Why academics should blockade the Faslane nuclear war base

So, why should we as academics and scholars participate in a blockade of a nuclear weapons base in the UK? There are a lot of possible general arguments as well as of course personal reasons to do such a thing, some of them are listed here: 

1. It would stimulate dialogue in society. And our profession is about interrogating complicated social issues, in order to bring in different perspectives and through informed dialogue develop a more reasonable understanding. Doing such an action we would not ignore the law or violate a democratic government’s policy but instead openly challenge it with our bodies and arguments, without using violence, being prepared to be arrested and to take the consequences of our actions, explaining in court why we see this action as necessary and legitimate. We would be hoping, by our actions, to convince others to act and vote against nuclear weapons. Since it is already clear that a majority of Scottish people are against nuclear weapons, it does not seem unreasonable that our actions, along with other groups joining the Faslane 365 blockades, to think that we can convince the majority of British people to support our position. 

2. It is believed that nonviolent direct action against the deployment of the UK’s nuclear weapons is legal according to international law (several acquittals have happened, see www.tridentploughshares.org for more information). 

3. For some of us such an action can be seen as part of our objectives as academics: to popularise and bring our knowledge to a broader society, to contribute with our knowledge to the public dialogue (in Sweden this is called the “3rd objective”, which besides teaching and research is part of our job-description).

4. We can’t be only academics. We are also citizens in our societies, like anyone else, and thus responsible for what our governments are doing in our name. As such, we have to recognise that our actions (even non-actions) have an effect. There are times when we need to take sides and stand up and be counted. 

5. When we act we show that we are taking our own analysis of the world and our society seriously. If we believe in what we say (e.g. that nuclear weapons are a threat to humankind and its survival, that the rule of law is undermined by a nuclear armed alliance waging a “war against terror”, etc.) then that has certain political implications, which we have to act upon.  

6. In contrast to a lot of other professional groups in society we have relatively protected jobs where it is difficult for us to be sacked for voicing political opposition, at least those of us who are professors or have tenure. It would most likely be regarded as a violation of academic freedom to sack a professor who in her or his free-time engages in civil resistance. 

7. Universities and scientific knowledge are known to be heavily influenced by military and defence interests. A major share of research in the world is steered by military agendas. In order to be “objective” or “neutral” we then need to show that there are also academics who dare to show their clear opposition to nuclear “defence”. We know, and others will understand, that by our actions we risk the loss of possible public funding for defence and security research and any job-opportunities in the arms industry. But by the same token, we increase the tolerance and plurality of academia, opening up new areas of research and funding.  

8. We become examples and role-models for our students, either as obedient critics or as disobedient critics, depending on how we act. It is our choice and regardless of what we choose to do we build an understanding of what it means to be an “academic”. 

9. This action is possible to understand as a kind of action-research and thus already part of the academic tradition. We learn more about how a social system works by a controlled intervention (our action) and a study of its reactions (observation and interviews of concerned people). The action can thus be seen as in itself an opportunity for research for those interested in this field. 

10. It is an old tradition that university people – students as well as teachers – are engaged in radical politics and protest. Let’s honour that tradition! 

11. If not now, then when? If we are not making nonviolent blockades of the preparations for mass-destruction when it could be legal to do so, then when would we academics say no or voice our firm opposition to something in society? Do we have to wait until mass-destruction does occur?

12. If not we, then who? If we as academics can not take part in the blockades, being a relatively privileged group, who is then supposed to do it? Who is then supposed to take responsibility for the nuclear weapons? Our students who live with the insecurity of not yet being recognized as serious/real academics? A normal objection is the perception that: “I will have more political influence (on nuclear politics) if I am seen by the public to be objective and neutral”. Well, if that is true, then there will not be any lack of academics who will have that greater influence…But, imagine what it means if that is not true, imagine if it is the other way around. What if those academics that voice their criticism to the government’s policies in articles and papers but remain obedient to the policy implementation are those who create the false and dangerous impression that nuclear policies are created by a deliberative democracy and an informed understanding of reality? Then obedient criticism becomes a vital (and indirect) support of nuclear mass-destruction… 
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PS: See also my Defence in Preston Crown Court 1999 in May, after the Bread not Bombs Plowshares action 1998, http://www.plowshares.se/bnb/english/trial/svdefenceeng.htm 
