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Reason, Nonviolence, and Global Lepal Change

The existing state of international disorder is often referred to as a
state of global anarchy. The time-honored human remedy for such a state of
affairs is the cstablishnent of the rule of law, Thus the remedy for the
existing situation is often held to be the creation of more and better
interational lav along with the creation of the institutions customarily
assoctated with the prescnce of lav, i.c., institutions for making, interpreting,
and enforeing law. But there ate many who are not cnthuscd by the proposal.
They include those national clites who speak piously of "lew and order at hone,
but are definitely less reverent when it bacomes a question of forns of law that
wight be less supportive of their (self-defined) "interests" than the logal
structures that they are so anxious to sec upheld, They include the anarchists
who insist thet the current perversions in husen behavior are not due to oo
little lav, but to too much law, pointing out, for example, that it is governoents
that have authorized the great majority of the more brutal and nassively

destructive acts witnessed in this century. And they include many “ordinary people’

vho are noither opposed to 1a

in pencral nor especially privileged by the given
arrangencnts, but who are apprehensive of lav formulatod at such a great distance
£ron its potential points of application. Even to those not inclined to rail
npainst government wherever it occurs, "world government" or anything similar may
seen a rather frightoning renady for what atls human Kind

Those, therefore, who advoeate major chanpe in the plobal legal arena are

likely to find theuselves confronted not only with the kinds of justificatory

tasks that are alwost alyays imposed on those who advocate any kind of major
change,  but with the rather particular task of shoving why change in the global
arenn should take a legal forn, Granted that humankind taken as a whole is not

dotng too well, why should we expect that chan

ca in or the injection of legal




institutions will make any sigmifieant difference in its (or, rore precisely,
prospects?

Global legal change, of course, nay be seen Mot as a means to a better worl,
but as an outcone which will perforce occur 1f the political changes for which
there scens to be such evident need take place. Those apents of change who hold

this view tend £o see law not primarily as an instrunent for change, but as a

reflection of more "basic" processes vhich they as agents of change attempt to
bend 1n more progressive dirccrions. This point Of view is not unzeasomable and

1s responsive U6 these erdticisns vidch have atvacked the seeminy formalisn of the
"world peace through unrld lay' approach, a formalism that has manifested itself
prineipally in either or both of tvo vays, i.c., as a natve belief in the
desirability of law qua law end/or as a fatlure to focus on the social and
political processes which gonerally must precode the coming into being of effectiwe
lmv. The sociological point is imortant and ean be expressed in a slightly
different way. Vhere political processes have mot provided a firn social
foundation for new lav, that law is lfkely to bo inoffective, though in varying
degrecs depending upon the related seial cirewnstances. At the domestie level

the history of the elvil xights lwws, for avanple, provides a good Allustration
of the difficulties of implemnting lavs where en adequate soeial basis is lacking,

The first point has a weak end a strong interpretation. The weak interpretation

15 that lay, of course, can be £ood or bad depending; on its substance and the good
w11l of those vho enforce 1t and that 1t is not enough to pursue law for its own

. The strong interpretacion is in & sense more fundamental, however, since it

puts in question the very desirabilicy of any law, whether "good" or "bad," whether
conceived as product or as generator of new social Telacions. It is espectally
relevant to the questions surrounding the creation of lav in the global arema, for
ome wonld quéstion whetho such @ ehing as Macemational Lus' exists at all e

it is 4n any case evident that the procasses which tend to lead to the creation




of new lav in the donestic arena do not necessarily do so here. Whether it be a

ase of the imposition of the will of the poverful (as in the case of the
nultinational corporations) or of the political expression of majoritarian views
(as in the case of attitudes towards the existence of hunger), lav is much less
likely to play a role or to be in any form present as a source of authorization

for nev arrangements (should they emcrge) than is generally the case in the domesiic
arena.  Vhile in the domestic arena we may expect to pet "good" lav or "had!
lav, but in any case to get now lav over tine as pover relations and social relations

change, the matter 1s much less clear-cut where global political processes are

concerned. Thus "legalisr in the internatiohal domain is open to particular
challenges, for what is heing advocated here s not simply law as a remsdy dn

donain where lav is anyway already an everyday fact of life, but the institution
£ a legal order in a domain where law in the usual sense is larpely sbsent. Those

irability of law qua lmy with respect to this domain, then,

who challenge the
re very often mot just making the point that not all laws are "good," but rather

questioning whether there is any desirability at all of creating in the global
arena the institutions characteristic of a domestic legal order.

As already indicated it is mot just the principled anarchists who raise this
point. For what leads to "ifffculties" in the application of law in the domostic
arcna seens to lead to nearly insupersble cbstacles where global law is concernad.
A potat made froquently by anrehists is that law will be ineffective vhore

community is lacking and that where comnunity is present law is unnecessary. In

this forn the point 1s oversimplified, since it is clear that the presence of
connunity is aluays a relative matter, that no consensus is perfect, and that it

15 procisely law that has been a principal means of sceuring a higher level of
harnonious behavior than consensus or some other form of "true! community would
pernit. (I leave aside for the moment the whole question of what is meant when
diferent groups speak of cormunity and the related one conceming the forms that

community may take.) Yot {n a more refined forn the point is relevant to the




issues surrounding the bringing iato being of a global legal oxder. In this
regard the point may be reformulated as a pair of questions: Can we expect to
achicve on a global scale the levels of commumity that would make a large measure
of voluntary compliance to global law a realistic possibility? If mot, are ve
willing to see the coercive machinery established that a low level of community

would appear to necessitate?

To raise the macter of coercion s, T think, in some sense to rase the
central issuc concerning the institution of a lepal systems While we can inapine

lepal systens in which the levels of latent coercion and of actual coereion are

entirely absent seens

vety low, the notdon of a legal systen where coercion
like a contradiction in terms. Like a temnis racquet without strings a legal

systen without enforcement procedures appears to lack an elerent that is essential

for its "proper" functioming, It appears, therefore, that anyone who wills the
coning into being of a logal systen must will the coming dnto beinp of coercive

procedurcs of scme kind,

For those who reject every form of eoercive practice in principle the matter

is thereby settled. Any and cvery legal system must be considered unacceptable.
It 15 on these grounds that many anarchists reject legal {nstitutions. Or at

least this is their apparent line of argument. In fact, though, it often turns out
upon further quastioning that many such individuals do not think that all cosreion

is objectionable. Foreibly preventing a person fron suffering harn or from dofn

hinself harn s often cons

tered morally acceptable (e.g., foreibly removing a

child who has cravled out into the middle of a strect and does not want to rove

or stopping a distraupht porson who is about to jump off a high building.)
Foreibly interrupting a chain of ovents OF an action that would do others harm Fay

also seen acceptable (amarchists in the United States have in Takent cires bec

involved in the destruction of draft board files and in the sehorage of weapous;

many anarchists would see nothing wrong with dircerly or indirectly cffectively




disarntng an individual or group about to comit an act of ageression). To say
that such actions may he considered accepeable by the anarchist is mot to say that
they would necessarily be considered altopether desirahle o that coercion would

be considered in itself a good thing or even "value-free." Coercion may be

considered in itself undesirable, but nevertheless acceptahle in certatn sorts of
circumstances, thus making it impossible for one to say that one is opposed

to the practice of cocrcion "no matter what."
Fer These

committed to nonviolence the possibilities are somewhat sinilar,
The rejection of viclence aced not entail the rejoction of coercion and 4n actual
fact oany practitioners of nonviglence have heen willing to SUPPOEE oF ta
partieipate in certein sorts of cocrcive acts. Indeed some Of the preferred

tacties of nonviolent direet actionists have a cocreive aspect, c.

, sit-ins,

atrikes, and boycotts. For this reason those on the receiving end of such acticns.

have sonetimes characterized them as "violent" but in a good many cases this Aas bee,
merely a reflection of the widespread failure to distinguish between violence and

force, In reality the refection of coercion along with violence is characteristic

only of a particular ninority fn

he nonviolent commmity, namely those eommitted
to what has been terved "nonresistance.” Guy Hershberper, a Menonite who has
written on this topic, states that the tern "as commonly used today describes the
faith and life of those uho necept the Seripturos e the revealed will of God, ant
o énnnot hava any part i warfara becuso they beliovo tho Bible forbids L,

and vho renounce all

coercion, cven nomviolent coercion.”

Even with this Frowp,
hovever, 4t ia not clear that every forn of enercion has been rejected either fn

fact. It is hard to belfeve, for

axorple, that a Mennonite would

ot

use coercive

force to save a child from the path of an orcoming car.

