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Abstract: The majority of mainstream literature on conflict and security does not address political and social movements as extensions of conflict, but rather as an absence of it, or a sign of a conflict’s resolution.  This paper compares the structural and political bases and functions of two strategies employed in modern political conflict: asymmetrical warfare and strategic nonviolence, and proposes a new understanding of strategic nonviolence. This perspective interprets strategic nonviolence employed in certain contexts, not as an absence of conflict, but as an extension of the fundamental assumptions and practices of asymmetric warfare.  This kind of redefinition of strategic nonviolence may provide actors and policymakers more appropriate future decision-making frameworks that encourage strategic nonviolence as a tool of asymmetric conflict in many contexts, while acknowledging the increasing effectiveness of traditional asymmetric conflict in other contexts.  
“The Conqueror is always a lover of peace: he would prefer to take over our country unopposed.”

-Carl von Clausewitz

“First they ignore you, then they laugh at you, then they fight you, then you win.”
-M.K. Gandhi

I. Power and its Limitations
There is perhaps no concept in the political science lexicon more crucial, and more contentious, then power.  And so, just as in the study of violence, so too, in the study of non-violence, the question inevitably presents itself; how do we define power, a concept central to our understanding both of conflict and of its absence?  Shall we define power in straightforward realist terms, as the capacity for coercion?
  If so, then let us begin by seeing non-violence not as a moral force, but as, paradoxically, a physical one.  Does the realist perceive any difference between the attainment of one’s ends by non-violence when one could attain them by violence?  Let us answer this with another question; is it preferable or even necessary for the realist to attain his ends legitimately?  If so, then the seeds of strategic non-violence were sown centuries ago with the rise of the modern state.

If, as Weber claimed, the state must necessarily maintain a monopoly on the legitimate use of violence,
 then the power to defeat the state, as well as resting in the hands of those rare few who are willing and able to wrest away this monopoly and appropriate it themselves, rests also in the hands of those willing and able to de-legitimize the state’s monopoly on violence.  It is an exploration of these methods of defeating state power that is the subject of this essay, and it is, ultimately, through an understanding of strategic non-violent action as a natural extension of existing trends in asymmetric conflict that we may come to see strategic non-violence not only as an appropriation of moral influence, but as an increasingly effective instrument of realpolitik today and into the future.

We have witnessed, in the last century, the greatest violence that the modern state is capable of unleashing, with the deaths of hundreds of millions as a result, and yet the modern state finds itself consistently less effective in achieving its political ends by violence.  At the height of colonialism, the European powers easily crushed various indigenous resistance movements, and though some may have successfully resisted by violence, as Katzenbach and others have observed,
 those that failed were hindered not only by differentials in technology and economic production, but by an inability to adapt their resistance to exploit their strengths against the colonial powers’ weaknesses.  Mao Tse-Tung observed that when a weaker force engages a more powerful force on the latter’s terms, defeat is practically inevitable.
  The simple lesson of colonialism, and indeed, of the history of conflict itself, is that when the belligerents are asymmetric in strength, symmetrical tactics will always favor the stronger.  From ancient Melos to Aguinaldo’s Phillipines to nineteenth century Zululand, the fate awaiting a weaker power that stands and fights for its honor on the stronger opponent’s terms, has usually been military defeat.  But history is filled with equally rich examples of the weak defeating the strong through asymmetric strategies; the Greeks at Thermopylae, the Finnish Winter War, the Battle of the Little Bighorn, the War in Indochina, and a multitude of others.  Might we add to this the Indian Independence struggle, the campaign to end Apartheid, the US civil rights movement, the non-violent resistance to fascism in Europe, and the great many other politically successful nonviolent resistance movements?
Asymmetry and the New Dynamics of Conflict
“We fought a military war; our opponents fought a political one.  We sought physical attrition; our opponents aimed for psychological exhaustion.”
-Henry Kissinger

“The guerilla’s mission is to snatch political victory from the jaws of military defeat.”
-Sir Basil Henry Liddell Hart
 

