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Some Thoughts of Gramsci

In his writings on political conflicts in nineteenth-century
Italy, Antonio Gramsci returned repeatedly to the relations of rural
and urban populations. He had befofe him the model of the Jacobins
during the French Revolution ' . .who succeeded in érushiné all the
Right parties over to the Girondins on the agrarian question, and
not only to forestall a rural coalition against Paris but to multiply
their own supporters in the provinces. . ." (Gramsci 1949: 104).

The comparison remained at the core of his conception of the rivoluzione
mancata: the gocial revolution which could have occurred during the
creétion of a unified Italian state, but failed to happen.

Iﬁipursuing this pfoblem, Gramsci developed two important ideas
about rﬁrgl-urban politicai relations. The first is a political dis-
tinctipn between industrial and non-industrial cities. The industrial
city, Gramsci tells us, is "always more progressive than the countryéide,
which depends on it organically" (Gramsci 1949: 95). -Hence a revo-
lutionary movement which sweeps industriai cities draws in their
hinterlands as well. The non-industrial gity is different, at least
in Italy. "In this type of city there exists," Gramsci writes, "an
ideological unity from whigh even the nuclei which are most modern
because of their civic functions (although such modern nuclei do,
in fact; exist) don't escape: it is haté and disdain for the serf,
an impliéit united front against the demands of.the countryside, which
would, 1if granted, make that type of city impossible" (Gramsci 1949:
95-96). In the North, Gramsci saw the industrial city as already

dominant in the nineteenth century. 1In the South the anti-rural city

and the anti-rural sentiment prevailed.




To the distinction between the political orientations of in-

dustrial and non-industrial cities, Gramsci added an idea which was
later to occur to Lin Piao:

Iﬁ the Risorgimento, furthermore, one - can already seé

the embryonic development of the historical relationship

of North and South as like the relationship between a

great city and a great rural area. . .(Gramsci 1949: 96).

The fural-urbah relationship Gramsci had in mind here was one of
domination and exploitation. Thus the rural-urban division wi;hin the
South and the rural-urban division between the South and the North
blocked that union of the oppressed which alone could have brought
abdﬁt‘a éocial revolution.

In this analysis, Gramsci's idea of "rural® and "urban" did not
depend on the conventional statisticai standards: size and deansity.
There are othér frequently-used criteria. We can find'specialists
using a.settlement's position in some spatial hierarchy of‘actiVities
as a criterion of its urbanity~-with places which serve as Eentérs
for the widest range of activities and/oréfor the.largest geographic
areas considered most urban. Others use ?he population's orientations
and life styles as the tests. Still others focus on the structure of
social relations in the se;tlement: the more differengiated, the more
urban; the less agricultutal, the more urban; and so on. Gtamsci's
own ideas of "rural" and furban" come closest to the last category.

In essence, areas in which the basic social relations are built around
control of the land qualify as rural, in his treatment; they qualify

whether they are large or small, whether -everyone is a farmer or not.

To be more accurate, Gramsci's basic distinctions depend on

the relations of production. The cities of the South were the places




such'as Palermo or Naples where resided those numerdus gentlemen and
merchants who drew their principal incomes from ownership of the soil
but took no direct part in its~cultivation.4 In the settlements of the
countryside were the thousands of landless and 1and—poor workers who
‘actually planted, tilled and harvested. The ". . .demands of the
countryside, which would, if granted, make that type of city im-
| possibie. . " were, of course, demands for redistribution of the land.
The rural-urban division he portrayed was a class division as well.
The comparison between the cities of South and North becomes the
' comparison between 'parasitic" and generative cities, a comparison
which numerous analysts of the non-western world have made in recent
decades. And the treatment of the relationshlp between North and South
as an urban—rual relationshlp likewise calls attentlon to its exploita-
tive character.

In these terms, then, Gramsci's analysis of nineteenth—century
 Italy presentsa clear and forceful model of the political relations
between town and country. To the extent that the prevailing rural-
urban division separates exploited agricnitural workers from their
exploiters, it tells us, we should expect little collaboration between
rural and urban classes and little common action from the necessarily
fragmented countryside, despite the probability of widespread conflict
on a local scale. A revolutionary movement is only likely to bring
town and country together where the town is already serving as a
generator of rural activity. And in a predominantly agricultural

country the revolution is likely to fail if an effective rural-urban

coalition of the exploited classes does not appear.




The Gramscian Questions

The problem of the rivoluzione mancata raises a series of

questions about town and country in revolution:
1) Do rural and urban populations fay characteristically
- different roles in revolution?

2) What difference to the outcome of a revolution do the

extent and character of rural-urban cleavage make?

3) To what extent, and how, does the character of rural-urban

 division in an area affect the likelihood of revolution in that
area?
With some extrapolétion, Gramsci's analysis of ﬂiﬁeteenth—éentury Italy
yields interesting answers to all four questions.

What does Gramsci say about the first question: the charac-
teristic roles of city and country iﬁ revolution? The country
‘struggles over control of the land, while the city struggles over
control of labor. The interests of ﬁhe ""subaltern classes" of town

and country are necessarily different, although they are not necessarily
contradictory. The two are only 1ike1y to act in concert when united
a) by some linking organization, b) by a common opbosition to the
dominant classes and to their instrument, the state.

| What difference to the outcome of a revolution do the extent
and character of rural-urban cleavage make? That is where Gramsci
begins. If rural-urban cleavage is great, a successful revolution is
less 11ke1j; the cleavage separates the natural revolutionaries, the
exploited classes of town and country, from each other. This is,

however, quite an extrapolation of Gramsci's analysis, since he was




analyzing cases in which both town and country did have important

political roles.

Finally, to what extent--and how--does the character of rural-
urban division in an area affect the likelihood of revolution in that
area? We need another extrapolation: All other things being equal,
the more tho;oughly the influence of cities periades the countryside,
the more likely is revolution. Revolution, in this case, is the
effective transfer of power to a new class. Rebellions of different
sorts are quite likely to occur where the working‘classes of city and
Eountry are:insulated from each other. But an effeéﬁive transfer of
power requirés a union of the two.

| Notice that Gramsci avoids two alterﬁative simpiifications which
havé béen common in recent analyses of Asian rebellioné and revolutionary
mdvemedts; 1) assuming a one-to-one relationship between the extent
of gfievahce;.exploitation or hardship and the degree of rebelliousness,
2) treating the involvement in rebellion of any particular population
as a measure of the effectiveness of a revolutionary organization
(or, for that matter, of a counter-revolutionary organization) in
dealing with that population. Either one can, of course, become true
by definition; all it takes is an appropriate criterion for “grievance"
in the one case and for "effectiveness'" in the other. But we have
plenty of analyses which go directly from imputed motives to actiop,
on the one hand, and from organizational effectiveness to revolutionary
success, on the other, without passing through t;utology.

In the case of Viet Nam, Mitchell's well-known effort to relate

insurgency to equality of land distribution (or, more precisely, control

by the South Vietnamese regime to inequality, tenancy, previous French




ownership, and so on) is an example of the first simplification. As
Sansom points out, a more plausible interpretation of the same findings
takes into consideration the strategy of the "insurgents," the effects
of their land redistribution where they gaiﬁéd control, and the dis-
tinction between the grievances of an area's tenants and the political
alliances of its landlords (Sansom 1970; Paige 1970). Gramsci was
aware that an elite could persist in the face of mass hostility so long
as the mass had no Qrganizational focus and no external allies.

The analysis of Leites and Wolf illustrates the second simpli-

fication. (Leites and Wolf wrote Rebellion and Authority in an

. abstract, generalizing style, but with Viet Nam very much in mind.)
Explicitly challenging the "hearts-and minds" version of the first

simplification, they reach such conclusions aé:

Politically, the capabilities that A must develop .and
demonstrate involve the capacity to act with speed, con-
sistency, and discrimination. More specifically, A must
protect the population; identify desired behavior and

" reward it by effective programs; and withhold such
programs in areas that have falled to perform in desirable
ways. A must demonstrate a capacity to act with discrimina-
tion and restraint, basing its action on legal and orderly
processes that provide a contrast to the putative ille-
gality and disorder of R (Leites and Wolf 1970: 154).

