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Nonviolent Action:

an Active Technique

of Struggle

INTRODUCTION -

In political terms nonviolent action is based on a very simple postu-

“late: people do not always do what they are told to do, and sometimes

they do things which have been forbidden to them, Subjects may disobey
laws they reject. Workers may halt work, which may paralyze the econ-
omy. The bureaucracy may refuse to carry out instructions. Soldiers and
police may become lax in inflicting repression; they may even mutiny.
When all these events happen simultaneously, the man who has been
“ruler” becomes just another man. This dissolution of power can happen
in a wide variety of social and political conflicts. The fac'to_ry'managerfs
power dissolves when the workers no longer cooperate, Political power
disintegrates when the people withdraw- their obedience and support. Yet
the ruler’s military equipment may remain intact, his soldiers uninjured,
the citics unscathed, the factories and transport systems in full opera-
tional capacity, and the government buildings undamaged. But everything
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is changed. Thc human assistance which created and supported the

| regime’s political power has been withdrawn. Therefore, its power has

disintegrated.? | - . . ]
W%len people refuse their cooperation, withhold their help, and per

sist in their disobedience and defiance, they are fieqying their oppor;ep’;
the basic human assistance and cooperatior'l \{vhmh any governmen for
hierarchical system requires. If they do Fhls in sufflc.;ent nluna‘t)t:r.‘sha:e
long enough, that government or hierarch_lcal system.wﬂl no longer
power. “This is the basic political assumption of nonviolent action.

CHARACTERISTICS OF NONVIOLENT ACTION

Nonviolent action is a generic term covering doz-ens of specnillf: lflne;cél‘;
ods of protest, noncooperation and interventhn, in all of wi (:thir1 s
actionists conduct the conflict by doing—or re'fusmg to do—certain b gt
without using physical violence. As a techx}lque,. therefor‘e, non\:ui e;lr:
action is not passive. It is nof inaction. It is action that is p?n\{io ent.

The issue ‘at stake will vary. Frequently it may be a political one—
between political groups, for or against z‘t-government, or, on rareisf:lcl:;
sions, between governments (as in impgsmon of embarg.o?s or 1:;;1 ance
to occupation). It may also be economic or social or r_ehgxous. .ehb e
and level of the conflict will also vary. It may be 11.m1t€d to a r;leagt_ nclaes
hood, a city, or a particular section of the society; it may1 at o;' er 1L es
range over a large area of a country or convulse a wh? € r;a ﬁnwhm—
often, more than one country and government may be invo ved. at-
ever the issue, however, and whatever the scale 01.’ the cor‘1f1.1ct, nonwg
lent action is a technique by which people who reject pa§51v1ty a.md S'L:-'h-
mission, and who see struggle as essential, can wage their c.onfhct_ with-
out violence. Nonviolent action is not an attempt to avoid or 1g1nofe
conflict. It is one response to the problem _of how to act effectively n
politics, especially how to wield power effectively.

A. ‘A special type of action. N . o
Tt is widely assumed that all social and political behavior must

clearly either violent or nonviolent. This simple dualism leads only to -

serious distortions of reality, however, one of the main ones belgg“tv}ilzf
some people call “‘nonviolent” anything they _regar'd as good, aﬁen o
lent’’ anything they dislike. A second gross ‘d{stortl‘on oCCurs 1W ‘ aclzion
ple totally erroneously equate cringing passl‘.'l.ty w1.th nonviolen
because in neither case is there the use of physical violence.
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Careful consideration of actual response to social and political con-
flict requires that all responses to conflict situations be initially divided
into those of action and those of inaction, and not divided according to.
their violence or lack of violence. In such a division nonviolent action
assumes its correct place as one type of active response. Ingction, which
may include passivity, submission, cowardice and the like, will not detain
us, for it has nothing to do with the nonviolent technique which is the
subject of this book. By definition, nonviolent action cannot occur
except by the replacement of passivity and submissiveness with activity,
challenge and struggle.

Obviously, however, important distinctions must be made within the
category of action. Here, too, a dichotomy into vielent or nonviolent is
too simple. Therefore, let us set up a rough typology of six major
classes of the forms of action in conflicts, one of them nonviolent action,
the technique with which we are concerned. This (rather crude) classifi-
cation includes: 1) simple verbal persuasion and related behavior, such
as conciliation; 2) peaceful institutional procedures backed by threat or
use of sanctions: 3) physical violence against persons; 4) physical violence
against persons plus material destruction; 5) material destruction only;
and 6) the technique of nonviolent action. Obviously, each of these
classes may itself be subclassified. People may shift back and forth
between types of action, or back and forth between action and inaction,
However, it is crucial to understand that the basic dichotomy of social
and political behavior is between action and inaction, rather than
between nonviolence and violence. .

It is also important to see why and how nonviolent action as a tech-
nique differs from milder peaceful responses to conflicts, such as con-
ciliation, verbal appeals to the opponent, compromise and negotiation.
These responses may or may not be used with nonviolent action or with
any of the other five kinds of action, but they should not be identified
with the nonviolent technique as such. Conciliation and appeals are
likely to consist of rational or emotional verbal efforts to bring about
an opponent’s agreement to something, while nonviolent action is .not
verbal—it consists of social, economic and political activity of special
types. For example, asking an employer for a wage increase is an act
of attempted simple verbal persuasion, but refusal to work until the
wage increase is granted is a case of nonviclent action. Nor should non-
violent action be confused with compromise, which involves settling for
part of one’s objectives. Compromise is not a form of conflict or strug-
gle, as is nonviolent action. As with violence, nonviolent action may or
may not lead to a compromise settlement, depending on the issues,
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power relationships, and the actionists’ own decision. Similarly, negotia-
tion is not a form of nonviolent action. Negotiation is an attempt at ver-
bal persuasion, perhaps utilizing established institutional procedures, but
always involving an implied or explicit threat of some type of sanction
if an acceptable agreement is not reached, Negotiation could, therefore,
precede a strike or a civil disobedience campaign, as it can a war. But
such negotiation is an approach which must be distinguished from a
strike, civil disobedience, or other form of nonviolent action.

Nonviolent action is so different from these milder peaceful responses
to conflicts that several writers have pointed to the general similarities
of nonviolent action to military war.2 Nonviolent action is a means of
combat, as is war. It involves the matching of forces and the waging of
“battles,” requires wise strategy and tactics, and demands of its “sol-

diers” courage, discipline, and sacrifice. This view of nonviolent action

as a technique of active combat is diametrically opposed to the popular
assumption that, at its strongest, nonviolent action relies on rational per-
suasion of the opponent, and that more commonly it consists simply of
passive submission. Nonviolent action is just what it says: acrion which
Is nonviolent, not inaction. This technique consists, not simply of words,
but of active protest, noncooperation and intervention. Overwhelmingly,
it is group or mass action. Certain forms of nonviolent action may be
regarded as efforts to persuade by action; others, given sufficient parti-

~ cipants, may contain elements of coercion.

Another characteristic of nonviolent action which needs emphasis is
that it is usually extraconstitutional; that is to say, it does not rely upon
established institutional procedures of the State, whether parliamentary
or nonparliamentary. However, it is possible to incorporate the technique
into a constitutional system of governiment at various points, and it is
also possible to use it in support of an established government under at-
tack. Nonviolent action must not be confused with anarchism. That “no-
State” philosophy has traditionally given inadequate thought to the prac-
tical problem of how to achieve such a society and to the need for
realistic means of social struggle which differ in substance from those em-
ployed by the State.

B. Motives, methods and leverages

The motives for using nonviolent action instead of some type of vio-
lent action differ widely. In some cases violence may have been rejected
because of considerations of expediency, in others for religious, ethical,
or moral reasons. Or there may be a mixture of motivations of various

iypes.
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Nonviolent action is thus not synonymous with *‘pacifism.” Nor is
it identical with religious or philosophical systems emphasizing nonvio-
lenice as a matier of moral principle. Adherents to some of these belief
systems may see nonviolent action as compatible with their convictions
and even as a fulfillment of them in conflicts. Adherents to certain other
creeds which also emphasize nonviolence may, however, find this tech-
nique too *“worldly” or “‘coercive” for them. Conversely, nonviolent
action has often been practiced, and in a vast majority of the cases led,
by nonpacifists who saw it only as an effective means of action. The
popular idea that only pacifists can effectively practice nonviolent action
—a view sometimes pressed with considerable conceit by pacifists them-
selves—is simply not true.

Furthermore, in many cases motivations for using nonviolent action
have been mixed, practical considerations being combined with a relative
moral preference for nonviolence (although violence was not rejected in
principle). This type of mixed motivation is likely to become more fre-
guent if nonviolent action is mcreasmgly seen to have important practi-
cal advantages over violence.

It is frequently assumed that nonviolent actionists seek primarily to
convert their opponent to a positive acceptance of their point of view.
Actually, there is no standard pattern of priority for either changes in
attitudes and beliefs, or policy and structural changes. Sometimes the
nonviolent group may seek to change the opponent’s attitudes and beliefs
as a preliminary to changing his policies or institutions. Or the nonvio-
lent action may be an expression of the determination of the members
of the group not to allow the opponent to change their own attitudes or
beliefs. Or the actions may be aimed primarily at changing policies or
institutions or at thwarting the opponent’s attempts to alter them,
whether or not his attitudes and beliefs have first been changed (these
cases appear to be in the majority). In still other cases, the nonviolent
group may seek to change attitudes and policies simultancously.

Nonviokent action may invelve: 1) acts of omission—that is, people
practicing it may refuse to perform acts which they usuaily perform, are
expected by custom to perform, or are required by law or regulation to
perform; 2) acts of commission—that is, the people may perform acts

which they do not usually perform, are not expected by custom to per-
form, or are forbidden by law or regulation to perform; or 3) a com-

bination of acts of omission and acts of commission.?

There are in the technique three broad classes of methods. 1) Where
the nonvielent group uses largely symbolic actions intended to help per-
suade the opponent or semeone else, or to express the group’s disap-
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proval and dissent, the behavior may be called nonviolent protest and
persuasion. In this class are such demonstrations as marches, parades
and vigils. These particular methods may be used either in an attempt
to change opinions or to express disagreement, or both. 2) Where the
nonviolent group acts largely by withdrawal or the withholding of social,
economic, or political cooperation, its behavior may be described as non-
cooperation. This class contains three subclasses which include social
noncooperation, economic noncooperation (economic boycotts and
strikes), and political noncooperation. 3) Where the nonviolent group
acts largely by direct intervention its action may be referred to as non-
violent intervention. The nonviolent group in this class clearly takes the
initiative by such means as sit-ins, nonviolent obstruction, nonviolent
invasion and parallel government. The technique may be applied by indi-
viduals, by small or large groups, and by masses of people.

