chapter six

The Success of the Unruly

It is a happy fact that we continue to be shocked by the appear-
ance of violence in social protest. Apparently, frequency is no
great cushion against shock for, at least in America, social protest
has been liberally speckled with violent episodes. Onc can exagger-
ate the frequency —a majority of challenges run their course with-
out any history of violence or arrests. But a very substantial
minority —more than 25 percent— have violence in {heir history.
The fact that violence i1s a common consort of social protest in the
United States is not 4 matter of serious contention.

The consequences of violence are at issue. It 18 commonly
believed to be self-defeating. Evaluating the validity of this belief is
made elusive by a tendency that we all have, social scientists and
laymen alike, to allow our moral judgments to influence our stra-
tegic judgments and vice versa. Kaplowitz has suggested the fol-
lowing general hypothesis. If strategic rationality does not clearly
specify a course of action as desirable but normative critena do,

Fatrlier versions of this chapter were presented at the annual meeting of the Lsract Socio-
logica) Society at Bar [an University, Tanuary, 1973, and the American Sociological Asso-
ciation in New York. August. 1973,
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people will tend to believe that the normatively desirable course of
action is also strategically rational,!

Violence is relatively unambiguous moraily. At most, it is
rcgarded as a necessary evil which may be justificd in preventing or
overcoming some even greater evil. And for many, the situations in
which it is justified are scant to nonexistent. The issue depends on
one’s image of the socicty in which violence takes place. In a
closed and oppressive political system that offers no nonviolent
means for accomplishing change, the morality of violence is not as
clear. But when it is believed that effective nonviolent alternatives
exist, almost everybody would consider these morally preferable.

In the pluralist image of American society, the political system is
relatively open, offering access at many points for effective non-
violent protest and efforts at change, With this prenuse, the use of
violence by groups engaged in efforts at social change seems partic-
ulary teprehensible. The above reasoning should apply not only to
violence as a means of influence but as a means of social control as
well. The use of violence and other extralegal methods for dealing
with protestors is also morally reprehensible.

While the moral issues may be clear, the strategic ones are am-
biguous. There is no consensus on the set of conditions under
which violence is a more or less effective strategy. and the issue
has been seriously analyzed only in the international sphere. The
Kaplowitz hypothesis, if correct, explains the strong tendency for
people to believe that something so immoral as domestic violence
is not a very effective strategy in domestic social protest. It also
helps us to recognize that the fact that many people regard violence
as self-defeating is no evidence that it is actoally futile.

I_J.w.w pluralist view, then, acknowledges that collective violence.,
has taken place in the United States with considerable frequency
but argues that it is effective neither as a strategy of social influence
when used by challenging groups nor as m%ﬁ@%&g
sw_m:mwmm used by the eniciies of sUch groups. We treat this view
here as an hypothesis, It would be comforting to find that moral
and strategic imperatives coincide, but the evidence discussed
below suggests that they do not.

' Kaplowitzhas explored the interaction bet ween nor mative and strategic criteriaexperi-
mentally (1977, 1979, He also argues for the complementary hypothesis ta the one
stated uwbove: If normative criteria do not clearly specily a course of action while stra-
tegic criteria do, people will tend to betieve that the strategically rational choice is the
more normative one.
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VIOLENCE USERS AND RECIPIENTS

I mean by the term “violence” deliberate physical injury to prop-
m..:w.[mﬁErHEm does not embrace such things as forceful con-
sfraint —for example, arrest —unless it is accompanied by beatings
or other physical injury. It alse excludes bribery, brainwashing,
and other nasty techniques. To use the term violence as a catch-all
for unpleasant means of influence or social control confuses the
issue; other unpopular means need to stand forth on their own for
evaluation, and we will explore some of these as well,