Perhaps o
to the point it s

evident that certain acts of noncooperatiem by the Mennonites

in fact anount to cas

of passive re

rather than nogresistance, Indeed




the Nennondtes scen constantly to be trying to find neens of "accommodation’ that
will fall between lending support to state force and actually resisting it (which
would run counter to their beliefs concerning what 1o permitted to the Christisn)
and not always contng cut vell in this repnrd, since a social situation may be
structured in such a vay that there is no choice other than either cooperation or
resistance,  In any event it is apparent that it is the coercion 0f the state
as presently practiced that the Mennonites find most cbjectionsble (o at least
nost repugmant to the Christian vay of 1ife) and fron which they do their hest
sk T e i e S o it

Even though in practice the rejection of violence does mot appear to lead
necassarily to the rejection of coercion and even though the avoidance of every
form of coercion seers even more walikely a feat than the avoldance of every fora
of violence, a theorctical problen remains, If violence is defined so as to

tnclude 1n its core meaning the notion of doing hamm or injury,  then coercion

can only be nonviolent if it is noninjurious, mnd some would deny thet this ca

ever be possible. Thus it is nceessary to ask vhother there is mot alvays n kind
of harn done when one "will" replaces another. This is not easy to anawer, for
1t depends on one's understanding of the concept of "will" and of the different
ways in which hunan dectoions tny come into bong. One might hold, for cxamie,
that many "wi11ful" scts are not autonomous acts and that the deflection of such

acts does not involve a true usurpation. Sinilarly one might hold that the

development of an autcnomous will is cquivalent to the development of a "reasonalile
will and thet this 1s not necessarily furthered by always permitting the free
exercise of individual decisfon. It is possible, therefore, to hold that the

long continued substitution of an "external" source of decision for an "internal

one is alvays harnful (vecause preventing the achievement of autonomy) without

coming to the conclusion that cvery particular instance of the replacement of




i1l by will 1s neccssarily hamnful, For this to he trus, however, Lt would have

v
tohe's  that on at least some occasions the experience of coercion was a factnr

leading to greater understanding and to a preater capacity to act in "rational"

ways on "rational" grounds (I am intentionally mot defining this term just yot).

behavior came about only as a result of fear, then it

If subsequent  “improve
would e at least arguable that harm had in fact heen done.

The question thes becomes an experiential one. Does the experience of
eocrcion ever lead to greater autonomy, i.c., to the development of a more
"reasonable" will or does it not? Can the "nhridled will" be "cured" (or
partially curcd) of its "irrationalities” by a judicious application of coerciom,
85 a follover of Plato might argue, or is this a mere myth perpetrated by

authoritariana? Those who believe the former to be the ease would not find any

ry contradiction between a commitrent to nonviolence and a villingness to

noce

use OF to support coeredon in cortain sorts of circunstances. For those who hall
thamselots

the latter position there would be such a contradiction and, 1f/committed to

nonviolence, such individuals might at least in principle reject all coercive

adivify It 1s also possible, hovever, that weipht might be given to cortatn
utilitarian considerations and that even those attempting to follow a nonviolent
way aight accept the application of sonc measure of coercion as causing far less
significant harn than the ham done by failing to impede or deflect certain sorts
P ety At val ocsn Y SEAT s

The notion that crercion may have beneficial effects for che person and
not alone for the person's behavior is, as indicated, quite offen associated with
an authoritarian or paternalistic stance, vhile the notion that coercion is

: associated not so much with an anarchistic

intrinsically harnful is likely to
as with an extrenely quictistic stance. The extremes hore may be expressed s the

pursuit of a policics of domtnation based on some form of superior “wisdon' entrast

with a withdraval fron politics nltogether. Logieally, of course, the belfef thar

i




some cocrcion may be justifiable, because ultimately benoficial, need not lead t
paternalism,  The argunent here, after all, does not uphold coercion as a o

in itsclf, but rather as a means to certain e

. If placed on a scale of
desirability it is clear that the coerced vill that decides well must be placed

betveen the wbridled will that cectdes hadly and the autonomous will (that b

lefinition decides well). Thus it is mot coercion that is desirable, but certain

results of cocrcion, &

, rproved human behavior and in sorc cases anyway an
irproved understanding of moral good. If the achievement of autonomy is a hunan
f00d of unique sijmificance (as Kant asserted), then its sbsence must be seen s
a defect and the application of cocreion as a social nocessity without positive
value in itself. But to say that coercion has mo intrinsic value or even, as sono
would, that it 1s a negative social phenomenon 4s not o say that in itsclf ic
necessarily (i.e., inevitably) harms. The evidence for this last proposition is
ruch more dubious.

It vay seen stranse that T should spend this nuch tine discussing vhother
any coereion at all fc justifiable, and in particular whethor any forms of
cocreive action might appear justifishle to those adherins to philosophical
positions that appear a priori to leave so little zoon for this possibility.

The problen associated with the institution of cffective lav on a rlohal scale,

one mght arpue, is not simply that coereion will necessarily be associated with

1c, but the seale of coercion that it would apnear to require. Or speaking
sociolopically one might say that it is not the anarchists, the satyaprahis and
other purists who will prevent the coning into Leinp of effcctive global lav,

but the less philosophical preat najority vho simply fear the quality and

of cocreion that would be associated, they balieve, with an effective global

lepal order.

In my view, however, the preceding araunents have preater relevance than

may at first sight appear. For ome thiny the arguments of the preat majority




are not without sone relation to the arpuments of the purists. With the
progressive invasion of larger and larger areas of huran existence hy governnent

and its ated the impulse is in rany

quarters (just as in a related way the isolationist impulse is strengthened by

the of our in the domain). In the mood

thus created the anarchist in each of us o tempted to say "this far, but no
further,” where "no further' means "no world government! or "mo international

0 foreign ).

Lureaucracy" (or in the ease of the
To deternine vhether this response is valid, hovever, we need £o po back to the
besie questions about coercion: what is it, what justiffes it (if anything), and
what might lmit the need for it? If, for example, coercion is held always to
involve violence, then it is likely to present a more nepative appearance than if
we recognize the possibility of a dissociation of the two phenomena.

The preceding arfunent has been intended to indicate that such a dissociation
Ti11 this point,
is possible, / however, I have not atterpted to define coercion, hut
simply relied on the reader's intuitive wderstanding of vhat the concept involves.
In vhat follows T shall attempt not only to come closer to a definition of the
concept, but to indicate what forns of rationality may (but meed not) inform
coereion as well as the forms of rationslity that cannot Ye realized within z
coercive framcvork., It is mecessary, for example, to consider whether reason
itsclf s coercive and vhether the most perfectly justified coercive or coerced
act 1s sirply the one thet applics or follovs the dictates of reeson. I€ this is
50, it would seem to put in question my earlier identification of autonomy and
rationality or perhaps to make the distinction between the free will and the
cocrced will appear neaningless. In this way the old issue of the relation
hetveen freedon and reason would once apain he raised.

It may he helpful to bepin vith o definition of coercion that was pronosed

recently in an awnrdewinning cssay entitled "Violence, Force, and Coercion'



subnitted for a competition on the subject of violence sponsored by the Council

for Philosophical s:umsA In his essay the author, Ronald B, Miller, attemts

hree principal

to dsfino cach of the/torms 1n his Gitle. Starting with a tentative dafinition

in each case he criticizes and corrects it until he cones to vhat he calls his

"final account," In the case of the concept of coercion his "final account!

reads as follows:

Op An act of cocreion is any act in which A (a person) intends
to brinp it ahout that B (another person) do ¥ (some action),
whore D 4s in the process of doing or ahout to do X (some action),
and vhere X and Y are not identieal, by one of the follmwing
nothods :

1) introducing as a consequence of B not doing Y, P (some action
taken by A, either actusl or threatened, intended to he
undesirable to B) vhich is intended to change B's mind so that
B will decide to do ¥, or

2) intentionally injuring, damaginp, or destroying B, or
3) the usc of force.

(In sone cases Y = -X, that is, A will be intending to prevent B
fron doing some action, as opposed to intending to make B do some
other specific action.)

COERCION: Any action taken by A with the intent to bring it about

B 6 ¥ viere 8 1o i oo piocess of ubfap, OF shoie
ot where  And Y et pentiens, Ty S
(e s

'The treatment of coercion in this secticn is mot nearly as

Miller comments

Nevertheless, it does achieve the intended poal--to

thorough as 1t mipht b

clearly dstinpuish the concept of coercion fron the concept of violence. It is
casy to sec, however, how persons who view violence as alvays a means, and coercion
as only Cp(2), might confuse and conflate the two concepts.'

In fact Miller has defined cooreion in terms of one end and four possihle

heing to chane behavior, the means the use of threats or sanctions

peans, the end
or violence or force. These four means may, of course, overlap, A threat or a

sanction nay involve violence just as the usc of force may involve violence. But
since neither need involve violence (exeent perhans in sone very veak sense of the

10.
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tern), Mller has franed his definition to make th

t point apparent. To threaten

a child with no dessert 4f he does not behave or to Temove someone foretbly fron

a situation of danper is no doubt coercive, but gquite Mstinguishable from a

situation where one withdrays somema’s food altogether (1.e., starves someone)

or beats somecne to fet him to

ve a particuler spot.
While Miller's definition makes this point clear, it novertheless is not

satisfying in every respect. There are sone spall dmperfoctions.

Firot, it 4a
worded in such a way as to imply that coereive action can only aim at the present

or the {mmefiate futur

an act of cosreion is

which A...intends to

bring it about that B...do Y.

re B is in

though certatnly much coercive activity is aived

at the soewhat eistant

future (even an indefinite future) and furthermore may

5 not so much at

produciny; or preventing any specific 7

¢ as ar producing or preventing certain

SoTts Gf acts or acts within a certain range of behavior (this point s onl
parcly covered by Miller's rmark that ¥ may equal —X). Further, Miller excludes
“positive sanctions

i.c., the fnjection of a new cloment which "adds value" or

offers to o so, as forms of cocreive activity. Dut there seems to be no pood

reason for this. Cocrcion need not necessarily be experienced as something

wpleasant, and the fact is that positive

tive ones

anctions like ne ject an
oted

o du e
elemcnt that deviates from a eimple/reliance on ratisnal persuasion,

More imortantly, Miller's

lefinition o make obvious the Mstinction

betucen total coercion and partial coercion and the related one between direct

coercion and indire

cocrels

a. By total eercion I mean coercive action which

achieves its goal in such a way that it  cannot not achiove its poal, 1.8,

coereiva action which under the piven eircumstanc

connot e successfully

resisted, (The eoncept is important even thoush i€ will not alvays he casy or cven
possible to tell whether action falls yithin the category.) Dircct coerclem, i
coereion

vhich applies force (whether violent o not) in such a way as to attomt
4

to eldcit directly the

sired behavior, may or may not

total. By contrast
1




indirect coercion, 1.

coereion in vhich cme or more of the various neans is
used to get someone to "chanpe his mind and as a result behave in the desired
manner, ic of necessity partial, since it alvays leaves oven the possibility of

refusal and resistance. To be sure, if a person is presented vith an extrems

threat, such as the thrent of death, hie is likely to feel that he has littls
chotce left, hut the fact is that an avea of choice still remains, even thourh

1t has heen severely diminished.