Just as there is diversity among the many specific methods which
constitute this technique, so also wide variation exists in the intensities
of pressures and the types of leverage exerted by this technique. When
successful, nonviolent action produces change in one of three broad
ways, which we call mechanisms of change. In conversion the opponent
reacts to the actions of the nonviolent actionists by finally coming around
to a new point of view in which he positively accepts their aims. In
accommodation the opponent chooses to grant demands and to adjust to
the new situation which has been produced without changing his view-
point. Where nonviolent coercion operates, change is achieved against
the opponent’s will and without his agreement, the sources of his power
having been so undercut by nonviolent means that he no longer has con- -
trol. These three mechanisms are discussed in detail in Chapter Thirteen.

To a degree which has never been adequately appreciated, the non-
violent technique operates by producing power changes. Both the relative
power and the absolute power of each of the contending groups are sub-
ject to constant and rapid alterations. This power variability can be
more extreme and occur more rapidly than in situations where both sides
are using violence. As may be expected, the actionists seck-continually to
increase their own strength and that of their supporters. They will usu-
ally seek and gain assistance and active participation also from among
the wider group affected by the grievances. In addition, the nature of
nonviclent struggle makes it possible for the actionists also to win con-
siderable support even in the camp of the opponent and among third
parties. This potential is much greater than with violence. The ability to
gain these types of support gives the nonviolent group a capacity to
influence—~and at times to regulate—their opponent’s power, by reducing
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or severing the power of the opponent at iis sources. Usually the results
of these complex changes in the relative power positions of the contend-
ers will determine the struggle’s final outcome.

Nonviolent discipline must be viewed in the contexlt of the mecha-
nisms of change of this technique and the ways in \.vhl.ch_ th§se power
shifts are produced. The maintenance of nonviolent dlsc.lphne in face of
repression is not an-act of moralistic nai’ve.té. Instead,_l’_t contributes to
the operation of all three mechanisms and is a.prerequ.mfce _for advantit-
geous power changes. As a consequence, nFanVl.olent discipline can ofn y
be compromised at the severe risk of contributing to defeat. Other fac-
tors are, of course, highly important too, and it should not be aslsumed
that maintenance of nonviolence will alone inevitably produce victory.

C. Correcting misconceptions

It is widely assumed that nonviolent action must always take a very
long time to produce victory, longer than violent struggle' would ta‘ke.
This may be true at times, but not necessarily so, and at times the situ-
ation even seems reversed. Violent struggle may take many months or
years to defeat the opponent, assuming that it e.ven.tuaily does so. In a
variety of cases nonviolent struggle has won objectlve.s in a very s%mrt
time indeed. The 1766 repeal of the Stamp Act, which the American
colonists resisted, came in a very few months. The .1920 Kapp Pu.tsc_'h
in Germany was defeated in days. In 1942 Norwegian t'f-:aclhers w1th_m
months defeated the Quisling regime’s first effort at establishing a fascist
Corporative State. In 1944 the dictators of El Salvad9r and (}uater{lgla
were ousted in a matter of days. Economic boycotts in A'n?erlcan cities
have often very quickly induced significantly increased h1r.1ng of Afro-
Americans. The time taken to achieve victory depends on diverse factors
~—primarily on the strength of the nonviolent actionists. . '

' By examining and correcting misconceptions abf)ut nonvmlegt .‘:.!.Ctlon
we are often able to bring out more sharply positive ch_atracterlstxcs._ Iy
As has been pointed out above, this techpique h.as r}@thmg iO. do with
passivity, submissiveness and cowardice; just as in v10h’:nt e%ctlon, these
must first be rejected and overcome. 2) Nonviolent. action is not- to be
equated with verbal or purely psychological persuasion, although it may
use action to induce psychological pressures for attitude -change; non-
violent action, instead of words, is a sanction and a technique of strug-
gle involving the use of social, economic and political power, and the
matching of forces in conflict. 3) Nonviolent action does r_:o? .depend on

* the assumption that man is inherently *‘good’’; the POtEI‘ltlﬁlltleS of man
for both “‘good” and “‘evil” are recognized, including the extremes of
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cruelty and inhumanity. 4) People using nonviolent action do not have
to be pacifists or saints; nonviolent action has been predominantly and
suceessfully practiced by “‘ordinary” people. 5) Success with nonviolent
action does not require (though it may be helped by) shared standards
and principles, a high degree of community of interest, or a high degree
of psychological closeness between the contending groups; this is because
when efforts to produce voluntary change fail, coercive nonviolent mea-
sures may be employed. 6) Nonviolent action is at least as much of a
Western phenomenon as an Fastern one; indeed, it is probably more
- Western, if one takes into account the widespread use of strikes and boy-
cotts in the labor movement and the noncooperation struggles of sub-
ordinated nationalities. 7) In nonviolent action there is no assumption
that the opponent will refrain from using violence against nonviolent
actionists; the technique is designed to operate: against violence when
fnecessary. 8) There is nothing in nonviolent action to prevent it from
being used for both *good” and ““bad’ causes, although the social con-
sequences of its use for a “*bad” cause may differ considerably from the
consequences of violence used for the same cause. 9) Nonviolent action
is not limited to domestic conflicts within a democratic system; it has

El

- been widely used against dictatorial regimes, foreign occupations, and

even against totalitarian systems.

D. A neglected type of struggle

Nonviolent action has not always brought full, or even partial, vie-
tory. People using nonviolent action have been defeated. It is no magic
ritual. This is also true of violent action, however, including military
struggle. No type of struggle guarantees short-term victory every time it
is used. Failure in specific cases of nonviolent action, however, may be
caused by weaknesses in a group employing the technique or in the
strategy and tactics used—as may be the case in military action. If the
group using nonviolent action does not as yet possess sufficient internal
strength, determination, ability to act, and related qualities to make non-
violent action effective, then repetition of phrases and words like “‘non-
violence’” will not save it. There is no substitute for genuine strength
and skill in nonviolent action; if the actionists do not possess them suf-
ficiently to cope with the opponent, they are unlikely to win. Consider-
ing the widespread ignorance of the nature and requirements of non-
violent action and the absence of major efforts to learn how to apply it
most effectively, it is surprising that it has won any victories at all.

-Comparative studies are urgently needed of cases of ““failure’” and “‘suc-

cess,” and of possible ways to improve effectiveness.
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1t is clear, howe{fer, that the failures of nonviolent action do not
adequately explain. its widespread nonrecognition as a viable t'echnique
of struggle. This nonrecognition has taken several forms. One is a lack
of attention to the history of nonviolent action. This technique.has been
widely used. It has a long history. At the moment of its use, its power
and effectiveness have frequently been widely acknowledged; but once the
particular case is over these characteristics are often forgot. Even the
memory of them recedes. It is difficult to find good factual accounts of
past nonviolent struggles. o

The roots of this nonrecognition are hard to pinpoint, to separate
one from the other and to trace to specific neglect. Suggested explana-
tions can only be tentative at this stage of investigation. pn a popu?ar
level it is easy to romanticize the more dramatic and heroic .act:q of vio-
lence for good causes, and the memory of such bravery has its influence
on how the present is viewed, and therefore the past. Althm}gh non-
violent action may be equally heroic and dramatic, rarely do its (%eeds
and heroes become romanticized as examples for future generations.
There are also other, perhaps more fundamental, possible reasons f_or
this nonrecognition. Some of the neglect of nonviolent strugglet by his-
torians may be rooted in their personal preconceptions and their accep-
tance of their society’s assumption that violence is the only really sigaif-
icant and effective form of combat. In addition, where historiafls have
been closely allied to established oppressive systems and ruling elites and
have allowed that alliance to influence their wiiting, their neglef:t of
these forms of struggle may be traced to consideration of the best inter-

ests of the ruling minority. The detailed recounting of forms of struggle:

usable by people who lack military weapons might be thought of as
actual instruction in an antielitist techmique which the peop1.e cg)uld use
against their rulers. Furthermore, by recordi'ng effective con.tmumg non-
cooperation, for example, the historian might cast aspersions on the
established ruler and administration by implying that they were either
inefficient or unpopular. o

Anthropologists have revealed great cultural diversity among human
societies, which include quite opposite attitudes and behaviors toward
violence and nonviolence. Were it not for this diversity it would be dif-
ficult to avoid the conclusion that human nature is more violent than
nonviolent. Many people accept this conclusion. Such a view influences
not only what is done, but also how we interpret what happens.l The
conclusion that human beings are basically violent is, however, a distor-
tion of reality, for in its assumptions Western civilization is biased toward
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violence. Indeed, when people in our society are confronted with situa-
tions in which violence obviously suffers from grave disadvantages and
where significant evidence shows that nonviolent alternatives exist, a large
number of people will still say that they believe violence to be neces-
sary—a resort to comviction rather than evidence. This built-in bias
toward violence may also contribute to the nonrecognition of the viability
of nonviolent action.

There is one more possible explanation of the nonrecognition of non-
violent action as a significant political technique, a much simpler one.
Why has not any new way of viewing the world been accepted carlier?
Why, although apples had fallen from trees for centuries, did it remain
for Newton to formulate the law of gravity? How is it that slavery
could be accepted for many centuries as a right and necessary social
institution? So one might ask similar questions about diverse approaches
to understanding reality and viewing society, The explanation of the
neglect and nonrecognition of nonviolent action—its practice, nature and
potential—may be very similar to answers to these different questions.

