
The Voluntaryist
Whole number 27 "If one takes care of the means, the end will take care of itself: August 1987

THE POWER
OF NON-VIOLENT
RESISTANCE

By Jerry M. Tinker

(Editor's Hote: The fotlowing article was adapted from Volume 24 of
THE WESTERPi POLITICAL QUARTERLY (1971) (pp.775-788). Given
the insights of LaBoetie (discussed in our last issue), ¡ thought this
piece would be an especially good follow-up, explaining how non-
violent resistance actually works, and showing how it is truly a
radical alternative to electoral politics.)

As many writers have noted, the basic thesis, or strategy, upon
which Gandhi's satyagraha and all non-violent resistance rests is
that all structures of power - government and social organizations -
always depend upon the voluntary cooperation of great numbers of
people even when they seem to rely upon coercion. The chief
w¡elders of power, in other words, must have the tacit assistance
and cooperation of hundreds or even thousands of persons in order
to exercise power. The strategy, then, of those who oppose or wish
to change an established power structure, particularly one equip-
ped with overwhelming physical force, is to persuade large
numbers of persons to refuse to cooperate with it any longer. This
is not the objective of non-violent resistance, but its strategy.

Altering the present power structure, or certain policies or
aspects of that structure, is the goal of non-violent resistance; its
success or failure in attaining that objective rests squarely on the
degree to which its strategy succeeds in inducing individuals to
withdraw support from the structure. Once such cooperation is
withdrawn, the power structure must at some point come to terms
with the resisters; political change is brought about and conflict
resolved. Two forces operate in this process: a form of persuasion
and a degree of coercion.

Conflict is resolved in society and in government to the extent
that a majority, or a substantial portion of individuals comprising
it, are persuaded" - either voluntarily or coercively - to adopt or
follow a particular position. Persuasion by violence is part of the
well-known story of mankind. Satyagraha, however, attempts to
persuade without violence.

As noted previously, the strategy of non-violent resistance is to
develop techniques of persuasion that will induce the hundreds of
clerks, soldiers, police, heads of departments and thousands of
other individuals upon which the opposing power rests, to abandon
it - refusing tacitly, if not explicitly, to cooperate with it. The ques-
tion is , of course, how does non-violent resistance induce such
non-cooperation? In what manner does non-violent resistance per-
suade? Essentially, it persuades by manipulating techniques that
play upon suffering."

One of the persistent myths of non-violent resistance is that its
persuasion is only accomplished through a particular kind of
human reaction to suffering: namely, the opponent supposedly has
a guilty change of heart - a sense of remorse - upon seeing poor
passive resisters suffering.

This conception of the role of suffering in non-violent resistance
makes the fundamental error of presuming that only two persons
are involved in the process - the suffering resister and the opppo-
nent. One suffers, and the other feels guilty and presumably makes
amends. Actually, non-violent resistance operates within a

framework involving three actors: the suffering passive resister,
the opponent, and the larger, on-looking populace.

Because in every conflict situation the outcome is dramatically
affected by the extent to which the on-looking audience becomes
involved, this third actor is most important in politics. This concept
was best enunciated by E. E. Schattschneider; he calls it "the con-
tagiousness of conflict." Although intended to analyze the func-
tioning of pressure groups in the United States, his concept clearly
has relevance to the operation of non-violent resistance in the
political process.

Schattschneider notes that a great change inevitably occurs in
the nature of conflict as involvement inexorably expands to include
the on-looking audience. Hence, a most important aspect of con-
flict in the public arena is how, and in what way, the scope of con-
flict expands. It is unlikely, says Schattschneider, that both sides
will equally benefit by an expansion in the scope of conflict, for
every change in the battle lines and its compost¡on has a bias: it
favors one side or the other. The moral of the phenomenon of the
contagiousness of conflict is: If a fight starts, watch the crowd,
because the crowd plays the decisive role. In every conflict one pro-
tagonist struggles to "privatize" it - to contain it and limit attempts
to involve the larger public - while the other attempts to "socialize
it.

The tactics of non-violent resistance seek primarily to create
situations that crystallize public opinion - that "involve" it - and
which direct" it against the government, while at the same time
legitimatizing its own position. This legitimatization is accomplish-
ed when the resister willingly suffers; it demonstrates his integrity,
courage, honesty, while showing the injustice, cruelty, or tyranny
of the government. The essential function of suffering is com-
parable to the interaction that takes place between a martyr and a
:rowd. The resisters token of power in the face of the opponent s
violence is his capacity to "suffer" in the eyes of the on-looking au-
dience.