The practice of asymmetric conflict is anything but new; however, a modern theoretical understanding of the reasons behind its increasing effectiveness against the strong is a work in progress.  Ivan Arreguin-Toft surveyed the conflicts listed in the Correlates of War project, and observed that, since 1800, the trend has been toward the increasing success of the conventionally “weak” actor in asymmetric conflicts.
  Whereas during the height of colonialism, from the years 1800 through 1849, the weaker actors attained their goals in 11.8 percent of cases, this dynamic has slowly developed into a very different political reality; from 1850-1899 the weaker actors succeeded in 20.5 percent of asymmetric conflicts, from 1900-1949 they succeeded in 34.9 percent of asymmetric conflicts, and from 1950-1998, the “weaker” parties actually succeeded in attaining their goals fifty five percent of the time.
  In the modern context of conflict, the scales appear to be slowly but surely tipping in favor of the conventionally weaker party.
Arreguin-Toft goes on to observe that the success of the weaker actor from 1800 through 1998, has been directly correlated with the weak actor’s approach in engaging the strong.  Through the two hundred year period surveyed, the weak actors prevailed in only twenty four percent of conflicts in which they utilized the same approach as the stronger power.  Conversely, over the same period, the weaker actor defeated the stronger in sixty three percent of cases in which they engaged the stronger party with the opposite tactics.
  It appears that, by increasing margins, a successful challenge to overwhelming state power must involve a refusal to engage the state where it is strong.  Perhaps it is here that nonviolence begins to be most relevant to this analysis.


But yet again, we are confronted with the vagueness of our concept of power; if power is simply coercive, than are not the preceding observations most obviously an endorsement of violent resistance?  After all, the trends do illustrate quite clearly the increasing effectiveness of violent movements in attaining their goals, provided they engage their opponents with the appropriate strategy.  The question before us, however, is not whether asymmetric strategies of violence can be an effective instrument of realpolitik, but rather, how an understanding of nonviolent resistance as a natural extension of asymmetric conflict can help us conceive of nonviolence as an effective tool of realpolitik.


For Machiavelli or Kautilya, state power is more or less a function of strength, of the state’s ability to subjugate its opposition by force of arms.
  By the logic of Weber or Hobbes, state power is a function of legitimacy,

 of the state’s acquisition not only of superiority in the use of force, but of its monopoly on the legitimate use of force.  By the logic of Locke and other enlightenment thinkers, power is a function of consent,
 not only the acquisition of physical superiority and the monopoly on its legitimate use, but of the consent of the governed that the state should, in fact, possess this monopoly.


Gene Sharp, widely considered a foremost scholar on strategic nonviolence, argues that since this third characterization of power is the most accurate description of modern power dynamics, then the most crucial aspect of nonviolent resistance is the withdrawal of consent.  Put simply, if the state’s ability to wield power is contingent on the consent of those it wields power over, the removal of this consent is, fundamentally, the beginning of the end of a state’s power over a population.
  A more detailed exploration of this argument is apropos, but before delving into nonviolence as a method of disrupting this third model of state power, we ought to first explore some of the implications of these characterizations of power with regard to asymmetric conflict.
Asymmetric violence is becoming more effective.  The reasons for this are multifold, but the majority of modern asymmetric warfare theory concentrates on the political, rather than the military.  Whereas in times past, success in asymmetric warfare might have revolved primarily around such concepts as mobility, exploitation of terrain, intelligence, strategic and tactical surprise, the understanding of asymmetric warfare today involves, in addition to these factors, an appropriate comprehension of the nature of modern conflict.  Conflict and war studies are rife with jargon such as “battlespace,” “force multiplication,” “net-centric warfare,” etc…  While some of this terminology is reminiscent of Orwellian doublespeak, the concept of battlespace is important to our understanding both of asymmetric warfare, and of the role nonviolent resistance may claim in relation to it.


Battlespace is more than simply the area in which fighting takes place.  Rather, the term battlespace refers to the sum total of environmental, technological, geographical, and human elements that must be identified and comprehended in order to achieve a military goal.
  It would seem that the lesson of recent history is that in asymmetric conflict, understanding the battlespace requires first an understanding that the conflict is not primarily military, but political, and that the most important aspects of this politicized conflict are, in fact, psycho-social in nature.


