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Empirical analyses of the sociopolitical development of the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany (FRG) which have accumulated over the last decade or so
have frequently been summarized in comparative perspective such that
Germany has now joined the ranks of ‘normal’ Western democracies, with
all of the positive and negative connotations of ‘normality’. This may well
be true, but in historical perspective, this claimed normality must be put
into question. There are ample examples at hand to show that views on
and perceptions of the Federal Republic from the outside are stillimmensely
shaped by the 1933-45 period and that Germany therefore is not just one
in the group of 25 or so nations under liberal-democratic rule. But serious
doubts against the normality assumption can also be raised from the inside
perspective. For one, Germany as a nation is still divided into two states
existing under vastly differing political-institutional arrangements, with
uncertain prospects with regard to the future relationship between the two
states, a fact which creates an element of structural political instability in
the heartlands of central Europe. Secondly, the well-known ‘His-
torikerstreit’ on the historical uniqueness and the logic of scientific expla-
nation of the Nazi reign has — disguised in the appearance of a scholarly
debate — brought back to public attention the question whether West
Germany can still be characterized by the Unfihigkeit zu trauern — the
inability to mourn - which Alexander and Margarete Mitscherlich in a 1967
book had claimed existed with respect to the German way of dealing with
the 1933-45 period of Nazi reign and terror.

In retrospect, it must have been the interaction of biographical factors -
at the age of ten in 1945, 1 had been forced to grab some of the essence of
what a war is all about - the development of my own intellectual interests

* The 1989 Stein Rokkan Lecture, Bergen, Norway, May 1989,
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and the exposure to leading scholars in the social sciences which have
brought me to focus my scientific concerns on the conditions favoring and
threatening the survival of liberal-democratic regimes. It is in this context
that I will address the role of political violence. Although as a com-
paratively-oriented social scientist [ am primarily interested in generalizable
statements, [ will, in the context of this symposium, concentrate empirically
on the West German ‘case’.

Political Violence

Gewalt in the German language bears two different connotations which for
analytical reasons have to be kept separate: Gewalt in the sense of power
(potestas, pouveir), and in the sense of physical force (vis, violence)
(Neidhardt 1986, 114-115; Wassermann 1989, 83-84). It is the notion of
potestas which is in the core of Max Weber’s definition of the modern
(rational) state when he speaks of a ‘state as that type of political community
which within a defined territory . . . successfully claims the monopoly of
physical coercion’ (Weber 1964, 1043). Obviously, physical force is only
one of the state’s means of coercion, and one at that which will usually
only be applied as wltima ratio. 1t is part of the social contract that
physical violence is normatively excluded from the societal repertoire of
sociopolitical discourse by citizens, organized interest groups and other
types of social aggregation.

It may well be in the best interest of citizens freely to give up the resort
to physical force in the case of conflict and to transfer that right to
the state. Political philosophy has shown, however, that this notion, as
developed, for example, by John Locke, has historically evolved at the
time of economic take-off when people became increasingly uncqual in
terms of individual property ownership, and property owners therefore
required a state to protect their rights (Ernst 1986, 95). The most important
aspect here is to pose the question as to why all citizens alike should transfer
their recourse to physical force to the state, or, in other words, to raise the
problem of the bases of legitimacy of the modern state.

It may be surprising to recall that the state monopoly on physical force
came into being in predemocratic times and has survived encompassing
sociopolitical changes virtually untouched, with one major exception per-
taining to its source of legitimation (Wassermann 1989, 84). It is now
the constitutional democratic state with an institutional structure at least
normatively wedded to the concept of the separation of powers which
regulates in very specific ways, through laws and legal procedures, the
conditions under which the democratic state is permitted to exercise its
monopoly on physical force against its citizens. The instances where this
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happens are usually regarded as extreme, therefore commanding the
highest conceivable amount of attention by the public and, as core rep-
resentatives of the public in the non-political sphere, the system of mass
communication.