If, for exarple, it has been demanded that a

person do sopething shameful, 1t can b

sald that the threat has ereated the
necessary but not sufficient conditions for the perfornance of the shaneful act.

Another tern for total coercion is compulefon. The use of cocrefve means

that are less than compelling may nceur for a variety of reasons. It may com:

aliout because of a sense Of Tespect for the utonomous capacities of the objccts
of coereive action or hecause those coereing have a limited interest in cbtatninr
thetr object (these limitations may arise in part out of a sense of proporticnality;
the cnd may not seem sufficiently imortant to justify the Tesort to certain sorts
of measures) or because those coercinp are themselves wider cocreive pressures
vhich 1init the means they may employ nr because the desired behavior doss mot

£all 1n the catepory of behavior that ean he dfrectly compolled.
Gonsequently it shou

Ihe clear that the usc of parefal coereion is ot in
cvery nstance an cxample of Lehavior that is morally superior to the use of

total eoercion (even thot

athars
leaving/a marpin of freedon in one's dealings with

them. ray be considered in itself,

, 1.e., apart £ron other factors, morally
superior to leavin no such narpin). For example, whon partial coercion rather
than comnulsion is chosen mot cut of a repard for human freedon, but out of

scentny necessity--"you can lead a horse to water,

ut you can't mike it drink'
the neans employed may be extren

y violent, e.;., threats of death, torture, or
nutilation. loreover, the freedon that romains un

v such conditions has a
highly distorted quality. On the other hand, i a situation of danger to
soncone's life it would orlinarily seen preferable to use compulsion to insure

12,




saving the life rather than some means less likely to secure that result. In

Miller's definition permits acts to be called coercive that are not applicd

«

afatnst someone's w11l propstly speaking, hut vhere the vill is temporartly
tnoperative in somo sanse, G.g., the person 1o aslean, of vhere there fs ao tine
forthe i1, o opesata) with, ugacd. £ tha maktax at basdy #:5s)a pezson sbavt

ta be hit Uy o car. The posstble extstence of such situations obviously makcs
possible a further set of differentiations within the ranpe of acts termed acts ot

compulsicn and makes it not too difficult to justify the use of compulsion in
15)

certain kinds of cases.  But even in the case of comulsion which acts pgains

soncone's will, the use of this form of action may seen more morally justifishle

than action that does not comel, as I tried to show with my examples of the
16)
recaleitrant child or the distraupht adult about to comait suicide.
It should be pointed out, however, that vhile the application of nonviolent

eferable to violent partially

total coereton for short periods ds pencrally pr
coercive action (some would say alvays prefezahle) and while in certain cases it
nay cven lie proforable to nonviolent partially cosreive action, the use of total
coereion ordtnarily cannot be protracted indefinitely without leading to violence.
This is in part because the complete elinination of autonory in any particular
repard over too long a tinc tends to be danapinp. It is also bocause those who
are the abjects of this total coereion will try finally to find sose means of
cscaping it, and these neans are likely to be violent, Thus even those totally
cocretve stratonies hose explicit ain 4 to prevent manifestacions of violence,
otential corbatants, can achieve their poal only

@.e, by foreibly sevaratiny

for a restricted perfod. If a "novement of the ninds" does not occur vhich makes
such complete control unnccessary, the control itself will either be undernine!
resulting in expressions of direct violence by those whom it was hoped to restrain

or else the control will itself tum 4nto a kind of violence, Those fnvolved &1




preferable to

heacekeeping" actions may fn such a situation decile that it is

npnviolent
/
rolinquish sonc of their cvm purity (i.c., absoluteness of monviolence in
mnifest conduct) for the sake of maintaining restraine, L4f that is still physicclly
1)
possible, but such a chotee elearly vill not be an easy onc.

fn understanding of the 'reasons" that might influence such choices,

however, requires a consideration of certain notiens of "rationality.”

1

The notion of rationality is value-laden. lorcover, different concepts

of rationality appear appropriate for difforent spheres Af existence and

with the interhuman sphere

wnderstanding. That kind of reason which has to
cxtatence was called "practical reasen" by Kant and he attemted to make explicit

The forml naturs

the basis for julping whether it was functioning vell or badly
£ the criterion he proposed and the difficulty of applying it have been much

Yet in two ways Kant

iscussed and these critiques need not Lo reviewed here.

cxpresses a swstantive concern. The first is in that formulation of the

categorical imerative that states that we should "alvays treat man whether in

our ovn person or in that of another not meroly as a means, hut as an end in

himself,” The sccond, cqually important, involves his concern with "co-extstence!
of ext For the of 1n Kant.

r the
refards not perely an intemal consistency of synbols and the ways in vhich they
ave used, hut a compatibility betveen dsparate existences. Kant in spite of

with consequences, hut they are not the conscquences of

nis dentals is concernc
action fnto particular contincent historieal situations, hut racher the hypnthetical

consequences Of action that mipht aspire to transcend the piven social causality,

ven cavsality there can be no hope nf community because 4t rosts too

asked "what

t therefore be sald o ha

nuch on self-reparding desires. Kent mip

are the principles on vhich universal humn cnexdstence depends?” If we know what

theac are, then it can be said that insofar as we adhera to them, we introduce or
rathor attespt to introduce a new kind of causality, one which for the first time

4.




1
wales universal hunan coexistence possible.

It ts at least arguable, then, that Kant's approach o practical raciomallcs

is not fornal at all 4n its real intent-

the concern with the person as an en?

in hirself" and with uaiversal comnunity being clearly of a substantive natur

Moreover, as is well-known, the Kantian approach aims to put a kind of "substantive
1

ts" on actfon that is notably ab

t fron other currently more widely accepte’
criteria for juding human conduct, Today two of the most common criteria for

justifyine particular political acts:

and thus in a sense establishing their

rationality--are those of instruscntal efficacy an

2 of the presence of widespreal

or nojoritarian consent. In both these cases it is not the "action itsclf,”

not its initial substantive content, that is examin

but rather somethinf that
cithor precedes or follows the action. Dy failing to put any intrinsic limits on

vhat 13

morally permitted, the instruncntal and the majoritarian criteria not only

der, but actually may five strong support to an extremely violent

and extremely violent policics.

The

violence not only permitted by hut seeminply inherent in the instruncatalist
perspective, where an end may justify practically any means, is well-known and

requires little discussion. Dut the violence that ma

orities may permit deserves
further comment {n the prosent context. It s mot only that polftfcal mejoritics
ney sanction or at least consent to extrencly hrutal foreipn policles (witmess the

seeming apathy of the Ancrican public in face of the air war in Indnchin:

This
1

true cnoush and terrible cnough, but not exactly relevant to the concarn with

o global polity where there will b

no Aussenpolitik. What is

ecially

significant hore 1s the structural tendency of majoritarianisn to unhol

cartain

nds of intemal violence unlss there are special safepuards:

For inherent in
the majoritarian polity 1o alvays the possibility of preat violence towards
15 well as on the part of various minorities within the polity. This difficulcy

likely to be agpravated ns the size nf the polity increases. In a plobal

15.




polity, for examle, there will exist not only the problem of establishing what
represent majoritarian views,  but the nroblem of adequately protectinp the

riphts and interests of very larpe and very well orpanized minorities alonp with
protecting the community as a whole against the severa damage vhich minorities

ble of inflicting, Even vithin the nation-state, as Gidon Gottliet
out, there now exist poverful "veto-cormundtice

are now cap
" yho can inflice

has pointed
severe disorder and bring the ordinary functicning of society to

“a near
standstill."  In fact it is the very technolofy that concentrates such preat
pover in the hands of cantral autlioritics that creates their vulnerability
against scemingly weaker forces. The power of minorities within the world
comunity 1s, of course, cven greater than that of domestic "veto-communities”

ave a long history of self-conseious,

since these minorities in many cas
xistence, In mny event majoritarisn

highly organized and relatively autononous
polickes that vork or seem to work amnSt the interests of 49% of mankind,

and any attemt to

the extrene example, simply will not he accepte

Indeed this pover

to &
irpose them is only too likely to meet with a violent response.
of minoritics within the world community (and there s no natiom, of course, that

he considered a hanpy circunstance were it

18 not a minority here) might well
not associnted with the capneity to use such extreme reans of "self-defense'

(as 1¢ will olvays he called, vhether justifiably or not)
presence of violeace

Tepliete {n the €arertny {s the totion that
signals some kind of failure or absence of reason and that a "practical reas
Vhich senctions or encourapes violence is somehow At odds with itself. Gomsegueatls
todels of reason like those just mentioned must he held to fail to satisfy the

11y the notfon that violence may serve

full criteria of raticnality, Simi

reason, and the correlated one that reason may therofore properly he used to serve
as at best very

21)

violence, notions curreatly much in vogue, must he conside
1 of roason and of rcason's capacities.

partisl truths and as at yorst a hetray

16.




precisely hecause conclusions of this hind arc at such odds with much contemorarv
thinking, it is vorth recalling the prounds for the more traditional opposition of
reason and violence. Tor in fact thers is a corplex netvork of interlinkases that pive
eight to this opposition, Sone of the most imnortant of these may Te summarized
as follovs:

(1) Pirst of all, it is often said that the use of violence is a sign of the

realdorm of discourse and of the effort at nersuasion. ‘Mile a kind of reason may

Je used in the procoss of wmloying violence, it is mot a reason that concorns itsclf
intrinsically with the source of the conflict. It is a lind of technical reason that

aita at effecioncy in battle and at emloiting the physical and psvehological wenknesses

Sf the onponent rather than at finding the just solution to the underlving problen.
Thus tie use of force 1s contrasted with such modes of conflict resolution as mediation,
conciliation, and arbitration. T usc the temn "force" advisedly, however, sinece the
Lasic contrast herc is hetueen coercion and rational persuasion rather than simnly
betveen violenco and persuasfon, It is fron this point of view that all coercion
Ty b sa1d to dnvolve an clement of unreason.

