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INTRODUCTION

Since 1977 the Australian anti-uranium movement has pinned many hopes on
the election of a national Labor Government as a basis for stopping uranium
mining. But when Labor was finally elected in 1983, the government failed to
implement the Labor Party platform against uranium mining. This failure indi-
cates a need for anti-nuclear activists to rethink the direction of their
efforts.

This article examines various strategies for opposing uranium mining and
nuclear power. The assessment we make grows out of an historical and structural
analysis of nuclear power.

In Section 1 we present a brief account of the role played by several key
structures - the state, capitalism, patriarchy and the intellectual division of
labour - in the develcpment of nuclear power. 1In Section 2 we briefly outline
the historical background to uranium mining in Australia. Section 3 deals with
the various strategies which have been used to oppose uranium mining and as-
sesses their effectiveness in challenging the structures which underlie nuclear
power, We argue here that those strategies which involve grassroots mobilisa-
tion are more effective at intervening at weak points in the structures than
are those strategies which concentrate on pressuring elites toc institute
changes from the top. Section 4 develops this argument further by showing how
it is necessary to build alternative structures at the same time that one
challenges existing structures., These alternatives need to be built at several
levels: the local community, the group and the individual. Section 5 addresses
the question of how an anti-nuclear movement can be organised to reflect this
orientation toward challenging structures and building alternatives.

SECTION 1: THE STRUCTURES BEHIND NUCLEAR POWER

How did nuclear power get started?

On 6 August 1C¢45 a single nuclear bomb devastated the Japanese city of
Hiroshima. The awesome destructiveness seen at Hiroshima is one of the pro-
ducts of nuclear fission. Fission, first discovered in 1938, is the splitting
of the nucleus of an atom into two parts. When uranium or plutonium fissions,
heat and radiation are released and also some neutrons. The neutrons can cause
other uranium or plutonium atoms to fission, and this is the basis of a chain
reaction. There are two main applications of such a chain reaction: nuclear
weapons and nuclear power.

In nuclear weapons, a rapid chain reaction is used to produce an enormous
amount of energy in a short time, causing a massive explosion. This was the
first major application of nuclear energy. The nuclear bomb was not simply
invented. It was the result of careful planning and extensive mobilisation of
labour and resources — especially scientific and technological labour and
resources, This mobilisation was on behalf of the state, for the express
purpose of war. Nuclear weapons were first developed in the United States in
1945, the Soviet Union in 1949, Britain in 1952, France in 1960 and China in
1964.

For example, in the United States, the Manhattan project, which led to the
development of the first nuclear bomb, was initiated and sustained because of
the war. Many of the scientists involved in the project genuinely believed
that Nazi Germany was on the point of developing similar weapons and had to be



beaten. Yet after the surrender of Germany in May 1945, work on nuclear weapons
continued unabated. The emerging super-power rivalry between the US and Soviet
governments fuelled the continuing nuclear weapons research, replacing the
original goal of fighting Fascism.

The other main application of nuclear energy is nuclear power. Nuclear
power plants began to be introduced in the mid-1950s. By suitable means a
chain reaction is allowed to continue in a controlled manner. This produces
heat, which is used to boil water and turn a generator to produce electricity,
just as in a coal or oil-fired electricity generating plant.

Nuclear power was developed alongside nuclear weapons during the 1950s.
From the beginning a close relationship has existed between these two main
applications of nuclear energy. This is widely recognised. For example, the
first British power reactor at Calder Hall was also responsible for providing
plutonium for weapons manufacture., The Indian government used products from
its 'civilian' nuclear research programme to produce a nuclear explosion in
1974,

Why was the nuclear option taken?

Nuclear power is not an automatic
or inevitable development. Technology is
not neutral but develops in ways which
correspond to social structures. The
socilal structures which favour and in
turn are favoured by nuclear power in-
clude capitalism, patriarchy, the intel-
lectual division of labour and the
state. The connections and reinforce-
ments between these entrenched social
structures is the reason why nuclear
power is so hard to dislodge.

In the early 1950s, nuclear power
had not yet been shown to be technologi-
cally feasible, much less economically
viable. In 1952 the Paley Commission in
the US favoured heavy investment in
solar technology as the energy option of
the future. Despite such options, nucle-~
ar power was promoted over solar power.

Nuclear power was originally pro-
moted by states rather than corporations
or workers., Nuclear power was attrac-
tive to governments and state bureaucra-
cies for several reasons.

® Nuclear power, by virtue of its large size, centralised production of
electricity and dependence on experts, was suitable for control by state bur-
eaucracies. Solar home heating, by comparison, did not lend itself to such
control.

# Nuclear power fitted neatly into the existing electricity generation and
distribution system. Like coal or oil, it was a way of producing electricity
at a central location for distribution through the established grid. Unlike
oil, where there are several commercial outlets to chose from, we can only have
one distributor's power points in our houses. When that distributor is the
state — and most electricity grids are either state-owned or state regulated
— the consequence for communities is a reduction of local control over their
energy planning.




* The potential risks of nuclear power — for example from meltdown acci-
dents at nuclear power plants -—— were too large to be taken by even the largest
corporations. US companies only joined nuclear power projects after many
subsidies and incentives were offered by the US state, including the Price-
Anderson Act in 1957 which limited corporate liability in the event of reactor
accidents. The pro-nuclear US Department of Energy estimated that in 1980 the
US 'commercial' nuclear-power industry had been subsidised to the tune of
$US37,000 million. Anti-nuclear groups have put the figure closer to
$US100,000 million.

For these reasons, nuclear power has been largely state-developed, owned
and promoted. Only in the US do corporations have much of an independent role,
and even there the industry is heavily regulated by the state. Most of those
countries with the greatest stake in nuclear power — United States, Japan,
Soviet Union, France, West Germany, Britain — are the most powerful economi-
cally.

The state is not a unified entity. It incorporates the elected govern-
ment, the military, the police, the legal system, state bureaucracies for
regulating the economy and providing welfare services, and many other func=-
tions. Only some of these parts of the state have been active in promoting
nuclear power, notably the energy bureaucracies, parts of the military and some
politicians.

An important pressure within these areas has come from politically active
nuclear scientists and engineers. Nuclear weapons and nuclear power would not
have been possible without the mobilisation of scientifiic expertise for the
purposes of the state. Especially since World War Two, an evenr increasing
fraction of research and development finance has come from the state, and the
orientation of science and technology has been increasingly orientied to the
requirements of large corporations and the state. This science-state inter-
action has given rise to the technocrats, among whom the nuclear eliiites are
prominent. Nuclear power simultaneocusly provides a power base flor the nuclear
elites while increasing state power.