"A" and "R" are, of coursé, Authorities aﬂd Rebels. Leites gnd Wolf
make coﬁcessions to the demands of potential rebels,,but-emﬁhasiie
the tacticai importance of the supply of rewardslaﬁd punishments. The
rewards and punishments are, Leites and Wolf-péint out, much mére
elastic than the demands.

Such an organizational argument underestimates the extént to
which rebels know where their'interests lie, and match them with the

long-run programs (not just the current tactics) of one side or the




other. It also assumes that the pational government recognizec by
outsiders as the government has the advantage of legitimacy, §r at
least of priority. Gramsci, by contrast, assumed that each class _
hadAa vision and a memory: helped by its avant-garde, it was aware
of its long-run intérests, acted on them when it could, but often
Alacked the means of effective action. '"No méss action is possible,"”
he declared, "if the mass itself isn't convinced of the ends to be
accomﬁlished and of the means to be applied" (Gramsci 1951: 20).

Gramscil wo:ked out most such arguments concretely, with
Italian problems in yiew. One example is his treatment of the poéition‘
éf tﬂe socialists around the turn of tﬁé’centur&: |

The insurrection of the Sicilian peasants in 1894 -and the

"rebellion of Milan in 1898 were the crucial experiment
for the Italian bourgeoisie. After the bloody decade of
1890-1900, the bourgeoisie had to give up an overly ex-

- clusive, overly violent and overly direct dictatorship:
both the southern peasants and the northern workers
rebelled against them simultaneously, if not in concert.
In the new century the dominant class inaugurated a new
policy of class alliance, of class political blocs, that
is of bourgeois democracy. It had to choose: either
rural democracy, an alliance with the southern peasants,
a policy of low tariffs, universal suffrage, administra-
tive decentralization, low prices for industrial products,
or a capitalist-worker industrial bloc without universal
suffrage, for protectionism, for the maintenance of state

" centralization (an expression of bourgeois domination over
the peasant, especially in the South and the Islands),
for a reformist pclicy on wages and unionization. Not
by chance, it chose the second solution; Giolitti
personified bourgeois domination, and the Socialist part
became the means of Giolittian policy (Gramsci 1951: 22).

Gramscl assumes that the interests and demands of the majbr classes are
‘knowm, but their political outcome is much in doubt. " The work of a
revolutionary party is to mobilize them, synthesize them, and subordinate

them to a general revolutionary program (see Cammett 1967: 174-176).




Gramsci's analyses have their inconvenient side. -Although he
" has much to say abou; the objective interests and demands of perticular
classes, he offers no general formula for calculating them. We can't
move easily fr§m Gramsci's reasoning to generalizations about the
revolutionary potential of different kinds of workers or different
kinds of peasants. Nor'does he havg much to say in general about the
kinds of countries of the'stages of development which are especially
favorable to rebellion and/or revolution. His life and thought
centered on strategic questions: most of all, how to build a revolution
with the materials provided by different forms and.stages of western
capiﬁélisﬁ.’ For tﬁe rest, we must go back to Marx or forward to Mﬁo.

In dealing wifh our three questions,fhen, Graﬁsci providés
us with a good start; but ﬁo more than that. He aims us éway from
the analysis of éhért-run fluctuations in hardship, of expectations,
of tradition, and toward the analysis of class, power, organiéation
and communication. The main task of this paper is to present an
analysis of town and country in revolution which is Gramscian in tone,
if not in detail.

The analysis has three layers. First comes a stark presenta-
tion of a general argument, which includes some defining of terms and
some elementary modelébuilding. Second, a brlef discussion of the way
the argument applies to the European experience from which it is
derived. Third, some suggestions as to the possible application of

the argument to the collective actions and revolutionary involvements

of Asian peasants.




Europe and Asia

:ﬁéfore the analysis; a warning. I make no claim that the Asian
situation today corresponds closely to the European situation at any
time in the past. I explicitly reject the idea of étandard paths of
"political development" which make it possible td anticipate the
experience of "backward" countries by scrutinizing the experiences
of "advanced" countries (see C. Tilly 1974a). It is possible that the
generalizations I propose~-however valid they may be for the European
past--have no relevance whatsoever to contemporary Asia.

Let's remember what Europe was like. Five hundred years ago,
the European_éopulation.was, compared to the rest of the world,
relativély prosperous, predominantly peasant, fairly homégeneous from
a cultural point of view. In these respects, Europe as a whole re-
sembled China, and faintly resembled India or Japan. (The comparison
of the continent of Europe with the subcontinent of China makes sense,
since in 1500 each had something like 100 million people spread over
about 4 million square miles.) However, Europe--again, as compared
with the rest of the world of 1500--had an extensive network of
cities and a series of elites strongly connected by kinship, by
political alliance and by economic interdependence, yet had rather
weak structures of patronage and of corporate kinship. Local
communities, as such, played.an exceptionally significant part in the
collective lives of Euroéeans. That was partly because of the weakness
of patronage and corporate kindship, partly because of the historical
importance of the parish and the manor as units of settlement, ad-

ministration and collective action.
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Most of the European territory had, of course, once fallen
under the control of a single empire governed from Rome. The empire
had left its mark on language, religton, social relations and lines of
communication. By 1500, however, the territory was broken up into
hundreds of separate political units. Although the many govefnménts
overlapped and depended upon one another, at least five hundred
different rulers exercised some kind of sovereignty somewhere in Europe.
Despite the power of the Habsburgs and the pretentions of the Holy
Roman Emperor (atlthat time ordinafily a Habsburg himself), ﬁo single
politiqal organizétion outweighed all the rest.

-vIn tﬁese respects, Furope differed significantly from China, and
from Jépan as Qeli; in 1500 it was, perhaps, closer to India. The combina-
tion 6f weak pétronage, weak corporate kiﬁship, relatively ﬁomogeneous
culture and territorial communities which were prominent as units of
solidarity and collective action distinguished Europe from most of Asia.
There were, to be sure, similarities in individual itemé: local communities,
for example, appear to have had exceptional salience as ﬁqits of collec-
tive action in Viet Nam and (at least from Tokugawa times) in Japan. Any
‘comparison in which one term contains a quarter of the world's population
(Europe) and the other term half the world's population (Asia) will suffer
many exceptions. Nevertheless, the interesting combination of homogeneity,
interdepéndence and political fragmentation sets Europe off from most of Asia

After 1500, a few of the hundreds of governments became the
?cores of expanding national states. The next three centuries brought a
tremendous consolidation, centralization, elaboration and increase in
power of state structures. By the late nineteenth century, the political

map of Europe had simplified into a few dozen territories with well
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X
established sovereignty. These national states had grown up in con-
junction with capitalism, iﬁdustrialism and urbanism. The exact con-
nections of statemaking Qith these other phenomena are still debatable.
Still, it is clear that the states had come go fbrm a system: they
were tightly interdependent, exercised collective control over each
others' claims outside their_oWn territories, monitored entries into
and exits from statehood, comprised a well-established hierarchy,
warred with each other within constraints set by that hierarchy (but
also as a means of adjusting the hierarchy), and depended on a con-
tinental division of ecoﬁomic labor. The Européan ;tates jointly
imposed their pdwer on much of fhe rest of tﬁe world. They.é#ported
the particular political forms of their own state-system into the
terfitories they conquered. The nearly édntinuous riée of states and
of a state-system was therefore the fundamental political fact for
Europe over the centuries after 1500, in much the same way that the
waxing and waning of successive empires was the fundamental political
fact for China until at least the middle of the nineteenth century.
All this means that anyone who wants to generalize from the
European political experience to that of Asia will: probably do better
with China, Japan or India than with other parts of Asia, but will
probably not do very well even there. The generalizations will have
to make allowances for the residues of empire in Europe, for thé
relative strength of local communities, for the relative weakness of
patronage and of corporate'kinship, for the long, thorough concentra-
tion of power in national states. My modest'hope for relevance hangs
on two possibilities:l 1) that the sorts of questions one can ask

fruitfully about the European experience are worth asking in Asia as
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well; 2) that some of the general relationships suggested by a Gramscian

analysis hold widely, even if the concrete sequences; issues, alliances
and outcomes are quite different from the ones Gramsci studied. 1In
pursuing these two posgsibilites, I will make‘no attempt to build up

an original analysis or a compelling Body of evidence. Insteéd, I
will draw freely on other analyses in this volume and on standard

treatments of China, Japan, Viet Nam and a few other parts of Asia.