(2) Reason is often held to have a special relation to vhat is orderly and what is
harronious (formolly this is cxpressed as the requirerent that a reasonable argunent
4 comsistent, f.c., internally in harmony with itsolf), Reason discovers the distinctions
that make it possible to order our expericnce. By the discovery and creation of
Lowndaries it puts linits on vhat e nay correetly say. Thus reason, order, boundaries

and lindts are all held to be interconnected. Violenee, on the other hand, is held to

Le assoctated with disorder, mmee, and the of ,
that which 1s only very intense, such as an arpunent or storn, may be described as
violent sirply because it gocs beyond certain accustomed bo\mds.“ This set of
conceptual assoctations is no longer so videly accepted with respect to the social
domain, hovever, because of the cxistence of forns of social order which may be

called "arcificial” and —>
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which rest on the hidden or mot so hidden threat of violence, Recent uses of the
phrase "lav and order" by retrosressive forces have resensitized some to the fact

that the linking of that vhich is rational with that which is orderly can only have
a neaniapful soctal apnlication L€ quc aotion of order is sufficiently deen. Those
kinds of social order in which there extsts respect for person and in which nen
are treated not just as means but as ends in therselves evidently respcet quite
alffercnt scts of boundaries than those established by many legal systens, which
may be intemally coherent and eapable of suppressing most outwardly disorderly
acts, but which lepitimate and perpetuate more hidden forms of disorder.

(3) Related to the ahove is the notion that reason is to be centrasted with

that which is arbitrary, while violence always has an clement of the arbitrary
about it. Reason 1s a respecter of proportions; in fact its role in part is to
reveal proportions between thines. In the political sphere the work of Teason

1s to elucidate the notion of justice, a concept that my also be associated vith
the notton of proportionality, of renderinp to cach his due. In this repard,
though, the antithesis hetween reascn and vialence may not seem altogether
comvineing. A prear deal of rational thourht, for exarple, may be expendet on
determining what proportions of harm are due to various persons or sroups in

certain sorts of circumstences. Rules of war, theories of just vars, and theories
of pungshrent all provide examles of this kind of use of reason. The existence
of an elerent of wreason here will only he apparent if one finds in every

infliction of harm something of the arbitrary, something that is not altosether

a pan's due in spitc of vhat he may have dene OF the circurstances in which he
finds hinsclf.  The notion that capital punichneat is waacceptable,

for
exanplo, rests on just this kind of insiht.

(4) Reason may he said to be concorned with that vhich is universal, with
that which links and binds topether, and vith an understanding of the totality,
vhile violence ariscs out of a partial perspective, wills to remain ateached to

particularity and seeks to exclule or to suppress. In this sease violence may
18,




invade reason and distort its fumctiontnn: The possibilities are numerous:
prejudice may masquerade as truth, simlifications may not be laheled as such,
cuphentsns may be employed freely, wwarranted peneralizations from particular
cases may parade as cogent argument, single-factor Analyses may he proffercd as
adequate hases for social policy. etc. The temptation to resort to all of these
40dges 40 the SWpPOrt Of policies of wiolence is vell-kaom. Tn the United States
official pronouncenents in the past decade have provided a particularly painful
example, All reasoning, of course, achicves only partial insights and therefore
risks to distort. But the aspiration of reason s towards totality and towards
the truly wiversal, and a properly functioning reason will employ its self-
critical capacitics so as to make allovances for the distortions of vhich it
Knows itsclf to he capable.

Here as 4n what precedes it can be scen that a theoretical capacity of
reason and an aspiration of theorctical reason have heen related to the capacities
and aspirations of practical reason. This perhaps hearkens hack to a Stoic mode
of thought; in any case such linkages do not seem to me improper, but a result
Of reason's om search for that which unifies, f.e., a rosult of the very
tendeney I.have been describing. Thus, for cxamle, the respect of theorctical
reason for truth and the respect of practical reason for persons scem to me mot
unrelated. Gandhi spoke of his activitics in the social and political sphere ns
"experinents with truth.” The phrase is perhaps misleading since one docs not
experiment "wich! truth, one diseovers it oz a part of it. Dut just as one's
pursuit of theorcetical truth will be hamered 1f one brackets out oneself as the
kaower, so one's pursult of truth in the soctal realm will fail if one brackets
out the persons, 1.c., the subjectivities, of those who must he incluled in any
now higher form of community. The reailty to be attained in the social domain
18 not something given, "out there,” but an unknown potentiality that can cnly be
realized and discovered by "experirents” in which cach acting subject recommizes

that he or she forms part of the crucial "matter” of the experiment and that just
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as theoretical truth places certain limits and requirepents on us in its pursulc.

50 soctal "truth," vhich mist be attained by those kinds of Yeings we call
persons, also places certain limite and requirements on the mode of fts pursuit.
If 4n the social realn we are still at such o prin{tive stane in our pursuit of tae
cssential universalities, it is perhaps hecause so little attention has been paid
t0 sone of these limits and requiremcnts. Certainly the pursult of universality
vould seen to be inconsistent with all policics of exclusion (vhich in their
extrene forn include the fmposition of death and banishment) as well as (thoush in
verylng degrees) vith attitules of separatisn and cxclusivencss.

If, therefore, the presence of at least cortain modes of reason is quite
incompatible with the presence of violence, then the e of violence as an
clerent in the infeiation and perpetuation of lepal order can properly be said te
reflect a failure of rationality. Ta fact the paradox is widely recopnized. Law,
on the cne hand, is that which persuades mn to act rightly, that vhich makes
possible harnmy, order, and the attainment of justice, that which links Asparate
individuals fnto a conmon commmity. Put simply, the avowed purpose of law is
the elimnation of violence in its various forms. On the other hand, law depends
on violence. The depree of dependence, of course, varies. Lav may merely
Teflect the outcone of a violent strugple fn vhich mipht hecomes ratiffed as
right; or 1av may be the outcome of a parlianentary debate in which hipher or
lawer degrees of rationality (e.., a concorn with faimess) are panifested.

Law may attempt to recommend itself on the srownds of it fairess; or lay may
inpose ftsslf by the most Lrutal mothods. Law mey proseribe capital punishoent;
©oF lav may itself rely heavily upon it. Law may provide the guarantce of hasic
rights for all; or lay may perpetuate wwarranted privilepes and disabilitics.
And so forth, In varying deprecs law da interlinked hoth with the practice of
overt (or direct) viclence and with the imposition of strvctural (or indirect)
itancall |
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This anbiguity in the significance and the effects of lav leads to various

kinds of reactions. There are those vho absolutize the one or the other dimemsion

becoming on the one hand anarchists of sone kind rejecting all forns of communal

lau, on the other "lepalists" seeing in lav a pood in itself. Then there are

those who acknowledge the anbiguitics in lsy and repard them as inevitable. The
@ifficulty vith this last position, which s the prevailing cne, is that histori-

cally it has led to the toleration of such high levels of violences I speak,

of course, not only of the overt viclence cmployed in the enforcement of 'domestic
law, not only of the disharmony and injustice promoted and perpetuated in even
the lest domestic lepal systens, hut also of the very partial commmity ewhodied
in the comcept of "national sovereimty" and the extreme violence with which such

partial community may be protccted. The acceptance of this limitation on law

means that law itself may hecome the source of or at least the legitimator of
the most terrible forms of destruction.