Among the 53 groups, there were 15 that engaged in violent in-
teractions with antagonists, agents of social control, or hostile third
parties. Eight of these groups were active participants; they them-
selves used violence. It is important o emphasize that these “vio-
lence users’” were not necessarily initiators; in some cases they
were attacked and fought back, and in still others the sequence of
events is unclear. No assnamption is made that the violence users
were necessarily the aggressors in the violent interaction that
transpired,

Whether they initiate violence or not, all of the violence users ac-
cept it, some with reluctance and some with apparent glee. Wallace
Stegner (1949, pp. 255-56) describes some of the actions of Father
Coughlin’s Christian Front against Communism. “In Boston, a
Social Juxtice truck went out to distribute the paper without
benefit of the mails, When a Boston Traveler photographer tried
for a picture, the truck driver kicked his camera apart while a
friendly cop held the photographer’s arms.” In another incident in
the Boston area, a printer named Levin was approached by Chris-
tian Fronters who handed him Social Justice and told him,
*“Here, you're a Jew, Levin. You ought to read about what your
pals have been doing lately. Take a look how your investments in
Russia are coming.” ... One morning, . . . Levin came down to his
shop to find it broken open and its contents wrecked.”” In New
York, as Stegner describes it (p. 252), Christian Fronters would
start fights with passing Jews, would beat up one or two opponents,
and then vanish. Another source, Charles Tull (1965, p. 207) writes.
that it was common for the Coughlinite pickets . . . to be in-
volved in violence with their more vocal critics, . . . Street brawls
involving Christian Fronters and Jews became frequent in New
York City. ...” Now thesc accounts are at best unsympathetic to
the Christian Front. Some of the clashes may well have been ini-
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tiated by opponents of the group. For example, Tull points out that
the “‘most notable incident from the standpoint of sheer numbers
occurred on April 8, 1939, when a crowd of several thousand peo-
ple mobbed ten newsboys selling Social Justice.” Although the
Christian Fronters may have been passive recipients of violence in
this particular case, on many other occasions they clearly played
the role of active participant or more.

The active role is cven clearer in the case of the Tobacco Night
Riders. Earlier (Chapter Five, p. 68), I discussed violence di-
rected against their constituency, but much of their violence was
directed at the tobacco trust as well, “The Tobacco Night Riders
were organized in 1906 as a secret, {raternal order, officiaily called
“T'he Silent Brigade’ or ‘The Inner Circle.” Their purpose was to
force all growers to join the [Planters Protective] Association
_ .. and to force the [tobacco] trust companies to buy tobacco only
from the association” (Nall, 1942).

The violence of the Night Riders was the most organized of any
group studied, They “‘made their first show of armed force at Prince-
ton [Kentucky], on the morning of Saturday, December 1, 1906
when shortly after midnight approximately 250 armed and masked
men took possession of the city and dynamited and burned two
large tobacco facteries. . . . Citizens in the business district opencd
windows and looked out on bodies of masked men hurrying along
with guns on their shoulders. They saw other masked and armed
men patrolling the sidewalks and street corners and they heard
commands: ‘Get back!” And if they did not obey, bultets splattered
against the brick walls near by or crashed through the window
panes above their heads. . .. Several squads of men had marched
in along the Cadiz road and captured the police station, the wa-
terworks plants, the courthouse, and the telephone and telegraph
offices. They had disarmed the policemen and put them under
guard, shut off the city water supply, and taken the places of the
telephone and telegraph operators. . . . Within a few minutes the
city was in control of the Riders and ail communication with the
outside was cut off.” With their mission accomplished and the
tobacco factories in flames, the men “mounted their horses and
rode away singing ‘The fire shines bright in my old Kentucky
home’ " (Nall, 1942, p. 69).

