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Every way of seeing the world, wrote Kenneth Burke, is also a way
of not seeing it. By this he meant that no scholar -could ever hope to
glimﬁsé'the ﬁagnificent outlines of a historical landscape withoﬁt first
,élearing away the tangled undergrowth of irrelevant, trivial and tangen-
tial facts.. o

But how do we choose what to cull and what toAsave? More impor-

. tant, how cén we reckon the effects of such decisions upon our own and
others' views of historical events? When we think of 1830, for example,
‘our memories ordinarily present us with some key images epitomizing what
was significant in the revblutionary events. For most of us, the key
image might be an event like the one at the Hotel de Ville in Paris on
July 31:

Orleans, Lafayette, the municipal commissioners,

and the deputies formed a semicircle facing the others,

and Jean Viennet, deputy of the Hé}ault. . . read the

proclamation of the Deputies. The promise of the '"public

liberties" at the end won applause and bravos, and when

the Duke reaffirmed his commitment to them, Lafayette

advanced and shook his hand warmly. . . Someone produced

a large tricolor flag, and, taking it, Lafayette and

Orleans advanced together. . . to a balcony overlooking the

Place de Greve. On seeing the pair the crowd shouted,

"Vive Lafayette!" but ignored his companion. The two men

.draméfiéally emBrace&, an& from the crowd below came a

thunderous response, "Vive le Duc d'Orléans!" "Vive

(AL
.

Lafayette




' wrote Lamar-

"The republican kiss of Lafayette,’

tine long after the event, "had made a king." (Pinkney

1972, pp. 161-162) 4
No one would doubt the importance of the event described here--the alliance
between monarchy and republicanism, the enshrining of "public liberties",v
the .popular acclain of the new monarch. But seeing dramatic events as'
the essence of the revolution automatically diverts attention from other
" events and processes of great importance.

Like all moments at which national power hangs in the balance,.
the July Days have an intrinsic interest for historians. For analytic
purposes, however, we want to push these outstanding events back into
the crowd of conflicts which surrounded them. Let us consider all violent
events of any size which occurred from 1830 to 1832. We have drawn
~accounts of these events from newspapers, archives and historical works
withbut regard to the historical importance subsequently ascribed to
them--whiéh in most cases has been negligible. Seen in the company of
these poorly-known conflicts, the street fighting in Paris during the
pe;iod of July 27 to 29 appears as one phase in a long succession of

- violent encounters. The following préhis suggest the range:

" March 24, 1830: In Merdrignac (Cotes—du-Nord), the Bishop
tries to remove the sacred ornaments from a discontinued
;hurch, but is met by a crowd of 200, including many women.
The cure has to flee the church, as the crowd throws back
the gendarmes and seizes the keys to the church from the

mayor. (Journal des Débats, 3/25/1830)

July 29-31, 1830: In Amiens (Somme), "the emotion of the

events in Paris begins to spread in Amiens. The crowd fills




the streets, aiive with rumors. . . Impromptﬁ orators

urge the people to revolt. In the evening, crowds of
rioters break street lamps, tear down and trample the
fleur-de-1lis signs of the royal ministers, shouting

V 'Down with Charles X!f" ‘(Calonne 1906: 180) A crowd
breaks into a seminary, but decamps when troops arrive with
the mayor at 2 A.M. On the 30th and 3lst come demonstra-
tions and public meetings, but substantial detachments of
cavalry, gendarmes and National Guards keep things under '

. control. (Calonne 1906; Le Moniteur, 8/2/1830)

-September 15)_1830: At Moissac (Tarn—et-Garénne), a

; "gang of subversives" including wine merchants and workers
:_éf all sorts marches on the house of the tax collector
. .shouting "Down with the excise taxes!" The official

' hands over‘a11>his papers and registers, which the cro&d
burns at once. From there, the "subversives'" go to the
official in charge of tobacco taxes, and burn his files.

The crowd ﬁarches on two tax offices, breaks up some of
_the furniture, and burns files. National Guards, reinforced

by "good citizens,'" make arrests and disperse the crowd.

(Aréhives Natidnales, BB18 1188)

May 2, 1831: 1In Bordeaux (Gironde), a crowd of longsawyers
and other workers go to the Helfenberger sawmill and
destroy the steam engine which supplies power there. After

the National Guard clears them out, the workers assemble

in a nearby square and warn other mill owners to dismantle

their machines. Later, other groups of workers demonstrate




elsewhere, chase employed workers off the job, and demand
both the destruction of steam engines and the expulsion of
éutside workers from Bordeaux. National Guards and
regular troops disperse them and make arrests. (Le Con-

0

stitutionnel, 5/7/1831)

" June 2, 1832: At the Saturday market of Auch (Gers), a

crowd threatens certain merchants who "had the weakness to
' give in to that vi&lence and sold their grain at 25 francs
per hectoliter, instead of the 27 and 28 francs which was
.its true price and which they had asked at first.'" The
day before, at nearby Fleurance, a similar crowd had

roughed up merchants, dumped grain wagons and split open

sacks of grain. (Le Constitutionnel, 6/11/1832)
.ﬁ6§é ofvfheSe'évents are far removed from the dramatic actions the word
'-:"revolﬁtion" ﬁsually evokes. Except for the response to the July Days
 .iﬁ Amiens, none‘of them is obviousl& connected to the national transfer
A>§f'§OWer{ Yet in complex and indirect ways they were all connected to
.’-fhg revolutionary process and the changing structure of power. The
wﬂdleipattern of these apparently trivial and non-revolutionary events
' changed as the revolution moved on. The change in pattern reflected and
affected the development of the national struggle for power.

What we ordinarily identify as "the revolution'" marked but one
part of a process which took years to unfold. The process was by no
"means strictly violent. The actions involved ran the whole gamut from
s;rget fighting to solemn parliamentary debates and querulous back-room
barpaining. But the acting out of these conflicts brought about changes

in the character of violent political events over the period from 1830




~ paper.

to 1832. The revolutionary days represented a high water mark of
.collective violence in France during this period, but by no means the
énly such peak. And the settings and parties accounting for these
fluctuations shifted wiFh the moving configurations of power in France

during this time. How that happened is the centrm 1l problem of this

Natural Histories of Revolution

Nor were these changing power relationships in themselves extra-
":‘6rdinafy; in the sense of being atypical of French political life in
other periods. Of course, 1830 is typically seen as extraordinary eo

Ny 12§97-é revolutionary year, a clear-cut break in political continuity.

But the fact of institutional discontinuity has often blinded analysts

j'of revolution--and especially sociologists——-to the fact that the contests,
'::intérests and alignments in which the transfer is embedded are the stuff
:,ﬁf "normal" political life.

Here we break with most versions of what sociologists have termed
"natural history theories" of revolution. The intuitive charm of viewing
.revolution as radically different from normal social process, as a unique
species following a coherent, characteristic life history, has encouraged
. writef after writer to. play Audubon to revolution, first outlining the
life cycle and then offering a number of colorful illustrations. Few
'havg thought to criticize the natural historical analogy itself, and
no one has assembled the sort of systematic evidence it would actually
‘take to test those few portions of the available natural histories of
revo}ution which will survive logical scrutiny.

Sometimes the sense of revolution as a-departure from normality

appears frankly in the language of pathology. Crane Brinton's urbane




- ‘Anatomy of Revolution, for example, likers “the development of revolution

to that of a fever:
In the society during the generation or so before the
outbreak of revolution, in the old regime, there will be
found signs of the coming disturbances. . . Then comes the
time when the full symptoms disc;ose themselves, and when we
can say the fever of revolution has begun. This works up. . .
to a crisis, frequentlyAaccompanied by delirium, the rule
of the most violent revolutionists, the Reign of Terror.
After the crisis comes a period of convalescence, usually
marked by a relapse or two. Finally, the fever.is over, and
the ﬁatient is himself again. . . (1952, pp. 17-18)
We do not propbse to join the old game of Improving Brinton. (Simple
rules, for those as yet uninitiated: Inning One: Scold Brinton for
his prejudices; show no quarter. Inning Two: Promulgate a révisgd

version of Brinton's stages of revolution. Inning Three: Congratulate

yoﬁrself on your achievement.) Nor do we intend to argue with Brinton's
historical judgments about the specific revolutions he took up, although
we disagree with a number of them. We hope instead (1) to identify
. some of_the general reasohs why natural-historical models of revolution
have worked badly and are not likely to work well (2) to block out an
alternative model of revolution emphasizing its continuities with routine
contention for power and (3) to check some of the implications of that
model against a series of events for which an unusual store of information
is available: the French Revolution of 1830.