We have now come full circle. The existing disorder in the world and the

extrene dangers it faces can be seen as the result of lav or as the result of

anarchy. Therefore the question must be repeated: do we need more law or do we

need less la? Or perhaps do we need a difforent kind of law? For 1f we are

inclined to give up on law altogether we should remember that what the law is

concerned with is not primarily children or tndividual

adults. Law at present is particularly concemed with the control of major

soctal forces and where these controls are removed or absent, other forms of
cocreton can he expected to take their place. Vith regard to unrestrained
ceononte activity, for exarple, ve have seen well enough how such activity way
despoil our environnent, deplete basic resources on which all are dependent,
and reduce certain groups to positions of cconomic helplessness. As Edward Kent
pointed out in his intro.

luction to the collection "Revolution and the Rule of Law':
"Perhaps the nearest approach in practice to political anarchism, classical
1iberalisn and its laissez-faire doctrines nf cconomics, failed because it could
fuarantee neither minimal standards of justice nor the fiction of consent itself.
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Tyranny of the najority is just as nuch a prospect vith narchisn as under existing
25)

stous of legal rula,
It 1o no secrct that unrestrained social and ceomonic forces are at work today
on a glolal scale and their inpact as much as that of var itself threatens huran survival.

for sone form of plohnl lav. It is

zon this noint of viev thers can be no substitu
alsc anparent that if this forn of lav attcmpts to immose itsclf by traditional methods,
its failure is hizhly likely. Gven vith sorc form of pralininary disamment, for
exarple, a hiphly developed eapacity to cmploy violenee vill remain with certain clerents
in the vorld connudty. To try to overcone this violence vith violence is likely to
lead to disasters as mssive as those @ world authority would ostensibly be tryins to
prevent. It s on¢ thing to inasine lishtly amod nolics forces dealing vith individual
ared or unamed lavbroskers—and even this 15 not done verv succcssfully in many

comntries-—and it is anothor to imapine how n clobal armed force might take on a major

nover. In such a ease it can be cxmocted that the golbal force i1l sirply bepin €o act
like a sovereipn state creatins o situation of civil war in vhich the outcone mav or
may not be "favorable.”  If the civil var should involve the use of nuclear weapons,
diviously 1€ 11 be hard to consider any outcone especially dostrable.

It scers, then, that some differcnt kind of enforcement model is needed. ‘foreover,

certain short-ranpe "inefficiencios” may have to Le accented for the sske of better

lonp-tern prospects. (hile alternative enforcemcnt structurcs mav not succeed in

prewenting the yorst--unfortunately mtters have come to a point where there appears
to Le no neans of puarantacing that--they vould have the advantage of initiatine
sonething fundanentally different rather than perpetuating vhat I have elsevhers called
"the violence system" by merely adding nev but cssentially sinilar clenents to it.

Tn this regard the present nilitarv yeakness of the United Nations can he considered

an advantarc since the need for disarmanent is mot prosent ond since this absence of

military strength croates an opening or space in vhich other forns —5
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of pover may come to be developed. In itsclf, of course, the lack of armament docs
not create pover. This is only a negative form of nonviolence and in many cases a
nonviolence that has not been intentionally chosen. By contrast nonviolence as a
positive political force requires conscious choice, conselous orpanization, and a
cormitront to consistent practice.

The peneration of nonviolent pover faces different obstacles in different social
domatns. Further, the kinds of institutional and orpanizational forms required to
carry forvard the strugple to institute this kind of pover and to protect its
achievenents differ in varying soeial environrents, Tormally there is a particular
affinity of nonviolent concepts and ideals for plobal concepts and ideals—-both are
intrinsically concerned with the hishest and most all-crbracing form of community.
But practically it is in the plobal domain that nonviolence seems to have the
slimmest chances. The manitude of violence here is so great, the reality of violence
50 overvhelming, that it hasnparalyzing effect on nearly all of us.

The overcoming of this kind of paralysis requires particular kinds of thourht
and praxis, the tvo having coordinate roles to play. Pare of the role of reflscticn
1s the inapinative construction of models hased on prineiples other than those that
inforn the given reality, The implemcntation of the model requires the help of
further kinds of reflection as well as the commitmont to action. In the last part of
this essay my concern will be with the first task as it relates to the enforcement
problem, That is, T shall attemt to outline the puidelines that micht inforn the
actions of altemative enforcement institutions. In addifion T shall hope to aid
indirectly the implemencation process by showing the special appropriateness of the
kind of model I propose for the resolution of the dilemmas referred to carlier.

1.

An 1deal cocrcive procedure can be briefly described, An ideal coereive
procedure 1s one that (1) {s noninjurious to these to vhom it is apolied, (2) is
used to uphold a statute or ncasure that is fair and that supports or furthers just
social relations, and (3) is applicd by persons who have proven therselves worthy of
trust and vho matntain parallel noncocreive relations with the individuals and growns

who are the objects of coercion. lost cooreive --
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practice strays far from this ideal. In part this is because of the interest in

expediency and also, of course, becausc humn beings are imperfect in the best of
circunstances. But in part it s because the ideal is often mot racopnized as

The

such. Expediency is the ideal, i.e., somc kind of short-tern cfficiency.

purpose of coercion, it is believed, s to coerces A concern with noninjury or

egalitarian relations or service to the objects or potential objects of coercion

are frills or luxurdes (or even impedinents to sffsctivencas).
But another perspective is possible, From this point of view coercion is

only one part of a larger social process. From this point of view the goal of
coercion is not fust to succced in the lven instance, but to make itself
progressively less necessary. Traditionally this has occurred through the
subotitution of authority for coercion. There is a catch to this, however.
Authority that comes to be viewed as having no basis in reality, that comes to be

called "irrat{nnal," must once again resort to ¢oerciom. Therefore, if one

cares about the long run, it s not just any kind of authority that should be

striven for, but rational authority.
andards
Insofar as the ideal coercive procedure just outlined cenferms to idealn of
rationalicy, its application can be expected to help further the creation of such
rational authority. That the ideal proposed dogs adhere in important ways to such
standards should be in part imediately evident, but it may be helpful to mote

explicitly some of these connections. The ideal involves a concern with the
neasure being enforced, the nods of enforcement, and the perdon of the enforcer
(or enforcers). The measure T have 6aid should he fair, i.e., it should

mnifest 5 concern with proportions and with what is due, and it should support
or further social justice, 1.c.,it should ain at a cortain kind of order. The
node of enforcenent should aspire to be noninfurious, f.c., should respect certain
boundartes (such as the prohibition apatnst killing, but not caly that) and should

strive especially to avoid those fors of injury that are inconsistent with the
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development of all-inclusive community (c.f., banishnent and death). Finally,
the person of the enforcer should be trustvorthy, i.e., he should have shown
himself to bo a respecter of rationality and of the potential rationality of the
hunan / m"’)muw:r, he sotdd rely on persuasion to the cxtent permitted by a
balancing of rational codsiderations and should engape in parallel cooperative
cormunity-bullding projccts alodg with his cocreive activities. (It 15 quite
important, however, that thesc be truly coonerative projects, not imposed oncs.)
The concern to leave room for persuasion and for autonomous decision will he
advanced 1f partial rather than total eoorcion is generally employed. From my
carlier discussion it should he cvident that partial coercion leaves room for the
operation of rationality in a way that total coercion does not (how much room

arcicular

will depend on the/cocrcive means employed). Threats and sanctions may be
accorpanied by rational arguoent as vell in the attempt to elicit a desired
behavior and even when they are not, the object(s) of eoercion may excrcise
rationality himsclf in deciding which of his options to choose. Furthermore,

as already nentioned, the experience of total coercion is more likely to provoke

violence than the experience of partial cocreion, unless this partial coercion

dtsclf relies on threats of violence. It should be noted, moreover, that the
kinds of behavior one would he trying to elicit throush global law voull very
often not be those kinds of behavior that can he totally forced or even directly
forced. Of necessity there will have to be a heavy reliance on indirect and
partial methods. A virtue can be made of this necessity, hovever, if there is 2
conscious decision to accompany these forns of coercion with persuasive moncoercive
efforts. Tn some UN peacckecping nctions this has beon the case and the same
persons involved in "policing" actions have carricd on parallel efforts at
mediation and conciliation,  Dut the fnsertion of ratfonality which the
enploynent of partial coercion permits is likely to be ohscured or mot even to
take place if other forms of wnreason are present. Therefore, it is highly
desirable that the measures on whose Lehalf partial coercion is beinp used he seen
as fair and that the coercive methods used he relatively noninjurious,
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To speak of relative noninjury, havever, is to acknowledge that perfoctly

nonviolent coercion s difficult to achieve and that some measure of harn pay
result fron the practices emloyod, Y @ merhar costar ot e 11
would be the proportionality of the harm inflicted to that of the harm prevented
T yould nevertheless argue that there should be some absolute linits here. This
proportionality criterion s the very emg, Of course, that fs used to juscify
the "just var." Dut violent war is just what the plobal authority or authoritics
ought not to engage in, even when it cann be prevented on the paft of others.

Herc 1t scems to me that sienificant conclusions can he drawn from Guido Drunner

iscussion of the U action in the Congo, though he fails

draw these conclusicns
hinself. He points out that some of the authority that the UN had won in the

Susz action was lost as a rosult of its activities in the Congo. He explains:

"Der Hauptgrund daflir ist, dass die Orpanisation, venn sic einmal in einen

Konflike von der Disension des Kongokonfliktes gerHt, keine andere Wahl hat, als
sich wie etn souverliner Staat zu verhalten wnl durch den Ednsatz all ihr zur
Verflipung stehenden Mittel, einschliesslich der milithrischen, ihrer politischen

Auffassung zum Siep zu verhelfen, Diese Art des Vorpchens flhre s

1hst dann,
wean (e Fricdenswahrung als letztos Ziel des Einsatzes der Vereinten Nationen
erkennbar bleibt, zu einer Efnbusse an dem moralischon Anschen der Weltorpani-
sation."  Nothing scems vrong in this asscssment exceot brumner's assertiom
that the UN has "n:

other chotce' 1n such a case. This 1s alvays the arpunent
when violence is resorted to, and here it scems rather less compelling than in
some other fnstances. When one camnot provent violence except through the use of
violence, then elearly one cannot prevent violence. Dut ome ean act in a way
that mekes future violence less likely. This, I think, involves setting some

absolute linits. If the Ul had "o cther choice in the Congo, it was in good

part hecause so litele had been done previously to create experienced and

respected nonviolent forces. This was the result not only of the conflict amng

the superpovers in the U which prevented any permanent peacckeeping forces fron
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being created, hut also of o failure on the part of most to think of the
"peacckeeping" problen outside of a conventional framevork. Even to switch fre
the nilitary conception to the police conception of a “sccurity force! is to

rematn within 1, and not 41

Drawing the linc at killing may seon both too weak and too strons a
wensure 1f one's aim 1s a major reconstruetion of transnational political
rolations. Too veak because there are after all many other ways of injuring
hunan beings that may be adopted if this ome is given up and too stromp because

