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Let us realize that the arc of the moral universe is long,
but it bends toward justice.
—Martin Luther King Jr.
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Chapter One

Social Movements and
Global Social Change

Social movements have changed the world. During the past two hundred
years, social movements overthrew monarchies, won independence from co-
lonial empires, and founded republics in postcolonial states. They established
“republics”—constitutional governments based on popular sovereignty—
first in the United States and then in a majority of countries around the world.
In some new republics, political factions established dictatorships and one-
party regimes that denied people their rights and inflicted cruelties on them.
In recent years, however, social movements fought successfully to overthrow
many dictatorships and democratize a majority of the republics. Social move-
ments also fought to expand citizenship in the republics. At first, only a small
minority of the people in the republics could exercise suffrage and claim
their rights as citizens. But social movements soon demanded that citizenship
and suffrage be extended to others, and today a majority of residents in the
republics claim citizenship.

These three developments—the rise of the republics, the democratization
of the republics, and the expansion of citizenship in the republics—had im-
portant consequences. The demise of dynastic states brought an end to the
ferocious rivalry for control of colonial empires that erupted in successive
world wars. The fall of dictators brought an end to the dirty wars, gulags, and
routine violence that regimes inflicted on subject populations. The expansion
of citizenship curbed the violence of private, nonstate actors and restrained
the violence deployed by state officials in the republics.

1



2 Chapter 1

Although these developments were important achievements, global social
change has been partial and incomplete. Dynastic rulers still cling to their
thrones, dictatorships in many republics retain their grip on power, and citi-
zenship has nowhere been granted to all the residents of any republic. The
expansion of liberty has been accompanied by persistent inequality.

When thinking about social change, it is important to keep in mind both
developments—growing liberty and persistent inequality—at the same time.
To understand why social change resulted in these two contradictory devel-
opments, it is necessary to examine not only how social movements ad-
vanced and assisted social change but also how they obstructed, delayed, and
compromised the meaning of social change.

STATES IN 1800

In 1800, most of the states in the interstate system were governed by dynastic
monarchies. The kings and queens who ruled these states claimed their pow-
er as an inheritance and relied for their authority on the “divine right of
kings.” The United States was the only country in the world that identified
itself as a “republic.” This new republic differed from dynastic states in two
respects. In a republic, the government derived its authority from the “peo-
ple,” not from “God,” and was based on “popular sovereignty,” not the
“divine right” of kings. Moreover, the people used their sovereign authority
to create a binding set of contractual agreements that defined relations be-
tween the people and the government. As a result, they created constitutional
government based on popular sovereignty in the republic. By contrast, the
rulers of dynastic states accepted no binding legal restrictions on their au-
thority. Governments in dynastic states provided to their subjects only the
privileges that kings and queens might allow.

During the next two hundred years, the idea of creating constitutional
government based on popular sovereignty in a republic spread around the
world. The subsequent rise of the republics was accompanied by the fall of
dynastic states. Today, a vast majority of the 193 states that belong to the
United Nations call themselves republics.1 Only a handful of dynastic mon-
archies remain. The rise of the republics transformed the character of the
capitalist interstate system from one dominated by dynastic states to one
based on nation-state republics.

When republics were first established in the Americas, Europe, Africa,
and Asia, military leaders and political parties frequently seized power and
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established dictatorships. They abrogated constitutions, dissolved legisla-
tures, manipulated elections, looted public treasuries, and arrested, tortured,
and murdered their opponents. But social movements in the republics eventu-
ally forced dictators from power and (re)established constitutional govern-
ment based on popular sovereignty in a majority of the republics by the end
of the twentieth century. Of course, dictators remain in power in many states,
including China, the world’s largest republic.2 The democratization of the
republics transformed the political character of republican governments
around the world.3

When they first created republican government, the founders gave popu-
lar sovereignty to the “people.” But the elite group of merchants, planters,
landlords, industrialists, and professionals who organized constitutional
government insisted that citizenship and suffrage be given to only a small
group of people like themselves. In the United States, the elite “1 percent”
who created constitutional government granted citizenship to adult, white,
Protestant men with property, who made up only “10 percent” of the popula-
tion. They then divided the vast majority—the “90 percent”—of people into
two subordinate groups—“denizens” and “subjects”—who were assigned a
different legal and social status.

People assigned to the “denizen” population—adult men without proper-
ty, immigrants, women, and children—were given some rights but were de-
nied citizenship, suffrage, or both. Although members of these groups have
sometimes been described as “second-class” citizens, like passengers riding
in coach on a train, they included immigrants, who were residents but not
citizens, so it would be inappropriate to describe them as second-class citi-
zens. Instead, they might be identified as “denizens,” as residents with some
but not all of the rights extended to citizens.

Of course, many people possessed few if any rights in the new republic.
Convicts, sailors, indentured servants, and slaves were under the direct con-
trol of public officials or private authorities, the adult white men whose
“liberty” consisted in part of dominion over others. The people who were
placed under the control of public officials and private authorities might be
identified as “subjects.”

Because the men who designed constitutional government divided people
into three groups, with a minority of citizens on top and a majority of deni-
zens and subjects arranged below, the social structure of the new republic
resembled a three-tiered pyramid. Of course, denizens and subjects objected
to their subordinate status and fought to claim citizenship and suffrage in the
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United States and in other republics. Their efforts slowly expanded citizen-
ries within the republics. By 1920, a majority of the people living in the
United States could claim citizenship and suffrage. Although the expansion
of citizenship and suffrage inverted the pyramid and changed the shape of
society in the republic, it did not change the social structure of inequality,
which remained intact. Today, a large minority of residents in the republics
remain as denizens (children and immigrants) and subjects (convicts, or-
phans, and people with some mental disabilities or contagious diseases).
Still, the expansion of citizenries within the republics transformed social and
political life for people in republics around the world.4

These three developments—the rise of the republics, the democratization
of the republics, and the expansion of citizenries within the republics—also
contributed to a decline of violence among states and a reduction of violence
by state officials and nonstate actors.

Why did these important global changes occur?
They occurred because diverse social movements struggled to create con-

stitutional governments in colonial and postcolonial settings, because social
movements fought to democratize the republics, and because social move-
ments labored to expand citizenship within the republics.5 Of course, they
were not always or everywhere successful. Indeed, their work is far from
done. Still, their collective efforts to change society have transformed the
interstate system and the social contours and political practices of individual
states around the world.

THE RISE AND DEMOCRATIZATION OF THE REPUBLICS

People living two hundred years ago would find it difficult to imagine that
these changes could occur. At the time, constitutional government based on
popular sovereignty was a novel and fragile political innovation.6 In 1800, it
had existed for only a few years in the United States, “a marginal republic
perched on the edge of a vast continent on the fringes of the European
commercial system.”7 In France, Napoleon Bonaparte had abruptly terminat-
ed the Second Republic in 1799 and installed a dictatorship in its place. In
Haiti, rebellious slaves successively defeated indigenous armies led by white
planters and mulattoes and invading armies from Great Britain, Spain, and
France and, in 1804, established a republic. But a foreign embargo and
indigenous dictatorship prevented the nascent state from recovering from the
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brutal twelve-year war and consigned the postcolonial state to political isola-
tion and economic penury.8

Despite these inauspicious beginnings, social movements subsequently
fought to create republics around the world, first in the Americas during the
nineteenth century, then in Europe during the first half of the twentieth
century, and then, after World War II, across Africa and Asia. Today, a vast
majority of the 193-plus states in the world identify themselves as republics. 9

Significantly, diverse political movements—capitalist, socialist, Islamic—all
adhere to the principle of constitutional government, though they qualify it
by describing their state as the “Republic of Korea” (capitalist), the “Socialist
Republic of Vietnam” (socialist), and the “Islamic Republic of Pakistan”
(Islamic).

Of course, the struggle to overthrow dynastic states and colonial empires
around the world was a difficult and protracted process. Moreover, the rise of
the republics was marred or compromised by three troublesome develop-
ments. First, some of the new republics, like their dynastic peers, conquered
and colonized other people, engaging in “imperialist” behavior that compro-
mised their stated commitment to popular sovereignty and the “rights of
man.” Second, dictators seized power in many republics, made subjects of
their citizens, and prevented them from exercising popular sovereignty in any
meaningful way. Third, great powers and indigenous groups partitioned post-
colonial states or seceded from republican states and founded separate states
of their own, a development that typically led to conflict within and between
divided states and successor republics.10

After World War II, the two most powerful republics—the United States
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—together created the United
Nations and other institutions to curb imperialism, prevent war, and promote
decolonization, developments that contributed to the demise of dynastic
states and the rise of republics in their place. Then, starting in the 1970s, the
fall of dictators in capitalist countries in southern Europe, across Latin Amer-
ica, and in East Asia and the collapse of communist regimes in eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union led to the widespread democratization of the
republics, a process still under way in North Africa and the Middle East.11

Unfortunately, the division and subdivision of states as a result of partition
and secession accelerated during the past twenty years, most recently in
Sudan.12 In 2011, South Sudan seceded from Sudan and became an indepen-
dent republic. But fighting has erupted between the two countries and be-
tween ethnic groups in South Sudan, where “heavily armed militias . . . are
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now marching on villages and towns with impunity, sometimes with genoci-
dal intent. ‘We will kill everyone,’ the representative of one ethnic militia
vowed. ‘We are tired of them.’”13

Of course, imperialism, dictatorship, and the conflicts associated with
partition are still problems in many republics. Nonetheless, the spread and
democratization of the republics has transformed the interstate system from
one dominated by dynastic empires and their colonial empires to one domi-
nated by sovereign and increasingly democratic republics.

THE EXPANSION OF CITIZENSHIP

The rise and democratization of the republics was accompanied by the ex-
pansion of citizenship within the republics. Initially, the architects, the men
who designed constitutional government, reserved citizenship—the right to
exercise popular sovereignty and to vote, bear arms, represent oneself in
court, acquire and dispose of property, and make contracts—to a minority of

The Rise and Democratization of the Republics
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residents in the republic. In the United States, they awarded citizenship only
to adult, white, Protestant men with property, both as a matter of principle
and of practice. In principle, they argued that citizenship should be restricted
to responsible actors, to men capable of making rational political decisions
without constraint (property ownership was thought to free men from coer-
cion by landlords or employers). In practice, they believed that “liberty” for
citizens was based, in part, on their dominion over others, the liberty to
exercise their authority over wives, children, employees, servants, and
slaves. So from the outset, the architects extended the rights associated with
citizenship only to a minority of residents and denied some or all of these
rights to a majority of people, who were divided into two large groups.

The architects gave some rights to “denizens,” a group composed of
women, children, and immigrants. People in this group were not allowed to
vote, though they could sometimes inherit and dispose of property. Male
children and immigrants might eventually become citizens when they
reached their majority or if they naturalized. But authorities denied virtually
all of the rights and opportunities associated with citizenship to “subjects.”
They made indentured servants, convicts, orphans, slaves, and people whom
they viewed as threats to public health (people with mental disabilities or
contagious diseases) or public safety (Native Americans, political dissidents,
Japanese Americans) the subjects of state authorities. They also allowed
private citizens the legal authority to control the denizens and subjects in
their charge. By delegating state authority to nonstate actors, the architects
gave husbands, fathers, employers, ship captains, and slave owners the right
to assault, abuse, and even kill their wards without fear of legal consequence.

By dividing the populace and assigning groups different sets of rights, the
architects created a pyramid-shaped, three-tiered social hierarchy. A minority
of citizens sat on top of the pyramid. Denizens occupied the middle tier, and
subjects formed the base of the pyramid. Together, denizen and subject popu-
lations made up a majority of residents in the early republics.14

During the next two hundred years, groups of denizens and subjects
fought to claim citizenship. In the United States, for example, adult white
men without property claimed citizenship in the early nineteenth century.
Adult black men acquired citizenship in the mid-nineteenth century, and
adult women, white and black, won citizenship in the early twentieth century,
at least in the North. These successive expansions made citizenship available
to a majority of people living in the republic. Over time and around the
world, citizenship expanded in the republics, and today a majority of people
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in a majority of the republics count themselves as citizens. This was a signifi-
cant achievement. Still, it is important to recognize that large groups of
people (chiefly minors and immigrants) are still treated as denizens, and a
large number of people (convicts, orphans, illegal aliens, and people with
mental disabilities or contagious diseases) remain the subjects of state au-
thority. The acquisition of liberty and equality by a majority of people in the
republics has been accompanied by persistent and durable subordination and
inequality for a minority of people.15

The rise of the republics resulted in the demise of dynastic states and their
colonial empires, a development that transformed the interstate system. The
expansion of citizenship within the republics reshaped the social contours of
countries around the world. Still, the rise and democratization of the repub-
lics did not eliminate dynastic states (Saudi Arabia) or bring an end to dictat-
orships in the republics (China). Moreover, the expansion of citizenship did
not eliminate denizen and subject populations in either residual dynastic
states or in democratic republics (the United States, France).

Social Change and Social Movements
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Why has liberty and equality advanced? Why has subordination and in-
equality endured? The argument here is that social movements have been
responsible for both developments. To understand the totality of global social
change, it is necessary to examine the role that social movements have
played in both advancing and retarding change. Social change during the past
two hundred years has been the product of a multisided struggle among
different types of social movements.

SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

The architects of constitutional government in the republics invited citizens
to exercise popular sovereignty in the new republics. They also invited peo-
ple in dynastic states to create republics in which they might exercise popular
sovereignty and claim “the rights of man.” In the republics, citizens orga-
nized political parties and social movements to claim the opportunities pro-
vided by institutions in the state and civil society. Of course, the architects
did not extend this invitation to denizens and subjects, whom they regarded
as incapable of responsibly exercising popular sovereignty. Nevertheless,
denizens and subjects in the republics and in dynastic states and their colo-
nies fought to claim the rights and opportunities associated with citizenship,
even though they were not invited or permitted to do so.

Early on, three types of social movements emerged: aspiring, altruistic,
and restrictionist. These three types of movements have defined the field of
social movements around the world during the past two hundred years. Like
the “ideal types” used by Max Weber and Emile Durkheim, these types
identify movements that mark the boundaries or corners of the field. As a
practical matter, particular social movements have often combined features
from different types of movements and drawn participants from different
corners of the field. Moreover, different types of social movements have
often changed their character or location on the field over time. Many aspir-
ing movements have adopted restrictionist positions once they became citi-
zens or acquired state power.

Aspiring Movements

Denizens and subjects have frequently organized aspiring movements in re-
sponse to the inequalities imposed on them by state officials and private
authorities. They have fought to create republics in dynastic states and colo-



10 Chapter 1

Types of Social Movements

nial empires, struggled to democratize republics, and demanded that citizen-
ship be expanded to include subaltern groups. Historically, status-based “na-
tionalist” movements such as Sinn Fein and the Indian National Congress
and class-based “socialist” movements such as the Bolsheviks and the Chi-
nese Communist Party fought to create republics, while Solidarity in Poland
and the African National Congress in South Africa struggled to democratize
them. In the United States, slaves, workers, feminists, and civil rights acti-
vists fought to expand citizenship and participate as equals in civil society
and in state institutions. The upward thrust of aspiring movements has pro-
pelled social change around the world. Aspiring movements sometimes acted
alone, but they were sometimes assisted by altruistic movements. In altruistic
movements, people from higher-status categories (citizens and denizens) as-
sisted subordinate groups (denizens and subjects).

Altruistic Movements

Citizens and denizens have often assisted subordinate groups who lacked the
legal standing, political capacity, or economic resources they needed to act
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effectively on their own behalf. It may be difficult for subaltern groups
(denizens or subjects) to organize politically without triggering a response by
state officials and private surrogates who have been authorized to use vio-
lence to defend the social hierarchy. Historically, the altruistic movements
from “above,” which collaborated with people from “below,” included male
citizens who supported women’s suffrage, female denizens who participated
in movements to abolish the slave trade and slavery, and citizens who orga-
nized on behalf of incarcerated prisoners and death-row inmates, battered
women, and trafficked children. They have included “relief” organizations
such as the Red Cross, Oxfam, and Doctors without Borders; legal aid groups
such as the American Civil Liberties Union and the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People; and resource-mobilizing, philanthropic
organizations such as the Rockefeller, Gates, and Soros Foundations.

Although altruistic movements have been motivated by an aversion to
injustice, they have also been motivated by self-interest, which has compli-
cated their relations with subaltern groups and aspiring social movements. In
recent years, some scholars have excluded altruistic movements from the
study of social movements, arguing that their privileged status makes it diffi-
cult or impossible for them to appreciate the lived experience or “standpoint”
of less-privileged groups or to meaningfully assist them. Many scholars as-
sume that people in social movements act rationally in their own self-interest.
If they act on behalf of others, they may be doing so either because they are
acting against their own self-interest, which is irrational, or because they are
really acting in their own self-interest but are doing so covertly, which is
dishonest. Either way, many scholars often treat altruistic movements, which
they describe as “conscience constituents,” as unreliable social actors or as
ineffective agents of real social change.

But altruistic movements should be included in the study of social move-
ments both because they have, for better or worse, collaborated with aspiring
movements and because they have contributed to significant social change.

Restrictionist Movements

Social change has also been shaped by restrictionist movements that opposed
the creation of constitutional government, imposed dictatorship and resisted
democratization in the republics, fought to prevent the extension of citizen-
ship to denizens and subjects, and worked to preserve social inequality as a
political principle and social practice. Their collective efforts have changed
the direction, slowed the pace, and compromised the meaning of social
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change. Their work has ensured that the structure of social inequality remains
intact. They have frequently used the authority given them by the state to
engage in collective or individual violence against subordinate groups, or
they have assumed their authority without official license, engaging in extra-
legal or vigilante violence to defend social hierarchy and inequality.

Historically, restrictionist movements have included the Sons of Liberty,
the Ku Klux Klan, and the Tea Party; prohibitionists and Mothers against
Drunk Driving; fascists, the Taliban, and the Catholic Church; Fox News and
the Heritage Foundation; and the National Association of Manufacturers and
sometimes the American Federation of Labor.

For the most part, sociologists have excluded restrictionist movements,
what Sidney Tarrow called “the ugly movements,” from the study of social
movements.16 By defining social movements as “antiauthoritarian” challeng-
ers, scholars have excluded “pro-authoritarian” or restrictionist movements
from the field, largely because they seek to preserve authority, defend in-
equality, and deny power to denizens and subjects. But restrictionist move-
ments should be included because they have shaped the pace, direction, and
meaning of social change. Also note that when aspiring movements acquired
citizenship, they often adopted restrictionist views and prevented others
(children, immigrants, orphans, and convicts) from acquiring comparable
rights.

ACTORS AND ACTIVITIES

Participants in aspiring, altruistic, and restrictionist movements created bu-
reaucratic organizations that enabled them to conduct strikes, stage protests,
and wage war with their opponents on an ongoing basis. They also acted
alone, as individuals, or as participants in informal social networks to engage
in a wide range of activities—filing lawsuits, conducting hunger strikes,
setting themselves on fire, migrating, and rioting—to express their anger and
their determination to make social change. By focusing on the activities or
“repertoires” of formal social movement organizations, many scholars have
downplayed the contribution to change that disorganized actors and social
networks have made. But there is little doubt that people alone or in social
networks have contributed to real social change. For instance, the 1958 law-
suit filed by Richard and Mildred Loving, an interracial couple who were
arrested in Virginia for violating the state’s law against interracial marriage
(“The Racial Integrity Act”), eventually persuaded the US Supreme Court to
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strike down restrictionist laws in sixteen states and allow interracial couples
to marry.17 The individuals who filed lawsuits that led to Supreme Court
decisions in the Dred Scott case, Plessy v. Ferguson, Brown v. Board of
Education, and Roe v. Wade contributed to social change and persuaded
other people to participate in abolitionist, civil rights, and pro-choice and
pro-life movements and organizations.

Individual protesters have often ignited significant social change. In In-
dia, Anna Hazare conducted a hunger strike in 2011 to force the government
to adopt anticorruption legislation. In Tunisia, Mohamed Bouazizi, a street
vendor, set himself on fire to protest his mistreatment by police. His suicidal
protest in December 2010 ignited widespread antigovernment protests that
led to the fall of the dictatorship and to elections for a democratic govern-
ment. During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, individual
anarchists who believed that dramatic acts of violence would incite wide-
spread revolt assassinated the czar of Russia (1881), the president of France
(1894), the empress of Austria (1898), the king of Italy (1900), the president
of the United States (1902), and the archduke of Austria-Hungary (1914).18

Although these assassinations did not immediately trigger revolt, the arch-
duke’s murder led to World War I, which contributed to revolutions in Ire-
land and Russia.

People who belong to social networks have also contributed to social
change. Long before Facebook, people have encouraged their friends, rela-
tives, and associates to engage in activities that resulted in change. The
fifteen Buddhist monks who in 2012 set fire to themselves to protest the
Chinese regime’s policies in Tibet and died as a result might have belonged
to a social network that adopted suicide as a form of protest.19 People in
social networks have also used desertion and migration as a form of protest.
Slaves in the US South escaped their captors and fled, individually and in
groups, to the North and to freedom. Sailors deserted ships. Indentured ser-
vants, Benjamin Franklin among them, deserted their masters and struck out
on their own. Although scholars have not treated flight or migration as one of
the “repertoires” of social movements, deserters, fugitives, and political refu-
gees have contributed to social change. The flight of slaves contested the
slave owners’ authority over fugitive slaves in the North and contributed to
North-South conflict and, eventually, civil war. The exodus of dissidents
from East Germany in 1989 led to the collapse of the communist regime.
Demographers now treat migration less as the product of individual choice
and more as the product of political and economic decisions made collective-
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ly by members of informal social networks. In light of this, desertion, flight,
and migration should be seen as repertoires that social networks used to
make change.

Of course, it may be difficult to distinguish between actions by individu-
als and members of social networks. What should we make of the “107
Tunisians [who] tried to kill themselves by self-immolation in the first six
months after [Mohamed] Bouazizi’s death”?20 Were these the actions of
individuals acting alone, like the anarchist assassins? Or were they members
of social networks that encouraged this practice, like the Buddhist monks?
We don’t yet know. This book is designed to encourage students and scholars
to ask these kinds of questions and discover possible answers. The book
provides a framework to help people begin that process and determine the
origins of social movements that advanced, assisted, and resisted social
change.

People sometimes took action as individuals and as members of informal
social networks because they could make forceful demands for change with-
out exposing themselves to the risks associated with joining formal organiza-
tions. Remember that it was often illegal for denizens and subjects to join
formal organizations or engage in public protest. If they did, state and private
authorities could identify, arrest, or assault them. During the Great Mutinies
of 1797, striking British sailors purposely avoided creating a union or other
formal organization because they wanted to prevent participants from being
identified as mutineers by the authorities and then immediately hanged. 21 To
avoid retribution, denizens and subjects have often refused to join formal
organizations and have instead engaged in protests—mutiny, riot, migra-
tion—that provided them with a degree of anonymity and protection from
assault. The people who recently joined the protests in public squares across
North Africa avoided joining dissident organizations because to do so might
invite a visit from the regime’s secret police. Instead, they joined mass rallies
and riots because the crowd allowed them to participate anonymously and
because it provided some protection from violent assault by state police and
private thugs.

It is important to appreciate how individuals, social networks, and formal
organizations have employed a wide range of activities—lawsuits, hunger
strikes, self-immolations, assassinations, mutinies, riots, desertions, marches,
demonstrations, and armed rebellion—to express their anger, publicize their
demands, recruit others to their cause, and persuade or force public and
private authorities to make social change.22
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MOVEMENT GOALS

During the past two hundred years, diverse types and kinds of social move-
ments have engaged in a wide range of activities to secure “liberty, equality,
and fraternity,” at least for themselves. Scholars have paid more attention to
the first two goals—liberty and equality—than to fraternity, or the solidarity
provided by real or fictive communities. They have neglected struggles for
community because they viewed these efforts as nonpolitical or reactionary.
After all, many movements resist social change because they think it will
undermine the solidarity that their community provides. But they should be
included for two reasons. First, movements built communities to protect
themselves from the rapid social change associated with capitalist develop-
ment on a world scale. In this context, community building was a response to
social change. Second, they built communities to create the social networks
that could provide them with the human and economic resources they needed
to survive. These nonpolitical social networks could then be mobilized to
press for social and political change. In this sense, community building ad-
vanced social change. For example, the communities provided by the Catho-
lic Church have been mobilized by aspiring movements (the United Farm
Workers), altruistic movements (Catholic Charities), and restrictionist move-
ments (anti-abortion, anti-contraception, anti–gay marriage groups). African
American churches provided sanctuary (in both the literal and figurative
sense) to participants in the early civil rights movement and provided the
private resources that parishioners needed to sustain public protests.

The political scientist Robert Putnam famously argued that participation
in private, apolitical bowling leagues contributed to participation in public,
political activities and organizations. Still, it is important to take a broad
view of the diverse goals that different types of social movements have
adopted around the world.

SOCIAL CHANGE AND SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

The approach advanced here has several distinctive features. First, it starts
with social change. It identifies a significant set of global social changes—
the spread and democratization of republics in the interstate system and the
expansion of citizenries within them—and argues that social movements
have been collectively responsible for making change. Starting with social
change invites scholars and students to identify the social movements that
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shaped change, analyze their activities in relation to other movements, and
examine the role they collectively played in advancing and/or retarding
change. This strategy differs from the approach taken by many scholars, who
start by examining a particular movement and then try to determine what
change might have resulted from its activities or repertoires, an empirical
task that has proved difficult. As Sidney Tarrow admitted, it has not been
“particularly fruitful [for scholars] to examine the outcomes of single social
movements on their own.”23 By starting with social change, it is easier then
to determine how social movements contributed to change.

Second, this approach takes a very broad view of social change and social
movements, examining global social change and social movements during
the past two hundred years. It invites scholars and students to examine differ-
ent types of movements (aspiring, altruistic, and restrictionist) that took di-
verse forms (individuals, social networks, formal organizations, and political
parties), engaged in a wide range of activities (lawsuits and petitions, riot and
migration, protest and insurrection), adopted a variety of goals (liberty,
equality, and solidarity), and created political institutions to realize them
(constitutional government based on popular sovereignty in a republic).

Moreover, this perspective invites scholars and students from different
disciplines—history, sociology, political science, economics, women’s stud-
ies, and ethnic studies—to contribute to a comprehensive understanding of
global social change and social movements around the world. By and large,
scholars regard their colleagues in other disciplines as strangers, aliens, or
foreigners. They need to introduce themselves to one another’s work and
treat one another as friends and collaborators.

The ideas advanced here are not proprietary. I do not intend to patent and
protect the ideas outlined here but instead offer them as “open-source code”
that might help scholars and students to develop their own research applica-
tions and use their investigations to test and rebut the theories and arguments
made here.

Third, this approach provides an optimistic view of social movements and
social change. The rise and democratization of the republics and the expan-
sion of citizenship has been a positive development. Still, these develop-
ments have been accompanied by persistent and durable inequalities. As a
result, it suggests that scholars and students take an optimistic view about
global social change, a perspective that is tempered by a realistic apprecia-
tion of its limits.
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The next chapter examines the emergence of constitutional government
based on popular sovereignty in the United States, the first republic of the
modern era. Chapter 3 looks at the rise of the republics, the decline of
dynastic empires and their colonies, and the creation of a new, republican
interstate system after World War II. Chapter 4 examines two problems that
have plagued the republics since their inception: dictatorship and division.
Chapter 5 looks at the successive waves of democratization around the world
during the postwar period, a process that continues today in North Africa and
the Middle East. Chapter 6 looks at the expansion of citizenship during the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Although some groups ascended
into the citizenry, other groups, who were seen as threats to public safety or
public health, were driven downward into denizen and subject populations.
Chapter 7 examines the trajectory of these “descendants” and the “remain-
ders,” groups of people who remained in the assigned places throughout this
period. These two chapters explore the complex character of social change in
the United States. Chapter 8 looks at efforts by the civil rights, youth, femi-
nist, and homosexual movements to expand citizenship during the postwar
period and at recent efforts to extend citizenship to immigrants.

Chapter 9 examines the relation between social movements and global
social change. Chapter 10 examines aspiring social movements and some of
the problems they have encountered. Altruistic movements are examined in
chapter 11 and restrictionist movements in chapter 12. The book concludes
with a critical discussion of social movement theories and suggests how the
framework advanced in this book might contribute both to academic research
and to social change.





Chapter Two

The New Republic

In 1776, white settlers in thirteen of the British colonies in North America
fought to establish an independent state where they could practice constitu-
tional government based on popular sovereignty for “the people,” a term they
used to describe themselves. Although many “people”—men and women
without property, indentured servants, slaves, and Native Americans—also
fought for liberty, they did not immediately win their freedom. “The only
‘people’ who mattered in public affairs [after the revolution] were mainly
taxpayers, freeholders, and Christians of a particular Protestant persuasion,”
George Billias observed.1 The ruling-class architects of change then invited
the citizens of the new state to exercise popular sovereignty through repre-
sentative institutions. By calling the new state a republic, the architects laid
claim to a classical institution from antiquity, which gave their project legiti-
macy and at the same time introduced a novel form of government that they
believed would, in future, replace the dynastic state as the basic political
institution of the capitalist interstate system. In short, they championed an
institution from the past to shape a new political future.

Why did the architects fight to create constitutional government based on
popular sovereignty in an independent republic? They did so to address eco-
nomic and political problems created by the earlier emergence of a capitalist
world-economy and a capitalist interstate system based on dynastic European
states.

Capitalists and state officials in Europe discouraged the ascent of capital-
ists in their colonies, which were tasked with providing resources to Euro-
pean states. The adult male merchants, manufacturers, financiers, and land-
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owners who employed workers, servants, and tenants, who possessed slaves,
and who kept women and children in the American colonies viewed this as a
problem. As a solution, they demanded the creation of an independent state
that could provide them with the resources and protection they needed to
improve their place within the capitalist world-economy.

Although dynastic states in Europe sometimes provided domestic ruling
classes with access to state institutions and parliaments, they prevented their
subjects in the colonies from accessing political power in European home-
lands. As a result, the ruling classes in the American colonies argued that
their political status was not commensurate with their economic power and
that they were deprived of political rights given to their economic peers in
European homelands. Moreover, the rulers of dynastic states could deprive
their colonial subjects of their life, liberty, and property without cause. The
ruling classes in the American colonies complained that their weak political
status made them vulnerable, as subjects, to arbitrary authority, and this
made it difficult for them to defend their economic status.

To remedy these problems, the architects wanted to create a state that
would contractually guarantee their access to its political institutions (consti-
tutional government), recognize their right as citizens, not subjects, to exer-
cise political power through the state (popular sovereignty), and provide
legal mechanisms to arbitrate disputes and prevent authorities from depriving
them of their liberty or property without cause or legal recourse (the rule of
law). In short, they advanced constitutional government based on popular
sovereignty and the rule of law in an independent republic to address the
economic and political problems associated with being the colonial subjects
of a dynastic state in the capitalist world-economy.

The men who designed constitutional government moved toward these
goals in stages. At a series of congresses, conventions, and conclaves, the
architects negotiated a series of contractual agreements that created a basic
operating system for the new republic—think of the Declaration of Indepen-
dence as Republic 1.0, the first state constitutions as 2.1, 2.2 . . . 2.13, the
Articles of Confederation as 3.0, the Constitution as 4.0, the Federalist
Papers as 4.5, and the Bill of Rights and other constitutional amendments as
5.1, 5.2, and so on.2 By designing a proprietary operating system, they
slowly created a sovereign state, provided citizens with secure access to
power, and defined their rights in relation to the state and one another.

The architects who designed this new operating system distrusted “fac-
tion” and feared the “multitude.” They worried that citizens might band
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together around their own special or separate interests as members of the
ruling class, take power, and use the state against other members of the ruling
class. They also feared that the masses, the majority of people who were not
admitted to these conclaves, might capture the state and use it to deprive the
ruling-class minority of its political authority and economic power.

To prevent a “faction” from seizing state power, the architects divided
government into separate branches and created firewalls between them so
that a faction trying to hack into the system would be able to seize one part
without compromising the integrity or security of the whole system.

To prevent the “multitude” from seizing power, the architects divided
civil society. They reserved citizenship for a minority (adult, white, Protes-
tant men of property), denied citizenship to the majority of residents, and
divided them into denizen and subject populations, each with their own divi-
sions and subdivisions. Moreover, the architects armed this privileged citi-
zenry and gave state militias and nonstate actors the authority to use violence
against denizens and subjects, in public and private settings, to protect the
state and the citizen minority from the multitude.

As a result, the architects created a civil society in which citizens were
invited to exercise popular sovereignty through political parties and social
movements. In France, the architects extended this invitation more broadly
and encouraged not only citizens but also denizens and subjects to organize
social movements to claim “the rights of man.”

To appreciate these developments, it is important to describe the econom-
ic and political context in which the republics first emerged.

THE RISE OF THE CAPITALIST WORLD-ECONOMY AND THE
INTERSTATE SYSTEM

During the long sixteenth century (1450–1650), capitalists and state officials
in western Europe created a capitalist world-economy in Europe and the
Americas.3 Capitalists located in western European states organized a global
division of labor that allowed them to obtain a disproportionate share of the
wealth produced by the slaves, Indians, sharecroppers, yeoman farmers, and
wage workers who produced commodities in the near periphery in eastern
and southern Europe and in the periphery in the Americas.4 This structural
inequality, which resulted in “the concentration of advantages in one zone of
the world-system [the core] and the concentration of negative effects in the
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[periphery],” became a characteristic feature of the capitalist world-economy
that subsequently incorporated the rest of the world.5

As the gains and losses from this new economic environment became
apparent to its participants—wealth and power for some, penury and slavery
for most—capitalists struggled to achieve two political goals. First, they
fought to capture states that would serve their economic interests. Second,
they struggled to prevent capitalists in other states from capturing the emerg-
ing world-economy and imposing the rule of a single state over the world-
economy, which would have transformed it into a world empire monopolized
by a single political entity, like Rome or China.

In the Netherlands and England, aristocrats and merchant capitalists
joined forces and collaborated to capture existing dynastic states.6 They then
demanded that states provide them with economic protection and subsidies
that would help them compete in the world-economy, raise armies and navies
to capture colonies and protect them from economic and political rivals,
create efficient bureaucracies that could mobilize public economic resources
without imposing burdensome costs on them in the form of either corruption
or taxes, provide political mechanisms to settle disputes among different
ruling-class factions, which had separate interests, and create a “balance of
interests among owner-producers such that a working [coalition] . . .
[formed] the stable underpinnings of such a state.”7

When they captured state power, the new ruling-class coalition did not
destroy the dynastic political institutions and state structures of “feudal”
states. Instead, they kept dynastic institutions intact and made only minor
modifications to political relations. They extended power to people based not
only on “privilege” (the aristocracy) but also on “merit” (the bourgeoisie),
and they directed states’ structures to provide public resources (subsidies,
armies, bureaucracies, revenues, parliaments, and courts) to private entities.
Essentially, capitalist classes sought state power so that they could obtain
public resources—subsidies, armies, bureaucracies, parliaments—that pri-
vate wealth alone could not provide. Private entrepreneurs used state power
to leverage vast amounts of public wealth and power.

They were content to borrow dynastic states because “old” institutions
provided political legitimacy to a “new” group of stakeholders (the aristo-
cratic-bourgeois alliance) and because these institutions promoted inequality
as a political and economic principle, which helped them rationalize the rule
of the few over the many.
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The ruling-class coalitions that captured state power in the Netherlands
and England persuaded state officials to act more effectively on their behalf
than ruling classes in Spain, Portugal, and France. In these latter states,
dynastic bankruptcies crippled domestic ruling classes. For example, the
Spanish government repudiated its debts in 1557, 1575, 1596, 1607, 1627,
and 1647.8 Bankruptcy ruined capitalist monetary institutions and under-
mined their ability to finance trade. Eventually, state officials found it impos-
sible to borrow the money they needed to raise armies, fight wars, and
protect the economic interests of indigenous ruling classes. Entrepreneurial
classes also found it difficult to enlist the state on their behalf because other
factions of the ruling class—conservative aristocratic landlords, a Catholic
clergy that pushed the Inquisition to the top of the state’s political agenda,
and “a parasitical court bureaucracy”—demanded that the state serve their
parochial interests first.9 As a result, “Spain did not erect . . . the kind of state
machinery which would allow the dominant classes in Spain to profit from
the creation of a European world-economy, despite the central geographical
position of Spain in the world-economy in the sixteenth century.”10 Because
entrepreneurial classes in Spain, Portugal, and France were unable to per-
suade the state to serve their interests, they were subsequently assigned sub-
ordinate economic roles in the world-economy.

As the world-economy expanded, the capitalist classes that shaped eco-
nomic development struggled to capture states that could serve their econom-
ic interests. They also fought to prevent the world-economy from being
captured by a single state and transformed into a world empire.

During the long sixteenth century, Spain used bullion from its American
colonies to finance its efforts to create an empire that might monopolize the
world-economy. But costly military expenses bankrupted Spain in 1557.
Dutch armies subsequently defeated Spanish forces in the Netherlands in
1575, and English ships destroyed the Spanish Armada in 1588. By the end
of the century, Spanish efforts to monopolize the world-economy col-
lapsed.11

In 1648, competing states in Europe agreed to recognize one another as
sovereign or independent states in the Peace of Westphalia.12 This treaty was
significant because it created an interstate system that counted multiple dy-
nastic states in Europe as its members. Henceforth, the capitalist world-
economy would be controlled by many states, not just one. Although Napole-
on, Hitler, and Tōjō subsequently tried to capture the world-economy and
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create empires to rule over it, other states successfully combined to defeat
them and restore balance to the system.

Since 1648, the constituent members of the interstate system combined in
different ways to prevent individual states and factions or groups of states
from acquiring too much economic or political power in the system. Political
scientists have argued that states combined in different ways to maintain a
political balance of power in the world because it ensured that the world-
economy was controlled by many states.

Some states—the Netherlands, Great Britain, and the United States—
achieved a hegemonic or superpower status in the interstate system. But their
dominance was temporary, and they did not attempt to change the multistate
character of the capitalist interstate system or create a global empire.

According to Immanuel Wallerstein, the creation of a capitalist world-
economy and a capitalist interstate system composed of multiple dynastic
states were the two “central institutional achievements of historical capital-
ism” in the early modern period.13 There would soon be a third institutional
innovation. The creation in 1776 of constitutional government based on pop-
ular sovereignty in a republic was an innovation that eventually transformed
the political and social character of capitalist states in the interstate system
from one based on dynastic states to one based on nation-state republics.

DOUBLE TROUBLE: COLONIAL SUBJECTS IN DYNASTIC STATES

The creation of a capitalist world-economy and a dynastic interstate system
were significant economic and political achievements. But they created prob-
lems both for ruling classes in dynastic states in Europe and for ruling classes
in their overseas colonies.

When ruling classes in Europe captured dynastic states, they kept dynas-
tic legal systems intact. This meant that their rights as subjects of dynastic
rulers were based on traditional and customary privileges granted by the king
and could be revoked. As a result, ruling-class subjects were vulnerable to
arbitrary authority, which might deprive them of their life, liberty, or proper-
ty. This was a problem for individual subjects of the king, even wealthy ones,
both in Europe and in the colonies, because they had no real legal recourse if
dynastic rulers took action against them.

Still, while ruling classes were the subjects of kings in Europe, they
fought to obtain access to state power though parliaments, which they used to
promote their collective and individual interests.14 But in the colonies, the
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king’s subjects were denied access to the levers of power and representative
institutions in dynastic states. Ruling classes in the American colonies of
dynastic states were therefore doubly disadvantaged: they were subjects of
the king and also subjects of political institutions in dynastic European states.
In the Declaration of Independence, ruling classes in America objected to
being both the subjects of the king and the subjects of Parliament.15

Political philosophers such as Jean-Jacques Rousseau and John Locke
suggested a set of solutions to these problems. First, they recommended that
elites create a new “social contract” with a made-to-order, not a hand-me-
down, state, a “republic” that would serve their particular needs, what they
called “the common good of the people.”16 Second, they argued that political
authority be derived from the “popular sovereignty” of the people, which was
made up of free citizens, not from the divine right of kings. As Gordon S.
Wood observed, the word “subject is derived from the Latin words, sub and
jacio, and means one who is under the power of another; but a citizen is a
unit of a mass of free people, who, collectively, possess sovereignty.”17

Third, Rousseau argued that the people should be given contractual, legal
protection of their rights as citizens of the republic and guaranteed access to
state power through representative institutions. “Rousseau identified republi-
can government with the rule of law, under the sovereignty of the people,
when they act to serve the common good,” Sellers explained.18 Essentially, a
new relation between the people and the state should be based on a set of
constitutional agreements, voluntarily made.19

The idea of creating contractual or constitutional government based on
popular sovereignty in an independent republic took root first in the colonies
of America. It did so in part because settler merchants and planters in the
British colonies had come to rely on formal contractual agreements to regu-
late and define their economic relations. As the geographical space of the
world-economy grew, it became increasingly difficult for participants to rely
on informal, oral agreements to conduct business. Participants increasingly
relied on formal, written, and binding contractual agreements to conduct
business and secure their respective rights and property, in good times and in
bad. They preferred written contracts that could be tested and enforced by the
courts, which provided a mechanism for the resolution of disputes between
parties. As Gordon Wood observed, “In the increasingly commercialized
eighteenth century, contracts became much more voluntary, explicit, and
consensual, much less declaratory of previously existing rights and duties
and much more the consequence of conscious acts of will . . . contracts came
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to be thought of as positive bargains deliberately and freely entered into
between two parties who were presumed to be equal but not entirely trustful
of one another. Such formal written contracts made sense in the emerging
commercial world.”20

The growing role of contractual agreements to define economic relations
gave rise to the idea that contracts might also be used to define political
relations. Moreover, the British decision to charter the new colonies allowed
American settlers to draw up constitutions and practice parliamentary poli-
tics. This provided the settlers with contractual templates that they subse-
quently adopted for their own collective use.21

CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT: A NEW POLITICAL
OPERATING SYSTEM

In 1776, an alliance of white settlers, planters, merchants, farmers, and arti-
sans in the American colonies announced their determination to withdraw
from the British Empire and establish an independent republic in the thirteen
colonies. The coalition that met in Philadelphia included free traders and
smugglers who objected to the British navigation acts and the restrictions
they imposed on American trade, land grabbers who coveted lands possessed
by American Indians and foreign empires outside the colonies and objected
to the territorial limits set by the British on the colonies, tax evaders who
objected to taxes imposed on them by the British to pay for their collective
defense, slaveholders who objected to British efforts to restrict or abolish the
slave trade, and settlers who supported increased immigration and the rapid
naturalization of new immigrants and objected to British restrictions on both.
They wanted a government that would lay claim to lands west and south of
the Appalachians, treat with Indians, open trade with other countries, encour-
age the rapid immigration and naturalization of foreign workers, provide aid
to domestic industry, and protect them from predatory dynastic states in
Europe, which possessed adjacent lands in North America.22

Although the settlers struck for independence, they might instead have
demanded representation in Parliament, like the Irish later achieved, or the
creation of an indigenous parliament, where they could practice a limited
form of self-government in a wider commonwealth, as English settlers in
Canada and Australia later achieved. But they decided not to settle for any-
thing less than independence, and the British government was not yet ready
to grant political concessions to colonial subjects.
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In the Declaration of Independence, the settlers made two sorts of com-
plaints. First, they argued that the king had denied them access to state power
by depriving them of representative institutions in the colonies and in En-
gland, for example, by rejecting colonial laws and dissolving colonial legisla-
tures. Second, they argued that the king visited “repeated injuries” on his
subjects by quartering troops, imposing taxes, restricting trade, depriving
people of their rights without benefit of trial, impressing sailors, and setting
“the merciless Indian Savages” on them. In short, they objected both to being
subjects of the king and to being the colonial subjects of Parliament. Because
the king had broken the implicit social contract that bound him to his colonial
subjects—the king “has abdicated Government here, by declaring us out of
his protection and waging war against us”—the settlers declared the existing
social contract null and void.23 As Richard Brown observed, the king “had
broken the contract that made men subjects. They were therefore free to
create a new allegiance.”24

The architects of the new republic created a new social contract in stages.
George Billias has persuasively argued that the “complete expression of
American constitutionalism derives not from a single document but rather
from a collection of six texts written between 1776 and 1791” that together
formed “a kind of ‘supertext.’”25 Using a more contemporary vernacular, the
architects created different versions of a proprietary “operating system” that
was collectively owned by the ruling class, by “the people.” The Declaration
of Independence (1.0) created an independent republic; the first state consti-
tutions (2.0, 2.1, 2.2 . . . 2.13) provided contractual government with applica-
tions specific to each state; the Articles of Confederation (3.0), a clunky
attempt at federalism, created a framework that was subsequently reengi-
neered in the Constitution (4.0), which consolidated federal powers and also
divided them into separate branches; the Federalist Papers (4.5) provided
arguments for adopting the Constitution; and the Bill of Rights (5.1, 5.2, 5.3,
etc.) protected individual rights from attack either by “factions” or by the
“multitude.”26

The architects who designed and introduced the new versions of this
operating system hoped to create a new social contract that expressed their
“collective will,” as Rousseau suggested, and establish a durable “will and
testament,” a legacy for their heirs. Although contractual government was the
product of voluntary agreement by its architects, their heirs and assigns were
not given the opportunity to subscribe to the agreement—they could only
amend it, and then only on terms provided for in the will.27 As one partici-
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pant observed, “Let us remember that we form a government for millions [of
people] not yet in existence.”28 In The Rights of Man, Tom Paine objected to
the last-will-and-testament character of the new operating system, insisting
“that the authority of one generation should not be considered binding on its
successors,” but his objection fell on deaf ears.29

The architects labored for fifteen years to construct an effective and dur-
able operating system for constitutional government. The task was difficult
because the architects harbored two great fears: they distrusted one another
and they feared everyone else. So they took extraordinary measures to design
a system of government that would protect themselves from one another,
what they called “faction,” and shield themselves from “the multitude,”
which they feared might impose a “tyranny of the majority.”

Eventually, they divided government to prevent a faction of their own
from seizing power, and they divided civil society to prevent the multitude
from imposing their will on the citizen minority.

Against Faction

The architects recognized that the ruling-class citizens of the new republic
were a diverse group. They consisted of merchants, planters, farmers, and
artisans, each with separate interests. Although they shared a common iden-
tity as men of property—the eighteenth-century term used to describe the
people who would later be called “capitalists”—and agreed to make common
cause, the architects worried that they might easily divide into “factions,”
which James Madison warned was a “dangerous vice.”30 Madison described
a faction as “a number of citizens . . . who are united and actuated by some
common impulse or passion, or of interest, adversed [sic] to the rights of
other citizens, or to the permanent and aggregate interests of the commu-
nity.”31

The architects distrusted one another and “the natural lust of power so
inherent in man,” and they worried that their peers might band together
around a particular political passion or economic interest, create a faction,
and attempt to capture the state and establish a monopoly of political pow-
er.32 This mistrust grew out of their experience with the monopolization of
religious authority by the Church of England, which prevented not only
Catholics and Jews from practicing their faiths but also other Protestant
denominations; the monopolization of economic power by the English East
India Company and other chartered companies, which monopolized trade
with the colonies and restricted the growth of private enterprises in the
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American colonies; and the monopolization of political power by the ruling
classes in England, which excluded men of property in the colonies from
representation in Parliament. Like Adam Smith, who opposed monopoly and
advocated free trade and competition, the architects of constitutional govern-
ment in the American colonies were determined to prevent religious, eco-
nomic, or political factions from monopolizing power.

To prevent factions from monopolizing power, the architects divided
government and assigned separate powers to different branches. By dividing
government and establishing a system of “checks and balances” on would-be
factions, “so that no one or few individuals can subvert the republican pur-
poses for which all governments exist,” they sought to prevent any one
faction from monopolizing power.33 James Madison argued that checks and
balances “harnessed the ambition of one official to counteract the ambition in
another.”34

So they first divided power between the federal government and the
states, which were themselves divided into thirteen parts. They then divided
power in the federal government (and in the states) into executive, judicial,
and legislative branches, which they subdivided again into two parts: House
and Senate.35 By dividing power, they created a series of firewalls to prevent
the spread of flames ignited by passionate factions. As George Washington
explained, there were “combustibles in every State, which a spark might set
fire to.”36 As fire marshals, the architects labored to prevent the fires ignited
by faction from spreading. They further insulated the branches of govern-
ment from faction by creating indirect elections for president and for senators
and directing that judges be appointed, not elected, to lifetime office.

The architects’ determination to prevent factions from monopolizing
power had ironic consequences. By insisting that the state not be permitted to
establish one particular Protestant faction or denomination as an official
religion, they created a secular state that was indifferent to all religions, a
development that has caused consternation among the faithful to this day.
They were men of faith who distrusted men of other faiths.

By dividing power in the state, the architects created a government that
mirrored the capitalist interstate system, where no one faction or state could
monopolize political power and establish an empire over the world-economy.
The result in both cases was the creation of a balance-of-power politics.
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Against Majority Rule

The architects distrusted one another, but they feared the multitude. They
worried that a political, economic, or cultural majority might capture power
and use the state to attack the rights and power of the citizen minority. By
“minority” they did not mean ethnic minority groups, which is how people
use the term today. They used “minority” to describe themselves, the 1 to 10
percent of the population with economic wealth and power. They feared what
Madison called “the intemperance of the multitude,” the great majority of
people without property.37 They worried that a majority of debtors might
demand easy money or the cancellation of debts, which would ruin the mi-
nority who extended credit; that adult white mechanics and soldiers without
property might swamp them at the polls; that abolitionists might try to abol-
ish the slave trade and then slavery itself; and that a majority of states in the
North might close the Mississippi to navigation by people in the South or
prevent slave states from expanding to new territories in the West.38 Madison
worried that the intemperate multitude might “rage for paper money, for the
abolition of debts, for an equal division of property or for any other improper
and wicked project.”39 His peer, George Clinton, from New York, warned
that “the people when wearied with their distresses, will in a moment of
frenzy, be guilty of the most imprudent and desperate measures . . . [and]
vibrate from one extreme to another. The effects of this disposition are what I
wish to guard against.”40

For Madison, the problem was that “in a republican government the ma-
jority however composed ultimately give the law. Wherever therefore an
agreement or common passion unites a majority, what is to restrain them
from unjust violations of the rights and interests of the minority, or of indi-
viduals[?]”41 And William Manning argued that the Constitution was “made
like a fiddle, with but few strings, but so the ruling Majority could play any
tune upon it they please.”42

To protect themselves from the multitude, the architects designed consti-
tutional government to prevent capture by a majority that might try to play its
own tune. So they divided civil society and restricted the franchise to protect
the citizen minority from the noncitizen majority. For good measure, they
also armed the citizen minority and authorized them to use force, if neces-
sary, in public and private settings, to defend their authority and preserve the
state.

