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FOREWORD

In the summer of 1967 the Adlai Stevenson Institute of
International Affairs established a study group on violent
politics and modernization. The purpose was to review and
hopefully to deepen the present state of knowledge about
the relationship between violence and rapid social change.
As organized by Professor Manfred Halpern of Princeton
University, a Fellow of the Institute, and Wayne Fredericks,
former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for African Af-
fairs and now of the Ford Foundation, a group of distin-
guished social scientists met each month to consider papers
on various aspects of modernization and violence.

This book is based on the first working paper prepared
for the seminar by Professor Henry Bienen of Princeton
University. Realizing that we were moving into a difficult,
emotion-fraught, and largely uncharted field, the group
sought in Professor Bienen’s study a dispassionate descrip-
tion and assessment of contemporary writings on various
aspects of our problem. In this it was not disappointed.
Indeed, so valuable did we find the paper that we asked
Professor Bienen to expand and revise it for publication.

On the foundation created by Professor Bienen's work,
a series of papers presented to the study group deal with
various aspects of the problem of violence and social change.
The group considered works by Manfred Halpern on the
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X Foreword

nature of modernization, William Kornhauser of the Univer-
sity of California (Berkeley) on order and change in the uni-
versities, John T. McAlister of Princeton on the revolution-
ary origins of the Vietnamese war, Charles V. Hamilton of
Roosevelt University on characteristics of leadership in the
American black community, and Morris Janowitz of the
University of Chicago on control of escalated riots. Other
participants shared with the group their work in progress
on large-scale revolutionary movements, revolts, disorders
in American cities, and unrest in university communities.

A sustained effort was made to emphasize the comparative
nature of aspects of violence and social change not only in
a regional sense, between the United States and other areas,
but also in different kinds of social institutions.

Professor Bienen’s book sketches many of the problems
still only partially understood after the first year’s effort.
With great perception it distinguishes between lines of in-
quiry which seem fruitful and those which do not, and
analyzes some of the areas which will require major atten-
tion if scholars are to make sense of the phenomena of
violent politics. Unfortunately, as Professor Bienen points
out, there is little systematic work available which even de-
fines what is meant by “change,” and we are very far from
understanding the major examples of modern violent poli-
tics: ghetto violence, guerrilla warfare, revolution, and
totalitarianism. Without restricting himself to a narrow
definition of his subject, Professor Bienen deals with
writers from Machiavelli to Debray to elucidate the dimen-
sions of previous discussions on violence and change. He
indicates areas of disagreements in the literature as a first
step toward resolution and identifies those dark areas which
previous scholars have failed to illuminate.
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xi Foreword

This study and other aspects of the Stevenson Institute
seminar on violent politics were made possible by a gen-
erous donation from the Marshall Field Foundation of
New York in memory of Eleanor Roosevelt.

The members of the working group included, in addition
to those mentioned above, Professors Eqbal Ahmad of Cor-
nell University, Leonard Binder of the University of Chicago,
J. David Greenstone of the University of Chicago, Edward T.
Gude of Dartmouth College, Mohammed Guessous of Prince-
ton University, Samuel Huntington of Harvard University,
Aristide Zolberg of the University of Chicago, Edward Shils
of the University of Chicago, M. Crawford Young of the
University of Wisconsin, and Marvin Zonis of the University
of Chicago. Additionally, the following Fellows of the Adlai
Stevenson Institute participated: Frederick S. Arkhurst,
Brian Beun, Abdelhafeez El-Rufaie, Abdul Kayeum, Kanta
Khipple, Richard Pfeffer, A. David Rossin, Richard Ruben-
stein, and M. Stephen Kaplan, Research Associate.

In the second year of our work on violent politics, the
Institute staff and Fellows are attempting to assemble from
these and other materials a curriculum aimed at elucidating
the complex interrelationships of violence and change for
those who have taken major responsibility in political deci-
sion-making at local, state, federal, and international levels.
Surely there is no more dangerous or demanding issue before
us in the last third of the twentieth century. Professor Bienen
has here performed a valuable service in analyzing the ways
in which scholars and practitioners have dealt with this cru-
cial subject.

William R. Polk
Director



PREFACE

This essay is a revision of a working paper I presented to the
study group on violent politics and modernization of the Adlai
Stevenson Institute of International Affairs; it remains a work-
ing paper. Since the period October, 1967, to February, 1968,
when some revisions were made, a number of interesting arti-
cles and books dealing with violence and social change have
been published. But I did not try to keep abreast of new works
in these pages any more than I tried to be inclusive in my treat-
ment of earlier published material. The revisions made between
October and February take account of criticisms voiced at the
presentation of the first draft and of those made by other
readers since then. I did extend the number of works that were
concerned with violence in American cities, largely because
to some extent I had neglected treatments which argue that
violence in the ghetto is a response to violence used by out-
siders in the ghetto.

[ deeply appreciate the comments made on the first draft
of this essay by the study group on violent politics of the
Adlai Stevenson Institute of International Affairs. I used those
comments as I saw fit in making revisions. To Professor Man-
fred Halpern I owe a special debt for his encouragement of
and enthusiasm for this effort. I am particularly grateful for
his thoughtful criticisms and those of Professors Marion Levy,
Jr., and Edward Schneier, of Princeton University. Sometimes
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I took their advice, but they, of course, bear no responsibil-
ity for the selective use I made of their views. The Center
of International Studies at Princeton University supported
this work by providing release time and typing assistance. I
am grateful to Klaus Knorr, director of the Center, for his
support of my efforts.

Permission to reprint the last stanza from “The Rose
Tree,” by William Butler Yeats, from The Collected Poems
of W. B. Yeats, has been granted by Macmillan Co. (New
York), and by M. B. Yeats and Macmillan & Co. Ltd. (Lon-
don). Reprinted with permission of The Macmillan Company
from The Collected Poems of William Butler Yeats, copyright
1924 by The Macmillan Company; renewed 1952 by Bertha
Georgie Yeats.



INTRODUCTION

When I was asked to present the first paper to the Adlai
Stevenson Institute’s study group on violent politics and
modernization, I was charged with reviewing present
scholarly knowledge and implicit policy assumptions about
violence so that we might discuss the relationship of that
knowledge to the subject of modernization. Thus the
primary question I had in mind when starting this under-
taking was: How do various works on violence clarify think-
ing about change and, in particular, thinking about what

:s called modernization? That I began with literatures osten-
s5ibly devoted to violence does not mean that I think one
necessarily should start with analyzing violence in order

to come to grips with problems of social change, although
violence as a prism for seeing change has not been well
exploited. Furthermore, there is an advantage for a study
group devoted to getting close to problems of social change
in starting with works on violence, for many of these strain
after the problems, although they do not usually clarify
issues. If we had started with modernization, we should
have found less on violence.

It was pointed out in the discussions of the first draft
of this essay that violence subsumes so much that we can-
not formulate good theories which account for it. It was
also pointed out, in reply to my pessimistic conclusions

|



2 Introduction

concerning what we know, that there has been a useful and
extensive literature on typologies of violence. There is an
answer to both points. We know less about the causes and
consequences of violence, and especially the consequences,
than we do about the scope, intensity, and duration of vio-
lence under certain circumstances. This reflects our relative
ability to distinguish between aspects of violence as com-
pared with our ability to link violence and change. Some of
the most useful writings I encountered were concerned
above all to distinguish typologies of violence not merely

in terms of frequency, duration, and scope but also in terms
of kinds of systems and kinds of change. But most typologies
of violence do not do this; once this is done, violence does
not subsume so much, because we can root violence in de-
fined contexts. The issue is not creating typologies of vio-
lence per se but clarifying problems of social change.

What follows is my examination of where we are. I have
not drawn my own position on violence and modernization,
although I do not state others’ arguments only. I try to in-
dicate promising paths and what has been neglected, and to
criticize certain endeavors and applaud others.

The aim of the study group on violent politics and mod-
ernization was to analyze rapid, fundamental, worldwide,
and often violent change. Every modifier of change except
“worldwide” creates difficulties for me because 1 admit to
being uncertain about what constitutes rapid, fundamental
change; thus obviously I am in some difficulty over what
change means, lacking criteria for specifying degrees of
change. It is one thing to be able to differentiate between
an avalanche and a snowball and another to be able to dis-
tinguish in the realm of social change without committing

I Rt
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a host of fallacies—of misplaced dichotomies, of reification,
of circular ooncepts (Levy [1967] has recently discussed
these fal.lac;es) This must be said straight off, because (1)
a concern for violence and change leads one to the literature
on revolution where these fallacies among others are rife,
and (2) discussions of modernization involving definitions
of the category and processes to be analyzed again involve
one in a concern for end-states to be arrived at—or more
usefully, but not without problems also, in concern for kinds
and rates of change or transformation. Because there has
been a proliferation of definitions of modernization (West-
ernization, rationalization and bureaucratization, systematic
and persistent transformation, economic development, social
mobilization, institutionalized politics, democracy, etc.), it
seemed wisest for me to adopt Alice’s position in Wonder-
land. How do I know what I want to read until I read it?
That is, since there has been no established paradigm of
modernization, I could not be reading about violence with
the aim of getting new insights for an established body of
knowledge or a framework within which studies of violence
could themselves be set. Rather, I was reading on violence
to see whether bodies of literature got us any further in
thinking about what has been variously called modernization.
Happily, there were fewer problems with the concept of
violence, although there are important conceptual and def-
initional questions to raise about violence. Men have been
slaying each other since Cain and Abel, and we have a pretty
good idea of what we mean by violence, at least insofar as

1. Year of publication is cited only if more than one work
bty the author is mentioned in this volume. Page numbers,
vhen listed, refer to the writings under discussion. See Bib-
Lography for full details of publication.
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it is synonymous with physical aggression which we can meas-
ure for intensity, frequency, and duration. Nonetheless, the
word violence carries overtones of “violating,” and we often
use violence to refer to illegitimate force (Leys, p. 17). When
the police uphold law and order we sometimes refer to their
use of force, and we sometimes make reference to police op-
pression if the legitimacy of their actions is called in question.
When force is considered to be legitimate, many people do
not equate it with violence. Thus violence is distinguished
from coercion. The above is meant to suggest that there are
problems entailed by the use of the word violence. These
problems have led Wolin to define violence as force exer-
cised with unnecessary intensity, unpredictability, or un-
usual destructiveness. And they led Johnson (1967, pp.

7-10) to define violence as either behavior which is im-
possible for others to orient themselves to or as behavior
which is deliberately intended to prevent orientation and

the development of stable expectations with regard to it.

(I discuss some difficulties which flow from these defini-
tions in chapter 3, on revolution.)

Another difficulty arises when we consider that violence
in the sense of violating or forcing often does not involve
physical constraints at all; there is violence against the body,
but there is also a sense of doing violence to someone’s psy-
che or livelihood. In both cases extremes of action are being
noted, e.g., psychological warfare. There is also the interest-
ing question of the political relevance of violence. Judgments
here have been usually ex post facto. After large-scale domes-
tic warfare, commentators look again at criminal acts to see
if a rise in salience of crime precedes a rise in violence where
overtly political demands are made and political consequences
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“ollow. At present, an indicator for anticipation of internal
warfare is thought of as some deviance in the pattern of
crime or violence against individuals. (We do not seem to
be sure if rising or decreasing rates of crime in the ghetto
‘ndicate coming civil strife, the latter perhaps indicating a
shift of aggression against self, or someone like oneself, to

a different social target.) Most questions @about the political
relevance of violence seemed to be raised in works on criminol-
ogy or deviant personalities rather than in works on internal
war or revolution, where political relevance is taken for
rranted.

My own approach to the problem of definitions and of
political relevance was largely to ignore them by selecting
out of the literature on violence certain headings under which
subliteratures could be grouped—those where political rel-
evance was already assumed. The subheadings I made were
a matter of convenience in organizing work rather than units
which have analytical bite to them. Thus I looked at writing
on (1) ghetto violence (but not on racial violence per se);

(2) internal war, which included guerrilla warfare, and coun-
terinsurgency, civil war, coups, and riots; (3) revolution,
which embraces both categories (1) and (2) if one assumes
that certain propensities of violence arise from or give rise
1o kinds of social change;(4) works devoted to the structure
of violence, typologies of violence, and the romance of vio-
lence; (5) totalitarianism. It is clear that these are overlap-
ping and untidy categories, and category (4) has no subhead
in this paper.

At least two important bodies of literature are left out.
One deals with the linkages between international violence
and domestic social change, including foreign sponsorship
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of domestic violence. Its absence reflects constraints on time
and energy only. The other focuses on instruments of vio-
lence, the military and police. The role of the military as

a modernizing force has occupied the broad efforts of the
Inter-University Seminar on Armed Forces and Society, and
I have commented on it elsewhere ( The Military Intervenes:
Case Studies in Political Change). ~

I made no attempt to be all-inclusive in searching out
books and articles. Nor did I start from ancient wisdom and
work myself up chronologically. Rather, I tried to find themes
which were sounded again and again, or rarely, largely in con-
temporary commentaries, and to juxtapose them; to point
out contradictions as well as complementarities. Above all,

I tried to indicate where the literature seems to give definite,
tentative, or no answers. The striking lacunas in the litera-
ture raise questions about the study of violence.

One may value a decline in violence as a goal of politics.
But this value should not restrain analysts and policymakers
from attempting to understand violence. To treat violence
and far-reaching social change as pathological phenomena
does hinder analysis. Yet much of the literature, including
works by those who romanticize violence, does treat violence
as a phenomenon outside of a “normal” social process.

This is especially true for much of American social science
work on violence and has particular force when we consider
studies of violence in America. In this review of the *‘state of
the art,” it is apparent to me that chapter 1, on ghetto vio-
lence, is less satisfactory than the other chapters. In part, this
may stem from my relative lack of familiarity with the rele-
vant material. But there is a more serious factor at work.
Compared with the literature on revolution, guerrilla warfare,



7 Introduction

and totalitarianism, there is much less relevant material on
(lomestic violence. The study of violence in America has
been less advanced even than the study of guerrilla warfare.
Why should social science study of violence in general and
znalysis of domestic violence in particular be so inadequate?

Surely, as Harry Eckstein (1964, p. 3) pointed out, there
is nothing in the world of political events that can account
for the relative neglect of violence in social science analyses
in the past. Eckstein offered the view that in studies of what
ke called internal war the subject has not been processed
theoretically, and thus social scientists, confronting the wel-
ter of empirical materials, have not been able to bridge the
gulf between theoretical schema and empirical work (pp. 5-6).
Moreover, Eckstein argued, the difficulties in applying rig-
orous analysis, making use of quantitative techniques and
controlled experiments, have led social scientists to shy away
from internal war as a field relatively unsuited to contempo-
rary social science research. All this may be true, but it does
not seem to me to go far enough.

Perhaps there is something in the theoretical and method-
ological perspectives of social scientists (including historians)
which prevents them from exploring group violence and its
consequences for social change beyond their limiting con-
carn for precision and analytical rigor. One might want to
ask: What kinds of interests and prejudices—personal, profes-
s:onal, national—have shaped the study of violent politics?
Cn the personal and professional levels, certain biases and
interests may be shared by social scientists across national
boundaries. For one thing, violence may be perceived as
something that must be experienced directly if one is to
write and think adequately about it. Since the consequences
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of violence may be presumed to be great, at least for an in-
dividual or social group, social scientists dealing with ab-
stract systems may have stepped away from its study. Fur-
thermore, precisely because violence has been presumed to
be destabilizing, leading to anarchy and to incoherence,
social scientists may have thought that once this was point-
ed out there was little more to say. But a prior question
arises: Why have such attitudes been prevalent, if indeed
they have? Here I would confine a few remarks to Amer-
ican investigators of violence and social change.

The techniques of contemporary social science and the
perspectives of political scientists, sociologists, and histo-
rians must be understood as being formed in a given so-
ciety or set of subsocieties. Perhaps what has been consid-
ered a legitimate field of study depends, in part, on what
is considered a legitimate form of social action. If forms
of social action are thought of as taking place along a
possible continuum of violence—from interest-group de-
mands which involve pressure to acts of physical force—it
is clear that different groups in society as well as societal
norms as a whole define as legitimate some actions under
various conditions. American society, which has raised the
process of bargaining over interests that can be accommo-
dated to a goal of the system, has also been the home of
numerous political studies of this process. On the other
hand, the lack of studies on violence may be understood
in terms of the view many hold of violence as an illegit-
imate means of settling disputes. It is striking that in the
last year or so there has been a marked increase in the
number of new studies dealing with violence, symposia
on violence, concern in the press with violence; this may
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bz related not only to the increase in violence and its sa-
lizncy but perhaps also to a different view of the legitimacy
of the use of violence by black persons. As attitudes get aban-
doned, traditional techniques of inquiry may change too.

We are in an area where a great deal of new work is called
for. Questions about the whys of violence remain very open.
From the literature on violent politics we know about the
components or factors leading to violence, but we do not
know about combinations and sequences. We so far still know
only in an imprecise way what we mean by change and what
kinds of change we ought to be fostering by conscious policy
decisions. Above all, the relationship between violence and
modernization remains one that in the literature cuts many
ways at once. No case studies seem persuasive in establishing
tke relationships. No general propositions seem able to en-
compass all the “on the one hand this and on the other thats.”
Ir. particular, I was struck by the fact that it is predominantly
in studies of totalitarianism that violence as a tool of inno-
vating elites is examined; elsewhere, violence for innovation
is relatively neglected. Similarly, organization-building through
violent politics and the use of organizations for violence have
been treated almost exclusively in terms of secret-police stud-
jes. Yet in the works of famous insurgents, time and again
tke theme is sounded that, through violence, organizations
cen be constructed and modernization achieved. Theories of
political development which stress institutionalization must
confront the possibility that political institutions will be
used for violence and must specify the conditions under
which this is possible and likely, and where violence may
be a substitute for change.

There is now in vogue a literature on rebirth through
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commitment to violence. This literature has a rather ancient
pedigree, although in the past those who argued for rebirth
through violence often referred to a rebirth after death which
would come from participation in some holy war. Many chil-
iastic movements made this claim, one which social science

is hard put to test. But now, Sorel’s assertion that a class can
be resurrected through violence, or Fanon’s argument that
individuals and peoples can become whole again by partici-
pating in violent politics, or the Gandhian claim for the ther-
apeutic results of nonviolence can be judged because the
claims are for the here and now. Is it true that group and
individual transformations take place through violence? Is
violence primarily engaged in to change oneself rather than

a social condition, or engaged in with almost no instrumen-
tal concerns at all, but rather for the immediate gratifications
derived from its exercise? Societies may assign goals to groups
which are undertaking violent politics, perhaps because these
are the goals the larger society can deal with, when the mo-
tivations for violence may be quite different from the pos-
tulated goal achievement.