1t nay scem quite im that can he 1y

effective Lf the resort to lethal weapons is renounced. The firet objection is
partially correct. Nonviolence cannat he achieved hy the adherence to any
particular sot of rules or any particular explicit 1mits and 1€ a more peneral
orientation towards nonviolence is not present, coeretve forees will Find new
ways to inflict injury. Dut the point of insisting on the need for such a
peneral Oricntation towards the ideal is ot ia order to dispensc with 811
"ahsolutes," but to insure that such “absclutes" do not make up the whole

content of the commitmont to the fdeal. The altemative to drawing lines is the

situstion thac actuwally prevajls. Many armed forces today think that they are

"peace forces," but constantly engage in acts that are intrineically acts of war.
Because perfect nonviolence appears irpossible, it is often concluded thac
there 48 no point in setting any standards at all and that in fact any sort of

act may be justified as really fostering peace. Given the distorted social

cavsality with which ve have to deal, there is some truth in the latter ins:

fny ace, no mtter how awful, my serve the cause of peace (if only by making

men move fearful of war). On the other hand every act of var contribur

to
saintatning the institution of war and pucs off £i1l another day the experimentaric

with other ways of confronting the violence problem. The generalization of b

appears to be ueilitarian behavior o mercly a proleapation of the condied

that utilitarian conduct pretends £o remedy.
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It geens, thereforc, that in this area as in other areas of huran life, any
rajor reconstruction of behavior and relationshins requires setting some limits and
at the sanc tine recogaizing that these lintts (or rules) only partially esbody the

“Miile nonkilling is not the only absolute to be recommended in the developrert
It i

ideal.
of a new wodel of coercive activity, it is a particularly significant one.

scen life and death is cspecially significant and

significant because the line be
it is significant beeausc the infliction of death is, as already pointed out,
especially inconsistent with an essential political ideal, nanely the achievercnt of

miversal community, Furthermore, looking at the matter emmirically, it is evident

that killing is central to the existing violenco systen and that its delepitimation

and renunciation vould entail major institurionsl change. An imsistance on nonkilling

in other vords need not result sirply fron an abstract cthical decision, but may
sten as vell fron an analysis of the piven historical and institutional context.
It vould be a serous mistake, hovever, if the prohibition on killine were
thought to apply only to dircct killing, i.c., to the kind of killing that is donc
with puns. Economic measurcs can just as cffectively destroy human life and may be
even nove difficult to vesist. The interdependence of the contemporary ceomomy,
norcover, is likely to make cconomic manipulation a preferred forn of coercive action
in the future. Trom the point of vicw of this essay, of course, the interest of
2cononic cocreion liesn its potentiality for hainp neither violent nor total, but

the rore sinister possibilities must bo recopnized as well, If the coneern to

clininate dircet violence is not also accompanied by a concern to climinate structural
then the now

violence in the of new
faire cconontc practices could achicve the status of authorized

perniteed by latsse:

public pollcy. This posaibility is all the more to be taken inta accownt and

warded off 1n view of the general tendency of fovernnents to refect responsibility

for the indirect results of their actions.

But ean ve "do without" killing? Clearly the vorld could do with a pood deal

less, But this is not quite the question. The question is vhether publie authority
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can do with less killing, vhether 1t can naintain itself 4f it docs not resort to
Jothal measures. One can solve this definitionally by saying that by definition
authority s not present where it has hecons necessary £o resort to violence. dut
this 13 too easy n vay out. Certainly there fo a videspread belief that established
authority can manifest its pover effectively only if violence is tet vith violenee,
aven that authority is dishonored if it docs not use cvery means possible to assert
and defend itsclf. There arc clenents in these beliefs that fall outside vhat is
arguable, other aspects of the matter that would tale me beyond the limits of the
prosent discussion. Still thero is a basic point to be rade. ALl such attitudes
dnvolve the nssumption that the lepitinacion of sore violence s the only way to

meat the violence problen. Yot if we look at the historical rocord it seors that

the authorization of somc violence as a “ay of curtailing other violence has had a
rather linited effectivencss in reducing violenec in the vorld as o vhole. It is
really impossible to say what nipht have boen had there baen concerted and consistent
attempts to develop nonviolent political pover and nonviolent nolitical traditions,
Liev, whot might have been had thoss of our forchears who were cormitted to nonviolence.
not given wp on the affairs of this world so early and accepted the desimation of
their attitudes as "apolitical” or even "antipolitical.” In the absence of such
traditions yhat we have scen is more the replacement of one forn of violence by
another, e.g., feudal violence by mation-state violence, wrepulated violence by
organized violenc, than a memeral Teweclin of vinlence Tewela. In fact the arpuronts
about lepitinacy have nlvays had a mixed reception. Often enourh the vietins of
violanes have found ehese arjcats wconvincing and tholx effect has corely boen to
stinulate comnterviolence, a tendency that arovs stronger in the present are.

The only alternative to this approach is the one recomended here, f.c., m effort

n the direction of a peneral delepitimation of violence. This appears to be the

only vay in which the vicious cyele of violence in vhich all are cntranped mipht

be broken. To be sure, this offort too may fail. 'hors so much blood, treasure,

and "honor" have been fnvested, it is cxecedingly difffeult to institute new ways.

But viiile the vork of delepitimation s hard and demanding, there is much evidence

that it is the approach that best answers to our feneral condition.
20,



The pursuit of rationality in coercion may be rejected not on practical prounds

of effectivencss, but on rore theorctieal prounds. Some will arpue, for example,

that reason itself is cocrcive and that its alliance vith force can only make a frec

exdstence all the more difficult to attain. This arpuncnt tends to identify roason

with a particular forn of reason, that nanifested in lonic and mathematics; and cven
here there may be more "liberty of thourht” possible than is pencrally recosnized,

a8 those vho have done work in tho foundations of matheratics knor, In any case

once one leaves the domain of the very abstract, the possibilities of multiple

vicupoines increase considerably, The role of judgnent in chonsing or modifying

proniscs, interpreting data, and where social qusstions are concerned in applying

noral standards are vell-knowm. The autononous vill, thercfore, is not simly the

vill that adhercs to the sclf-cvident, The autonomous will is the will that has

accepted the responsibility to make the carefully veihed choice. That is why

coercion can never be fully ratiomal, One reason cannot simply replace another.

Then one reason takes over for another, somcthing irreplaceable s alvays lost.

On another level it remiins truc that Toason secks certainty and final insipht.

Zven here, thouph, reason can be regardad as some sort of dnternal dictator only

1€ reason 4s held to be an alien force, But to say that reason sccks is to say that
nan seeks, i.c., nan sccks truth (sometines anyvay) and in the process becomes
pore truly man. Thus Spinoza held that man was most frce when his understanding
was preatest. llowever, while the individual may find restine points in his pursuit

of undorotanding, resting points vhere he uscs terns like "obvious," "certain,” and
"erue," frou the pofnt of view of human collectivitics, f.c., from a political
perspective, every insight attained must be reparded as partial, as a step in a
vrocess {n vhich each human person has a potential further contribution to make.
To refuse to coploy violence, thercfore, 18 €0 vefusc to short-circuit the process
in vhich collective reason is fulfilled,

The podel of coereion T have presented {s maant to reserble in its dynanics this

two-sided character of reason, a force that both sccks and rests, strugples vith

0.
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partial truth and attains moments of certainty. If it is the moment of cortaintv

st pernits coercion, it is the moment of dowrt that counsels nonviolence, Similarly
the vovenent that characterizes the intemal process of ressoning (and the nultiple
veices that arc heard in intemnal arpunent) vould be paralleled by a social systen

in vhich coercion could be excrcised from nunerous directions rather than beinp

regarded in at least somo of its forms as the sole prarogative of special institutions,
Lie., of povernnental oncs, The elimination of violence from coercion would in fact
sig

cantly modify the vhole distinctlon between that vhich is povernnental and
that uhich 45 non-foverniental. (isber, 1t vill be romerbored, dofined the state
in terns of its clain to have the lepitinate monopoly on the use of viohnce.j
But 1f a peneral delepitivation of violence oceurs, then this spectfic defining
characteristic will be lost. Thus the rane of associations considered political
might be greatly cxpanded and with it the sources of lepltimate coercive political
activity,

Such a prospect may scem to leave the vay open for a form of social chaos vith
no clear-cut hierarchics and no clear-cut distinction between the "authortzed” and
the "wauthorized,” I am not at all convineed, however, that this is the casc.
Vhat is revealed rather is the need to rethink the whole issue of lepitinacy apart
fron certain traditional clains. It is quite possible, moreover, that in a framevork
vhere violence is largely absent the nature of rational authority will be orc
cloarly mnifest. Finally, in the context of a discussion about plobal authority
and institucions it s sppropriate to note that the drive tovards larger forms of
community and the recopnition of the clains of the more inelusive community has been
= recurrent factor in the historical process, thourh one manifcsting itsclf in
distorted forns. We may hope that in the present circwnstances the weight of those
distortions will not nerely have the effect of pushinp men back into privatisn and
the confort of smller proups, but that the claims of the most encompassing community,
that of humankind, vill be mnumized.%)

The to an

of coercive 1s a systen of

authority based on A voll-developed capacity for repression. Abstractly the order

3.




roassurine,  In fact manv revolutionaries

riad: nonsible Dy such drposed ierarchy mav seo

fur auch nodels in practice vhatever they nav wihold in theorv. But here content is

uld have made, then we will hope

All. Then an official diciston i

dng cuforced. Tut when such a decision offends stronol

There is nothing

re will hope to have rocours: anainst it.

our notions of justice, then
inconsistent in this, Turthemors, it doss not preclude our piving more weisht to

ers. e noed not like oT apres

tain orocesscs than oth

decisions vade accordinr to

| has the status of lav to acanicsce in it or to follow it. Ta tacitly

with that vhi
congent to vaay lavs on the basis of the way in vhich they have con: into heing and

ccause the creation of alternatives is in the lhest of eircunstances difficult.