Although many people today think that the architects wrote the Bill of
Rights to protect individuals from government, they advanced them to pro-
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tect the citizen minority from the noncitizen majority. As James Winthrop
argued, “the sober and industrious part of the community should be defended
from the rapacity and violence of the vicious and the idle. A bill of rights,
therefore, ought . . . to secure the minority against the usurpation and tyranny
of the majority. . . . It is therefore as necessary to defend an individual against
the majority as against the king in a monarchy.”43

To further protect minority from majority, the architects took steps on
behalf of the slave-owning minority by counting slave property as three-
fifths of a white man to bolster their representation in elections. This gave
them disproportionate weight in Congress and in the Electoral College, “with
the consequence that most American presidents until the Civil War were
southerners and slaveholders.”44 They adopted rules in Congress that al-
lowed individuals to delay or prevent passage of laws by legislative major-
ities through the use of the filibuster and imposed “gag rules” so that major-
ities could not even discuss antislavery petitions submitted to Congress. 45

They decided that supermajorities would be required to adopt important leg-
islation, such as treaties, or to amend the Constitution, which required ap-
proval by a two-thirds majority of both houses of Congress and, for good
measure, also the approval of legislatures in three-quarters of all the states. 46

“The process of changing the Constitution was so cumbersome and required
such broad [majorities] . . . that it was substantially inaccessible and extreme-
ly difficult to change,” Brown observed.47 The fact that the US operating
system is difficult to amend is one reason why contemporary states have
abandoned interest in the US Constitution, which “appears to be losing its
appeal as a model for constitutional drafters elsewhere,” according to a new
study by David S. Law and Mila Versteeg.48

The architects devised a whole series of mechanisms to obstruct the ma-
jority in government. Equally important, they divided civil society to keep the
multitude at bay.

Although the architects argued that “We, the People” had inalienable
rights, they divided “the people” in civil society into three broad groups:
citizens, denizens, and subjects.

Citizens could exercise popular sovereignty and enjoy all the rights and
duties set out by constitutional government. But the architects counted as
citizens only a minority of people in the new republic. They restricted the
franchise, defined citizenship narrowly, and reserved for themselves the right
to define who might be admitted to this august group of self-selected citizens.
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They allowed states to decide who might obtain suffrage and citizenship, a
decision that allowed some states to take extremely restrictive views.

At the same time, the architects divided the majority into two broad
groups: denizens, sometimes called “second-class” citizens, who possessed
some of these rights but not all of them; and subjects, who were denied all of
these rights and who were subject to military, civil, and private authority.
They then subdivided these groups and assigned a different social and legal
status to different groups. So denizens consisted of men without property or
without a Protestant faith, women, children, and immigrants. Subjects con-
sisted of convicts, sailors, slaves, and servants, each with a somewhat differ-
ent social and legal relation to the state.49 By dividing the majority of people
into denizens and subjects and subdividing them again by age, race and/or
ethnicity, place of birth, religious affiliation, economic means, and so on, the
architects made it extremely difficult for the members of separate and differ-
entiated groups to “obtain the suffrage and then betray the interests of the
people,” as Madison put it.50

To protect themselves from “the rapacity and violence of the vicious and
the idle” majority, the architects armed the citizen minority and authorized it
to use collective and individual force against denizens and subjects in public
and private settings. The architects did not insist that the state establish a
monopoly of force, which the sociologist Max Weber later argued was a
characteristic feature of the modern state. The modern state, according to
Weber, was the “human community that (successfully) claims the monopoly
of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory” (italics in the
original).51 Instead of asking the state to monopolize force, the architects
deputized citizens and allowed them to use force to maintain public order and
keep denizens and subjects in their place. They could raise mobs against
immigrants and malefactors, beat wives, children, and servants, flog con-
victs, sailors, and slaves, and murder American Indians on their own initia-
tive, without the prior approval of state authorities.52 Because prosecutors,
judges, and juries were selected from the citizen minority, they defended the
use of violence by nonstate actors and allowed them to inflict grievous harm
on denizens and subjects with legal impunity. By allowing the citizen minor-
ity to bear arms and deploy violence, the architects created a powerful force
of nonstate actors in civil society who took it upon themselves to use physi-
cal force in public schools, workshops, and private homes.

Most governments have been reluctant to arm their citizens, for obvious
reasons, and have tried to monopolize the legitimate use of physical force, as
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Weber suggested. Still, dynastic and republican states permitted nonstate
actors to use violence in many public and private settings (schools, jails, the
military, homes) until very recently. Weber failed to appreciate the diverse
kinds of legitimate force used by nonstate actors and substantially overesti-
mated the state’s ability to monopolize it, even today.

Why did the architects delegate or subcontract the authority to use vio-
lence to citizens in the new republic? They did so in part because they did not
want the state to have the authority to deploy violence and “quarter troops
among us” and in part because they believed that citizens should assume
responsibility for disciplining workers and family members and be given a
free hand, as it were, to “correct” them. As a result, deputized male citizens
embraced this responsibility with enthusiasm and have defended their right to
bear arms and use force in public and private settings since the revolution.
Recent efforts to promote “concealed carry” and “stand your ground” laws
are the contemporary expressions of this tradition.

THE NEW REPUBLIC AND THEORIES OF THE STATE

When the architects created constitutional government based on popular sov-
ereignty in a republic, they designed it to be a durable, proprietary operating
system for the ruling classes in the United States. In debates about theories of
the state, sociologists have argued that the relation between ruling classes
and the state can be characterized in different ways. Ralph Miliband argues
that the capitalist state was an “instrument” of the ruling class.53 Others, like
Nicos Poulantzas, argue that the state was “relatively autonomous” from the
ruling class. Fred Block goes further, arguing that “capitalists do not directly
control the state, for the state is under the direction of ‘state managers.’”54

Claus Offe suggests that the state was “independent of any systematic capi-
talist-class control, either direct or structural, but that the state bureaucracy
represents capitalists’ interests anyway, because it depends on capital accu-
mulation for its continued existence.”55 And Theda Skocpol goes even fur-
ther: “No existing neo-Marxist approach affords sufficient weight to state
and party organizations as independent determinants of political conflicts and
outcomes.”56

The perspective here is a little different. Historically, the relation between
ruling classes and the state in the republic has been both instrumental and
relatively autonomous. In the United States, the ruling classes created consti-
tutional government as a proprietary operating system to guarantee their
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access to the state, which provided them with vast public resources that they
could not afford or obtain on their own. The result was a very “instrumental”
relation between ruling classes and the state. But they worried that a faction
might monopolize state power and feared that a majority might seize state
power, which would obstruct their access to the state and public resources.
So they divided both the state and civil society to prevent the state from
being captured and used by a faction or by the majority as their instrument.
The result was the creation of a state that was “relatively autonomous” from
any particular ruling class faction and from a popular majority.57

As a result of these two developments—the creation of a proprietary state
designed to serve the collective interests of the ruling class and the division
of the state to prevent it from being captured by faction or by the multitude—
the architects created a state that was simultaneously an “instrument” of the
ruling class as a whole, but also “relatively autonomous” from any single
faction and the multitude. As Nicos Poulantzas argued, after Marx, the “State
can only truly serve the ruling class insofar as it is relatively autonomous
from the diverse factions of this class, precisely in order to be able to orga-
nize the hegemony of the whole of this class” (italics added).58

The architects exhibited a high degree of class consciousness when they
designed the state, but they created a hands-free operating system that could
function without a high degree of collective class consciousness or interven-
tion by their ruling-class successors. In fact, the architects did not trust their
successors to exhibit the same kind of camaraderie and collective will that
the founders possessed. That is why they designed a system that required
their successors only to pursue their separate interests.

Of course, the architects did not always succeed. As Charles Bright ob-
served, “When the Democratic Party collapsed [during and after the Civil
War] as a national competitor . . . the Republicans were able to secure
unchallenged control over the federal apparatus.”59 They then used their
monopoly as a faction “to execute their partisan program unchecked by other
arguments,” passing the Morrill Tariff, the Homestead Act, and the Immigra-
tion Act, creating a national banking system and providing federal lands for
railroad construction.60

But by and large, the architects prevented ruling-class factions from
monopolizing state power. This would prove more difficult in other repub-
lics, where dictatorships established states that were not simply “relatively
autonomous” from the ruling classes but often “extremely autonomous” from
ruling classes and the masses. In fact, the states that have come closest to
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Skocpol’s description of state organizations as “independent” of ruling
classes have been dictatorships. Dictatorships often blocked access to the
state by other classes so that they could increase their own autonomy. But
this was difficult to do, as we shall see.

Nor did the architects always succeed in preventing majorities in the
republics from seizing state power. Still, when the masses took power, as
nationalist and social movements did in the nineteenth and twentieth centu-
ries, they typically adopted the republic operating system designed by the
architects and deployed it, in an “instrumental way,” on behalf of the new
ruling class to accumulate capital, provide collective and individual wealth
for its members, and promote economic development.

Of course, contemporary sociologists who analyze the state have drawn
not only from Karl Marx but also from the theories of Max Weber. Following
Weber, they argued that the state could be understood as an ideal type and
that each state possessed many of the same universal features. So, for exam-
ple, Weber argues that one key feature that all modern states possess is their
“monopoly on the legitimate use of physical force,” and another characteris-
tic is that the bureaucracy or “state apparatus” is a single-minded and rational
organization.61

Although these assumptions are useful conceptual tools, they do not accu-
rately depict the history of states in the interstate system. If a single state had
captured the capitalist world-economy and created a political empire, one
might be able to talk about the state as having a single, universal form.
Instead, the modern world-system was characterized by a single world-econ-
omy with multiple states, which took different forms. For example, states in
the core were “strong,” while states in the periphery were “weak.” Moreover,
the dynastic states that first emerged differed in important respects from the
republics that arose in the Americas. If one starts with a conception of a
single, universal state, it is difficult to appreciate the difference between
dynastic states and republics or explain how the spread of the republics
resulted in the creation of a state that eventually became a kind of universal
model or “ideal type,” to use Weber’s language.

Moreover, contrary to what Weber argued, states in the interstate system
did not possess a monopoly on the legitimate use of force. Weber did not
consider the legitimate use of force by nonstate actors, who deployed vio-
lence against intimates and strangers without fear or sanction by the state. If
one assumes that the state early on possessed a monopoly of force, one
cannot explain how or why some states first subcontracted violence to non-
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state actors and then attempted to monopolize it, a process that is still incom-
plete, even today.

Finally, Weber assumed that state bureaucracies were single-minded and
rational organizations. But in the republics, the architects purposely divided
government into separate and competing bureaucracies so that they could not
act with a single-minded purpose at the behest of a faction or the multitude.
Indeed, even in single-party states, where rulers insist that bureaucracies
conform to the party line and act with a singular purpose, intramural conflict
within and between bureaucracies makes this extremely difficult to achieve.
The Chinese Cultural Revolution demonstrated how hard it was for Mao
Zedong to persuade the bureaucracy to conform to his edicts.62

Of course, states have tried to organize the kind of single-minded and
rational state bureaucracies that Weber described, and states in the core have
generally been more successful than states in the periphery. But this has been
more difficult to achieve than proponents of Weberian theories of the state
concede. Rather than try to see whether states conform to some ideal type, I
think it is more useful to examine how social and political relations within
and between states have changed during the past two hundred years.

THE CONTAGION OF LIBERTY

By creating constitutional government based on popular sovereignty, the
architects invited the citizens of the new republic to participate in self-
government. Citizens enthusiastically responded to this invitation, organizing
mass political parties, riotous mobs, and social movements to obtain state
power, express their views, and demand social change.63 The historian Ber-
nard Bailyn argues that citizens who were invited to participate in self-
government became infected by “the contagion of liberty,” while his prede-
cessor, J. Franklin Jameson, observes that “[t]he stream of revolution, once
started, could not be confined within narrow banks, but spread broad upon
the land.”64

Citizens responded to this invitation by organizing political parties, mobs,
and social movements to express their sovereignty.65 As a result, citizens
early on created what sociologist Sidney Tarrow calls “a social movement
society.”66

This was an important development because, for the first time, the state
became something that citizens fought for, both in the sense that they fought
to obtain political power in the state and in the sense that they fought on



The New Republic 37

behalf of the state. Although citizens still organized people to participate in
demonstrations and violent riots on the streets, they also organized political
parties and social movements to make change through state institutions, an
opportunity that dynastic states denied their subjects as a matter of principle.

Of course, the architects invited only citizens to exercise their popular
sovereignty. Although they encouraged widespread participation in the revo-
lution, they qualified and restricted the exercise of popular sovereignty to the
citizen minority after it was won. As the antifederalist Herman Husband
noted, “In Every Revolution, the People at large are called upon to assist true
liberty,” but when “the foreign oppressor is thrown off, learned and design-
ing men” assume power to the detriment of the “laboring people.”67

The architects defined popular sovereignty in narrow terms and extended
their invitation only to the citizen minority, not to the denizen-subject major-
ity. This development gave rise to considerable skepticism among historians
about the character and extent of social change in the early republic. Barring-
ton Moore asserts that the American Revolution “did not result in any funda-
mental changes in the structure of society,” while J. Franklin Jameson argues
that it transformed “the relations of social classes to each other, the institu-
tion of slavery, the system of landholding, [and] the course of business . . . all
in the direction of levelling democracy.”68 Edmund Morgan agrees with
Moore that there was “no radical rebuilding of social institutions at this
time,” though he thinks it brought “a host of incalculable, accidental, and
incidental changes in society.”69 Alfred Young argues that historians in the
1990s worked “to restore rebellion to histories of the American revolution,”
stressing the ways various groups “shaped the revolution and were in turn
shaped by it,”70 while Gordon S. Wood observes, “If we measure the radical-
ism by the amount of social change that actually took place—by the transfor-
mations in the relations that bond people to each other—then the American
Revolution was not conservative at all; on the contrary it was as radical and
as revolutionary as any in history.”71

Both sides have merit. The extension of liberty to the citizen minority
contributed to meaningful social change, while the exclusion of the denizen
and subject majority restricted the scope of social change. Moreover, social
change cannot be understood only in terms of its meaning in the United
States. It must be seen in a global context. From a global perspective, the
social changes produced by the introduction of constitutional government in
the United States, which was significantly limited, proved contagious and
infected proponents of social change, first in France and then in Haiti. In the
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1789 Declaration of the Rights of Man, delegates to the French National
Assembly invited citizens to participate in social change and secure their
rights. Like their American counterparts, the French delegates first extended
the rights of man to male citizens. But they soon divided citizens into “ac-
tive” and “passive” citizens and assigned “women, children, foreigners, and
those others who contribute nothing to sustaining the public establishment”
to the latter category.72 The slaves who were excluded from the active or
passive category made up a third category of “subjects.”73 The delegates
subsequently extended “active” citizenship to both women and slaves,
though not children. After Napoleon took power, these proclamations were
rescinded. In France, as elsewhere, many residents—denizens and subjects—
were excluded from participating as citizens either because they were seen as
being “dependent on someone else in the exercise of their will, such as
minors, women or servants,” or because they could not be trusted to exercise
their political rights responsibly and might be given to “mob rule.”74 Still, the
clarion call for “liberty, equality, and fraternity” legitimized the efforts not
only of citizens, but also of denizens and subjects, in republics and in dynas-
tic states, to claim these rights for themselves and for others. Although deni-
zens and subjects were not invited to do so, they nonetheless mobilized
informal networks and organized social movements and political parties to
make social change. From a global perspective, the relatively modest social
changes made in the United States contributed to significant change in other
countries. Liberty proved a contagion that infected people around the world.

The architects of constitutional government in the United States and
France invited the few and then the many to exercise popular sovereignty,
seek state power, and redeem the promise implicit in the call for “liberty,
equality and fraternity.” People responded to this call and fought to establish
independent republics around the world, a development that we examine in
the next chapter.
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The Rise of the Republics

Social movements fought to create republics, first in the United States and
then around the world. It was a long, slow, and difficult process. World War
II marked a turning point. Before 1945, dynastic imperial states controlled
the interstate system. But the breakup of dynastic states and the creation of
new republics in postcolonial states around the world during the postwar
period led to the emergence of a new, republican interstate system.1 Today, a
vast majority of the 193-plus states in the world identify themselves as re-
publics.

The rise of the republics had several important social consequences for
people around the world.2 First, the demise of dynastic empires brought an
end to colonialism, which deprived billions of people of any real political
voice and subjected them to economic exploitation. Second, it brought an
end to the murderous rivalry between dynastic states for colonies and their
resources, a ferocious competition that led to recurrent world wars and
caused the deaths of tens of millions of soldiers and civilians from battle,
disease, famine, and the Holocaust.

Third, it gave citizens in the new republics the opportunity to exercise
popular sovereignty and promote economic development. Although it proved
difficult to do, governments in some postcolonial states managed to practice
democracy and/or promote economic development, as they did, for example,
in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.3

The demise of dynastic states and the rise of the republics was the product
of two major developments. First, independence movements fought to create
republics around the world. In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centu-
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ries, such movements established republics in the United States, Haiti, and
across Latin America. During and after World War I, they founded republics
in Ireland, Russia, Germany, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland.
After World War II, they created republics in Europe, Africa, Asia, and the
Middle East. The number of states grew from 79 in 1946 to 193 in 2011.
Most of these states identified themselves as republics.

The social movements that fought to create republics often engaged in
multisided struggles not only with imperial rulers but also with their peers.
They drew support from diverse social groups—slaves, indigenous peoples,
women, and ethnic minorities—but did not always include them as citizens
in postcolonial states. And they adopted different political strategies (violent
and nonviolent) and goals (state power for broadly defined social groups and
state power for narrowly defined social groups).

Second, successive world wars undermined the ability of rival empires to
meet the challenges posed by emerging independence movements, large re-
publics in the United States and the Soviet Union, and new imperial rivals in
Spain, Italy, Germany, and Japan. Although dynastic empires adopted differ-
ent strategies to meet the challenges posed by republican insurgents and
imperial rivals, they ultimately failed to do so. The successive failures of
dynastic empires led to gains by republican states.

To appreciate how these two developments—the rise of the republics and
the demise of dynastic empires—transformed the interstate system, it is im-
portant to recount how aspiring social movements fought to create new re-
publics during the past two hundred years.

NEW REPUBLICS IN THE AMERICAS

Republics first emerged in the American colonies of dynastic European em-
pires. During the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, European
settlers, African slaves, and American Indians fought against European states
and, often, against one another to establish independent republics: “By the
middle of the nineteenth century, virtually all of the [colonies in North and
South America and Haiti] had been transformed into independent sovereign
states.”4 These movements won their independence not only because they
fought with determination and skill but because interimperial rivalries and
world war compromised or crippled the ability of dynastic states to subdue
republican insurgencies.
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Of course, historians use the term “independence movement” as an um-
brella to describe a wide variety of formal and informal social movements
that participated in riots, rebellions, and wars for independence. Because
many of these movements did not create the kind of formal, bureaucratic
organizations that emerged after the mid-nineteenth century, many do not
have formal names. The British historian Eric Hobsbawm describes the mil-
lenarian, peasant, bandit, mob, mafia, and anarchist groups of the early nine-
teenth century that engaged in riots and rebellions as “primitive rebels.”5 The
American historian Paul Gilje describes the rowdy mobs of rioters in Ameri-
ca as a “mobocracy,”6 while Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker describe
the sailors, slaves, dockyard workers, and pub crawlers who raised riots,
staged mutinies, and struggled for liberty and freedom as a “many-headed
Hydra.”7 These diverse groups were often illiterate and disorganized, which
means that while they elected their leaders and debated issues, strategies, and
politics with the fervor of hard-working, hard-drinking workers, they did not
appoint a secretary to keep minutes of their meetings. Social movement
scholars might pay more attention to the important work done by historians
of this period and keep in mind that beneath the large banners raised by
“independence movements” marched diverse and contentious groups of peo-
ple who fought the authorities and brawled with one another.

During the American War of Independence, widespread opposition to
economic recession, rising taxes, and British restrictions on westward expan-
sion made it possible for republicans to persuade diverse groups—merchants
and planters, urban workers and rural farmers, and some Indians and
slaves—to join the rebellion.8 They organized effective political and military
institutions (the Continental Congress and the army), waged successful mili-
tary campaigns, and conducted a diplomatic campaign that enlisted foreign
military support.9 Military and naval assistance from France, which was
supported by Spain and other dynastic states that were engaged in a long-
running rivalry with Great Britain, made it difficult for British forces to
defeat the republican insurgents. Timely French intervention during the
American siege of British forces at Yorktown forced Britain to sue for peace.
Although Great Britain lost the battle for the thirteen colonies, it nonetheless
won the larger world war, which started in 1763 and ended in 1815.10 The
American War of Independence created the first republic in the colonies. It
would not be the last.

In 1790, a multisided revolutionary war erupted between white settlers,
mixed-race mulattoes, and black slaves in Haiti, a French colony that was
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“the leading sugar exporter in the Americas” and produced “one-third of all
French trade.”11 The three-sided conflict triggered successive invasions by
British, Spanish, and French forces, which represented the Republic of
France and, after its demise in 1799, the dictatorship under Napoleon. Black
slaves led by François-Dominique Toussaint L’ouverture raised armies and
maneuvered them successfully against multiple and successive foes. Con-
flicts among their domestic opponents (whites and mulattoes savagely at-
tacked one another as well as slaves) and imperial rivalries between Euro-
pean states that were then engaged in a bitter world war weakened the forces
that wanted to reintroduce slavery. The island’s tropical diseases—chiefly
malaria—decimated European armies sent to crush the slaves. Yellow fever
and malaria killed so many British troops that “British forces could only
maintain defensive positions.”12 The British lost more soldiers—twenty
thousand dead and one hundred thousand casualties—than they lost in all of
their wars in North America (the French and Indian War, the American War
of Independence, and the War of 1812) and suffered a defeat that ranked
“among the greatest disasters in British military history.”13

The multisided war for independence in Haiti was savage. Conventional
armies and irregular militias slaughtered opponents in battle and civilians in
their homes and on the streets. Captured black insurgents were executed after
being forced to witness the murder of their wives. The French converted the
hold of a prison ship, the Stifler, “into a gas chamber” where blacks and
mulattoes were murdered by “noxious fumes” and “imported hundreds of
killer dogs” from Cuba to attack and kill captured black and mulatto prison-
ers.14 The island’s population fell by half during the war.15

Although the British first invaded Haiti to assist the white planters and
suppress the slave revolt, they later imposed a naval blockade on the island to
prevent Napoleon from resupplying his troops and regaining control of the
island. This time, British intervention helped black republicans defeat French
troops and force their withdrawal. Again, black republicans took advantage
of interimperial rivalries and shifting foreign policies to advance their
cause.16 On January 1, 1804, triumphant black insurgents “proclaimed the
independence of Haiti, the second republic of the Western Hemisphere.”17

The creation of a black republic in Haiti alarmed dynastic states that
possessed slaveholding colonies (Great Britain, France, Spain, Portugal, and
the Netherlands) and European settlers and free, mixed-race groups in colo-
nies across Latin America, the Caribbean, and the United States.18 “The
creoles were frightened men: they feared a caste war, inflamed by French
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revolutionary doctrine and the contagious violence of [Haiti].”19 They all
feared that republican demands for independence might be heard and seized
not only by black slaves but also by Indians, who labored in coercive condi-
tions across Latin America. They had good reason to fear the Indians. In
1780, a fierce Indian insurrection led by Tupac Amaru “engulfed” Peru,
which resulted in one hundred thousand deaths and inspired a revolt by
Comuneros in New Grenada.20 These aspiring social movements, which
were sometimes aided by altruistic or sympathetic priests or intellectuals,
threatened colonial overlords and white/creole settler populations, who were
generally outnumbered by Indians, slaves, or both.

In Europe, revolution in France triggered a resumption of world war
between the French republic, and then Napoleon, and dynastic empires
across Europe. World war undermined Spanish and Portuguese rule across
Latin America, contributed to the emergence of aspiring independence
movements across the continent, and led to the creation of separate republics
in Latin America.

In 1807, Napoleon invaded Spain and Portugal, forcing dynastic rulers in
Spain to capitulate and rulers in Portugal to flee to Brazil.21 The humiliation
of Spanish and Portuguese rulers discredited metropolitan authority in Latin
America. “Authority came traditionally from the king; laws were obeyed [in
dynastic states] because they were the king’s laws. Now there was no king to
obey.”22 Royalist bureaucracies and elites in Spain’s American colonies sol-
diered on, enjoying a kind of independent authority, though it was without
higher sanction or legitimacy. “Confusion spread everywhere in Spanish
America,” Wallerstein argues. “Regional and local juntas took over in the
name of [deposed Spanish king Ferdinand VII], in many cases ousting Span-
ish authorities. Creoles were now exercising de facto self-government in the
name of loyalism.”23

Aspiring independence movements took advantage of this opportunity to
challenge dynastic authority. As one Mexican republican later explained,
“Napoleon Bonaparte . . . to you Spanish America owes the liberty and
independence it now enjoys. Your sword struck the first blow at the chain
which bound the two worlds.”24

In 1810, republican revolts triggered the outbreak of multisided conflicts
in all four of the Spanish viceroyalties (Mexico, New Grenada, Peru, and Rio
de la Plata). In these conflicts, royalists fought to preserve their power, which
was derived, however loosely, from dynastic authority in Spain. Republican
leaders such as Simón Bolivar and José de San Martin fought to establish
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great republics, which would consist of the viceroyalties at least, though
perhaps all of the Spanish colonies together. They might be described as
“federalist” republicans because they wanted to unite the different regions
and create a large republic, like the United States, in Spanish America. 25 But
federalist efforts were repeatedly stymied by republicans who fought for
independence but wanted to obtain power in smaller, separate states.26 These
regionalist republicans might be described as “antifederalists” because they
refused to surrender their power to a more centralized, federal state. They
emphasized the differences among people living in different regions and
urged them to think of themselves as “Venezuelans” or “Ecuadorans” or
“Mexicans.”27

Although the federalists and antifederalists disagreed about the final
shape(s) of the republic(s), they agreed on two issues. They both wanted
independence from Spain, and they both wanted to prevent the multitude—
Indians and slaves—from achieving their independence from federalist and
antifederalist creole elites.28 In this regard, creole republican movements had
both aspiring and restrictionist features.

The Indian and slave multitude also fought for their independence, both
from Spanish authority and from federalist and antifederalist creole elites. In
Mexico, for example, Miguel Hidalgo y Costilla, “a non-conformist and free-
living parish priest,” led a revolt by eighty thousand Indians, who killed two
thousand Spanish and threatened the capital before they were defeated and
dispersed.29 Although Hidalgo was captured and executed, other altruistic
priests organized an effective insurgency that returned “like the hydra in
proportion to the number of times its head [was] cut off” and remained “the
chief threat to royalist power until 1815.”30 The insurgents’ “programme
consisted of independence, a congressional form of [republican] government
and social reforms—including the abolition of tribute, slavery, the caste sys-
tem, and legal barriers to lower-class advancement [and] the introduction of
an income tax.”31

With the defeat of Napoleon and the end of the world war, the Spanish
king returned to the throne. He moved quickly to reestablish dynastic author-
ity in Spanish colonies.32 But he proved unable to do so because many of his
royalist supporters, who had enjoyed some autonomy in his absence, refused
to submit to his authority and because “many Creoles who formerly were
skeptical of independence felt obliged to jump on the bandwagon, not . . . to
take power from the Spanish but, above all, to prevent the [indigenous and
black multitude] from taking it.”33 Meanwhile, federalist and antifederalist
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republicans deferred their disputes about the shape of the state after indepen-
dence and fought together, offering concessions to Indians and slaves such as
the end of forced labor for Indians and eventual emancipation for slaves,
which reduced the threat of revolt from below.34 The British and the United
States joined in, providing timely military, economic, and diplomatic assis-
tance to the republicans, largely because they wanted to open trade relations
with postcolonial republics.35

After a protracted struggle, Bolivar and the federal republicans won the
war for independence but lost the battle to establish a grand republic: “Boli-
var’s dream of replicating the formula of unity achieved by the Thirteen [US]
Colonies failed.”36 Because the antifederalists won the battle for separate
states, the breakup of Spain’s dynastic empire in America led to the creation
of eleven separate republics. They would be joined later by two others, in
Uruguay and in Brazil, which passed first through a constitutional monarchy
before becoming a republic in 1889.

1848: THE FAILURE OF REPUBLICAN REVOLUTIONS IN EUROPE

In 1848, republican insurgents staged spontaneous demonstrations and orga-
nized armed revolts in dynastic states across Europe: in Sicily and the king-
dom of Naples; in France; in Spain; in Italian, Austrian, Hungarian, Bohe-
mian, and Moravian territories of the Austro-Hungarian Empire; in German
kingdoms; and in papal Rome.37 In Switzerland, which was already a repub-
lican confederacy, civil war between 1847 and 1848 resulted in the creation
of a federal republic.38 In France, republicans organized a series of “reform
banquets” to celebrate republican values and protest the rising price of bread.
The regime’s violent reaction to peaceful protest ignited widespread pro-
tests.39

During this “springtime of nations,” as historians have called it, republi-
cans demanded the creation of constitutional government in independent
states. As one German pamphleteer put it, “We want a republic and nothing
else.”40 When dynastic rulers fled in the face of rebellion, insurgents de-
clared their independence and established sovereign republics. The Hungar-
ian Declaration of Independence, which was modeled after the American
document, declared Hungary to be a free and sovereign state based on the
“inalienable rights” of its people.41

But republican insurgency did not long survive.42 The Roman republic,
declared on July 4, 1848, lasted only one day.43 Others lasted longer, but
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only the Swiss republic survived.44 The republican revolts led by aspiring
social movements surprised dynastic rulers and caught them off guard. Some
rulers fled into exile. But as soon as they recovered from the shock, they
decided to defend their divine rights. As the king of Prussia said after the
army crushed the revolt, “The assembly wished to take from me my Divine
Right. . . . No power on earth is strong enough to do that.”45 He rejected an
offer from the Frankfurt assembly to become king of a united Germany,
saying he would not accept “a crown from the gutter . . . it would be a dog-
collar fastened round my neck by a sovereign German people.”46

Across Europe, dynastic regimes and their restrictionist allies deployed
their armies to crush the revolts. In France, “approximately 500 insurgents
lost their lives in the fighting . . . but after the last barricades were captured,
the insurgents were hunted down . . . and almost 3,000 more were killed in
cold blood. In addition, over 12,000 people were arrested, and about 4,500 of
them were ultimately jailed and deported to labor camps in Algeria.”47

Although the republicans were defeated, they were undeterred, and they
learned several lessons from defeat. They decided that the clandestine secret
societies—such as Giuseppe Mazzini’s republican Carbonari, Young Italy,
and Young Europe—and the spontaneous public riots and insurrections by
urban mobs were not strong enough to wrest power from dynastic rulers and
restrictionist economic, religious, and military elites. 48 “The adoption of [re-
publican] forms and the development of mass-based organizations eventually
distinguished independence movements from secret societies, clandestine
fraternities, and spontaneously created mobs. Instead of plotting assassina-
tions and organizing conspiracies, [republicans] began organizing public
demonstrations, gathering petitions, electing delegates, and holding con-
gresses to review their tactics and debate their goals.”49

Second, they decided to develop durable, mass-based organizations and
adopt long-term political strategies capable of seizing state power and creat-
ing republics in Europe and in the colonies. As Wallerstein argues, the repub-
licans decided that “spontaneity was not enough. If one wanted to have a
major political impact, systematic and long-term organization was a prereq-
uisite. This would lead the ‘movements’—an ephemeral concept—down the
path of bureaucratic organization, with members and officers, with finance
and newspapers, with programs and eventually with parliamentary participa-
tion.”50

After 1848, republicans organized two kinds of aspiring bureaucratic so-
cial movements: “nationalist” and “socialist.”51 “Nationalist” republicans
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created broad-based, multiclass movements that organized adult males in
Europe and in the colonies along ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and religious
lines. In Ireland, Arthur Griffith in 1905 organized Sinn Fein (Gaelic for
“Ourselves”), while nationalists in India organized the Indian National Con-
gress in 1885.52 Although most republicans advanced a secular politics and
advocated the separation of church and state, some nationalists organized
around religious identities: Zionists advocated the creation of a Jewish state
in Israel, while Muslims in India created the All-Muslim League as a politi-
cal vehicle for India’s Muslim population.53 Later, after states for Jews and
for Muslims were created, the Bible (Old Testament) would become a consti-
tutional document in Israel and the Koran a constitutional document in the
Islamic Republic of Pakistan and later in the Islamic Republic of Iran.

Socialist republicans, by contrast, created class-based organizations that
appealed to adult male wage workers, the “proletariat,” in settings around the
world, urging them to shed particular ethnic, linguistic, religious, and cultural
identities and adopt a shared identity as “workers of the world.” Moreover,
they created international organizations to coordinate their efforts and facili-
tate change in Europe and their colonies and in the Americas. 54

Nationalist and socialist republicans disagreed about whether to organize
along ethnic or class lines. They disagreed too, both with each other and with
themselves, about tactics, whether to engage in legal peaceful protest or
violent armed struggle. But they agreed that dynastic empires should be
abolished and that sovereign republics should take their place. In both cases,
they had to make “national” or “class” identities salient or meaningful for
people who did not yet regard themselves as “Italian” or “proletarian.” More-
over, they all adopted republican institutions and practices: they sent dele-
gates to congresses where they debated how best to achieve their goals.
When the Indian National Congress convened its first meeting in Bombay on
December 27, 1885, the seventy-two delegates, who were “well-acquainted
with the English language,” assembled “in their morning coats, well-pressed
trousers, top hat and silk turbans to discuss the issues of the day.”55 Twelve
years later, Theodor Herzl convened the first World Zionist Congress in
Basel, Switzerland, where he “urged delegates attending the congress to wear
formal black dress to observe the solemnity of the occasion.”56 The delegates
to these and other republican congresses around the world consciously
adopted the conventions of the Continental Congress in the United States and
pursued similar goals: the creation of independent states in which the people,



48 Chapter 3

whom they imagined as adult males, could practice constitutional govern-
ment.

WORLD WAR I: NEW REPUBLICS AND SELF-DETERMINATION

Economic competition and political rivalries among dynastic European states
led to the outbreak of World War I. Like the world wars at the end of the
eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth centuries, World War I contrib-
uted to the emergence of new republics, this time in Europe and Asia. Repub-
licans took advantage of the weakened condition of warring dynastic states to
launch a nationalist rebellion in Ireland (1916) and a socialist revolution in
Russia (1917). Both rebellions led to civil war and, eventually, to the creation
of independent republics.57

The war destroyed dynastic states in the Russian, German, Austro-Hun-
garian, and Ottoman Empires. The breakup of these empires led to the crea-
tion of new republics, either at the hands of indigenous nationalist or socialist
movements or at the behest of the victors, which included both dynastic
states such as Great Britain, Belgium, and Italy and republics in France and
the United States. As Billias observed, “The Allied victory resulted in a burst
of democracy not seen in Europe since 1848. Many conservative monarchies
were swept away. Before World War One, there had been 19 monarchies and
three republics [in Europe], but after 1922, there were 14 republics, 13 mon-
archies, and two regencies.”58

Aspiring social movements in Poland, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, and
Estonia created republics from parts of the German and Russian Empires and
their successor states. Movements in Austria, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia
created republics from the wreckage of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Move-
ments in Greece and Turkey created republics in parts of the Ottoman Em-
pire, though the empire’s colonial territories in the Middle East were seized
by the French (Lebanon and Syria) and the British (Palestine and Iraq) and
incorporated into their colonial empires.59

After the war, Woodrow Wilson and Vladimir Lenin, the leaders of the
two largest republics, championed the spread of new republics. Although
they had very different political backgrounds, they both advocated the idea of
“self-determination.” Wilson believed that “all nations have a right to self-
determination,” which he said was “an imperative principle of action, which
statesmen will henceforth ignore at their peril.”60 Lenin agreed: “The right of
nations to self-determination implies . . . the right of free political separation
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from the oppressor nation,” and “the self-determination of nations means the
separation of [national movements] from alien national bodies [empires] and
the formation of an independent national state.”61 Lenin even included the
right of self-determination in the Soviet constitution, giving constituent re-
publics the right to secede from the union, a provision that antifederalist
leaders in the republics eventually exercised, leading to the breakup of the
Soviet Union in 1992.62

Wilson and Lenin advocated self-determination because they wanted re-
publican movements to secede from empires and form independent states
based on popular sovereignty and constitutional government. Their shared
determination to encourage or assist republican movements grew out of their
conviction that colonialism led to economic and political rivalry and world
war. If oppressed peoples or “nations” exercised their right of self-determina-
tion and created new republics, it would then be possible to create a new
republican interstate system that could provide collective security and reduce
or eliminate the threat of world war.63 In Wilson’s view, the dynastic inter-
state system “had never produced anything but aggression, egotism, and
war,” and he argued that it should be replaced by “a league of powers, a
universal organized peace instead of organized rivalries.”64 To this end, Wil-
son and Lenin created separate international institutions designed to realize
these goals. Wilson established the League of Nations, and Lenin organized
the Communist International, sometimes called the Third International (it
was preceded by an anarchist-socialist First International and a socialist-only
Second International).65 However, neither organization lived up to its
founder’s aspirations, and both succumbed to global and domestic political
forces. Dynastic empires and domestic US senators opposed Wilson’s efforts
to use the league to decolonize empires and provide collective security, and it
soon lapsed into irrelevance.66 Lenin’s successor, Joseph Stalin, did not re-
gard the Communist International as an effective instrument of Soviet policy,
and it, too, became irrelevant.67 Still, the idea of creating a new interstate
system and international organization made up of republics that would pro-
vide collective security would be revived by US and Soviet leaders as a result
of their collaboration as allies during World War II.

THE EMPIRES STRIKE BACK

Aspiring republican movements first challenged dynastic states in 1776. Dur-
ing the next two centuries, republican ideas spread, and the number of repub-
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lican states grew. Faced with the growing republican threat, dynastic states
adopted different military and political strategies to defend their empires and
keep republican challengers at bay.

First, dynastic empires deployed their armies and navies to crush republi-
can revolts in European homelands and in their colonies. Great Britain
mounted campaigns against republics in the United States (in 1776 and again
in 1812), France (1792), Haiti (1804), and Ireland (1916). It later waged
antirepublican wars in Palestine, Kenya, South Africa, India, and Malaysia.
Dynastic regimes in France fought republicans on the streets of Paris (1789,
1830, 1848, 1872) and in their colonies: Haiti (1790), Indochina (1945), and
Algeria (1954). Spain waged antirepublican wars across Spanish America
(1810) and in Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines (1896), which were
assisted by the US republic. The Dutch fought republicans in Indonesia, the
Portuguese in Guinea-Bissau, Angola, and Mozambique. Dynastic rulers
fought tenaciously to prevent insurgent republicans from exiting their empire
and establishing sovereign states of their own.68

Second, they made concessions and introduced political reforms to deter
or deflect republican demands.69 After republican revolts in 1848, dynastic
rulers introduced constitutional monarchies that allowed adult males to elect
representatives to parliaments, which were given limited “constitutional” au-
thority to adopt legislation on some issues.70 Dynastic regimes, particularly
in Great Britain, took steps to upgrade the status of white settlers in some of
their colonies, allowing them to participate in parliaments and legislate on
local issues that did not infringe on the economic, political, and military
jurisdiction of the parliamentary government in England.71 They tried to
defer republican aspirations in the colonies by promising eventual indepen-
dence, though they refused to say just when that might occur. During World
War I, Foreign Minister Arthur J. Balfour promised independence move-
ments in India and in Palestine that the British government would work
toward “the gradual development of self-governing institutions with a view
to the progressive realization of responsible government,” but gave no time-
table.72 When pressed to provide an estimate, British colonial minister Mal-
colm MacDonald said in 1938 that “the great purpose of the British Empire is
the gradual spread of freedom. . . . It may take generations, or even centuries
for the people in some parts of the Colonial Empire to achieve self-govern-
ment” (italics added).73

In the meantime, regimes convened special committees to study the prob-
lem, issue white papers, and propose reforms. One British committee investi-
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gating possible reforms in India “met for 18 months, held 159 meetings,
examined 120 witnesses, and interviewed one of them, Sir Quentin Hoare,
for nineteen days, during which time he answered more than seven thousand
questions.”74

But military force, political concessions, and cosmetic reforms failed to
prevent the gradual and abrupt breakup of dynastic empires. They failed for
several reasons. First, dynastic states were unable to curb their own ambi-
tions. Their ongoing rivalries led to recurrent world wars, which in turn led to
military disaster and economic ruin. Second, they failed to develop a persua-
sive political response to republican demands for self-determination, for “lib-
erty, equality, fraternity.” Their alternative, which might be described as
“service, inequality, and subordination,” failed to inspire subject populations.
Third, they were forced to seek help from the United States during World
War I and from the United States and the Soviet Union during World War II
to prevent defeat by their imperial and fascist rivals. These two republics
then demanded the breakup of at least some empires as the price for their
wartime assistance.

FASCIST FOES

During the 1920s and 1930s, restrictionist fascist social movements over-
threw republican governments in Portugal, Spain, Italy, and Germany, and a
like-minded militarist government seized power in imperial Japan. European
fascist and Japanese militarist regimes rejected the idea of popular sovereign-
ty, constitutional government, and democracy. “We are anti-parliamentar-
ians, anti-democrats, anti-liberals,” Dr. António de Oliveira Salazar, the Por-
tuguese dictator, announced after he took power in 1932. He ridiculed the
principles of “democracy, individual liberty and the rule of law as ‘unfortu-
nate’ and ‘doctrinaire.’”75 Salazar’s fascist contemporaries—Francisco Fran-
co in Spain, Benito Mussolini in Italy, Adolf Hitler in Germany, and Hideki
Tōjō in Japan—shared his views. “We did not win the regime we have today,
hypocritically with some votes,” Franco boasted. “We won it at the point of a
bayonet.”76 Antirepublican fascist leaders viewed republican states as weak
and incapable of addressing the economic problems associated with the Great
Depression.

Fascist leaders also complained that dynastic empires (Great Britain and
the Netherlands) and the large republics (the United States, France, and the
Soviet Union) denied them the right to conquer lands and claim colonies of
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their own. Their determination to annex, conquer, or claim colonies made
them “anti-imperialist imperialists.” To secure their objectives, the regimes
in Germany, Italy, and Japan decided to destroy both the old, dynastic Euro-
pean empires and the new republics. During the 1930s, Italy invaded Libya
and Ethiopia and Japan invaded China, both to obtain new colonies. Germa-
ny then annexed Austria and Czechoslovakia. The subsequent German inva-
sion of Poland and the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor triggered the onset of
World War II (Germany invaded Poland with the assistance of the Soviet
Union and then turned on its ally and invaded the Soviet Union after com-
pleting the conquest of France and most of western and eastern Europe).

If the Axis powers had won the war, they would have destroyed the
world-economy and the dynastic interstate system and created one or several
world empires. Based on their wartime practices, it is clear they would have
made slaves of subject peoples and exterminated many of the peoples whom
they regarded as racially inferior. Their capacity for cruelty was unfathom-
ably deep. Franco ordered the execution of 250,000 republicans after the
Spanish Civil War, most of them slowly strangled by garrote.77 Japanese
military forces slaughtered civilians and beheaded captured soldiers. 78 Ger-
man forces slaughtered civilians and captured soldiers. They murdered six
million Jews, another six million civilians, and 3.3 million Soviet prisoners
of war during the Holocaust.79

THE TURNING POINT: WORLD WAR II AND THE NEW
REPUBLICAN INTERSTATE SYSTEM

In 1941, Germany attacked the Soviet Union and Japan attacked the United
States. These two surprise attacks joined the great republics as allies and
persuaded their leaders to dismantle the “colonial system,” which they
thought was responsible for world war, and create a new republican interstate
system, made up of independent republics, that would provide collective
security and promote economic development for constituent states. US offi-
cials adamantly opposed a return to the dynastic interstate system, which
President Roosevelt described as “the system of unilateral action, exclusive
alliances, and spheres of influence and balances of power, and all the other
expedients which have been tried for centuries and have always failed.”80

Roosevelt argued that “the colonial system means war,” and warned British
prime minister Winston Churchill, “I can’t believe we can fight a war against
fascist slavery, and at the same time not work to free people all over the
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world from a backward foreign policy.”81 As Roosevelt observed, “There are
1,100,000,000 brown people [in the colonies]. They are ruled by a handful of
whites and they resent it. Our goal must be to help them achieve indepen-
dence.”82 US policy makers argued that “victory must bring in its train the
liberation of all peoples. . . . The age of imperialism has ended.”83

US and Soviet leaders took a series of steps to achieve their goals. First,
they assumed “plenipotentiary” or supersovereign powers, which gave them-
selves and their partners (Great Britain and sometimes China) the constitu-
tional authority to construct a new republican interstate system. Second, they
convened a series of summit meetings during and after the war—in New-
foundland, Cairo, Tehran, Potsdam, Bretton Woods, Dumbarton Oaks, and
San Francisco—to create the operating systems and organizations needed to
make the new system work.84 The 1942 Atlantic Charter provided a first
draft of the system, which might be regarded as 1.0.85 The 1945 United
Nations Charter, 2.0, represented the finished product.86 It created political
and economic institutions designed to provide collective security for its
members (the Security Council and the General Assembly), promote eco-
nomic development (the International Monetary Fund, World Bank) and
public health (the World Health Organization and the Food and Agricultural
Organization), and promote decolonization by requiring European empires to
promise they would eventually introduce self-government and later agree,
albeit with reluctance, to grant independence to their colonies.87 US and
Soviet leaders insisted that participation in UN organizations be “based on
respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples,”
which meant they must agree to permit people in the colonies to depart from
empires and establish republics of their own.88

US and Soviet diplomats then used the United Nations to promote decolo-
nization, authorizing special commissions to investigate colonial conditions
and encouraging colonial people to petition the General Assembly for relief,
which forced empires to fix timetables for eventual independence.89 By lim-
iting membership, more or less, to independent states, US and Soviet offi-
cials created an organization in which republics outnumbered dynastic states
by a two-to-one margin.90

Although relations between the United States and Soviet Union deteri-
orated after the war ended, primarily because they quarreled over the exact
boundaries of each other’s “spheres of influence” in the new interstate sys-
tem, which led to the Cold War between 1948 and 1960, they nonetheless
agreed on the central features of the system and together promoted decoloni-
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zation despite the onset of the Cold War.91 Indeed, twenty-six countries in
Africa and Asia gained their independence with US and Soviet assistance
between 1956 and 1960, during the height of the Cold War.92

After World War II, US and Soviet leaders moved quickly to decolonize
the empires of their wartime enemies, depriving Axis states of the colonies
they had acquired before and during the war. They detached Austria, Czecho-
slovakia, and Poland from Germany; Tunisia, Libya, Somalia, Eritrea, and
Ethiopia from Italy; and Formosa (Taiwan), Manchuria (China), and Korea
from Japan. European states also forcibly deported eight million German-
speaking residents to Germany, and Asian states deported 2.6 million ethnic
Japanese to Japan after the war, largely because they regarded them as repre-
sentatives of the German and Japanese empires.93 US and Soviet govern-
ments then pressured their erstwhile allies to decolonize while encouraging
aspiring nationalist and socialist movements in the colonies to press their
demands for decolonization and self-determination.

While the United States and Soviet Union demanded decolonization from
above and myriad republican movements demanded independence from be-
low, dynastic European states found themselves in difficult straits. 94 Al-
though European empires survived the fascist onslaught, the war exhausted
their economic resources, military defeat shredded their aura of invincibility,
and their reprehensible behavior during the war—British and French conces-
sions to Hitler at Munich, French collaboration with German occupation in
France and with Japanese occupation in Indochina—ruined their political
reputations and legitimacy as great powers. As de Gaulle lamented, “All the
nations of Europe lost [the war]. Two were defeated.”95

Although the world war had wrecked dynastic empires, it emboldened
nationalist and socialist republicans in the colonial world. Older nationalist
movements—the Indian National Congress (1885), Muslim League (1906),
Zionist movement (1896), Arab National Congress (1913), and Chinese Na-
tionalist Party (1922)—and socialist movements—the Chinese Communist
Party (1921) and Vietnamese Communist Party (1925)—were joined by new
republican movements in French, British, Dutch, Spanish, Portuguese, and
Belgian colonies around the world. Many of these movements fought against
the Japanese during the war and were prepared to wage war to secure their
independence. As Muslim League leader Ali Jinnah said of his commitment
to use “direct action” in India to secure independence, “We have forged a
pistol and we are in a position to use it.”96 Although some movements
adopted nonviolent strategies to win independence, colonial authorities re-
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garded independence movements everywhere as potentially armed and dan-
gerous.

In some places, European empires fought hard to retain their colonies.
The United Kingdom waged brutal counterinsurgency campaigns against as-
piring Jewish and Arab insurgents in Palestine, communists in Malaysia, and
Mau Mau in Kenya. France fought the Viet Minh in Indochina and national-
ist insurgents in Algeria. The Netherlands struggled against nationalist insur-
gents in Indonesia. Portugal fought communist movements in Guinea-Bissau,
Angola, and Mozambique. Belgium fought with nationalist insurgents in the
Congo. Although European empires sometimes managed to defeat their
multiple republican adversaries in the field, they were eventually forced to
retreat and surrender their colonies. Decolonization proceeded rapidly during
the late 1950s and then continued at a slower pace. As a result, the number of
states in the interstate system grew from 50 in 1945 to 100 in 1960, to 150 in
1990, and to 193 in 2012.97 The great majority of these new states identified
themselves as republics.

The creation of a new republican interstate system after World War II,
which contributed to widespread decolonization and the rise of the republics,
had important global consequences. First, it brought an end to colonialism,
which for centuries had facilitated the political degradation and economic
exploitation of billions of people around the world. Second, it brought an end
to the murderous interimperial rivalries that were responsible for the out-
break of recurrent world wars that had resulted in immeasurable violence and
suffering for the billions of people who were exposed to war, genocide, and
famine. Third, it created global institutions that provided collective security
for constituent states, facilitated the emergence of states based on popular
sovereignty and constitutional government, and promoted, for the first time,
economic development in some postcolonial states. Of course, the new re-
publics did not always provide political democracy or achieve economic
development.

Unfortunately, the rise of the republics was accompanied from the outset
by two related problems: dictatorship and division. In some settings, these
developments deprived people of political choices and economic opportu-
nities and contributed to conflicts within and between the new republics. To
appreciate these developments, it is necessary to examine these two problems
in greater detail.





Chapter Four

Dictatorship and Division

The rise of the republics was accompanied by two onerous problems. First,
minority political factions in many postcolonial states seized power, estab-
lished dictatorships to enhance their own wealth and power, and inflicted
terrible cruelties on majority populations. Second, minority political factions
that competed for political power with domestic rivals in colonial and post-
colonial states sometimes precipitated the division of postcolonial republics.
This often led to conflicts and wars within and between divided states. Dic-
tatorship and division both compromised the meaning of citizenship and
sovereignty in the new republics and contributed to domestic violence and
interstate war.