Concepts and Arguments

| Within any arbi;rarily defined population, we may identify at
least as many possible social categories as there are possible com-
Sinations of all the status distinctions made by members of the popula-
tion. At‘any éiven point in time, the members of the population are
only distinguishing_a-small pfoportion of all those categories from

eﬁch other. Oniy a small proportion of those active categories, further-
more, consist of people who are exerting collectivevcontfol'over

resources. They are groups. We may call an increase in .a group's

collective control over resources mobilization, and a decrease de-

mobilization. To the extent that a group applies resources to a common

end, it carries on collective action. To the extent that it applies
those resources to influence governmental action, it is cqntending
for power. We have a sort of political continum: ' no category/
category/group/collective action/contention for power. We will add
to the continuum in a moment.

Within the arbitrarily defined population, we can also lbcate
the principal concentrated means of coercion. If there is an organiza-
tion which controls that concentrated means of coercion,_it is a govern-
ment. (If there is no such concentration or no organization controlling

it, there is no government; if there is more than one organization
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controlling the concentrated means of coercion, there is more than one
government; to the extent that the organization is centralized,

autonomous and differentiated, and the territory it controls con-

" tiguous and bounded, the organizatioun is a state.) Over some ar-

bitrarily defined period of time, we can observe the interactions
between ;he government and the population under its control. As
I have already said, any group which collectively applies resources
to influehce'the governmeﬁt during that period, is a contender for
pbwer., Some conteﬁders have routine means of making claims on the
government_which are accepted by other contenders and by agents of
the government; collectively, such contenders make up the polity
related'to a particular government; individually, Qe call them members
of the polity. Jdintly (but usually unequally) the members control
the government. Contenders which do not have routine, éécepted means
of making ciaims on the government are not members of the polity; they
are challengers.

| Every polity has its own rules of membership. Established ways
in which challengers become members} and vice versa. How those rules
vary, and how hard or easy they make changes in membership are among
the prime problems of comparative politics. However, the rules.of
admission operating at any particular time appear to depend heavily
on the past history of admissions to the polity. They almost always
include the requirement that the contender demonstrate control over
extensive resources, especially manpower. By and large, existing
members of a polity resist new admissions; they work to have the rules

applied stringently. Yet at times a member forms a coalition with a

challenger: the member gains access to resources under the challenger's
@
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control, as the challenger gains a degree of protection from represgion
and a degree of support in its bid for membership. Members test each
other intermittently, and individuall& resist loss of memBership in the
polity;

Whatever else they do, ghen, governménts eitract résources
ffom the ﬁopulations under their conﬁrol, apply the resources to ac-
tivities favored by the members of the polity, and constrain the col-
lective action of contenders--especially of challengers. To the extent
tha; any govefnmental activity raises the cost of collectiye actioﬂ, it
is repressive. The quintessential repressive forces are arﬁiés, police
and intelligence netg; they specialize in raisiﬁg the éést of collec;ive
action to one group or anothér. In some.circumstances;.gaﬁdiﬁé, éipates,
private armies, secret societies and other nongoyernmental grbups con—
trolling Shbétantial méans of force align.themseIVes conditionally with
- governments and become:siénificant repressive forces; those circum-
stances appear to have occurred more frequently in Asia than in Europe
over the last few centuries. Nevertheless, in Europe as well as in
Asia, such irregulars have often played crucial roles where governmental
-authority was weak of divided.

If we wanted to know how repressi@e a government was in general,
we would have to a) choose some particular contender as our foint of
referencé; and assay the net effect of governmental ackivity on its
collective action or b) sum over all confenders; making allowances for
the variable effects of the same governmental action on different
groups. In a situation of competition, for example, raising fhe cost

-

of collective action to one contender will automatically lower the

cost of collective action to at least orne other contender.
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This dénse series of abstractions opens the way to intéresting
hypotheses about collective violence, and then about revolution. Up
‘to this point the statements have been almost purely definitional. From
here on the frequency of definitions declines, and the pace of general-
ization rises. As the generalizations begin, I should emphasize again
that they come mainly from European experience since 1500. That is the
only egperience I have studied seriously in this regard. Nor can I
guarantee that they hold up in every particular for Europe itself.
They merely sum up my current understanding of what happened there.

My suggestions concerning Asia, then, are the reflections of an in-

terested outsider.

Forms of Collective Action

In the European experience, three fundamental forms of collective
action (each with many variants) have led to violence. The first form
we can call éomgetitive: members of a gréup which defines another
particular group as an enemy, rival or competitor act to control the
resources. of that enemy-rival-competitor. The action may consist of
damaging, seizing, asserting a claim to, denying the other's claim to
or blocking access to the resoufces in question.” Thus armed peasants
attack the farms of large landlords, two group; of bandits fight with
"each other, one carpenters' society interrupts the annual procession
of a rival carpenters' society.

The second form is reactive. After some group, or its agent,
lays claim to a resource currently under control of another particular
gr@up, the members of the second group.resist the exercise of that

claim. The response of the second group is reactive. Thus villagers

bar the recruiters who have come to claim their young men for the
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army; members of a national assembly drive out a crowd which has
sought to take the assembly's place; a new landlord fences in part
of the commons, and the users of the commons tear the fence dcwn.
While the competitive forms of collective action have a high
p;obability'of producing violence (in the sense of damage or forceful
seizure of persons or objects), thesé reactive forms may well be non-
violent. The resistance may consist of the filing of a legal aétion
or an appeal to friends in power; it may consist of shouts and symbolic
acts; it may consist of concealing the resources or withﬁolding in-
formation ébout.them; Just so long as a group does these things
together, fhey qualify as collective action.

| The third form is proactive. It involves an iniéiative on the
part of the'#cting-gfoup. Some group carries out an action which,
under the prevailing rules, lays claim to a resource not previously
accorded to that group. If collective violence occurs, it character-
istically begins when at least one other group intervenes in the action
and resists the claim. As a consequence, of two struggling groups, one
will often be carrying on a proactive, the other a reactive, form of
action. Some examples of proaction: strikers seize possession of a
mine, organized squatters move onto vacant land, a junta declares it-

self the new government.
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In all three forms, the "resource;" involved cover quité';
range: they include land, people, private spaces, rights to act in
certain ways. The competitive, reactive and proactive forms resemble
each other in centering on the sequence:

ASSERTION ~ _CHALLENGE
OF CLAIM > TO CLAIM

But they differ considerably with respect to the current status of
that claim and who is making it: Is the claim new? Are the resdurces
already in particular hands?

The characteristic position of authorities is to declare (and

.perhaps -to believe) that competitive dction is the predominant source
of violence: members of a group which defines another particular
group (including the government) as a rival, competitor or enémy
attack the resources of that rival or enemy. Authorities tend to
favor such an‘interﬁretation because a) it is part éf the folk concep-
tion of violence; b) it jusgifiés their intervention as guardians of
public order; c) thg aﬁﬁﬁéritieé exclude seizure and damage performed
by agents of the éovernment—-police, troops, and so on--from the
category of "violence'"; d) there is, in fact, a broad division of
labor betweeﬁ contenders and government: contenders are somewhat
more likely to attack resources, governmental repressive forces to
éttack'persdhs.

In the European experience since 1500, the reactive and pro-
active forms of collective action have played a much larger part in
thé production of violence than has the competitive form. The
repressive forces of Furopean states, furthermore, have played an
extraordinarily large part in them. To be more precise, the recent

European experience falls into three rough phases:

-~
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85
‘ 1. Into the seventeenth century: Local and regional Tivalries
of various kinds play the major part in collective violence.
. Competitive action appears as vendetta, competition among

groups of craftsmen, religious wars, dynéstic struggles,

" intercommunal rivalries, and so on.

2. Seventeenth to nineteenth centuries: As the local claims

of agents of national states, of>1arge ofganizations_aﬁd of
international markets increase, reactive collective action
comes to.predominate as the context for collective viSlenCe.
Tax rebellions, food riots and movements against military
conscription become the most frequent types.

