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Introduction

\ Tt s
In the first week of May 1944 the people of El Salvador's capital city silently
demanded the resignation of dictator Maximiliano Hernéndez Martinez by
staying home from work. On May 9, a little more than two months after the
inauguration of his fourth term, President Martinez stepped down. {gy - “iis
His downfall set off a chain reaction in Central America. The events leading
up to it were well covered in the Guatemalan press and in at least one antigov-
emment newspaper in Costa Rica.! Opponents of the other Central American
dictators took heart.
The influence of the Salvadoran strike in Honduras may be conjectured
from a handbill written in San Salvador and brought into Honduras in late May
or early June 1944:

I have just felt and struggled in the prodigious Revolution that freed the people of El
Salvador. . . .

This glorious and magnificent act of our Salvadoran brothers should serve as an
example and encouragement to you, oppressed people of Honduras. .

Women of Honduras: imitate the woman of Cuscatlén who in this struggle has been
the mos! heroac and self- denymg \Students, pmfeesxomis workers workmg people in

overthrow the tymm of tyrants, leurcm Cﬂnas Andino. . . .2

On June 23, university students, tcachers, and lawyers in Guatemala City
initiated another massive shutdown, consciously modeled on that of El Salva-
dor, and on July 1 the president of Guatemala, Jorge Ubico, resigned.?

Meanwhile, in Nicaragua students planned their first demonstration against
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President Anastasio Somoza Garcia when news of student demonstrations in
Guatemala and Honduras reached Managua, and the slogans on the signs they
carried included

“The Students of Nicaragua are with the Democratic Students of Central America”
“We Shall Sustain Demacracy in Central America, Cost What It May”

“The Students Persecuted by Ubico Call for Vengeance”

*“The Students of Honduras Will Put Down Carfas.” 4

Carias and Somoza survived the upsurge of protest, as attempts to organize
strikes on the scale of those that shut down San Salvador and Guatemala City
failed in Honduras and Nicaragua.® Three years later, however, when pitched
battles between antigovernment demonstrators and police erupted in Costa
Rica, opposition leaders once again drew on the Salvadoran model in calling
for a national strike to protest the actions of government forces.®

This wave of shutdowns in Central America exemplifies one of the most
distinctive elements of a rich but neglected Latin American tradition of nonvio-
lent political struggle. The existence of such a tradition may come as a surprise
to many readers, but it has been visible throughout the region (in Brazil and
Haiti, as well as the Spanish-speaking republics) at least since the early years
of this century. Indeed, Spanish speakers have for years used the expression
brazos caidos (literally, fallen arms) to specify peacefil direct action, as in
huelga (strike) de brazos caidos.

The huelgas de brazos caidos described above typify a characteristically
Latin American model of political action best described as a civic strike.® Latin
Americans themselves universally call it a general strike, but it is something
very different from what general strike means in the rest of the world, and
indeed, different from other general strikes in Latin America.

The civic strike is not a working-class withdrawal of economic coopera-
tion (i.e., labor) for class ends. Indeed, in Nicaragua in 1944 and Costa Rica
in 1947, organized labor supported the governments, not the strikes, which
consisted essentially in the closing of business establishments and professional
offices.? More typically, labor plays a supporting role in a collective suspen-
sion of pormal activities—economic and otherwise—in which people of di-
verse social classes unite for a common political objective. In most past cases
the principal participants have been students, professionals, shopkeepers, and
white-collar workers, including government employees. Members of the upper
classes have usually supported—and sometimes led-—civic strikes.

Civic strikes may be acts of protest, as in the Costa Rican case cited above
or, more recently, the shutdown of Managua following the assassination of
newspaper publisher Joaquin Chamorro in 1978. Some civic strikes have func-
tioned as support for military movements against established governments, as
in Venezuela in 1958 and Cuba in 1959. In other cases, like those of El Salva-
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THE POLISH CASE

When the beginning of the trade union movement of Solidarno$¢
was made in Gdafisk in August 1980, and a document with twenty-
one articles or demands constituting about the best explanation of
what might be meant by democratic socialism (not social democracy,
which is also an interesting proposition, but something else) was
published, two pillars of Polish society were challenged.é The first
was, of course, the Polish Communist party, which certainly was not
democratic but was rhetorically committed to socialism, only rather
afraid of taking that idea seriously. And the second was the Polish
Roman Catholic Church, which certainly was not socialist, and
although rhetorically committed to democracy had some limitations
also where that tdea is concetrned. Hence, Solidarno$¢ was a move-
ment operating against odds in Polish society. It was finally brought
down (in my view) by an unholy alliance of the Communist govern-
ment, the Catholic Church, and the Pope—releasing the charismatic
leader Watesa. But also, for all practical purposes, blocking any genu-
ine move in society toward the realization of those twenty-one
demands.

This story is, of course, rather well known. Starting as a working-
class movement it very rapidly gained the support of intellectuals in
Warsaw who had played a minor role in the beginning, but increas-
ingly joined the bandwagon, to some extent in leading roles—aban-
doning the positions of observerism and cynicism to which Polish
intellectuals are very often addicted. From there it spread to the
counttyside, involving Polish farmers and peasants, and became a
national movement of unparalleled proportions. Through a series of
demonstrations and actions of various kinds, including court cases,
the movement was brought to a stop, at least so far, with the coming

Nonviolence against Extreme @ppression 7

into power, through a coup in December 1981, of a military govern-
ment headed by General Jaruzelski.

In other words, the first phase of Solidarnoé¢ was relatively short
lived. But it continued underground in a spectacular defiance of Pol-
ish authorities, with an enormous amount of publications and
actions, for all practical purposes bringing Poland into a state of anat-
chy, a kind of “withering away of the state,” but not exactly in the
way predicted and prescribed by marxist theory. One example may
setve: a friend of mine, a journalist, was quenching his thirtst in a bar
in Warsaw during the heyday of Solidarno$¢ and trying to get a taxi
back to the hotel. There was no taxi. But the barman was able to
order a wagon from the fire brigade instead, a suitable arrangement
when anarchy is law.

The stalemate continued. Solidarno$¢ was illegal, the government
was illegitimate. Neither was able to impose its will on the other. So
the time has come to draw at least some preliminary conclusions, and
the way I shall do it is by asking three questions: (1) Was and is the
action by Solidarnoé¢ nonviolent? (2) Was and is the action by Soli-
darnoé¢ Gandhian nonviolence? (3) Would it have been more effec-
tive mote quickly if in addition to being nonviolent it had also been
Gandhian?

My answer to the first one would be yes, to the second question 7o,
and to the third question 7zeybe.

Gandhi was a strange mixture of politician and saint. His ways of
fighting nonviolently, what he called setyagraba, clinging to truth,
were certainly inspited by his metaphysical beliefs in the unity-of-
man. But at the same time there was in him much of the politician,
simple, down-to-earth common sense of how you proceed in politics.
Mote particularly, there were five rules that I have selected from the
fifty-three rules I formulated in my effort to systematize Gandhi’s
ways of fighting in my book Gendhi Today.7 I would like to contrast
them with what happened in the struggle in Poland.

First, there is the very basic idea of “‘keeping contact with the other
side.” There certainly were negotiations between Solidarnos$¢ and the
Communist party, and there seems to be no doubt whatsoever that
there was deceit on the side of the latter. So, Solidarno$¢ broke the
contact. The “dialogue,” if that is the word, was discontinued. This
was later used as one excuse by the Communist party when it claimed
that Solidarno$¢ was an unreliable partner for political struggle. Soli-
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darnoéé, on its side, seems to feel that it was the legitimate represen-
tative of the Polish people, not the Communist party. The latter may
have been true, but in that case a philosophical rather than a political
truth.

Second, one of Gandhi’s tules was that ‘‘you shall stick to the goal
once 1t is formulated.” Do not expand your goal. If you do so during
the struggle you make yourself unpredictable, and the other side has
no way of knowing where this is going to end. The task is not only to
win, but to arrive at a solution accepted by both parties, and that may
take time. When the goal originally formulated has been obtained
and accepted, then a next step may come in the campaign, for new
and wider goals—but only then. Nonviolence, like traditional cures
for diseases with hetbs, takes time. The difficult task of constructing a
new society cannot be carried out by doing violence to the society
through armed conflict; not, Gandhi would argue, through majority
vote.

In the Polish case this rule was certainly not respected. What
started out as a struggle for workers’ rights, for the organization of
the economy and democracy in factories and the working place in
general, became a national movement of liberation, not only from
the Communist party but also from the Soviet Union. I would cer-
tainly not argue that this was not justified, and is not still justified.
My point is only that the impatience, highly understandable, of Soli-
darno$t, may have been counterproductive.

Third, “give a role to the other side.” Make it clear to them that
after the conflict is over they will still be on the scene, not killed, not
imprisoned, not socially on the margin. This may be particularly
important when the other side is a Communist party with its mys-
tique of leading the struggle of the working class toward a new soci-

‘ety. There has to be sozze role for a party having such a grandiose con-

ception of itself.

When I was in Warsaw in September 1980, listening to Watesa at
some gatherings, he conjured up visions for the audience of court
cases that would be launched against the more corrupt representatives
of the other side. No doubt he was justified in perceiving them this
way. But it is not obvious that in so doing he was able to convince
them that his real goal was to change the system, not simply to hit his
enemies. Gandhi always insisted that the fight should be against the
system, against the structure, not against real people. They should be
won ovef, in a joint struggle to change the structure. “Fight the
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antagonism, not the antagonist” was the formulation chosen by my
friend and professor at the University of Oslo, Arne Naess, in his
works on Gandhi.8 I think Solidarnoét failed to make this point crys-
tal clear. They should have been much better in giving a constructive
role to the other side, not only in Poland after the transformation,
but also in the struggle to obtain that transformation.

Fourth, ‘'a nonviolent struggle has to be constructive,” not metely
a display of demonstrations, strikes, or noncooperation and civil dis-
obedience. The way of fighting has to be goal-revealing, a pedagogi-
cal exercise not only for the other side and for third parties, but also
for those struggling, training themselves for life after the struggle.
The goal of Solidarno$¢, indeed, was not a society with eternal strikes
and endless demonstrations, but at times it might have looked like
that to the other side. There are intellectuals who are very good at
practicing today the free word that they want to obtain tomorrow,
with a spate of illegal books and papers all over Poland. But then it
may also be argued that, from the point of view of the authorities on
intellectual writing, a book is one more person taken away from the
street and the concrete struggle, not doing mischief so long as he is
collecting material for his footnotes. But it cannot be said that the
workers were good at practicing what they wanted to obtain—on
however small a scale—knowing how difficult it would have been to
run democratically alternative factories under such circumstances.

Fifth, the politician in Gandhi showed up in his not being naive.
Gandhi expected the other side to hit back, and to hit hard. The vol-
untary suffering of his own: side would then be a means in the strug-
gle, changing the hearts of the opponent. Of course Solidarno$¢ was
not naive in the sense that it did not expect a military coup. But the
preparation for the.coup was a plan for the biggest demonstration in
European history, rallying people together over the telephone the
moment the coup had become an established fact. The authorities
had the vety simple countermeasure of paralyzing the telephone net-
work, by pulling the plug. And Solidarnoé¢ did not have a suffi-
ciently efficient parallel communication system. The result was a very
timid response, partly because of the machinery of violence provided,
not only by. the military but also by the hotrible Polish security police
(to a large extent recruited from orphans with loyalties to nobody but
the state), and partly because Solidarnoé¢ was outmaneuvered. Con-
sequently, on 13 December 1981 the first phase was over. And the
second phase lasted very long before some change took place.
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Conclusion: Solidarnoéé was and is a success in making it evident to
the whole world, not only to the Poles, how illegitimate the present
regime is from the point of view of the population, but not a success
if the criterion is a real transformation of Polish society; and not just
official recognition as a trade union and political party. Of course,
one may object that this would have been impossible given the big
neighbor to the east, the Soviet Union. I am not so absolutely con-
vinced about this. Actually, it may also be argued that the five rules
just mentioned might have made coexistence with the Soviet Union
even under Brezhnev more, not less, easy. But that is certainly a con-
tentious issue, and not one to be explored here.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Three cases, mixed conclusions. The cases certainly show that nonvio-
lence is meaningful, important, and at least partly successful even
under very harsh conditions. And they invite some important specu-
lations. What if the populations had been better prepared? Imagine
that in the Norwegian case not only the middle classes but also the
lower and upper classes had been mobilized in a nonviolent, highly
assertive liberating action—what could they have obtained? Difficult
to say. Possibly more internal democracy and freedom. However, it is
hard to imagine that they would have been able to get rid of the Ger-
man military occupation. It was territorial rather than social, with a
limited contact surface with Norwegian society.