The architects of constitutional government in the United States worried
that a minority faction might capture the state. To prevent this, they divided
government and created institutional firewalls designed to prevent one fac-
tion from breaching these barriers and capturing the state as a whole. They
also feared that the multitude might capture the state and establish a “tyranny
of the majority” over the “minority,” the economic and political elite who
made up only 10 percent of the population. To prevent this, they divided civil
society, reserved citizenship and the franchise for themselves, and barred the
multitude—denizens and subjects—from exercising popular sovereignty. In
retrospect, given the ease with which minority factions established dictator-
ships in many republics, the architects probably worried too much about the
danger posed to constitutional government by the multitude and too little to
the threat presented by faction. The republics, it turned out, were more vul-
nerable to capture by faction than by the multitude.1

57
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DICTATORSHIP IN THE REPUBLICS

In Latin America, where republican government first emerged in the early
nineteenth century, individual strongmen, or caudillos, used personal social
networks to create social movements that seized power in postcolonial states.
Caudillos such as Antonio López de Santa Anna in Mexico and Juan Manuel
de Rosas in Argentina were landlords who organized dependent tenant farm-
ers into militias that enabled them to become regional warlords and then
national dictators.2 As the historian John Lynch observes, “An exaggerated
form of presidentialism, known as caudillismo, emerged. . . . Caudillismo
was marked by certain characteristics: personal rule by a man with a charis-
matic personality, a repressive dictatorship, a resort to military force to gain
political power, and the centralization of authority. . . . This phenomenon
lasted well into the twentieth century.”3

Dictators relied on social networks and on relatives to take power and
maintain their faction’s hold on power after their deaths. In Argentina, Rosas
asked that power be passed to his daughter in the event of his death, and in
Paraguay, the Congress allowed the dictator Carlos Antonio López the right
to name his own successor.4 Although Lynch argues that “hereditary caudil-
lismo . . . was a rare phenomenon,” it became a common feature in many
republics, where factions rooted in familial social networks subsequently
emerged: the Somozas in Nicaragua, Peróns in Argentina, Chiangs in Tai-
wan, Castros in Cuba, Bhuttos in Pakistan, Assads in Syria, and Kims in
North Korea.5

In Latin America, it was relatively easy in the early nineteenth century for
factions rooted in small social networks to seize and maintain power. They
simply “waited for, and took advantage of moments of government weakness
in order to overthrow the ruling group,” Frank Safford observes.6 But as time
passed, it became more difficult for factions with narrow social support to
obtain power, both to prevent other elite factions from seizing power and to
keep the multitude at bay.7 Caudillismo gave way to factions that organized
larger, more impersonal social networks and recruited different social
groups—the church, military, bureaucracy, and domestic and foreign elites—
that created elite coalitions, a development that Lynch says occurred in Latin
America after 1870.8

In other regions, minority political factions relied not only on charismatic
leaders and social networks but on mass-based political parties and organized
social movements to demand power from colonial empires and to compete
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for power with domestic rivals. In many colonies and postcolonial republics,
competing republican independence movements emerged. In Russia, Men-
shevik and Bolshevik factions of the same party simultaneously battled each
other, the regime, anarchists, liberals, social democrats, conservatives, royal-
ists, and foreign invaders. In India, the Indian National Congress and the
Muslim League engaged in a contentious, collaborative, and combative rela-
tion in the decades before independence.9 In China, the nationalist movement
led by Chiang Kai-shek and the Communist Party led by Mao Zedong en-
gaged in a competition both as allies and as enemies on the mainland be-
tween 1920 and 1949 and then as opponents in separate states in the years
since then.10

To compete successfully against foreign and domestic opponents, politi-
cal factions recruited the members of ethnic-religious groups and/or social
classes to create movements that could seize power in postcolonial states. For
instance, in Iraq, Saddam Hussein recruited members of the Sunni minority
into the Baath Party while in Syria, Bashar al-Assad enrolled members of the
Alawite minority in the Baath Party to create a dependable constituency for
the regime. The apartheid regime in South Africa, which was established by
the National Party in 1948, relied on members of the white settler commu-
nity, which made up about 20 percent of the population, for political support,
a group that had both ethnic and class dimensions.11

By contrast, the Chinese dictatorship in 2002 recruited seventy-three mil-
lion people from different social classes as members of the Communist Par-
ty—this is more people than live in California, Texas, and Illinois—and then,
in the 2000s, enlisted a roughly equal number of people from bourgeois and
entrepreneurial classes and partnered them with state bureaucrats and party
members in a new, wider collaborative alliance, though still representing
only about 10 percent of the population in China.12

These numbers are telling. Most dictatorships have difficulty creating a
faction that represents as much as 20 percent of the populace. Some re-
gimes—the apartheid government in South Africa, the regimes led by Mar-
shal Broz Tito in Yugoslavia or Gamal Nasser in Egypt—could count on
relatively large class or ethnic constituencies.13 But this is rare. Most of the
factions that seize power count on much smaller constituencies, perhaps 10
percent, like those in China, and perhaps only 1 percent in regimes run by
caudillos.

Given the fact that the dictators who took power in the republics repre-
sented social and political minorities, how did they manage to seize power
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and dissuade or prevent the majority from challenging their authority? They
adopted republican practices to enhance their legitimacy, and they used vio-
lence to seize and defend their authority and cow the majority.

Legitimacy

The minority factions that established dictatorships in the republics insisted
that they believed in constitutional government. When they took power, dic-
tators did not abolish constitutional government—they changed it. In Latin
America, this was easy to do. As Keith Rosenn argues, “Built into almost all
Latin American constitutions are provisions that permit democracy and dic-
tatorships.”14 This was a problem because the men who drafted constitutions
in postcolonial Latin American republics borrowed heavily from the US
Constitution and adopted a presidential model that placed extraordinary
powers into the hands of the executive. Billias wryly observes that the US
Constitution was “like a lock ordered by catalog from the United States that
came with the wrong instructions and no keys.”15 As a result, when one
faction won the presidency, it used executive power to rewrite the constitu-
tion, emasculate the judiciary, subdue the legislature, and strip the citizenry
of any real voice in government. This practice is also a problem in contempo-
rary Egypt, where the Muslim Brotherhood candidate Mohamed Morsi won
the presidential election following the overthrow of Hosni Mubarak and then
used presidential powers to draft a new constitution, sideline the opposition,
and muzzle the judiciary.

In Latin America, factions regularly discarded, rewrote, and adopted new
constitutions to cripple their rivals.16 Between 1811 and 1989, “Latin
American countries produced a total of 253 constitutions . . . or 12.6 per
country on average, compared with two in the United States during the same
period. . . . Latin American constitutions were notoriously easy to change.”17

Where independence movements created “dictatorships of the proletari-
at,” as the Bolsheviks did in the Soviet Union and the Communist Party did
in China and Vietnam, they drafted elaborate constitutions that provided for
one-party democracy and, in the Soviet Union, allowed constituent republics
to exercise their self-determination and secede from the union if they wanted,
a provision that the republics exercised in 1992.18

Dictators in postcolonial republics did not typically abolish elections,
though they often suspended elections and, when they were held, rigged the
results. They restricted the formation of rival political parties, obstructed
rivals’ campaigns, assassinated rival candidates, and stuffed ballot boxes to
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ensure their own victories. In Argentina, Rosas won the 1833 election, giving
him dictatorial powers with 99.9 percent of the vote, a ridiculous number. 19

They did not dissolve parliaments or close legislatures; they filled them with
their cronies, who debated the issues, voiced their support for government
policy, and solemnly voted for measures to enhance presidential powers,
extend states of emergency, and abolish term limits so that their leaders could
become “presidents for life.”

By contrast, fascist leaders described themselves as “antiparliamentar-
ians” and vowed to end constitutional government, which they viewed as
weak and corrupt. But dictators in most of the republics adopted a different
approach. They embraced constitutional government and then smothered it.
They preserved the institutions (constitutions and congresses) and observed
the practices (elections) of republican government because it enhanced their
legitimacy, both at home and abroad. In a world where the republics were
growing in number, it was politically advantageous for dictators to adopt
republican values and norms. Powerful republics such as the United States
and the Soviet Union often insisted that dictators profess republican princi-
ples as a condition for admission to the United Nations and for receiving
economic or military aid. Between 1945 and 1988, the United States pro-
vided $94.8 billion in economic aid to the new republics, most of them
dictatorships in the US sphere of influence, while the Soviet Union provided
$17.1 billion in aid to regimes in eastern Europe, Southeast Asia, and Afri-
ca.20

By paying lip service to republican values by holding the occasional
election, dictators could obtain foreign investment and secure Olympic
Games, which allowed regimes in the Soviet Union (1980), Yugoslavia
(1984), South Korea (1988), and China (2008) to showcase their regimes and
persuade observers that they were not as bad as their detractors claimed,
much as Nazi Germany had done during the 1936 Olympic Games in Berlin.
During the 2008 Olympics in Beijing, McDonald’s ran “Cheer for China”
television ads and Pepsi “painted its familiar blue cans red [as part of] a
limited edition, ‘Go Red for China’ promotion.”21

Dictatorships also took economic steps to enhance their political legitima-
cy. Although factions typically used state power to enhance their own wealth
and engaged in widespread corruption—President Mobutu Sese Seko of
Zaire stole five billion dollars, virtually all of the money given to Zaire by
foreign donors—they also promised to promote economic development, pro-
vide jobs, and deliver “welfare” benefits to majority populations.22 Most
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dictators, even poor ones, subsidized staple foods, cooking and heating oils,
primary education, and public transportation.23 Because dictators made these
goods available to everyone without restriction and made cheap goods avail-
able to “free riders” (people who could otherwise afford them), they did not
have to pay for costly bureaucracies to administer them.

Violence

The factions that installed dictatorships in the republics shared a common
feature: a willingness to use violence to dissuade the majority from challeng-
ing their authority. In contrast to other republicans, who expressed a yearning
for “liberty, equality, fraternity,” the bullies and braggarts who became dicta-
tors expressed contempt for their opponents, took pride in their ruthlessness,
and bragged about their willingness to murder without remorse.

In 1835, when Vicente Rocafuerte took power in Ecuador, he “declared
that ‘only terror’ could reduce the rebels to order and ‘conserve the first of all
laws [sic] which is that of public tranquility. The only course that I have is
that they tremble before me. . . . I will convert myself into a Sylla [a Roman
dictator] to save my country from the anarchy that is trying to devour it. A
true lover of enlightenment and civilization, I consent to pass for a tyrant.”24

Georgios Papadopoulos, the leader of the Greek military junta in 1973,
ordered his soldiers to “slug the flesh” of unarmed student demonstrators.25

His successor, Dimitrios Ioannidis, demanded that Nicos Sampson, a collab-
orator who mounted a coup against the democratic government of Cyprus,
kill its president, Archbishop Makarios III, and cut off his head: “Nicky,”
Ionnidis told Sampson, “I want his head. You shall bring it to me yourself,
okay Nicky?”26

When Argentina’s military dictatorship began its “dirty war” against dis-
sident civilians—kidnapping, jailing, torturing, and murdering its opponents,
sometimes pushing drugged prisoners out of airplanes over the Atlantic—
General Ibérico Saint-Jean bragged about the regime’s ruthless commitment
to violence: “First we’ll kill the subversives, then their collaborators, then . . .
their sympathizers, then . . . those who remain indifferent, and finally we’ll
kill the timid.”27

Dictators used the army, government bureaucracies, and the courts to
arrest, imprison, torture, murder, and massacre. It would be taxing to recount
all the horrors inflicted on civilian populations by dictators in the republics:
ethnic cleansing in Yugoslavia; genocide of Tutsis by the Hutu regime in
Rwanda; dirty wars across Latin America. It may suffice to inventory the
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violence inflicted by only one regime, in China, during the period after it
took power in 1949. According to scholars and US State Department reports,
the dictatorship killed two million landlords during the land reforms of the
early 1950s, killed one million people during the purges triggered by the
Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, massacred two thousand unarmed
demonstrators in Tiananmen Square in 1989, and in recent years annually
executed between seven thousand and fifteen thousand people, though most
of these people committed “crimes” that are not punishable by death in any
other country, and in many cases, neither the defendants nor their lawyers
were allowed to speak in court.28 This summary of the regime’s purposeful
violence does not include the fifteen to forty-five million who died of famine
as a result of its failed economic policies during the Great Leap Forward
(1958–1960) or the uncounted deaths of women and girls who died as a
result of the regime’s forcible sterilization and abortion practices, which
were part of its ongoing one-child policy, or the practice of abandoning
infant girls in orphanages, where high mortality rates have resulted in the
deaths of hundreds of thousands of girls.29

Dictators did not rely only on state officials and government bureaucra-
cies to dispense violence on civilians. They also enlisted nonstate actors to
participate. Regimes in Latin America allowed vigilante death squads to
torture and murder opponents of the regime. The Hutu regime in Rwanda
persuaded young men in soccer clubs to join the Interahamwe (“Let us strike
together”), which was tasked with the murder of Tutsis during the genocide
in 1994. The regime in East Germany recruited civilians to inform on family
members, friends, and coworkers. The regime in China recruited women in
villages to record the menstrual cycles of neighboring women and report
unauthorized pregnancies to the authorities; it paid civilian bounty hunters to
kidnap and imprison, in unofficial “black jails,” people who tried to deliver
petitions seeking redress to government officials. Of course, when regimes
invited nonstate actors to engage in violence without supervision, those non-
state actors invited their subcontractors to abuse their petty authority.

THE SILENCED MAJORITY?

The willingness of dictators to inflict violence on civilians helps explain why
the multitude might be willing to concede political power to small factions.
Although violence was an important reason that the multitude might refrain
from challenging authority, it was not the only one. There were other reasons
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that the multitude was not only unable but also unwilling to wrest popular
sovereignty from venal, predatory factions.

Thomas Jefferson in 1821 offered a possible explanation why they might
not. “I feared from the beginning that these people [in Latin America] were
not sufficiently enlightened for self-government; and that after wading
through blood and slaughter, they would end in military tyrannies, more or
less numerous.”30

Jefferson gives the people of Latin America too little credit for rational
behavior. Recall that the majority of people in the republics across the Amer-
icas were disenfranchised and treated as denizens or subjects by the citizen
minority. The majority had little reason to defend a democratic faction of
citizens from their predatory, undemocratic brethren. The disenfranchised
multitude had little to gain from such a fight (though they frequently fought
for the independence movements that disenfranchised them—see chapter 3),
particularly where neither citizen democrats nor citizen dictators were will-
ing to enfranchise them. The multitude had much to lose by joining a fight
between dueling citizenries.

This may also have been true for disenfranchised groups in more recent
years. In many countries today, immigrants and ethnic minorities do not
challenge the authority of dictators or join with the opponents of the regime
because it is not clear that the challengers would include them in a more
“democratic” polity. The noncommittal behavior of Kurdish minorities dur-
ing the recent civil wars in Iraq and Syria and of Christian minorities during
the recent democratic “opening” in Myanmar/Burma are instructive in this
regard.

The multitude may also be unwilling to challenge regimes because they
depend on the benefits that the regime grudgingly provides. Dictators around
the world put food on the table, literally, by providing subsidies to keep the
price of bread and other necessities affordable for the impoverished multi-
tude. Economic dependence may weaken or inhibit the multitude’s willing-
ness to challenge authority, though as we shall see in the next chapter, if
regimes allow these prices to rise (for whatever reason), the multitude’s
sense of entitlement to (or dependence on) these benefits may encourage
them to challenge the regime.

As the representatives of minority factions, dictators work hard to maintain
their political legitimacy, both at home and abroad, by portraying themselves
as republican and by demonstrating their capacity to use violence against any
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challenge to their authority, however “timid” it might be. This is a difficult
task. As Egyptian dictator Gamal Nasser admitted in a moment of candor,
“You imagine that we are simply giving orders and the country is run accord-
ingly. You are greatly mistaken.”31

If their legitimacy or capacity for violence is diminished, dictators be-
come vulnerable, and the multitude, or small groups among it, might demand
change. When it does, dictators fall. Although dictators kept republican insti-
tutions and practices intact—rewriting constitutions, holding rigged elec-
tions—for cynical reasons, to burnish their credentials and secure foreign and
domestic support, their decision to do so had important consequences. When
dictators fell, civilian democrats revived moribund republican institutions
and used them to facilitate a relatively peaceful transition to democracy in
southern Europe, Latin America, eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, and
South Africa. More recently, the republican institutions that Nasser, Sadat,
and Mubarak used as instruments for dictatorship in Egypt actually played a
key role in the initial transition from dictatorship to democracy during the
Arab Spring.

FACTION AND DIVISION

Although political factions seized power and established dictatorships in
postcolonial states, factions in other countries sought to divide political pow-
er in postcolonial states so that they could rule, as a majority, on their own
terms. The division of the republics was a problem that the architects of
constitutional government did not fully appreciate.

For example, after the Revolutionary War, the architects of constitutional
government in the United States labored to create a unitary federal republic
that assigned some power to the thirteen constituent states. During the de-
bates about the Articles of Confederation and the Constitution, the federalists
advocated the creation of a strong central government. The antifederalists
argued that considerable power should be devolved to the states so that the
citizens of each state could rule on their own terms, as a majority, rather than
as a minority in a larger union. In addition, the antifederalists “opposed the
new national government because its structure and distance from the people
would . . . ‘prevent those who were not rich, well-born or prominent from
exercising political power.’”32 There was also a “strong drive to separatism
on the part of frontiersmen” in the territories west of the Appalachians.33 The
frontiersmen wanted to create republics of their own in western territories so
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that they could escape the authority both of the federal government and of the
original thirteen states, which made them both antifederalist and anti-antifed-
eralists.

The antifederalists and the frontier separatists lost this battle when the
states ratified the Constitution, though they obtained a strong Bill of Rights
that prevented the rights of minority factions and individuals in the states
from being trampled by a political majority in the new Union. 34

In Latin America, the debate between federalist and antifederalist repub-
lics took a different turn. Federalist republicans such as Bolivar and San
Martin fought for independence from Spain and for union, the creation of a
great republic consisting of different viceroyalties in Spanish America. 35 The
antifederalists in the colonies fought for independence and also division, the
creation of separate republics in Spanish America, and some fought, like the
frontiersmen in North America, for division and subdivision. In Argentina,
Estanislao López announced in 1819, “We wish to form a small republic in
the heart of our territory,” and “a number of small, micro-republics emerged,
their governments sustained by dominant interest groups and led by a local
chief.”36

In the end, the antifederalists prevailed, and the devolution of dynastic
power was accompanied by the division of Spanish America into separate
republics, where minority factions frequently seized power and established
dictatorships, as we have seen.

After World War I, the defeated dynastic empires were divided into
multiple republics. The division of the Austro-Hungarian Empire led to the
creation of separate republics in Austria, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia,
though Croatia was attached to the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. The division of
the German Empire led to the creation of republics in Germany and Poland.
The collapse of the Russian Empire led to the creation of states in the Soviet
Union, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Finland, and Poland. The division of the
Ottoman Empire led to the creation of a republic in Turkey, though its pos-
sessions in the Middle East were assigned to the empires of Great Britain,
France, and the new Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.

In general, the devolution and division of power in dynastic states in
Europe resembled earlier events in Spanish America, where division of dy-
nastic authority led to the creation of multiple successor republics. But this
needs to be qualified. In Russia, the Bolsheviks fought hard, like federalists
in North and South America, to create a strong unitary republic that consisted
of multiple states (the Bolsheviks called them “republics”), and provided
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each of them with the constitutional authority to secede from the Soviet
“Union.”

At the same time, rebellion and civil war in Ireland forced Great Britain to
devolve and divide its authority between competing political movements on
the island. Catholic republicans fought for a unitary republic in Ireland, while
Protestant royalists fought for “union” with Great Britain. The protestant
minority argued that their political interests would not be protected or served
by a Catholic majority in a unitary republic. They wanted a state in Northern
Ireland where they could exercise power on their own terms as a majority,
the Catholic minority in Northern Ireland notwithstanding. The British
agreed with the Protestants and divided the island, creating an Irish “Free
State,” which eventually became a republic, and a semiautonomous state in
Northern Ireland that had its own parliament but remained a part of the
British Empire. British officials created similar accommodations for white
settler minorities in South Africa, New Zealand, Australia, and Canada. Of
course, the Catholic minority in Northern Ireland objected to political domi-
nation by the new Protestant “majority.”37

After World War II, the great powers dissolved the German, Italian, and
Japanese Empires and transferred power to republics in their homelands and
new republics in their colonies.38 The United States and the Soviet Union,
along with the republican independence movements in the colonies, then
forced the British, French, Dutch, Belgian, Spanish, and Portuguese empires
to decolonize. In most cases, decolonization led to the devolution of power
from dynastic empires to single, unitary republics, a federalist model of
change. So, for example, the Belgian Congo became the Republic of the
Congo, Dutch Indonesia became the Republic of Indonesia, and French Al-
geria became the Republic of Algeria.

But the great powers sometimes adopted the antifederalist, Latin
American model and divided power between competing republican indepen-
dence movements.39 They divided Korea, China, Vietnam, and Germany
between nationalist and communist independence movements and gave them
each a state of their own. Great Britain divided India and Palestine between
competing ethnic-religious movements (Hindus and Moslems in India, Arabs
and Jews in Palestine), much as it had done in Ireland, and created separate
states for each, though the one assigned to the Arabs in Palestine did not
come into being.40

The great powers divided these states because they thought it would end
conflict between competing independence movements, protect minority
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movements from being dominated by majority movements in unified states,
and protect great-power interests, which were tied to different movements.
They were mistaken. Instead of reducing conflict, division created new prob-
lems that led to conflict and war between divided states. This should not have
surprised them. Philosophical and practical problems associated with parti-
tion emerged early on, first in the United States.

Philosophical Problems

The problems with partition first became evident in the United States in the
1850s, when a slave-owning minority faction in the South argued that divi-
sion would solve the deepening political differences between southern states
that allowed slavery and states in the North and West that did not. Recall that
the slaveholding citizenry represented both a minority of adult white males in
the United States as a whole and a minority of the inhabitants (which in-
cluded women, children, immigrants, and slaves) in every southern state. The
Constitution allowed this double minority to count their slaves as three-fifths
of a man to boost their representation in Congress, and this, together with
two senators for each state, helped them use republican institutions—the
executive (most of the presidents elected before the Civil War were slave
owners), Congress, and the Supreme Court—to wield greater political power
than their numbers would otherwise afford, to protect slavery, and even to
extend slavery to new territories in some western states. But with the emer-
gence of the Republican Party, which opposed the extension of slavery but
did not advocate the abolition of slavery where it already existed, and the
election of Abraham Lincoln in 1860, the southern minority feared that they
would lose their ability to act like a majority and that the new majority would
restrict the expansion of slavery in new territories, obstruct the return of
fugitive slaves, and eventually abolish slavery. The only way to defend their
liberty (not the liberty of the multitude, either in southern states or the nation
as a whole) was to divide the Republic and create a “Confederacy” that
would resemble the kind of republic the antifederalists earlier imagined.

Lincoln disagreed with the Confederates’ view of democracy in a repub-
lic and advanced three philosophical arguments. First, he argued that the
Confederate minority was acting without legal authority. When they signed
the Constitution, the delegates of southern states agreed to bind themselves in
perpetuity to the Union. This contractual obligation, voluntarily made, could
be undone only by amending the Constitution. To secede lawfully, the Con-
federate minority would have to obtain the consent of the majority, which, of
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course, they were unwilling and, probably, unable to do. If they abandoned
their contractual, constitutional obligations, the Confederate minority would
be acting without lawful authority.

Although Lincoln argued that the Confederate minority could not unilat-
erally abandon the Union, the new Republican majority could not unilaterally
abandon slavery, which was given constitutional protection, unless it
amended the Constitution. This was unlikely, given the number of slave
states and the requirement that two-thirds of all states ratify such a change.

Second, Lincoln argued that the southern minority’s determination to
create a confederate republic where they could rule on their own actually
undermined democracy, which was based on the principle of “majority rule.”
As Lincoln explained in his inaugural address, a minority possessed the right
to revolt if “a majority should deprive a minority of any constitutional
right.”41 But he said that no such right had been denied to the southern
minority. “All the vital rights of minorities and of individuals are so plainly
assured to them . . . in the Constitution, that controversies never arise con-
cerning them.”42 He said that since the extension of slavery to new territories
was not expressly protected by the Constitution, southern slaveholders could
not claim this as their “right” or as a justification for revolt. “If the minority
will not acquiesce [on nonconstitutional issues], the majority must, or the
government must cease.”43

In effect, Lincoln argued that the Confederates rejected the principle of
majority rule, a cornerstone of democracy:

If a minority . . . will secede rather than acquiesce [to majority rule], they make
a precedent which in turn will divide and ruin them, for a minority [faction] of
their own will secede from them whenever a majority refuses to be controlled
by such a minority. . . . Why may not any portion of a new confederacy, a year
or two hence, arbitrarily secede again, precisely as portions of the present
Union now claim to secede from it? All who cherish disunion sentiments are
now being educated to the exact temper of doing this.44

(This is what happened in Virginia, where the mountaineers in 1863 seceded
from Virginia, created their own state, West Virginia, and fought for the
Union.)

Although Lincoln argued that the practice of democracy required both
advancing majority rule and protecting minority rights, he did not imagine
that the “majority” or the “minority” were fixed or permanent social iden-
tities, etched in stone. Instead, he argued that people possessed multiple and
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overlapping social and political identities (much as contemporary “intersec-
tional” feminists argue) that changed over time. He had witnessed these
changes himself. During Lincoln’s lifetime, political factions had undergone
a dramatic transformation from Federalists and Whigs to Democrats and then
Republicans. Moreover, these political identities have continued to change so
that today, constituencies in southern states identify themselves as “Republi-
cans” and constituencies in the North and West as “Democrats,” a complete
and, for Lincoln’s contemporaries, unimaginable turn of events. As Lincoln
observed, “A majority held in restraint by constitutional checks and limita-
tions, and always changing easily with deliberate changes of popular opin-
ions and sentiments, is the only true sovereign of a free people. . . . The rule
of a minority, as a permanent arrangement, is wholly inadmissible.”45

Confederates responded to these arguments with gunfire. The result was a
long, bloody civil war that preserved the Union, abolished slavery, and en-
franchised adult black men (see chapter 6). Although the Civil War averted
the division of the United States, it has not done so elsewhere. Indeed, the
division of states has waxed, even while dictatorship in the republics has
waned. Lincoln called attention to the philosophical problems associated
with division. But there were also practical problems that he did not antici-
pate.

Practical Problems

The great powers adopted “partition,” or the devolution and division of pow-
er, in many countries after World War I and World War II because they
thought that assigning separate states to each would protect “minority”
movements from being dominated by their “majority” peers and reduce con-
flict between them.46 But instead of reducing conflict, partition created three
problems that led to conflict and war.

First, partition triggered disruptive migrations across newly created bor-
ders. After Korea was divided, nearly three million people, or about 25
percent of the population, fled North Korea and moved to the south.47 The
1.5 million Chinese who fled the mainland for Taiwan in the late 1940s
increased the island’s population of 8 million by 20 percent.48 In Palestine,
UN observers estimated that 726,000 Arabs moved across newly drawn bor-
ders after partition, some voluntarily, many by force, and the Arab popula-
tion inside Israel dropped by 11 percent.49 After Britain divided India, seven-
teen million people fled across newly drawn borders between India and Paki-
stan, the largest and fastest migration in human history.50
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People fled because they feared they would be subjected to discrimination
by the leaders of the new state or by tyrannical majorities; majorities encour-
aged or forced minorities to leave so that they could rule without restraint.
But violent and socially disruptive migrations and ethnic cleansing, which
killed one to two million people during postpartition migrations in India and
Pakistan, did not create homogeneous populations.51 Millions of Moslems
remained in India, and today, more Moslems live in India than in Pakistan, an
Islamic country.52 After the partition of Palestine, tens of thousands of Arabs
remained in Israel, and when Israel captured the West Bank and Gaza during
the 1967 war, hundreds of thousands of Arabs were reincorporated.53

Second, many of the postpartition republics were seized by factions that
installed dictatorships, and both authoritarian and democratic republics dis-
criminated against residual minority populations. State officials denied mi-
norities the right to vote or bear arms or serve in the military. They imposed
martial law on minority populations and authorized majority populations to
use violence against minorities. So, for example, the British gave the Protes-
tant Ulster Defense Force unofficial sanction for its campaign against the
Irish Republican Army and its Catholic sympathizers in Northern Ireland,
and the Israeli government gives armed Jewish settlers in the occupied terri-
tories the authority to defend themselves, a right it does not extend to the
Arab inhabitants. These kinds of developments undermined the meaning of
citizenship in these states.

In response, minorities organized social movements—the Palestine Liber-
ation Organization and later Hamas in the Israeli-occupied territories, the
Awami League in eastern Pakistan, Islamic movements in the Indian-con-
trolled sector of Kashmir—to protest the treatment of disenfranchised
groups, and some engaged in violent campaigns that resulted in hijackings,
hostage taking, bombing campaigns, and assassinations.

The discriminatory practices of officials and nonstate actors in divided
states antagonized not only resident minority populations, they also antago-
nized their compatriots in neighboring states.54 Moslems in Pakistan traveled
to Kashmir to fight on behalf of their compatriots, and Arab Palestinians in
Lebanon, Jordan, and Egypt joined the PLO, Hamas, and Hezbollah.

Third, postpartition republics contested the partition process, both be-
cause they were excluded from decision making and because many wanted to
secure power in a unitary state. So they challenged the sovereignty and
legitimacy of their rivals and claimed the authority to reunify their country,
by force if necessary. For example, the leaders of postpartition states in
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Vietnam both adopted constitutions that claimed each other’s territories; the
communists on the Chinese mainland laid claim to Taiwan, and the national-
ists in Taiwan laid claim to the mainland.55 Competing territorial claims
undermined the meaning of sovereignty in divided states.

Disruptive migrations, the rise of dictatorships and discriminatory poli-
cies against minority populations, and bitter fights over postpartition boun-
daries led to conflicts within and between divided states. Large-scale wars
erupted between states in North and South Korea and between North and
South Vietnam. Conflicts between the two Chinas and between East and
West Germany triggered political crises that very nearly led to war. India and
Pakistan have waged three wars since partition. Israel and its Arab neighbors
have fought five wars since partition, while Palestinian Arabs have staged
two uprisings, or intifadas.

Moreover, these conflicts triggered superpower military intervention. The
United States intervened in conflicts in Korea, China, Vietnam, Germany,
India, Pakistan, and the Middle East. The Soviet Union intervened in con-
flicts in Germany and in the Middle East.56

During these conflicts, the superpowers sometimes threatened to use nu-
clear weapons, as the United States did on a number of occasions.57 After the
United States threatened China, Mao Zedong vowed to develop nuclear
weapons, which China did not then possess, to “boost our courage and scare
others.”58 But the development of nuclear weapons by China “scared” India,
which then developed nuclear weapons, a development that in turn threat-
ened Pakistan, which then developed nuclear weapons of its own.59 This
chain reaction led to the proliferation of nuclear weapons in divided states,
which have a long history of waging war with their neighbors, an extremely
troublesome development.60

During the early twentieth century, republics urged colonized people to
exercise their right to self-determination, which meant breaking away from
dynastic empires and creating independent republics of their own. Minority
factions in some republics demanded the right to exit those republics and
establish states of their own. Note, however, that self-determination in the
first instance meant separation from dynastic empires, while self-determina-
tion in the second instance meant secession from republics.

In 1971, Bangladesh seceded from Pakistan after a bloody civil war.
Then, in 1974, the Turkish minority in Cyprus broke away from the republic,
with Turkish assistance, and established a separate state on the island called
North Kibris.61 Then, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the fall of commu-
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nist dictatorships in eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, and the Horn of Africa
led to the division of some republics into multiple states. Czechoslovakia
divided into two republics, Yugoslavia into five republics, more or less, the
Soviet Union into fifteen republics, and Ethiopia into two successor states.62

The division of these republics differed from previous partitions in two
important respects. First, division was generally a product of internal devel-
opments, not engineered by the superpowers. Although NATO forces inter-
vened in Bosnia and Kosovo and forced a settlement between warring par-
ties, the superpowers did not participate in the division of the other states. 63

Second, the division of these republics did not always or everywhere
create the kind of problems associated with earlier partitions. Czechoslovakia
divided peacefully, and relations between successor states have been rela-
tively amicable.64 Many of the republics from the former Soviet Union have
avoided postpartition problems. But these problems still emerged in some
places. The division of Yugoslavia led to conflict and ethnic cleansing, the
division of the Soviet Union led to conflicts in Georgia, Chechnya, Armenia,
and Azerbaijan, and the division of Ethiopia led to war between Ethiopia and
Eritrea. Although partition and secession have long been closely associated
with conflict within and between states, it is still being advanced as a solution
to conflict in many settings. In 2011, Sudan was divided, and South Sudan
emerged as a new republic. However, fighting soon erupted, and all of the
problems associated with partition have reemerged.65

In general, the rise of the republics was associated with decolonization
around the world, the creation of democratic republics, and the expansion of
citizenries within them. The demise of the dynastic interstate system and the
creation of a republican interstate system substantially reduced the threat of
world war and the horrific violence associated with it. Still, the rise of the
republics was accompanied by two problems: the rise of dictatorships in
many republics, and the division of some postcolonial states. As we have
seen, both developments compromised the meaning of democracy, citizen-
ship, and sovereignty and contributed to violence within and between states.
During the past forty years, social movements ousted dictatorships around
the world. Although dictators retain power in China, the world’s largest state,
dictatorship in the republics has waned, an important and positive develop-
ment. The same cannot be said of division. Social movements have emerged
to demand power in states of their own. Scots in the United Kingdom,
Basques and Catalans in Spain, Lombardians in Italy, Karen in Burma, and
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Quebecois in Canada now demand the right of “self-determination,” which in
this context means the division of existing republican states, a troubling
prospect.

Let us next examine the democratization of the republics during the past
forty years.



Chapter Five

The Democratization of the Republics

In the last quarter of the twentieth century, social movements toppled dicta-
tors in dozens of republics around the world. Harvard political scientist Sam-
uel Huntington argued that the “transition of some 30 countries from non-
democratic to democratic political systems between 1974 and 1990 . . . was
perhaps the most important global political development in the late twentieth
century.”1 The fall of dictators in eastern Europe was soon followed by
democratization in the Soviet Union (1992), South Africa (1994), Indonesia
(1997), Turkey (2000), Burma (2011), and, during the Arab Spring (2011), in
Tunisia, Libya, and Egypt.2

The democratization of the republics extended citizenship to people who
had long been treated as the subjects of authoritarian rule and brought an end
to the violence that dictators used to protect minority political power. Today,
a majority of the republics in the interstate system are democratic.

SUPERPOWER SPHERES

After World War II, the United States and Soviet Union created a new
republican interstate system and used it to promote decolonization. But they
also divided the world into competing spheres of influence and frequently
supported dictators in the new republics to secure superpower interests and
defend the boundaries of their spheres. Although Roosevelt told Churchill,
“We must be careful to make it clear that we are not establishing any postwar
spheres of influence,” he nevertheless agreed with Stalin to divide the world
into US and Soviet spheres.3 At the inaugural UN conference in San Francis-
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co, US officials persuaded delegates to adopt articles that preserved the Mon-
roe Doctrine and permitted the creation of political and military blocs outside
the United Nations, which effectively authorized US and Soviet officials to
organize a series of military alliances designed to defend these spheres. “We
have preserved the Monroe Doctrine and the Inter-American System,” Sena-
tor Arthur Vandenburg, author of the UN articles, boasted.4

US and Soviet officials then moved to establish separate spheres of influ-
ence around the world. But disputes over the boundaries of their respective
spheres led to a series of conflicts between the United States and the Soviet
Union, which became known collectively as the Cold War.5

During the Cold War, US and Soviet leaders recruited, supported, and
installed dictatorships within their spheres. They did so to protect their inter-
ests in the region and prevent indigenous social movements from seizing
power and then defecting from their assigned place in the sphere. For exam-
ple, US officials worried that communist insurgents in Greece might win the
civil war, exit the US sphere, and join the Soviet bloc; Soviet leaders feared
that independent-minded communists in Yugoslavia and nationalist move-
ments in Hungary might exit the Soviet bloc and join the US sphere. US and
Soviet leaders worried that the departure of independent-minded republics
would weaken the “collective security” that spheres of influence were sup-
posed to provide for their members. So they frequently supported dictators to
prevent this from happening. George Kennan, an architect of US foreign
policy during the Cold War, explained why the United States supported
client regimes: “Where the concepts and traditions of popular government
[constitutional government based on popular sovereignty] are too weak to
absorb successfully the intensity of communist attack, then we must concede
that harsh government methods of repression may be the only answer.”6 As a
result, “the sweeping terms of [Cold War policy] obliged [the United
States] . . . to recruit, subsidize, and support a heterogeneous army of satel-
lites, clients, dependents, and puppets.”7

Although US officials promoted and assisted the creation of strong,
stable, democratic republics in western Europe and Japan during this period,
they also supported dictators in southern Europe, across Latin America, and
in many of the new republics that emerged from colonial rule across Asia,
Africa, and the Middle East.

The Soviet Union followed suit, creating puppet dictatorships across east-
ern Europe and making alliances with communist regimes that came to pow-
er on their own in China, North Korea, North Vietnam, and Cuba. Both
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superpowers then provided economic and military aid to client regimes,
which enabled those regimes to develop their economies and provide some
economic benefits to subject populations.

Significantly, leaders in some of the new republics objected to the emer-
gence of superpower spheres of influence and refused to assume the roles
assigned to them. During the 1950s, the communist regime led by Marshal
Broz Tito broke with Stalin and took Yugoslavia out of the Soviet sphere in
eastern Europe. Mao Zedong subsequently broke with Stalin and decamped
as well. In Egypt, Gamal Nasser objected to Egypt’s treatment by the United
States and its allies during the 1956 Suez War. So he took Egypt out of the
US sphere and joined the Soviet bloc, though as a noncommunist member. In
India, Jawaharlal Nehru’s socialist government refused to participate in ei-
ther sphere and adopted a nonaligned foreign policy.8 “We will not attach
ourselves to any particular [superpower] group,” Nehru announced, “or align
ourselves with this great power or that and [become] its camp followers in
the hope that some crumbs might fall from their table.”9

After abandoning their assigned places in superpower spheres, Tito, Nas-
ser, and Nehru then joined together and created a nonaligned movement, a
political space outside superpower spheres, and invited the leaders of other
postcolonial republics to join them.10

US and Soviet leaders denounced the nonaligned movements and their
efforts to persuade other republics to exit their assigned places in the US and
Soviet spheres. US officials defended “collective security” and attacked non-
alignment as a form of “neutralism,” which “pretends that a nation can best
gain safety for itself by being indifferent to the fate of others. This has
increasingly become an obsolete conception and, except under very excep-
tional circumstances, it is an immoral and short-sighted conception.”11 So-
viet leaders agreed: “Neutralism, or the idea that these new states [republics]
could be a ‘third force’ between the two sides, was a ‘rotten idea’ that served
only the interests of imperialism.”12

Moreover, US and Soviet leaders took steps to shore up their respective
spheres and prevent social movements within them from seizing power and
then defecting. US officials deployed military forces, mercenaries, and clan-
destine agents in Greece, Congo, Iran, the Philippines, Cuba, Guatemala,
South Korea, South Vietnam, Cambodia, Nicaragua, El Salvador, Chile, Gre-
nada, and Panama to prevent indigenous social movements or independent-
minded governments from taking power. During the same period, the Soviet
Union deployed its military forces in East Germany, Hungary, and Czecho-
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slovakia to prevent social movements or governments from exiting the Soviet
sphere, in Egypt to support Nasser, and in Cuba to support Castro. The Soviet
Union also supported Castro’s deployment of Cuban troops in Ethiopia and
Angola and invaded Afghanistan to expand its sphere.

But in the early 1970s, global political and economic conditions changed
abruptly. Political and economic crises undermined dictatorships in both the
US and Soviet spheres. Social movements and political parties then took
advantage of the crises to press for change, and they forced dictators from
power in countries around the world.

DICTATORS, CRISES, AND SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

Three important political and economic developments undermined dictators
in the US and Soviet spheres during the 1970s and 1980s. First, President
Richard Nixon decided to abandon Chiang Kai-shek’s nationalist dictator-
ship in Taiwan, a longtime ally, and recognize Mao Zedong’s communist
regime in China. Nixon did so to enlist China in his effort to force a peace
treaty on North Vietnam and bring an end to the war in Vietnam.13 The US
recognition of China had two important consequences for dictators around
the world. It called into question US support for spheres of influence, which
were based on the idea that the world was divided into a US-supported
capitalist sphere and a Soviet-dominated communist sphere. By recruiting
communist China as its ally, Nixon abandoned the idea that the two spheres
were based on important political, economic, and ideological differences.
Would the United States support dictators in their fight against communism
if the United States no longer objected to communism in China?

By recognizing China, US officials also demonstrated that they were
prepared to abandon the dictatorship in Taiwan, which had long been a
stalwart ally, because this alliance no longer served the long-term interests of
the United States. Might there also come a day when US officials abandoned
dictatorships in Spain, Brazil, South Korea, or South Africa, and for the same
reasons? As we will see, during moments of crisis, US officials subsequently
abandoned regimes in South Vietnam, Greece, Argentina, and the Philip-
pines. The withdrawal of US support contributed to the fall of these regimes
and undermined other dictatorships in the US sphere.

Soviet officials subsequently adopted a similar approach to dictatorships
in their sphere. In 1989, Mikhail Gorbachev announced that he was going to
withdraw unconditional Soviet support for client regimes in eastern Europe
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and Afghanistan. This proved to be a crippling blow for dictatorships in
eastern Europe, as we will see, though not immediately in Afghanistan,
where the communist regime actually survived the withdrawal of Soviet
troops and fought on, alone, for several years before it collapsed in 1992.14

By withdrawing their support for dictatorships in their spheres, US and
Soviet leaders intentionally and unintentionally undermined the regimes they
created and for many years supported. This tectonic shift destroyed the whole
idea of spheres of influence as an organizing principle of global politics.15 As
sphere-of-influence politics collapsed, the United States and Soviet Union no
longer had any real reason to support client dictators, though they would
continue to do so in some cases on an ad hoc basis.

Second, global economic crises in the 1970s and 1980s sabotaged the
efforts of dictators in both spheres to promote economic development and
provide benefits to the multitude. During the early 1970s, rising gas and food
prices triggered both an inflationary spiral that increased prices for goods and
services around the world and a recession that increased unemployment.
Economists described this dual economic crisis (stagnant economic growth
and rising prices) as “stagflation.”16 Regimes in Latin America and eastern
Europe borrowed money to spur economic growth, keep employment levels
high, and continue to provide benefits (cheap staple foods, energy, transpor-
tation, and education) for the multitude. But growing indebtedness simply
deferred the crisis. When US officials raised interest rates in the 1980s to
battle inflation, the regimes that had borrowed money could not repay their
debts, and a debt crisis ensued. Lenders in the United States and elsewhere
assigned the International Monetary Fund the task of collecting the debts,
and the IMF imposed “structural adjustment programs” or “austerity meas-
ures” to ensure that dictators repaid the money they borrowed. In general, the
IMF required regimes to cut state benefits and raise the price of food, fuel,
transport, and education. As their economies slowed, unemployment and
food prices rose, which lowered the living standards for poor and working
people in the US and Soviet spheres. This development undermined the
economic and political legitimacy of dictators who had borrowed money and
allowed living standards to fall. In response to economic crisis, people gath-
ered in the streets and demanded political change.

Third, dictators in the US and Soviet spheres often took steps that created
political problems for their own regimes. Dictators in Greece, Portugal, Ar-
gentina, the Soviet Union, and South Africa engaged in wars that led to
humiliating military defeats, which discredited these regimes. Dictators in
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the Philippines, Paraguay, and Chile called “snap” elections to demonstrate
their popularity but then lost those elections to hastily organized opposition
movements, despite the regimes’ efforts to rig the elections and steal the
vote. In the Philippines, Nicaragua, and Panama, dictators assassinated politi-
cal rivals, which turned wealthy elites against them. In Spain, Brazil, and the
Soviet Union, the deaths of dictators led to crises of succession, which com-
promised the regimes’ ability to manage economic and political crises and
gave the opposition an opportunity to mobilize. These self-inflicted wounds
undermined dictatorships and made it difficult for them to address multiple
and ongoing problems.

Political and economic crises undermined the legitimacy of regimes in the
US and Soviet spheres. When crises struck, social movements took advan-
tage of economic and political opportunities to act, some for the first time,
others as part of ongoing campaigns against a given regime. When regimes
cut back programs to assist the poor, people took to the streets and engaged
in what sociologists John Walton and David Seddon called “austerity pro-
tests.”17 When regimes suffered military defeat in foreign wars, soldiers in
Portugal and Greece mutinied, and demonstrators gathered in public squares
in Argentina to demand the ouster of the military junta responsible for the
invasion of the Malvinas/Falklands and subsequent defeat by British forces.
In East Germany, millions of people simply fled the country and made their
way to West Germany, a migration that brought the economy to a standstill
and the regime to its knees.

Although the social movements that first braved government violence to
confront brutal regimes were often quite small—in Argentina, the handful of
women who joined the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo and marched in silence
on behalf of their children who were kidnapped during the regime’s dirty
war; the small group of playwrights and dissidents who joined Charter 77 in
communist Czechoslovakia; the college students who faced police tear gas
and bullets in Greece—they could be quite powerful because they acted as
proxies for the silenced multitude, who might join them at a moment’s no-
tice.

Social movements also organized large and determined coalitions of stu-
dents and workers—the minjung movement in South Korea, Solidarity in
Poland, the African National Congress in South Africa—to demand change.
Although dictatorships effectively suppressed, contained, or drove these
movements into exile for many years, economic and political crises weak-
ened their ability to do so. These movements eventually forced regimes to
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recognize and then invite them to negotiate a transfer of power, which re-
sulted in democratization. Although anticommunist dissident movements
emerged in the Baltics and in many Eastern European states, in the Soviet
Union, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia, former communist leaders also or-
ganized social movements that contested for power in the Soviet Union and
eastern Europe, a development that complicates our understanding of social
movements in this period.

In the early 1970s, the political and economic conditions that allowed dicta-
tors to survive and thrive during the postwar period changed dramatically.
The end of superpower spheres and the onset of persistent economic prob-
lems undermined the political and economic foundations of regimes in the
US and Soviet spheres, making them vulnerable to political change by social
movements small and large. Let us now examine some of the developments
that contributed to democratization around the world, starting in 1974 with
the fall of regimes in southern Europe.

Southern Europe

After 1945, fascist dictators in Portugal and Spain became US allies. They
were later joined by a fascist-style military regime in Greece. Economically,
they relied on US military aid as members of NATO during the 1950s and
then on income from millions of workers who migrated to northern Europe
and sent money home and on income from tourists who spent their vacations
on beaches in southern Europe: “The economy [of Greece, Spain, and Portu-
gal] was refueled from abroad: by tourist earnings, by the remittances of
émigrés working abroad, and by foreign loans.”18 But with the onset of
inflation and recession in western Europe in the early 1970s, émigré workers
were sent home, tourists canceled vacations, and all three regimes ran out of
money.19

Economic crisis in all three countries was compounded by different mili-
tary and political problems. In Portugal, military defeat by insurgent republi-
cans in Portugal’s African colonies persuaded dissident Portuguese military
officers to launch a successful coup. According to Samuel Huntington, “The
Third Wave of democratization in the modern world began, implausibly and
unwittingly, at twenty-five minutes after midnight, Thursday April 25, 1947,
in Lisbon, Portugal, when a radio station played the song, ‘Grando la Vila
Morena,’ which signaled the go-ahead for leaders of the coup.”20 The coup
toppled a fascist regime that first took power in 1930. But instead of forming
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a new military regime, the leaders of the coup organized elections that
brought the newly created Socialist Party to power and then retired, leaving
government in the hands of civilian authorities.21

A few months later, the military junta in Greece supported a coup against
the democratically elected government in Cyprus, an independent island re-
public with a large Greek-speaking population.22 The leaders of the coup
planned to assassinate the Cypriot president, Archbishop Makarios III, and
merge Cyprus into Greece. But Makarios escaped, fighting broke out be-
tween the Greek-speaking majority and the Turkish-speaking minority, and
Turkish forces invaded the island to protect the Turkish minority, develop-
ments that brought Greece and Turkey (both of them members of NATO) to
the brink of war. The regime’s misadventure in Cyprus brought antigovern-
ment demonstrators into the streets and persuaded Greek military leaders to
depose the “colonels” and return power to a civilian government. Leaders of
the political opposition returned from exile, and social movements organized
and reorganized domestic political parties. Elections brought a socialist party
to power, and constitutional government was restored in the birthplace of
democracy.

In Spain, the death of Francisco Franco in 1975 resulted in the transfer of
power to King Juan Carlos, who defied expectations by dismantling the
regime’s fascist institutions and moving to reestablish constitutional, republi-
can government. King Carlos allowed antifascist social movements in Spain
and in exile to reemerge and then presided over a process that led eventually
to the election of a socialist government and the entry of Spain into the
European Community, which also admitted new republican governments
from Greece and Portugal.23 Membership in the European Community pro-
moted rapid economic growth in all three countries, at least until the financial
crisis of 2008.

Latin America

During the 1970s, dictators in Latin America and the Philippines collectively
borrowed $400 billion to avert the economic problems associated with rising
food and energy prices.24 But when US officials raised interest rates in 1979,
they triggered a debt crisis that created serious economic and political prob-
lems for indebted regimes. By insisting that regimes adopt painful austerity
measures so that they could repay their debts to US banks and international
lending agencies, US officials undercut client regimes and exposed them to
public wrath.25 Across Latin America, poor and working people poured into
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the streets and organized violent and nonviolent protests against the austerity
programs imposed by dictators and the International Monetary Fund. For
example, protesters organized by the Committee Fighting against Unemploy-
ment in Brazil united around the slogan “We won’t die of hunger and be
quiet about it.”26

Under these conditions, dictators took desperate measures to retain pow-
er. In Argentina, the generals invaded the Falkland Islands to boost popular
support for the heavily indebted regime. But the 1982 invasion, much like the
Greek colonels’ misadventure in Cyprus, turned into disaster after British
forces destroyed Argentina’s navy, recaptured the islands, and forced the
Argentine garrison to surrender.27 Protesters demanding an end to dictator-
ship filled the streets of Buenos Aires and forced the generals to surrender
political power and hold elections, which paved the way for the return of
civilian, constitutional government in 1983.28

The collapse of the dictatorship in Argentina reverberated across the con-
tinent. Dictators in other countries realized that they, too, faced a serious
economic crisis, that their efforts to repay their debts would antagonize the
multitude, and that they had conducted dirty wars against political dissidents,
which made government officials vulnerable to arrest or retribution if they
were forced from office. They realized, too, that they could no longer count
on US support if push came to shove. These problems persuaded regimes to
initiate and, where they could, manage a transfer of power to opposition
social movements, resurgent political parties, and civilian authorities in re-
turn for protection or immunity from legal prosecution. They did not always
succeed. In Nicaragua and El Salvador, dictators were forced from power by
armed insurgents and in the Philippines by nonviolent protests in the streets,
after which the dictators fled into exile.29 Still, by 1990, “17 of the 20
countries and over 90 percent of the population [could be said] to live under
democratic governments,” Robert Pastor observed. “More of Latin America
is now democratic . . . than at any time in the previous 160-year period of the
continent [since] the struggle for separation from Spain and . . . Portugal.”30

East Asia

Between 1945 and 1978, US officials gave more economic and military aid
to front-line, anticommunist dictatorships in South Korea and Taiwan than to
all US allies in Latin America.31 US aid and easy access to American mar-
kets spurred rapid economic growth in both countries.32 But when Nixon
recognized China, the political and economic conditions that contributed to
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economic growth in Taiwan and South Korea changed dramatically. In polit-
ical terms, the United States refused to provide unconditional military sup-
port for the regime in Taiwan, and the regime was kicked off the UN Security
Council and out of the United Nations, a development that made it politically
vulnerable. US officials continued to support South Korea against the threat
of invasion by North Korea, but the new US friendship with China dimin-
ished the threat of attack by North Korea (which was close to China) and
diminished the importance of the South Korean regime as a bulwark against
communism.