In capitalist societies, the state is structurally tied ta carporate
expansion and profit making., A key role of governments in capitalistt countries
is maintaining the conditions necessary for corporate profit-making, Indeed the
state has intervened in education and health, among other thingsy, in order to
ensure that capitalism is provided with a continuing work force, that is,
healthy workers with the right skills and attitudes. Similarly, the state
takes care of many of the cther needs of capitalism, particullarly subsidising
the infrastructure (such as ports and rail lines) of large prujectsi. In a way):
large scale 'development' projects, such as nuclear power, can be seen as a
test of the state's commitment to key corporations and to securing the condi-
tions necessary for capitalist profitability.

Despite the intimate connections between the state and the corporate
sector, there is also a particular logic to capitalist investment. Projects
which are capital intensive, large scale, centralised and suitable for monopol—
isation are favoured areas of corporate investment. Thus' promotion of energy
efficiency, or of decentralised and locally controlled energy sounrces,, would do
little for profits and are thus ignored (or undermined) By corporatie manage-
ment. Similarly, there has been little corporate interest im biiclogiicsll pest
control because it does not have readily monopolisable sources andl cammot Be
easily oriented to a single market consumer. In other words, profiitability of
this environmentally sound technology is minimal.

Ultimately, investment decisions in a capitalist society reflect this pre-
occupation with profitability at the expense of social usefulness and environ-
mental harmony. When corporations are confronted with the environmental pollu-



tion, concern for profitability dictates that efforts will be made to merely
clean up the mess, rather than change the structures responsible for the pollu-
tion.

Underlying the immediate role of the state and nuclear elites in promoting
nuclear power are several deeper factors. One is the hierarchy and division of
labour characteristic of modern corporations and state ‘bureaucracies. Workers
are kept under control by work organisation — such as the manufacturing divi-
sion of labour — in which key decisions are made by elites and in which
shopfloor participation is minimised. Technologies are often chosen or de-
signed to enforce hierarchical control in the workplace. Nuclear power fits
this pattern well.

Other technologies besides nuclear
power c¢an be assessed according to
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example, many simpler weapons such as
the rifle can be used either by soldiers
or police on behalf of the state, or by
forces opposing the state such as guer-
rillas. In contrast, nuclear weapons
are typical of modern technological
weapons: they require training and
expertise to use and are generally inac- *'
cessible to small groups. Like nuclear [od 3
weapons, nuclear power as an energy . -
source lends itself to centralised con-
trol. 1In contrast, measures such as
bicycle transport, passive solar design,
solar heating, wind power or biogas
production lend themselves to 1local
community control.

An emphasis on nuclear power must not obscure the fact that other energy
technologies can also fulfil the same socially destructive role that nuclear
power plays. Even the much heralded solar energy has the potential to be
incorporated into these structures if it develops in certain ways. For exam-
ple, one US corporation has proposed a satellite solar power station which
would orbit the earth and beam down massive amounts of microwave radiation to
be collected by a seven kilometre wide receiver on the earth's surface. Clear-
ly a campaign which effectively does away with nuclear power does not automati-
cally do away with centralised systems of political and economic control. The
key distinction between technologies is not whether they are solar, fossil or
nuclear, but whether they lend themselves to control by political and economic
elites or to control by individuals and local communities.

Scientific research on nuclear power also illustrates the effects of this
division of labour. The isolation of social control and responsibility and
concern in the hands of political elites, together with the structure of the
scientific community, act together to produce a system which keeps scientists
locked into socially destructive research,

Science is not value-free. Politically determined goals, like winning a
real-war or cold-war situation, can conveniently smother irksome consciences.
At the same time, the intellectual challenges which scientific research pre-
sents provide a strong driving force for the commitment of individual scien-
tists. Thus some scientists can work on weapons of mass destruction because
the political decisions regarding these weapons are made at a distance, in an
apparently legitimate forum. Such scientists may not consider that they have
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the right or expertise to question the political consequences of their work.
It is this intellectual division of labour which focusses scientists' attention
and their energies upon research problems which are divorced from their social
consequences. Most scientists are ominously silent about the political side of
the nuclear fuel cvcle, particularly the undermining of c¢ivil liberties 'neces-
sary' to safeguard nuclear power.

Patriarchy — the collective domination of men over women — and other
major social structures such as the state and capitalism mutually reinforce one
another. It is important here to differentiate between masculinity, which is
socially constructed, and maleness, which has a genetic base. Most men exhibit
culturally specific masculine behaviour and this behaviour is often expressed
as domination of women and the environment, Within state bureaucracies, cor-
porations and the scientific community, women are discriminated against through
job and career structures which concentrate men into the most powerful posi-
tions., Commonly, to gain entry to these positions, women themselves are forced
to adopt a 'masculine approach'. It is at this level of power that masculine
values emerge such as careerism, competitiveness, aggressiveness, the separa-
tion of tasks from emotion, and patterns of dominance. These values foster
inequalities between people, thereby further concentrating power into the hands
of an elite and forming the basis of exploitation of other people and nature.
Nuclear weapcns for example are a product of aggression and dominance relations
as oppesed to the more feminine values of nurturing and caring. Indeed it
would be difficult to imagine the development of nuclear weapons in a society
where feminine values predominated.

On the one hand, the state and corporations mobilise patriarchal relations
to serve their own domination, for example to split the workforce and impose
hierarchical relations between men as well as between men and women. On the
other hand, groups of men mobilise state and capitalist interests to maintain
their domination over women, for example using job seniority rules and the
legal system tc keep women in lesser occupations or the home,

The intellectual division of labour, and the concept of professionalism
which is used to justify it, also are associated with deeply rooted masculine
values. For example, the way in which the scientific community is structured,
particularly the impetus to continually publish ahead of rivals, promotes
intellectual aggressiveness and competitiveness. In addition many of the
characteristics of modern science can be grouped under the heading of 'mascu-
line rationality'. This rationality sets up a dualism between society and
nature, production and reproduction, the intellect and the emotions, and the
technical and the political.

1. Nature, which in the traditional metaphor is seen as feminine, is
regarded by masculine rationality as merely a resource to be exploited or an
enemy to be subjugated by society.

2. Masculine elevation of the realm of production as the most worthwhile
area of life reflects the dominant presence men have in this realm. At the
same time the realm of reproduction is denigrated and so this area which women
have traditionally dominated is denied status. Yet production and reproduction
are both essential for a society's survival. The failure of masculine ration-
ality to recognise the value of both production and reproduction rules out the
possibility of a harmonious balance between current needs and long-term survi-
val. Not surprisingly, this is the same balance which the existence of nuclear
weapons undermines.