These questions are very relevant for future American
social change, and it is clear that much more cross-fertilization
is necessary between those who study America and those who
are concerned with politics and social change in developing
areas. Furthermore, the study of the politics of violence must
be informed by the work of those concerned with personal-
ity and change. But there are already strong indications that
work on personality and violence is going to treat violence as
a pathological phenomenon much as work on insurgency
treated guerrilla violence as a disease of a transitional period
between tradition and modernity. There an understanding
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o7 violence as pathological behavior led to counterinsurgency
responses. In the American context, thinking about violence
may turn out to be dominated by therapeutic schools. The
therapy to be applied may be directed at “sick people” who
are violent or a “sick society” which harbors and causes vio-
lent behaviors. But we should take a hard look at this way of
thinking about violence to see whether much is gained by it.
[t takes for granted that violence is somehow abnormal and
may slide over the politics of violence—its social causes and
consequences. The language of “sickness” and “therapy”
may well turn out to be another set of cliches for obfuscat-
ing understanding, another way, to paraphrase Clifford
Geertz (1968), of not wanting to learn too much about our-
selves too quickly.




1. VIOLENCE IN THE GHETTO

Violence is necessary and
it's as American as cherry pie.
Rap Brown

In 1964, Harry Eckstein noted that social science had pro-
duced few studies on internal war/violent political disorder
(Eckstein 1964, p. 1); earlier, Eckstein had noted the pro-
fusion of terms and terminological muddle for describing
uses of violence in politics and had complained of a focus
on guerrilla warfare—on the operational aspects of irregular
warfare. Moreover, he pointed out that when analysts got
around to the causes of internal wars they provided a pleth-
ora of hypotheses about causation. Treatment of the French
Revolution was cited as a case in point: “Scarcely anything
in the French ancien régime has not been blamed, by one
writer or another, for the revolution™ (Eckstein 1963, p.
20). Most propositions about internal war were structural
rather than behavioral, i.e., about conditions rather than
processes by which aggression is generated. Eckstein argued
that we ought to be more concerned with attitudes and ori-
entations than we had been formerly, particularly since so
many conditions seemed able to generate internal war and
since attitude patterns were seen to be to a large extent
independent of objective conditions (pp. 47-52). What
Eckstein called the behavioral approach would lead to the
stressing of intellectual and voluntaristic factors in the etiol-
ogy of political violence, rather than to the seeing of atti-
tudes as more or less mechanical responses to specific

13




14 Violence in the Ghetto

conditions. In a word, Eckstein felt that the overabundance
of hypotheses for internal war outbreak resulted from too
little and the wrong kind of study of internal war (p. 20).
(The French Revolution occurred because of too much or
too little economic progress; too much or too little circula-
tion of elites; the presence of conflicting social myths; too
little social mobilization or anomie from excess mobiliza-
tion; rapid social change; erratic social change: alienation of
ruler and ruled; inefficient government; divisions among
elites; and many more.)

We see in the writings on the outbreak of violence by
Negroes in American cities many of the problems Eckstein
referred to and some of the approaches he noted being de-
bated. We also see the restatement of the “conventional
wisdom”™ on insurgency in new states being applied to ex-
plain violence in the ghettos. For example, on multi-factor
causation, an article in the New York Times of August 6,
1967 (*Psychiatrists Lay Negro Riots to Centuries-Old So-
cial Stress™), gave the following reasons for rioting: North-
ern society was without social structure, rules, and emotion-
al support for Negroes—the migration view. Negroes had res-
ervoirs of hatred. There was loss of conscience and self-
imposed control because of mass hysteria. There was a con-
tagion of violence accentuated by the violence in American
culture and its transmission through the mass media. Negroes
themselves have a violent culture, having disrespect for law
and order stemming from lynchings in the South and lack of
impartial law enforcement in their neighborhoods. Negroes
have been exposed to the brutalizing Big City Sickness, which
dulls the senses, and they have discovered the falsehood of
the dream that Big City Streets are paved with gold.
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Negroes live in a matriarchal society and cannot develop
self-esteem; they have self-destructive and suicidal impulses
from a what-have-we-got-to-lose view. (These were cited by
Dr. John P. Spiegel, director of the Lemberg Center for the
Study of Violence at Brandeis.) By and large, these are what
| suppose Eckstein would call behavioral factor causes rather
than structural ones; obviously you can have an overabun-
dance of the former as well as of the latter. The policy an-
swers cited by Dr. Spiegel were contact with ghetto leaders
and a police “mean”—not too much police violence or per-
missiveness. Dr. Alvin Poussaint reportedly gave a more struc-
taral answer in the same article: Break up the ghettos, pro-
vide more jobs and more political participation.

Bayard Rustin (1967) specifically replied to the question,
“Don’t the riots go further than economic underprivilege
and the lack of jobs and are they not to be understood in
terms of profound moral, cultural, and psychological
fectors—a feeling of powerlessness and identity crises?”’
by saying that there was a sense that the above was true but
that it smacked of mystification. Rustin argued that Negroes’
sccioeconomic positions have not improved as much as had
been imagined and in particular that they had not improved
relatively. A position that goes further than Rustin’s in stress-
inz conditions rather than states of mind as causal factors
for violence is that of Hodgkin—applied to Africa rather than
America: “We should abandon also the tendency to substi-
tute psychological for sociological categories of explanation.
... It is not, primarily, the states of mind of individuals that
need to be understood but the precise historical conditions
which made it possible for these particular individuals, with
their particular standpoints and attitudes, to emerge, and
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the character of the social movements in which they played
a formative part and which at the same time helped to form
them.”

However, the “in” concept for explaining Negro rioting
is, indeed, that of relative deprivation, rather than objectifi-
cation of conditions themselves; thus the focus is on percep-
tion of conditions. William V. Shannon (19674, b) cites sta-
tistics showing the increase in Negro college graduates, in-
comes, and legal decisions in Negroes’ favor, and argues that
in Detroit, at least, Negroes did participate in politics and
shared power. He hearkens back to Alexis de Tocqueville’s
argument that improvement in conditions paradoxically
brings about or contributes to violence. The unstable situa-
tion is the one beginning to improve; hopes are stirred where
before there was only passivity and despair. Shannon echoes
Crane Brinton when he argues that the dynamics of revolt
work in favor of extremists. Reform begets more pressure.
There are strains of a newer authority on revolution: Frantz
Fanon. Shannon sees a small minority caught up in a roman-
tic dream of ending all disabilities at one stroke: if the slum
is an awful place, burn it down. He acknowledges (although
he does not advocate) the cleansing force of violence which
frees men from despair and feelings of inferiority, in Fanon’s
view. Shannon argues that, while repression of Negroes is one
alternative for Americans, economic programs, on the other
hand, will not suffice. This is because Negroes are demand-
ing independence too. But no amount of violence can make
Harlem or Mississippi an independent Negro Republic. What
is the answer then? It is necessary to foster self-pride and
community. It is necessary to foster a sense of nationhood—
but is this possible without a nation?



17 Violence in the Ghetto

Almost all observers of ghetto riots seem to agree that it
is crucial to provide a sense of community. This means chang-
ing economic and social conditions for Negroes by bringing
Negroes into urbanized, industrialized, modern America, end-
ing the Two Nations, one of which is not even a nation. Ne-
groes are seen as acting from personal motives because they
are opting out of a political system in which they either have
no weight or in which they are not being allowed to partic-
ipate meaningfully (see Anthony Howard). Thus they want
to share in symbols of material prosperity, argue those who
point to the pattern of looting. Others, including Negro ob-
servers, note that secondhand junk stores were looted: be-
moaned one Negro, “What kind of guys would go after that
junk?”’

If one chooses to focus on “conditions,” it follows
that massive attacks on the economic and social order are
called for. If one emphasizes perceptions of conditions and
introduces the concept of relative deprivation—a deprivation
rzlative to where you were, where others are, where you
think you ought to be—one must be aware of the possibility
of more violence through betterment of conditions and a
heightening of feelings of deprivation. If one chooses to em-
phasize the precipitants of violence and to see criminality
pure and simple, calls for law enforcement are in order. (For
a discussion of precipitants and conditions taken together
see Lieberson and Silverman.) If one recognizes that violence
may be necessary as a restorative of dignity and as an asser-
tion of independence, and at the same time notes that the
geographical base for independence is not available, one
ought to confess to the difficulties and not try to slide over
them as Shannon does.
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Rustin is not in such difficulties, at least not consciously,
because he argues that if white blood was what rioters want-
ed, they did not go very far to get it; rather they assaulted the
symbols of white power: police and property. These are seen
by him as the traditional symbols of rebellions. For Rustin,
there are no preconditions for successful or even authentic
revolution of American Negroes on a nationalist basis, be-
cause the geography is not right and no popular majority is
struggling against a colonial minority. If the independence
revolutions are no model, what of social revolutions, where
revolution means to Rustin fundamental changes in social
and economic class relations, resulting from mass political
action? In America, such action would have to be, by def-
inition—if it is to be mass—interracial. Thus for Rustin (1967),
Negroes can participate in such a revolution, or provoke
counterrevolution, but they cannot bring revolution about
by themselves. This is clearly opposed to a view heard at the
Chicago Convention on New Politics: We will liberate you
despite yourselves. It is also opposed to the advocates of
Black Power who define a situation where Negroes are al-
ready in rebellion, on the verge of revolution, moving into
a state of guerrilla war and moving from violence against
other Negroes to violence against whites.

Rustin’s argument is essentially an argument about the
nature of potentialities of classes when he moves from the
impossibility of an independence revolution to a social rev-
olution of and by and for Negroes. Not just numbers are
at stake. The class content is wrong for an exclusively Negro
social revolution. Negroes constitute a lower class, not a
working class; a lumpenproletariat, not a proletariat. The un-
employed and the marginally unemployed are unorganized
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and unstable and contain petty-criminal and antisocial ele-
ments. Can such a social stratum be the central agent of his-
torical transformation? The answer has been no. A tradition-
al argument is being applied here to the potentiality for Ne-
gro revolution. Many voices have been raised arguing that
revolution is no longer possible in the City, or in cities, or in
industrial areas, or in industrial countries, because too much
force can be brought to bear against insurrection in cities:
because cities are themselves parasitical and bourgeois vis-i-
vis the countryside (the Sierra versus the Llano); because
there are no longer meaningful social splits in industrial coun-
tries; because revolutions happen in transitional periods when
nation-building processes are in initial traumatic stages of
breakdown without new consolidation, and new loyalties
and policies are not yet established. We shall look at these
views below. Here I mean only to point out that Rustin’s ar-
gument rests on the absence of the right class, or more pre-
cisely, the inability of Negroes to substitute for a proletariat,
to make a social revolution.

For Rustin, violence exists in the ghettos because the con-
dizions of life are the fuse of violence, incidents are the match,
and the powderkeg is the social background of the individual.
Riots become riotous manifestations of rebellion; they are
more than riots but less than politically coherent rebellions.
Rustin’s answer is to try and create a true social revolution
with an alliance of Negroes and other groups which will fuse
into a real working class. Coalitions and new major ties are
required. Whether this new class might carry out its revolu-
tion with violence or might provoke violent counterrevolu-
tion, Rustin does not tell us. The implication he leaves is
that Negro violence is to be channeled into coalition politics:
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this will prove efficacious for policy and will also give polit-
ical participation which will bring direct ameliorative re-
sults.

Carmichael and Hamilton focus on the conditions which
lead to violence, in much the same way that Rustin does.
They, too, describe the conditions which create dynamite in
the ghettos and they see explosions of frustration, despair,
and hopelessness. For them the match which ignites the dyna-
mite is the ineptness of decision-makers and the anachronistic
institutions which inhibit innovation. Thus their precipitants
of violence are not specific incidents but institutionalized
white racism (pp. 160-62). For Carmichael and Hamilton, the
initiative for needed change must come from the black com-
munity, which must be the base of organization to control
institutions in that community. There is no emphasis in
Carmichael and Hamilton’s book that the new political forms
they call for will channel black violence into “constructive”
paths. Rather, they put forward Black Power as a political
framework and ideology which is the “last reasonable op-
portunity for this society to work out its racial problems
short of prolonged destructive guerrilla warfare.” Participa-
tion in the decision-making process will bring returns; at the
same time, participation in decisions and control of institu-
tions will bring attachment to institutions. But Black Power
is not therapy; it is a political substitute for guerrilla warfare
insofar as it can provide a means “whereby a new politicized
people can get what they need from the government” (p. 181).

Lewis Coser provides us with a strategy similar to Rustin’s,
although it rests upon a more elaborate sociological under-
pinning. In The Functions of Social Conflict (1956), Coser
deals with the integrative aspects of conflict rather than with
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violence specifically. In fact, Coser maintains that Sorel’s
advocacy of “violence” is to be understood entirely in
terms of Sorel’s awareness of the close relationship between
conflict and group cohesion. Only if the working class en-
gaged in warfare with the middle class could it preserve its
listinctive social character. Through action, members be-
came aware of class identity. For Marx too, class consti-
tutes itself only through conflict. Coser takes up Simmel's
famous proposition that even in entering into violent rela-
tionships, the very act of conflict establishes a relationship
where none may have been before. Thus violence may be a
binding element between parties that may have stood in no
rzlationship before, and where violence is more than an at-
tack of the thug upon his victim, conflict gives rise to rules
and regulations and to norms governing the conduct of re-
straining of violence. The Coser-Simmel-derived propositions
stress the integrating, balance-of-power maintaining, and
creative aspects of conflict. But what of overt violence which
may fracture norms, which may rise out of increasing par-
ticipation in politics? How much, where, and at what junc-
ture is violence rather than conflict functional for society’s
in‘egration?

Coser, in another work (1966), turned some attention
to these questions, but we ought not to take leave of The
Functions of Social Conflict without first noting that val-
ues had to be shared beforehand or shared values had to be
created during the process of conflict (But how? And why
sornetimes but not at other times?) for conflict not to be
disruptive. In “Internal Violence as a Mechanism for Con-
flict Resolution™ Coser saw violence as serving social struc-
turss by furnishing mechanisms for conflict-resolution when
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established authority fails to accommodate to demands of
new groups for hearings. (Kornhauser [1964, p. 142], too,
has seen rebellions as ways of making demands on author-
ity—whether for changes in rulers, or in structures, or for
specific acts.) Coser takes it to be axiomatic that men, other
than those trained in legitimate or illegitimate use of violence,
will resort to violent action only under extremely frustrating,
ego-damaging, and anxiety-provoking conditions. (We might
point out that this kind of formulation would be more use-
ful if there were some criteria for these states aside from the
fact of violence. The proposition is tautological, and Coser
admits it when he says he takes this as axiomatic, but the
language implies something more than axioms. Furthermore,
what we want to know is why some men do train for the
illegitimate use of violence, since we often call these men
revolutionaries.)

Coser believes that when men turn to violence they are
rejecting the use of a political community and that
when they commit violence or even threaten it, psychic en-
ergy is required. True, for a man to join a small group in the
jungle requires commitment, but does joining a street riot?
Or a pogrom? It may be the thing to do and may show real
social solidarity. Coser also maintains that since violence
testifies to great frustration and serious commitment it is
likely to be perceived by those in power as a serious indica-
tor of maladjustment. We have any number of anciens régimes
that did not so perceive or did not act on their perceptions
or did not act in a way to alleviate maladjustments, but at
least some are in the first category, failure to perceive. Coser
believes that the perception of violence by rulers can lead
to remedial social action for those who commit violence.
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Acts of violence are for him often highly instrumental and
realistic acts. Indeed, Coser sees abject adjustment to suf-
fering as indicating a sense of reality as impaired as that of
persons who commit violent acts whom we call chiliasts.
Coser has a place for nonrealistic conflicts, but these are oc-
casioned not by rival ends of the antagonists but by needs
for tension release for one of them. We should note that
there are those who argue, after Fanon, that tension release
can be thought of not as unrealistic or merely expressive but
as leading to a new state of mind and to new action for in-
d'viduals and social groups.

Coser is primarily replying to the view that ghetto riots
are senseless, a view held even by some who admit the im-
portance of high unemployment, inadequate schools, dilap-
idated housing, etc., and who see these conditions as setting
the stage for the riots. These conditions were all noted by
the McCone Report, which nonetheless concluded that “the
ricters seem to have been caught up in an insensate rage of
destruction.” Rustin (1966), Blauner, and Coser ( 1966)
saw the ghetto riots as a call for help and attention which
stemmed most directly from a failure to get a political hear-
ing. Blauner saw Watts as an attempt to get control over the
community. Thus political power as well as political partic-
ipation is stressed.

Perhaps Coser’s most interesting point is one which goes
beyond seeing the riots as signals of discontent and attempts
to zlter power balances. For he recognized that for many
there seemed to be no other means available; that is, there
seerned no possibility for considering alternatives to riots.
For Coser, this is nonrealistic behavior. Behavior wherein
there is no conceivable alternative to destructive violence—
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as it appears in its purest form, e. g. lynchings—is behavior
where the acting-out becomes an end in itself. But once again
we must raise Fanon, who sees the committing of violent
acts as therapeutic. Coser has a social-structural explanation
for this kind of violence: Negroes in general and the Watts
community in particular do not participate in a pluralistic
society—in a pattern of cross-cutting groups. Thus Negroes
fight in an unsegmented struggle; lack of participation in a
multiplicity of groups leads to intense and bitter conflicts.
The total involvement of personality and the accumulation
of suppressed hostilities increase the intensity, and the more
intense the conflict, the higher the chances of admixtures of
nonrealistic elements into what may, at origin, have been
realistic behavior. For Coser, the incidence of political vio-
lence in modern, industrial societies of the West has been
successfully minimized because excluded groups are them-
selves rare; channels typically exist for the assertion of
groups within a framework of political legitimacy. Moder-
nity is a state of open channels of political communication,
and so you get little political violence in it. Violence comes
about when groups cannot get heard or when some groups
feel they have a vested interest in suppressing voices being
raised and resort to violence rather than opening up the po-
litical structure. For Coser, the one group in a Western in-
dustrial society that is not getting a hearing is the Ameri-
can Negro group. But this is not true, strictly speaking.
There are other groups that do not get a hearing—Mexicans ,
American Indians, and certain regionally defined poor
whites—and this has been recognized by an unidentified
member of the President’s National Advisory Commission
on Civil Disorders, who was quoted as saying: ““The race
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problem is the core. The poverty problem is something we
have to face. But we can’t say it is the cause of riots. There
are many other poor groups in the country—whites, Indians,
Mexicans—but they don’t riot” (New York Times, February
25, 1968).

