only some people can
readily take the time or the risk to be involved. These tend to be people
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not in full-time employment or less at risk of losing their jobs, such as
students.

*  When civil disobedience is used to obtain publicity, pressures may
arise to escalate actions to come closer to violence. This will further reduce
the opportunity or attractiveness of participation for many people.

* Building a campaign around civil disobedience requires a lot of energy
and lots of backup, and those who cannot or do not wish to be involved
this way may be left out.

*  Organisation for civil disobedience, for example using affinity groups,
often is not designed for other types of social action. Afier the civil
disobedience actions are over, the affinity groups may fall apart and action
may lapse until the next similar action is organised.

* A type of moral superiority may come to be associated with those
who have participated in civil disobedience, and this may alienate people
who might prefer to be involved in other ways.

These limitations would not matter so much if civil disobedience in itself
led to restructuring of social institutions. But this is rarely the case. In
practice, civil disobedience needs to be a part of a wider strategy of social
transformation. It is wrong to assume that the only real action is civil dis-
obedience, and that holding discussions, writing newsletters, canvassing
door-to-door, and pushing for small changes inside existing institutions are
all a waste of time or a lower form of activity.

Grassroots mobilisation within bureaucracies. Many social activists see
grassroots mobilisation as something relevant mainly in arenas -outside
powerful hierarchical institutions such as corporations, state bureaucracies
and the military. Public rallies are a symbol of oppositional mobilisation,
and so sometimes are strikes. But for fundamental social change to occur,
much support will be required from people well inside presently dominant
institutions, such as office workers and soldiers. They may not be able to
overtly show their support in typical ways, but their mobilisation is im-
portant nevertheless. This problem is treated in later chapters.

Bureaucratisation. At the end of chapter 5 I mentioned the problem of
bureaucratisation: establishment within social movements of hierarchies,
centralisation of power, and a division of labour between the key activists
and the wider mass of supporters. Bureaucratisation within social move-
ments is the opposite pole to mobilisation. Supporters channel their efforts
through the social movement hierarchy, which then usually interacts with
other established bureaucracies to push for policy changes. Bureaucratised
social movements may be effective in working through existing power
structures, but they have little prospect of transforming these structures.
In addition, as Frances Fox Piven and Richard Cloward have shown in
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their important study Poor People’s Movements, bureaucratised move-
ments are often ineffective even in obtaining immediate concessions,
whereas direct and unregulated protest is often effective.

Electoralism. As mentioned in chapter 1, involvement in elections can
be an effective way of demobilising a social movement. The basic problem
with putting energy into electing sympathetic candidates is that reliance is
vested in elites. People may participate in election campaigns, but the
energy of participation is channelled to serve those running for office, not
to strengthen the resolve and self-reliance of those participating. The same
problem arises when working within or through any institution based on
hierarchy or restricted expertise, such as the labour movement or academia.
These areas should not be neglected, but neither should they be seen as
areas where energy can be used uncritically. The essential question to con-
sider in assessing involvement in elections is whether grassroots involvement
will be strengthened after either ‘victory’ or ‘defeat’ in the election.
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The individual

What makes some individuals into social activists? What keeps other
individuals non-active? How can individuals help themselves become more
effective in acting against oppressive social institutions? What does it take
to build and hold a commitment to helping achieve grassroots action against
war and other social problems?

Rather than answering these questions just by myself, I have also asked
a few friends to write about their own experiences. I asked people who have
been involved in social action for five years or more and who are commited
to changing the institutions underlying social problems. I asked them to
tell a bit about their upbringing and personal background and how it
related to social action, and to tell about things which help or which hinder
their involvement in social action and their ongoing personal change. I also
asked them to list some general points which they think are important for
individuals participating in a wider process of social change from the
grassroots.

Individuals have only limited control over their lives. They can make
choices within constraints currently imposed by personal abilities, personal
relationships and commitment, social class, sex, ethnic group, age, and
other variables. An important question for social activists is this: what can
be done to shape one’s own social circumstances in order to provide a
strong and lasting basis for both activism and personal needs?

Robert Griew

I was born in 1960. I am a student and have lived in Canberra for six
years. Before I came to Canberra, I lived in Perth with my mother and two
sisters. Both my parents are well educated and politically progressive. My
father 1s an academic; my mother is a librarian. Our family history was
basically tied up with my father’s career at various universities until, when
I was sixteen, he left.

Likely to be politically conscious because of this early life, I think the
disruption of our life caused by our parents’ separation resulted in my
sisters and myself adopting a more radical outlook. When Dad did leave,
we moved to a smaller house and were, fairly suddenly, less ‘comfortable’
economically. My mother ‘went back to work’ and started a graduate
training. Consequently, we were confronted with a need for a drastic
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transformation of the division of labour among the four of us. I came in
for quite a lot of just criticism during this time and, being a sixteen year
old young man, resisted a fair amount in turn! This experience and my
anger at the trauma that their separation inflicted on my mother added to
the generally left-wing family orientation in predisposing me to political
radicalism when I went to university.

In six years in Canberra I have been a student for four years. I was a
student at the Australian National University for iwo years. Via student
politics I became involved with a very active Unemployed Workers” Union
and the lifestyle of 24-hours-a-day activism. I also became involved in the
peace movement and nonviolent action training. In 1981 Itook a jobina
childcare centre. Working there with a wonderful group of children, while
also being involved with a ‘men’s group’, redirected my political energy
into my second attempt at tertiary study. I have just finished a degree in
health education and am hopeful of work in the health field which is both
economically and politically rewarding.

When I came to university for the first time I found the student left
very inaccessible, indeed forbidding. Visible left wing student politicians
spoke with great confidence and speed, (some never say ‘um’ at all!).
Mostly they didn’t make friends with non-activist students, or at least they
didn’t seem to, and their own friendships seemed very bound up with the
ever changing lexicons of theoretical jargon and with their confident,
brusque world. When I finally became involved in student politics I found
that the dominant mode of communication was indeed very reified and
was fairly exclusively controlled by the competing theoretical interests of
small groups of men.

Community-based activists were also forbidding when I wanted to join
them. Their theoretical orthodoxy was different. It was based rather on an
anti-theoretical individualistic idea of social change, ‘coming down to
individual change’. This is not true of all such groups, of course, but it is to
an extent a predominant ideology in the environmental and nonviolent
movements. Arriving in these groups as I did from involvement in student
politics I found it desirable, though very difficult, to bring to the groups
the language and insights of other theoretical viewpoints. I found these
groups also quite exclusive in their adherence to a communication mode —
characterised by emphasis on one’s own feelings and on interpersonal
relationships rather than on an exchange of ideas — and to this mode’s
underlying theoretical assumptions.

Thus, while those two kinds of group in which I have been involved
were quite different in styles and in outlook, I found them to be quite
similar in rigidity and in separatism from non-activists who do not conform
to these expectations. Another similarity which occurs to me is the
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prevalence of ‘burnout’ — of disillusionment, frustration, exhaustion and
ill-humour — among members of both types of groups.

Repeatedly as an activist I have had terrible problems reconciling my
own pressing activities, such as earning money, studying and friendship,
with the high expectations of the activist role. In both groups which I have
caricatured above, the theoretical outlook and mode of communication
which dominated also produced a distinct set of expectations of group
members which was not flexible to the multiplicity of pressures with which
we all live. This was just as true of the supposedly individualistic nonviolent
action groups as of the more anti-individualistic student left.

Sadly I have found my personal answer has consistently been to withdraw
from activist groups in favour of the pressures of earning money to live on
and, recently, to be more fully involved in studying and in having a child.
Optimistically Ihave found that significant grassroots political opportunities
present themselves in work and study situations, especially if I have the
energy and time to follow them up. In 1983 I was part of a breakaway
tutorial group which was involved in some interesting political conflict
with our course’s coordinators. I have also had the opportunity of pursuing
industrial issues in casual workplaces. The issues which underlie such
‘opportunities’ are of course vital issues to the lives of the people with
whom we interact. Given the frustrating isolation of radical groups to which
I have referred, I have come to regard this kind of political work as very
valuable in itself. My health has also improved by adopting a lifestyle more
similar to and more accessible to the ‘straight’ people with whom I interact.

Community action groups are, of course, still vital and I want to finish
here with a few guidelines which I will follow myself in my next involvement
in such a group and which I will push the group to make room for when
others want to join. Firstly, be clear with yourself as to why you are
getting involved in a political group and how much time and energy you
can contribute. It is better to concentrate on an issue or one group than be
at every demonstration and meeting; better politically and better
emotionally, in the long run. Secondly, be prepared to challenge group
orthodoxies and to refuse pressure to make personal commitments and
changes which aren’t appropriate. Be ideologically unsound every day!
Thirdly, constantly re-evaluate the state of your life and the variety of
needs and pressures that constitute it. The revolution depends less on your
total commitment than on your long term survival.

Janet Hunt

I was born in England in 1948 and brought up in a family where
politics were never discussed and where day-to-day living consumed most
of our energies. My father had a milkround and worked long hours in the*
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belief that if you work hard you do well. He didn’t. Instead he lost what
little money we had. There were two things about my upbringing that
probably influenced me without my realising it. Firstly, out of necessity
my mother worked in the milk business too. Though roles in the family
were very traditional it never seemed odd for me for wives to work,
though I had to admit I saw no point in women receiving much education.
Secondly, my father was strongly against bureaucrats. I remember him
ripping up the Census form and complaining that THEY didn’t have a
right to know all about him.

I passed the notorious eleven plus exam and went to an all girls grammar
school which I hated. I dealt with this by resisting passively. I never
stayed there one second longer than I had to (even for sports which I
enjoyed). I left as soon as I could — fortunately with some ‘O’ levels.
I went out to work — with horses, which were my consuming passion and
my antidote to school! My seven years’ experience in the ‘horse world’
made me think a lot. Though I loved the work T hated some of the people
with whom I found myself mixing (the ‘hunting set’, the ‘upper crust”) and
it gradually dawned on me that, but for the circumstances of birth, they
were no better than me. Also, I realised, despite my own negative school
experiences, I was not entirely stupid. So when a friend left horses to go to
teacher training I watched with interest. A couple of years later I decided
that I would follow in her footsteps. I had had enough of working for
people whom I felt did not need my labour. I decided I would try and
make myself useful to people in greater need.

At teachers’ college I met Ron Bond — a socialist, whom [ was fortunate
to have as my ‘personal tutor’. The more sociology I read, and the more I
listened to Ron, the more I realised that the things which had been going
on in my mind over the past few years had some substance. Inspired by
Ron and some fellow students I felt increasingly committed to working for
‘disadvantaged’ people, and to education as a means of social change. But
my early experiences in schools were a rather shattering blow to my zeal!
I started to see schools themselves as the source of many problems. I found
myself forced by the culture of schools into an authoritarian role which I
hated. This time, as a teacher, I felt rebellious about and resentful of the
petty rules and regulations in schools and the apparent incapacity of people
in these institutions to treat young people as human beings.

A year at Cambridge doing a bachelor of education degree opened my
eyes still more. There I rubbed shoulders with the younger members of
Britain’s upper classes. I didn’t like what I saw. For me, the chance to go
to university was one which I valued greatly. I was the first member of my
family to receive a university education and with it, I felt a responsibility
to use the opportunity I'd had for the benefit of people like my own



102 Uprobting war

family who had not been so fortunate. I found very few other students
who felt a similar conviction. Among the friends I made in Cambridge
were several Australians. I decided that I wanted to teach overseas, so
when jobs in Victoria were advertised I applied, and was accepted.

Iarrived in Australia in August 1975, in time to witness the ‘constitutional
coup’ which was the downfall of the Labor government. I was shattered by
Labor’s defeat in the subsequent election, but found myself quite alone in
a very small conservative country town in north-western Victoria. In 1977
I moved to Armidale, New South Wales, to start a master of education
degree. I wanted to read more and work towards changing schools. That
year I lived in college as a tutor. Again I ran into hierarchy and an attempt
to create in an alien setting an Oxbridge ‘tradition’ more orthodox than
that I had seen at Cambridge itself.

Once again I became angry and I took stock of where I'd got to in my
life. Though I knew what my values were, I realised that beyond my work
there was little I was doing about them, I resolved to become involved in
at least one voluntary social work group, to contribute to the community
radio and to join the Labor Party. All three gave me new insights. Telephone
counselling training helped me as much as any help I ever gave through my
work. I learned to listen to others better and, of course, became more
closely aware of the tragedies of some people’s lives. The community radio
— which tried to operate as a very democratic cooperative — taught me a
lot about the difficulties of working in ways many of us were not used to.
The Labor Party made me more aware of a range of political issues. In
education, I became involved in the movement to make schools more
participatory and open.

On arrival in Queensland to teach at a college of advanced education I
soon found myself forced to ‘take a stand’. Politics in that state were very
polarised and I felt bound to speak out against injustice. I was rapidly
involved in a host of political activities — both at work in a very sexist
institution, and outside where civil liberties, land rights and abortion
were all ‘hot’ issues. I also became deeply embroiled in attempts to
democratise the Queensland Labor Party, and later began to work in
Toowoomba on peace issues.

In 1982 I moved to Canberra, where I soon became very active in the
Canberra Programme for Peace Committee. A lot of ‘threads’ have come
together now in my concern for disadvantaged groups, my desire to make
educational institutions more participatory and ‘inclusive’, and my concern
with peace and women’s issues. A strong commitment to social justice and
an understanding of the need for a radical restructuring of society to
achieve it are at the core of my beliefs and work. Personal change has been
gradual — apart from the time in 1977 when I ‘took stock’, I can’t think of



The individual 103

any one event which changed me — but taken together I find my experiences
and reflection on them keep pushing me in more radical directions.

What has helped me? My friends have been essential. Especially in
Queensland, where 1 virtually ‘burned out’, I found the support of a few
close friends of inestimable value. We all helped and encouraged each
other — and vented our despair and anger at times. Alone I could never
have withstood the political forces against me. I gained a great deal from
the strong spirit of defiance and determination among those Queensland
people struggling for change. In my educational work I have similarly
gained strength from a wide network of people all over Australia whom I
have met (often on the ‘fringe’ of conferences) and whose work I admired.
Knowing you are not alone is vital! To know that you are part of a global
movement is inspiring.

Secondly, I have remained single. This gives me more time for political
work — but it has its disadvantages, not least of which is the sharing of
feelings and frustrations with someone very close, and the sharing of
responsibilities at home. Yet I feel better off than those whose closest ‘mate’
is unsupportive or unsympathetic. I don’t have to expend energy dealing
with that — many women do.

Thirdly, I am learning (slowly!) not to take on too much. This year,
1984, I am giving myself more time to reflect, read and write. I shall try
not to go to so many meetings! I am really asking myself whether my
participation is necessary, and in which groups I'll find my energies
maintained, not drained. Groups which pay attention to the social needs
of their members as well as the task are more energy giving. So are those
that work through consensus — one isn’t always struggling in a win/lose
situation.