3. Nineteenth and twentieth centurieé:. Once the predominance

of these national and international structures is assured,

. ' . the focus shifts to proactive forms. Contenders make new
. claims, éhd others--especially repressive forces of the
state--resist thgm. Strikes, demdnsfrations, coups become
characteristic forms of collectivg action, and characteristic
] settiﬁgs>for'collective violence.'

v If this summary is correct, governments and their agents are not
simply onlookers, arbiters or cleaners-up in collective violence.
They are often major participants in the actiop. Governments often
lay-new claims which other parties challenge. Governménts often
resist the exercise of new claims. In war and elsewhere, governmeuts
often play a major part in violence among rivals and enemies——at

the extreme, arrogating to themselves the sole right to employ force

in such encounters.
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The three forms are so broad that they might seem, like the
definitions laid out earlier, to exhaust the logical possibilities.
They don't. All three forms relate mobilized groups to each other.
They exclude action by chance crowds, by the generai population and
by the disorganized castoffs of routine soclal life. By tﬁe same
token; they exclude random, expressive, purely destructive acts.

If my summary of the European experience is adequate, indeed,
several drastic conclusions concerning conventional ways of analyzing
collective violence follow: First, there is no reason to think that
collective violence should covary with murder, sﬁicide, theft; family

instability and other forms of behavior which authorities commonly

‘lump together with it under the heading of "disorder." Second,

-

efforts to reason from situations of hardship, relative deprivation,

rapid change or dissolution of social ties to some form of discéntent
and thence to violence as a form of "protest' are doomed to failure;
violence is a by-product of an interaction rather than a direct ex-
pression of the propensities of one of the participants in the inter-
action; furthermore, most of these conditions tend to demobilize the
social groups they affect. Third, there is an intimate dependency
between violent and nonviélent forms of collective action--one is
simply a special case of the other--rather than some morai, political

or tactical divide between them. As a corollary, the forms of violent

action any particular group carries on bear strong marks of that group's

day-to-day organization, instead of falling into a special realm
governed by the laws of "collective behavior" or "aggression."
The typology of forms rests on the argument that collective

violence results primarily from the interaction of contenders for

'
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power (some of them often acting via the government instead of inter-
vening directly in the action) which are engaged in disputes over
rights and justice. 1In that case, a valid theory of collective violence
will be a special case of a.general theory of collective action. In
modern Europe, the rules governing that special case have to do mainly
with the ways governments exercise their extractive and repressive
powers: mobilization, collective action and contenpion for power on
the one side, governmental extraction and repression on the other,
the interplay between the two producing variations in the frequency,
intensity and character of collective violence.

This formulation has some resemblance to Samuel Huntington's.
He treats'polifical "'stability" as an outcome of the balance between
popular mobilization and governmental 1nstitutionalization.. The
situations in which governments are multiple, fragmented or weak
relative tb other concentrations of coercive power, however, resist
that simple formulation. They are, as it happens, precisely the situa-
tions which are likely to interest the student of nineteenth-century
Italy or of contemporary Asia. They are also, as we shall see, similar
in important'reéards to revolutionary situations. To the extent thét
governments are multiple,Afragmented or weak relative to other concen-
trations Af coercive power, we may expect tﬁem a) to be involved in
competitive collective action as rivals of other gbvernments and quasi-
governments, b) to become coalition partners with the exploited con-
tenders in reactive collective action involving rival governments and
quasi-governments, c) to seek to stabilize and make exclusive their‘

control over the populations under their  immediate jurisdictions by
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means of stalemates and coalitions holding off the adjacent concentra-.
tions of coercive power.

Under such circumstances, a nice paradox will emerge: since
only a minority of these concentrations of power will receive the con-
secration of political scientists, historians or other governments as
genui;; governments, a great deal of conflict will involve nominally
private violence; yet the governmeﬁts and quasi-governments will play
an even larger part than usual in the collective violence which

actually occurs. This is, I think, the normal situation where sécret

societies, organized bandits and phenomena like Mafia prevail (see

-

Blok 1973).

_fhe concentration of coercive power is an essential part of
the formation of national states. It reduces the importance of com-
petitive collective action as the matrix of violence within the
territory in question, accelerates reactive collective action as
different groups resist the expansion of the state's powers of
coercion and extraction, and eventually produces a transition to
proactive collective action. Competitive collective action producing
violence then survives mainly in the guise of wars among states--
which is to say that the total amount of destruction produced by
competition may well increase, despite any implications of my argument
that the transition is orderly and benign.

Revolution

'All this is a far cry from conventional analyses of revolution.
I hope to show, however, that some of the processes we have been
discussing are revolutionary processes. They are revolutionary when

they appeaxr in the proper combinations.
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To show that, I'm afraid that I have to continue the con-
ceptualizing a bit longer. Let us refashion Trotsky's useful notion

of dual sovereignty. A revolution occurs when a government previously

under the control of a single, sovereign polity becomes the object of
effective, competing, mutually exclusive claims on the part of two or
more distinct polities, and ends when a single polity regains control
over the government. Most readers will reject that definition because
it doesn't correspond to their intuitive notions of revolution. But
some will reject it as too broad; they want a genuine transformation of
social'étructure, a massive réalignment of socigl classes or a movement
‘with a program td have a part in the proéess. 6thers will reject it

as too narrow; they want to include transfers of power and transforma-
tions of social life which occur without any apparent break in the con-
tinuity of government. 'Still others will ask for a sideward displace-
ment of the definition: away from a strongly political conception;
toward one ﬁhich emphasizes control over the means of production,
states of consciousness, or something else.

The largest disparities in definitions of revolution come from

the time spans the definers want to consider. 1In a short time span,
we have definitions which concentrate on a central event: a certain
kind of bid for power, a temporary dissolution of government, a transfer
of power. ;n a medium time span, we have definitions which examine
the population or government before, during and after such a crucial
event, and ask whether any significant change occurred; a.coup d'état
which substifuted one military faction for another might qualify as a
revolution under the short-run definition, but not under the medium-run

definition. Long~run definitions, on the other hand, relate the
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crucial event and the changes (if any) surrounding it to a reading
of broad, historical trends--for example, Ly festricting the name of
revolution to those transfers of power which produce the durable sﬁb—
$£itution of one whole class for another. a
In general, the longer the time span, the fewer events will
qualify as revolutions. The long time span, however, does raise the
logical possibility of a gradual revolution, or at least of one in
which the transformation occurs without violence and without an
apparent break in political continuity. As Maurice Meisner suggests
elsewhere in this volume, Marxist definitions of revolution refer to
long spans of history, even where tﬁe crucial transformations are
supposea to take place rapidly; Mao's "popul;st" version of revolution
requires a very long time span indéed——and restricts the number of
revolutions whiéh ha#e so far occﬁrred to zero or one.
Despite a great interest in the long-run transformations, I
choose the short time sapn, The political definition of revolution
as multipie sovereignty a) is the closest thing we’havé to common ground
among numerous competing coneeptions, b) permits the creation of all
other standard definitions and types by means of further specifications,
c) escapes the more obvious difficulties--tautology, limitation to
post factum explanation, depen&ence on relatively inaccessible features
of the phenomenon to be defined; efc.—;of common definitions of
revolution, d) hooks together neatly the analysis of revolutionary and

non-revolutionary political action.

How can the multiplication of polities occur? There are four

main possibilities:
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1. The members of one polity seek to subordinate another

previously distinct polity; where one of the polities is

not somehow subordinate to the other at the outset, this

circumstance falls into a gray area between revolution and

war. |

2. The members of a previously subordinate polity assert

sovereignty.

3. Challengers form into a block which seizes control over

some portion of the govermnmental apparatus.

4, A polity fragments into two or more blocs, each exercising

control over some part of the government.
Anger, reVolutionary ﬁlans, the broadcast of claims, even widéspread
collective vidlence.are not enough. In any of these versions, the
revolution begins when previously acquiescent people begin taking
orders from a new authority. It ends when only that authority, or only
one of its rivals, is giving orders that are obeyed. Of course, this
way of stating the problem requires us to set some minimum to the
number of people, the range of orders, ana the degree of obedience.
The necessity simply. calls attention to the kinship beﬁween revolu-
fionary and nonrevolutionary situations.