Obviously, the way in which the state exercises its monopoly of physical
force against the citizens is only one important element — albeit an important
one —of the legitimacy of the modern democratic state. There is no common
theoretical or normative basis available defining a priori the boundaries of
what belongs to the state and what is/should be beyond its reach. The
debate on the limits of the welfare state is a good case in point here.
Whatever the boundaries are at a given historical point in time will,
however, provide citizens with the yardsticks to evaluate the political
structures, processes and outputs and to arrive at an assessment of how
legitimate the system in question is.

Three brief references to central elements of the legitimation process in
modern liberal democracies need to be made here. Firstly, obvious as it
seems, the legitimacy of a given polity is based on the free consent of those
governed: unlimited political coercion as functional equivalent to consent
is on a priori grounds not available.

Secondly, innate to the logic of the democratic system are insti-
tutionalized mechanisms of creating, voicing and channeling political dis-
satisfaction. Its transformation into action is accomplished by the political
authorities or, in mid- to long-range perspective, by changes in the political
coloring of political authorities. Authorities represent the lowest level of
legitimacy objects. It is this institutionalized process of potential changes
in political authorities which leaves higher-level objects — the political
regime and the political community (Easton 1965, 1975) — most likely intact
as buffers between levels of legitimacy objects (Fuchs 1989; Westle 1989).

Thirdly, the extent to which this buffering is successful depends on a
variety of factors, like the quality of system outputs, inclusiveness of the
system pis-a-vis newly emerging interests (Powell Jr. 1982), strength of
identification with the regime and political community, and so on. Paul
Sniderman (1981) has pointed to the fact that the 1980s can be characterized
by the eclipse of alternate images to the democratic order, thereby providing
an additional element of political stability on the legitimacy object level of
the political regime.

It remains an open and empirical question as to what extent claims
abounding in the 1970s that the legitimacy of the liberal-democratic state
were on the wane are warranted. Clearly, it lies in the logic of the democratic
political order that a weakening of the state monopoly on political violence
resulting in an increase in the level of political violence by social forces
(citizens, social organizations, ad hoc groups) must be regarded as an
indication of strain and a corollary as well as an indication of an ongoing
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process of delegitimization of the political system. However, without well-
developed theories of political transition we lack the important information
regarding what levels of political violence by the state and,or societal actors
can be regarded as quasi-normal and which as threats to system stability —
stability being conceptualized here as change 1n the politico-constitutional
order. Nevertheless, a quick glance back at the sunset of the Weimar
Republic will easily bring back to mind the intense and frequently violent
struggle between forces from the extreme left and the extreme right which
preceded and helped to pave the way for Hilter’s surge to power in 1933.
But there is also more contemporary reason for concern. News about fierce
encounters in West Berlin between demonstrators and the police on 1 May
1989, leaving roughly 300 policemen injured, have traveled around the
world, and this is only the last in a long series of violent political clashes
which have now plagued the Federal Republic for some time.

Political Violence in Historical Perspective

The path-breaking scholarly venture of the late Stein Rokkan (Rokkan
1973, 1974, 1980; Flora 1981; Tilly 1984, 129-143) to develop conceptual
maps of Europe helping to understand the historical conditions behind the
varied processes of European nation building between the seventeenth
and nineteenth centuries also foresaw a place for political violence as an
important element in these processes, although to the best of my knowledge
this place has not been systematically developed by Rokkan. One reason
for that may have been that the politically motivated collective use of
physical force between people and/or groups and against people by the
state or its functional equivalents and vice versa was so widespread, so
normal, that it did not command special attention until acts of political
invelvement became more thoroughly embedded in a system of law, binding
both governors and governed. Therefore, political violence was increasingly
replaced by other, more peaceful types of political action as the process of
enfranchisement and the establishment of equal political rights for all
citizens continued.

A second, related reason may have been that, taking the intellectual
emphasis of Stein Rokkan on analyzing nation building in historical terms,
the extent of political violence as a variable was simply not significant
enough for him in his quest better to understand the conditions determining
the specific path of the various European nations into political statehood.

