Sharp, Gene. 1973. The Politics of Nonviolent Action, Part
One: Power & Strugele. Boson: Porter Sargent Publishers.

Introduction to Par{ One
&
Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
TO PART ONE

Some conflicts do not yield to compromise and can be resolved only
through struggle. Conflicts which, in one way or another, involve the
fundamental principles of a society, of independence, of self-respect, or of
people’s capacity to determine their own future are such conflicts. For their
resolution, regular institutional procedures are rarely available; it is even
doubtful that they could be completely adequate, Instead, in the belief
that the choice in these types of conflicts is between abject passive surren-
der and violence, and also that victory requires violence, people turn to the
threat and use of violence. The specific means used will vary: they may
include conventional military action, guerrilla warfare, regicide, rioting, po-
lice zction, private armed offense and defense, civil war, terrorism, conven-
tional aerial bombings and. nuclear attacks, as well as other forms. Wheth-
er threatened, used with restraint, or applied without controls, these means
of violence are designed to injure, kill, demolish and terrorize with.ma_gii-
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mum efficiency. Century by century, then decade by decade, and now year
by year, this efficiency has grown as people and governments have applied
talents and resources to that end.

The fact is, however, that it is not true that violence is the only ef-
fective means of action in crucial conflict situations. Throughout history,
under a variety of political systems, people in every part of the world have
waged conflict and wielded undeniable power by using a very different
technique of struggle—one which does not kill and destroy. That technique
is nonviolent action. Although it has been known by a variety of names,.
its basis has always been the same: the belief that the exercise of power
depends on the consent of the ruled who, by withdrawing that consent,
can control and even destroy the power of their opponent. [n other words,
nonviolent action is a technique used to control, combat and destroy the

opponent’s power by nonviolent means of wielding power. Although much

effort has gone into increasing the efficiency of violent conflict, no compar-
able efforts have yet gone into making nonviolent action more effective and
hence more likely to be substituted for violence.

And yet nonviolent action has already had a long history, which has
remained largely unknown because historians have been so overwhelmingly
concerned with other matters. In fact, there was until recenily so little
awareness of the tradition and history of nonviolent struggle that nonviolent
actionists have, by and large, improvised their responses independently of
past practice. This situation is only now beginning to change.

That there is a rich lode of material awaiting the analyst and actionist
is abundanily clear. Even at the present early stage of investigation, he
who looks can find numerous examples, ranging from ancient Rome to the
civil rights struggle in the United States and the resistance of the Czechs
and Slovaks to the Russian invasion of 1968. By searching diligently
through scattered sources, he can find mention of plebeian protests against
Roine as far back as the fifth century B.c.; he can trace the resistance of
the Netherlands to Spanish rule in mid-sixteenth century Europe. But the
history of nonviolent struggle in these centuries still remains to be written.
What we have now are only brief glimpses.

In more modern times, however, the picture becomes more crowded.
Important examples of nonviolent action and struggle occur in extremely
varied settings. For example, to an extent which has on the whole been ig-
nored, the American colonists used nonviolent resistance in their struggle
against Britain, refusing to pay taxes and debts, refusing to import, refus-
ing to obey laws they considered unjust, using independent political institu-
tions, and severing social and economic contact with both the British and
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pro-British colonists.

Later, especially in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
working people in many countries used noncooperation in the form of
strikes and economic boycotts to improve conditions and to gain greater
power. The Russian Revolution of 1905 is full of nonviolent respénses to
the events of **Bloody Sunday’’: paralyzing strikes, refusal to obey censor-
ship regulations, establishment of “‘parallel”” organs of government—these
were only some of the pressures which led the Tsar’s government to the
promise of a more liberal governmental system. When the collapse of the
tsarist system came in 1917 it was because it had disintegrated in face of
an overwhelmingly nonviolent revolution—months before the Bolsheviks
seized control in October. Nor does nonviolent pressure always have to be
“fagainst™; it can also be “‘for” as was made clear in Berlin in 1920,
whi;n the bureaucracy and population, who remained loyal to the existing
Ebert government, brought down the militarist Kapp Putsch by refusing
to cooperate with it.

Gandhi, who was the outstanding strategist of nonviolent action, re-
garded nonviolent struggle as a means of matching forces, one which had
t?le greatest capacity for bringing real freedom and justice. The classic na-
tional Gandhian struggle was the 1930-31 campaign, which began with
‘fhe famous Salt March as a prelude to civil disobedience against the Brit-
ish monopoly. A year-long nonviolent campaign followed. It shook British
power in India and ended with negotiations between equals,

Despite highly unfavorable circumstances, nonviolent resistance some-
times also produced political tremors in certain Nazi-occupied countries
during World War II. Occasionally—as in Norway—where Quisling’s effort
to set up a Corporative State was thwarted by nonviolent resistance—it won
some battles. Covert noncooperation and, very rarely, nonviolent defiance
even helped save the lives of Jews. During the same period, on the other
side of the world, popular nonviolent action was being used successfully to
dissolve the power of two Central American dictators. Communist systems,
too, have felt the power of nonviolent action in the East German Rising
in 1953, in strikes in Soviet prison camps, and in the nonviolent phase of
the 1956 Hungarian Revolution. In the United States nonviolent action has
played a major role in the struggles of Afro-Americans from the Montgom-
ery bus boycott on. And in 1968, one of the most remarkable demonstra-
tions of unprepared nonviolent resistance for national defense purposes took
place in Czechoslovakia after the Russian invasion. The struggle ‘was not
successful, but the Czechs and Slovaks were able to hold out far longer—
from August to April—than they could have with military resistance; even
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in defeat, it is a case meriting careful study. The achievements and victo-
ries of past nonviolent struggles, although often inadequate, have neverthe-
less frequently been remarkable, especially when one considers the usually
small number of actual participants, and the general improvised, unpre-
pared character of the resistance.

Another characteristic of nonviolent action is its great variety, in degree
of success and in purpose and method. Sometimes nonviolent action may
be used to achieve reforms or limited objectives (as in the Montgomery
bus boycott); sometimes to destroy a whole regime (as in Russia in Febru-
ary-March 1917); sometimes to defend a government under attack (as
in Czechoslovakia). Often deliberate efforts may be made to keep the
struggle nonviolent, while in other cases nonviolence is not premeditated.
Although the range of methods available in this type of struggle is vast, ef-
fective utilization of a considerable number of methods in the same case has
taken place only rarely, as in the Russian revolutions. Only in a few cases
(as in the Continental Association, the nonviolent “battle plan™ of the
First Continental Congress, and in India’s 1930-31 campaign) has there
been planned strategic phasing of the development of the struggle. Only
once in a while—as with Gandhi—has there been conscious use of both stra-
tegic and tactical planning. Only rarely, as in Germany in the 1920s, dur-
ing World War II in the case of governments-in-exile, and in Czechoslo-
vakia in 1968, has there been official government backing for nonviolent
resistance to usurpers. Many other variations in nonviolent action exist and
will continue.

However, implicitly or explicitly, all nonviolent struggle has a basic as-
sumption in common and that is its view of the nature of power and how
to deal with it.
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The Nature
and Control

of Political Power

INTRODUCTION

Unlike utopians, advocates of nonviolent action do not seek to
“control” power by rejecting it or abolishing it. Instead, they recognize
that power is inherent in practically all social and political relationships
and that its control is ““the basic problem in political theory’’! and ?n
political reality. They also see that it is necessary to wield -power in order
to control the power of threatening political groups onzrégimes. That as-

:sumption they share with advocates of violence, although they part com-

pany with them on many other points. :
‘Social power may be briefly defined as the capacity to control the be-
haxfior of others, directly or indirectly, through action by groups of people
w_hlch action impinges on other groups of people.? Political power is tha’;
kind of social power which is wielded for political objectives, espeéially byr
gover‘nmc-:ntal institutions or by people in opposition to or in support of
such institutions. Political power thus refers to the total authority, ihfiu-




ence, pressure and coercion which may be applied to achieve or prevent
the implementation of the wishes of the power-holder.? In this book,
when used alone, the term power is to be understood as referring to politi-
cal power.

WHAT 1S THE BASIC NATURE
OF POLITICAL POWER?

All types of struggle, and all means to control governments or to defend
them against attack, are based upon certain basic assumptions about the
nature of power. These are not usually explicit. In fact, so little do people
stop to think about these assumptions that people are rarely aware of them
and would often find it hard to articulate them. This is true of advocates
of both nonviolent and violent action. Nevertheless, all responses to the
“how”” of dealing with an opponent’s power are rooted in assumptions
about the nature of power. An erroncous or inadequate view of the nature
of political power is unlikely to produce satisfactory and effective action for

dealing with i,

' Basically, there appear to be two views of the nature of power. One
can see people as dependent upon the good will, the decisions and Fhe
support of their government or of any other hierarchial system to which
they belong. Or, conversely, one can sec that government or system de-
pendent on the people’s good will, decisions and support. One can see the
power of a government as emitted from the few who stand at the plnn.acle
of command. Or one can see that power, in all governments, as continu-
ally rising from many parts of the society. One can also see power as self-
perpetuating, durable, not easily or quickly controlled or destroyed. Or po-
litical power can be viewed as fragile, always dependent for its 'gtrength
and existence upon a replenishment of its sources by the cooperation of a
multitude of institutions and people—cooperation which may or may not
continue.

Nonviolent action is based on the second of these views: that govern-
ments depend on people, that power is pluralistic, and that politigal power
is fragile because it depends on many groups for reinforcement of its power
sources. The first view—that people depend on governments, that political
power is monolithic, that it can really come from a few men, and that it is

durable and self-perpetuating—appears to underlie most political violence.

(A notable exception is guerrilla war in its predominently political stages.)
The argument of this chapter is that the theory of power underlying non-
violent action is sounder and more accurate than the theory underlying
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most violent action, especially military struggle. In contrast to the plural-
istic-dependency theory of nonviolent action—to which the bulk of this chap-
ter is devoted—we might call this other view the ‘‘monolith theory.””

The ““monolith theory™ of power assumes that the power of a govern-
ment.is a relatively fixed guantum (i.e. “‘a discrete unit quantity of ener-
gy’’),a “given,” astrong, independent, durable (if not indestructable), self-
reinforcing, and self-perpetuating force. Because of these assumed character-
istics, it follows that in open conflict such power cannot in the last analy-
sis be controlled or destroyed simply by people but only by the threat or use
of overwhelming physical might. The opponent’s power may increase some-
what in the course of the struggle, or it may be somewhat reduced. But it
is almost an axiom that in severe crises a hostile government’s power can
be significantly reduced, obstructed, or demolished only by destructive pow-
er—something Iike blasting chips or chunks off 4 solid stone block with ex-
plosives until it has been brought down to size or obliterated. War is based
on this view of the nature of political power: faced with the actual or po-
tential destruction of men, weapons, cities, industries, transport, communi-
cations and the like, the enemy will be forced to accept a settlement or to
surrender (unless ke has the greater destructive capacity). Nuclear weapons

. are the extreme development of the approach to control and combat based

on this monolith view of the nature of political power. -

If it were true that political power possesses the durability of a solid
stone pyramid, thern it would also be true that such power could only be
controlled by the voluntary self-restraint of rulers (discussed below), by _
changes in the “ownership” of the monolith (the State)—whether with regu-
lar procedures (such as elections) or with irregular ones (regicide or coup
d’état), or by destructive violence (conventional war). The monolith view
would not allow for the possibility of other types of effective pressure and
control. But the monolith view of a government’s power is quite inaccurate
and ignores the nature of the power of any ruler or regime.

Nor can belief in the monolith theory by the rulers themselves make it
come true. That theory can only alter reality when both the subjects and
the opponents of a regime presenting this monolithic image of itself can be
induced to believe the theory. Then, if the ““owners’ of the monolith re-
fused to grant concessions, dissidents would either have to submit helplessly
or resort only to the destructive attack called for by that theory of power.
However, since the monolith theory is factually not true, and since all
governments are dependent on the society they rule, even a regime which
believes itself to be a monolith, and appears to be one, can be weakened °
and shattered by the undermining and severance of its sources of power,
when people act upon the theory of power presented in this chapter.
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If the momnolith theory is not valid, but nevertheless forms the basic
assumption of modern war and other types of control, the resulting under-
lying fallacy helps to explain why war and other controls have suffered
from disadvantages and limitations. Relying on destructive violence to con-
trol political power is regarded by theorists of nonviolent action as being
just as irrational as attempting to use a lid to conirol steam from a caldron,
while aliowing the fire under it to blaze uncontrolled.

Nonviolent action is based on the view that political power can most
efficiently be controlled at its sources. This chapter is an exploration of
why and how this may be done. It will lead us to basic questions concern-
ing the roots of political power and the nature of government. It wilt fi-
nally lead us to the distinctive way of looking at the problem of how to
control power on which nonviolent action rests. This conceptual framework
is both old and new.# It is rooted in the insights of some of the most

respected political thinkers concerned with the nature of society and politics.

SOCIAL ROOTS OF POLITICAL POWER

An error frequently made by students of politics is to view political
decisions, events and problems in isolation from the society in which they
exist.s If they are studied within their social context, however, it may
be found that the roots of political power reach beyond and below the
formal structure of the State into the society itself. If this is so, it will
follow that the nature of the means of controlling power will differ radi-
cally from those most suitable if it were not true.