In addition, until very recently no overall conceptual system existed
to reveal relationships between diverse and apparently dissimilar historical
events which are now grouped as cases of nonviolent action. We can
now see, not simply a multitude of separate and unrelated events and
forms of action, but one common technique of action. The resistance of
Roman plebeians, the defiance of American colonials, the boycotting by
Irish peasants, the strikes by workers of St. Petersburg, the fasts of
Algerian nationalists, the civil disobedience by Gandhians, the refusal of
Afro-Americans to ride buses in Montgomery, Alabama, and the argu-
ments of students in Prague with Russian tank crews—all are different
aspects of essentially the same type of behavior: nonviolent action. For
the many forms of military struggle an overall concepiunal tool has long
existed, and this itself may have contributed to the detailed attention
which wars have received. Attention to war has included historical and
strategic studies which could help in future wars. But, until very recently,”
nonviolent action has had no comparable self-conscious tradition. Such
a tradition would probably have brought attention to many of these
neglected struggles and might well have provided knowledge to be used
in new cases of nonviolent action.

There has been, then, little or no awareness of the history of non-
violent action, not only among the general public but also among future
leaders of nonviolent struggles. Contrary to earlier assumptions, before
undertaking his own campaigns Gandhi had a general knowledge of sev-
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eral important nonviolent struggles, especially in Russia, China and
India; but even so he lacked the detailed knowledge that could have
been gained from such conflicts.4

Another form of nonrecognition of nonviolent action is the general
practice of unfairly comparing it with violence by using different stan-
dards of assessment for the two techniques. Sometimes when violence has
had no chance of succeeding (even despite preparations), nozviolent ac-
tion has been used, despite highly unfavorable conditions—including the
usual lack of preparations, as in Czechoslovakia in 1968. Then when it
failed, nonviolent action has later been criticized or condemned as a whole
because its accomplishments were limited, slow to appear, or even
absent. When violence fails, or when its achievements are limited or take
time, specific inadequacies or factors are frequently blamed—not the tech-
nique itself. This rarely happens when nonviolent action is used, how-
ever. Rarely are the violent and nonviolent techniques carefully and
fairly compared in terms of time, casualties, successes and failures (using
specific criteria), adequacy of preparations, type of strategy, and the like.
In cases where nonviolent action has produced partial or full successes,
the tendency is to forget, minimize, or dismiss these as irrelevant. Full
successes are sometimes written off, without careful analysis, as having
been unique and without significance for future politics. This was the
case with the downfall of the tsarist regime in Russia in 1917 and the
collapse of the dictators of El Salvador and Guatemala in 1944. Who
remenibers these as victories won by nonviolent struggle? Where past
struggles are remembered, their victories are forgotten or denied or min-
imized {as with the American colonists” struggles and the United States
civil rights campaigns); or they are explained as having been unrelated

to the nonviolent struggle or only partially so (as with the Gandhian .

struggles in India). Partial successes are often regarded as total failures
—for example, the Ruhr struggle against the French and Belgian occupa-

tion in the period after World War I. In other cases, the nonviolent

struggles may not be deliberately belittled, but greater attention may be
paid to the less successful or less important violent struggles which pre-

ceded the nonviolent action (as in nineteenth-century Hungary) or which

occurred alongside it (as in Nazi-occupied Norway).

~ Articulate opposition to the technique has often been based on mis-
~ understanding and lack of information. Supposed “‘friends of nonviolent
means’’—such as some pacifists—have often by their own distortions and
lack of knowledge discouraged others from taking this technique seri-
ously. Generally, however, past nonviolent action has been ignored in
contemplating how to face the conflicts of the future,
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ILLUSTRATIONS FROM THE PAST

Despite its widespread practice, nonviolent action has therefore
remained an underdeveloped political techmique. Very little deliberate
effort has been given to increasing knowledge of its nature and how it
works. Practically no research and planning have been carried out to
promote its development and refinement. This is in sharp contrast to
military war, guerrilla struggle, and the procedures of representative
democracy. To date what we have in nonviolent action is essentially a
raw, unrefined, intuitive technique—a type of struggle which still awaits
efforts to increase its effectiveness and expand its political potential.

Nevertheless, in the past hundred years nonviclent action has risen
to unprecedented political significance throughout the world. People using
it have amassed major achievements. Higher wages and improved work-
ing conditions have been won. Old traditions and practices have been
abolished. Government policies have been changed, laws repealed, new
legislation enacted, and governmental reforms instituted. Invaders have
been frusirated and armies defeated. An empire has been paralyzed, 4
seizure of power thwarted, and dictators overthrown. Sometimes, too,

~ this technique has been used—as by Deep South segregationists—to block

or delay changes and policies regarded by others as desirable and pro-
gressive. '

A. Some early historical examples

Much of the long history of nonviolent action has been lost for
lack of interest in recording and recounting these struggles. Even existing
historical accounts and other surviving information have not been
brought together. The result is that a comprehensive history of the prac-
tice and development of the technique does not yet exist. Therefore, in
this section we can only outline the history of nonviolent action in
broad terms and illustrate it with more detailed sketches of a few espe-
cially interesting or significant cases. These were not necessarily influen-
tial in later struggles, for much of the use of this technique has been
independent of earlier practice.

Nonviolent action clearly began early: examples go back at least to
ancient Rome. In 494 .c., for example, the plebeians of Rome, rather
than murder the consuls in an attempt to correct grievances, withdrew
from the city to a hill, later called ‘““the Sacred Mount.”” There they
remained for some days, refusing to make their usual contribution to
the life of the city. An agreement was then reached pledging significant
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improvements in their life and status.5 Theodor Mommsen offers an
account of a similar Roman action in. 258 ».c. The army had returned
from battle to find proposals for reform blocked in the Senate. Instead
of using military action, the army marched to the fertile district of Crus-
tumeria, occupied ‘““the Sacred Mount,” and threatened to éstablish a
new plebeian city. The Senate gave way.6

Although occasionally there are in the literature other references to
instances of nonviolent action in the ancient Mediterranean world, they
are not detailed; a few will be cited later as examples of specific meth-
ods of this technique. No systematic attempt has been made to locate
and assemble early cases of nonviclent action, not only from Rome, but
from a variety of civilizations and countries. Nonviolent action certainly
occurred between Roman times and the late eighteenth century, when the

" case material becomes rich—for example, the Netherlands® resistance to

Spanish rule from 1565 t6 1576 is one very prominent such struggle—but
we lack a coherent account of instances of nonviolent action during

‘these centuries. This still remains to be written. Careful search from

this perspective even in existing historical studies might reveal a great
deal.

B. The pre-Gandhian expansion of nonviolent struggle

We can, however, see that a very significant pre-Gandhian expan-

sion of the technique took place from the late eighteenth to the early
twentieth centuries. During this period the technique received impetus
from four groups. The first consisted of nationalists (and others who
were ruled from distant capitals) who found nonviolent action useful in
resisting a foreign enemy or alien laws. The struggles of the American

colonists before 1775 furnish highly important cases of such nonviclent -

resistance. In this period Daniel Dulany of Maryland, for example,
advocated economic resistance in order to force Parliament to repeal
offensive laws. In his proposals he urged the colonists to accept pringi-
ples of action which are basic to this technique: “‘Instead of moping,
and puling, and whining to excite Compassion; in such a Situation we
ought with Spirit, and Vigour, and Alacrity, to bid Defiance to Tyran-
ny, by exposing its Impotence, by making it as contemptible, as it
would be detestable.”?

Nationalist examples include the Hungarian resistance against Austria
between 1850 and 1867 and the Chinese boycotts of Japanese goods in
the early twentieth century. Both the American and the Hungarian
struggles were extremely significant and effective, yet the degree to
which the Americans won their demands and British power was immo-
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bilized by noncooperation is-today not often fully recognized.® The non-
violent Hungarian resistance led by Dedk is largely forgoiten and is even
lacking, ‘it is said, a good historian; while the earlier, very unsuccessful,
violent resistance under Kossuth is remembered and idealized.

The second source of impetus in the development of the nonviolent
technique in this period came from trade unionists and other social radi- -
cals who sought a means of struggle—largely strikes, general strikes and
boycotts—against what they regarded as an unjust social system, and for
the improvement of the condition of working men. An examination of
the histories of the labor movement and of trade union struggles, and
an awareness of the current use of such methods, quickly reveal the
vast extent to which strikes and economic boycotts have been and are
still used. Indeed, it was action based on awareness that withdrawal of
labor was a powerful instrument of struggle which not only made possi-
ble improved wages and working conditions, but frequently also contri-
buted to an extension of the right to vote, to the political power of
working people, and to reform legislation. The significance of this fre-
guently escapes us today, when people are often more conscious of the
inconveniences to themselves which strikes may involve. However real
these may often be, it has been fortunate both for the labor movement
and for society as a whole that predominantly strikes and boycotts have
been -used to right economic gricvances, instead of physical attacks on
factory managers and owners, arson, riots, bombings and assassinations.
Today these may seem unlikely tools for such ends, but this is a reflec-
tion of the degree to which violent means of struggle have in this area
been replaced with nonviolent ones in order to induce the desired con-
cessions in negotiations. Today it is also largely forgotten that nonviolent
struggle in the form of general strike, for example, had its exponents
among advocates of major political and economic change.

A third source of impetus in the development of the nonviolent tech-
nique on the level of ideas and personal example came from individuals
such as Leo Tolstoy® in Russia and Henry David Thoreau in the
United States, both of whom wanted to show how a better society might
be peacefully created.

Thoreau, for example, sketched in the political potentiahties of dis-
obedience of “immoral® laws. *‘Let your life be a counter-friction to
stop the machine,”” he wrote. Speaking of disobedience and willingness
to go to prison as a means of struggle against slavery in the United
States, he continued: *‘A minority is powerless while it conforms to the
majority; it is not ¢ven a minority then; but it is irresistible when it
clogs by its whole weight.” He also envisaged that such disobedience
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would be practiced by the ruler’s agents: “When the subject has refused
allegiance, and the officer has resigned his office, then the revolution is
accomplished.” 1

Tolstoy’s argument in his ““A Letter to a Hindu” —that it was the
submissiveness and cooperation of the Indians which made British rule
of India possible—is known to have made a great impression on Gandhi.
In terms of political impact, however, the use of nonviolent action
against foreign rulers and by the labor movement was far more impor-
tant than such men as Thoreau and Tolstoy. :
_ A fourth group which contributed more or less unconsciously to
the pre-Gandhian development of nonviolent struggle were opponents
of despotism which originated, not abroad, but in their own country.
Their contribution may be seen most clearly in the defeated Russian
Revolution of 1905. This case deserves detailed and careful research and
analysis, and its lessons may be much more profound than the ones
usually offered: that the “‘situation was not ripe,” or that a full-scale
violent revolution was needed. )

C. Early twentieth-century cases

A sense of reality and political substance can perhaps best be infused
into the generalizations about the nature of nonviolent action and this
sketchy historical survey by illustrating it with brief accounts of a few of
the cases which have occuired in the twentieth century, beginning with
the Russian Revolution of 1905.