One piece where he seems to address the question of political violence
in a more systematic fashion is his effort to reconcile his own thinking
(Rokkan 1974) with the work by Albert Hirschman on Exit, Voice and
Loyalty (Hirschman 1970). With the establishment of national states with
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firm external boundaries, the option of physical exit for dissatisfied or
disadvantaged persons became less and less easily available. As a conse-
quence, and enhanced by the process of enfranchisement, politics turned
more and more into, on the one hand, creating loyalty and, on the other
hand, dealing with voice. Here, degree and length of territorial identity,
continuity in representative organizations of interest intermediation and
the existence of strong centers were among those factors Rokkan felt were
most conducive to the orderly, peaceful transition to voice politics.

Rokkan ended his tentative analysis by concluding that the polities with
the least legitimate territorial centers — the German Reich, Italy, Austria
and Spain — were exactly those where the road to the politics of voice was
accompanied with the highest levels of civil violence.

The politics of voice in the process of democratization, so Stein Rokkan
argued, had to overcome barriers of legitimation, of incorporation, of
representation and of executive privilege of parliaments, and it may well
be worthwhile to recall that only in 1971 did Swiss women become entitled
to vote in national elections, and that quite a few countries waited until
the 1920s until full and equal participation in the vote was institutionalized.
But for the liberal-democratic polities under scrutiny it can be maintained
that the legal and ideological foundations of political equality have been
firmly established for some time now. Thus, the question needs to be raised
in the light of ongoing political violence in these states whether a basically
similar logic can be applied for the explanation of political violence in the
highly developed liberal democracies as it could be at times where the
states where political violence occurred were operating under vastly dif-
ferent social and political conditions, as we have seen.

Definitional Problems and Theories of Political
Violence

I have as yet consciously abstained from the thorny problem of defining
violence. In general, we can easily agree that in the social sciences defi-
nitions are synthetic constructs embedded in a specific theoretical approach
to any given phenomenon to be studied. Thus, there seems little point in
arguing about the rightness or wrongness of any particular definition,
Definitions, however, are extremely consequential in that they structure
the world to be empirically assessed and analyzed. Therefore, the defi-
nitional issue cannot be completely avoided here.

Violence is a term that, at least in the German scholarly as well as in the
public and political debate, has revealed substantial ambiguities. It is
therefore useful to refer to some of these ambiguities.

Generally, there seems to be agreement in the literature that violence is
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any use of physical force against material objects and/or persons. Charles
Tilly (1978, 174) sticks to this concept of violence which he calls inter-
mediate, in relation to a narrow concept involving additionally the legit-
imacy dimension, and to a broad concept which seems basically equivalent
to the Galtung (1969) notion of violence which has become broadly known
as ‘structural violence’. Political violence, as a more specific case in the
general violence class, usually extends into the goal dimension - violent
action is directed toward achieving political goals — and into the object
dimension — targets of political violence are collective or individual political
actors (the government, a specific public official and so on). Prototypically,
such a definition reads as follows: ‘Collective political violence involves
destructive attacks by groups within a political community against its
regime, authorities, or policies’ (Eckstein 1980, 137; derived from Gurr
1970, 3-4).

It would hardly be worth dwelling on these definitional matters any
further, were it not for the Galtung notion of structural violence which has
by now gained such wide currency and certainly has had a substantial
impact on the German debate on violence. He argues in the context of
peace research that peace is the absence of violence, and that - in line with
his theoretical impetus — he needs a wide definition of violence, namely

. .. that violence is present when human beings are being influenced so that their actual
somatic and mental realizations are below their potential realizations. Violence is . . . the
causc of the difference between the potential and the actual, between what could have been
and what is, violence is that which increases the distance between the potential and the
actual, and that which impedes the decrease of this distance (Galtung 1969, 168),