About a vear later, the Night Riders struck again at the town of
Hopkinsville, Kentucky, 1t is worth noting, since the argument
here views violence as instrumental rather than expressive, that the
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Hopkinsville raid was twice postponed when it appeared that the
town was prepared to resist. “The Night Riders were not cow-
ards,” Nall writes, “‘but their cause and methods of operation did
not demand that they face a resistant line of shot and shell to ac-
complish their purposes.” The Night Riders made heavy use of
fifth columnists in the town to assure that their raid could be suc-
cessful without bloodshed. As in the Princeton raid, they carried
out the operation with precision, occupying all strategic points.
During this raid, they “shot into the . .. residence of W. Lindsay
Mitchell, a buyer for the Imperial Tobacco Company, shattering
clectric lights and windowpanes. A group entered the house and
disarmed him just in time to keep him from shooting into their
comrades. He was brought into the street and struck over the head
several times with a gun barrcl, sustaining painful wounds. The
captain of the squad looked oo until he considered that Mr.
Mitchell had ‘had enough’ then rescued him and escorted him back
to his door” (Nall, p. 78). After the raid, they reassembled out of
town for a roll call and marched away singing. The sheriff and local
military officer organized a small posse to pursue the raiders and at-
tacked their rear, killing one man and wounding another before the
posse was forced to retreat back to Hopkinsville. One might have
thought that the Night Riders would have retaliated for the atltack
made on them by the posse, and, indeed, Nall reports that “some of
the Riders considered a second raid to retaliate . . . but such was
not considered by the leaders. They had accomplished their pur-
pose” (p. 82).

The Native American, or American Republican Party. a nativist
group of the 1840s, was heavily implicated in less organized vio-
lence directed against Catholics. “Traversing the Irish section lof
Philadelphta|, the [nativist] mob was soon locked in armed conflict
with equally riotous foreigners. The Hibernia Hose Company
house was stormed and demolished; before midnight, more than
thirty houses belonging to Irishmen had been burned to the
ground. . ..” A few nights later, “roaming the streets, the rioters fi-
nally came to Saint Michael’s Catholic Church. A rumor that
arms were concealed within the building proved sufficient grounds
for attack, and while the presiding priest fled in disguise, the torch
was applied. ...” The mob also burned St Augustine’s Church
and “‘throughout the city, priests and nuns trembled for their lives”
(Billington, 1963, pp. 225-26). Party leadership repudiated much
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of this mob action but especially deplored and emphasized the
counterattacks: “‘the killing of natives by foreign mobs.” The cen-
tral involvement of American Republicans was, however, substan-
tial and well-documented.

The other violence users were all lubor vnions involved in
clashes with strikebreakers or police and militia called out to assist
and defend the strikebreakers. Among the violence users, then, the
challenging group is sometimes the initiator but not always; some-
times the leadership openly defends and advocates the practice but
not always. To be classified as a violence user, it is only necessary
that the group be an active participant in the violent interactions in
which it is involved.

The recipients of violence were passive recipients —they were
attacked and either did not or, because they had insufficient means,
could not fight back. The International Workingmen’s Association,
the First International, is one example, In September, 1873, a
major financial panic occurred in the United States, resulting in
subsequent unemployment and economic dislocation. A mass dem-
onstration was called for January 13, 1874, in the form of a march
of the unemployed in New York City. Te quote John Commons
(1966, p. 220), "It was the original plan of the Committee that the
parade should disband after a mass meeting in front of the city hall
but this was prohibited by the authoritics and Tompkins Square
was chosen as the next best place for the purpose. The parade was
formed at the appointed hour and by the time it reached Tompkins
Square it had swelled to an immense procession. Here they were
met by a force of policemen and, immediately after the order to
disperse had been given, the police charged with drawn clubs. Dur-
ing the ensuing panic, hundreds of workmen were injured.”