1. Russian Empire—1905-0612 The Russian Empire, which had

been long ruled by tsars who believed in their divine duty to govern,

had been shaken by internal unrest and by humiliating defeats in the
Russo-Japanese War. The years immediately before 1905 had already
seen expressions of dissatisfaction among the peasants, workers, students
and the intelligentsia. There had been more demands for representative
government. -Strikes by industrial workers had occurred. '

In January 1905 thousands jeined a peaceful march to the Winter
Palace in St. Petersburg to present a mild petition to the Tsar. The
guards fired into the crowd; over a hundred persons were killed and
over three hundred wounded. The day became known as ‘‘Bloody Sun-
day.”” A predominantly nonviolent revolution followed spontaneously.
There was violence, especially among the peasants, but the year-long
struggle was largely expressed in a multitude of forms of nonviolent
action, especially strikes. The major strikes, which repeatedly paralyzed
St. Petersburg and Moscow and the railway and communications sys-
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tems, were only the most obvious forms of resistance. (Many of these
are described in later chapters.) Whole provinces and nationalities broke
away from tsarist control and set up independent governments.

By October the country was paralyzed. The Tsar finally issued the
October Manifesto, granting an elected legislature, with admittedly
incomplete but nevertheless significant powers—something he had vowed
never to do. The revolution, however, continued. Newspapers. and maga- .
zines ignored censorship regulations. Trade unions made rapid growth: |
Councils (called soviets) became popular organs of parallel government
and were much more representative than the established regime. There
had already been limited mutinies among soldiers and sailors; the loyalty
of troops wavered, and upon their obedience or large-scale mutiny
depended in part the continued life or complete collapse of the regime.
About two-thirds of the government troops were unreliable at this point,
reports one historian.

During a widespread strike movement the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks
succeeded in getting the Moscow Soviet to endorse a plan to transform
the city’s general strike, in early December 1905, into an armed: rising.
In face of this rebel violence, with their own lives in danger, the soldiers
in Moscow largely obeyed orders. The violent rising was crushed. The
regime made this victory for the tsar the beginning of a counteroffensive
against the revolution. The strikers had also faced other problems, but
major historians cite the defeat of the Moscow rising as the beginning of
the end of the 19035 revolution. :

Certain forms of struggle persisted into 1906. The downfall of the
tsarist autocracy was, however, postponed until the predominantly non-
violent revolution of February 1917—which as in 1905 took the political
parties espousing revolution by surprise.

Gandhi’s struggles began in South Africa in 1906 against white
supremacist oppression of Indians and continued in India after his return
home in 1915 until his assassination in 1948. This historical contribution
will be discussed shortly. It is important to note, however, that non-
Gandhian contributions to the development of the technique of nonvio-
lent action and its political potentialities continued even after Gandhi’s
struggles had begun,

2. Berlin—192013 The rightist Kapp coup d’état (or Putsch) against
the young Weimar Republic of Germany was defeated by nonviolent
action, This action was launched in support of the legitimate government
after that government had fled Berlin. These events—which took place
without advance preparation or training—merit attention, even though the
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coup itself was rather amateurish and the improvised resistance some-
thing less than a perfect model. The case also illustrates the point that
nonviolent action may be used to defend and preserve a regime or polit-
ical system as well as to oppose it. :

From the start the new Weimar Republic faced immense difficulties
associated with the loss of the war: economic dislocation, military unrest,
and attempts at revolution. In these circumstances, a right-wing promon-
archist coup d’état was plained by Dr. Wolfgang Kapp and Lieutenant-
General Freiherr Walter von Liittwitz with the backing of General Erich
von Ludendorff and various other army officers. On March 10, 1920,
General Littwitz presented President Friedrich Ebert with a virtual ulti-
matum. This was rejected by the government, and it became apparent
that a Putsch would be attempted. Minister of Defense Gustav Noske

warned Liittwitz that if orders were disobeyed and troops were used in-

an attempt to overthrow the Republic, the government would call a gen-
eral strike. A meeting of generals showed that they were unwilling to
use military force to defeat a rightist Putsch. They would not defend
the Republic. '

The same day—March 12—the Kappists, despite their limited prepara-

tions, began their march on Berlin. Police officers sided with the con-
spirators. There was grave doubt that government soldiers would fire on
the advancing troops from the Baltic Brigades. The Ebert government
abandoned Berlin without a fight, going first to Dresden and then to
Stuttgart. Berlin was occupied on Saturday, March 13. The Kappists
declared a new government. However, the Ldnder (states) were directed
by the Ebert government to refuse all cooperation with the Kapp regime
and to maintain contact only with the legal government,

When Freikorps (independent para-military units) troops occupied the
offices of two progovernment newspapers on Sunday afternoon all Berlin
printers went on strike. Other workers in Berlin by scores of thousands
also spontaneously went on strike. Later that Sunday a call for a general
strike against the coup was issued under the names of the members of
the Executive Committee of the Social Democratic Party (S.P.D.) and the
§.P.D. members of the Ebert Cabinet: *“There is but one means to prevent
the return of Wilhelm IT: the paralysis of all economic life. Not a hand
must stir, not a worker give aid to the military dictatorship. General
Strike all along the line.””'* The general strike was supported by work-
ers of all political and religious groups. (The Communists, however, had
at first refused to suppost it.) No *‘essential services” were exempted.
As described in Chapter One, the bureaucracy itself noncooperated. The
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Kappist regime lacked money, and ordinary civil servants struck or oth-
erwise refused to head ministries under Kapp, who was unable to obtain
cooperation from the bureaucracy. Workers tried to influence the Kap-
pist troops.

On the fifteenth of March the Ebert government rejected proposals
for a compromise. The limited power of the occupiers of the Berlin gov-
ernment offices became more obvious. Some Reichswehr (German army)
commanders resumed loyalty to the government. Leaflets entitled ““The
Collapse of the Military Dictatorship’ were showered on Berlin from an
airplane. The strike continued to spread despite severe threats and actual
deaths by shooting. On the morning of the seventeenth the Berlin Secur-
ity Police demanded Kapp’s resignation. .

Later that day, Kapp did resign and fled to Sweden, leaving General
Littwitz as’ Commander-in-Chief. Bloody clashes took place in many

‘towns. That evening most of the conspirators left Berlin in civilian

clothes and Littwitz resigned from his new post. The next day the Bal-
tic Brigades—now under orders of the Ebert government—marched out of
Berlin but did not hesitate to shoot and kil some eivilians who had
jeered at them. The coup was defeated and the Weimar Republic pre-
served. The Ebert government faced continuing unrest, however, as
bloody conflicts between government troops and an armed ‘““Red”’
army in the Rhineland took many lives.

~ An authority on the coup d’état, Lieutenant Colonel D.J. Good-
speed, has pointed to one of the central lessons to be learned from the
Kapp Putsch: after having seized the machinery of government, the con-
spirators must ‘““obtain the required minimum of consent for their own
administration.”

The Kapp putsch is the episode where this question of popular sup-
port is seen at its clearest .. . to all intents and purposes the coup
seemed to have succeeded. Yet it was broken, very largely because
the people would not obey the new government.15

The distinguished German historian Erich Eyck has also concluded
that “‘the strike . . . brought the coup of Kapp and company to an end
after only four days. Since the regular tools of the state had been found
wanting, only immediate intervention by the populace could have saved
it 50 soon.’’16 :

3. The Rubrkampf—1923Y7 The resistance to the Kapp Pufsch was
followed quickly by another very significant nonviolent struggle in sup-
port of legitimate government. This was the German resistance, in 1923,
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to the French and Belgian occupation of the Ruhr. During this rgmarl(--
able struggle, trade unionists, industrialists, German civil servants, offi-

cials and many other people refused to obey or cooperate with the

occupalion regime. French repression was very severe. _ .

Besides noncooperation, the situation was also complicated at certain
stages by various types of sabotage. And there were economic problems
for all of Germany. The country’s economic situation was endangered
by the severance of the industrial and coal-mining belt from the rest of
Germany, as well as by the financing of .the resistance by unsupported
paper money. .

The Ruhrkampf has been widely regarded as a failure. However,
France found her ability to control the Ruhr and extract its resources.
and products frustrated, expenses in the attempt exceeding the econormic
gains. The French government fell, in part at least because of 'Frex'lch.
domestic revulsion over the severe repression practiced by its occupation
troops and officials. French troops evacuated the Ruhr after the German
government agreed to call off the passive resistance campaign. The suc-
cess-failure ratio seems to have been mixed for each side.

D. Gandhi’s contribution

It was Gandhi who made the most significant personal contribution
in the history of the nonviolent technique, with his political experiments
in the use of noncooperation, disobedience and defiance to control
rulers, alter government policies, and undermine political systems. Wi't'h
these experiments the character of the technique was broadened and its
practice refined. Among the miodifications Gandhi introduced were greater
attention to strategy and tactics, a more judicious use of the armory of
nonviolent methods; and a conscious association between mass political
action and the norm of nonviolence. For participants, however, this
association was not absolutist in character, and clearly most took part
because this technique was seen to offer effective action. As a result of
Gandhi’s work the technique became more active and dynamic. With his
political colleagues and fellow Indians, Gandhi in a variety of conflicts
in South Africa and India demonstrated that nonviolent struggle could be

politically effective on a large scale. . . '
Gandhi used his nonviolent approach to deal with India’s internal

problems as well as to combat the British occupation of his country, and
. he encouraged others to do likewise. One of the well-known focal uses
of his satyagraha took place at Vykom in South India in 1.924.and
. 1925; it was conducted by some of Gandhi’s supporters to gain rights
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for the untouchables. In this case there was a considerable attempt to
change the attitudes and feelings of the orthodox Hindus. Gandhi’s fre-
quent exhortations on the need to convert, not coerce, the opponent
were well implemented in this case. Emphasis on conversion is not usual
in nonviolent action, however, nor is this case typical of the Gandhian
struggles. However, it is significant precisely because of the attempt to
convert the opponent group despite the extreme ‘‘social distance’” between
the Brahmans and the untouchables,

1. Vykom—1924-251% In Vykom', Travancore, one of the states
ruled by an-Indian maharajah instead of the British, untouchables had
for centuries been forbidden to use a particular road leading directly to
their quarter because it passed an orthodox Brahman temple. In 1924,
after consultations with Gandhi, certain high-caste Hindu reformers ini-
tiated action. Together with untouchable friends, this group walked
down the road and stopped in front of the temple. Orthodox Hindus
attacked them severely, and some demonstrators were ai‘rested, receiving
prison sentences of up to a year. Volunteers then poured in from all
parts of India. Instead of further arrests, the Maharajah’s government
ordered the police to keep the reformers from entering the road. A cor-
don was therefore placed across it. The reformers stood in an attitude of
'praj/er before it, pleading with police to allow them to pass. Both groups
organized day and night shifts. The reformers pledged themselves to non-
violence and refused to withdraw until the Brahmans recognized the right
of the untouchables to use the highway. As the months passed, the num-
bers of the reformers and their spirits sometimes rose and sometimes fell.
When the rainy season came and the road was flooded, they stood by
their posts, shortening each shift to three hours between replacements.
The water reached their shoulders. Police manning the cordon had to
take to boats.

