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What might be the next steps for those of us who see the retention of nuclear weapons and the war of terror as making the world a far more dangerous place? What might be the next steps for those of us who are against the appalling impoverishment and the environmental devastation that the tornado of market ‘greed logic’ lets loose?

PART ONE: HOW DOES PROGRESSIVE SOCIAL CHANGE HAPPEN?

In other words, how does progressive social change happen? What is the best way of framing what is happening so that we can be more effective in our actions to secure progressive social change?

What might have been the experience of those struggling to end slavery, to achieve universal suffrage, to secure the right to vote for women, to end Apartheid, or to end the rule of the one party state in Eastern Europe?

How does the apparent impossibility of progressive social change ion the future so often looks impossible become a change which (in hindsight) looks as though it was almost inevitable?
Of course slavery was abolished, universal suffrage was secured, women got the right to vote, Apartheid was ended, and people’s direct action secured multiparty democracies in Eastern Europe. This history of peaceful direct action’s ability to secure progressive social change should give us some hope and some insight into how we can meet our species-need to avoid extinction through securing radical social change to end the threat of nuclear weapons and address the causes of climate change. To paraphrase the title of a recent book: “Nuclear weapons and capitalism appear to be forever until they are no more”.
I would like to suggest three ways of framing what is happening so that we can be more effective in our actions to secure progressive social change:

1. Realism and Idealism:

Being realistic:

We need to be realistic not about the supposed limits of our movement but realistic about the limitations of the current global paradigm within which we are told to seek solutions to our problems. We need to be realistic about the extent of human impoverishment and environmental devastation, about the reality of extinction which confronts us as we continue down our current path:
· We need to be realistic that the £75 million New Labour proposes we spend replacing and maintaining Trident over the next 30 years will make the world a more dangerous place, and will play its part in stopping us from addressing the real human and environmental problems. 

· We need to be realistic that the current Prime Minister’s policies have allowed the very richest to avoid paying between £97 and £150 billion in tax every year – deepening inequality and disillusionment in society.
Being idealistic:

We need to be idealistic not about the possibilities open to us within the current political structures and paradigms, but about the future we can create if we stop leaving it to the vested interests of those who lack the courage to see the direction in which this luxury liner of a consumer culture  is heading.

· We need to be idealistic about the fact that the £75 million New Labour proposes we spend replacing and maintaining Trident could be used to reduce the UK’s carbon emissions by the 60%scientists estimate is the bare minimum required over the next 30 years. 

· We need to be idealistic about the fact that if we were to secure the £97 to £150 billion a year in unpaid tax by the very rich we would be able to tackle not just UK poverty but would be able to end WORLD poverty. According to UN estimates the cost of ending World poverty, and ensuring free healthcare and education for all, would be around $65 billion a year – something which the money from the UK treasury ALONE could address and still leave between twice and five times that amount every year to shift the world to a carbon free economy.
2. Reorientation and coalition building:
The second step in reframing what is required requires us to step outside the frame of what is considered politically possible by reorientating ourselves to a broader sense of the inter-related range of problems we need to address and a broader sense of what is made possible by building hitherto unthinkable coalitions.
Reorientation:

This requires us to recognize how completely our sense of what is politically possible is shaped and inhibited by educational, media and all-pervasive frames of reference that block change by generating fear and division.

It also requires us to step outside those frames, and to reorientate the notion of the politically possible within a framework that includes crucial widely known factors which the current frame cannot accommodate. 
For example, it requires us to reframe our understanding of the war on Iraq in a way which recognizes that justifying it through such incidents as Saddam Hussein’s use of chemical weapons against the Kurds in 1988, ignores British complicity in maintaining his rule of terror over many decades. Saddam Hussein’s rule is then not seen as an exception to the West’s support for democracy but as the rule of the Western capitalism through its maintenance of kleptocratic despots such as Mobutu, Pinochet, Hussein or the current Saudi Royal family. 

Such a reorientation involves a radical shift in what are understood as the fundamental constituent condition which determine decision making. For example this might now involve a radical reorientation from ‘national security’ and ‘economic growth’ (which together justify capitalism’s dependence on strong nation-states to enforce economic inequality) to focusing instead on ensuring actual human survival by addressing the causes of climate change and the causes of human impoverishment. This shift to a focus on human survival and well-being involves building coalitions which oppose the machinery of over-consumption, waste, impoverishment and scarcity that is called economic growth. Such a reorientation focuses instead on building productive, social and political relations of justice and sufficiency.

