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THOUSANDS of years of exhortations, moralizing, and pacifist preaching have dramatically failed to prevent a series of increasingly destructive war; neither have the wars themselves ever provided an effective close to the vicious cycle of man's self~destruction. As ineffectual as traditional pacifism has been in bringing peace, so has traditional militarism shown its bankruptcy as a means to national security. Our present arms race makes all mankind less secure than ever before. Extremists have boiled down the choice we have to "Red or dead"; unable to bear the anxiety of the times, they are ready to choose between the equally unacceptable courses of peace at any price or war at any cost. Unless alternatives are found to these extremes, all mankind will be the loser. 

Non-violence, although often linked with pacifism, must be seen separately; it is a distinct alternative to the "passive-ism" stereotype, and, in fact, is quite aggressive. Most of the sit-in participants and Freedom Riders, although non-violent, are not pacifists. Many of them are fighting non-violently for integration while they look forward to joining the Army, with no sense of contradiction. For them non-violence is a technic of action, a moral and psychological strategy, without the all-embracing implications that pacifism has. The situation in the American South is not unique in this respect but rather--surprisingly-- quite typical. Most of Gandhi's followers in South Africa and India were not pacifists; they adopted his non-violent strategy and his constructive program because they thought it was going to be effective. More examples could be given; the point is that non-violent action is often adopted by non-pacifists. In fact, non-violence as a mode of action is often unrecognized as such by those who practice it--why not? The essence of non-violence is, after all, "a firm holding to truth". There need be nothing sectarian or studied about that; but we can profit from an understanding of how such a principle can be deliberately applied for the constructive resolution of conflict. 

Psychiatry and Non-violence 
Most psychiatrists are not pacifists, but they base their approach to patients on principles which have much in common \vith non~ violence. We accept the patient as a person, first of all, in order to help him; this does not mean that we accept all of his behavior, but rather that we differentiate between the unacceptable expressions of behavior and the person as a whole. We strive to align ourselves with what is most mature in the patient, so as to help him deal with the less mature, self~defeating, or conflict-ridden aspects of his being. We abjure punishment. We abjure seduction. We do not fight against the patient, but work with him towards better understanding using the therapeutic relationship as the chief instrument. We are prepared to be bitterly denounced and/or beseeched and/or propositioned in the course of therapy. We respond to these expressions seriously, but we do not reciprocate in kind, i.e., retaliate. 

Taking the analysis of psychotherapeutic principles still further, let us consider the place of force in therapy; to dramatize it, think of treating an over-aggressive young child. It is the doctor's job to help the child control his destructive impulses. In so doing the doctor does not punish. Neither does he allow the child to run wild, a danger to himself and others. He tries to understand the underlying dynamics of the behavior, speaking to the child within the context of a helpful, non-punitive relationship. But sometimes words (or our understanding and patience) aren't enough and physical restraint becomes necessary. Force is then used to control, but not to punish; the distinction is very important and it is made clear to the child. But what if the doctor is provoked to anger, say, by a kick in the shins? Then it is best that he be honest, tell the child (who knows anyway) that he is angry, but that he will not retaliate, nor will he even remain angry at the child. He may oppose certain behavior, but he does not oppose the whole child; if the child and the doctor are enemies, treatment cannot proceed. One thing that helps the doctor to remain non~violent is his recognition that the patient's feelings especially extreme feelings--are not to be taken personally by the therapist, but rather to be made the object of understanding by patient and therapist together. 

Without any illusions about psychotherapy for nations, let us compare non-violence in its social and political context; the important thing to note is that non-violence, as an applied technic of conflict resolution, lends itself to scientific study and experimentation. We cannot very well experiment with nuclear war. We can, on the other hand, invite military leaders to confer with experienced leaders of nonviolent action, train military and non-military volunteers in non~ violent technics, and, when an opportunity presents itself, try the method. Our super~weapons make us so inflexible and tense that we are turning again to conventional war technics; but we are intimidated there, too, by the realization that small wars are likely to escalate out of control. As a result we find ourselves making threats and watching the conflict worsen. Undoubtedly there are many situations-- 

including Berlin--where a non~violent contingent could play an important strategic role in preventing both loss of face and war. 

Non-violence may be defined as the active adherence to a principle (truth as one sees it); the non-violent person refuses to use or yield to violence, but keeps an open mind respecting the person of any and every opponent. Non-violence can be active, to induce change, as in the segregated South; or it can be passive non~cooperation as in Denmark and elsewhere against the Nazis. Fundamentally it requires communication of both content and affect between the conflicted parties. The non-violent person makes clear his position in word and action; he responds to the other but does not retaliate, i.e. his responsiveness never capitulates his principles. He believes that ends are inherent in the means, and that good ends cannot be achieved by evil means, of which violence is the prime example. The integrity of the non-violent person is maintained so long as he does not become violent; he can change his mind about the stand he is making and still have his integrity. Thus, the non-violent person is supposed to be flexible and openminded, persuading and open to persuasion, but not coercing or coercible. As in psychotherapy the sustained integrity of the non~violent person is meant to be beneficial interpersonally, and is based on empathic but objective understanding of the other person's position. 