Tt is an obvious, simple, but often forgotten observation of great theo-
retical and practical significance that the power wiclded by individuals and
groups in highest positions of command and decision in any government
—whom we shall for brevity call *‘rulers’é—is not intrinsic to them. Such

power must come from outside them. True, some men have greater per-
sonal gualities or greater intelligence, or inspire greater confidence than
others, but this in no way refutes the fact that the political power which
they wield as rulers comes from the society which they govern. Thus if a
ruler is to wield power, he must be able to direct the behavior of other
people, draw on large resources, human and material, wield an apparatus
of coercion, and direct a bureaucracy in the administration of his policies.
All these components of political power are external to the person of the

power-holder.
The situation is essentially that described by the sixteenth-century
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french writer Etienne de La Boétie, in speaking of the power of a tyrant:

He who abuses you so has only two eyes, has but two hands, one bod '
and has naught but what has the least man of the great and in,finite nun);:
ber of your cities, except for the advantage you give him to destroy you.””
Auguste Comte also argued in the early nineteenth century that the t.h'en
popula.tr theory was not correct in attributing to rulers a permément un-
changu.lg degree of power. On the contrary, while granting the inﬂuen::e of
the political system on the society as a whole, Comte insisted that the pow-
er o_f a ruler was \{ariable and that it depended on the degree to whiclli the
ts}c:;:z:;)r;n ir;zit;ighlm that power.? Other, more recent writers have made

A. Sources of power

If political power is not intrinsic to the power-holder, it follows that it
mus_t have outside sources. In fact, political power appea;s to emerge from
the interaction of all or several of the following sources:

1. f}uthority Theextent and intensity of the ruler’s authority amon
the subjects is a crucial factor affecting the ruler’s power. :

Authorjty may be defined as the *‘. . . right to command and direct, to |
be heard or obeyed by others,”’1° voluntarily accepted by the people z;nd
thercfo_re existing without the imposition of sanctions. The possessor of
authority may not actually be superior; it is enough that he be perceived
and accepted as superior. While not identical with power, authority is nev-
ertheless clearly a main source of power. , TR

2. Human resources A ruier’s power is affecied by the number of
persons who obey him, cooperate with him, or provide him with special
assistance, as well as by the proportion of such persons in the general
population, and the extent and forms of their organizations.

. 3. Skills and knowledge The ruler’s power is also affected by the
skills, knowledge and abilities of such persons, and the relation of thei
skills, knowledge and abilities to his needs. ’ -

.4. Intangible factors Psychological and ideological factors, such as
habits and attitudes toward obedience and submission, and the pre,sen'ce or
absence of a common faith, ideology, or sense of mission, all affect the
power of the ruler in relation to the people. e

5. Material resources The degree to which the ruler controls prop-
erty, natl._lral.resources, financial resources, the economic system, means of
;ommumcanon and transportation helps to determine the ljn;its of his

ower.
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6. Sanctions The final source of a ruler’s power is the type and
extent of sanctions at his disposal, both for use against his own subjects
and in conflicts with other rulers. _

As John Austin wrote, sanctions are ‘‘an enforcement of obedi-

ence,”’1t used by rulers against their subjects to supplement voluntary
acceptance of their authority and to increase the degree of obedience to
their commands. They may be violent or not; they may be intended as
punishment or as deterrence. Citizens may sometimes apply sanctions
against their governments or against each other (these will be discussed be-
tow). Still other sanctions may be applied by governments against other
governnents and may take a variety of forms, such as the breaking of
diplomatic relations, economic embargoes, military invasions and bomb-
ings. Violent domestic sanctions, such as imprisonment or execution, are
commonly intended to punish disobedience, not to achieve the objective
of the original command, except insofar as such sanctions may inhibit
future disobedience by other persons. Other violent sanctions sometimes,
and most nonviolent sanctions usually, are intended to achieve the orig-
inal objective; this is often the case in conventional war, strikes, political
noncooperation and boycotts. Sanctions are usually a key element in do-
mestic and international politics.

Tt is always a matter of the degree to which some of all of these
sources of power are present, only rarely, if ever, are all of them com-
pletely available to a ruler or completely absent. But their availability is
subject to constant variation, which brings about an increase or decrease in
the ruler’s power. Baron de Montesquicu observed that ““those who gov-
ern have a power which, in some measure, has need of fresh vigor every
day . . .""12 To the degree that the sources of power are available with-
out limitation, the ruler’s power is unlimited. However, the opposite is
also true: to the degree that the availability of these sources ig limited, the

ruler’s political power is also limited. '

B. These sources depend on obedience
’s power will indicate

A closer examination of the sources of the ruler
d cooperation of the

that they depend intimately upon the obedience an
subjects. Let us, for example, consider authority from this point of view.
Authority is necessary for the existence and operation of any regime . No
matter how great their means of physical coercion, all rulers require an ac-
ceptance of their authority, their right to rule and to command.!'s The
key to habitual obedience is to reach the mind.!s Thomas Hill Green
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points ?,ut that ““obedience will scarcely be habitual unless it is loyal, not
forced.””!7 Because authority must by definition be voluntarily a{:ce, ted
by the People, the authority of the ruler will depend upon the good 11:'1 f
the subjects and will vary as that goodwill varies. soemne
.If a {'uler’s need for acceptance of his authority is basic, loss of a
thO!.'lty will have serious consequences for his position and p(;wer Just :—
subjects may accept a ruler’s authority because they believe it is'me it ;
on grounds of morality and of the well-being of their society or COHII’; y
s;llbj?cts mtay for the same reasons at times deny the ruler’s claims to az:
: ocrllty o;fer them. The 'weaI,{ening. or c.ollapse of that authority inevitably
ends to loosen the subjects’ predisposition toward obedience. Obedi
will no longer be habitual; the decision to obey or not to o‘be willTn;e
made consciously, and obedience may be refused.- ’ )
. If the. subjects deny the ruler’s right to rule and to command, the
mthdr.av?mg the general agreement, or group consent, which make;; os};'ilic '
the ex.lstmg government.!? This loss of authority set’s in motion thi di:' .
Vtegr‘ation .of the ruler’s power.!9 That power is reduced to the degre tl‘ljn-
he 1s- denied authority. Where the loss is extreme, the existen 2 that
particular government is threatened. , e o that
A second point to be considered is the contribution of the subject
the -estabiished system. Clearly, every ruler must depend upon th::‘ op,
er:dtfon a'nd assistance of his subjects in operating the eco:omic an‘;oog“
Immstratl.wj system. Every ruler needs the skill, knowledge, advice lago-
and admmls.trative ability of a significant portion of his,sub'ect; Thr
more extepsxvc and detailed the ruler’s control is, the more sich é;. i te
ance he will require. These contributions to the ruler’s power will rasxilse-
for example, from the specialized knowledge of a technical expert ;gh,
research endeavors of a scientist, and the organizational abi]itiespof ;. d :
partment head to the assistance of typists, factory workers, transportati "
workers, and farmers. Both-the economic and the poIitica,l systel:ns 0 o
ate because of the contributions of many people, individuals, o ations
S e o ) , organizations
. The ruler’s power depends on the continual availability of all this as
s‘lstance, not only from individual members, officials, employees and th-
like, 20 but frqm the subsidiary organizations and inst,itutions which :
pose the system as a whole. These may be departments burfc::e? .,
brgnches, committees and the like. Just as individuals and in,de endusi
groupg may refuse to cooperate, so too these unit organizations ila irel
fuse to provide sufficient help to maintain effectively the ruler’s pos}i’tio;
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-decisions, or may even flatly refuse to ¢

. .. s can
and to enable him to implement his policies. ! .Thus no c-omplsfindi_
carry out a superior order if its members (either unit organizations
’ M LR 22
iduals) will not enable it to do so . .. : , .
" If t)he multitude of ““assistants” reject the ruler’s au}tlhorltir, t:leci r?;f]
ict elve
: is wi inefficiently, or may take unto thems .
e ey e even 1 ‘ ontinue their usual assistance.?
i i sanc-
In efforts to ensure the desired degree of assistance and cooper?;fril, "
tions may, of course, be applied. But because rulers neefd n:)c-)ret effi:-ts &
; ’ i i itude of subjects,
i f compliance by this multitu
ing, outward forms o . s multitude oF SBJee s o o
in thi i Ision will inevitably be 1 q ; '
btain this assistance by compu : one
Zs the extent and intensity of the ruler’s authority among these subjec
imited.2* : n
- Because, then, of dependence on other people to c?pe.rate bthebs(.)ytshtehjs
the ruler is continually subject to influence an.cl 1‘|3str1c’;1on.]l ge th he
direct assistants and the general populace. This control wi g
i i t. ‘
here his dependence is greates . o
" It remains to discuss the relation between sanctions anlil su;tl)rr;l;:; o
i a
i i t, the regime does not make ¢
If, in the face of serious unrest, . . e o
meet popular demands, increased reliance will hav? tcz1 .be Sl?czgoc; o
i ally possible despite dissatisia \
forcement. Such sanctions are usua . e e rejeels
i ften while one section o pop _
the regime because very o ' o e B e the
i i tion remains loyal and willing
the ruler’s authority another sec : oy b the
regime to maintain itself and carry out its p011c1es._ Igi s:wh atci:gffs a:) e
j ice or soldiers to inflict sanc
use the loyal subjects as police i ‘ e
Ir;jrfainder of the people.2s However, sanctions, €ven in such a alcas.e::3 c::rl :
;ot e the determining force in maintaining the re gxmt?—for se*:ferd bre:z ome._
The ruling group (foreign or domestic) will itself still l’)e un}tfa ty ome
thing other than sanctions.?¢ Furthermore, any ruler’s ab;hty' o °ﬁ2§n}i
sanctions at home or abroad arises from and depends upon a signi
. i themselves.
ee of help from the subjects emsely , N .
degrSanctionx_:) are important in maintaining a ruler’s pfalmcal p?werfrom
ecially in crises. But the ability to impose sanctions 1tse}f acllerlehezher
1tjhua obedience and cooperation of at least sorr}e sxzbject:"?, : sro,attern o
those sanctions are effective depends on the subjects” particular p
ission. Let us discuss each of thesg .
Subﬂﬁ?;ﬁom various types of cooperation and ass1stancef, no ruler could
r on the people he wishes to rule in his own coun-
nemies. This ability depends to.a con-
bjects are willing to become police and
f efficiency with which they

impose sanctions, eithe .
try, or internationally on fore{gn €
siderable degree on whether his su
soldiers for him, and if so, upon the degree o
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carry out commands to impose sanctions.?’ Furthermore, the material
weapons themselves are social products. Once one gets much beyond bows
and arrows, the manufacturing process for weapons—guns, bombs, planes,
tanks and so on—depends on social cooperation, often of many people
and of diverse organizations and institutions. Even technology has not
changed this. New developments in communications and weaponry may
in the future reduce the extent of assistance needed at a given moment to
inflict sanctions, and may change the types of sanctions. The relationship
of dependency will not be reduced or abolished, however.

Finally, the effectiveness of even enthusiastic police and troops in car-
rying out their tasks is often highly influenced by the degree to which the
general population gives them voluntary support or obstructs their efforts. 28
As W.A. Rudlin points out, it is not that the State rests on “force,”” but
that the State possesses ““force’’ as long as most of its subjects deem this
desirable.? Therefore, the capacity to impose sanctions rests on coopera-
tion. But the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of sanctions when available
and used also depends on the response of the subjects against whom they
are threatened or applied. _

Thus, the compliance pattern of the subjects will largely determine the
extent to which sanctions are “‘required’’ to bolster obedience and even
their relative effectiveness when used. We are speaking here of the degree

- to which people obey without threats, and the degree to which they con-

tinue to disobey despite punishment. Speaking of the general pattern of
obedience under “‘normal’’ conditions, Karl W. Deutsch has argued that
the chances of detection and punishment, even when small, help to
strengthen and reinforce the pattern of obedience. This general obedience
is sufficiently widespread and strong to make enforcement practical and
.probable in the minority of cases of disobedience. Enforcement and obedi-
ence are, then, interdependent: the greater the voluntary obedience, the
greater the chances of detection and punishment of deviations.’ Com-
pitance and enforcement thus reinforce each other: the stronger the com-
pliance pattern, the more effective the enforcement (and conversely). Also
the weaker the compliance pattern, the less effective the enforcement {and
conversely), with a continual range of variations. This applies to ail types

- of regimes, including totalitarian systems.3?

The ruler’s power, we may summarize from the above discussion, is
therefore not a static *‘given’’ guantum. Instead, his power varies because
the number, type and quality of the social forces he controls varies. .
“The internal stability of a regime can be measured by the ratio between
the number and strength of the social forces that it controls or conciliates,
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in a word, represents, and the number and strength of the social forces
that it fails to represent and has against it.”32

Similarly, the variations in the ruler’s power are in turn directly or in-
directly associated with the willingness of the subjects to accept the ruler,
to obey, to cooperate with him and to carry out his wishes.?® So impor-
tant is the cooperation of the subjects in determining the availability of the
sources of power, and hence the extent and capability of any ruler’s pow-
er, that Bertrand de Jouvenel has put the ruler’s political power, the
sources of his power and the obedience of the subjects on an almost
mathematical basis of equality.*

WHY DO MEN OBEY?

The most important single quality of any government, without which it
would not exist, must be the obedience and submission of its subjects.
Obedience is at the heart of political power. The relationships between the
ruler and the subjects, and the ancient question of why some men obey’
other men, therefore become relevant to our analysis.

Many people often. assume that the issuance of a command and its
execution form a single, more or less-automatic operation and therefore
that the wiclding of political power is an entirely one-way relationship.
If this were true, any suggestion that a ruler’s power might be controlled
by reducing and withdrawing obedience and cooperation would be absurd,

the command and its implementation would be inseparable. However,

for
ween command and

such an assumption is not true: the relationship bet
obedience is always one of mutual influence and some degree of inter-
action—which is *‘mutually determined” action3’ involving a two-sided
relationship between the ruler and the subjects.