Abolitionists were frequent recipients of violence in the form of
antiabolitionist riots. The object of the violence was primarily the
property and meeting places of abolitionists rather than their per-
sons, although there were frequent threats and somc physical
abusc as well. The National Female Anti-Slavery Society was vic-
timized on various occasions, although the women themselves
were never aftacked. Once, when the hall in which they were
scheduled to hold a meeting was sct on fire by an antiabolitionist
mob, the women sought refuge in the home of Lucretia Mott. “As
the rioters swarmed through nearby streets, it seemed as it an at-
tack on the Mott house were imminent but a friend of the Motts
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Joined the mob, and ¢rying. “On to the Motts’ led them in the wrong
direction” (Lutz, 1968, p. 139). William Lloyd Garrison was at-
tacked at one of the meetings and dragged through the streets. The
American Anti-Slavery Society was similarly abused. Eggs and
stones were thrown at the audience of several of their meetings. In
Cincinnati, rioters attacked the shops and homes of abeolitionists,
pariicularly Englishmen. An abolitionist printer in Illinois, Elijah
l.ovejoy, was killed when he attempted to resist an antiabolitionist
mob destroying his shop. Lovejoy’s resistance was isolated and
provoked a controversy iu the fervently nonviolent Society. Love-
joy had had his printing presses destroyed three times, “his house
was invaded, and his wife was brought to the verge of hysterical
collapse. When a fourth new press arrived, l.ovejoy determined
that he would protect it. . . . When his press was attacked he raised
his pistol but was quickly gunned down by one of the mob.” Even
under such circumstances, “‘abolitionists in the American Anti-
Slavery Society and elsewhere were divided on whether or not to
censure Lovejoy’s action” {Sorin, 1972, p. 91). They did not cen-
sure Lovejoy but reasserted their commitment to nonviolent means
of achteving the end of slavery.

Members of the National Student League were attacked in the
familiar manner of northern civil rights workers going south in the
1960s. In one instance, the cause was the bitter struggle of coal
miners in Harlan County, Kentucky. “At Cumberland Gap, the
mountain pass into Kentucky, the full impact of Kentucky law and
order descended. The road was almost dark when the bus turned
the corner over the boundary; out of the approaching night the
scowling faces of a mob of more than 200 people greeted the visi-
tors. Cars drove up and surrounded the bus; most of the throng
were armed, wearing the badges of deputy sheriffs. . . . There were
derisive cat-calls, then the ominous lynch-cry: *String ‘em up’
(Wechsler, 1935). Students were shoved and some knocked down,
but none seriously injured on this occasion.

The recipients of violence, then, unlike the users, play essen-
tially passive roles in the violent episodes in which they were in-
volved. The success or failure of the violence users will enable us
1o say something about the effectiveness of violence as a means of
influence; the success or failure of the violence recipients will help
us to evalute the effectivencss of violence as a4 means of social con-
trol.

AT
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THE RESULTS

What is the fate of these groups? Arc the users of violence
crushed by adverse public reaction and the coercive power of the
state? Do the recipients of violence rouse the public sympathy with
their martyrdom, rallying to their cause important bystanders who
are appalled at their victimization and join them in their struggle?

FIGURE H-1
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Figure 6-1 gives the basic results, The violence users, it turns
out, have a higher-than-average m:nno?ﬂ&mf won
new advantages, and five of these six established 4 minimal accep-
tance relationship as well. Of course, some paid their dues in blood
in the process as wc have seen in the descriptions above. The
seven recipients of violence also paid such dues but with little or
nothing to show for it in the end. One, 'The Dairymen’s League, es-
tablished a minimal acceptance relationship with its antagonist, but
none of them were able (o gain new advantages for their benefi-
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ciary. With respect to violence and success, 11 appears better to
give than receive.

[t is worth asking whether the different goals of these groups
might account for the difference. The most relevant variable, as
we learned in Chapter Four, is whether the displacement of the
antagonist is part of the goals. Two of the eight violence users have
displacement goals, and two of the seven violence recipients do
also. Figure 6-2 makes the same comparison as Figure 6-1 but
only for those groups that are not attempting to replace their
targets. 1t reveals that every violence user with more limited goals
is successful, although the Night Riders were not accepted; every
violence recipient was unsuccessful, although the Dairymen’s
League won minimal acceptance. The earlier result is, if anything,
sharpened.