Psychiatrists and non~violent actionists approach conflict as an eternal and necessary part of human life; it cannot be ignored or obliterated. On the contrary, the constructive resolution of conflict should be beneficial to people on both sides; we are well aware that this is not easy, especially since it often means painful self-appraisal for all concerned. 

Interestingly, psychiatry has not always been a non~yiolent disci~ pline, nor did it easily become so. It was less than 200 years ago that Dr. Philippe Pinel struck the chains off the lunatics in Paris, and crude, punitive mechanical restraints only gradually disappeared after that. Among the arguments of those who wanted to keep mechanical restraints was that "it might work somewhere else but never here, the poeple are too aggressive and violent..." In this country, conservative psychiatrists argued that non-restraint worked in England because the English are docile, but the vigorous pioneer spirit which characterized emigrants to the New World would militate against the non~restraint--i.e. non-violence-- principle. 

This, of course, is precisely the argument used by skeptics tovward Gandhi's non-violence: it worked against the British because they are gentlemen with a strong sense of fair play; it would never work against the Germans or Russians or Chinese. But what would these skeptics have predicted about how non-violence would work in the segregated South? Would the American sense of decency, democracy and fair play override the deep-seated~ forcibly maintained establishment of racial prejudice? This question is being answered right now, by a courageous experiment.

 A more far-reaching question needs to be answered: is there a qualitative or quantitative difference in the hostility dealt with by Gandhi in the British colonies, King in our South, etc., and that which we feel the Russians and Chinese have towards us, Arabs and Israelis have for each other? We always assume that the present enemy is utterly inhuman, ruthless, and unreachable, but we must find ways to check our feelings with the external reality or we will simply make ourselves into the mirror image of Qur pre~ sumed enemy. 

Neurotic vs. Mature Pacifism 

We have seen that non~violence is used often, if not mostly, by persons who are not pacifists. The converse of this important fact is that not all pacifists are non-violent. This implies, quite correctly, that unconscious impulses to violence can operate behind a pacifist facade, and that some pacifists maintain their position as a neurotic defense against their own opposite impulses. As one might suppose, the impulses, when blindly repressed, cannot be controlled as well as when they are consciously recognized and understood. Thus, insofar as pacifism represents a neurotic defense, and therefore is not nonviolent, it is bound to fail in its mission. We should note that militarism, too, is a position which may neurotically mask opposing impulses: belligerence, toughness and ruthlessness often cover passive tendencies and tender human feelings which must be hidden because they are "weak". Lately, extreme militarists have been emphasizing "credibility", i.e. that we are willing to use nuclear weapons massively if necessary; they feel that any glimmer of human compassion--even willingness to negotiate--represents weakness on our part. This dangerous attempt at self-dehumanization is as likely to backfire as is pacifism when it is neurotically determined. (Perhaps this helps explain the fact that often less than 50 percent of our troops could fire their weapons in battle.) 

Looking again at non-violence, we see a mode of action which utilizes many laudable facets of military training: courage, devotion and loyalty, discipline, a willingness to make sacrifices, self-control. At the same time, it is designed to psychologically disarm the opponent, not to provoke him to violence as military action usually does. Non-violence technics, skillfully and appropriately used, have often deterred violence; since the global strategies of both great powers todaz is based on "deterrence"--a psychological concept--it behooves us to investigate non-violence as an alternative to the fragile, intensifying balance of terror. Nothing can any longer be defended by military means; military strategy is now all offense; all our hopes are based on threats of massive retaliation. Non-violence seems to offer a means of true defense that might fill a strategic gap in present policies. As such it is worthy of study in theory and in practice by scientists of many disciplines. 

Animal Behavior: Deterrence 
Let us turn to ecology, the science of animal behavior, for some pertinent examples. Of course we must realize the limitations of reasoning by analogy, but nonetheless these observations and experiments can heIp point the way to empirical, scientific study of human groups. Konrad Lorenz has observed that animals capable of destroying others of their own species 1) are isolated, leading solitary lives except at mating time (when libidinal outweigh destructive im~ pulses); or, more often 2) possess an instinctual inhibitory mechanism which prevents intranspecies destruction. When two wolves fight, and ooe is defeated the defeated one will extend the vulnerable underside of its neck to the victor, and the victor, while still circling and growling, cannot strike. The loser has stopped fighting unilaterally in a way that effectively freezes his opponent, stopping the fight short of destruction and so conserving the species. Simi~arly, dogs will roll ovet and expose the unprotected underside in order to inhibit an aggressor. 