And then the German case. What if not only those married to Jews
but the whole German population had had sufficient empathy and
not only with the Jews but with the victims of nazism in general? One
should not rule out completely the possibility that nazism might have
been stopped at a very early stage if millions had poured into the
streets, gone on general strike, shown their utter contempt for this
hotrendous philosophy and practice.

And what about the Polish case? Imagine that Solidarnoé¢ had
kept contact, that it had stuck to the original goal, that it had given a
role to the other side, that actions had been more constructive, more
goal revealing, and that the whole population had been better pre-
pated for counterattacks. Maybe we would have had a diffetent
Poland today? The answer is, as indicated above, 7zaybe.

In short, as any social scientist would have said from the very
beginning, there are cultural and structural factors affecting the out-

come, even the possibility of launching, a nonviolent action. We
know something about these factors, but not enough. If we knew
more and if the population were better trained and better educated,
one might surmise that better results could have been obtained. It is
not quite obvious, however; in that case the other side, the oppres-
sive, violent side, might also have been better prepared. There is a
dialectic in this relationship not to be overlooked.

But the basic conclusion temains that we are facing a possible revo-
lution in our entire conceptualization of power. And I would like to
add some remarks on this point in a macro-historical perspective.

Think back, for a moment, to feudal Europe, where cultural, eco-
nomic, political, and military power were all in the hands of the
Prince. Then came a process.which so far has lasted about 300 years of
wrestling this power monopoly away from the Prince, toward the peo-
ple. In cultural power we got separation of state and church, or at
least with the church more in the background, and an increasing ten-
dency toward freedom of expression. In the realm of economic power
we got free enterprise and the market system, although remonopoli-
zation came as big capital-—private or state. In the field of political
power we got democracy, although remonopolization took place in
the form of the rule of experts and bureaucrats.

" But what happened to the monopoly on military power? It is still
in the hands of the successor to the Prince, the state, leaving very lit-
tle space for the population, faced with the oppressive potential of
the modern state. Moteover, this also spills over into foreign policy
which by and large has remained the preserve of the state, as it was
also in feudal days.

I think it is in this perspective we have to see the movement for
nonviolence: as one great effort to continue the work of vesting more
power in the people. And since that power is hardly ever given, the
people have to take it theniselves, paving the ground for a new social
contract between leaders and followers, instead of an old social *“con-
tract” we know only too well: a relationship between oppressor and
oppressed. The partially democratized countries of Western Europe
and North America lie somewhete in between.

It is going to be a long struggle. The outcome is uncertain. But
nothing less than this is the historical task of the peace movement in
general, and the nonviolence movement in particular. And in that
perspective there is much to learn from these three cases even though
the outcome has proved to be ambiguous.
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Even the popular opinion that peasants neither supported, nor involved themselves in the uprising,
for example, deserves more careful examination. Although probably not among the "June 4"
students and workers, peasants demonstrated in Beijing at the time, complaining that the party
that "wants our tax money, grain, and unborn children,"” has not come across with cash payments
for goods and services.

An initial and important point in evaluating the uprising is to regard it as part of a
process, both violent and nonviolent, in a century-long effort rightly described by Jonathan
Spence as “the search for modem China" (Spence, 1982, 1990).° Without reviewing all the
cultural elements that influenced the democratic uprising, three conditions seem to me essential
in judging it from a nonviolent perpsective: (1) that the uprising is best seen as one in a series
of efforts--not unique, but certainly special--for fundamental social change, from the late 19th
century to the present; (2) that it effectively addressed cultural power, as well as military,
political, or economic power, to use Johan Galtung’s useful identification of the various forces
that must be addressed in "making peace” (Galtung, 1991); and (3) that it was a truly national
movement, with rather different configurations in major cities and regions beyond the capital city.

Although China has a tradition of student protest, even of organized dissent, it has no
tradition of nonviolence, in the sense that that some imperial cultures and countries do--from
Quakers in Pennsylvania to Adin Ballou, Martin Luther King, and Catholic Workers in the U.S ;
from Toistoy and the Christian anarchists to the recent nonviolent response to the coup in Russia;
from Gandhi and Vinoba Bhave to campaigns for land reform in India. The absence of a tradition
of nonviolence, in the philosophic as opposed to strategic sense, was reflected not only in the
students’ lack of knowledge about concept and praxis--including how to conduct a fast--but also
in the way the government responded to them. That on-going conversation between the state and
nonviolent activists over conscientious objection to military service and war taxes, which began
centuries ago in England and the U.S. seems, at least, to have few paraliels in China.

There, as among some of the warring tribes in Europe, the victor in struggies for power
or with dissenters often simply annihilates the opponent. In an ancient rivalry between Beijing
(northern capital) and Nanjing (southern capital), in severaj dynasties, for example, northem
conquerors leveled the "defeated" city. In the 1920s, Chiang Kai-shek and the Guomindang, after
agreeing to an alliance, murdered the Communists, who retaliated in kind once they came to
power in 1949,

Transitions--even within institutions--or sharing of power between one regime and the
next is seldom orderly in modem Chinese history, from the perspective of most Westerners, at
least. And the compromise that one hoped for (which the students allowéd for and Zhao Ziyang,
the relatively liberal and reformist party secretary, apparently argued for) seems never to have
occurred to Deng Xiaoping and "the Gang of Old," who ordered the repression, and Li Peng, the
premier, who carried it out. In crushing the rebellion, Deng reverted to tactics that he had used
against the Hundred Flowers Campaign in 1957, against those who called for democratic reform
in 1979, and against Hu Yaobang and student demonstrations in 1986-87.

After the latter "democracy" campaign, the party bragged about the wisdom of suppressing
“bourgeois liberalization," a reference to student pro-democracy demonstrations the previous fali--
much as it did later, in “re-writing" (or attempting to rewrite) the history of the 1989 uprising.
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A government publication giving the party line in 1987, for example, said that "facts" showed its
policies toward "bourgeois liberalization" were "correct, in keeping the struggle strictly inside the
Communist Party, of carrying it out mainly in the political and ideological spheres, of directing
the efforts at solving problems of political principle and orientation, of not turning it into a
political movement and not linking the struggle to economic reforms or extending it to involve
the countryside, and of conducting only positive education in enterprises, government offices and
army units" (Bejing Review, June 1987: 4). s

Having escaped harsh criticism by the international community in 1987, Deng X]aoping
perhaps did not expect xt two years later, particularly from countries such as France and
Australia. In 1989, remoﬂrse]ess attempts to re-write the history of the uprising, which began
even before June 4 on television, failed miserably, not only among the international community,
but also among a surprisingly large percentage of the Chinese people. In a representative incident
after June 4, reported by Liu Binyan--a famous journalist, now in exile--a movie audience,
viewing scenes of the Kuomintang police using water cannons against demonstrating students in
the 1930s, shouted ouf, "They were not nearly as bad as the People’s Liberation Army!"

One of the many "victories" of the uprising, in fact, was the united front with which
workers, merchants, journalists, and intellectuals, resisted the extensive efforts at political
propaganda and re-education by the party ever since. Persistent reports about laborers resisting
the government continue, as in the case of Han Dongfang; “an ordinary railroad worker who
never went to college,” he was imprisoned after heading a workers’ federation during the {989
uprising, was infected with tuberculosis, then was released, to risk prison again by encouraging
an independent workers” movement for reform.® After a time in the U.S., lie has returned to Hong
Kong, continuing his efforts, while awaiting the change of administration there.

Deng’s reasons for putting down the uprising (though not for murdering participants) are
understandable, if not convincing. Terrible chaos, if even a small percentage of the population
decided to rebel, is likely, perhaps inevitable in China. (0% of the population means
120,000,000 people or half the population of the U.S.) In addition, harsh measures for punishing
wrong-doers is generally tolerated by the populace. Public executions occur still in some areas;
and Amnesty International is still not allowed to investigate prison conditions throughout the
country.

Having said this, I must also add that not a single Chinese I spoke with in Shanghai,
Nanjing, and Harbin before and after June 4--or subsequently--expected the govarnment to
murder the demonstrators; the people I interviewed included Chinese citizens who were
sympathetic to the party until 1985, if increasingly cynical about its policies after 1987.

When they joined the movement, students, faculty, and party members who signed wall
posters or gave speeches on campuses and in the cities understood, nonetheless, that they would
probably be disciplined in some way for the protests. Political retaliation by the party has been
common during political shifts since 1949 and indeed throughout China’s history. Yet the

_ intensity and immediacy of the repression shocked everyone. I will long remember, for example,

the deep depression that overcame one of my closest friends--a congenital optimist--the morning
after Li Peng’s speech on May 21, which called for “resolute and powerful measures to curb
turmoil.” Although he continued to support the movement openly, he anticipated something
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approaching the "powerful measures” launched on the early morning of June 4, "to put an end
to such chaos," as Li Peng put it.* Similarly, the only time I have seen a Chinese man cry in
public was the morning of June 4, as an American literature scholar from a major university in
Shanghai, tears running down his cheeks, told me about his worries for his son in Beijing and
for his country.

In the meantime, students throughout the country had initiated a remarkably effective
challenge to the government and, by mid-May, had elicited an incredible response from thousands
of potentially unsympathetic by-standers. Arriving in Shanghai on May 16, the same day as
Gorbachev--the first Soviet head of state to meet with a Chinese head of state in thirty years--I
was stunned to find so many townspeople among the students participating in and otherwise
supporting the demonstrators throughout the city. Some merchants and particularly workers, as
I observed teaching in China in 1984-5 and again in {987, can be rather contemptuous of the
“elite," that is the 1-2% of the population educated beyond high school.

" Surely, I thought, observing or joining the crowds in Shanghai and Nanjing in late May,
something very unusual has occurred: student organizers have succeeded in getting merchants and
workers not only to sympathize with their protest, but actually to join them. How did that
happen? In answering that guestion, I shall focus on events in regions of the country outside
Beijing, especially capitals of two provinces that are among the richest in agriculture and
industry: Nanjing, Jiangsu province, on the Yangtze River, 200 miles west of Shanghai; and
Harbin, Heilongjiang province, 700 hundred miles northeast of Beijing.

The day after my arrival in China, 100,000 protesters poured into Nanjing’s Gu Lou
Square (China’s Times Square or at least its Chicago Loop), and taxi cab drivers, including the
driver I had counted on to take me from the railroad station to my residence, formed a protective
cordon between the demonstrators and the city traffic. More surprisingly, people standing on the
sidewalks in that city of 3.5 million applauded students who walked daily from the gates of the
many colleges and universities to Gu Lou, for rallies and speeches; and side-walk cafe owners
gave food and drink to the students, who eventually initiated a hunger strike, similar to the earlier
one in Beijing. In communicating their message--criticizing corruption, nepotism, and political
censorship, the students devised a variety of methods, some traditional, some new. The
traditional ones were the handsomely-lettered signs identifying the universities and organizations;
other signs repeated statements used in the historic May 4, 1919, movement, which provoked a
renaissance in literaturc, and led to the birth of the Communist party. The fact that the seventieth
anniversary of that event fell during the 1989 campaign obviously gave resonance to the students’
nationalistic slogans. This time, as in 1919, responding to the Versailles treaty, students
throughout the country called government officials to judgment, while pledging themselves to
nonviolence.