When the government finally femoved the barrier, the reformers de-
clined to walk forward until the orthodox Hindus changed their attitude.
After sixteen months the Brahmans said: “We cannot any longer resist
the prayers that have been made to us, and we are ready to receive the
untouchables.”” The case had widespread reverberations throughout India,
it is reported, assisting in the removal of similar restrictions elsewhere
and strengthening significantly the cause of caste reform.

2. Gandhi’s theory of power Gandhi is bettér known, however,
for his struggles against British domination. In these struggles he operated
on the basis of a view of power and avowedly based his newly developed
approach to conflict—satyagraha—upon a theory of power: “‘In politics,
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its use is based upon the immutable maxim that government of the peo-
ple is possible only so long as they consent either consciously or uncon-
sciously to be governed.”!® This constituted the basic principle of his
grand strategy.

" In Gandhi’s view, if the maintenance of an unjust or nondemocratic
regime depends on the cooperation, submission and obedience of the
populace, then the means for changing or abolishing it lies in the non-
cooperation, defiance and disobedience of that populace. These, he was
convinced, could be undertaken without the use of physical violence, and
even without hostility toward the members of the opponent group. In
Hind Swaraj or Indian Home Rule, an early pamphlet written in 1909,
Gandhi expressed his theory of control of political power in a passage
addressed to the British rulers: '

You have great military resources. Your naval power is matchless. If
we wanted to fight with you on your own ground, we should be un-
able to do so, but if the above submissions be not acceptable to you,
we cease to play the part of the ruled. You may, if you like, cut us
to pieces. You may shatter us at the cannon’s mouth. If you act con-

trary to our will, we shall not help you; and without our help, we. .

know that you cannot move one step forward.?

A resolution drafted by Gandhi, approved by the All-India Working
Committee of the Indian National Congress (the nationalist party), and
passed by public meetings on the Congress-declared Independence Day,
Janunary 26, 1930, contained this statement on noncooperation and the
withdrawal of voluntary submission to the British Raj:

We hold it to be a crime against man and God to submit any longer
to a rule that has caused this fourfold disaster to our country. We
recognize, however, that the most effective way of gaining our free-
dom is not through violence. We will therefore prepare ourselves by
withdrawing, so far as we can, all voluntary association from the
British Government, and will prepare for civil disobedience, including
nonpayment of taxes. We are convinced that if we can but withdraw
our voluntary help and stop payment of taxes without doing vio-
lence, even under provocation, the end of this inhuman rule is
assured.?!

Later that same year, Gandhi, at the request of the Indian National
Congress, launched a movement of noncooperation and disobedience for
the attainment of swaraj, i.e., “‘self-rule.” This campaign was based
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upon the above theory, the seditious nature of which Gandhi had nearly
ten years earlier openly avowed.

. . sedition has become the creed of the Congress. Every noncooper--
ator is pledged to preach disaffection towards the Government estab-
lished by law. Noncooperation, though a religious and strictly moral
movement, deliberately aims at the overthrow of the Government,

and is therefore legally seditious in térms of the Indian Penal
Code, 22

This withdrawal of support, Gandhi said, should be in proportion
to .“their ability to preserve order in the social structure” without the
assistance of the ruler.2 The way to control political power therefore
became, in his view, ““to nencooperate with the systern by withdrawing
all the voluntary assistance possible and refusing all its so-called bene-
fits.”’24 On this basis he had formulated satyagraha.

While he sought to convert the British, Gandhi had no illusions that
there could be an casy solution without struggle and the exercise of

power. Just before the beginning of the 1930-31 civil disobedience cam-
paign he wrote to the Viceroy:

It 1s not a matter of carrying conviction by argument. The matter
resolves itself into one of matching forces. Conviction or no convic-
tion, Great Britain would defend her Indian commerce and interests
by all the forces at her command. India must consequently evolve
force enough to free herself from that embrace of death.2s

. It was by ne means inevitable that the Indian struggle would be non-
violent, and there are strong indications that in the absence of Gandhi’s
alternative grand strategy the terrorists would probably have carried the
d.ay. (This seems so despite the fact that nonviolent resistance played a
significant role in the analyses and actions of Indian nationalists before
Gandhi.)

Ranganath R. Diwakar, a participant in the independence struggle
and author of several books on Gandhi’s satyagraha, has wriften: :

In fact, if Gandhiji had not been there to guide and lead India,
awakened and conscious as she was, she would certainly have
adopted the usual methods of armed revolt against her alien oppres-
sors. . . . it would have been inevitable. . . . A choice had to be made
and at the psychological moment Gandhiji presented this unique
weapon of satyagraha.26
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Even after Gandhi’s program of action had been accepted by the Indian
National Congress and mass nonviolent campaigns had been launched,
the terrorists continued to act, and there was wide support for advocates

of violent revolution, especially for Subhas Chandra Bose, who was even

elected president of the Congress in 1939, In 1928 Jawaharlal Nehru was
still in favor of a violent war of independence. Contrary to many senti-
mental comments by both Indians and Westerners, this was the political
context within which Gandhi’s grand strategy was adopted and within
which Gandhi formulated a series of nonviolent campaigns. One of
these, the 1930-31 independence campaign, which began with the
famous Salt March, remains a classic example of a nationwide nonvio-
lent struggle.

3. India—1930-31% For the 1930 campaign Gandhi formulated
a program of political demands and a concrete plan for nonviolent rebel-
lion, including civil disobedience. Pleas to the Viceroy produced no con-
cessions.

Focusing initially on the Salt Act (which imposed a heavy tax and
a government monopoly), Gandhi set out with disciples on a twenty-six
day march to the sea to commit civil disobedience by making salt. This
was the signal for mass nonviolent fevolt throughout the country. ‘As

the movement progressed, there were mass meetings, huge parades, sedi-

tious speeches, a boycott of foreign cloth, and picketing of liquor shops
and opium dens. Students left government schools. The national flag was
hoisted. There were social boycotts of government employees, short
strikes (hartals), and resignations by government employees and Mem-
bers of the Legislative Assembly and Councils. Government departments
were boycotted, as were foreign insurance firms and the postal and tele-
graph services. Many refused to pay taxes. Some renounced titles. There
were nonviolent raids and seizures of government-held salt, and so on.

The government arrested Gandhi early in the campaign. About one
hundred thousand Indians (including seventeen thousand women) were
imprisoned or held in detention camps. There were beatings, injuries,

~ censorship, shootings, confiscation, intimidation, fines, banning of meet-

ings and organizations, and other measures. Some persons were shot
dead. During the year the normal functioning of government was
severely affected, and great suffering was experienced by the resisters. A
truce was finally agreed on, under terms settled by direct negotiations
between Gandhi and the Viceroy. '

Although concessions were made to the nationalists, the actual terms
favored the government more than the nationalists. In Gandhi’s view it
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was more important, however, that the strength thus generated in the
Indians meant that independence could not long be denied, and that by
having to participate in direct negotiations with the nonviolent rebels,
the government had recognized India as an equal with whose representa-
tives she had to negotiate. This was as upsetting to Winston Churchlli
as it was reassuring to Gandhi.

Jawaharlal Nehru, who was later to become Prime Minister of inde-
pendent India, was no believer in an ethic of nonviolence or Gandhi’s
philosophy or religious explanations. However, like many other promi-
nent and unknown Indians, he became a supporter of Gandhi’s nonvio-
lent ““grand strategy’’ for obtaining a Brilish evacuation from India, and
h; spent years in prison in that struggle. Nehru wrote in his autobiogra-
phy:

We had accepted that method, the Congress had made that method
its own, because of a belief in its effectiveness. Gandhiji had placed
it before the country not only as the right method but as the most
effective one for our purpose . . . .

In spite of its negative name it was a dynamic method, the very
opposite of a meek submission to a tyrant’s will. It was not a cow-
ard’s refuge from action, but a brave man’s defiance of evil and
national subjection,28

E. Siruggles against Nazis

Independent of the continuing Gandhian campaigns, significant non-
violent struggles under exceedingly difficult circumstances also emerged in
Nazi-occupied Europe. Almost without exception these operated in the
context of world war and always against a ruthless enemy. Sometimes
the nonviolent forms of resistance were closely related to parallel violent
resistance; occasionally they took place more independently. Often the
nonviolent elements in the resistance struggles were highly important,-
sometimes even overshadowing the violent elements in the resistance.

Nonviolent resistance in small or large instances took place in a num-
ber of countries but was especially important in the Netherlands,® Nor-
way3 and, probably to a lesser degree, in Denmark.3! In no case does
there appear to have been much if anything in the way of special know-
ledge of the technique, and certainly no advance preparations or train-
ing, The cases generally emerged as sponténeous or improvised efforts to
*‘do something” in a difficult situation. Exceptions were certain strikes'in
the Netherlands which the London-based government-in-exile requested
in order to help Allied landings on the continent.
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1. Norway—194232 The Norwegian teachers’ resistance is but one
of these resistance campaigns. During the Nazi occupation, the Norwe-
gian fascist ‘“Minister-President,” Vidkun Quisling, set out to establish
the Corporative State on Mussolini’s model, selecting teachers as the
first “‘corporation.”” For this he created a new teachers’ organization
with compulsory membership and appointed as its Leader the head of
the Hird, the Norwegian 8. A, (storm troopers). A compuisory fascist
youth movement was also set up.

