
freedom in a way that democracy simply cannot. Hon­
derich and Randle might regard such activities as road­
blocks, barricading, site invasions etc. as 'ultimately 
good in the long run'. But what about resisting arrest, 
criminal damage and theft in the fight against the road? 11 

What about generalizing what we did to tUbe-fare dodg­
ing? These don't and cannot enrich democracy - they 
can only subvert it - and so much the better for that. 

3.1.4 'Use' of the mass media 
The importance of non-violence became consoli­

dated in the beginning of the No M11 campaign be­
cause it was good for pUblic relations: a lot of 
'respectable' residents got involved because they liked 
non-violence as a moral position. They were concerned 
with the campaign's image in the mass media, thought 
to be the determiner as well as the reflection of (middle 
class) public opinion. A concern with getting ourselves 
into the media continued, although many people be­
came cynical about this through their experiences of 
the press. 

Of course we needed to let people (all people?) 
know that a force of active opposition existed to the 
road. But this should not be conflated with relying on 
the needs of the mass media to disseminate our mes­
sage. The problem with relying on the mass media is 
that of colluding with the very prejUdices you're trying to 
subvert.11m The more that people like us get our more 
'fluffy', middle class face accepted by the media and 
the Daily Mail readership, the more we may be agree­
ing to marginalize our 'darker' side - our clothes and 
jewellery, opinions and arguments, drugs and lan­
guage - to send it deeper underground. This is the 
price of CUddling up to them. If the struggle is indeed 
about a whole way of life, the aim should be to change 
or confront 'public opinion', not appease it.I..1m 

3.1.5 Humanism 

Perhaps the most deeply ideological of all the justifica­
tions for non-violence was the humanist argument. On 
one occasion, an experienced eco-campaigner at the 
No M11 campaign angrily denounced some people on 
one of our site actions as 'scum' because they had ap­
parently been violent towards some security guards. As 
already mentioned, the danger of being violent towards 
security is that, because we were usually relatively vul­
nerable, such actions put us all at risk. But, on the 
other hand, to call people 'scum' for fighting security 
guards displayed an utter confusion. Just who were the 
'scum'? The police and private security who attempted 
to physically impose a road upon us ultimately by any 
means necessary? Or some people who wanted to re­
sist this process? Our relations with police and more so 
with security were problematic, changeable and contra­
dictory. But it was naive to argue that the basis of our 
non-violence towards them should be a kind of human­
ism. The humanist argument claims that all violence is 
the same since it is all done to 'human beings'; the ar­
gument therefore blurs the qualitative distinction be­
tween the violence that maintains alienation and exploi­
tation (Le. the violence of the state) and the violence 
which seeks to liberate us from this alienation and ex­
ploitation. 

Drawing on the humanistic argument, some of 
Alarm UK's literature evoked the spirit of Rogerian ther­
apy when it invited us to remember that "security 
guards are capable of change just as much as we are". 
It is true that security guards are 'human beings too', 
but they are certainly not 'only human beings'; they are 
paid to enact a particular role and if they do not do this 
properly - by being too human, for example - then they 
will be fired. As Vaneigem says, "It is easier to escape 
the role of a libertine than the role of a cop, executive 
or rabbi" (p. 139). 
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