Building broader coalitions:

Such a reorientation allows us to build broader and unexpected coalitions between the so-called idealists who seek to bring into being a radically better world and the so-called realists who recognize the catastrophic direction the world is heading in.
How coalitions can backfire:
There are many attempts to build alliances between the radicals (‘idealists’) and the mainstream (‘realists’) which backfire spectacularly by diverting attention from the underlying structural causes that need to be addressed by instead focusing on the symptoms (e.g. world poverty). The ‘Make poverty history’ campaign at the 2005 G8 was one such example of well-meaning coalition building. By focusing on the need to address the symptom (world poverty), the ‘Make poverty history’ campaign diverted attention away from the need to address the cause (the logic and structure of capitalism as entirely dependent on processes of human impoverishment and environmental devastation). As Bob Geldorf pointed out at the recent G8 meeting, this earlier campaign resulted in the deepening – rather than the alleviation - of world poverty. Having drawn many campaigners into supporting his attempts at high profile celebrity persuasion at the two last G8 meetings, Bob Geldorf pointed out that this has resulted in increasing promises from the G8 but an actual reduction in their aid for Africa. He is quoted as now saying that “This world government bollocks just doesn’t work” (in Bell 2007: 40), and he notes that “even the Financial Times, rarely capitalism’s worst enemy, has been disgusted by the G8’s deceits”. He concludes that “if this is how they keep their word to the needy . . . who trusts them on climate change?” (Bell 2007: 41)
.

How coalitions can succeed:
There are three requirements for such coalitions to succeed: 

(i) Firstly, they require ensuring that mainstream participants recognise the direction the current status quo is taking us in; 
(ii) Secondly, they require ensuring that mainstream participants recognise the depth of social change which progressive social change movements have effected in the past and therefore recognise the need to dramatically expand their notions of the politically possible (see previous sections above); and 

(iii) Thirdly, they require ensuring that all participants recognise that “if the people lead, eventually the leaders will follow”. In other words, rather than focusing on seeking to persuade elected representatives to make changes for us, the focus needs to be on making the changes ourselves through disruptive effective engagement (see ‘Leverage’ section and Part Two below).
One of the key methods of coalition building in the current context is through drawing on the words and experiences of those who recognize the sheer inequity of the current system which they ‘benefit’ from. Doing so enables us to either motivate them, or (more probably) to motivate those who sustain them through their children’s concern about the direction the world is currently heading in. There are shades of response amongst the very rich - from mild embarrassment to sheer terror – and these can be used to build a broader coalition within the mainstream, whether or not they motivate the very rich (or their children) to change allegiance before it is too late. 
Roan Bennett recently wrote that: “The money sloshing around the City has become, even for dedicated free marketers, an embarrassment. Speaking last week about tax breaks for the rich, Nicholas Ferguson of SVG Capital, confessed that he felt ‘uncomfortable paying lower taxes than his cleaner’ . . . as Peter Mandelson once told a meeting of business executives in America, New Labour is ‘intensely relaxed about people getting filthy rich” (2007: 20)
.

Just as children of the wealthy wake from nightmares of ecological catastrophe, children in Iraq and Palestine wake in the nightmare itself. Meanwhile children vanish into sweatshops in the Global South to produce dirt cheap goods for us in the ‘affluent’ Global North, and rarely or never see their parents again. It is estimated that every day another 30,000 children do not wake again but die from starvation. 
The classic definition of a tragedy is of a course of action which is pursued in order to avoid the drastic end which the course of action itself makes inevitable. Fighting global poverty through capitalism is one example, seeking security through nuclear weapons is another example of tragedy pursued.
3. Leverage through disruptive effective engagement:

So to bring about the level of radical and progressive social change needed, we need to be realistic about where we are currently heading as a society and as a species. We need to be realistic about the fact that extremely radical and progressive change has been achieved before and can be achieved again, and that now – as then – it involves both dedication and commitment by those effecting change and it involves those previously committed to the status quo recognising that their own best interests lie in supporting the changes they previously opposed. Reorientating people’s notions of the politically possible enables us to build unexpected coalitions that can outflank the previous status quo.
Leverage in political change is about: (i) recognising where the possibilities for change are; (ii) bringing coalitions together to make that change real; and (iii) working at several levels. In other words, such change involves working at several levels of effectiveness simultaneously in order to open up cracks that can be used as points of leverage. Such leverage requires not the use of outmoded ideologies that have been shaped by previous constituent conditions but by a responsiveness which links the three levels of: 