Similarly, wall posters, which had been used so effectively in the 1979 “"Democracy Wall"
movemerit, covered the bulletin boards at the university gates, many signed by faculty, with
names added day by day. As Dru Gladney has said, the symbols employed by the students
“called upon the revolutionary history of China from the May 4 movement of 1919 to the Cultural
Reovolution, by drawing upon texts that were immediately obvious to their audience" (Gladney,
1992: 99).7 While some used quotations from Martin Luther King ("I have a dream" and "We
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shall overcome"), Lord Acton (“Power corrupts; absolute power corrupts absolutely"), or Henry
David Thoreau (pleas for civil disobedience), most of them relied--wisely--on Chinese writers,
including Chairman Mao, but particularly those associated with resistance to injustice, such as
Lu Xun (1881-1936), the country’s most famous short story writer, as well as a poet and essayist
and Bei Dao (b. 1950). The students’ nationalism was reflected as well, according to Andrew J.
Nathan, in staternents emphasizing the value of the state above their own lives: a tradition that
goes back to Qu Yuan, “who had lived in the fourth century B.C., and who comitted suicide to
show his loyalty to the ruler who failed to heed his advice.” That precedent may have influenced
their choice of tactics, also, more than "the examples of Mahatma Gandhi, Mastin Luther King,
or Corazon Aquino, so often mentioned in the Western media.”

Bei Dao, a well-known contemporary author living in exile in England, was represented
by guotations from his poem "The Answer” or "The Response.” In that verse, a rebel speaks
defiantly, in a final gesture of independence, before the court:

Before sentencing, [ will speak my piece,
announcing to the world, 1 accuse!

Although you trod a thousand resisters under foot,
1 shall be the one thousand and first . . .

And if a continent is to rise up

Let humanity choose a new path.

Glintering stars, like a good omen, decorate the sky,
resembling 5000-year old Chinese characters,

And the gazing eyes of the young.

The argument and tone of the poem, characteristically Chinese, echo important cultural themes,
particularly the confidence of a people who regard themselves as the center of the world
(Guongguo--"the middle kingdom") and the highly romantic impulse at the heart of their
"democracy" cry.

Each moming, wakened by the romantic strains of the "Internationale" over the campus
loud speaker, I could not help wishing that students would choose the more pragmatic approach
of the American colonists, with their slogan, "No taxation without representation, " rather than the
more abstract, emotionally charged slogan of the French revolutionists, “Liberty, Equality, and
Fraternity."

’ In a similar way, the powerful symbolism of the "goddess of democracy” in Tiananmen
i Square may have antagonized those whom the students were trying to get to identify with them
and to win over to their position. Although it obviously evoked strong sentiment from students,
who posed for pictures in front of the statue, and from an international television audience, the
"goddess," with its obvious similarities to the State of Liberty, may have further distanced the
students from their elders and dissipated the nationalistic spirit that informed their movement.
As a nonviolent strategy, in other words, choosing the "goddess of democracy” as a key image
may have been counter-productive in the long run. One wonders what might have happened if
the artists had sculpted instead a statue of Lu Xun, a hero to party as well as to non-party
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members, though apparently "too much deified by the paity,” according to one young scholar, to
serve as an appropriate symbol for students. Lu Xun’s witty, yet powerful aphorisms on social
justice are nonetheless part of the iconography of the country’s agonizing accommodation to the
20th century; and officials might think twice about ordering bull-dozers in to crush a statue of
him, as they did with the goddess of democracy, no matter the "rebellious” uses employed in
remembering Lu Xun's legacy. As the weeks went by, foreign observers and some Chinese
criticized the demonstrators for not being specific about their goals and strategies--and with good
reason. At that timic and since, nonetheless, it is important to emphasize how much and how
quickly the students Jearned about conducting a nonviolent campaign during the "China Spring"
and over the previous ten years. One must wonder, also, how many of their critics have been as
faithful or as effective, in addressing basic political issues and campaigning for justice in less
threatening circumstances; and are we still expecting young people, rather than experienced,
sophisticated people like ourselves, to provide the leadership for social change?

My point here is that, within a certain sphere of influence, young students were
remarkably effective in moving their fellow citizens to resistance and along the rocky, sometimes
circular path to freedom of the press and democratic reform. In thinking about similar struggles
in the West, one must remember how long and muiti-faceted that journey has been in the
Western imperial democracies, from John Milton’s essays to the publication of the Pentagon
Papers. Chinese students chose nonviolence for practical reasons, as they said, in order to deal
effectively with political and economic contradictions in Chinese society. Although they often
moved from point to point without a carefully outlined plan for "victory,” they acheived,
consciously or unconsciously, more than anyone might have expected. Along the way, they gave
new meaning and significance to old symbois, in language and image, and set a new standard
for judging the government and upholding the common good.

Some of this was accomplished by liberating the press, that is, by drawing journalists,
writers, and television personalities into the movement who had been cautiously, if
understandably, silent before. "The media enjoyed a short, limited freedom of speech,” as one
teacher said, "which was unprecedented, encouraging.” The footage and newspaper accounts are
replete with pictures of staff members from China Daily, the principal English-speaking
newspaper, and People’s Daily, the party organ, marching under banners proclaiming their
support. Journalists in Nanjing and other provincial capitals were similarly active and partisan.
Television commentators openly supported the movement, in daily newscasts in late May.

After June 4, when televions announcers had to read offical bulletins that pointedly
conflicted with previous reports, they indicated their displeasure through their expression or tone
of voice. Not surprisingly, they soon disappeared from view, to be replaced by printed
announcements, as the repression accelerated.

One reason for the response of professional journalists was the students’ sophistication
in communicating their message and in maintaining contact with their conternporaries throughout
the country. Students at national universities--including the teachers colleges, in Beijing, Nanjing,
Shanghai, and elsewhere--form, after all, a kind of network; many come from similar
backgrounds or graduate from the same college-preparatory high schools. Students with
contemporaries at universities in Beijing were in constant communication by phone; by late May,
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on several university campuses, loud-speakers provided daily bulletins from Tiananmen Square,
and broadcast news from the BBC and recordings of movement speakers, to which cheering
crowds responded. Similar contacts were maintained with supporters in Hong Kong and beyond,
by FAX machine. Some observers said that army troops sent into Beijing relied on these reports,
which may have accounted for their reluctance to obey orders to shoot or to arrest their
contemporaries occupying Tiananmen Square.

Even more surprising, for anyone familiar with Chinese society, was the students’ success
in winping support from workers, something that cannot be stressed enough in evaluating the
campaign. Dismissing the uprisinig as "elitist," in fact, had led many to ignore the full political
and cultural implications of this development, as I suggested earlier.

University students in China are an elite, to be sure, and the behavior of some of student
leader, since their coming to the U.S., betray their impulse to ignore what a populist might regard
as basic democratic values. A students’ elite status, however, is an advantage as wel} as a
disadvantage, and many made full use of the first and overcame the second. As creatures of
advantage, they seized the opportunity to convince others of their seriousness by their very
presence, their sacrifices during the hunger strike, and their standing up to the army. "In
traditional Chinese hierarchy, it is the body of the scholar-official who, under the Emperor, ranks
the highest in value. By extension, students occupy a special place of value" (Gladney, 1992).
In risking themselves, out of a sense of patriotism, they eventually won workers, merchants, and
others, to the campaign. No wonder that unexpected allies took similar, often even greater risks.
In the end, workers were the principal victims in the massacre in Beijing and later through
execution and imprisonment.

The attitude and deportment of students in Najing and Harbin that I witnessed were
anything but elitist. In Nanjing, for example, students remained persistent and disiplined in
communicating their message to the broader populace, fanning out through the city to explain
themselves and going daily into factories with leafiets about their campaign. As in Beijing, "they
cast themselves not as dissidents but as loyal followers, appealing to the authorities to live up
to the values they themselves had articulated" (Nathan, 1990). The appearance of banners by
various workers’ organizations and unions, a turning point in the events at Gu Lou Square, was
cheered by faculty and students directly involved in the movement. Following Li Peng’s speech
on May 21, condemning the students, the posters and signs, with growing militancy, openly
satirized and attacked him, and a leading party member and various workers spoke to a large
public audience in support of the students.

In Harbin, stmilarly, where I attended an international conference of scholars and
transtators before, during, and after June 4, the student-led campaign was equally effective, with
an extensive network of cooperation among local campuses and through on-going communication
with others in Beijing. When three students from the Harbin technical university died at
Tiananmen Square, students and local citizens poured out into the streets in mourning, many
carrying memorial wreaths in the demonstrations. Later, students set up cordons throughout the
city, when it appeared that the army might move in from the outskirts. Having to make our way
through the cordons on our way to the train on June 6, I was again impressed by the skill and
persistent dedication to nonviolence among student leaders.
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During the 1500-mile train-tide from Harbin south to Nanjing, university students on their
way home continued their effort to acquaint everybody with reach with their movement, all along
the way. Many who joined the train after the stop at Tianjin/Beijing moved through the
passenger train with tape recording of speeches at Tiananmen Square and personal steries about
their own involvement. Later, when our express train halted in Jinan for twelve hours, because
of violence further down the line, my colleagues and I jumped to a local, a real “slow train
through Arkansas,” where more students talked animatedly with peasants and others selling
produce on the train and at station stops along the route.

By the time we reached Nanjing, arriving on the north side of the Yangtze River, the
provincipal government, with encouragement from university officials, had already developed a
number of strategies to avert violence. It apparently kept the People’s Liberation Army at bay.
Although rumors abounded that military divisions were in revolt or would take over the major
cities, Nanjing remained relatively quiet--I saw only one small truck of soldiers along the main
thoroughfare, for example. And the universities and colleges moved quickly to dismiss the
students, to keep them from being rounded up, once the party moved to crush the uprising.
Faculty and administrators sent buses out to retrieve studenis on "a long march" underway from
Nanjing to Beijing, for example. Nonviolent resistance to the national government, nonetheless,
did not ende# with the massacre in Beijing or; about the same time, in Chengdu.

Another major achievement of the movement became apparent later in the summer, in
fact, as the party attempted to pursue its repressive policy of rounding up demonstrators and
punishing others who merely supported them. Hundreds of workers were executed and many
students were imprisoned, of course. And since the uprising, first year students at major
universities have had to endure a month to a year of military training. But passive resistance to
or noncooperation with the government’s repressive measures during and after the uprising
contrasted dramatically with public response to similar measures since 1949, when neighbors
informed on neighbors and families members were divided against one another.

A common response to inquiries in factories or organizations about activists during the
days of "reflection” following June 4 was that "no one here was involved," as if the huge crowds
had simply disappeared from the face of the earth. Asked to report "rebels" to the police, people
phoned in reports on themselves or listed hundreds of others, from ordinary workers to cadres,
thereby blocking phone calls from "real” informers. A good deal of black humor went around;
some people, for example, made fun of the incident by saying how "nice" the government in not
using jet-fighters against the students. Also, important leaders of the uprising, including Chai
Ling, the skilled, rather romantic “Commander-in-Chief of Tiananmen Square,” and her husband,
managed to escape the country with support from party members or state employees.

But what about the consequences of the uprising over the past four years? What are the
signs of success or failure? In the U.S., perhaps too much attention has been focused on the
splintering, dissident groups and their leaders in exile. Not surprisingly, as with other young
people (actors or rock stars) suddenly thrust into an international lime-light, student leaders often

fail to live up to the high expectations that they themselves or others place upon them. And
perhaps too much of the popular commentary has focused upon on self-defined leaders in
Tiananmen Square, rather than on a community-at-work throughout the country. As in past
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history, attempts to conduct a campaign of resistance outside the country is fraught with
difficulty, though some historians point to the positive example of Sun Yat-sen and the earlier
democratic revolution.

From the perspective of nonviolence, the more important questions have to do with on-
going plans and strategies and the ability of the movement to build on what the 1989 uprising
accomplished inside China. Information on resistance there remains rather scant, however,
because of the political risks involved in giving testimonys; it is also difficult to evaluate, given
the dramatic changes taking place in China at this time--the rapid economic growth and recent
power struggies within the party. The absence of any viable, "lawful" alternative to the dominant
party makes political organization difficult and dramatic changes or reforms unlikely, at least
until the death of Deng Xiaoping. After that, various economic factors may keep China on the
road to reform, although basic "democratic” initiatives will probably have to arise from the grass
roots.