T todel of coercion presented here is intended to provide a fer lints alout th

Possilile contours of one element, i.c., the enforcement elenent, in a legal order that

wdltar, Thether

ould Aiffur nartedly from those lepal svstuns vith rhich ve aza nost

rore inclusive

can piet the challenge of creatine lepal institucions that arc at on

wniqus pro’ lens

In any easc ©

ant loss oppressive remains, of coursc, to Lo se

eonnceted ith the fnstitution of la at the elgial level should, T think, le sien as
an opnortunity rathor than as an occasion for rutrent and dianatr. For thew brine to
11t 4n 2 forceful wav the perversfons and inadequacics of our current concepts of
lart and our current lepal institutions. Indecd nothing should 'e 5o obvious a3 the
1s an occurrence

fact tuat the gencralization of thess failinps to the ¢lobal love

that is Tiphtly resiste:
comorarily secret novotintions

Our nterdopendence, horever, docs not dininish.
S

old-fasiioned Larpains struck Ly those who for the moment hold cnomous nov

an

for nany “ho are the owms in

prevint the vorst catastropes (thoush at a hipli prie
is nothing that is sccurs or reliable, certainly nothing verv fu

it pans), but ther

in this manncr of procecding. It has been arcucd that little hunan progress is mads
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Anp nust so to speak start from

hunaa

iadividual to individual, since cach ne

frov
s can cerbody in A norc permanent vay the progress of

scrateh, but that our institution
37)

This 45 n partial tyuth, but an important one. If v carc about our

fiwan inaieht,
collceeiye huran futurs, then ve must earc cnoush to Attempt to set in motion the

bepinnings of nev traditions and ner political forrs in which there can b a firmer

han in the nodels vhich we have inherited.

truse
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NOTES

1. In ethics 4t 1s assuncd that there is a discrepancy between what is and vhat ougit
to be, but in politics the assumption often seems to be the opposite.

2. See, for example, the remarks of Marian Wripht Edelnmen, Director of the Washingtwn
Research Project, in her talk, "Nonviolent Sncial Chanpe as a Political Strategy.'
printed in Nonviolence in the 's: A Stratepy for Social Change (a report on a
conference of the Institute for lon-Violent Social K‘hanrc, Darby Printing Company,

pla, 1972, p. 26). She speaks of "a total administrative et

"overybody working against our interests...in there tryin

weaken the effect of the lav, i.c., making sure that the ;(uidzlil\es are bad or

there are loopholes for evasions o that 1pprﬂpn/‘tim\s arcn't provided or are

mininal; that the persomnnel structure for of th

or regionalized, Lie., done in a vay to wcakcn enforcanent equently, "Black

people and poor people often get hurt by laws that were oripinally intended t

help them." llere the will to implencat and the will to enforce have heen absent

in s0 many quarters as to undermine greatly the cffectiveness of the numerous
progressive laws that carlier managed to pget th(nuy,h Conpress. The alwtfn:e or
partial mmmu of a I'\vcrahln soelal basis may, however, be used merely

cuse for legi tive (and inactivity, as when leuislatnn:
cover th&i! mn\ lack of cnﬂluxins il Eat measures of social justice by telling us
that "you can't legislate morality." In this popularized form the Eccinlnﬂlcﬂl
point lLecones a bare half-truth. Indeed the reformative effects of law cn men's
heimvm and men's character arc limited and lepislation that strays too far from
men's capacities or inclinations will he ineffective. It is also true, however,
that there is an ongoing dialectic between law and social will and law and social
structure and that law may Have reformative effects on both social structure and
social attitudes where those who legislate and those who lead seriously desire

to foster thesc prssibilitics. In brief, those political Flpurcs who speak of the

inpotence of law too often conveniently bracket themselves out as factors in the

social processes that condition the effectiveness of law. Edelman, herself, it
should be noted, does not advocate giving up on law altogether, but rather that

Blacks and the poor should pay more attention to the mattor of "administrative

nonitoring,"

3. The exemple is meant to indicate just how difficult it s for majorities to
affect political reality where they are not PG L e
majority of the world's people are undernourished, ve may expect they would
SP07ovS 67 rathor dirfareat. Axraaomants Chan Sxiat fox the usmrucm fehan
By contrast power groups like the multinational corporation constantly
political impact, but their activity also generates relatively fow it
lepal norms.

4» 1 an not dnterested here fn getting Into a squabble about vhat comprises t
e e e e
4t lacked enforeement procedurcs; yet e e e systen
could be used as a swstitute for a legal system with enforcenent procedures.
In other words vhat we expect of law in n functional sense requires enforcement
procedures, however we might decide certain terminolopical questions.
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5. In politics we usually have to do with situations much more eomplex than thesc:
Also proper conduct towards a child may ALffer in certain ways Erom nroner conduct
tovards an adult, Jut I do not think the examles arc politically irrelevant. It
need not be rerely the expression of a paternalistic outlook to hold that a
political conmunity should in some cases take cortain sorts of measures tn nrotect
persons fron sclf-injury (vhother intentional or not). What is arpusble recards
the sorts of measurcs and the kinds of cascs.

such a position of outright refection.
6.y concern in this paragraph is with those anarchists who belicve theyi@tart from
£ course, anarchists vho fron the outsct find coercion
acceptable as long as it is not practiced by rovernments. Some of thesc anarchists
have thenselves cngaged in extrencly coereive activity.

7. Guy F. Hershborper, liar, Peace, and Nonresistance, The Herald Press, Scottdale,
Pa., 1944, p. 203. Ttalics added.

8. Ly passive resistance I mean a forn of resistance created by the refusal to act
1o ways anecitically desired. 1f the behavior fs not atronsly festxed, chen the
refusal vill only bo expericnced as a veak kind of resistance, hut if strongly
desled Hpshis kind o ac(inn may have preat imact. Thus hether or mot @
particular % on: as an act of resistance and how great an act of
e e r:crsm\ entirely on the intentions of the suface ot e

avior.

9. The anbiguities of Mennonite action can bc illustrated hy their A ffering Pohtics
with regard to paying taxes and to serving in the military. Military service is
Fecwmal on princinle, bus tass ace paid) Gves choush 1% 48 resomisad some Of fhe
poney goes £ nilitary purpnscs, bocawse "to rofuss to pay taxes would be

lene to soncthing a Christian could not take
pﬂ![ Lot Giesahasnes, 1 569) Hhida dha rofissl togey thss may he an act
of rebellion which ains at wderninine the authority of the state in general, this
16 ot neccssarily the case, since specific taxes may be refused on limited and
specific prounds which put in question only linited aspects of the state's
exercise of ita authority. Dut cven rebellion is not revolution, and the refusal
to pay taxcs is not revolutionary unless it forms part of some much broader hased
vropran of belief and action. Another way of putting this is to say that the
state can quite well accommodate itself to a certain nunher of tax refusers just
as it can and not infrequently doos accommdate itself to a certain numier who

Pekuan i inrs anevice;  (n 1a0t 4t 1o geouse ike: the Hennont £as Who o

helped to teach the state this lesson vhere nilitary service vas concerned.

To point out these aubiguities, hovever, is not to disparase the kind of witncss

to their relipious beliefs and to the cause of peaceful relations that the

Yennonites have made.

10, 1¢ we think that violence constitutes a problem, it i Lecause of its cffects.
Therefore, 1t scens essential that the notion of injury he central to the concept.
This also makes it possible to difforentiate violence from force and to speak Gf
nonviolent force. If violenee and force are distinpuished not on this hasis, Lur
on the basis of the lepitimaey of the forceful act, then this phrase no longer mgkgs,
loreover, Af one holds that the legitimacy claims of all povernments are false
ae doceRobart: Basl Uolss), then one has mo vay of distinguishing violence fron
fres 61T ied et of to on latmes e e e 0L pRycolincal
flattery to assassination are likely to appear equally u:qv“ (in Uolff's case
all arc accepteblens lony as a utilitarian jusnmnd'r‘-‘.“?—ﬁﬂ‘! Found; cf.
article "On Violence," reprinted in Revolution and the Rule of Law, edited b

Edvard Kent, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Enslewood CIiffs, N.J., BT, 5. 60 €69,




Zven if nonviolence is considered all a matter of deprce, one still might wish

make sone distinctions between a ranpe of acts that are rclatively nontnjurions
and can acconplish simnificant pood and those that are ey biue
questionable value in their feneral social consequences

For coercion to be exercised nonpaternalistically it is necessary that the sbject(s)
of coercion be in a position to exercise counter-coercion of some significas
kind and, just as importantly, that thero be a eontinuing nonencreive relationship
Letveen the parties as well where each side accents the possibility of being
persuaded on rational rrownds by the other. (Ideally, therefore, one's relation

to a child should becone less and less patemnalistic-—-or maternalistic—as the
child develops:)

Victonee: jusea-ilnning Shanys ia che Covici! fox Foiliaeohicnl Stasies Gpmgrteion,
clited by Jorone A, Shaffer, New York, David NeKay Company, Inci, 1971, p.