I am concerned that the processes used by peace groups reflect the kind
of society that we want to see. That is, we must not have oppressive
relationships within our movement. Similarly, becoming a group member
must give each individual a chance to develop, rather than feel intimidated
and overwhelmed by others. Small, grassroots groups, loosely linked, release
much more energy than large bureaucratic-type organisations. They are
more likely to make each person feel that he or she has something to offer.
Thus, as I see it, social change movements must be creating change now.
Through their ways of working they need to model in a small way the kinds
of social arrangements we would want to see.

As far as organising myself is concerned, I make endless lists, and leave
notes to myself all over the place. I've taken to having pen and paper by
my bed, because I always remember something really important just
before I go off to sleep. To scribble it down quickly means I sleep easily,
without fear of forgetting it.
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Time off is important too. It is very easy to get caught up in an endless
round of activism. Personal relationships and friendships suffer unless
time is given to them. Also, it is very easy to become obsessed with the
state of the world that the day-to-day concerns of people are forgotten,
leading one to become very depressed.

To keep mentally calm I exercise. I find regular swimming is a wonderful
relaxation for me, and if I miss out for more than a week I feel the tension
rise. I now have a fairly demanding job, and, had I chosen to, I believe that
I could gain further promotion. But to do that I also feel I might have to
play games which I’'m not prepared to do. I also don’t want to put myself
back into a very stressful work environment. My current job, as a research
officer for an education authority, is interesting and, most important, my
close workmates are terrific people who are generally very supportive of
my activism (even if they think I'm a bit mad at times!). I learned in
Queensland that it is very unfair to oneself to struggle on all fronts at once.
While sometimes I feel compelled to take on a number of issues because of
the injustices involved, I try to keep mentally calm as I do so. I have
decided that to give some energy to the peace movement, I have to have
the kind of job which doesn’t completely exhaust me.

There is no doubt that social change is hard and tiring — but through
the peace movement I have met some wonderful and courageous people,
and had a lot of fun. That, and hope, keep me going.

Brian Martin

I was born in 1947 in the United States. My upbringing was not designed
to produce social activists. The family atmosphere created by my parents
was very supportive, middle class, and socially and politically conservative
within the conservative environment of Tulsa, Oklahoma. I never heard of
any relatives who were active on social issues. My four years at Rice
University, 1965-1969, broadened my social horizons, and somewhat
softened my right wing political views. Still, in 1968 I voted for Richard
Nixon for President.

Rice University was a conservative campus, and not significantty
affected by anti-Vietnam War protests until after I left. But the war was
nevertheless a worrying factor when we as students occasionally thought
about it in considering our career plans. In those years I thought that if
the war was to be fought, the US government should get in and win it,
with no holds barred. This was not an uncommon view.

The key turning point in my life came in 1969. I was due to graduate
from Rice, and unlike most of my friends lacked any straightforward
avenue for avoiding being conscripted into the army. After an injury
induced while playing handball, I arranged for an early army physical in
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the hope of obtaining medical deferment. The few hours experience at the
physical itself, plus what I knew about the army already, was enough to
precipitate my decision to avoid conscription. What repelled me was the
regimentation and authoritarianism. I was afraid that some things I cared
for about myself — such as my optimism and my emotional sensitivity,
such as it was — would not survive the army experience, irrespective of
going to Vietnam.

After assessing the options for avoiding conscription, I decided to
emigrate to Australia, Canada was a more obvious place to go, but I
disliked the idea of being so nearby to the US where I wouldn’t be able to
go, as I then assumed would always be the case. My parents were very
supportive of me in my decision to leave the US. Refusing to be conscripted
is not entirely out of line with certain types of right wing anti-government
attitudes, which can sometimes swing into a wider anti-authoritarianism,
as in my case.

Once in Australia, it took me several years of thinking and reading to
come to grips with what I had done. I had always been a voracious reader.
Now I read social analysis, politics, the history of the Vietnam War and
much else. Gradually I began to understand some of the driving forces
behind social and political arrangements. Being away from the US was also
a true educational experience, allowing a more dispassionate inspection of
the assumptions which I had grown up with.

My avoidance of conscription had been reactive rather than carefully
thought out. Having taken that action then led me to think and rethink
my views, Thus for me, in a fundamental way, action had led to thought,
not vice versa. Ever since then I have been sceptical of approaches to social
improvement based solely on convincing people. I would much rather
encourage them to act and so convince themselves.

In my first years in Australia I was not involved in social action to any
degree. While doing my Ph.D. in theoretical physics I read and studied a
lot on a range of topics, without much interaction with others on the issues
I was considering. Though undoubtedly inefficient and undirected at
first, my isolated study of social issues was very productive in that I
learned to think for myself, and to have faith in my own judgements.
Getting away from formal coursework was an advantage too, since I had
usually found that this inhibited rather than encouraged my learning.

After slow beginnings of involvement in education, environmental and
radical science issues in Sydney, my full-fledged involvement in social
action groups began on moving to Canberra in 1976. The issue was uranium
mining and the group was Friends of the Farth. The activists in FOE then
were committed to grassroots organising, to raising political as well as
environmental objections to nuclear power, and to participatory group
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dynamics and non-hierarchical organisation. It fitted nicely with the
theoretical views I had come to by then. I learned an enormous amount
from the young but experienced activists in the anti-uranium campaign.
Since then I have continued in FOE and also, since 1979, in Canberra
Peacemakers, which I helped to form.

There has been a high turnover of people in the social movement
groups in which I've been involved. Many have dropped out, while quite a
few leading activists have become ‘burnt out’ after working too hard.
Several things about my life have helped me maintain involvement. First, I
have had a full-time job — as a researcher in applied mathematics — that
allows a lot of flexibility. So long as I have done satisfactory research
work, my time has been free to arrange as I please. This allows attending
meetings, working on leaflets and articles and so forth. But it is just as
important that I am not a full-time activist. Having a generally congenial
job to do provides an escape from too much activism and potential burnout.

Second, my home life is very steady and routine. My wife Kathy does
not share my social and political interests and activities, but she tolerates
some of them. She has never wanted to have children, and not having any
means we have more time for other things.

Third, I have always been a well-organised person, and have tried to
utilise this trait to become an efficient activist. I keep copies of all
correspondence, notes on books and articles I read, and other material, alt
in alphabetical order. I keep a list of things I need to do, such as a list of
articles I am writing or plan to write. When I make a commitment, I do my
best to follow through.

Fourth, it is my involvement in social action groups which provides
many of my most satisfying and motivating experiences. Academia is a
very unsupportive environment for a social activist. In Friends of the
Farth and Canberra Peacemekers we try to provide emotional support as
well as performing tasks. The energy I gain from involvement in these
groups helps keep me going in other areas.

Here are some points I think are important for individuals involved in
social action.

* Ways need to be provided for people to be involved in social activism
in their own way, sometimes as individuals and sometimes in groups,
operating at different levels and open to interaction with others in suitable
ways. There is no one best way to be an effective social activist, no one
most important issue, and no single thing that everyone should be doing.

* People should avoid making others, and especially themselves, feel
guilty for not doing enough. Guilt-tripping of oneself is one cause of
burnout for activists.

* On the other hand, it is important to avoid escapes and consumer
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gratifications — television, drugs, trendy lifestyles, etc. — that provide
excuses for doing nothing.

* Self-discipline is important. There are severe problems with many
institutions, such as schooling, state bureaucracies and the military, but
reacting against everything associated with such institutions can be a
problem: learning, discipline and planning, for example, may be rejected
because they are associated with corrupt institutions. Rather than rejecting
learning, discipline and planning altogether, they should be reconstructed,
redirected and rechannelled, to serve a self-managing and self-reliant society.

* The notion that other people — leaders or experts — are addressing
the important questions about social problems should be tossed out.
Individuals need to address these questions themselves, and develop
individual modes of commitment and social action.

* People should be encouraged to make their own judgements. By all
means let us compare our views with others, but not slavishly depend on
gurus and orthodoxies.

Rosemary Walters

I was born in 1950. I was often told I had great ‘potential’ and the
feeling that I ought to do something significant with my life has remained
with me.

A strong imagination and powerful emotions were intensified by my
frequent bouts of illness which confined me to bed with books and
fantasies.

Though there were lots of discussions among the adults in our extended
family, I can remember thinking to myself that the opinions expressed
never went outside the house. We were a very private family and, as I
heard the trams go by outside, I felt like there was a thick wall between us
and the other residents of Bendigo, Victoria.

I was deeply religious and by the age of twelve had resolved to be a
missionary. This was not encouraged by either my family or my Melbourne
Church of England School. I can remember the lack of enthusiasm which
greeted an essay of mine about uniting the various churches. Neither
teachers nor students were interested in my concern about religious matters
or about world poverty.

Nevertheless I retained my desire to convert others to my viewpoint —a
desire which has motivated much of my activism. There was more to my
religious feelings, however, than just a desire to out-argue others. As I
learned more about the extent of evil in the world, I resisted the temptation
to be overwhelmed with despair by believing that there is something good
working its way through the mess. That ‘something good’ is what I would
call the Spirit of God. I see evidence of its power on a large scale in such
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phenomena as the growth of the environmental movement in which the
typical materialism of Australians is partly balanced by a concern for more
lasting values. On a smaller scale, I see the power of the Spirit in the
tenacity with which people in oppressive regimes insist on speaking the
truth despite horrifying punishments, and in the way people with lives of
misery — prostitution, drug-taking and self-hatred — can become healed
and whole again.

However, before reaching this faith, I had a long period of agnosticism
— a very valuable time of re-thinking. During this period, at the age of 22,
I worked as a teacher on an Aboriginal settlement in the Northern Territory.
I was shocked by the housing conditions of Aboriginal people and made
my first clumsy attempt at changing ‘society’ by going on ‘strike’ in one
area of my work. With no knowledge of how to organise community or
fellow-teacher support for my efforts, I achieved no improvements in
Aboriginal housing and received a few passing ‘put-downs’ from my
superior officers.

While on the settlement I read Germaine Greer’s The Female Funuch.
Fired with rage due to these new perceptions, I verbally attacked the males
I knew, most of whom had traditional assumptions about male-female
relationships. (This was 1972). From this inept, individualistic experience
I learned that anger merely entrenches people further into their positions.
Other approaches are needed if ideas and behaviour are to change.

These failures did not discourage me. When I returned to Canberra, I
soon joined Action for World Development, Freedom from Hunger
Campaign, the Campaign against Racial Exploitation, Force Ten, and
Amnesty International. I also worked with the Canberra Learning Exchange
and School Without Walls and wrote a book with a Schools Commission
grant.

What impelled me to be so active? Looking back on it, I feel tired just
remembering it all.

I was lonely and desperately wanted friends. The people I met in these
organisations were among the few I had ever found who shared the concerns
I had had since I was a teenager. It was a great relief to talk to people who
regarded world hunger as an outrage.

In addition to wanting like-minded friends, I also wanted a sense of
identity. I was terrified of being the bland woman represented on the
covers of Women’s Weekly: a woman no-one would notice.

The usual means by which people obtained a sense of identity seemed
closed to me. My job was dull at that time, I was unmarried (and fearful
that marriage would submerge my identity further), and I couldn’t study,
having developed a loathing for it at school.

I wanted my identity to be fashioned around something substantial and
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useful that I (and others) could respect. And of course, at the age of 24,
I thought that it would be relatively easy to achieve world-change. It all
seemed so obvious. You just had to change people’s views.

1 worked very hard, frequently becoming ill but feeling too driven to
stop. I did training in human-elations work because I felt so lacking in
peace within myself.

At this stage I was still an agnostic. Dismayed by the meaninglessness of
existence, I was determined to carve out a meaning for myself by deciding
that some things were worth working for.

When my mother died, I was quite diminished by grief. I lost my desire
to argue vociferously and overpoweringly (a desire I don’t want to regain).
I felt crushed and weak.

At this time, I started to look for God again, a search which intensified
with the difficulties I was to face.

For some months things seemed to become worse and worse. My
personal life, my work and my home life were all going wrong. Eventually
I caught glandular fever and came to a full stop.

Unable to work with groups or to visit friends much, my need to be
recognised and noticed deepened. In my diaries there were entries such as:
[ feel turbulent. I feel like I want to win a contest and slay an opponent
and overcome huge odds and be admired.” The absence of my activism
threw up feelings which showed some of the purposes that the activism
had served.

On a brief trip to Indonesia made immediately upon recovery, a chance
remark from a friend prompted me to look into the Movement Against
Uranium Mining. Upon meeting the MAUM group, I rushed into activity
with all the enthisiasm of my pent-up need to be noticed after my secluded
illness. My energy was met with a luke-warm reaction from the group.

By this time I had too much experience and confidence as an activist to
be discouraged. I had earlier dropped my Third World activism, discouraged
by the enormity of the problems. I now saw a chance to indirectly
contribute to that situation by reducing the global degradation caused by
the First World.

After a couple of months of meetings, I made a commitment to the
group and have attended almost every weekly meeting for several years,
persisting even when numbers were low and times were difficult.

Soon after this at the age of 30, I joined a group house in Lyneham, a
Canberra suburb. It was a Student Christian Movement house with a
‘companion’ dwelling nearby. Suddenly I belonged. I was part of a group
that accepted me and in which I could relax and be myself. I had an
identity within that group and particularly within that household.

This newfound happiness released a burst of creativity. I wrote many
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letters to the Canberra Times as well as articles and contributions to
leaflets. I made countless phone calls for Friends of the Earth and helped
in many other ways. As an activist I was less frantic but more productive
than I’d been before.

However our group house was very demanding. I can remember being
up half the night dealing with a drunken person and then driving to an
anti-nuclear conference the next morning. Inevitably I became exhausted
and burnt out,

At a time when I was considering taking 6 months off activism, I was
urged to become president of the Conservation Council of the South
East Region and Canberra. I strongly resisted the idea.

I eventually chose to become president for several reasons. I was
greatly encouraged by friends. I believed (correctly) that the job would
be difficult and demanding and, though I wanted a rest, I also still wanted
a challenge and a sense of achievement.

For two years, I had as much challenge as I could handle. I was a
strong leader in the Conservation Council, in our group house and in the
classroom where I taught and I was an old hand in Friends of the Earth.
I'found it very difficult, even overwhelming sometimes, but very satisfying.

In 1983, I stopped working for the Conservation Council in order to
study and take in new ideas (though activism has always been a rich source
of education for me).

I now feel, at the age of 34, that I have achievements behind me, a
sense of identity, recognition from people and plenty of friends.

I have nevertheless continued to work with Friends of the Earth. Why
have I continued when the apparent psychological urges have been met?

One reason is that the people in FOE are old friends who I look forward
to seeing every week.

Another reason is that one aspect of my mind has remained unchanged
over the years. I’ve always had a deep pessimism about the survival of the
human species. Through this pessimism there is a rather thin but persistent
optimism which says ‘It’s worth a try’. Perhaps that is the Spirit pushing
me on.

I'm certainly not a three-star performer as an activist these days, but
I hope that I will retain that main trait that can keep me useful — namely
persistence.

Rosemary’s points for activists

1. Only join one or two activist organisations. They will generate more
work than you can do.
2. Carrying out promises between meetings is at least as important as
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being at the meeting. Don’t rush from one meeting to another, leaving
no time to do work or background reading.