Sanctions for disobedience are more severe in the relationship between
ruler and subject than is usual in other relationships between persons who
are superior in rank (superordinates) and those who are under the con-
trols or orders of a superior (subordinates).’ Nevertheless, certain basic
similarities of interaction and dependence do exist between the ruler-sub-
ject relationship and all other superordinate-subordinate relationships. Pro-
fessor Harold Lasswell, the German sociologist Georg Simmel and Chester
1. Barnard, the American analyst of The Functions of the Execulive,
have all offered insights into the nature of this interaction and dependence.
Professor Lasswell has described this mutual influence as “cue-giving’’ and
‘‘cue-taking.”’¥ He cites the orchestra as an example, observing that
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}lfSt as a conductor may impose penalties upon members who fail tb follow
h1s' cues, so the orchestra if dissatisfied with the conductor can impose pen
: a].txes :.md “by deliberate noncooperation or hostile agitation. ma ; ;
him fired.””?8 Lasswell adds that without the expected co;lf-o.rmity g;
the subc,),rdinates (whether in the form of ‘‘passive acquiescence or a};tivz
;?3??;0% zf;; z?:::' 3'x;‘el::monshlp is'not complete, despite the threat or in-
Simmel has offered other examples.of interaction, which occur even
“ihere I?ast expected.*? He cites the relationship betwe;:n the speaker and |
hls_ agdlence‘, the teacher and his class, and the journalist and his readers
as mstar_ices in which the subordinates-actually influence the superordinate
in a major way. “Thus, a highly complex interaction . . . is hidden here
bene.ath thfa semblance of pure superiority of the one element and a purel
passive being-led of the other.*’#! Even in the case of certain t pes 031Z
personal relationships in which the exclusive function of one persg}l} is to
serve tl"le other, he says, and even in the case of the relation between the
hypnotist "clnd the hypnotized, an element of reciprocity and mutual de
_pendence is in\_rolved. As he puts it, **. . . appearance shows an absol t-
1nﬂu_ence, on the one side, and an absolute being-influenced, on the othl;rf': -
but it conceals an interaction, an exchange of influences . ’ 7’42 He co :
cludesthat *‘. . . eventhe most miserableslave . . . insome fE.IS‘hiO t1 .
can still in this sense react to his master.’*43 et
Barnard has also pointed out that the same type of inferaction tak
place between institutions and between the various units within a o
A.alex orga}z.ization.“ Because the superordinate body is dependenfom-
its subordinate members or suborganizations to carry out ord 0(11]
tasks, he describes their operation as a ““‘cooperative effort.”’+s e
The same type of interaction takes place in the State: commands
an.d orders are not automatically obeyed. This is true in the relati
_sh1p between ruler and subjects, between ruler and the regime’s var-
1o.us‘departments and agencies, among the various departments Vﬁ;'
within each of them, between its head and its subordinate mcm’bein 4;
The power relationship exists only when completed by the subordir'latse‘ ?
obedience to the ruler’s commands and compliance with his wishes ;s
we shalll see, this does not always take place. Even where oii-ticai
power 1s backed by sanctions, some degree of interaction alwai exist
between the rulers or superiors-in-rank and those to whom they gi\J/}e ordsrS
and commands.#’ The wielding of political power is not, therefore ;
one-.way process in which the ruler issues commands which ,are inevital;l ;
carried out. “*Since political power is the control of other men.” Frani

POLITICAL POWER 7




Neumann wrote, ‘‘political power . . . is always a two-sided relation-
ship.” 4 Furthermore, -the interaction between ruler and subject takes
place within a political and social setting in which a variety of factors
may influence its course and outcome.

The variables in this interaction are generally three: the ruler (or
leader), the subject (or follower), and the situation.® All are subject
to constant mutual influence, changes in one altering the reactions of the
other two, and in turn requiring & new responsc from the original factor.
The degree to which the ruler succeeds in wielding power and achieving
his objectives thus depends upon the degree of obedience and cooperation
emerging from this interaction. Both domestically and internationally a
regime’s power *‘is in proportion to its ability to make itself obeyed and
win from that obedience the means of action. It all turns on that obedi-
ence. Who knows the reasons for that obedience knows the inner nature
of Power.”” 5 '

Having established the fact that obedience is necessary if the command
is to be carried out and also the fact that obedience is not inevitable,
we come to the ancient question: why do the many obey the few?

How is it that a ruler is able to obtain and maintain political dom-
ination over the multitude of his subjects? Why do they in such large
numbers submit to him and obey him,3! even when it is clearly not
in their interest to do so? How is it that a ruler may even use his sub-
jects for ends which are contrary to the subjects’ own interests?52 All
these questions are not new. But in asking them here as though they
were new, we may rediscover old insights and explore afresh their impli-
cations. The answers will be important in determining what solutions are
to be offered to the problem of how to control political power. As the
sociologists Hans Gerth and C. Wright Mills have concluded, **. . . from

a psychological point of view the crux of the problem of power rests in
understanding the origin, constitution, and maintainance of voluntary obe-
dience.”’33 :

Thomas Hobbes’ answer in the seventeenth century to the guestion
of obedience was simple. Subjects obey their rulers because of fear, he
wrote, either fear of the ruler himself or of one another.3 Were fear the
only reason for obedience there would be only two possible means of con-
trol of the sovereign’s power: either inducing in the ruler self-imposed
limitations, or threatening or using superior fear-instilling power. Today
these means are often seen to be inadequate. Their inadequacy may be

rooted in an erroneous or incomplete understanding of the reasons for obe-
dience. Hobbes’ view, taken by itself, is not true. Other factors in addi-
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" .
nﬁx:ltto fegr{}l:ave played a significant role in the development of govern
s and the maintenance of obedience. It i |
: - It 1s necessary to look b
- . y ook beyond
obbes’ conceptual framework to discover the reasons for obediencg

A. The reasons are various and multiple

1mer;&c;xally therelis no single self-sufficient explanation for obedience to
- Nor can political obedience be explaj i '

. ained solely in rati
The reasons are multi P dfterens o

[ ple, complex and interrelated; diff; i

tions and proportions of reaso n varions statins

ns produce obedience i i ituati

o  hedifions . in various situations.

swers and explanations have, h :
Weoun oo pecificans ! ve, nowever, been offered.
. ] them, provided we reme
, mber that no o
can be totally adequate, and th erspective
, at each mu i
of the others. beseen
1. Habi i '
e pll::: e E))fm}e1 reason why men obey is that obedience has long
. umamty, and it has become a habj i
; ' abit. In the opin-
::(:;11 t?lfl'us:dme,b tI;'e habit of obedience is in fact “‘the essential reason”pfcl)lr
obedience.’ David Hume said th i i
d ¢ at habit consolid
e : olidates what
to];f;dptr1nc;)ple§ of human nature have mmperfectly founded. Once accus
e \c; Ii)ic;dtl;:nce, };e }\lzvrote, men “‘never think of departing from that
¢y and their ancestors have consta
: ntly trod, and to whi
they Sre confm_ed by so many urgent and visible motives.” 5¢ o
Vincmgo;;:: slm?-l}st, howevIer, that habit is the sole cause of obedience Con
ns lelt over a long period are neces ien i
bitual. Such obedience, Austi Sonsenton ot penee -
) . » Austin suggested, is the conse i
tion of various factors such rej B, and & oo

; as custom, prejudice, utilit d i
of the expediency of politi : o times of porition

political government.5? Further, in &

K . , In times of political -
crig e
o ;s, or \a;hen the dem.ands of the ruler increase sharply, habit cSases to
> ;o?p ete explanation of obedience.% Unless other adequate réasons

iy o2 eFlence\also exist, it may then cease.
edged.as e;als' (())f sanctfmrtl’s ; The fear of sanctions has been widely acknowl

urce of obedience.s While sanctions -
sourc may take various f
¢ : ormnis,
t;;:l; ;fci?:;al and .Zconomlc pressures, we are here largely concerned with
§ provided in the law and praciice of th
Iy ovole i provided praciice of the State. These general-
T use of some form of physi i i
/ \ : _ ysical violence against t
disobedient subject, and induce obedience by **. . . power rnerf:1§,rgcoercj\.fhC
- . ' e
a PO\;;r feaIIy opei.'atmg on people simply through their fears e
. repri: ;lnf'fen; b'lehmd such sanctions may be both to provide a punishment
or falfure to meet an obligation (thu i
‘ §, sanctions applied i
o ¢t an obl pplied against
Jects are usually not primarily intended to achieve the objective if the

n the perspective
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original command) and also to encourage the continued compliance of oth-
er subjects by inspiring in them, through exemplary cases, & fear of the
sanctions for disobedience.6t Fear of violent internal sanctions against in-
dividuals and the existence of means for waging violent conflict against
groups (both internally and externally) have often been regarded as impor-
ate and of political obedience.? The role of

tant in the origin of the St
her reasons for obedience

fear of sanctions is especially important when ot
have become weakened. Yet political power cannot be reduced simply to
physical might, and fear of sanctions in support of laws and commands is
not the sole reason for obedience.

3. Moral obligation A third reason for obedience is that subjects
feel a moral obligation to obey. This is distinet from a legal obligation to
do so, although certain types of moral obligation may be associated with a
legal obligation. A sense among the subjects of a moral obligation to obey
is 4 common quality'of all forms of political organization.s®

A sense of moral obligation to obey is partly a product of the normal

process by which the individual absorbs the customs, ways and beliefs of
his society as he grows up,® and partly the result of deliberate indoctrin-
ation.ss The line between these processes is not .always clear. They pro-
duce in the subject an inner ‘constraining power’ ¢ which leads him to
obedience and submission.s7 This sense of moral obligation may not orig-
inate with the ruler but, instead, come from general views about the wel-
fare of the whole society or from religious principles. On the other hand,
because of the limited effectiveness of fear, rulers may try to influence “‘the
most efficacious of all”” restraints, that of “a man’s own conscience.”” 8
The ruler’s *‘secret of success’” then becomes the subject’s mind, and prop-
aganda becomes ‘‘the indispensable adjunct of the police,’"®

The origins and effects of such feclings vary, but generally they may
arise from four considerations:™

a) The common good of society. Belief that constraint by government
is for the common good is always an clement in political obedience.”! Hume
described this as the motive which first produced submission and obedience
to governments and onc which continued to do so.™ QObedience makes
protection from antisocial persons possible,™ and promotes the good of
all. As T.H. Green put it, both morality and political subjection originate
in general rational recognition of *‘a common well-being,”” embodied in
rules to restrain those who would violate it.7 This view includes both
belief in the benefits of government in general and of a particular govern-
ment as compared to any possible alternative.” '
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Belief that political obedience is for the common good—held by both the
‘g‘er_zeral population and those able to impose sanctions for disobedieice-—thu
Gﬁlves great security to any government.’’’s Without this belief, say:
> ]:;2;5:, one would recognize any claim to the common obedience of the
e The degree to wl-uch the law or th? particular regime is identified with

common gocfd will help to determine the degree of loyal obedience.?
However, a considerable discrepancy may be tolerated, for belief in the a-d-
vantages of government makes people averse to resistance and displeased
when others resist.” Although dissatisfied, people-may therefore éc?ntine
to obey for fear that resistance might entail still greafer evii and that .
ernment itself might collapse.® - e
‘ .b) Suprah.uman factors. A second source of moral obligation leading t
political obedience lies in the identification of the lawgiver or ruler \f'u?
suPrahuman qualities, powers, or principles which make disobedience in ]
,cel\‘f‘able. Thc?se qualities may originatein magic, supernatural beings dei‘t:?en’
or true.-behe.ver” ideologies {both political and religious). But t};e effesi
on‘o.bedience is similar. The ruling system thus takes on the character ofc
rehglc‘ms or nonreligious “‘theocracy””—a development which significa tla
contributes to obedience, 8! for disobedience then becomes heresg' im izt ),
a betrayal of race, nation, or class, or a defiance of the gods)i;“opriyr
tory, o—'r of Truth. Various methods, such as rituals may b; used .ts-
keep alive de_ferenee and belief in the particular supr;human ua?itie :
powers, or I.erci-ptes identified with the lawgiver or ruler ! "
c) Legmr_nacy of the.command. Commands are also ;nbcyed because
they are considered legitimate owing to their sources3 and their issuer.8*
.If the comm_and is given by someone in an accepted official position if"t
is seefi as being in accordance with tradition, established law and con;tit :
tion, if the ruler has obtained his position through the established proced r’u‘
jchen the subject will usually feel a greater obligation to obey tharI: he , leci
if t.hese cor_lditions were not present.’5 More rarely, by contrast inﬁzu
lunonal:? ‘s‘xtuations legitimacy may derive not from tradition but i:rom ) ‘:I?;
Eie;)lf)sle;wwt?f I;ev.o%utmn,”,’ and activities during the struggle against the pre-
1egiti;nacyss ;h?fﬁt;r:i:{b _iulcr or sy'stem. Tl}ere are also other sources of
i ute to obedience by increasing the ruler’s author-
et d) Cc;nformny of‘ commands to accepted norms. The fourth source of
elings of moral obligation to obey rulers lies in the conformity of thei
commands to accept norms of conduct. People then obey because the blIt
havior commanded by the ruler is what they believe to be right i "
case, such as not stealing or not killing. The law is then obeyfd berla?.lr?e(
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of the “rationality of its contents.””$7 As Qreen puts it, the laivsscorre-
sponds to the *‘general sense of what is equlta.‘r.ﬂe and niaces‘sary. b
4. Seli-interest Nonpolitical organizations gnd 1nsi1tu:t1odns— ueS;:
ness, educational, scientific and the like—often obtain the desire ‘t_coo;; "
ation of individuals by offering incentiv?s, such as money, 1p.o:)mt_lto?ionS
prestige. Similarly, incentives may also be important in pc?lltxca insti ::ratim;
including the State, as they help to proc.ure the .obechencc, coopOndar
and active assistance of subjects. Hume lists sel.f-mteres.t as a sec A thy;
reason for obedience which operates 1n combination with othe
ke a ruler or system may nevertheless con-
actively in what they

supporting, -di
reasons.’® People who dish
i ively, but even to serve
tinue not only to obey passively, . '
consider to be their own positive self-interest. There may also be a nega

