by this discipline to avoid that “trance” Fanon
describes, “where the face of the other beckons
me on to giddiness,” are enabled to see more and
more clearly that (as Oglesby says) “the enemy 1s
not a few men but a whole system,” and to study
that system.

The Two Hands

The more the real issues are dramatized, and
the struggle raised above the personal, the more
control those in nonviolent rebellion begin to
gain over their adversary. For they are able at
one and the same time to disrupt everything for
him, making it impossible for him to operate
within the system as usual, and to temper his
response to this, making it impossible for him
simply to strike back without thought and with
all his strength. They have as it were two hands
upon him—the one calming him, making him
ask questions, as the other makes him move.

In any violent struggle one can expect the
violence to escalate. It does so automatically,
neither side being really able to regulate the
process at will. The classic acknowledgment of
this fact was made by President Kennedy when
he saluted Premier Khruschev for withdrawing
nuclear missiles from Cuba. “I welcome this
message,” he said, because “developments were
approaching a point where events could have
become unmanageable.” In nonviolent struggle,
the violence used against one may mount for a
while (indeed, if one is bold in one’s rebellion, it
is bound to do so), but the escalation is no longer
automatic; with the refusal of one side to retali-
ate, the mainspring of the automation has been
snapped and one can count on reaching a point
where de-escalation begins. One can count, that
is, in the long-run, on receiving far fewer casu-
alties.

If one adopts the discipline of nonviolence, in
the long-run one will receive fewer casuallties.
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The Number of Casualties

Nothing is more certain than this and yet,
curiously, nothing is less obvious. A very common
view is that nonviolent struggle is suicidal. This 1s
for example, Andrew Kopkind’s view: “Turn-the-
other-cheek was always a personal standard, not
a general rule: people can commit suicide but
peoples cannot. Morality, like politics, starts at
the barrel of a gun.” (A surprising sentence, but
by morality he means, no doubt, the assertion of
one’s rights.) The contention that nonviolent
struggle is suicidal hardly stands up under exam-
ination. Which rebels suffered more casualties—
those who, under Gandhi, managed to throw the
British out of India or the so-called Mau Mau
who struggled by violence to throw the British
out of Kenya? The British were certainly not
“nice guys”’ in their response to the Gandhians.
They, and the Indian troops who obeyed their
orders, beat thousands of unarmed people, shot
and killed hundreds. In the Amritsar Massacre,
for example, they fired into an unarmed crowd
that killed 379 people, wounding many more.
There was a limit, nevertheless, to the violence
they could justify to themselves—or felt they
could justify to the world. Watching any non-
violent struggle, it is always startling to learn how
long it can take the antagonist to set such limits;
but he finally does feel constrained to set them—
especially if his actions are well-publicized. In
Kenya, where the British could cite as provoca-
tion the violence used against them, they hardly
felt constrained to set any limits at all on their
actions, and they adopted tactics very similar to
those the Americans are using today against the
Vietnamese. In that struggle for independence,
many thousands of Africans fighting in the forest
and many thousands of their supporters and
sympathizers on the reserves were killed. Many
were also tortured.?

One can, as I say, be certain if one adopts the
discipline of nonviolence that in the long-run one
will receive fewer casualties. And yet very few
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