FIGURE 6-2
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DOES VIOLENCE PAY?

Am I ready to conclude then that violence basically works? Not
quite, or at least not in any simple fashion, and my caution is not
due simply to the small number of cases involved and the real pos-
sibility of sampling error. It is easier to say what these data refute
than what they prove,

Specifically, the data undermine the following line of thinking:
violence is the product of frustration, desperation, and weakness.
It is an act of last resort by those who see no other means of
achieving their goals. In this view, the challenging group, Irustrated
By its inability to attract a significant following and gain sorie
response from its targets of influence, turns to vielence in despera-
tion. However, this merely hastens snd insures its failure because
its actions increase the hostility around it and invite the legitimate

e

action of authorities against 1f,__

"When authorities use violence against challenging groups, there
are similar dynamics i {his argument. Frightened by the growing
strength of the challenging group and unable to halt iks rising power
by legitimate means, tottering on their throne and unwilling to
make concessions, the threatened authorities turn to repression.
BT this attempted repression simply adds fuel to the fire, bringisg
new allies to the cause of the-challenging group and increasing its
chances of ultimate success,

However compelling these images may be, they clearly do not fit
the data presented here. The interpretation T would suggest is al-
most the opposite. As Eisinger (1973) puts it in discussing protest
behavior in American cities, one hypothesis is that protest is as
much a “‘signal of impatience as frustration.” Violence shouid be
viewed as an instrumental act, aimed at furthering the purposes of
the group that uses it when they have some reason to think it will
help their cause. This is especially likely to be true when the nor-
mal condemnation which accompanies its use is muted or neutral-
ized in the surrounding community, when it is tacitly condoned by
large parts of the audience. [n this sense, it grows from an impa-
tience born of confidence and rising efficacy rather than the oppo-
site. It occurs when hostility toward the victim renders it a
relatively safe and costless strategy. The users of violence sense
that they will be exonerated because they will be seen as more the
midwives than the initiators of punishment. The victims are im-
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plicitly told, “See how your sins have provoked the wrath .m:q the
fanatics and have brought this punishment upon yourselves.

The size of the violence users and recipients supports this in-
terpretation. The violence users tend to be _.m:.mm groups, :._w recipi-
ents small ones. Only one of the eight viclence users is ::ao._.
10,000 (the Night Riders) while five of the seven viclence recipi-
ents are this small. Such growth seems more likely to breed con-
fidence and impatience, not desperation,

I am arguing, then, that it is not the weakness of the user but the
weakness of the target that accounts for violence. This is not to say
that the weakness of a target is sufficient to produce violence but
that, in making it more likely to be profitable, it me@ it more
likely to occur. As Figure 6-2 showed, many orm:m:m_:m.mqocum
are able to gain a positive response without resorting to violence,
and many collapse without the added push of _‘mv‘ﬁWmmmo:. But
groups that are failing for other reasons and authorities that are
being forced to respond by rising pressures momo_.m:w a.o not E._,: to
violence. This is why, in my interpretation, violence is associated
with successful change or successful repression: it grows out of
confidence and strength and their attendant impatience with the
pace of change. Itis, in this sense, as much a symptom of success
as a cause. |

1t is worth noting that, with the exception of the Night W_Qo_wm,
none of the groups that used violence made it a primary :..,,o:n.
Typically it was incidental to the primary means of influ-
ence — strikes, bargaining, propaganda, or other :o:ﬁo_n:.ﬁ means,
11 is the spice, not the meat and potatoes. And, if one considers the
Night Riders as merely the striking arm :.ﬁ Em _‘nmnoﬂm‘u_ﬂ Planters
Protective Association, even this exception is no exception.