In the Coser analysis, public and private policy can affect
patterns of violence by opening up the system. Since active
minorities who engage in violence cannot be ignored, even
when they are small (and 10 percent of the population, cen-
tered either in cities or a few states is not small), it is ration-
¢l for the wider society to make some accommodation with
the violent group. What is left out is the nature of the accom-
rnodation, the costs of accommodation against the costs of
further violence, and the possibility of ““irrational” response
to rational violence. But above all, what is questionable is
Coser’s axiom that men resort to violence only under ex-
treme conditions—when we do not know what such condi-
tions consist of and for whom. This is the more troublesome
proposition, since men have resorted to violence very often
to achieve political and other ends. Thus, even if one treats
conflict and violence as functional so that stability and vio-
leace may go together, the frequency of violence must be
accounted for, and explanations must be made of the be-
havior of groups committing violent acts.

As was noted above, analysts of Negro violence have
stressed the conditions of ghetto life or a set of attitudes
associated with those conditions but not mechanistically de-
rived from them. Race is treated as being relevant because
Negroes as a group happen to have a large majority associ-
ated with a particular set of social and economic conditions.
But the importance of race can be asserted in different ways.




26 Violence in the Ghetto

It has been maintained that Negroes have a propensity
for violence simply because they are Negroes. National-char-
acter or “biological” arguments have been made, although
these are not necessarily the same kinds of analyses. One
could argue, for example, that although other groups are
poor, do not get a hearing, and suffer from social ills, they
do not resort to violence because of some presumed biolog-
ical or cultural factor operating. Of course, it is possible to
be specific about race in nonbiological terms by spelling
out what is meant by culture. For example, Glazer and
Moynihan write about the impact of a matriarchal family
structure, which itself can be understood in historical, so-
cial, and economic terms. Janowitz has said that the history
of the Negro has been markedly different from that of other
immigrant and minority groups. Race for Janowitz is short-
hand for a complex of historical factors which produce ra-
cial situations. Race is treated as a variable understood to
be linked to other variables, but not in independent-depend-
ent relationships. Rather, race must be understood in
terms of the interaction effect of a number of variables.

Race can also be treated as a “truly” independent vari-
able in that a specific kind of blood tie which links a com-
munity can be singled out as the critical factor. One could
complicate this by taking into account the size of the com-
munity, its leadership, and other things about it as well as
the normative or biological principles by which they are
linked. In studies that refer to racial violence, racial hostil-
ity between groups is salient. The analysts might agree that
social and economic factors are at work in this hostility,
but at a given level of analysis it is the antagonism of the
groups themselves to which attention is called. Studies
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abound of ethnic violence or tribal violence as well as racial
violence in America, in these terms. Janowitz calls this “com-
munal” violence, or “contested area” violence (pp. 9-10).
This is ecological warfare because it involves a direct struggle
between white and Negro areas. Communal violence is a term
which emphasizes the feelings and the cognitions that groups
have about each other, and the groups’ reactions to each
other. These feelings are important not only in triggering
and sustaining violence; the history of violence between ra-
cial groups sets precedents for violence and conditions ex-
oectations about future violence.

In the absence of surveys which tell us specifically who
is rioting over periods of time—that is, from riot to riot—it
is difficult to say precisely in what direction the precedents
work. Janowitz says that “the participants in riots are likely
1o be persons who have taken part in previous outbursts”
(p. 19). Yet on a previous page, Janowitz, in making an in-
teresting point about the mass media, says, “It is as if the
rioters learned the lesson emphasized in the mass media, that
rnass destruction achieves no tangible benefit™; and, “It also
appears that there is a social learning process for both the
Negro community and for the larger society when a mass
riot takes place, which inhibits the repetition of another
similar outburst” (p. 18). Janowitz notes that television has
served as the main instrument for impressing the realities of
the riots onto the mass consciousness of the nation: he ar-
guaes that television has been important in exacerbating ten-
sions and furthering the “contagion-of-riot™ effect and that
images presented tend to reinforce predispositions to par-
ticipate and even to legitimate participation in violence. But
i terms of his social learning theory one might expect an

.
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argument to be made that television inhibits future riots by
facilitating a learning process about the lack of tangible ben-
efits from mass rioting. Perhaps there is only an apparent
contradiction. If the time factor is made clear, an argument
can be advanced that television enforces a short-term con-
tagion effect during riots and inhibits future riots when a
longer time span is considered. Furthermore, what may be
true for a large population—that predispositions to violence
are lessened by participation in riots and observation of them
on television—may not be true for a smaller population which
participates again but in a more organized way.

Janowitz himself focuses on a shift to more specific, more
premeditated, and more regularized uses of force. Violence
becomes political violence or political terror. The mass media
may lead some individuals disposed to violence to use violence

in a more organized way and to move toward political violence

as they perceive the lack of results from mass rioting. It is dif-
ficult to see how a number of competing hypotheses along
these lines could be confirmed or denied without research
concerned with participants in mass rioting and membership
in political organizations that espouse violence. The latter is
necessary also to come to grips with the Janowitz argument
that the use of violence supplies a new power base in the Ne-
gro community. Violent activities, he says, increase and be-
come institutionalized; they also expand into new realms
(p. 19). (The National Advisory Committee on Civil Dis-
orders has done surveys on rioters and nonrioters in Newark
and Detroit which do provide profiles of rioters.)

Racial violence during World War [ and after and, for ex-
ample, in Detroit in 1943, involved fighting between whites
and Negroes; it was communal violence. But the riots in
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Watts in 1965 and in Newark and Detroit in 1967 did not
involve direct conflict on a major scale between contend-
ing whites and blacks except insofar as white authorities who
tried to repress violence were on hand or white shopkeepers
were targets. But even in the latter instance it was the shops,
not the shopkeepers, which were involved since their owners
lived outside the ghetto. A number of arguments have come
to grips with the fact that large-scale violence has been with-
in the ghetto. There are those who argue that Negroes com-
it violence within the ghetto because they cannot get, phys-
ically, to white areas. Since great distances are not involved
between the ghetto and white areas—that is, there is a bor-
der area at hand—this argument must rest on police ability
to cordon off the ghetto at the start of a riot. Janowitz says
that law-enforcement officers increased their capacity to
contain and repress communal violence. Yet the obvious in-
zbility of the police to contain rioting within the ghetto in
1965 and 1967, and in particular the initial paralysis of the
police at the start of rioting, makes one doubtful that con-
trol mechanisms prevented violence from moving outside
the ghettos, although the police did move to cordon off
areas and hold a fallback position at the edge of the ghetto.
Tom Hayden has asserted that in Newark the spread of vio-
lence was in the hands of the people rather than of the po-
lice (p. 15).

The Fanon argument applied to the ghetto is that vio-
lence is turned inward against self because the true target
group cannot be got at for fear of repression and because
of psychological reluctance to attack this group. Hate there-
fore turns inward. A modified Fanon argument is that, since
the ghetto both symbolizes and is concretely all that is
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hateful, it is burned down as a spontaneous act. Then we
have the Two Nations argument of Howard and many others,
which stresses a desire to go after the symbols of material
prosperity. Janowitz calls the 1965 and 1967 riots “commod-
ity riots,” since the outbursts, including looting, were against
property and retail establishments (p. 10). Hayden says that
schools and banks were not attacked, although they were per-
ceived to be oppressive institutions, because their buildings
contained little that could be carried off. “To this extent the
Newark riot was concrete rather than symbolic” (p. 18).
Edward Schneier has made the interesting suggestion to me
that Negro looting might be seen as an apolitical means of
economic advancement—as an attempt to redistribute in-
come without going through a modernizing process. Alter-
nately, Schneier suggests, violence may be seen as a weapon
of those who oppose modernization if it is to take place
without a full-scale revolution.

Janowitz’ understanding of the movement from com-
munal violence to commodity violence is essentially an
ecological one. Racial warfare is minimized because areas
of Negro population concentration rise. Thus “as Negro
enclaves develop in suburban areas, forms of communal
riots between Negroes and whites become a reality in these
areas for the first time” (Janowitz, p. 18). Since it is not
likely that social tensions will decline drastically in the next
years, whatever the improvements in the socioeconomic po-
sition of Negroes, the spread of Negroes outside the ghetto
might well transform rioting once again into communal
rioting. Janowitz suggests that already the mass riot “com-
modity” pattern is being transformed to a more organized
and political one as both law-enforcement institutions and
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elements in the Negro population learn to modify their be-
havior.

Janowitz’ essay, presented at the end of 1967, takes up
a major theme of violence in American urban areas—the role
of the instruments of social control: the police and military
forces. It is not a new idea to stress the role of instruments
for suppressing violence in the outbreak, duration, and scope
of violence. Nineteenth-century socialists argued that vio-
lence came about when a power structure reacted with vio-
-ence to demands for change in the system. Marx’s arguments
“or the necessity of violence in social change were based on
an understanding of the reactions of ruling classes and then
the subsequent response of challenging classes. In discussions
of precipitants of violence, police brutality is often stressed
&s an instigator of violence. But prior to specific police ac-
tions against individuals and groups is a community percep-
tion of the police as a tool of direct intimidation, harassment,
and violence. As Hayden has said, *“. . . the Police Department
v/as seen as the spearhead of organized hostility to Negro
action, an armed unit protecting the privileges of the shrink-
ing white community of the city” (p. 14). In his anatomy of
violence in Newark, Hayden documents the growth of police
violence during riots. Moreover, he argues, the troops called
in were used to patrol aggressively against people inside the
ghetto rather than to prevent looting (p. 19). In this connec-
tion, it may be that recent violence in the ghetto can be seen,
in part, as a response to the fact that the police have only
just begun to try to penetrate the ghetto, whereas they have
left it alone in the past.

Among sociologists and political scientists, Allen Grim-
shaw has provided some of the most interesting work
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concerned with analyzing the role of the police in racial vio-
lence. One of Grimshaw’s major propositions is that color
violence (or what Janowitz calls communal violence) “is a
consequence not of conscious policy decisions but results
rather from reactions by the dominant group to real or per-
ceived assaults upon the status quo within a context of var-
iation of attitude and action in agencies of external control”
(Grimshaw 1962). It follows that in order to understand cases
of color violence we must have a prior understanding of the
nature of the accommodative structure and of the different
assaults on it. Grimshaw undertakes to analyze violence in the
North and South, and in different specific riots, in a number
of essays, to make comparisons of accommodative structures
and the nature of violence. This enables him both to be more
analytical about precipitants of violence than is often the case
when commentators list the many specific actions that may
lead to generalized violence—e.g., turning off fire hydrants
when children are at play, giving a traffic ticket, etc.—and to
cut away from a focus on precipitants of violence to come to
grips with a total social situation.

Grimshaw sees precipitants of violence in the South as vio-
lations of what are called sacred spheres of valued and estab-
lished patterns. These are violations of doctrines of white su-
premacy; for example, the transgressions which are particu-
larly reacted against are slurs against whites, rapes, lack of def-
erence. Tensions in the North after World War I took place
in the secular sphere of jobs, housing, and transportation, as
Negroes migrated to new areas. Yet, Grimshaw says, the back-
ground factors of prejudice, discrimination, and social tensions
(what others would call the conditions for violence) are pres-
ent in all urban centers in the North with 4 relatively or
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absolutely great Negro population in a degree sufficient to
permit the development of situations characterized by “‘vio-
lence-process.” Thus, “the eruption or non-eruption of in-
ternal violence is determined . . . by the character of exter-
nal forces of constraint and control, especially the police
rorces’” (Grimshaw 1962).

Grimshaw (1963a) has also said that “‘there is no direct
relation between the level of social tension and the eruption
of social violence.” As Janowitz points out, because of the
complex meaning of the term “no direct relation™ it is
riot necessary to accept all that this proposition implies.

“It is enough to reemphasize the obvious fact that in the
United States, social tension exists where riots break out,
and to accept his [Grimshaw’s] alternative formulation that
‘in every case where major rioting has occurred, the social
structure of the community has been characterized by weak
patterns of external control’ ”’ (Janowitz, p. 7, citing Grim-
shaw 1963b). Grimshaw, then, takes tension levels for grant-
ed, which is, as we shall see, quite different from the attempts
to find causal factors for violence by trying to measure lev-
els of tension—either qualitatively, as in much of the work
on violence, or quantitatively, as in some of the newer the-
ories of civil violence, e.g., Gurr’s.

Grimshaw has admitted that his major proposition, that
the eruption of violence depends on the character of exter-
nzl forces of control, needs testing. Yet one has a feeling
of déja vu in reading the report of the United States Con-
gress, House of Representatives Social Committee author-
ized by Congress to investigate the East St. Louis riots of
1618, and other reports that Grimshaw (1963b) repro-
duces. These excoriate the police and troops used in riot
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situations, as Hayden and the Report of the President’s Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders do. But where-
as the President’s Advisory Commission found that the major
difference between the riots of Newark and Detroit and many
other disturbances effectively suppressed was the manner in
which “the police and responsible leaders responded to the
initial incident,” Grimshaw and Hayden see the police not
as neutral arbiters of social disputes but as armed represent-
atives of the communities from which they were originally
recruited; moreover, this perception, Grimshaw says, is shared
by white and Negro communities and by the police them-
selves. (Treatment of the primary importance of agencies of
external control can also be found in Grimshaw [1963c].)

Richard Lambert has also examined the relationship be-
tween communal violence and external controls in observa-
tions of violence in India. As Grimshaw points out, no Amer-
ican city, with the possible exception of Chicago, which has
had frequent racial skirmishes as well as some major violence,
has had continuous riots over a number of years, as have
some Indian cities. Five of Lambert’s propositions are re-
produced here as an illustration of the kinds of propositions
that need testing in relating social controls to violence. (That
those who are concerned with formulating propositions about
social control as well as those engaged in formulating propo-
sitions about social conditions and levels of tension may be
engaged in creating contradictory hypotheses can be seen by
comparing Lambert’s points one and five.)

1. A highly visible display of overwhelming force at
command of government decreases likelihood of
violence.
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In absence of such power, patterns of social con-
trol rather than objective strength of force is the
important factor:

a. the longer the time required to visibly domi-
nate the situation, the greater the likelihood
of violence;

b. the greater the susceptibility of civil government
to public criticism, the greater the likelihood of
violence;

c. the greater the degree of violence in process of
suppression (harsher aggression), the less the
likelihood of violence;

d. the greater the uniformity of application of con-
trol, the less the likelihood of violence;

e. the greater the comprehensiveness and harshness
of punishment after disturbances, the less the
probability of future violence.

The more frequently a pattern or agency of govern-

ment control is used, the less effective becomes its

deterrent value.

In the face of increasing numbers of riots stability

can be restored by:

a. increasing the strength of the forces;

b. varying one or more of the elements in the con-
trol pattern.

In the use of forces to control riots, increments in

force are more important than the initial engage-

ment of superior forces.
[Grimshaw 1963b, p. 284, citing Lambert]

When social control mechanisms are treated in isolation
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from a wider social context, discussions about effective pat-
terns of social control become arid. This has happened in
much of the writing on counterinsurgency as well as in works
devoted to violence in America. This criticism does not ap-
ply to Grimshaw, who shares Hayden’s perception of the
police as an instrument of social control by a dominant group.
He sees a solution to violence only in changes in attitudes of
members of the dominant group. Nonetheless, the tactics,
organization, and recruitment policies of police agencies
matter to him. Janowitz has built on Grimshaw’s work and
elaborated an idea of “'social control of escalated riots.” For
Janowitz, both organizational weakness and professional
limitations of law-enforcement agencies and a moral and
social climate that encourages violence are among the ele-
ments that account for the outbreak of mass rioting (p. 7).

Janowitz argues that weakness in the system of social
control must be understood in terms of a wide range of in-
stitutions: the family, the school, religious organizations,
and voluntary associations as well as police agencies, the mass
media, and the widespread availability of weapons. He pro-
poses a domestic disarmament which goes well beyond tech-
nical problems in the management of violence as he elabo-
rates an idea of the constabulary which is an effort to base
the practices of law-enforcement agencies on fundamental
political and moral commitments. The emphasis is on a se-
lective response to violence and concern with minimum ap-
plications of force (p. 26). But Janowitz, too, writes about
effective patterns of social control without asking: whose
control?

Before turning to work which has tried to explain why
industrial societies are comparatively free of political
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violence and to a body of literature which examines violence
in nonindustrialized societies, we note that in March, 1968,
the aforementioned National Advisory Commission on Civil
Disorders published the text of its summary report (New
York Times, March 1, 1968). (Later the complete text was
published.) This document is both a micropolitical account
of incidents occurring in specific riots and a sweeping call
for action based on a particular understanding of violence.
The Commission asserts that violence cannot build a better
society. “Disruption and disorder nourish repression, not
justice.” This assertion runs counter to the views of many
ravolutionaries, past and present. In addressing the question,
“Why did it happen?” the National Advisory Commission
says that the factors are complex and vary significantly in
their effect from city to city and from year to year; the con-
szquences of one disorder become the causes of the next.
Yet, the Commission says, a primary factor can be pointed
to: “White racism is essentially responsible for the explosive
mixture which has been accumulating in our cities since the
ead of World War I1.” Specifically, white terrorism—the re-

| sponse of the dominant structure—is singled out, and the po-
| lice are identified with this response. While the National Ad-
visory Commission notes frustrated hopes (relative depriva-
tion?) and outlines the conditions of ghetto life, the focus is
less on the perceptions of Negroes and measuring changes in
conditions than on the response of a power structure to an
out-group’s demands. This is an emphasis that is not present
in much of the current writing on revolution and counterin-
surgency, which tends to focus on the insurgents and their
sccial and economic environment without specifying the
nature of the authority structures they confront and try to
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change, and the actions and responses of authorities to in-
surgency.

The Report of the National Advisory Commission on
Civil Disorders puts itself forward as a document based on
hasty but intensive study of a number of cases. It does not
examine at length all the assumptions contained within it
about violence. Nor does it attempt to specify consequences |
and costs of violence as well as causes. It takes for granted |
deleterious effects. Moreover, the Commission’s task was :
not to use its understanding of violence in urban America to
formulate a theory of violence and social change which would
try to generalize causes and consequences of violence. The
Report was designed to meet a social crisis and to provide
therapy, in the sense of aiming to alleviate social conditions
with specific recommendations, to speak to a white con-
science, and to tell black Americans “We understand.” In- 5
deed, much of the writing on violence in America and in de- ‘
veloping areas 1s designed to be therapeutic. This does not '.
mean that those concerned with therapy cannot make contri- |
butions to our understanding of violence. It usually has meant,
however, that concerns with violence have been very specific
ones. Moreover, if violence is to be treated therapeutically, "
it is understood as being pathological even if violence may be '
*‘a good thing” for the afflicted patient or society.