The analysis so far identifies three conditions as necessary
for revolution, and a fourth as strongly facilitating. The necessary .
conditions are: first, the appearance of contenders, or ;oalitions
of contenders, advancing exclusive alternative claims to the control
over the government currently exerted by the members of the pclity
(the contenders in question may consist of, or include, some members

of the polity); second, commitment to those claims by a significant
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segment of the subject population; third, incapacity or unwillingness
of the agents of the government to suppress éhe altérnative coalition
or the commitment to its claims. The facilitating condition is the
formation of coalitions between members of the polity and the con-
tenders advancing the alternative claims--coglitions which ally the
members with the alternative blqc without committing them completely

to it. rd
,
This étatement of proximate conditions for revolution does
not contain much analytic news. It is essentially an explication of
the definition offered earlier, in terms of the concepts laid out
before that. Nevertheless, it orients the search for explanations
of revolﬁfion. It orients the search away from the assessment of
agg:égaté éharacteristics of the population-élevels of tension, dis-
affection; deprivation and the like-~toward patterns of mobilizationy
Eollective action and contention for power. That‘is, i think, an
advéﬁce.

Every element of this scheme needs refinement, criticism and

confrontation with the facts. This is not, however, the place to

undertake a general review of its adequacy. ' (For more of that, see

Tilly 1974b.) The point is to use it as a means of aﬁalyzing the
roles of town and country in revolution.

Although that is a big problem, it is far smailer than a
general analysis of revolution, or even of the conditions under which
peasants or workers join (or make) revolutionary movements. The main
thing we are trying to do here is to specify what effect the rural-

urban relations prevailing in a population have on the likelihood of
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a revolution in that population, and on the form and outcome of the
revolution, 1if it Qccurs.

Perhaps the answer is: none. The reguiarities in revolution-
ary processes may lie elsewhere. But if the character of rural-
urban relations has no regular effects on the likelihood, form or
outcome of revolution, then Gramsci wasted a good deal of his analytic
effort, and a lot of other theories will have to be revised. However
the inquiry comes out, it is therefore worth trying.

Let's return, renewed, to the questions we extracted from
Gramsci early in the discussion: 1) Do rural and urban populations
play characteristically different roles in revolution? 2) What differ-
ence to the outcome of a revolution do the extent and character of
rural-urban cleavage make? 3) To wha; extent, and how, does the
character of'rura14ufban division in an area affect the likelih;od of
revolution in that area? In elaborating new concepts and definitions,
I have shifted away from Gramsci's view of revolution as the effective
transfer of power from the ruling classes to the '"subaltern" classes.
But there is no reason why we can't ask both versions of the_basic
quéstions: about revolution as multiple'govereignty, and about revo-
lution as an effective transfer of power: Gramsci's question pre- '
supposes mine.
| Let me offer quick comments on the first‘two questions, thep

expand on the third.

Different Roles for City and Country?

Our initial question has at least two interesting variants.
First, over and above the effect of the pre-existing rural-urban

division on the character énd likelihood of revolution, what difference
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does it make to the workings of a revolution whether tﬁ; chief locations
of/éhe action are rural or urban? Second, given the fact of revolution,
do systematically different things happen in urban and rural areas?

A lot depends on how much the instru&ents of government are
concentrated in cities and Eoﬁns. Throughout most of the world, admin-
istrafors, repressive forces and means of government in general concen-
trate in urban locations. They generatg urban locations, for that
matter, where they go. Asia is no exception. There, despite the
overwhelmingly rural locus of the population, governmental organiza-
tions have long based themselves mainly in cities.

In general, the larger governments have dealt with the country-
side indirectly, by méans of some sort of compact with rural Iandiords.
In Japaﬁ, John W. Hall shoﬁs us the Tokugawa regime displacing the
_ Samurai to Casfle towns, and cutting them off from effective control
of the land. "But the overlords then became the pivots of the system.
They were the Japanese Junkers: officials from one angle, great
landlords from another. The overlords then relied on village headmén
to extend their rule into rural are;s; the headmen, as chiefs of ﬁajor
lineages, were in effect substantial landlords (Smith 1966: 59). 1In
such a system, the individuals at each level down from the top have
considerable autonomy Qithin tﬁeir own sphereé, yet cﬁntrol resources
and coercion with the backing of those higher up. That puts them in
a good positién to rebel, and sometimes offers them the incentive to

do it. But in the same sort of system a rebellion whose chief actions
take place in towns and cities is likely to be in closer contact with

" the instruments of government from its inception than one whose actions

.are primarily rural.
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Remember the four paths to multiple sovereignty: 1) the
members of one polity seek to subordinate another p;eviously distinct
polity; 2) the members of a previously subordinate folity assert
sovereignty; 3) challengers form into a bloc which seizes control over
some portion of the governméntal apparatus; 4) a polity fragments into
two or more blocs each exercising control over some part of the govern-
ment. The rural or urban locus probably does not affect the likelihood
of path 1. But it matters to the other three.

Path 2, which is essentially separatist, is a 1ike;y path for
predominantly rural areas which are already organized into subordinate
. polities. In Asia thése rebellious subordinate polities have often
vbéen composed of linguistic and religious minorities which have
managed to create or retain their own instruments of government: hill
peoples in Viet Nam,‘Chinese in Indonesia and Malaya. The other major
. Asian form has begn the polity controlled by a successful warlord,
vassal or frontier commander, as in the multiple governments which
asserted themselQes in Japan before the Tékqgawa ascendancy.

Path 3 (in thch the péwerless rise up and take over—a
favorite image and a rare occurrence) reqpires offensive mobilization.
It is, I think, only likely to occur in a relatively urban setting,
where challengers can use dense, centralized means of communication
and organization to establish contact with each other. Donald
Zagoria's enumeration of conditions for success of Communist leaders
in Asian rural areas (elséwhere in this volume: that the leaders have

semi-rural origins, establish links with the rural intelligentsia,

do their homework, be flexible, give priority to rural problems) is
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plausible. But those conditions are unlikely to 1eéd to revolution
except where such leaders are well linked to urban bases.

The likelihood of the fourth path (one polity fragmenting into
two or more) is probably indifferent to the urbanity or rurality of
the setting. Yet its exact course does seem to differ along the urban
continuum. AWe can profitably diég%nguish between center-out and
periphery~in revolutions: a) the alternative coalition first estab-
lishing control at major centers of governmental power and then
extending control into the rest of the territory, b) the alternative
coaiitipn first establishing itself in areas of relatively weak
governméntal power and then closing in on.the power centers. Center-
out has been the standard pattern in modern European revolutions.
There, the reestablishment of central control over the periphery has
often taken a greater effort than the initial seizure of power at the
center.

Twentieth-century guerrilla doctrine, on the other hand, has
called for periphery-in revolutions. Asia has the prime example of
China to pull it in this direction. But the Huks in the Philippines,
the Viet Minh in Viet Nam and the Malayan People's Anti-Japanese
Army éil moved the same way. Although there have been plenty of
center-out revolutions in modern Asia--the multiple coups of Afghan-
istan, Burma or China being fine exampleé--on balance Asia has been
more hospitable to periphery-in revolutions during the last few
centﬁries than Europe has. No doubt the overwhelmingly rural character
of the Asian population has something to do with it. The relative
weakness of central governments and the prior existence of subordinate‘

polities built around common beliefs, languages and systems of kinship,
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however, probably account more directly for the difference between
Asia and Europe. .
In highly urban settings, Qn}y the cgnter-out pattern has‘
much chance to occur or to succeed. Where r;ral area and population
are extensive, both center-out and periphery-in revolufions occur,
depending on the degree to which communications channels, supply lines,
means of coercion and sheer territory are under the control and sur-
veillance of cities; the less effective and centralized the control,

the more possible a periphery-in revolution. The bulk of periphery-in

revolutions, however, probably follow path 2: a previously subordinate

polity (for example, the '"native'" segment of a colonial government)

‘asserts its own sovereignty.

Givéﬁ the fact of revolution, do systematically differentA
things happen in urban and rural areas? Gramsci gave us the general
teaching: the population.of the city struggles over control of labor,
while the population of the country struggles over control of land.
That is broadly true in Asia as well as in Europe. Yet it becomes
less true in the very cases 6@5which Gramsci pinned his greatest revo-
lﬁtionary hopes: where urbagnlabor markets have penetrated farthest
into the countryside. Where wage-labor has become dominant in the
égéntry as wgll as the city, we may find collective drives for
collective contfol of the land, but we.should not expect to find col-
lective.drives for individual control of the land.