The groups that receive violence, with one oxoom:o:_ are mﬂ-
tacked in an atmosphere of countermobilization of which the physi-
cal attacks are the cutting edge. They are attacked not merely
because they are regarded as threatening —all crm:m:mm:m‘m_.ocvm
are threatening to some vested interest. They are threatening aﬂasﬁ
vulnerable, and most fail to survive the physical attacks to which
they are subjected.

OTHER CONSTRAINTS

This argument can be further evaluated by extending it to other
constraints in addition to violence. “Constraints are the addition of

ST
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new disadvantages to the situation or the threat to do so, regardless
of the particular resources used” (Gamson, 1968). Violence is a
special case of constraints but there are many others.

Twenty-one groups (40 percent) made use of constraints as a
means of influence in pursuing their challenge. We have already
considered eight of them, those that used violence, and we turn
now to the other 13. The most common etnstraintsused by these
groups were strikes and_ boycotts, U:mﬂﬂ%ﬂcr_gmm such
things as efforts to discredit and humiliate individual enemies by
personal vituperafion, Uiscrediting efforts directed Against “The
system” or other more abstract targets are not included, but only
individualized, ad hominem attacks attempling to injure personal
repiltation,

Included here, for example, is A. Philip Randolph’s March on
Washington Commuttee, designed to push President Roosevelt into
a more active role in ending discrimination in employment. A mass
march in the spring of 1941 to protest racial discrimination in
America would have been a considerable embarrassment to the
Roosevelt administration. America was mobilizing for war behind
appeals that contrasted democracy with the racism of the Nazi
regime, Walter White of the NAACP described “the President’s
skiliful attempts to dissuade us” (Quoted in Garfinkel, 1969). The
march was, from the standpoint of the administration, something to
be avoided, a new disadvantage which the committee was threaten-
ing.

William Randolph Hearst's Independence l.eague made liberal
use of personal vituperation against opponents. “Most of Hearst’s
energy was devoted to pointing out the personal inequities of boss
Charles F. Murphy. He found himself obliged to go back to the
time of Tweed to discover any parallel in political corruption. . . .
‘Murphy is as evil a specimen of a criminal boss as we have had since
the days of Tweed’” (Carlson and Bates, 1936, pp. 146-47).

The League of Deliverance made primary use of the boycott
weapon, employing it against businesses that hired Chinese labor.
They threatened worse. The league’s executive committee pro-
posed to notify offenders of their desires and if not complied with,
“after the expiration of six days it will be the duty of the Exccutive
Committee to declare the district dangerous . . . . Should the Chi-
nesc remain within the proclaimed district after the expiration
of .. . thirty days, the general Executive Committce will be
required 1o abate the danger in whatever manner seems best to
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them” (Cross, 1935). The League, however, never had call 10 go
beyond the boycott tactic.

Among the 13 nonviolent constraint users are thrce groups that
were considered earlier as violence recipients. Including them
makes it more difficult to interpret the relationship of success to the
use of constraints since this is compounded by physical attacks on
the group. Therefore, in Figure 6-3, we include only those ten
groups that employed constraints but were not involved in violent
interactions as either user or recipient. The advantage again goes to
the unruly. Four-fifths of the constraint users and only two-fifths
of the others are successful.

Constraints other than violence can also be used as a means of
social control. In particular, many groups experience arrest and im-
prisonment or deportation of members which can be equally as
devastating as physical attack, if not more so. Almost two-fifths of

FIGURE 6-3
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the sample (20 groups) had members arrested at some time or
another during the period of challenge. These twenty included all
eight of the violence users and four of the seven recipicnts, leaving
only eight groups that were not involved in violent interactions but
were subjected to arrests.

The Young Peoples Socialist League had people arrested during
both its periods of challenge. ** *You’re under arrest’ ’’ began an
article in The Challenge, the YPSL paper. “This was not the first
time members of the Young Peoples Socialist League had heard
this pronouncement by officers while they were peacefully demon-
strating against injustice.”” During its period of challenge in the
World War I era, the national secretary of the group, William
Kruse, was arrested, tried, convicted, and sentenced to 20 years
imprisonment but ultimately won on appeal.