3. Masculine rationality also endorses the separation of the intellect
and the emotions — the intellect being seen as superior -—— and the idea of
emotional neutrality towards objects of study. When ordinary people become
actively concerned about nuclear power, this style of rationality characterises



them as emotional and ill-informed in contrast to the experts who it depicts as
involved in 'responsible, objective, scientific endeavour'. Thus too scien-
tists are encouraged to remain detached from the social consequences of their
work.,

4, Masculine rationality also connects with the sharp division between the
realm of ends and that of means. This is reflected in turn in the separation
of the technical and the political, and of the technical dimensions of a
problem from its political ramifications. The separation is visible in the
current division of labour. For example, it is necessary to have nuclear physi-
cists, nuclear engineers, plant technicians and coanstruction workers in order
to conceive, design and build a nuclear power plant. However, these people are
not required to consider the social and political consequences of their work;

WEL“\' IT SEEMNS THAT
THE NECESSARY TECANOLOSKAL
BREAK TNAU HAS TUST BESN
MADE !

[PssT/
WE 'vE  JUST

N0 MO MM AFRAD SeAL SMBASY
IS 6ur of THa QueeTies ....

e o-rmm u.“"’“
AE gecassmny .... on Twe

_——

these 'goal' aspects are 'taken care of' by politicians. The dominant politi-
cal system makes social responsibility and the determination of ends, which
should be everyone's concern, the concern of a specialised few. This type of
separation between the technical and the political is especially evident in
dominant ways of organising work such as in bureaucracies.

Domination of nature is another fundamental factor underlying state pro-
motion of nuclear power. Modern industrialisation, science and technology are
based on subjugating the environment, on extracting resources for human re-
quirements. The orientation is one of exploitation for short-term use rather
than harmony and understanding. Domination of nature, of women and of workers
are all aspects of modern structures which maintain hierarchy and inequality
and which serve the interests of elites. Nuclear power is one component of
this system. To oppose nuclear power effectively requires addressing the
structures in which it is embedded.
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SECTION 2: URANIUM MINING iIN AUSTRALIA

The earliest uranium mines in Australia were developed in the 1950s to
supply British nuclear weapons. During the 1950s the British tested nuclear
weapons in Australia at Monte Bello, Emu Field and Maralinga. Rum Jungle, in
the Northern Territory, was the main supplier of Australian uranium. -

During the 1960s there was little interest in developing Australian nu-
clear power because of abundant suppies of cheap coal. However, influence from
the Australian Atomic Energy Commission led to consideration in the late 1960s
of a nuclear power plant for Jervis Bay. There was strong lobbying by influen-
tial nuclear scientists, notably Professor Ernest Titterton and Sir Philip
Baxter, who at that stage clearly spelled out how an Australian nuclear power
plant could be a step towards acquiring Australian nuclear weapons. The Jervis
Bay plan eventually was dropped mainly due to economic considerations. Gener-
ally, the 1960s were characterised by uranium mines closing down because of a
decline in the West's nuclear weapons testing programme.

With the 1970s, the situation began to change. Rich deposits of uranium
were discovered in the Northern Territory, mainly at Jabiluka and Ranger. The
planned growth of civilian nuclear power programmes led to increased interest
in large scale mining. However, by 1974 sections of the Australian Labor Party
(ALP) and the public generally were becoming concerned with the hazards of
uranium mining and the impact of mining on traditional Aboriginal communities.
As a consequence, the Ranger Inquiry was set up in July 1975 to investigate the
environmental impact of the proposed Ranger mine. Though the Labor Government
lost office soon afterwards, the new pro-uranium Liberal-National Government
felt obliged to at least wait for the Ranger reports. These were published in
October 1976 and May 1977. In August 1977, the Liberal-National Government
gave the go-ahead for uranium mining. Grassroots responses to these develop-
ments began slowly but steadily intensified as the 1970s progressed.

In 1974 and 1975 a number of unions and environmental groups such as
Friends of the Earth had begun to seriously question uranium mining. By 1976
uranium mining had become a major political issue. For example in that year
the Australian Railways Union called a one-day strike over the issue. In 1977
major groups like Movement Against Uranium Mining and Campaign Against Nablear
Energy were formed to continue the struggle.

The promotion of uranium mining and nuclear power within Australia has
been linked with overseas initiatives in several ways. For example, the Aus-
tralian Atomic Energy Commission, a key organisation favouring uranium mining
and nuclear power, has always had strong links with overseas nuclear pro-
grammes, especially in Britain. The surges and declines in the economic incen-
tives for uranium mining have resulted primarily from overseas developments in
the nuclear industry. As in the case of most of Australian energy industries,
the uranium mining industry is partly controlled by foreign-based transnational
corporations.

The opposition to uranium mining and nuclear power within Australia also
has been linked with overseas activities. The original opposition to uranium
mining was stimulated from activists familiar with overseas opposition. Many
of the arguments, methods, and focusses of the Australian anti-uranium movement
have been adapted from overseas movements to the Australian situation. The
worldwide anti-nuclear power movement has provided enormous stimulation to the
Australian movement, and the decline in nuclear power expansion since the late



1970s - due substantially to worldwide citizen opposition — has been a great
setback for Australian uranium mining interests. Likewise, successes of the
Australian movement, in particular the mobilisation of much of the labour
movement against uranium mining, have been an inspiration to overseas move-

ments.
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Above: carloon by Neil Curtia from ““The Roo Bool' (I'enguin).
Maralinga was the site of British nuclear tests in South Australia.
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SECTION 3: STRATEGY

What i1s a strategy anyway?

A strategy links the analysis of an issue with goals and objectives.
Having chosen a strategy, it is implemented through appropriate actions. An
action is a 'once-off' event such as a rally, march, blockade or lobbying a
particular politician. A method, such as lobbying in general, refers to all
actions of a certaln type. Actions are coordinated together into a campaign.
The campaign gives direction to a series of events.

Given our analysis in section 1 of the structural forces responsible for
the nuclear fuel cycle, the goal of stopping uranium mining must be closely
linked to the goal of basic structural change in the state, capitalism, patri-
archy and the division of labour. As such it must involve challenges to the
structures which underlie nuclear concerns. The broader objectives for an
anti-nuclear movement must include encouraging mass participation in decision-
making rather than elite control, decentralising the distribution of political
power into smaller, local groups, and bringing about self-reliance based @n
environmentally sound technologies.

These objectives involve fundamental changes to the way our society is
organised at present. In effect, an anti-nuclear strategy must involve both
actions aimed at stopping nuclear power and activities which challenge existing
structures and help construct viable alternatives. In this context, the suc-
cess or failure of an individual campaign must be viewed from the perspective
of working towards these overall goals and objectives.