The underground called on the teachers to resist. Between elght thou-
sand and ten thousand of the country’s twelve thousand teachers wrote
letters to Quisling’s Church and Education Department. All signed their
names and addresses to the wording prescribed by the- underground for
the letter. Bach teacher said he (or she) could neither assist in promoting
. fascist education of the children nor accept membership in the new
teachers’ organization.

The government threatened them with dismissal and then closed all
schools for a month. Teachers held classes in private homes. Despite
censorship, news of the resistance spread. Tens of thousands of letters of
protest from parents poured into the government office.

After the teachers defied the threats, about one thousand male teach-
ers were arrested and sent to concentration camps. Children gathered
and sang at railroad stations as teachers were shipped through in cattle
cars. In the camps, the Gestapo imposed an atmosphere of terror
intended to induce capitulation. On starvation rations, the teachers were
put through “‘torture gymnastics’” in deep snow. When only a few gave
in, “*treatment’’ continued.

The schools reopened, but the teachers still at liberty told their pupils
they repudiated membership in the new organization and spoke of a
duty to conscience. Rumors were spread that if these teachers did not
give in, some or all of those arrested would be killed. After difficult
inner wrestling, the teachers who had not been arrested almost without
exception stood firm.

Then, on cattle car trains and overcrowded steamers, the arrested
teachers were shipped to a camp near Kirkenes, in the Far North.
Although Quisling’s Church and Education Department stated that all
was settled and that the activities of the new organization would cease,
the teachers were kept at Kirkenes in miserable conditions, doing danger-
ous work.

However, their suffering strengthened morale on the home front and
posed problems for the Quisling regime. As Quisling once raged at the
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teachers in a school near Oslo: “You teachers have destroyed every-
thing for me!”’ Fearful of alienating Norwegians still further, Quisling
finally ordered the teachers’ release. Eight months after the arrests, the
last teachers returned home to triumphal receptions.

Quisling’s new organization for teachers never came into being, and
the schools were never used for fascist propaganda. After Quisling
encountered further difficulties in imposing the Corporative State, Hitler
ordered him to abandon the plan entirely. '

2. Berlin— 1943 Tt is widely believed that once the “Final Solution,””
the annihilation of Europe’s Jews, was under way, no nonviolent action
to save German Jews occurred and that none could have been effective.

~This belief is challenged by an act of nonviolent defiance by the non-Jew-
_ ish wives of-arrested Berlin Jews. This limited act of resistance occurred

in the midst of the war, in the capital of thé Third Reich, toward the
end of the inhuman effort to make Germany free of Jews—all highly un-
favorable conditions for successful opposition. The defiance not only took
place, but was completely successful, even in 1943. The following account
1s by Heinz Ullstein, one of the men who had been arrested; his wife
was one of the women who acted:

The Gestapo were preparing for large-scale action. Columns of
covered trucks were drawn up at the gates of factories ahd stood
in front of private houses. All day long they rolled through the
streets, escorted by armed S8 mén. . . . heavy vehicles under whose
covers could be discerned the outlines of closely packed humanity

. On this day, every Jew living in Germany was arrested and for
the time being lodged in mass camps. It was the beginning of the
end.

People lowered their eyes, some with indifference, others perhaps
with a fleeting sense of horror and shame. The day wore on, there -
was a war to be womn, provinces were conquered, ‘‘History was
made,” we were on intimate terms with the millennium. And the
public eye missed the flickering of a tiny torch which might have
kindled the fire of general resistance to despotism. From the vast col-
lecting centers to which the Jews of Berlin had been taken, the
Gestapo sorted out those with ““Aryan kin™ and concentrated them
in a separate prison in the Rosenstrasse. No one knew what was to
happen to them.

At this point the wives stepped in. Already by the early hours of
the next day they had discovered the whereabouts of their husbands
and as by common consent, as if they had been summoned, a crowd
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of them appeared at the gate of the improvised detention center. In
vain the security police tried to turn away the demonstrators, some
6,000 of them, and to disperse them. Again and again they mass'ed
together, advanced, calted for their husbands, who df:spite strict
instructions to the contrary showed themselves at the windows, and
demanded their release.

For a few hours the routine of a working da} interrupted the dem-
onstration, but in the afternoon the square was again crammed with
people, and the demanding, accusing cries of the women rose above
the noise of the traffic like passionate avowals of a love strengthened
by the bitterness of life.

Gestapo headquarters was situated in the Burgstrasse, not far from
the square where the demonstration was taking place. A few salvoes
from a machine gun could have wiped the women off the square,
but the $$ did not fire, not this time. Scared by an incident which
had no equal in the history of the Third Reich, headquarters con-
sented to negotiate. They spoke soothingly, gave assurances, and
finally released the prisoners.?3

F. Latin American civilian insurrections

Latin America is more famous for its political violence than for non-
" violent action. This may be an unbalanced view. There have apparently
been a large number of instances in Latin America of general strikes ‘and
several cases of nonviolent civilian insurrections. For example, within a
few weeks in 1944 two Central American dictators, in El Salvador and
Guatemala, fell before massive civil resistance. These cases are especially
important .because of the rapidity with which the nonviolent a.ction
destroyed these entrenched military dictatorships. Attention here is fo-

cused on the Guatemalan case. o '_
1. Guatemala—1944%4  With the help of the secret police General

Jorge Ubico had ruled Guatemala since 1931. Ubico was extolled in
some U.S. magazines as a ‘“‘road-and- school dictator’”; the men w}}o had
faced his political police knew better. Time magazine called him an
admirer of Hitler’s 1934 blood purge, and quoted Ubico: “T am like
Hitler, I execute first and give trial afterwards . . .”’3 _
During World War II many U.S. troops were in Guatemala, which
had joined the Allies. The Americans there promoted ideas of democ:{'acy
for which, they said, the war was being fought. These appealed especially
to Guatemalan students and young professional men. Other changes were
undermining Ubico’s position. Seizure of German-owned coffee fincas
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- (plantations) in 1942 removed some of his supporters. Domestic issues

were causing unrest, both among workers and within the business com-
munity. The dictator of nearby El Salvador, Martinez, had fallen a few
weeks previously in the face of widespread nonviolent resistance. That
proved to be a dangerous and contagious example. Action began in
Guatemala, mildly—at first.

In late May 1944 forty-five lawyers asked the removal of the judge
who tried most political opponents of the regime brought before a civil
court. Ubico asked for specific charges against the judge. Surprisingly,
onc newspaper was allowed to publish them.

On the day prior to the annual parade of teachers and schoolchildren
in tribute to the dictator, two hundred teachers petitioned Ubico for a
wage increase. Those who drafted the petition were arrested and charged
with conspiracy against the social institutions of the supreme government.
The teachers replied with a boycott of the parade; they were fired.

On June 20 a manifesto announced the formation of the Social Dem-
ocrat Party and called for opposition parties, social justice, lifting of the
terror, and hemispheric solidarity. Students petitioned for university
autonomy, rehiring of two discharged teachers and release of two impris-
oned law students. Unless the demands were granted within twenty-four
hours, they threatened a student strike.

Ubico declared a state of emergency. He called the opposition ‘‘nazi-
fascist.”” Fearful, many student leaders sought asylum in the Mexican

. Embassy. However, young lawyers and professional .men refused to sub-

mit to intimidation, and supported the students. On June 23 the school-
teachers went on strike.

Ubico had once said that if three hundred respected Guatemalans were
to ask him to resign he would do so. On June 24 two men delivered
the Memorial de los 311 to Ubico’s office. The three hundred and eleven
prominent signers had risked their lives. The document explained the rea-
sons for unrest, asked effective constitutional guarantees, and suspension
of martial law. The same day, students marched past the U.S. Embassy
and emphasized reliance on nonviolent means. Officials seemed surprised
at the form of this demonstrauon_ A peaceful meeting that evening de-
manded Ubico’s resignation. Later that night, however; police beat and
arrested hundreds at a neighborhood religious and social cclebration.
Some blamed *‘drunken bandits, previously coached by the police”; oth-
ers pointed to clashes between persons shouting anti-Ubico slogans and
the dictator’s strong-arm men.

The next day the foreign minister summoned to the National Palace
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the two men who had delivered the Memorial de los 311" —Carbonell
and Serraino. The ex-head of the secret policé joined the meeting. Simul-
tancously, a demonstration took place before the National Palace; against
it the government massed platoons of soldiers, cavalry, tanks, armored
cars, machine guns, and police armed with guns and tear-gas bombs.
Carbonell and Serrano were asked to “calm the people.” Although all
meetings had been banned, the men were permitted to meet with other
““leaders™ of the movement to seek a solution to the crisis.

That afternoon women dressed in deep mourning prayed for an end
to the night’s brutalities at the Church of San Francisco in the center of
Guatemala City. Afterward they formed an impressive silent procession;
the cavalry charged and fired into the crowd. An unknown number were
wounded and one, Maria Chincilla Recinos, a teacher, was killed. She
became the first martyr. *‘. . . the mask had been torn from the Napo-
leonic pose, revealing Ubico and his regime standing rudely on a basis
of inhumanity and terror.”’36

Guatemala City responded with a silent paralysis. The opposition
broke off talks with the government. Workers struck. Businessmen shut
stores and offices. It was an economic shutdown. Everything closed. The
streets were deserted.

After attempts at a new parley failed, at Ubico’s request the diplo-

matic corps arranged a mecting that afternoon between the opposition
and the government. The delegates told Ubico to his face that during
his rule “Guatemala has known nothing but oppression.” Ubico insisted:
“As long as I am president, I will never permit a free press, nor free
association, because the people of Guatemala are not ready for a democ-
racy and nced a strong hand.”’3? The possibility of Ubico’s resigning
and the question of a succession were discussed. The delegates were to
sample public opinion.
' The opposition later reported to Ubico by letter the unanimous desire
of the people that he resign. They again demanded the lifting of martial
law, freedom of press and association, and an end to attacks on the peo-
ple. Petitions and messages from important people poured into the palace;
they also asked Ubico to resign. The silent economic shutdown of Guate-
mala City continued. The dictator’s power was dissolving.