The non-violent resister employs techniques calculated to pro-
voke a response from the opponent which can be made to seem un-
just or unfair - thus confirming the resisters claims against the
power structure. Yet, were the opponent or government to fail to
act, it would abdicate its power, its control over the population,
and over the enforcement of its laws. The classic non-violent
resistance technique is to suddenly thrust the initiative to the op-
ponent, and thus also the responsibility, for a conflict with unarm-
ed citizens that it cannot avoid and which will have the inevitable-
consequence of alienating a portion of the on-looking audience.
And because the resister is unarmed and suffers" (going to jail,
being beaten, etc.), the onus of responsibility for all the suffering
falls squarely on the opponent. Hence, the primary function of non-
violent resistance suffering is to re-draw the lines of battle in favor
of the resister; it attempts to involve the audience and to coalesce
public opinion in ways favorable to him.

How frequently does suffering in and by itself succeed in
persuading" an opponent? Does it really represent a powerful

enough force to change an opponent's course of action - to cause
him to abandon the opponent being resisted? Reviews of past cases
of non-violent resistance show a mixed picture, and results seem to
depend largely on certain significant variables.

First, is the attitude and orientation of the opponent; success
seems somewhat dependent upon whether the opponent really
cares how a population views him - whether he has any long-term
interests in pacifying or winning support. Also, the effect varies
upon whether the opponent is the resisters own countrymen; if
foreigners are being resisted, non-violent resisters may more easily
play upon common identity and nationalism. Finally, in some
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Front the Editor:

The Noose Is Tightening:
"The Threat to Your Stash

of Cash"
The sub-title of this piece is taken from the cover of Fred Woodwor-

th's THE MATCH! (Fall-Winter 1986/87; Box 3488, Tucson, Az.
85722). It summarizes his editorial on "Unleaded Money," in which
he points out that a currency call-in would subject "your private
stash of money" to IRS scrutiny.

Although we need to be concerned about the dangers of being
forced to turn in our greenbacks for a new colored currency (in
which case, people who had accumulated large amounts of cash
would be required to show that they had paid taxes on the ac-
cumulations), I believe there are more far-reaching regulations
already in place.

In one sense, these regulations are only the frosting on the cake,
or the chickens coming home to roost. Once the State is granted
the power to tax, it is only a matter of time until the principle that
the State owns all the wealth in a given geographic area is extended
as far as it can be pushed. Non-voluntary¡sts do not share the in-
sight that taxation cannot be limited or controlled by any process
known to man. If you give the State a dollar it wants ten; if you give
it ten it wants a hundred. Power corrupts and absolute power cor-
rupts absolutely.

The latest IRS regulations I want to call to your attention are:

a. Beginning with the 1987 federal tax return
(fileable in April 1988), you must list the social security
number of all dependents on your return who are age 5
or over.

b. All tax free income (such as from municipal bonds)
must now be listed on your tax return. The IRS wants to
know what your assets are even if they don t generate
tax revenues for them.

c. Applicants for passports must now fill out a tax in-
formation form which the IRS is supposed to check.

d. As of the first of 1987, those who conduct real
estate closings (such as title or escrow companies,
lawyers, lenders, or real estate agents) are required to
report the terms of sale to the IRS. The ostensible pur-
pose of this provision is to help the IRS see that taxes
are paid on capital gains transactions involving real
estate.

e. Employers must send the IRS a copy of any W-4
form (withholding) on which a worker claims over 10
exemptions. Until December 1, 1986, the IRS only had
to be told if a claim exceeded 14 exemptions.
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Potpourri from the
Editor's Desk
1. The value of your participation cannot be gauged in terms of
your chances of victory but rather by the value of your idea. In
other words, you score a victory not when you win power but when
you remain faithful to yourself."

So writes Adam Michnik (one of the Polish Solidarity leaders) in
his LETTERS FROM PRISON AND OTHER ESSAYS (Berkeley: Universi-
ty of California Press, 1985, p. 7). In view of our lead article in this
issue on "nonviolence" I thought the following comments about
Solidarity would be of interest. Portions of Michn¡k's letters explain
Solidarity's approach to social change and why the Poles renounc-
ed violence. As Michnik puts it,

People who claim that the use of force in the struggle
for freedom is necessary must first prove that, in a
given situation, it will be effective, and that force,
when it is used, will not transform the idea of liberty in-
to its opposite. ... No one in Poland is able to prove...
that violence will help us dislodge Soviet troops ... and
remove the communists from power. ...