Andrew Mack, a leading scholar of asymmetric warfare, described the effectiveness of a guerilla or insurgent movement in terms of its ability to exact cost.
  Since in asymmetric conflict we are generally referring to a substantial physical power differential between parties, the conflict is rarely existential for the stronger power, but often will be for the weaker.  While superficially this may seem an asset to the stronger party, in fact it is easily turned into a liability through appropriate strategy by the weaker to consistently impose costs on the stronger.  In conflicts for which the interests of the stronger state are non-essential, the work of the weaker insurgent is made simple; he has only to survive, engage the stronger party in terms unfavorable to it, and exact consistent costs on the stronger party for its continued engagement.  And while insurgents may pay dearly to exact this cost, the draconian tactics necessary to defeat them militarily make the political de-legitimization of the stronger power’s use of force difficult to avoid.  This de-legitimization may originate from the population of the weaker party, upon whose support the oppressor relies for its ability to administer its conquered polity, or from the population of the stronger party itself, which, at some point, finds that their interest in exploiting the resources of the weaker power do not outstrip the costs of engagement.  In the former case, the stronger power, seeing that it cannot rely on the cooperation of the exploited population to facilitate its administration and prevent the steady, and most likely mounting, costs exacted by insurgents, is then faced with two choices: it can mobilize a larger proportion of resources to consolidate its power in the weak territory through the imposition of a state of total repression (“recourse to barbarism,” in asymmetric theory), or cut its losses and withdraw.  

In the case in which the de-legitimization of state violence originates within the strong actor’s population itself, the strong state is again faced with two choices: produce conditions of victory, or face a possibly crippling loss of domestic support.  It is in this sense, that the battlespace of an asymmetric conflict is political and psychological, the strong power is never threatened existentially, but through the imposition of perhaps small but consistent costs in lives, material, wealth, and even national or cultural prestige, the political dynamic both in the conflict zone and within the strong power itself, can shift in favor of the weaker party.  When this occurs, the prerequisite political legitimacy necessary to a permanent political success cannot be attained, and even the mobilization of greater resources to the struggle or the introduction of harsher methods, while perhaps effective in the short term, will be counterproductive in the long.



Many of the same elements remain, even when the strong power’s interest is a vital one.  Granted, a vital interest makes the strong power more likely to mobilize a large portion of its resources in an attempt to ensure success, but even here, the strong power is vulnerable.  In fact, a vital interest will often drive the strong power more rapidly to barbarism and harsh methods, a strategy that accelerates the de-legitimization of its power, and ultimately sacrifices long-term political victory for a short term military one.  The mobilization of significant resources by the strong power in pursuit of a vital interest may make a military success more probable, but the same de-legitimizing factors remain, and in cases of barbarism and escalation, will generally result in decreased legitimacy in the conflict zone as the harsher methods take their toll, as well as within the strong power’s own population, as the costs incurred by the weak opposition increase due to the gains in local support that state repression tends to produce.  The lesson of asymmetric conflict is that, for better or worse, modern conflict is not simply a military affair, but also, and perhaps even primarily, a political one.  Particularly when the belligerent parties are asymmetric in military capability, this power differential may serve as no handicap to the weaker party, but rather, becomes the greatest asset available to it.  And if asymmetric strategies are most effective when they convert the use of an enemy’s military assets into a political liability, then where might strategic nonviolent resistance fit into this framework?
“Victory attained by violence is tantamount to a defeat, for it is momentary.”

M.K. Gandhi

II. Nonviolence as a Category of Force
If state power is limited to the ability to wield the greatest physical force, then indeed, nonviolence serves no political purpose, and yet the twentieth century witnessed many of the greatest successes of nonviolent resistance movements in attaining their political goals.  Perhaps power, then, is not simply a matter of wielding physical force.  And if we cling to Weber and define power as legitimacy in wielding physical force, what then?  Here the discussion becomes more nuanced.  Was Weber’s description of the state as possessing a monopoly on the legitimate use of violence intended to be a normative, or a positive one?  If normative, it seems to imply that the state must, and should, monopolize force in order to be legitimate, and if it fails to do so, it fails to wield power.  If positive, it implies that the legitimacy of the state’s monopoly on violence is contingent on the subjects’ perception that the state maintains the monopoly legitimately, and that regardless of the physical reality, if the governed do not perceive the state’s monopoly as legitimate, the state will cease to wield true power.  It is not possible to even attempt to ascertain Weber’s intent in so short an analysis as this, but in either case, violent asymmetric strategies work to de-legitimize state power.  If the state must maintain an actual monopoly on the legitimate use of violence in order to wield power, then it finds it must wield the full measure of its power to destroy the insurgent and maintain its monopoly, but in reality this strategy will almost inevitably brutalize the guilty and unjustly strike the innocent, de-legitimizing the state in the bargain.  If the state’s power is contingent on the public perception of its monopoly on violence as legitimate, then the state is faced with the dilemma of whether to strike as fully as it can, leading to the problems of the previous scenario, or holding back and facing the risk of becoming illegitimate through inaction.