Changed relations between the United States and China also had impor-
tant economic consequences for South Korea and Taiwan, which had built
their economies by exporting cheap manufactured goods to the United States.
After 1978, US firms invested heavily in China, low-cost Chinese exports
soon replaced goods from South Korea and Taiwan in US markets, and these
developments threatened continued economic growth in both countries.
Moreover, workers and students in both countries joined together and created
a large antigovernment coalition, what the Koreans called minjung, “the
people” or “the masses,” that organized determined and ongoing protests,
riots, and strikes against the dictatorships and martial law. They argued that
the regimes denied them the benefits associated with rapid economic growth
and barred them from a meaningful say in government.33 As their economies
slowed, Cho Soon, South Korea’s minister of economic planning, warned
that without economic or political reform, “our country will collapse like
some of the Latin American countries.”34

In South Korea, the military leader of the regime, Roh Tae Woo, in 1987
announced that “this country could develop a more mature democracy,” and
took steps to hold elections and return the country to constitutional govern-
ment.35 In Taiwan, the dictatorship lifted martial law in 1987 and embarked
on a slow, controlled process of democratization, which led to open elections
in 1992.36

During this period, demonstrators gathered in Tiananmen Square and
demanded that communist China democratize. But the regime slaughtered
protesters and crushed efforts to reform the political system.37 Since then, the
regime has grown stronger, in part because it received massive amounts of
foreign investment, much of it from countries that recently democratized. 38
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Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union

After 1945, the Soviet Union installed communist regimes in eastern Europe
and worked to rebuild war-torn industries and infrastructures, which contrib-
uted to modest economic growth during the 1950s and 1960s. But Soviet
leaders, determined to defend their sphere of influence during the Cold War,
devoted much of the country’s available economic resources, as much as 20
to 28 percent of the gross national product, to the military.39 They created
impressively large but relatively ineffective conventional military forces. 40

Heavy military spending reduced Soviet investment in agriculture and indus-
try. Crop yields fell, and in the mid-1970s grain harvests failed, which creat-
ed domestic food shortages and forced the regime to purchase costly im-
ported food.41 Meanwhile, the resources diverted from industry prevented
the introduction of more productive technology and resulted in the produc-
tion of shoddy goods that were not competitive on world markets.42 When
Mikhail Gorbachev took office in 1985, he found the Soviet Union “in a state
of severe crisis which has embraced all spheres of life.”43 He blamed heavy
military spending and the war in Afghanistan for the crisis, saying they had
“exhausted our economy.”44

Gorbachev adopted a series of economic and political reforms to address
these problems, arguing that he had no choice: it was “either democracy or
social inertia and conservatism.”45 To cut military spending, he abandoned
support for the Soviet Union’s client dictatorship in Afghanistan and with-
drew Soviet troops, cut aid to client regimes in other countries, negotiated
arms-control and troop-reduction agreements with the United States and its
NATO allies in Europe, and pursued détente with the United States and
China.46 Perhaps most important, he renounced the Soviet Union’s right to
use military force to support client regimes in eastern Europe. On October
25, 1989, Soviet foreign minister Gennady Gerasimov was asked whether he
still adhered to the Brezhnev Doctrine, which the Soviets invoked to justify
their invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. He said he did not. Instead, he said
that the new Soviet policy might be described as the “Sinatra Doctrine,”
because the American singer Frank Sinatra “had a song, ‘I Did It My Way.’
So every country decides in its own way which [economic and political
policy] road to take.”47

By adopting the Sinatra Doctrine, the Soviets abandoned their client re-
gimes in eastern Europe. These unpopular regimes had long relied on Soviet
support to stay in power. Moreover, during the 1970s, they had borrowed
heavily, like their counterparts in Latin America, to cope with economic
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problems and now found that they could not easily repay their debts without
imposing severe austerity programs on restive populations. When it became
apparent that Soviet leaders had withdrawn their support for communist re-
gimes, old dissident movements joined with new opposition movements to
demand an end to Communist Party rule. Searching for a way out, commu-
nist regimes quickly opened negotiations with dissident movements to hold
elections and surrender power. Except for Romania, where the dictator
fought to retain his grip on power, democratization was conducted peaceful-
ly. By the end of 1989, civilian political parties and constitutional govern-
ment had returned to the republics in eastern Europe.

In the Soviet Union, meanwhile, Gorbachev tried to introduce economic
and political reforms. But social movements and political parties organized
along ethnic-national lines in the Soviet Union’s constituent republics—Rus-
sia, Ukraine, the Baltic republics—and demanded that the Soviet Union both
democratize and divide.48 An August 1992 coup by a hard-line faction deter-
mined to reverse Gorbachev’s reforms and crush emerging social movements
in the republics failed to restore one-party dictatorship, as factions in the
army rallied behind Russia’s president, Boris Yeltsin. These developments
led, by the end of 1992, to the democratization and division of the Soviet
Union into fifteen independent republics.49

Democratization also led to division in Czechoslovakia, where it was
peacefully achieved, and in Yugoslavia, where it led to a series of multisided
conflicts, ethnic cleansing, superpower intervention, and subdivision.50

DEMOCRATIZATION IN THE 1990S AND 2000S

After the fall of dictatorships in eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, democ-
ratization continued, though at a slower pace, in republics around the world.

South Africa

In South Africa, the white-minority government excluded the black and
mixed-race “colored” majority from citizenship under a strict system of
apartheid, which segregated the races and banned interracial marriage and
opposition political parties, and made it a crime for blacks to touch and
thereby “desecrate” the South African flag or to “campaign for the repeal or
the modification of any law” or to promote “the communist doctrine of racial
equality.”51 The regime subjected the majority population to severe econom-
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ic exploitation and treated them as illegal aliens in their own country. 52

During the 1980s, opponents of the regime persuaded Western governments
to embargo South Africa and foreign investors to divest their holdings and
exit the country, which resulted in “an outflow of $3.7 billion between 1981
and 1985.”53 Falling gold prices and mounting debt contributed to a growing
economic crisis. At the same time, students and black workers together con-
ducted a series of illegal school boycotts and strikes that hastened the exit of
foreign investors and contributed to a deepening political crisis. 54

The regime reacted violently to domestic protest, declaring a state of
emergency, arresting tens of thousands of dissidents, and deploying military
forces and ethnic vigilantes to suppress the nonviolent insurgency.55 Six
thousand people were killed in the violence between 1985 and 1990.56 After
bitter political infighting for control of the National Party, which controlled
the regime, Frederik de Klerk forced out the old leadership and in 1990
announced that he would legalize the banned African National Congress, free
its leader, Nelson Mandela, and open negotiations to dismantle apartheid,
expand the citizenry, and create constitutional government based on majority
rule. “The well-being of all in this country is linked inextricably to the ability
of leaders to come to terms with one another on a new dispensation,” de
Klerk announced. “The aim is a totally new and just constitutional dispensa-
tion in which every inhabitant will enjoy equal rights, treatment, and oppor-
tunity in every sphere of endeavor—constitutional, social, and economic.”57

Although the process of negotiating terms and rewriting the constitution
took four years and was marred by ongoing violence, primarily between rival
black African social movements and political parties, it resulted in 1993 in
the adoption of a new constitution and the country’s first nonracial general
election, which in 1994 brought the ANC to power and made Nelson Mande-
la the country’s first black president. When he was inaugurated in 1994,
joyous black crowds chanted, “Amandla! Nguwethu! (Power! It Is Ours!).”58

Indonesia

In 1968, General Suharto (Soeharto) seized power in Indonesia, the world’s
largest Muslim country. During the 1970s and 1980s, the regime used rising
oil revenues to promote economic growth and enrich family members and
business and military elites associated with the regime. 59 Oil prices declined
after 1985, but foreign businesses invested heavily in Indonesia, which kept
the economy growing and strengthened the currency (the rupiah).60 The ap-
preciation of the rupiah encouraged consumers to buy imported goods but
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also made Indonesian goods more expensive on foreign markets, leading to
growing trade deficits, a common problem for countries across South Asia
during the late 1990s.61 In 1997, a currency crisis, which began in Thailand,
engulfed Indonesia. The value of the rupiah fell by 70 percent, foreign inves-
tors fled, the Indonesian economy collapsed, unemployment rose, standards
of living fell (though as a result of the currency crisis, not debt), and the
number of people in poverty tripled.62 As in other countries, economic disas-
ter triggered riots, protests, and the emergence of social movements and
opposition political parties across the country. Sustained and determined
protests soon forced Suharto from office.63 Military and political elites then
obtained economic assistance from the International Monetary Fund, which
demanded that the government adopt strict austerity measures, and moved to
democratize the political process, both in response to public demands for an
end to dictatorship and corruption and to create a government with the politi-
cal legitimacy necessary to pursue the painful economic restructuring re-
quired by the IMF. Democratization led to elections, the departure of military
representatives from the country’s parliament, declining levels of public cor-
ruption, and, after some years, renewed economic growth.64 It also led to the
withdrawal of Indonesian forces from East Timor, a former Portuguese colo-
ny that was annexed by the Suharto regime in 1975, a development that
triggered an armed insurgency by people in the occupied region.65 The de-
parture of Indonesian forces led to the creation of a new republic in East
Timor.

Turkey

When the Ottoman Empire dissolved after World War I, military elites led by
Kemal Atatürk created a secular republic in Turkey. Like many Latin
American countries in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the military
dominated political life in Turkey, though civilian political parties often
formed governments under the watchful eyes of the military elites. The mili-
tary permitted conservative political parties to participate in elections and
Parliament so long as they did not challenge secular military authority, a
political system that effectively disenfranchised secular leftists, Islamic polit-
ical parties, and Kurds, an ethnic minority, some of them separatists.

After the collapse of communist dictatorships in eastern Europe, the Eu-
ropean Union invited civilian governments in some countries to apply for
membership, which would give them access to important economic, political,
and social benefits.66 In 1999, the EU invited Turkey to apply for member-



The Democratization of the Republics 89

ship on the condition that the government democratize and extend real politi-
cal power and civil rights to groups that had long been excluded from mean-
ingful political participation.67 Military and political elites decided to democ-
ratize, both because they wanted to take advantage of the economic benefits
associated with EU membership and because they wanted to develop broad
political support for adopting the painful austerity measures imposed by the
IMF in the wake of a 2001 currency crisis (a crisis very similar to the one that
earlier struck Thailand and Indonesia). Military authorities and civilian polit-
ical parties then rewrote the constitution and adopted legal measures de-
signed to expand the electorate and extend political and civil rights to ex-
cluded groups. This led to the election and subsequent reelection of an Islam-
ic party, which the military had long viewed as a threat to the secular charac-
ter of the republic.

Iraq and Afghanistan

After the attacks of September 11, 2001, the United States and some of its
allies invaded Iraq and Afghanistan and toppled Saddam Hussein’s Baathist
regime in Iraq and the Taliban dictatorship in Afghanistan. US forces then
established provisional, US-run occupation authorities in both countries,
which created a set of republican institutions and then transferred power,
more or less, to indigenous civilian authorities, pending the withdrawal of
US military forces (the United States withdrew the bulk of its forces from
Iraq in 2011; US troops remain in Afghanistan).68 The top-down US ap-
proach to the creation of constitutional government in Iraq and Afghanistan
was modeled on the US military occupations of Germany and Japan after
World War II. But in Iraq and Afghanistan, the creation of new republics and
the transfer of power to indigenous political parties occurred during violent,
multisided civil wars, which were conducted by domestic and foreign insur-
gents. Although civilian, constitutional governments have been established in
both countries, it is unclear whether they can end the violence, expand citi-
zenship to include groups that had been excluded from the government—
women and members of different ethnic groups—and resist capture by fac-
tions determined to seize power and establish a dictatorship and/or divide
power and create dictatorships in separate states.
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Burma

The military dictatorship that took power in 1962 turned Burma, one of the
biggest rice-exporting countries in the world, into one of the planet’s poorest
countries.69 Military elites plundered the country’s natural resources,
adopted insular political and economic policies, impoverished the popula-
tion, crushed secular and religious antigovernment protests, and tried to sup-
press, without much success, armed insurgencies by minority groups in the
country’s interior.70 In 2001, Than Shwe, the leader of the junta, chose Gen-
eral Thein Sein as his successor. In a surprise move, Thein Sein in 2011
called for an end to corruption and ongoing civil wars, released political
prisoners, rewrote the constitution, and organized elections in which dissi-
dent students and Buddhist monks, social movements, and opposition parties
participated, including a party led by Aung San Suu Kyi, a long-incarcerated
activist who won the Nobel Peace Price in 1991.71 Thein Sein may have
democratized because he wanted to persuade foreign governments to lift
trade embargoes and political sanctions and encourage investment in Burma,
which might then create the conditions for economic growth.

The Arab Spring

The sudden fall, in rapid succession, of dictators in Tunisia, Egypt, and Libya
led to democratization in all three Arab republics during 2011. The individu-
al protesters, social movements, and political parties who gathered in the
streets of Tunis and Cairo and the rebels who took up arms against Muammar
Qaddafi in Libya all objected to their governments’ economic policies and
political constraints. During the 1980s and 1990s, dictators in Tunisia and
Libya used oil revenues to generate modest economic growth, while the
Mubarak regime in Egypt relied on income from tourists and from workers
who found employment overseas (mostly in the Gulf states) and sent money
(remittances) home.72 But corrupt family members and elites captured most
of the wealth, and governments did little to provide employment for young,
educated domestic workers, the “hittiste” (young men who lean against walls
waiting for work) who could not find meaningful employment or earn
enough to move away from their parents, establish independent households,
marry, and raise families of their own.73

The global recession that began in 2008 reduced oil prices and revenues
for oil-producing states such as Tunisia and Libya, tourists stayed home, and
workers in the Persian Gulf were sent home, which reduced Egypt’s revenues
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from tourists and workers living abroad, its most important sources of reve-
nue.74 At the same time, the price of wheat and bread rose sharply, which
reduced living standards for a majority of people living in the region.75

Meanwhile, the behavior of political elites—their determination to enrich
family, friends, and tribes from the public coffers, to pass power to family
members and establish “republarchies” (republican monarchies)—alienated
secular opponents of the regime, who believed that economic and political
advancement should be based on merit, not privilege. Meanwhile, their cam-
paigns against Islamic dissidents antagonized poor people who clung to con-
servative traditions.76 In Egypt, the Mubarak regime arrested, jailed, and
tortured members of the Muslim Brotherhood, who had assassinated Muba-
rak’s predecessor, President Anwar Sadat, in 1981. In Libya, Qaddafi’s se-
curity forces massacred 1,270 jailed Islamic prisoners in 1996, an incident
that “became one of the rallying cries for the opposition movement that
would eventually bring down the regime.”77 Popular anger at the economic
and political policies of Arab regimes erupted first in Tunisia.

On December 17, 2010, Mohamed Bouazizi set himself on fire to protest
his mistreatment by police. A police officer had slapped him and seized the
goods from his pushcart. He was then beaten by police after he lodged a
complaint.78 His self-destructive act—he later died from his burns—ignited
large-scale riots and protests across the country. The police killed twenty-
three protesters during the first few weeks, but demonstrations still grew.
President Zine al-Abidine ordered the army to crush the protests. But army
leaders refused. Protesters called for a general strike, and the president and
his family fled the country on January 14, 2011.79 After the president left,
leaders of the army, the regime, and dissident groups formed a transition
government, which rewrote the constitution and held elections that brought a
secular civilian government to power.80

The events in Tunisia galvanized young Egyptian activists, who gathered
in Tahrir Square, in the heart of Cairo, to demand change.81 President Hosni
Mubarak ordered a crackdown, but the army balked, and protesters in the
square chanted, “Al-shaab wal-gayscheed wahdah!” (“The people and the
army are one.”)82 The demonstrations grew in size, the army withdrew its
support for the regime, and the combined efforts of social movements and
banned political parties such as the Muslim Brotherhood drove Mubarak
from office. The military then organized an interim government that rewrote
the constitution and held elections that brought Mohamed Morsi, a leader of
the Muslim Brotherhood, to power as president.83
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When riots and similar protests erupted in Benghazi, Libyan dictator Mu-
ammar Qaddafi did not equivocate. He launched an all-out military assault
on his civilian opponents across the country. They took up arms and orga-
nized militias to defend themselves. Civil war ensued. For a time, Qaddafi’s
forces routed the poorly armed, poorly organized rebel forces. But attacks on
the regime by US and NATO forces blunted the attack, destroyed Libyan
planes and tanks, and degraded its military capabilities, which led to rebel
success on the ground. The six-month civil war killed between thirty thou-
sand and fifty thousand people, most of them civilians.84 It ended when
Qaddafi was captured, dragged from a culvert where he was hiding, beaten,
sodomized, shot, and killed.85

Protests subsequently erupted in Gulf states, where the monarchies quick-
ly suppressed them, and in Syria, where protest and violent repression led to
an armed insurrection and a bloody, protracted civil war. Tens of thousands
of civilians were killed in the fighting, and one hundred thousand refugees
fled to neighboring countries.

DEMOCRATIZATION: EXPANDING CITIZENRIES,
DECLINING VIOLENCE

The democratization of republics around the world during the late twentieth
and early twenty-first centuries had two important consequences. First, de-
mocratization extended citizenship to people who had long been treated as
subjects by fascist, capitalist, and communist dictatorships. Re-enfranchised
citizens established constitutional governments based on popular sovereignty
and used these institutions to make significant political change, though
change was not everywhere the same.

In southern Europe, the fall of fascist regimes led to the election of social-
ist governments in Spain, Portugal, and Greece and those countries’ entry
into the European Union. In this context, democratization led to significant
political and economic change.86 Change was not nearly so dramatic in Latin
America, where the conservative political parties that had ruled before the
dictators took charge generally returned to power, in countries still burdened
by debts that had been run up by dictators. In East Asia, dictatorships trans-
formed themselves from military regimes to civilian political parties, which
enabled them to retain power for many years before dissident political parties
won power. The abrupt fall of communist regimes in eastern Europe and then
the Soviet Union initially brought dissident social movements and opposition
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political parties to power, though former communist parties retained power
in some of the post-Soviet republics. In eastern Europe, former communist
parties now compete successfully with other conservative, nationalist, and
religious parties for power, and dissident parties have retreated. In some of
the post-Soviet republics, dissident social movements dislodged former com-
munists from power in Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Ukraine during various
“color revolutions” (a “rose” revolution in Georgia, a “tulip” revolution in
Azerbaijan, and an “orange” revolution in Ukraine). The social movements
responsible for the color revolutions promoted greater democratization,
though battles between former communists and dissident groups have contin-
ued. However, in other post-Soviet republics, former communist political
parties have returned to power and established conservative governments, as
Vladimir Putin has done in Russia. Although democratization was a signifi-
cant development, its meaning has been limited, restricted, and constrained
in many republics.

Change in South Africa was more dramatic and extensive than most.
Democratization resulted in the extension of citizenship to the black majority
and brought Nelson Mandela and the African National Congress to power.
Change in Indonesia was fairly extensive, but it was fairly modest in Turkey
and in the Arab republics. It is unclear whether the Arab Spring will lead to
the creation of conservative Islamic governments, which may enhance citi-
zenship for men but also undermine it for women, or the revival of military
regimes and dictatorships.

Of course, while democratization has everywhere expanded citizenries, it
has also resulted in the exclusion of some residents—immigrants (and mi-
nors) almost everywhere, Russian-speaking residents in the Baltic republics,
gypsies in some European republics, Chinese and Christian minorities in
Indonesia and Burma, and so on. This has been a characteristic feature of the
republics. Contemporary democratization expanded the size and shape of
citizenries, but many residents were denied its benefits.

Democratization is a process, not a status. Many political scientists adopt
a set of criteria to determine whether a state has met a “standard” of democ-
racy that allows it to be certified as a “democracy.” I take a different ap-
proach. The republics often allowed citizenries to participate in constitutional
government. But citizenries were defined from the outset in fairly exclusive
terms. Although waves of democratization have expanded these citizenries,
they are nowhere wholly inclusive. As a result, the democratization of the
republics is by no means complete.
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The democratization of the republics substantially reduced violence with-
in and among republics. It brought an end to the torture, murder, and dirty
wars used by dictators to seize and retain power. The disintegration of Cold
War spheres of influence brought an end to many of the conflicts along the
fault lines between spheres and to many insurrections and civil wars. By and
large, democratization was peacefully accomplished. Although democratiza-
tion ignited violence in a few places—Yugoslavia, some of the former Soviet
republics, Libya, Egypt, and Syria—it generally occurred without much
bloodshed. Few observers predicted that democratization in South Africa
could be achieved without considerable violence, but the process there was
much less violent than most people expected. Changing political circum-
stances may have contributed to the surprising nonviolent character of
change.

For years, dictators practiced violence because it helped them silence the
multitude and retain power. But at a certain point, the continued use of
violence undermined their authority and sped their demise. When crowds
gathered in the main square, dictators were forced to ask themselves a series
of questions: If we order the army to shoot, will the army obey? If they obey,
will violence quiet our opponents or rouse them to fury? Will violence dem-
onstrate our resolve and enhance our authority, or will it undermine our
legitimacy, both at home and abroad? Moreover, if dictators hesitated, if they
paused to consider these questions, they might be seen as “weak,” which
could compound their problems. If they answered any of these questions
incorrectly, they could end up like Libyan dictator Muammar Qaddafi: dead
in a ditch at the hands of a mob.

In general, dictators decided not to shoot, in part because factions in the
army were prepared to mutiny or defect to the opposition. So dictators cut a
deal: a quiet retirement, no reprisals, no public trials for murder and theft.
Many dictators thereby escaped punishment for their crimes. But perhaps it
was good that they did. It may have increased the likelihood of their leaving
quietly rather than fighting it out, which might have crippled or corrupted the
democratization process.

It probably helped, too, in that moment of decision during the uncertain
period that accompanies any real transfer of power, that elites and the multi-
tude could turn to the constitutional institutions and electoral mechanisms
that already existed in these republics. Time and again, dictators and demo-
crats dusted off old constitutions and used them as templates for change. The
fact that republican institutions already existed probably eased conflicts and
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smoothed the way for relatively peaceful and legitimate transfers of power.
As Nathan Brown observed, “Egyptians show[ed] a sophisticated under-
standing of their constitutional past” (italics added).87 In Egypt, as in many
other democratizing republics, this understanding of a constitutional past
may have helped shape the peaceful realization of a more democratic future.





Chapter Six

The Expansion of Citizenship in the
United States

When the Republic was first established, the architects extended citizenship
to a small minority of people living in the United States. Because they
awarded citizenship only to adult, white, Protestant, native-born males, only
about 10 percent of the population could claim citizenship. 1 The architects
assigned the vast majority of people to two socially subordinate categories.
They gave some rights to “second-class” citizens or “denizens,” a category
that included white men without property, women, children, and immigrants,
and they denied all rights to convicts, sailors, indentured servants, and slaves,
who were made the “subjects” of public and private authorities.2 The archi-
tects argued that denizens and subjects were incapable of exercising the
rights and duties associated with citizenship and feared that the extension of
citizenship to these groups would pose a threat to their own liberty, which
consisted in part of dominion over wives, children, workers, servants, and
slaves. So they divided civil society to prevent the disenfranchised multitude
from seizing power and using it to exercise a “tyranny” over the ruling-class
minority. “Creating a republic of virtuous equals turned out to require the
rejection of others who were thereby deemed to be nonvirtuous,” Wallerstein
observes.3 As a result, they created a pyramid-shaped civil society, divided
horizontally into three separate tiers.

During the next 150 years, people struggled to become citizens and claim
the liberty, equality, and solidarity associated with citizenship. 4 The ascent of
adult white men without property, both native and foreign born, then of adult
black men, and then of adult women, created a citizen majority for the first
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time in 1920. As these “ascendants” became citizens, the denizen and subject
populations contracted. These developments changed the shape of civil soci-
ety and inverted the pyramid. But they did not alter its structure, because the
three-tiered social hierarchy, which consisted of citizens, denizens, and sub-
jects, remained intact.

The expansion of the citizenry was a significant achievement, but it was
complicated by several developments. Although some social groups became
citizens and “ascended” during this period, others lost their status and “de-
scended” into denizen or subject populations. People who were seen as
threats to public safety (American Indians, royalists, Confederates, an-
archists, socialists, communists, and Japanese Americans) or to public health
(homosexuals, people with contagious diseases or mental disabilities) had
their status revoked and were driven downward, at least for a time. The
“descendants” either joined children and immigrants, who were treated as
denizens throughout this period, or joined convicts, who were subjects, then
as now. Although many of the descendants later ascended or returned to the
citizenry, children, immigrants, and convicts have remained stuck in the
same social space that they occupied two hundred years ago, which is why
they might be described as the “remainders.”

It turned out that social status in the Republic was not a permanent right
but a contingent privilege that could be revoked. In this regard, social change
in the United States resembled the children’s board game Chutes and Lad-
ders. In this game, players who land on a “ladder” square can climb up the
ladder, improve their standing, and ascend to the top of the board, where the
game ends. But if they land on a “chute” square, they are swept down to the
bottom of the board, where they must start all over.

In this chapter and the next two, we examine the changing status or
trajectories of different groups: the ascendants who climbed into the citizen-
ry, the descendants who lost social status, at least for a time, and the remain-
ders who experienced only minor changes in their status and who occupied
the same place in the social hierarchy throughout this period.

By examining the trajectories of the ascendants, descendants, and remain-
ders during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, we can see how their
movement changed the shape but not the structure of civil society in the
United States. This will allow us to identify two key features of social and
political change in the Republic. First, the ascent of some groups expanded
the citizenry and extended the promise of liberty, equality, and solidarity to a
majority of people in the United States. Second, the fact that many people
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lost status and descended in the social hierarchy while others were forced to
remain in their assigned places meant that inequality persisted. As we will
see, social change in the United States led to both growing liberty and persis-
tent inequality.

Of course, it would be difficult here to recount the history of social
change in all the other republics, where social groups—gypsies, untouch-
ables, national minorities, indigenous groups, postcolonial immigrants—
were assigned different places in the social structure and had different histor-
ical trajectories than their counterparts in the United States. So the discussion
of social change here will serve as a proxy for the kind of changes that
accompanied the expansion of citizenship in other republics around the
world.

Keep in mind as we examine the trajectories of different groups in the
United States that ascent and descent had different social consequences and
changed the contours of civil society in different ways.

In general, ascent divided people who previously shared a common place
in the social hierarchy. For example, in 1800, the vast majority of enslaved
black men, women, and children in the United States shared a common status
as subjects. When black slaves were emancipated and adult black men were
enfranchised, all blacks ascended in the social hierarchy, but they rose to
different places. Adult black men became citizens, but black women and
children became denizens, though male children became citizens when they
became adults. By raising some blacks higher than others, ascent divided
blacks, who previously shared a common identity and a singular social stat-
us. As we will see, differentiation was a common by-product of ascent be-
cause citizenship was never extended to everyone in the same group, but only
to some.

By contrast, descent had rather different social consequences. It generally
homogenized people who previously possessed different identities and social
statuses. For example, in 1800, diverse, indigenous, American Indian peoples
lived in the new republic and across North America. These diverse “peoples”
spoke different languages, practiced different customs, waged war with other
tribes, whom they regarded as wholly different “peoples,” and concluded
separate treaties with foreign powers. But the officials of the new republic
treated them collectively as “Indians” (the use of a collective pronoun to
describe different groups was a symbolic expression of their legal homogen-
ization) and forced them downward, as “Indians,” into denizen and then
subject populations. The collective treatment of Indians, royalists, Confeder-
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ates, dissidents, and Japanese Americans, who comprised people with differ-
ent social and political identities, resulted in their social-legal homogeniza-
tion: very different peoples were all treated in the same way as denizens or
subjects. The collective treatment of different people was a characteristic
feature of descent.

To appreciate the complex and contingent character of social change in
this period, it is important to examine the trajectories of different groups in
relation to civil society as a whole. This allows us to see both what they had
in common with other people and how they differed, which puts all of them
in a different light.5

THE ASCENDANTS

During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, denizen and subject
populations organized social movements and fought to obtain citizenship and
suffrage in the United States. Their ascent had several important conse-
quences. They made the citizenry more diverse in social terms. By expanding
the citizenry, they reduced the size of denizen and subject populations, which
changed the contours of civil society, and they created a citizen majority for
the first time. To appreciate these developments, it is necessary to trace the
ascent of adult white men, adult black men, and adult women.

When the architects created constitutional government, they did not im-
mediately define “the people,” determine who was a citizen, or say who
could exercise suffrage and vote in the new republic. Instead, they allowed
states to define citizenship and suffrage, and the different states drew up
different sets of rules about each.

Most states reserved citizenship and suffrage for native-born, adult white
men with property, a provision that excluded most adult white men. Legisla-
tures in many states argued that men without property lacked the economic
autonomy needed to make independent political decisions.6 Further, John
Adams argued that if men without property could vote, “an immediate revo-
lution would ensue.”7

Naturally, the adult white men who were excluded objected to their status
as denizens and argued that they should be allowed to vote, in part because
many of them had served in the military during revolutionary and postrevolu-
tionary wars, and in part because they paid taxes, even if they did not own
property. As taxpayers, they believed they should not be subjected to “taxa-
tion without representation.”
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Adult White Men

Between the Revolutionary War and the Civil War, most of the original
thirteen states dropped property requirements and extended suffrage to adult,
white, native-born men. Moreover, most of the states that joined the Union
before the Civil War did not require voters to meet property requirements,
though many states, new and old, imposed residency requirements on poten-
tial voters, some insisting that voters also be taxpayers.8 By 1855, “there
were few formal or explicit economic barriers to voting” for adult white
men.9

Adult white men organized social movements to secure citizenship and
suffrage. They did so slowly, on a state-by-state basis, a process that took
more than sixty years. As they ascended, they asked some other groups to
join them and worked to extend suffrage to adult white foreign-born men.
We know relatively little about the social movements that fought for citizen-
ship and suffrage for adult white men without property, both because they
fought their battles separately in the states, not nationally, and because they
consisted of diverse groups—veterans, farmers, artisans, and immigrants—
who did not often collaborate but instead fought separately for citizenship on
their own behalf.

In the early republic, Congress defined citizenship, while state legisla-
tures defined suffrage and identified who might vote. In 1802, Congress
“declared that any foreign-born [adult] white male who met a five-year resi-
dency requirement could become a citizen three years after declaring his
intention to do so.”10 However, many states took a more inclusive view.
Legislators who wanted to draw immigrants to western states offered suf-
frage as an incentive to attract foreign-born white men. Before the Civil War,
Wyoming, Kansas, Minnesota, and Oregon allowed foreign-born immigrants
to vote before they became citizens under US law, as long as they declared
their intention to naturalize.11 The courts affirmed “the right to suffrage to
those who . . . identified their interests and feelings with the citizenry . . .
though they may be neither native or adopted [naturalized] citizens.”12

Although native-born adult white men invited naturalized and non-natu-
ralized foreign-born adult white men to become citizens and vote, they de-
nied suffrage to some white men. States abandoned property requirements,
but they still barred native-born paupers, vagrants, and inmates, either of
poor houses or “insane” asylums or prisons, from voting.13 During this peri-
od, the percentage of adult white men who could vote doubled from about 30
percent of the white male population to about 60 percent, but a large number
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of native- and foreign-born white males did not become citizens or voters
and remained in denizen or subject populations.14 Moreover, the ascent of
some native- and foreign-born adult white men did not include the vast
majority of people still living as denizens and subjects in the Republic.

Adult Black Men

In 1800, the overwhelming majority of African American men, women, and
children in the United States where held as slaves, deprived of any rights, and
treated as the subjects of private authorities in America. A very small number
of blacks who had never been enslaved, who had been freed by their owners,
or who had won their freedom by serving in the army during the Revolution-
ary War lived as denizens in the North and the South. In a few northern
states, legislators allowed some adult black freemen to vote until 1857, when
the Supreme Court stripped freed blacks of citizenship in the infamous Dred
Scott decision.15

A wide variety of social movements fought to end the slave trade, abolish
slavery, and enfranchise adult black men. They included international groups
that campaigned against the slave trade, women suffragettes who made com-
mon cause with abolitionists, plaintiffs and lawyers who sued for black
rights, and black slaves who mutinied, organized revolts, ran away, fled to
the sanctuary provided by Union troops, and fought for the Union and free-
dom during the war. During and after the Civil War, their collective efforts
resulted in the abolition of slavery and the extension of citizenship and the
franchise to adult black men. Although these developments contributed to the
ascent of all African Americans, they also divided blacks and assigned them
to new and different places in the social hierarchy.

The emancipation of slaves in 1863 and the abolition of slavery in 1865
raised blacks out of the subject population and into the denizen population,
while the extension of citizenship and suffrage (the Civil Rights Act of 1866,
the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868, and the Fifteenth Amendment in 1870)
lifted adult black men into the citizenry. The advent of Jim Crow and segre-
gationist practices in the South then denied citizenship and suffrage to adult
black men and made them denizens, like black women and children in the
North and South. In 1901, one Virginia legislator proclaimed, “I told the
people of my country . . . that I intended . . . to disenfranchise every negro
that I could disenfranchise under the Constitution of the United States, and as
few white people as possible.”16 This approach worked effectively to make
denizens of black citizens. In Louisiana, legislators reduced the number of
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black voters from 130,000 in 1896 to only 1,342 in 1904.17 Federal courts
allowed southern states to violate the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments
with impunity.18 In 1883, in testimony before Congress, a black man from
Georgia told a Senate committee: “We are in a majority here, but you may
vote till your eyes drop out and your tongue drops out, and you can’t count
your colored men in . . . their [ballot] boxes; there’s a hole gets in the bottom
of the boxes . . . and lets out our votes.”19

Southern legislators also adopted “draconian vagrancy laws (subjecting
anyone without a job to possible arrest) as well as legislation prohibiting
workers from quitting their jobs before their contracts expired” and allowed
landowners to use debt as a mechanism to tie disadvantaged black sharecrop-
pers to their lenders and prevent them from migrating.20 This “counterrevolu-
tionary terror” contributed to what Eric Foner described as a “compulsory
system of free labor.”21

Vagrancy laws “made children especially vulnerable” to white employ-
ers, who were permitted by law “to inflict such moderate corporeal chastise-
ment as may be necessary and proper.”22 They were also used to force “idle”
men, women, and children to sign onerous labor contracts with private white
employers or work as convicts for public employers and their private sub-
contractors, a system that persisted “well into the 1960s.”23

Southern legislators used the legal system to capture black adults and
minors, imprison them, and then rent them out to work in chain gangs under
the convict-leasing system. Further, they licensed public and private nonstate
actors to lynch and terrorize blacks across the South. Both developments
forced blacks back into a large, imprisoned, subject population in the South.

At the beginning of this period, blacks for the most part shared a common
identity as slaves and occupied the same place in the social hierarchy as
subjects. But at the end of the century, blacks occupied different places.
Adult black men in the North had become citizens and practiced suffrage,
while adult black men in the South had become denizens, a status shared by
adult black women and children, and some black men, women, and children
in the South had been (re)made the subjects of private and public authorities,
no longer as slaves but as convicts.

Of course, while black men, women, and children in the South became
denizens during the Jim Crow era, they did not occupy the same place in
southern society. Black denizens were assigned different places in the cate-
gory itself. So, for example, as heads of households, black men could sign
binding labor contracts on behalf of women and children in the family,
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giving them a measure of authority that women and children did not pos-
sess.24 Developments during and after the Civil War differentiated blacks
and assigned them different places in public and private hierarchies. Age,
gender, and place came to play important new roles in determining the place
of blacks in what Barrington Moore called the “re-United States.”25

Adult Women

In 1848, women gathered in Seneca Falls, New York, and announced that
they would fight to obtain citizenship and suffrage for adult women.26 In the
“Declaration of Sentiments,” Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Lucretia Mott
argued that men had denied women their “inalienable right to the elective
franchise,” forced women to surrender their property and wages to their
husbands upon marriage, making women, “in the eye of the law, civilly
dead,” and passed laws allowing husbands to deprive women of their liberty
“and to administer chastisement.”27 Because men had disenfranchised “one-
half of the people of this country,” Stanton and Mott demanded that women
“have immediate admission to all the rights and privileges which belong to
them as citizens of the United States.”28

Feminists filed suit to obtain constitutional rights and organized social
movements to obtain citizenship and suffrage for women. In parallel and
overlapping campaigns, they also fought to protect children, abolish slavery,
and prohibit alcohol. Many women advocated a zero-tolerance approach to
alcohol use to reduce male violence against women and children. During the
next seventy years, women worked to secure suffrage. During and after the
Civil War, women’s groups lobbied the Republican-dominated Congress to
extend citizenship and suffrage both to adult women and adult black men.
Although Congress and the states extended citizenship and suffrage to adult
black men, they refused to extend them to women as well. “One question at a
time,” Wendell Phillips said in defense of his decision. “This hour belongs to
the [adult] negro [male].”29

Women then asked the courts to recognize women as citizens under the
Fourteenth Amendment.30 But the Supreme Court in 1875 rejected the suit
brought by Virginia and Francis Minor, a decision that prevented women
from using a legal strategy to obtain their rights.31 As a result, feminists
pursued two separate political strategies.32 Feminists who joined the
American Woman Suffrage Association fought for the right to vote on a
state-by-state basis, as adult white men without property had done, and per-
suaded legislatures in Wyoming, Utah, Idaho, and Colorado to extend wom-
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en the vote during the 1880s and 1890s.33 Meanwhile, feminists who partici-
pated in the National Woman Suffrage Association worked to persuade Con-
gress to adopt a constitutional amendment and submit it to the states for
ratification, as adult black men and their allies had done. Eventually, the two
groups merged and worked to pass a constitutional amendment, with the help
of radical feminists after the turn of the century, a collective effort that
contributed to the ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment in 1920. 34

The extension of suffrage to adult white women in the North and South
and to adult black women in the North, but not in the South, marked an
important turning point. For the first time, a majority of residents in the
United States could claim citizenship and suffrage. Still, the ascent of adult
women into the citizenry did not mean that they joined male citizens as
equals. Although adult women became citizen-voters, they could not serve
on juries in most states, which effectively prevented female defendants from
being tried by juries of their peers.35 Because women could serve in the
military only in a limited capacity—primarily as nurses and noncombatants
during and after World War II—few women could obtain the benefits and
opportunities made available to male servicemen. The government provided
male servicemen with the GI Bill, veteran’s benefits, medical care, and prefe-
rential treatment for those who applied for civil service and post office
jobs.36 Although adult women ascended into the citizenry, they took a subor-
dinate place within it.

WHY DID CITIZENSHIP EXPAND?

Why did citizenship expand? It expanded because disenfranchised social
groups organized social movements to demand change and obtain the
rights—citizenship and suffrage—that were reserved for some, not all. But
while social groups took the initiative and fought to obtain these rights,
citizens also voted to enfranchise previously disadvantaged groups. Why
would citizens do that, particularly if it might weaken or compromise their
own privilege, authority, and liberty? The historian Alexander Keyssar
argues that citizens did so because disenfranchised denizens and subjects
made effective, substantive, and principled claims for inclusion, because
some citizens wanted to enlist them as allies in their battles with other citizen
factions, and because political parties wanted to recruit them as voters.

During the nineteenth century, the adult white men without property,
adult black men, and adult women who were assigned to denizen and subject
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populations argued that citizenship and suffrage should be extended to them
because they performed military or wartime service for the government, or
paid taxes, or both. Adult white men who served in the Revolutionary War
argued that suffrage should be extended to “every man who buys his shot and
bears his lot [in military service].”37 During the Civil War, General William
Tecumseh Sherman made a similar case for enfranchising adult black men,
many of whom served in Union armies. “When the fight is over,” Sherman
said, “the hand that drops the musket cannot be denied the ballot.”38 Al-
though women did not serve as soldiers, they participated in the Civil War
and World War I as nurses. Their contribution to the war effort helped
persuade President Woodrow Wilson to announce his support for women’s
suffrage in 1918 “as a war measure.”39

Denizens also argued that they should be given suffrage because they
paid taxes. “We are part of the People of the United States; citizens subject to
all of its laws; taxed without representation, classed with animals, paupers,
idiots and lunatics; governed without our consent; . . . deprived of trial by a
jury of our peers,” the feminist Phoebe Cousins argued in 1868.40 “Taxation
without representation is wrong,” Abby Smith, a wealthy property owner,
argued in 1869, when she announced that she and her seventy-six-year-old
sister would refuse to pay taxes until they could vote. “Is it any more just to
take a woman’s property without her consent, than it is to take a man’s
property without his consent?”41 These arguments, and similar ones made by
adult white men and adult black men, were effective, Keyssar argues, be-
cause they laid claim to principles established by constitutional government
in the United States.

Although denizens and subjects fought for citizenship and suffrage on
their own, some citizens supported their efforts because they wanted allies to
protect them from other denizens and subjects, whom they regarded as
threats. “Why did voting members of the community sometimes elect to
share their political power with others?” Keyssar asks. “In numerous cases, it
was because they saw themselves as having a direct interest in enlarging the
electorate.”42 In the South, slave owners (adult white men with property)
wanted poor white men to vote so that they could enlarge southern electo-
rates in federal elections, enlist them as allies to protect white property, and
ensure “that poor whites would serve in militia patrols guarding against slave
rebellions.”43 As Virginia senator Charles Morgan explained in 1829, “We
ought to spread wide the foundation of our government, that all white men
have a direct interest in its protection.”44
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After the Civil War, Republican voters in the North supported the exten-
sion of suffrage to adult black men because they saw them as allies against
Democratic voters in the North and the South. And many adult male citizens
wanted to enfranchise women to enlarge the native-born electorate against
the growing number of naturalized immigrant voters. The feminist Olympia
Born appealed to male citizens on this basis: “There are in the United States
three times as many American-born women as the whole foreign population,
men and women together, so that the votes of women will eventually be the
only means of overcoming this foreign influence. . . . There is no possible
safety for our . . . republican government, unless women are given the suf-
frage.”45

Political parties sometimes supported the expansion of suffrage to in-
crease their power at the polls. “Support for democratization stemmed in part
from partisan self-interest,” Keyssar argues.46 The Democratic Party under
Jackson reached out to “large numbers of propertyless men,” Reconstruction
Republicans demanded suffrage on behalf of freed black men who could
“provide the Republican Party with an electoral basis in the South and make
it possible for loyal governments to be elected in the once-rebellious states,”
and turn-of-the-century Republicans supported suffrage for women to in-
crease their strength against immigrant voters, who typically voted for
Democrats.47

Political parties that defended social inequality and worked to restrict the
franchise to keep denizen and subject populations at bay argued that disen-
franchised groups were “virtually represented” by responsible citizens. But
they eventually supported the expansion of the citizenry because they wanted
to neutralize demands for suffrage as a political issue and enlist some mem-
bers of the new electorate.48 Federalists eventually supported the extension
of suffrage to white men without property, Democrats in the South were
forced, as a condition for readmission to the Union, to ratify the Fourteenth
and Fifteenth Amendments, which extend suffrage to adult black men, and
Democrats under Wilson supported suffrage for women in part because they
hoped to enroll southern white women and adult white immigrant women in
the Democratic Party, a strategy that proved effective.49 “Sensing correctly
that [women’s] suffrage was likely to triumph, that it would not necessarily
damage their interests, and that their own constituents supported it, Demo-
cratic machine leaders in New York, Boston, Chicago, Cleveland and other
cities joined hands with [feminist organizations] to promote suffrage re-
form,” Keyssar observes.50
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The ascent of social groups in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
expanded the citizenry in the United States. By 1920, a majority of residents
could count themselves as citizens. But the ascent of some groups was ac-
companied by the descent of others. To appreciate the complex character of
social change in the Republic, we next examine why some groups fell and
why other groups remained in their assigned social places during this period.



Chapter Seven

Persistent Inequalities

THE DESCENDANTS

The ascent of adult white men without property, adult black men, and adult
women across most of the United States during the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries created a citizen majority for the first time in the Republic in 1920.
But the ascent of these groups was accompanied by the descent of others.
When state officials and citizens viewed groups as a threat to public safety or
a danger to public health, they revoked their status and forced them down-
ward into denizen and subject populations or expelled them from the Repub-
lic.

State officials revoked or degraded the status of Indians, royalists, Con-
federates, radical dissidents, and Japanese Americans because they viewed
these groups as threats to public safety, or what today might be called “na-
tional security.” In some respects, they were casualties of war. State officials
also revoked the status of people with contagious diseases (tuberculosis,
typhoid, and leprosy) or with mental or physical disabilities (people regarded
as insane, incompetent, or gay and lesbian) because they regarded them as
threats to public health and subjected them to scrutiny or confinement by
state and private authorities.

American Indians

Before the revolution, British officials “dealt with independent and con-
quered [American Indian] tribes on the fringes of the white settlements as
sovereign political communities, negotiating with them as with foreign na-
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tions” (italics added), like France or Spain.1 In many respects, Indians pos-
sessed a status that was superior to white settlers, who were merely subjects
of the king.2 “The Indians, though living among the king’s subjects . . . are a
separate and distinct people from them, they are treated as such, they have a
policy of their own, they make peace and war with any nation of Indians they
think fit without control from the English.”3 Indian autonomy rankled white
settlers, who complained, “I can in no manner consider the Mohegan Indians
as a separate or sovereign state. . . . [Such a view] exposes his majesty and
sovereignty to ridicule.”4

When the Revolutionary War erupted, most Indians fought on the side of
the British, largely because the British promised to protect Indian rights and
land.5 “The logic of nearly two hundred years of abrasive contact with colo-
nizing Europeans compelled the choice most Indians made to support Brit-
ain,” the historian Gary Nash observes, “since it was the colonists who most
threatened Indian autonomy” (italics added).6 But at war’s end, the Indians,
who had not been defeated on the battlefield, “emerged from the conflict
with their independence decisively impaired.”7 During postwar negotiations,
the British betrayed their promises to protect the Indians and ceded Indian
lands from the Appalachians to the Mississippi to the new republic without
the consent of Indian peoples.8 US negotiators, led by John Quincy Adams,
who regarded the Indians who fought with the British as traitors, refused to
recognize the sovereignty of Indian tribes, arguing that they were “‘subjects’
of the United States rather than ‘nations,’ [and were] incapable of treating
with a foreign power.”9 US officials demanded the surrender of Indian lands
and rights as part of the peace agreement, and the British eventually agreed. 10

These developments degraded the rights and status of diverse and autono-
mous Indian tribes and reduced them collectively to denizens of the United
States, a status comparable with resident aliens or unnaturalized immigrants,
except, of course, that they were indigenous “aliens,” not foreign “aliens.”11

One federal court ruled in 1823 that Indians were “of that class who are said
by jurists not to be citizens, but perpetual inhabitants, with diminutive rights.
They were considered an inferior race of people without the privileges of
citizens, and under the perpetual protection and pupilage of the government”
(italics added).12 The Supreme Court later refused to treat Indians as people
who deserved protection under the Constitution, arguing that Indians are “in
a state of pupillage. Their relation to the United States resembles that of a
ward to his guardian.”13
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As the Republic expanded to the West, white settlers and state officials
increasingly viewed Indians as a threat to public safety, not only in lands
west of the Appalachians but also east of the mountains, and demanded the
removal of Indians there to lands west of the Mississippi.14 Although state
officials first discussed removing Indians in 1803, the War of 1812 and wars
with the Creek in 1812–1814 and the Seminoles in 1817–1818 “gave new
impetus to the removal policy,” which was advanced by President Monroe in
the 1820s and forcibly implemented by President Andrew Jackson after pas-
sage of the Indian Removal Act of 1830.15 During the next twenty years,
“three quarters of the 125,000 Native Americans living east of the Mississip-
pi were ‘removed’ with the loss of one-fourth to one-third of all southern
Native American lives.”16

As a result, Indians descended from denizens to the subjects of US mili-
tary authority and were forcibly deported to reservations, which the commis-
sioner of Indian affairs described as a “legalized reformatory” for Indians, “a
place where they must adopt non-Indian ways, ‘peaceably if they will, for-
cibly if they must.’”17

The Supreme Court refused to consider Indians as “people” protected by
the Constitution before the Civil War. After Congress and the states adopted
the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, the court refused to extend its
provisions to Indians, thereby denying Indians the right to either citizenship
or suffrage, even though they were born in the United States. In the landmark
1884 decision in Elk v. Wilkins, the Supreme Court concluded that John Elk,
an Indian born on tribal lands, could not claim citizenship under the Four-
teenth Amendment or suffrage under the Fifteenth Amendment.18

Still, in the late nineteenth century, state governments and federal offi-
cials adopted policies that allowed adult Indian males to claim citizenship
and suffrage if they abandoned their Indian identity, moved off the reserva-
tion, paid taxes, and assimilated, a development that essentially allowed In-
dians to “immigrate and naturalize,” like foreign immigrants.19

Why did Indians, who descended from sovereign peoples to denizens and
then subjects of state authority in the United States, fall so far? First, state
officials and white settlers saw them as a military threat before and after the
Revolutionary War. Although Indian military capacities diminished rapidly,
sporadic and small-scale conflict kept the Indian military threat visible until
late in the nineteenth century. State officials and citizens viewed Indian
resistance as a betrayal, which deserved serious punishment, though state
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officials and private citizens routinely provoked Indian resistance by seizing
Indian lands and “removing” Indian peoples.

Second, almost no one in the Republic defended or assisted Indians. No
one organized a movement, comparable to the abolitionists, that objected to
the mistreatment of Indian peoples, perhaps because white settlers viewed
Indians not only as racially inferior but also as domestic “terrorists.” Third,
although Indians were collectively punished for the resistance of individual
groups, they were enormously diverse and found it difficult to collaborate or
unite against a common foe. Moreover, they did not generally seek citizen-
ship and suffrage, but rather sovereignty as a political goal, which may have
been an unrealistic or utopian aspiration in this context. Still, Indians filed
lawsuits, organized social movements, and, during World Wars I and II,
served in the army, which helped improve their social and legal status.