There are exceptions to this criticism, and it may be that
studies of viclence in America are moving away from this ,
kind of analysis. Whatever the weaknesses in Carmichael and
Hamilton’s work (and Christopher Lasch has made telling i
points about its failure to pursue any line of reasoning
through to its conclusion, including its insistence on black
community organization), Black Power is one example of
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4 movement away from treating violence as either patholog-
ically bad or romantically good. Another example is Harold
Cruse’s The Crisis of the Negro Intellectual. Cruse does not
confuse violent protest with fundamental social change. The
espousing of and participation in violent action is not ipso
Jacto radical for him. Lasch (p. 12), commenting on Cruse’s
work, notes that many black militants have seen “armed
self-defense™ as a form of revolutionary action. But, Lasch
argues, “The issue of armed self-defense does not touch the
ceep-rooted conditions that have to be changed if the Ne-
gro’s position is to be changed.” Lasch associates himself
with Cruse’s view that “violence becomes a meaningful strat-
egy only insofar as American institutions resist radical change
and resist it violently.” And, “since the Negro movement has
not yet even formulated a program for radical change, vio-
lence is tactically premature.” When Cruse says that “the
main front of tactics must always be organizational and in-
stitutional,” his understanding of the place of violence as a
tactic of social change is much closer to Lenin’s and Mao’s
idzas than to those of Debray. For Cruse has avoided treat-
ing violence per se and insists on separating out violence

and social change by asking about the consequences for
change of violent politics on the part of specific actors at
given points in time.

As we turn now to studies of guerrilla war, revolution,
and totalitarianism, we bear in mind the fundamental dis-
tinction between those who do or do not consider violence
to be ipso facto a radical act as long as it is violence against
a repressive system. We will try to see at what points these
analyses meet understandings of violence in America and
how they link violence and modernization.




2. GUERRILLA WAR

To conquer is to accept as
a matter of principle that
life, for the revolutionary,
is not the supreme good.
Regis Debray

The citation from Debray does not flatly contradict the prop-
osition that men will resort to violence only under extreme
conditions. It says nothing about extreme conditions, only
that something is more important than life for the revolution-
ary and that he undertakes insurrection to achieve it. Those
who have concerned themselves with revolution gener—
violence and guerrilla war specifically—ask: Why do violence
and internal war occur? The focus in the literature on guer-
rilla wars has largely been on the wars themselves—the tac-
tics of fighting them. Increasingly, a concern is raised with
prevention of guerrilla wars, particularly since prevention is
seen as the best tactic, given the military difficulties involved
in winning against guerrillas. Less often, there is concern with
the outcomes of guerrilla wars.

Great revolutions have been discussed in terms of the per-
sistence of old traditions or in terms of radical change; rare-
ly have contemporary guerrilla struggles been analyzed for
outcomes beyond a calculus of winner and loser. Levy (1967),
for one, suggests that insurgents may be defeated yet none-
theless transform the social structure in the direction they
desire or in some other direction. The proposition that in-
surgents may win but not transform society, since the
old society persists, has been evident in writing on revolu-
tion and in writing on coups. The significance of Levy’s work
here is that some types of internal wars may have determinate
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concrete outcomes, no matter who wins them in a conven-
tional sense (Eckstein 1963, p. 28). But there has been, on
the whole, relatively little recent work of this kind and very
little examination of outcomes for social change in societies
which have recently had guerrilla wars, e.g., Malaya, Algeria,
Philippines, and North Vietnam.

Clausewitz, however, saw that some social groups had the
same enemy as guerrillas in national independence struggles
but would nonetheless be against guerrilla war because it was
dangerous to the social order. There was implicit in his writ-
ings the idea that guerrilla war was per se revolutionary and
transforming because of the way in which guerrilla wars were
fought. They are fought not through established elites and
they bring physical disruption. Political problems may exist
for any order when government arms civilians for a foreign
struggle. But wars fought on home soil are transforming. In-
surrectionists usually are concerned with change in specific
directions. Revolutionaries have in mind social changes and
redistributions of power; those who promulgate coups want
to replace the “ins” with themselves. Even jacqueries want
an end to things, sometimes to specific taxes, at other times
to “injustice” (Hobsbawm). Traditional groups may want a
return to the past. The point is that goals are at hand. Groups
do not commit violence animated by the view that society
needs a change, any change, and that all that counts is that
violence will work toward transforming society. Some in-
dividuals may join violent movements with such views in
mind, but they do not characterize the movement as a whole.

[t may be fair to say that the bulk of the work on guer-
rilla war, including the contemporary “classics’™ by revolu-
tionaries Mao, Guevara, Giap, and Debray, has been more
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concerned with techniques of violence appropriate to stages
of insurrection than with outcomes for social change, although
implicitly there is much in these writings suggestive for consid-
ering outcomes. Works on counterinsurgency (Osanka, Wolfe,
Pustay, Greene) have been concerned largely with tactics of
fighting guerrillas. The proponents of guerrilla war take largely
for granted the reasons for the war’s beginning. The war is an
outcome of revolutionary struggle against an unjust and his-
torically doomed regime. The organic tie between people and
army or people’s army is also assumed. At the least, the tie
must be forged for success to be gained. Once it is forged,
success will be gained, although there may be trials and tribu-
lations. Interest in the works cited above centers on the place
of the army itself. Writers on counterinsurgency see many
causes of the outbreak of insurrection. But they often stress
the difficulty in responding to insurgency via social and eco-
nomic improvement programs during a military upheaval. We
will briefly illustrate these points.

For Mao, war and politics are inseparable; war is the pol-
itics of bloodshed. Of special interest to us here are the fol-
lowing of Mao’s views: The people will rise in protest even
if leaders make compromises with oppressors. War experi-
ences are of a special kind. Those who take part in them must
rid themselves of ordinary habits and accustom themselves to
war before they can win victory. The army is not the instru-
ment of the state but its spirit. “For eighteen years the de-
velopment, consolidation, and Bolshevization of our Party
have been inseparable from guerrilla war” (from Guerrilla
Warfare Is the Inevitable Path, in Schram, p. 257). Yet Mao’s
writings on guerrilla war have been analyzed for their rele-
vance to contemporary potential guerrilla wars more than
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for their relevance to the present organization of the Chinese
Communist party and society.

Debray, too, focused on the importance of the revolution-
ary army per se. The revolutionary is forged out of fighting
(Revolution in the Revolution?). In fact, Debray goes further
than Mao. For where Mao stresses the ebb and flow of the
guerrilla war and stages of advance and retreat, Debray stress-
es staking all through revolutionary action. “Guerrilla war-
fare is to peasant uprising what Marx is to Sorel” (p. 29). The
point here is to relate violence and uprising to change—change
in the mentality of those who struggle above all. Insurrection
is a total political strategy for total change. True, Debray
shows a concern for principles of military movement and tech-
nical matters. Guerrillas should not have a tactic of undertaking
decisive battles that can cost them the revolution (pp. 57-58).
But Debray does not mean that the revolution can really be
lost even through poor tactics; it can be delayed. On the other
hand, “To risk all means that, having risen in the mountains,
the fighters must wage a war to the death, a war that does not
admit of truces, retreats, compromises.” Through this kind of
struggle, a rebel army is formed which is ideologically proletar-
ian. The posing of Sierra versus Llano implies an opposition of
forces even after rebel victory. The Sierra army has become rev-
olutionary through guerrilla warfare. And here the kind of
violence seems important. Not acts of terrorism in the cities,
but the fighting of armed columns in the rural areas, is the
kind of violence that forges the revolutionary army. Nor can
Debray’s point be seen as a stress on social mobilization of the
rural area. For the Cuban experience was not that. Large num-
bers of peasants were not mobilized on the Chinese model.
The guerrilla focos that Debray argues should be set up in
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South America are not the large-scale-administered territories
of China during the prolonged war but guerrilla bands exist-
ing without being centered in populated areas. This makes
sense in light of Debray’s emphasis on army rather than peas-
antry and on revolutionary rather than mass movement.

For Mao, a war of resistance against a domestic and foreign
enemy required national mobilization. True, organized peasant
violence was essential. Unorganized violence of the peasant
jacqueries, of Razin and Pugacheyv, fails. (See Mao’s The Bit-
ter Sufferings of the Peasants in Kiangsu and Chekiang and
Their Movements of Resistance, in Schram, pp. 178-79.) For
Mao, rural revolution is an act of violence whereby one class
overthrows the authority of another. Peasants have to use
maximum strength to overthrow the deeply rooted authority
of the landlords. Here violence implies a rooting out of habit-
ual patterns, a cleansing of the slate for the peasant as well as,
perhaps more importantly, the physical and social elimination
of the landlord class. “The rural areas must experience a great,
fervent, revolutionary upsurge, which alone can arouse hun-
dreds of thousands of people to form a great force.” Violence
implicates and involves people. (See Mao’s An Analysis of
the Various Classes of the Chinese Peasantry and Their At-
titudes toward Revolution, in Schram, pp. 172-77.) Further-
more it is through being a target of terror, a recipient of vio-
lence, that a class becomes strong. The Chinese proletariat
is seen as being more resolute and thoroughgoing in the revo-
lutionary struggle because it has been most subjected to op-
pression by imperialism, the bourgeoisie, and feudal forces—
and in China with a ruthlessness and severity seldom found
in other nations. (Mao’s The Particular Characteristics of
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the Chinese Peasantry and the Chinese Proletariat, in Schram,
pp. 189-92.)

Reflecting that Bertrand Russell had argued in a lecture
in Changsha in 1920 that education could be employed to
change the consciousness of propertied classes, that com-
raunism without dictatorship could come about, Mao argued
that this was not feasible historically and psychologically.
That is, propertied classes did not change in this manner, and
cppressed classes themselves required this kind of struggle.
Thus the need for violence in a period of dictatorship, albeit
in the Maoist scheme a brief reign of terror was necessary to
suppress activities of counterrevolutionaries and to establish
authority of the formerly oppressed—to establish it for and
to themselves. Mao’s concern for the use of violence in build-
ing the new man can be seen also in his view of economy of
force. In dealing with the enemy, one must struggle savage-
Iv and attack mercilessly, but to do this with comrades is a
mistake. A false show of authority whereby cadres try to
instill terror in followers is both useless and pernicious. To
t-ansform the consciousness of the masses, “We absolutely
must not proceed by orders or constraints” (from Against
tne Intimidation of Comrades, in Schram, p. 216). Simi-
larly, soldiers should behave not like bandits but as represen-
tatives of a new social and economic order, not only because
the former would prove counterproductive in the country-
side but because it would demoralize soldiers themselves.

Violence in general, then, and not merely guerrilla ter-
ror, is a social weapon only to be used against certain tar-
gats for specified reasons. These reasons are not tactical;
that is, they are not primarily framed out of a fear that
uncontrolled violence will antagonize peasants. Rather,
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the reasons relate to a conception of violence used for self-
transformation as well as for class victory. And Mao’s con-
cern is with the fundamental transformation of individuals
—the creation of new men.

Lenin, too, has expressed similar views in his Partisan War-
fare (1962). The American editors of this piece see it as a call
for terrorism, or Blanquism (p. 66). But Lenin harnessed his
ideas about violence to a conception of social change, or more
accurately, for him violence and social change were insepara-
ble under certain conditions. For Lenin, if the Party takes
partisan actions into its own hands, if it directs violence, then
violence will not, cannot, demoralize workers. For Lenin, the
aggravation of political crises and growing pauperization, fam-
ine, and unemployment led to armed combat. In the early
twentieth century in Russia, déclassé elements of the popu-
lation, the lumpenproletariat and anarchist groups, chose
armed struggle as the only form of social warfare. This was
mistaken but does not compromise all forms of violence, ar-
gued Lenin.

What Mao, Debray, and Lenin are getting at is that under
conditions of a specifiable kind, well-organized violence is
the shortest distance between two points (as Trotsky once
said it always seemed to Stalin).

Before taking up social-science theorists of guerrilla war
and counterinsurgency, it may be useful to mention two con-
temporary theorists of insurrection who are often dismissed
as being mere parrots of Mao: Giap and Guevara.

Like Mao, Vo Nguyen Giap, in People’s War, People’s
Army, stresses social mobilization through guerrilla war and
then a passing on to a different stage of army struggle. There
is perhaps a less muted theme of selective terror in Giap. One
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point worth noting is Giap’s insistence that in the final stage
of the strategic offensive the one condition for success is the
regularization and modernization of the army itself. This is
a military necessity. The stress is on the transformation of
the instrument of violence which now is centered in a regu-
lar, although people’s, army.

In Guevera’s La Guerra de Guerrillas, a major theme is
that it is not necessary to wait for fulfillment of all conditions
for a revolution, because the focus of insurrection—that is,
the revolutionary armed bands—can create these conditions.
Here we have no study of cognitive dissonance, no worry about
indicators which point to a revolutionary situation. Qualitative
rather than quantitative judgments about ripeness for revolu-
tion are made (Guevara’s recent failures will no doubt give com-
fort to those who aim for more statistical precision). Guevara,
more than Debray (who has in his turn been called an imitator
of Guevara’s writings), pays attention to urban insurgency,
which can paralyze industrial and commercial life.

Since the Marxist prophecy of worker revolt in the cities
did not become fulfilled and since the failure of the upris-
ings in Chinese cities in the late 1920’s, much less attention
has been paid to city insurrection than to guerrilla war in the
countryside. Even the Budapest and Poznan uprisings and the
earlier Warsaw Ghetto uprising did not reinvigorate interest
in the cities, since cities seemed to provide neither a social
and political base for armed insurrection nor a favorable mil-
itary field of action. Guevara saw the possibilities of Latin
American cities’ aiding guerrilla focos. But he did not give
the cities a primary role, and in Debray the Llano receded
even further in importance and emerged really as a hostile
or negative force. It has been riot in American cities which
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has led to a reemphasis on revolutionary potential in the
cities. Aside from works treating ghetto uprisings in Amer-
ica, the cities remain a focus for work on coups, but not on
revolution.

Guerrilla war, unconventional war, counterinsurgency,
guerre révolutionaire, civic action—these terms have begun
to occupy more and more space in writings on developing
areas. Many authors have seen a specially close connection
between the process of nation-building and the prevalence
of insurgency. In a number of writings, Lucien Pye has ana-
lyzed this connection. In his work on Burma, Pye saw an ac-
culturation process as threatening the modernizing Burmese’s
sense of identity. As a general proposition we have it that as
people are being changed from traditionals into moderns they
are likely to be hypersensitive to the deeply felt sensation of
being changed and manipulated by others (Pye 1962, pp. 138-
39). This sensitivity to being changed is a source of violence
in transitional societies. If there are disjunctive socialization
processes between basic socialization and political socializa-
tion, it is hard for individuals to find identities and insecu-
rity results; there is a confusion of personal complaints and
political causes, of personal authority and national unity. In
most transitional societies—that is, societies dislocated by the
impact of a world culture—people learn that others have hid-
den hostile feelings toward them; and feelings of aggression
that once were channeled and controlled by traditional pat-
terns tend to be released in diffuse and unpredictable direc-
tions (p. 54). Since change produces more insecurity, there
must be a quantitative increase in the degree of aggression
and hostility within society.

But does all change produce more insecurity? And more
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specifically, what are the characteristics of a transitional soci-
ety? Some individuals have argued circularly about transition-
a_ societies. They turn out to be societies in transition with-
out specification of properties that indeed put them into the
category. The only criterion which often emerges is the fact

of instability. Of course, there have been arguments that par-
ticular people have a propensity for violence and that as giv-

en societies modernize, violence will decline. Pye reports

that many Burmese felt that way about their own society and
believed that traditional rather than modernized groups com-
mitted violence. The facts did not confirm this to Pye (p. 166),
and there was no clear connection between acculturation to
tte modern world and a decline in violence. Indeed, undergoing
the process inclined individuals to violence.

For Pye, the real problem of political development is the
extent to which socialization processes of a people provide
them with new associational sentiments so that they can have
considerable conflict without destroying the stability of the
system (p. 52). When such sentiments are lacking, a polity can-
not even endure moderate levels of controversy. (How do we
kniow whether such sentiments exist except by deduction?) Pye’s
theory of modernization is that creating effective, purposeful,
adaptive, more complex, and rationalized organizations means
being modern and developed (p. 38). But ought we not to rec-
ognize that not only pathological individuals but also social
groups may thrive politically on the physical elimination of
others? Organizations such as Pye has in mind for fulfillment
of criteria of modernity may not only be used for violence but
may be constructed through violence.

Others besides Pye have stressed the prevalence of violence
in new states and transitional societies. We find the view that
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old antagonisms born of primordial sentiments reappear in
new forms and often with new politicized guise, when former-
ly colonial states become independent. In fact, by virtue of
the politicization of ethnic or religious disputes in the new
context of the new state, old antagonisms may emerge with
greater intensity and scope (Le Vine, p. 71). They may be-
come violent for the first time if they have not been violently
expressed heretofore, as participants acquire new perspectives
and find more effective ways of expressing antagonisms. We
have numerous examples of increased violence, either as cen-
tral government tries to impose itself over parochial groups
(Bienen) or as groups vie with each other for higher stakes or
become aware of other groups in new ways (Zolberg 1966b;
Young, Anderson, and Von der Mehden; Geertz 1963). The
view has often been put forward that violence tends to in-
crease as effective control that government can exercise less-
ens. But violence can increase as government fries to estab-
lish central control or has a strict (in Pye’s terms, administra-
tive) view of its governmental functions.

The lack of political integration in new states has been
cited over and over again as a primary cause, indeed a prereq-
uisite, for violence. Social and geographic bases for violence
are provided by ethnic, regional, or communal splits. Societies
with such “gaps” (as Shils, Geertz, and Pye have described) are
agrarian societies or societies where there are extreme differ-
ences between urban and rural patterns of life (Pye 1964, p.
163). Thus it is argued that highly complex industrial soci-
eties at one end of the spectrum and homogeneously inte-
grated ones at the other will show infrequent insurgency. In
between we have transitional societies—new nations, under-
developed countries with high rates of political violence. The
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proposition has been formulated by the Feierabends as fol-
lows: The highest and lowest points of the modernity con-
tinuum will tend to produce maximum stability in the polit-
ical order, whereas a medium position on the continuum will
produce maximum instability. This proposition embodied the
basic properties of the frustration-aggression theory (where
the higher the social-want formation in any given society and
the lower the social-want satisfaction, the greater the system-
ic frustration and the greater the impulse to political insta-
bility. (Note that instability rather than violence is mentioned
here; in the Feierabends’ work not all measures of instability
involve violence.) The proposition was said to owe debts to

a literature on modernization. The idea is that modernization
cr2ates new wants as well as leads to their satisfaction in the
long run. The peak discrepancy between systemic goals and
their frustration should come somewhere in the middle of
thz transitional phase between traditional society and the
achievement of modernity. The frustration index was a ratio
of combined coded score on satisfaction indices (GNP, calor-
ic intake, telephones, physicians, newspapers, radios) divided
by a country’s coded literacy rate or urbanization score. The
Feierabends did not get the expected curvilinear lows and
highs of instability on their runs. They proposed that early
exposure to modernity is a maximum one and no increasing
ratzs of desire for it follow. There was also a problem in find-
ing truly traditional societies.