The actions used by the anti-uranium movement fall into two main categor-
ies. Firstly there are actions which aim at convincing or influencing elites,
such as lobbying or writing letters to politicians. Secondly are the actions
such as rallies and blockades which usually involve more participation from the
community. While such actions may be aimed at elites they are also important
in educating or giving support to those who are involved.

Lobbying. Lobbying is a direct attempt to convince or pressure elite
decision-makers. It does nothing to challenge the state, patriarchy or other
structures underlying nuclear power, but rather hopes to oppose nuclear power
by 'working through the proper channels'. This leaves elite structures unchal-
lenged and intact. Indeed lobbying is a form of political action most suited
to powerful interest groups such as corporations and professional bodies. The
state is the forum of the powerful, so for these kinds of groups lobbying often
is an effective strategy. For small activist groups lobbying is useful only if
it appears to be backed up by politically visible mass concern or mass action.

In 1983, after the election of a Labor Government, the anti-uranium move-
ment turned strongly to lobbying in an attempt to induce the Labor Caucus to
implement the Labor Party platform. This effort was unsuccessful.

Participating in environmental inquiries. In making submissions to the
Ranger Inquiry, environmental groups made a concerted attempt to ensure that
the issue of the Ranger mine was not divorced from the general issue of uranium
mining and nuclear power, and that ultimate decisions were determined by the
public rather than ‘'experts'. The Inquiry did in fact analyse the overall
dangers of the nuclear industry and concluded that no decision on uranium
mining should occur without public debate. These results helped fuel the
ensuing widespread public debate on uranium mining in Australia.

One reason for involvement in environmental inquiries is to challenge the
role of experts in service to vested interests. The Ranger Inquiry commented
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on the bias of distinguished scientists who testified in favour of uranium
mining.

The Ranger Inquiry was unusual in making full use of broad terms of
reference, Many environmental inquiries have institutional constraints which
can make it questionable whether activists should spend much energy in that
area. Many government inquiries with severely limited terms of reference offer
few opportunities for activists to intervene effectively. There is not only
the danger of being 'co-opted' if activists take part, but also the prospect
that any structural challenges may be deflected by superficial concessions.
Often such inquiries are not genuine and are only set up as window-dressing.
For example, the Australian Science and Technology Council inquiry set up in
November 1983 to investigate Australia's role in the nuclear fuel cycle has
terms of reference which assume the continuation of uranium mining.

Working through the trade union movement. In 1976 anti-uranium groups
began a major effort to persuade trade unions and their Congress delegates to
adopt and support anti-uranium policies. The Australian Council of Trade
Unions (ACTU) Congress adopted an anti-uranium policy in mid-1977. Following
the re-election of the Liberal~National Government in December 1977, anti=-
uranium groups focussed on persuading unions to implement the ACTU policy.
However, the members of a number of unions - including some with anti-uranium
policies = continued to work in the uranium industry. Some union leaders
chose not to attempt to convince members to avoid or leave the industry, while
other leaders supportive of the policies could not persuade members working in
the industry or transporting its products.

The efforts within the trade union movement have been strong to the extent
that they have mobilised rank-and-file action. One of the most valiant efforts
to stop uranium mining was by the Waterside Workers Federation — supported by
the Seamen's Union and the Transport Workers Union — in refusing to load
yellowcake for export from Darwin in late 1981. This direct action — an
obvious challenge to the power of corporations and the state — was only called
off when deregistration threats from the Liberal-National Government induced
the ACTU to back down.

Efforts through the trade unions have been least effective when they have
depended on action only by union elites. An ACTU policy against uranium mining
is not enough: it does not in itself challenge any of the driving forces
behind nuclear power. When Bob Hawke was President of the ACTU, the executive
showed itself disinclined to mount even a strong publicity campaign against the
uranium mining industry.

Working through the parliamentary system. Since 1976 a major focus of the
anti-nuclear power movement has been the ALP. A massive campaign of publicis-
ing and discussing the issue at the party branch level resulted in an anti-
uranium platform being adopted in mid-1977. Since that time there has been
strong anti-uranium feeling within the party.

In late 1977 the focus of the anti-~uranium movement became the federal
election campaign. During this campaign the anti-uranium movement used the
resources of local anti-uranium groups to help the ALP in marginal House of
Representatives electorates and for the Australian Democrats in the Senate.
Many anti-uranium activists pinned their hopes on a Labor victory. But the
Liberal-National coalition won the election, and the anti-uranium campaign
appeared to have little impact in marginal electorates, After this defeat,
many activists left the movement while a number of local groups effectively
ceased to exist.

The danger in relying too much on anti-uranium action by a Labor Govern-
ment was demonstrated in mid-1982 when the Labor anti-uranium platform was
watered down on the initiative of party power-brokers in spite of continuing

12



support for the platform at the party

7 branch level. The danger was further
A%U@;Hggzﬁggksj demonstrated in November 1983 when Labor
Caucus, at the initiative of Cabinet,

\._OF NUCLEAR POWER‘,\ gave the go-ahead for Roxby Downs, po-
< tentially the largest uranium mine in

the world. In each case the impetus to

maintain the anti-uranium policy came

from the grassroots of the party, while
it was labour elites who pushed pro-
‘mining stances.

Any Australian government, whether
G Labor or not, is strongly tied to the
established state apparatus and to the
support of capitalism. It is futile to
expect the government on its own —
whatever its platform may be — to read-
£ ily oppose aspects of the nuclear fuel
cycle. This will occur only when there
is strong and continual pressure from
the grassroots of the party and from the
community at large.

Grassroots mobilisation. The anti-uranium movement has used a wide varie-
ty of methods to inform and involve the community. Commonly used methods
include leaflet distribution, articles, talks, discussions, films, petitions,
rallies, marches, vigils and street theatre. Major anti-uranium rallies and
marches were held each year in most large cities, especially in the peak years
of the uranium debate, 1976~-1979 and again since 1983.

A typical grassroots activity has been the creation of nuclear-free zones,
which is mainly a symbolic action which helps raise awareness and encourage
local groups to openly oppose nuclear power. This activity has worked closely
with the dissemination of information through the media, local groups, the
alternative press and schools. In 1983 the people in the Bega Valley Shire
voted to declare their area a nuclear-free zone. To counter this popular
sentiment, the Shire Council called in nuclear experts in order to argue the
case against the nuclear-free zone. In this case the nuclear-free zone cam-
paign provided a channel for exposing and challenging the role of nuclear
expertise and elites in promoting nuclear power.