Royalists

Indians were not the only group regarded as a threat to public safety by
republican officials during the Revolutionary War. Republicans viewed set-
tlers who remained loyal to the British government as a threat to national
security and took steps to degrade their status. First, Congress argued that
because the Declaration of Independence created a sovereign nation, all resi-
dents of the Republic, with the exception of British officials, owed their
allegiance to the Republic, as they would to any sovereign.20 Anyone who
refused to recognize sovereign republican authority or accept its currency,
who remained loyal to Britain, or who gave aid and comfort to Britain’s
representatives would be guilty of treason and would be “deemed, published,
and treated as an enemy of his country, and precluded from all trade or
intercourse with the inhabitants of these colonies.”21 Although the architects
of the Republic had argued that the social contract was freely chosen, citizens
of the new republic would not be given any choice in the matter once the
republic was formed. Ironically, the only people who could meaningfully
choose to sign the social contract were immigrants who naturalized (or In-
dians who did the same).

Second, people regarded as traitors by state officials or by nonstate actors
such as the Sons of Liberty could be assaulted, arrested, and hanged as
traitors, and their property, both real property and slaves, could be confiscat-
ed and redistributed: “Loyalists were shot, hanged, beaten; rebel militia
burned pro-British Indian towns and crops, killed Indians regardless of age or
sex, and sold captives into slavery; slaves caught assisting the British faced
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whippings, hanging, even beheading. This relentless cruelty, as intended,
intimidated many supporters of the British into remaining inactive.”22

Authorities in the new republic revoked the royalists’ status as subject of
the king, made them citizens, and then immediately made them the subjects
of government officials and nonstate authorities. These developments per-
suaded some royalists to submit, some to resist, and some to depart, migrat-
ing to Britain and other British colonies in the Americas. After the war, adult
white men with property who had been royalists recovered their status as
citizens, though they did not recover confiscated property.23

Confederates

The Confederates who took up arms against the Republic and seceded from
the Union threatened public safety during and after the Civil War. After
Union forces defeated Confederate armies and occupied the South, the Re-
publicans in Congress revoked the citizenship and suffrage of adult southern
white males and made them denizens, on par with blacks, who had been
freed from slavery by the Emancipation Proclamation and the Thirteenth
Amendment. On May 29, 1865, President Andrew Jackson issued an amnes-
ty that restored citizenship to whites and suffrage to adult white males in the
South, even if they had taken up arms against the Union, so long as they
swore an oath of loyalty to the Republic (like immigrants and Indians who
naturalized). He excluded from this amnesty a small group of Confederate
army officers, government officials, and wealthy individuals with real prop-
erty valued at more than $20,000, though these disenfranchised Confederates
could seek individual pardons.24

But re-enfranchised white legislators quickly adopted “black codes” that
restricted the rights of freed blacks—blacks were not permitted to vote, tes-
tify against whites in court, possess firearms or alcohol—and imposed coer-
cive employment contracts and vagrancy laws that “were designed to reduce
[free blacks] to a position little removed from slavery.”25 They also elected
pardoned and unpardoned Confederate officers to the reconstituted state
governments and to Congress, sending four Confederate generals to the
House of Representatives and the former vice president of the Confederacy
to the US Senate.26

In response to southern white intransigence, legal discrimination, and
white violence against blacks—large-scale white riots in Memphis and New
Orleans resulted “in a general massacre of innocent black bystanders”—the
Republican supermajority in Congress refused to seat ex-Confederate legisla-
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tors.27 They then took a series of steps, known collectively as “Reconstruc-
tion.” They extended citizenship to blacks and suffrage to adult black males
(the Civil Rights Act of 1866, the Fourteenth Amendment of 1868, and the
Fifteenth Amendment of 1870) and sought to protect these new rights with
legislation designed to enforce their provisions in southern states (the Recon-
struction Act of 1867 and Supplementary Reconstruction Act of 1867, and
three enforcement acts in 1870 and 1871 that gave the president authority to
deploy the military to enforce provisions of the Fourteenth and Fifteenth
Amendments, provided federal supervision of registration and voting in fed-
eral elections, outlawed irregular militias such as the Ku Klux Klan, and
“gave the president the right to suspend the writ of habeas corpus in cases of
noncompliance with the law”).28 They reimposed martial law in southern
states, insisted that southern states be readmitted only after they ratified the
Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, and extended suffrage to black male
voters.29

The extension of suffrage to about one million adult black males in the
South led to a coalition between newly enfranchised blacks and southern
whites who opposed secession and remained loyal to the Union during the
war, who rejected Confederate policies that had led to wartime disaster and
economic ruin, or who embraced reform during Reconstruction.30 This
black-white coalition produced an electoral majority in many southern states
that rewrote state constitutions, ratified the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amend-
ments, and obtained their state’s readmission to the Union and representation
in Congress.31

The Republican reconstruction of the Republic was short-lived. A number
of developments contributed to its demise. Intransigent southern whites orga-
nized effective social movements outside the state, using irregular militias to
murder, massacre, and intimidate black and white voters who supported Re-
construction.32 White violence drove blacks from the polls, weakened the
black-white coalition, and allowed ex-Confederates to win elections and re-
turn to power. They then used local, state, and national offices to adopt
legislation to restrict black rights and enhance their own power, all the while
keeping violent militias on call.

Meanwhile, Republicans in Congress grew weary of the Reconstruction
effort. President Grant’s attorney general admitted that the administration
was “tired of the annual autumnal outbreaks [of violence] in the South,” and
adopted a “hands-off policy.”33 The disputed presidential election of 1876
led to the withdrawal of US troops from the South, which gave Democratic
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white legislators and violent nonstate actors a free hand to strip black men of
citizenship and suffrage and use violence to subordinate them.34 The US
Supreme Court then ratified a slow-motion coup by whites who insisted that
the recovery of citizenship and suffrage by adult white men be accompanied
by the loss of citizenship and suffrage for adult black men.35 As early as
1867, the court ruled that loyalty oaths were unconstitutional.36 They subse-
quently ruled that the Civil Rights Act was unconstitutional and redefined the
Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments in extremely narrow terms, which
allowed states to revisit the meaning of citizenship and suffrage for blacks
and also for women and Indians, and in 1896 sanctioned the segregationist
black codes that whites adopted during the advent of post-Reconstruction Jim
Crow.37

Although US officials disenfranchised Confederates and kept them from
returning to power for a time, white denizens recovered their right to citizen-
ship and suffrage while wresting it away from blacks after a protracted strug-
gle, which led to the simultaneous ascent of adult white men and the descent
of adult black men in the South.

Dissidents

During World War I, government officials treated dissidents who objected to
the war as threats to public safety and adopted legislation that permitted
authorities to jail citizens and deport immigrants identified with anarchist,
socialist, or pacifist principles or organizations. Although the Immigration
Act of 1891 allowed officials to prevent immigrant anarchists from entering
the United States and deport anarchists who had not been naturalized, the
Immigration Acts of 1917 and 1918 gave officials the authority to deport any
resident alien on the grounds of “advocating or teaching the unlawful de-
struction of property, or advocating or teaching anarchy or the overthrow by
force or violence of the Government of the United States” or on the grounds
of belonging to an organization “that advocates or teaches the unlawful de-
struction of property.”38

The Espionage Act of 1917 and the Sedition Act of 1918 allowed officials
to prosecute citizens who objected to the war or who might “utter, print,
write, or publish any disloyal, profane, scurrilous, or abusive language about
the form of Government of the United States.”39 The government used it to
jail Eugene Debs, the leader of the antiwar Socialist Party, and Bill Hay-
wood, head of the antiwar International Workers of the World (IWW) for
long prison terms, raid local offices across the country, make mass arrests,
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and destroy dissident political parties and trade unions.40 At his trial, Debs
told the jury, “I have been accused of obstructing the war. I admit it. Gentle-
men, I abhor war. I would oppose it if I stood alone.”41 The Supreme Court
unanimously upheld these convictions because the defendants represented a
“clear and present danger” to the public safety and the security of the state.42

During the war, officials organized nationwide “slacker raids,” detaining
draft-age men in a search for draft evaders, and subjected conscientious
objectors to brutal treatment in military prisons, sentencing some dissidents
to long prison terms and seventeen people to death (the death sentences were
not carried out) for refusing to obey military orders while in prison.43 Ac-
cording to a report by the Bureau of Legal Advice, a contemporary of the
American Civil Liberties Union, “The military authorities starved the objec-
tors on bread and water, hanged them by their wrists, forced them to exercise
and then drenched them in icy showers, and beat them with belts and broom
handles.”44

Government officials also licensed or allowed nonstate actors and unoffi-
cial surrogates to deploy violence and assault dissident groups. The
American Legion attacked IWW locals (one attack in Centralia, Washington,
led to a bloody confrontation that resulted in the deaths of several Legion-
naires, the arrest of many “Wobblies,” and the lynching murder of one) and
also a rival veteran’s organization, the World War Veterans.45 The American
Protective League conducted slacker raids and worked as a private investiga-
tive arm of the Justice Department, much like a neighborhood watch group,
scrutinizing German aliens and reporting them to the police for infractions of
wartime restrictions on their movements.46 Meanwhile, the Ku Klux Klan
attacked socialists, but mostly blacks, in the South.47 The Wilson administra-
tion “refused to intervene, arguing that ‘no facts have been presented to us
which would justify federal action.’”48

After the war, in 1919, labor unions in Seattle launched a general strike,
policemen in Boston walked out on strike, and labor unions in the coal and
steel industry conducted industry-wide strikes. Socialists inspired by the
Bolshevik Revolution in Russia and financed in part by the new Russian
government organized a communist party that advocated revolution. An an-
archist cell, probably led by Luigi Galleani, made a series of coordinated
bomb attacks on dozens of government officials, including H. Mitchell Palm-
er, the US attorney general, in retaliation for the repression of anarchists
during the war. The bomb attacks killed several people, a would-be assassin
among them.49
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Although postwar dissidents were diverse, ranging from nonviolent ship-
yard workers in Seattle and conservative policemen to bomb-throwing an-
archists, state officials viewed them all as radical threats to public safety and
took aggressive measures to contain them. In Seattle, Mayor Ole Hanson,
who argued that “every strike is a small revolution and a dress rehearsal for
the big one,” called out the troops and persuaded the American Federation of
Labor to rein in the local unions.50 In Massachusetts, Governor Calvin Cool-
idge warned striking policemen that “there is no right to strike against the
public safety by anybody, anywhere, any time.”51 He called in troops, re-
placed striking cops, and fired the majority of them, breaking the strike.
President Wilson described striking workers as “enemies of this country” and
said in a State of the Union address that “there should be no leniency” toward
those who “incite crime and insurrection under the guise of political evolu-
tion.”52 He authorized the use of federal troops to quell strikes, issued injunc-
tions against striking coal miners, and gave new investigative powers to the
young J. Edgar Hoover, who, with A. Mitchell Palmer’s assistance, orga-
nized a series of raids on dissident groups.53 Officials arrested and impris-
oned dissident citizens and deported immigrant denizens. Emma Goldman
and Alex Berkman, antiwar anarchists who had been imprisoned during the
war, were deported to the Soviet Union on a ship with 247 others in 1919.54

Officials in many states moved to defend public safety by passing sedi-
tion laws that made it a crime to criticize government officials or the republi-
can form of government, organize labor unions, or display a red flag.55 One
woman, Anita Whitney, a social worker, suffragette, and socialist who joined
the Communist Party, was sentenced under California’s antisyndicalist legis-
lation to one to fourteen years in San Quentin prison.56 As a result of govern-
ment attacks against dissidents and labor unions, union membership fell by
one million between 1920 and 1922.57 In Congress, the House refused to seat
a representative from Wisconsin because he had been an antiwar socialist,
and the New York State legislature denied seats to five socialist representa-
tives from New York City, which effectively disenfranchised voters from
their districts.58

During World War I and the Red Scare that followed, US officials ar-
rested and deported denizen immigrants using administrative procedures
rather than courts of law.59 As a result, the number of immigrant denizens
deported by US officials increased from 4,610 in 1914 to 6,409 in 1924,
many of them for political reasons.60 Most of the citizens who were jailed
and denizen immigrants who were deported by US officials were conscien-
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tious objectors or antiwar pacifists, not bomb-throwing anarchists, and posed
no real threat to public safety. But anarchist violence was used to justify
retaliatory measures against nonviolent groups.

Japanese Americans

After the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941, US officials detained,
evacuated, and imprisoned most of the Japanese Americans living in the
western United States, though not Hawaii, a development that led to the rapid
descent of Japanese American citizens and denizens and made them the
subjects of military authorities. Federal civilian and military leaders, western
legislators, and journalists demanded that the federal government act against
Japanese Americans because they presented an imminent threat to military
operations, defense industries, and public safety. The judge advocate general,
Major General Allen W. Guillon, warned that “Japanese inspired sabotage”
by Japanese Americans living in the United States “cannot be temporized
with. No half-way measures, based on considerations of economic distur-
bance, humanitarianism, or fear of retaliation will suffice.”61 John Dingell, a
Democratic congressman from Michigan, urged “the forceful detention or
imprisonment in a concentration camp of ten thousand alien Japanese in
Hawaii” and another 150,000 in the United States (an exaggerated figure)
and “held in a reprisal reserve,” a view praised by newspaper columnists who
advocated killing “100 victims selected out of our concentration camps” for
“every hostage murdered by our enemies.”62 This vigilante lobby, a coalition
of nativist anti-immigration groups, political parties, and military and
government officials that acted on their own initiative and authority, urged
President Roosevelt to strip Japanese Americans of their rights, evacuate
them from the West Coast, and imprison them in “concentration camps,” a
term that fell into disfavor and was replaced by “internment camps.”63

Roosevelt agreed, signing Executive Order 9066 on February 19, 1942.64

This decision led to the speedy incarceration of 120,000 Japanese Americans
during the war.65

The Supreme Court ratified this policy on two occasions. In 1943, Chief
Justice Harlan F. Stone wrote that the curfew imposed on Gordon Hirabaya-
shi did not violate his civil rights but instead protected the government’s
power “to wage war successfully.”66 One year later, in 1944, the court up-
held the incarceration of Fred T. Korematsu, rejecting the argument that
racial prejudice played a role. As Justice Hugo Black wrote, “To cast this
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case into outlines of racial prejudice, without reference to the real military
dangers which were presented, naively confuses the issue” (italics added).67

The decision to incarcerate Japanese Americans because they were seen
as a threat to public safety was made despite the fact that the threat to
national security was low to nonexistent. Military intelligence and FBI
agents listed only a small number of Japanese Americans as a serious
“threat.”68 Intelligence officers who engineered the burglary of the Japanese
consulate in Los Angeles discovered that Japanese officials regarded Japa-
nese Americans as “‘cultural traitors’ who could not be trusted with anything
of importance” and “after careful investigations on both the West Coast and
Hawaii, there was never a shred of evidence found of sabotage, subversive
acts, spying, or fifth column activity on the part of [Japanese American
immigrants or citizens].”69 A 1981 report by the presidential Commission on
the Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians concluded that the incar-
ceration of Japanese Americans “was not justified by military necessity, and
the decisions which followed from it . . . were not driven by analysis of
military conditions. The broad historical causes which shaped these decisions
were race prejudice, war hysteria, and a failure of leadership. . . . A grave
injustice was done to American citizens and resident aliens of Japanese an-
cestry who, without individual review or any probative evidence against
them, were excluded, removed and detained by the United States during
World War II.”70 Yet guards at internment camps shot and killed unarmed
inmates who protested conditions or tried to escape.71

The decision to relocate and imprison Japanese Americans resulted in the
descent of different groups of Japanese Americans in different settings. Al-
though Japanese Americans were collectively made “subjects,” they con-
sisted of three groups with different legal standing. First, 37 percent of Japa-
nese Americans living in the United States (this excludes territories such as
Hawaii) were foreign-born immigrants.72 Unlike white immigrants from Eu-
rope, Japanese and other immigrants from Asia were barred from naturaliz-
ing and becoming citizens or exercising suffrage, so they lived as permanent
denizens in the United States, or “aliens ineligible to citizenship.” With the
outbreak of war, they became “enemy aliens,” who could, by law, be treated
as subjects.73 Second, the majority of Japanese Americans in the United
States—79,642 in 1940, or 62.7 percent of the total—were born in the United
States and were US citizens. These citizens consisted of two subgroups:
adults who could vote and minors who could not, the latter being denizens.
Despite their different legal standing, they were all treated like immigrant
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denizens and “deported,” a forced relocation similar to the Indian “removal.”
US officials did not exempt children from the process, describing them as
“volunteers” because “most minor children, it was assumed, would ‘volun-
teer’ to join their parents in the camps.”74 US authorities even swept orphan-
ages for “infant children of partial Japanese ancestry” and removed them to
the camps.75

Although they removed and imprisoned Japanese Americans living in a
narrow, hundred-mile band along the Pacific West Coast, they excluded
Japanese Americans living outside this “military zone.”76 In Hawaii, most of
the 150,000 Japanese Americans were allowed to stay because their depar-
ture would have disrupted economic and military operations in the islands. 77

US authorities imprisoned Japanese Americans in remote inland camps,
though some officials secured the release of some inmates during the war.
University of California president Robert Sproul obtained the release of
4,300 inmates so that they could study at colleges in the East; military au-
thorities recruited thousands of Japanese American men to work as transla-
tors in the Pacific theater and later for combat infantry units that served in
Europe; and business executives recruited ten thousand men and women to
work on farms and in industry.78 Perhaps most important, Mitsuye Endo
obtained the release of many citizens like herself as the result of a case she
took to the Supreme Court. The court granted her a writ of habeas corpus and
restored her freedom because “whatever power the War Relocation Authority
may have to detain other classes of citizens, it has no authority to [detain]
citizens who are concededly loyal.”79

THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH

State officials revoked the status of citizens and denizens who posed a real or
imagined threat to public safety. State officials and nonstate actors also re-
voked the status of individuals and groups who threatened public health.
Citizens and denizens with mental disabilities or infectious diseases or indi-
viduals identified as homosexuals had their rights revoked by state officials
and private authorities, often without recourse to the legal system, and were
committed, incarcerated, and confined in public and private asylums, fired
from jobs, harassed by police, and denied entry into the United States or
deported.
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Mental Disabilities

In 1800, state officials generally identified mentally disabled citizens as “un-
fit” and denied them the right to vote.80 They also divided citizens and
denizens with mental disabilities into two groups: “lunatics” or the insane,
which often included “epileptics” and female “hysterics,” and “idiots.” Be-
cause they viewed “lunatics” as a danger to themselves and others, they
confined them in jails or allowed households to confine them, often in
chains, in the basements or attics of private homes.81 Individuals regarded as
“idiots” were not generally confined, though they were sometimes consigned
to poorhouses if their guardians were unwilling or unable to shelter them.
This changed after 1820, when state authorities encouraged households to
transfer lunatics and idiots to public or private congregate asylums.82 State
officials gave nonstate actors wide powers to revoke the rights of mentally
disabled individuals and confine them in asylums without going through the
legal system. Doctors, husbands, and fathers could commit patients, wives,
children, and the elderly on their own authority.83 As a result, “[Asylum
managers] were comparatively free to confine the mentally ill [both danger-
ous and harmless] at their own discretion.”84

During the nineteenth century, progressive reformers, social workers, po-
lice, and public health officials worked to institutionalize mentally disabled
persons, which meant moving them out of private homes and confining them
in public and private asylums. Initially, these new guardians believed that
they might cure their inmates and eventually release them. 85 But they soon
resigned themselves to a purely custodial role, which led to considerable
abuse.86 An 1857 report to the New York State Senate found that investiga-
tors “testified to the whipping of male and female idiots and lunatics, and of
confining them in loathsome cells, and binding them with chains. . . . The
committee found lunatics, both male and female, in a state of nudity. The
cells were intolerably offensive, littered with the long accumulated filth of
the occupants” (italics in the original).87

In the early twentieth century, state officials further undermined the status
of inmates, passing laws that allowed public and private guardians, on their
own authority, to forcibly sterilize inmates.88 In 1927, the Supreme Court
ruled in Buck v. Bell that officials in Virginia could forcibly sterilize Carrie
Buck, a “feeble minded,” unmarried inmate who had become pregnant.89

Virginia officials “blamed her pregnancy on hereditary weakness—in partic-
ular on her feeblemindedness.” Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes agreed that
authorities could sterilize her without her consent because “three generations
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of imbeciles are enough.”90 This abusive practice became widespread. By
1968, when it ended, 65,000 Americans with mental disabilities had been
forcibly sterilized.91

Contagious Diseases

During the nineteenth century, public health officials were given the author-
ity to seize, vaccinate, quarantine, or confine individuals who contracted
contagious diseases—smallpox, tuberculosis, leprosy, plague, and typhoid—
if they posed a threat to public health.92 Many states delegated police powers
to public health officials, who could revoke the status of citizens, denizens,
and subjects on their own authority, which deprived infected individuals of
juridical relief.93 The courts generally allowed public heath officials wide
latitude.94 In one famous case, public health officials in New York seized
Mary Mallon, who was ridiculed in the press as “Typhoid Mary,” after a
number of people in households where she worked as a private cook had
contracted typhoid and one had died.95 Like many people exposed to ty-
phoid, Mallon carried the bacteria but did not contract the disease. Scientists
estimated that “carriers” made up about 3 percent of the total number of
typhoid cases, which in 1900 amounted to about nine thousand in the United
States.96 Most carriers were simply monitored by health officials. Mallon,
however, was confined. Health officials released her after a two-year con-
finement but then seized her again after she returned to work as a cook,
which violated the terms of her probation, and exposed twenty-five others to
the disease (two died). Mallon was then confined as an inmate on an island in
the East River for the rest of her life (twenty-three years).97

Homosexuals

Local and state officials have long used sodomy laws to criminalize homo-
sexual behavior and revoke the rights of gay and lesbian citizens and deni-
zens. But in the early twentieth century, federal officials revoked the status of
individuals based on their identity as homosexuals, an identity that govern-
ment officials arbitrarily imposed on people whom they regarded as homo-
sexuals, even if those people were not. As Margot Canaday observes in The
Straight State, “The state’s identification of certain sexual behaviors, gender
traits, and emotional ties as grounds for exclusion [from entering the country
or serving in the military] was a catalyst in the formation of homosexual
identity,” one that was imposed from above, not asserted from below. “The
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state . . . constituted homosexuality in the construction of a stratified citizen-
ry.”98 It did so because immigration officials and military authorities came to
regard homosexuals as a threat to public health, a kind of contagion that
might affect the body politic. Immigration officials took the initiative and
identified prospective immigrants as homosexuals if inspectors thought they
exhibited homosexual traits, “gender inversion (mannishness in women and
effeminacy in men) rather than sexual behavior per se.”99 Officials took it
upon themselves to deny entry to immigrants who they thought exhibited
these characteristics and deported immigrant denizens who had been arrested
for homosexual practices.100 They could act on their own authority because
the courts gave immigration officials wide latitude, which deprived immi-
grants of access to the courts. In effect, immigration officials excluded homo-
sexuals (real or imagined) from immigrating or naturalizing (much like Asian
immigrants) without explicit legislation providing for their exclusion. “Fed-
eral awareness of sex perversion among immigrants preceded by several
decades a reliable legal instrument to exclude or deport ‘sodomites’ or ‘pede-
rasts.’ Indeed, not until the early 1950s did immigration law explicitly bar
aliens alleged to be homosexual from entering or remaining in the
county.”101

Military authorities joined immigration officials during World War I,
when military authorities came to view homosexuality as a “civilian disease”
that could “infect” others.102 So medical officers prevented conscripts whom
they identified as homosexuals from serving and excluded, discharged, or
jailed soldiers, sailors, and nurses who exhibited homosexual behavior or
engaged in homosexual acts.103 Exactly how zealous bureaucrats used public
institutions to promote private political agendas is not well understood,
though their presence in different state bureaucracies suggests that state offi-
cials have considerable autonomy to shape public policy (see the discussion
of the state in chapter 2).

During World War II,

the military inaugurated much more aggressive vice patrols. . . . Suspected
homosexuals were sent to hospitals where they were interviewed by psychi-
atrists, observed by hospital staff, inventoried by the Red Cross, interrogated
by military intelligence, and ultimately adjudicated by a board of officers. . . .
They were able to ask all recruits point-blank if they were homosexual, strip
them naked to look for feminine body traits (and expanded rectums), and
pursue clues, such as occupational choices and teachers’ impressions, for indi-
cations of effeminacy. Such techniques led the army to reject roughly five
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thousand soldiers for homosexuality during World War II . . . a number that
dwarfed the tiny handful refused induction for similar reasons during World
War I.104

An additional five thousand soldiers and four thousand sailors were dishon-
orably discharged during World War II.105

Of course, people who were denied entry into the service or were dishon-
orably discharged from it were denied the benefits of military service and
often found it difficult to obtain jobs or housing in the civilian sector because
their discharges carried a negative social stigma.106 One young soldier ac-
cused of lesbianism told a military review board in 1958: “I don’t feel that I
am being treated like an American citizen. I would like to know why.”107

After World War II, people identified as homosexuals were fired from
government jobs because officials thought that homosexuals were vulnerable
to blackmail by foreign agents, so they came to be regarded as a threat not
only to public health but also to public safety and national security. 108

THE REMAINDERS

The ascent of white and black men and women expanded the citizenry in the
United States during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. But the
ascent of these groups was accompanied by the descent of other groups into
denizen and subject populations, at least for a time. The expansion of the
citizenry inverted the social pyramid and changed the contours of civil soci-
ety. But the social hierarchy, the division of society into citizen, denizen, and
subject populations, remained intact. The structure of inequality endured
because minors and immigrants remained in their assigned place as denizens
and convicts remained as subjects throughout this period. It turned out that
the political liabilities associated with age, place of birth, and illegal activity
proved more durable than the liabilities associated with class, race, and gen-
der. The latter ascended; the former remained behind.

For the most part, the “remainders,” the minors, immigrants, and convicts
who were left behind, occupy the same places today that they did two hun-
dred years ago. Still, their condition was not completely static. Let us exam-
ine both what changed for minors, immigrants, and convicts during the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries and what remained the same.
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Minors

In 1800, adults assigned white minors to the denizen population and black
minors to the subject population because they viewed minors as lacking the
capacity to act on their own. Adult white males often demeaned other
groups—women and slaves—by calling them “childlike,” turning this youth-
ful attribute into an epithet. State officials, then as now, treated parents,
teachers, employers, and masters as the “guardians” of minors and gave them
the authority to discipline and punish minors in public and private settings. 109

If parents died, abandoned their children, or failed to provide adequate super-
vision, state officials seized minors and confined them in jails or in public or
private orphanages.110 In the 1850s, local officials seized orphans in New
York and Boston, put them on “orphan trains,” shopped them around rural
towns across the Midwest, and bound them over as indentured servants, more
or less, to private households and employers, where they worked until they
became adults. The New York Children’s Aid Society, a private charitable
agency, transported and “placed” about 125,000 orphans from New York to
households across the Midwest between 1853 and 1925.111 One observer
notes that “the great majority of those who are applying for children . . . are
looking for cheap help . . . [and] expect to make a handsome profit on the
child’s service . . . furnishing poor food, shoddy clothing, work the child
beyond its strength . . . and sometimes treat it with personal cruelty.”112

Although the legal status of minors has remained pretty much the same
for the past two hundred years, four important developments changed the
condition of denizen minors during the nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries.

First, the decline of indentured servitude and the abolition of slavery
improved the status of immigrant and slave children, as both subject popula-
tions became denizens. By one estimate, “more than half of all persons who
came to the colonies south of New England were indentured servants, and
most servants were [minors].”113 In 1776, “about one in five children was a
slave.”114 But while minors who were indentured servants and slaves im-
proved their condition by the mid-nineteenth century, orphaned minors re-
mained the subjects of public and private authorities, as they do today.

Second, the treatment of illegitimate children or “bastards” generally im-
proved during the nineteenth century. In 1800, bastards, like orphans, were
often seized by the state and placed out because they were defined by law as
filius nullius, “the child and heir of no one, bearing no legally recognized
relations with either parent. A bastard had no right to inheritance or mainte-
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nance.”115 Unwed mothers were often whipped as punishment for having
illegitimate children, and unwed indentured women could have their terms of
service extended if they had children, a practice that gave masters an incen-
tive to impregnate servant girls so that they could extend the girls’ inden-
ture.116 “Even when laws were adopted to prevent ‘dissolute masters’ from
impregnating their maids . . . to increase the maid’s term of service, they did
not provide any punishment for the master,” Scott Christianson notes.117

But starting in 1851, state officials gave mothers the right to claim their
offspring as their heirs and to make economic claims on the biological
father’s income and inheritance and made it possible for fathers, relatives,
and nonfamily members to adopt illegitimate children.118 These develop-
ments brought an end to the treatment of bastards as subjects. The treatment
of bastards improved largely because women organized social movements to
improve the condition of mothers and their children, one of the parallel and
overlapping campaigns organized by feminists in this period.

Third, starting in 1852, the introduction of compulsory education and
truancy laws and later restrictions on child labor forced minors out of the
workforce in most settings, though not on plantations or in households or on
farms, and into schools, where they were closely supervised by teachers
rather than employers or masters.119 However, legislators in southern states,
where employers in textile mills employed minors in large numbers, did not
adopt compulsory education or restrictive child labor laws until the twentieth
century.120

These developments had contradictory consequences for minors. On the
one hand, compulsory education and restrictive child labor laws reduced the
economic contribution minors made to household income, which likely re-
duced their status in households.121 As feminists have argued, status in the
household is related to the economic contribution made by its members. So
when women increased their economic contribution to household incomes,
their status and ability to make decisions in the household improved. The
reverse is also true. On the other hand, compulsory education gave minors
skills that likely increased the economic contribution they could make to
their own households when they became adults and entered the workforce.

Still, the exit of minors from the workforce, where many performed infor-
mal or unsupervised work on the streets, and the entry of minors into the
schools likely reduced the ability of minors to make their own decisions
about work and education or conduct their own affairs without adult supervi-
sion. Like most minors during the nineteenth century, particularly boys, Tom
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Sawyer and Huck Finn had few rights as denizens, but they were largely
unsupervised by adults for much of their youth, which is why they enjoyed
great adventures. In this respect, the liberties enjoyed by youths have prob-
ably diminished, not expanded, during the past two hundred years. About the
only real liberty that male youths possessed during the nineteenth century
was to enlist in the army or navy before they came of age. But this was a
curious form of liberty because enlisting in the army meant surrendering
their status as denizens and accepting a new status as subjects of adult mili-
tary authorities. Still, “nearly 40 percent of the ‘men’ who fought in the Civil
War enlisted before they had reached 21. In Illinois, boys as young as fifteen
fought in the war, though their parents had to sign consent forms.”122 The
Red Badge of Courage spoke to this experience.

Fourth, although state officials gave government and nonstate actors the
authority to discipline and punish minors at school and at work, in the home
or in the orphanage, throughout this period, as they still do today, the permis-
sible level of violence used by state and nonstate actors has substantially
declined.

The elimination of indentured servitude and slavery ended the consider-
able violence associated with coerced/enslaved labor. State officials gradual-
ly restricted the authority of public and private authorities to discipline and
punish minors and, for the first time, revoked this authority if authorities
exceeded socially acceptable limits, which were nonetheless severe by con-
temporary standards.123

In 1870, the Supreme Court ruled that the Fourteenth Amendment did not
apply to women or minors, but it nonetheless restricted the ability of courts to
confine minors in “reform schools” without being convicted of any crime.124

The court then reversed itself in 1882 and allowed the practice to resume. It
was not until 1967 that the court revisited its decision and “granted children
in juvenile courts limited due process rights, including the right to notice,
counsel, confrontation, cross-examination of witnesses, and the privilege
against self-incrimination.”125

In recent years, reformers have organized social movements to work on
children’s rights, though they have done less to improve the rights and/or
status of children and have instead made it easier for state officials to move
children from one set of guardians (their parents) to another set of guardians
who work in state institutions (prisons) or are private subcontractors (foster
parents). This activity resembles the efforts of nineteenth-century reformers
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who worked to move mentally disabled people from private homes to asy-
lums (see the discussion earlier in this chapter).

Immigrants

When Europeans immigrated to the United States in 1800, they became
denizens. The Naturalization Act of 1802 allowed adult white males who
lived for five years in the Republic and declared their intention to become
citizens two years after entry to be naturalized and become citizens. 126 Wom-
en immigrants remained denizens on a permanent basis, while indentured
white male immigrants could not naturalize until they completed their inden-
tures and residency-intention requirements.

State officials today still treat immigrants as denizens unless and until
they naturalize and become citizens. They treat undocumented immigrants as
denizens unless or until they are identified as illegal, at which point they can
be jailed or deported as subjects. Although the status of denizen immigrants
has remained more or less unchanged during the past two hundred years,
several developments during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
changed the ability of different immigrant groups to naturalize, become citi-
zens, and exercise suffrage.

First, in the mid-nineteenth century, federal and state officials restricted
the entry of immigrants from Asia (chiefly China, Japan, and the Philip-
pines), limited their ability to naturalize, and took steps to prevent them from
voting and owning land, which made Asian immigrants denizens on a perma-
nent basis. The state officials who adopted these restrictive measures argued
that these laws would prevent western states from becoming “the mercenary
Mecca of the scum of Asia—a loathsome Chinese province.”127 Immigration
officials made special efforts to prevent Asian women from entering the
United States, joining resident immigrant communities, and having children
who would become citizens (what anti-immigrant groups today might de-
scribe as “anchor babies”), despite the status of their parents as permanent
denizens. The result for Chinese immigrants, who first arrived in the 1850s,
was the creation of aging, predominantly male communities in urban “China-
town” ghettos. Immigration officials allowed greater numbers of Japanese
women to immigrate, though not to naturalize. As a result, Japanese immi-
grants created younger, mixed-gender communities with a growing number
of native-born children who eventually claimed citizenship, a status that was
interrupted by removal and incarceration during World War II.
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Second, although state officials restricted the entry of Asian immigrants,
they permitted the entry of European immigrants throughout the nineteenth
century. “Between 1865 and World War I, nearly twenty-five million immi-
grants journeyed to the United States,” and in 1914, about 12 percent of the
population was foreign born.128 Adult immigrant men could naturalize and
vote, though women and girls could not.

During this period, the origin of European immigrants shifted to southern
and eastern Europe. The entry of Catholics from southern Europe and Jews
from eastern Europe changed the ethnic-religious character of denizen and
citizen populations in the United States and transformed the political land-
scape in American cities, where large immigrant male populations elected
politicians belonging to political “machines” to advance their interests. These
developments persuaded native voters and state officials to restrict immigra-
tion before and after World War I and to extend suffrage to native-born
women after the war, in part to counter the weight of immigrant voters (see
chapter 6). The outbreak of World War I abruptly halted migration flows
around the world. When the war ended, officials substantially reduced the
entry of European immigrants, and the foreign-born population in the United
States began a steady, decades-long decline.

Third, the extension of suffrage to native-born women in 1920 (though
not to adult black women in the South) also opened the door of naturalization
and suffrage to adult immigrant women. Both developments expanded the
citizenry in America.

Soldiers and Convicts

In 1800, indentured servants and slaves were the subjects of private author-
ities, while soldiers, sailors, and convicts were the subjects of military or
state authorities. During the nineteenth century, indentured servants were
discharged and replaced with free wage workers, slaves were emancipated,
and African Americans became citizens or denizens. Since then, most of the
subjects in the Republic have been military personnel or convicts. 129

Although the US military has long relied on volunteers and conscripts,
both served a form of indenture for a term of service under military authority.
Military officials can direct them to face death and injury on the battlefield
and impose military discipline on them if they hesitate, resist, or refuse. The
status of volunteers and conscripts in military service has not significantly
changed since the Revolutionary War. Although the military now relies on
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volunteers to fill its ranks, Congress has kept the authority to draft citizens
into the service and make them involuntary subjects of state officials.

For soldiers and sailors, battlefield conditions have not substantially
changed during the past two hundred years. Soldiers, then as now, face lethal
disease, disfiguring and crippling injury, psychic trauma, and sudden death
on the battlefield, whether at Bunker Hill, Gettysburg, Iwo Jima, or Kanda-
har. But while battlefields are still lethal environments for American soldiers,
their chances of surviving battlefield encounters have improved. The intro-
duction of helmets and body armor, vaccines and penicillin, the rapid evacua-
tion and prompt medical treatment of battlefield casualties, and the deploy-
ment of armored vehicles and advanced weapons systems that can provide
both battlefield security and superiority have reduced casualty rates. Today,
combatants can survive encounters that would have killed their predecessors.
Moreover, the savage military discipline—flogging and other corporal pun-
ishments—regularly imposed on nineteenth-century soldiers and sailors has
eased, though physical violence and emotional stress are still deployed by
military authorities and their subordinates.

Conditions have also improved for military personnel while they are in
the service and after they complete it. Housing, education, and health care for
military personnel and their dependents have improved at forts and bases,
and Congress has provided substantial postservice benefits, subsidies, and
preferences to veterans.

Convicts

The status of convicts as the subjects of state authority has remained un-
changed for the past two hundred years. Convicts were, and still are, de-
prived of the rights available to citizens and denizens and can be deprived of
their lives and executed by public officials. But while their status has not
substantially changed, several developments have altered the condition of
convicts during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

First, in 1800, after convicts completed their sentences, state officials
generally restored their previous status as citizens or denizens. In some
states, officials denied them suffrage and disenfranchised citizens convicted
for infamous crimes, though they defined “infamous” in very different
ways.130 During the nineteenth century, a growing number of states disen-
franchised ex-convicts for a growing number of crimes. This process acceler-
ated in the South after Reconstruction, where state officials disenfranchised
ex-convicts for misdemeanors, laws targeted primarily at African
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Americans.131 Today, state officials have disenfranchised a growing percent-
age of the ex-convict population, making them denizens after they complete
their sentences, which amounts to about 5.3 million of the 16 million
Americans who were convicted of a felony.132 In this regard, the condition of
convicts has deteriorated.

Second, state authorities in 1800 generally punished convicts in public
settings. They flogged convicts in public squares, pilloried them in the mar-
ket, and hanged them on courthouse steps. But officials gradually abandoned
public spectacles and began to punish convicts indoors, away from public
view. Officials administered fearsome punishments—floggings, waterboard-
ing, starvation diets, back-breaking labor, and solitary confinement, often
under conditions of complete silence—in jails and prisons. It is not clear why
they eliminated public spectacle; perhaps they were uncomfortable treating
white citizens like black slaves in public. Perhaps they wanted to preserve the
public illusion of a distinction between citizens and slaves, even if this dis-
tinction, for convicted citizens, was a fiction.

Third, after the Civil War, the treatment of convicts by state officials in
the North and South diverged. In the North, prison officials slowly aban-
doned corporal punishment and other tortures as a form of control, while
officials in southern states persisted in using corporal punishment and other
tortures on convicts in jails run by public and private authorities.133 Southern
authorities condoned the public, extrajuridical torture and murder of blacks,
many of whom had not been convicted of any crime, by nonstate actors and
lynch mobs.

Although the punitive practices of prison officials in the North and South
diverged, state officials in both the North and the South increasingly con-
victed disproportionate numbers of African Americans and then disenfran-
chised them after they were released, a practice that is ongoing today.134

Fourth, a federal prison system emerged in the twentieth century. Federal
authorities evacuated or deported convicts from local jurisdictions to distant
federal prisons in Leavenworth and Alcatraz, making it difficult for federal
convicts to maintain contact with family members. This removal policy re-
sembled the measures taken by federal officials with regard to Indians and,
later, Japanese Americans. Internal deportation or exile became part of the
punishment repertoire. State officials have recently adopted this practice,
sending convicts to prisons in other states to serve their sentences. Moreover,
federal and state officials have introduced mandatory sentences and “three-
strikes” laws that have lengthened prison terms and increased incarceration
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rates. In 1980, one in four hundred adults was incarcerated in US jails, but by
2012, one in one hundred adults languished in prison.135

Of course, convicts and convict organizations (prison gangs) have filed
lawsuits, conducted riots, and organized hunger strikes to protest their condi-
tions and treatment. They have been assisted by social movements outside
prison, which have worked to aid prison families, restrict the violence in-
flicted on convicts by guards and other inmates, change punitive laws (three-
strike, drug possession), and eliminate the death penalty, which has been
used to kill innocent men and women.

THE MULTITUDE

In 1920, a majority of the people in the Republic claimed citizenship and
suffrage, though a substantial minority remained denizens and subjects. Al-
though the “multitude” had become the majority, it did not exercise a “tyran-
ny” over the minority—people with economic and political power—as Madi-
son and the architects of constitutional government had feared. 136

There are several reasons why they did not. First, the division of political
power in government, which the architects designed to prevent the multitude
from seizing the state and using it to promote their collective interests at the
expense of economic and political elites, made it difficult for the multitude to
establish a tyranny.

During and after the Civil War, the Republican supermajority that con-
trolled both houses of Congress and the presidency used its considerable
wartime and postwar powers to defeat the Confederate insurrection, abolish
slavery, pass the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments, and
promote economic development in the West with the Homestead Act and
railway construction. But it was prevented from making more sweeping
change, particularly in the South, by the division of institutional and political
power, which enabled President Andrew Johnson, the Supreme Court, and
the Democratic Party in the North and South to restrain the majority and
prevent it from making more radical and durable changes, to the detriment of
blacks and economic development in the South.

The same was true during the New Deal. The division of institutional and
political power enabled the Supreme Court and the Republican Party to pre-
vent the Democratic supermajority from wholly transforming the economy
and society during the New Deal and World War II.137
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By insisting that constitutional government be divided—into separate
branches and into separate states and political parties—the architects made it
extremely difficult for the multitude to establish unfettered control over the
state, even during times of war and economic crisis.

Second, the division of civil society into three parts (citizen, denizen, and
subject) and the intricate, complex, and contingent division of people in each
status category by class, race, gender, age, place of origin, and myriad other
social distinctions (whether people in these categories had mental disabilities
or physical ailments, whether they were bastards or orphans, whether their
crimes were petty misdemeanors or grand felonies, etc.) effectively divided
people in civil society and in the new citizen majority. This made it extreme-
ly difficult for the multitude, the “99 percent” in contemporary usage, to
combine effectively or use its collective capacity to establish a transforma-
tive majority. Moreover, a divided society became more divided over time, in
part because the ascent of some groups resulted in social differentiation, not
homogenization.

Third, when people from denizen and subject populations became citi-
zens, they often used their power not to transform the state and civil society,
as the architects feared, but to defend the status quo. Scholars have debated
why they have done so, but there are two plausible reasons why they de-
fended the status quo instead of assaulting it.

First, new citizens obtained important benefits from the state, the right to
vote and to enjoy the rights associated with liberty, equality, and solidarity
chief among them. They also obtained other important economic benefits
from the state: free land, veterans’ benefits, pensions, social security, unem-
ployment benefits, tax benefits for homebuyers, and so on. Should it be
surprising that newly empowered citizens would fight to defend these bene-
fits and the republic that provided them?138

Recall, too, that adult white men, black men, and women were allowed to
become citizens because political parties wanted to enlist them as partisan
voters who might increase the parties’ political strength. By and large, newly
enfranchised voters returned the favor and supported the parties that admitted
them: adult white men without property supported the Democratic Party
during the antebellum period; adult blacks supported the Republican Party
during Reconstruction (and did so until the 1960s); and women split, with
native-born white and black women in the North and West supporting the
Republican Party and immigrant white women in the urban North and native-
born white women in the South supporting the Democratic Party.
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THE EXPANSION OF CITIZENSHIP AND
THE DECLINE OF VIOLENCE

As the citizenry expanded, the level of violence in public institutions and
private settings declined. This was a significant and unexpected develop-
ment.

In 1800, state officials and nonstate actors routinely inflicted violence on
denizens and subjects. In public institutions, military officers flogged sol-
diers and sailors, jailers flogged convicts, and schoolteachers were allowed to
whip, cane, and beat their students. In private settings, nonstate actors were
authorized to inflict violence on denizens and subjects. Husbands beat their
wives, parents beat their children, masters beat apprentices and servants,
plantation owners beat slaves, teamsters beat draft animals. Of course, adult
white men committed most of this violence. And the violence that men, in
public and private settings, routinely visited on their victims was ferocious,
savage, and humiliating. Surgeons who examined black men enlisting in the
Union army found that half of the applicants “presented evidence of flogging
or injuries from other forms of punishment” and “one man showed the marks
of over a thousand lashes.”139 The men who practiced violence were given a
free hand to punish and discipline their inferiors. Law and custom did little to
stay their hands. Of course, the law did not license them to kill or maim their
victims, but legal authorities, judges, and juries rarely punished them if they
did.140

But during the next 150 years, a number of developments contributed to
the decline of violence practiced by male authorities in public and private
settings. Violence declined because citizens, denizens, and subjects orga-
nized social movements that demanded an end to violence against subordi-
nate groups and insisted that the authority to use violence, both by public
officials and, importantly, by nonstate actors, be restricted. Myra Glenn’s
important book, Campaigns against Corporal Punishment, a study of early
antiviolence campaigns in the 1830s, examines the role that women played in
parallel and overlapping social movements.141

First, Congress abolished the slave trade in 1806. This reduced, though it
did not end, the violence associated with the capture of slaves in Africa and
their transport on ships to the Americas during the lethal “middle pas-
sage.”142 The abolition of the slave trade may also have had an important
impact on white slave-owner violence in the United States. Curtailing the
supply of captured slaves may have driven up the price of slaves in the
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United States, and this may have restrained owner violence because slaves
may have become too valuable to kill or maim, though evidence for this is
mixed and owners still inflicted terrible cruelties on slaves after the slave
trade ended.143

Emancipation and the abolition of slavery in the United States brought an
end to the ubiquitous, routine, and savage violence inflicted by white slave
owners on black men, women, and children. However, the end of Recon-
struction and the rise of Jim Crow led to renewed violence against blacks,
black men in particular, by state officials and nonstate actors. Historians such
as David Oshinsky have argued that the convict-leasing camps and prisons
like Parchman Farm were, for the inmates, “worse than slavery.”144 Because
convicts cost nothing and could be replaced, white overseers had no econom-
ic reason to restrain violent behavior. Still, the violence of white officials
during Jim Crow was directed at a much smaller percentage of the black
population than during the antebellum period, and some southern states abol-
ished convict leasing and eliminated flogging: Tennessee in 1895, Georgia in
1909, Arkansas in 1913, and Alabama, Florida, and North Carolina in
1923.145

The murderous violence inflicted by unofficial lynch mobs nonetheless
continued. Mobs tortured, mutilated, shot, hanged, burned, and dismembered
their victims. But while white violence was inflicted on a relatively small
percentage of the black population and was primarily aimed at adult black
males, lynch-mob terror hung over the entire black population like a thunder-
cloud.146

Outside the South, public campaigns against flogging and other kinds of
corporal punishment curbed the violence inflicted against sailors, convicts,
students, women, children, and horses by state officials and nonstate actors.
In 1850, Congress abolished flogging in the navy over the objections of
southern representatives, who saw it correctly as a repudiation of the vio-
lence that white owners inflicted on slaves.147 Southern representatives tried
to have flogging reinstated and attacked the “sickly sentimentality” and
“hyperphilanthropy” that was “rife” in the North.148 One southern represen-
tative declared that “the campaign against naval flogging represented another
radical ‘ism’ for the North, ‘similar to socialism . . . fourierism . . . [and]
abolitionism.’”149

Prison reformers persuaded legislatures and wardens to curb or eliminate
flogging in the prisons. In Sing Sing, the average number of lashes inflicted
on prisoners fell from 1,121 in 1843 to 38 in 1847.150 Officials also curbed
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the practice in state-run mental asylums. Legislators in Massachusetts pro-
hibited all forms of corporal punishment in the state’s prisons, though they
permitted solitary confinement to continue.151

During the late 1840s, “school committees and administrators increasing-
ly regulated and restricted a teacher’s traditional right to punish [students in
public schools],” and rules requiring teachers to record all cases of punish-
ment “precipitated a decline in the amount of school room punishment.”152

The entry of women into the classrooms as teachers—“by 1860 women
constituted a majority of teachers in New England schools”—and the decline
of male teachers also contributed to the decline in classroom violence. 153

In public institutions, the historian Myra Glenn argues, “the extant evi-
dence demonstrates two crucial facts: 1) there was a significant decline in the
actual use of corporal punishment during the antebellum period, especially
during the latter half of the 1840s; 2) parents, teachers, naval and prison
officers increasingly experimented with a range of disciplinary techniques
that were psychologically, if not physically, punitive.”154

In private settings, women used different means to curb male violence.
They organized temperance movements to curb the violence triggered by
alcohol use and abuse, demanded suffrage so that they could legislate against
male violence, and sued men for cruelty in divorce courts.155 Elizabeth Cady
Stanton urged legislators “to grant wives divorces from physically abusive
husbands, arguing that women lived in legalized slavery.”156 Legislators
heeded these calls and made “extreme” or “intolerable” cruelty grounds for
divorce in Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois.157 Women
then sued for divorce on these grounds. Between 1860 and 1878, the Bureau
of Statistics found that of the 7,233 divorced granted, “2,949 were for cruel-
ty, 375 for extreme cruelty, and 233 for cruel and abusive treatment.”158

Divorce enabled women to escape from violence in private settings. Did the
threat of suits for divorce curb or restrain male violence? It is difficult to tell.
But it certainly restricted socially acceptable levels of violence, which may
have helped curb violence. Of course, male violence has declined slowly. So,
too, have legal sanctions against private male violence. “There was no legal
concept of marital rape in American states until the mid-1970s,” and it was
not until 1992 that the Supreme Court ruled “that it would no longer recog-
nize the power of husbands over the bodies of their wives. That is the mo-
ment when coverture, as a living legal principle, died.”159

Women’s efforts to curb male violence against women also helped curb
adult violence against minors. Efforts to curb violence against children in the
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home lagged behind efforts to curb violence against children in the schools,
against adult women in the home, or against horses on the street. The New
York Times reported that the first complaint lodged against a parent for the
abuse of a child was filed only in 1874, by the Association for the Prevention
of Cruelty to Animals.

Although violence declined between 1800 and 1945, its level remained
high by contemporary standards. Still, two important social changes had
occurred. First, the permissible and actual level of violence practiced by
male, state, and nonstate actors substantially declined in most, though not all,
settings. Second, the authority of nonstate actors declined relative to state
officials. Both of these developments were significant achievements, and
both were closely associated with the expansion of citizenship in the United
States.





Chapter Eight

The Further Expansion of Citizenship

By 1950, a majority of residents in the United States and other democratic
republics in western Europe and Japan claimed citizenship and suffrage. But
states still consigned large groups of people to denizen and subject popula-
tions and treated women, who had obtained suffrage, as “second-class” citi-
zens in many respects. In the United States, adult blacks in the South and
youth across America rejected their treatment as denizens and fought to
claim their “civil rights” as citizens, while women and homosexuals strug-
gled to upgrade their status as “second-class” citizens and become “first-
class” citizens in the Republic. This chapter examines how blacks, youth,
women, and homosexuals claimed citizenship and changed its meaning in the
United States during the second half of the twentieth century.