In our reasoning, pragmatism is inseparably inter-
twined with idealism. ... Revolutionary terror has
always been justified by a vision of an ideal society. It
wants to live and let live. ... The ethics of Solidarity,
with its consistent rejection of the use of force, has a
lot in common with the idea of nonviolence espoused
by Gandhi and Martin Luther King, Jr. But it is not an
ethic representative of pacifist movements, (pp. 86-89)

Jonathan Schell in his "Introduction"to this volume carries this
discussion further. He explains "that the classic formula for revolu-
tion is first to seize state power and then to use that power to do the
good things you believe in." Solidarity rejected this approach. The
power that Solidarity gained was a new "social" power, which was
created where there had been none before. Their program "was not
to seize political power from the state but to build up the society.
...The distinction between society/ which was to be renewed by the
movement, and power,' which was to be left to the state, became
common currency within the opposition, and was the subject of
much discussion." (p. xxxi, emphasis added)

Schell then shows how Solidarity interpreted the question of
"means and ends":

It proved itself "today", and let "later" take care of
itself. In so doing, it offered a new approach to one of
the most intractable problems of all political life: the
endemic discrepancy between evil means and good
ends in politics - between the brutal and mendacious
methods commonly accepted as a necessity of politics
and the noble or visionary ends toward which these
means are directed. ... (I)n Poland, means and ends
were rolled into one. For example, each of the "means"
of KOR (the forerunner of Solidaritiy) - openness,
truthfulness, autonomy, and trust - was also an end. A
courageous act or a truthful word was a good "end" in
itself, it enriched life, made life better -.... To reform
the adversary might take some time, but in the sphere
of one's own actions the just society could be
established right away. It followed that evil means
could no longer be employed to attain good ends. If the
journey and destination were the same, it made no
sense to spoil the conveyance in which one was riding.
Here, I believe, is the source of the movement's non-
violence, which was especially striking for being prac-
ticed even more rigorously than it was preached-....
The use of violence, spoiling means and ends at the
same time, would have polluted the source of both the
movement's virtue and strength. The elements of the
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WHAT IS
POLITICAL ''EXTREMISM"?

By Laird Wilcox

R o g e r S c r u t o n , in t h e DICTIONARY OF POLITICAL THOUGHT (Hill
& Wang, Mew York, 1982) defines "extremism" as:

"A vague term, which can mean:
1. Taking a political idea to its limits, regardless of unfortunate

repercussions, impracticalities, arguments and feelings to the
contrary, and with the intention not only to confront, but also to
eliminate opposition.

2. Intolerance towards all views other than one's own.
3. Adoption of means to political ends which show disregard for

the life, liberty, and human rights of others."
This is a very fair definition and it reflects my experience that

extremism is essentially more an issue of style than of content.
In the twenty-five years that I have been investigating political
groups of the left and right, I have found that many people can hold
very radical or unorthodox political views and still present them in
a reasonable, rational and non-dogmatic manner. On the other
hand, I have met people whose views were shrill, uncompromising
and distinctly authoritarian. The latter demonstrated a starkly ex-
tremist mentality while the former demonstrated only ideological
unorthodoxy, which is hardly to be feared in a free society such as
our own.

1 don t mean to imply that content is entirely irrelevant. People
who tend to adopt the extremist style most often champion causes
and adopt ideologies that are essentially "fringe" positions on the
political spectrum. Advocacy of "fringe" positions, however, gives
our society the variety and vitality it needs to function as an open
democracy, to discuss and debate all aspects of an issue and to
deal with problems we may otherwise have a tendency to ignore. I
think this is the proper role of radical movements, left and right, in
our system. The extremist style is another issue altogether,
however, in that it seriously hampers our understanding of impor-
tant issues, it muddies the waters of discourse with invective,
fanaticism and hatred, and it impairs our ability to make in-
telligent, well-informed choices.

Another, perhaps more popular, definition of extremism is that
it represents points of view we strongly disagree with, advocated by
someone we dislike whose interests are contrary to our own!

Political ideologues often attempt definitions of extremism
which specifically condemn the views of their opponents and
critics while leaving their own relatively untouched, or which are
otherwise biased toward certain views but not others. To be fair, a
definition must be equally applicable across the entire political
spectrum.

In point of fact, the terms "extremist" and "extremism are often
used thoughtlessly as epithets, "devilwords" to curse or condemn
opponents and critics with! I find, however, that the extremist style
is not the monopoly of any sector of the political spectrum. It is just
as common on the left as it is on the right," and sometimes it
shows up in the political "center" as well!