3. Be organised.

4. Be on time.

5. Thank others for their contributions. You don’t know what it may
have cost them. Thank yourself, too.

6. Learn and practise valuable skills for meetings such as:

* Listening;

not interrupting;
summarising what has been said so far;
putting in a good word for a maligned member;
encouraging silent people to speak if they want to;
pointing to encouraging signs in your campaign.

7. Build enjoyment into your activism.

8. Build up relationships between members in your group.

9. Leave time for fun and leisure. Encourage others to rest when they
need to. Don’t use guilt on others or yousself.

10. Friendships are precious: give time to them.

* * % ¥

*
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The state

Most modern wars are fought between professional military forces
fighting on behalf of states, such as wars between Germany and Britain,
between North and South Korea, between Egypt and Israel, and between
China and Vietnam. Sometimes there are several participants on one or
both sides, as in World Wars One and Two. Again, the ‘participants’ are
states, which mobilise organised violence to defend, attack or otherwise
protect and advance their interests. Sometimes one of the sides in a war
is not a formal state, as in the Algerian war against France. In such cases
this side usually aspires to the status of a state.

It may seem obvious that wars are fought by and on behalf of states.
But it is also important to realise that wars are not fought directly on
behalf of other groups.

* Violence between individuals by itself does not make a war. Separate
incidents of interpersonal violence in modern societies are quite different
from the phenomenon of modern war. For war, violence must be co-
ordinated, mobilised and directed. There are few modern cases in which a
human community has organised and decided for itself, independently of
the state, to launch mass warfare on another community.

* Violence between classes has not been the framework for war. Cer-
tainly ruling classes have used violence against subordinate classses, but
this is better categorised as repression. And subordinate classes have
sometimes used violence in challenging or overturning ruling establish-
ments, as in the Chinese Revolution. But most large-scale revolutionary
violence — and counterrevolutionary violence — has been concerned with
the capture or maintenance of state power. Working class groups have not
autonomously organised themselves for warfare independently of an ad-
ministrative structure characteristic of the state.

* Violence between different ethnic groups is common, but ethnic
groups have seldom autonomously organised themselves for mass violence
by professionals. Ethnic antagonisms commonly are channelled through
the state, and indeed often mobilised on behalf of particular states.
Organised genocidal violence, such as by the Turkish government against
the Armenians in 1915 and by the German government against the Jews
and other ethnic groups during World War Two, has been closely linked
with control of the state by one ethnic group.

112
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* Violence of men against women is not the immediate basis of war.
Wars are not directly organised or fought as a systematic procedure for
mobilising men for violence against women, or for maintaining domination
of men over women. Rather, men and masculine behaviour are mobilised
on behalf of states to fight against similarly organised groups. While wars
do draw upon and reinforce male domination, this occurs mainly through
the channel of the state and the military.

Modern war is organised violence by military forces on behalf of states in
a system of competing states. War is seldom a direct battle between in-
dividuals or communities, between classes, between ethnic groups or
between sexes. Violence does occur directly in relation to these and
other divisions in society, and the problems raised by this are important
ones. But for focussing on the problem of war, consideration of the role
of the state is vital. Institutions such as patriarchy do play vital roles in
war — as I will describe in later chapters — but these also need to be
analysed through their connection with the state and the state system.

It is true that war preceded the state. But ‘war’ is not a timeless cate-
gory: its significance and dynamics depend on the social structures in
which it occurs. Few of the conditions for tribal and feudal warfare exist
in industrialised societies today. Understanding the nature of war in pre-
historic times can be illuminating, but the insights are not readily trans-
portable to the analysis of modern war, since the institutions through
which organised violence is mobilised and the uses for which it is directed
are so different. Modern war is tightly linked with the modem state
system and associated institutions such as bureaucracy, patriarchy and
capitalism. To address the problem of modern war, it is necessary to con-
front the state.

What is the State?

The state can be defined as a set of social institutions based on a
monopoly within a territory over what is claimed to be the legitimate use
of force. The institutions of the state operate to control and extract
resources from the population in the territory. Military forces and police
are the agents of the state which exercise violence on its behalf against
external or internal enemies.

The central role of the state in war is the focus of this definition.
Indeed, it is by implicitly invoking this definition that I have distinguished
war from independent violence between individuals or ethnic groups, for
example. The definition also points to the importance of the system of
competing states as a key factor in the dynamics of individual states, rather
than looking entirely at the relationship of social classes within countries,
While the state is not the only locus of power in society, it is of central
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importance for the problem of war due to its monopoly on ‘legitimate’
violence.

More concretely, the state is typically composed of a set of organisations,
most of them bureaucratic in form:

* bureaucracies to administer and regulate trade, tariffs, taxation,
transportation and communications;

* the legal, police and prison systems;

* bureaucracies for running or regulating education, medical and
welfare services;

* the ‘government’, namely the political executive of the state;

* the military.

Under state socialism, the state directly owns and administers the large
majority of economic enterprises. In capitalist systems those enterprises
not owned by the state are still quite constrained by state ownership or
regulation of transport, communications, land use, labour, permitted
products and so forth.

Within its realm created by a monopoly over legitimate force, the
characteristic function of the state is administration: controlling from
above the frameworks in which economic, political and social life takes
place. The organisational medium through which this administration takes
place is bureaucracy. The state is essentially an intermeshing system of
bureaucracies which together make up a large-scale power system which
sustains itself by means of exploitation of a population. The key bureaucracy
which defends and promotes the state using violent means is the military.

The modern system is only a few hundred years old. Increased trade and
the slow development of capitalism underminedthe economicself-sufficiency
of the feudal system in Europe. This also undermined the political and
military autonomy of the feudal estates. More power passed to monarchs,
who employed tax collectors and other administrators to control economic
and political life. The rise of state bureaucracies and state military forces
further undermined local autonomy, especially as the military role of the
feudal aristocracy — its main justification for political control and economic
exploitation — was superseded.

The process of state-building has been immensely stimulated by two
types of catastrophic events: violent revolutions and wars. The French
Revolution played a key role in the extension of the state in Western
Europe. Theda Skocpol in States and Social Revolutions conceives a
revolution as a rapid and fundamental transformation of state and class
structures, in part carried out by a class-based revolt from below. Prior
to the French Revolution, local loyalties had been breaking down but no
replacement was being provided. The revolution provided a new focus
for loyalty: the state itself. This faith in a state jdeal, often of religious
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depth and fervour, is usually called nationalism, though statism is a more
appropriate term.

Revolutions are events of state-building and state transformation. The
mechanism for changing class rule is by changing state structures.
Historically, this has usually meant the creation of vast new bureaucracies
for state control of society. Revolution in this sense is virtually always a
state-orientated transformation. Major social revolutions since the French
Revolution — including the Russian Revolution, the Chinese Revolution
and other Third World Revolutions — have taken a similar state-building
form. This is just as true of the Iranian Revolution, in which the clergy
has consolidated state power under its leadership, as it is of revolutions
led by communist parties. In each case mass action has been utilised to
destroy one state and class structure and create another. Also in every case,
the newly created state apparatuses have maintained and extended the
powers gained through revolution, and increased centralised control over
the populace which gave rise to it.

War is the second type of catastrophic event, besides violent revolution,
which has greatly stimulated state-building. The French Revolution
mobilised nationalist passions and channelled them into a policy of
expansion and conquest. Ruling elites whose countries were overwhelmed
or threatened by French military expansion saw the necessity for defending
their own interests by centralising and expanding military strength, and
extending state power to pay for and administer this. Thé French armies
did not achieve victories by superior armaments or leadership. The key to
their success was mass mobilisation and fighting spirit based on state
chauvinism. To defend against this, a similar state mobilisation was pro-
moted in other European countries.

Violent revolutions have often been linked with war. The Russian
Revolution was precipitated by defeat of the Czarist armies in World
War One, and followed in 1918-1920 by a major war for survival against
internal and external opponents. Third World revolutions have often been
the end products of lengthy anti-colonial wars. Wars are important in
state-building in several ways. Besides defending the territorial monopoly
on violence necessary for perpetuation of the state, wars also require the
creation of bureaucracies for supporting, staffing and supplying armies.
Central control of political and economic decision-making is required for
the war effort. National unity is enhanced and dissident opinion repressed.

The state-building role of war applies not only in social revolutions but
also to wars fought by existing states. As Randolph Bourne wrote during
World War One, “War is the health of the state”.

The state is not only linked historically with war;astheinstitutionalisation
of war-making power, the state shares many qualities with the military.
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These qualities include centralisation of command, emphasis on discipline
and obedience, and hierarchical organisational structures. This is not
surprising, since the state is composed of bureaucracies and the military is
a model bureaucracy. But thi$ connection is not a coincidence: it is forged
and extended in the course of war, which promotes the militarisation of
society and strengthens the state as the locus of centralised administration.

Since the rise of the modern state several centuries ago, it has gone from
strength to strength. The activities of existing states have been steadily
extended. Typical activities include public health measures, town planning,
schooling, funding of scientific research, unemployment payments, job
creation schemes, subsidies for major industries, and ownership or regulation
of radio and television. In extending its activities, the state directly or
indirectly has broken down many local institutions and traditions. The
‘mentally ili’ are no longer cared for by local communities, but are controlled
by professionals funded by the state. Involvement by local people in town-
level political decision-making has given way over many decades to an ever
increasing focus on state-level party politics and particularly on the prime
minister or president. The social support systems of the extended family
and local community are collapsing in the face of geographical and social
mobility — which is fostered by the economic system based on centralised
control — and the provision of state services to individuals or nuclear
families. Worker and community educational associations have given way
to state-funded and regulated compulsory schooling.

The destruction of Jocal organisations has meant that the state no longer
has any major locally-rooted rivals in the provision of services. Only
capitalist enterprises provide real competition to the state in providing
some services. Provision of services by families, voluntary organisations
and informal community structures — part of the ‘twin economy’ — is
important, but takes place within a state-controlled framework.

As well as breaking down local institutions, the state has moved into
many new areas as they become significant,suchasenvironmentalprotection,
legislating against racial and sexual discrimination, and promoting nuclear
power. This expanding role of the state helps prevent the rise of any
significant competing forms of social organisation.

Many of the roles and activities of the state now seem indispensable.
Even those who complain bitterly about the inefficiencies and abuses of
state bureaucracies usually want only to reform the state rather than
provide an alternative structure. Relying on the state for solutions to the
problems of labour exploitation, poverty, racism, sexism and environmental
degradation can be attractive, since the state can and does meet some needs
in these areas. But the difficulty is that the expansion of state power also
reduces local direct democracy and increases vulnerability to manipulation
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by elites, thereby reinforcing the structural basis for the original social
problems whose alleviation was sought. The problem of war is a case in
point.

In several instances, what were seen as solutions to the problem of war
succumbed to the moulding force of the state system. Democrazy was at one
time seen as an antidote to war. But ‘democracy’has been institutionalised in
the mould of the state: representative democracy to elect state officials, in
which candidates are chosen by bureaucratised political parties. Far from
being an antidote to war, mass representative democracy has been linked
historically with the development of modern war. Indeed, mass democracies,
beginning with the French Revolution, have been quite successful in war-
fighting due to the power of popular sentiment mobilised on behalf of the
state. In the two world wars, the mass democracies have defeated empires.

Socialism was also seen as an antidote to war, but it too succumbed to
the state mould. The revolutionary triumph of socialism has always been
the triumph of state socialism, not transnational socialism. In Soviet,
Chinese and other socialist systems, the statist aspects of state socialism
have prevailed over the libertarian aspects. War — the great promoter of
the state — has been the rule in state socialist revolutions, and has been a
frequent occurrence in interstate socialist relations.

World War One demonstrated the victory of the state system over any
competitors or moderating influences. The international socialist movement,
which demonstrated great apparent strength before the war, quickly
succumbed to nationalist passions on the outbreak of the war, There was
no general strike by workers nor blocking of war credits by socialist
parliamentarians. Likewise, personal and group commitments to pacifism
and neutralism were overwhelmed by nationalism. The pleas of Christian
leaders were ignored. The talents and emotions of intellectuals were
mobilised to glorify their own states and to vilify opponents. A part of the
anarchist movement, including some leading figures such as Peter Kropotkin,
supported the war. Big business and international finance could not prevent
the war, but rather adapted production to make war profits. War and the
state system have emerged triumphant over allegedly pacifistic influences
of representative democracy, capitalism, Christianity and socialism. These
and other ideologies and social systems have succumbed to or accommo-
dated war and the state.

Mobilisation for the state

The state cannot survive solely by the use of violence to enforce
acquiescence. A fair degree of popular support or at least passivity is
required. State objectives can be more effectively promoted if members
of the population are mobilised to support and work for the state. This
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process of mobilisation to serve the state is a key one. It proceeds on many
levels.

Individual psychology. The state is a symbol of strength and domination
with which many individuals can identify. As the traditional sources of
allegiance, such as the family, religion and local community, lose their
force, the more abstract allegiance to country and state takes its place.
Patriotism is the most obvious manifestation of the mobilisation of
psychology to serve the state, but more pervasive is the tendency to
perceive the world from the viewpoint of one’s state and to identify one’s
own interests with those of the state.

The process of identifying with the state is most widespread in relation
to international relations, where the influence of the individual is least.
Individual powerlessness can promote identification with what is seen as
the source of power, the state. Mobilisation of individual psychology helps
mobilisation for war, and in turn is a potent method for generating
patriotism.

Participation. In many cases agencies of the state can act without
consulting or involving members of the public. But when community
disenchantment or outright opposition begins to play a major role, then
the state may sponsor limited participation which helps to mobilise
consent for its policies and actions.

For example, city planners for many years simply proceeded without
consulting the public. But in the late 1960s and 1970s community resistance
developed: local pressure groups were established to oppose freeways, new
airports, demolition programmes, uncontrolled commercialisation of
neighbourhoods, and other aspects of urban ‘renewal’ and ‘development’.
One official response to this grassroots resistance was to sponsor limited
forms of participation in urban planning, for example by setting up
neighbourhood councils to advise planners. Participation as used and
promoted by state bureaucrats served to mobilise support and legitimacy
for the state. Low-level participation can serve as a form of social control.
It ensures that ‘participation’ takes the form of consultation or placation
rather than community control. It also serves to coopt and absorb many
social activists, and to isolate radicals from their constituency.

State sponsored participation serves to mobilise consent both to support
particular policies and to support the prevailing system of top-down
administration. This is similar to the use of limited forms of worker
participation in corporations.

Racism. Antagonism between ethnic groups can be used and reinforced
by the state to sustain its own power. When one ethnic group controls all
the key positions in the state, this is readily used to keep other groups in



The state 119

subordinate positions, and as a basis for economic exploitation. This is
clearly a key process in apartheid in South Affica, but is also at work in
many other countries in which minority groups are oppressed. From this
perspective, the dominant ethnic group uses state power to maintain its
ascendance. But at the same time, the use of political and economic power
for racial oppression helps to sustain and legitimate state power itself. This
is because the maintenance of racial domination and exploitation comes to
depend partly on the use of state power, which is therefore supported and
expanded by the dominant group. From this perspective it can be said that
the state mobilises racism to help maintain itself.