The turmoils of the 1960s in Europe and America have stimulated

a great deal of new work, some of it excellent, on revolution, political



conflict, collective violence and related processes. Among others, Bienen

(1968), Gurr (1970) and Russell (1974) have recently provided wide-ranging
reviews of the literature. We have ourselves turned our hands to criticism
and synthesis elsewhere (e.g. Tilly and Rule 1965, Tilly 1964, 1974a).
As a consequence, there is no need to review the literature as a whole
here. |

Two or three comments will suffice. First, almost all recent
quantitative work on political conflict, including revolution, has con-
 sisted of comparisons of numerous countries at approximately the same
'point in time rather than of the analyses of change over time which would
be appropriéte for the direct testing of natural history hypotheses
(e.g. Feierabend and Feierabend 1966,.Gurr 1968 and 1970, Rummel 1966;
among the rafe exceptions are Kirkham, Levy and Crotty.1970, Russell
1974). Second; social historians have recently been doing rich, system-
atic work on the forms and personnel of revolution in Europe and America
(e.g. Cobb 1961-63, C;S.L. Davies 1969, Hofstadter 1970, Rudé 1970,
Williams 1968); that work, which often does treat change over time, is
more directly relevant to the verification of natural-historical models,
but has not so far been employed in that way. Third, recent social
scientific investigations have tended to lump revolutions together

with other forms of political conflict under headings like "internal

war," "instability," "civil violence," "aggressive behavior" or simply,

"violence."

As a result, the proposal of distinct natural histories for
revolution itself has become rarer than it used to be.
Natural history theorists differ from other students of the sub-

ject in that they depict revolution as the culmination of a series of

qualitatively distinct developmental stages. The stages form a standard




sequence; one stage cannot manifest itself until the preceding omne is
complete. In some cases the revolutionary change represents the end of
the cycle, the.final stage of revolutionary development. ‘Eisewhere, theré
are stages subsequent to the revolution, through which the society moves
from chaos back to mormality. In general, the appearance of the first
stages is a warning or a promise, but not a certain sign that the process
will run its full course. What mark this variety of theorizing as natural
history are the assertions a) that the "late" developmental stageé do not
. appear unless the '"early" ones have already occurred and b) that some

sort of inner logic propels the process, so that in the absence of major
obstgcles it will work out a standard sequence. Revolutions, like butter-
‘flies, have natﬁral histories.

The number and content of the stages varies widely from one
natural historical scheme to another. In Brinton's analysis, the first
stages are characte;ized by widespread govermmental inefficiency in times
of relative prosperity, followed by the desertion of the govermment by
the intellectuals. Next comes an increasing popular reVolutionary
excitement leading to the overthrow of the old regime, followed by a
period of rulé by moderate revolutionary elements. Finally comes the
"rule of terror and v@olence," followed by a return to something like

the status quo ante.

Rex Hopper (1950), another natural history theorist, sees four
stages:

-—Preliminary Stage of Mass Excitement and Unrest

—-Popular Stage of Crowd Excitement and Unrest

—-Formal Stage of Formulation of Issues and the Formation of

Publics



--Institutional Stage of Legalization and Societal Ofganization.
Far more than Brinton's, Hopper's stages refer to the states of mind of
the revolutionary and proto-revolutionary population, and thus sum up a
social psychology of revolution.

These stage schemes have many variants, most of them interesting. . .
and all of them inconclusive. We could review Sorokin's two stages,
Meadows' three or Edwards' five and gain insight from each one. But how
would we choose among the bewildering array? Presumably by examining
their internal consistency, their openness to yerification or falsification,
their value in reducing complex phenomena to their essentials,'their
fruitfulness as guides to empirical investigation, and the fit between
the results of that investigation-and the propos;tions derivable from
the scheme.

On these grounds (as opposed to the moral, aesthetic or heuristic
grounds one might also invoke for the judgment of such schemes), the
natural historical analyses of revolution stand up poorly. Their logic
is peculiar, their vulnerability to proof slight, their reduction of
complexity undoubted but misdirected, their fruitfulness for furtﬂer
investigation strikingly limited and their fit with other facts than

.those from which they were originally inferred quite bad. Most of these

shortcomings spring from the very modus operandi of natural history, and

are therefore unlikely to disappear. In particular, the practice of
working backward from outcome to antecedent conditions provides little
means (and no incentive) to determine how frequently, and under what
circumstances, those same antecedent conditions exist without the develop-

ment of revolution. That having reasoned backward we should present our
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conclusions forward, and in a dramaturgic framework, only aggravates the
difficulty.

Let us concretize our complaints by scrutinizing three sophisti-
cated recent statements, the first by James Davies, the second by Neil
Smelser, the third by Chalmers Johnson. The first is marginal to natural
history, the second contains a very special version of natural history in
application to a wide range of phenomena which happen to include revolution,
the third belongs squarely in the great tradition of natural histories
of revolution.

Davies on the J-Curve

Davies (1962) does not present a scheme of '"stages' as such; he
does argue that a set of qualitative developmental changes lead to revo-
lutionary outbreaks and that the full manifestation of all these changes
~ 1s necessary before a revolution can take place. The crux is that revolu-
tions "are most likely to occur when a proloﬁged period of ecanomic or
social development is followed by a short period of sharp reversal"

(1962, p. 4). "Economic or social development,"

in turn, is "opportunity
to satisfy basic needs, which may range from merely physical. . . to
social. . ." (1962, p. 8). Davies considers three successful revolutions--
Dorr's Rebellion in early nineteenth century Rhode Island, the Russian
revolution of 1917, and the Egyptian revolution 6f 1952--and finds

evidence of such a pattern in each case. He refers to ;he pattern as

the "J-curve" of need-satisfaction, with the progressive period of
increasing satisfaction representing the shaft of the J and the sharp
downturn its crook.

Davies' scheme requires some sort of weighting and summing of

the satisfaction of "human needs" in a population. Unless that assessment
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of needs is both reasonably accurate and légically independent of the
behavior it is supposed to explain, the scheme will provide no means of
distinguishing situations with a high likelihood of revolution from
other situations. In practice, Davies reads back from the fact of revolu-
tion to the presumably frustrated needs, and shifts the weights assigned
to various needs along the way. The discussion of Dorr's rebellion, for
example, derives the long upward slope of the'J-curve in terms of the
increasing prosperity of the texfile industry, on which a large segment
of the population depended. But the finai "sharp reversal' precipitating
the violent outbreak turns out to be the frustration of demands for
popular suffrage in the state. Davies employs similar mixtures of needs
in the development of J-curves for other revolutions. The mixing and
shifting of needs makes it easier to fashion a plausible fit of the
theory to any particular revolution. But makes it correspondingly more
difficult to draw any reliable inference to the cases of revolution (or,
for that matter, of nonrevolution).not yet inspected.

The point is no quibble. On the contrary it is crucial to the
viébility of Davies' argument. Davies appears to start with the accom-

plished fact of revolution, then cast about in the period immediately

preceding it for evidence of the sharp reversal of some need within some
part of the population, then look farther back for needs which have
undergone increasing satisfaction for some length of tiﬁe. Given that
different groups in any population experience the satisfaction and )
frustration of various neéds at various times, such a search has a high
probability of success. It also has a high probability of identifying
as crucial for revolution circumstances which are in fact commonplace

outside of revolutions--as with the famed methodologist who achieved a
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hangover with bourbon and water, scotch and water, not to mention rye and
water, and therefore stopped drinking the offending-substance: water.

So what of frustrations which db not result in revolution?
Frustration is as endemic in social life as need-satisfactions are
various. Needs, as Davies himself points out, are always elastic, ex-
panding to encompass more than the individual enjoys at present; this
disparity presumably always entails its degree of frustration. For
Davies, the crucial difference is between what one might think of as
routine frustration and a '"sudden, sharp reversal" of need satisfaction.
" How one could actually hope to measure the degree of difference between
theée two states at any one point in time, let alone over a series of
points for, say, the entire population of a country, is not clear.
Davies suggests a public opinion poll, but neglects to mention what kind
of poll would do the job. Is there any way to determine that the "gap
between what people‘want and what they get" (to use Davies' w@rds) is
"intolerable" other than by the fact that they refuse to tolerate it?

This desultory picking at the scabs of Davies' scheme finally
~ uncovers the real wound underneath. The actor has absconded! Who
endures the frustrations in question, who makes revolutions, and what
connection do the two actors have with each other? The J-curve formula-
tion offers us two equally absurd alternatives:

a) regardless of who experiences the frustration of crucial

needs, the "society" as a whole responds to them, and

beyond some threshold the response takes the form of

revolution;

b) the individual's propensity to foment or join revolution-

ary action is directly proportional to his degree of
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frustration, hence revolutions occur when more than some

critical number of individuals are performing revolutionary

actions and hence revolutionaries come from the most

frustrated segments of the population--frustrated, to be

sure, by the special up-then-down process Davies describes.
On the surface, the second alternative will appear more plausible to
those who do not find the reification of Society attractive. Unfortunately,
closer scrutiny reveals that the second alternative not only compounds
the practical difficulties already discussed by requiring the weighting
and summing of frustrations for each individual, or at least each group,
within the population in question, but also treats as automatic precisely
what is most problematic about the development of revolutions: the
transition from uncbordinated individual dissatisfactions to collective
assaults on the holders of power. Nor is it a simple matter of filling
in the blanks. The fillings for these particular blanks will.éause
the essential structure of the J-curve hypothesis to explode through

contradiction or to decay through qualification.