Whereas, frequently on ideological grounds, scholars have in large num-
bers sided with the Galtung concept, it has had little impact on empirical
research on political violence — and, it seems to me, for good reasons. If
one would take this concept seriously, it would cover such a wide array of
phenomena that it would lose all analytical power; it would become a catch-
all category. But, in addition, as Friedhelm Neidhardt (1986) argues in
reference to Niklas Luhmann (1972), such a definition would also miss the
theoretically most important element of the violence phenomenon: namely,
that violence as physical force is a universal language, independent of the
level of cultural and social differentiation and development, cuts across all
social structures, norms and values. In sum, violence is an instrument of
social and political control which, because of its directness, supersedes all
other instruments of control (Neidhardt 1986, 134).

As a consequence, [ use the term ‘political violence’ always in the sense
of application of physical force by individuals and groups against other
individuals or material objects in a political context.

In passing, it should be noted that the Vergeistigung (as Neidhardt (1986,
122) calls it), of the concept of violence has made its mark also on the
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West German legal system, thereby rendering even more ambivalent the
association of ‘violence’ with physical force. This would not be particularly
worth mentioning except that it is further proof of the claim that ‘violence’
has gained the status of a Kampfbegriff, and that terminological differences
do not only reflect differing scholarly, but also differing political, views.
We shall return to this point later in the paper.

There is an enormous wealth of studies dealing with political violence.
These studies, on the one hand, can be differentiated according to the data
bases used. A large set of analyses dwells on some variety of event data
where types of violent occurrences are coded from standard sources (like
the New York Times Index) according to theoretical considerations. The
most widely used data base of this kind is the Yale Political Data Program
with the publication of the World Handbooks of Political and Social
Indicators (see for example, Taylor & Jodice 1983); these data are freely
available from all academic data archives for secondary analysis. The major
advantages of this data set are that the data are produced according to
stable and high standards of source and coding, that they are longitudinal
and that they are comparative.

As an alternative to event data, there are, of course, survey studies.
There is neither the need nor the time to elaborate on these studies in
greater detail. Let it suffice to say that the basic advantage of the survey
data is that they are tailored to the micro level of analysis and can therefore
obtain not only objective, but also subjective, not only retrospective and
present, but also prospective information on political actors. Since most
theories of political violence involve individual actors at least in some part,
survey data are an indispensible tool for the proper empirical testing of
such theories. The major disadvantages, like a mirror image to the event
data, are that, in particular for reasons of cost, the sample size in surveys
is usually much too small, and the studies are neither longitudinal nor
comparative. An additional problem related to that of the small sample
sizes is that political violence is often concentrated with specific subgroups
of the general population which cannot be properly represented in national
surveys because of the small numerical size of the subgroup in question
and because, for obvious reasons, members of such subgroups are not the
most likely ones to participate in survey research as respondents.

Of course, in many countries there are other statistics on violent events
of various kinds although experts usually are very skeptical regarding the
quality of these data. All data types mentioned, though, suffer from one
deficiency which is particularly relevant in studying (political) violence:
Violence is uninstitutionalized behavior which emerges always — with the
probable exception of political terrorism which is not under scrutiny here -
from the more or less complex interaction of individuals. Thus, the unit of
analysis in studying political violence should mostly — or at least also — be
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relationships (see also Tilly 1984, 26-33, who phrases the unit of analysis—
problem in very basic terms). Information on interaction sequences which
result in political violence, however, are scarcely ever available. If they are
available at all, then they are either on one or on a few event sequences at
best, or they are rudimentary ex post reconstructions with a high degree of
theoretical and empirical selectivity.