There are several other avenues used by the state to mobilise support.
Several of these will be treated in the following chapters, including
bureaucracy, professionalism and patriarchy. In each case, institutionalised
patterns of dominance and submission are mobilised to support the state,
and the state in turn kelps to sustain the institution in question, such as
bureaucracy or patriarchy. To counter the state, it is necessary both to
promote grassroots mobilisation and to undermine the key institutions
from which the state draws its power and from which it mobilises support.

Problems with the state system

Is the state system really so bad? War is the most obvious indictment of
the system, and this alone should be enough to justify questioning the state.
As wars have become more destructive, there is no sign that any steps to
re-examine. or transform the state system are bemng taken by state elites.
This should not be surprising. War is not simply a by-product of the state
system, to be moderated and regulated when it becomes too dangerous
to populations. Rather, war is part and parcel of the state system, so the
destructiveness of war makes no difference. State elites — and many
others — see the world as a state-structured world, and all action is premised
on this prespective. '

War is the external manifestation of state violence. Political repression
is its internal form. Political freedoms are not only at a premium under
military dictatorships and statc socialism, but are also precarious in the
representative democracies, especially in relation to ‘national security’.

One of the most telling indictments of the state system is found in Leo
Kuper’s book Genocide. Kuper documents themost horrific exterminations
in this century, including the killing of the Jews by the Nazis, the massacre
of the Bangladeshis by the West Pakistan army in 1971 and theextermination
in Cambodia in 1975. What is damning of the state system is the reluctance
of governments — and of that assemblage of state actors, the United
Nations — to intervene against even the most well documented genocidal
killing. The reason for this reluctance is the concern for the autonomy of
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the state. In short, maintaining the ‘integrity’ of the state system is more
important for state elites than intervening against genocide.

There are many other social problems caused, sustained or aggravated
by the state, including suppression of dissent, state support for corporate
elites, and the activities of spy agencies and secret police. These problems
stem essentially from the system of unequal power and privilege which
the state both is part of and sustains. The state is not the only way to
embody and sustain unequal power and privilege: it is a particular way
involving bureaucracies for administration and military forces for
defending against external and internal enemies.

Critique of the state

It is possible to analyse the nature of the state at great length. Indeed,
this has been an active area of inquiry for quite a few years, especially for
Marxist academics. One can analyse the changing class composition of state
elites, the relative autonomy of the state and theideologicalstateapparatuses,
ad infinitum. But for all the analysis of the state as it is, there is relatively
little fundamental critique of the state as an institution, and less still in the
way of alternatives to the state. Abolishing the state is hypothetically on
the Marxist agenda for the far-distant future, but is certainly not an
immediate preoccupation of state socialists. Under state socialism, the state
is strengthened. In capitalist societies, most socialists also seek to strengthen
and expand the domain of the state. They aim to adapt state power for
their own ends, not to abolish it. One reason for maintaining the state is to
wage war against the enemies of the state.

Who are those who seriously want to reduce state power? Here I will
discuss three groups: anarchists, certain conservatives, and globalists.

Anarchists, Anarchism provides the most longstanding and incisive
critique of state power, and indeed the centrepiece of anarchist theory and
practice is opposition to the state as an institution. There are many different
anarchist perspectives, ranging from support for a capitalist market economy
without state interference to more collectivist orientations which also can
be termed ‘libertarian socialism’ or ‘left-wing anarchism’. My focus will be
on these latter orientations. Most anarchists see a possible and desirable
human community as one directly managed by the people who live in it. A
typical libertarian socialist vision is that local communities and workers
would organise their activities by techniques of direct democracy, with
higher-order decisions being made by bodies composed of delegates
directly elected and immediately revocable by local groups. In such an
anarchist society, privilege and power based on formal position would not
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exist. Work would be reconstituted so that the distinctions between mental
and manual work and between work and nonwork were dissolved.

The long-term goals of left-wing anarchists and of socialists often have
much in common, and indeed Marx is sometimes claimed as a mentor by
both groups. Anarchists accept the bulk of Marxist analysis of capitalism,
and like socialists oppose class rule: the unequal distribution of political
and economic power embodied in capitalist social relations. Lenin’s
theoretical position on the state, spelled out just before the Russian
October Revolution, contains many democratic practices which would
be supported by most anarchists, such as direct recall of delegates and
merging of legislative and executive functions.

Where anarchists and state socialists differ is over what methods are
acceptable and successful for attaining liberation from class rule. State
socialists historically have supported the ‘intermediate’ stage of ‘dictatorship
of the proletariat’, namely the vesting of ownership of the means of
production in the hands of communist party elites who allegedly represent
the proletariat. In other words, in order to destroy capitalist power, state
socialists support the vast expansion of state power. In theory this state
power is supposed to wither away sometime in the future, but in practice
there has been no programme to achieve this goal.

Anarchists, since the early days of Marxism, have warned that the taking
over of state power in the name of the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’
involves only another form of elite rule, and is not compatible with the
goal of a stateless world. Anarchists strongly support the principle that the
means should embody the ends. If the goal is abolition of the state, the
means must involve weakening rather than strengthening state power.
Anarchists in the late 1800s correctly foresaw that the outcome of revolu-
tions led by vanguard elites to capture state power would be increased
political repression.

The anarchists’ critique of the state is not always matched by an equally
incisive critique of other systems of power which also need to be addressed,
such as patriarchy. And even with their heavy focus on the problems caused
by the state, anarchists are far from having developed a persuasive and
potent programme of political action against the state. They do support
initiatives for self-management such as cooperatives and workers’ control.
Thsse are seen as budding alternatives to state power and to other types of
elite power. Furthermore, anarchist perspectives can be used to analyse
social action campaigns to determine whether actions will really promote
self-management or will just reinforce state power.

In practice, many anarchists tend to take a ‘purist’ attitude to social
action, preferring to avoid involvement in the state system themselves and
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so to work only on its fringes. This is one reason why anarchism remains
very much a “fringe’ ideology.

Anarchists have devoted little attention to strategies for challenging and
replacing the state system. Part of the reason for this is that many anarchists
have looked for social change to come from sudden — often violent —
revolutionary transformations of society. Unlike vanguard parties on the
left, few anarchist activists and theorists want to become new elites. They
bend over backwards to avoid formal leadership roles, and prefer to leave
the course of revolutions to the spontaneous initiatives of the masses. The
intuitive support for self-managing structures has been graphically illustrated
by such occasions as the Spanish Collectives in 1936-1939. These occasions
are among the central guiding images for many modern anarchists.

The lack of attention by many anarchists to long-term strategies for
undermining and superseding the state is unfortunate. With a far-reaching
critique of the state and other structures for social repression, and with
a fair conception of an alternative mode of social organisation based on
self-management, anarchism provides perhaps the most fruitful starting
point for development of anti-state strategies. Anarchists have not taken
up such strategy development because of their avoidance of ‘contamination’
by getting enmeshed in the state system and because of their belief in the
spontaneity of self-managing social revolution. Contrary to many anarchists,
I think a strategy against the state must involve coordinated action by
people both inside and outside the state. ‘Getting dirty” — beingideologically
compromised — is an inevitable consequence of such an approach. Also, I
think the emphasis by some anarchists onspontaneityis somewhat misplaced.
Plans, strategies and scenarios are greatly needed to promote social change.
The proper alternative to the rigid ‘lines’ of socialist vanguard parties is
not pure spontaneity, but rather involvement by all interested people in
developing the road — or rather many roads — to a self-managing future.
For all their promise, the major social revolutions with self-managing
traits have not had encouraging outcomes. More planning and attention to
strategy could increase the odds of success in the future.

Conservatives. Another critique of state power is provided by certain
conservatives. I say ‘certain’ conservatives since much right-wing opinion is
not critical of the state in any fundamental sense. Defenders of capitalism —
who are usually located towards the right in the conventional political
specttum — often complain loudly about zovernment intervention, but
few want to alter the nature of the state in any dramatic way. Rather, they
want state intervention in the economy to be tilted more towards the
interests of capitalists. Few of them would really be happy with the
disappearance of state financing and regulation of roads, rail systems and
air traffic, foreign trade, medical services, schools or the legal system.
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The conservatives I have in mind are those who oppose the weakening
of local organisations — including families, communities, churches and
voluntary organisations — by the centralised state. This is a conservative
anti-statism rooted in traditions of autonomy rather than in defence of
corporate or other vested interests. Localist anti-statism is found in most
parts of the world which have not succumbed to industriaiisation and
‘modernisation’. (Modernisation is a code word for incorporation in the
exploitative national and international political and economic systems.)
Even in industrialised countries, localist and anti-statism persists in many
areas, especially in the United States. Often it is mixed with pro-capitalist
ideology.

A writer who presents the view of conservative localist anti-statism very
well is Robert Nisbet. In his book Twilight of Authority his basic theme is
the destruction of local organisations by the centralised state, and the need
for renewal of the local organisations. Nisbet provides a strong critique of
the state, pointing to its failures, corruption, abuse of power,and destruction
of valuable traditional institutions and values. Nisbet also spells out the
connection between the rise of state power and the rise of bureaucracy,
the important role of war and military influence as causes and consequences
of increased state power, and the role of intellectual class in promoting
and being benefitted by the state and war.

Nisbet’s preferred alternative to state domination is a revival of localism,
of kinship links, of decentralisation and of voluntary organisations. In this
emphasis, localist conservatism and anti-statism has much in common with
anarchism and with the goals of many community activists who push for
more local autonomy and self-reliance in health, energy or production.

But there is a big difference in the nature of the local organisations
supported by anarchists and by conservative localists. Anarchists favour
self-managing local alternatives, and oppose hierarchy and other forms of
oppression such as patriarchy and the factory division of labour. Nisbet by
contrast is uncritical of the localist alternatives to state power. He does not
question the inequality and oppression embodied in the traditional family,
university and so forth. Nisbet supports local varieties of hierarchy as a
counter to centralised enforcement of uniformity.

How long does Nisbet see localism recovering its lost position against
statism? This is a problem: Nisbet has no strategy. He apparently puts his
trust in the power of ideas to cause change. This lack of strategy is linked
with Nisbet’s lack of critical attention to the family, voluntary organisations
and local community whose resurgences he advocates. The oppression
found in these local organisational forms has a lot to answer for, including
contributions to racism, sexism, religious intolerance and class oppression.
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This is one important reason why state power so often has been seen as a
solution to social problems.

Because anarchists and other community activists do criticise the
localist organisational forms, this provides them with a basis for mobilising
people’s concerns and energy. For example, feminists are able to mobilise
social action through their focus on oppression in the family and in larger-
scale patriarchal social structures. The energy generated by organising to
build egalitarian and self-managing systems of social organisation also can
be used to undermine and challenge state power. By aiming to reconstruct
local institutions and thereby mobilising people, anarchists, feminists and
others have access to a broad constituency for an anti-war strategy. The
constituency for a conservative anti-state strategy would lie in those who
are privileged by local hierarchies, and this is a much more dubious base
for challenging the larger hierarchies of the state.

Globalists. A third critique of the state comes from those who may be
called globalists. These are people who recognise the tragic consequences
of war, exploitation and repression caused by the state system, and see the
solution as some sort of global world order.

One frequently advocated alternative to the state system is world
government. But world government, or rather a world state, would not
necessarily eliminate war, exploitation and repression. Rebellions, revolts
and civil war would still be possible and indeed would be likely unless the
inequality, exploitation and other causes of war were removed. A form of
peace enforced by ruthless use of centralised power might be maintained,
but this in many ways could be just as bad as war. Indeed, in a world state
the opportunities for repression would be immense. If a world state came
into existence, it would be as necessary to develop ways to challenge and
go beyond it as it is to challenge the present state system. Those who
advocate the world state of course do not want it to be repressive. But the
reality of a world state is likely to be quite different, especially considering
that the most probable way in which a world state could arise is as a result
of a major global war.

Short of a world state, another favoured direction is a strengthening of
present international organisations, especially the United Nations. For all
its advantages, this approach is still limited by its reliance on the continued
existence of states. The UN has failed time and time again to prevent war
or repression, essentially because it is an organisation of state elites: an
inter-national and not a global organisation. To be represented at an
international level, local initiatives must be filtered through the state
apparatuses. The UN and other international organisations often are able
to act above and beyond the interests of particular state elites. But in any
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action that threatens to challenge or undermine the state system itself,
international organisations are quickly reined in by their constituent
members, the state elites.

This problem is well recognised by sophisticated globalists such as
Richard Falk and Johan Galtung. They favour a weakening and superseding
of state power by simultaneously strengthening initiatives at local and
global levels. Local organisations and campaigns can be linked in networks
across state boundaries, and global organisations can be constituted
independently of states, as in the case of global organisations of scholars,
war resisters or amateur musicians. Global organisations, or individuals or
groups constituted independently of states, provide valuable support for
local initiatives, and vice versa.

Where this viewpoint runs into some trouble is in spelling out what sort
of powers global organisations would have in setting frameworks or
providing administration. Surely it is desirable to provide guidance at a
global level for regulating the input of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere
from burning fossil fuels, or for providing assistance to disaster stricken
areas. But what procedures should be used for creating and operating
groups on such vital topics? How are they to be made properly representative
and accountable? Are their recommendations to be enforced in any way?

Nevertheless, the key insight of the globalist-localist advocates is an
important one: that local groups and initiatives should be linked non-
hierarchically with other groups and initiatives throughout the world. Action
groups often operate strictly within the framework and perspective of a
single state. The globalist orientation can help broaden the view of local
activists. Likewise, the involvement of individuals and local organisations
in global initiatives helps break down tendencies towards elitism in global
organisations.

Implications for action groups

What should be done to help transform the state system in the direction
of self-reliance and self-management? The problem can seem overwhelming.
What difference can the actions of an individual or small gioup make?
Actually, quite a lot.

The state system is strong because the actions of many people and
groups support it. Most social activists see state intervention as a solution —
often the solution — to social problems.

* What can be done about poverty? More state welfare.

What about racial discrimination? Laws and enforcement to stop it.
What about environmental degradation? State regulation.
What about sexual discrimination? Anti-discrimination legislation.

*
*®
*
* Whatabout corporateirresponsibility or excess profits? Nationalisation.
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What about unemployment? State regulation of the economy:
investment incentives, job creation schemes, tariffs.

What about crime? More police, more prisons, more counsellors.

* What about enemy attack? More military spending.

What about too much military spending? Convince or pressure the
government to cut back.

The obvious point is that most social activists look constantly to the
state for solutions to social problems. This point bears labouring, because
the orientations of and action by most social action groups tends to
reinforce state power. This applies to most antiwar action too. Many of
the goals and methods of peace movements have been oriented around
action by the state, such as appealing to state elites and advocatingneutralism
and unilateralism. Indeed, peace movements spend a lot of effort debating
which demand to make on the state: nuclear freeze, unilateral or multilateral
disarmament, nuclear-free zones, or removal of military bases. By appealing
to the state, activists indirectly strengthen the roots of many social problems,
the problem of war in particular.