Materially, life for many Chinese is better since 1979, with increasing access to
commodities and comforts that citizens of industrial nations take for granted. Meanwhile, changes
associated with private enterprise--as opposed to state-directed programs--accelerate. The party
espouses “Chinese leaming as the essence, Western learning for utility” (zhong xue wei ti, xi xue
wei yong), by which it means "“no political or social change, to accompany the economic
change." Whether party leaders believe it or not, they continue to assert that the political
consequences of a free market in China will be different from those of a free market in other
countries.® No other “free market" nation, however, has escaped the cultural fall out of
capitalism, has it? Is doing capjtalism “the Chinese way" likely to produce radically different
resuits? Following the pattern of the imperial West, for example, China continues to finance
“peacetime” projects at home by increasing weapons sales abroad; and reports of greater
corruption in government, as well as a return to gambling, prostitution, and drugs increase.

As for citizens of other industrial, imperial nations on this fragile planet, life in urban
China is increasingly hectic, even threatening, for many who earlier lived in relative security.
At the same time, interest in the philosophy and strategies of nonviolence has increased, also,
as peace researchers explore the history of previous dissent and think about the future. And
further “experiments with truth" may offer the principal hope for defending themselves against
and building alternatives to "globalization from above."
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Notes

1. In referring to the events of Spring 1989 as a "democratic uprising," rather than the
“pro-democracy movement” (or the Chinese designation "6/4"), I am aware of the inadequacy of
both designations. Some of the leaders and participants obvicusly behaved mor~ like Ming
dynasty emperors than Jeffersonian democrats. The primary impulse of the campaign was,
nonetheless, toward an extension of the franchise and against goverment corruption, nepotism,
and censorship; it butlt on earlier resistance o top-down management and advocated
participation and accountability.

2. Although the uprising obviously began at Tiananmen Square, it quickly spread
throughout the country, as a direct result of student ingenuity in communicating their message,
but even years later, popular histories of the uprising, including the informative film
documentary, Thé Gate of Heavenly Peace by Richard Gordon and Carma Hinton (1396), give
the impression that the movement was limited to Beijing; in actuality, it informed--one might say
“shook"--the whote country. A selected bibliography would include the following useful books.
Andrew J. Nathan (1986; 1990) provides political background. See also Hicks (1990). An on-
going record of information has been provided by Ruth Cremerius, Doris Fischer, and Peter
Schier, (1991). Henry Rosemont, Jr. (1990) gives an excellent brief account and evaluation of
Tiananmen Square;.see also, Four (1989) and these review/essays by journalists and scholars, in
the New York Review of Books: Orville Schell (June 29, 1989); Fang Lizhi, Simon Leys, Roderick
MacFarqubar (July 20, 1989); John K. Fairbanks (September 28, 1989), Merle Goldman
(November 9, 1989); Jonathan Mirsky, “The Empire Strikes Back™ (February 1, 1990). Relevant
documents appear in Cries for Democracy: Writings and Speeches from the 1989 Chinese
Democracy Movement (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990).

3. General accounts of changing economic conditions appear in Orville Schell (1989), and
Butterfield (1990), which adds a chapter on the uprising, to his 1982 edition.

4. Jonathan D. Spence (1990), as well as his invaluable cultural history (1982).

5. Liu Binyan’s "Conclusion” (1989), gives many examples of on-going resistance to
government policy. Nicholas D. Kristof (1992), tells the story of Han Dongfang.

6. See "Appendix 2: Chronology (April 15-July 15, 1989," in Cheng (1990: 20i-08).

7. Professor Gladney argued also that The Yellow River Elegy, a popular film that is
critical of the establishment and widely circulated the previous summer and fall, prepared the way
for the 1989 uprising. Although communist hard-liners had tried to suppress the film, Zhao
Ziyang ordered it aired a second time, according to Harrison Salisbury; it ends with a statement
that "The characteristics of democracy should be transparency, popular will, and scientism."

8. China Reconstructs, May 1987 (p. 5), a government publication, put it this way: "The
great majority of Chinese support this position--to carry on, but critically, our own historical
tradition, while fully responding to the spirit of the times, and to accept good things from the rest
of the world to enhance and enliven, but not replace, our own culture.”
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involve both violent and nonviolent action, it is nevertheless necessary to
make conceptual distinctions between different types of resistance in order
to more clearly understand the role of strategy and tactics in the dynamics
of contention.

V/hat is nonviolent action? As the name implies, nonviolent action is
nonviolent—it does not involve physical violence or the threat of physi-
cal violence against human beings—and it is active—it involves activity
in the collective pursuit of social or political objectives. More specifically,
nonviolent action involves an active process of bringing political, economic,
social, emotional, or moral pressure to bear in the wielding of power in
contentious interactions between collective actors (McCarthy 1990, 1997;
Sharp 1973, 1990, 1999). Nonviolent action is noninstitutional, that is, it
operates outside the bounds of institutionalized political channels, and it is
indeterminate, that is, the procedures for determining the outcome of the
conflict are not specified in advance (Bond 1994). Nonviolent action oc-
curs through (1) acts of omission, whereby people refuse to perferm acts
expected by norms, custom, law, or decree; (2) acts of commission, whereby
people petform acts that they do not usually perform, are not expected by
norms or customs to perform, or are forbidden by law, regulation, or de-
cree to perform; or (3) a combination of acts of omission and commission
(Sharp 1973). Racher than being viewed as half of a rigid violent-nonviolent
dichotomy, nonviolent action may be better understood as a set of methods
with special features that are different from those of both violent resistance
and institutional politics (McCarthy 1990).

Misconceptions about Nonviolent Action

The social scientific analysis of nonviolent action has been inhibited by the
numerous misconceptions that people have about what nonviolent action
is, how it works, when it is used, and by whom it is implemented.” A major
factor contributing to these misconceptions is that the history of nonviolent
action has been marginalized or misinterpreted, while the history of violence
has been c}nphasized, if not glorified. Although there is abundant historical
material on violent struggles, there is far less material on nonviolent strug-
gles (see Burrowes 1996; Sharp 1973; Wink 1992, chapter 13). Nineteen of
the most common misconceptions are discussed below.?

1. Nonviolent action is not inaction (although it may involve the refusal
to carry out an action that is expected, that is, an act of omission), it is not
submissiveness, it is not the avoidance of conflict, and it is not passive resis-
tance. In fact, nonviolent action is a direct means for prosecuting conflicts
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with opponents and is an explicit rejection of inactian, submission, and pas-
sivity (Sharp 1973).

The term passive resistance is a misnomer when used to describe non-
violent action. There is nothing passive or evasive about nonviolent resistance,
as it is an active and overt means for prosecuting conflicts with opponents.
Although Mohandas Gandhi at fisst used the term passive resistance, he sub-
sequently rejected the term due to its inaccurate connotations. Similarly,
Martin Luther King Jr. rejected the term passive resistance and used words
such as aggressive, militant, confrontational, and coercive to describe his cam-

paigns of nonviolent action. Likewise, social scientists would benefit from

abandoning the term passive resistance and using the more accurate and
precise term nonwiolent action. This is not a mere semantic distinceion, but
rather is crucial to the understanding of nonviolent resistance,

2. Not everything that is not violent is considered nonviolent action.
Nonviolent action refers to specific actions that involve risk and invoke non-
violent pressure or nonviolent coercion in contentious interactions between
opposing groups.

3. Nonviolent action is not limited to state-sanctioned political ac-
tivities. Nenviolent action may be legal or illegal. Civil disobedience, that is,
the open and deliberate violation of the law for a collective social or political
putpose, is a fundamental type of nonviolent action.

4. Nonviolent action is not composed of regular or institutionalized
techniques of political action such as litigation, letter writing, lebbying, vot-
ing, or the passage of laws.? Although institutional methods of political ac-
tion often accompany nonviolent scruggles, nonviolent action occurs outside
the bounds of institutional politics. Contrary to what is the case for those
engaging in regular and institutionalized political activity, there is always an
element of risk involved for those implementing nonviolent action, since it
presents a direct challenge to authorities. Thus nonviolent action is contexe-
specific. Displaying anti-regime posters in democracies would be considered
a low-risk and regular form of political action, whereas the same activity in
nondemocracies would be considered irregular, would involve a substantial
amount of risk, and would therefore be considered a method of nonviolent
action. Similarly, strikes that occur within the bounds of institutionalized
labar relations in democracies would not be considered nonviolent action,
since they are not noninstitutional or indeterminate. However, a wildcat
strike in a democracy and most strikes in nondemocracies would be in-
stances of nonviolent action given their noninstitutionalized, indeterminate,
and high-risk features.

5. Nonviolent action is not a form of negotiation or compromise.

N




b

Negotiation and compromise may or may not accompany conflicts pros-
ecuted through nonviolent action, just as they may or may not accompany
conflicts prosecuted through violent action. In other words, nonviolent ac-
tion is a means for prosecuting a conflict and should be distinguished from
means of conflict resolution (Ackerman and Kruegler 1994, 5).

6. Norviolent action does not depend on moral authority, the “mobi-
lization of shame,” or the conversion of the views of the opponent in order
to promote political change. While conversion of the opponent’s views
sometimes occurs, more often than not nonviolent action promotes political
change through nonviolent coercion, that is, it forces the opponent to make
changes by undermining the opponent’s power.!® Of course moral pressure
may be mobilized, but in the absence of political and economic pressure it is
unlikely to produce change.

7. Those who implement nonviolent action do not assume that the state
will not react with violence. Violence is to be expected from governments, es-
pecially nondemocratic governments. The violent reaction of governments is
not an indication of the failure of nonviolent action. In fact, governments
respond with violence precisely because nonviolent action presents a serious
threat to their power. To dismiss the use of nonviolent action because people
are killed is no more logical than dismissing armed resistance for the same
reasons (Zunes 1999a, 130). Nonviolent struggle does not mean the absence
of violence.

8. Thar said, suffering is not an essential part of nonviolent resistance.
The view that suffering is central to nonviolent resistance is based on the
misguided assumption that nonviolent action is passive resistance and that
nonviolent action is intended to produce change through the conversion of
the oppressor’s views (Martin 1997). While those implementing challenges
that incorporate nonviolent action should expect a violent response by the
government, they should also prepare to mute the impact of the oppo-
nent’s violence, That is, they should, in the words of Peter Ackerman and
Christopher Kruegler, “get out of harm's way, take the sting out of the agents
of violence, disable the weapons, prepare people for the worst effects of vio-
lence, and reduce the strategic importance of what may be lost to violence”
(Ackerman and Kruegler 1994, 38 ). Nonviolent resistance is much more
sophisticated than the widespread (mis)conception that it is characterized by
activists meekly accepting physical attacks by the agents of their oppressors
in the hope that their suffering will convert the opponents or make publics
sympathetic to their cause.

9. Nonviolent action is not a method of contention that is used only
asa last resort, when the means of violence are unavailable. Although non-
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violent action may be used when no weapons are available, it may also be
used instead of violent methods.

10. Nonviolent action is not a method of the “middle class” or a “bour-
geois” approach to political contention. Nenviolent action can be and has
been implemented by groups from any and all classes and castes, from slaves
to members of the upper class (McCarthy and Kruegler 1993). For obvious
reasons, though, it is used by the less powerfis, that is, those without regular
access to power holders, more frequently than by the powerful.

11. The use of nonviolent action is not limited to the pursuit of “mod
erate” or “reformist” goals. It may also be implemented in the pursuit of
“radical” goals. Anders Corr, for example, has documented the extensive use
of nonviolent action in land and housing struggles across the developed and
underdeveloped worlds (Corr 1999). Challenges to private property relations
can hardly be considered reformist, moderate, or bourgeois. Similarly, the
feminist movement has radically challenged patriarchal gender relations—
almost entitely through methods that do not involve violence. Challenges
can be militant, radical, 2nd nonviolent,

12. While nonviolent action by its very nature requires patience, it is
not inherently slow in producing political change compared to violent ac-
tion (Shepard 2002). Armed insurgencies that served as models for a gen-
eration of revolutionaries took decades to succeed: the communists in China
were engaged in armed corabat for over twenty years before they assumed
power in 1949, and the Vietnamese were engaged in armed combat against
French, Japanese, and American imperialists for over three decades before
they achieved national liberation. Similarly, numerous campaigns of terror,
such as those waged by the Euskadi Ta Akatasuna (ETA, Basque Homeland
and Freedom) in Spain, the Irish Republican Army (IRA) in Northern
Ireland, and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (I'TTE) in Sri Lanka
have operated for decades without meeting their objectives.!! By contrast,
leaders of the nonviolent Solidarity movement in Poland took office about
a decade after its emergence, and it took a mere thirty months following the
assassination of Benigno Aquino in August 1983 for the “people power”
movement in the Philippines to topple Ferdinand Marcos—something
the Filipino communists had been trying to do through armed methods
since 1969.