- tive type of self-interest, involving the avoildan'ce of molestauo}il z;.ntd 11i1ccon-
venience; this is related to sanctions and is dllscussed und?r tha bop_ .the
Positive self-interest is most important if the ruler 1s to © taunn-leIlt
various types of assistants and helpers he.ne'eds to run the goveiﬁe et
and to rule. Once the ruler is establjshed,‘ h-e is able to e-nf:ouraie o
pectation of rewards.% Normally his m}nlsters.and mlht.ary h.orce;hor-
example, “‘find an immediate and visible mter‘est m.supportmgf is a:rsons
ity.”él Such self-interest may also be e's;.)f:ma_lly urjp'o%rtantt . tI)lr 5111 rsons
who occupy secondary governmental positions m- admlmsjcra ion, e
ment and the like, as well as nongovernmental intermediary posi
e S'cs)g‘;—?r:terest may be appealed to in terms of: prestige '(t‘he hopP: iqr
titles, decorations and various honors); .relative power position ‘(r:;;amrz——
nance and improvement of one's status 19 tk:e‘: political ar_ld SOCRL S:g >
n:{id);92 or direct or indirect financial gain {“‘every marll 1st suggtain i
have his price’”).9% These rewards.es.pecmlly help the ruler 01 e o
services of the minority, which he will use to rule and contro -
ity 94 . -
- While- direct economic rewards have genera‘.lly' been limited tc.)nrzle::
tively small numbers of persons, ccononuce self—mterest mdaty nov; n}1 o
tain societies be an increasingly impor.tant motw; fc?r o.be 1e;we amone &
larger percentage of the population. With the multlphcatlc.mdo.tgto crmment
jobs and controls over the econon;y, more peotple ﬁ:g f;:dirleCtoemnomic
terest to remain loyal, to obey, and to cooperft €. N SC( ‘
ourage general submission; higher standalrds of living a_n
Ezlvriréiinng}iiaet::iai bfne%its in highly industrialized countries may contrib-

ute significantly to continuing political obedience and positive assistance

for the system and regime.
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5. Psychological identification with the ruler Subjects may also
obey and cooperate because they have a close emotional identification with
the ruler or with the regime or system. This identification may be stronger
and more usual in societies in which the common beliefs and sense of pur-
pose have broken down; people often need something or someone to be-
lieve in and some source of purpose and direction in their hves. Deutsch
refers to persons who look ‘‘upeon the government in some manner as an
extension of themselves or upon themselves as an extension of the govern-
ment . . . the triumphs and successes of the government are felt as personal
triumphs by its subjects; its defeats are experienced as personal dishonor

~or misfortune . . .’ This phenomenon is not limited to any particu-
lar political system. :

6. Zones of indifference Although subjects do not obey all laws.-
with equal thoroughness or enthusiasm, it does not follow that all those
laws which do not arouse enthusiastic obedience will be poorly obeyed in
the absence of threats of sanctions. This is because, in Robert M. Mac-
Iver’s words, “‘there is a margin of indifference and a margin of toler-
ance.”’¢ Barnard also observes that ome reason that it is possible to
achieve enduring cooperation is the existence of ** ‘a zone of indifference’
within which each individual will accept orders without consciously ques-
tioning their authority . . .”’97 How wide this zone is will vary, depend-
ing on a number of social and political conditions and the inducements
offered for obedience. ,

7. Absence of self-confidence among subjects Many people do
not have sufficient confidence in themselves, their judgment and their ca-
pacities to make them capable of disobedience and resistance. Having no
strong will of their own, they accept that of their rulers, and sometimes
prefer rulers who will direct their lives and relieve them of the task of
making decisions. The subjects may be disillusioned, exhausted, apathetic,
or possessed of inertia, or they may lack a belief system which makes it
possible both to evaluate when one ought to obey and disobey, and also
to give confidence in one’s right and ability to make such a decision.
Lack of self-confidence may also be influenced by a belief that the ruling
group is more qualified to make decisions and to carry them out than
are the subjects. This attitude may be based on perceived greater compe-
tence,% social customs and - class distinctions,® or conscious indoctrina-
tion, 100 - -

One consequence of the lack of self-confidence is a tendency to avoid )
responsibility, to seek to delegate it upward and to attribute greater au-
thority to superiors in the hierarchy than is in fact merited,!! People
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lacking self-confidence may seek a ruler, a leader, a despot, a tyrant who
will relieve them of responsibility for guiding their present and their fu-
ture.192 Wrote Rousseau; ‘‘Slaves lose everything in their chains, even
the desire of escaping from them: they love their servitude, as the com-
rades of Ulysses loved their brutish condition.’”!03 Even where subjects
wish to alter the established order, they may remain submijssive because
they lack confidence in their ability to act effectively in bringing about
the desired changes. As long as people tack self-confidence they are un-
likely to do anything other than obey, cooperate with, and submit to

their rulers.

B. Obtaining the ruler’s functionaries and agents

Every ruler uses the obedience and cooperation he receives from
part of the society 1o rule the whole. He is assisted by a “veritable
army of underlings,’” 1% a complex graded organization of subordinates,
functionaries and agents,” who help to subject the society as a whole
to his domination.'® This requires and produces a hierarchical system.1’
Because of the key role of this section of the population, brief special at-
tention to their motives for obedience and cooperation is required. As
with the general populace, these motives are various and multiple: habit,
fear of sanctions, moral obligation, self-interest, identification with the
ruler, indifference within very broad limits to particular policies, and in-
sufficient self-confidence to refuse. While the preceding discussion of these
motives also applies here, it scems that for this group a particular motive
may be of either more or less importance than among the general popu-
lation. Feelings of moral obligation to obey and to provide help may be
especially important. Within the ruling group, which includes this organi-
zation of functionaries and agents, “gome common sentiment,”’ *‘some-
thing like voluntary consent’’ is needed.!08 As already noted, self-interest
may play & disproportionately large role; Boétie observed that there may
be “‘as many people to whom tyranny seems profitable, as those to
whom liberty would be agreeable.”” 109 Today, many people have vested
in the continuance of established regimes and therefore continue to serve

* them.

Fear of sanctions is probably less important among the functionaries

and agents than among the general populace. (An exception might be

soldiers who are drafted into the army against their wishes and face se-
vere sanctions should they mutiny.) Generally, however, violent sanctions
are not decisive in obtaining the special assistance of functionaries and
agents; other motives predominate. This may be important in getting them
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to refuse to assist grou i i -
ps which have illegally seized
by a coup d’étar, for example. ’ the State apparatus

C. Obedience is not inevitable!10

alwaObedlfancc_a toa ruferis command, though usual, is not inevitable. It
A Vs ;?rlels in degree with the individual concerned and with the socialr
political situation. Obedience is never uni i
: ‘ ] niversally practiced by the
gfilzlg ;f)opulatl;m. Many people sometimes disobey the law. Some pZopie
requently., The degree of general compli ics
pliance varies widely. Th
most powerful ruler receives no mo i ’of the
re than the habitual obedi '
bulk of the subjects.!!! Publici oedionce. schme
. ublicized cases of mass disobedi i
and noncooperation are sim i e vidonses ot
| ply more extensive dramatic eviden 1
: : : ces of this
'gex_aeral truth. They are demonstrations that the wielding of political
is indeed a case of interaction. F oo
t hiPeople are generally law-abiding, except when ““unmoored by catas
ophic e»:ents or by social convulsions.””'12 At any given point in a:
g1vcrc11 society there are limits within which a ruler must stay if his com
Ellznhiss ta;re tofpe obeyed. These limits are subject to change throughout
_ ry of a society.!'? To the degree th
o at the law and th ter’
general policies agree with the n i al sonse
eeds of a society and th
of what is desirable and toler i / e e
able, obedience will b i
Rudlin observed, “Obedien o the s o oo
. s ce can be enforced only while the
are in some sort of agreement with the | i o ales
- aw. There is no lack of exampl
M ) T es
of olﬁuf)s;;wn and successful opposition, to government decision.”” “4p
. .tho_ aws tha.t under certain conditions subjects may be willing to put
C{I))n\t\;; uen:conv;m_ence, suffering and disruption of their lives rather than
© submit passively or to obe ici
y a ruler whose poli th
no longer tolerate. Havin ! ving wideeorend
. g long been accustomed to receiving wi
: n g widespread
obedience, rulers do not always anticipate these eventualities. 15 ’

THE ROLE OF CONSENT

_Obedlisngfh; of t}il.ehabovel discussion, it is reasonable to view the political
( _ n which a ruler’s power is ultimatel
ch a y dependent as a conse-

quence of a combination of a fear i ' e

el of sanctions and free conse
o . . nt—the latter
: ;su;ga;thefr from a more or less nonrational acceptance of the standards
_ of one’s society, or from a more i

‘ or less rational considerati
of the merits of the regi T i com
gime and the reasons for obeying i is i

. : ‘ . ying it. This is com-

pgtlble_ with discussions by several theorists who describe obedience as
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arising from a mixture o

:
|
%_
b
!

f “coercion’ and “sonsent.’” ¢ Clearly sanc-
duce the necessary degree, extent and coanstan-
her reasons for obedience are present, an in-
ease compliance.!!” Nevertheless, the fact
ce an increase in obedience.

tions alone could not pro
ey of obedience. Yet if ot
crease in sarctions may incr
remains that sanctions do not always produ
This may be because in order to produce obedience, sanctions must also

operate through the volition, or will, of the subject. This possibility mer-
its further exploration. 1f true, it has important political implications.

Let us first admit that there is a meaningful sense in which obedience

is not voluntary, in which the individual is a more 0f less helpless vic-

tim of vast social and political forces which impinge upon him—even deter-
mining his beliefs, his moral standards, his attitudes to social and potiti-

cal events, and consequently his obedience to the State. If these forces
s the repressive power

are insufficient to produce obedience, there is alway
of the State, which he has learned to fear. This combination of pressures,

controls and repression is, more often than not, seen as a conclusive rea-
son for the view that obedience follows more or less automatically from
the issuance of commands. As we have seen, however, the wielding of po-
litical power involves social interaction, and obedience is by no means as
uniform or universal as this deterministic view of obedience would lead
us to expect. The reason for this inconsistency may be simple: the view
that political obedience is constant, that it is determined by these social
and politicat forces {or, ¢ all else fails, will at least be produced by sanc-

tions) is fallacious.

.A. Obedience is essentially voluntary
In reviewing the reasons for obedience we ¢ind that although they

are highly influenced by various social forces, each reason must operate
through the will or the opinion of the individua! subject to be effective.
If he is to obey, the subject must accept a combination of the current
reasons for obeying as in fact being sufficient for obedience. Because sanc-
tions do not automatically produce obedience, the subject’s evaluation of
the reasons for obedience will even include sanctions. The will or opinion
of the individual is not constant and may change in response to NeW in-
fluences, events and forces. In varying degrees the individual’s own will
may then play an active role in the situation. There is thus an impor-
tant sense in which the obedience of subjects is essentially the result of
an act of volition.!®

Even in the case of obe
that it is best to continue to obey wi

dience by habit, the subject accepts the view
thout consciously trying to examine
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why h i
tiﬁgaﬁi ;h:,;f tc}llc; so.] Feelings of moral obligation, a psychological iden-
fcation with th ruler, and acceptance of a “‘zone of indifference’™ all
mionve & bas 1.y vol untary gcceptance of the ruler’s wishes. The role of
ot giv1:‘\nocurmg obedience may vary, depending upon the relative
importance § Val‘ie(tmorfe or less c'onscmusly) to it by the subject, in the
S condudey :;1 ot.he'r a.ttltu'des. In certain situations the subject
i at_ it is in his self-interest to disobey a regime—
eopecially if he T fizes;ts cl;)lla.ipse. The degree of his lack of self-confi-
ther subieens ay be influenced by changes in the attitudes of
Choii‘t’?h;nséﬁz;fe of sanctions, there is a role for an act of will, for
undesirable than thz lzz)l;ssézingé’;zd;njbijCOHSCQTUEHCGS Y
ore i alvays s mareim o oo e 1§nc§. his is not to deny that
force‘or the threat of ?orce.”1?9e§$2§egahln;1;ilsw‘:3; O:C;fni?yi;he ?‘Se' o
IS-;I; fljr c‘)ﬁfitﬁnorfo;cﬂ?ly proc:}xred by the despot.””1® To say thitre ‘13: H;
ros for Wi 0 ct I;>1ce erfn.m the case of sanctions is to say that one can
Si00se 10 ¢ Chz;se thz a‘.i\_/mdmg the s‘anctions threatened for disobedience.
e can choose 10 ¢ isobey and risk receiving the threatened sanctions.
direct ahyeical violat must be made between obedience and coercion by
eon e dz ion. If, for exar_npie, a man who is ordered to go to
D oed by dren hso_ and.ls p'hysma]ly dragged there (that is, if he is
oerced by dires P ylswal vxol‘atlon), he cannot be said to obey, argued
husn. But th:nu}z;z st to prison under a command backed by threat
S app;- the fe ;}n fact obeys and consents to the act, although he
may : 0‘ the command.’2! Obedience thus exists only wh
p[;f C?mf’hed with or submitied to the command 7
Obedien)crzxcg Iﬁoffrl:ls-wn affecting clml}‘r the body therefore does not obtain
obe comp.u ISioz o da:xn typfes of ob_;lectwes can be achieved by direct phys-
e o xsobech.ent sub_]f:cts——such as moving them physically
R Ever 1o aChievren mo};fn}g .physma.tlly,‘ or seizing their money or pI‘Opt
oy Bven 10 aohi t:,uc limited objectives in the face of a larger num- '
s st subjects wo_uld require a vast number of enforcement
jraraiovaleie altl:zsor cgnstra{n each.of them physically. Most other ob-
by ovon oo d,‘an certa}nly a_ctwe cooperation, cannot be produced
AVERAS ;lrectbphyswal. v19—1ation of persons—whether the com-
mand s to dig arrect R ol.e_y traffic signals, work in a factory, offer tech-
pieal advic ,comma I:.d political 'op]_)onents. "The overwhelnﬁing percenta;ge
e’ comima .s and objectives can only be achieved by inducing
ject to be willing for some reason to carry them out. Punishmengt
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of one who disobeys a command does not achieve the objective (for exam-
ple, the ditch remains undug even if the men who refused to dig it have
been shot). '

~ The threat of physical compulsion or sanctions produces obedience
and consent only when the threat affects the subject’s mind and emotions
—in other words, when the subject fears the sanctions and is unwilling to
suffer them. This was Simmel’s point Loo: he argued that despite penal-
ties for disobedience, the choice to obey or to disobey is always possible.!
It is not the sanctions themselves which produce obedience bui the fear
of them.\ In Robert Michels” words: “Even when authority rests on
mere physical coercion it is accepted by those ruled, although the accept-
ance may be due to a fear of force.”’12¢ Of course, it is almost axio-
matic that most people in most situations are guite unwilling to suffer the
penalties for disobedience. Even when their dislike of the status quo is
high, there will be hesitation. Gandhi, for example, on the basis of his
efforts to produce large-scale disobedience and voluntary acceptance of im-
posed sanctions, observed that feelings must be very intense to make pos-
sible the acceptance of such sacrifice.12s However, disobedience sometimes
occurs despite sanctions, as will be described later in more detail.