Civil disobedience has also been used by the anti-nuclear movement. In
the late 1970s, nonviolent direct action was used on several occasions at ports
where uranium was being loaded for export. At the Roxby Downs blockade in
August 1983, several hundred people gathered to express their opposition and
hinder mining operations. Two distinctive features of this protest were the
use of nonviolent action and the way in which participants formed themselves
into affinity groups. These are a form of political organising which is con-
sciously anti-elitist and aims to democratise all group interactions.

Education, rallies, marches, petitions and civil disobedience sometimes do
little to challenge the structures underlying nuclear power. For example, the
rally outside Parliament House in October 1983 was primarily aimed at putting
pressure on the Labor Party at a time when it was considering its uranium
policy. Similarly, the 'tent embassy' located on Parliament House lawns aimed
to prick the conscience of the ALP. One of the aims of the Roxby Downs block-
ade was to mobilise pressure to influence the ALP.

On the other hand, grassroots mobilisation often provides a potent chal-
lenge to nuclear power and the forces behind it. All the lasting successes of
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Australian anti-uranium campaigns have depended ultimately on grassroots mo-
bilisation, which provides a reservoir of commitment and concern which elite-~
oriented activities do not.

®# In 1975, the virtue of mining uranium was largely unquestioned among the
general public and the labour movement. It was simply unthinkable that a
mineral which could be profitably sold would be left in the ground. Yet by
1977 the anti-uranium view had become widely understood and strongly supported.
This change in opinjon happened largely through the educational and organising
efforts of the local anti-uranium groups and of anti-uranium activists within
organisations such as trade unions, schools and churches. The resurgence of
anti-uranium activity in 1983 owed much to the framework established in the
late 1970s.

® The anti-uranium platform adopted by the ALP in 1977 was the result of
organising and education at the party branch level. ALP stands and action
against uranium mining have come consistently from the party grassroots, and
this in turn has depended on anti-uranium sentiment in the general community.
Support for uranium mining within the ALP has always been strongest on the part
of party elites.

#* The anti-uranium stands and actions by Australian trade unions have been
stronger than in any other country in the world. Building on a tradition of
trade union action on social issues, this has come about from persistent grass-
roots education and organising at the shop floor level. It has been the rank-
and-file unionists who have taken the strongest anti-uranium stands, and the
trade union elites who have backed away from opposition. When in late 1981 the
Seamen's Union refused to load yellowcake in Darwin, it was the rank-and-file
workers who took a stand and made the sacrifices.

Does grassroots mobilisation then provide the most fruitful avenue for chal-
lenging the structures behind nuclear power?

Yes, but the choice of methods is not straightforward or automatic. The
problem with many grassroots methods used by the anti-uranium movment is that
they have not been systematically organised and focussed as part of an overall
long~-term strategy. Instead, individual groups -- and indeed the national
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movement -- has often just looked ahead to the next rally, the next signature
drive, or the next ALP Conference. While this approach does have some merit
for example in saving an area from irreversible environmental destruction, it
is inadequate as an approach to stopping mining or transforming the structures
underlying nuclear power. For example the closing of Roxby mine would prevent
the destruction of the surrounding ecosystem including mound springs inhabited
by forms of aquatic life found nowhere else in the world. If the environment
is altered, these unique creatures will be gone forever. However, the closing
of Roxby in isolation would do nothing to prevent mining companies from setting
up or increasing production in other places. If, on the other hand, existing
power structures were challenged, and the closing of Roxby were carried out in
conjunction with the closing of all uranium mines and a disbanding of uranium
interests, then the safety of these ecosystems would be assured.

What needs to be done is to focus on vulnerable points within the struc-
tures promoting nuclear power, and to devote efforts in these areas.

What are the vulnerable points, then?

Before looking at specific vulnerable points, let's examine the nuclear
power issue as a whole. Nuclear power is a large-scale vulnerable point in the
structures of the state, capitalism and so forth. In promoting nuclear power,
and thereby entrenching centralised political and economic power, other conse-
quences result which mobilise people in opposition: environmental effects
(especially radioactive waste), the connection with nuclear weapons, threats to
Aboriginal land rights, threats to civil liberties, and many others. In organ-
ising to oppose these specific threats, people at the same time can challenge
the driving forces behind nuclear power.

Here are a few of the specific vulnerable points which have been addressed
by the anti-uranium movement,

# Threats to Aborigines. Nuclear power is alleged to be beneficial, but
uranium mining is a severe cultural threat to Aborigines, who are already a
strongly oppressed group in Australia. The anti-uranium movement and the
Aboriginal land rights movements have been strengthened by joint actions, such
as speaking tours.

# Centralised decision-making. Nuclear power has widespread social ef-
fects, but promoters of nuclear power claim the decisions must be taken by
political and scientific elites. This runs counter to the rhetoric of Western
democracies where ordinary people are meant to have a say in political deci-
sion-making. By moving in on this embarrassing contradiction, protests which
demand a role for the public in decision-making about energy also challenge
political elites and the political use of expertise.

% Capitalism and workers. Nuclear power is alleged to be good for the
economy and for workers, but in practice massive state subsidies to the indus-
try are the rule, and few jobs are produced for the capital invested. In
challenging nuclear power as an inappropriate direction for economic invest-
merit, a challenge is made to the setting of economic priorities by corporations
and the state.

Capitalism also directs investments only into profitable areas, irrespec-
tive of their social benefits. If activists can undermine the profitability of
marginal enterprises by delaying tactics or by jeopardising state subsidies,
then capitalist investment can be shunted away from socially destructive areas.
For example, direct actions against Roxby Downs could in the long run undermine
its profitability and cause its closure.

Grassroots mobilisation is usually the most effective way to intervene at
vulnerable points such as these. A suitable combination of interventions then
forms the basis for a strategy against uranium mining.
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But how can uranium mining actually be stopped?

This is a good question. Grassroots mobilisation does not by itself stop
uranium mining. The mobilisation must connect with major forces in socilety.
There are several ways this can occur. Uranium mining could be stopped:

(1) by direct decision of the government;

(2) by the unions acting directly through strikes or bans to prevent
uranium mining, export, or construction of nuclear plants;

(3) through cost escalations, for example resulting from requirements to
ensure safety or environmental protection;

(4) by a referendum whose results were adhered to;

(5) by legal action on the part of aborigines or anti-uranium forces;

(6) by direct action to physically stop mining from proceeding.

A critical element necessary to the success of any of these methods is the
mobilisation of a large section of the public against uranium mining. Thus for
example government action to stop mining would be likely to take place only if
there were mass mobilisation on the issue., Similarly 'direct action' could
only succeed if popular support were so great that the government refused to
use sufficient force to physically overcome the resisters.