13. The occurrence of nonviolent action is not structurally determined.
While there are empirical relationships in geographically and temporally
bound places and time periods between the political context and the use of a
given strategy for responding to grievances,!2 the methods used to challenge
unjust or oppressive political relations are not determined by the political

of
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context. Processes of learning, diffusion, and social change may result in the
implementation of nonviolent action in contexts or situations historically
characterized by violent contention. Conflicts involving land, separatism, or
autonomy, for example, are generally assumed to be—and have historically
been—violent. However, nonviolent strategies are increasingly being used
in such conflicts. Certainly the context of the conflict and the issues at stake
influence the strategies of resistance, but not in a deterministic manner.

14. The effectiveness of nonviolent action is not a function of cthe ide-
ology of the oppressors. It is often claimed that nonvioleat action can suc-
ceed only in democracies or only when it is used against “benign” or “univer-
salist” oppressors. The beliefs of the ofpressors may influence the dynamics
of contention, but they are not the sole determinants of the outcomes of
struggles prosecuted through methods of nonviolent action.

15. Similarly, the effectiveness of nonviolent action is not a function of
the repressiveness of the oppressors. In fact, campaigns of nonviolent action
have been effective in brutally repressive contexts, and ineffective in open
democratic polities. Repression, of course, constrains the ability of challeng-
efs to organize, communicate, mobilize, and engage in collective action, and
magnifies the risk of participation in collective action. Nevertheless, repres-
sion is only one of many factors that influence the trajectories of struggles
relying on nonviolent action. It is not the sole determinant of their trajecto-
ries or outcomes.

16. The mass mobilization of people into campaigns of nonviolent
action in nondemocracies does not depend on coercion, While some cam-
paigns of nonviolent action in nondemocracies have involved coercion to
promote mass mobilization, coercion is not a necessary feature of mass
mobilization in nondemocracies. Coercion is not inherent to campaigns
of noncooperation, but rather is something that varies, depending on con-
textual factors such as the consensus within the community, the extent to
which there is knowledge about the campaign throughout the community,
and the, type of noncooperation implemented. With regard to consumer

boycotts in South Africa, for example, when the political loyaities of a com- .

munity were sharply divided or when the campaigns were not adequately
publicized, coercion was more likely te be used to enforce the consumer
boycorts. However, when chere was solidarity within the community and
people were well aware that a consumer boycott was to be implemented and
how long it was supposed to last, coercion was less likely to occur. Moreover,
the use of coercion to promote participation in mass campaigns in South
Africa varied across the types of noncooperation that were implemented.
Although consumer boycotts sometimes involved coercion in order to pro-
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mote mass mobilization, mass participation in rent boycotts were less likely
to involve coercive mobilization (Seekings 2000, 179).

17. Participation in campaigns of nonviolent action does not require
that activists hold any sort of ideological, religious, or metaphysical beliefs.
Contrary to popular and scholarly assumptions, those who engage in non-
violent action are rarely pacifists. Those who engage in nonviolent action
hold a variety of different beliefs, one of which may be pacifism, but paci-
fism is not prevalent among those engaged in nonviolent action. As George
Lakey notes, “Most pacifists do not practice nonviolent resistance, and
most people who do practice nonviolent resistanceare not pacifists” (Lakey
1973, 57).

18. Similarly, those who implement nonviolent action do not have
to be aware that they are implementing a particular class of methods. An
American theologian, Walter Wink, interviewed participants in the anti-
apartheid movement in South Africa in 1986. He writes, “What we found
most surprising is that a great many of the people simply do not know how
to name their actual experiences with nonviolence” (Wink 1987, 4). When
asked about methods of nonviolent action, a common response was ““We
tried that [nonviolent action] for fifty years and it didn't work. Sharpeville
in 1960 proved to us that violence is the only way left” (Wink 1987, 4). Yet

-when Wink pressed them to identify the methods that were most effective in

challenging the state over the past two years,

they produced a remarkably long list of nonviolent actions: labar strikes,
slow-downs, sit-downs, stoppages, and stay-aways; bus boycotts, consumer
boycotrs, and school boycotts; funeral demonstrations; noncooperation
with government appointed functionaries; non-payment of rent; violation
of governmeat bans on peaceful meetings; defiance of segregation orders
on beaches and restaurants, theaters, and hotels; and the shunning of black
police and soldicrs. This amounts to what is probably the largest grassroots
eruption of diverse nonviolent strategies in a single struggle in human his-
tory! Yet these students, and many others we interviewed, both black and
white, failed to identify these tactics as nonviolent and even bridled at the
word. (Wink 1987, 4)

The point is that those who implement methods of nonviolent action
may not recognize them as “methods of nonviolent action,” and they cer-
tainly do not have to adhere to a theory of nonviolence or a moral code to
successfully implement them. Furthermore, whether or not “noaviolence”
is identified by name as a method of struggle by activists, social scientists
should be able to operationalize nonviolentaction and differentiate between
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nonviolent and violent action. Certainly sacial scientists should be capable
of distinguishing between violent rhetoric and nonviolent action.

19. Campaigns of nonviolent action do not need a charismatic leader
in order to succeed. Popular conceptions of nonviolent action often invoke
images of Mohandas Gandhi or Martin Luther King Jr. inspiring mass
campaigns of nonviolent struggle. Yet in many successful campaigns of non-
violent action the leader or leaders lacked charismatic attributes, and some

struggles have even lacked identifiable leaders (Sharp 1999, 576).

Different Standards

Related to the misconceptions aboug nonviolent action are the different log-
ics used to compare the effectiveness of violent and nonviolent action and
the extreme standards that are often invoked to judge the effectiveness of
nonviolent action. Take, for example, the failure of the United States gov-
ernment to impose its will on Vietnam through the use of violence during
the Vietnam War. The milicary defeat of the United States did not lead to a
fundamental questioning of the efficacy of the strategy of military violence.
That is, people did not conclude that military violence as a strategy was
fundamentally flawed. Instead, characteristics of that particular military
campaign were identified to explain its failure, such as that the military
did not have clear goals, it was unprepared for asymmetric battles, it failed
to identify the Vietnamese center of gravity, the war was losing support at
home, and so on. Perhaps mote to the point, a single failed guerrilla insut-
gency is not taken as “proof” that engaging in armed guerrilla struggles is a
futile strategy for promoting political change.

On the other hand, when a particular campaign of nonviolent action
fails to produce change, rather than identifying the characteristics of that
particular campaign that contributed to its failure, the entire strategy of
nonviolent action is often questioned. A logic that assumes that a particular
failed occurrence of nonviolent struggle proves its furility as a strategy (a
logic not applied to violent struggles) is fundamentally Rawed.

Along these lines, some tend to dismiss the power of nonviolent ac-
tion by invoking some extreme case to “prove”-its futility. For example,
critics maintain that campaigns of nonviolent action undertaken by Jews
in Nazi Germany would not have succeeded. This may be correct, but it is

also unlikely that violent resistance by Jews would have succeeded in Nazi

Germany. Or, for example, critics of nonviolent action maintain that it
would not have worked against Stalin in the Soviet Union. This, too, may
be correct. Nevertheless, these are extreme cases, and in reality most con-
texts are not so extreme. Using extreme cases to dismiss an entire strategy
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of resistance is illogical. Let me emphasize that I do not raise these issues to
idealize nonviolent action; instead I raise them so that we can more clearly
understand the limits and potential of nonviolent action.

Responding to Grievances

Nonviolent action is one of many possible responses to situations of oppres-
sion or injustice. Figure 1 identifies a number of hypothetical responses to
such situations. These responses are differentiated for conceptual purposes
t0 facilitate clearer insights into the dynamics of political contention. We
need to keep in mind that struggles do not fit into neat categories and often
transgress categories.

Before action can be taken to transform an oppressive or unjust situation,
people must recognize, name, and construe the situation as unacceptable

Situation of political oppression
and injustice

Nontecognition Recognition
Acceptance Nonacceptance
; Everyday forms -
Fxit oyd 2 Political action
of resistance

Institational Noninstitutionat

action action

AN

Nonviolent
action

Violent action

Figure 1. Possible responses o political oppression and injustice.
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through cultural processes, and they must overcome obstacles such as fear,
ideological hegemony, apathy, fatalism, and grudging acceprance. This
typically involves processes of identity formation, solidarity, consciousness
raising, and the construction of counterhegemonic cultural frames.! Once
the oppressive or unjust situation is recognized and viewed as unacceptable,
it may be acted upon in a variety of ways. One response is for members of
the aggrieved group to exit the situation. Situations of oppression, injustice,
political exclusion, and economic exploitation have fueled emigration from
less-developed countries 1o more-developed ones, where polities are often
more inclusive and economic exploitation is often more tolerable. After
the Second World War notable exits occurred in Europe across the “iron
curtain.” Each year during the 1950s and into the 1960s, hundreds of thou-
sands of East Germans left their country to settle in the West, leading to the
construction of the Berlin Wall by the East German government in 1961 to
stop the flow of emigration from East Berlin to West Berlin. This effectively
eliminated the exit response until 1989, when the official emigration policy
in East Germany was relaxed. In addition to emigration encouraged by the
official relaxation of policies, illegal emigration increased in 1989 as well.
The West German diplomatic missions in East Berlin, Prague, Budapest,
and Warsaw were closed after being inundated with thousands of East
German citizens attempting to exit their country. East German exits intensi-
fied during the summer of 1989, when Hungary began dismantling the iron
curtain by opening its border with Austria. Subsequently, thousands of East
Germans fled to the West through Hungary each day (Bleiker 1993, 10-13;
Hirschman 1993).14

A second response by members of an aggrieved group is to engage in
everyeay forms of resistance. These are covert, low-profile actions against the
powerful by subordinate groups in local contexts (Dirks 1994; J. C. Scott
1985, 1989, 1990; Scott and Kerkvleit 1986; Thaxton 1997). Everyday
ferms of resistance are typically implemented when the less powerful have
no institutionalized recourse and fear the consequences of engaging in overt
noninstitutional political action. Historically, this form of resistance emerged
in opposition to the rule of landlords in agrarian societies and has cantinued
into the modern era in opposition to processes of state making and capitalist
intrusion. Examples of everyday forms of resistance include underreporting
or concealment of harvests, tax evasion, evading military conscription, char-
acter assassination of authority figures, the spreading of rumors, and feigned
ignorance of government policies. These acts tend to be local and isolated
from similar acts in other locales, but occasionally local struggles may con-
nect with one another, resulting in more overt political movements.

FROM “PEOPLE’S WAR” TO “PEOPLE POWER”? 15

Third, members of aggrieved groups may engage in political action,
which, in addition to solidarity and framing, also involves surpassing some
minimum threshold of organization and mobilization in order to be sus-
tained.! Political action may occur within or outside institutional political
channels. nstitutional political action, the study of which comprises a sub-
stantive domain of political science, includes actssuch as voting, holding ref-
erenda, circulating petitions, lobbying, and engaging in litigation.!6 However,
even in the most democratic countries, disparities exist between groups with
regard to political access and resources, resulting in biased political systems.
G. William Dombhoff, for example, has illustrated how the American polity,
one of the most open in the world, is dominated by a power elite (Domhoff
2002).77 When people want perceived grievances to be redressed, but cannot
satisfactorily do so through institutionalized political action, they may turn
to methods of noninstitutional political action.

While the outcome of institutional political action is determinate, that is,
prescribed by some procedure, practice, or norm, noninstitutional political
action is indeterminate, that is, it is not prescribed by any such existing rules
or regulations, and its outcome is a function of contentious interactions be-
tween opposing forces (Bond 1994). The power of noninstitutional politics
inheres in its indeterminateness and disruptiveness. When noninstitutional
political action loses its uncertainty and disruptiveness and becomes insti-
tutionalized, as in highly choreographed and regulated protest demonstra-
tions at the Mall in Washington, DC, its effectiveness in promoting political
change decreases. Two types of noninstitutional politics are violent and
nonviolent action.