(i) Firstly, human experience (such as delight in our children playing, horror at children abandoned to sweatshops making cheap goods, empathy for Palestinian children’s experience, etc.); 

(ii) Secondly, realistic idealism, which involves negotiating a path between: a realistic engagement with power as it is, and an idealism that can envisage and bring into being a democratic power that those conditioned by earlier constituent conditions only stifle; and

(iii) Thirdly, political action based on disruptive effective engagement. 

Such social change may require us to give up on social activism in favour of disruptive effective engagement. To give up on social activism which seeks to effect political change by seeking representation, by asking others to make changes for us, and to instead deepen our engagement in disruptive effective engagement that relies on ourselves and our ability to expand our alliances (including with political representatives) to make the changes we seek.

PART TWO: WHAT SHOULD THE ANTI-TRIDENT CAMPAIGN DO NEXT?

In the light of recent dramatic political changes - namely: 
(i) The recent election of an anti-war, anti-Trident, anti-nuclear government in Scotland, 
(ii) The pro-Iraq War, pro-Trident and pro-nuclear Gordon Brown becoming Prime Minister of the UK today, and 

(iii) The very recent overwhelming vote against Trident’s replacement in the Scottish Parliament by 71 to 16 (with most of the New Labour members abstaining).
- what might be the implications of such an analysis for where the anti-Trident campaign goes from here?
If effective engagement that supports the anti-Trident stance of the Scottish Parliament, and that disrupts the pro-Trident business as usual stance of Gordon Brown’s government, is what is needed, then is the next step to support a law in the Scottish Parliament that would refuse to allow Trident warheads to travel on our roads; a law that would seek to stop them from travelling from their refurbishment in England to their redeployment in Scotland every month? And could this involve a mobilization that blocked the roads these warheads travel on? And if so, how could this link with and strengthen – rather than overstretch and diminish - other campaigns for social, environmental and global justice? 

Is there a way of following this incredibly successful Faslane 365 year long campaign of civil disobedience with a campaign of civil disobedience that can take advantage of the length of journey these warheads make through the roads of our everyday lives in order to actually disrupt their delivery? Could blocking them at the border be a statement not of nationalist exclusion but of democratic and internationalist intent: we have made democratically clear our refusal to countenance this internationally illegal, immoral and inhumane weapon of mass destruction?
There would be little point to such an action if it was simply another issue that campaigners had to deal with. But if it could crystallize the range of issues that are generated by an economic order based on maximizing impoverishment and uncertainty, then could it act as a broader catalyst for change? 

If replacing and maintaining Trident is going to cost an estimated £75 billion over 30 years and if this is the same sum that is required in order to reduce UK carbon emissions by the minimum 60% scientists estimate is needed in the same period; then would blocking the warheads journey also be a very real statement of our determination to stop climate chaos
. 

If in so doing we are objecting to a Prime Minister whose policies as a Chancellor have included allowing the richest in the UK to avoid tax to the tune of £97 - £150 billion per year
, a sum which (according to the UN’s estimates) is certainly sufficient and possibly six times the amount needed per year to end WORLD poverty and to ensure health care and education for all, then would blocking the warheads journey also be a statement of our determination to ally ourselves with those who would seek to shame, and if not then to force, those who benefit so profoundly from others misery to recognize that their own humanity and all humanity is at stake . .. . and that the solutions are simple, are realizable
 and involve ending a fantasy economics that is generating daily nightmares for billions, and means that even the wealthiest and most powerful peoples’ children regularly wake from nightmares of climate chaos and ecological devastation?
If the best way to stop the nightmares is to act decisively in a way that seeks to actually break the vicious circle, then does this also require us to take our dreams seriously, and to recognize that the choice is not between peace and justice, on the one hand, and a troubling but supposedly ‘realistic’ acceptance of the status quo, on the other; but between making peace and justice real or allowing the politics of greed and the machinery of injustice to drive us to extinction?
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