Up to this extreme, we should expect to find the people of

the countryside, in times of revolution, mobilizing more slowly than

the people of town and city--and demobilizing more rapidly than them

as well. That, for two reasons: first, because mobilization is
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intrinsically easier, all other things being equal, at centers of

communication than in peripheral locations; second, because demands
for control of the land are on the whole more local in scope (hence
.a less steady ground fgr a wide coalition) than demands for control

of the conditions of labor. Jean Chesneaux summs up the pioblem for

China:

The peasantry showed itself especially capable of
carrying on the mass armed struggle against the
national enemy. Nevertheless, peasant intervention
remained within geographically limited areas; that
is as true of .the Boxer movement or of the areas of
peasant agitation against the Manchus in southern
China before 1911 as of the guerrilla bases of the
period 1937-1949. The very nature of technological
and economic relations within the peasantry (small-
scale cultivation, semi-autarky, weakly-developed
flows of commodities and information) did not permit
it to carry on a unified struggle at the scale of the
whole country, with, for example, the range of the
great '"pan-Chinese" strikes of June 1925. When that
level was reached (for example at the end of the war
against Japan) it was because a political apparatus
which reached beyond the peasantry gave it direction
(Chesneaux 1971a: 577).

Governments can equalize the rural-urban balance either by concentrating
their repression_in cities or by attacking whatever local control of

the land exists, and thereby increasing the incentives to reactive
collective action. |

Rural-Urban Cleavage and Revolutionary Outcémes

What difference do the extent and character of rural-urban

cleavage make to the outcome of revolutions? We can distinguish three
broad alternative outcomes of multiple sovereignty:
1. The pre~existing polity reappeais approximately as before,

or minus former members who had joined the alternative polity;

most observers would call this a "lost" revolution;
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2. an alterna;ive polity establishes control of the
government and of the population subject to it; most observers
would consider this revolution to have "won', although some
would want evidence that the new holders of power were going
to act in the interests of the population‘they represented;
3. some members of the alternative polity which produced
the revolutionary situation, with or without members of the
pre-existing polity, establishes control of the government
and of the population subject to it, while other members of
the alternative polity lose their membership as theAnew
regimé consolidates 1ts hold; this is the most common
revolutionary éutcome; it is also the one which incites the
angriest debates about whether the revolution has 'won" or
"loétﬁ..
The burden 6f the earlier Gramscian analysis is that sharp rural-
urban cleavage favors the first outcome (a "lost" revolution), a
coalition involving newly-mobilized rural populations and well-
organized urban revoiptionaries favors the third outcome (a revolution

"won" for some and."lost" for others), and the revolutionary rural-
urban coalition is only likely to continue into power in an unusual
circumstance: when the countr}side is durably organized on a lafge
scale. Japanese rebellions illustrate the lost revolution. The
Chinese communist revolution provides the best example of rural-urban

success. And India's drive to independence (despite its rural décor)

provides us with an exemplary case of mixed .urban success and rural

failure.

I L
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On the whole, the Gramscian generalizations stand up w§al

to Asian experience. The greatest doubt attaches to thé firsgf
proposition: that sharp rural-urban cleavage favors lost revolutions.
At least one set of conditions appears to be favorable at once to
bitter rural-urban conflict, to multiple sovereignty and to transfer
of power: the situation in which an urban~based government faced with
a well-organized opposition in its own centers éttempts to step up the
pace, or change the character, of its demands on a solidary rural
population. This situation pr;motes all the basic conditions of
revolution--formation 6f an alternative polity, commitment to its
claims, représsive incapacity of the government, and creation of
coalitions between members of the alternative ;nd pre-existing polities.

Again China is the type case--but this time the revolution of
1911 is the relevant moment. In the Waichow rising of 1911, for
instance, Wihston Hsieh shows us a coalition of clan-~feud bands, local
militias and secret-society troops acting together against the rising
Ch'ing pressure for.tax revenues, especiaily for revenues from the
salt monopoly. In Hsieh's view, the Triads (who were closely connected
with the salt-smugglers of the region) played the crucial connhective
role in the uprising. Furthermore, they carried out the major part
of the action in the market towns and the city.

There are, it appears, more paths to the crucial rural-urban
coalition than via the city's revolutionary indoctrination of the
peasantry. Gramsci does not quite prepare us for the salience of
secret societies in Chinese insurrections. Perhaps that is because

the bandits and mafiosi of Gramsci's Italy generally played a conser-

vative poliltical game, surviving through the patronage or indulgence
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of the powers that were. In Asia, one'of the paths fo rural-urban
coalition depends on the prior existence of largé networks of bandits
~or secret societies wpich are>opposed to the government and well-
connected in both rural and urban areas. They substitute, to some
degree, for a revolutionary party. |

A more generél condition,fér rural-urban coalition lies
behind both the cases of which Gramsci was aware and the different
circumstances of Asia. Under m;st forms of predominantly agrarian
social organization, a singie local elite controls the major links
between any particular rural area and the national structure of
power. Most often it is a landowning elite. So long as the elite is
in place and has effective ties. to the national structure, no large
mobilization of the countryside occurs without their collaboration;

_tﬁét is probably fpr two related reasons: 1) because the rest of the
rural population hés so much invested in their patronage and good
will, 2) because the national ties permit the elite to call on
punishing force fo put down opposition.

When the ties of the local elite Qeaken——however that happens—-
the costs of independent mobilization go down as its pos;ible benefits
rise. The Tokugawa regime deliberately undercut the position of the
samurai, and thereby facilitated the independent mobilization of the
peasants. The French accomplished the same result unintentionally in
Viet Nam. As Jeffrey Race describes the process elsewhere in this
book, French administrative reforms eroded the authority--as well as
the repressive and cooptativé power-—-of the village council. Thus the
French unwittingly tipped the balance away from the local elite and

toward people who could form new structures of collective action. It
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was at that point, according to Race's analysis, that effective anti-
French organization began to link rural communities to cities asAwell
as to each other.

If the Asian experience identifies the dissolution of the
national connections of elites as a facilitator of rural-urban coali-
tion, it also identifies a major obstacle to coalition. That is the
existence of sharp linguistic, religious and ethnic barriers between
the rural and urban populations. The great Asian migrations of the
last few centuries have created many situations in which the rural-
urban distinction is also largely an ethﬁic distinction: Malaya,
.Indonesia, Thailan& and elsewhere. If Rex Moftimer's analysis of
Sarawak and‘Miéhael Stenson's analysi; of Malaya are correct, the
great urban concentration of the Chinese in poth those areas seriously
hampered the efforts of the communists (who were recruited mainly.from
the Chinese) to organize the countryside. Despite fhe earlier
successes of the communists in fronts against the Japanese, and to
some extent against the British, the urban-Chinese base of the party
ruined the prospects of its effort, in 1948, to make revolution
through guerrilla.

Generally speaking, rural revolutionaries who want to win
need urban allies more than urban revolutionaries need them. An
independent rural group can initiate multiple sovereignty with relative
ease. But how will it end? Coalition with urban allies provides the
the coordination and communication necessary to transcend the village
or the region, and thence to produce a transfer of power at a national
level. It facilitates the transition from reactive to proactive

movements, to movements which will not dissolve when the first round
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of demands has been met. It also makes access to armed force
easier. |

The 1;st point is-not incidental. No transfer of power is
likely unless the alternative coalition acquires control of substan-
tial armed force early in the revolutionary process (Russell 1973).
That can happen through organization of a revolutionary army, through
the absorption of existing armed irregulars, or through the defection
of governmental troops. All three happened in China. None of the
three happened in Ihdonesia. As Rex Mortimer sees it, the Javanese
communists opted for adaptation and short-run success and did well by
it; but the adaptation stifled their revolutionary potential. One of
the ways it did so was by denying them any strong armed force when
a military coup came to dislodge both them and their ally, Sukarno.