Violent political action involves the use of physical force or the threat
of physical force against human beings in pursuit of political objectives.
Violent action includes techniques such as imprisonment, kidnaping, as-
sault, rape, torture, arson, murder, assassination, bombing, air strikes, and
armed attacks. Caercion refers to intimidation backed up by the threat of
force. Of course throughout history states rather than challengers have in-
corporated violence in an overwhelming proportion {Rummel 1994; Tilly
1985, 1992). In this study ! refer to the state’s use of violence or coercion as
a form of repression, and an aggrieved group’s use of violence to challenge
the state as violent political action.!8

Nonviolent political action is another way for responding to situations
perceived to be oppressive, unjust, exclusionary, or exploitive. Like violent
action, it occurs outside of institutional political channels and is indeter-
minate; however, it does not involve the use of violent force or the threat
of violent force against human beings. In The Politics of Nonviolent Action
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Gene Sharp identifies 198 methods of nonviolent action that have been
used throughout history. Sinceits publication in 1973, numerous additional
methods have been implemented and identified. The number of methods
of nonviolent action is unlimited, since the development and application
of novel methods is a constantly unfolding process. Sharp aggregates the
methods of nonviolent action into three broad categaries: methods of protest
and persuasion, methods of noncooperation, and methods of nonviolent in-
tervention. Methods of protest and persuasion are used to reveal a problem,
illustrate the extent of dissatisfaction, rouse public support or the support
of third parties, overcome fear and acquiescence, and expose the state’s il-
legitimacy. They include methods sugh as protest demonstrations, marches,
ralltes, public speeches, declarations, the callective display of symbols, and
vigils, Methods of noncoaperation are used to disrupt the status quo and
undermine the state’s power, resources, and legitimacy. They include meth-
ods such as boycotts, strikes, open refusal ta pay taxes or enter the military,
and other forms of civil disobedience. Methods of nonviolent interven-
tion are used to disrupt attempts at continued subjugation. They include
methods such as sit-ins, nonviolent sabotage, pickets, blockades, hunger
strikes, land occupations, and the development of parallel or alternative
institutions.

Although exit, everyday forms of resistance, insticucional political ac-
tion, and noninstitutional political action have been distinguished for con-
ceptual purposes, empirically they tend to occur together. Everyday forms of
resistance often constitute the prior social practices and actions from which
overt political action arises. Institutional political action spills into the non-
institutional sphere. Violent and nonviolent action are often used in tan-
dem, and typically struggles fall somewhere along a continuum from more
to less violent. Nevertheless, as stated previously, in order to more clearly
understand the dynamics of contention, it is necessary to make analytical
distinctions between these various forms of resistance.

Political Contention in the Third Werld

Taking a broad look at political contention in the third world over the course
of the second half of the twentieth century, one can discern a shift in the pre-
vailing repertoires of contention used to challenge states. From the Chinese
Revolution in 1949 through the 1970s, Marxist-Leninist-Maoist—inspired
rebellions and other forms of violence were the modal methods for chal-
lenging regimes in the third world (Colburn 1994). The Marxist-Leninist-
Maoist strategy involved the political organization of peasants into a viable
military apparatus and the prosecution of a protracted “people’s war” against
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the state. Local guerrilla operations would eliminate government control in
specific areas and build autonomous political infrastructures. Armed force
was used to expand the territory controlled by the guerrillas. This strategy
had an enormous impact on revolutionary movements throughout the third
world, and was implemented and elaborated upon by such revolutionaries as
Ho Chi Minh in Vietnam, Fidel Castro and Che Guevara in Latin America,
and Amilcar Cabral in Africa. However, since the late 1970s revolutionary
movements successfully incorporating strategies of guerrilta warfare have be-
come less common. This does not suggest that there have not been any suc-
cessful guerrilla insurgencies since the late 1970s; witness the success of the
Taliban in Afghanistan in the mid-1990s. Nor does this suggest that there
are no longer Marxist-Leninist-Maoist-inspired armed revolutionary move-
ments; witness the ongoing struggles of the Sendero Luminoso (Shining
Path) in Peru, the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Columbia (FARC, or
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Columbia) in Columbia, the New People’s
Army in the Philippines, and the Maoist insurgents in Nepal. This does
not suggest that the “mythology of violence” has been eclipsed; witness
the tactics of the Irish Republican Army, the Basque ETA, the Palestinian
Liberation Organization, and the Tamil Tigers.!” Nor does this suggest
that violent political conflict has generally declined in the underdeveloped
world.2¢ Nevertheless, there was a notable change in the modal manner in
which regimes in the third world were successfully challenged in the late
twentieth century: armed guerrilla insurgencies and violent rebellion as
methods for successfully challenging the state declined, while nonviolent
strategies for successfully challenging regimes increased.?!

A confluence of structural and normative processes in the late twentieth
century contributed to this trend. The structural processes of state makingand
state expansion, as well as increased monopolies on the technologies of vio-
lence by states, contributed to a shift in the balance of power away from armed
insurgents and toward state forces in many places. In the West a discernable
change in the repertoires of contention from violent to nonviolent resulted
from the increased capacities of nation-states to suppress private violence and
monopolize organized violence within their territories (Tilly 1985, 1992). A
paralle] process in the expansion of state power has occurred more recently in
the third world, although, as in the West, it has been highly uneven. In order
for an armed guerilla insurgency to succeed, guerrilla forces need sanctuaries
for bases of operation, rest from combat, the provision of food, rearmament,
and military training. When a state controls all of its territory, the insurgency’s
likelihood of finding sanctuaries, and therefore the likelihood of a success-
ful armed revolutionary movement, decreases (Debray 1967; Goodwin and
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Skocpol 1989; Zunes 1994). Of course there are still places in the world out-
side of state control, such as the jungles of Colombia and Burma, the moun-
tains of Peru and Afghanistan, and the archipelagos of the Philippines and
Papua New Guinea. And states may break down, as occurred, for example,
during the 1990s in Liberia, Zaire, and Somalia.22 Nevertheless, the ability of
states to completely penetrate and control their tesritories generally increased
throughout the third world during the second half of the twentieth century.
Advances in the technologies of violence and the development and
training of counterinsurgency forces also contributed to tipping the balance
of power in violent struggles from rebels to states. The development of “low-
intensity warfare” by states to combat violent challenges produced experts in
propaganda and disinformarion, assassination, torture, forced relocations of
potentially sympathetic populations, and selective but precise air strikes and
limited military incursions.?? The emergence of death squads, that is, para-
military units with ties to state security services, also increased the costs of
violent challenges. In sum, when challengers employ armed violence in their
conflicts with modern states, they tend to become trapped in an escalaring
spiral of violence that they are unlikely to win (Tarrow 1998, 96; Zunes
1994, 1999a; Zunes and Kurtz 1999). ?
Technologies have multiple uses, but they are more easily used for some
purposes than for others. While modern technologies of violence and war
may be more useful to states than to challengers, newer communications
technologies may be more useful to nonstate actors than to their oppressors
(Ackerman and DuVall 2000, chapter 14; Martin 1996, 1999; Martin and
Varney 2003). Traditional centralized mass media, such as television, radio,
and newspapers, promote collective passivity, since they are one-directional
and a small number of people (leaders of states or corporations) can influ-
ence or control what is transmitted to a large number of people. Newer
decentralized communications technologies, on the other hand, are more
independent of centralized control and more difficult for states or corpora-
tions to censor; and they permit direct communication among citizens, both
within and between countries. The ability of states to control communica-
tions has diminished as communications technologies have become decen-

tralized, cheaper, and more accessible. Short-wave radios, cassette tapes,

video recordings, fax machines, mobile phones, the Internet, and electronic
mail (e-mail) were used by activists during the course of many unarmed
insurrections or by outsiders to publicize unarmed insurrections in the late
twentieth century.2 Of course these technologies are not necessary for un-
armed insurrections to occur, but they facilitate their mobilization and the
cultivation of third-party support.
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Late twentieth-century transformations in communications technolo-
gies have seemingly compressed time and space through acceleration of the
velocity of information sent around the globe (Giddens 1990; Harvey 1989;
Held 1995). The possibilities of rapid transnational flows of information
and the identification of people across borders are undoubtedly much greater
now than a few decades ago. This, in turn, has facilitated the development
of international audiences, transnational advocacy networks, transnational
social movements, and a global civil society. These developments are sig-
nificant given the crucial role that influential allies and third parties from
abroad may play in the trajectories of unarmed insutrections.

The transnational social movement sector that mushroomed in the late
twentieth century represents the development and deepening of a global
civil society. The emergence of a global civil society is significant in that
it provides an organizational infrastructure that permits nonstate and non-
corporate actors to routinely interact with counterparts in other countries.
While there are tremendous disparities between the power of states and
carporations on the one hand and that of civil seciety actors on the other,
the emergence of a global civil society at least increases the likelihood of
providing a voice to the oppressed and is potentially a source of empower-
ment. While highly uneven, the expanding reach of transnational networks
increases the likelihood that local or national challenges will become global,
that is, involve acrors that are geographically removed from the site of con-
tention, and that frames, organizational templates, and methods of con-
tention will become modular, that is, transferable to distant locations for
various causes over short periods of time. Of course there are deep divisions
between people based on their experience, education, language, nationality,
gender, class, race, and religion. Nevertheless, the emergence of a global civil
society provides, at the very least, a mechanism for people to articulate, rec-
ognize, and confront these differences and to discover their commonalities
(Smich 1997, 1998).2

While a global civil society provides spaces through which ideas and
activities may be dcbated and diffused, transnational advocacy networks and
social movement organizations provide che relational finks through which
oppressed groups may receive tangible support from abroad. Transnational
advocacy networks are actors working internationally on an issue who are
bound together by shared values, common discourses, and a dense exchange
of information and services (Keck and Sikkink 1998). Transnational advocacy
networks, and especially transnational social movement organizations, that is,
organizations with active members in two or more countries that promote
social change through institutional and noninstitutional channels (Smith
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et al. 1997), amplify the ability of challengers within states to frame their
grievances in terms that resonate transnationally, thereby increasing the
likelihood of obtaining resources and support from abroad. Challenges by
oppressed groups may also be facilitated through the “boomerang patcern,”
whereby challenging movements within nondemocracies exert pressure on
their own states indirectly through ties to transnational social movements
that mobilize international pressure against the target state to help them
achieve political change at home (Keck and Sikkink 1998, 12-13). When
repression increases at home, activism may be directed to international
media, international conferences, Internet campaigns, and protest actions
abroad. Transnational social movements and the transnational networks in
which they are embedded are significant, since third-party support is often
crucial in tipping the balance of power in favor of challengers in nonviolent
struggles.

Cross-cutting structural transformations in the late twenticth century
were growing normative concerns with human rights by the international
community and increased reservations about the negative consequences of
violence as a strategy for social change. While widespread international con-
cern with human righes can be traced back to the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights in 1948, prior to the 1970s the idea that the human rights
of citizens in one country are the legitimate concern of the people and
governments of other countries was considered radical (Keck and Sikkink
1998, 79).26 Significantly, many transnational advocacy netwerks and inter-
national social mavements are concerned with human rights issues. From
1973 to 1993 the number of international nongovernmental sacial change
organizations concerned with human rights increased from 41 to 168
(Smith 1997, 47). Not only do international human rights organizations
work to expose and prevent state violence; they also promote nonviolent
resistance to opptession.

One of the first and most influential transnational human rights orga-
nizations was Amnesty International (AI), which was formed in 1961 and
contributed to making the people in one country aware of human rights
abuses in others. In contrast to the mass media’s coverage of human rights
violations, if they were covered at all, Al developed a tactic of emphasiz-
ing the human side of state violence, that is, making it clear that victims of
human rights violations were human beings with names, faces, histories, and
family members. Thus, they focused on promoting the cases of individual
victims of human rights abuses to increase the identification between the
victim and the public. To protect itself from accusations that it was using
human rights abuses to pursue a broader ideological agenda, Al selected one
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urgent case each month from a country in the first world, one case from the
second world, and one from the third world. Significantly, Al promotes only
dissidents who use nonviolent rather than violent methods to advance po-
licical change (Keck and Sikkink 1998; Scoble and Wiscberg 1974).