To help transform the state system, action groups need to develop
strategies which, at a minimum, do not reinforce state power. This means
ending the incessant appeals for state intervention,and promoting solutions
to social problems which strengthen local self-reliance and initiative.

* What can be done about poverty? Promote worker and community
control over economic resources, and local self-reliance in skills and
resources,

* What about racial discrimination? Promote discussion, interaction

and nonviolent action at a grassroots level.

What about environmental degradation? Encourage local communities
to re-examine their own activities and to confront damaging practices.
What about sexual discrimination? Build grassroots campaigns against
rape and the gender division of labour, and mount challenges to
hierarchical institutions which help sustain patriarchy.

What about corporate irresponsibility or excess profits? Promote
worker and community control over production.

What about unemployment? Promote community control of commu-
nity resources for equitable distribution of work and the economic
product, and develop worker cooperatives as an alternative to jobs as
gifts of employers.

What about crime? Work against unequal power and privilege, and
for meaningful ways of living, to undercut the motivation for crime,
and promote local community solidarity as a defence against crime.
* What about enemy attack? Social defence.

* What about too much military spending? Build local alternatives to
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the state, use these alternatives to withdraw support from the state
and undermine the economic foundation of military spending.

These grassroots, self-managing solutions to social problems are in many
cases no more than suggestive directions. Detailed grassroots strategies in
most cases have not been developed, partly because so little attention has
been devoted to them compared to strategies relying on state intervention.
But the direction should be clear: in developing strategies to address social
problems, aim at building local self-reliance and withdrawing support from
the state rather than appealing for state intervention and thereby reinforcing
state power.

Many people’s thinking is permeated by state perspectives. One
manifestation of this is the unstated identification of states or governments
with the people in a country which is embodied in the words ‘we’ or ‘us’.
“We must negotiate sound disarmament treaties”. “We must renounce first
use of nuclear weapons”. Those who make such statements implicitly
identify with the state or government in question. It is important to avoid
this identification, and to carefully distinguish states from people. The
Australian state is different from the people living in Australia. Instead of
saying “China invaded Vietnam”, it is more accurate and revealing to say
something like “Chinese military forces invaded Vietnamese territory” or
perhaps “Chinese military forces, mostly conscripts, were ordered by the
rulers of the Chinese state to invade territory which was claimed by rulers
of the Vietnamese state as exclusively theirs to control”. Also to be avoided
is the attribution of gender to states, as in ‘motherland’ or ‘fatherland’.

Many social action campaigns have a natiomal focus, a national
organisationa] basis and depend on national activist leaders. This is especially
true when the campaign is based on influencing state elites to implement
or change policies. This national focus and national organisational basis
both reflects and reinforces a state perspective and state power. The alter-
native is to think and act both locally and transnationally, and to develop
skills and leadership ability at local levels. This approach has been adopted
by some social movements, but seldom on a sustained and systematic
basis.

In developing strategies which withdraw support from rather than
reinforce the state, activists must come to grips with the issue of electoral
politics. In most countries with systems of representative democracy, the
dominant political parties are well and truly interlinked with the state. Far
from providing a means for extemally controlling state power, the party
system is really an adjunct of the state. The party in government can achieve
little without the cooperation of the state bureaucracies, especially the
bureaucratic elites. Likewise, the ability of the government to implement
policies depends on fitting those policies into the mould of state bureaucratic
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activity. This government-bureaucratic feedback provides enormous pressure
to turn the party in government into co-administrators: helping to
administer the state, along with bureaucratic elites. This relationship is
strengthened by the bureaucratic structure of most political parties, which
are organised similarly to state bureaucracies, and by thesystemofpatronage,
which promotes interchange of key personnel.

If the electoral system is so closely intertwined with the state, this may
suggest that activists wishing to strengthen local and transnational rather
than state power should withdraw from electoral politics. This is indeed
the conclusion drawn by many anarchists. But this conclusion is a bit too
hasty.

In transforming the state, there are two interlinked approaches: building
self-managing alternatives from scratch, and moving existing state structures
towards self-management. For example, as well as starting up new worker
cooperatives, initiatives in the direction of self-management can be
undertaken within state bureaucracies. Likewise, as well as building new
processes for decision-making, efforts for democratisation of the existing
political system can be undertaken. The electoral system, like all other
parts of society, is a potential area for social struggle with the aim of
increased self-management. Indeed, the electoral system is a fairly fruitful
avenue for such struggle, since it is less perfectly bureaucratised and is
relatively open to grassroots input.

The big problem in trying to transform the electoral system is getting
caught up in the system: entirely working within it rather than also
helping change it. The inevitable pressure on party leaders is to compromise
principles of democracy, participation and responsiveness to the grassroots
for the goal of attaining or maintaining power. Activists often go along
with these compromises, and their participation in electoral politics then
serves to reinforce rather than weaken state power.

The conclusion for activists is to be very careful about engaging in
electoral politics. It is not good enough to assume that any social movement,
once it reaches a certain critical size and strength, must engage in electoral
politics. Grassroots strategies that do not depend on ‘success’ in elections
need to be developed and pursued.

Finally, people in action groups should try to come to grips with their
own statist and nationalist feelings, and attempt to transcend them. A good
test is to address issues which strike at the roots of statist feelings. One
such issue is immigration, In a world in which state power has been
dissolved, there should be no barrier to movement between large-scale
communities: no requirement for passports, immigration quotas and
screening procedures. It is compatible with this goal to campaign for open
state borders. On the other hand, it might — or might not — be a feature of
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a self-managing society to have closed or semi-closed local borders, at the
level of households, communes or neighbourhoods, at least so far as
settlement is concerned. For example, many ethnic groups need local
autonomy to maintain their culture. Immigration and other issues relating
to statist feeling — such as citizenship, uniforms and medals, flags, state
representation as in sporting events, and state holidays — often contain a
deep reservoir of emotion. Confronting these issues and formulating
policies and actions concerning them is a good way to come to grips with
statist assumptions and feelings.

Strategy against the state

As mentioned before, there has been little effort devoted towards
developing grassroots strategies for dissolving the state and replacing it
by self-managing political and economic systems. Here all I will do is
outline some of the elements which might contribute towards such a
strategy.

The essential basis for a state-transforming strategy is building self-
managing alternative structures at the local level:

* cooperatives, self-help systems in housing, health and education;

* technologies and social arrangements for self-reliance in energy,
transport and communications;

* social defence to supersede military defence, community security
arrangements to supersede police;

* arrangements for grassroots participation in decision-making. including
affinity groups, workers’ and community control, the lot system and
others.

As well as building self-managing structures, it is necessary to challenge,
confront, undermine, transform or abolish many existing state structures.
There are several avenues through which such challenges may proceed.

* One of the key functions of the state is administering the economy.
By managing the economy, for example in coordinating labour and working
conditions, the state aims to produce a surplus which sustains the activities
of the state itself, including warfare. Thus through economic administration
the state creates its own conditions of existence. Economic administration
proceeds through the activities of state bureaucracies, and so challenging
state bureaucracies and challenging bureaucracy as an organisational form
provides a key challenge to the state. This issue is discussed in the next
chapter.

* Economic growth is a key stabilising factor for the state, since it
helps buy off discontent and displaces struggles for self-management into
disputes over who receives the economic surplus. Questioning the ideology
of economic growth, if the questioning is linked with struggles for economic
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self-management, can be a potent challenge to the state and the centralised
economy.

* The state depends heavily on the modern division of labour, both as
a basis for administering social life and as a way for preventing development
of the grassroots solidarity on which opposition can be sustained. Yet the
modern division of labour also creates new vulnerabilities for the state:
organised nonviolent action by key workers, such as power system engineers
or computer programmers, cannot be repressed by force alone. Organising
in a host of such key areas thus provides a serious threat to state power.

* The state both promotes and is reinforced by forms of high technology
which require state control, such as nuclear power, space programmes,
supersonic transport aircraft and, not least, military technology such as
nuclear weapons. Challenging these forms of high technology also directly
challenges the expansion or maintenance of centralised political and
economic power which is closely linked with the state. The movement
against nuclear power has repeatedly been met with state opposition and
repression precisely for this reason. State support for technology which is
capital-intensive, dependent on experts, and which requires state ownership
or control can be seen as one way in which the state creates conditions of
existence favourable to itself. Challenges to nuclear power, supersonic
transports and other similar technologies thereby become potent avenues
for confronting state power.

* The technology and social organisation of communications, such as
state-controlled or regulated television broadcasting, play a big role in
sustaining mass opinion favourable to the state. As well as developing
decentralised and self-managing communication alternatives, challenges
to the dominant communications media can constitute a challenge to state
power.

* As mentioned earlier, the state mobilises support in various ways,
such as through individual psychology, participation and racism. The other
side of this process is grassroots mobilisation. For example, creating and
strengthening community groups, such asaffinity groupsinsocialmovements,
provides a solid basis for emotional satisfaction and solidarity which
thereby reduces the potential for the state to mobilise individual psychology.
Likewise, with a grassroots programme for working both on the inside and
outside of government bureaucracies, state-sponsored participation has less
potential for coopting local initiative. And while the state can mobilise
racism and patriarchy, the entry of ethnic minorities and women into
state employment can also provide an avenue for undermining state
structures, as will be discussed in chapter 12 in relation to patriarchy.

In pursuing campaigns which challenge the state, it is important that
planning and coordination be done on both local and global levels, rather
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than just within separate states. The overall challenge must be to the state
system, not just to individual states within it.

Challenges to the state need to take into account the different parts of
the state and their different roles in restraining or supporting grassroots
efforts. Those parts of the state in which social activism is most tolerated
or structurally possible are mostly the areas where social activists are
currently found and where campaigns are focussed, such as the education
system, welfare systems and the electoral system. These efforts are
important, since these sorts of areas are where most headway seems possible.
But it is also important to develop campaigns focussing on parts of the
state which are most resistant to democratisation and which play the
largest role in opposing and smashing social movements. The following are
same of the powerful and potentially most repressive parts of the state in
relation to the problem of war.

* The executive. The executive of state, and in particular the top
person or group, holds an immense power. The President of the United
States, for example, has control over a much greater potential for violence
than any individual dictator in past eras. Any social strategies which
increase or reinforce the power of the state executive needtobereconsidered.
Anti-state strategies are required which withdraw power from the state
executive, or which actively challenge this power.

* The military. This is treated in chapter 11.

* Spy agencies. Secret agencies for spying, ‘covert action’ and
‘disinformation’ have grown immensely in power along with state power.
They play a potent role in restraining grassroots movements and in sustaining
clite power. Because their effectiveness depends on secrecy, the greatest
single threat to spy agencies is exposure. Individuals and community
groups which have campaigned against spy agencies have played and will
continue to play a vital role in opposing further repression and centralisation
of power. Much more effort is needed to develop effective campaigns
against spy agencies.

* The police. The police play a complementary role to the military in
defending the state against challengers, mainly internal challengers.
Campaigns to challenge the repressive role of the police and to establish
alternative methods for community security are needed. Such campaigns
will have much in common with campaigns to abolish the military.

* The prison system. The prison system, with help from the legal
system, serves as a potent coetrcive system to contain challenges to state
power. The role of the prisons is most vital to state power when they are
used to repress or intimidate political dissidents. It is not coincidental to
the role of prisons as a support for the state that violence within many
prison systems is so entrenched. Campaigns for prison reform, for
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redefinition of crime and for justice not biased towards state interests can
and do quite a lot to restrain the extension of state power. Thus prisoners’
action groups and other challenges to the prison system can play an
important role in strategies to indercut the coercive power of the state.

Since the state system is so strong now, it would be somewhat speculative
to present a detailed strategy for state transformation. For the moment,
moving in the appropriate direction may have to be sufficient, for example
in organising campaigns by action groups. If and when local forces become
much stronger and pose a real threat to state power, other more difficult
problems for strategy will arise. To what extent should global considerations
dictate actions within a single country? Is self-management possible in one
country? What should be the role of figureheads and leaders of the
nonviolent revolutionary movement? Which parts of the state system should
be abolished, which reconstituted and which protected for the time being?
What about the electoral system?

These and other such questions may seem far in the future. But although
significant change towards self-management may not occur for many
decades, it is best to be prepared. Social revolutions usually proceed far
ahead of planning and strategy, often with disastrous consequences. It is
never too early for grassroots involvement in thinking and planning for
long-term social change,

Problems and limitations
There are a number of traps into which antistate campaigns can fall.

Weakening the periphery. In chipping away at peripheral portions of
the state system, one possible result is increased power forlocalcommunities,
but another is increased power for the central parts of the state system.
For example, challenging a regional government within a state may lead to
increased local power or to increased power for the national government,
depending on circumstances. Likewise, weakening state power in peripheral
states, as in Australia or Czechoslovakia, may increase community-level
power or increase the sway of the United States or Soviet Union, or both.
The existence of this problem should not provide an excuse for bolstering
regional or peripheral state power. Rather, the implication is that campaigns
should be designed so that grassroots organisations are able to take advantage
of any space opened by weakening bureaucracies or other aspects of the
state.

New States. One of the important challenges to existing states lies in
separatist movements, as in Quebec, Scotland, Tibet or Bangladesh. But in
weakening the control of existing states, separatist movements can play
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into the hands of regional elites. A successful separatist movement often
simply leads to a new state in the old mould.

States should be distinguished from nations. A nation is a group of
people typically with a common language and culture, and a set of traditions
based in common religion, territory, and political, military and economic
institutions. A state may include more than one nation, as in the case of
the Estonians, Latvians, Lithuanians and other nations of the Soviet Union.
Also, a national grouping may be spread over many states, as in the case of
the ‘Jews. But states exert a strong pressure towards internal unity, by
promoting a common language, education and culture, so the tendency is
for people within a state to be moulded into a single and unique nation as
well. The standard concept of the nation-state is testimony to this process.

The related phenomenon of nationalism is often thought to be based
primarily on common cultural characteristics. But John Breuilly argues
that nationalism is better understood as a form of politics, in which
cultural characteristics are used to legitimate and mobilise a political
opposition to the state. Instead of appealing to universal principles or
particular political rights in organising a political movement, a nationalist
movement appeals to a distinctive cultural identity. But nationalist politics,
according to Breuilly, have little connection with the existence or non-
existence of a nation, but rather are shaped by existing interstate politics.
From this perspective, the aim of nationalist movements is gaining or
exercising state power, not providing any fundamental challenge to the
nature of the state system.

Strengthening transnational corporations. Like the problem of weakening
peripheral portions of the state system, weakening the state in some cases
may simply allow increased exploitation by non-state organisations such as
transnational corporations. It is important to keep in mind that while the
state may be a key driving force behind war, it is not the only source of
poverty, exploitation and repression. Campaigns against capitalism and
other tepressive power systems — including church hierarchies, patriarchy,
and feudal-style social systems — need to be pursued hand in hand with
campaigns against the state system.