On July 1 Ubico withdrew in favor of a triumvirate of generals.
Immediate and unaccustomed political ferment followed. Labor and polit-
ical organizations mushroomed, and exiles returned. General Ponce, one
of the triumvirate, tried to install himself in Ubico’s place. In October
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he faced another general strike and a student strike and was ousted by
a coup d'état. Difficult times were still ahead.

The victory over Ubico was not well utilized to establish democracy.
But it had been a victory, both for the people and for their type of
struggle. Mario Rosenthal writes; :

Energetic and cruel, Jorge Ubico could.have put down .an armed at-
tack . . . He could have imposed his will on any group of disgruntled
military or civilian, and stood them up against a wall. But he'wa;
helpless against civil acts of repudiation, to which he responded with
violence, until these slowly pushed him into the dead-end street where
all dictatorships uitimately arrive: kill everybody who is not with you
or get out.3®

The movement that brought Waterloo to Guatemala’s Napoleon
wafs, fittingly, a peaceful, civilian action; the discipline, serenity and
res%gnation with which it was conducted made it a model of passive
resistance.3?

Rosenthal also paid tribute to the intelligence with which it was directed
and .to the solidarity shown by Guatemalans of all social classes, and
ethmp and political backgrounds.

G. Risings against Communist regimes

. Nonviolent forms of struggle have also emerged in several Commu-
nist-ruled countries. While always producing something less than total
success and sometimes obvious defeat, these predominantly spontaneous
cprporate acts of defiance and resistance have sometimes shaken the re-
gime to its core. The largely nonviolent East German Rising of June
1933 is a clear case in point.*¢ During the Hungarian Revolution of
1956-57 the great variety of methods of nonviolent action applied, under
severe conditions—methods such as the general strike, massive demonstra-
tions, and the shifting of loyalty from the old government. to the incipi-
ent parallel government of the workers’ councils—had a powerful impact
and together they constituted an extremely important componént in thf.;
total combat strength. The general strike was able to continue in Buda-
pest for‘ some time after the Russians had crushed the military resistance.
'.Poday it is often forgotten that nonviolent methods of struggle were very
important in the Hungarian Revolution.4!

lf Vorkuta—195342 There was also a significant wave of strikes in
the prison labor camps, especially among political prisoners, in the Soviét
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Unibn itself in 1953.% In some of these there was a great deal of vio-
lence. In all there was repression, though apparently it was less severe
where the prisoners were predominately nonviolent. Perhaps the most
important of these strikes was at Vorkuta.

Strikes against poor conditions had long been considered among the
. 250,000 political prisoners in the coal-mining camps at Vorkuta. The de-
cision was precipitated just after Stalin’s death in 1953 by the announce-
ment of the M.V.D. (Ministry of Internal Affairs) at Vorkuta that political
prisoners ought not to expect an amnesty, as their liberation would jeop-
ardize State security.

Many waverers then cast their lot with those advocating nonviolent
resistance; by the end of May, strike committees had been secretly estab-
lished in several camps. They were mainly composed of three groups of
prisoners: Leninist students, anarchists, and the Monashki (a postrevolu-
tionary pacifist Christian group resembling the early Quakers), as well as
some prisoners representing no group. ‘

The fall of Beria, the head of the secret police, while the prisoners
were organizing encouraged more waverers. Strike committees were set
up in coal-mining pits where they worked. It was agreed that the strike
was to demand abolition of the camps and change of the prisoners’ sta-
tus to that of free colonists under contract. Before the strike began the
central leadership was arrested and removed to Moscow. A new central
strike committee was elected.,

On July 21 many prisoners remained in their barracks, refusing to
work. They insisted on presenting their demands to the general who was

commandant of all the Vorkuta camps. They did so two days later, after

thirty thousand had joined the strike. After the demands were presen!:e.d
the general made a long speech containing vague promises and specific
threats.

" A week passed without decisive action; no clear orders came from
Moscow. Food would continue only while existing supplies lasted, it was
announced. A strike leaflet appeared by the thousands ‘of copies, urging
self-reliance to gain freedom and the strike as the only possible means
of action. Sympathetic soldiers helped to spread these and to maintain
contacts between the camps. Twenty big pits were shut down.

Russian-speaking troops were then withdrawn and replaced by soldiers
from Far Eastern sections of the Soviet Union, who did not speak Rus-
sian. With the strike at its peak in early August, the State Prosecutor
arrived with several generals from Moscow and offered minor conces-
sions: two letters home a month (instead of two a year), one visitor a
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year, and removal of identification numbers from clothes and iron bars
from barracks windows. _

In an open letter the strike leadership rejected these. The Prosecutor
spoke at the camps, promising better food, higher pay, shorter shifts.
Only a few wavered. The Strike Committee leaders went to an interview
with the commanding general—but never returned. Some strikers were
shot.

After the prisoners had held out for over three months the strike fi-
nally ended in the face of food and fuel shortages. However, consider-
able material improvements resulted. A spokesman of the International
Commission on Concentration Camp Practices declared that the sirike ac-
tion in this and other camps was one of the most important factors in
the improvement in the lot of the political prisoners.

H. American civil rights struggles

In the United States in the mid-1950s there emerged among Afro-
Americans and civil rights workers a very significant, large, and reason-
ably effective movement of nonviolent action against segregation and dis-
crimination against Afro-Americans. The nonviclent action took a variety
of forms—bus boycotts, various economic boycotts, massive demonstra-
tions, marches, sit-ins, {reedom rides and others. This movement dates
from the Montgomery bus boycott, which remains significant despite
changes in resistance methods in recent years.

1. Montgomery, Alabama—1955-5644 On December 1, 1955,
four Negroes in Montgomery were asked, as was usual, to give up their
bus seats to newly boarded whites and stand. Three complied, but Mrs.
Parks, a seamstress, refused.

A one-day boycott of the buses on December 5 in protest against her
arrest was nearly 100 percent effective. It was decided to continue the

- boycott until major reforms were made. Evening mass meetings in

churches overflowed. The response, in numbers and spirit, exceeded all
hopes. '

Negroes walked, took taxis, and shared rides, but stayed off the
buses. A new spirit of dignity and self-respect permeated the Negro com-
munity. The whites were confronted by qualities they had not believed the
Negroes possessed. The aim became improvement of the whole commun-
ity. The appeal was to Christian love, The young Rev. Martin Luther
King, Jr., and his co-workers found themselves thrust into leadership
and international prominence. -

Negotiations failed. The use of taxis at reduced fares was prohibited.
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A car pool of three hundred vehicles was organized. Money began to
pour in, and a fleet of over fifteen new station wagons was added. Many
Negroes preferred to walk to express their determination.

‘Unfounded rumors were spread about the movement’s leaders, along
with false reports of a settlement. Negro drivers (including Dr. King)
were arrested for minor, often imaginary, traffic violations. Police intim-

~ idation became common. Over thirty threats a day reached the leaders.

King’s home was bombed; Negroes nearly broke into violence. Another
home was bombed. Then nearly one hundred Negro leaders were arrest-
ed, charged with violating an antiboycott law.

Fear, long known by Southern Afro-Americans, was cast off. Many

went to the sheriff’s office, hoping to be among those ‘“‘wanted.” The .

trial of the arrested leaders, which received world attention, became a
testimony of fearlessness and a recounting of grievances. The movement
gained new momentum. On June 4 the Federal District Court, acting on
a suit filed by the Negroes, declared the city bus segregation laws to be
unconstitutional, but the city appealed. The bus protest continued, now
to bring a full end to bus segregation. Insurance policies on the station
wagons were canceled; a London firm issued new policies. City officials
declared the car pool illegal. The same day, November 13,-the United
States Supreme Court declared bus segregation laws unconstitutional.

1n the evening two simultaneous mass mectings emphasized love, dig-
nity, and refusal to ride on the buses until segregation was abolished.
That night the Ku Klux Klan rode through the Negro district. Instead
of dark, locked houses of terrified Negroes, the K.K.K. found the lights
on, the doors open -and people watching the Klan parade. A few even
waved. Nonplussed, the Klan disappeared.

With the car pool prohibited, each area worked out its own share-
the-ride plan, and many people walked. The buses remained empty. In
the mass- meetings detailed plans were presented for resuming—after over
a year—the use of the buses on an integrated basis. There must be cour-
tesy. This was a victory, not over the white man, but for justice and
democracy.

The Supreme Court’s antisegregation order reached Montgomery on

. December 20. On the first day of integration, there were no major inci-

dents. Then the white extremists began a reign of terror. Shots were
fired at buses; a teen-age girl was beaten; a pregnant Negro women was
shot; the Klan paraded again and burned crosses. But the Negroes® fear
had gone. The homes of more leaders and several Negro churches were
bombed. This terrorism repelled many whites. The local newspaper, sev-
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eral white ministers, and the businessmen’s association denounced the
bombings.

The Negroes kept nonviolent discipline. More bombs exploded. Al-
though arrested whites were quickly found *‘not guilty,”” the terrorism
abruptly ceased. Desegregation then proceeded smoothly, a compliance
virtually inconceivable a year before,

CONTINUING DEVELOPMENT

Throughout the world there has also been other significant nonviolent
action, some of which occurred before these examples and some of it
since. Other important cases are likely to have occurred before this book
is in print. Major strikes and nonviolent demonstrations in Franco’s
Spain are scarcely mentioned here, for example, and there appear to be
a large number of unstudied Latin American, as well as African, cases.

In the non-Gandhian development of nonviolent action in the mid-
twentieth century particular struggles were often tinged with violence.
Sometimes the nonviolent action took place side by side with violence.

- .Sometimes it occurred before or after the violence—both in the case of

Hungary in 1956-57. Nevertheless, the power of these various struggles
has been predominantly rooted in mass solidarity and popular nonviolent
defiance. The reasons for this essentially nonviolent quality have varied.
Sometimes people recognized the practical limitations of violence—for ex-
ample, in 1968 Czechs and Slovaks recalled the violent phase of the
1956 Hungarian Revolution as a pattern not to be imitated. Sometimes
people have felt a revulsion against cruelty and killing for political ends,
having seen so much of it. For example, some East Germans in June
1953 shouted: ““We want a decent revolution.” More frequently, proba-
bly, people have simply seen methods of nonviolent aclion as ways to
act, ways which gave them a sense of their own power and perhaps also
offered a reasonable chance of success in gaining their objectives. This
seems to have been the case, for example, in Norway in 1942 and in
El Salvador and Guatemala in 1944.