BLACK DENIZENS, MIGRATION, AND THE STRUGGLE FOR
CIVIL RIGHTS

In the Jim Crow South, whites treated adult black men and women as deni-
zens, even though the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments extended citi-
zenship and suffrage to adult black men and the Nineteenth Amendment
extended it to adult black women. Blacks resisted the onset of Jim Crow in
different ways. During the 1870s, Henry Adams and Benjamin Singleton
urged blacks to leave the South and organized a mass exodus to Kansas.
They persuaded tens of thousands of blacks to escape as “refugees from
poverty and terrorism, breaking with a way of life they found increasingly

139



140 Chapter 8

unbearable. . . . What united them was the belief that ‘anywhere is better than
here.’”1

But during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, blacks found
it difficult to leave the South. White public officials and nonstate actors used
violence, incarceration, lynch mobs, torture, and murder to keep blacks in
their “place.”2 In the South, “place” was both a geographical location and a
social status. It meant making black tenant sharecroppers dependent on white
rural farm proprietors and tying them to the land, and it meant making sure
that blacks did not rise above or escape from their assigned social status.
During the black exodus to Kansas, “armed whites closed the river and
threatened to sink all boats carrying black migrants. . . . One migrant who
had returned from Kansas to get his family was seized by whites, who cut off
his hands and threw them in his wife’s lap, saying, ‘Now go to Kansas and
work.’”3

Black migration was discouraged not only by southern whites but also by
northern whites, who often proved unwelcoming to black migrants.4 But this
changed during World War I. The growing demand for workers in northern
industries and the end of immigrant labor flows from Europe prompted
northern employers to recruit southern black workers, who were eager to
escape growing white violence in the South (white lynch-mob violence grew
during the period before the war, according to most observers).5 Between
1915 and 1918, 750,000 blacks left the South and moved north.6 During the
“Great Migration” that followed, one million blacks fled the South during the
1920s, another million during the 1930s, and one million more during World
War II, nearly four million in all.7 Although some scholars have argued that
economic demand drew blacks north, blacks migrated not only when demand
was strong—during World War I and World War II—but also when it was
weak or nonexistent, during the Great Depression (1929–1941). This sug-
gests that blacks migrated not only for economic but also for social and
political reasons.8 By migrating north, adult black men and women could
obtain citizenship and suffrage, which was unavailable to them in the South,
and escape the endemic violence deployed by state and nonstate actors in the
South.9 These were powerful incentives to leave. According to Johnson and
Campbell, “Both blacks and whites mentioned lynchings as one of the most
important causes of outmigration of blacks from the South during World War
I,” and a study of migration “indicated that mistreatment by police resulted in
almost as many persons leaving the South as did lynchings. . . . In many
respects, the migration took on the character of a mass movement” (italics
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added).10 Isabel Wilkerson agrees, arguing that “it was the first big step the
nation’s servant class ever took without asking.”11

Black migrants used their feet to obtain the vote. “The slogan down here
is: To hell with the South,” a Texarkana resident observed in 1917. “The
Negro loves the South, but he does not love the white man’s South,” a
Vicksburg resident insisted.12 One black man who reflected on his decision
to move north recounted, “I just begin to feel like a man. . . . My children are
sitting in the same school with whites and I don’t have to be humble to no
one. I have registered [to vote and] will vote in the next election and there
isn’t any yes Sir and no Sir. It’s all yes and no, Sam and Bill.”13

Southern whites obstructed the black exodus. “Police arrested blacks in
railroad stations as vagrants, they hauled passengers off northern-bound
trains, they imposed heavy fines on labor [recruiters] and they sought to
suppress black newspapers [that] advertised the . . . opportunities awaiting
blacks in a free North.”14

Of course, northern whites did not always welcome black migrants. Dur-
ing World War II, some white communities failed to accommodate black
migrants in a nondiscriminatory fashion, resulting in four major race riots,
“one each in Harlem and Los Angeles and two in Detroit,” where twenty-five
blacks and nine whites were killed during a riot on June 20, 1943.15

Black migration had several important consequences. First, black migra-
tion secured citizenship and suffrage for nearly four million adult black men
and women, which contributed to a dramatic expansion of the citizenry years
before the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. As many blacks claimed
citizenship by migrating (about four million) as were freed from slavery by
the Thirteenth Amendment (about four million).16 Second, migration weak-
ened white authority, both public and private, in the Jim Crow South and
may have reduced white violence against blacks (the pace of lynchings
slowed after 1920). Third, the expansion of the black citizenry in the North
made it possible for black citizens and organizations—the NAACP, indepen-
dent black newspapers, and trade unions—to assist black denizens in the
South and provide them with legal and financial resources when they
launched “civil rights” campaigns during the 1950s.

World War II

Although black men and women in the North claimed citizenship and suf-
frage, black men were allowed to serve in the military only in restricted
duties or in segregated units and were barred from serving in some branches.
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In 1940, the Marine Corps and Army Air Corps barred black men, the US
Navy allowed blacks to serve only as “messmen,” and the US Army enrolled
only 3,640 blacks in segregated units.17 The Red Cross refused to accept
black blood donations “on the score that white men in service would refuse
plasma if they knew it came from Negro veins,” and local draft boards across
the country refused to induct blacks and, by 1943, had passed over more than
three hundred thousand qualified men, a development that antagonized
whites, who viewed this practice as a form of favoritism, and insulted blacks,
who saw it as discriminatory.18 As one black college student observed, “The
Army jim-crows us. The Navy lets us serve only as messmen. The Red Cross
refuses our blood. Employers and labor unions shut us out. Lynchings con-
tinue. We are disenfranchised, jim-crowed, spat upon. What more could
Hitler do than that?”19

In 1941, Asa Philip Randolph, leader of the all-black Brotherhood of
Sleeping Car Porters, organized a march on Washington to protest the exclu-
sion of blacks from war industries and the military. The threat of protest
persuaded President Roosevelt to open wartime industries to black workers
and allow black men to serve in the military, though only in segregated units.
By the end of the war, one million black men had been inducted, and some
served in segregated combat naval, air, and ground units.20

After the war, Randolph and black servicemen pressed for an end to
segregation in the military. In 1948, Randolph organized a campaign to per-
suade black youth to refuse to register for the draft. Blacks were in no mood
“to shoulder a gun for democracy abroad so long as they were denied democ-
racy here at home,” Randolph told President Truman.21 If Truman refused to
desegregate the services, Randolph announced, black men would refuse to
serve.22 In a poll conducted by the NAACP, 71 percent of black college
students “were sympathetic to civil disobedience against the draft.”23 Tru-
man, who had been “outraged at the murder of dozens of black veterans” by
whites in the South and thought that desegregation of the military might win
black votes in the upcoming presidential election, agreed to take action. 24 On
July 26, 1948, Truman issued Executive Order 9981, which announced a
policy to desegregate the military “as rapidly as possible.”25 Black voters
then gave Truman the margin of victory in a very close election.26

Although the military did not fully integrate black men into the service
until 1954, the integration of the military not only gave millions of black GIs
access to the significant benefits that service provided—access to health care,
pensions, job opportunities, financial aid for education and housing—it al-
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tered the institutional relations between the federal government and southern
white communities, where many US military bases were located.27 The inte-
gration of the military in the early 1950s put pressure on local communities
to alter segregationist practices in housing, marriage, employment, educa-
tion, and transportation. Local commanders could put local communities or
businesses “off-limits” to servicemen, white or black, if they discriminated
against black servicemen. In 1963, Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNama-
ra directed all local commanders to foster “equal treatment for servicemen
and their dependents both off and on military installations,” a development
that prompted southern congressmen to complain that the policy was “eco-
nomic blackmail in its rawest form” and a “direct invasion of local affairs.”28

Civil Rights and Citizenship

Black citizens in the North supported organizations such as the NAACP,
which mounted legal challenges to segregation and the treatment of black
denizens in the South.29 Although NAACP lawyers persuaded the Supreme
Court to overturn some segregationist laws—the all-white primary and segre-
gation on interstate buses—they decided in 1950 to abandon a piecemeal
approach and challenge the doctrine of separate but equal education, which
they regarded as a central pillar of Jim Crow.30 They then organized black
citizens in the North and black denizens led by Rev. Joseph Armstrong
DeLaine in Clarendon, South Carolina, to file suits against segregated educa-
tion in their communities, which by “tapping into the aspirations of black
communities . . . [helped] create a sustainable, organized struggle for first-
class citizenship rights.”31 This collaboration brought the collective suit—
Brown v. Board of Education—to the Supreme Court in December 1952.
According to one Supreme Court justice, the court was not then prepared to
invalidate school segregation and the assumptions behind Plessy v. Fergu-
son, which in 1896 allowed whites to construct Jim Crow, and would have
voted five to four to reject the NAACP’s suit.32 But a majority in June 1953
voted to have the case reargued, which delayed their decision, and in Sep-
tember, Chief Justice Vinson suddenly died. Justice Felix Frankfurter re-
marked that Vinson’s death was “the first indication I have ever had that
there is a God.”33 President Eisenhower then appointed California governor
Earl Warren, a Republican, to replace Vinson. Warren presided over the
rearguments in December 1953, joined a majority of the court who opposed
segregation, and persuaded the remaining pro-segregationist justices on the
court to join the majority and issue a unanimous opinion that ended school
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segregation and abolished its legal rationale in 1954.34 The twenty adults and
forty-six children who brought suit in Clarendon, South Carolina, paid a
terrible price for their one-time participation in this legal social movement. 35

They were fired from their jobs and driven from their homes by threats and
white violence.36 Local whites, with one exception, subsequently abandoned
the local public schools rather than integrate.37

Although the Supreme Court ruling changed the law of the land, it did
little to change conditions on the ground. To change that, black denizens took
steps of their own. On December 1, 1955, Rosa Parks refused to sit in a
segregated section of the bus in Montgomery, Alabama, and was arrested for
breaking local law.38 Two local ministers, the Reverends Ralph Abernathy
and Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., then used their pulpits to rouse members of
their congregations to challenge the public authorities and private vigilantes
who defended segregation.39 During the next five years, black denizens
based in religious communities and led by religious leaders and groups such
as the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) in the South and
supported by black citizens and secular organizations such as the NAACP in
the North fought for civil rights in the South.40 They won some campaigns,
in part because they challenged local authorities and institutions, not national
authorities and centralized institutions, and they lost other campaigns. But
these limited gains prompted white officials and nonstate actors to organize a
“massive resistance” to civil rights movements and Supreme Court rulings.
Nearly 250,000 whites joined the White Citizens’ Council in the two years
after the Brown decision.41 During the rest of the 1950s, determined and
violent white resistance limited the gains made by local civil rights groups.

Then, in February 1960, four black youths sat down at a whites-only
lunch counter at Woolworth’s in Greensboro, North Carolina, and asked to
be served.42 Thousands of other black and white youths organized protests
across the South. During the next year, “over 50,000 people participated in
one demonstration or another in 100 cities and over 3,600 demonstrators
spent time in jail.”43 Black youths from the South and white youths from the
North, who were recruited from secular colleges and religious communities,
created a wider mass movement that simultaneously challenged local author-
ities across the South. They challenged segregationist laws and voter restric-
tions, which allowed whites to disenfranchise blacks.44 The voter-registra-
tion drive organized by youths through the Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee (SNCC) and Congress for Racial Equality (CORE) triggered a
violent white response, which eventually prompted federal government inter-
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vention and passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights
Act of 1965.45 These measures finally redeemed the promises made by the
Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, which had been suspended for
decades by southern whites, Supreme Court rulings, and the collaboration of
federal officials and leaders of both political parties.

Migration, executive orders, litigation, and protests by blacks and whites,
young and old, from the North and in the South all contributed to the expan-
sion of citizenship in the United States between 1915 and 1965. Black migra-
tion to the North enabled nearly four million black adults to claim citizenship
and suffrage; the passage of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and 1965 Voting
Rights Act extended suffrage to between three and five million black adults
in the South.46 It is noteworthy that about as many blacks obtained citizen-
ship by migrating north as obtained citizenship by fighting for their civil
rights in the South. However, the black and white youths who participated in
the civil rights movement during the early 1960s did not immediately obtain
suffrage. As a group, youths eighteen to twenty-one obtained suffrage only
with the passage of the Twenty-Sixth Amendment in 1971, as we will see
below.

Civil rights movements—migration, litigation, protest, executive action,
and legislation—expanded the citizenry in the United States, broadened citi-
zenship’s meaning, and extended its benefits not only to blacks but also to
women and to other minorities. By abolishing laws that permitted segrega-
tion or discrimination in employment, housing, and education in the South
and, importantly, also in the North, civil rights movements extended benefits
to other groups—Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Hispanic, and American In-
dians—and helped them improve their social status.47

DENIZEN YOUTHS REVOLT

During the 1960s, youths in America challenged adult authority—state offi-
cials, parents, and their surrogates—and demanded an end to the treatment of
youths as denizens, who were denied suffrage and adult rights and opportu-
nities, and as subjects, who could be conscripted by military authorities and
sent to war without their consent. Scholars have generally dismissed or mini-
mized the contribution that denizen youths made to social change in the
1960s and 1970s. They have done so for two reasons. First, youths often
joined adult organizations. Black youths in the South joined the civil rights
movement led by the SCLC, white youths joined Students for a Democratic
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Society (SDS), which was organized by adults in the League for Industrial
Democracy, and young women joined the National Organization of Women
(not “Girls”—adult women objected to being treated like minors, or “girls”).
By submerging themselves, for a time, in adult movements and organiza-
tions, the contributions made by youths were less visible than they might
have been. Of course, youths soon advanced their own issues, developed new
and separate identities, and organized groups of their own. Black youths
organized the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee and later the
Black Panther Party, white youths organized the free speech movement and
developed SDS into an autonomous organization for youths after its young
leaders described the parent organization as “a musty relic of a bygone past,”
and young women organized Redstockings, consciousness-raising groups,
and the Boston Women’s Health Collective.48

Second, adult scholars and many activist youths dismissed the idea that
“youths” were capable of agency, regarded them as a “privileged” group (not
a denizenry), and argued that “oppressed” groups defined by race, class, or
gender were the only groups capable of making “real” or “revolutionary”
change. For example, Columbia University professor Zbigniew Brzezinski
described dissident youths as “historically irrelevant,” incapable of making
“a true revolution.”49 Political scientists John H. Scharr and Sheldon Wolin
agreed, arguing that while youths “achieved a distinctive status for them-
selves” and advanced “many modes of action . . . —civil rights work, com-
munity organizing, on-campus organizing, anti-draft unions, faculty organiz-
ing, political action as guerrilla theater, even electoral politics—none offered
a decisive lever of change.”50 American historian Henry Steele Commager
expressed frustration with the “exasperating combination of logic and irra-
tionality” of youths and blamed it on their position of privilege in society:
“Never was a generation so pampered.”51 Many scholars agreed with Com-
mager’s depiction of youths as “the members of the privileged class,” which
meant that youths could have no legitimate political goals of their own. 52

This view was held not only by adult authorities but also by many youths in
the black, student left, and women’s movements. As Alice Echols observed,
many youths “shared the conviction that authentic radicalism could not
emerge among middle-class white students from college campuses.”53

Fortunately, youths were not persuaded by these condescending and
ageist arguments. As SDS president Gregory Calvert argued in 1967, “We
must stop apologizing for being students or for organizing students. No indi-
vidual, no group, no class is genuinely engaged in a revolutionary movement
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unless their struggle is a struggle for their own liberation.”54 Although many
adults and youth activists viewed youths as a privileged group that was
incapable of making change, as spoiled “rebels without a cause,” the fact is
that youths altered the social status of denizen and subject youth populations
and contributed to significant social changes during the 1960s and 1970s,
developments that led to a vast expansion of citizenship and suffrage in the
United States.

Rebel youths first found a cause in the civil rights movement. In 1960,
black students conducted sit-ins across the South and joined the civil rights
movement, which had been organized by adult black denizens in the South
(SCLC) and adult black citizens in the North (NAACP). When black and
white youths from the South and the North, who shared a common status as
denizens in both places, joined the civil rights movement, they infused it with
new energy. They created, for the first time, a mass movement capable of
making simultaneous change across the South. Youths soon created their
own organizations (SNCC) and identified new issues and tactics (sit-ins,
freedom rides, voter registration) that changed the shape and character of the
civil rights movement, which was at a low ebb in 1960.55 They forged a new
identity, as “black,” not “Negro” or “colored,” and demanded not only “civil
rights” but also “Black Power,” a development that divided the movement,
more or less, along both generational (youths vs. adults) and racial (black vs.
white) lines.56

Although black youths found a cause first, white youths who participated
in the civil rights movement then demanded civil rights for students at
American universities, which had been transformed by a large influx of
baby-boom youth.57 In 1964, “seventeen-year olds became the largest single
age group in the country [and] for the next seven years—that is until 1971—
the seventeen-year-old group [was] larger every year than it was the year
before.”58 Many of these youths were students, and by 1968, seven million
attended college.59 Youths became increasingly aware of their growing num-
bers and their status as denizens and subjects.

As students, youths lived in sex-segregated dorms under the supervision
of adult authorities who acted as parental surrogates (in loco parentis) for the
minors in their care, what one youthful critic called “the Big Daddy Com-
plex.”60 Young men and women were denied adult rights—the right to vote
and to exercise free speech or freedom of assembly—on campus, and con-
sensual sexual activity was treated as “illicit” or illegal.61
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In 1964, students in the free speech movement at the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley challenged adult authority and demanded that students be
given adult civil rights.62 As FSM spokesman Mario Savio explained, “Last
summer I went to Mississippi to struggle there for civil rights. This fall I am
engaged in another phase of the same struggle, this time in Berkeley. The
two battlefields may seem quite different to some observers, but . . . the same
rights are at stake in both places—the right to participate as citizens in
democratic society and the right to due process of law.”63 Denizen youths in
colleges and high schools across the country subsequently demanded the
rights of citizens.

The following year, in 1965, President Lyndon Johnson increased the
number of US troops in Vietnam by ten times, from 25,000 in January to
200,000 by November, and later increased the number of troops to 400,000
by 1967.64 Because male youths could be conscripted and made the subjects
of military authority and because the military relied heavily on conscripts to
fight the war in Vietnam, the escalation of the war raised new issues for
youths, both student and nonstudent alike.65 Youths in SDS organized anti-
war “teach-ins” and mass marches against military training on campus
(ROTC) and against the war, while other groups urged youths to refuse
induction, burn or return their draft cards, or leave the country to evade
conscription.66 Two youths, Catholic Roger La Porte and Quaker Norman
Morrison, set themselves on fire and died of their injuries to protest the
war.67

By demanding civil rights and campaigning against the war and conscrip-
tion, youths in the New Left, which was made up of diverse national and
local political organizations such as SDS, advanced a set of political issues
that grew out of their status as denizens and subjects. At the same time, in
1965, the year that the Rolling Stones’ song “(I Can’t Get No) Satisfaction”
was the number-one selling record, hippie dropouts and marginally em-
ployed youths in San Francisco, a group that one observer described as
“lumpen beatniks,” mounted a “cultural revolution” against what President
Johnson called “the Great Society.”68 As the editors of the Berkeley Barb, an
underground newspaper, explained, “We [countercultural hippies] have gone
AWOL from the Great American Army that is our society. . . . We [came] to
the conclusion that our society was corrupt, vile, and heinous, and that to
obey any of its dictates, any of its concepts, was to doom us eventually to a
living death, killing others as we died.”69
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Countercultural youths advocated a different kind of “politics.” As the
activist Jerry Rubin explained, “Our politics is our music, our smell, our skin,
our hair, our warm naked bodies, our drugs, our energy, our underground
papers, our vision.”70

By advocating “sex, drugs, and rock and roll,” countercultural activists,
who had close ties with the bohemian Beat subculture of the 1950s, invited
youths across America to join their cause.71 As the feminist historian Alice
Echols observed, “More [youths] passed through ‘love ghettos’ like Haight-
Ashbury, a working-class, international neighborhood [in San Francisco]
than took part in Students for a Democratic Society, the leading New Left
group of the 1960s. Seventy-five thousand kids spent their summer vacation
in the Haight during the 1967 ‘Summer of Love.’”72

The New Left and the counterculture both challenged adult authority,
which contributed to widespread social conflicts between youths and adults.
Youths battled adult state officials, parents, and their surrogates (teachers)
about foreign policy, mandatory military service, sex before marriage, length
of hair, style of clothes, drug use, and popular music. These public and
intimate battles were bitter and protracted, leading to a yawning “generation
gap,” and the singer Bob Dylan warned adults, parents, and authorities,
“Your sons and your daughters are beyond your command.”73

The youth revolt not only led to intergenerational conflict, it led to con-
flict between different youths—male and female, black and white. Male
youths, who were subject to conscription, dominated the antiwar political
organizations of the New Left. Male youths typically treated female youths
as menials in the antiwar movement. “We were usually relegated to positions
of typists, office clerks, janitors and flunkeys in [New Left organizations],”
Linda Gordon and Ann Popkin observed. “Our opinions were seldom asked
for and rarely heard.”74 Female youths were offended by male activists who
advanced the slogan, “Women say ‘yes’ [to sex] to guys who say ‘no’ [to the
draft].”75 Male youths also dominated the counterculture and its ad hoc or-
ganizations, such as rock groups, communes, and underground papers, and
the notion of women as groupies and casual sex partners. “Hippies treat their
women like squaws,” Grateful Dead drummer Danny Rifkin admitted.76

During the late 1960s, female youths objected to what Robin Morgan
denounced as the “ejaculatory politics” of men in the New Left.77 “The
processes and priorities of the male Left alienated us,” Gordon and Popkin
wrote, “and we began to come together as women to try to understand and
change our situation.”78 The male-dominated counterculture and its music,
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what some women derisively described as “cock rock,” an idiom in which
“men always seem to end up on top,” angered many female youths.79 The
Rolling Stones’ song “‘Under My Thumb,’ a revenge song filled with hatred
for women, made me feel crazy,” a Rat staff writer reported. “For some
reason, the Beatles’ ‘rather see you dead little girl than see you with another
man’ pops into my head . . . but to catalogue the anti-woman songs alone
would make up almost a complete history of rock.”80

Alienated by the behavior of male youths, women decamped from New
Left and counterculture movements and joined adult feminist organizations,
such as NOW, or organized “women’s liberation” movements, which were
designed primarily for feminist youths.

The division of youths by gender in the New Left and counterculture was
accompanied by the division of youths by race during the late 1960s. In
1966, Stokely Carmichael and the leaders of SNCC announced, “If we are to
proceed toward true liberation, we must cut ourselves off from white people”
and pursue “black self-determination,” by force if necessary.81

Conflicts between and within denizen youths led, in the late 1960s, to the
fragmentation of youth movements and the decline of many civil rights,
countercultural, women’s, and black organizations. Still, despite these diffi-
culties, the revolt of denizen youths contributed to three important develop-
ments in the 1970s. First, in 1971, Congress and then a majority of states
adopted the Twenty-Sixth Amendment, which extended citizenship and suf-
frage to youths between eighteen and twenty-one. “The ratification process
was by far the most rapid in the history of the republic,” which suggests that
adult authorities from both parties were eager and determined to address the
challenge mounted by denizen youths.82 The Twenty-Sixth Amendment en-
franchised twenty-five million youth, the largest expansion of the citizenry
since suffrage was extended to twenty-eight million women in 1920. 83

The extension of citizenship and suffrage to youths brought an end to
their supervision by adult surrogates in public and private colleges, which
meant that students could exercise their civil rights on college campuses and
other public settings, as the leaders of the free speech movement had de-
manded.

Second, the US government in 1975 withdrew its troops, many of them
conscript youths, from Vietnam and ended the war, which had been the
primary focus of the antiwar New Left during the 1960s.

Third, the US government in 1975 suspended conscription and introduced
voluntary military service, which met New Left demands for an end to con-
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scription. These two developments transformed US foreign and military poli-
cy and changed the composition and social character of US armed forces.

Youths contributed to changes associated with the civil rights movement
and the women’s movement, as we will see below. Countercultural youths
changed relations between adults and youths and transformed social-cultural
values and practices. Curiously, the decriminalization of marijuana, which
was first advocated by countercultural youths in the 1960s, has proceeded
apace. It is now supported by a majority of the population, and marijuana use
has been legalized in a growing number of states. This suggests that counter-
culture youths contributed to significant and ongoing social change.

SECOND- AND THIRD-CLASS CITIZENS:
WOMEN, GAYS, AND LESBIANS

Although the Nineteenth Amendment extended suffrage to adult white wom-
en and to adult black women in the North, women remained “second-class
citizens” in many respects. In the 1950s and 1960s, women voters were
barred from jury duty, and their participation in the military was restricted by
law.84 Restrictions on military service meant that few women could obtain
the benefits and job preferences extended to servicemen. Professional
schools restricted the entry of women into graduate schools and the legal and
medical professions. Public employers refused to allow women to work as
law enforcement officers or firefighters. Private employers segregated male
and female workers into sex-stereotyped jobs. Public and private employers
typically fired women if they became pregnant or married or, in the case of
flight attendants, turned thirty.85 State authorities restricted women’s access
to contraceptive devices and to abortion, even if it threatened their life, made
it difficult for them to divorce their husbands without criminal grounds, and
demanded that women provide witnesses to verify complaints of rape in
court.86

The second-class status of adult women highlights the fact that status
categories—citizen, denizen, subject—are not homogeneous. Instead, they
are divided into complex, intersecting, and overlapping hierarchies. Al-
though this chapter has described how denizens—blacks in the South and
youths across the United States—fought to obtain citizenship and suffrage, it
is important to note that some citizens, particularly women and gays and
lesbians, also fought to improve their status. Their efforts expanded and
deepened the meaning of citizenship, making it more homogeneous.



152 Chapter 8

During the 1950s and 1960s, denizens and citizens fought for civil rights
and the re-extension of suffrage to adult blacks in the South, which led to the
passage of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and the 1965 Voting Rights Act. Al-
though these laws elevated the status of black denizens in the South, they
also improved the status of citizens, the adult women who were covered by
new civil rights legislation. Originally, the Civil Rights Act prohibited dis-
crimination in employment based on race. But a southern congressman, Ho-
ward Smith, added language to bar discrimination based on sex, evidently
with an eye to killing the bill. “I offered it as a joke,” Smith admitted.87 But
this language was eventually included in the final legislation, a development
that provided real gains not only for adult black denizens but also for adult
female citizens.88

Youths also challenged their status as denizens. Their efforts led to the
speedy ratification of the Twenty-Sixth Amendment, which then extended
suffrage to twenty-five million youths, half of them women.

Although female youths participated in the civil rights, antiwar, and
countercultural movements that challenged the status of denizens in the Unit-
ed States, many women were alienated by male practices and politics. In the
late 1960s, they joined organizations established by adult women, such as
NOW, or created groups that introduced a new set of issues and tactics to
feminism and made “women’s liberation” a mass movement, much as black
youths in SNCC had done in the civil rights movement and white youths in
SDS had done in the New Left. Young women in New York Radical Women
organized “consciousness-raising groups” that explored the connection be-
tween women’s personal and political lives, arguing that “the personal is the
political”; women in the Boston Women’s Health Book Collective wrote Our
Bodies, Ourselves, a book that changed the way women practiced health
care; women in the National Abortion Rights Action League (NARAL) de-
manded changes in abortion laws, and women in a collective called “Jane”
provided abortions to eleven thousand women between 1969 and 1973, be-
fore abortion was legalized by the Supreme Court in Roe v. Wade.89

The efforts made by women denizens and citizens in the 1960s and 1970s
generally expanded and improved the meaning of citizenship for women.
Although they did not secure ratification of the 1972 Equal Rights Amend-
ment, women successfully eliminated many of the restrictions imposed on
female citizens (the right to serve on juries or in the military), their rights as
employees of public institutions and private firms (access to most jobs, ath-
letic programs, and professions, regardless of their status as mothers or
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wives, irrespective of their age or disability), and their access to contracep-
tion and abortion (the Supreme Court provided women with access to contra-
ception in Griswold v. Connecticut in 1965 and to abortion in Roe v. Wade in
1973).90

In the mid-twentieth century, gay men and lesbian women could, like
adult women, claim citizenship and suffrage in the United States. But if they
identified themselves as homosexuals or were identified by government offi-
cials, immigration officers, military authorities, police officers, private em-
ployers, psychiatrists, public health officials, or spouses as homosexuals,
even if they were mistaken, gays and lesbians could be discharged from the
military and government employment, fired from private jobs, divorced for
cause, denied custody of their children, arrested and imprisoned, and, if they
were immigrants, stripped of their status and deported. Officials of public
and private institutions could revoke or restrict the rights of gay and lesbian
citizens, reducing them to denizens or subjects, because they viewed homo-
sexuality as a threat to public health and safety, essentially as a dangerous
and contagious disease (see chapter 7).91

Gay men in the 1950s organized the Mattachine Society and lesbian
women organized the Daughters of Bilitis to discuss ways to challenge laws
that criminalized homosexuals. But they operated more like secret societies
than public political organizations.92 The covert and separate character of
gay and lesbian groups was due in part to the fact that in many states it was
illegal for gays and lesbians even to gather in public or in bars. Still, gays and
lesbians met in gay-friendly bars despite the risk of arrest and exposure.93 As
Del Martin and Phyllis Lyon observe, gays and lesbians were “isolated and
separated—and scared.”94

This changed in the 1960s. Gays and lesbians participated covertly in the
civil rights, antiwar, and feminist movements and more overtly in the
counterculture. The gay poet Allen Ginsberg was a prominent member of the
Beats and the counterculture; Janis Joplin, an advocate of diverse sexual
identities, bragged that she “slept with thousands of men and a few hundred
women.”95

Leaders of the civil rights movement kept gay activists such as Bayard
Rustin at arm’s length but did not disown them. Leaders of the New Left
were notoriously hostile to gays, and Betty Friedan purged lesbians from
NOW because she “worried that if the enemies of the movement succeeded
in equating feminism with lesbianism, they’d discredit the drive for women’s
rights.”96 Alienated by Friedan, many lesbians left NOW in 1970 and orga-
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nized independent lesbian organizations such as the Furies and the Gay Lib-
eration Front.97

Meanwhile, gay men rioted when police raided the Stonewall Inn, a gay
bar in New York’s Greenwich Village, on June 28, 1969, and in the summer
of 1970 held the first large public demonstration defending gay civil rights.98

Gay and lesbian organizations subsequently mounted public and legal chal-
lenges to restrictions on citizenship, persuaded legislatures and the courts to
decriminalize homosexual behavior, prevented public and private employers
from denying jobs to homosexuals, and convinced public health officials and
psychiatrists to stop treating homosexuality as a disease, even though the
spread of AIDS in the 1980s threatened to restigmatize homosexuality as a
contagion.99 Moreover, these organizations persuaded a majority of
Americans to support same-sex marriage, and gays and lesbians now serve
openly in the military.100 Although gays and lesbians still do not possess all
the rights of other citizens, the “chutes” or “trapdoors” that were used to
speed their descent into denizen and subject populations have largely been
closed.

THE NEXT WAVE?

An estimated eleven million undocumented or “illegal” immigrants reside in
the United States. Although they live as denizens, they can be treated as
subjects—arrested and deported—if they are identified as immigrants by
authorities. Anti-immigrant movements have demanded that US borders be
sealed to block illegal immigration, asked federal, state, and local authorities
to identify and deport resident immigrants, and encouraged immigrants to
“self-deport” voluntarily.101 But the anti-immigrant position of social move-
ments and their political allies in the Republican Party made it difficult for
Republican presidential candidates in 2008 and 2012 to win votes from legal
Hispanic voters, who make up a growing percentage of the population and an
important voting bloc in key electoral states. Social movements organized by
Hispanics, the Catholic Church (30 percent of congressional representatives
identify themselves as Catholic), factions of the Republican Party led by
President George W. Bush and his brother, former governor Jeb Bush, and
leaders of the Democratic Party have campaigned on behalf of resident immi-
grants and proposed legislation that would reform immigration law and pro-
vide a path to naturalization, citizenship, and suffrage for many immigrants.
If these movements were to succeed, and it is by no means certain that they
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will, the citizenry would undergo its first big expansion since youths were
allowed to vote in 1971.102

THE EXPANSION OF CITIZENSHIP AND
THE DECLINE OF VIOLENCE

In 1920, twenty-eight million adult women in the United States claimed
citizenship and suffrage. During the years that followed, four million adult
blacks left the South and claimed suffrage in the North. Another four million
adult blacks in the South reclaimed suffrage in 1964 and 1965. In 1971, the
Twenty-Sixth Amendment extended suffrage to twenty-five million youths.
Women, gays, and lesbians subsequently improved their rights as citizens.
The expansion of citizenship and suffrage significantly reduced the violence
deployed by state officials and nonstate actors in the United States. As Piven
and Cloward observed:

In the South, the deepest meaning of the winning of democratic political rights
[was] that the historical primacy of terror as a means of social control has been
substantially diminished. The reduction of terror in everyday life of a people is
always in itself an important gain. . . . But now, with the winning of formal
political rights, the reliance on terror—on police violence, on the lynch mob,
on arbitrary imprisonment—has greatly diminished as the method of control-
ling blacks.103

The extension of citizenship and suffrage also contributed to the decline of
violence, particularly by nonstate actors, against youth, women, gays, and
lesbians. The legal authority given to parents and their surrogates to use
violence as a way to “discipline” youths and minors has been substantially
restricted or revoked. The ability of husbands to abuse, beat, and rape their
wives has been restrained. State officials have adopted laws that prosecute
and punish the perpetrators of violence, and nonstate actors provide safe
shelter and legal services in “crisis centers” for women and children who
have been abused. The routine use of violence by police against gays and
lesbians in “vice raids” has been curtailed, and gay-bashing attacks have
been criminalized. These are significant achievements, though violence by
state officials and nonstate actors continues. Still, this kind of violence is no
longer seen as legitimate, which is itself an important development.





Chapter Nine

Social Movements and Global Social
Change

During the past two hundred years, social movements advanced, assisted,
and resisted global social and political change. Their struggles resulted both
in “change” (greater liberty and equality for most people) and “continuity”
(persistent inequality for many people). To appreciate this kind of change,
the reader needs to keep two contradictory developments (equality and in-
equality) in mind at the same time and recognize that they are joined together
in a social relation that changes over time. Moreover, changing social rela-
tions are a product of social forces, the result of struggles by diverse “social
movements.”

The German philosopher Friedrich Hegel described this as “dialectical”
thinking, while Karl Marx described it as “historical materialism.” The
American sociologist C. Wright Mills called it “the sociological imagina-
tion” because he wanted readers to imagine both their individual lives and
the social world around them at the same time. Some readers might ask,
“Which is it?” (Change or continuity?) The answer here is that it is both,
together, at the same time.

Looking back at global political developments during the past two hun-
dred years, it is evident that three types of social movements, broadly de-
fined, shaped change. Aspiring social movements advanced change (“liberty,
equality, and fraternity”), altruistic movements assisted change, and restric-
tionist movements resisted change.

At the bottom, change was driven forward by the multitude, by the people
who lived as subjects in dynastic states and colonial settings, by denizens and
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Social Movements: Violence and Gender

subjects in the republics. They fought to claim what French republicans
called the “rights of man” or what we might call “human rights” and to
exercise popular sovereignty and constitutional government in republican
states. As we have seen, they created independent republics all over the
world, democratized the republics, and expanded citizenries within them.
They were responsible for the ascent of slaves, women, and youth. They did
not always succeed, which is why it is appropriate to describe them as “aspir-
ing” social movements.

It is clear that aspiring movements did not act alone. In many colonial and
postcolonial settings, aspirants did not have the legal standing, political ca-
pacity, or financial means necessary to act effectively on their own. They
needed help. Fortunately, people who had the social capacity and financial
means to aid subaltern groups came to their aid. It is appropriate to describe
them as “altruistic” movements, even though they sometimes provided aid
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for selfish reasons. They were responsible for helping aspirants ascend, and
they helped aspirants succeed over the long run more often than not.

Social change was also shaped by people who rejected popular sovereign-
ty, championed oligarchy, and defended inequality. They fought to defend
property and their own liberty, which consisted in part of dominion over
others. They resisted the ascent of denizen and subject populations, forced
others (American Indians, blacks in the South, Japanese Americans, homo-
sexuals) to descend, and locked others (convicts, children, immigrants) in
place. By fighting to preserve political, economic, and social structures of
inequality, they have been a force for continuity, not change. Because they
sought to restrict or reserve liberty for a few, not extend it to the many, it is
appropriate to describe them as “restrictionist” social movements.

The field is oriented in this way to illustrate the social-political character
of different types of movements. Aspiring social movements typically en-
listed denizens and subjects. They fought to claim human rights and ascend
in the social hierarchy. Altruistic movements typically enlisted citizens and
denizens to assist subaltern groups and help them ascend. Restrictionist
movements typically organized high-echelon groups—aristocratic or bour-
geois “subjects” in dynastic states, “citizens” in republics—to prevent, ob-
struct, and delay the ascent of subaltern denizens and subjects.

These three types of social movements define the boundaries of a field or
arena where social movements meet and struggle to define the direction and
meaning of social change. Although this model identifies three major types
of social movements that make change, movements may combine features of
different types, and they may change their character over time. So, for exam-
ple, the women’s movements that fought both for suffrage (aspiring) and
abolition (altruistic) might be located on this map as “aspiring-altruistic”;
women’s groups that worked to alleviate poverty (altruistic) by promoting
population control (restrictionist) might be described as “altruistic-restric-
tionist”; and women’s movements that fought for democratization in an Is-
lamic republic (aspiring) but supported the imposition of Sharia law (restric-
tionist) might be identified as “aspiring-restrictionist.”

Moreover, movements that made change often changed as a result of
struggle and engagement with other movements. Aspiring movements some-
times became restrictionist after they won power. The adult white men who
obtained suffrage during the early nineteenth century then created move-
ments that worked to deny citizenship and suffrage to blacks, women, and
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immigrants. This model is designed so that the types and trajectories of social
movements might be mapped across the field over time.

The field might also be divided or bisected to describe the relation be-
tween different types of movements and violence and also gender. Writing
this book, I was struck by social movements’ relation to violence and gender
(see the chart).

Some aspiring movements promoted or adopted violent strategies for
change (+), while others eschewed violence and advocated nonviolent strate-
gies for change (–). The aspiring movements that advocated violence were
led and organized almost exclusively by men, such as Mao Zedong, who
famously argued that political power grows out of the barrel of a gun. But
aspiring movements that adopted nonviolent approaches included women,
such as Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Rosa Parks, and Betty Friedan, and also
men, such as Mohandas Gandhi and Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Women
rarely participated in or led violent aspiring movements.

Altruistic movements typically advocated nonviolent strategies, though
on rare occasions, altruists such as John Brown took up arms to free slaves.
Restrictionist movements have often advocated violence, though they often
insist that it be deployed on their behalf by state officials or that they be
licensed to use force on their own initiative, either in groups or as individu-
als. Historically, state officials and the nonstate actors who were authorized
to use violence were male. The association between restrictionist movements
and male violence has been quite strong.

In broad terms, we know that social movements were responsible for
shaping the direction, pace, and meaning of global social and political
change during the past two hundred years. But we do not know very much
about how their collective interaction shaped change. Social movements
need to be examined together, not just alone.

The model advanced here is designed to provide a comprehensive and
inclusive historical approach to the study of social movements and social
change. It is not designed as a proprietary operating system but as an open-
source application that might be freely adopted, tested, and modified by
scholars in different disciplines, to people who have already contributed to
its development and design. This approach is imbued with the work of many
others, which the references acknowledge but do not adequately celebrate.
Scholars and students are invited to carry forward the work begun by others.

For scholars who might download this application, let me describe some
of its important features. First, while I have identified three different “types”
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of social movements, they share much in common as “social movements.” I
argue that they all include a broad range of actors (individuals, social net-
works, bureaucratic organizations, and political parties) who engage in a
wide range of activities (litigating, going on hunger strikes, migrating, join-
ing clubs, forming bands, patronizing clubs and bars, throwing stones and
running riot, organizing rebellions and armed insurrections, and campaigning
for office and passing legislation) to claim or shape human rights (liberty,
equality, and the solidarity found in community) and create political institu-
tions (constitutional government based on popular sovereignty in a republic)
that can help them realize these goals.

Second, I examine the three different types of social movements—aspir-
ing, altruistic, and restrictionist—and look at some of the issues and prob-
lems specific to each. Third, I describe how this approach draws on the work
of scholars in different fields and how it differs from many contemporary
treatments of social change and social movements.

Although aspiring, altruistic, and restrictionist movements differ in important
ways, they share some common features as social movements. They all in-
clude a broad range of actors who engage in diverse activities or repertoires
to obtain or deny human rights. Of course, these actors may engage in activ-
ities that fail to make or prevent change. But even if they fail, they may
contribute to the production and maintenance of existing social relations.
That is, although they may aspire to change, they may become a force for
continuity.

Many scholars have examined “collective behavior,” “social move-
ments,” and “political parties.” In doing do, they have focused on “groups”
of people, either informal groups and social networks or organized groups
and bureaucracies. Sociologists have examined collective behavior and so-
cial movements, while political scientists have studied political parties. Be-
cause many sociologists look only at social groups, they have often neglected
the role that individuals have played in making social change. But it is clear
from our previous discussion that individuals have contributed to global
social change. Accordingly, they should be included in a discussion of the
forces that make social change, even if they act only as a “movement of one.”
Any effort to understand global social change should examine the contribu-
tion made by individuals, social networks, organizations, and political par-
ties. Moreover, we should examine the different kinds of activities or reper-
toires that people use to make change. A “repertoire” is an activity that is
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adopted by others, a practice that can, in some circumstances, contribute to
change.

INDIVIDUALS

As we have seen, individuals have adopted different strategies to make social
change. Litigation has been one important tactic used by individuals to ad-
vance or restrict change. Indeed, lawsuits and legal battles played key roles
in the expansion of citizenship in the United States. For instance, the 1958
lawsuit filed by Richard and Mildred Loving, an interracial couple who were
arrested in Virginia for violating the state’s law against interracial marriage
(the “Racial Integrity Act”), eventually persuaded the Supreme Court to
strike down segregation laws in sixteen states and allow interracial couples to
marry.1

Of course, individuals have also sued to prevent or reverse change. Abi-
gail Fisher, a young white woman who was refused admission to the Univer-
sity of Texas, recently sued to end the university’s affirmative action and
diversity policies. This gave the Supreme Court the opportunity to revisit its
2003 decision in Grutter v. Bollinger that “allowed public universities to take
account of race as part of a ‘holistic review.’”2 Win or lose, individual
litigants have shaped social change, not only for themselves but for others,
which means that they engaged in a social act as a social movement of one.

In India, Anna Hazare conducted a hunger strike in 2011 to force the
government to pass anticorruption legislation, an individual repertoire with a
long history in India and elsewhere, which persuaded others to demand
change.3 “We have come here to make change,” Suman Wadhwa said, ex-
plaining why she joined a demonstration supporting Hazare in New Delhi.
“If we had not come today, we would have felt that we didn’t contribute to
the freedom struggle.”4

Individuals used migration to make change. By changing their geographi-
cal place, individual migrants changed their social position. Individual slaves
fled the South to find freedom in the North or in Canada. Blacks who migrat-
ed north during the Jim Crow era became citizens who could exercise suf-
frage. During the 1960s, alienated youth fled the heartland and flocked to
San Francisco’s Haight-Ashbury, which provided a countercultural commu-
nity for hippies. In the 1970s, gay youth fled punishing intolerance in conser-
vative communities and migrated to San Francisco’s Castro District and to
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New York’s Greenwich Village to find places where they could openly ex-
press their sexual identities.

Although scholars have not generally treated migration as a social move-
ment repertoire, individual migrants, deserters, fugitives, and refugees not
only changed their social position, they also contributed to social change.
The flight of individual slaves challenged slave-owner authority over fugitive
slaves in the North and contributed to the Civil War. The flight of individual
whites from inner cities to the suburbs and from public to private or home
schools changed race relations, education, and the urban landscape in the
United States. The exodus of political dissidents from East Germany in 1989
led to the collapse of the communist regime.

Today, individual actors, who are often described as “pioneers” or “cru-
saders,” have developed diverse strategies for making change, often from
their home, alone. John Tanton runs an anti-immigrant crusade out of his
home in northern Michigan, while Ralph Isenberg, a Texas businessman,
assists immigrants by conducting one-on-one meetings over his webcam.5 In
Ireland, 50 percent of taxpayers, on an individual basis, have refused to pay a
new property tax that is part of the government’s austerity plan.6 In Switzer-
land, Matthias Pohm started a one-man “Anti PowerPoint Party” that won
enough support to qualify for parliamentary elections, a strategy that was
subsequently adopted by other one-member parties in Europe.7

Of course, individuals have also adopted violent repertoires to make
change. In Tunisia, Mohamed Bouazizi, a street vendor, set himself on fire to
protest his mistreatment by police and later died.8 His suicidal protest ignited
widespread antigovernment protests and persuaded other individuals to adopt
this repertoire and immolate themselves, a development that led to the fall of
the dictatorship and elections for a democratic government. This self-de-
structive act, which was earlier practiced by protesters in Vietnam and the
United States during the 1960s, had been adopted more recently by Buddhist
monks and livestock herders who oppose Chinese Communist rule in Tibet
and by Moshe Silman, an Israeli man who set himself on fire to protest social
injustice.9 As Emile Durkheim argues in Suicide, it is important to appreciate
the public, social character of private, individual acts.

Individual protesters have also directed violence against others. During
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, individual anarchists who
believed that dramatic acts of violence, what they called “the propaganda of
the deed,” would inspire others to revolt assassinated the czar of Russia
(1881), the president of France (1894), the empress of Austria (1898), the
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king of Italy (1900), the president of the United States (1901), and the arch-
duke of Austria (1914). The archduke’s murder by Gavrilo Princip triggered
the outbreak of World War I, which contributed to revolutions in Ireland and
Russia and the demise of the Austro-Hungarian, German, and Ottoman Em-
pires after the war.10

Individuals used violence not only to promote change but to prevent it.
The assassins who killed Mohandas Gandhi and Martin Luther King Jr. were
determined to abort change. Moreover, an individual act of violence might be
treated as a kind of social movement repertoire if it is a social act, if it is
directed at a subaltern group or class of people—women and girls, blacks,
gypsies or other minorities, gays and lesbians—and is used to keep group
members in their place and deny them liberty, equality, and community. The
law now recognizes that individual acts of violence are social acts if they are
hate crimes, if they are motivated by social animosity against a group and not
the individual victim alone. Bullying, hazing, and anonymous poison-pen
letters are all repertoires of individuals who engage in social acts of violence
against subaltern groups.

Feminists have long argued that “individual” male violence against wom-
en and girls is a social act, an uncoordinated social movement of individuals
acting alone but with a common purpose, like the turn-of-the-century an-
archists. Of course, rape is used as a repertoire of male social networks in
fraternities and in the military and by organized social movements in warlord
militias and armies. The fact that one in five women in the United States has
reported being the victim of male sexual assault supports the idea that rape
and sexual assault might be regarded as a repertoire of restrictionist male
social movements, used to keep women and girls in a subordinate social
status.11

The young women and girls who commit suicide to protest arranged
marriages or who run away from abusive homes and seek shelter in crisis
centers are using the repertoires available to them as individual actors. Adult
males who practice “honor” killing, permit the mutilation of their wife’s,
daughter’s, and relative’s genitals, or murder a daughter-in-law for failing to
bear their son a male heir commit individual crimes that are part of culturally
available social repertoires. The women and girls who defy adult male au-
thority and speak out against it—such as Malala Yousafzai, the fourteen-
year-old Pakistani girl who defended the education of girls and was shot in
2012 by Taliban assassins, or Naama Margolese, the eight-year-old Israeli
girl who stood up to ultra-Orthodox men and boys “who spat on her, insulted
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her, and called her a prostitute because her modest dress did not adhere
exactly to their more rigorous dress code”—are engaged in a struggle about
the direction and meaning of social change, even though they act as individu-
als, on their own.12

Although individuals make change, it is often difficult to treat them sin-
gly, in isolation, because they belong to households, small groups, and social
networks that are embedded in communities. What should we make of the
“107 Tunisians [who] tried to kill themselves by self-immolation in the first
six months after [Mohamed] Bouazizi’s death”? Of the monks and nuns who
burned themselves in Tibet? Of the women in Saudi Arabia who took to the
wheel and drove their cars in defiance of the law?13 These individuals were
likely connected to social networks embedded in particular communities.
Much the same is true of migrants. Demographers now treat migration less as
the product of individual choice and more as the product of collective deci-
sions made by households and informal social networks based in local com-
munities. Long before Facebook, people joined with relatives, friends, and
associates to engage in activities that contributed to social change.

SOCIAL NETWORKS

Like individuals, people who belong to social networks engage in diverse
activities to promote change. They file class-action suits, migrate in groups,
and participate in a range of nonviolent and violent activities. For example,
parents who oppose the vaccination of young children use social networks to
organize “pox parties” so that they can expose their children to other children
who have chicken pox as a way to acquire an immunity to the disease.14

They also organize relatively spontaneous or ad hoc groups or “mobs” that
engage in peaceful and violent “riots.”

Although scholars have long studied violent mobs, the “kiss-ins” staged
by peaceful mobs of college students supporting education reform in Chile,
the “dance-athons” performed in the streets by mobs of dissidents opposed to
the Assad dictatorship in Syria, and the “swim-in” performed by mobs of
Israeli and Arab youth on the beaches of Tel Aviv to promote Arab-Israeli
unity all illustrate the nonviolent, though demonstrative or “riotous,” charac-
ter of peaceful mobs organized by social networks on an ad hoc basis.15

These kinds of riots are not new. The feasts and fetes that French republicans
organized to challenge dynastic rule in 1848 were early expressions of this
behavior.
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There is a large literature on violent mobs and riotous behavior. For many
years, sociologists treated this kind of “collective behavior” unsympatheti-
cally, as a form of deviant behavior. Charles Tilly then persuaded many of
his colleagues to treat this collective behavior more sympathetically, as a
form of “contentious politics.”

But several things might be said about mobs, violent and nonviolent riots,
and social change. First, mobs are typically rooted in social networks that are
embedded in local communities. Second, they were organized first by domi-
nant social groups who deployed them against subaltern groups. The histo-
rian Paul Gilje persuasively argues that during the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, adult white males joined mobs that rioted against blacks, immi-
grants, political dissidents, and striking workers.16 They rioted to protect
their status and forestall change, and they did so without fear of legal conse-
quence. The white male vigilantes who joined lynch mobs and race riots—
anti-Chinese and -Filipino riots, the male riot against female suffragettes
during President Wilson’s inaugural parade, the 1921 riot against blacks in
Tulsa, Oklahoma, and the zoot suit riots against Hispanic youths in Los
Angeles during World War II—used them to terrorize subordinate social
groups. They got away with violence because state officials turned a blind
eye or even joined them. Subaltern groups also rioted, though much less
frequently. Gilje argues that this pattern changed after World War II. White
riots declined and riots by subaltern groups increased, reaching a peak during
the 1960s, when most of the rioters were drawn from urban minority popula-
tions. Unlike the period before the war, when state officials often allowed
nonstate actors to riot, state officials after the war sent in the police and
national guard to quell riots by subaltern groups.17 These developments have
not been adequately addressed or explained in the collective behavior litera-
ture. Riots by adult white males may have declined because state officials
grew increasingly reluctant to license violence by nonstate actors and instead
used the police to control minority populations, though police violence in
urban ghettos often triggered the riots by urban minorities, as occurred dur-
ing the Watts and later Rodney King riots.