If, then, choice and volition are present even where obedience is
largely produced by sanctions—where one could least expect an act of will
—the obedience of subjects in general can be regarded as voluntary and as
arising from consent. This is especially so because generally people obey
for reasons other than the threat of sanctions. Clearly, permanent obedi-
ence cannot be produced only by threat of sanctions.!26 It is reason-
able to conclude with Austin that obedient subjects will the obedience
they render, that they obey because of some motive, that they consent to
obey. Their obedience is therefore essentially voluntary.’?” This is ome
of the significant characteristics of government.

The conclusions of the discussion thus far may be put succinctly. A
ruler’s power is dependent upon the availability of its several sources. This
availability is determined by the degree of obedience and cooperation given
by the subjects. Such obedience and cooperation are, however, not inevi-
table, and despite inducements, pressures, and even sanctions, obedience
remains essentially voluntary. Therefore, all government is based upon

consent. 28
Support for this view comes from widely diverse political thinkers and

actionists. For example, Austin wrote that the view ‘‘that every govern-
ment continues through the people’s consent’’ simply means that in every
society ‘‘the people are determined by motives of some description or an-
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other,ﬁto obey their government habitually . . .” 2% William Godwin

;;1;1?:- e; and r;mre libertarian thinker, argued that people can be helc;
jection only insofar as the i j |

: . . . they are willing to be subject. All

- . r a3 i Ov-
g:::e;; 1s1ffou.nded in opinion.”’ 30 Acceptance of this view came fven
o Sh Hiiler: “‘For, in the long run, government systems are not
e zgteh er b}lr1 ;he pressure of force, but rather by the belief in the qual
and the truthfulness with which th ' inter.
s of the peanie ¢y represent and promote the inter-
e Tc; say that every government depends on consent of the people does
ll_Sh;:doorz:izurtse, meali} that the subjects of all rulers prefer the estab
r to any other which might be created. Th -

cause they positively ap i 0 consens becanee they

\ prove of it—but they may also consen

Y. ' t because the
Zileirssmsa:gmg. ;?dpay the price for the refusal of consent.132 Refusal rey
-confidence and the motivation to resist and i ' -

siderable inconvience'¥? and i i jom. % 1o sy Mg o
vsring social dl.sruptlon,'“. to say nothing of
1arg::i}l; deig;e: ;f lti.bertyfm}'1 tyranny in any government is, it follows, in

cflection of the relative determination of j ’

a reflec : the subjects to b
free ;r;ld their wﬂlmgnc‘ess and ability to resist efforis to ensiia.ve theme
) ree of th.e most important factors in determining to what degree e;.
ﬁii; :rds; Sp.o:e; \txﬁll be controlled or uncontroiled therefore are: 1) the rela

tre of the populace to control his iv -

> of i power; 2) the relative strength

.of th’e sulb_]?cts 1r-1c'lependent organizations and institutions; and 3) the sﬁb-

Jects re_atwe ability to withhold their consent and assistance

. Sll;g_tmiatell\);, therefore, freedom is not something which a ruler “‘gives”’

jects. Nor, in the long run, do the fo instituti
, , rmal institutional st
and procedures of the i on. oy
government, as prescribed by the ituti

themselves determine the d ) fits of the saters
egree of freedom or the limits

! : of the ruler’s
Ip;;\;:r. A fccl)c_:le;y may in fact be more free than those formal arré.nge

s would indicate. Instead, the extent and i i i
: s nd intensity of the ruler’
er will be set by the stren j H dition ot the
gth of the subjects and th iti
whole society. Those limits m i coante oo
. ay themselves, in turn, b
tracted by the interplay betwee ions ot o o
n
. play the actions of the ruler and those of the
.. Of'[:lile p(;litical conclusions to be drawn ffom these insights into the pow
rulers are simple but they are of fund ignifi i i
tablishing control ovel di indi bsttate Fon e In o
ctators and finding a substitute
Harris has formulated th i tpliteal poser ~cas
_ em succinctly. He argues that political e
never be exercised without the acqui Dlo—sithout the di.
quiescence of the people—without the di
. - -
rect cooperation of the large numbers of people and the indirect coopera-
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tion of the entire community.
only where the peopie throu
connivance and complicity,
by allowing themselves to be the in

mind when he wrote about the Eng

- Tt was not 'simply English military mig

~ essarily rece

»135 Therefore, tyrapny has ““flourished
gh ignorance, of disorganization, or by actual
aid and abet the tyrant and keep him in power
struments of his coercion.” %

.. a nation gets the government which it deserves, and those to

whom this dictum is distasteful are either the small minority of dis-
sidents, too few to influence the popular will of which they are the
victims, or else those whose discontent is inconsistent with their prac-

tice, and who cooperate with the tyranny they deplore in spite of
1,137

themselves and often without realizing i
into the nature of all government: in

Leo Tolstoy had such insights
lish subjection of India:

a nation comprising two hundred
from superstitution and he will fail
an that thirty thou-

A commercial company enslaved
millions. Tell this to a man free
to grasp what these words mean. What does it me

gand men . . . have subdued two hundred million . . . ? Do not the
figures make it clear that it is not the English who have enslaved the
Indians, but the Indians who have enslaved themselves? 1%

ht which subjected India to English

rule, argued Tolstoy; this subjection could not be understood except in
the context of the condition of Indian society which led the Indians to
cooperate with, submit to, and obey the new Raj.

Such obedience and cooperation are not offered automatically, for
people do not give equal obedience and help to every person and group

which lays claim to governing them. Nor does any particular ruler nec-
ive equal obedience and assistance throughout his reign.

B. Consent can be withdrawn
We have seen that obedience b

mutual influence of various causes operating through his will. These causes

of obedience are not, however, constant. The reasons for obedience are
variable and may be strengthened or weakened. For example, the degree
of a ruler’s authority will vary. Other reasons for obedience may increase
or decrease. Conditions and outlooks, the state of the subjects’ knowledge,
their attitudes and emotions—all may change. They may alter the subjects’
willingness to submit or 10 resist. Even fear of sanctions is not constant,
Such fear may grow because of increased severity or personal insecurity.
Or it may decrease, because of reduced severity or increased willingness
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y the subject is the consequence of the

to a i L g
o s;?:tt sanctlons‘because of overriding goals. The subjects’ willin
because Iofto a Pé;rt;fn;lar policy or to a whole regime may also be al%:: S;
new beliefs (or new insights i ¢
chanaes in - : into old ones) and beca
possiielz in perceptions of the established system. As a result of (;1;1:; o .
P ags ¢ }:f:rIatlops, the nef:essary consent of the subjects is unstable Ite ie
. . racterized by rminor variations; it may at times be ch A
y major changes. ¢ characterized
Obedi :

ity may o ;Snce tvherefore varies. For example, decline in the ruler’s autho
voluntﬁr crmime .the subjects’ willingness to obey and also weéken th;—
strength Ytﬁgoz)ira’tlon.wf’ When one or more reasons for obedience 1051;
other re;son n; €r may .Seek to counteract that loss by efforts to increase
s fo ;t or ;befilence,' such as by making sanctions harsher and
forts arecilot suc():z yf lilcr;asmg rewards for loyal service.!® If such ef
essful, the continued decline i f A

L. ) in grounds i
may;‘e:d t}? the disintegration of the particular'reg?me for obedience
ec i 3 3 s ‘
the ruler th;?gs:zfli;: ecst;l bjectst‘ wills may lead to their WithdfaWiﬁg from
, cooperation, submissio i ;

drawal ma » Sut n and obedience. This with-
and admin?s{g(;iur among both the ordinary subjects and the ruler’sage;}:s
ors. There is abundant historical evidence that changes in

- the opini )
pinions of the subjects and agents have led to reduced obedience and

cooperation with the established i
the regime. ed ruler and, in turn, to the weakening of
Th i : '
here DZ ;trtltu(tigs am? }?ehefs of the ruler’s agents are especially important
in their inteof te opinion of the supporting intermediary class that it i
hier i s 'les to support the ruler, urged Godwin, *“‘and the fab 'S
uilt upon it falls to the ) L : apre
. ground.’” 4! Likewi
anvy ar , ) ewise, he
jecfionmnzé dgm?stlc or foreign, which is used to hold a people ?;gzig’
at large Tl)r/le ae influenced by the .opinions and sentiments of the peo h;
in Suppl:essing rtr;]ey maylthe.n decline to provide the ruler with assistariljce
; peopie, Just .
assistance. 142 just as the general populace may withhold its
Gandhi ; - .
disobedience ‘:210 }‘jxp_er;meme_d widely with the political potentialities of
requisite fo » emphasized the importance of a change of will as as a pr
was, he ar ) ZChange In patterns of obedience and cooperation Tlfe:’
3 . - <
cubimisaio ngliz s é;fneed for: 1) a psychological change away from passiv
that his. assi self-respect and courage; 3 2) recognition by the subj .
. deterﬁ]ia;:ts‘tanc'e mgkes the regime possible;'4* and 3) the buildin jeg;
that theee Ch;?lI;;:C::tgd;aw cooperation and obedience. 145 Gandhigfeit
O e consciously infl N :
lib ) y influenced, and he the -
erately set out to bring them about. ‘“My speeches,” he saidre‘f‘oare .
’ , “‘are in-
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tended to create ‘disaffection’ as such, that people might consider #t a
shame to assist or cooperate with a government that had forfeited all

title to respect-or support.’ 146

Changes in the attitudes of workers in
tics, for example, which result in withdrawal of obedience and cooperation

can create extreme difficulties for the system. It can be disrupted or para-
lyzed. At times this can happen even when the ruler’s own agents contin-
ue their loyal obedience. The sheer difficulties of maintaining the normal
working of any political unit when its subjects are bent upon an attitude
of defiance and acts of obstruction are sufficient to give any ruler cause
for thought. Without the obedience, cooperation, assistance and submis-
sion of the subjects and agents, power-hungry men claiming to be rulers
would be “‘rulers’” without subjects, and therefore only ‘“‘objects of deri-
sion.”” 147
If a ruler’s power is to be controlled by withdrawing help and obedi-
ence, noncooperation and disobedience must be widespread and must be
maintained in the face of repression aimed at forcing a resumption of sub-
mission. However, once there has been a major reduction of or an end to
the subjects’ fear, and once there is a willingness to suffer sanctions as the
price of change, large-scalc disobedience and noncooperation become pos-
sible. Such action then becomes politically significan
will is thwarted in proportion to the number of disobedient subjects and
the degree of his dependence upon them. The answer to the problem of
uncontrolled power may therefore lie in learning how to carry out and

rmaintain such withdrawal despite repression.

factories or of citizens in poli-

1,148 and the ruler’s

TOWARD A THEORY OF NONVIOLENT
CONTROL OF POLITICAL POWER

Many people may readily admit that noncooperation and disobedience
may create minor and temporary problems for rulers, but deny that such
action can do more. If such were the limits of the impact of noncoopera-
tion and disobedience, then reliance would have to be placed elsewhere
for control of the power of governments. Indeed, a.number of political
theorists have pointed to very different means of control over ruler’s pow-
ers, and their theories have gained wide acceptance.

A. Traditional controls

Because a discussion of these more traditionai means of control can,

by comparison and contrast, help to point up important characteristics
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of the nonvio

ally speaking,lcfhtc:pg;?#h’ they should be briefly surveyed here. Gene

rulers themselves, instit mto three categories: voluntary Se{f'TeSt.rajnt br-

of power, and th,e a Il‘ltio‘n al arrangements designed to limit the exerci .

violent revolution orPP ication qf superior power of the same t reise
war, ype, as in

1- S =T = p -
g

tn:nnsi}1 ;}rrangements which are discussed belows espectally certain institu-
ong conte i i '
il emphasii o ;T(:Pi‘;‘fl ary tWrnters, Martin J. Hillenbrand has placed spec
one of the 1 fundampoz; ance of seif-control in rulers, regardin iIt) .
(the other being “the sen aI. ways of controlling “the power of ?orc E:S’
internal control of self. “Per_IOT.POWCI of foree™).140 He calls this “t;
ion or theory of cond- l"estl:?]; r;t In the use of power based on some crit e
€nt and in the future c‘ltl}:t- ’ Hlﬂenbrand concludes that for the s
trol of power ““must lie ii etsljen.nal solution™ to the problem of the 22§_
of power so that Fhey wil & e mdu.cement of restraint in the-.possessors-
| 2. Institational arvang :;; ;tn(:;lly in ;}:ce:ordanze with certain criteria.”i51
trol the abuse o second traditional me
a set of insmffocg:ﬂbhas been the attempt to establish “a P?iisc:glzogr-
This has involved settin Y which governments might be restrained” sz
termining governmen. g ?‘p procedures for selecting the power-holder -d
stitutional and constitp9 iy, and regulating government actions. The o
becn the.prime comribut:'onal arrangements of libera] democrac-ies kL e
is clected by the o utions toward this type of control. The leg; 1 ure
subjects, and then either the executive is chosefliat?}:e
v the

- legislature fa i
s . )
{as a prime minister and his cabinet) or the chief executive i
utive is

54 CCted d eCt y -
the Amerlcall p] egldellt GO VET Il]]lell[al
tI adithJIS 01‘ SllCh 3 ySIeII]S. IIl the Amellcau S yStEIII dli fEI lIlg taSkS h& ve

POLITICAL POWER
33




3. Applying superior means of violence Where all other means of

asserting influence and control over a political ruler have failed, the tra-
ditional solution has been to threaten or to use superior violence against
his forces. As we noted, Hillenbrand speaks of “‘the threat of, or the ac-
tual use of, superior power of force’ as one of “‘two fundamental ways
by which the power of force inay be controlled.””!53 Violence for this
purpose has taken a variety of forms, including rioting, assassination, vio-
lent revolution, guerrilla warfare, coup d’état, civil war and interna-
tional war. '

The need for some further means of control beyond these three has
often been admitted. Jouvenel, for example, has spoken of the difficulty
of finding ‘‘some practical method™ for controlling power,'s* and

s Maritain has posed “the problem of the means throngh which

Jacque
3y ]55

the people can supervise or control the State.
This is not an casy task, for an alternative technique of control over

political power ought to contain the potential for dealing with extreme
situations as well as minor ones. The remainder of this chapter, there-
fore, surveys briefly a small part of the evidence from existing theory and
practice which indicates that withdrawal of cooperation, obedience and
submission may threaten the ruler’s position and power.