Smelser on Collective Behavior:

Smelser's system (1963) is richer and more consistent than Davies'.
It is thus more likely to survive quick criticism. Collective behavior,
of course, includes the whole range of non-normative behavior carried
on by groups of men; revolution constitutes a subtype of a more general
case. Nevertheless, Smelser takes pains to show that all the various
species of collective behavior exhibit the developmental stages which he
posits.

The scheme specifies six conditions which must be met, or

"activated,' before an episode of collective behavior can take place
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(1962, pp. 15-17). They are (1) structural conduciveness or ''permissive-

ness' of the social structure. to a given form of collective behavior;

(2) structural strain; (3) growth and spread of'a‘géneralized belief;

(4) precipitating factors; (5) mobilization of participants for action;

(6) the operation of social control. While all these elements may exist

for varying lengths of time before the episode of collective behavior
even begins, they entér the process itself in precisely that order.
Hence the description of the scheme as a '"value-added" analysis.

Smelser's is the most systematic and helpful discussion of the
defining features of collective behavior we have. The natural-historical
portion of the work, however, rests on propositions which are obvious or
which represent explications of the initial definition of collective
behavior. This becomeslapparent when one attempts to derive predictions
of the form, locus and intensity of collective behavior in different
social settings from those propositions.

Structural conduciveness, for example, means simply that collec-
tive behavior, like any other behavior, is circumscribed‘by its social
'icontext. The occurreﬁce of a financial panic, Smelser points out, pre-
 supposes the existence of a money economy. Structural strain, the .
second determinant, seems to mean any sort of shared dissatisfaction with
the way the world works (although at times it shifts to the structural
conditions—-~e.g. role-conflict--under which such shared dissatisfactions
arise). Since collective behavior means some collective attempt to make
the world work differently, Smelser has simply called our attention to
the fact that people do not act together to contravene existing social

patterns unless motivated to do so.
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The same sort of observations applies to the third determinant,
"growth and spread of a generalized belief," which appears to mean that
people do not act cohcertedly unless they share some common perceptions
of their social world. (Smelser's suggestion that such generalized
beliefs include a symbolic representation of the strains to which the
actors are responding, on the other hand, is more intriguing, less obvious
and more open to empirical verification). The effect of any particular
set of "precipitating factors" again appears only to lend itself to
establishment after the fact, and therefore to have no predictive value.
‘The fifth determinant, "mobilization of participants for action,' states
the truism that only mobilized men act collectively. Like Davies' leap"
from dissatisfaction to rebellion, it leaves the-essential questions
untouched: where, when and how does the mobilization actually occur?

The last determinant, the "operation of social control," does
not run parallel to the first five. It is unclear why the wofkings of
social control should affect collective behavior only after people are
mobilized for action; Smelser himself seems to include the effects of
social control among the conditions of structural conduciveness, his
first determinant. If we drop the idea of sequence, however, we are
left with the observation that others resist collective behavior, and
the assertion that the interaction between the resistance and the collec-
tive behavior produces a new equilibrium. The first enters into the
practical definition of collective behavior, since without resistance we
would never detect its occurrence; the second is merely a conceptual
convenience not open to proof, an artifact of the observer's willingness
to mark a beginning and an end to any particular instance of collective

deviation from expected behavior.
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In short, Smelser's scheme of stages turns out to be the careful
explication of a definition-~quite a useful definition, but a definition
nonetheless. This disappointing result comes from the characteristic

modus operandi of sociological natural history: starting with the identi-

fication of the "species'" and working backwards to identify its necessary
antecedents. The result is the identification of stages in the develop-
ment of the species which are either present by definition or common in
situations which do not produce the species. The actual work of explana-
tion only begins at that point.

Johnson on Revolutionary Change

Chalmers Johnson's Revolutionary Change (1968) exhibits most of
- the same difficulties. Like Davies ané Smelser, .Johnson views the life-
_ cycle of revolution as a homeostatic process, in which the early stages
of growing disequilibration lead to the climactic events of the change
of regime itself, to be followed by re-equilibrating processes‘which
bring the society back to its accustomed balance. Like Smelser, Johnson
defines the main condition of normality in terms of value—integratioﬁ,
and portrays the first condition of susceptibility to revolution the
failure of synchronization between values and realities. In particular,
Johnson sees that failure as manifesting itself in the population's
withdrawal of moral authority from the government. He sees three clusters
of causes of revolution:

First, there are the pressures created by a dis-equili-

brated social system--a society which is changing and

vhich is in need of further change if it is to continue

to exist. OCf all the characteristics of the disequili-

brated system, the one that contributes most directly to
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a revolution is power deflation~--the fact that during a

period of cﬁange the integration of a system depends in-

creasingly upon the maintenance and deployment of force

by the occupants of the formal authority statuses.

The second cluster of necessary causes revolves around

the quality of the purposeful change being undertaken

while a system is disequilibrated. This quality depends

upon the abilities of the legitimate leaders. If they

are unakle to develop policies which will maintain the

confidence of nondeviant actors in the system and its

capacity to move toward resynchronization, a loss of

authority will ensue. Such a loss means. that the use

of force bv the elité is no longer considered legitimate,

although it does not necessarily mean a revolution will

occur at once. . .

The final, or sufficient, cause of a revolution is some

ingredient, usually cpntributed by fortune, which deprives

the elite of its chief weapon for enforcing social he-~

havior (e.g. an army mutiny), or which leads a group of

revolutionaries to believe that they have the means to

deprive the elite of its weapons of coercion. (1968, p. 91)
Johnson then attempts to link these very general phenomena to individual
behavior through the sequence: rapid change--systematic disequili-
brium--overtaxing of existing means of homeostatic and purposive res-
ponse to change--panic-anxiety-shame-~guilt-depression etc.--formation
of movements of protest. True to his predecessors, he proposes the

sulcide rate as a prime index of disequilibrium.
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The resemblances to Davies' and, especlally, Smelser's argu-
ments are striking. The drawbacks are similar. To the extent that
"failed synchronization between values and realities" can be identified
at all independently of the revolutionary behavior it is supposed to
predict, the evidence that it differentilates revolutionary settings
from others 1s in extremely short supply. That failure 1s the general
condition of mankind. Similarly, it is true by definition that power
deflates and legitimate leaders lose authority during revolutions, but
nothing in the evidence ?nown to us indicates that the deflations and
loss necessarily precede revolutions or, conversely, that thelr occur-
rence predicts to revolution. (Cne could, if willing to work within
this conceptual framewbrk, manufacture a plausible case that despite
the disagreeahle resistance of Parliament, Charles I's power was in-
flating up to shorly before the outhreak of the Civil War in 1642; it
is even easier to point out how regularly terror quells dissént). Only
moving backward from the fact of revolution to its presumed standard
features makes it so easy to arrive at such helpless propositioms.

Aéain we face the Case of the Absconded Actor. The ideas of
power deEhtion.and loss of authority treat generalized inahbilities of
a regimé to make 1its.dictates felt, widespread opposition to the exer-
cise of governmental power. That the inability should be generalized
and the opposition widespread gain credibility from their connection
with the underlying assumption that "a whole society" somehow expresses
itself in revolution. We would be inclined to deny the existence of
any such actor as a '""Whole Soclety" as well as the utility of His in-
vention. But even leaving aside doubts on that score for some other

polemical occasion, it is not clear that the assumption helps in
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solving the problem at hand. The nub of revolution is a selzure of
power over a governmental apparatus by one group from another. If
we want to limit the portentous word 'revolution" to those cases in .
which the groups are social classes and/or the seizure of power pro-
duces extensive changes in spcial life;.so be it. It remains that the
bare requirements of such a change are the involvement of only a
small portion of the population. Nor does it seem at all 1ikeiy that
a relatively uniform state of mind on the part of the remainder of

the population is a necessary condition for such a change. Yet except
for the importanf point concerning the control of the military and
other repressive forces, Johnson's argument provides us with no reliable
wéy of anticipating elther the nature of the conflict or the identity
of the participants. Smelser's scheme, Davies' and, indeed, the whole
range of natural historical theorizing leaves those central explanatory
questions virtﬁally untouched.

| In their present condition, natural-history theories of revolu-
tion are nearly irrefutable--not hecause they are manifestly correct,
but because they consist mailnly of ways of rationalizing events after
the fact. Even Crane Brinton, who provides us with the most concrete
characterizations of the stages of revolution, offers them as no more
than preliminary empirical generalizations, restricted to the few great
revolutions he takes up. Any effort to apply systematic evidence to the
available natural-historical analyses will therefore require recasting
the arguments into testable propositions. The model which we propose
below aims in that direction. It is a kind of natural history theory
in that 1t views revolutionary violence as a stage in the development

of broader political changes. But it differs from the theories
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discussed above in that it identifies these changes not as 'abnormal,"
but as the stuff of normal political life.