Third, mobs provided participants with a kind of anonymity, which ena-
bled people to engage in illegal behavior and make forceful demands for
change without penalty. People found that they could act effectively in a
mob, either because state officials found it difficult to identify participants in
a mob and charge them individually or because state officials allowed citi-
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zens or nonstate actors to commit violence against denizen and subject popu-
lations.

During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, it was often illegal
for denizen or subject populations to meet in groups, join formal organiza-
tions, or demonstrate in public. (Recall that it was illegal in the 1960s for
homosexuals even to meet for a drink in a bar, much less hold a parade on the
public streets.) If they did, state officials and nonstate actors could assault
them. By gathering in mobs and engaging in spontaneous demonstrations,
subaltern groups could use the anonymity and collective security provided by
the mob to challenge authority and then disperse so that they might fight
again some other day. During the Great Mutinies of 1797, striking British
sailors purposely avoided creating a union or formal organization because
they wanted to prevent authorities from identifying participants and then
immediately hanging them as mutineers.18 More recently, the Arab dissi-
dents who gathered in public squares in Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Iran, and
Syria joined mass rallies because the crowd allowed them to participate
anonymously and provided them with some protection from assault by the
police and the regime’s hired thugs. They avoided joining dissident organ-
izations because membership in an organization would make it easier for
state officials to identify them and send the secret police to seize them in the
night. The organizers of the “Occupy” movement here in the United States
encouraged mob behavior for the same reasons.

BUREAUCRATIC ORGANIZATIONS

People acted on their own, as individuals, and in social networks in diverse
ways to make, assist, and resist change. But they also created bureaucratic
organizations to shape change. Bureaucratic organizations differed from so-
cial networks in two important respects. First, they allowed actors to create
organizations run by experts, in a hierarchical division of labor, according to
a set of formal rules or practices, to achieve specific goals. Second, they
allowed actors to pursue these goals over long periods of time. Bureaucratic
organizations made it possible for actors to undertake difficult projects—
make a revolution against dynastic authority, overthrow a dictator, extend
suffrage to women—that might take years to achieve. Women fought for
seventy years to obtain suffrage in the United States. The women who first
initiated this campaign did not live to see its conclusion. But the organiza-
tions they created made it possible to recruit members, raise money, and
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adopt tactics that contributed to long-term, strategic success. The men who
organized communist parties in Russia and China and the nationalist parties
in Ireland and India created organizations that struggled for decades to
achieve their ambitious goals. Bureaucratic organizations made it possible to
work for large-scale change over long periods of time.

Arrighi, Hopkins, and Wallerstein argue that the discovery of bureaucrat-
ic organization by social movements in 1848 was “the great innovation in the
technology of rebellion,” an invention that helped “prepare the ground politi-
cally for fundamental social change.”19 Other social movement scholars,
such as Charles Tilly and Sidney Tarrow, agree that bureaucratic organiza-
tion was a key innovation, though they argue that this technology was first
invented earlier, in the late eighteenth century.

Of course, dynastic rulers, dictators, and citizens often viewed the bureau-
cratic organizations capable of making large-scale change—labor unions,
socialist parties, abolitionist organizations—as a threat and outlawed them.
In response, social movement actors created clandestine organizations to
avoid the risks associated with forming public organizations and membership
lists. When gays organized in the 1950s, they did so in clandestine fashion
because authorities treated any gathering of homosexuals as criminal.20

When a coworker and I organized a labor union at an environmental organ-
ization in 1984, we did so in secret to prevent detection by management and
avoid being fired, going “public” only when we obtained membership cards
from everyone in the bargaining unit and secured the protection of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.21 Of course, when actors advocated violence
as part of their strategy to make change, as communists did in Russia and the
United States, as the Ku Klux Klan did in the United States, as Sinn Fein did
in Ireland, and as the Muslim Brotherhood did in Egypt—they organized
clandestine organizations both to protect themselves from state authorities
and to conceal their real power and numbers from public view.

Capture

Social change actors often found it difficult to create effective bureaucratic
organizations. They faced a series of daunting problems: how to recruit
members, particularly if they had to do so in secret, select able leaders, raise
money, and adopt effective tactics that contributed to long-term goals. Many
leaders—Lenin, Mao, Gandhi—devoted considerable attention to bureau-
cratic practices and organization-building strategies. To solve some of these
issues, Lenin and Mao advanced the idea that organization building was best
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done by a small group of determined men, what the political scientist Robert
Michels called an “oligarchy.”

As an alternative to building organizations from scratch, many activists
decided instead to “capture” an existing bureaucracy and make it their own.
Like the factions that seized state power and created dictatorships in many of
the new republics, activists often captured existing organizations and used
them to advance change on their behalf. During the 1940s and 1950s, com-
munists and also mobsters in the United States fought to take over union
locals and bend them to their separate purposes. Communists wanted to build
a political base in working-class organizations; mobsters wanted to siphon
off union dues to enrich themselves and finance casino construction in Las
Vegas. But “capture” need not be seen only as a sinister or cynical process.

Martin Luther King Jr. and Ralph Abernathy mobilized the members of
faith-based organizations and used their churches to recruit members, raise
money, and engage in courageous activities designed to challenge segrega-
tion and end the violence used to sustain it. Later, fundamentalist clergy
organized members of evangelical churches to campaign against abortion,
homosexuals, and the integration and/or secularization of public schools.
Different groups or factions have tried to capture local Catholic churches and
use them to make social change. Cesar Chavez persuaded some local Catho-
lic priests to mobilize congregants to participate in union building, the group
Mothers of East Los Angeles worked with priests to develop antipoverty
programs in Los Angeles, the Sisters of St. Francis waged campaigns against
corporate behavior on behalf of children, farmworkers, and consumers, while
activist bishops mobilized parishioners to campaign against abortion, health
care, and gay marriage.22

Exit

The actors who created or captured bureaucratic organizations to make, as-
sist, or resist change often disagreed about how best to achieve their goals.
They disagreed about who should participate as members, what relation
members should have to elected or self-appointed leaders, how best to spend
their money, and what kind of tactics and strategies might be most effective.
Ideological and pragmatic disagreements over these and many other issues
persuaded dissidents to form factions that often decided to exit these organ-
izations and create new ones of their own, which might compete with or
complement parent organizations. They were also sometimes ejected, or
“purged,” if they failed to adhere to their leader’s agenda. Some leaders, like
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Lenin and Mao, were adept at using purges to expel rivals. William F. Buck-
ley, a leader of the conservative movement in the United States, purged anti-
Semites, racists, and John Birchers, who threatened to turn the Right into
“crackpot alley,” so that he could create a conservative “New Right” with
broader public appeal.23

Does the exit of factions from activist organizations increase their effec-
tiveness or weaken it? Social movement scholars and activists have long
debated this question. For example, many scholars argue that factional fight-
ing (exit and subexit) among leftist organizations during the 1920s contrib-
uted to the rise of fascism; that the breakup in 1968 of SDS, which itself was
the product of capture by the Progressive Labor faction and the exit of the
Weatherman faction, led to the demise of the New Left and the rise of the
New Right. Some feminist and gay scholars have challenged this account,
arguing that the exit of factions from SDS and also from NOW created a
diverse set of organizations that were stronger as a group than a single,
oligarchic organization.

This debate raises a larger question. If bureaucratic organizations are
subject to Michels’s “iron law of oligarchy,” in part because many activists
advance the primacy of disciplined cadres to enhance their effectiveness,
why do they regularly fail? How can they be captured by factions? Why do
they permit the exit of factions that may weaken them or create organizations
that compete with them?

Looking back at social change, it is clear that bureaucratic organizations
that have become oligarchies have been vulnerable both to capture by faction
and to exit by faction. What does that say about Michels’s view that oligar-
chy was both inevitable and efficient?

Although some movements discovered that the creation of oligarchic bu-
reaucracies, such as that of communist parties, were “effective” in some
respects, they proved “ineffective” in other ways, which undermined their
authority. The fall of dictators who organized fearsome oligarchies and the
inability of organizational behemoths to cope with challengers and change
suggests that scholars should reexamine their assumptions about both the
“inevitability” of Michels’s iron law of oligarchy and the purported “effec-
tiveness” of oligarchies.
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POLITICAL PARTIES

The architects of republican government did not provide a constitutional role
for political parties. As Frances Fox Piven observes, “The framers were
famously leery of mass parties and the prospect of majority rule they repre-
sented, and the elaborate division of powers in the national government,
along with the resulting fragmentation of popular constituencies, was de-
signed to thwart such parties” (italics added).24 Nonetheless, they invited
citizens to exercise popular sovereignty, and citizens did so, in part by orga-
nizing political parties, which first appeared during the Second Congress
(1791–1793).25 In a sense, political parties were among the first social move-
ments created by citizens in the republics. Although bureaucratic social
movement organizations might be thought of as “nongovernmental organiza-
tions” (NGOs), political parties were designed as social movements that
participated in government (as quasi-governmental organizations, or QGOs),
which allowed citizens to obtain power and economic benefits from the
state.26

Political parties can play a role that other social movement organizations
cannot. Political parties might be thought of as social movements that citi-
zens embedded in the state. Of course, this gave citizens, with access to
embedded social movements, an advantage over social movements that did
not have the same access to the state. Although sociologists often restrict the
study of social movements to NGOs and political scientists restrict them-
selves to the study of political parties or QGOs, any serious effort to under-
stand social movements should include both.

Of course, citizens are not the only ones to organize political parties.
Subaltern groups have long organized political parties of their own. Denizens
and subjects organized political parties to lay claim to the idea that they
should be able to exercise popular sovereignty, wield political power, and
obtain economic benefits from the state. Socialist, nationalist, feminist, and
religious groups created “political parties” and invited delegates to attend
party “congresses,” where they might debate issues and pass resolutions on
behalf of “the people.” The activists who organized the Indian National
Congress, the African National Congress, Sinn Fein, the Muslim League, and
socialist and communist parties all did so to create the kind of social move-
ment that might claim to represent the people, embed itself in the state, and
use their position, as the central intermediate and intermediary structure be-
tween society and government—to make, assist, or resist change.
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Political parties, like social movement organizations, have been subject
both to capture by faction and exit by faction, which has affected their ability
to shape change. Still, while citizens, denizens, and subjects created social
movements that managed to embed themselves in the state, this embedded-
ness has not necessarily allowed them to make, assist, or resist the kind of
change they imagined. “First of all, state structures are embedded . . . in the
interstate system, and their degree of autonomy is strictly limited,” Waller-
stein has argued. As a result, whatever their ideological goals or commitment
to change, they quickly discovered that “control of the machinery of a
state . . . affords less real power in practice than it does in theory.”27 In
retrospect, Wallerstein argues that social movements might view the seizure
of power as a tactical, not a strategic, goal and should be prepared to relin-
quish power and maneuver politically, as Antonio Gramsci recommended,
“since it is in the process of movement, of mobilization, that the really
constructive power of movements lies.”28

Scholars have debated why this might be so. Some have argued that
Michels’s “iron law of oligarchy” undermines or cripples a political party’s
determination to make change and instead makes it cling to power, which
results in continuity, not change.29 The argument here has been that constitu-
tional government in the republics is an operating system that is extremely
difficult to use to promote social change. This is not simply a product of the
division of government in the republics but a consequence of the division of
the interstate system into multiple states. Even if actors make change in one
republic, it is difficult for them to make change in all. Still, despite these
difficulties, they have managed to make change, which resulted in the decline
of dynastic states, the demise of many dictatorships in the republics, and the
expansion of citizenries within them. Political parties have played important
roles in these developments, which is why they should be included in a
discussion of social movements and social change.

LIBERTY, EQUALITY, AND SOLIDARITY

Since the French and American Revolutions, social movements have fought
over the social meaning of “liberty, equality, and fraternity.” Because “frater-
nity” has a gender-identified connotation, it might better be described as the
“solidarity” that community can provide. Although scholars have examined
movement efforts to achieve liberty and equality, they have said less about
solidarity, except for the solidarity provided by labor unions and political



Social Movements and Global Social Change 173

parties. They might pay more attention to the solidarity provided by volun-
tary and cultural communities.

During the 1960s, countercultural and gay youth hitchhiked to neighbor-
hoods such as Haight-Ashbury, the Castro, Telegraph Avenue, and Green-
wich Village. They met on the streets, in flops, bars, and clubs to find kin-
dred spirits and create communities that provided the kind of solidarity and
support that hometowns across America refused to provide. They panhan-
dled, made music, made love, grew their hair long, and thumbed their nose at
straight culture, fashioning a different one, one of their own, in the process.30

They were not the only ones. Today, ex-Marines gather in cemeteries
where their comrades are buried and hoist a beer in their memory; Somali,
Cameroonian, Khmer, and other political refugees in the United States grow
native foods in community gardens across the country; white supremacists in
the United States and neo-Nazis in Germany organize rock bands—Blue
Eyed Devils, Intimidation, and End Apathy—that use music to recruit youths
and promote their views; in Russia, a female punk-rock band named Pussy
Riot sang antigovernment songs from the altar of a cathedral in Moscow, a
performance that resulted in their arrest and imprisonment for “inciting relig-
ious hatred”; Confederate reenactors in Alabama shot their muskets and sang
“Dixie” in front of the state capitol to celebrate the 150th anniversary of the
Confederacy, or the “War for Southern Independence,” as they prefer, while
Prussian reenactors in Potsdam commemorated Frederick the Great’s three-
hundredth birthday and praised the Prussian values of the “enlightened des-
pot.”31

During the nineteenth century, aspiring, altruistic, and restrictionist
movements organized not only trade unions and political parties but also
cultural organizations designed to promote solidarity among their members:
Shriners, Knights of Columbus, Loyal Order of Moose, the Sierra Club,
Veterans of Foreign Wars, Big Brothers, the YMCA, Girl Scouts, Hadassah,
the Community Chest, the American Civil Liberties Union, and the Ku Klux
Klan.32

The individuals, social networks, organizations, and political parties that
participated in social movements provided solidarity by creating real, face-
to-face communities and virtual, or imagined, communities, to borrow Bene-
dict Anderson’s term. (He coined the term “imagined communities” to de-
scribe how people created large secular and religious communities composed
of people—Christians and Muslims, Italians and Americans—who did not
know one another or meet face to face.) 33
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Social movements created real and imagined communities—in bars, in
neighborhoods, on the Internet, in churches, and in republics—for two rea-
sons. First, they built communities to protect themselves from the rapid so-
cial change (anomie) that is a characteristic feature of capitalist development
on a world scale and from the dominant social groups that deprived them of
liberty, equality, and solidarity.34

Second, they built communities to forge the social networks and social
identities, what political scientist Robert Putnam calls “social capital,” that
made it possible for these movements to make, assist, and resist change. 35

“Fraternity, as the French democrats intended it, was another name for what I
call ‘social capital.’”36 So, for example, African American slaves and
African American denizens found sanctuary (in both the literal and figurative
sense) in black churches, one of the only places where they might safely and
legally gather in public. During the 1950s and 1960s, black churches pro-
vided the economic resources and bonds of affection, trust, and solidarity
that parishioners needed in order to mount public protests during the civil
rights era. Because social movements created economic, political, and cultu-
ral communities, both material and immaterial, that they needed in order to
make, assist, or advance change, they should be included in a discussion of
aspiring, altruistic, and restrictionist social movements.



Chapter Ten

Aspiring Social Movements

Subjects, denizens, and citizens have rejected the social inequalities imposed
on them by dynastic states and new republics, embraced the promise of
liberty, equality, and solidarity, and organized social movements to change
their circumstances. The upward thrust of aspiring social movements has
propelled social change around the world during the past two hundred years.
Aspiring movements created republics in postcolonial states, democratized
the republics, and expanded citizenries within them. These developments
reduced interstate violence and world war, curbed state violence against sub-
ject populations, and constrained violence by nonstate actors. Of course,
aspiring movements were not wholly responsible for these developments.
Altruistic and restrictionist movements also played important roles. But the
struggles waged by aspiring individuals, social networks, organizations, and
political parties drove global social change.

RISE OF THE REPUBLICS

Subjects in the colonies of dynastic states fought to create constitutional
governments based on popular sovereignty in republican states. But they
appealed to different kinds of social identities when they mobilized denizen
and subject populations. For example, Sinn Fein and the Indian National
Congress organized people along secular, ethnic lines.1 By contrast, both the
Zionist movement, which created a Jewish state in Palestine, and the Muslim
League, which created a Muslim state in postcolonial India, organized along
ethnic religious lines.2 Meanwhile, socialist and communist parties in dynas-
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tic states and their colonies and in the new republics appealed to secular,
class-based identities. Still, whether they used status- or class-based iden-
tities to enlist recruits, aspiring movements all fought to establish republican
forms of government: the Republic of Ireland; the Islamic Republic of Paki-
stan; the People’s Republic of China.

DEMOCRATIZATION OF THE REPUBLICS

In many of the new republics, factions captured state power and established
dictatorships, which undermined or destroyed popular sovereignty and re-
duced citizens to subjects of state authority. Eventually, aspiring movements
overthrew many dictatorships and democratized the republics. Individual dis-
sidents, such as Vaclav Havel in Czechoslovakia, and members of social
networks, such as the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo in Argentina, challenged
government authorities. Others fled singly or in groups from East Germany
and by boat from Cuba and Vietnam to escape the state’s jurisdiction and
become denizens or citizens in more democratic republics. People gathered
illegally in public squares—in Buenos Aires, Leipzig, Seoul, and Cairo—to
demand change. In Poland, workers organized Solidarity, a dissident union,
to challenge government authority and Soviet military occupation. In South
Africa, the African National Congress waged strikes by workers and students
to challenge apartheid. Although they were not everywhere successful and
dictators remain entrenched in China, North Korea, and Iran, aspiring move-
ments democratized perhaps forty republics during the past forty years.

In some places, secular and religious ethnonational movements fought not
only to democratize the republics but also to divide power and create separ-
ate republics of their own, a development that led to both the democratization
and division of the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, and
Sudan. In Canada, Scotland, Belgium, Spain, Italy, Sri Lanka, Burma, and
other states, ethnoreligious movements have emerged to demand the division
of the republic so that states can be provided for minority populations. If they
succeed in seceding, they will contribute to the further proliferation of repub-
lics, though not necessarily to the democratization of successor states. 3

EXPANSION OF CITIZENRIES

Around the world, denizens and subjects in republics and in dynastic states
and their colonies aspired to citizenship and suffrage. Alone and in groups,
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they created aspiring social movements to obtain these rights. The ascent of
different groups slowly expanded citizenries in the republics.

In the United States, aspiring groups adopted different approaches to
change. In the early nineteenth century, adult white men without property
organized as taxpayers and veterans in relatively small groups to demand
suffrage from legislators in separate states. They did not approach the federal
government as a group to seek change. Feminists first adopted the same
strategy, lobbying legislators in individual states to grant women suffrage,
though unlike white men, they organized large organizations based on a
shared identity as women. But they later abandoned the strategy of obtaining
suffrage from state legislatures when it became apparent that they would fail
to achieve universal suffrage for women and decided to ask Congress and the
president to introduce a constitutional amendment on their behalf, which
eventually paid off.

By contrast, the emancipation of black slaves (men and women, young
and old) and the extension of suffrage to adult black men was the product of
federal executive action and constitutional amendments introduced by Re-
publicans in Congress. Aspiring slaves and free blacks helped prompt federal
action by challenging southern white claims to possess blacks as slaves and
reclaim them as “fugitives” in the North. The determination of blacks to
escape from bondage, rise in revolt, challenge white authority in court, sup-
port Union forces during the Civil War, and serve in uniform on the battle-
field persuaded the federal government to act.

During Jim Crow, aspiring blacks in the South relied primarily on their
own initiative to obtain citizenship and suffrage by moving north in large
numbers, particularly after World War I. In the North, adult black men ob-
tained suffrage and, after 1920, adult black women found it, too. During the
1950s, black denizens in the South organized aspiring social movements that
challenged local and state authority, rather like white men without property
and early suffragettes. But when these efforts proved insufficient, black deni-
zens, like the later suffragettes, demanded federal action, which resulted in
the passage of legislation that reinforced the Fourteenth and Fifteenth
Amendments.

During the 1960s, aspiring denizen youths organized local and national
organizations to challenge adult political and cultural authority. They migrat-
ed in large numbers, like blacks during Jim Crow, conducted sit-ins, like
black denizens in the South, created large national organizations to challenge
conscription and the federal government’s conduct of the Vietnam War, and



178 Chapter 10

organized alternative cultures and communities that challenged adult author-
ity in households, institutions, and public settings. Their determined efforts
persuaded the federal government and the states to extend suffrage to youths,
end conscription, and withdraw from Vietnam in a fairly short period of time
(1963–1975).

Of course, while some groups ascended, others were forced down into
subaltern positions as denizens or subjects or were forced into exile. Except
for exiles, many of the descendants—American Indians, Confederates, Asian
immigrants, Japanese Americans, and homosexuals—eventually (re)as-
cended, though the process took a very long time for American Indians and is
still incomplete.

Other aspiring groups have had less success. Minors remain as denizens,
much as they did two centuries ago, though they are now organized, as
individuals and in groups, to claim rights denied to them by adult authorities.
Martha Payne, a nine-year-old girl in Scotland, recently started a global
movement that urged minors to protest the poor quality of school lunches;
students at a premier public school in New York challenged the school’s
dress-code policy by wearing prohibited fashions; and Jose Luis Zelaya, an
illegal immigrant, ran for student body president at Texas A&M to rally
support for denizen and subject youths.4

Like denizen youths, convicts who protest their status as subjects of the
state (and sometimes private) prison authority have found it extremely diffi-
cult to improve their status. Still, they aspire and persist. Inmates in Califor-
nia prisons conducted a three-week hunger strike in 2011 to protest condi-
tions, an extremely difficult thing to coordinate, given their conditions; while
youths who were convicted of crimes after being tried as adults have sued to
end this practice.5 But aspiring movements’ efforts to improve the subject
status of the six million convicts in America—more than were incarcerated
in Soviet gulags—have not resulted in substantial change.6 Still, the denizens
and subjects who participate in aspiring social movements are a force for
change, even if they do not succeed.

STRATEGIC CHOICES AND DECISIONS

Aspiring, altruistic, and restrictionist movements all made important deci-
sions about their social identities (in gender, ethnic, age, class, and religious
terms), organizational forms (as individuals and in social networks, organiza-
tions, and political parties), tactical repertoires (litigation, hunger strike, mi-
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gration, riot, protest, insurrection, referendum, election, and legislation), and
political goals (to define the meaning of liberty, equality, and solidarity). But
because aspiring social movements were typically made up of denizens and
subjects who have tried to make social change, they have had to make a
series of strategic decisions or choices about how best to make change.

For many years, scholars who studied riots and other forms of collective
behavior regarded participants as “irrational” actors, swayed by the mob.
This view was criticized by Tilly and others, who argued that participants in
social movements were “rational” actors who could make rational “choices,”
a theory that draws on the assumptions made by economists about actors in
the marketplace. I think this is a false distinction based on poor assumptions.
Political actors often lack the information necessary to make informed deci-
sions, so it is difficult to determine whether the action based on this informa-
tion is “rational” or “irrational.” Moreover, they often make decisions under
duress, so it is difficult to assert that they are freely making a “choice.”

It is important to recognize that the strategic decisions made by aspiring
movements have not always been “rational choices.” Many scholars treat
members of social movements as “rational” actors. But this assumes that they
can, like consumers, make choices freely and that they possess the informa-
tion (given by the market) they need to make rational choices. But this is an
unwarranted assumption. As denizens and subjects, their decisions were of-
ten made under duress. A slave’s decision to run away may or may not have
been “rational.” After all, it often ended in capture or death. But it was
nonetheless “understandable.”

Denizens and subjects also acted without adequate information that might
have allowed them to weigh the risks and assess the costs and benefits of
their action. So they often acted without knowing the outcome, in part be-
cause their success depended on the actions and reactions of others. They
acted in concert, often without hesitation or question, because their bonds of
affection or solidarity compelled them to act. They acted with conviction,
with a certainty that was unwarranted by the facts and undeterred by the
odds. Think, for example, of Simon Bolivar, Mohandas Gandhi, Elizabeth
Cady Stanton, and Rosa Parks. They acted with a determination to seize a
chance or turn the odds in their favor. They acted on the basis of principle,
even when adherence to principle might get them assaulted or killed. They
acted on behalf of others, knowing that they might not themselves benefit
from their action. And they reflected on the decisions they made and reexam-
ined their assumptions, tactics, and goals. Although they may not have dis-
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covered how best to make change, they learned different ways to make things
better.

Of course, many denizens and subjects acted with resignation. They kept
their heads down and their mouths shut. They stood on the sidelines, watched
in silence, and walked through their lives as if in a slumber. Aspiring move-
ments the world over recognized this problem and tried to change this behav-
ior, urging denizens and subjects to “awake,” arise, or, as the Jamaican singer
Bob Marley put it, “Get up, stand up, stand up for your rights.”7

When denizens and subjects in aspiring movements debated how best to
make social change, they had to make decisions (or choices) about four
related issues.

First, they argued about whether it was best to act in a legal, public
fashion or in an illegal, clandestine manner. For example, aspiring socialist
movements in Europe debated whether they should organize legal, public
political parties, such as the German Social Democrats, and participate in
elections or organize an illegal, clandestine party, such as Lenin’s Bolshevik
Party in Russia. To some extent, their answer to this question depended on
whether they could act legally, in public, without fear of arrest. Some split
the difference. In Ireland, nationalists organized a public political party that
ran in elections but also a secret, oath-bound clandestine brotherhood, the
Irish Republican Army, that plotted rebellion.8

Of course, an aspiring movement’s decision to act in a legal, public man-
ner did not necessarily prevent state officials and nonstate actors from treat-
ing them as criminals and conspirators. Participants in the American civil
rights movement and in the anticolonial movements demanding swaraj, or
independence, in India engaged in legal, public behavior but were nonethe-
less regularly assaulted, jailed, and killed.

Second, they debated whether it was best to create small-scale, democrat-
ic organizations in which participants would make tactical and strategic deci-
sions or large-scale bureaucratic organizations and political parties in which
professionals or elites would make the important decisions. During the
1980s, antinuclear activists in the United States debated whether change was
best made by a network of small grassroots groups based in local commu-
nities, a position advanced by members of the “Freeze” (they wanted to
“freeze” the number of nuclear weapons possessed by the superpowers), or
by a professionally run, national organization based in Washington, DC
(SANE). This question has long divided aspiring social movements. In this
case, activists decided to combine forces and merge the two wings into a
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single umbrella organization (SANE/Freeze), which persuaded Congress to
adopt a nonbinding “freeze” resolution.9

Third, they debated whether it was best to change economic-social-cultu-
ral practices or obtain state power and its economic and political resources.
During the nineteenth century, Mikhail Bakunin, Prince Peter Kropotkin, and
other anarchists in the First International argued that it was best to destroy
the state, which they regarded as a capitalist institution, and replace it with
voluntary nongovernmental organizations such as the Red Cross. Karl Marx
and other socialists argued that it was best to seize the state, establish a
dictatorship of the proletariat (the seizure of power by a faction), and then
use the state and its resources to build socialism and prepare the economic
and social conditions necessary for a transition to communism.10 Conflict
over this issue led to the dissolution of the First International and the creation
of a Second International, where socialists debated whether it was best to
obtain power by winning elections, as social democrats such as Karl Kautsky
argued, or seize it by force, as Vladimir Lenin and the Bolsheviks main-
tained.11 In one form or another, debates about whether to adopt peaceful or
violent measures have divided almost every other aspiring movement around
the world.

Fourth, aspiring social movements debated whether it was best to adopt
nonviolent practices or use violence to make change. In the nineteenth centu-
ry, the social democrats pursued peaceful strategies while the Bolsheviks and
the anarchists chose violence; Gandhi and anticolonial nationalists in India
practiced nonviolence while Mao and the Chinese communists argued that
power grew out of the barrel of a gun; Martin Luther King Jr. adopted
nonviolence while Malcolm X, Stokely Carmichael, and Huey Newton chose
violence and “armed self-defense.”

Of course, the decisions that aspiring movements made about violence
shaped other strategic decisions. The decision to use violence persuaded
many of them that it would be sensible or necessary to adopt a clandestine
approach, create a tightly held organization run by expert professionals and
disciplined cadres, and use violence to make significant, large-scale, “revolu-
tionary” change, such as seizing state power and using its resources to benefit
“the people” and themselves.

This decision also had important gender consequences. Men often proved
willing to engage in violence, and some, like Frantz Fanon and Mao, cele-
brated violence. But women were extremely reluctant to participate in violent
movements, largely because they were often victimized by male violence and
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did not regard it as something they should embrace. They believed that male
violence, whatever its source, diminished women’s liberty and compromised
gender equality.

By contrast, when aspiring movements rejected violence and adopted
nonviolent approaches to change, they were inclined to take a legal, public
approach, adopt democratic organizational practices, and work to change
social-cultural practices, particularly the reduction of violence by male state
authorities and nonstate actors. Not surprisingly, women found it easier to
participate in these kinds of movements than in movements where small,
self-selected groups of determined men advocated “revolutionary” violence.

As a result of making decisions about these strategic issues, aspiring
social movements divided into two groups, more or less: (1) nonviolent
movements that operated legally in public, practiced democratic forms of
decision making, sought social-cultural change, and encouraged men and
women to participate; and (2) violent movements that operated in a clandes-
tine manner, practiced oligarchic forms of decision making, sought state
power, and invited men to participate, practices that tended to exclude wom-
en from active or leadership roles (see the chart in chapter 9).

Of course, the strategic decisions that aspiring groups made often
changed over time. In the 1950s, homosexuals in the United States organized
clandestine groups, largely because homosexuals were subject to arrest and
exposure if they gathered in groups or acted as homosexuals in public. But in
the 1970s, gay youths urged homosexuals to abandon clandestine politics,
“come out of the closet,” embrace a new public identity as “gay,” and engage
in legal, public politics. The first gay pride parades were designed by orga-
nizers to change not only homosexual identities but also the strategic ap-
proach of gay and lesbian activists.12

Aspiring movements also changed their views about violence. The Zion-
ist movement in Palestine and the Muslim League in India for many years
advocated nonviolent strategies for change. But in the late 1930s, as the
Holocaust threatened and Arab resistance to Jewish immigration in Palestine
grew, Zionists took up arms, creating both regular and irregular, clandestine
forces to defend Jewish settlers and attack their opponents (Jewish irregulars
assassinated a senior British official in Cairo in 1944).13 In the mid-1940s,
the Muslim League adopted the partition of India and the creation of a
separate Muslim state in postcolonial India and announced that it would use
violence to achieve it. As Muslim League leader Ali Jinnah explained: “Nev-
er have we in the whole history of the League done anything except by
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[nonviolent] constitutional methods and by constitutionalism. But now we
are obligated and forced into this position. This day we bid goodbye to
constitutional methods. . . . Today, we have forged a pistol [violent direct
action] and are in a position to use it.”14

By contrast, the Irish Republican Army and the ETA, a violent Basque
separatist movement, abruptly abandoned violence as a strategy after years of
waging clandestine, irregular wars against state authorities and civilian popu-
lations.15 Some convicted ETA assassins recently met with relatives of their
victims to apologize for their actions.16

In all of these cases, the decision to adopt or abandon violence had impor-
tant consequences for these movements, which scholars might usefully ex-
plore. Unfortunately, many social movement scholars have argued that vio-
lence is a “more effective” strategy for social movements than nonviolence.

IS VIOLENCE A MORE EFFECTIVE STRATEGY?

In The Strategy of Social Protest, the sociologist William Gamson famously
argues that the social movements that used violence were more effective than
“challengers” that adopted nonviolence: “Unruly groups, those that use vio-
lence, strikes, and other constraints, have better than average success.”17

Although he asserts that violence “is commonly thought to be self-defeat-
ing,” he argues instead that groups that used violence “won new advan-
tages.”18

But Gamson reached this conclusion by making a number of questionable
assumptions and adopting a number of dubious methodological procedures.
First, he excluded from his study of social movements any “groups whose
members are neither American citizens nor striving for such citizenship.”19

As a result of this decision, he excluded from his study any groups from
denizen and subject populations who, until 1920, made up a majority of the
population in America. So he drew his analysis of five hundred to six hun-
dred groups during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries from a non-
representative sample, a sample that represented only a minority of the popu-
lation. Second, he randomly selected “a small sample” of groups in the
survey, fifty-three in all, to examine in detail and then “ripped each from its
historical context,” arguing that “each challenge had a thousand unique fea-
tures that have been studiously ignored” (italics added).20

Using this approach, Gamson made a series of dubious decisions. He
ignored the fact that the results were based on a minority of social move-



184 Chapter 10

ments representing a minority of the population, that this minority had a
unique, privileged status as citizens in the republic, that this minority, made
up only of men until 1920, were often given license by state authorities to use
violence against subaltern populations (owners were licensed to use the Pin-
kerton Agency against striking workers; vigilante groups were given the
authority to attack black denizens in the South, etc.), and they were often
“effective,” or got what they wanted, when they deployed violence. Given
Gamson’s selective and purposely ahistorical methodological approach, it
should not be surprising to find that “challengers,” really adult white male
citizenries that deployed violence against subaltern populations during the
antebellum and Jim Crow period, had “better than average success” at
achieving their goals.

Gamson himself expressed second thoughts about his findings. He admit-
ted that he was not quite “ready to conclude that violence basically works.”21

He speculated that violence “worked” both because violence in his sample
was typically used by “large groups” who attacked “small ones,” a version of
“might makes right,” and because large-group violence was “tacitly con-
doned by large parts of the audience [state authorities and members of the
white community].”22 Just so. He knew something was wrong, but his me-
thodological strategy prevented him from seeing why violence might have
been “effective” for dominant adult white citizenries in this period.

Gamson did not find that violence was a more effective strategy for social
movements generally. His skewed sample and ahistorical methodology made
it impossible for him to test this assertion or reach a different conclusion. He
could find only that violence was an effective strategy for a particular group
of social movements (adult white male citizens) during a particular historical
period (slavery and Jim Crow). Although he claimed to be studying “chal-
lengers,” Gamson was not looking at aspiring social movements but primari-
ly at restrictionist movements that regularly deployed violence against deni-
zen and subject populations during this period, as we have seen.

Still, it is important to ask, was violence a more effective strategy for
aspiring social movements than nonviolence? Although the answer to this
question depends on the historical circumstances, the answer is: probably
not. I say this for several reasons.

First, aspiring movements have long argued about the efficacy of vio-
lence, which suggests there is no consensus on this issue, and scholars should
take this lack of consensus seriously. At the very least, their reliance on
Gamson’s answer to this question ought to be reexamined.
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Second, the answer depends on the historical circumstances and the ob-
jects of change. The aspiring movements that fought to democratize the
republics and expand citizenries within them were predominantly nonviolent.
They typically used litigation, migration, and legal protest to make change.
They chose nonviolent strategies because they were vulnerable to attack by
state authorities and nonstate actors. Aspiring movements that used violence
often incited an even more violent response. They also chose nonviolent
strategies because they could mobilize both men and women, whereas vio-
lent strategies made it extremely difficult to recruit women. Nonviolent strat-
egies made it possible for aspiring movements to create broad-based, multi-
gendered constituencies rather than the small groups “of angry men” de-
picted in Les Misérables.

There are some exceptions to this general pattern. The adult white men
without property and black slaves fought violently to achieve citizenship and
suffrage. But it was their role as soldiers—white men without property dur-
ing the American Revolution, War of 1812, and wars with Indians; black
slaves as Union soldiers during the Civil War and black citizens from the
North and black denizens from the South in segregated units during World
War II—that helped secure citizenship and suffrage. In both cases, white and
black violence was deployed on behalf of the state, not against it, and they
appealed for justice as veterans, not rebels.23

Third, in colonial settings, aspiring movements often took up arms to
throw off dynastic rule and establish new republics. Aspiring republican
movements used violence in the United States, France, Haiti, and across
Latin America during the nineteenth century and made violent revolutions in
Ireland, Russia, China, and Vietnam during the first half of the twentieth
century. Their success is cited by many scholars and activists as proof that
violence is an effective, perhaps the only, strategy that aspiring movements
can use in colonial settings. But even this assumption needs to be reexam-
ined. After 1945, aspiring movements used violence less frequently, and
nonviolent strategies proved effective. Decolonization after 1945 was largely
a peaceful process, and most of the new republics in Africa, the Middle East,
and South and East Asia were established without violent revolution. As the
historian John Gallagher has argued, “[There were] no Dublin Post Offices
[in most colonial settings].”24 Of course, aspiring movements waged violent
insurrections in China, Vietnam, Algeria, and elsewhere. But the movements
that used violence to create new republics frequently also used violence to
establish dictatorships and subjugate domestic citizenries, which calls into
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question their claim that violence was a necessary and effective strategy for
social change. In this context, it is difficult to argue that violence for aspiring
social movements was an effective, long-term strategy for social change,
though there might be some justification for violence by aspiring movements
in some colonial settings where dynastic states resisted decolonization by
force. In some contexts, violence may not have been much of a choice but a
necessity imposed by others who were determined to use violence to prevent
change. Aspiring movement violence in Haiti certainly fits this bill. Unfortu-
nately, the use of violence by aspiring groups in Haiti has been used to
defend violence in other settings, where it may have been less necessary.
Although the proponents of violence were always quick to claim that it was
necessary, that it was forced on them, they did not always exhaust or explore
nonviolent alternatives.

Although aspiring social movements made decisions about how best to
make change, they did not do so alone. They were often assisted by altruistic
movements. It is to these movements that we now turn.
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Altruistic Social Movements

Altruistic social movements organized on behalf of subaltern groups and
assisted global social change. They assisted subaltern groups because deni-
zens and subjects often could not legally act on their own behalf and because
aspiring movements often lacked the legal, economic, and political resources
needed for acting effectively.1 Altruistic movements provided resources to
aspiring movements and fought with them to obtain rights and resources
from dynastic and republican states. Altruistic movements objected to the
violence inflicted on denizens and subjects by state officials and nonstate
actors and worked with nonviolent aspiring groups to reduce violence in
public and private settings and elevate the rule of law over arbitrary violence
by state officials and their proxies. Although aspiring movements have been
the driving force of global social change during the past two hundred years,
altruistic movements have helped make it possible for aspiring movements to
make change more often than not.

Historically, altruistic movements from “above” helped people from “be-
low” make change. They filed lawsuits on behalf of American Indians (Elk v.
Wilkins), African Americans (Dred Scott, Brown), Japanese Americans (Ex
Parte Endo, Korematsu v. United States), women (Griswold, Roe v. Wade),
children, immigrants, people with mental and physical disabilities, drug us-
ers, convicts, and death-row inmates.2

They organized movements to assist migrants and refugees. Conductors
on the Underground Railroad helped blacks escape slavery, traveler’s aid
societies helped immigrants settle in the United States, Casa del Migrante
assists Mexican immigrants to the United States, and churches in the “sanctu-
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ary movement” shelter economic migrants and political refugees, both legal
and illegal.3

Altruistic male citizens supported suffrage for denizen women in the
United States and around the world. Male citizens and female denizens
fought first to end the slave trade and then to abolish slavery in dynastic
states and slaveholding republics. White college students from the North
registered adult black voters in the Jim Crow South. College students in the
United States campaigned to release trafficked women from brothels and
child soldiers from gangster armies.4

Consumer activists in the North promoted fair-trade coffee and bananas
on behalf of small farmers and rural cooperatives in the South.5 Pro-democ-
racy activists from Scandinavia dropped small toy teddy bears from an air-
plane over Minsk to protest dictatorship in Belarus.6 Gene Sharp, an
American intellectual, distributed his manual on how to topple a dictatorship
to activists in dictatorships around the world.7 “I Paid a Bribe” organizers
exposed corrupt government practices in India.8 Interventions by altruistic
activists prompted government officials in Russia and Israel to restrict the
charitable activities of foreign and domestic nongovernmental organiza-
tions.9

Amnesty International, Movements.org, Human Rights Watch, and the
Joint Mobil Group in Chechnya monitored the violations of human rights by
governments and nonstate actors, while Oxfam, the Red Cross, and Doctors
without Borders provided food, shelter, and medical care for the victims of
war and natural disaster.10 Philanthropic foundations—Carnegie, Rockefell-
er, Gates, Soros, and Atlantic—provided funds for altruistic and aspiring
movements in the United States and around the world. Philanthropy has not
been restricted to the rich. In 1907, Emily Bissell organized the sale of
Christmas Seals to working-class and poor people to fund a campaign against
tuberculosis, which ravaged the poor.11 More recently, Muhammad Yunus
organized the Grameen Bank in Bangladesh so that poor people could them-
selves fund the work of other poor people.

PROVIDING RESOURCES, REDUCING VIOLENCE

Altruistic movements assisted aspiring movements and worked on behalf of
denizens and subjects who may not have had the legal standing, political
capacity, or financial means to act effectively on their own. Altruistic move-
ments provided resources to assist disadvantaged subaltern groups and pro-
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tect them from violence by state and nonstate actors in public and private
settings. Their efforts transformed the policies and practices of dynastic and
republican states.

For most of the past two hundred years, between 1800 and 1940, dynastic
and republican states refused to provide economic resources or “welfare” to
the urban poor, the displaced or landless farmer, the unemployed worker, the
widow and her children, the abandoned child and the orphan, the mentally or
physically disabled, the elderly or infirm, the derelict male or fallen female.
However, altruistic movements and eleemosynary or charitable institutions,
as they were once called, stepped in and provided disadvantaged subaltern
groups with resources that state officials refused to provide.12 For example,
because the US government refused to provide contraceptives or abortions to
women and girls, Margaret Sanger and two other nurses opened a birth-
control clinic in 1916 to provide these services, fought with the government
for the right to provide them, which resulted in their arrest and imprisonment
(Ethel Byrne, Sanger’s sister, nearly died from a hunger strike while in jail),
and later founded the American Birth Control League, the organizational
predecessor of Planned Parenthood, which later also provided abortions.13

Although state officials (and Republican presidents) for a time supported
these efforts, they later turned against them, refusing to provide state re-
sources for women and girls who wanted abortions and threatening to defund
Planned Parenthood, which provides birth control and other health services
for one in five American women.14

Altruistic movements such as Planned Parenthood have fought to provide
resources from public and private sources to assist people who have few
resources.

Since the early nineteenth century, altruistic movements provided re-
sources to people whom state officials refused to service, providing homes
for indigents, orphans, pregnant girls and homeless men, asylums for the
insane, and shelters for battered women. Moreover, they fought to obtain
state resources for unserved populations and persuaded state and local offi-
cials to assume responsibility for their care and provide funds to assist these
and other groups. Their collective efforts resulted in an important shift during
the 1930s.

Before the Great Depression, private altruistic and charitable institutions
provided resources to disadvantaged subaltern groups.15 During the 1930s,
local, state, and federal officials assumed greater responsibility for assisting
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these groups and used public resources to do so. (State officials had always
provided public resources to rich and advantaged citizens.)

The extension of suffrage to women was likely responsible for this shift.
Women provided the electoral support needed by Roosevelt and the Demo-
cratic Party to allocate public resources for the first time, in a big way, to
subaltern groups. Is it possible to imagine the passage of “welfare” pro-
grams—unemployment insurance, Aid to Families with Dependent Children,
social security, Medicare, farm subsidy and crop insurance programs—with-
out suffrage for women? I think not. The rise of the “welfare state,” which
really describes the distribution of public resources to subaltern groups for
the first time, was largely a product first of women’s participation in altruis-
tic movements and private charitable institutions and then of their participa-
tion in electoral politics as citizen voters, developments that scholars have
neglected or ignored.16

Early on, state officials deployed violence and delegated the authority to
use violence to nonstate actors. They still do. The soldiers, convicts, students,
wives, children, workers, servants, and slaves who were victimized by non-
state actors could not legally or easily object to public and private violence.
Altruistic movements fought to protect the victims of violence both because
they could not defend themselves without risking further violence and be-
cause state officials would not defend them from nonstate actors who used
violence on their own authority. For example, during the 1830s and 1840s,
altruistic movements demanded that state officials and private authorities
abandon the flogging or beating of soldiers, students, convicts, wives, chil-
dren, servants, slaves, and also horses and other animals (see chapter 7).

Altruistic movements also stepped in to protect people from other dan-
gers. They campaigned to protect travelers from boiler explosions on steam-
boats, which resulted in one of the first acts of “protective” state regulation,
from dangerous drugs and hazardous foods, from the fires that menaced poor
families in tenements and workers in factories, and from the floods, fires,
earthquakes, and drought that ruined people without insurance and some-
times people with insurance (many insurance companies went bankrupt from
losses incurred in the 1906 earthquake in San Francisco and Hurricane Katri-
na in New Orleans).

Altruistic movements not only intervened to protect the victims of vio-
lence and disaster, they campaigned to restrict the violence wielded by state
officials and to revoke the authority given to nonstate actors, which allowed
employers to hire Pinkertons to shoot striking workers, allowed whites to
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lynch black men, women, and children, allowed husbands to beat their wives,
and permitted teamsters to flog their horses. Of course, in recent years, non-
state actors have fought to reclaim their ability to use violence on their own
authority, persuading state officials to adopt concealed-carry and stand-your-
ground laws. But efforts by altruistic movements to reduce violence have
contributed to the consolidation of legitimate physical force by the state, a
process that is still incomplete.

MOTIVATIONS: PRINCIPLES, ALTRUISM, AND SELF-INTEREST

Altruistic movements acted on behalf of others. Of this there is no doubt. But
they assisted subaltern groups and challenged the state for different reasons.
First, many believed that liberty, equality, and solidarity were principles that
should be extended to others, not only to themselves. Abolitionists believed
that slavery violated democratic principles and undermined the liberty not
only of slaves but also of free men and women. They believed in the rule of
law and justice for all. Because religious and secular laws have much in
common, many altruistic movements in the United States drew their partici-
pants from faith-based religious (Quakers, Protestants, Catholics, and Jews)
and secular legal (the NAACP and the ACLU) communities.

Second, they believed in helping others. They reached out to other groups
and built relations based on cooperation, mutual respect, and solidarity.
Adam Smith argued that while capitalism was driven by self-interest, it also
relied on a spirit of giving: “How selfish so ever man may be supposed, there
are evidently some principles in his nature, which interest him in the fortune
of others, and render their happiness necessary to him, though he derives
nothing from it except the pleasure of seeing it.”17 This could be said of
almost every parent.

Many natural scientists now think that altruism, cooperation, and equality
were key to the success of Homo sapiens and the emergence of human
communities. David Sloan Wilson, an evolutionary theorist, “sees the onset
of humanity’s cooperative, fair-and-square spirit as one of the major transi-
tions in the history of life on earth, moments when individual organism or
selection units band together and stake their future fitness on each other. . . .
A major transition occurs when you have a mechanism for suppressing fit-
ness differences and establishing equality within groups, so it is no longer
possible to succeed at the expense of your group.” Wilson argues, “It is a rare
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event, and it’s hard to get started, but when it does you can quickly dominate
the earth. [Human evolution] clearly falls into this paradigm.”18

Sometimes, altruism grows out of a shared experience. Women in the
1830s supported efforts to curb male violence against others (children, ser-
vants, students, slaves, and horses) because they, too, were victims of male
violence. Altruistic movements often fought for others because they iden-
tified with them, an identification based on their own experience.

Third, altruistic movements took action because they were motivated by
different kinds of self-interest. The adult white men with property who voted
to extend suffrage to adult white men without property did so in part because
they sought to obtain political advantage in an enlarged electorate. As we
have seen, the Jackson Democrats thought a wider franchise would increase
their political power, and the Whigs followed suit because they did not want
their opposition to this populist measure to disadvantage them politically.
They both adopted altruism in their self-interest, as did the Republicans who
extended adult suffrage to adult black men and the Democrats and Republi-
cans who extended it to women and to youth.

Guilt has motivated some altruistic movements, particularly the wealthy
industrialists who financed philanthropic foundations (Carnegie, Rockefeller,
Ford, Gates, Soros). Philanthropy has eased the conscience of cutthroat capi-
talists, helped them remake their public image, and secured tax benefits for
themselves and their heirs.

Altruistic movements have acted because they wanted to change subaltern
groups and, with messianic zeal, remake them in their own image. Religious
and secular groups have tried to convert others to their faiths and political
ideologies and tried to make others more like themselves, a self-centered,
narcissistic aspiration.

Finally, altruistic movements acted because they feared subaltern groups
or viewed them as a threat. They worried that if they did not assist subaltern
groups, those groups might rise up in anger and destroy everything. Recall
that slave owners in the South helped poor whites obtain suffrage because
they wanted poor whites to “serve in militia patrols guarding against slave
rebellions.”19 In this case, help for whites was motivated by fear of blacks.
Fear of immigrants likewise persuaded many adult male citizens to support
women’s suffrage and help women get the vote. In short, greed, guilt, narcis-
sism, and fear have persuaded some altruistic movements to act on behalf of
others. Still, whatever their motives, they nonetheless managed to assist and
make change. As New York Times columnist David Brooks wryly observes,
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“Many Americans go to the developing world to serve others. A smaller
percentage actually end up being useful.”20

PROBLEMS WITH ALTRUISTIC MOVEMENTS

Activists in aspiring social movements and many social movement scholars
view altruistic movements with skepticism. Generally, they have criticized
altruistic movements for three reasons. First, they argue that altruistic move-
ments have not promoted social change but only reform, which has strength-
ened capitalist states. Second, they maintain that people make change only
when they act on their own behalf, when they exercise their capacity for
“self-determination.” Third, they argue that the misguided attempt to help
others may actually make things worse.