B. Theorists on withdrawal of support

Several political theorists have also argued that the withdrawal of obe-
dience, cooperation and submission by subjects, if sustained, will produce
a crisis for the ruler, threatening the very existence of the regime. These
include Boétie, Machiavelli and Austin. The similarities of their views
1o the conclusion reached to this point in our analysis are striking.

_ Boétie—the least known of these theorists—argued that refusal of assis-
tance to tyrants cuts off the sources of their power, and continued refusal
causes tyrants to collapse without need for violence against them. **. . . if
they are given nothing, if they are not obeyed, without fighting, without
striking a blow, they remain naked and undone, and do nothing further,

just as the root, having no soil or food, the branch withers and dies.”” %

Roétie maintained that people could deliver themselves from a tyrant by
casting off servility: **. . . just don’t support him, and you will see him like
a great colossus whose base has been stolen, of his own weight sink to the
ground and shatter.””!s’ Boétie’s views—reputedly written at the age of
eighteen—exerted a great influence upon Thoreau and Tolstoy.'s8 Through
Tolstoy, those views also influenced Gandhi who saw in them a confirma-
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_pression of the subjects in su

tion of the theory of pow
- tentiil };vhich he flad :lreae;yh;czii *ti(l)rziillffeasped, w1t the poliial po-
ew ét1 i ]
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oo gren th.at thewx e, M?ry‘ Wollstonecraft Shelley, has written:
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et ong to teach his injured countrymen how to re-
Jouven i iti
e dependeilc’e()::e:i I1:_0day’s major pg.lltlcal philosophers, has emphasized
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! ! ere i
;1:) ;h;me:;c::;;: of the sentence?’’ 163 Not ;rff;aiﬁeu:l;g;:; tbou: (;?sl.): r?l::
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had ot e Obedu‘ a k}ng hgve mustered an army if the barons .
alists have purs o ience in the.lr domains? And how could the indus:t"'
It is almost aili;;?:tiz ltfh:ie? w}? rkfe rs had stopped work?”* 16+ -
oo lat m the face of such nonco i
sod g;:grc: from. anything less than the total population Ogleerin?n anfd
sanctions throug};those agents remaining faith;“ul to h];ﬁe'lr I‘:Ieu
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ille argued, ‘‘A government which should have -
POWER :

then win, for, as Tocquev
bedience than open war must be very near

no other means of exacting o

its ruin . . 71 :
Austin was similarly convinced: ; _
. - &
For if the bulk of the community were fully determined to destroy it 3 Bs®
the evils through , oo
- &
G

and to brave and endure
their object, the might of the government it- ;
y attached to it, would scarcely suf- : @&'Q ¢
tard its subversion. And though it ! RN
ts, and therefore were more than a 2 €
ious people, it hardly could re-
them to permanent obedience, in
o the death.'®

[the government],
which they must pass to
self, with the might of the minorit
fice to preserve ii, or even to re
were aided by foreign governmen
match for the disaffected and rebell

duce them to subjection, of constrain
case they hated it mortalty, and were prepared to resistit t

ruier’s
power
capacity

“[t is easier to conquer than to rule,”” observed Rousseau, 97

sources of power
intangible factors
material resources
uoigndoed jesauab

f (. Clues to the political impact of noncooperation

al evidence that the theoretical insights

_of Boétie, Machiavelli, Austin, Jouvenel and others are valid and that, at
least in certain circumstances, noncooperation can be effective in con-
trolling governments and other bodies that wield political power. Let us %
explore a few examples which show in diverse situations the dependence
of the titular ruler on his bureaucracy and then on the mass of the gen-

eral populace.
1. Bureaucratic obstruction

2 dggree of coopera-
i tion from foreign %
governiments & peopie

'018 s1ad|ay g s1uabe s da)n

There is considerable historic

Three cases are offered to show the de-

pendence of power-holders on their bureaucracy. The first of these involves
the withholding of cooperation in a political situation with a high degree
of support for the ruler (the American presidency). The second is an in-
termediary case, with civil servants acting in an atmosphere of reservation
and hostility (Russia in 1921-22). In the third there is a high degree
of outright resistance (the German bureaucracy against the Kapp Putsch).
The United States. Richard Neustadt has documented the actual
limitations on the power of the American president, especially those im-
posed by his own aides, bureaucracy and Cabinet. After analyzing several
important cases in the administrations of Presidents Truman and Eisen-
hower, Neustadt concludes: ““The same conditions that promote his lead-
ership in form preclude a guaraniee of leadership in fact, '8 The pres-

ident has a “‘power problem™:

This is the classic problem

CHART ONE
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of the man on top of any political
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he’ll say, ‘Do this! Do that!’ 4nd nothing will happen. Poor Tke—it won’t
be a bit like the Army. He'll find it very frustrating,*’17s

Even as late as 1958 President Eisenhower still experienced * ‘shocked
surprise’ that orders did not carry themselves out” and that the assistance
of others had to be deliberately cultivated in order to produce “‘effective
power.” 176 Of course, it is possible to cultivate the art of inducing oth-
ers to provide neceésary help. However, the necessity to do this helps to
confirm the pluralistic—dependency theory of power, the need of 2 power-
holder to receive his power from others.

The Soviet Union, In March 1922, at the Eleventh Congress of the
Russian Communist Party, Lenin presented the Political Report of its Cen-
tral Committee. In very clear terms Lenin stated that “‘the political les-
son”’ of 1921 had been that control of the seats of power does not neces-
sarily mean control of the bureaucracy. Asking what constituted Communist
strength and what the Party lacked, Lenin observed that “We have quite
enough political power . . . The main economic power .is in our hands.”’
Nevertheless, something was missing. This, it was “‘clear,” was lack of
culture among the stratum of Communists who perform the functions of
administration.” In. Moscow there were 4,700 responsible Communists
and also the Russian government’s “‘huge bureaucratic machine, that
huge pile.”” But, Lenin said, ““we must ask: Who is directing whom?”’
Were the Communists directing? No, said Lenin. “To tell the truth, they
are not directing; they are being directed.” Remarkably, Lenin compared
this domestic power problem to the international power problem of occu-
pation of a defeated country by a foreign conqueror—something they had
learned in their history lessons as children, said Lenin. The nation that
conquers appears to be the conqueror and the nation that is vanquished
appears to be the conquered nation. However, what really happens then
depends, said Lenin, on the relative cultural level of the two nations,
Despite the military realities, if the vanquished nation is more ““cultural™”
than the conquering nation ““the former imposes its . . . culture upon the
conqueror.”’ : :

Lenin then asked: “Has something like this happened in the capital of
the R.S.F.S.R? Have the 4,700 Communists (nearly a whole army division,
and all of them the very best} become influenced by an alien culture?”
The “*culture” of the “vanquished,” though *‘at a miserably low and
insignificant level,” was, nevertheless, higher than that of the “respon-
sible Cornmunist adminstrators, for the latter lack administration ability,””

Communistswho are put at the head of departmenis—and sometimes art-
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ful saboteurs deliberately put them in these positions in order o use
them as a shield—are often fooled. This is a very unpleasant admission
. .but...thisisthepivotof the question. I think that this is the pol-
itical lesson of the past year; and it is around this that the struggle will
rage in 1922,

Will the responsible Communists of the R.S.F.S.R.and of the Rus-
sian Communist Party realize that they cannot administer; that they
only imagine that they are directing, but actually, they are being di-
rected? If they realize this they will learn, of course; for this business
can be learnt. But one must study hard to learn it and this our peo-
ple are not doing. They scatter orders right and left, but the result is

" quite different from what they want.!?7 -

Germany. The monarchist-military Kapp Putsch of 1920 against the

new German Weimar Republic was defeated. According to the eminent

German historian Erich Eyck, victory for the republicagainst this attempted
““the general strike of the workers

coup d'état was woi principally by

and the refusal of the higher civil servants to collaborate with their rebel
masters.”’ 1”8 Particular attention will be given here to the refusal of as-
sistance by these civil servants and certain other key groups. A further de-
scription is offered in Chapter Two.

At the onset of the Putsch, the legal Ebert government had proclaimed
that German citizens remained under obligation to be loyal to and obey it
alone.1” The resulting resistance of the civil servants took a variety of
forms. The officers of the Reichsbank refused Kapp’s request for ten mil-
lion Marks because it lacked an authorized official signature—all the under-
secretaries in the ministries had refused to sign. The bank’s cashier rejected
Kapp’s own signature as worthless, 180 even though his troops occupied the
capital and the legal government had fied.

Unable to obtain the cooperation of qualified men to form the promised
cabinet of experts, the Kappists asked public patience with a government of
inexperieﬂéed men.18! Some cabinet posts were never filled.!82 Many of-
ficials already in government bureaus refused to assist the Kapp regime;
those in the government grain bureat, for example, threatened to strike un-
less Kapp retired.!® .

Even lesser civil servants were not very helpful to those who had seized

- the pinnacle of power; as result, hopelessly incompetent men Were ap-
pointed to lesser but nonetheless important posts, such as directorship of the
press bureau; # this weakened the Kapp regime. Even the noncooperation
of clerks and typists was felt. When Kapp's daughter, who was t0 draft the
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purpose the coercion of Government by mass pressure as opposed to
argument, and which a British Government recently found it necessary

to mobilize all its resources t0 resist.

But in India the noncooperators had gone further; the All-India Work-
ing Committee of the Indian National Congress had ‘‘insidiously”’ attempted
to undermine the allegiance of the government’s police and troops. Asa
result, the Viceroy continued, the government had *‘no option’” but to pro-
claim that body illegal. India needed to be protected from +principles so
fundamentally destructive . . .7

Therefore it is that T have felt bound to combat these doctrines and to
- arm Government with such powers as scem requisite to deal with the
situation. I fully realize that in normal times such special powers would
be indefensible. But the times are not normal, and, if the only alterna-
tive is acquiescence in the result of efforts openly directed against the
constituted Government of the King-Emperor, I cannot for one moment
" doubt on which side my duty lies . . . So long as the Civil Disobedience
Movement persists, we must fight it with all our strength,'®!

It is remarkable to find the British Viceroy in essential agreement with
Nehru, Gandhi and Tolstoy on the nature of British power in India and
on the effective means of destroying the foreign Raj.

The Soviet Union. Conditions and events during the German occupa-
tion of major sections of the Soviet Union during World War 11 differed
vastly from those prevailing in India during the British occupation. How-
ever, German expetiences also led certain officials of Nazi agencies and of-
ficers of the army to the view that the cooperation and obedience of the
population of these territories were needed in order to maintain the occupa-
tion regime.

In accordance with their racial ideology and policies {especially that of
‘replacing the existing population with Germans), for a long time the Nazis
did not even seck cooperation from the Eastern Untermenschen (subhu-
mans). This case therefore represeints an absence of cooperation by the pop-
ulation of the occupied areas rather than a deliberate refusal of cooperation
when sought. The situation is not always clear, for many factors influenced
the course of the occupation. The role of the absence of cooperation in the

occupied territoriesis itself sometimes difficult to isolate, hecause of the war
and guerrilla activities in these territories. Nevertheless, despite ideology,
Nazi policies and war, some German officials and officers very significantly
concluded that the subjects’ cooperation was needed.

In his study of the occupation Alexander Dallin is able to cite many in-
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What follows from Hitler’s admission that *force’’ alone is inadequate
in ruling people in conquered territories if the people refuse to accept the
militarily successful invaders as their political masters? Hitler’s emphasis on
the psychological nature of occupation rule very significantly coincides with
the views of the political thinkers which have already been presented: that
in order to rule it is necessary to reach the subjects’ minds. These theoret-
ical insights into power indeed have practical implications. Noncooperation
and defiance by subjects, at least under certain conditions, can create serious
problems for rulers, thwart their intentions and policies, and even destroy
their government.

If this is true, then why have peopie not long since abolished oppres-
sion, tyranny and exploitation? There appear to be several reasons. First,
such victims of a ruler’s power usually feel helpless in the face of his ca-
pacity for repression, punishment and control. These feelings of helpless-
ness arise from several causes.

The subjects usually do not realize that they are the source of the
ruler’s power and that by joint action they could dissolve that power.
Failure to realize the role they play may have its roots either in innocent
ignorance or in deliberate deception by the ruler. If the subiects look at
their ruler’s power at a given moment, they are likely to see it as a hard,
solid force which at any point may fall upon them in their helplessness;
this short-range view leads them to the monolith theory of power. If they

were to look at their ruler’s power both backward and forward in time,
however, and note its origins and growth, its variations and fragility, they
would begin to see their role in the genesis, continuance and development
of that power. This realization would reveal that they possess the capacity
to destroy that power.

It is also often in the ruler’s power-interest 10 keep the people deceived
about the fragile nature of political power and their capacity to dissolve it.
Hence, rulers may sometimes seek to keep this knowledge from them. Tol-
stoy argued that the people, on whose cooperation the oppressive regime
ultimately depended, continued to serve it by becoming soldiers and po-
lice, because “‘from long continued deception they no longer see the con-
nection between their bondage and their own share in the deeds of vio-
lemce.”” % In his day Hume similarly anticipated that rulers would
themselves see the dangers of this view of power to their own position:

Were youto preach, in most parts of the world, that political con-
nections are founded together onvoluntary consentora mutual promise,
the magistrate would soon imprison you, as seditious, for loosening the
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grounds as well. Hume, for example, believed that constitutional govern-
ment, with its separation and limitation of powers, depended on some form
of resistance to keep it democratic, for “‘every part or member of the con-
stitution must have a right of self-defence, and of maintaining its ancient
bounds against the encroachments of every other authority.”” It is, he ar-

gued, L

a gross absurdity to suppose in any government a right without a rem-
edy, or allow that the supreme power is shared with the people, without
allowing that it is lawful for them to defend their share against every
invader. Those, therefore, who would seem to respect our free govern-
ment, and yet deny the right of resistance, have renounced all preten-
sions to common sense, and do not merit a serious answer,20?