Theée relationships change over the course of urbaﬁization and
of state centr;lization. Urban allies for rural revolutionaries become
more probabie, but also more indispensable. In a fundamentally urban
pppulation, the extent and charactervof fural-urban cleavage does not
much affect the outcome of such revolutiéns as may occur. In a
strongly centralized state, likewise, what happens at the periphery
matters little to those who can seize the central apparatus; they
may lose some of the periphery, but they won't be dislodged from
power. (It probably follows that the more centralized a state, all
other thingé being equal, the more liable it is to military coups.)
In a fundameﬁtally rural population, on the other hand, those towns
that do exist carry a large share of the burden of administration,

coordination and communication. Yet they remain highly vulnerable to

the withholding of supplies of food, goods, manpower and information.
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As the population approaches the rural extreme, then, transfers of
power are likely to be fairly easy to accomplish so long as the

rural population remains paésive. But giveﬁ the mobilization of the
rural population or the involvement.of a.rural elite which retains
effective control over the rest of the pofulation, the winning
coalition——whéther "revolutionary" or "é0unter-revo1utionar§"-—wi11 be
the one that unites rural and urban contenders.

Rural-Urban Division and the Likelihood of Revolution

So far, for the most part, we have taken the presence of
revolution for granted, and have asked what difference the rural-
ﬁrban configuration makes to the way a revolution works itself out.
Now we must ask whether thé rural-urban configuration affects‘the
' probability-that a revolution will occur at all. Remember that we
are entertaining two different definitions of revolution: one as the
onsétvof multiﬁle sovereignty, the other as a durable transfer of
power. The conditions for one are not the same as the conditions for
the other. Nor is one simply an extrapolation of the other. In fact,
they are partly contradictory: many of the ciréumstances which
promote the onset of multiple sovereignéy frustrate the durable
transfer of power, and vice versa.

Strictly speaking, rural-urban divisions are probably
irrelevant to the likelihood of revolution. They become relevant only
to the extent that they affect (or at least correlate with) the pre-

dominant forms of mobilization, collective action, contention for

power, coalition-formation and repression. The effects and correlations

have to do mainly with changes in rural-urban divisions rather than

with stable configurations.
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" The most obvious is the increase of urban control over rural

political, economic and demographic life. Eric Wolf's Peasant Wars

of the Twentieth Céntury presents a series of studies around that

theme. Wolfvdeals, of course, with peasant populations, not with rural
Ipopulations in general. . He portrays a process which has occurred
wi@ely at the leading edge of capitalist expansion: . the rising demand
from distagt markets encourages local capitalists to accumulate
control over the land and to shift toward cash-crop froduction; taxa-
tion and monetization draw or drive peasants into the market; patron-
client relationships decay; opportunities for wage-labor simultaneously
sﬁimuléte popﬁlatidn increase within fhe village and increase the
proportion of the population which is vulnerable and responsiﬁe to
fluctuations in the markets for labor and commodities; sooner or later
~ the abilitytof peasants to meet their major local obligations (which
had been guaranteed by what were, in effect, liens on all the factors
of production) decline.

These changes may seem subtle and abstract--only visible in
.retrospect, and then only to tﬁe keen eyé of an anthropologist. Yet

\ :

they have some perfectly tangible manifestations. They show up as
bourgeois encroachmént on common lands, imposition of new taxes-which
require peasants to sellhportions'of their crops or of their capital,
and so on. By the early twentieth century, Wolf tells us, these
changes were going on in Mexico, Russia, Viet Nam, China, and many
6ther}parts of the world. The analyses of Asia in this volume tend
to agree. Although Donald Zagoria, for example, emphasizes the current

~

revolutionary propensities of rural tenants and proletarians, the
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processes his survey shows us as creating these revolutionary classes
and exacerbating their fates dre the same pfocesses Wolf describes.

.By the end of such a process, peasants are no longer peasants,
and communities have lost their collective capacities to resist. That
is the dialectic: if the economic, political aﬂd demographic threats
to the survival of the community mount faster than its bases of
solidarity dissolve, concerted resistance occurs. When a new demand -
for taxes, a new exclusion of peasants from gleaning, hunting or
gathering on formerly open lands occurs, defensive mobilization begins.
The collective action which prevails in these circumstances is the
reactiye fofm outlined earlier (claims over already-controlled resources/
countérdlaim). Jeffrey Race shows us just such a sequence oécurring in
northern Thailand; there government pressure on hill tribes helped aiign
them with the rebels and epcouraged them to develop supra-village
organization where none had previously existed. Likewise, Se He Yoo
suggests that Japanese interferepce with slash-and-burn agriculturé
helped drive the peasants of Hamyong Province, Korea, into red peasant
unions. ﬁy many standards, these reactive movements are conservative,
even tradifional. Yet, as Wolf and Race.demonstrate, they.sometimes
have revolutionary outcomes. Conservatism, tradition and revolution
are not so incompatiﬁle ag conventional wisdom holds.

"When? The basic conditions for resistance are 1) a focussed
threat to peasant survival, with well-defined agents having visible
external connections, occurring simultanedusly in a number of
localities which are already in communication with each other, 2) a
significant local framework for collective action, in the form of

mutual obligations, communications lines and justifiable common claims
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on resources. From Wolf's accounts of twentieth-century peasant wars

and from a general survey of modern European experience, it is reason-
able to add an important facilitating condition: 3) the availability

of urban-based allies in the foym of intellectuals, liberal bourgeois,
labor leaders, military chiefs, professional politicos or others.

The "focussed threat to peasant survival" appears to lie
behind the widespread, reactive peasant rebellions of Tokugawa Japan
(Borton 1937). The Japanese movements agaiﬁst merchants, tax collectors,
and encroachingilandlords between 1750 and the Meiji Restoration have
many features in common with European rural movementé of the seven-
teenth to nineteenth centuries. Taxes and rents dp not only bite into
the peasant household's means of survival; when assessed in money,
they drive peasanté into the market (Ardant 1965; Ardant 1971-1972).
Where the terms of trade are unfavorable, the market mechanisms are
ili—developed or customary claims on the commodities to be marketed
are extensive, the necessity of marketing does more damage to the
peasant household than én equivalent loss of resources through theft
or natural disaster. |

One of Borton's many relevant accounts describes an uprising
of 1823 in the Province of Kii. "Plotting with two of their fellow

officials," Borton tells us,

two of the bugySd decided to store goods for their own
profit. Rice exchanges were established throughout

the realm, the price of sake was forced up, the impor-
tation of rice from outside was prohibited, and tickets
were required on all rice bags, sake tubs and similar
articles to prove that they had not come from the
neighboring domain of Koyasan. Added to this, the

taxation of the land was increased, while taxes were ordered
collected not only on new lands, but also on all waste

land (Borton 1968: 81).
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Eventually more than 100,000 farmers marched on:Wakhyama,'"deStroying
the sake and rice shops, pawn shops, and places of the shoya and men

in charge of the rice exchanges' (Bofton 1968: 82). On the evening of
the attack the authorities received the following demands:

1. The fixed taxes be as during the time of Tokugawa Yorinobu. .

2. The tax on wet lands. . . be similar to that on dry lands.

3. There be exemption from opening up old waste land.

4., There be omission of maikuchi.

5. The storing of goods for profit cease.

6. There be exemption from the repairs of water ditches

for irrigation and drainage, and.the cutting of the

boundary. . .

7. Inspection be made of the standing crop [to assure a fair

tax]. (Borton 1968: 82) }
These demands were charaéteristic of the time's peasant uprisings.
As Barrington Moore says in his review of these same accounts ". . . the
intrusion of commercial relationships into the feudal organization of
the countryside was c;eating increasingly severe problems for the ruling
group. There were three main strands to the peasant violence: opposi-
tion to the feudal overlord, to the merchant, and to emerging land-
lordism" (Moore 1966: 256).

Japanese rebellions of the eighteenth and nineteenth century
also illustrate the importance of a significant local framework for
collective action. As in Europe, the village was both a fiscal unit
and the possessor of collective rights to the lana. And it remainéd
a vehicle of collective action. This appears to set off rural Japan

from most of China. In China, communities as such had relatively
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little collective life, few common rights, and not much collective
action. Kinship groups and secret societies (tﬁe two not beiﬁg
entirely distinct from each other), by contrast, seem to have played
extraordinéry roles in collective action; they cut across individual
-communities, and facilitated actions on a scale larger than the
village.

Perhaps I have misstated the contrast. Following G, W. Skinnmer,
it might be better to distinguish between the bottom-up system of
central places exemplified by the hierarchy of market areas and the
top~down system of administrative units doing the work of the empire.
The Chinese.iﬁéerialﬂstructure did not ordinarily reacﬁ down to the
levél of the ;illage, howéver heavy was the indirect weight of imper-
ial demands. The smaller—-scale governments of Europe-—and apparenfly
of Japan and India as well--managed to incorporéte villages'directly ‘
into .their structures. They became fiscal, administrative and even
military units; the administrative pressure enhanced their importance
as vehicles of collective actionm, irdnically fértifying the resistance.
to the very extractive processes which built them up.