To give an idea of how grassroots methods could be coordinated into a
strategy to stop uranium mining, consider a hypothetical example. Suppose an
analysis of the current political situation suggested that direct action by
workers and unions gave the most immediate promise for directly stopping uran-
ium mining, while government decision and cost escalations were also likely
avenues for stopping mining. A grassroots strategy might include the follow-
ing:

% Systematic community organising and education, to provide a basis in
popular sympathy and support for direct action by workers. Points to be empha-
sised would include the right of workers to take direct actior: on conscience
issues as well as work-related issues, and the importance of questioning deci-
sions made solely on the basis of corporate profitability or state encourage-
ment of large~scale economic investment.

#® Development of alternative plans for investment and jobs based on input
from workers and communities, and widespread dissemination of the ideas and
rationale for the alternative plans.

® A series of rallies, marches, vigils and civil disobedience, aimed at
both mobilising people and illustrating the strength of anti-uranium feeling,
These actions would be coordinated towards major points for possible worker
intervention, such as trade union conferences or the start of work for new
mines.

# Through consultation with unions, workers and working-class families,
the establishment of support groups and funds for workers and unions penalised
for direct action against vranium mining.

% Plans to make parallel challenges to those by workers, such as simultan-
eous defiance of the Atomic Energy Act by trade unionists and community acti-
vists. Black bans of corporations or state instrumentalities by unionists
could be coordinated with boycotts organised by community groups.

® WYith such a strategy, it is likely that the workers taking action would
come under strong attacks from both corporations and the government. Prepara-
tion to oppose such attacks would depend on community mobilisation to demon-
strate support for the workers in the media, in the streets, through informal
communication channels and to the workers themselves.

% If direct action by workers began to be sustained through community
support, it is quite possible that other channels for stopping uranium mining
could come into play: the government — especially a Labor government — might
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back away from confrontation with unions supported by the community, or corpor-
ations might decide investment in this controversial area was too risky. Plans
would be required to continue the campaign towards these or other avenues for
stopping uranium mining.

How does grassroots mobilisation provide a challenge to the structures under-
lying nuclear power?

It challenges the division of labour and the role of elites, especially
the role of political elites which have a corner on the exercise of social
responsibility, by mobilising in a widespread way the social concern of ordina-
ry people and by demonstrating the direct exercise of this concern for example
by groups in the workplace.

TANPDEES

WE'VE GOT A LOT
IN COMMON

WERE BOTH UNEMPLOYED
ENERGY SOURCES

Grassroots mobilisation challerges the division of labour and the role of
scientific elites through a challenge to the prestige and credibility of scien-
tists who advocate nuclear power. As the nuclear power issue has been widely
debated, it has become obvicus to many people that the expertise of pro-nuclear
scientists and engineers is tied to vested interests. The nuclear debate has
greatly weakened the belief that 'the experts know best'.

Grassroots mobilisation challenges the masculine rationality of dominant
structures through calling contemporary values and attitudes to nature and to
the future into question. Within the anti-nuclear movement, patriarchy has
been challenged as at least some groups have addressed domination by men and
developed egalitarian modes of interaction and decision-making. This sometimes
has been fostered by nonviolent action training used to prepare for civil
disobedience actions.

The anti-nuclear movement has inevitably involved questioning the growth
of energy use and development of programmes for a 'soft energy future' involv-
ing energy efficiency, renewable energy sources, and redesign of communities to
reduce energy requirements. The challenge to unending energy growth is a
direct challenge to the state and capitalism, whose power is tied to tradition~-
al economic expansion. Mass mobilisation against uranium also challenges
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capitalism by bringing under scrutiny the rationale of pursuing profitability
at the expense of social responsibility and by direct economic blows to corpor-
ate profitability.

More fundamentally, nuclear power represents a potential new stage in the
entrenchment of centralised political and economic control and of specialist
knowledge in the service of elites. By challenging the political and economic
rationale for nuclear power, and by making demands for local control over
energy decision-making, a direct challenge is made to the power of the state
and corporations.,

It is important to realise that none of these challenges on their own are
likely to bring down these structures however much they may weaken them. Suf-
ficiently many blows however over a sustained period could do so. Thus cam-
paigns on the nuclear issue could begin or be part of a process of sustained
challenge which could weaken them irreversibly.

A grassroots strategy against nuclear power and uranijum mining can be seen
as a 'non-reformist reform': namely, it can achieve effective change within
the system in a way which weakens rather than strengthens dominant structures,
or which helps to prevent the entrenchment of new, more powerful structures.
Such a strategy does not simply attempt to bypass the 'macro' level of existing
structures in the way that some focusses on alternatives do, such as promoting
changes in lifestyles only at the level of the individual. Rather such a
strategy aims at interactions with existing structures in a way which goes
beyond them.

SECTION 4: BUILDING ALTERNATIVES

While it is important to bring direct pressure to bear against institu-
tions with pro-nuclear policies and practices, it is also necessary at the same
time to provide alternatives to replace these institutions. Building these
alternative institutions can take place at all levels of society, from small
groups to large organisations.

Local groups. The obvious place to begin constructing a politics which is
decentralised, participative and self-reliant is in small local groups, such as
anti-uranium groups themselves. 1Instead of replicating the hierarchy, domi-
nance relations and sexism found in stste bureaucracies and corporations, small
local groups can organise themselves in a non-hierarchical, participatory
fashion. For example, it is important to give everyone a chance to contribute,
to encourage the sharing of skills, and to ensure full participation in both
the boring tasks and the exciting opportunities. This helps make each person's
contribution important.

Activist groups constantly face problems arising from the intellectual
division of labour. Different levels of expertise within a group can lead to
'power games' as different people cash in on the status which attaches to
greater knowledge. Often strategies may be fragmented when irritation arises
between those who want to 'talk about' issues and those who want to 'do
things'. When an activist group deals with government bureaucracies, it faces
officials who habitually use a monopoly on expertise or information to evade
their accountability to the community.

Patriarchical structures usually reinforce the intellectual division of
labour. For example, masculine rationality is often used by bureaucrats to
discredit humanitarian considerations by defining them as 'idealistic' and not
in touch with 'practical realities'. Similarly, bureaucrats may refuse to deal
with egalitarian organisational frameworks and insist on dealing with hierar-
chical office bearers because of the 'meed' for 'administrative efficiency'.
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Activist groups can consciously undermine both the intellectual division
of labour and patriarchical structures in their daily practices. For example,
in organising community education projects (such as speaking engagements and
workshops) activists can simultaneously engage in self-education. People with
more expertise in the group can form partnerships with those who have less
expertise and together engage in letter-writing, leaflet production, speaking
engagements and so forth. In spreading the expertise around like this, acti-~
vist groups are not only fostering egalitarian practices and harmonious group
dynamics, but they also are constantly challenging the legitimacy of the intel-
lectual division of 1labour.