The German-American Bund was subject to arrests on a number
of occasions. Fritz Kuhn, the group’s major leader, was convicted
of embezzling Bund funds, income tax evasion, and forgery. Other
members were indicted on more political charges such as espio-
nage. Some were tried in New York State under a rarely invoked
statute passed in 1923 as a measure against the Ku Klux Klan, but
Bundists won on appeal (Rowan, 1939, p. 178).

The American Birth Control League also experienced its share
of official harassment, Soon after its organization, Margaret Sanger
arrived at Town Hall in New York with her featured speaker,
Harold Cox, editor of the Edinburgh Review.

She found a crowd gathered outside. One hundred policemen, ob-
viously intending to prevent the meeting, ringed the locked doors of
the hall. When the police opened the doors to let people ulready in-
side exit. those outside rushed in, carrying Mrs, Sanger and Cox
before them. Once inside, Mrs. Sanger tried several times to speak,
but policemen forcibly removed her frem the platform. . .. Cox
managed only to blurt, "' have come across the Atlantic (o address
you,” before two policemen hauled him from the stuge. The police
arrested Mrs. Sanger and led her out of the hall while the avdience
sang, "My country, 'Tis of Thee.”

A few weeks later, with evidence of complicity of the Catholic
Church in the raid emerging, Mrs. Juliet Barrctt Rublee, a friend of
Mrs. Sanger, was arrested “while she was in the act of testifying at
an investigation into the charge of church infiuence behind the [ear-
fter| raid”™ (Kennedy, 1970, pp. 95-96).

Figure 6-4 considers the eight groups subjected to wrest, again
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FIGURE 64
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excluding ali groups involved in violent interactions.? Only two of
the eight groups were successful while nearly 60 percent of the
remainder were. The results seem even clearer when we examine
the two exceptions. Only two of the eight groups made use of non-
violent constraints—the League of Deliverance used the boycott
and the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America
used strikes and boycotts. These two groups were the only suc-
cesses among the eight groups considered in Figure 6-4. In other
words, groups that used neither violence nor any other form of con-
straint and yet experienced arrest were uniformly unsuccessful, In
the absence of offsetting tactics by challenging groups, arrest
seems to have the same connection with outcome as receiving
violence, both are associated with failure for the receiving group.

T Only three of (he 15 groups involved in violent interactions escaped arrests, all violence
revipients. The violence in these cases came from hostile third parties — for example, unti-
abolitionist mobs —and the perpetrators of violence also escaped arrest,
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There is another interesting fact about the six groups in Figure
6—4 that experience both arrests and failure. Five out of the six
were attempting to displace antagonists as part of their goals, and
three of the six advocated violence in principle even though they
never actually employed it. Eisinger points out that “as long as pro-
testors do not manipulate the threat of violence explicitly, they
enjoy a slim legality, even, occasionally, legitimacy. Once they
employ the threat openly, however, they open the way for authori-
ties to suppress their movement or action” (1973, p. 14).

Groups like the Communist Labor Party, the Revolutionary
Workers League, and the German-American Bund put themselves
in the position of advocating or accepting violence as a tactic
without actually using it. One might call this the strategy of speak-
ing loudly and carrying a small stick. These groups seem to pay the
cost of violence without gaining the benefits of employing it. They
are both threatening and weak, and their repression becomes a low-
cost strategy for those whom they attempt to displace.

SUMMARY

The results on arrests and other constraints seem to parallel
those on violence very closely. Unruly groups, those thal use vio-
lence, strikes, and other constraints, have better than average SUG-
cess, Of the 21 groups that use some form of constraint, fully two-
thirds win new advantages and 7| percent win acceptance. Among
the ten groups that use no constraints but receive either violence or
arrests, none are successful on either criterion, The 22 groups that
neither experience nor use constraints fall in the middle, 54 percent
(12) win ncw advantages and half win acceptance.