Dismantling social services. The state has gradually garnered a monopoly
over provision of certain social services, such as unemployment payments,
pensions, schooling and medical care. It is one thing to promote locally
controlled and self-reliant alternatives to these state services, and another
to uncritically call for cutbacks in state services. Without the alternatives,
opposition to state provision of services plays into the hands of those who
wish to maintain their own privilege at the expense of others. But blindly
defending the state services helps to maintain the state system with all its
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problems. The resolution to this problem is to develop and build up ways
of satisfying social needs for livelihood, learning and health in a more locally
controlled manner than state services, and also to push for conversion of
state services to these alternatives.
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Bureaucracy

For many people the word ‘bureaucracy’ conjures up an image of a
mass of office workers buried in mounds of paper and tied to a set of petty
rules, the notorious ‘red tape’. Bureaucracies are often the focus of popular
dislike, especially because they are perceived to be inefficient and lack
flexibility to meet individual requirements. The infamous ‘they’ who are
continually meddling in people’s lives are often thought of as remote
bureaucrats.

While the popular perceptions about bureaucracy reflect some insights,
they are not a good basis to begin analysing a social institution. To do this
bureaucracy needs to be looked at as a set of relationships between people.

Bureaucracy is a way of organising work in which people are treated as
interchangeable and replaceable cogs to fill specialised roles. Two key
features of bureaucracy are hierarchy and a specialised division of labour.
Other characteristics of an ‘ideal’ bureaucracy are rules which describe the
duties of members, a set of standard operating procedures, and impersonal
relations between members. In a model bureaucracy, initiatives and policy
directions come only from the top echelons. Work in carrying out policies
is done at the lower levels within the guidelines set from above.

Most large modern organisations are bureaucratic in form: government
departments, corporations, political parties, churches and trade unions.
None of these real organisations are pure bureaucracies. For example,
initiatives and policy directions in political parties and trade unions
sometimes come from the rank and file.

Bureaucracy and the war system

How is bureaucracy as an organisational form connected with the war
system? To begin, most modern professional military forces are run as
model bureaucracies. This is an important connection. But although most
wars are fought by armies, they are fought on behalf of states, and
bureaucracy is the key organisational building block of the state.

The state is composed of numerous bureaucracies at national and
local levels, to administer government policy concerning government
finances and taxation, the military, economic production, law, transport,
communications, etc. If industries are run or regulated by the state, this
operation is usually organised bureaucratically. Most services run or
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Bureaucracy and the psychology of bureaucrats

Bureaucracies foster particular psychological characteristics in
bureaucrats. Among these are conformism, inflexibility, conservatism and
emotional aloofness.

How does the psychology of bureaucrats develop? There are several
mechanisms.

* Self-selection: people choosing to become bureaucrats because
bureaucracies nurture or reward their inclinations. For example, conformers
are more likely to seek a haven in a state bureaucracy than in the arts.

* Peer pressure: the influence of other bureaucrats. Those who don’t
work through the proper channels often experience noncooperation,
ostracism or worse.

* Social pressure: expectations and interactions with people outside
bureaucracies, such as clients. Welfare recipients demand prompt and
predictable service without special favours.

* Bureaucratic structure: the constraints on and cues for behaviour
by the way bureaucracy is organised. The bureaucratic division of labour
encourages people to be inward-looking and task-oriented.

* Social structure: the constraints on and cues for behaviour created
by the way society is organised. The hierarchical social relations found in
families or embodied in centralised energy technologies promote many of
the same psychological characteristics fostered by bureaucracies.

Knowing the nature of the interaction between bureaucracy and
bureaucratic psychology is important in deciding how to reform or replace
bureaucracies.

One approach is to aim at changing the bureaucrats. If bureaucrats can
be humanised, so it is hoped, then bureaucracies will be more responsive to
human intcrests. This approach is based on individualism, the dominant
idcology in capitalist societies. If something is wrong, individualism
blames individuals, not institutions. To fix the problem, individuals are
counselled, cducated, penalised, rearranged or replaced. The structures
stay the same.

Another problem is to change the structure of bureaucracies and other
institutions so that they do not encourage or induce the undesirable
behaviour. This approach assumes that pathological behaviour primarily
results from pathological structures, not pathological individuals.

Social action often depends on initiative by individuals such as labour
organisers whose psychology may differ from the norm. But while social
action depends on individuals, its strategics must encompass methods
to change structures. Aiming to change structures purely by changing
individuals is futile, as any examination of history’s crusades will show.
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administered by the state, including schooling, medical and welfare services,
are handled according to bureaucratic principles. Indeed, with few exceptions
it may be said that the modern state is made up of bureaucracies.

Does this mean that bureaucracy is necessarily a lynchpin of the war
system? To obtain a better view of this it is useful to examine the history
of bureaucracy and the state.

There are a number of examples of major bureaucracies in ancient
times, such as the pyramid-building ‘armies’ of slaves in Egypt under the
pharoahs, the mandarin system in ancient Chinese empires, and similar
forms of rule in various forms of so-called Asiatic despotism. Some of these
systems were extensive and rigid bureaucracies. It should also be noted
that ancient bureaucracies were usually associated with dictatorial political
systems. That bureaucracies were found so useful in these arenas is
suggestive of the future of this organisational form.

The expansion of modern bureaucracies occurred in conjunction with
the rise of modern states and of professional military forces in service of
the state. The key events occurred in Europe in the past several hundred
years. According to Henry Jacoby in The Bureaucratization of the World.
the rise of bureaucracy occurred as the ties to local groups weakened. The
feudal system, which was to be superseded by the state and capitalism and
later by state socialism, was based on considerable local economic and
political self-reliance. There were many local centres of power, including
the church, estates, local aristocrats and provincial centres. People had
close ties and psychologically identified with family, land, manor and
church. All these aspects of the feudal system were resistant to the
extensive division of labour and centralised control required fortheoperation
of bureaucracy.

The feudal system was based on severe inequality and cxploitation,and
on a narrow physical and mental world which permitted little scope tor
oppressed groups such as peasants and slaves to organisc for change. The
feudal estates were also quite warlike. Because there was no higher lord to
which appeal could be made in the case of disputes, bitter and prolonged
private wars between fiefholders were not unusual. Such wars were possibie
because the coercive power used to control serfs and peasants within cstates
could also be turned against external opponents.

The local selfsufficiency and autonomy of the teudal system began to
break down under the impact of increased trade and commerce, both in
goods and in ideas. Towns became centres of independent enterprise, and
also provided niches for independent thinking and challenging of religious
dogma. The towns, to obtain independence of the feudal lords, looked to
the king — hitherto only a leader among equals — for support.

Once the economic self-sufficiency of the feudal domains was eroded,
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the stage was set for the rise of state power, often under a monarch. A key
to the power of the monarchy was taxation. To impose taxes not only on
towns tut also on feudal estates, hoards of tax collectors — bureaucrats —
were employed. Bookkeeping and administration were also required, and
the state bureaucracy grew apace. One of the important avenues for expan-
sion of early state bureaucracies, for example in France and Prussia, was to
provide training, supervision and supply for large military forces. The state,
once it gained significant power over the feudal landowners, used its econ-
omic and military power to further destroy sources of resistance: trade
monopolies and regulations were established and central police and prison
systems were expanded.

To enforce its powers, the state relied ultimately on military force.
With its evergrowing power of taxation, larger armies could be maintained.
And the army consumed a large fraction of state finances. Armies remained
mainly mercenary until the French Revolution, in which popular support
and involvement in military forces was mobilised for state goals. By this
time the role of bureaucracy as the organisational form for administering
state power was well established.

As the feudal system declined, so did feudal warfare, including its ‘polite’
forms such as dueling. With the decline of feudal warfare came the rise of
modern war, organised around the modern state, bureaucracy and military.
Both feudal and modern warfare have grown out of institutional frameworks
in which organised violence is used to protect the interests of dominant
social groups.

This thumbnail history omits most of the detail and complications of
the development of the connection between bureaucracy, the state and the
military, But it does suggest the strong connection between bureaucracy
and the modern war system, beyond the organisation of the military itself
as a bureaucracy. In particular, bureaucratic organisation allows the central
administration of large ares of life necessary to maintain and expand state
power and its monopoly over mass violence. In addition, the organisation
of society along bureaucratic lines serves to destroy independent sources
of economic and political power,

To what extent is bureaucracy as an organisational form a root of modern
war, and to what extent is the problem simply the directions to which
bureaucracies are turned? In other words, can bureaucracy be reformed or
must it be abolished or transformed out of recognition? It is important to
sort out thoughts about this issue before launching into campaigns to change
bureaucracy. What precisely should be the goal of such campaigns?

From one perspective, the problem is the uses to which bureaucracy is
turned. Bureaucracies after all can be used to enforce environmental protec-
tion and provide welfare payments to the poor as well as to run wars and
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spy operations. However, this perspective of the intrinsically neutral bureau-
cracy is flawed because it does not address the issue of which groups in
society are in a position to ‘use’ bureaucracy. Bureaucracy thrives much
more readily in systems of centralised power, not surprisingly considering
that bureaucracy is based on the principle of hierarchy. Direct democratic
control of bureaucracies is almost a contradiction in terms. In liberal dem-
ocratic political systems, the most that can be claimed is that state bureau-
cracies are controlled at the top by elected representatives of the people.
Even this so-called popular control is implemented seldom enough. In
practice, state bureaucracies in capitalist societies are strongly influenced by
corporate elites via provision of jobs, perks and most basically by providing
a reason for the state bureaucracies to exist.

In authoritarian political systems, there is less pretence that state bureau-
cracies are controlled by the people. It is not for nothing that bureaucracies
have been prominent not only in Asiatic despotism in earlier times but also
under Nazism and Stalinism in this century.

But as well as being a tool for certain class interests — such as capitalists
— bureaucracies serve their own interests, especially those of the bureau-
cratic elites themselves. The familiar behaviour of bureaucrats in sticking
by procedures even when this wastes enormous amounts of resources, in
tightly controlling information, and in not tolerating internal dissent are
all parts of a general defence of bureaucratic interests.

If one insists on seeing bureaucracy as a tool, then it should be seen as
a tool easy to use by elites and very difficult to use by any group practising
self-management and direct democracy. Bureaucracies are no more neutral
tools than nuclear weapons are neutral forms of technology. Bureaucracy
is both designed for and selectively useful for a society based on inequality
and centralised control. Being prepared for modern mass warfare is one of
the ways in which such a society maintains itself. Bureaucracy is therefore
not only implicated in serving the war system, it is a mainstay of the system
itself. To remove bureaucracy as a root of war, it would need to be restruc-
tured along the lines of self-management. With such a thoroughgoing trans-
formation, the result could scarcely be called bureaucratic.

I turn now to a closer look at bureaucratic organisation itself and then
to some grassroots strategies for transforming bureaucracy.

The nature of bureaucracy

As mentioned before, bureaucracies are characterised by hierarchical
authority, a detailed division of labour, a set of rules and standard routines,
and impersonal relations between staff. Not all bureaucracies will manifest
these characteristics to the same degree. Here I will approach bureaucracy
as a political system which facilitates elite control.
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It is useful to compare bureaucracy with the factory system of produc-
tion. Stephen Marglin has analysed the origins of the industrial revolution.
The earlier system of production was the ‘putting-out’ system: workers
produced goods for the market in their own time and under their own
control, commonly doing the work at home. Capitalists might handle raw
materials and also retail distribution, but control over the speed and method
of production remained in the hands of the workers. According to Marglin,
the factory system — grouping these workers in supervised workplaces —
did not initially increase the output of goods for a given input of materials
and labour. The same production methods were used. (Labour-saving tech-
nological innovations came after the establishment of the factory mode of
production.) In fact overheads in equipment and supervision were higher,
so overall production efficiency was lower than with the putting-out
system. But the factory system allowed capitalists greater control: they
could force workers to work longer hours, and were able to control the
output more tightly. The capitalists increased their profits and used this to
extend their control.

Adam Smith used the example of pin manufacture to argue that the
factory division of labour increased efficiency greatly. Marglin has ex-
ploded the logic behind this example by showing that the increased
efficiencies of the division of tasks — drawing the metal, straightening it,
cutting it, pointing it, grinding it, etc. — do not require a corresponding
specialisation of labourers. The tasks can just as-well be done by the same
person, one after the other. The manufacturing division of labour is only
one way to organise production. It is a way that reduces the control
workers have over their work. Marglin thus has shown that the driving
force behind the introduction of the factory system was not increased
efficiency at all, but the greater control it offered to capitalists.

The continuing development of technology and work organisation has
been guided by the aim of increased efficiency or output only within the
parameters of equal or increased owner or managerial control over produc-
tion. This applies to innovations in areas such as metalwork, furniture
production, meatpacking, manufacture of wearing apparel, typesetting and
computer programming. The classic work on this subject is Harry
Braverman’s Labor and Monopoly Capital, which has stimulated much
further work. The automobile assembly line is the epitome of this tendency.

Bureaucracy, like the factory system, is a way of organising workers. The
factory system organises manual workers. Office bureaucracy organises
mental workers. Both the factory and bureaucracy are commonly justified
by their alleged efficiency. Some factories and bureaucracies are efficient
in certain senses, others are not. But the driving force behind bureaucrati-
sation is not efficiency. The key to both the factory system and bureau-
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cracy is that they are organisational forms which facilitate centralised
control by elites. In both cases this control is enabled by hierarchy and a
fine division of labour.

Fred Emery argues that the key to bureaucracy is the location of authority
and responsibility for .coordination at least one level above those who are
doing the wark. The division of labour is not an evil if it is arranged by the
workers themselves. It is the combination of hierarchy and the division of
labour that allows control by elites.

Rather than seeing bureaucracy as a form of organisation designed for
efficient administration, bureaucracy is better understood as a political or
power system. Top bureaucrats have the greatest formal power. But the
hierarchy and division of labour also permit powerful outside groups —
corporate or other bureaucratic elites in capitalist countries, or communist
party elites in communist countries — to have a great deal of influence.

Deena Weinstein in Bureaucratic Opposition has developed most effec-
tively the idea of bureaucracy as a political system. She argues that bureau-
cracies are analogous to authoritarian states: in both cases people are
expected to stay in their places, to do as they are told, to offer opinions
only when asked, and to identify solely with the rulers and the official
ideology. Within authoritarian states. and within bureaucracies, individual
and collective oppositions' exist. The opposition may be to particular
policies, to corruption, to exploitation or to organisational structures.
Rather than being misfits who are disturbing efficient functioning, bureau-
cratic oppositions should be analysed as political oppositions, that is as
challenges to the use or distribution of power in the bureaucracy. ‘

Weinstein’s analogy between bureaucracies and states is particularly
revealing with regard to their links with the war system. Bureaucracies and
states each prop up systems of privilege and power. It is appropriate that
bureaucracy, as the building block of the state, is similar in the nature of
its power structure to a state, an authoritarian state no-less!

One important difference between bureaucracies and states is that most
bureaucracies rely only on nonviolent sanctions against dissidents, whereas
states can call on police and military forces if necessary. Most bureaucracies
rely not on the use of force but more on a system of rewards — favourable
feedback, promotions — and on a system of rules that legitimises the
structure. Willing service to ‘higher causes’ within a bureaucracy or in a
state provides much more stability than reliance on coercion. Antagonism
is further subdued by permitting nonconformity within limits, and using
various methods to buy off discontent and coopt dissident leaders. Non-
coercive control is all the more effective because it is difficult to recognise
and to oppose.