Highly industrialized societies can show plenty of politi-
cal violence. To say that these are societies with cleavages is
not good enough. The proposition that where there are no
cleavages there will be no violence is tautological, if cleavage
is derived from the phenomenon of conflict itself. (I am not
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suggesting that the Feierabends do this.) There can be cleav-
age in society in the sense of extreme ethnic heterogeneity,
rural-urban gaps, and wide differences of incomes between oc-
cupational groups without violence obtaining. And violence
can take place without cleavage showing in “objective™ indices.
Violence can be legitimate or institutionalized violence, as in
pastoral tribal feuds, knighthood jousts, clan feuding. Or to
the outside observer, a relatively homogeneous society may be
violently torn apart. What is interesting about the proposed
connection between violence and so-called transitional so-
cieties is not propositions about lack of integration but rath-
er propositions about rates and patterns of change or no
change and violence. Will violence come about when there

are high rates of change—which can be measured as increased
literacy, urbanization, income growth? In terms of growth
rates, some developed countries (USSR; recently USA, West
Germany, Japan) get higher rates of income growth than most
developing countries. The Feierabends suggest that income |
growth is the one exception to rapid change and instability
moving in the same direction. It is likely that structural changes |
in economy will be better indicators, since high growth rates
can come about in underdeveloped countries, should prices
rise for one major export. Surely, “growth™ without structur-
al change is worth focusing on.

Many commentators have pointed to a connection between |
rates of change, the breaking up of traditional societies, and |
increased violence. Fewer have noted the relative lack of vio- “
lence in colonially ruled areas. Why so little violence against !
colonial rule, or is it that we simply have poor data on the
amount of violence? Large-scale, anticolonial, violent upris- |
ings occurred in China, Malaya, Madagascar, Algeria, Arabia,
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and Indochina; to lesser extents in Kenya, Indonesia, and
Angola in the twentieth century, but not everywhere in Asia
and Africa. Insofar as there have been attempts to account
for the relative lack of anticolonial violence, answers have
ranged from Mannoni’s and Fanon’s stress on the acceptance
of inferiority on the part of subject peoples to recognition of
superior force, a force which then becomes vitiated by world
war in Europe and the rise of the non-European great powers,
who became willing to provide weapons and aid to insurgents.
Others have focused on the good government that colonial
powers provided or the absence of enough colonial disruption
of traditional society to create the social disorganization pre-
requisite to large-scale violence. The corollary here is that,
once society is disorganized, military power becomes one of
the few effective means for achieving political goals (Pye 1956,
p. 28).

Considering treatments of insurgency with a view toward
recommending policies for countering insurgency, we see a
basic division over the roots of insurgency and basic differ-
ences over means of confronting it. Theorists of counterin-
surgency tell us that unconventional warfare is not new. Ir-
regulars are as old as war, and the linking of violence by small
groups—ambushes, raids, terrorism—to psychological warfare,
which defines all violent and nonviolent measures undertaken
to influence an opponent rather than to annihilate him (which
the French formulate as revolutionary warfare), is not per-
ceived as new either (see Greene, Paret and Shy, Pustay,
Osanka). Paret and Shy, however, argue that the development
of the modern state creates new means and new motives for
conflict. This is not explained at length beyond treating the
connection between demestic insurgents and foreign helpers
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or instigators. Is there something unique about contempo-
rary insurrection?

If internal war takes place during periods of transition
and in societies that are poorly integrated, we should expect
to find it not only in the post-colonial period of the twen-
tieth century but in other post-colonial periods and periods
of transition. And, as Eckstein points out, there is a high in-
cidence of internal war in late antiquity, the Renaissance,
the Reformation, and the early nineteenth century. There
has been a theme in American writing on insurgency that a
significant number of rebels can be mobilized only if a peo-
ple have been grossly mistreated. There is a deep strain in
British writing which sees insurgency as springing from man’s
inherent and compulsively irrational urge to violence and
mischief. Not much new is attributed in either view since
neither injustice nor man’s nature is a peculiarly twentieth-
century phenomenon. Nor are the policy conclusions which
have followed from the general analyses aimed at dealing
with uniquely modern political crises. The “American’ con-
clusion has usually in the past been reform and the British
is police work.

Since there has been the perception that “brutality, fear
and the resultant social disorganization can only work for
the guerrilla, no matter who initiates them” (Paret and Shy,
p. 48), the American solution has been a two-pronged at-
tack on the *“root causes” of social injustice and the military
struggle whose continuation makes impossible stability and
the building of responsive political institutions. In the past,
the American emphasis was, at least rhetorically, on social
reform in order to remove the grievances upon which insur-
gents fed. Recently, American writing on insurgency has
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taken a somewhat different direction. American theorists
have been reading the literature on the great revolution. Con-
scious of the proposition that social change brought about by
attempts at reform may weaken governments’ positions, they
either argue for a slowing up of social mobilization (Huntington
1966) so that institutionalization can take place, or they argue
that, since even if reform programs influence popular support
for government there “may be no effect or a perverse effect,
or: the cost and availability of inputs that the insurgents re-
quire for their operations™ (Wolfe), rural improvement pro-
grams must attempt to exact something in return for what-
ever benefits are provided. That is, for counterinsurgency to
work, not improvement programs pure and simple, but quid
pro quo programs are necessary in rural areas where govern-
ment is being challenged (pp. 52-54). The objective of pop-
ular support for government, which was once thought to be
sufficient to separate the guerrilla-fish from the people-sea,

is now seen as being too broad because it cannot discrimi-
nate between government actions that hinder and govern-
ment actions that help insurgent operations. Moreover, it is
too ambitious for an overburdened government. Government
cannot overcome in short order the attitudes in societies where
government has always been viewed as opponent rather than
friend. To develop modern societies it is necessary to change
these attitudes, but this is a long-run effort—twenty-five
years is probably too short a horizon. Increasing popularity
will be a consequence of successful counterinsurgency rather
than a cause of it. The alternative that Wolfe proposes is to
deprive insurgents of inputs. It is necessary to raise the cost
and reduce the availability of inputs and to curtail the out-
puts of the system that the insurgents constitute, by
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interfering with the process by which inputs are converted to
outputs and by directly curtailing the system’s outputs (p. 56).
This may sound like a lead up to counterterror and to em-
phasis solely on military techniques against insurgency. How-
ever, it is aimed primarily at forming policies for nonmilitary
input-oriented measures. For example, policies that would
increase rural income by raising food prices or projects that
would increase agricultural productivity through distribution
of fertilizer or livestock are seen by Wolfe as possibly being
negative in value during an insurgency. It is necessary to un-
derstand in detail how the organization of insurgents func-
tions in specific contexts. Pye says this can best be done by
distinguishing the goals, methods or recruitment, and indoc-
trination of the insurgents as well as organizational charac-
teristics and the propensities in decision-making and actions
(1964, pp. 164-66), and he himself undertook such a study
of the insurgent movement in Malaya, where he saw rootless
individuals who believed that hostility and aggressiveness
were characteristic of political activities and that physical
violence was likely to be the final arbiter in politics (1956,

p. 168). In a tactics-dominated organization such as exist-

ed in Malaya, it was hard to shift from violence to peaceful
revolutionary activity, and thus the insurgents became pris-
oners of terrorism which became counterproductive. The
insurgents were people fascinated with means but with little
way of appraising ends (p. 345). The unambiguous character
of violence was important to them, but their impatience and
commitment to violence led to tactical inflexibility. But Pye,
more than Wolfe, also concerns himself with the character
of the government against which the insurrection is aimed
(1964, p. 165), and with the organization of the general
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society in which the insurrection occurs, taking heed of
Aristotle’s maxim that the character of revolution and vio-
lence depends on the polity in which it takes place. Wolfe
lists a number of measures to be taken to influence insurgent
behaviors, rather than attitudes, by raising costs of inputs to
the insurgency movement: e.g., buy up rural food supplies
to cut off flows to guerrillas; give money for insurgent cap-
ture or for information; disrupt logistics via logistical means;
tighten military discipline among counterinsurgents; connect
social-improvement programs with the kind of population
behavior government wants, via incentives for that behavior;
provide military protection for rural people; and initiate
civic-action projects by the military which expand instru-
raents available to government for obtaining information
and controlling insurgent logistics (pp. 59-69).

Of course, if government could carry out programs such
as purchase of rural foodstuffs and civic action without cor-
ruption and further antagonizing of the population, insur-
gency might not have started. It may be no easier for gov-
ernment to act as ““good” government in the Wolfe proj-
ects than in social-reform programs in general. It is pos-
sible that insurgency starts by a small group that does not
have mass support to begin with but builds such support.
Guerrillas then take a calculated risk—given that the sea
may easily run dry—that their support is fragile. The whole
cenception of incentives for rural population to turn in
guerrillas is based on the premise of fragile support—that
rural behaviors can be influenced in this way. The Philip-
pines and Kenya are cited as examples where it worked. But
where indeed is the chicken and the egg? Both movements
were highly restricted to begin with. As a tactic of counter-
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insurgency Wolfe's program has a hope of success only where
discontent is ethnically circumscribed or otherwise not gen-
eralized throughout society, and the guerrillas are met early
in the game. In Vietnam it has proved ineffective. But even
for the start of insurrection, cannot the argument be made
that this is a program wherein the proponents are fascinated
with means but have little way of appraising ends? For ends
have to do with the nature of society, which can be expressed
here as relationships between insurgents and society and be-
tween government and society as well as between government
and insurgents. The capacity of a political and social organ-
ism to defend itself depends on elite will and effectiveness,
which in turn depend at least in part on the elite’s sense of its
own legitimacy, not only on its ability to choose correct tac-
tics, although these may strengthen the will and confidence
of elites.

Another and perhaps more basic matter: What is America’s
interest in defeating insurgents? If insurgents are communist-
inspired, this might or might not be seen as a threat to Amer-
ican interests, depending on one’s view of insurgent potential
alliances—and international politics in general. Are there bas-
ic American concerns with the nature of societies themselves?
This is stated to be so, in terms of democracy, self-determina-
tion, freedom, etc. In that case, is it transformations of society
rather than insurgent defeat solely that ought to occupy us?
This also applies to the slow-up modernization argument,
which presumes that weak governments can slow up social
mobilization. And if a major interest is in peaceful change,
both because that is an end unto itself and because violent
change may create international problems of involvement of
great powers, then is there perhaps an American stake in
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choosing probable winners, even if they are insurgents against
regimes allied to the USA? Again, if the best tactic in guerrilla
warfare is preventing the insurrection, assuming that the next-
best tactic is meeting insurrection early rather than late (un-
less one has a “Let a hundred flowers bloom™ tactic), then
are, perhaps. radical transformation programs rather than so-
cial reform programs appropriate?

The American government’s most recent position has been
the Wolfe one, although Wolfe would disagree over the con-
tent of AID programs. Numerous present and past officials
have argued: “Communist guerrillas are gaining for the very
simple reason known as guns, bombs, fighters” (Walt Rostow
addressing the Army Special Warfare School at Fort Bragg,
in Paret and Shy, p. 62). Rostow does not deny that some
kind of revolutionary process is going on in the world. But
he focuses on the communist attempt to exploit it—the com-
munists are the scavengers of the transition. Yet everything
we know of the conditions of fighting as guerrilla against gov-
ernment gives evidence of the hardships involved, the physi-
cal and psychological strains sustained by strong commit-
ments which often grow stronger under these pressures.

Paret and Shy say that “terror, which guerrillas may or may
not employ as a primary weapon, has received less systemat-
ic analysis than any other component of irregular warfare.”
Perhaps this is finally a case in the social sciences, where ab-
sence of treatment is some reflection of relative importance
in analyzing factors in a social process. This is not to say that
violence is not a crucial subject for analysis, but only that ter-
ror as a weapon of guerrillas may not be the most interesting
or important phenomenon of insurrection.

Paret and Shy argue that “comprehensive change—call it
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modernization or Westernization—is a process that current-
ly makes most of the world vulnerable to internal warfare; to
speed and control this process is in the American interest.”
They recognize that warfare may be initiated despite, or even
because of, attempts at getting fundamental change (p. 79).
Nonetheless, it is up to government to correctly analyze so-
cial groups so that specific reforms can drain off insurgent
sources of strength. The focus is on governments’ abilities to
make major political adjustments and allocate nonmilitary re-
sources in a militarily remunerative way. The long-term task
is modernization.

Guerrillas emerge in a basic division as symptoms or causes,
as when opinion divides over whether riots in Cambridge,
Maryland, stem from speeches by Rap Brown or not. In the
writings of present and former officials of the U.S. govern-
ment on guerrilla war, it is often stressed that the existence
of guerrillas is not positive proof that government is unpop-
ular. And although in the long run economic development,
modernization, and reform are seen as key factors in creat-
ing popular support and stable government, it is argued that
guerrillas can thrive as modernization, economic reform, and
economic development go forward (Hilsman, p. 30). A cru-
cial part of this argument is to see the mass of the country as
being apathetic, rather than committed to government or to
insurrectionists. There are not so many pro-and-con com-
mitments, because government’s presence is rare. A small
minority is both pro- and antigovernment. The aim of
counterinsurgency is to give no quarter to the insurrection-
ists but, at the same time, not to antagonize the mass.

The notion of an apathetic mass which remains on the
sidelines is not a theme only of American writers on coun-
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terinsurgency. It comes into a great body of writing by revo-
lutionaries in a number of ways and with various degrees of
force and explicitness. Lenin’s arguments with the Mensheviks
over the role of Social Democratic organization involved a
fundamental disagreement about the way social democratic
consciousness would come about. Lenin believed that a work-
ing-class movement could not naturally grow to political con-
sciousness and organization and that it could do so only under
the active leadership of a Social Democratic party. Yet he did
see a “spontaneous” revolutionary workers’ movement. The
need was to direct this movement to create true revolutionary
consciousness (Haimson 1955). I have already noted that

Lenin envisioned the furtherance of class solidarity by a direct-

ed use of violence where the solidarity of the vanguard with
the proletariat would be both achieved and expressed through
violence. Debray’s and Guevara’s insistence that armed bands
create the conditions for a revolution goes even farther. Both
share Lenin’s suspicion of the peasantry—a suspicion some-
what hidden in Debray by his posing of Sierra and Llano. But
note that “Sierra” is not a synonym for peasantry.

The recent failures of the Guevara-inspired insurgency in
Bolivia may confirm some revolutionaries in their suspicions
of peasant revolutionary fervor. But this failure also seems
to confirm the need for a peasant ocean for insurgent fish
to swim in. One Harry Villegas, a Cuban who operated with
Guevara in Bolivia, was asked, on arrival in Chile, why the
guerrillas were unable to gain the support of Bolivia’s peas-
ants. He was quoted as replying: “Because peasants are al-
ways with forces of power and strength. We did not reach
the necessary phase of power. A guerrilla movement has
three steps. The first is forming a people’s army against the
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government. Next the guerrilla army becomes as powerful as
the army. Finally, the guerrillas become the power in the coun-
try. That is when the peasants support them. We lost our fight
before reaching the second step” (Vew York Times, February
24, 1968). But this argument, which many American writers
on insurgency would be very comfortable with, implies that the
second and third steps can be reached without peasant support.
Quite a different position is stated by Johnson (19625),
who argued that civilian loyalties are crucial for guerrillas. He
stressed the mass base of the guerrillas and insisted that there
are no instances of guerrilla success with terrorism alone. The
mobilizing influence on the masses is the hated condition. But
in both arguments modernization is seen as essential in the long
haul but of not much use in the short run. Modernization here
really means generalized change; it does not have specific con-
tent. Modernization is seen as uprooting the established so-
cial system, producing political and economic dislocation and
tension. Johnson sees a long-term process for changing the abili-
ities of local elites, class structure, and the economy. Thus nego-
tiated stalemate may be necessary. Again, prevention is the bet-
ter part of cure; antiguerrilla terrorism is likely to facilitate the
mass mobilization on which the guerrillas thrive. Yet it is recog-
nized that there is mounting unrest worldwide in rural areas;
peasants want social justice and reform at a minimum. They
also crave physical security and peace. Thus some program of
social reform is needed too (Hilsman, p. 32). It is necessary
to indicate that the path to modernization is being taken. It
is rather clear that in this analysis the implicit meaning of
modernization is not generalized social change but rather
change in a direction—to development in the sense of eco-
nomic growth and physical security.
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Social mobility is one aspect of modernization that seems
relatively neglected in much of the current writing on coun-
terinsurgency. This is perhaps surprising, since concern with
social mobility has a rather long pedigree which can be traced
through the writings of revolutionaries. There simply has not
been enough attention paid to peasants who no longer want
to be peasants or who want to fundamentally alter the status
relationships between themselves and other peasants or them-
selves and nonpeasants. Schurmann’s work on China stressed
social mobility, whereas Johnson (19622) emphasized peas-
ant nationalism as a primary factor in gaining peasant sup-
port for revolution. (McAlister’s soon-to-be-published work
on Vietnam focuses on social mobility in the Vietnamese
Revolution.)

In much of the literature on counterinsurgency it can be
said that one conception of modernization is not used—that
modernization means, at a minimum, a social system that
can constantly innovate without falling apart, including in-
riovations in beliefs about the acceptability of change
(Apter 1965, p. 62); or, in Halpern’s terms, that modern-
ization demands of all systems of society the capacity which
the scientific community already possesses: the ability to
persist continuously in the enterprise of responding to the
challenge of new questions, new facts, . . . by developing,
maintaining, modifying, and disintegrating systems of the-
ory—by creating systems that derive their stability from
their intrinsic capacity to generate and absorb continuing
transformation (pp. 173 n., 175). 1 think there is good rea-
son why such conceptions of modernization have not been
much used when so much else of the language and even the
spirit and thought of writing on modernization have. The
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policymaker asks: Transform what concrete structures in so-

ciety? Innovate where? How do you constantly innovate with-

out falling apart, and what is falling apart—real countries or
analytic systems? What does persistent transformation mean?
In the absence of answers to such questions it is perhaps not
too surprising that emphasis is on training armed forces to be
counterinsurgency forces, on civic-action programs, and on
building local police forces that can handle the unrest ex-
ported to the cities as urbanization proceeds (an argument
which crops up in America as a call for the “new” type of
policeman). Much more congenial to policymakers con-
fronted with devising programs for counterinsurgency has
been a conception of modernity which stresses that power
moves toward those who command the tools of modern

technology, especially modern weapons (Rostow). Interesting

is the different place of science in the two conceptions of
modernization. Apter (1965, p. 62) sees modernization as

a special framework that can provide skills and knowledge
necessary for living in a technologically advanced world, in-
cluding the ability to communicate in terms of technology.
And Halpern sees the scientific community as already pos-
sessing the capacity of a modern system—the ability to con-
stantly innovate. For Rostow, the introduction of modern
technology is the key to modernization (p. 55).