Virtue, of course, has its own. intrinsic rewards. And a tucky
thing it does too, since its instrumental value appears to be dubi-
ous. If we cannot say with certainty that violence and other con-
straints are successful tactics of social influence or social control,
we must at least have greater doubt about the proposition that they
lcad to failure. When used by challenging groups, there is no evi-
dence that they close doors that are open to those who use only in-
ducements and persuasion. When used against challenging groups,
there is no ¢vidence that such tactics bring allies and sympathetic
third parties to the effective aid of the beleaguered groups, allowing
them to gain what would have been impossible acting alene.

Perhaps it is disconcerting to discover that restraint is not
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rewarded with success. But those who use more unruly tactics es-
cape misfortune because they are clever enough to use these tac-
tics primarily in situations where public sentiment neutralizes the
normal deviance of the action, thus reducing the likelihood and ef
fectiveness of counterattack.

REFERENCES

Billington, Ray Allen. The Protestant Crusade, 1800—1860. Gloucester,
Mass.: P Smith, 1963.

Carlson, Oliver, and Bates, Ernest S. Hearst, Lord of San Simeon. New
York: Viking Press, 1936.

Commons, John R., et al. History of Labor in the United States. Vol. 2.
New York: A. M. Kelley, 1966.

Cross, Ira B. A History of the Labor Movement in California. Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1935,

Fisinger, Peter K. “The Conditions of Protest Behavior in American
Cities.” American Political Science Review, March 1973, 67:11-28.

Gamson, William A. Power and Discontens. Homewood, 11l.: Dorsey
Press, 1968.

Garfinkel, Herbert. S\._:m: Negroes March. New York: Atheneum. 1969,

Kaplowitz, Stan. "An Experimeatal Test of a Rationalistic Theory of
Deterence.” Journal of Conflict Resolution, September 1973, 17:535-72.

Kennedy, David M. Birth Control in America. New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1970.

Lutz, Alma. Crasade for Freedom—Women of the Antislavery Movement.
Boston: Beacon Press, [968.

Nalt, J. O. The Tobacco Night Riders of Kentucky and Tennessee, 1905—
1909, Louisville, Ky.: Standard Press, 1942,

Rowan, Richard W. Secrer Agents against America. New York: Double-
day, Doran, 1939,

Sorin, Gerald. Abolitionism: A New Perspective. New York: Praeger,
1972.

Stegner, Wallace. “The Radio Priest and His Flock.” In Isabell Leighton.
ed, The Aspirin Age, 1919-{941. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1949
Tutl, Charles J. tather Coughlin and the New Deal. Syracuse, N.Y.: Syr-

acuse University Press, 1965,
Wechster, James A. Revolt on the Campus. New York: Covici, Friede,
1935.

Kow i i

TR I

AR

ook 4

chapter seven

Combat Readiness
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I'he modern party,” Robert Michels wrote more than 70 years
ago, “is a fighting organization in the political sense of the term,
and must as such conform to the laws of tactics. Now the first ar-
ticle of these taws is facility of mobilization™ (1949, p. 41"). There
is « basic asymmetry in the contest between a challenging group
and its antagonist. On the one hand, we have a nascent organiza-
tion without established member commitment or internai control
over members. A challenging group starts with no willing agents at
its command; at best, it has sympathizers, some fervent and some
easily distracted. It faces organized antagonists who possess ali the
control over members that established bureaucracies possess. The
antagonists typically have available to them full-time professionals
who can be deployed and redeployed at the will of the organiza-
tional hierarchy.

One way of overcoming the asymmetry is for the challenging
group to adopt the organizational pattern of established groups. It
can create an apparatus of internal control that enables it to deal on
more equal terms with its antagonist. Every challenging group
faces the problem that Philip Selznick has addressed in The Orga-

* First published in 1915,
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