A Political Process Model

For any population, we may ask whether there exist one or more
organizations controlling the principal concentrated means of coer¢ion
within tﬁe population. Such organizations are governments. We may.
then enumerate all groups within the population which, during some
particular span of time; collectively apply resources to the influence
of a certailn government. They are contenders for power with respect
to that government. To the extent that a contender can routinely lay
claim to the generation of action or yielding of resources by agents
of the government, the contender is a member of the polity, which
therefore consists of all contenders successfully exercising routine
claims to government response. Some groups are not contenders, and
some contendars (which we call challengers) are not members of the
polity; the members of the polity differ among themselves in the émount
and type of response thelr application of resources to the government
produces. ‘

So much for definitions. We imagine the general operation of
polities in the folloying vay: Every polity establishes tests of
membership, and all polities include.among such tests the ahility to
.mobilize or coerce significant numbers of people. Furthermére, within
the polity members continually test one another: repeated failures of
partial tests lead to fuller tests which lead, 1f failed, to exclusion

from the politv. Each new entry or exit redefines the criteria of

membership in a direction favorable to the characteristics of the present

set of members; the members tend to hecome attached to those criteria




21

as'a matter of pfinciple; The life of the polity thérefore consists of
a) the‘routine application of resources to the influence of the govern-
ment by members of the polity; h) attempts by non-members (ordinarily
resisted by members 1n collaboration Qith agents of the government) to
influence the government, including attempts to gain membership; c) an
ongoing series of contests, ¥anging from parliamentary maneuvering to
street fighting, among members of the polity. (Actually a) will fre-
quently lead to c¢), as when one member lays claim to resources already
committed to another, and bt) will frequently coincide with c), since
members often form coalitions with non-members in order to increase

the resources available for application to their common ends.)

Because of the testing process by which contenders acquire or
lose membership, collective violence tends to increase'when the member-:”
ship of the polity is changing rapidly. Collective violence will pit
members agalnst members, and agents of the government (especially
repressive forces like troops and police) against non-members, but
rarely non-memhers agalnst non-members, agents of the govermment agailnst
members, or agents agalnst each other. In the event of revolution,
however, all these regularities change.

Revolution{ in this political model, consists of the fragmenta-
tion of a siﬁgle polity. The case in which the fragmentation turns out
to be permanent greatly resembles the revolution--indeed, the two cases
are often indistinguishable at the start--but the term "revolt" or "civil
"war" applies more easily in that case. Leon Trotsky (1932, 222-230)
stated the essentlals of the fragmentation years ago, under the heading

of "dual sovereignty." We differ from Trotsky in three ways: 1) in

claiming that in many revolutions sovereignty is actually multiple,
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rather than dual; 2) in considering it more likely that thé alternative
polities will be composed of coalitions of classes -than that they will
be single classes; 3) in recognizing tha£ the coalitions éometimes in~-
clude groupings which are based on language, religion, region or some
other form of solidarity than class.,

The fragmentation of the polity can occur in several different
ways. 'The most likely 1s for some new coalition of contenders (at the
extreme, a singlg non-member of the polity) to lay claim to exclusive
control over the government while the remaining established members of
the poiity continue to press their exclusive claims, while some portion
of the population honors the claims of each of the fragment polities.
These clrcumstances may well produce a temﬁorary fragmentation of the
government (as when insurrectionary armies administer part of a country)
in addition to the fragmentation of the polity. 1In any case, a revolu-
tion begins when previously acquiescent citizens faced with sfrictly
incompatible demands from the government and an alternative authority
obey the alternative authority. It continues until only one central
authority remains.

So far we have merely set up a conceptual scheme, embedded in
a strongly political view of conflict, which contains a few propositions
so general as not to be amenahle to.verification in their present form.
The scheme, nevertheless, narrows the search for the causes of revolu-
tion from the detection of anomie, strain, dysfunction or frustration
to the specification of the conditilons producing the following out-
comes: _

a) appearance of contenders (or coalition of conten&ers) ad-

vancing exclusive alternative claims to the control over the
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government currently exerted by members of the polity;

b) acceptance of those claims by a significaﬁt segment of the
population;

¢) formation of coaliéions het&een members of the polity and
the contenders advancing thé alternative claims;

d) unwillingness or incapacity of the government to suppress
the alternative coalition and/or the acceptance of its claims
(historically, the unreliability of armed forces has been

crucial in this regard).

If these are indeed the constituent elements of a revolutionary situa-

tion, they have some Interesting implications for the natural history

of revolution. They give us no particular reason for expecting a

gradual

crescendo of conflict up to the point of revolution, followed

by a rapid readjustment, which is the sequence a tension-release model

implies.

On the contrary. A more reasonable sequence would run:

1) the gradual mobilization of contenders unacceptable to the
members of the polity and/or making exclusive claims to govern-
mental control;

2) a rapid increase in the number of people accepting those
claims and/or a rapid expansion of the coalitién including the
unacceptahbhle or exclusive contenders:

3) an unsuccessful effort by the government, acting on behalf

of the members of the polity, to suppress the alternative coali-

.tion and/or the acceptance of its claims;

4) establishment by the alternative coalition of effective con-

trol over some portion of the government;
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5) struggle of the alternative coalition to maintain or ex-
tend khéfhééntrol; |

6) reconstruction of a single polity through tﬂe victory of
the alternative coalition, through its defeat, or through the

establishment of a modus vivendi between the alternative coali-

tion and some or all.of the old members.
It is a matter of pure convenlence whether we say dual sovereignty--and
therefore revolution--commences at stage 2, stage 3, or stage 4, It ends,
obviously, at stage 6.

. Some Inferences from the Model

This "natural history'" of revolution, like those reviewed earlier,
contains little more than the explication of a dgfinition. It leads,
however, to some intriguing observations on the sequence of violent con-
flicts in revolutions. First, the level of conflict is likely to be
much higher after the first major actions of the revolution than before,
because the emergence of dual sovereignty challenges the position of
every member of the polity, and thus begins a major round of testing.

Second, the struggle bhetween the two polities is itself likely
to produce a polarized form of conflict, activatlng an exceptional pro-
nortion of the population on one side or another.

Third, the successful revolutionary coalition--whichever com-~
bination of the original contenders it contains--1is likely to face con-
siderable resistance as it attempts to reestablish routine governmental
control over the population as a whole after seizing the governmental
apparatus. To the extent that the revolutionary action begins with the
selzure of a cruclal but narrow geographical and/or organizational part

of the apparatus, the struggle is likely to shift away from that locus
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after the revolutionaries consolidate their control there. in geo-
praphically and organizationally céntraiiZed states.like those of the
modern West, revolutionary éonflicts are most likely to originate at the
center and then shift té the periphery if the cénter is won.

Fourth, the initial pééolutionary coalition is likely to frag-
ment, leaving a few contenders excéptionally powerful, for several
reasons: 'a) thé initial seizure of'éontrdl requires a larger coalition
than does the maintenance of controli b) the divergence of the longer-
run objectives of thé ésaleésced contenders 1s likely t6 become more
salient and serious aftef the initial effort of dislodging the previous
polity from contfol is past: ¢) those contendefs which have mobilized
rapidly in response to shoft-tun crisés but which remain relatively
underorganized are alsd likely to demobilize more rapidly than other
contenders, and thus to 1lose position in the tésting which immediately -
follows tlie initial seizuré of power. On these mattets; coalition
theorists (e.g., Coleman 1973; Gamson 1968a, Schelling 1973) have al=

Testing the Model

Though easy to state, these ideas are difficult to test--for
they require a form of data ruch harder to assemble than the bald reci-
tation of events which fuels the natural history arguments. Needed for
this "political process" modél of revolutionary change are data which
relate the manifest conflicts of the revolﬁtiqn to different segments
of the hase population before, during and after the revplutionary everits,
via an analysis of the changing actions and relations of theé principal

contenders for power, These materials must ke gathered in such a way
-

as to view events transpirine hefore, during and after the revolution
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with the same analytical léns, so as to avold the natural history fallacy
of "working backward" from the accomplished fact of revolutionary change
in order to identify stages which '"had" to lead to revolution. Such data
are a thousand times more difficult to assemble than are straightforward
accounts of the principal events. The collection of the information on
which we shall draw in the following analysis took seven years of the
time of good-sized research teams at Harvard, Toronto and Michigan.

Eveﬁ that information fails to represent directly several crucial parts
of the processes of mobilization, contention and transfer of power that
we have hteen discussing., Despite a number of trials, we have not so

far been able to developr a reliable procedure for enumerating contenders,
measuring theilr mohilization and characterizing their relationship to

the existing structure of power which is truly independent of the con-
flicts wé are attempting to explain. The portions of the argument we

are in the best position to test directly are therefore those dealing
with the timing énd personnel of violent conflicts..

The data consist chiefiy of coded, machine-readable accounts of
every violent conflict ahove a certain scale occurring in France noted
by trained readers scanﬁing two national dally newspapers for each day
over the periods from'183ﬂ through 1860 and 1930 through 1960, plus a
random three months per year over the period from 1861 through 1929.
Information on these events is drawn not only from the original news-
paper accounts, but also from archival sources and secondary historical
materials. In additioﬁ, further data consist of machine-~readable des-
criptions of a wide variety of soclal indicators year by year for the

86 to 90 French departements and for France as a whole.
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A "violent event," for these purposes, is a continuous inter-
action between two or more formations, or between ogé formation and
theuproperty of another, in which at least one formation has fifty or
more participants and in the course'of which at least one formation
seizes or damages persons or objects. (Acts of war between states,
however, are excluded.) The-following report, iliustrates tﬁe sort
of information being analysed. It describes events which took place in
the southern French city of Carcassonne in March, 1832.