And if the third conception of force, the conception held by Locke and shared by Sharp and a multitude of others, is most accurate, and power is based not only on the possession of a monopoly on the legitimate use of violence, but also upon the consent of the people in the state’s use of its power, then not only do violent asymmetric strategies hold promise for political success, but strategic nonviolence holds perhaps more potential.  Though the machinery of asymmetric violence differs substantially from the machinery of nonviolence, they manufacture remarkably similar political products: the de-legitimization of state power from below.  But whereas asymmetric violence, when it is successful, must produce the desired political outcome at great cost to the belligerents and to the innocent by default, strategic nonviolence offers an alternative that can potentially produce similar, if not more preferable political outcomes, at possibly lower cost.
The Role of Strategic Nonviolence


Strategic nonviolence, like asymmetric warfare, involves engagement of the strong by the weak.  In asymmetric warfare the intent is to create a decision-making structure in which the strong actor has to choose between distasteful alternatives: clamp down, lose legitimacy, and ultimately surrender political control of an area of engagement, or, avoid the recourse to barbarism, incur costs, lose legitimacy, cut losses, and withdraw.  Asymmetric warfare strategies are most effective when they provoke the strong actor’s violence through violence, exacting political costs in the process, leading to the de-legitimization of the strong actor, and the eventual political success of the weak.  In strategic nonviolence, the intent is remarkably similar in that it can create a no-win decision-making structure for the strong actor: grant the petitioners’ demands or repress peaceful petitioners violently and lose legitimacy.  Asymmetric warfare and strategic nonviolence are thus quite similar in some respects; both produce desired political outcomes through the construction of decision-making frameworks that nullify the advantages of the strong party’s force, and disproportionally favor the weaker party.  But in addition to creating a favorable decision-making framework, strategic nonviolence also creates a sense of cognitive dissonance that can be a source of profound frustration and indecision for the strong power.
 While violent asymmetric tactics such as guerilla war and terrorism are obviously a source of major frustration for the state, they tend not to create the cognitive dissonance that leads to state inaction, and have occasionally been known to backfire spectacularly on the political front.  If a radical terrorist organization openly and intentionally bombs civilians, the state becomes illegitimate if it does not act to protect its subjects and enforce law and order.  If a similar group attacks state structures, the state becomes illegitimate if it does not protect its de facto monopoly on the use of violence.  In both cases, the course of action, while sometimes unsuccessful against an effective asymmetric strategy, nevertheless is clear: respond with force.


Against a strategic nonviolent movement, however, the state’s most appropriate course of action is rarely so clearly defined.  Where asymmetric warfare engages in violence to exact costs, eventually provoking state violence against the innocent, strategic nonviolence engages the state through such actions as boycotts, protests, strikes, and many other tactics.  In doing so, it also exacts costs which are commonly political, economic, and social.  The exacting of these costs requires state action in response, but once again, if the state uses the most powerful tool in its possession; force, it may only serve to de-legitimize state power, and this process is often accelerated when force is used against non-violent actors.  If the state does not confront the nonviolent movement, however, it will incur significant costs, and possibly face de-legitimization in the bargain as well.
And then there is the question of enforcement.  Even in an autocracy, it is often difficult to maintain the morale of the state apparatuses: police, military, judiciary, bureaucracy, while their duties consist of violently repressing non-violent civilians.  This problem may at times seem absurd, but it is very real one.  Substantial portions of the Soviet occupation forces stationed in Prague during the “Prague Spring” of 1968, reportedly became demoralized enough by the constant arguments and insults from non-violent Czechoslovak protestors that they had to be replaced.
  In Tiananmen Square, the protestors took a different, and perhaps more effective tact; even as many of them were engaging in hunger strikes that produced widespread sympathy for them throughout the country, they welcomed the locally-based occupying troops with handshakes, hot food, and respectful discussion.  It is reported that by the time the Communist Party leadership had ordered the crowd dispersed, they found that significant portions of the local 38th Unit of the People’s Liberation Army, had become sympathetic to the protestors, and could not be relied on to disperse them, even, in some cases, abandoning their posts to join the protests.  Ultimately, the Party leadership had to call in two units from outside provinces that they assumed to be immune from local pressure in Beijing.  After the violent dispersal of the crowd, one of these military units took up a type of defensive position that implied the commanders were more concerned about reprisal attacks from local military units sympathetic to the protestors, than from the protestors themselves.



