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ainst the occupation effort.

On October 6, 1979, three thou-
sand people showed up to try and
occupy the Seabrook plant. We had
agreed not to bring weapons and to
keep our tactics non-violent, other
than that we had placed no restric-
tions on how we would try to enter and

occupy the site. We had agreed the
point was not to get arrested (and
fewer than 20 people would be arrest-
ed during the whole action). Actions
were planned and roughly coordinat-
ed through a democratic structure of
affinity group representatives. Using
tactics that seemed an incongruous
mixture of the Japanese Zengakuren
militants and the Quakers, we jousted
with over 500 state troopers and Na-
tional Guard, but we never got into
the construction area to establish an
occupation. After three days we cal-
led it off.

Some people argued that we need-
ed a long educational campaign to
prepare more people for direct action,
that no further action could be called
until a broader base was built. Others
felt the strain of creating a new organ-
ization (CDAS) and the occupation
attempt in such a short time had been
too much. Some blamed the counter-
organizing that had damaged our
credibility. Some argued that an in-
cipient and defensive bureaucracy
had crept in, centered around Boston,
alienating potential support. Some
felt our tactics had become too mili-

* taristic. Some disputed the usefulness

of the plant, and particularly the core
construction area, as a worthwhile
“target.” Some condemned the resid-
ual pacifism/passive-ism of too many
who came. Some criticized the slug-
gishness of our decision-making and
communications procedures. Some
said there were just too many cops.
In retrospect, I see that there was
some truth in almost all these criti-
cisms. However, I think our failure at
Seabrook, and the failure to date of
direct action to develop as a vital

A Gun

energy on keeping us so far away, the
coast guard had voluntarily brought
us so close. I could see the Ohio
reflected in the barrel of every gun
our captors held.

It was obvious that in some lives at
least, the events of the day had had an
effect. Men and women trained to
believe in force had been shaken by
the refusal of the protestors to accept
the power of the guns the coast guard
wielded so openly. Eyes were shadow-
ed and confused. X

Even the skipper deigned to engage
in dialogue. Perhaps he sensed the
disturbance in his crew. A simple ex-
change of words put the situation in a
remarkably clear perspective. —I've
been a peacekeeper for twenty-one
years. —I’'m a peacemaker, there is an
important difference. —That dif-
ference is why I'm up here and you'’re

: ~ down there. —1I don’t think you have

the strength to be down here.

The skipper stepped back and
hastily retreated to his cabin. The dif-
ference was important. It seems ab-
surd to be a peacekeeper when there is
not yet a peace to keep.

Finally the decision came through.
Fourteen of us were to be charged. I
was one of them. Only two of the
Pacific Peacemaker crew were to be
charged and the rest refused to co-
operate with their own release in
solidarity with their friends.

Pan-Am Security Guards soon ar-
rived, in full riot gear.

They boarded the Peacemaker and
calmly explained what was to happen.
They removed the crew, one by one,
in great pain. These people were sup-
posedly free, in a supposedly free
country. Yet those who claim to be
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responsible for maintaining the myth
of that freedom watched passively at
this demonstration of abuse and
brutality. The maintenance of the
nuclear arsenal is paid in human suf-
fering.

Demonstrators and
Supporters

The courthouse was surrounded by
demonstrators and supporters. They
pressed against the side of the bus and
reached out as if to dissolve the metal
and glass between us.

Things began to move quickly now.
Fourteen hours after the arrests we
were in court. The judge was relaxed
and some of the time kept his tongue
planted firmly in cheek. He read—
the people of the United States
against. .. —and the gallery rose and
called out —here! The judge demand-
ed silence and threatened to clear the
court. It didn’t matter, the point had
been made.

A lot of the charges were fabrica-
tions, some so obviously fictitious
that they drew surprised reactions
from both police and the gallery. The
prosecutor looked nervous. Finally it
was over. We were to be released on
personal recognisance to return to
plead in a few weeks.

On August 13, the prosecuting at-
torney began to backpedal. He noted
that the full penalty of the law did not
apply in this case and that some
charges might be reduced or even
dropped. On August 20, all the
charges were dropped without pre-
judice, meaning they can be reintro-
duced at any time.

approach to stopping nuclear power
in the U.S., has tc do with a number of
issues more fundamental than any of
these criticisms. These issues, which
are obviously easier to see in retro-
spect, would have been very difficult
for us to have admitted to at the time.
They include the following: 1) Mass
direct action is most likely to occur
and succeed where there is a com-
munity or economic tie between
thousands of people; where that tie
places them in roughly equal risk if
they do not act, in equal risk if they do;
where that tie opens continuous
communication and collective devel-
opment of ideas; where a collective
learning of the lessons of each phase
of their struggle can take place over a
period of years, even decades. (I am
thinking here of the recent farmers’
“penny auctions”; the miners’ wild-
cats, the factory occupations from
Flint to Lordstown, the Solidarity
movement in Poland . . .)