In China, secret societies and the rebellions associated with
them rarely beggn with whole communities, but they did rely heavily
on lééal units. According to Chiang Siang-Tseh (1954: 37-38), the
Nien rébels acquired whole communities under circumstanées which fit
neatly with the top-down/bottom-up distinction. After the govern-—
mental authorities organized local militias in defense against the
Taipings who were in Anwhei--thus extending the central structure
downward to an extraordinary degree-—-the chiefs of the local militias

began to assume political power within the villages, and to exercise
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it with considerable autonomy. 1In fact, they frequently took the whole
village over - to the Niens. Philip Kuhn (1970) treats this dialectic
of government-promoted local militarization/acquisition of autonomy by
military units as one of the chief factors in the final crumbling of |
the empire. The Taipings likewise contributed to their own destruction
by their extraordinary, revolutionary effort to build a top-down
structure rivaling that of the empire itself;-it waé incapable, as was
the empire, of extending durable control to the village level in the
face of local defensive'militariza;ion.

o Thé experiegces of Jgpan and China are alike in underécoring éhe
sigﬁificénce of urban-based allies for rural rebellions. Such allies
matter be;auserthey can make the difference between one mﬁre fragmented
péasant rebellion and a coordinated revolutionry force. The general
pattéfn of rebellion in Jaéan and China was outside-in, or botfom-up:
first in the periphery and/or the countryside, only later in the cities.
That is unlikeAthe modern European experience, in which most large-scale
rébellioﬁs had urban bases, regardless of how many peasants they re-’
cruited. But in Japan and China successful rebellions had to take over
urban centers; control of cities was part of the definition of success,
thé only means of seizing or supplanting the existing administrative
apparatus. |

Tﬁe Revolution of 1911--which was, in its way, successful--

provides numerous examples of the advantages of rural-urban alliance. B
John Lust's description of the insurrection in Kwangtung links repub-
lican Canton with People's Armies of “hired agricultural workers? handi-

craft workmen, discharged troops, local banditti, and militia" around

;gutlei of "a merger of outlaws, Triads, and peasants' led by '"T'ung- meng
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Huil members, by bandit chiefs who had previously adopted the repub-
lican cause, and by veteran Triad leaders' (Lust 1972: 192-193). The
description resembles Hsieh's portrait of the nearhy Waichow rising.
As the rebels of Kwangtung won:
In Canton, as the result of pressures from the bour-
geoisie, and probably also from chiefs of People's Armies,
an administration with a strong T'ung-meng Hui representa-
tion replaced the compromise regime. 1In the pungent if
patronizing mot of the old consul-general, Jamieson, bandit
armies had put a compradore government into power (Lust 1972:
193). '
The subsequent effort of the "compradores" to rid themselves of their
plebeian allies is also a phase familiar to students of western revolu-
tions. The personnel and organization of Asian revolutions differ
quite a bit from those of Europe, but the broad conditions for revolu-
tion in the two continents have something in common.
The basic conditions for rural resistance--a focussed threat

to peasant survival, a significant local framework for collective action

and the availability of urban-based allies--are revolutionary conditions.

They are revolutionary because they promo£e the appearance of coalitions
of contenders advancing exclusive alternative claims to control of
government in the rural areas, commitment to those claims by a signifi—
cant segment of the rural population, and incapacity of the agents of

the government to suppress both the alternative coalition and the

- commitment to its claims. The alternative claims of rural rebels are

often negative and/or separatist demands rather than proposals to take
over the central government; that does not make them less revolutionary.
They are unlikely, however, to lead to a fundamental transfer of power

in an entire state unless the negative or separatist contenders fashion
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coalitions with others;at the centers of power, including some who have

control of armed force.

Generally speaking, these conditions are more likély to occur

1) where urbanization is rapid, 2) early in a long phase of urbaﬁization,

3) wheré the rural population is extensive and dispersed, yet pre-

‘dominantly peasant. Such a summary can only be a crude approximation,

since the real news is in the re%?tivg~rhtes of change of urban-based
extraction, urban-based repressign and defensive rural mobilization.
If the trend of my argument/is éorrect, Gramsci waé only partly right
iﬁ thinkiﬁg that the more thoroughly the influence of cities pervades
the>éountry$ide, the ﬁéée likely revolution is. Pervasive urban in-
fluence ﬁakes an effective rural-urban coalition mére likely. After

a point, however, it also makes reactive mobilization less likely.

Gramsci needed a/ distinction between the necessary conditions for
f

‘revolution in t@e sense of multiple soveréignty and the necessary

conditions for revolution in the sense of a fundamental transfer of
power.. -

The reactive forms of rural rebellion are only half the matter.
In the European experience, they were the larger half: once the peasant
revolts of the nineteenth century had faded away, most rural areas
stayed quiet. Nevertheless, some European rural populations acted
together after peasantArevolts, and peasants.as well, became historical
memories. Andalusia's rural anarchism, Sicily's Fasci, the Po Valley's
'socialism all drew ;heir strength from rural proletarians, not from

peasants. All had a proactive urge to them that was lacking in the

older peasant movements: amid nostalgia for a past that never was and
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anger about present exploitation, the actors claimed rights and rewards
which had never before been theirs.

To avoid confusion, let us remember who peasants are. . .at
least in the present discussion. They are agricultural producers or-
ganized in households which yield a surplus to-outsiders, but have
substantial‘control over the land they work and raise the bulk of
what they consume. By such a definition, agrarian capitalism eventually '
destroys the peasantry. To the é%tent that agricultural land, labor
and capital all become responsive to external markets, the cultivators
stop being peasants. That can happen through the creation of an-
agricultural prole;ariat or through the conversion of .everyone who
remains in agriéulture into a cash-crop farmer.

In looking at reactive ﬁéasant movements, then, weé were only
examining the first phase of the process. Late in the process, some-
thing quite different o;casionally haﬁpens: associations of workers
or of producers form, make claims, and act together. Proletarianiza-
tion occurs through the extension of markets for land, labor and
capital into the countrys;de, through the stepped-up 4emand for taxes
in cash, through the concentration of land in large holdings. Wheré
the procesé occurs, it not only creates a rural population polarized
into a land-poor mass and a_land—controlling elite, it also tends to
weaken the political position of thg old rural elite. If the govern-
ment to which the old elite was tied weakens at the same time, the
result is the disappearance of one of the great barriers to a large-
scale rural revolutionary movement.

Elsewhere in tnis volume, both Christine White and Jeffrey Race

argue that the French promoted this entire process in Viet Nam as a
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consequence of their eagerness for cash revenues from the colony. 1In
Viet Nam, by their accounts, it took the Viet Minh to articulate and
coordinate the existing rural demands for land reform, control of the

food supply, and protection from“exploitation by large landlords.

-Considering the recency of capitaiism's penetration into much
of Asia, we should not expect to find man§ pure examples of proactive
rural movements in Asia. The bulk of the many Asian rural rebellions
of the last century have been reactive in character: attempts to
defend exisfing rights against encroachment bf landlords, tax-collectors
and other exploiters. Even the great Chinese revolution articulated
and integrated a great many essentially reactive demands: against the
Japaneée, against the rich. If that is the case, it becomes idle to
search for correlations between radical attitudes and revolutionary
aétions, idler still to gauge the revolutionary potential of different
segments of the rural population by means of their idedlogical orienta-
tions.

Looking for active grievances comes closer, yet misses
nevertheless. Grievances are fundamental to rebellion as oxygen is
fundamental fo combustion. But just as fluctuations in the oxygen
content of the air account for little of the distribution of fire in
the workaday world, fluctuations in grievances are not a major cause
of the presence or absence of rebellion. For fhat, the pslitical
means of acting on grievances which people.have at their disposal
matter a good deal more. Properly édapted to twentieth-century Asia,

Antonio Gramsci's analysis of the political conditions for revolution

provides us with an excellent start in determining the place of Asian
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' peasants, and of rural proletarians, in contemporary revolutionary

movements.
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