Under state socialism the dominance of bureaucracy is quite overt. State
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bureaucracies administer all possible aspects of life. In parallel with these
state bureaucracies, penetrating them, controlling them and constrained by
them is another powerful bureaucracy, the communist party. In each case
bureaucratic elites are in positions of state power. Hence state socialism is
sometimes called ‘bureaucratic socialism’.

In capitalist societies the dominance of bureaucracy is less immediately
evident, but the practice is not vastly different. In many capitalist societies,
national economic and political directions are set through a system which
is called corporatism. Elites from key influential sectors — government,
corporations, state bureaucracies, trade unions and others — get together
formally or informally to negotiate the framework for political and
economic decision-making. This may occur through national planning
agreements between corporations and trade unions, by creation of govern-
ment departments or advisory bodies or positions for women’s affairs, the
environment or science, or bipartisan agreement on military expenditures.
As I interpret it, corporatism is essentially coordination by elites, most of
whom are bureaucratic elites. To have an effect on policy, one must work
through a bureaucratic structure in one sector or another, whether it is 2
political party, a corporation, a trade union or an environmental advisory
body. The appearance is that all interests are represented. The bureaucratic
underpinning of corporatism ensures that power remains at the top.

Any bureaucracy is linked in many ways to other key institutions in
society. Consider for example a state bureaucracy. The bureaucratic
elites will have a particular relationship with dominant social classes
via recruitment, career interests, opportunities for expansion, relation-
ships to international conditions (such as military successes or defeats),
and the existence of a mass revolutionary movement or conservative
forces. A state agency overseeing chemicals in a capitalist society will
often be closely tied to chemical industry interests through career oppor-
tunities and the liaison developed for regulation and promotion of chemical
use. Also affecting the agency will be factors such as military use of
chemicals, penetration of the national economy by foreign chemical
companies, and the existence and nature of a consumer movement. All
these factors can affect the potential for change in the bureaucracy from
the top or bottom internally, or from the outside.

Bureaucracies both incorporate and mobilise other power structures.
Men in bureaucracies can use their power to exclude women and hence
maintain or extend patriarchal power. At the same time, bureaucracies
mobilise the power of men over women to maintain the bureaucracy itself:
men support bureaucratic power since it is 2 means for maintaining power
over womern. In a similar way, bureaucracies dynamically interact with
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other institutions of unequal power, including capitalism, racism and the
state.

How can bureaucracy be transformed into — or abolished to make way
for — a different organisational form which is more participatory, less
hierarchical, more responsive to community interests, and generally less
easy to be directed towards maintaining or promoting inequality, domina-
tion and war? A big question! More immediately, what has been done
towards learning how to transform bureaucracies in the direction of self-
management? Here I will describe three different approaches towards this
goal: academic promotion of and facilitation of industrial democracy, the
workers’ control movement, and experiences of social action groups.

Academics and industrial democracy

The academic community is quite undémocratic, hierarchical and riven
by competition, jealousy and power plays. The status and privileges of
academics depend heavily on their position as professionals and their links
with other professional groups and managers, all of whom help establish
the framework for managing employees lower in the pecking order. Sub-
stantial moves towards industrial democracy would undercut the status
and privileges of academics. The nature of academia helps explain why
hardly any of the numerous scholarly outpourings on bureaucracy are
useful to social activists. There are many studies of how to control and use
bureaucracy, but always from the point of view of thos¢ at the top. There
is very little material on alternatives to bureaucracy and on how to go
about changing bureaucracy from the bottom.

The area of academic study most directly relevant to bureaucratic
change is industrial democracy. Academics by and large have ignored or
been hostile to this area. When interest has been shown, it has mainly in-
volved study and critique at a distance, and not active involvement in
learning how industrial democracy might be fostered. When academics
study industrial democracy, it is as something ‘out there’: industrial
rather than academic democracy.

In spite of all this, there have been a small number of academics who
have bucked the tide and not only studied but also promoted industrial
democracy in the course of studying it. (Actually, to call these researchers
‘academics’ may be a bit unfair, since many of them are closer to being
social activists in background experience and orientation.) One of the
main such groups was associated with the Tavistock Institute in the 1950s
and 1960s and involved people such as Eric Trist, Einar Thorsrud and Fred
Emery. These researchers studied existing and spontaneous examples of
autonomous work groups, and drew conclusions about the difference
between. this mode of work organisation and the usual bureaucratic mode.
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But they realised that to learn more about the dynamics of autonomous
work groups, the conditions for their survival and the sources of resistance
to them, they needed to help design or stimulate the design of autonomous
work groups. In practice this meant they were promoting industrial demo-
cracy. For an academic to create an experimental innovation — whether a
weapons design, a surgical technique, a mode of social analysis, or a form
of social organisation — is quite often in effect if not in intention to
promote it as well.

The Tavistock researchers entered a number of work situations seeking
to introduce trials with different forms of work organisation. They sought
permission of all parties concerned: management, trade unions and workers.
Given permission, the investigators studied the entire work situation: not
only the hierarchy and division of labour, but also the technical equipment,
the skills required, and the objectives sought by workers and management.
Alternatives were investigated and eventually a reorganisation of work
relationships and technical organisation proposed. Because social and
technical factors were intermeshed, this approach is called socio-technical
design (or redesign).

To take only one of many possible examples, at a pulp mill in Norway a
reorganisation of work involved an upgrading of skills and a limited form
of job rotation. The results included improvement in quality and costs of
production, better communication and teamwork between operators, and
many suggestions from the workers for technical improvement.

From a social science perspective, the results of several decades of
experience with socio-technical design are remarkably clearcut. The
evidence shows overwhelmingly that reorganisation of work to increase
participation, promote sharing or rotation of tasks, and reduce hierarchy is
not only possible, but also results in equal or greater productivity, in-
creases job satisfaction, reduces absenteeism and increases quality of
output.

The alternative is at hand, and it works! The industrial democracy re-
searchers had hoped that socio-technical design innovations, which they
introduced in small working groups, would by their example be taken up
throughout the enterprises and copied elsewhere. By and large this expec-
tation has not been met. The innovations, however successful, have mostly
remained isolated changes or have éven been reversed. There are several
reasons for this, including the conservatism of management, trade unions
and staff and the lack of further injections of the special attention which
had been lavished on the experimental groups.

One of the key problems inhibiting further expansion of industrial
democracy was that the academics were responsible for too much of the
redesign process and for promoting the alternative. In some cases the re-
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design was largely worked out by the academics. But even when they
mainly served as facilitators for redesign efforts by workers, there was no
incentive or participation created at the middle management level for ex-
panding the scope of the redesign.

The next step towards fostering a self-sustaining process of work redesign
in the direction of industrial democracy has been described by Trevor
Williams in Learning to Manage our Futures. He concluded that middle
management needed to become active promoters of industrial democracy.
Williams helped organise a programme in which middle managers of
Telecom Western Australia (the government telecommunications bureau-
cracy) attended workshops run by him and his colleagues. The managers
clarified long-term goals of Telecom in the light of changing global circum-
stances, were introduced to concepts of work redesign, and were en-
couraged to develop projects to encourage workers at lower levels in their
own sections to undertake work redesign. The idea behind this approach
was that the managers themselves would become committed to a process
of organisational self-evaluation and change in the direction of industrial
democracy. The approach has shown positive results, though it is too soon
to see how self-sustaining and far-reaching the effects will be.

In another experiment, an attempt to introduce increased self-
management in his own commerce courses at the University of Western
Australia, Williams made an important finding. Those students who were
most resistant to collectively organising their leamning in a cooperative
fashion were those with the longest and least interrupted experience in
orthodox educational institutions. As well as the length of learning, also
important was what the students had learned about learning. Some had
learned to prefer a stable bureaucratic environment, while others preferred
a ruthless competitive struggle. Only a few learned to actively control their
learning environment to maximise learning for a changing environment.
This suggests that traditional schooling as a form of social organisation is
quite contrary to the willingness to engage in self-management. This will
be dealt with further in the next chapter which deals with the administra-
tive class.

There are many things to be gained by active experimentation in in-
dustrial democracy such as urdertaken by the Tavistock researchers.
Unlike spontaneous efforts towards workers’ control, researchers can
choose their situation carefully and systematically examine the factors
favouring and hindering industrial democracy. Academics are not auto-
matically identified with a particular interest group, and thus sometimes
can gain the support of management, unions and workers to promote
socio-technical redesign.

There are also some serious limitations to the academic work so far
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which seeks to determine how industrial democracy can be promoted. One
limitation is the basic justification for increased industrial democracy,
which is premised on the need for bureaucracies to survive in a ‘turbulent’
organisational environment it which traditional methods of top-down
control are inefficient or counterproductive because external conditions
change too rapidly. Although this perspective is quite useful, it does not
provide a basis for fostering industrial democracy when the requirement
for ‘active adaptive organisational learning’ is not so pressing as to demand
changes in bureaucratic structures.

Another limitation of academic work is that the issue of recalcitrant or
uncooperative bureaucracies has not been tackled. What should be done
when management or workers don’t want to change? In particular, the
academic work has depended on gaining management support or tolerance
for implementing socio-technical redesign. This means that the changes
made in work organisation have mostly been at the shopfloor level. This is
valuable, but how is overall decision-making in bureaucracies to be
democratised?

In addition, the problem of harmful or unnecessary bureaucracies has
not been confronted. Even complete workers’ control is not much of a
goal if what is being controlled is a tobacco company or a nuclear power
plant. Experiments need to go beyond industrial democracy to worker-
community control.

Workers’ control

The workers’ control movement probably has more experience in
directly challenging bureaucratic organisational forms than any other
social movement. The more far-reaching aims of the workers® control
movement include workers collectively and democratically designing
social and technical work arrangements, workers being direct and equal
participants in deciding overall goals, methods and policies for productive
enterprises, and workers deciding what goods or services the enterprises
should be producing. It is clear that these goals are incompatible with the
hierarchy and division of labour characteristic of bureaucracy.

The workers’ control movement has grown largely out of the immediate
experiences and initiatives of workers, and in many cases action has
preceded and stimulated theory. It is interesting that there has been rela-
tively little cross-fertilisation between the workers’ control movement
and the academics promoting industrial democracy. One reason for this
is that the academics have sought to obtain management support or
tolerance for their initiatives, whereas the workers’ control movement in
many cases has directly challenged the role of management.

Some of the features, strengths and limitations of workers’ control
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initiatives were described in chapter 5 on self-management. Here some of
the aspects of workers’ control directly relevant to transforming bureau-
cracy will be spelled out.

Workers’ control means many things to many people. It does not always
imply doing away with bureaucratic structures. Indeed, the goal of trans-
forming bureaucracy is seldom explicit in workers’ control theory and
action, and almost never in relation to the war system.

In many cases workers’ control is interpreted in ways which coopt rather
than mobilise forces for change. In these cases the terms ‘worker participa-
tion’ or ‘industrial democracy’ tend to be used. ‘Worker participation’ can
be taken to mean greater autonomy or measures for increased job satisfac-
tion at the shop floor level, without any fundamental change in the
hierarchical decision-making structures. There is considerable debate
among certain socialists about whether such piecemeal tokens of “partici-
pation’ and ‘democracy’ should be supported or even accepted by workers.
On the one hand, such small changes in the direction of workers’ control
can increase workers’ autonomy and may provide leeway for building
campaigns for more fundamental changes. On the other hand, concessions
from management — orindeed initiatives from management — to marginally
improve participation or working conditions often serve to dampen or
head off discontent. Limited forms of participation — consultation, repre-
sentation, self-determination of work within limited parameters — may
legitimise the prerogatives of management on fundamental matters.

A major problem facing the workers’ control movement is the extreme
hostility by corporate and state administrators to any major workers’
initiatives which challenge the prerogatives of management. Survival in a
hostile capitalist-bureaucratic environment is not easy: supplies are cut off,
sales channels closed, insurance is not applicable, legzal and police powers
are antagonistic. The obstacles are even greater for the many workers’
control initiatives launched in collapsing industries.

A powerful source of support for workers’ control initiatives is the
labour movement, and alsc some social action groups. Another source of
support often sought by workers’ control promoters is the government,
especially when a social democratic party is in office, and especially via
nationalisation. Nationalised industry, in which the state is the owner and
manager, needs to be distinguished from socialised industry or self-
managing industry, in which control is directly vested in workers and
community. Nationalisation by itself does nothing for, or is contrary to,
the goal of transforming bureaucracy, since bureaucratic modes of organi-
sation are more entrenched within the state than within capitalist enter-
prises.

In spite of these and other problems and limitations of the workers’
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control movement, it remains one of the most important movements for
challenging bureaucracy: its most radical goals undercut the essential
principles of bureaucracy and its grassroots organisational base challenges
the elite control which sustains and is sustained by bureaucracy.

Social action groups

For most social action groups — gay activists, feminists, antiracists,
education activists, environmentalists and antiwar activists — bureaucracy
as a form of social organisation in the state, corporations and other
dominant institutions has not been a focus of attention. Bureaucracy is
often not seen at all: it is accepted as part of the social and political
landscape. As a result, there have been few campaigns aimed at trans-
forming large-scale bureaucracies.

Action groups that focus on challenging social problems often work
through bureaucracy, sometimes eagerly and sometimes grudgingly. Their
aim is to change bureaucratic policies, not bureaucratic structures. Groups
struggling for the rights of women, gays and oppressed minorities aim to
overturn discriminatory policies and to obtain fair hiring and promotion
practices and representation within bureaucracies. Environmentalists seek
to stop particular freeways or chemical factories, not to reconstitute the
basic nature of social decision-making. Experienced activists pass on their
knowledge of how to use the state bureaucracies: who are the sympathetic
bureaucrats, how to lobby effectively, how to apply mass pressure to
influence policy at key moments. All of this can be quite useful and often
effective, and should not be rejected. But working through bureaucracy on
the inside, or demanding policy changes from the outside, does little to
transform bureaucracy itself. In fact, working through bureaucracy can
reinforce the legitimacy and sway of bureaucracy itself. In addition,
campaigns oriented towards working through bureaucracy or applying
pressure for change at the top tend to become bureaucratised themselves.

Another important orientation adopted by many social activists is
towards building self-managing organisational forms for their own activities,
such as cooperative enterprises or egalitarian action groups. Self-managing
organisational forms are an alternative to bureaucracy. Direct experience
in self-managing groups not only strengthens the sense of community and
commitment to social action, but also provides understanding and individual
strength to resist pressures for bureaucratisation in the wider society. In as
much as social movements organise themselves as decentralised self-managing
groups, linked by federations and networks, and self-consciously set out to
develop and extend such structures, they provide a strong challenge to the
domination of bureaucratic forms of social organisation.

Setting out to ‘live the alternative’ of self-management is vitally
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important, but it is not enough. So long as self-managing social action
groups remain small and isolated, they provide little threat to dominant
institutions. The military can tolerate, or squash if necessary, a few
conscientious objectors or nonviolent groups on the fringes of society.
Likewise, so long as self-managing social action groups remain separate
from the day-to-day experience of most people working in large-scale
bureaucracies, there is little chance that these bureaucracies will suddenly
collapse or transform themselves.