Failing such direct ties, a keen
political conscic is Y,
one that understands the common
social, economic and environmental
position of all the working and op-
pressed people of the country, of the
world. This seems to have been the
case at Wyhl.

2) In the U.S., despite T.M.L, the
danger of nuclear power remains too
abstract for most Americans. For
most, nuclear power does not seem a
danger “clear and present” enough to
justify the apparently extreme mea-
sure of direct action. Though ongoing
and causally-clear, death, injury or
severe material privation are not the
only things which motivate people to
action, they play a significant role.
3) The anti-nuclear power movement
was already in decline in the U.S. by
October *79. The drop in numbers in
the anti-nuclear marches in Washing-
ton (100,000 just after T.M.L,
30,000 a year later) is just the most
graphic display that the American
movement had past its crest. 'm not
sure anyone has a good explanation
for why this had happened.
4) The ideology of Quakerism/paci-
fism and its trappings deformed the
American anti-nuclear movement
from its birth, and tried (fairly suc-
fully) to per ly foreclose
the option of mass direct action.

Time to Dissolve

Unlike most groups, CDAS knew
when to dissolve. Its activists have,
for the most part, retreated back into
small group projects or personal en-
deavors.

CDAS took an attempt at mass
direct action further than any other
American anti-nuclear group has
done so far. Yet it failed to achieve its
goal. What remains in this country of
the anti-nuclear power movement
seems to have ‘returned’ to legal bat-
tles and the tactic of symbolic arrest.
At best, in some of the blockades
attempted here and there one can see
the glimmer of a direct action ap-
proach—the attempt to stop the mad-
ness ourselves.

Qutside the U.S. the story remains
a little different. From dock strikes
refusing to handle nuclear materials,
to bombings of atomic facilities, to
small boats blockading nuclear-rela-
ted ships, to occupations of waste
dump and plant sites, thousands of
others are engaging in anti-nuclear
direct action. If til now we haven’t
discovered Whyl in the U.S., at least
it’s good to see that Whyl still exists in
so many other places and people.
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papers all across North America,
providing the movement with many
thousands of dollars of free adver-
tising. Women put billboards to their
own use, amending sexist messages.
(On one billboard mattress adver-
tisement, which depicted a woman
reclining seductively on a bed prom-
ising, “We can improve your night-
life,” a woman in London spray
painted, “Join Lesbians United ©§.)
Women occupied walls with graffitti,
invaded newsrooms, employment of-
fices, and the streets, took back the
night, and spoke out against rape.
Rather than fighting to write the news,
they made it.

Simultaneously women began to
organize together to do something
about the immediate problems in their
lives. To regain control over their
own bodies they started health col-
lectives and self-help abortion
groups. To deal with the violence in
their lives they founded rape- crisis
centres, transition houses and incest
survivor groups. To address their
problems as mothers and workers,
they built cooperative daycare cen-
tres, feminist trade unions and sup-
port networks for women in non-
traditional jobs. To fight their double
oppression they organized as black,
disabled, jewish, lesbian and native
women.

Most groups developed as collec-
tives based on anti-hierarchical, skill-
sharing principles. They saw their
work as both dealing with the prob-
lems faced by individual women, and
as communicating their experience
and analysis to other women. They
did not seek to help women as much
as to empower them.

Fighting Back

As women in the anti-rape move-
ment rejected police advice against
fighting back and began to learn how
to defend themselves, those in the
movement at large took up self-def-
ence tactics. Women fought back. To
fight back against nuclear annihila-
tion they encircled the Pentagon and
Greenham Common army base. To
fight back against the pornographers
they burned stores, glued locks,
smashed displays and covered cine-
ma screens in blood-red paint. To
fight an attempt by the State to close
down an abortion clinic in Holland,
hundreds of women occupied the
clinic and blocked entrance by the
authorities. Some women have fought
and killed their batterers and rapists.

The strength of this wave of the
women’s movement is not only its
tactical flexibility but its commitment
to reaching out to all women, to
connecting the totality of women’s
experiences. As we expand our un-
derstanding of the depth of our own
oppression and of the power of organ-
izing from where we are, we translate
our rage into a revolutionary anger.
Our demands are upon ourselves and
other women.

Concessions from men and from
the State will be sought and will be
won, but the scale of the changes we
require will always reach far beyond
that which they are prepared to con-
cede. We are not waiting. We are
speaking with our own voices and are
translating our demands into direct
action in every aspect of our lives. To
witness the carnage, the violence each
and every one of us experiences is to
understand that direct action is not a
perogative but a necessity.
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