We also find in Rostow a view that once the transitional
stage is passed through incumbents will be all right. Part of
this reasoning depends on a view of the transition we have
already touched on—identity problems and government’s
vulnerability in societies where old patterns are disrupted
and new ones not established yet. And passing through the

transition means to Rostow the solving of problems inherited
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from traditional society. In this argument, however, there
is also the view that once modern technology is spread

in the society the game is won, because the aim of devel-
opment is the adoption of modern technology. Moreover,
implicit here is the idea that modern technology can defeat
insurrectionists. But, as many people have pointed out, the
stages are not such historically (or heuristically) neat de-
vices. Violence takes place in technologically advanced so-

cieties. The problems of society are not solved in any stage.

It is an open question whether economically advanced so-
cieties will be violence-free as solutions to problems are
grappled with or not.

Thus, seeing modernization as an end state or as a proc-
ess of constant innovation influences views about the pros-
pects for violent politics, and views of what to do about
violence depend on conceptions of modernization.



3. REVOLUTION

[}

“But where can we draw water,’
Said Pearse to Connolly,
“When all the wells are parched away?
O plain as plain can be
There’s nothing but our own red blood
Can make a right Rose Tree.”
William Butler Yeats

Innumerable writers have pointed out that revolution is a
vague and equivocal term. Its use hinges sometimes on the
presence of violence and judgment about discontinuity
(Gerschenkron 1964, p. 180). Most contemporary writers
on revolution share with Chalmers Johnson (1967) the view
that revolutionary change is a special kind of change, “one
that involves the intrusion of violence into civil social rela-
tions.” Some, like Johnson, set out to examine the meaning
of social change. None seem to have generalized about the
effects of violence on change. In fact, once revolution is de-
fined in terms of violence, emphasis shifts to explaining the
kinds of change involved in revolution, sometimes in a cir-
cular way, but the place of violence per se seems neglected.
Johnson (pp. 7-10) asks: Sociologically speaking, what do
we mean by violence? He then defines violence either as be-
havior which is impossible for others to orient themselves
to or as behavior which is deliberately intended to prevent
orientation and the development of stable expectations with
regard to it. Thus violence emerges as a contingent concept
dependent on the prior existence of a system of social ac-
tion within which it takes place. Revolution, too, is a con-
tingent concern; it is one form of violence (p. 11). “True
revolution . . . is the acceptance of violence in order to
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cause the system to change when all else has failed, and the
very idea of revolution is contingent upon this perception of
societal failure” (p.12). This seems to me either tautological
cr false, depending on the use of the word “true.” There is
another problem in defining violence as behavior which is
impossible for others to orient themselves to or behavior
which is deliberately intended to prevent orientation and
development of stable expectations with regard to it. What
of those who use violence with the expectation that the tar-
gets will surrender? Surely at least some use of violence is
predicated on others forming stable expectations with re-
gard to it. No possible instrumental use of violence could
come under Johnson’s understanding of violence.

Johnson has explicit concern for violence and change,
ard his contingent concepts seem representative of much of
the writing on revolution which utilizes, implicitly or expli-
citly, social-systems analysis. There is no quarrel with ana-
lyzing political violence within a social context. Where else
would one analyze it? Johnson believes that “any analyti-
ca penetration of the behavior characterized as ‘purposive
political violence’ must utilize as its prime tool a conception
of the social context in which it occurs” (p. 14). I am sug-
gesting that there is a problem in defining violence in terms
of a conception of a social system, then defining the system
(a revolutionary one) in terms of a concept of violence. It
isall true by definition, but so what? What concrete changes
are taking place through violence which, in a simple-minded
way, we can measure rather easily?

[ might mention two more problems I found in reading
Johnson which seem to come up frequently. Johnson makes
the statement—with reference to revolution not yet occurring
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in America—"The fact that a revolution has not yet occurred
illustrates the principle that socialized actors will resort to
violence only when all other means have been blocked”
(p. 96). This is an assertion about violence as a last resort. As
a statement about violence it was false when written. Vio-
lence has been used by whites and Negroes frequently. For
the statement—revolution will occur when means of peace-
ful change have been blocked—to be meaningful, mechanisms
of peaceful political change have to be shown and their block-
age shown too, concretely. And specific changes meant by
revolution have to be drawn. Otherwise one can always argue
as follows, and nothing can constitute disproof: No revolu-
tion—well, it’s because all other means have not been blocked.
The third problem: There has emerged consensus around
the view that socioeconomic change lies behind any revolu-
tion. This view has been expressed in many ways: when things
get better, but expectations nonetheless snowball, then rev-
olutions occur (rising expectations); or more generally, when
society’s values and the realities with which it must deal in
order to exist are in harmony with each other, the society is
immune from revolution. (For a discussion of theories of
homeostatic equilibrium, see Johnson [1967, pp. 59-87].)
Another version of the last is the theory of “correlated mod-
erates,” which in Feldman’s words (pp. 113-14) *. . . as-
sumes that societies are in stasis only when different rates
of change—political, economic, and social—enjoy some kind
of equivalence at a moderate level.” This theory is analogous
to a certain economic development theory, which sees change
as necessary everywhere and at once. Similarly, in these the-
ories all the subsystems must change at once or somehow be
in harmony. Revolutions are those sporadic periods when
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tiey are not. Feldman’s complaint with these ideas is that
such assumptions and conceptions lead to an inability to deal
meaningfully with sources of discordance and disequilibration
that are ever-present in social systems. My problem is that the
disequilibria referred to are in analytical systems. How does
one measure disequilibria by comparing analytical systems?
What is out of whack with what? Now, in fact, relations turn
out to be drawn between, e.g., unemployment rates or lack
of redress in the legal system and receptivity to ideologies.
But now people think they are talking about something other
than analytical subsystems. In other words, the models are
abandoned. What is out of whack is never clear. Why imbal-
arce is important for violence and change remains a mystery
to me unless one believes that somehow violence comes about
when analytical subsystems are disequilibrated, which seems
to involve either reification or argument by strange analogy.
Thus in the literature on revolution, where there is an
attempt to treat violence and change, most of the effort is
in definitions, which after all is not a useless endeavor by
any means. But most analysts make rather different claims,
purporting to show actual relationships. Yet rarely are vio-
lerce and some specified change or changes treated as vari-
ables in dependent and independent relationships. In the
literature on insurgency, guerrilla war, and counterinsur-
gency, there is more specification of the relationship of
violence and change and much more concern with typolo-
gies of violence, measurement of violence, and duration of
violence. But there is often little sense of what change means.
I do not want to review the etymology of revolution; among
others, Johnson does this. I do wish to briefly examine the
cornicern with the need for violence in transformation.
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Mao has said that the central task and the highest form of
revolution is to seize political power by armed force and de-
cide issues by war. And he has asserted that “this Marxist-

Leninist principle of revolution holds good universally” (Mao’s

Problems of War and Strategy, p. 1). Yet Mao has recognized
that forms of struggle could be bloodless, that is, nonmilitary,
in capitalist countries where a legal struggle could be waged.
However, when the bourgeoisie was weakened the proletariat
would then take up arms and wage war. In Marx, violence
and political revolution are linked, but political revolutions
mark the transition from one economic system to another.
The political event has been preceded by a long-term and
fundamental process of change. The political revolution does
not create change but is an expression of economic changes.
Nevertheless, Marx and Engels saw a real role for physical
force and political power. The bourgeois state wields force,
and by violence it will be replaced. The proletariat must
resort to force. *“. . . Force, however, plays another role in
history, a revolutionary role; that, in the words of Marx, it
is the midwife of every old society which is pregnant with
the new, that it is the instrument by the aid of which so-
cial movement forces its way through and shatters the dead,
fossilised, political forms . . .”” (Engels, Anti-Diihring, p. 275).
Perhaps more interesting than the causal or definitional
connections between violence and change (for our purposes
is the role of violence in the creating of something new, which
is implied in the quote above. As Lenin noted, in State and
Revolution (1932, p. 19), Engels provides a veritable pane-
gyric on violent revolution. Engels speaks of the immense
spiritual and moral regeneration which has resulted from
every victorious revolution. National consciousness in
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(sermany had been permeated by servility as a result of the
Thirty Years” War, and a violent revolution could wipe it out.
Herr Diihring had believed that the use of force demoralized
the person who used it. For Lenin, the correct and organized

use of force would bring about the strengthening of class con-

sciousness. Yet there is no glorification of violence in Lenin.
Above all, Lenin was against the spontaneous use of violence
and thus turned against a strain in the Russian revolutionary
movement which had stressed either spontaneous violence
by the masses or individual acts of terrorism. There were al-
so individuals in Russian Populism who had stressed the use
of disciplined, professional terrorism (e.g., Nechaev and
Tkachev). One accusation that was leveled against Lenin from
within Russian (and German) social democracy was that he
was teaching the masses to destroy the old order before they
fully grasped the meaning of their actions. Those who were
against conspiratorial politics made just this argument. They
raised questions about the nature of the new order after de-
struction. Some anticipated Thermidor. Some Menshevik at-
tacks on Lenin were thus leveled at his espousal of the use of
violence, which they felt was an indication of the unripe con-
ditions and the lack of development of consciousness in the
working class. Reliance on violence was historically self-de-
feating in the eyes of Menshevik thinkers. Through violence
one despotism could replace another.

Lenin emphasized the creative aspects of political action,
including violent action. Political intervention in the affairs of
society was not trivial. (Wolin states that by mid-nineteenth
century political intervention was seen by socialists as trivial,
not dangerous as St. Simon had believed. For Proudhon, the
task allotted to the nineteenth-century revolution was to
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reverse and destroy the political tendencies nourished by
1789 without touching society itself; that is, an attack on
government, not society, was called for [Wolin, p. 415].)
As the Populists would arrest Russian capitalism by cut-
ting it off forcibly, Lenin would avoid a lengthy bourgeois
stage by force.

Sorel maintained that spontaneous action by the masses
would be dependent on objective material conditions but
would be violent and lead to change. For Sorel, only eco-
nomic action would be truly revolutionary; revolutionary ac-
tion would be in the form of a general strike. Sorel argued
that the proletariat finds in its conditions of life something
to nourish sentiments of solidarity and revolt; it is in daily
warfare with hierarchy and property: it can thus conceive
moral values opposed to those consecrated by tradition. In
other words, through struggle, the proletariat is a force for
a new and healthy society, whereas the middle classes cannot
find in their conditions of life any source which stands in op-
position to bourgeois ideas; the notion of catastrophe escapes
them entirely (see Carr on Sorel). For Sorel, not only was
the proletariat the carrier of a new moral force, but through
its actions it would purify Europe. Sorel said little about the
society which would follow proletariat victory. Of interest
to us is Sorel’s faith in regenerated human nature—regener-
ated through violence.

As we have already noted, this idea was sounded by Fanon,
and it was, of course, evident in both Fascist and Nazi doc-
trines. For Fanon, a true new beginning was needed. This was

to be achieved through national revolution. The colonized must |

struggle for political freedom in order to achieve personal
freedom. Violence would have a purifying flame. Participation
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in revolution would have therapeutic effects on man and so-
ciety. Colonized masses would become transfigured through
combat, as they would through Sorel’s general strike (see
Zolberg [1964] on Fanon). Total praxis would be brought by
combat. But Fanon was not merely claiming that individuals
and society would be somehow transfigured through struggle.
He pointed to specific structural changes taking place in
Algeria during the revolution. The family was undergoing

a mutation; revolutionary attitudes toward technology were
teking place as individuals used modern weapons; revolution
was shattering the traditional life, and a nation was being
forged and prepared for the post-revolutionary period, a na-
tion consecrated in blood.

For Fanon, true decolonization was the replacing of one
species of man by another. (This theme of the new man was
also found throughout the Russian revolutionary tradition.)
Colonialism had been imposed through violence and had at
first provoked a reaction of violence turning inward, an argu-
ment now also current in America to explain Negro violence.
Fznon saw increased muscular tension in colonized individ-
uals and heightened criminality within the community. In
ternally directed violence must be redirected to external ob-
jects. Not only would this bring personal freedom but society’s
trensformation as well. The most powerful reservoir of vio-
lerice was the peasantry. It alone was revolutionary, as cities
were themselves artificial creations of colonialism. The peas-
anzs would sweep everything before them without compro-
mise. But the violent potential of the people must be chan-
neled by the vanguard or it could spend itself uselessly. As
Zolberg points out, Fanon believed that armed struggle
might be symbolic sometimes; it was the commitment to

f
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violence rather than the consummation of violent acts which
was stressed. Through this commitment to violence, the evil
of violence would be exorcised. Fanon believed that violence
would be cleansing, but it would be a cleansing pathology.
It may be useful here to introduce a political thinker con-
cerned with the economy of violence and one acclaimed by
many as the first truly modern political thinker, Machiavelli.
Machiavelli accounted for a rise in violence as legitimacy
broke down. He “‘sensed correctly that in recent centuries
the rapid changes in institutional forms, social structures, and
types of leadership had rendered old notions of legitimacy
obsolete™ (Wolin, p. 200). Machiavelli was also concerned
with instruments and forms of violence. He perceived that
the arts of violence were crucial for taking and consolidating
power in an already unstable situation. And he focused on
problems of mobility which were to be raised so provoca-
tively again by Mosca and Pareto. Wolin has said that Machia-
velli aimed at the political arriviste, the figure who bedevils
modern politics. The man of humble origin who rose to be
prince was the offspring of an age of restless ambition and
rapid transformations, an age which saw quick shifts in pow-
er among elite groups. In this context, Machiavelli saw the
challenge of reducing the scope of violence. Machiavelli tells
us that, in a corrupt age, greatness can be attained only by
immoral means. For Machiavelli, violence could be legitimated
because crimes committed by political actors fell under the
judgments of history, not morality; whereas for Augustine,
violence was an original sin (Wolin, p. 209). (As for Har-
rington: “No man shall show me a commonwealth born
crooked that ever became straight.”) It was national great-
ness which legitimated violence, according to Machiavelli.
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For Machiavelli, the role of the political actor—he who acts
in limited political space—was to dispense violence. This was
most sharply defined for the ruler who, after seizing power,
was compelled to “organize everything in that state afresh.
... The new prince, above all other princes, cannot possibly
avoid the name of cruel.” Machiavelli took up the problem
of the cumulative effect in society of the consistent appli-
cztion of coercion and the not infrequent use of violence.
The task of a science of politics was a controlled application
of force (Wolin, p. 221). The line between political creativi-
ty and destruction could be maintained only by a precise dos-
age of violence which was appropriate to specific situations.
While this line was especially fine in periods of flux, it was
ore always to be drawn. Here Machiavelli was different from
classical and medieval theorists and from most contemporary
theorists of guerrilla war. In classical and medieval theory,
once affairs are set in motion along proper paths—spread of
knowledge, proper education, improvement of social moral-
ity—then the pressures from an ordered environment would
bezin to operate and there would be less need for a system-
atic application of force (Wolin, p. 220). In our own time we
have the view that once economic development is achieved,
or the transition period is passed, or political institutional-
iza“ion takes place, a lessening of violence and the need for
violence occurs. Violence, then, is attributed to a failure to
solve problems which arise under a number of objectively
specifiable conditions. Machiavelli envisioned the possibil-
ity of reducing violence, but he stressed the acts of creative
leadership which would be necessary. He noted the impor-
tance of law, political institutions, and habits of civility that
in regularizing human behavior helped to reduce the number
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of instances in which force and fear had to be applied. Pop-
ular consent represented a form of social power which, if
properly exploited, reduced the amount of violence directed
at society as a whole. Indeed, in corrupt societies, violence
represented the only means of arresting decadence and re-
storing civic consciousness to the citizens. But above all, the
focus is on elites here. There are no vague and romantic ideas
about purifying violence; rather the emphasis is on the costs
of violence, the need for violence, and the mechanisms, habits
of mind, and concerns which can minimize costs. At the same
time, Machiavelli was not for minimizing violence at the ex-
pense of social change. He did not believe this possible in any
case. He spoke to the problem of how to control change, con-
stantly innovate, and use violence judiciously.

Machiavelli, unlike many contemporary social theorists,
did not see violence as something pathological in the sense
that it was temporary, infrequent, and unnatural in society.
Stable order has been used interchangeably with natural
order, and systems theories which use equilibrium as a core
concept see societies moving toward or away from equilib-
rium, a natural state. Since large-scale violence is often cor-
related with profound social change, far-reaching change,
too, can be seen as pathological (Feldman points this out).

A number of contributors to the Eckstein volume Internal
War have noted that contemporary social theory has little
to say about the occurrence of large-scale violence, since
violence is conceived of as being incidental to the basic
character of social structures and processes as a stable
image of social life is projected (Feldman, pp. 111-12).
(Violence is seen as an incidental phenomenon, but not
a pathological one, in much of the Marxist literature
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as well, but not in Sorel or Fanon or Machiavelli.)
Revolution has been conceived usually as political and
social changes which proceed rapidly and with violence and
which have extremely far-reaching consequences (Dahrendorf).
Revolution is change effected by use of violence in govern-
ment, regime, and society (Johnson 1967). Arendt, however,
sees revolution tied to a conception of changing the course
of history, of beginning anew, which in turn is related to an
idea of freedom. (Barrington Moore [1954] also relates vio-
lence to freedom, seeing it as a necessary step to liberty, de-
mocracy, and economic progress.) For Arendt (1963, pp.
20-28), violence no more adequately describes the phenom-
enon of revolution than does change, except where change
is in the sense of a new beginning and where violence is used
to constitute an altogether new body politic. (Arendt argues
that Machiavelli was concerned with renovation, with the
first meaning of revolution, a revolving back to some pre-
established point.) For Arendt, revolution, properly speak-
ing, did not exist before the modern period. Revolution as
irresistible new beginning she traces to Liancourt’s reply to
th2 King on hearing that the Bastille had fallen. When Louis
said, “C’est une révolte,” Liancourt replied, “Non, Sire, c’est
une Révolution.” The meaning here is twofold: something
irresistible was occurring; and the people had directly entered.
Revolution opened the door to household cares, or, as others
mizht say, economic and social needs (p. 86). And only vio-
lence is strong and swift enough to help people directly when
personal problems are at stake. For Arendt, violence can be
used to destroy power, as when order is ended; but violence
also is necessary for new beginnings (p. 149). This is so be-
cause, in Arendt’s language (following Harrington), violence
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is the instrument of direct intervention in politics, and be-
cause to fabricate means to create something *“not out of
nothing but out of a given material which must be violated
to yield itself to the formative process out of which a thing,
a fabricated object, will arise” (pp. 209-10). But though
violence seems necessary to Arendt, at least for new begin-
nings, under the conditions of most polities (but not of
eighteenth-century America) the revolutionaries’ hope that
violence will conquer poverty is to no avail. “La terreur as
a means to achieve le bonheur sent revolutions and revolu-
tionaries to their doom™ (p. 224). Arendt, too, believes in
original sin. More than this, for Arendt, violence is marginal
to the political realm. Where there is violence, speech ends.
Arendt concludes that political theory has little to say about
violence and waives its discussion to technicians because of
the speechlessness involved. A theory of revolution can deal
only with the justification for violence.