Another human rights group, Peace Brigades International (PBI), founded
in 1981, pioneered the tactic of “accompanying,” whereby activists threat-
ened by state repression are shadowed by a team of international volunteers.
PBI’s accompaniment takes many forms, including escorting activists
twenty-four houts a day, being present at the offices of threatened political
organizations, accompanying refugees or political dissidents returning to
their home countries, and serving as international observers at collective
action events. The logic of the tactic of accompaniment is based on the no-
tion that governments and death squads do not want their activities exposed
to the outside world, since it would adversely effect their foreign aid and
international legitimacy. The physical presence of PBI volunteers prevents
violence from occurring, and if it does occur, exposes it to the international
community. Significantly, the PBI volunteers are unarmed, and they pro-
mote nonviolent resistance to oppression by providing training in non-
violent action to people invalved in conflices with their states (Mahony and
Eguren 1997).

The Unrepresented Peoples Organization (UNPO) was founded in 1991
to promote the interests of people unrepresented in major international or-
ganizations, such as the United Nations. Typically these include oppressed
peoples without states, such -as indigenous peoples and minorities, who
are struggling against human rights abuses and for political or cultural au-
tonomy. The UNPO provides professional services, education, and training
in diplomacy, international and human rights law, building democratic in-
stitutions, and protecting the environsment. Moreover, one of the principles
of the organization’s charter is the promotion of nonviolent action and the
rejection of violence and terrorism as methods for promoting change. For
peoples to become members of the UNPO, they must adhere to the prin-
ciple of nonviolent discipline. Thus, for issues concerning autonomy or self-
rule, issues that have historically involved violent strategies and terrorism,
UNPO is forging a nonviolent strategy for social change.

Thus, human rights organizations like these do not merely document
state violence and provide protection to victims of human rights abuses, but
they also promote nonviolent rather than violent struggles against political
oppression throughout the world. Along with an increased recognition by
the international community of human rights abuses, there has been an in-
creased recognition by scholars and activists in the third world of the power
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of nonviolent action and a desire to break vicious cycles of violence.? An
awareness has grown that armed struggles often result in an ethos of violence
and an elite vanguard, and that what is won through violence must be de-
fended with violence. An awarcness has also develaped that violent struggles
often produce major social and environmental dislocatiens, the loss of lifc
among innocent bystanders as well as parties to the conflict, and long-
term negative consequences such as social distrust, economic decline, and
increased militarization. Moreover, more people have become aware of the
power of nonviolent action and some of its virtues, such as diffusing power
and maximizing the segments of the population that can participate in a
challenge, and the idea has developed that a people can create a new political

order through scruggle rather than hoping to create a new political order affer

the destruction of che old one (Sharp 1990, 38; Zunes 1994; Zunes and
Kurez 1999).

While the guerrilta and counterinsurgency cycle of violent contention
was largely state driven, with revolutionaries supported by the Soviet Bloc or
China and counterinsurgencies supported by the United States, post—Cold
War challenges in the third world have tended to receive support and fund-
ing from more dispersed and decentralized transnational sources. If states,
transnational corporations, and capitalist international organizations such
as the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade
Organization represent globalization from above, transnational social move-
ments that have arisen in response to them represent globalization from
below. While responses to globalization from above are not inherently non-
viclent, globalization from below has provided a predominantly nonviolent
counterforce to the exploitive and often violent engines of globalization from
above, As Richard Falk has noted, “Much of the energy of globalization from
below is directed against violence and militarism, and more fundamencally,
refrains from tactics that rely on counter violence” (Falk 1995, 219).28

Whether or not the theory and project of Marxist-inspired violent
revolutionary change has run its course, the problems that motivated it
remain, including political oppression, capitalist economic exploitation,
patriarchy, and inequalities between the North and the South. In response
te these problems, over the past few decades there has been an expansion
of challenges via nonviolent collective action on the part of the oppressed
in the less-developed and nondemocratic world. These challenges address a
range of issues, such as human rights, women’s rights, indigenous people’s
rights, workers’ rights, sustainable development, and environmentalism, and
they have arisen for the most part beyond the control of the state. Whereas
the goals of violent challenges are often to capture state power or gain con-
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trol over territory, in the late twentieth century the goals of many of the
challenging movements in the third world were not to capture state power
or exercise a2 monopoly of power over a piece of territory, but rather to roll
back the frontiers of the authoritarian state, make the polity more inclusive,
and promete sociopolitical empowerment. It is possible that these goals
may be more readily realized through civilian-based nonviolent action than

through armed violence.

Terrorism as a Strategy for Political Change

In addition to “people power,” the ability to engage in transnational terrorism?’
as a2 method of political contention also seems to have benefited from advances
in communications technologies and the growth of transnational networks
that are not dominarted by states or corporations. Nevertheless, terrorism has
an abysmal track record in promoting change unless it is combined with forms
of mass political contention, Of course terrosism can have a symbolic value in
forging identities and promoting mass collective action; however, when a chal-
lenge occurs primarily through acts of terrorism or when challengers turn to
terrorism because they lack popular support, they are not likely to succeed. In
fact, a major difference between a “people’s war” and “people power,” on the
one hand, and terrorism, on the other, is that the former depend on mass col-
lective action and support, while the latter does not.

Condusion

In conclusion, in the late twentieth century, as nonviolent action became a
modular and global phenomenon there was a shift in the modal manner in
which successful struggles against states in underdeveloped and nondemo-
cratic countries were prosecuted. Nevettheless, it would bea mistake to view
this trend as part of a linear history, since factors that converged in the late
twentieth century to facilitate nonviolent action may diverge in the future.

Moreover, despite the profound political transformations that were fa-
cilitated by unarmed insurrections in the late twentieth century, nonviolent
action is not a panacea, nor is it always effective in promoting political
change. In order to understand why unarmed insurrections contribute to
political transformations and regime change in some instances but not in
others, we need to make sense of how challengers, states, and third parties
interact during episodes of contention. To this end, in chapter 2, I examine
theoretical perspectives on nonviolent action and social movements. Then
in chapters 3-5 T consider six episodes of unarmed insutrection.
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le Power Primed

Resistance and Democratization

\:isovets, a popular ski resort in the Carpathian Mountains, is a tiring
‘four-hour drive in a four-wheel-drive from Lviv. The journey was
xceptionally challenging for Ukraine’s newly elected president,
7iktor Yushchenko, and Georgian President Mikhail Saakashwili.
Meeting there on January 5, 2003, they reviewed the events that
Jed to their elections. The democratic movemens that propelled them to power
had to overcome obdurate regimes, defeat corrupt individuals, and confound the
disbelief of international observers.

“The people of Ukraine and Georgia have demonstrated to the world that
freedom and democracy, the will of the people, and free and fair elections are more
powertful than any state machine, notwithstanding its strength and severity,” the
twe presidents announced in a joint statement. This confident assertion would
not have surprised President Gloria Arroyo of the Philippines, President Ricardo
Lagos of Chile, President Thabo Mbeki of South Africa, or President Voyjaslav
Kostunica of Serbia and Montenegro~—whose countries were also transfermed by
“people power.” Yet the ideas Yushchenko and Sazakashvili endorsed in Tisovets
still flout the world's conventional wisdem.

Commentators outside of Ukraine seemn unable to believe that ordinary
Ukrainians were behind the Orange Revolution. An Oxford professor atuributed
the victory to US support fer Ukrainian opposition groups, coming from busi-
nessman George Soros and US agencies such as the National Endowment for
Democracy. One New York Times article identified the American Bar Association’s
training of Ukrainian judges as the key factor. Russian pundits cited the training
of young Ukrainian activists conducted by veterans of @tpor, the Serbian student
group that helped bring down Slobodan Milosevic.

That outside analysts gravitated to external factors was no doubt vexing to
the two men who had spearheaded the Orange and Rose Revolutions. In their
Carpathian Declaration, Yushchenko and Saakashvili had an unambiguous re-
sponse: “We strongly reject the idea that peaceful democratic revolutions can be
triggered by artificial techniques or externalinterference. Quite the contrary, the
revolutions in Georgia and Ukraine happened despite such political techniques
or outside interference.”

So the road to Tisovets was not paved with US money or built with Serbian
advisors. It took Ukrainian and Georgian drivers to maneuver the sharp turns and
hard terrain that they and their people knew best. Sull, the basic knowledge of
how to drive had already been conceived, by many people in many countries.

What is People Power?

“People power is a form of consciousness.” “Peaple power is a euphenism for mob
rule.” ““People power’ is about restoring the ‘invisible institution of meraliry.”” None
of these phrases, plucked at random off the Internet, comes close to defining
the historical phenomenon of people pewer. Most references in news coverage
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are just as errant. The term was coined in the Philippines
to describe the outpouring of popular opposition to the
dictator Ferdinand Marcos, yet it was a split in his military
forces, facilitated by the protests that immobilized Manila,
that actually compelled Marcos to resign.

Protest by itself cannot pry a ruler from office because
power does not come from a public show; it comes from ap-
plying force. When directed strategically by a civilian-based
movement, protest is only one of many nonviolent tactics,
including strikes, boycotts, blockades, and hundreds of other
acts of economic and social disruption that can dissolve the
political or military support beneath a ruler. The power in
“people power” is best understood as the yield from detonat-
ing these nonviolent weapons.

Mohandas Gandhi was the first in the 20th century to
discern what ordinary civilians could do—or refrain from
doing—to change their country’s course. “Even the most
pewerful cannot rule without the cooperation of the ruled,”
he said. If enough people withdraw that cooperation, they
will shrink the government’s legitimacy and raise the costs of
enforcing its will. The instrument for bringing this about is
a self-organized movement, which political scientist Sidney
Tarrow describes as having “the power to trigger sequences
of collective action” based on a unified
frame for common goals. When non-
violent movements of this kind have
drained a ruler’s sources of support, the
results have changed history:

In 1980, the Solidarity Movement
in Poland used industrial strikes to
inake the Communist regime permit
a free trade union. Ten million Poles
soonjoined. The movement continued
underground during martal law, and
President Wojciech Jaruzelski eventu-
ally asked Solidarity to help negotiate
Peland’s first free elections, which it
won.
From 1985 to 1990, the United
Democratic Frontin South Africa used
boycotts and strikes to damage apart-
heid-supporting businesses, eroding
their support of the racial system to
help make the country ungovernable,
in turn forcing the ruling party to ne-
gotiate a new political system.

In 1986, after President Marcos
stole an election, fueling state-wide an-
ger among Filipinos, a veritable army
of his civilian opponents surrounded
and protected key military units that

Photos Courtesy AFP/Getty Images

had defected, signaling that the president had lost the option
of repression. He resigned.

In 1988, following five years of growing protests against
the military government of General Augusto Pinochet,
Chileans organized a “crusade of civic participation” towin a
plebiscite that Pinochet called and that persuaded his fellow
junta members to refuse orders to crack down and cempelled
him to step down.

From 1989 to 1990, in Prague, East Berlin, Sofia, Ulan
Bator, and other Soviet-sphere capitals, tens of thousands
of ordinary citizens occupied public squares as the world
watched on television, forcing these regimes t hold free
elections and liberating more than 120 million people from
authoritarian control.

In 1996 and 1997, thousands of Serbian students and
workers marched in Belgrade to demand that President
Slobodan Milosevic accept opposition victories in municipal
elections. He finally did se. In 2000, the protesters were
joined by hundreds of thousands of ordinary Serbs from all
over the country who converged on the capital after Milos-
evic refused to accept his own electoral defeat. When the
dictator’s defenders refused his orders, he had to leave.

The similarities among these civilian-based transitions

Opposite: Voters in the former Soviet Republic of Georgia go to the polis to elect
a new president to replace Eduard Shevardnadzwe in what became known as the
“Rose Revolution.” Above: Ukranian president Viktor Yuschenko arrives at the
European Council in Strasbourg with Georgian President Miihail Saakashvili.
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to dernocracy are readily apparent. That they have net caught
the attention of many policy makers or pundits is due to
three misconceptions.

First, nonviolent action is often misread as a form of
peacemaking or conflict resolution rather than as a way to
wage and win a conflict. When taunched, especially against
a repressive ruler, nonviolent action is usually dismissed
as lacking punch or needing outside patrons. Once civil-
1an-based resistance is seen fer what it is, as a way to defeat
rather than soften or persuade an opponent, the heme-
grown strategy and tactics that often produce success can
be identified.