In this way, strategic nonviolence can undermine the power of the state through techniques impossible for the asymmetric fighter.  Though increasingly effective, asymmetric warfare has only one avenue of undermining the power of the stronger opponent: the provocation of de-legitimizing violence through violence.  According to Sharp, strategic nonviolence has at least four mechanisms of success: conversion, in which the opponent’s belief system is successfully challenged, accommodation, in which the opponent must grant some portion of petitioners’ demands, non-violent coercion, in which the opponent is forced to grant all demands, and disintegration, in which the opponent suffers a legitimacy crisis sufficient to topple the regime completely.
  As a purely practical matter, it is this kind of flexibility that would theoretically recommend strategic nonviolent resistance, in many cases, over asymmetric violence.  Strategic nonviolence requires no weapons and relatively little training, this allows much larger portions of the population to engage in it than can ever hope to take up arms against an oppressor.  Strategic nonviolent resistance offers a wider variety of paths toward political victory, and though, like asymmetric warfare, it may become more effective when it provokes state violence, it does not require violence to operate, and may allow its adherents to achieve their political goals without violence at all.  Strategic nonviolence has been argued to be statistically more likely to enable a disaffected minority to achieve their goals than terrorism.
  And finally, strategic nonviolence, quite obviously, does not de-legitimize the state through the appropriation of its monopoly on violence, and hence, does not rely on violence for its own legitimacy.  This may lead to more lasting political gains, and indeed, as Ackerman and Kruegler assert, nonviolent movements may form a basis for democratization.
  These are some of the most obvious assets of strategic nonviolence relative to asymmetric warfare.  Interestingly, terrorism scholar Richard Betts refers to asymmetric warfare strategy as “tactical judo,”
 and nonviolence scholar Gene Sharp refers to strategic non-violence as “political jiu-jitsu.”
  Martial arts aficionados might find both labels amusingly fitting; as the two styles are quite similar, but jiu jitsu features a wider variety of effective techniques, as well as a greater number of ways by which one can win a match.


At this point in our consideration of strategic nonviolence as an extension of asymmetric strategy, it may be appropriate to ask another question: is strategic nonviolence force at all?  What separates strategic nonviolence from other forms of political and social pressure, and could theoretically render it more like its violent estranged brother asymmetric warfare, rather than its superficially similar cousin, political participation?  The answer lies in their respective forms of engagement.
Strategic nonviolence can obviously take place within a less antagonistic context than asymmetric warfare, and in this way is reminiscent of political participation.  However, strategic nonviolence and asymmetric warfare are theoretically united by their common strategy of active challenge, engagement of the opponent outside of existing political structures.  The nature of this challenge, whether violent or nonviolent, forces state action in ways that guarantee an outcome of some kind.  If we take any of our three concepts of power as our point of departure, we find that most forms of legitimate and legally permissible political participation, even calls for reform, pose no fundamental threat to existing power structures, and in fact, even when successful, perhaps especially when successful, may serve to reinforce them.  This is not the case with asymmetric conflict or strategic nonviolence, both of which rely for their success on the de-legitimization of state power through challenges to the state at the most fundamental, structural level.

And just as we might ask whether nonviolence is force, we might also ask whether asymmetric warfare is really warfare at all, since its true mechanism of action is through the application of political, rather than military, pressure.  It is reasonable to assume, from a realist or rational-choice perspective, that if the nonviolent resister sensed that she enjoyed an excellent likelihood of successfully attaining her goals through political participation, she would probably participate.  Likewise, it is just as reasonable to assume, that if the asymmetric combatant sensed that he would enjoy an excellent likelihood of attaining his goals through strategic nonviolence, he would opt for nonviolence.  It is the perception, whether correct or incorrect, of a strategy’s likelihood of success, as well as the perceived lack of viable alternatives, that can drive actors toward increasingly aggressive forms of political contention.  This often leads to violence, and occasionally leads to extreme forms of it, however, just as asymmetric conflict is becoming increasingly effective in the modern context of conflict, so too is strategic nonviolence.
  Assuming two courses of action offer equal probabilities of success, a rational actor would tend toward the one that offers more strategic flexibility and better likelihood of a permanently successful outcome.  In many cases, strategic nonviolence has already been demonstrated to be preferable to asymmetric warfare in these regards.  Few would argue that asymmetric warfare is not force, it clearly is.  And yet, somehow the word force seems to mesh awkwardly with the word nonviolence.  But it is a peculiar linguistic bias, perhaps a bias which future generations will find laughable, that associates force so naturally with violence.  If force is coercion, then nonviolence can qualify as force, as it can clearly be an effective instrument of political and social coercion.  An asset of nonviolence that asymmetric warfare does not possess, however, is that it is equally comfortable as an instrument of the lesser evils of pressure and conversion.