If the justification of violence is social change, or progress,

or modernization, then three propositions must be confronted:

(1) Most social and political change does not result from vio-
lent revolution. (2) Where violent revolutions have occurred
they constitute much more of a watershed in a slower proc-
ess than an immediate and radical reordering of society.
Moreover, watersheds can be found in nonrevolutionary so-
cieties too (Bendix). (3) Large-scale violence can be asso-
ciated with “the more things change, the more they remain
the same,” as Mosca pointed out with reference to violence
in the Italian communes and the Greek states. Mosca also
argued that progress—the rise of Hellenic art and society,
emancipation of serfs, and rebirth of letters at the end of
the Middle Ages—developed independently of bloody strug-
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gles of the times, and, at most, civil conflicts helped to re-
tard the maturing of such movements. They functioned in
th:s respect like pestilence, famine, or foreign wars (Mosca,
p. 202). Mosca further stressed that fundamental changes in
society can be made with the consent or on the initiative of
the ruling class.

Stone (1967) argues against the view of Moore (1966)
that violence, and in particular the violent destruction of the
peasantry, is a necessary prerequisite of a democratic society.
He points out that in England the process was very slow and
largely free from violence and that in France violence was
used not to transform the peasantry but to reinforce it, and
thus democracy and an independent peasantry have been com-
patible. Stone sees violence as self-defeating because “the
very use of violence creates a new situation demanding a new
solution. (You may have to run faster to stay where you are
in violent politics.) Violence leads to bitter cleavages within
the society which, as the French, English, and American ex-
ambles suggest, it may take between seventy and 150 years
to weld together. The cost of these cleavages in holding
back the society and preventing its purposeful economic
and political development often outweighs any temporary
gain from the rapid elimination from power of a backward
looking group™ (Stone 1967, p. 34).

Stone contends that the evil of great revolutions comes
out of violence in them and that the scale on which violence
is employed in revolutions is determined largely by the per-
sonality of the leading actors rather than by the logic of
events. Stone reserves a functional use of bloodletting for
dealing with the relatively rare cases of wholly intransigent
elites who repulse all attempts to modernize or reform.
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The great benefit we get from historians concerned with
violence and change is their willingness to define change in
historical circumstances. Those like Stone and Gerschenkron
who then try to generalize provide us with much that is use-
ful. Gerschenkron has suggested that the processes of mod-
ern industrialization are the richer and more complex the
higher the degree of backwardness on the eve of its great
spurt of industrialization. He argues by analogy that the
more backward a country the more likely it is that a polit-
ical revolution will carry out or at least attempt to carry
out a larger program of economic measures. If the obstruc-
tions are removed from the path of economic progress, the
policies are costly and their fruits ripen slowly. It is not
only that, in trying to forestall the revolution in the long run,
one increases its danger in the short run. In order to carry out
positive policies of this type, certain negative measures, most
desirable in themsleves, must be postponed” (Gerschenkron
1964, pp. 196-98). Gerschenkron (1962) also suggests that
the more backward the country the greater the part played
by special institutional factors designed to increase the sup-
ply of capital to nascent industry, and the more pronounced
the coercion and comprehensiveness of those factors. Im-
plicitly, more violence should be required as well.

Once change is defined, criteria established for recogniz-
ing changed situations, and the particular context described,
general propositions can be confronted, and one might know
whether or not one can count heads in order to begin break-

ing them or break heads in order to count them (Stone 1966).

For Lenin, one could not make an omelet without breaking
eggs. But how and where is violence instrumental to change?
What about violence that halts or deflects change? There
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are many examples of stability imposed by moderate vio-
lerice only to lead to extreme violence in a longer run; e.g.,
Mexico after Diaz (Huntington 1962, p. 39). Governments
may appear stable as long as their repressive techniques
work; then the deluge (Kling, Russet). Moreover, stable
government (not to say regime) and violence may go to-
gether; witness the chronic violence in Colombia.

There are many examples of violence which widen rifts
in societies; where rebels cannot reallocate political power
but where social disorganization results; where violence be-
gets more violence and the predominant motive is personal
and clan vengeance; or where violence is a necessary adjunct
of politics—that is, the politics of how to stay in power
(Dudley, pp. 21-23). Now, depending on the time horizon,
one can see violence leading to change and subsequent re-
consolidation of someone’s power. But persistent violence
is also inimical to constant change. For the very fact of per-
sistence of violence means that something indeed is not
changing—the violent situation. Patterns of coup and coun-
tercoup fall into the same category of frequent change at a
certain level, but the persistence of a pattern inimical to
change at other levels. There is ample evidence of the situa-
tion where leaders of violent movements have no clear idea
of changes to be wrought and where no indication is given
of intent to exercise political authority roles in a fashion dif-
ferent from that heretofore (Young, Anderson, and Von der
Mehden). Have the tasks of modernization been made easier
in the Congo and Nigeria? When we ask: “What social trans-
formations have been wrought by violence?” we should note
that “quantitatively speaking and keeping in mind such as-
pects of objective social pictures as population, degree of
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poverty, ignorance and superstition, who can be sure that,
mutatis mutandis, the French and Mexican Revolutions
were less violent than the Russian and Chinese?” (Sathya-
murthy, p. 27).

The other side of the coin is to ask how much change is
wrought by nonviolence both in the sense of conscious use
of nonviolent doctrines, which have been rather rare, and in
the more general sense of change without violence. (See
Sathyamurthy [p. 29] on Gandhi’s use of nonviolence, where
he argues that nonviolence was also marked by concomitant
commitment to Ram Raiya, the utopia of traditional com-
munity.) In other words, it is necessary for those who see so-
cial change as discontinuous and resulting from violence, or
associated with violence; those who see social change as a
continuous process and ever-present without violence; and
those who see violence bringing about political change which
ratifies a long process of change to be very precise with re-
gard to the changes that are talked about. What is meant by
“system transformation™ must be spelled out in detail so
that change can be broken up in terms of end results and
processes.

The literature on violence has not been noteworthy for
attempts to classify change and to relate violence to social
processes which are spelled out in detail, although a number
of the studies on conflict have tried to do this (Coser, Dah-
rendorf, Smelser) by explaining structural change in terms
of group conflict. And within this literature there are in-
deed propositions which are neither trivial nor tautological.
Dahrendorf, for example, in his study of “structurally gen-
erated systematic social conflicts” looks at two variable as-
pects of social conflict, its intensity and violence. The in-
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tensity indicates the degree of involvement of the conflict-
ing parties (p. 211), and the violence indicates the parties’
choice of weapons. Dahrendorf gives a number of proposi-
tions which relate violence and change:

1) The intensity and violence increase when the political
conditions for the organization of conflict groups are
absent [p. 213].

2) The intensity and violence increase in proportion to
the degree of superimposition of conflicts, either re-
garding the distribution of authority positions, or the
distribution of status positions [p. 239].

3) The intensity increases as social mobility decreases
[p- 233].

4) The violence increases when the exclusion from au-
thority positions is accompanied by absolute depri-
vation in social and economic terms; the intensity in-
creases when the exclusion from authority positions
is accompanied by relative deprivation in terms of so-
cial and economic status [Kroes] .

(Proposition 1 is true by definition unless “the political
conditions” are spelled out.)

Fob Kroes applied Dahrendorf’s model to a study of the
Hungarian revolution and found support for all but the
fourth proposition; he concluded that relative, rather than
absclute, deprivation must be spoken of in this instance
(Kroes, p. 34;1 have also used Kroes’s outline of Dahren-
dorf). The kind of testing of models that Kroes did—he
looked at Dahrendorf’s, Arendt’s, Baschwitz’s, Davis’, Al-
mond’s and Gottschalk’s models—against the Hungarian

e
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revolution seems very promising. There has been little of it
done.

There have been, however, increasing efforts at classify-
ing types of violence and creating typologies of violence.
This has involved delimitation of forms of violence (Mosca;
Eckstein 1964; Leys: Young, Anderson, and Von der Mehden;
Huntington 1962) where attempts are made to define civil
war, coups, revolutions, etc., or to find generic meanings for
internal war. Typologies of violence have also been created
by looking at targets of violence, techniques used, and na-
ture of movements using violence: e.g., whether government,
regime, or community is attacked; whether the attackers are
masses or elites; what the goals and ideologies are—nation-
alistic, reformist, eschatological. Then typologies are con-
structed based on clusters of variables (Johnson 1964).

One of the most interesting works for the study of mod-

ernization is Hobsbawm’s Social Bandits and Primitive Reb-
els. Hobsbawm shows that the coming of modern economy
disrupts social balances within kinship societies, turning some
families into “‘rich” and others into “poor.” Elements of
class struggle enter into traditional systems of blood venge-
ance and outlawry, producing multiplicity of murderous
feuds and embittered outlaws. Hobsbawm understands so-
cial banditry as endemic peasant protest against oppression
and poverty, of righting individual wrongs, stemming from

an ambition for a traditional world in which men are justly
dealt with, not a new and perfect world (p. 5). Epidemic
violence, rather than endemic violence, results when peasant
society is in a condition of abnormal tension and disruption.
Hobsbawm asserts that social banditry has next to no organi-
zation or ideology and is totally inadaptable to modern social
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movements. Its most highly developed forms, which skirt
national guerrilla warfare, are rare and themselves ineffective.
The nineteenth and twentieth centuries emerge as the clas-
sical ages of social banditry because of disruption of peasant
societies. But after analyzing such movements, Hobsbawm
asserts that they are incapable of helping peasant society be-
cause they do not understand social processes. Hobsbawm
also looks at fundamentally reformist groups which remain,
in his words, “prepolitical.” These survive, but not as social
movements. They are embryo national movements which
include defense of traditional society and aspirations of
classes and individuals.

Hobsbawm has a set of classifications, and his analysis
shows which movements are more easily modernized than
others. By looking at the structure of movements, their be-
lief systems, their composition, Hobsbawm is able to give us
propositions about which movements can be successfully
integrated into revolutionary movements. He does this both
for rural and urban groups. And he is concerned with direct
use of violence to achieve economic and political changes,
as in riots and rebellions of urban mobs who nonetheless
were in symbiotic relationships with rulers or who had short-
term goals. Hobsbawm sees mobs as empiricist and argues
that the historical failure of Kings and Church led them to
change sides and provided a pool of ready rioters for the
new revolutionaries of the nineteenth century. Thus Hobs-
bawm’s violent men are acting within a changing social con-
text, and he sees violent actions within varying historical
frameworks. His is a detailed study both of the changing
forms and contents of violent movements related to society-
wide change.
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AlRoy, too, looks at peasant involvement in internal war
and argues that, historically, large-scale insurrection is epi-
demic in the rural areas where brigandage is endemic. “Where
there is Robin Hood, Wat Tyler is not far away.” AlRoy
stresses that when a peasant insurgency is revolutionary it
is transcending its typical character and its leadership is
changing in social composition. Why peasants get involved
in internal wars, AIRoy says, is not so easy to see. The ar-
gument that peasants revolt when they are poor and things

are getting worse has been examined critically by De Tocque-

ville, Brinton, Tilly, Tanter. Mitchell has also denied this

in a study on South Vietnam. Russet correlates violence with
poverty and dispossessed farmers. Davis also stresses short-
term decline in economic growth. The view of the American
government seems to be that security means development
(see McNamara, New York Times, May 19, 1966, for one of
many such statements), even if there has been wide recogni-
tion that the process of development may feed the flames of
insurrection.

Gurr makes the useful suggestion that economic growth
rates may not be good indicators of the impact of economic
fluctuations on peoples in developing countries. This is par-
ticularly true where subsistence sectors still account for
large shares of Gross Domestic Product and varying climate
conditions may be more important to standards of living
than changes in price for exports, which can account for
rather mercurial changes in growth rates without anything
happening to the structure of the economy.

Those who have concerned themselves primarily with the
frequency of domestic violence have tried to account for
patterns of frequency and duration. For Huntington (1962),
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‘requency of violence reflects the prevalence of rapid social
and political change. The causes of insurrectionary violence
are found in the sweeping changes labeled development,
growth, modernization, Westernization, transition, and in-
dependence. Huntington interestingly sees a dialectical proc-
ess between radical and conservative reform coups. The
conservative coups are seldom able to undo change. Modern-
ization emerges not as the product of any one particular
group, however modernized that group may be in compari-
son with the rest of society. Rather it is the product of coup
and countercoup, in which military elements play important
roles in inaugurating both radical and conservative regimes
(p. 36). For a very different view of patterns of coups, see
Springer in Bienen, where the military is seen as exacerbating
regional and social gaps instead of bridging them and where
tae military does not build political institutions or itself con-
sritute an effective political organization.

Huntington accounts for lack of violence in developed
countries in terms of mass apathy, end of ideology, and ab-
sence of issues. A major question emerges: Can the new vio-
lence in developed countries—Canada, America, Belgium,
and Hungary—be accounted for by arguing that subcom-
munities within the developed society are still in transition?
If, as Pye suggests in Guerrilla Communism in Malaya (1956),
alienation often has its roots in the rationalism of modern
government, may we not expect violence feeding on aliena-
tion in developed societies both because there are many
“nonrational” components within such societies and be-
czuse alienation in a general way is said to characterize
many modern groups in developed societies? Pye’s propo-
sition, that “‘within highly complex industrial societies, it
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is almost impossible for political controversies to develop to
the point of sustained and organized violence,” is belied by
too much of recent American history, not to say French
history (Pye 1964, p. 162).

Some of the attempts to get at patterns of violence pri-
marily in developing areas or patterns culled from study of
the great revolutions may be useful for approaching violence
in economically developed societies. Davis’ theory, where it
is stated that a moment of potential revolution is reached
when long-term growth is followed by short-term declines,
would apply in wealthy countries, particularly if his *J”
curve applied to other than purely economic satisfaction
(see Stone 1966, p. 172).

Theory which looks for the genesis of civil violence in
terms of frustration and aggression is suggestive for study
of violence in developed countries if only because of em-
phasis on perception of conditions rather than sole concern
with economic growth figures or social mobilization data.
The central premise of Gurr’s theory is that the necessary
precondition for violent civil conflict is relative deprivation,
defined as the actors’ perception of discrepancy between
their value expectations and their environment’s value capa-
bilities (p. 3). (I leave aside here questions about whether
or not the relative deprivation is treated as a residual cate-
gory.) The importance of the efforts of Gurr and others
lies in the attempt to look at the relevant properties of in-
dividual behavior among collectivities (Eckstein’s call for
the behavioral approach heeded), and to relate these proper-
ties to aspects of social structure and processes. Gurr (p. 1)
sees the work of Smelser, Zolberg (19664), Johnson (1964),
and Parsons as implicitly or explicitly regarding civil strife
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as a calculated response to objective social conditions that
pays little or no attention to motivational considerations
that might explain men’s differential responses to the stipu-
lated conditions. However, the merit of Gurr’s work at the
present time may be in the data collection and processing to
find instigating and mediating behaviors in order to get at
violent outcomes rather than to be persuasive about the
place of motives in the genesis of violence.

Gurr also explains violence in variously defined types of
systems. This has the advantage of sensitizing us to explana-
tions for violence which depend on differential characteris-
tics of systems. Mosca, of course, pointed the way to this
kind of analysis when he noted that upheavals in small states
where a bureaucratic organization does not exist, or exists
only in embryonic form, bear only a superficial resemblance
to upheavals in large states (p. 199). Mosca also noted that
in small states innovations might last only as long as the in-
fluence or the life of the author lasted, in terms of estab-
lishing less violent and sanguinary regimes. We can again re-
fer to Aristotle for an emphasis on classifying polities in or-
der to understand revolution and violence.

Gurr finds that the strongest core of stability in Latin
America is the existence of relatively institutionalized party
systems (see Huntington 1966). But one wonders about this
when students of Colombia point out that it has been the
very existence of institutionalized parties which accounts
for the persistence and pervasiveness of violence in that coun-
try (Young, Anderson, and Von der Mehden). It is necessary
tc subject Gurr’s and the Feierabends’ macroanalyses to this
kind of specific query (although not here), which only calls
attention to the importance of these efforts.
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Before breaking off these remarks on violence and change
and violence and no change, it ought to be said that studies
of revolutions which did not take place as well as studies
which focus on the use of violence in maintaining stability
are crucial in looking at the problem of violent transforma-
tion. As has been pointed out, much of contemporary social
science has looked at social stability. Feldman and Eckstein
among others have complained about the lack of treatment
of large-scale violence. Yet implicit in the literature on mech-
anisms for social cohesion and stability is a concern for
social control. Parsons has recently made this concern quite
explicit. We shall momentarily turn attention to a literature
where use of violence as a form of social control has also
been tied to an analysis of system change—the literature on
totalitarianism. Work on theory of democracy and on demo-
cratic systems has taken up the question: Why no violence in
a particular system or under certain circumstances? I have
not referred to this literature at all, but it has a rather an-
cient pedigree going back to Plato and Aristotle and is high-
ly relevant for approaching the problem of modernization
and violence. Marx, too, can be considered in this tradition
as well as in the corpus of work on violent politics. His con-
cept of false consciousness is directly relevant. Studies of
criminality should throw light on these questions since we
want to know whether, as nonpolitical violence declines
in saliency, political violence rises, and, if so, in what kinds
of society. There are a number of contemporary situations
which raise very interesting questions about why violence
arises in, for example, cities in the Congo prior to 1960,
but not afterward, and not in cities in Colombia during La
Violencia. In generally violent and volatile situations, ex-
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amination of barriers to violence should tell us a great deal
about violence and change.




4. TOTALITARIANISM

The glorification of violence has been seen as a striking fea-
ture of totalitarianism (Friedrich; Friedrich and Brzezinski).
Two particular functions of violence have been described in
the literature on totalitarianism. Prior to the totalitarian
movement’s assuming power, violence is perceived to be
necessary because the movement calls for total destruction
of the old society. Since there will be opponents who will
resist, they must be treated violently. After the revolution-
ary power is established, violence continues to be used to
impose control over enemies, but the enemy is widely de-
creed as society itself. Thus, totalitarianism emerges in a
number of writings as a system of revolution which seeks
to destroy the existing political order by violent means and
then to reconstitute a new order, a new man, a new history,
also by violence (Friedrich and Brzezinski, p. 131). Terror
snowballs because the determination to achieve total change
meets the resistance not only of target groups but also of
overlapping and interlocking units. The more consensus
that is created in society, the more violence can be decen-
tralized or take the form of community pressure and local
vengeance (Friedrich). But it has been asserted that total-
itarian terror is the vital nerve of the totalitarian system
(Friedrich and Brzezinski, p. 132) and that the terror in-
creases in scope and violence as the totalitarian system
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becomes more stable and firm (p. 137).