Similarly, activists need to continually challenge masculine rationality.
In submissions to inquiries and in simple day-to-day dealings with government
bureaucracies, activist groups should question narrow terms of reference and
narrow criteria of efficiency and economy. Activists should pose the issues of
long term outcomes and the desirability of the social goals which bureaucracies
implicitly aim for.

Many of the methods used in nonviolent action training can be used to
foster egalitarianism in social action groups. One model is the affinity
group, in which personal support within the group plays an equal role with
achievement of tasks. Affinity groups have played a big role in civil disobe-
dience actions against nuclear power in many countries since the mid-1970s.

Perticipatory, non-hierarchical local groups provide an alternative to the
institutions promoting nuclear power. By promoting local initiative and
nonviolent direct action, local groups provide an alternative to the state
where power is based on centralised administration and on violence. By con-
sciously confronting interpersonal dominance relations, local groups can empow-
er women and help to undermine patriarchy.

Local communities. Local groups, however democratic and participatory, do
not by themselves challenge large-scale patterns of social organisation or
energy use. The next level beyond local groups is local communities: neigh-
bourhoods, councils, towns or other groupings of people with shared physical
surroundings and social interactions. Local communities are a logical place to
promote energy efficiency, planning to reduce energy use and intermediate-scale
renewable energy technologies, Possibilities include planning to reduce depen-
dence on cars by fostering walking and bicycling, local production of food,
solar hot water heating for groups of houses and intermediate-scale wind gener-
ators.

Some of the rural communes and 'alternative lifestyle' communities, such
as Nimbin and some religious retreats, have begun taking steps in these direc-
tions. When assessing the role of such groups, it is important to distinguish
between alternative and oppositional. There is an important political differ-
ence between someone who simply finds a different way of life and wishes to be
left alone with it, and someone who finds a different way to/iive and wants to
change the society in its light. For example, rural communes which aim at
self-sufficiency as an end in itself do not fundamentally challenge the struc-
tures which trap most people into alienating and destructive lifestyles. How-
ever, things like food co-ops, learning networks and, more specifically, pro-
jects like the proposed development of community-controlled, intermediate-scale
wind power in northwest Tasmania are oppositional actions. 1In challenging
supermarkets, schools and the Tasmanian Hydroelectric Commission, these actions
hold out the promise of intervening in the lives of many more people in the
community than simply those involved in the action. They can be part of a
restructuring of lifestyles in general.

Just as important as the alternative planning and technologies is the
social organisation and decision-making processes which go along with them.
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Participation could be encouraged by general meetings, or by meetings of re-
presentatives of street committees. One way to encourage participation but
avoid the creation of a new elite of planners would be to choose community-
level coordinators by lot. People each year could be chosen randomly, as they
are for a jury, to fill perhaps one-quarter of the positions on a community-
level planning committee., As each person would serve four years, this would
ensure continuity of participants while involving a cross-section of people
with no special vested interest.

Bureaucracies. One of the obstacles faced by environmentalists is bureau-
cracy, which is a form of organisation built around hierarchy and the division
of labour. Alternatives to bureaucracy exist, such as autonomous work groups
and coordination by committees of representatives chosen by work groups or by
lot. Large powerful bureaucracies will not wither away on their own. To
democratise them will require lots of patient effort to foster the alternatives
by activists inside and outside established bureaucracies. Environmentalists
have usually tried to work through bureaucracies by lobbying in the right
places or working on the inside. There is a need to alsc democratise bureau-
cratic structures: state bureaucracies, corporate buresucracies, and political
party and trade union bureaucracies.

There are several ways to go about democratising bureaucracy.

#* Spreading information. Since bureaucracies are based are monopolising
key information at the top, democratising knowledge is an important tool in
challenging bureaucracies and building alternatives. The efforts by the anti-
nuclear rmovement to spread knowledge about nuclear power and to expose the
values underlying nuclear expertise have played a large role in reducing the
public legitimacy of the state bureaucracies promoting nuclear power.

% Working with activists inside buresucracies. Inside critics have played
a crucial role in campaigns against nuclear power by providing information
about political developments and occasionally speaking out in public against
them. Insiders will also play a vital role in efforts to democratise bureau-
cractic structures.

* Pushing for freedom of information and other constraints on bureaucratic
autonomy., Secrecy and centralised control of information have been important
tools in the promotion of nuclear weapons and nuclear power by states. Any
means for breaking information monopolies will be helpful to the opposition.

®* Pushing for changes in bureaucratic structure. Rather than Jjust pushing
for equal opportunity for women and other groups within the existing struc-
tures, these struggles can be linked with pressure to redefine the direction
and organisation of bureaucracies, for example by reducing the number of levels
in the hierarchy, sharing of tasks and allowing freedom for groups to organise
their work collectively.

Efforts to democratise bureaucracies can be linked with more overtly
environmental goals. For example, pushing for more community participation in
energy planning can be linked with arguments for allowing government bureau-
crats more freedom and initiative. Campaigns for trade union action on envi-
ronmental issues can be linked with campaigns for more rank and file participa-
tion in formulation of trade union policies.

One of the most effective combinations of environmentalists, local commun-
ities and trade unions was the Builders' Labourers Green Bans campaigns of the
early 1970s. It was responsible for rescuing many of the older residential
areas of Sydney and Melbourne from high-rise office development. This campaign
was most effective when it involved grassroots community activists linking up
with rank and file unionists, and it was at its weakest when governmental
bureaucrats and management or union officials moved in. Indeed, the campaign
was eventually sabotaged when the Federal executive of the union staged a
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'coup' against the radical NSW branch. A more democratic union structure, one
which would have allowed the rank and file to retain control, would clearly
have strengthened the environmental-community~union alliance.

Since the state is bureaucratic in form, efforts to democratise bureaucra-
cles help to weaken and provide an alternative to state power. Bureaucracies
also thrive on and foster inequalities in knowledge, and foster typically
masculine values such as the separation of intellect and emotion. Building
alternatives to bureaucracy thus strikes at the roots of the institutions
underlying nuclear technology.

It sounds like just about every major institution in society must first be
challenged and replaced before nuclear power can be stopped.