The development of nonviolent action of various types coniinues
throughout the world, arising from different roots, taking numerous forms
in response to a multitude of situations and problems. Struggles against
war, for civil liberties, for social revolution, against home-grown and
foreign-imposed dictatorships, and for a determining voice in their own
lives by people who feel powerless are now leading to a continuing ap-
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plication of nonviolent action. This type of resistf;lmce is also likely to be
used by persons and groups who find the directlon. or speed of change
distasteful. In addition, -as knowledge of this technique spreads, groups
who attempt to suspend constitutional government gracefully or to def-
stroy it blatantly may find themselves confronted with unexpectedly ef-
i istance. _
ﬁ‘:(:tl‘:l‘?hlfprerirnents ‘made under Gandhi’s political leadership, .and also
his thought and activities, still sometimes stimulate or strong%y influence
new nonviolent struggles. But even in such cases the Gandh;afl compo-
nent has often been meodified in new cultural and p_oIitical settings. .Fr.e-
quently, as in anti-Nazi resistance movements and in Cz_echoslovakm in
1968, there is no clear link between the Gandhian cxper{ments and %‘ICW
cases of nonviolent struggle. As those satyagraha campaigns recede mt_o
history they are less and less a direct factor in these new .struggles.. It is
always possible, however, that this might be reversefi if serious new inter-
est should develop in Gandhi as a political strateg1§t. I.t mu§t be noted,
however, that whatever may be the stimuli and motwat'lons, in the twen-
tieth century a remarkable expansion has taken p}ace_ in the.use of non-
violent struggle as a substitute for violence in a widening variety of polit-
e (;?I:Sc?l:;:s to say, there have been setbacks in this development. At
times there has appeared a clear trend toward the ab'angonment of non-
violent action in favor of violence. For example, the limited 'and sporadic
use of nonviolent action both by nonwhites in S?uth Africat> and by
Afro-Americans in the United States was follov.‘fed 1?1 each case ‘F)y advo-
cacy of violence. Nevertheless, when scen in I'{lstorica_l per§p§ct1ve ther.e
has been a relative burst of development in this tn?chmque in the twent%-
eth century. However unevenly, the process continues. One of the evi-
dences for this was the unprepared use for some weeks of w1despr€fad
and courageous nonviolent resistance by the Czechis and Stovaks following
the invasion-by the Soviet Union and her allies on August 21, 1968.

A. Czechoslovakia—19684

The Soviet leaders expected that the massive invasion -of Czechoslo-
vakia by more than half a million Warsaw Treaty Orgamzat.mr.l troops
would overwhelm the much smaller Czechoslovak. arnly within days,
leaving the country in confusion and defeat. The m\iasmn wouI‘dkalso
make possible a coup d'érat to replace the I:efOI‘II-l-I’{‘llndlE:d Dubée r_e-
gime with a conservative pro-Moscow one. With this in mind, the Soviet
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K.G.B. (State Police) kidnapped the Communist Party’s First Secretary,
Alexander Dubcek; the Prime Minister, Oldrich Cérnik; the National
Assembly President, Josef Smrkovsky; and the National Front Chairman,
FrantiSek Kriegel. The Soviet officials held under house arrest the Pres-
ident of the Republic, Ludvik Svoboda, who was a popular soldier-
statesman in both Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union, They hoped that
he would give the mantle of legitimacy to the new conservative regime.
The kidnapped leaders might have been killed once the coup had been
successful, as happened in Hungary in 1957.

But the country was not demoralized as a result of military defeat,
for it was a different type of resistance which was waged. Nor did a
puppet regime quickly replace the kidnapped leaders. The Czechoslovak .
officials sent emergency orders to all the armed forces to remain in their
barracks. The Soviet leaders had expected that the situation would be so
effectively under control within three days that the invading troops could
be then withdrawn. This did not happen, and as a result there were seri-

_ous logistical and morale problems among the invading troops. Owing to

resistance at several strategic points a collaborationist government was

~ - prevented, at least for about eight months—until April 1969 when' the

"Husak regime came in.

. Resistance began in early hours of the invasion. Employees of the
government news agency (C.T.K.) refused orders 1o issue a release stating
-that certain Czechoslovak party and governmental officials had requested
the invasion. Also, President Svoboda courageously refused to sign the
document presented to him by the conservative cligue. Finally, it was
possible through the clandestine radio network to convene several official
bodies, and these opposed the invasion.

The Extraordinary Fourteenth Party Congress, the National Assembly,
and what was left of the government ministers all issued statements sim-
ilar to the emergency statement by the Party Presidium before the arrivat
of the K.G.B.~that the invasion had begun without the knowledge of -
party or governmental leaders; there had been no “request.” Some of
the bodies selected interim leaders who carried out certain emergency
functions. The National Assembly went on to “demand the release from
detention of our constitutional representatives . . . in order that they can
carry out their constitutional functions entrusted to them by the Sovereign
people of the country,” and to *‘demand immediate withdrawal of the
armies of the five states.”#

The clandestine radio network during the first week both created
many forms of resistance and shaped others: it convened the Extraordi-
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nary Fourteenth Party Congress, called one-hour general strikes, requested
the rail workers to slow the transport of Russian tracking and jamming
equipment, and discouraged collaboration within the C.S.5.R. State Po-
lice. There is no record of any collaboration among the uniformed Public
Police; indeed, many of them worked actively with the resistance. The
radio argued the futility of acts of violence and the wisdom of nonvio-
lent resistance. It instructed students in the streets to clear out of poten-
tially explosive situations and cautioned against rumors. The radio was
the main means through which a politically mature and effective. resis-
tance was shaped. Colin Chapman has observed that *‘each form of
resistance, however ineffective it might have been alone, served to
strengthen the other manifestations,’”#® and through the radio different
levels of resistance and different parts of the country were kept in steady
communication. With many government agencies put-out of operation
by Russian occupation of their offices, the radio also took on certain
" emergency functions (such as obtaining manpower to bring in potato and
hops harvests) and provided vital information. This ranged from assuring
mothers that their children in summer camps were safe to reporting mea-
ger news of the Moscow negotiations, . .
Militarily totally successful, the Russians now faced a strong political

struggle. In face of unified civilian resistance, the absence of a collabora- "

tionist government, and the increasing demoralization of their troops,

the Soviet leaders agreed on Friday, the 23rd, that President Svoboda

would fly to Moscow for negotiations. Svoboda refused to negotiate until
Dubéek, Cernik, and Smrkovsky joined the discussions. In four days a
compromise was worked out. This left most of the leaders in their posi-
* tions but called for the party to exercise more fully its “‘leading role,”
and left Russian troops in the country. The compromise seems also to
have included the sacrifice of certain reform-minded leaders and reforms.

That first week the entire people had in a thousand ways coura-

geously and cleverly fought an exhilarating battle for their freedom. The

‘compromise, called the Moscow Protocol, created severely mixed feelings
among the people. Observers abroad saw this as an unexpected success
for the nation and its leaders; an occupied country is not supposed to
have bargaining power. But most Czechs and Slovaks saw it as a defeat
and for a week would not accept it. The leaders were apparently doubt-
ful of the disciplined capacity of the populace for sustained resistance in
the face of severe repression.

Despite the absence of prior planning or explicit training for civilian
resistance, the Dubdek regime managed to remain in power until April
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'196'9, abf)ut eight months longer than would have been possible Vwith mil-
}tary r'esmtance. The Russians subsequently gained important objectives
including the establishment of a conservative regime. The final outcome,
of the struggle and occupation remains undetermined at this writing. Nev-
ert?’leless, this highly significant case requires careful research and ar-lal s

of its methods, problems, successes and failures. -

SEEKING INSIGHT

This brief sketch of the historical development of nonviolent action
dges not convey the extent and significance of the past use of this tech-
n.1que. Nevertheless, even this survey and the various illustrative cases
cited 'throughout the remainder of this book are sufficient to call into
question and even to refute some of the main misconceptions which
have been xfzidely accepted concerning this type of action.

Exte_nswe use of nonviolent action has occurred despite the absence
of attention to the development of the technique itself. Its practice. has
been partly spontaneous, partly intuitive, partly vaguely patterned éfter
some Ifnown case. It has usually been practiced under highly unfavorable
conditions and with a lack of experienced participants or even experienced -
lf:aders. Almost always there were no advance preparations or training
little or no planning or prior consideration of strategy and tactics anc’l
of the range of methods. The people using it have usually had little
relal understanding of the nature of the technique which they sought to
wicld and were largely ignorant of its history. There were no studies of
st'rategy and tactics for them to consult, or handbooks on how to orga-
nize the “troops,” conduct the struggle, and maintain discipline. Under
such conditions it is not surprising that there have often been defeats or
only partial victories, or that violence has sometimes erupted—which, as

gle‘shall see, .helps to bring defeat. With such handicaps, it is ama:r:ing
ora(;te S;,eaﬂriq::; of the technigue has been as widespread, successful and

$ome men and women are now trying to learn more of the nature
of t-hlS technique and to explore its potentialities. Some people are now
a.skmg how nonviolent action can be refined and applied in place of
violence to meet complex and difficult problems. These intellectual efforts
are a p?tentially significant new factor in the history of this technique
It remains to be seen what consequences this factor may have for the:
future development of nonviolent action.
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1. For & fuller discussion of this theory of controlling the power of rulers, see

_Chapter One. _
2. See, -for example, Bart. de Ligt,
and Revolution (New York: E.

Routledge & Sons, 1937), pp. 26-27; Richar
(Second rev. ed.; New Yark: Schocken Books, Schocken Paperback, 1966, and

Londorn: James Clarke & Co., 1960}, pp- 9304 and 98-100; Krishnalal
Shridharani, War Withoet Violence: A Study of Gandhi's Method and Iis
Accomplishments (New York: Harcour
Victor Gollancz, 1939), U.S. ed., pp. 976-294; Br. ed., pp. 237-246; and T. K.
Mahadevan,  Adam Roberts and Gene Sharp, eds., Civilian Defence: An
Introduction (New Delhi: Gandhi Peace Foundation and Bombay: Bharatiya
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