Z. Y. Kuo, who has studied animal fighting in group situations, notes that the inhibition fails to work when the aggressor dog is an experienced or trained fighter: in such cases the underdog may be seriously injured or killed. This has obvious implications for nonviolence in human conflict, and needs further study. Most skeptics feel that non-violence cannot work against indoctrinated, brutalized human beings. Advocates of non-violence maintain that its express purpose is to undo emotionally the brutalization imposed on men by training and indoctrination. Although far from non-violent, the Hungarian revolution of 1956 provides a remarkable example: Russian troops had to be imported from Mongolia because those in Budapest were not firing on the Freedom Fighters. 

In a word, we are looking for a reliable deterrent: on the international scene a deterrent to war, on the domestic scene, a deterrent to crime, and in the therapy room a deterrent to destructive uncontrolled impulse. The deterrent as such is only a stop-gap. The only lasting, reliable deterrents are controls from within, social cohesiveness, and the establishment of conditions compatible with peace and progress. The present military deterrent, very similar on both sides, is simply capital punishment for nations. We are justifiably alarmed not only by its sadistic magnitude, but also--and even more so, as scientists--by its unreliability as an inhibitor, its fundamentaJ unsoundness as a deterrent, psychologically speaking. We know about the ineffectiveness of capital punishment as a deterrent to crime, hut above and beyond that we have many examples showing the failure of deterrence in international affairs. Russia's recent threat to destroy Japan because of her alliance with the U.S. resulted only in a stronger declaration of alliance. Similarly, antagonism of the U.S. towards Castro's Cuba helped unify that country farther to the left. 

Conclusions 

Psychiatrists, military men, diplomats and pacifists are all involved in trying to control disruptive instinctual expressions, i.e. the tendencies in all of us that make social living difficult. Each has a different approach. The crucial distinction to be made is whether we are trying to control these instincts through recognition and understanding of them within ourselves, or through denial (concions or unconscious) that we have these instincts at all. It seems that violence, itself a manifestation of the most antisocial impulses, commonly oc~ curs with the latter approach: all the "badness" is projected out onto others whom we then violently attack. Non~violence, on the other hand, can be practiced only by those who recognize their own humble instinctual foundations. A pacifist who is blinded by his own defenses against internal aggression cannot be non~violent any more than a general who, projecting all around, cannot see the enemy within himself. 

Surprisingly, one conclusion from all of this is that non-violent defense can be a function of an enlightened military organization. Specifically, some of our military leaders, strategists, and psychologists might collaborate with non~violent strategists and training leaders to develop a strategy which appeals to both as theoretically sound and practically workable. Together they could invite volunteers from within and outside the military to train in non-violent techniques. Eventually there will arise an occasion when non-violent action can be tested by agreement of all concerned. In such a situation conventional militarists need not fear weakening their position, nor would non-violent actionists feel they were contributing to intensification of the Cold War. 

Volunteers for such training need be mature people, but they needn't be saints or mystics. They would be no more masochistic than soldiers are generally expected to be; although unarmed, they would be acting to prevent violence. (Armed soldiers, although "protected", are provoking violence from the opponent.) Perhaps ideally the test of non-violence on the international scene would be for the UN Police Force to act non~violently. Even now there is reason to doubt the efficacy and wisdom of using armed UN troops when 1) the force available is small and relatively weak, and 2) the moral and psychological force of a non-violent international peace corps would be much greater. What is the point of sending in armed troops with orders not to use their arms? Is the UN border patrol between Israel and Egypt effective because it is so strong militarily? 

Again to differentiate between non~violence and pacifism: "only he who is capable of striking can be non~violent" (Gandhi). Neurotic inbibition is not non-violence. Gandhi also said, "It is better to be violent and slay a tyrant than to run away or bow down as a coward". He maintained that, if you carry a sword in your hand, you might as well use it. Unconscious hostility cannot be disguised by a non~violent pantomime. Healthy non~violent action is designed to utilize what is best in the opponent. One attempts to ally oneself with the higher human values and feelings of the person being opposed. One cannot do this in anger, or in fear, or in self-purification at the other's expense. Non-violence uses (sublimates) aggression constructively; neurotic pacifism denies it. 

In light of this analysis, "better dead than Red", the current patriotic justification for total destruction, represents bravado, not bravery, stubbornness not steadfastness. In contrast, the Freedom Riders would clearly rather be dead than be slaves; moreover, they would rather be dead than be barbarians. Hence they abjure violence, in spite of abundant excuses for it. Our violent patriots, meanwhile, would rather everybody be dead than have to change themselves; panic-stricken, they adopt means which sacrifice the most important religious and humanitarian values which they claim to defend. They would not put so much emphasis on armaments if they themselves were not cowed by the threat of force. By asserting "better dead than Red", they are acknowledging their inability to stand firm in a situation where the real choice is to persuade or be persuaded, to modify one's own claims and beliefs in the light of external reality or suffer individually--even die--on behalf of these claims and beliefs. 

Human conflict is here to stay--as long as we are here. In the broadest sense of the term, nonviolent approaches to conflict must be used if we are to survive. To this end, it behooves us to develop the most sophisticated, effective, scientific technics that we can. There is nothing moralistic about it; it is a practical necessity for long term survival in an age of overkill. 