In short, most social activists have either worked through bureaucracies
or organised alternatives isolated from the dominant bureaucracies. They
have not mounted campaigns focussing on bureaucracy as a key social
form. I believe doing this should be a top priority for those seeking to
remove the roots of war. The field is wide open and there is much to learn.

Some efforts by social activists have resulted in challenges to bureaucratic
control. For example, in some education systems there have been struggles
for more participatory decision-making and greater community control.
Because schooling is only partly bureaucratised, there is more political
potential for teacher and community activists to push for local self-
management. There is a great need for such struggles to be studied and for
political insights from them to be drawn out. Here I will only describe one
small example of a social action campaign focussing on bureaucracy.

At the beginning of 1982, Friends of the Earth (Canberra) decided to
organise a campaign around bureaucracy. Since its formation in the early
1970s, FOE-Canberra has mainly campaigned against uranium mining and
nuclear power, and to a lesser extent at different times on other issues
such as forestry and packaging, whaling, and jobs and energy. Attendance
at weekly meetings has ranged from 2 to 12, averaging perhaps 6. Members
have attempted to decide on goals and methods in a participatory way,
and gradually procedures for attaining consensus have become better
understood and used. A continual attempt has been made to design
campaigns and activities to allow participation by all, to share both boring
tasks and exciting opportunities, and to provide emotional support and
pay attention to group dynamics while pursuing tasks. Thus it is fair to
say that FOE-Canberra has aimed at organising itself in a self-managing
way.

At the end of 1981 we spent several meetings deciding on priorities for
1982. Uranium mining and nuclear power came out at the head of the list,
as usual, but bureaucracy also rated highly. Several of us felt that
bureaucracy was in some way at the root of many environmental problems.
Environmentalists could write letters, organise protests and use nonviolent
occupations, for example to oppose the logging of the rainforest at Terania
Creek. But these campaigns, however successful in their immediate
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objectives, did nothing to transform the government forestry commissions,
which kept on with their environmentally destructive policies which served
the forest industries as well as the government forestry bureaucracies
themselves.

At the beginning, even those of us who were enthusiastic about a
bureaucracy campaign didn’t really know what this meant in practice. It
took us nearly six months just to work out what we were trying to do. We
had discussions and brainstorming sessions, circulated articles about
bureaucracy and talked to people outside our group. Several of our members
were sceptical. What were we trying to do? Why worry about bureaucracy?
What could we possibly do anyway? One thing was clear: in Canberra, the
national capital, there were plenty of state bureaucracies on which to try
out any ideas we came up with.

One early idea was to interfere somehow with a particular bureaucracy
in Canberra, so as to learn how it operated. The idea was to launch a little
probe into the organisation and see what happened. Bureaucracies might
seem very stable, but no one was sticking pins in them to see if they had
sensitive points. One proposed probe.was to write numerous letters that
would require replies drafted on behalf of the government minister in
charge of a department — so-called ‘ministerial’ letters — and so clog up
the system. By learning first about the internal dynamics of the department,
and then soliciting support from many other social action groups, we
could aim at such a'goal of jamming up the bureaucracy.

But on reflection this approach seemed to have at least two flaws. First,
it would antagonise those bureaucrats who were burdened with the
ministerial correspondence. Second, there was no reason to expect that
clogging up the system this way would in any way help to transform
bureaucracy, or even provide lessons on how to transform bureaucracy.

For several years I occasionally had read material about bureaucracy.
With the FOE project in mind, I began a somewhat more systematic
search for ideas about transforming bureaucracy. There turned out to be
very little to guide us. The academic work on industrial democracy was
useful and stimulating, but not directly relevant since we were not academic
researchers. The literature on workers’ control was valuable, but we were
not the workers. In fact, there was nothing at all that I could find about
how social action groups — inside or outside a bureaucracy — should go
about learning and campaigning to transform bureaucratic structures.
Indeed, most of the theoretical perspectives on bureaucracy were pretty
useless for a social action group with this goal. The most valuable perspective
was that presented by Deena Weinstein of bureaucracy as a political
system.

Eventually I came upon a useful idea. In one of André Gorz’s articles,
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on workers’ control, he describes the following: In the early 1960s, a
British sociologist named Goldthorpe made a detailed study of Vauxhall
workers at Luton. Interviewing them separately, he enquired about their
feelings concerning work, wages and their life situation. and concluded
that the workers were integrated into the system. A few militant workers
obtained a summary of Goldthorpe’s report and circulated copies to
workers. Shortly after, a newspaper reported on Vauxhall’s large profits
which were being sent to General Motors in the United States. After this
news was also made known to the workers, rioting broke out at the Luton
Vauxhall factories, lasting two days.

So although Goldthorpe found that the individual workers seemed to
be satisfied, underneath there was a great dissatisfaction and potential for
collective action. And Goldthorpe’s study contributed to the workers’
outburst by focussing attention on issues of job satisfaction.

Gorz’s account suggested that we might undertake a survey. We could
hardly expect or desire to induce a riot in an Australian government
bureaucracy, but in other ways a survey seemed a useful tool. It would
help us learn more about bureducracy, would involve us in direct interaction
with bureaucrats, and encourage bureaucrats to think more critically
about their own situation.

Even after deciding on a survey, it took several months for us to decide
on an interview technique (we chose open-ended but directed discussion as
described by Ferdynand Zweig) and cull out the key areas which we hoped
to probe and develop suitable questions. We then practised our interview
approach on each other and on sympathetic bureaucrats. We also had to
decide on procedures for maintaining confidentiality and pick a suitabie
section of the government bureaucracy. We chose a division of the
Department of National Development and Energy, which we thought
would be neither overly sympathetic (such as Environment or Industrial
Relations) nor excessively hostile (such as Defence or Treasury). It also
took us quite a few months to complete the interviews. During this time
we had other things to do as well, such as preparing street theatre for
Hiroshima Day.

Our results were illuminating to us, though not very surprising. We
obtained responses about job satisfaction and the nature of bureaucratic
decision-making which tally with the standardknowledgeabout bureaucracy.
We found as expected that very few respondents knew anything about
alternatives to bureaucracy, and fewer still had any ideas about how to go
about changing bureaucracy to be a more satisfying place to work in and
to be more responsive to community interests.

Perhaps more revealing was the reluctance of many bureaucrats to be
interviewed at all. After the initial stages we were told by the top
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bureaucrats that we could not enter the premises for our survey. But we
obtained written permission from the head of the department concerned
to interview staff about their personal views, so long as it was done outside
the building and outside working hours. Even with this written permission,
a large fraction of bureaucrats were clearly afraid of being associated with
us at all. FOE in Australia has the reputation of being a radical organisation,
and apparently it would be potentially harmful to their careers for
bureaucrats to even be known to have talked with us. This response made
the similarity of bureaucracy to an authoritarian state quite clear.

Eventually we completed an article describing the nature of bureaucracy,
insights from our interviews, and alternatives to bureaucracy. At the end
of 1983 we distributed copies of this article to members of the division
where we had made our interviews.

It is clear that our interview project is at most the first step in a
bureaucracy campaign. There are several possible future directions which
could be taken. Even the interview project was mostly put to one side for
many months in 1983 due to the resurgence in efforts against uranium mining
after the election of a Labor government, and ironically much of our
effort on this was aimed at applying pressure to the Labor Party hierarchy.

Perhaps not too much headway is possible with our particular project,
even with further development. But in any case many such projects are
needed. Some should spark creative initiatives or fall on fertile bureaucratic
soil, and provide the example and inspiration for further efforts to change
bureaucracy.

Strategy to transform bureaucracy

It would be nice to be able to present a coherent and persuasive strategy
for confronting and transforming bureaucracy into self-managingalternatives
of autonomous working groups, self-reliant communities, federations and
networks, drawing on experiences and insights from a variety of successful
and unsuccessful grassroots campaigns to change bureaucracy in this way.
Unfortunately the information and experience to draw up such a strategy
is not yet available, at least not in organised form. No more than a few
isolated social action groups have developed campaigns focussing on
transforming large-scale bureaucracy as an organisational form. The more
important next step in developing a strategy to change bureaucracy is
for more groups to put bureaucracy ‘on the agenda’.

What I will do here is outline some principles which I think are important
in developing campaigns for transforming bureaucracy.

Link insiders and outsiders. Campaigns concerning bureaucracy are
much more likely to be effective if they involve coordinated efforts by
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people both inside and outside the bureaucracy. Insiders know what is
going on first-hand: work conditions, power structures, attitudes, avenues
for intervention. They can provide valuable information to outsiders,
can advise on what tactics might be misdirected or counterproductive, and
can sound out ideas informally. Outsiders have much greater freedom to
act without putting their careers in jeopardy. They can take overt stands
not safe for insiders to take. Qutsiders also can have a wider picture of the
role of particular bureaucracies, and are closer in tune with community
perceptions.

Insider-outsider links help ensure that campaigns are broad-based, and
prevent polarisation of attitudes. In many social movements, there is a
strong tendency to label all those who are involved with oppressive
institutions — government bureaucrats, soldiers, police, corporation
managers, or political party workers — as automatically supporters of the
‘enemy’ and therefore beyond salvation. Once accepting this attitude and
by adopting polarising methods, the result is that the bureaucrats, soldiers
and other insiders close ranks against attack by the outsiders. Any hope of
changing the structure — government bureaucracy, army, police forces,
corporations or political party structure — is squandered. Treating insiders
as potential and indeed essential supporters, and building links with
insiders, helps overcome this counterproductive polarisation.

Similar comments apply to insiders. Many workers in government
bureaucracies, police forces, political parties and so forth are sympathetic
to the goals of the outside social action groups, but may see these groups
as amateurish and meddling. The tendency is then to avoid contact with
them, which allows the outsiders to become more out of touch and
frustrated and adopt stronger tactics, thus polarising the situation. It is far
more fruitful to build links with the outsiders and help them become more
effective. This does not mean channelling the outside actions into
bureaucratic avenues, but rather enabling outsiders to be more effective
in their own terms, providing a persuasive challenge to bureaucracies while
not antagonising bureaucrats needlessly.

The last word here, ‘needlessly’, is important. Polarisation is often
inevitable in social struggles. The point is not to create a polarisation
which turns too many people into supporters of the oppressive institution.

Building links between insiders and outsiders does not necessarily require
close collaboration in ‘mixed’ groups. Linking between groups and
individuals is compatible with ‘separatism’ so long as no group imagines its
own efforts to be the only ones required.

People who are both insiders and outsiders at the same time — such as
feminist bureaucrats who maintain contact with outside feminist groups —
can play a crucial role. They can be a thorn in the side of the bureaucracy
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by raising challenges internally, and can also provide insights to outside
groups to make their campaigns more effective.

If bureaucracies are political structures, then internal bureaucratic
oppositions either exist or are possible. Furthermore, bureaucracies exist
as political structures in the wider political environment of society, and
external bureaucratic oppositions also either exist or are possible. The idea
behind forging insider-outsider links is to combine the strengths of both
the internal and external bureaucratic oppositions.

Building insider-outsider links is not always easy. The biggest obstacle is
the preconceptions of others on the same side of the fence. Hard-line
outsider groups will label those who work with bureaucrats as ‘reformists’,
a term of abuse in this context. It is even harder for bureaucrats to break
ranks and be seen to be working with ‘ratbags’ on the outside.

James Robertson recognises several roles played by different people in
social transformation. Some people spend their time developing and
carrying out alternative ways of living and working. Others commit
themselves to confronting and eroding existing power structures; they may
not have the time or energy to develop non-standard ways of living. A third
role is that which Robertson calls ‘decolonisers’: people who work in a
bureaucracy and identify with it, but who are prepared to take part in
decolonisation, namely helping people over whom they farmerly had power
to become independent. Robertson argues that people in these and other
roles should try and communicate with and build links between themselves,
but that they should also expect conflicts between the different roles.

People do not just fall into a particular role, such as ‘decoloniser’, by
chance. Social class, sex, personal history and organisational location can
each contribute to this. Since Robertson’s decolonisers — or what Trevor
Williams would call ‘active adaptive learners’ — are so important in helping
to challenge and change bureaucracies from the inside, the conditions
which produce these people seem a crucial area for investigation,

An example of the unfortunate consequences of lack of contact between
insiders and outsiders is the familiar antagonism between social activists
and police. Calling the police ‘pigs’ and even fighting with them are only
among the more extreme manifestations of activist hostility to police,
which is mutually reinforcing. While many members of police forces are
corrupt, brutal and conservative, not all are. Many are politically aware
and often sympathetic to the causes espoused by the protesters who they
must guard or arrest. Police are the agents of social control for dominant
social institutions, not the embodiment of evil. If there is to be any hope
of eliminating oppressive social institutions, this will involve transforming
police forces as structures. There is a need for self-managing methods for
neighbourhood security, for alternatives to conventional prisons, for
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campaigns to undercut the roots of crime as well as redefinitions of crime,
and for conversion plans for police forces. To achieve much of this,
building links with sympathetic members of the police is an important task.
Already this has been done with many civil disobedience actions.
Arrangements with police are made so that arrests do not involve violence.
This way, more attention can be focussed on the policy or institution
being challenged.

In the Australian anti-uranium movement, described earlier in chapter 6,
there was close liaison between anti-uranium activists inside and outside
the labour movement, and this was highly valuable in building strength for
the anti-uranium movement as a whole. The community-based anti-uranium
movement provided many activists who presented the arguments to
members of the labour movement, at the shopfloor and party branch level,
as well as lobbying key figures in the labour hierarchy. This grassroots
approach resulted in policies against uranium mining by the Australian
Labor Party (ALP) and the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) in
1977. Anti-uranjum activists within the labour movement also provided
valuable support for the wider movement. Sympathetic unions provided
finance and support for some of the early anti-uranium efforts, and
unions held strikes and black bans in opposition to uranium mining, thus
providing inspiration to other anti-uranium activists.

While this interaction between anti-uranium activists inside and outside
the labour movement was most valuable, it was not always maintained as
well as it could have been. From about 1978, several key activists from the
community-based anti-uranium movement began full-time work for ALP
politicians. Undoubtedly their role on the inside of the ALP has been most
important, but they have tended to lose contact with the community
groups. Working for a parliamentarian can require extraordinary working
hours and commitment, with little time for contact outside the
patliamentary scene. As one friend comments, “Parliament House is one
big energy sink”. The challenge for activists who decide to work inside the
system is to maintain links with the outside.

Once the ALP and ACTU adopted anti-uranium policies, there was a
tendency by community-based anti-uranium activists to reduce involvement
with the labour movement, and leave it to the sympathetic insiders to
maintain the policies. Although this may have seemed like a good idea at
the time, the 1982 watering down of the ALP platform, and the 1983
backtracking on even the watered-down platform by the Labor government,
have shown the dangers of this stance. These reversals would have been less
likely had strong grassroots pressure been maintained, coordinated both
inside and outside the party. The lesson for outsiders is similar to 