III. Conclusion: Some Implications of Strategic Nonviolence as a “New Form” of Asymmetric Conflict

And so we come to the important task of judging the implications of understanding strategic nonviolence not only in relation to asymmetric conflict, but, in a roundabout way, as a more politically and philosophically complex form of it.  As Professor Brian Martin of the University of Wollongong puts it, “The two key concepts in Sharp’s theory of power are, first, the ruler-subject classification, and second, consent.”  As such, the framework through which Sharp interprets power is fundamentally individualist and volunteerist.
  The simplicity of this framework is useful in that it conceives of strategic nonviolence as a straightforward withdrawal of consent, providing a simple roadmap for nonviolence strategists to follow.  The limitation of this consent-based framework of power is that it may be too broad in scope, applying a power dynamic to political relations that ignores other aspects of power, leading to inappropriate or ineffectual applications of strategic nonviolence.  For example, structural conceptions of power, such as hegemony or political culture theories, may provide some insight into the failures of some nonviolent movements to produce lasting gains, or to even develop in the first place.
The 1979 Iranian Revolution is one example of the unpredictable implications of the practice of strategic nonviolence within a profoundly complex political and historical context.  Though the Shah was deposed primarily through mass nonviolent protest and non-cooperation, and the student-driven movement itself showed promise of developing into a more permanent democratization and liberalization process, the revolution quickly degenerated into a system of repression through which some of the most influential leaders of the non-violent movement assumed control of state apparatuses and became oppressors themselves in short order.
  Sharp, Ackerman, or Kreuglers’ frameworks do not reliably predict such outcomes, but a broader politico-structural analysis taking into account the culture, history, technology, and politics of Iran in 1979, might.
Furthermore, the conception of strategic nonviolence purely as an amoral political instrument, introduces the possibility that strategic nonviolence can be opportunistically utilized by self-interested actors to produce desired, but ultimately immoral or socially counterproductive outcomes.  This essay is clearly not a discussion of political ethics, but the concern is a legitimate one, particularly if our understanding of strategic nonviolence is as an instrument of political interest that is not necessarily socially or morally transformative.

We might gain from a wholly new concept of power, or perhaps by linking Sharp’s consent-based concepts of power with other forms of analysis that would assist strategists in choosing which milieus are most conducive to a successful strategic nonviolent movement, as well as which specific tactics would be most effective in particular political, social, technical, cultural, and historical contexts should a party choose to engage in strategic nonviolence.  Just as the combatant in an asymmetric conflict must tailor his strategy and arsenal to very specific conditions, ready at all times to adapt his tactics upon contact with the adversary, so too must nonviolent strategists possess a framework through which they can select the most effective tactics in a given scenario, and adjust their repertoire of actions appropriately as events develop.


The development of a reliable framework of this type, that is nonetheless simple enough to be practical, will be a crucial component in the further development of strategic nonviolence as an instrument of politics.  Perhaps further exploration of strategic nonviolence in relation to, or perhaps as an extension of, more traditional understandings of conflict such as conventional and asymmetrical strategies, will be instructive.  The major prerequisite to the popularization of nonviolence in many contexts for which the popular understanding perceives violence as the only option, is a development of a reliable framework through which we can conceive of strategic nonviolence not as a weak substitute for violent strategies, but as a more viable and realistic alternative in some cases.  Karl von Clausewitz is said to have famously declared, that “war is the pursuit of politics by other means.” However, the modern strategist would be wise to turn this statement on its head, and see strategic nonviolence as the pursuit of war by other means.
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