The disfurbance which afflicted this commune on the eighth

of this month broke'out again yesterday (Sunday), with even

greater violence. The insistence of the Bishop on support-~
ing the 1nterddiction of Father Bataillé,‘the parish priest,
and the presence of other priests sent to Saint-Vincent

parish to cénduct the Sunday services, brought forth a

large crowd in the cﬁurch, and the priests were chased from

the premises. The Prefect, who on the eighth had refused

to call in the Natiornal Suard to disperse the crowd, toék

recourse to the Guard on this occasion, declining to call

in thé regular army for fear of creating.additional antag-
. onism.

Thus the National Guard assembled at Canal Square. The

Gﬁard would have succeeded in calming the disturbance,

except for the presence of the Prefect, the General and

several municipal officials. The sight of these bréught

the crowd to new excesses. The crowd jeered the Prefect,

threatening to throw him in the canal, and forced him to

flee to the side of the General, A hail of stones thrown
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at the officlals by thé crowd struck the General on the
head and the deputy mayor on the face. The latter later
submitted his resignation. The crowd then became still
more threatening, Four officers of the Guard left their
troops to harangue the crowd, with some effect. 'We'll

obey you,'" cried some of the principal residents of the

Carcassonne, ''for you are good patriots." The crowd

dispersed. Calm returned, and the night passed quietly.

‘Now that these deplorahle events have occurred, the

Bishop and the Prefect can no longer do us any good:

their presence alone creates general antagonism.and

ferment. The most peaceable and respectable citizens

are

ing

hurrying to sign a petition to the legislature seek-

the removal of the Prefect and the transfer of the

Bishorp.

The

ity

(Le

Some of the

ity of them

authorities have been astonished at the moral author-
over the crowds shown by the National Guard. .

Constitutionnel, March 19, 1832),

available accounts are more detailed than this one, a major-

sketchier .* Taken together, the approximately 1,400 dis-

turbance reports from 1832 through 1960 constitute a comprehensive

sample of events in which people were sufficiently committed to their

objectives to take violent action, plus information on the contexts of

the events.

*On

the basis of this-report and two others, all drawn from Le

Constitutionnel, our coders estimated the total number of participants

at 400 to 600, and hroke them into two formations: one a '"crowd of
common ideology' and the other one a National Guard plus public officials.
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Our procedure yields, so far as we can tell, a more representa-
tive sample of violent conflicts than would reliance on standerd his-
tories or on any combination of major series of documents available to
French historians for the period in question. Yet it teﬁds to under-
represent areas and segments of the population which are either less
accessible or less interestieg to journalists. This bias is probably
greater in times of erisis at the center, which draw attention away
from the rest of the world.

Yet the general bias is endemic, and probably constant over
short periods. The method anpears to capture the general fluctuation
of conflict over time falrly well. A comparison between the number
of violent events in the sample and those mentloned in the inventories
of two of the standard archival series on the internal policing of
France (Archives Nationales BB18 and BBBO) yields the following num-

bers of disturbances by quarter from 1830 through 1832:

1830 1831 1832

1234 1234 1°2 3 4 TOTAL

sample 2 52518 9 4 7 3 1742 7 2 141
_archive . 5 14717 15 4 4 4 91210 7 135

4The comparison is~weakened somewhat by the inventories' imprecision
concerning the number of participants and the extent of violence in the
smaller conflicts and by their tendency to lump together a number of
- related events (notably the multiple counter-revolutionary movements in
the West during the second quarter of 1832) into a single item. But in
general the swings in frequencies correspond to those of our sample
(r = .52). For that reason, it may be useful to extend the series back

a few years in time via the archival materials:
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1826 1827 -1828 1829 1830 1831 1832

sample - - - - 50 23 . 68

archive 13 11 13 22 70 27 38

The counts show a much higher frequency of collective violence immediately
§££g£ the revolution than in the years before, despite the accumulation
of a certain number of food riots in 1829. The observation, which is
reinforced by the quarterly count presented above, will take on some
importance later.

As we completed our enumeration of violent events meeting our
criteria, we coded them extensively in a uniform maﬁner. That involved
breaking the participants in each event into "formations'--sets of per-
sons acting together—-and describing each fofmation;s characteristics
and actions separately, as well as characterizing the setting and the
event as a whole. The items coded ranged from multiple measures of the
" scale of the event to detailed sequences of action for individﬁal forma-
tions to manifest objectives of the participants. In this report,
however, we draw only on our classifications of formations and our
estimates of the number of participants in each event.

Here we analyze only one small segment of the sample: The violent
events recorded from the years 1830, 1831, 1832. Those events include
all the larger violent encounters which were part of the Revolution of
1830, but they also include a number of small incidents to which his-
torians haveinot attributed any particular political significance.
Inclusiveness is a virtue, for it permits us to spudy how the occurrence
of revolution affects the whole pattern of violent conflict.

The Revolution of 1830

The "Three Glorious Days" of July, 1830, brought about a popular




31

overthrow of entrenched power, one which spelled the definitive end of
the Bourbon monarchy in France and led to a sweeping- change in the per-
sonnel of the government's upper echelons. (In our general analysis
of the context, we rely especially on the following accounts: .Aguet
(1954), Dolleans (1967), Chevgliér (1958), Labrousee (n.d.), Mantoux
(1901), Girard (1961), Lhomme (1960), and Pinkney (1964 and 1972). 1In
place of the Bourbon Charles X, the Revolution .elevated Louis-Philippe
of Orleans to the throne--not as King of France, but as "King of the
French." The revolution changed the cast of French political life,
bringing France one step closer to parliamentary democracy. Nor did
these changes come without bloodshed. In the course of the "Three
Glorious Days'" of fighting between in;urgents and. the army in the streets _
of Paris, some two thousand Frenchmen lost their lives.

The Revolution of 1830 did not excite the popular involvement of
1848. It did not accomplish the sweeping rearrangements of 1789. Its
rank and file did not share the single-minded commitment to a revolu-
tionary program of the Communards of 1871. It was no less a revolution
for all that. In our view, the effort to single out a class of '"true"
revolutions through the exteqsiveness of popular participation, the
depth of the structural changes resulting from the transfer of power or
the radicalism of the intentions of the participants defeats itself. It
makes crucial to the definition of the phenomenon to be examined just
those features which are hardest to detect, and which ought to be
treated as variables. It makes virtually impossible what is already a
very difficult task: analyzing what distinguishes those transfers of
control over governments which do involve massive popular participation

and widespread structural change from those which do not. Employing the
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_more strictly political criterion of muitiple sovereignty makes it clear
thaé 1830 brouéﬂ; France a genuine re§6lution. Once we examine 1830
outside the shadows of 1789 and 1848, moreover, we can see well enough
that the transfer of power were far more extensive than appears at first
glance.*

Who took part? Who were the members of the polity on the eve.
of the revolution, who the contenders testing one another in the revolu-
tionary and post-revolutionary power struggles? Jean Lhomme's summary
is convenient: First, the backers of Charles X, the most powerful group
up to the Revolufion; Lhomme sees them as representatives of the landed
aristocracy. Second, poised against this group, another privileged
element: a counter—elite composed of the upper bourgeoisie, with
activist representatives in the Chamber of Deputies, the préss and other
key positions. In terms of the conceptual scheme we are employing, both
these groups count as members of the polity; there are, of coufse, others,
but they matter less for the present analysis. Another two groups iden-
tified by Lhomme as active in the political contests of this period were
the numerous urban working classes--poor, inarticulate, and badly
organized, but still capable of some degree of collective action--and
the rural poor, destigute as their urban counterparts but different in
political orientation. These latter groups were active contenders in the
power struggle during the years under study, but were excluded by the
first two from memBership in the national polity.

These rough categories simplify enormously a rich, complex class

structure. For most purposes, a class analyst of this period would want

*For a fuller discussion on this point, see Pinkney (1972, Chapter
IX).
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to distinguish the expanding class of small manufacturers from the world.
of small craftsmen and shopkeepers which supplied so many of the revolu-
tioﬁary activists from 1789 to 1848, the true peasants from the agricul-
tural proletariat, the factory workers from the unskilled laborers, and so
on. These distinctions matter a great deal to our more fefined treat-
ments of nineteenth century conflicts. For present purposes, they would
siﬁply obscure the general argument.

Our categories, for all their crudeness, take us a giant step
toward a more subtle understanding of the revolutionary events them—
selves; although representatives of the first three groups all had
their roles to play in the Three Glorious Days, they were different roles
indeed. The Revolution came after a period of smoldering if ﬁnspirited
conflict bet&een thé govefnment and the bourgeois counter-elite. The
immediate spur to action came on July 25 when the government, facing a
defeat from its antagonists in the Chamber of Deputies, promuigated a
series of measures suspending freedom of the press, dissolving the
recently elected Chamber, and restricting the franchise. The parliamen-
tary opposition--the bourgeois counter-elite--called on theynation to
resist, posting placards to this effect throughout Paris. Perhaps more
important, the opposiﬁion press closed down in response to the govern-
ment's measures, sending the printers and other workers into the streets.
News and agitation spread through the existing networks of neighborhood,
work and local political organization. By July 27 barricades had
appeared in the city--especially in the old working-class neighborhoods--~
and fighting between insurgents and the army had begun. By the 29th,

the challengers had won the day. The king abdicated and fled the country;
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the Duke of Orleans was installed in his place. Three short days
sufficed to depose the last of the Bourbons and shift the reins of power.