Second, elite policymakers and news producers naturally
pay ample attention to the moves of high office-holders,
commanding generals, and famous figures. The potendal
or even imminent actions of ordinary citizens usually fly
beneath their political radar. When a regime succumbs to
such a strategy, outside observers are flabbergasted.

Third, any victory of people power tends to be written
off as suz generis once a catalytic factor is neticed that seems
sufficient to have turned the political tide. In Ukraine, it
was Yushchenko’s poisoning that appeared to galvanize the
oppositon; in Serbia, the independent vote count; in South
Africa, the leadership change to Frederik Willem de Klerk;

I |

i t
1980 1982
1980-1981

Polish workers go on
strike to urge the Com-
munist government to al-
low free trade unions.[Y

1986

After stealing an efection and caus-
ing outrage among Filipinos, Presi-
dent Ferdinand Marcos resigns after
civilian opponents protect defecting
military units. (2

in Chile, Pinochet’s decision to hold a plebiscite. Yet none
of these circumstances would have mattered if there had not
been indigenous civilian resistance applving extreme pressure
on these regimes’ institutions and backers, making the cest
of repression prohibitive. Dismissing these misconceptions
and understanding the necessary conditions that produce

such a constructive crisis 1s essential if the adoption of people

power as a means of democratization is to spread.

How People Power Succeeds

The great strategic scholar Thomas Schelling wrote
nearly a half-century ago about the dynamics of conflict
between violent and nonviolent opponents: “The tyrant
and his subjects ar¢ in somewhat symmetrical positions.
They can deny him most of what he wants—they can, that
is, if they have the disciplined organization te refuse cel-
laboration. And be can deny them just about everything they
want—he can deny it by using the force at his command....
Itis a bargaining situation in which either side, if adequately
disciplined and organized, can deny most of what the other
wants, and it remains to see who wins.” In other words, the
outcome will be determined by the skill of the contestants,
not history, nebulous international forces, or other collat-
eral factors. For a civilian-based nonviolent movement to

PEOPLE POWER IN PROGRESS

1
1986

1985-1990

The United Dem-
ocratic Front of
South Africa pro-
tests pro-apartheid
businesses. &l
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overturn an oppressive government, three conditions are
necessary for victory.

The first is unity, encompassing the full spectrum of
groups and activists who want an open, democratic society.
Unity must be predicated on a consensus about goals, both
short-term and long-term. Unity of purpose also festers
organizational cohesion so that leaders’ decisions can be
carried out to maximum effect. In Serbia’s 2000 presidential
campaign, opposition leaders set aside personal ambitions
to unite wehind Kostunica as a respected candidate against
Milosevic and to prevent the regime from playing opposi-
tion groups against each other. Beyond avoiding internal
conflicts, only a coalition-based campaign can plausibly claim
to represent the preponderance of the civilian population,
whatever its ethnic or ideological divisions.

Though the global media tend to focus on the looks and
words of a movement’s leader, some of history’s people power

‘revolutions lacked charismatic leaders. All were driven by

robust coalitions. Solidarity, for instance, became the agency
by which conservative Catholics, left-wing intellectuals,
shipyard workers, and merchants in Poland coalesced into
a civilian force that put continuing pressure on the Com-
munist regime, even during the years of marual law. The
people’s movement that roused the majority of Chileans to

oppose Pinochet included groups of every political shade,
from radical socialists to free-market conservatives.

The second necessary condition is concerted plan-
ning. Organizing a movement is not done spontaneously.
Tt requires tactical capacity building so that personnel can
be trained, material resources marshaled, and independent
communications maintained. And it requires the strategic
sequencing of varied tactics in order to probe, confuse, and
even overwhelm the opponent. In Georgia in 2003, the
vouth group Kmara invited veterans of the Serbian group
Orpor to come to Thilisi and provide advanced training in
nonviolent action. From that flowed better planning and
better execution in Kmara’s sequence of graffiti, leaflet, and
poster campaigns against corruption and for media freedom.
At the heart of developing a campaign strategy is analysis of
the opponent’s sources of support, including the ceuntry’s
business leadership, its religious establishment, and its
security apparatus—and then the application of tactics to
weaken and splinter these regime pillars. Internal audiences
are even more crucial than external supporters, and both are
influenced by the contest for legitimacy between movement
and regime.

Winning that contest is impossibie unless the opposi-
tion refrains from violence, because just as repression may

1988

General Augusto Pinochet
is forced to step down after
civilians call for a “crusade
of civic participation” to win
the plebiscite. k4

Civilians in several Soviet capitals,
such as Ulan Bator, stage public dem-
onstrations to force the government
to hold free elections. I\

| 1

1 i I
1990 1992 1994
1989-1990 1996-1997

Serbians in Belgrade protest
the cancellation of opposition
victories in municipal elections
and urge President Slobodan
Milosevic to resign.[d
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delegitimize a regime, armed atracks may discredit the values
and strategy of a movement. Nonviolent discipline is there-
fore the third condition of success in civilian-based struggle.
Without it, 2 movement cannot enlist the participation of
most people, who will aveid the risks associated with violent
resistance. Moreover, violence converts the conflict into a
contest of arms, in which most regimes have an advantage.

Nonviolent discipline is also critical in co-opting regime
defenders. Defections from the police and military frequently
break the back of a repressive state. Soldiers are unlikely to
switch allegiance to people who are shooting at them. A
dicrator’s defenders come from the same communites and

A Ukrainian resident waves orange ribbon at a religious
procession in downtown Kiev to support the Ukrainian op-
position led by Viktor Yuschenko.

families as the movement’s legions. They know what is at
stake: their livelihood and future prospects 1n a society that
has a chance to escape from capricious, deadly misrule.
Once election fraud occurred in Ukraine, commanders
in the Security Service faced a decision. As one top general
said, “Today we can save...our epaulettes, or we can try to
save our country.” Four days later, security officers went to
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their counterparts in the Ukrainian police and army. “Do not
forget that you are called to serve the people,” they argued.
When the Interior Ministry ordered troops to shut down
the huge demonstrations in Kiev, the Army Chief of Staff
said his troops would #e “on the side of the people.” The
crackdown was aborted.

Afterward, two senior Security Service commanders
disclosed that their wives had been among the protesters,
and one said his daughter was on the streets, too. This dy-
namic is nothing new. At the height of people power in the
Philippines in 1986, with the military split into opposing
camps, one protester got on an independent radio station
and addressed his nephew, a key military officer: “Artemio,
this is your uncle Fred speaking...please listen to me.” Then
he explained why his nephew should join the people.

The people’s cause is what a unified, well-planned, and
disciplined civilian-based movement comes to embody. It
elevates the struggle above the level of “technique,” in the
words of the Carpathian Declaration, and to the question of
the country’s future. In some way, every nonviolent move-
ment represents a simple, existential proposition: it is time
to rule ourselves, it is time to be free. Thus the meaning
of Pora—"“It’s Time!”"—the name of the Ukrainian student
group.

As Yushchenko and Saakashvili knew, they would not
have taken power without the catalyst of outrage over a
stolen election. But opportunities do not materialize without
planning and preparation. As the two presidents also surely
knew, the revolutions in Ukraine and Georgia sprang from
strategies and decisions that supplied the prerequisites of
people power.

Why People Power Matters

In a 2005 study, Freedom House counted 67 transitions
fromnondemocratic to democratic governments in the world
between 1970 and 2003. Strong or moderately strong non-
violent civic forces were present in 50 of these cases. More
than 70 percent of those involved broad-based nonviolent
popular fronts or civic coalitions that were highly active.

The tens of thousands of civilians who make people
power work become the cadres of politically active citizens
who make democracy work. That is a major reason why
such states tend to remain democratic long after the change.
Freedom House noted that the stronger the nonviolent civie
coalition operating in societies in the years immediately
preceding the transition, the deeper their transformation
in the direction of freedom and democracy. This correla-
tion—between indigenous civilian-based resistance and the
sustainability of democratic rule—should reframe the debate
about how the international community or any government
should encourage democratization.

Photo Courtesy AFP/Getty images
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Thus far that debate has been mired in the supposed
dichotomy berween “hard power,” threatening the big stick
ot military force, and “soft power,” relying on the carrots of
diplomacy and trade. But whether the effect is supposed to
®e coercive or seductive, both these tools of influence are
projected from outside the domain of a menacing, repressive
regime. By contrast, people power is an indigenous force and
operates inside that domain, with more intimate access to a
regime’s foundations of power.

The reality is that foreign nationals cannot formulate a
civilian movement’s discourse, analyze its opponent’s pilars
of support, or make tactical decisions in a fast-flowing con-
flict. Action to produce each of the conditions necessary for

societies happily accept economic, social, or humanitarian
assistance from international, regional, or national develop-
ment agencies. Accountability for results has long been seen
as critical for effective absorption of this aid. Because demo-
cratic governance provides thataccountability, international
helpfor civilian-led democratizadon is a smart way to protect
the world’s investment in human development.

And the stakes are even higher. Repressive regimes deal
in death. Allimprison or execute dissidents. Some profit from
traffic in women and children procured for slavery or the sex
trade. In their most destabilizing form, they are purveyors or
customers of weapons of mass destruction—and they inspire
insurrectionaries who often turn to war or terror as a means

“THE OUTCOMEWILL BE DETERMINED BY
THE SKILL OF THE CONTESTANTS,
NOT HISTORY, NEBULOUS INTERNATIONAL
FORCES, OR CTHER COLLATERAL FACTORS.”

people power can be derived only from local expertise. What
can come from abroad are communications equipment, fund-
mg for tangible articles like computers or bumper stickers,
and training in the generic skills of nonviolent resistance—all
of which quicken the pulse of people power.

At Tisovets. Yushchenko and Saakashvili implicitly en-
dorsed the idea of international assistance for civilian-based
resistance, when they said that thev-appreciated “the support
from democratic states and organizations for the nonviolent
struggle of our citizens.” Much criticism of this supporthas
come from those who suspect ulterior US motives even
though training in vote monitoring from the European
Union and aid from non-US-affiliated non-governmental
organizations were equath if not more helpful tothe move-
ment in Ukraine.

Transnational assistance to nonviolent movements is
nothing new. Catholics in Europe and North America aided
nonviolent activists in Poland and the Philippines. US labor
unions assisted the anti-Pinocher campaign in Chile. Afri-
can-American organizatiens were vital in their support of
the anti-apartheid struggle in South Africa. The liberators
of the Philippines, Chile, and South Africa were Filipinos,
Chileans, and South Africans. But as the Carpathian Declara-
tion made clear, the material and political solidarity given to
indigenous movements, plus the knowledge of people power
harvested from abroad, have been highly opportune.

Drawing the cloak of sovereignty over their abuses, some
regimes claim that their own people’s demands for change are
a symptom of fereign intervention. Yet most undemocratic

of liberation. They should no longer be tolerated.

The most effective and least costly agent for dissolving
these regimes is not violent revolt, not war, and not even
external power. Itis the capacity of civilians in these societies
te wage a struggle for freedom, if they are equipped with
the knowledge of how to use strategic nonviolent resistance.
In the shadow of the horror that the regimes they oppose
could otherwise perpetrate, refusaf to assistindigenous forces
would be a humanitarian failure.

To protect and expand this assistance, and to insure it
does notserveany government’s agenda for “regime change,”
an international institution or new international foundation
should channel aid to civilian groups that choose people-
power strategies. Such aninstitution should be independent
and adopt new international norms for dispensing help.
For example, assisted groups should commit to nonviolent
action, democratic self-rule, and the standards enshrined in
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Now that the knowledge of how ordinary citizens can
democratize their own nations has been developed, the in-
ternational community should makeit available everywhere.
Distributing this newliteracy of liberation cannot manufac-
ture people power. But it can accelerate it. (eorgians and
Ukrainians followed Indians, Salvadorans, Czechs, Mon-
golians, and a score of other peoples who used nonviolent
strategies to reconstitute or replace governments that had
trampled on their rights. Many others wiil take the same road
in the vears ahead. The only question is whether the world
will heed the words from Tisovets and help them. 8
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