In analyzing the rhetoric and literature of several hundred
fringe and militant "special interest" groups 1 have identified

several specific traits that tend to represent the extremist style. I
would like to caution you with the admonition, however, that we
are all fallible and anyone, without bad intentions,may resort to
some of these devices from time to time. But with bonafide ex-
tremists these lapses are not occasional and the following traits
are an habitual and established part of their reportoire. The late
Robert Kennedy, in THE PURSUIT Of JUSTICE (1964), said: "What is
objectionable, what is dangerous about extremists is not that they
are extreme, but that they are intolerant. The evil is not what they
say about their cause, but what they say about their opponents.
1. Character Assassination. Extremists often attack the

character of an opponent or critic rather than deal with the facts
and issues that he raises or debate the points of his arguments.
They will question his motives, qualifications, past associa-
tions, values, personality, mental health and so on as a diver-
sion from the issues under consideration.

2. Name calling and labeling. Extremists are quick to resort to
epithets (racist, subversive, pervert, natemonger, nut,

crackpot, degenerate, Un-American, Anti-Semite, Red, Commie,
Nazi, Kook, etc.) to label and condemn an opponent in order to
divert attention from his arguments and to discourage others
from hearing him out.

3. Irresponsible sweeping generalizations. Extremists tend to
make sweeping claims or judgments on little or no evidence,
and they have a tendency to confuse similarity with sameness.
That is, they assume that because two (or more) things are alike
in some respects they must be alike in all or most respects!
Analogy is a treacherous form of logic and its potential for
distortion and false conclusions even when the premises are
basically correct is enormous.

4. Inadequate proof for assertions. Extremists tend to be very
fuzzy on what constitutes proof for their assertions. They also
tend to get caught up in logical fallacies, such as post hoc ergo
propter hoc (assuming that a prior event explains a subsequent
occurence simply because of their "before and "after" relation-
ship). They tend to project "wished for" conclusions and to ex-
aggerate the significance of information whch confirms their
prejudices and to derogate or ignore information which con-
tradicts them.

5. Advocacy of double standards. Extremists tend to judge
themselves in terms of their intentions, which they tend to view
generously, and others by their acts, which they tend to view
very critically. They would like you to accept their assertions on
faith but they demand proof for yours. They also tend to engage
in "special pleading" on behalf of their group, because of some
special status, past persecution or present disadvantage.

6. Extremists tend to view their opponents and critics as
essentially evil. Their enemies hold opposing views because
they are bad people, immoral, dishonest, unscrupulous, mean-
spirited, cruel, etc., and not merely because they simply
disagree, see the matter differently, have competing interests or
are perhaps even mistaken!

7. Extremists tend to have a Manichean worldview. That is,
they tend to see the world in terms of absolutes of good and evil,
for them or against them, with no middle ground or in-
termediate positions. All issues are ultimately moral issues of
right and wrong. Their slogan tends to be he who is not with me
is against me!"

8. Extremists very often advocate some degree of censorship
and repression of their opponents and critics. This may
range from an active campaign to keep them from media access
and a public hearing, as in the case of blacklisting, banning, or
"quarantining" dissident spokesmen, or actually lobbying for
repressive legislation against speaking, teaching or instructing
the forbidden" information. They may attempt to keep certain
books out of stores or off of library shelves or card catalogs,
discourage advertising with threats of reprisals, keep
spokesmen for offending views off the airwaves, or certain col-
umnists out of newspapers. In each instance the goal is some
kind of information control. Extremists would prefer that you
only listen to them.

9. Extremists tend to identify themselves in terms of who
their enemies are, who they hate and who hates them! Accor-
dingly, they often become emotionally bound to their enemies,
who are often competing extremists on the opposite pole of the
ideological spectrum. They tend to emulate their enemies in cer-
tain respects, adopting the same style and tactics to a certain
degree. Even "anti-extremist" groups often exhibit extremist
behavior in this regard!

10. Extremists are given to argument by intimidation. That is,
they frame their arguments in such a way as to intimidate
others into accepting their premises and conclusions. To
disagree with them, they imply, is to ally oneself with the devil
or give aid and comfort to the "bad guys." This ploy allows them
to define the parameters of debate, cut off troublesome lines of
argument, and keep their opponents on the defensive.

11. Wide use of slogans, buzzwords and thought-stopping
cliches. For many extremists simple slogans substitute for
more complex abstractions in spite of a high level of in-
telligence. Shortcuts in thinking and reasoning matters out
seem to be necessary in order to appease their prejudices and to
avoid troublesome facts and counter-arguments.
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