We recount the events partly to emphasize the nature of the
coalition which effected the overthrow. The bases for action on the
part of the working-class challengers and the bourgeois members of the
polity were quite different. David Pinkney's work on the Paris revolu-
tion of 1830 has shown that the disparities were so great that unanimity
(however one might reckon it) was impossible. Pinknéy argues, for
example, that the working-class crowd were uninvolved in the quarrel
between the government and its elite antagonists:

.« e thbusaﬁds of Paris workingmen during the depression

.years of théllate 1820s and early 1830s had specific

grievances--lack of work, low wages, the high price of

bread--that had nothing to do with the dispute over censorship

that alienated the printers and journalists from the |

.Polignac ministry. (1964, p. 2)
The conventional way to deal with this discrepancy has been to treat the
workers as impelled, rather blindly, by hardship; Pinkney's analysis,
however, makes it easier to see that a genuine coalition of groups with
rather different objectives was at work in the early revolution. The
nature of the coalition adds irony to the fact that although few bourgeois
died in the Parisian events in comparison to the terrible toll of'workers,
the upper bourgeois picked up the pieces, set the cast of the new govern-
ment and occupied the stations of power within it.

This account of the Paris days also provides another ground for

skepticism about those natural history theories of revolution which

implicitly posit a single state of mind or shared tension through entire
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populations. For the actual change in government was accomplished both
in a remarkably short time and through the participation of a small
segment of the French populace: perhaps twenty thousand participants—-
less than a hupdredth of one percent--of a nation of twenty-five million.
Certainly these twenty thousand people were in a strategic location.
Certainly many other non-combatant Frenchmen shared at least some of
their outlook. But only the rashest observer could automatically
ascribe the perceptions, grievances and desires of those who fought to
the rest of the populace. A minority of a specific class in a single
city were able to dislodge the Bourbon regime from its position of
power. To stakevone's explanation of the change of government on what
the rest of the French nation was thinking or feeling seems to us
unwarranted and risky.

Instead, the model of revolution already presented directs
attention to shifts in the form, locus and intensity of conflict as the
struggle for power continues. If the model is correct, we should expect
to find:

1) a significant rise in the level of conflict after the

inception of the revolution, as a) the struggle for power

over the centrgl governmental apparatus generalizes; b) all

contenders find their positions within the polity open to

test and change; c) the coalition whicﬁ acquires control

over the center attempts to reimpose control over the

peripheral segments of the population as a whole;

2) a movement of conflict toward the centers of power

as tﬁe revolution begins, and toward the periphery as it

proceeds to reimposition of central control over the
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remainder of the population;

3) an increésed use of sﬁecialized repressive forces as

the revolutionary coalition consolidates its control over

the center, demobilized some of the contenders which took

an active part in the.initial seizure of power, and

extends ifs control to the periphery;

4) a general "politicization'" of conflict with and after

the revolution, as the existence of the revolutionary

situation encourages all contenders to test each other

in order to maintain or aggrandize their positions, and as

every conflict comes to-have some significance for the

structure of the polity to emerge from the revolution;

5) a general tendency for both the politicization aﬁd the

intensity of conflicts to vary as a direct function of

the proximity of different segments of the population

to the center.
Now, these inferences from our general scheme obviously assume a highly
centralized govermment; they very likely draw some of their plausibility
from their fit with what we already know to be the common run of modern
European experience. The peasant wars so powerfully analyzed by Eric
Wolf (1969), on the other hand, will only fit these statements after some

tugging and squeezing. We claim only that these are reasonable inferences

from our argument to the sorts of centralized governments modern Europe
did produce, and therefore to the polities which have supplied theorists
of revolution with most of their classic cases, and that '"natural

history" schemes either provide no inferences regarding these matters or

suggest contrary ones.
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The Timing of Collective Violence

As preliminary tests of these assertions, let us examine data
concerning the timing, locus and participants in violent conflicts
within France from 1830 through 1832, First, timing. Figure 1 displays
the fluctuation in collective‘violence by quarter from January 1830
to December 1832, in terms of numbers of violent events and estimated
participants in them. (The estimating procedure a) gives precedence to
specific numbers reporfed in the accounts used, b) permits the coder to
draw inferences from the territory occupied b& the violent event, the
number of arrests and casualties and the descriptive words used by
witnesses, c) assigns to those violent events for which there is too
little information to make even that sort of judgment—-in this case 8
of the 141 disturbances--the mean value of the estimates for other
disturbances in the same quarter.) On the whole, the curves of violent
events and of participants move together. The largest exceptién in the
three yeérs isithe‘third.quarter of 1831, during which the number of .
violent events declined to three, but the faﬁous November insurrection
in Lyon brought the participants up to over seventeen thousand. The
graph also displays the general tendency for the average size of violent
events to rise in.timeg of widespread conflict like July 1830 and June
1832.

Perhaps the most remarkable thing shown in these curves is the
relative quiescence of France during the six-month period immediately
prior to the revolution. From the first of January to the end of June.

11830, we discover a total of seven violent events. During the five

months from the beginning of August to the end of the year, however,

there are a total of thirty-five. This accords badly with those natural
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history theories which posit a gradual build-up of excitement or tension
during the pre-revolutionary period, followed by a dpwn—turn and general
subsidence once the revolution is accomplished. Indeed, Paris itself,
the site of the revolution and the area where the data on disturbances
are most complete, shows no violence above our minimum scale between the
first of the year and the revblutionary days. Nor do 1831 and 1832 show
much of a ‘'systematic decrescendo of violence or homeostétic return to the
earlier equilibrium. 1831, it is true, is considerably less violent than
the second half of 1830, yet 1831 remains more violent than the first

six months of the revolutionary year. And 1832, though likewise showing
a lower incidence of violence per month than the last half of 1830,
nevertheless shows more than twice as many incidents as 1831 and many
more per month than the pre-revolutionary period of 1830. Indeed, an
examination of our sample shows that 1832 produced the greatest number

of violent incidents of any year during the 1830—1860 period. By any
reckoning, the "Three Glorious Days'" of July, 1830, mark the beginning,
rather than the climax, of a turbulent period in French history.

A closer look at the incidents in the months after the revolu-
tion in 1830 shows a.still,more interesting pattern of development of
revolutionary violence. The revolution itself had played out within a
remarkably short periéd of time. Within five days of the first signs
of popular hostility to the regime in Paris, and after just three days
of fighting, the Bourbon monarchy fell for good; given the state of
communications at that time, the revolution was an accomplished fact
before most of the country had heard about it. Yet the reestablishment

of single sovereignty through France as a whole took months.* Most of

*At this point our discussion has benefitted particularly from David
Pinkney (1971, personal communication; and 1972).
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the major cities of France were the scenes of éympathetic responses as
sgon as news of the Parisian insurrection reached them. In Nantes, for
example:
The July Ordinances were knon the morning of the 29th. They
had a powerful impact. Feelings ran high all day and
disorderly crowds gathered in front of the theater that
evening. The gendarmes and the soldiers of the Tenth Line
Regiment intervened and restored order. Fifteen deﬁonstra—
tors were arrested and taken to the Chiteau.
Tﬁe next morning, there was great agitation, and it spread
to the masses. The merchants and the upper bourgeoisie
did not hide their fears. They asked for the reestablish-
ment of the National Guard, but the authorities did not
seem inclined té listen to them.
The mayor was strongly urged. . . to free the demonstrators
who had been imprisoned in the Chdteau the night before.
He said all he could do was speak to the military commander.
After that reply, a group formed and headed for the
headqua}ters of the military division, grew along the
way, and included a hundred-odd persons when it got to
the Place Louis XVI. There it found a detachment of the
Tenth in battle formation before the headquarters. In
the midst of the shouts and imprecations of the crowd,
someone fired a gun. The soldiers responded with a
volley. The demonstrators fled, with seven of them shot
to death and some forty of them more or less seriously

wounded.
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The populace invaded the guard house and disarmed the-'
soldiers on duty there. The military authorities lim--
ited their action to securing the Chfteau-and the Place
Louis XVI,  and the city was abandoned tqzitself. Some
citizens who had met at the Bourse during the day or-
ganized patrols which walked the city that night and
maintained order.

The members of the court and the Chamber of Commerce
‘tbok.the initiatiQe iﬁ.reesfablishing the National anrd
;nd appealed to the loyaity of their fellow citizens in

a ﬁotice pésted.Séturday, July 31. Because of a delay

in the mailé, only ‘on the night of August' 1 did people
“learn the departure of Charles X and the establishment’
ofla provisioaal government. The Prefect and the.mayor;

, considering the game lost, left the city on the 2nd; that
night ggneral-Despinois, taking part of his garrison with
him, headed for the Vendée, hoping to raise an insﬁrfection
there. The Mational Guard organized. Lt. General Dumoutier,
who livea near the city, took command.