In the Communist Manifesto, Karl Marx argued that altruistic movements,
what he called “bourgeois socialists,” did not promote change but instead
promoted reform, which strengthened the capitalist state and bourgeois soci-
ety: “Philanthropists, humanitarians, improvers of the working class, orga-
nizers of charity, members of societies for the prevention of cruelty to ani-
mals, temperance fanatics, [and] hole-and-corner reformers of every imagin-
able kind [are] desirous of redressing social grievances in order to secure the
continued existence of bourgeois society” (italics added).21 Marx allowed
that a “small section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift and joins the revolu-
tionary class,” and he welcomed them into the proletarian fold, but he re-
jected assistance from reformist do-gooders.22

Immanuel Wallerstein agreed with Marx, arguing that “liberals” and other
altruistic groups advanced reform, not change. As Macaulay argued, in de-
fense of the 1832 Reform Bill, “Reform, that you may preserve [the social
order and the state].”23 Although liberal reformers and altruistic movements
campaigned to improve the condition of others, they deflected, deferred, or
deterred demands by aspiring movements for real, substantive change. For
Wallerstein, the expansion of citizenship and other reforms were designed
“to tame the dangerous classes—in particular the urban proletariat—by in-
corporating them into the system politically, but in such a way that would not
upset the basic economic, political, and cultural systems of [Great Britain
and France].”24

Of course, many altruistic movements contributed to reform, not to the
transformation of the capitalist world-system, as Wallerstein suggested.
Many helped to secure “the continued existence of bourgeois society,” as
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Marx maintained. But this was not always the case. The altruistic abolition-
ists who fought successfully to end the slave trade and abolish slavery in
dynastic and republican states transformed the capitalist system. For centu-
ries, slavery fueled economic development in the capitalist world-economy
and enriched slaveholding European empires and republican states in the
Americas. The end of the slave trade and the abolition of slavery changed the
character of economic development in the capitalist world-economy, elimi-
nated the slaveholding gentry as a key faction of ruling classes, and so
transformed the character of bourgeois society and made it possible for
slaves to ascend and become denizens and citizens.

Marx dismissed altruistic reformers such as the “members of the society
for the prevention of cruelty to animals.” But recall that activists who fought
against animal cruelty also fought to restrict male violence against women
and children, sailors and slaves, servants and students. These were not incon-
sequential reforms. They contributed both to a secular decline in male vio-
lence and to new relations between state officials and male nonstate actors.
At the urging of altruistic movements against violence, state officials re-
scinded the authority, given by the state to male nonstate actors, to use
violence against subaltern groups (people and animals) on their own initia-
tive. In light of these developments, Marx and Wallerstein’s characteriza-
tions of altruistic movements might be reconsidered.

It is true, of course, that state officials allowed or encouraged altruistic
movements to ameliorate the conditions of subaltern populations and so
“tame the dangerous classes,” strengthen the state, and secure the continued
existence of “bourgeois society.” For example, US officials licensed the Red
Cross to act as the first responder in emergencies and disasters across the
United States. But the failure of the Red Cross to assist victims of Hurricane
Katrina had the opposite effect: it failed to tame the dangerous masses, who
looted New Orleans, and undermined the legitimacy of the Bush administra-
tion and the state.25

Second, activists and scholars have argued that aspiring movements can
make real or effective change only by acting on their own behalf, by exercis-
ing their capacity for self-determination, not by relying on altruistic move-
ments to help them. In 1966, Stokely Carmichael, the president of SNCC,
argued that white participation in the civil rights movement was based on the
assumption, by whites, that “the Negro is somehow incapable of liberating
himself. . . . Shouldn’t people be able to organize themselves?”26 Although
white participation might be well intentioned, Carmichael argued that it crip-
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pled black initiative, subordinated black interests to white interests, and made
change more difficult. To prevent whites from having an “intimidating ef-
fect” on blacks and prevent them from subverting “our true search and strug-
gle for self-determination,” Carmichael argued that blacks “must cut our-
selves off from white people” and “form our own institutions, credit unions,
co-ops, political parties, write our own histories.”27 This approach, which
drew heavily on the arguments made earlier by Malcolm X and the Nation of
Islam, persuaded activists in many other aspiring movements in the United
States and around the world—women’s, youth, gay and lesbian—to abandon
collaborative alliances with other altruistic and aspiring movements and in-
stead exercise their self-determination and pursue social change on their
own.

As we have seen, millions of blacks in the South exercised their capacity
for self-determination and migrated to the North after World War I to obtain
citizenship and suffrage. They did so without much encouragement or assis-
tance from altruistic whites, without much assistance from anyone but them-
selves. They mobilized the meager resources available to them, seized the
political opportunities that existed, and, by pursuing their self-determination,
made change, much as Carmichael advocated. But this kind of self-determi-
nation was difficult for many denizen and subject groups to practice. Gener-
ally, citizens have a considerable capacity for self-determination (if by self-
determination we mean self-reliance, which is how Carmichael used the
term). Their liberty as citizens made it easier for them to mobilize resources
and seize the political opportunities provided by popular sovereignty and
constitutional government than denizens and subjects, who are typically de-
prived of economic means and legal, political opportunities to improve their
status. As a result, denizens and subjects often sought or accepted assistance
from altruistic groups and made principled or tactical alliances with them to
increase their social weight and political clout. Alliances and collaborations
between aspiring and altruistic movements made it possible for many move-
ments to make change. Would they have been able to do so alone, as Carmi-
chael suggested, if they relied only on their capacity for “self-determina-
tion?” Perhaps. But many of the aspiring social movements that successfully
made change forged alliances with different ethnic groups (the nationalist
approach) or different classes (the socialist, internationalist approach) and
collaborated with altruistic movements that included people with higher so-
cial status.
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For example, the civil rights movement brought together people from
different racial, class, gender, geographic, age, and status groups in a collab-
orative struggle. Collectively, they brought an end to Jim Crow and the
violence associated with it and (re)secured citizenship and suffrage for four
million black adults in the South. By contrast, the groups that advocated
black “self-determination” and, importantly, also armed “self-defense”—the
Nation of Islam, SNCC after 1965, and the Black Panther Party (which
Carmichael joined)—enjoyed considerably less political success. Still, while
it is impossible to imagine the election of Barack Obama without the civil
rights movement, it is also impossible to imagine rap music without the
movement for “Black Power.” It may be that black power contributed more
to cultural change in the black community—promoting a new identity and
solidarity in the community—than to political change, though the two were
related.

Carmichael’s critique of white altruism was joined by a critique of nonvi-
olence. In the civil rights movement, the two were closely linked. By attack-
ing white altruism, Carmichael made it easier to jettison black and white
nonviolence and promote black violence as an alternative political strategy.
In his “Declaration of War,” Carmichael advocated “revolutionary warfare”
to protect black people from attack by “the missionaries, the money, and the
marines,” and said that “we have no alternative but to fight . . . black people
have got to fight, got to fight, got to fight.”28 He went on to say that if black
people “become a threat [to our struggle], we off them. We off them. . . .
We’re talking about being the executioners of the executioners.”29

Given the history of black movements that emphasized self-reliance, not
collaboration, in the years after 1965, there is good reason to be skeptical of
Carmichael’s claims that people should make change only on their own be-
half or that violence is a necessary or effective instrument of change. Unfor-
tunately, many aspiring movements in the 1970s adopted the view that self-
determination was the best way to make change, that violence might some-
times be “necessary,” and that they should not collaborate with altruistic
movements, which typically shun violence. As a result, many aspiring move-
ments pursued change separately, on their own, which weakened them at a
time when New Right restrictionist movements emerged to deter, deflect, and
reverse change.

Third, activists and scholars argued that altruistic movements’ efforts to
assist others actually made things worse.30 During the 1990s, critics of hu-
manitarian organizations that provided food, resources, and health care to
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victims of war and natural disaster in Africa, Asia, and the Americas argued
that because altruistic movements did not understand or appreciate local
political, economic, social or cultural realities, they adopted policies and
practices that undermined the ability of victims to regain their independence
and made them dependent and despondent.31 In The Road to Hell, Michael
Maren describes relief organizations as “mercenaries” and argues that “their
work is pointless or counterproductive.”32 In Zaire, De Waal argues, “it was
the disaster relief agencies that were out of control.”33

Altruistic movements have promoted and assisted real change, advanced
reforms that strengthened the state, and took ill-advised or inappropriate
steps that made things worse for the people they were trying to help. But
much the same could be said of aspiring movements, whose members also
adopted poor strategies and ineffective tactics based on faulty assumptions
and poor information and whose failures set back their causes for decades.

Many of the aspiring movements that seized state power advanced dictat-
orship, practiced ruthless forms of capital accumulation and economic devel-
opment, and failed to transform the capitalist character of the state or the
world-economy as a whole. Although a large number of “antisystemic”
movements “have come to power in a large number of states,” Wallerstein
admits that “post-revolutionary regimes continue[d] to function as part of the
social division of labor of historical capitalism.”34 The seizure of state power
was an “unfulfilled revolution” because, while “changes in state structures
have altered the politics of accumulation, [they] have not yet been able to end
them.”35 Indeed, Wallerstein argues that aspiring socialist movements failed
to make substantive change and suggests that the anarchists may have been
right when they argued that state power should be destroyed, not seized.36

But keep in mind that all social movements risk failure and that failure
can exact a heavy toll on movement participants and others. Failure can
embolden opponents, strengthen the forces of reaction, and incur the wrath of
state officials. Still, because people who organize movements operate in
environments where information about the consequences of action is poor
and incomplete, it may be better to risk failure than to do nothing at all. In the
long run, both aspiring and altruistic movements have succeeded more often
than not, and their collective efforts have contributed to significant social
change.





Chapter Twelve

Restrictionist Social Movements

Restrictionist movements fought to resist and reverse social change. They
opposed the creation of constitutional government based on popular sove-
reignty in the republics, installed dictators in the republics, and resisted the
expansion of citizenries in the republics. They viewed these developments as
a threat to their own liberty, which consisted, in part, of dominion over others
in both public and private settings. They enlisted state officials to obstruct
change and persuaded them to authorize nonstate actors to use violence
against subaltern groups. Restrictionist movements have routinely used or
threatened violence to protect their own liberty and deny it to others. When
state officials refused to license their violence, they persuaded their peers to
give them informal legal immunity from prosecution by refusing to convict
them for their crimes in court, which allowed them to commit violence with
impunity.

For the most part, sociologists have excluded restrictionist movements, or
what Sidney Tarrow called “the ugly movements,” from the study of social
movements.1 For Tarrow, the ugly movements are “rooted in ethnic and
nationalist claims, religious fanaticism, and racism.”2 Because many scholars
define social movements as antiauthoritarian challengers, they exclude pro-
authoritarian or restrictionist movements.

According to Alberto Melucci, a social movement “breaks the rules of the
game . . . [and] questions the legitimacy of power,” while Frances Fox Piven
argues that social movements not only challenge authority but disrupt the
patterns of daily life, “a pattern of ongoing and institutionalized cooperation
[with state authorities, who depend] on their continuing contributions [to

199



200 Chapter 12

maintain their legitimacy].”3 William Gamson defines social movements as
“challenging groups” that target social authorities and persuade them to
change their practices and policies.4 Doug McAdam agrees that social move-
ments are “challenging groups” or “insurgents” who seek to make modest
reforms or radical changes in economic, political, or social institutions. 5

Sidney Tarrow defines social movements as “collective challenges, based on
common purposes and social solidarities in sustained interaction with elites,
opponents and [state] authorities,” though Suzanne Staggenborg notes that
“not all social movements target the state” but also “other types of author-
ities, such as business owners or religious leaders.”6 She goes on to say that
“movement scholars have generally regarded movements as challengers that
are, at least in part, outsiders with regard to established power structures,”
though they have typically excluded political parties and interest groups,
whom they regard as “insiders” or defenders of established power struc-
tures.7 From this perspective, insiders who defend authority should not be
treated as social movements, though some scholars concede that they may
constitute a countermovement, which suggests that they have no real autono-
my or agency but exist only to counter a real social movement, one that
possesses agency and autonomy.8

Social movement scholars have excluded restrictionist movements be-
cause these movements seek to preserve authority, defend inequality, and
deny state power or political rights to subaltern challengers. For example,
Paul Street and Anthony D. Maggio insist that the Tea Party “is not a social
movement, but rather a loose conglomeration of partisan interest groups set
on returning the Republican Party to power.” The authors argue that the Tea
Party “is not an ‘uprising’ against a corrupt political system or against the
established order,” which might define it as a social movement, but is intead
“a reactionary, top-down manifestation of the system . . . a classic, rightwing
and fundamentally Republican epitome of what . . . Christopher Hitchens
once called . . . ‘the manipulation of populism by elitism.’”9

Theda Skocpol and Vanessa Williams disagree, arguing that the Tea Party
is a social movement, both because it has a grassroots component that con-
sists of about two hundred thousand “angry, conservative-minded citizens
who have formed vital local and regional groups” and because it has an
antigovernment rhetoric, rooted in opposition to the election of President
Barack Obama, that makes it an “antiauthoritarian” challenger like other
social movements.10
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I take a different view. Restrictionist movements should be included in
the study of social movements for several reasons. First, restrictionist move-
ments have shaped the pace, direction, and meaning of global social change
during the past two hundred years, and they continue to do so. The Southern
Poverty Law Center, which has studied racist, antigovernment “hate groups”
in the United States for the past thirty years, found that the number of grass-
roots groups and armed militias has grown from 602 in 2000 to 1,018 in
2012. Second, they possess the agency and autonomy needed to resist change
in both public and private settings. Although some are supported by state
officials and nongovernment authorities, many restrictionists organize and
act independently and are beholden to no one but themselves. Third, many of
the antiauthoritarian challengers identified by sociologists as members of
“real” social movements have themselves become pro-authoritarian restric-
tionists. This development, which is quite common, suggests that social
movements be defined not by their opposition to authority but by their rela-
tion to social change. Their efforts delayed, compromised, and deflected
social change and ensured the survival of social inequality.

RESISTING CHANGE

Restrictionists fought to preserve dynastic states and prevent the creation of
constitutional government based on popular sovereignty in republican states.
They included the royalists who opposed republican government in the
American colonies and their American Indian and African American allies;
the whites and mulattoes who fought to suppress the slave rebellion in Haiti
and enlisted the French, British, and Spanish Empires in their counterinsur-
gency campaigns; the dynastic rulers and military cadres that crushed repub-
lican uprisings across Europe in 1848; the antirepublican fascists who defeat-
ed anarchist and socialist republicans during the Spanish Civil War and
crushed socialist and communist movements in Italy and Germany before
World War II; and the Taliban and al-Qaida, who fought to overthrow repub-
lican governments in Afghanistan and Pakistan and establish retrograde dy-
nastic states based on a narrow definition of Islamic law.

Restrictionists seized power and established dictatorships in many repub-
lics and then fought to prevent democratization in these states. They included
the caudillos who established dictatorships in postcolonial republics across
Latin America; the white minority that organized an apartheid regime in
South Africa; the communist parties that took power in the Soviet Union,
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China, North Korea, Vietnam, Cuba, postwar states in eastern Europe, and
postcolonial states in Asia and Africa; the dictators who seized power with
US assistance or consent in Europe, East Asia, Latin America, Africa, and
the Middle East during the Cold War; and the dictators who seized power in
postcommunist states across the former Soviet Union and fought to prevent
the spread of the “color revolutions.”

Restrictionists resisted the expansion of citizenries within the republics
and revoked or reduced the status of citizens, denizens, and subjects when
they could. In the United States, restrictionists deprived American Indians of
their sovereignty and forcibly relocated them to reservations in the West;
slaveholders and secessionists fought to keep slaves, retrieve escaped slaves,
and expand slavery to new territories outside the South; during Jim Crow,
whites in the South deprived black men of citizenship and suffrage and made
them denizens and subjects; anti-immigrant groups restricted the entry of
Asian immigrants and worked to expel immigrants whom they viewed as a
threat to public health or safety; men refused to extend suffrage to their
mothers, sisters, wives, and daughters; men treated women and children as
chattel and beat them at will; and teachers defended the right to administer
corporal punishment in public and private schools.

In recent years, restrictionist movements have worked to restrict or re-
voke the rights of citizens, denizens, and subjects in a variety of ways.

Suppressing Citizens, Denizens, and Subjects

Restrictionists complaining of “voter fraud” have introduced legislation in
different states that requires voters to “show photo ID at the polls or to prove
their U.S. citizenship. Same-day voter registration would be ended in some
places, strict new limits would make it harder to mount voter-registration
drives, and early voting has been cut back.”11 They have introduced English-
language tests for citizens who seek public office and have argued that En-
glish should become the official language of the United States, which would
make it difficult for non-English-speaking citizens to participate in public
life.12

Restrictionist movements have fought to revoke female citizens’ right to
abortion, which was given constitutional protection by the Supreme Court in
1974, introduced legislation to give “rights” to fetuses and make it more
onerous for women to obtain contraception and abortions, deny funding for
Planned Parenthood, which provides health care for millions of women, and
demeaned the victims of rape.13 Restrictionists have worked to undermine or
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revoke the right of citizen workers to organize unions, bargain collectively,
and exercise their solidarity.14 And they have denied or revoked the right of
gay and lesbian citizens to marry or obtain civil unions and kept sodomy
statutes on their books even though the Supreme Court has ruled that these
laws are unconstitutional.15

Restrictionists announced plans to revoke the “birthright” status of citi-
zens born in the United States to foreign parents and create a two-tier system
of birth certificates, deny public school education to the children of illegal
immigrants, access that is currently protected by a Supreme Court ruling, and
question the legal status of citizens and denizens alike. 16

Restrictionists have imposed curfews on denizen youths, limited their
ability to drive their cars with other minors, and attached red stickers on their
license plates “to make it easier for the police to enforce . . . curfew and
passenger restrictions.”17 An editorial against underage drinkers expressed
restrictionist sentiments with the headline: “Enforce the Laws Ruthlessly.”18

Restrictionists encouraged parents to use corporal punishment to disci-
pline their children. The authors of To Train Up a Child, which has been
purchased by 650,000 Christian homeschoolers, instruct parents to use “a
switch from as early as six months to discourage misbehavior and describe
how to make use of implements for hitting [children] on the arms, legs or
back, including a quarter-inch flexible plumbing line that [the author notes]
‘can be rolled up and carried in your pocket.’”19 The authors, Mr. and Mrs.
Peal, argue that the practices they advocate in the book are “based on the
same principles the Amish use to train their stubborn mules,” and maintain,
“To give up the rod is to give up our views of human nature, God, eter-
nity.”20 Several sets of parents who adopted the practices outlined in the
book have been charged with “homicide by abuse” of minors in their care.21

Restrictionists introduced “three-strike” and mandatory-sentencing laws
for many crimes, restricted opportunities for parole, and disenfranchised fel-
ons who have completed their sentences and been released from jail. These
measures have contributed to the expansion of the subject population in the
United States and increased the social-legal distance between citizens and
subjects.

LICENSED TO KILL

During the past two hundred years, state officials have slowly revoked the
ability of male nonstate actors to use violence on their own authority, a
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development that has contributed to the monopolization of the legitimate use
of physical force by the state, though the process that Weber described is by
no means anywhere complete. But in recent years, restrictionists have fought
to recover the authority of nonstate actors to use violence on their own
initiative. They fought to weaken gun-control laws and advanced “stand-
your-ground” and “concealed-carry” legislation, which gives legal protection
to nonstate actors, most of them male, to use guns in “self-defense,” on their
own authority. They passed legislation barring doctors from asking their
patients whether they own a gun, a question that gun owners view as “unnec-
essarily harassing.”22 As a result, police did not prosecute Brice Harper, who
killed an unarmed man, Dan Friedenberg, the husband of a woman Harper
was having an affair with, when Friedenberg approached Harper at his home;
police did not initially prosecute George Zimmerman after he shot and killed
Trayvon Martin, an unarmed black teenager in Florida. In both cases, the
police believed that the killers had the legal authority to act as they did. 23

“Given [Mr. Harper’s] reasonable belief that he was about to be assaulted,
[Mr. Harper’s] use of deadly force against [Mr. Friedenberg] was justified”
under Montana’s new stand-your-ground law, the county attorney ex-
plained.24 Harper shot Friedenberg three times. “There is no justice,” Mrs.
Friedenberg complained.25

Of course, one can “use” a gun without firing a shot. The public display
of guns can be used by individuals to threaten, provoke, or cow others,
depending on the circumstances. When women in Dallas held a meeting in a
restaurant for Moms Demand Action for Gun Sense in America, a group
formed after the mass shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary School in New-
town, Connecticut, a heavily armed group of gun-rights activists belonging to
Open Carry Texas gathered in the parking lot outside the restaurant and
brandished assault rifles and shotguns in an intimidating display of force.
“Sadly, these bullies are attempting to use guns to intimidate moms and
children and to infringe on our constitutional right to free speech,” Shannon
Watts, the national founder of Moms Demand Action, observed.26 As Ste-
phen Stills and Buffalo Springfield observed in the 1967 song “For What It’s
Worth”: “There’s a man with a gun over there / Telling me I got to beware.”

CAPABILITY, DIFFERENCE, AND INEQUALITY

In dynastic states, restrictionists rejected constitutional government based on
popular sovereignty because they believed in social inequality, which was
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the basis of claims to power by dynastic rulers and aristocracies, and because
they thought that the multitude were incapable of governing themselves. In
the republics, restrictionists believed in social equality for some people,
though not for all, and reserved citizenship and suffrage for themselves,
whom they described in the Constitution as “the People.” They did not be-
lieve in equality for all because they thought that the multitude was incapable
of exercising popular sovereignty. Because the multitude, which were often
described as “childlike,” was incapable of exercising the rights and respon-
sibilities associated with citizenship and suffrage, they should be treated
differently, as denizens or subjects, not as citizens. Restrictionists simultane-
ously defended social equality for some but not all, as a matter of principle,
arguing that it was based on the difference between the capable and the
incapable.

During the past two hundred years, restrictionists have argued that people
assigned to denizen and subject populations lacked the moral capacity, the
economic autonomy, the social agency, and the self-discipline necessary to
exercise popular sovereignty responsibly. Restrictionists have defended the
resulting social inequalities because these inequalities are based on social
differences that reflect different individual and social capacities.

Of course, denizens and subjects have argued that they, too, are capable
of exercising popular sovereignty, that they are not so different as restriction-
ists imagine, and that they, too, should be allowed to claim citizenship and
suffrage, liberty and equality. One way that they demostrated “capacity,”
agency, and autonomy was by organizing social movements to demand
change. By organizing movements, they demonstrated an ability to act like
citizens, even if citizens did not yet treat them as citizens, as equals. But
subaltern groups have not always challenged the idea that capacity should be
used as a criterion to determine who might exercise popular sovereignty,
which is the rationale used to justify persistent social inequality and deny
some “people” from being seen as members of “the People.” Although many
subaltern groups have objected to social inequality, they have not challenged
the principle that underlies it. In fact, many aspiring and altruistic move-
ments that fought to expand citizenship in the republics also embraced or
adopted this principle as their own.
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ARE WE ALL RESTRICTIONISTS?

Social movements have expanded citizenries in republics around the world.
But social inequality persists, even in the most “advanced” republics, where
citizenship has been extended to the vast majority of people, where denizen
populations are modest (mostly young people and a small number of immi-
grants) and subject populations (convicts) are relatively small. Of course,
restrictionist movements fought to limit the expansion of citizenries and keep
social and economic inequalities intact, and they still do. But social inequal-
ity is not the product of their efforts alone. Inequality persists in part because
many of the denizens and subjects who became citizens and obtained suf-
frage subsequently worked to prevent its extension to others, even to their
own. Immigrants who became citizens joined restrictionist, anti-immigration
groups, youths who became adults campaigned to restrict the rights of mi-
nors, white women who obtained suffrage denied it to black women in the
South, male workers who obtained the right to bargain collectively denied
women and minorities admission to their unions, and the Islamic demonstra-
tors who struggled for democracy in Arab states then fought to exclude
women from public and political life. Do the citizens of any republics now
support the extension of citizenship to minors, immigrants, or convicts? Per-
haps, but they are few in number.

Subaltern groups, who were once oppressed, participated in restrictionist
social movements for different reasons. They may have done so because they
wanted to secure their own interests, exercise their own liberty, or treat
others as they were treated. This last practice has been a common response to
hazing, abuse, and mistreatment by others. But while such reasons may have
played a role, this behavior also has social explanations.

Immigrants who join anti-immigration groups do so not because they see
themselves as having something in common with new immigrants, being
immigrants themselves, but because they see new immigrants as different:
“We came here legally, worked hard, and asked for nothing. They came here
illegally, are lazy, and ask for resources and special treatment from the state.”
Adults who were, of course, once children imposed driving restrictions on
youth because they think contemporary youth are not the children they once
were. If people persuade themselves that others are different, if others lack
the capacities that they possess, then it is easy to justify measures that would
constrain others’ liberty and rationalize the inequalities that result.
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Of course, denizen and subject populations who aspired to citizenship
often found it effective to argue that they were not different but the same as
others. For example, gay and lesbian movements successfully argued that
they were not different, not a threat to public health or safety, and should
therefore be allowed to serve in the army, teach in a public school, or marry
their partner, just like other citizens. As Mary Bernstein observes, “[T]he
lesbian and gay movement seems largely to have abandoned its emphasis on
difference from the straight majority in favor of a moderate politics that
highlights similarities to the straight majority.”27 Of course, they were able
to make this argument more easily than some other subaltern groups because
they were already citizens, though in a precarious, second-class status, so
they were less different, in some ways, than children, immigrants, or con-
victs.

Ironically, the postmodern scholars who insist on “difference” and exhort
subaltern populations to exercise their “self-determination” and portray
themselves as “different,” one from another, make it easier for restrictionists
to differentiate themselves from other people, rationalize differential treat-
ment, and maintain social inequality.

The problems for the remainders—children, immigrants, and convicts—is
that denizen and subject populations are now a minority of people in the
republics, which means that their capacity to act, ascend, and change their
condition is fairly weak, given the fact that a majority of people now belong
to the citizenry. The citizen majority have displayed little interest in inviting
or allowing the remainders to join them, largely because they view the re-
mainders as different, as lacking the capacity, autonomy, or agency needed to
act as citizens. In fact, this is a dubious assertion. Are children less capable
than senior citizens with dementia? Are immigrants less capable than adult
citizens with Down syndrome or any chronic and debilitating disease? Are
convicts less capable than citizens taking mood-altering prescribed drugs?
When children in Manhattan, Kansas, elementary schools were given the
opportunity to participate in a mock election for presidential candidates in
the 2012 election, 56 percent voted for President Obama, compared with
only 41 percent of adults in the town and in the state, a fact that attests not
only to the children’s agency and autonomy (they voted quite differently
from their parents) but also to their maturity and sagacity.28 Age is no more a
measure of capacity than ethnicity, class, gender, or place of birth. Yet so
long as citizens use capacity as a criterion for admission to the citizenry,
social inequality in the republics will persist. Citizens will insist on it.





Chapter Thirteen

Theories and Opportunities

Social movements reshaped the world. They established republics, democra-
tized republics, and expanded citizenries within them. Their development
curbed violence in the capitalist interstate system and in the republics. The
rise of the republics reduced the interstate violence associated with competi-
tion between dynastic states, which fought rival states and indigenous peo-
ples for control of colonial empires. The democratization of the republics
disarmed the dictators who violated the rights and took the lives of civilian
populations. The expansion of citizenries curbed violence by male nonstate
actors, who had been licensed by the state to abuse wives, children, servants,
workers, slaves, and animals.1

Of course, global social change has been complex, partial, and incom-
plete. Billions of people still live in authoritarian dynastic state and republi-
can dictatorships. A billion more languish as denizens and subjects in demo-
cratic republics. Injustice, inequality, and violence endure. It is important,
therefore, to keep both developments—growing liberty and persistent in-
equality—in mind at the same time. In Capital, Karl Marx urged readers to
take a dialectical approach to understanding social change. He asked them to
appreciate the contradictory character of unequal social relations, understand
how people’s struggle for equality might transform these relations, and rec-
ognize that social change would create relations characterized by new contra-
dictions. In the United States, social movements abolished slavery and trans-
formed unequal social relations, but these changes led to a new set of unequal
relations under Jim Crow. People’s efforts changed the meaning of inequal-
ity, but they did not eliminate it. By holding two contradictory ideas in mind
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at the same time, by recognizing that liberty and inequality advance together,
one might view global social change during the past two hundred years with
both optimism and a realistic appreciation that change has had real limits.

SOCIAL CHANGE AND SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

This book examines social change and social movements. This approach
contrasts with much of the social movement literature. Many social move-
ment scholars have complained that it is difficult to study both social move-
ments and social change, to determine how social movements actually con-
tributed to change. Sidney Tarrow observes that it has not been “particularly
fruitful [for scholars] to examine the outcome of single social movements on
their own.2 Doug McAdam, John McCarthy, and Meyer Zald observe that “it
is somewhat surprising that movement scholars were slow to devote system-
atic empirical attention to the crucial issue of ‘outcomes and impacts.’”3 Paul
Burstein, Rachel Einwohner, and Jocelyn Hollander agree: “The field of
social movements grew tremendously in the 1970s and 1980s, but the study
of social movement outcomes did not. . . . [The result is] that we still know
very little about the impact of social movements on social change.”4 William
Gamson said simply: “Success is an elusive idea.”5

“Overall, researchers have managed to demonstrate relatively few effects
of social movements on their society,”6 Goodwin and Jasper observe. Their
colleagues McAdam, McCarthy and Zald agree, arguing that social move-
ment scholars found it a “daunting methodological challenge” to determine
the relation between social movements and social change because the con-
nection between them may be “spurious” and because it is difficult for schol-
ars to identify the causal mechanisms that link a particular movement activity
to a specific policy change or social outcome to “the specific processes that
account for the causal impact.”7 Goodwin and Jasper dismiss efforts to link
social movements with social change, arguing that “scholars of social move-
ments would like to believe that the mobilizations they study affect the
course of history, but usually they have had to assert this without much good
evidence.”8

Suzanne Staggenborg agrees with McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald that
“outcomes are the most difficult aspects to evaluate,” though she says it was
difficult to determine outcomes both because movements produced lots of
outcomes and provoked “counter-movements,” which produced different
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“rounds” of outcomes, and because causality was difficult to determine in a
context of reciprocating change and struggle.9

These are fairly cynical views of change. If social movements did not
make change or affect the course of history, who or what did? The market?
Adam Smith’s “invisible hand?” In many respects, social movement scholars
have adopted a Hegelian perspective of history, insofar as they imagine
history moving forward without the conscious participation of human beings.

Scholars who started with social movements and then tried to link them to
specific outcomes and social changes have encountered many difficulties.
Given the problems inherent in this approach, they might instead consider the
alternative framework outlined here. By starting with social change, it is
easier then to determine how social movements advanced, assisted, and re-
sisted change.

This book takes a global, historical view of social change and social
movements. It follows in the footsteps of Charles Tilly, Sidney Tarrow, E. P.
Thompson, Eric Hobsbawm, and Immanuel Wallerstein, who examined the
emergence of social movement organizations that contributed to what David
Meyer and Sidney Tarrow describe as a “social movement society.”10 Tilly
and Tarrow argue that social movement organizations and the social move-
ment society first emerged in the late eighteenth century, while Wallerstein
argues that the discovery of “organization” by social movements in 1848 was
“the great innovation in the technology of rebellion,” an invention that
helped “prepare the ground politically for fundamental social change.”11

The argument here is that the American, French, and Haitian revolutions
invited citizens, denizens, and subjects to make change, not only by organiz-
ing political parties and social movement organizations but also by strug-
gling, as individuals and as participants of social networks, often in disorga-
nized or unorganized ways, to claim “liberty, equality, and solidarity” and so
shape the direction and meaning of social change. By 1800, citizens, deni-
zens, and subjects organized different kinds of social movements (aspiring,
altruistic, and restrictionist) that engaged in a variety of actions or “reper-
toires” (among them lawsuits and hunger strikes, riots and rebellion, electoral
campaigns and legislation) to obtain liberty, equality, and solidarity by creat-
ing democratic and republican institutions. Their determined and ongoing
efforts shaped global social and political change.

Of course, other scholars have examined many of the social movements
that “challenged authority,” what I have called “aspiring movements.” Ralph
Turner and Lewis Killian in 1957 described collective behavior as “forms of
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social behavior in which . . . people collectively transcend, bypass, or subvert
established institutional patterns and structures”; William Kornhauser argued
that “mass movements mobilize people who . . . do not believe in the legiti-
macy of the established ruler, and who therefore are ready to engage in
efforts to destroy it”; Tilly argued that challengers outside the policy resort to
collective action to make their voices heard; and Tarrow defined movements
“as collective challenges by people with common purpose and solidarity in
sustained interaction with elites, opponents, and authorities.”12

Although this was a useful starting point, these scholars defined social
movements in narrow terms. They did not examine movements in relation to
other movements, particularly those that defended “authority.” They did not
consider how these movements related to people with different social stat-
uses as citizens, denizens, and subjects or to different kinds of “authority” in
dynastic states, dictatorships, and democratic republics.

Other scholars, such as McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald, recognized that
churches, foundations, and other “conscience constituents” have provided
significant resources to social movements that challenge authority. 13 And
some scholars, such as Tilly, recognized that “countermovements,” the
movements that mobilize “in response to the real or perceived loss of power”
or in response to the actions of antiauthoritarian movements, should be stud-
ied more closely.14

But by defining “conscience constituents” and “countermovements” only
in relation to social movements that challenge authority, scholars strip what I
have called “altruistic” and “restrictionist” movements of any real agency,
initiative, or autonomy. The view here is that they have displayed plenty of
agency, initiative, and autonomy and shaped change in important ways. As
such, they should be treated as social movements, not viewed with condes-
cension or hostility. Of course, this means abandoning the definition of social
movements adopted by many scholars who focus in the literature on groups
that challenge authority.

Scholars who contributed to the social movement literature used the soci-
ological theories of Emile Durkheim to study “collective behavior,” used
Max Weber’s ideas to examine social movement “organizations,” and used
Robert Michels’s theories to analyze bureaucratic organizations and political
parties. This book suggests that scholars reassess their assumptions about,
and reliance on, the theories provided by Durkheim, Weber, and Michels.
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DURKHEIM

Before and after World War II, many scholars used Durkheim to study the
“collective behavior” of mobs.15 Drawing on Durkheim, they made three
related arguments. First, they argued that riots and other kinds of demonstra-
tive public behavior by mobs and social networks were the product either of
the “strains” experienced by subordinate or disadvantaged groups or as a
result of the “breakdown” or collapse of public order or “social control” on
everyday, “quotidian” routines. “When the quotidian is disrupted then, rou-
tinized patterns of action are rendered problematic and the natural attitude is
fractured,” Snow and others have argued.16

Second, they argued that the response of mobs to “strain” or “breakdown”
was typically irrational, a form of deviant or criminal behavior. 17 Gustave Le
Bon argued that “when the crowd acts, it becomes a mob,” and that mobs
“reduce otherwise rational adults” to the “impulsiveness, irritability, incapac-
ity to reason, the absence of judgment and the critical spirit, the exaggera-
tions of sentiments one typically finds in children” (italics added).18 (Note
that Le Bon’s depiction of people in mobs as “childlike” is an epithet, an
expression of contempt. “Childlike” has long been used as a slur used to
demean diverse subaltern groups.) Third, they argued that because riots were
spontaneous and disorganized, it was difficult for mobs to make any signifi-
cant or lasting change.19 This view of riotous mobs was widely shared. As
Wallerstein argues, many subordinated groups “were rambunctious in their
various ways,” but their riots and rebellions were short-lived and “served as
safety valves for pent-up anger or . . . as mechanisms that . . . set minor limits
to the exploitative process,” and, as a result, “spontaneous violence had the
effect of throwing paper on a fire. The fire flamed up but quickly went out.
Such violence was not a very durable fuel.”20

Charles and Louise Tilly challenged this perspective. They argued that
because “strain” was a constant feature of capitalist society, it could not be
used to explain why and when riots erupted when they did. They also chal-
lenged the idea that mobs were irrational, arguing that mobs had rational
motives and purposeful goals.21 Still, the Tillys and Wallerstein agreed that
riotous mobs did not contribute much to social change. As a result, Tilly
famously rejected Durkheim and embraced Marx and Weber, describing
himself as “doggedly anti-Durkheim, resolutely pro-Marxian, but sometimes
indulgent to Weber and sometimes reliant on [John Stuart] Mill.”22 Tilly and
many other scholars then abandoned Durkheim and the study of “collective
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behavior” and embraced Weber (and sometimes Marx) and the study of
social movement organizations, which had the ability to make rational
choices and the capacity to make lasting and significant social change. 23

Most social movement scholars heeded Tilly’s advice and joined a paradigm
shift from Durkheim and collective behavior to Weber and social movement
organizations.24

But scholars might revisit Durkheim for several reasons. First, individu-
als, social networks, and mobs have engaged in spontaneous and planned
demonstrative public behavior that shaped social change. Although many
scholars dismissed the capacity of individual and informal social networks to
make change and asserted that real change was made only by durable social
movement organizations, there is considerable evidence that individuals and
informal groups were effective at advancing, assisting, and resisting change:
mobs in Cairo transformed the political landscape in Egypt; white lynch
mobs in the Jim Crow South enforced the subordination of black denizens.

The fact that individuals, alone or as part of social networks, conducted
hunger strikes, self-immolations, and other kinds of risky, suicidal behavior
to protest inequality and demand liberty suggests that Durkheim’s theory
about suicide might usefully apply to an examination of Mohandas Gandhi,
Bobby Sands and IRA hunger strikers, Tunisians and Tibetan monks who
burned themselves to protest dictatorship, or Black Panther cofounder Huey
P. Newton, who wrote a book called Revolutionary Suicide. Of course, Durk-
heim’s ideas are not the only ones that might be used to understand how and
why individuals and social groups make change or why their activity takes
different forms (lawsuits or hunger strikes, migrations or riots).

Second, individuals and social groups act not only in response to social
inequality or the “strains” they experience as citizens, denizens, and subjects
and as a way to seize the political opportunities associated with the break-
down of authority, but also in response to the crackdowns mounted by state
authorities and nonstate actors, to situations such as the police brutality that
triggered the Watts and Rodney King riots in Los Angeles. The scholars who
used Durkheim to study collective behavior treated strain as relatively uni-
form and constant, which made it difficult for them to explain why people
who experienced strain might suddenly riot. But if they recognized that peo-
ple experience very different kinds of social inequality, which might inten-
sify or suddenly become transparent, it might become easier to explain why
protest erupts in some circumstances and not others, for instance, why gay
youths resisted the police raid at Stonewall. They also need to recognize that



Theories and Opportunities 215

dominant groups also riot, not because they experience strain but because
they want to assert their authority and use violence to put subaltern people in
their place. Durkheim did not appreciate the “police riots” waged by state
authorities or the “white riots” conducted by nonstate citizenries.

WEBER

During the 1970s, social movement scholars abandoned Durkheim and
adopted Weber, arguing that social movement organizations were rational
actors that could make effective social change. Tilly and Wallerstein argued
that organization was an important strategic innovation that allowed move-
ments to challenge authority on a permanent basis and seek substantive, even
“revolutionary” change. Other scholars used Weber’s approach to analyze
how social movement organizations “mobilized resources,” seized “political
opportunities,” and “framed” issues to their advantage.25 These scholars
made important contributions to the study of social movements, though per-
haps less to an understanding of social change, for reasons that we have
discussed.

Although Weber’s ideas informed much of the social movement litera-
ture, scholars might reconsider two assertions that are central to his approach.
First, Weber argued that the state was an institution that possessed a monopo-
ly on the legitimate use of physical force. Plainly, this has never been true. It
has not been true even in dictatorships that possess an overwhelming super-
iority over domestic populations. In China, for example, the regime, strong
as it is, nonetheless licenses nonstate actors to arrest and detain dissident
petitioners in unofficial “black jails” and forcibly return or “deport” them to
their hometowns.26 Moreover, the Chinese regime, like most states around
the world, gives male nonstate actors the authority to use physical force
against household members.

As we have seen, social movements fought to restrict and restrain the kind
of physical force that state officials might legitimately use, for example,
demanding an end to the use of the death penalty and corporal punishment.
Their efforts have redefined the meaning of what Weber called the legitimate
use of force.

Social movements also demanded that state officials revoke the authority
they routinely gave to male nonstate actors to use violence against intimates
and strangers on their own initiative. In a sense, social movements have
urged state officials to monopolize or consolidate the legitimate use of physi-
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cal force in their hands, an effort that was initiated by social movements, not
by state officials. Social movements demanded that the state act like the state
that Weber imagined. Although no state has yet monopolized the legitimate
use of force, states have gradually restricted and reduced the scope of legal
violence by nonstate actors.

These developments suggest that scholars reconsider their assumptions
about the relation between violence and the state. They might also reevaluate
their assumptions about the relation between violence and social movements,
which too often champion violence. Charles Tilly argued that “the partici-
pants in European collective violence knew what they were doing” and that
the fit between grievances, actions, and demands “is far too good to justify
thinking of participation in collective violence as impulsive, unreflective,
spur-of-the-moment.”27 Many scholars justify the use of violence by social
movements as “effective and rational” by citing Gamson, who argued that
violence “should be viewed as an instrumental act aimed at furthering the
purposes of the group that uses it when they have some reason to think it will
help their cause. . . . Unruly groups that use violence . . . have better than
average success. . . . With respect to violence and success, it appears better to
give than to receive.”28

But Gamson’s argument that violence is a rational and effective strategy
is an extremely dubious assertion based on faulty assumptions and methods.
He drew these conclusions from a small, biased sample. Much of the vio-
lence included in his data set was deployed by white male citizens who,
during the nineteenth century in the United States, were effectively licensed
or deputized by state officials to organize lynch mobs, break strikes, or attack
immigrants. Because they were deputized and their violence legitimated ei-
ther by the state or by juries of their peers, who allowed them to commit
violent crimes without penalty, it should not be surprising that Gamson found
that violence was a “successful” and “effective” strategy for social move-
ments. Unfortunately, this egregiously flawed study, which was the product
of a misguided methodology, ignored both the social standing of the actors
and victims and the historical context in which the violence occurred. Its
findings blinded many scholars to the social character of violence in the
United States and in other republics and persuaded them to endorse, uncriti-
cally, the use of violence by social movements and ignore the male character
of violence.

Scholars might also reexamine a second assumption by Weber, who
argued that bureaucracy was a “superior” form of organization. “The deci-
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sive reason for the advance of bureaucratic organization has always been its
purely technical superiority over any other form of organization,” Weber
asserted.29 Many social movement scholars have agreed, arguing that organ-
ization was an important strategic innovation that allowed social movements
to challenge authority on an ongoing basis and make revolutionary social
change.

Some scholars demurred from this view. In Poor People’s Movements,
Frances Fox Piven and Richard Cloward challenged the assumption that
change was best made by bureaucratic social movement organizations and
argued instead that real power was “mobilized, not organized.”30 They
argued that factory workers “had their greatest influence . . . before they were
organized into unions. This power was not rooted in organization, but in their
capacity to disrupt the economy.”31 As soon as unions entered the factory,
they became “collaborators in the process that emasculated the movement.”32

Although Piven and Cloward gave a telling critique of many Weberian
social movement organizations, such as unions, and offered a stout defense
of unorganized forms of protest, scholars might recognize that the efficacy of
social movements (organized and unorganized) may depend on the kind of
authorities that aspiring movements challenge. For example, the poor peo-
ple’s movements heralded by Piven and Cloward—local and autonomous
grassroots labor, civil rights, and welfare movements—were effective when
they campaigned against local public officials and private employers. This
has often been the case. The grassroots environmental groups that organized
against toxic chemicals and nuclear power were successful because they
could pressure local public officials, public utility companies, and private
employers to change their practices and policies.33 But environmental move-
ments that relied on grassroots forms of mobilization foundered when they
confronted central government authorities. For example, while grassroots
anti–nuclear power activists successfully forced public utility companies to
abandon nuclear power, grassroots activists who opposed the development of
nuclear weapons and the arms race failed to persuade federal authorities to
abandon nuclear weapons.34 When they confronted central government au-
thorities, grassroots groups of the sort that Piven and Cloward champion
have often been ineffective, while the large bureaucratic organizations cele-
brated by Weberian scholars—Solidarity in Poland, the African National
Congress in South Africa—successfully challenged centralized authority.
The ability of social movements to make change depends both on their objec-
tives and on the kind of social structures they challenge or defend. Instead of
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asserting theoretically that one form of mobilization is superior to another
(grassroots mobilizations v. bureaucratic organizations), scholars might con-
sider the historical context and social relations and then demonstrate empiri-
cally which one might be more appropriate.

MICHELS

Piven and Cloward criticized Weberian social movement organizations be-
cause they believed that disruptive grassroots mobilizations made change
more effectively and because they agreed with the argument made by politi-
cal scientist Robert Michels that bureaucratic organization leads inevitably to
“oligarchy,” or the rule by a few, which then co-opts movements and stifles
or obstructs real change.35

Many Weberian scholars agree that while organization is an effective
instrument of change, it also leads to oligarchy, or at least to the “profession-
alization” of movement organizations. Because oligarchic organizations may
be effective, many scholars insist that oligarchy is not necessarily a bad
thing. Vladimir Lenin argued that oligarchic forms of social movement or-
ganization, such as a “vanguard” party led by a small, disciplined cadre of
professional revolutionaries, were a more effective instrument of change than
their more democratic counterparts.

While scholars have disagreed about the consequences of oligarchy—
Piven and Cloward argued that it inhibited change, Lenin and others main-
tained that it facilitated change—they both agreed that bureaucratic forms of
organization inevitably led to oligarchy, a pattern so common that Michels
described it as an “iron law.”

Of course, social movements often changed their character during the
course of struggle. Spontaneous grassroots mobilizations created organiza-
tions that came to be dominated by professional elites. Aspiring movements
that fought to obtain citizenship and suffrage later worked to prevent others
from becoming citizens. But these developments were not inevitable, the
product of some iron law, as Michels and others have argued.

Proof of this is simple. If Michels were correct, then dynastic states,
which were run by powerful oligarchies and disciplined bureaucracies,
would never have surrendered power to colonial subjects, the factions that
established dictatorships and created monstrous oligarchic bureaucracies
would never have been overthrown, and the global corporate bureaucracies
that once bestrode the planet, such as Standard Oil, would have survived
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intact. But these bureaucratic oligarchies all fell, both because factions within
them pressed for change from the inside and because dissident groups and
competitors challenged them from the outside.

Activists in social movements read Michels. They became aware that
oligarchy is an organizational problem. So they took two steps to prevent its
emergence. First, they created organizational forms designed to prevent the
emergence of oligarchy. Anarchist groups initiated wildcat strikes, riots, and
flash mobs. Feminists organized consciousness-raising groups. Grassroots
environmental groups practiced participatory democracy and consensus-
based decision making. The participants in the “Occupy” movement mobi-
lized people around the world using strategies that they consciously designed
to prevent the emergence of organization, bureaucracy, and oligarchy.

Second, social movement activists purposely created diverse and multiple
social movement organizations. Organizational diversity created a friendly
and sometimes fiercely contentious rivalry among social movement organ-
izations. This often prevented any one group from establishing a monopoly
on power and discouraged associated organizations from promoting oligar-
chy, in part because activists who were denied the ability to participate
meaningfully in organizational decision making could exit and join another
organization that might be more democratic and accommodating. The econo-
mist Albert Hirschman provided an excellent account of this kind of behavior
in his book Exit, Voice, and Loyalty.36

Organizational competition and diversity in the environmental, feminist,
and civil rights movements curbed organizational tendencies toward oligar-
chy.37 When SDS and NOW were taken over by oligarchies, activists de-
parted. The exit of the Weatherman faction destroyed SDS as an organiza-
tion. The exit of lesbian and other feminists from NOW created a host of
diverse, competitive organizations outside of NOW. The women’s move-
ment is both stronger and less oligarchic than it was. These developments
suggest that scholars reevaluate Michels’s characterization of change in so-
cial movement organizations.

They might also rethink the artificial disciplinary distinction between
social movements, which are typically studied by sociologists, and political
parties, which are typically studied by political scientists. As Buechler ob-
serves, “Sociology largely ceded questions of politics to its sister discipline
of political science. The latter, in turn, defined its subject matter as the
organized and institutionalized dimensions of state, governments, elections,
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and parties. Because social movements involve extra-institutional elements,
they were off the radar screens of political scientists.”38

OPTIMISM

This book takes an optimistic view of social movements and social change,
though its optimism is tempered by a realistic appreciation of its limits. It
differs from the pessimistic views of many social movements scholars, who
have expressed frustration with the inability of social movements to make
change. William G. Martin has argued that “for at least several hundred
years . . . successive waves of movements . . . have attacked and destabilized
the capitalist world-economy, its hegemonic power, and dominant geo-cul-
tures, and yet, . . . have come to provide legitimacy and the foundation for a
new ordering of accumulation and political rule on a world scale.”39 This is a
gloomy view of social movements’ ability to make change.

This kind of pessimism, which is common in a literature that finds it
difficult even to assess whether social movements have contributed to appre-
ciable social change, stems from two sources. The first is methodological.
Many scholars set a high standard for change. They argue that unless a
movement makes a “revolution” or changes everything or transforms the
capitalist world-system as a whole, then it changes nothing. Moreover, move-
ments that make minor changes or “reforms” may actually strengthen the
system and make things worse.

But scholars need not set the bar so high. They might recognize that the
slow, partial, and incremental changes made by social movements may be
significant nonetheless. By all accounts, the individuals and small groups that
fought to end the laws against interracial marriage or make contraceptives
widely available to married and unmarried couples, heterosexuals and homo-
sexuals, made modest change. It might be easy to dismiss them as reformists
who made no real change. But one might also argue that they did much more:
they transformed race and gender relations, changed the meaning of mar-
riage, the reproductive decisions made by women, and the demographic con-
tours of people living in the United States and countries around the world.

Cynicism too often rationalizes inaction. The perspective here is that
action by social movements is better than inaction because action, even when
it is misguided, has at least some chance of making change, while inaction
has no chance of making change.
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The optimism advocated here does not require people to blind themselves
to persistent inequality or harrowing violence. It asks only that people recog-
nize that the changes they advance will likely be partial, complex, and sub-
ject to reverse. As Martin Luther King Jr. observed, “Let us realize the arc of
the moral universe is long but it bends toward justice.”40

Pessimism also stems from a second source: recent experience. The re-
cent failure of many “revolutionary” nationalist, socialist, and religious
movements to promote democracy or economic development in many post-
colonial republics, the collapse of the labor movement, the inability of civil
rights, feminist, youth, immigrant, and gay and lesbian movements to secure
social equality, and the rise of restrictionist movements and violent male
groups that attack women and girls has persuaded many scholars to adopt a
pessimistic view of social movements and their ability to make constructive
change. Of course, inequality persists. But social movements face different
challenges today than they did in the past. Gone are the dynastic empires that
sent Cortez to the Americas and slave traders to Africa; the fascist regimes
that committed genocide and waged worldwide wars to establish slave-based
empires; the dictatorships that conducted dirty wars and throttled liberty in
southern and eastern Europe, Latin America, East Asia, and North Africa; the
segregated social systems imposed by Jim Crow states and apartheid govern-
ments in South Africa; and much of the violence that male authorities rou-
tinely inflicted on women, children, students, servants, workers, conscripts,
convicts, and slaves. Social movements fought to extinguish these evils. By
any measure, the dynastic states, dictatorships, and restrictionist movements
that threaten liberty, promote inequality, and relish violence today are lesser
evils.

If one takes a long view, there is considerable evidence that social move-
ments have transformed social relations and produced a rising tide of global
social change. Of course, change, like the tide, advances and retreats. But just
as global warming, which is a product of human agency, has lifted the seas,
social movements have raised the waterline and lifted the sands, so we now
stand, between waves, on higher ground.
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