Terror here is not seen as simply a device to keep the
regime from being overthrown by opponents. Arendt (1958),
too, has stressed the function of terror in atomizing society
and perpetuating a special kind of rule, rather than merely
keeping the government in power. Terror increases as oppo-
sition decreases (p. 393). In Friedrich and Brzezinski this is
put as follows: Totalitarian terror maintains in institution-
alized form the civil war that originally produced the total-
itarian movement and by means of which the regime is able
to proceed with its program of social disintegration and
then social reconstruction (p. 150). The purge is understood
as an expression of resiliency and energy of the totalitarian
movement and not as an indication of its corruption—and
forthcoming disintegration. Purges occur during periods of
relative stability, when the leadership can afford them. In
Brzezinski's work, the purge is seen as being permanent and
preventing stabilization of political forces which might limit
the power of the totalitarian leadership. Thus we have the
image put forward of a society in constant flux because de-
stabilization is consciously carried out by violence. The
totalitarian society fulfills certain criteria for being modern
according to the lights of those who see modernization as
persistent transformation, although the kinds of societies
in view are different and the role of violence is not of equal
saliency in both visions. For many observers totalitarian so-
cieties are said to be modern technologically and more gen-
erally in the economic sphere. But they are often accused
of not being “truly” modern because they cannot handle
demands for participation. This ignores the fact that total-
itarian regimes do handle the problem of participation,
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albeit in a repressive way and sometimes with recourse to
violence.

The relationship of violence and information has been re-
marked on. The use of coercion has been seen by Apter as
reducing information (Apter 1963, p. 386). For analytical
purposes, Apter posits an inverse relationship between in-
formation and coercion in a system. Brzezinski sees the ab-
solute power of the totalitarian regime isolating it; isolation
breeds insecurity; insecurity breeds suspicion and fear; sus-
picion and fear breed violence (p. 17). By positing this kind
of relationship, one must see some most efficient point be-
tween coercion and information (as Apter does); thus there
should be self-imposed limits on violence in this system.
The totalitarian system or the mobilizing system (Apter uses
the latter term) should turn into a modernizing autocracy
(another term Apter uses), because no regime wants to either
modernize, innovate, or terrorize itself out of existence.
Theorists of totalitarianism might answer variously: (1) The
instruments of terror get a vested interest in it (Gliksman;
Brzezinski). (2) The leaders are not rational or not above all
interested in maintaining power. Rather they are men who
have a revulsion against society per se. Bronkowski says,
“The love of violence is . . . the ancient and symbolic ges-
ture of man against the constraints of society.” One con-
clusion from this is that violence and society themselves
stand in inverse proportions. Another reply to the idea of
self-limiting violence is that since the government’s infor-
mation declines as it uses terror it may not realize a thresh-
old has been reached as the terror snowballs (Brzezinski).
For Arendt, a calculus of rationality and irrationality is no
longer useful in describing totalitarian violence. Mass men
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are superfluous or see themselves as superfluous, and they
are taught this by punishment meted out which is uncon-
nected with crime (Arendt 1958, p. 457).

Barrington Moore (1954) has a rather different view. He
sees terror as apparently capricious from the point of view
of many citizens, but a rational device from the rulers’ stand-
point (p. 157). Stability in systems where terror is used rests
on the fact that many potential victims know the risks and
take them or avoid responsibility. Those who work their way
to the top are thick-skinned and able to repress doubts and
insecurities. This argument ignores certain target groups who
did not apparently take risks but who were the recipients of
violence anyway: Jews, Volga Germans, relatives of politi-
cal officials, persons arbitrarily denounced, etc.

Moore (1954) also argues that atomization and destruc-
tion of social ties takes place in the course of urbanization
and industrialization and is not a consequence of totalitar-
ian regimes alone. This point has been made by those who
stress “‘new states in transition” and by sociologists who
have inquired into the social-economic base of violent poli-
tics. Lipset has focused on the marginal man who is isolated
or operates in isolated social and occupational groups. Plu-
ralism and cross-culture cleavages are seen as barriers against
extremist groups. (Also see Kornhauser 1959 and Shils.

For a critique of pluralist theories of democracy, see Rogin.)
Mass societies undergoing rapid social change are vulnerable
to political movements destructive of democratic institutions
(Kornhauser 1959; Selznick). An interesting difference be-
tween the literature on new states and that on industrial
societies is that many writers concerned with the former
argue that violence comes about because individuals con-
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fuse public and private by seeing private problems as public
issues: in the latter, individuals’ focus of attention is said to
be on remote events (Kornhauser 1959, p. 43). And in works
on developing areas, multiple linkages are often seen as trans-
mission belts through which violence is conveyed or which
may themselves exacerbate discontent. Much of the literature
on ethnicity in developing areas makes the point that violence
can come about when individuals and groups get into new re-
lationships along functional, i.e., economic, lines, and begin
to perceive ethnic differences as being inimical for the first
time. The creation of a web of multiple affiliations may lead
to violence: or conflict, when it comes, may be more violent
than before.

The use of violence to bring totalitarian movements to
power can be described in the same terms as its use in non-
totalitarian revolutions. This is true also for violence used
to consolidate a regime in the terror phase of a revolution.
But the purported use of violence to constantly innovate
does provide something new under the sun. Here physical
violence must be clearly distinguished from other forms, and
it is physical violence we have been referring to. (Those who
define terror in terms of disorienting behavior may blur the
distinction.) Community pressure and economic coercion
are not the same thing as torture and death. Thus those who
now argue that the Soviet Union is still characterized by ter-
ror and potential violence used in an unrestrained way are
still admitting that real changes have taken place since Stalin’s
death. If it is true that the Cultural Revolution in China is a
movement to enlist the enthusiasm of youth in a new reign
of violence, to revive a flagging revolutionary spirit (Friedrich),
then we are more in the realm of permanent revolution through
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use of violence. Is this an example of an attempt to overcome
backwardness through reliance on institutional mechanisms
of violence? Is it the elimination of backwardness which is
primarily at stake, or is violence perhaps a substitute for de-
velopment? That is, does change through violence, at the lev-
el of circulating elites, and provision of gratification, through
the use of violence and elimination of certain status groups,
substitute for change directed at economic growth or alter-
ations in group commitments, social composition, and be-
lief-systems?

Theories of persistent transformation have implicit with-
in them the idea of transformation toward specifiable ends.
These ends may not be stated simply as industrialization or
economic growth. Rather they are the institutionalization
of patterns which make possible continuous change. But the
change is foward something; it is not change for its own sake,
even if this change is somehow shown to be fundamental.
No theorists of modernization that I know have argued for
the adoption of the vision of totalitarian society which is
ascribed to totalitarians by their lay analysts. Persistent
transformation has not meant atomization of society to
theorists of modernization.

The image of totalitarian society which was put forward
either as descriptive of reality or as a polar type toward which
real societies approached has come under attack in recent
years as being not accurate (in the first usage) or heuristic
(in the second). The Soviet Union, even under Stalin, is
being portrayed in revisionist literature as having had stable
patterns of power relationships—buffers between rulers and
ruled, patronage politics—and new conclusions are being
drawn from the well-known facts of regime inefficiency.
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In reconsideration of the function of violence, more questions
than those concerning the post-Stalin end of the Terror are
being raised.

As Gundersheim among others has pointed out, studies of
totalitarianism emphasized the structural reliance on terrorism
rather than legitimation as a means of social control. Those
who have tried to account for the comparatively minimal
role of physical violence induced by the secret police in China,
as compared with other totalitarian regimes, have stressed
mechanisms by which the regime is able to legitimize itself,
to persuade rather than coerce. One possibility, in the light
of theories which postulate violence as a consequence of ra-
pid social change, is that China has not had enough social
change to account for large-scale violence. This may seem a
paradoxical statement, since China has been characterized
often in terms of breakdown of traditional peasant society
during the anti-Japanese and civil wars. But compared with
violence and social change in the Soviet Union, the stressing
of obstacles to social change and the minimization of violence
in China might be sensible. This proposition would conflict
with the hypothesis that the more backward a society, the
more may violence be required to overcome relative back-
wardness. A possible synthesis would be emphasis on crea-
tion of institutions (including ideologies) through which
change can take place after the revolutionary seizure of pow-
er to overcome backwardness. These institutions can perhaps
be more easily built where there has not been enough social
change to erode all traditional consensus.
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CONCLUSIONS

Perhaps we can briefly review some of our findings and
then make a few suggestions about possible approaches. 1

1) With respect to causes of violence, we have, as Eckstein
and others have pointed out, an incredible number of factors
listed in the literature explaining revolution and its violence,
quite a few of which are mutually contradictory. Recently,
attempts to explain violence have moved away from struc-
tural approaches and have focused instead on behavioral
factors, i.e., on the individual and personality factors, or
who is engaging in violence and why. This is an understand-
able shift in view of the dissatisfaction with past explana-
tions based on social conditions, which can cut so many
ways. These new attempts try to measure anger, frustration,
and aggression and are characterized by reliance on quanti-
fication and factor analysis. Although useful, this approach
returns us to where we started, for it does not measure an-
ger and frustration directly but deduces them from social

1. I have relied for my summary points on M. Stephen Kaplan’s
excellent synopsis of my remarks to the Adlai Stevenson Insti-
tute of International Affairs, Study Group on Violent Politics,
October 28, 1967. This synopsis was included in Summary of
First Session of the Study Group on Violent Politics.
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conditions (e.g., frustration as a ratio of social-want forma-

tion to social-want satisfaction). It is quite difficult to tind

ways to measure anger and frustration—survey research is .

a questionable tool—but if in fact we deduce behavioral |
|
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phenomena from social conditions we should at least be
clear that we have not measured them directly.

2) In most of the literature on revolution, revolution has ‘
been defined in terms of violence, but this simply amounts to :
explanation by definition. We have a similar problem with theo-
rists who define “true” revolution as acceptance of violence as
the means to change when “all else has failed,” which is either
a tautological statement or false, depending on the use of “true.” |

3) In the literature on insurgency, we have competing theories
regarding the place of violence. One set of theories sees violence
per se as functional for modernization, as a purging force that
makes men modern and makes them whole, thereby preparing
them for life in a modernizing society (Fanon, Debray, Mao,
Lenin). Another, which represents a response by American theo-
rists, e.g., Rostow, considers espousal of violence as an end in it-
self to be a fundamentally irrational response to the challenges
of modernization by a generation of romantic revolutionaries
that is passing from the scene. This irrational response is cor-
related, in this view, with frustrating conditions which have sty-
mied development and is the cry of leaders who have been un- i
able to cope with them. Thus, it can be explained as the vio- ﬂ
lence of the “transitional” period. But the American literature |
on counterinsurgency is peculiar in one respect: those who l

|
1

1

talk about the “transition™ also talk about masses apathetic
to some degree, as when they espouse a “high military strat-
egy” of withdrawing or making costly “inputs” needed by |
guerrillas who they assume are operating in a context of mass ‘
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apathy. Yet these same people talk about a “transition™ that
is defined by an increase in political participation by the mas-
ses. Thus, we see the paradox of holding to a view that sees in-
creasing participation by the masses while simultaneously be-
lieving that insurgents can be dealt with on their own terms,
abstracted from social conditions. This literature also contains
the notion that perhaps we should slow up social mobilization,
since it may be “dysfunctional” for a society. This view leads
to a turning away from a concern for social reform, at least in
the short run, on the ground that reform may exacerbate con-
ditions or “disequilibrate” political systems, thereby leading
to violence.

There is another part of literature on the use of violence by
elites—typified by the work of Mosca and Machiavelli—which
is more concerned with social reform and system transformation
than are current theorists of counterinsurgency. These theorists
are worth exploring further, since they are concerned with those
judicious uses of violence by governmental elites which permit
them to change societies while staying in the saddle.

4) The literature on ghetto violence is plagued by many
of the same problems that are found in the writings on rev-
olution and counterinsurgency. First, like the literature on
revolution, it contains vast numbers of causal factors. Second,
like the literature on counterinsurgency, it speaks of violence
in industrial society as anachronistic, as the acts of people in
“transition” from an underdeveloped to a developed state, and
hence suggests that it can be treated as we treat insurgency in
the new nations. This application of conventional wisdom to the
problems of the ghetto is not likely to get us any further
than it did when applied to insurgency in developing areas.

5) In the literature on totalitarianism can be found the
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most explicit concern for relating violence to constant inno-
vation, or modernization as system-transformation. Terror
is seen as being used in a conscious way by leaders for sys-
tem-transformation, leading to the use of such concepts as
“permanent revolution” and “permanent purge” (Arendt,
Brzezinski, Friedrich). Two problems stand out in this liter-
ature: (1) Although the correspondence of the model of to-
talitarian society to real societies is never perfect, and asa
polar type was never intended to be so, people have tended
to forget this. Recent studies of the Soviet Union indicate
how much the model must be qualified when speaking of
real societies. (2) The literature seems to lead us to a para-
dox. Totalitarian regimes are seen as societies which con-
stantly innovate through use of terror, while achieving sta-
bility through use of repression.

6) The literature also contains works which see violence
asan instrument to eliminate backwardness, with the impli-
cation that the more backward a society is, the more neces-
sary is the use of violence. It contains, as well, writings which J
see violence as a substitute for real change or economic growth,
in which the “outs™ simply wish to replace the “ins” without
having any alternative conception of authority.

7) Policymakers want to know: Transform what? They
are interested in talking, not about transforming systems,
but about societies. They are interested in knowing what
concrete structures in society should be transformed and how
to avoid violence; whereas those who are interested in change
through violence want to know how to use specific institu-
tions, what kind of violence, how much violence you need
to get what you want, and how you innovate through the
use of violence without falling apart. For all the work done
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on revolutions, totalitarianism, insurgency, and counterin-
surgency, there is no body of knowledge that one would con-
fidently recommend to American policymakers who now
confront violence in America and abroad. We would be hard
put to tell them whether or not they are in an internal-war
situation at home. We would be as hard put to recommend
strategies, or even tactics, to deal with the violence they con-
front, and which confronts them. Is this because we have not
progressed far enough in studies of violence or in understand-
ing change? The obvious answer is both, since the phenomena
are inextricable in theory and practice. What we want to
know, of course, is the place of violence as a causal factor,
i.e., the kinds of changes that are brought about by violence
and the effects of violence on subsequent political systems.
While a lot of attention has been paid to the place of vio-
lence in bringing about change, very little work has been
done on the consequences of outbreaks of violence for sub-
sequent political and economic change. The causes and con-
sequences of violence can be understood only in terms of
kinds of change as distinguishing criteria. It is true that
violence is a heterogeneous phenomenon, one that sub-
sumes many different actions. However, typologies of
kinds of actions, scale, or intensity of violence cannot

get us very far by themselves. The sniper who acts out

his individual desires commits the same kind of action

as the sniper who assassinates on orders of a movement,
but the political act is different in cause and probably in
consequence. We look not for a single theory of violence
but rather for theories of violence and change. A key prob-
lem in formulating such theories, which I have only touched
on, is arriving at criteria for change: lacking these we find
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no meaningful linkage between violence and change.

Although violence and change must be linked, they must
not be treated conceptually as contingent concepts. Most
social and political change, including some of the most fun-
damental change, does not result from violent revolution.
Large-scale violence may change nothing; violence often rep-
resents a watershed in a slower, more prolonged, and deeper
process of transformation, although such watersheds need
not be violent. Thus, we ought to avoid definitions of change
which build in violence, as many definitions of revolution do.
Criteria of change can be specified without reference to whether
or not violence takes place. Then violence can be measured
for intensity, scope, and duration (and one of the advantages
we have in the study of violent politics is that such measure-
ments can be made). But the measurements have meaning
only when they are placed in the context of various kinds and
degrees of change. Then it is possible to try and find correla-
tions between violence and change.

Despite my pessimistic conclusions about how much light
we have been able to shed on critical problems, we do not
start from scratch in the study of violent politics and modern-
ization. There is an accumulation of data both from case
studies and from cross-national surveys which can be used
in the forming and testing of propositions. There is also data
from comparative historical studies which has not been mined
specifically for the study of violence and change. Similarly,
there has been work done on motivation which does try to
measure directly for psychological variables which are not
reducible to social structural theory. Work done in psychol-
ogy has barely been tapped for insights into violent politics.
Moreover, some approaches do not see violence as an extraor-
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dinary event but rather something which can be used by
elites, counterelites, and nonelites both for perpetuation of
rule and social transformation. There are also those who have
argued that violence may become institutionalized, may be-
come part of the very functioning of a system. (Machiavelli
and Mosca among others approach violent politics this way.)

It would be nice to end on a positive note and say that we
can expect new theories which will integrate analyses of vio-
lence and change and which will reveal to us the connections
between them. But can we? Indeed, theoretical frameworks
for the study of violence and modernization have been found
wanting. Our hope is to formulate a theory, in the sense of
deductive theory, which explains and predicts empirical facts
relating to violence and change from a few axioms. Theory,
in this sense, is a set of propositions derived from the axioms
and from which predictions are made, as Homans, among
others, has pointed out. Perhaps more empirical work on in-
dividual motivation and on total societies will allow us to
make the kinds of theoretical assumptions (axioms) neces-
sary for this kind of theory. Most theorizing in the social
sciences has not, in any case, been theory in the sense just
used above and which prevails in the physical sciences. Rath-
er it has meant postulating concepts and definitions, and often
simply retranslating from one language of definition to anoth-
er without hypothesizing anything.

I remain agnostic about the possibilities for constructing
theories of violence and change in the deductive manner. But
I am convinced of the need for improving on analysis of vio-
lence and change by creating conceptual frameworks in which
violence and modernization are not thought of as separate
categories and separate areas of study to begin with. Defini-

|
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tions always have a degree of arbitrariness to them. I said
earlier that adjectives which modify change, such as “rapid”
and “transforming,” created difficulties for me precisely be-
cause when we think of a changed social system or a social
system which is maintained we must state arbitrarily what
we mean by “change” or “same.” Nonetheless, it may be
useful to do this. For once we specify what we mean by
change, we may then begin to look at the place of violence
in the changes we specify. The definitions of violence and
change, I said, ought not to be contingent one on the other.
However, we should be aware that definitions have varying
appropriateness in different contexts. Thus a definition of
change which will be useful in thinking about a caterpillar
turning into a butterfly may not be very useful for thinking
about violent politics. And thinking about violence on the
football field ought to involve different concepts than think-
ing about violent politics. As William Kornhauser has put it,
“The readiness to assimilate all politics to either order or vio-
lence implies a very narrow notion of order and a very broad
notion of violence . . . what is violent action in one period of
history becomes acceptable conflict at a later time” (Korn-
hauser 1968). It is with this in mind that I have said violence
and modernization must be linked so that we can refine our
concepts for the context with which we are concerned.
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