Mavet, senior - member of the prefectoral.council, took over-
direction of departmental affairs on the 3rd. On the 4th,
“the official news finaliy-came. The tricolor flag went up.
On the 6th, Dumputiér took command of the Tﬁelfth Division.
(Libaudiére 1905, 81-83: a far superior acébunt, too long

to quote here, appears in Giraud-Mangin).

Between the time of the revolution in Paris and August 4, similar

these incidents represented assertions of strength by local

events broke out in Toulouse, Bordeaux, Lille, Amiens and Dijon. All of
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representatives of the forces who had seized power.in Paris. In terms
of our political procéss model of revolution, these.events represented
the first of a serieé of tests among various members of ﬁhe polity and
con;enders for political power to determine the concrete power relations
which would reéult from the revolutionary change at the center.

These essentially urﬁan events played themselves‘OUt almost
iﬁmediately after the revolution, even though the overall level of
violence hit anothér peak before the end of'the year. Inflating the
rates.during the remainder of'1830 were another kind of violent con-
fronta;iéﬁ, one pitting a different combination of parties against
one aﬁother in a different kind of mutual testing. These were out-
.breaké:of.attacks against the agents and symbols'of pent;al control.
Particﬁlarly favored for such attacks wére the taxation officésAby
which Paris collected iﬁs much-detested internal taxes and which cut
the inéome of ;ocal farmers while raising the level of food prices in
tﬁe cities aﬁd towns. For example, an account of a tax riot in the
Chémpagne city of Epernay in December, 1830 bggins:

Six hundred wine growers desceﬁded on the house of the

collector of excise, sacked his offices, seized his record

books, and burned them in the square by the city hall.

(Archives Nationales B318

1191).

and then goes on to give details: The presences of women and children
in the crowd, the refusal of part of the National Guard (themselves re-
cruitéd from the winegrowers) to act againét their brotheré, the request
for troops from outside, the dispersal of the rioters, Another account

of the same incident from a newspaper source notes that the mayor of the

town and other ''good citizens'" tried to prevent the invasion, but to ng
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avail. An equally typical example came from Villeneuve (Landes). On
September 8, 1830, after an apparent agreement among peasants and mer-~
chants not to pay tolls or excise taxes, the mayor (assisted by gendérmes
and National Guards) sought to enforce the collection of taxes at the
local fair. A crowd beat the mayor and drove a herd of steers into him.
The Natioﬁal Guards of Villeneuve and adjacent communes eventually made

18

80 arrests. (Archives Nationales BB 1187; Gazeétte des Tribunaux,

11/25/1830: Journal des Débats, 10/13/1830) Again, the same pattern:

rural'interests seize the occasion of the postfrevolutionary period to
.chélleﬁgérthe ability of the local representatives of the central au-
thorities to make good their customary demands.

- Attacks 1like these, endemicAduring this period, were no mere
symbolic gestures. One of the main political issues of the time;—both
before and after the revolution--was the ability of the cenfral govern-—
ment to squeeze taxes out of the rural populace. These gventé in the
fall of 1830 represent another process of testing, as those in control
of the central government struggled to consolidate its power and to
exclude the rural poor fror participation in the polity. Tﬁe fact of
a change of power at the top had resulted in a scramble for position among
the other contenders within the polity, with each group seeging to
establish its claim for what it saw as most crucial to it. The rural
contenders simply responded to the new power arrangement at the center
as an opporfunity to press harder than ever for the same interests which
they had been pursulng all along.

Nor were the rural poor the only groups whose represeptatives
asserted their claims against the new government immediately after the
revolution. Paris 1itself was the scene of a number of protests from

its poorer citizens:; the events of the fall demonstrated that the critical
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role of workers during the revolution had not led to working-class support
for the middle-class government. Finally, in December of 1830, the trial
of the ministers of deposed Cﬁarles X brought about a massive riot which
rocked the new governmént. It showed plainly that the situation had not
"re-equilibrated" itself during the months since the revolution.

Urbanity and Collective Violence

Another significant comparison in the nature of participation in

violent collective conflict during this period lies in the urbanity of

their settings. Table 1 shows the estimated number of participants in
violent events during each period by the urbanity of the departments in
which the events occurred. (At the time, France was divided into 86
administrative.units, or departments, averaging about 375,000 in populé-
tioﬂ.) The enfries in each cell are rates per 100,000 population,
corrected to an annual basis. Of course, the fact that an evént took
place in a department with more than 15 percent of its populétion

in urban.places does not necessarily mean the event itself was urban;

a violent event 1in an urban department can still take place outside
the confines of the city.

The comparisons are striking. The urban departments show con-

'siétently higher rates of participation in violent events throughout.
Nevertheless, the geographic pattern varies considerably from one
period to the next. The correlation coefficients at the bottom of

each column in Table 1 conveniently summarize the varying strength

of the relationship between the urbanity of a department and the

volume of participation in its violent events. The coefficients dis-
play both the general tendency of participants in violence to concen-

trate in the more urban departments and the sharp fluctuation of the




Table 1: Estimated Participants in Collective Violence per 100,000 Population by Urbanity of
Department, 1830-32 (corrected to annual basis)

Percent of popula- . Total Total

tion in cities of Jan.~June July-Aug. Sept.-Dec. 1830- Participants Population

10,000+ 1830 1830 1830 1831 1832 1832 (Thousands) (Millions)
0 23 19 54 5 22 20 3.8 6.4
0.1-5.0 7 42 84 0 64 34 6.7 6.5
5.1-10.0 0 92 218 34 75 66 19.8 10.0
10.0-15.0 18 720 136 lé 213 135 19.5 4.8
15.1+ 28 2904 413 719 823 727 104.4 4.8
TOTAL 13 573 175 120 - 193 158 154.2 32.5

Total Participants

(Thousands) 2.1 31.1 19.0 39.2  62.8 154.2

r, participants x

urban population -01 91 .66 .43 .89 .91
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pattern from period to period. The rapid geogfaphic fluctuaﬁion in 1it-
self is a finding of some importance, for it suggests two interesting
conclusions: a) the locus and character of the issues abou; which .
Frenchmen were fighting shifted dramatically as the revolution moved
from phase to phase; b) other studies which have found strong relations
between levels of conflict and structural variables at a single point
in time may well have mistaken historically contingent relationships
for general effects of structure.

How did the pattern change as the revolution proceeded? During
the pre-revolutionary period, we find low rates throughout France; they
do not differ greatly among the groups of departments. The picture
changes drastically, however, once the revolution gets underway. During
the revolutionary period, the extent of violence rose sharply for all
classes of départments except the most rural ones; the change produced
a strong relationship tetween urbanity and violent.conflict. 'In the
months following the change of government the disparity between the
most and the le;st urban departments narrowed: the rates in the léss
urban departrents rose, registering the shift of focus of conflict
from the largest urban centers toward the provincial towns and the
countryside. Concretgly, the swelling of rates in the less urban
departments during the closing months of 1830 represented the spread
of tax rebellions and similar forms of resistance to central control.
During 1831 and 1832, the differentials between the most and least
urban departments widened again, although in 1831 the persistence of
tax conflicts in the moderately rural departments while struggles
among, the members of;the revolutionary coalition accelerated in Paris

and other large cities reduced the correlation between urbanity and
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rates of participation. ‘The largest single conflict of 1831 was the
bloody revolt of the Lyon silk workers, 1In 1832, 'ieéevels of involve-
ment in collective violence rose in all classes of departments: in
April, May and June they approached the heights of July and August,
1830, as repeated street-fighting in Paris coincided with widespread
guerrilla in the counter-revolutionary West.

Statistics like these, showing the prominent place of urban
settings in politica;“violence, have convinced many observers that
violence stems dire;;ly from migration, or specifically urbanizaéion.
It is true, of course, that hoth Paris and most of the other cities
where extensive collective conflict took place during this period had
undergone considerable relatively rapid growth in preceding years.
But further analvsis of our data shows that it was urbanity itself,
rather than the process of urbanization, which was most strongly as-

sociated with collection violence.

Table 2

Table 2 present regression coefficients for four departmental
variables-~total population, urban population, net migration and increase
of urban population——és predictors of man-days expended in disturbances.
Urban population itself is the most durable predictor of level of
collective cénflict over the five periods shown here. Extent of
urban increase is probahly the next strongest predictor, Net migra-~
tion itself is a rélatively weak influence compared to these two,

None of the four indicators is p§rticular1y strong for the

pre-revolutionary period: the coefficients much greater for the year



Table 2: Standardized Regression Coefficients for Man-Days Ekpended in Violent Incidents in France,
1830-1832, by period. .