Hbtler doffaes "Soree) ayrdnvolsing the steamt ty tphyatcally overpover,"
5 mot meccasarily that e perbom (ox pareons) A Uses hils o umm so that

& 2uana (or paseone) DY overpovered, hut that sone means 1s used, .7,

adninistration of a drug, so that B vill he overpovered. (Idid., pp. 33, 21)

Dy this definition to use force is alyays to ain at total coercion. Dut this

seens too limited a notion of force and the motion of "physically overpovering"

is anyway too imprecise, since one may he overpovered in me respect and mot in

another. It seems to mo preferable to define force in terrs of an application

of enerpy in sonc particular direction. Thus the use of force may aim at partial

of at total coercion and may in fact achieve the nne or the others

These possibilities arise out of Miller's definition hecause of the vanueness
inherent in the notion of "doin something." Deinp aslecp is 4n a sensc doing
sonething, n another sense it is not. Similarly I may intend to do one thing
end in fact do that and several other unintended thines, e.r., I may intend to
cross the strect and I may do that and also walk in front of a moving car
Someone may say, "She's about to pet herself killed," but clearly that need have
nothing to do vith what I think I'm dofng. Consequently, cocrcion need not
operate against my will in such a case. On the other hand, it is ripht, I think,
to say, as Miller imlicitly docs, that coercion involves the apnlication of
soncone's will, i.c., is not just the manifestation of an impersonal force.

Onc nay reach this conclusion without believing that sulcide should in all cases
be dopeded. That is a more involved question. Here I speak of the obviously
"unconsidered" suicide,

In peneral poscekaoping scticns dnvolyo only partial coerclon, but the separaticn
of potential or actusl combatants ov the disarmment of corbatants may &
total coereion.

llow or whether these underlying eoncerns nf Kant's moral philosophy can he
harmonized with certain aspects of his lepal and political philosophy is a
topic T shall not enter into here.

While nodemn clectronics and modern communications techniques can be of sone
help with this problen, the difficulties aro not nmly technical ones.

Gidon Gottlich, "Is Law Dead?” in Law (see note 10

volution and the Rule

Thoush T believe there are difforent levels and Aifferent kinds of reason, I shall
in vhat follows not put quotation marks aroudd any perticular usage of the word,
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- Do cxamle cores Fron an articlo Ly fieldon ilin, "Wislanc and e Tastern Sofito
“radition," The Averican Joumal of Nrthonsychiatre, Vol. 2C°TII, Jo.
B 16, Fits % u ereatiamt article, Uit soieiat tarred v the ey

24,

27.

B bhiin s Tt hore 13! Mol ez ranm o e e o o
Holics, fincs; poner; wah szl ats en desw sserdiin iy, Ceouilt e et

Soerates exrussed this dasieht in che Zepublic as follows: "If, then, anvone affirrs

o each lita dve and Be meg by thin that dnjucy and han 1s
s from the just ran anc£LEs to his friends, he ras no truly
e van 7o oaid A€, Tor iat he remnt vag mot trus, For it has been made clear to un
that 10 no case 45 it just to harn anvone." (Tenuilie, 3352)

Tue practice of callinp dircct vmmm neuonal” violence and then contrasting it it

"structural” violence seera to re risleadi cisc of ioth liuds of violence
nractice of diract as vell as structural violence rav involve
‘asic distinction is leteen harn done in a dircet and ohvious
s and hari irnosed indircctly by lavs and social practices rhich nrevent
lnrian needs £ron leing fulfilled.

e

ent, o, sits py 6. This woint Lo sads ne grencor langeh fn & zocont aseicls
Tn a iiberal, sluralistic society, ccononic activities
€lda evno of prestine ds that &

o pexsonal auchoricy, rhich (rocal
individuals or prouns fn enuilibrius ars nlms “elnlens anainst proccases such as
Cactniog ot {adiats (4] i s ailans basliees micpwRiies 1) Nnieo Pily
,Lln‘Lﬁ:mo 3, partly due to tho liveral justification of the helplessnoss as nocessary
sl e y-rm:g'ss.s will, T think, renain doninant, wnless and until
£y are dirscted by collectiv: lunan nower for coimon mi (one lioncs) ennobling cnds.
Tifs neans thinking about nolitics in nonliloral terms, It means recalling arpunents
aout political autiority, nolitical cducation, and citizonsiip tiat vore banished v
liboral revulsios. It entails recomizing the possibilitics, indved the necessity, for
collective action &n dirscting ail eyl it o iy L
thile lunm extals, ass nov, 1 v and dincnsion, novins beyond hunan comrehcnsion.
i mather Loy why thi Grobile, oD EVAE nlyidion Sath anraEuts viscy

5

. atned
e e e
realn e lack not verely commetent men to make decisions, hut the opportunity to nak
decisions at all." (“lalzer's Nhlizations,” hilosoply and Public Affairs, Vol. 1,

fo. 4, Swmer, 1'72, mp. 457-.

i ReElcs o e ketping getion Gatla Bamter o Cies i e Jier wjee

4an taken place in certain I3l oporations - Guido Brumer, "Mie Priedsnssicherunps=
akitionen der Verointen tongo, in Zvpern und in Caza-Streifen

e b, Sunz, 1
fn Fricdensforsciung, hesr, von Likehart [ripns
156

i 2 & THtsch,

1s 1v rather abstract
i mmnd elaerhors to conaider the pore concrite asnacts of the problom,

It 4 vorth noting, liowever, that both imprisonnant and capital nunishrent involve
total cocrcion, althoush irprisonrent is not in every respect totally cocreive.
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2., Tor illustrations sce the pamhlet iy I‘Ln"n.y Camall,
420d tlaclons Penco Force, pibLished by Ton

‘o Zeen th : The
Hes, 5 GeTedomtan Toud, Tente 1l 1,

22, It nust b Tocopaized also that Enc notion of noninjury ie not an independent conc
but rolated to one's coneunt of hunan personality and of the cssentinl noeds 0f hunan
nersons. omviolent forces mav deprive o vsalthy man of half his vealth, c.p., thrount

a boycott. Ie vill feel infurcd, but they 1ill lelieve they have

lont.

A nom

. on seon 463. The Enplish tranelation fs: "The main rensen for this is that the
nization, onci it rets into a conflict of the din:msions of the Sonso conflict,
fias no other choice than to Lohave Lile & sovereim state and to help ies

nolitical perapective o victory by using all aveilable neans, including mili

oncs. This manncr of proccading the ARl T et i
world orpanization insofar as the mncxm-l ain of the activity of the United Jations
runains the preservation of peace.

31. In fact econoric measures are alrcady used by mational povemnents dn hishly
questionable vaye

32. Tits voint was illustrated by foward Zind Yritine hout "mich’ and its afrervath:
"lould that raid [th: retaliatory raid 'v tha Israslis] 'shon then' (the languan: of
tie mafia anl the Tentaron, of cririnal rsags mad officialdon all over the orld)?
Clearly, the only result will bi mors zecalistion, Tic sanc dignateh
Palostintan suerrilla offfeer after tha alr attach: "o ¢

o anvone anythine.
and governnental crinc ve sce in our tine endlessly
ex, Sent. 20, 172, n. 1)

33. e aze 5o wed to "doing vieh” Killing that 2 remmeintion of this practice is bound
to seen to many 1ik Geoffray Carnall says that Lord lownthatten
daseribed Gandid as ry foree vho Lest the peace while A 50,000-
strong force was svamped by riots" ol Cen AL Fiamers T Mestinated gis
Johatra's povers at the cquivalint of tyo hattalions,' but nuch more exerionce tich

rn of pover vill be renuired before 1t is real

Lh e e, 1 b wr i e o

history of monviolencc a5 a positive form of social nover has boen so

charispatic individuals. This nav have led many to sue the offcctive practice of
nonviolence as more dependent than it renlly is on the special capacitics of a fov
untque individual.

Cf. 'ax leber, Politics as a Voeation, Fortress Pross, Philadelshia, 1965, n.
The typical vorld government advocate sirmly wants this clain to be assumed bv Plobd
authoritics as opposed to the existing nation-state authorities.

35. felor belfeved that the state had to he dafind in terrs of its neans since "thers is
scarcely any task that sor: political association has mot taken in hand." (Ibid., p.

le are currently suffering fron crises hoth of intensive community ma of extansiva
community. In my view the solutions at the £70 levels are interdepe

37. The Swiss philosopher Anfel is revorted to have said: "L'exveridnce da chanuc homm: se
roconmonce.  Seulea les institutions devimment plus sagss, clles nccumlent 1
collective ot, do cette cxporicnee ct do Cobte saressc, les lionres sounts aux ninos
il i 05 e i reieschagn) hiaaur oo emat el )
tramafornoe.il (Quoted by Bian Loupsen £ m acticla UShort Eramanork for Tedoralise

X forld Pederalist Youth, Ceu.«mmm ya7z.
B el o teoribies ith Dinsucsncibe s mads 1 du
:axs respect.
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