It's not quite like that. Opposing nuclear power can be done at different
levels: education, community activities, rallies and civil disobedience to
apply pressure within existing institutions, and at the same time efforts for
long-term institutional change towards equality, participation and democracy.
These efforts reinforce each other. Direct pressure to stop nuclear power
helps restrain the expansion of the power of the state, technocracy and other
institutions behind nuclear power. And long-term programmes to build alterna-
tives help lay the basis for future anti-nuclear campaigns.
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What can the individual do besides working in groups?

Changes in personal lifestyle, such as riding a bicycle, arranging for
recycling of paper and food scraps, or reconsideration of wasteful consumption
habits, can make a contribution to environmental goals. Personal habits bring
day-to-day relevance to a social message, and can provide an example to others.

Individuals also can examine and try to change personal behaviour and
attitudes which reinforce interpersonal dominance, submission, sexism, racism
and speciesism (dominance over animals). Those with skills or knowledge -- for
example, acquired in intellectual occupations -- can help challenge the intel-
lectual division of labour by sharing the knowledge and exposing its underlying
value assumptions.

On the other hand, not all people can live an environmentally sound life-
style: 1life without a car in outer suburbs is very difficult, especially with
children. People should not be made to feel guilty because they are trapped in
lifestyles which society provides. The aim should be to use personal life-
styles as only one of a number of areas in which changes can be made towards a
more ecologically sound and socially self-reliant future.

A major obstacle to more participation in social movements is a lack of
time experienced by many people. This lack of time is caused by such factors
as full-time paid work, watching television, study commitments, and routinised
social interactions. People could consider reducing one or more of such time-
users to the cause of a more just society.
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SECTION 5: MOVEMENT ORGANISATION

How should the anti-nuclear movement be organised?

A powerful basls for a grassroots movement 1s a network of groups organ-
ised at the local level. Many of these groups would operate in the manner of
faffinity groups', providing personal support as well as a basis for action.
But the anti-nuclear movement cannot be made up entirely of local arti-nuclear
groups. Also important are local groups focussing mainly on other issues,
conventiorally crganised groups, individuals working alone, activists and gin-
ger groups within corporations and state bureaucracies, arnd radical caucuses
within professions.

The internal dynamics of local groups and of larger groupings are impor-
tant as they have direct implications for the kind of social alternatives being
sought. For small local anti-nuclear groups, using the techniques of nonvio-
lent action training — such as reaching decisions by consensus — has many
advantages over other techniques -~ such as voting. With consensus, everyone's
views are taken into account, domination by individuals or cliques is pre-
vented, and alienation of a losing minority is avoided.

Since patriarchically determined power relations are linked with the
promotion of nuclear power, power relations within anti-nuclear groups should
not mirror this condition, Thus decision making by consensus is non-hierarchi-
cal and concentrates closely on maintaining good personal feelings withbin the
group., This can also provide emotional support and help prevent ‘burnout! and
discouragement. These techniques owe much to innovations developed by the
feminist movement over the years.

Social movements also need to formalise evaluation procedures for their
campaigns, In this way, sctivists can deal in a positive way with short-term
setbacks. Evaluvations, such as those suggested by nonviolent action training
rethods, can allew individuals within activists groups to express their disen-
chantment, to focus their hopes and their energies, and to generally respond to
situatiors and to other individuals in an open, productive manner.

Not every group is ready or open to consensus techniques. Within politi-
cal parties for example, it is a major effort just to ensure decisions at the
top reflect majority opinion at the grassroots.

There already exist environmental, feminist and peace groups which form
the basis of a network of groups opposed to uranium mining &znd the structures
which support it. Collective decision making on a wider scale, involving the
liaison of local groups in coordinated action, is a difficult but important
undertaking. The Australian anti-uranium movement has largely avoided the
difficulties inherent in having a centralised and rigidly organised coordinat-
ing body. Communication between groups by both formal and informal information
netweorks, coupled with decision-making at national meetings has provided a
reasonable basis for effective collective decision-making. One difficulty has
been that particular figures have regularly been present at major meetings
representing the same groups. Greater participation could be encouraged by
rotating delegates or selecting them by lot from regular members of local
groups.

More difficult is the problem of linking anti-nuclear efforts of local
groups with efforts by isolated individuals, and by activists in hierarchical
organisations such as political parties or state bureaucracies. The most
impertant activity here is regular liaison and consultation, and encouragement
for people in different types of groups or working alone to attend occasional
meetings or maintain routine contact.

One danger for a grassroots movement is organising only or mainly in a
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single constituency, such as students or trade unionists. To be effective in
challenging and replacing the structures underlying nuclear power, a broad base
of support is needed. To build this base, several principles are important.

® Be tolerant. Activists need to be open to disagreement and not be
dogmatic., It is counterproductive to be hostile to those who symbolise the
'enemy', such as police or corporation executives. Rather than venting hostil-
ity on individuals, much more useful is the search for support from all quar-
ters and in all forms: from conservatives, small businesspeople and profes-
sionals as well as traditional areas such as students and workers.

# Be supportive and critical. Those on the inside, for example state
bureaucrats, who take a critical stance deserve support even if they do not go
as far as outsiders would like. Likewise, insider activists should be tolerant
of thippies' and others on the outside even if they do not conform to expected
modes of behaviour. Yet while being supportive of anti-nuclear action wherever
it develops, constructive suggestions for improving effectiveness need to be
made,

® Open channels for involvement. A strong movement will have a diversity
of methods for taking action which allow people to participate in ways which
they prefer. The different methods can take account of different aspects of
the institutions which promote nuclear power. For example, small businesses
can be involved in efforts towards introducing community-scale renewable energy
systems and feminists can be involved in efforts which address the patriarchal
roots of nuclear power,

What you can do

1. Take part in an anti-nuclear group, or introduce the issues of nuclear
power in a group in which you are already involved. This applies to profes-
sional, church, trade union, student, feminist, environmental and peace groups.
2. Encourage social action groups in which you are involved to analyse the
structures underlying social problems and to develop long~term strategies with

this perspective.

3. Introduce participative non-hierarchical methods into groups, including
consensus decision-making and nonviolent action training techniques.

Further reading
Virginia Coover et al.,, Resource Manual for a Living Revolution (Philadelphia:
New Society Publishers, 1981): the basic reference for nonviolent action

training.

Johan Galtung, The True Worlds (New York: Free Press, 1980): a wide-ranging
structural analysis with a grassroots perspective.

André Gorz, Ecology as Polities (Boston: South End Press, 1980): critique of
nuclear power and related structures.

George Lakey, Strategy for a Living Revolution (New York: Grossman, 1973):
grassroots strategy for nonviolent social change.

Alan Roberts, 'The politics of nuclear power', Arena, number 41, 1976, pages
22=47: a structural analysis of nuclear power, focussing on capitalism.
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