Period

January-June, 1830

July-August, 1830

Sept.-December, 1830
1831

1832

Total Population
1831

0734
- .4410
-.3844
-.0925

-.4689

Independent Variables

Urban fop- Net Migration,
ulation, 1831 1826-1831
-.2407 . -.1423
.9949 -.1615
.8570 -.0432
. 3650 L4045

Urban Increase,
'1821-1831

.3458
.2206
0641
6350

.2384

Multiple
R

.1964

.9421

7474

.7228

.9244
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1831 are only somewhat stronger. These are, in fact, the periods with
the least collective Qiolence. During these two periods urban increase
shows some importance as a predictor of levels of collgctive violence.
But during the revolutionary and immediate post-revolutionary periods

of 1830 and throughout 1832-fin shorf, dﬁring the most turbulent periods--
urbanity itself is much the strongest predictor. It is true that these
figures do not in themselves show that violent events during this time
occurred within towns and cities. Table 2 simply shows that urban
departments were the scenes of collective violence, though an examinafion
of the incidents themselves shows that they took place largely in towns
and cities rather than the nearby countryside.

There are some special points worth noting in the rates for
France as a whole. These figures should make it élear that, however
modesé.the final rearrangements in French social structure brouéht about
by the revolution, the events of the revolutionary period did activate
the French populace. The number of participants during the two-month
revolutionary period, especially in the most urban departments, shows a
remarkably high level of involvement in relation to the total population.
1830 may have lacked the long-term social implication of tﬁe Great
Revolution of 1789, but it was certainly no palace coup, no matter of
indifference to the bulk of the French population.

The Participants

Still a further comparison of the different contributions to the
process of revolution of different groups within the French polity comes
from an analysis of the formations taking part in violent events. A

formation is a group taking an independent role in a disturbance, as

reckoned by its apparent autonomy or organization, distinctness-of"
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objectives, etc. In some instances, like the .destruction of government
taxation facilities during the immediate post-revolutionary period, the
sample records only a single formation, since the insurgents had no
antagonists present in person on the scene. The more éommon case is two
formations contesting with each other. Some instances contain three or
more formations, in different combinations of alliance with or antagonism
against one another.. For every incident we have attempted to gather as
much information as possible about the identity of the formations taking
part and the nature of their participation. This makes it possible to
compare, in Table 2, the proportionate involvement of various kinds
of formations throughout the revolutionary period.

‘The shifts in participation during this period are worth noting
in detail, for they demonstrate a number of changes suggested by our

model. Overall, Table 3 shows a broad trend toward the politicization

of violent collective conflict. The "simple crowd'--any grouﬁ recruited
simply by virtue of its members having been in one particular place at

a particular timé——decreases in proportionate participation from its
pre-revolutionary high to a markedly lower level during 1831 and 1832.

In general, the proportion of occupational groups also decreases, except~
during the immediate post-revolutionary period, when the protests of
wine-growers and certain urban working-class groups apparently swells

the rate. Growing over time, however, are the rates of participation by
repressive forces--police, army, national guard, etc.--and "ideological
groups.' The latter are formations which, in our judgment, were recruited
and defined in terms of allegiance to some specific political position

or grouping. The increase in participation by these two groups suggests

that, with the revolution, the business of acting out violent conflicts



Table 3: Types of Formations Participating in Collective Violence,
1830-1832 (Percent of total in specified period)

Period

Jan.~-June July-Aug. Sept.-Dec.

Formation Type 1830 .1830 1830 1831 1832 Total
Simple crowd 30.8 22.2 23.5 12.0 - 15.1 17.4
Ideological |

group . 0.0 29.6 5.9 24.0 28.8 22.6
Océupational

group 23.1 11.1 21.6 12.0 6.2 1.1
Repressive

force 7.7 25.9 33.3 42.0 41.8 37.3
Other 38.5 11.1 15.7 10.0 8.2 11.5
Total 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.1 99.9
Number of ,
Formations 13 27 51 50 146 287

Chi-square, 16 d.f. = 39.1, p < .01




49

became very much a matter for specialists--the agents of the government,
on the one hand, and activist representatives of various political
tendencies, on éhe other. |

To some extent, certain'of-these differencgs may stem from the
limitations of our knowledge of this period. The readers and coders
may, in some cases, have interpreted the presence of formations in a
more ideological light simply by virtue of the fact that the revolution
had occurred. Nevertheless, the broad outlines of changing participation
which we have derived from Table 2 are probably accurate. The partici—'
pation of repressive forces, for example, rose as the new government
strove to fix its control over the polity. The frequencies of partici-

pation by repressive formations for 1830-1832 were as follows:
Percent of Violent Events in which

Period Repressive Forces were Present
Jan.~June 1830 17

July-Aug. 1830 ‘ 43

Septf—Dec. 1830 | 59

1831 78

1832 82

1830-32 _;8-

Since repressive formations--troops, police, National Guards and other
armed forces employed by governments—;are relatively easy to identify in
our records, there seems little doubt that a major change in the

- character of violent encounters occurred as the revolution moved on. As
the survivors of the revolutionary coalition sought to consolidate their
control over the govermment, they increasingly used organized force

against their enemies.
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Although~théy have ragel? been documented as systematically as
they are here, the politicization of collective violence and the rise of
repressive formations after the transfer of‘power are well known to
historians of revolution. The promulgators of natural-historical schemes
for revolution ought to consider those two phenomena carefull?, for they
identify some serious difficulties in the schemeé available to us so far.
First, the strong variation in participation from group to group and
" time to time renders implausible (or at least inadequate) those>theorigs
which trace revolution back to a generalized state of tension or frustra-
tion. We have not un&értaken the demonstration here, but it does not
appear that in an& reasonable sense of the words the participants were
drawn from the tensest or most frustrated segments of the population,
or that the change in the structure of disturbances corresponded to a
- shift in the distribution of tension or frustration in the population
at large. Changes in the power relationships of politically éctive
groups at the local and national levels lay behind the variations we
have detected.

Second, the rising prominence of repressive forces in thése
violent conflicts bespeaks the heavy involvement of governments in the
struggles behind them. It is therefore improper to attribute the
successive phases of a revolution to changes in the oriengation of the
population at large or even to changes in the position of some single

"rebels." An adequate theory has to deal with relations among

group of
contenders and governments.
Third, both the politicization and the rise of repression grow

from two large processes which are central to revolution, but have little

place in natural-historical theories of revolution: 1) the struggle of
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those who have seized power to .reimpose control over the rest of the
population, which oftén produces a wider and fiercer<conf%ict than the
initial transfer of power; 2) the breaking up of the revol&tionary
coalition, and the effort of some members of that coalition to exclude
others from power. These are_the processes which tend to produce far
higher levels of collective violence after the initial revolutionary
transfer of power than before it. Among natural-history theorists,
Crane Brinton (an expert historian of the French Revolution) and
Pitirim Sorokin (an active participant in the Russian Revolution) were
well aware of these processes; in general terms, however, both of them'
attributed these processes to the confrontation between a tendency of
the most ruthless, extreme revolutionaries to succeed their moderate
brethren, and the intolerability of extremism to ordinary people.
Neither of these principles explains much of 1830's natural history.

Nor is 1830 a special case, except in the sense that ali revolu-
tions are special cases. The parallel data we have assembled for the
French revolution of 1848 (see Tilly 1970, 1972) fall into similar
patterns: widespread resistance to the reimposition of central.control,
violent post-revolutionary struggles among the members of the revolu-
tionary coalition, important shifts in the geographic pattern of violence
corresponding to the oscillating struggle for power,-far higher levels
of involvement after the initial transfer of power, and so on. We do
not have the same sort of systematic data for the.great revolution which
began in 1789; we recognize, moreover, that the events of that revolution
had a far wider impact than did those of 1830 and 1848. Within the
limits of the generalizations we have offered, nevertheless, the 1789

revolution also appears to exemplify. the pattern. That should hardly be
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surprising, since it was our reflection on 1789 and its aftermath which
first led us toward rejecting natural-historical models and formulating
our alternaﬁive model. |

There are, of course,‘some difficulties in our argument and in the
evidence we have offered for it. We have not provided reliable criteria
for identifying contenders or for indexing their relative position
independently of the revolutionary struggles we propose to explain;
instead, we have relied on scholarly consensus concerning the main blocs
involved in the revolution of 1830. Such a consensus often does not
exist. Even where it does, itAcan hardly form a reliable basis for the
sort of comparable measurement over many cases which the verification
of our argument would require. .

Again, our scheme yields only rather weak inferences concerning
the kinds of countries and/or periods in which ;evolution is likely. It
does little more thaﬁ redirect the search away from general teﬁpos of
structural change or broad levels of tension toward the formation of
pélitical coalitions successfully making certain kinds of claims.

Finally, the evidence presented in this paper raises doubts about
conventional natural-historical analyses, but it is insufficient to rule
out a number of alternative interpretations of revolutionary processes.
The alternatives include the more sophisticated frustration-aggression
formulations which have been appearing in recent years. We are inclined
to believe that the frustration-aggression road, too, turns into é
blind alley, if not the same one to which natural history Iéads. But
there we may be proved wrong. However the search among the intellectual

aveniues now open to the student of revolution finally turns out, it will
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surely take us to a much more explicit theory of the political process
itself than modern sociologists and psychologists-of revolution have

been willing to employ.

2
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