people are able to see that this is so. It is worth
examining the reasons why the obvious remains
unacknowledged. Several things, I think, blind
people to the plain truth.

First, something seems wrong to most people
engaged in struggle when they see more people
hurt on their own side than on the other side.
They are used to reading this as an indication of
defeat, and a complete mental readjustment is
required of them. Within the new terms of strug-
gle, victory has nothing to do with their being
able to give more punishment than they take
(quite the reverse); victory has nothing to do with
their being able to punish the other at all; it has
to do simply with being able, finally, to make the
other move. Again, the real issue is depth in focus.
Vengeance 1s not the point; change is. But the
trouble 1s that in most men’s minds the thought
of victory and the thought of punishing the enemy
coincide. If they are suffering casualties and the
enemy Is not, they fail to recognize that they are
suffering fewer casualties than they would be if
they turned to violence.

Nonviolent Battle

Actually, something seems wrong to many
people, I think, when—in nonviolent struggle—
they receive any casualties at all. They feel that if
they are not hurting anybody, then they shouldn’t
get hurt themselves. (They shouldn’t. But is is not
only in nonviolent battle that the innocent suffer.)
It 1s an intriguing psychological fact that when
the ghetto uprising provoked the government
iInto bringing out troops and tanks—and killing
many black people, most of them onlookers—
observers like Kopkind decided that the action
had been remarkably effective, citing as proof
precisely the violence of the government’s re-
sponse. But when James Meredith was shot, just
for example, any number of observers editorial-
1zed: “See, nonviolence doesn’t work.” Those
who have this reaction overlook the fact that
nonviolent battle is still battle, and in battle of
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whatever kind, people do get hurt. If personal
safety had been Meredith’s main concern, he
could, as the saying goes, have stayed at home.

Battle of any kind provokes a violent response
—because those who have power are not going
to give it up voluntarily. But there is simply no
question that—in any long-run—violent battle
provokes a more violent response and brings
greater casualties. Men tend not to think in long-
run terms, of course; they tend to think in terms
of isolated moments. There will always be such
moments that one can cite, in which a particular
man might have been safer if he had been armed.
If Meredith had been carrying a loaded pistol, he
might well have shot his assailant before the man
shot him. (He might also well have been am-
bushed by still more men.) Whatever one can say
about overall statistics, some men will always feel
safer when armed—each able to imagine himself
the one among many who would always shoot
first.

To recognize that men have greater, not less
control in the situation when they have com-
mitted themselves to nonviolence requires a
drastic readjustment of vision. And this means
taking both a long-range view of the field and a
very much cooler, more objective one. Non-
violence can inhibit the ability of the antagonist
to hit back. (If the genius of guerrilla warfare is to
make it impossible for the other side really to ex-
ploit its superior brute force, nonviolence can be
said to carry this even further.)

And there is another sense in which it gives
one greater leverage—enabling one both to put
pressure upon the antagonist and to modulate his
response to that pressure. In violent battle the
effort is to demoralize the enemy, to so frighten
him that he will surrender. The risk is that des-
peration and resentment will make him go on
resisting when it is no longer even in his own
interest. He has been driven beyond reason. In
nonviolent struggle the effort is of quite a differ-
ent nature. One doesn'’t try to frighten the other.
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