~ The problem of finding remedies which are not in the long run worse
than the evils they are intended to remove—a problem which concerned
Hobbes—is still a difficult one. It is important to examine all proposed
courses of action in that light, including the technique on which this book
is focused. Fxamination of specific political potentialities of this technique
lies outside the scope of this study, which is limited to exploration of the -
nature of nonviolent action: but an understanding of nonviolent action and
its theory of pover requires that this point be briefly answered. There is
ro reason to assume, as Hobbes did, that the withdrawal of obedience and
cooperation to deal with a tyrant, for example, necessarily destroys all fu-
ture capacity to maintain social order and democratic government. There
are important reasons for believing that this is not true; these will become
clearer as we consider in the concluding chapters the actual operation of
the technique of action based upon this theory of power. There is even
evidence that the alternative forms of behavior—violent counteraction or
passive submission to oppression—may be more destructive of society than
nonviolent action, especially under modern conditions.

Long before he became Chancellor, Hitler wrote that “‘one must not
imagine that one could suddenly take out of a briefcase the drafts of a
new State constitution’’ based on the leader-principle and impose them
dictatorially on the State by command, “by a degree of power from above.
One can try such a thing, but the result will certainly not be able to live,
will in most cases be a stillborn child.”’22 What would happen if peo-
ple realized this on a wide scale, knew that they could prevent the impo-
sition on them of unwanted policies and regimes, and were skillfully able
to refuse to assist, in open struggle? It has been suggested that such knowl-
edge could lead to the abolition of tyranny and oppression. Ganchi, for
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5. Auguste Comte pointed to the close relationship between the society and the

political system and their mutnal influence on sach other, emphasizing the need
to view political systems in the context of “the coexisting state of civilization.”
(Auguste Comte, The Positive Philosophy of Auguste Comte. Freely trans. and
condensed by Hareiet Martineau, with an introduction by Frederic Harrison, 2
vols. [London: George Bell & Sons, 1896], vol. II, pp. 220-223.) He lamented
that “the existing political philosophy supposes the absence of any such inter-
connection among the aspects of society , . ,” {Ibid., p. 225.)

T. H. Green mzintained that political theorists have often erred in focusing their

attention solely on a coercive State and isolated individuals, ignoring other .

forms of community and the important role of society in influencing the nature
of political power. (Thomas Hill Green, Lectures on the Principles of Political
Obligation. [London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1948 (orig. 1882)], pp. 121 fF))
“The notion that force is the creatar of government,” argued Maclver, “is one
of those part-truths that beget total errors.” (Maclver, The Web of Government,
p- 15)

More recently Errol E, Harris has written: “Physical force itself is the
instrument only, not the essence, of political power. Brawn, guns, and batons
are but the fools employed. Power itself is not a physical phenomenon at all, it
is always and only a social phenomenon . . . (Hards, “Political Power,” p. 3.)

. The term “ruler” or “rulers” is used heie as a kind of shorthand to describe the

individuals or groups which occupy the highest positions of decision and
command in a given governmment, At times this “ruler” may be, or come close to
being, a single person — as is usually assumed to have been true in the case of
Hitler and Stalin, In other cases the “ruler” may be a smatl elite or an oligarchy,
Most of the time, however, a very large number of persons, with complex
interrelationships, may collectively occupy the position of “ruler.” In a case of
pure direct democracy, the position of “ruler” as separated from the “ruled”
would not exist. Intermediary forms and gradations also exist.

. Etinne de La Boetie, “Discours de lo Servitude Volontaire,” in Oeuvres

Completes d’Etienne de 1a Boetie (Paris: J. Rouam & Cie.,1892). p. 12. See also
Boetie, Anti-Dictator: The Discours sur la servitude volontaire”Of Etinne de La
Boetie, trans. by Harry Kurz (New York: Columbia University Press, 1942), pp.
11-12. That translation differs slightly from the one in the text of this volume
which was made by Madeline Chevalier Emerick.

- Comte saw “every social power” as being “constituted by a corresponding

assent . . . of various individual wills, resolved to concur in 4 common action, of
which this power is the first organ, and then the regulator. Thus, authority is
derived from concusrence, and not concurrence from authority . .. so that no
great power can arise otherwise than from the strongly prevalent disposition of
the society in which it exists...” The degree of disposition in the society
toward a ruler, Comte believed, would determine the relative strength or
weakness of the power-holder. (Comte, The Positive Philosophy of Auguste
Comte, pp. 222-223 .} ’

. Two contemporary Ametican writers argue similarly to Comte. Harold D.

Lasswell writes: “Power is an interpersonal situation: those who hold power are
empowered. They depend upon and continue only so long as there is a
continuing stream of EMPpOWEring ICSPONses ... Power is...a process that
vanhishes when the supporting responses cease,

“The power relationship is . - . giving-and-taking, It is a cue-giving and cue-
taking in a continuing spiral of interaction.” (Harold D. Lasswell, Power and
Personality [New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1948],p. 10.)
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Maclver says it this way: “. .. social power is in the last resort derivative, not
inherent in the groups or individuals who direct, control or coerce other groups
or individuals. The power a man has is the power he disposes; it is not
jnirinsically his own. He cannot command unless another obeys. He cannot
control unless the social organization invests him with the apparaius of
control.” (Maclver, The Web of Government, pp. 107-108.)

10. Jacques Maritain, Man and the State (Chicago IfL.: University of Chicago Press,
1954, and London: Hallis and Carter, 1954), U.S. ed., p. 126; British ed., pp.
114-115.

11. John Austin, Lectures on Jusisprudence or the Philosophy of Positive Law (Fifth
ed., rev, and ed. by Robert Campbell; 2 vols; London: Jehn Murray, 1911
[1861], vol. I, p. 89.

12. Charles Louis de Secondat, Baron de Montesquien, The Spirit of the Laws
{Trans. by Thomas Nugent; Introduction by Franz Neumann; New York:
Haffner, 1949), vol. I, p, 313.

13. Arthur Livingstone emphasized the closeness of the relationship between
-passession of the sources of power and being a raler: “A man rules or a group of
men rules when the man or the groupis able to control the social forces that, at
the given moment in the given society, are essential to the possession and
retention of power.” Social forces are defined by Livingstone as “any human
activity or perquisite that has a social significance — money, tand, military
prowess, religion, education, manual labor, science — anything.” (Arthur Living-
stone, Introduction to Gaetano Mosca, The Ruling Class (Trans. by Hannah D.
Kahn; ed. and rev. with an Introduction by Arthur Livingstone; New York and
London: McGraw-Hill, 1939), p. xix. _

"14. Rousseau speaks “of morality, of custom, above all of public opinion™ as “the
real constitution of the State™ upon which “success in everything else depends.”
(Jean Jacques Rousseau, “The Social Contract,” in The Social Contract and
Discousses [New York: E. P. Dutton & Co., 1920, and London: J. M. Dent &
Sons, Ltd., 1920], p. 48.)

15. While acknowledging the role of coercive force, David Hume points out that
“nothing but their own consent, and their sense of the advantages resulting
from peace and order” could be responsible for the subjection of multitudes to
a ruler. (Frederick Watkins, ed., Hume: Theory of Politics [Fdinburgh: Thomas
Nelson & Soms, Ltd., 19511, p. 196.) It is, Hume says, “on opinion only that
government is founded,” including not only the most free and populat, but also
the most despotic and military ones. (Ibid. p- 148.)
william Godwin argues that it is precisely because: government is based upon
opinion and consent that rulers use various pressures to influence the subjects to
accept their authority. (William Godwin, Enquiry Concerning Political Justice
and its Influence on Morals and Happiness [Sec. ed.; London: G. G. and I.
Robinson, 1796], vol. I, p. 98.)

16. Berifand de Jouvenel, On Power: Its Nature and The History of its Growth
(TFrans. by J. F. Huntington; Boston: Beacon Paperback, 1962), p. 355, British
edition: Power: The Natuzal History of its Growth- (Revised; London: The
Batchworth Press, 1952), p. 302.

" 17. Green, Leciures . .., p. 103. Habitual obedience, he argued, arises from “ihe
common will and reason of men,” and only rarely needs backing by coercive
force. (fhid.; see also p. 98.) Coercive force, says Green, is not the most
important thing about governments; it is not coercive power operating on the
foars of the subjects “which determines their habitual obedience.” /Tbid., pp. 98

and 103.)
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That would require far, far more poli
; a S police than there are; Jouvenel s
p(})lhce as subjects. (Jouvenel, On Power, p. 376. Br. ed.: Power p.a gsl‘?s)néig '
fv cre people have been conquered by military might, the don’ainance .cannot
lagt 1(15 .};t depends solely upon such means (Maclver, The Web of Government 2l
Ha;vardes{?;ig}é léiungrd, 'I’];«;4Functions of the Executive [Cambridge Ma;s:
rsity Press, 81, p. 149). Even the power of unde ‘
r m
gegm};es depem_is on accepiance of their authority. (Harris, “Political Povgggtgl)c
.} Rousseau insisted: “The strongest is never strong cnough to be always:
master, unIf‘:‘ss he transforms his strength into right, and obedience into duty.”
(F‘\ous;seau, The Social Contract,” p. 8.) e
lec'c)?l% Machiavelli speak§ repeatedly in The Prince of the need to keep subjects
sq 1§dl'e and. loyal, to maintain or win their good will, and of the importance of
;:‘::ry 1111ng t}lﬂi _};)atred. (Machiavelli, The Prince [New York: E. P. Dutton & Co
an’s Library, 1948, and London: J. M. Dent &, Sor s
Library, 1948), pp. 16, 74-17, 8182, 129 and 146147 T bis Decer s
Iy, 1348], pp. 16, 74-77, 81-82, 129 and 146-147.) In his Di
Machigvelli writes that the prince “wh i . or his onomy
© has the public as 2 whole for hj
can never make himself secure; and the i does b
: ; greater his cruelty, the weaker does his
regime become. In such a case the best remed y i ke tho
ome. S ¥ he can adopt is to make th
pepulace his friend.” (Machiavelli, ““The Disc i y
opul: f ! s he First Ten Bock
Livy,” The Discourses of Niccolo Machi i [Londor t o Eogen
P 19501 ver b o pat achiavelli [London: Routledge and Kegan
18. W. A. Rudlin, “Obedience, Political,” edi
, N cal,” Encycl i i
(New York: Macmilian, 1935, vol. XT. p. 413, opedia o fhe Social Sciences,
19. Says Green: “If a despoti . i ke
potic government comes into anything like habi
) 4 : 1 abit
_conﬂlf:t with th’e’: unwritten law which represents the general wﬂlg its dissoluﬁoal
is beginning .. (Green, Lectures ..., p. 313.) ' g
glogver:;l points out that in the extremity of the total rejeétion of the ruler’s
cl If:]xlnet au.thonty, he would simply not have the attributes of a ruler. The State
i ﬂs] 0 p}l;.ces as soon as. the authority of the sovereign loses its hold on a part
o = ie.u ject mass, which bestows its allegiance elsewhere.” (Bertrand de
UI:;:Z?:EQ (S)?vgﬁignty; An Enquiry into the Political Good [Chicago, IlL.:
A j ago Press, 1959, and London: The Batchworth Press, 19521,
Without authority, says Maclver, organizati
, z , , Organizations can “carry no fancH
. }[vhdtever‘ (Maclver, The Web of Government, p. 84.) “Even the most ruthllgsg
Iyrant_gets.nowhere unlegss h_e can clothe himself with authority.” (ibid., p. 83.)
agtﬁgsi?ahop where a consl.derable portion of the subjects rejects t};é rﬁler;s
e rn v:fﬂ;v}glle an_oths}zr considerable portion continues to accept it, his political
0 e seriously weakened, but not necessarily destro .
! , ; yed. Two State
:xgiiht:iln tz-r;d to form and W'ﬂl engage in some form of struggle which will Ei.ads
estruction of one (as in a civil war), or to some kind of accommodation

(Ianglng from IefOImS to Sepalatlon into two independent S ates, e.g., in
N ) P bl -,

20. 1(\:11an Weber, “Poh’tjcs as a Vocation,” in From Max Weber: Essays in Sociolog
g Oxgl(ls.b;g. z:‘in% Wl’lﬁ’) an: Introduction by H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills; Ng
: ord University Press, Galaxy Book, 195 i : " :
Kegan Paul, Trench, Trabner and Co., 1948), é 81.8 [orig. 13461, and London:
21. See Bernard, The Functions of the Executive, pp. 181-182
22. Ibid., p. 182. ' ‘

23. ;I;:Sr:)ii;; gglrdgz]i;rrlger Sanbd I;f.iglward Af Shils point out that full control is rarely
. ubordinate siaff, and hence the subordinates ma
: ass
certain amount of independence and initiative in wielding poxffer. u']In'lfisa

POLITICAL POWER 3!




combined with the ruler’s dependence on them, “. . . tends to set up a bilateral
power relation between the chief power-holder and his subordinates, giving the
latter power over the chief power-holdes in addition to any independent power
they may exercise over the mass. Subordinate power-holders, to the extent that
they exercise independent power in the sphere claimed by the chief power-
holder, will limit the power of the latter, and to that extent lose their character
of subordinates.” (Herbert Goldhamer and Edward A. Shils, “Power and
Status,” it The American Joumal of Sociology, vol. XLV, no. 2 [September
19391, p. 177.) A ruler, over a period of time, must therefore come to terms
with his subjects and adjust fo some degree to their needs and aspirations. (See
Jouvenel, On Power, p. 110; Br. ed.: Power, p. 161)

24. Barnard insists: “. . . no absolute or external authority can compel the necessary
effort beyond a minimum insufficient to maintain efficient or effective
organization performance.” {Barnard, The Functions of the Executive, p. 182.)
He argues that this need for contributions is a common characteristic of all
institutions including the State. Most attempted organizations fail because
“they . ..cannot secure sufficient contributions of persomal efforts to be
effective or cannot induce them on terms that are efficient.” Such failure
occurs, in the last analysis, because “the individuals in sufficient numbers
.. withdraw or withhold the indispensable contributions.”fbid., pPp.
164-165). :

25. Jouvenel, Sovereignty, p. 4.

26. Maclver, The Web of Government, p. 16.

27. As Harris has pointed out: ““.. . there is no such thing as political enforcement
which is not a socially exercised activity in which a considerable proportion of
the members of the group on which it is imposed participate.” (Harris,
“Political Power,” p. 6.) Both the manufacture and the use of the instruments
applied in inflicting violent political sanctions depend on “that very social
otganization which the political power is needed to maintain.” (Ibid., p. 4;see
also pp. 3-5).

28. Karl W. Deutsch, “Cracks in the Monolith,” in Cail J. Friedrich, ed.,
Totalitarianism (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1954), p. 315.

29, Rudlin, “Qbedience, Political,” p. 416.

30. Deutsch, “Cracks in the Monolith,” pp. 314-315.

31. Deutsch writes: “At one end of this spectrum, we could imagine a situation
where everybody obeys habituaily all commands or decisions of the totalitarian
regime, and no enforcement is necessary; at the otherend . .. we could imagine
a situation where nobody obeys voluntarily any decision of the totalitarian
system, and everybody has 1o be compelled to obey at pistol point, or under
conditions of literalty ever-present threat and ever-present supervision.

“In the first of these cases, enforcement would be extremely cheap and, in fact,
in the second, it would be prohibitively expensive, and in fact no
d on on such a basis. Even the behavior of an
occupying army in wartime in enemy territory falls far short of this standard;
even there, many of its orders are obeyed more or less habitually by an
unwilling population in situations where immediate supervision is not practi-
cable. If the occupying army had to put a2 soldier behind every man, woman,
and child of the local population, it would be extremely difficult for the army
to keep sufficient numbers of its men detached from such occupation duties fo
continue with further military operations. Somewhere in the middie between
these extremes of universal compliance and ubiquitous enforcement is the range
of effective government. There a majority of individuals in a majority of

UNnecessary;
government could be carrie
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situations cbeys the decisions of
¢ . the government m i
without any need for immediate supervision.” (fhid, pp.o ;el 3?;- Iltfs)S from habit

32. Livingstone, “Introduction,” to Mosca, The Ruling Class, p. xix

33. it: «
grsggsi(:gr}: Eentglam put it: “The efficacy of power is, in part at least, i
P oGOe promptitude of obedience...” (Jeremy Betham ' 1;
Logmen gjzford vﬁﬁ:;::ift:} %d. witg an Introduction by F. C. Montz:éue'
L : ress, Humphrey Milford, 1 i )
168.) The degree of politi o iy e 1891)
e i political power is established by “nej l,p.
II?Iise .n.e.efihzfi‘n a habl_t of, apd disposition to obedience . . .”yfIb;:ienI})l 632?3% or
Fdain St:;-esobfgéenc: is nq;: limited to free societies azgued'l:'do.nteséuieu' In
X A nature of government requi i fer
V-‘(él;e (Mc_)éqt}asquieu,The Spint of the Loy, :cc’flm;e; t]21e) most passive obedience
T said it concisely: “If the state is to exi t the domi
authority cluimn Lo 0 exist, the“dorp{nated must obey the
- Y the powers that be.” (Weber, “Politics as a Vocation,” p.
34. Jouvenel, On Power, p. 18; Br. ed.: Power, pp. 27-28.

35. Kurt H. Wolf¥, editor and t i
Free bross, 1950, o om rans., The Sociology of Gemg.Simmel {Giencoe, 111,

36. . i
rovisod, 3 voh (O T ey on Historcal bricipls, Third Bdiion
2084 s. : e Clarendon Press, 1959), vol. II, pp. 2060 ané

37. et P - -
o?filélél?ughfcue giving is highly concentrated in the conductor, commandi
The car?éucotrem?, the funcqon is not wholly monopolized by’ any ot‘afh;;:;g
attention fro?;’ thor instance, is continuously. responsive to what cornes to his
oblivious to the be horc-hema; and neither the drill master nor the foreman is
squad of the w kc avior of his men. And the members of the orchestra, the
ome another ork-team a{'? attentive to one another, adapting themsel »

‘ other’s performance.” (Lasswell, Power and Personali seves to

38. Ibid, p. 12. ¥, pp-10-11)

39. Ibid., p. 16.

40. Walff, ed., The Sociolo i
f, ed., gy of Georg § 1
41. Jbid., p. 186. Bommel p. 18-
42, Ipid.
43, Ibid., p. 250.

44. Barnard, The Functions of the E i .
? ¢.LLxecutive . -
435. Ibid., p. 182. , Pp. 181-182.

46. inciples i
;Iul;e;zriz;;neupr?mples apply des_ptte the fact that on relatively minor issues the
s meriti c)1;1 sh gf ;;1; Statg ‘glll gsuat]il]y support “law and order™ regardless of
. ., and despite indivi
subjects to conform will be strong.pﬁbid epfalc ;;I)mt the pressuze on individual
47. E. V. Walter writes: “A ion . . .is 2 d
: power relation . . . is a dynamic int ion i i
if;zgg g(;me control may be exercised by afl parties. F is cleezar(:tg}ncl;luxgl'cgqat
sach megrz?t(E co{;tr‘o‘(i'al?e oji};ers to the same degree, nor do t,héy contrt;l t}?:
. . . V. Walter, “Power and Vi ” i iti i
. Review, vol, LVIII, no. 2, [June 1964] pV;glzeI;CE, American Political Science
- . , D .
: ;T-inﬁzcaINealﬁgm;_r:a’ga}h%l i):gpc(%a:inc a:ild The Authoritarian State: Essays in
. and with
40 Glencoe, I1L.: Free Press and Falcon’s Wing Presf: llggga}cep b3}’ Herbert Mareuse;
- Paul Pigors offers a fourth vari : ence .
ul variable: the preserce of absence
' ! l of
uniting the ruler and subject. This factor is here included in t}?ecgirtrlllzlt(i)gncag::
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Paul Pigors, Leadership or Domination {(New York: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
1935, and London: George G. Harrap, 19335), p. 195, See also Mary Follett,
Creative Experience (New York and London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1924),

p-61.

50. Jouvenel, On Power, p. 17; Br. ed.: Power, p. 27. Jouvenel uses the term

“Power” with a capital “P” as approximately the same as “the State.” )

51, “Discipline on such a scale as this,” wrofte Facques Necker, “must astound any

man who is capable of reflection. This obedience on the part of a very large

number to a very small one is a thing singular to observe and mysterious to

_think on,” {(Necker, Du Pouvior Executif dans les Grandes Etats [1792], pp.
20-22; quoted in Jouvenel, On Power, p. 19; Br. ed.: Power, pp. 28-29.) )

It was Hume’s question too: “Nothing appears more surprising, to those who

consider human affairs with a philosophical eye, than the easiness with which

' d by the few, and the implicit submission with which

the many are governe
men resign their own sentiments and passions to those of their rulers.”

{Watkins, ed., Hume, p. 148.) ’
Contemporary political thinkers are still asking the same question. Hans Gerth

and C. Wright Mills have written: “Since power implies that an actor can carry
out his will, power involves obedience. The general problem of politics
accordingly is the explanation of varying distributions of power and obedience,
and one basic problem of political psychology is why men in their obedience
aceept others as the powerful. Why do they obey?” (Hans Gerth and C. Wright
Mills, Character and Social Structure [New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1953,
and London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1934], p. 193.)

52. In the sixieenth century Boetie marvelled at the phenomenon of obedience to
oppressors: *. .. what happens in every country, by all men, and in all eras, that
one man abuses a hundred thousand and deprives them of their liberty, who

. would believe it, if only he heard of it, and did not see it? And if it only
happened in strange and distant lands and that it was spokeri of, whe would not
suppose that it was somewhat false and made up, not really true?” (Boetie,
“Discours de lz Servitude Volontaire,” p. 8; see also, Bostie, Anti-Dictator, p.
9.}

53. Gerth and Mills, Character and Social Structuze, p. 194.

54. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (Reprinted from the edition of 1651; New York: E.
P. Dutton, 1950 and Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958), U.8.ed., p. 167; Br. ed.,
p- 152,

55. Jouvenel, On Power, p. 22; Br. ed.: Power, p. 30. See also Deutsch, “Cracks in
the Monolith,” p. 314; Maclyer, The Web of Government, p. 76; Green,
Lectures . . ., pp. 101 and 126; Austin, Lectures. .., pp. 292-294; and Necker,

quoted in Jouvenel, On Power, pp. 21-22: Br. ed.: Power, p. 30,

56. Watkins, ed., Hume, p. 155. See also p. 197.

57. Austin, Lectures . . . , p. 294.

58. Jouvenel, On Power, pp. 23-24; Br. ed.: Power, p. 32

59, See, e.g., Neumann, The Democratic and the Authoritarian State, p.8; Maclver,
The Web of Government, pp. 76-77; Jouvenel, Sovereigniy, p. 2; Deutsch,
“Cracks in the Monolith,” p. 314; Rudlin, “QObedience, Political,” p. 417;
Austin, Lectures..., p. 298; Watkins, ed., Hume, pp. 201-206; Godwin,
Enquity .. ., vel II, pp. 43-44; and Hobbes, Leviathan, US.ed., p. 167;Br.ed,,
p. 132,

60. Green, Lectures. .., p. 98.

&1. Machiavelli, although emphasizing the need for the goodwill of the populace ifa

prince were to maintain his power, telieved that under certain conditions
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gl;edﬁr;z; i;szllg b’?‘h prc]»)d].lced by sufficient violence and .threat of violence (See, -
£, , The Prince, p. 67.) Leo Tolstoy, too hasi y f
fear of sanctions in obtainin i ' sty caves oo
: g obedience to the State, especiaily i
obedience was not in the interest of jec o mg Lbo Tomtny e
: the subjects. (See, e.g., L
Kingdom of God Is Within You [New Y omas ¥ Crowell, 1595, sy
£ k: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1
London: William Heinemann, 1894 USOr 5. 265,264 265 o
e e s , 1, US. ed., pp. 154-155, 263-264, 266; Br.

62, Sec c.g., Watkins, ed., Hume
) , ed., s Pp. 154-155; Mosca, The Ruling Class 53-54;
;m(i: OBer}t;%nsc% zlslu;sill, Id’oweg A New Social Analysis (New Ygrk: W., \%p.NSrtso‘L’
. ; ondon: ) ’
5% 1o, 1 Geo. Allen and Unwin, 1938), 1.8, ed., p. 184; Br.
63. R{dgﬁ::gﬁ}:ﬁ, é‘c;: eg&a{q;:le} i;(;lund it under both monarchies and republics (See
» 1he >pint of the Laws, vol. 1, p. 34). Contem iters '
Ethe ¥ vol. 1, p . porary write:
?; dil‘:gve?il, have found it “varying in liveliness and effectiveness froﬁisgzz
i ual to another, among the members of any political society.” (J
overeignty, p_ 87.) Y7 Gouvenel,

64. See Maclver, Th
T e Web of Government, p. 77, and Green, Lectures ..., pp.
65. Feelings of moral obligati
I r gation as a cause of obedience may b i
gxgzrgéséegécli-:lnimg fI:rtomfGreen’s view that this is largely a rec)(;gnietio‘;?rnl)cl"utslg
; enefits of government, to the anarchist view th is i
a means of deception used to hold t’he i feetion o o ey
a m: people in subjection. (Se i
qu_un:y ..y VoL I, p. _98, and Emma Goldman’s pamphlet Tlge ;:nccl;isidd‘:,:;ll’
ciety and the State (Chicago: Free Society Forum, nd.}),p.5 ’
66. Green, Lectures . . ., pp. 123-124. T

67. See Barnard, The Functions of the Executive, pp.-152-153.
68. Jouvenel, On Power, p. 376; Br. ed.: Power, p. 317
69. Ibid., p. 302, .

70. fg;ﬁl;;::g;sn t(W)Oijll%l classification of (1) “opinion of intérest” including
a) in this text, and (2)“opini ight,” i ing
@D, Wathineod Huto oor 148-15(0_) opinion of right,” including (b), (¢), and
71. Green, Lectures . . . »P- 125,
72. Watkins, ed., Hume, pp. 102 and 213.
73, Ibid., p. 101.

74, Green, Lectures..., pp. 124-125. Green ack
‘ een, . . . nowledge i
glllajdeggggii and cer_tan} q_ua@iﬁcati?ns to the theory conce%n(iingt?ﬁe Zﬁ::::?aric;o:é
1190 giiih;hggsleﬂﬂzzgﬁsm E1}ts g%ne{)al }a]idity. (See fbid., pp. 126-128 and
ed.: Power, pp. 32-33}; Simmela(IW;??f ZdyTg?;f)le'l o b B 25-26; .
. ; , ed., ciology of Geor i ]
p%f:;z’ ?SSGBLO‘DEH M. Maclver {The Modem State [Oi};ord at tﬁe %1;:;;1;13(11,0%
, ; London and New York: Oxford University Press 1964] 154
75. Watkins, ed., Hume, pp, 148-149, ’ ' >
76. Ibid. :

T7. Green, Lectures . . ., pp. 102 and 109.
78. Ibid,. p. 109.

79. Watkins, ed., Hume, p. 104.
80. See Austin, Lectures . , . » P. 293 and Rudlin, “Obedience, Political,” p. 417

81. Jouvenel, On Power, . 35
oy 2 P- 355 (see also pp. 4142); Br. ed.: Power, p. 301 (see also
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22. One of the conditions described by Mosca in which resistance to rulers was seen
as impossible was “When the leaders of the governing class are the exclpswe
interpreters of ‘the will of God or the will of_ th_e people and exercise sovereignty
in the name of those abstractions in societies that are deeply 1r§1hued with
religious beliefs or with democratic fanaticism . . . (Mosca, The Ruling Class, p.
134.)

83, Maclver, The Web of Government, p. 76.

84. Jouvenel, On Power, p. 24; Br. ed.: Power, p. 32, )

85. Goldhamer and Shils, “Power and Status,” p, 173; ]ouve}'lel, Sovereignty, p. 5;
“Pigors, Leadership or Domination, p. 311; Godwin, Enquity ..., vol I_, p. 2§ 0.
Several sources of authority described by Hume clearly refer to ways in which

the legitimacy of the ruler may be established, In addition to the supposed role .

of original contract, he discusses five other sources: (a) ti:jne (‘:}Ong possession
in any one form of government of succession 'of princes 3, (‘L‘_))_ presen,E
possession, (¢) right of conquest, (d) right of saccession, and (e} _pomtlve ;aws
enacted by the legislature to fix a form of government or succession f)f princes.
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