There is little point in reproducing here detailed results of studies on
political violence which all in some way or another give proof of the
complexity of facilitating, accelerating, decelerating and non-conducive
factors involved in the occurrence of political violence. Rather, I shall
follow the route paved by Harry Eckstein in 1980 and followed by Tilly in
1984 (50-39) in grouping these studies into two categories: studies wedded
to the contingency paradigm, and studies wedded to the inherency
paradigm. The contingency paradigm starts from the basic assumption of
man and woman being peace-seeking organisms; therefore, deviations from
the peace route reflect basically some kind of non-normality in society, that
is they are indicative of specific detrimental social conditions, e.g. fast
social change. The relative deprivation construct and its derivates are
therefore in the explanatory core of violence studies in the contingency
vein. By contrast, the inherency paradigm starts from the assumption of
man and woman as power-striving organisms. For this paradigm, violence
as an expression of power-seeking is basically normal; what needs to be
understood is why it does not occur more frequently. The studies covered
by this paradigm more or less belong to the family of economic, cost-—
benefit explanations of political choice. James de Nardo’s book on Power
in Numbers (1985) is a formally and particularly highly developed prototype
of this approach.

I shall return to these paradigms and the related research later on. One
note of caution regarding past comparative macro research on political
violence is that it often embraces authoritarian and democratic types of
political order, a difference which obviously calls for theoretical consider-
ation. Therefore, one study using event data similar to the Taylor-Jodice
handbook is particularly worth mentioning which concentrates on ‘con-
temporary democracies’: the book with the same title by Bingham Powell
Jr. (1982). One of the most interesting findings there with respect to
political violence is that violence is less likely to occur in states which
rank high on representational and consociational institutions and practices
(Powell Jr. 1982, 212-225). This finding strikes a familiar chord with Stein
Rokkan's above-mentioned thoughts (1974) on the historical conditions
inducing collective violence in the process of democratization and may
therefore give additional weight to these analyses.

If these arguments are legitimate, then they would lend support to the
inherency paradigm, because blocking of legitimate channels of influence
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is supposed to force alternate ways of seeking voice on political actors
(Eckstein 1980, 143). All in all, Eckstein (1980) as well as Tilly (1984) find
the evidence available from research too inconclusive to warrant a clear
decision in favor of either the contingency or the inherency paradigm.

The Structure of Political Action

The process of democratization bore two core elements: on the
institutional forganizational level the establishment of constitutionally
embedded democratic procedures, of legal and legitimate organizations of
interest intermediation, and of a competitive party system; on the individual
level the installment of basic individual rights and the institutionalization
of equal political participation through the vote. Beginning in the late 1960s
we have witnessed, based on unprecedented economic growth and on
revolutionary changesin the systems of education and mass communication,
the surge of a desire to obtain for the citizenry a larger say in political
matters. The Political Action Study of the early 1970s (Barnes et al. 1979;
Jennings et al. 1990) was the first comparative survey project to study this
surge empirically; it has covered eight nations and has had a sizable number
of mostly national follow-ups (for the West German case see Infratest
1980; Schmidtchen 1983; Uehlinger 1988).

The major research questions to be answered by Political Action were
whether and how the dimensionality of political participation had changed,
and whether the emerging uninstitutionalized forms of political involvement
were integrated in the already existing political repertoire or were forming
a distinct cluster of actions directed against the logic of the representative
political process as it existed in the liberal-democratic states. Political
violence was included in the study but was for a long time not analyzed at
all for a variety of theoretical as well as empirical-practical reasons (e.g.
small number of cases with atfirmative answers to the violence items).

The basic results of that study were that conventional, electorally oriented
political participation was supplemented by a second dimension of unin-
stitutionalized, unconventional political participation, and that these two
dimensions were related to rach other in such a fashion that for a large
part of the populus a new, broadened repertory of political action emerged.
Furthermore, it proved important and worthwhile to distinguish between
an attitude element of political participation pertaining to the two aspects
of approval of concrete types of action and of behavioral intention in the
sense of basic willingness to participate, and the behavior in question itself.
These findings turned out to be stable over time, surviving a replication by
the Political Action Group around 1980 (Allerbeck 1980; Jennings et al.
1990; Kaase 1990a) as well as replications with other populations {Infratest
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1980; Klingemann 1985) and with different instruments (Uehlinger 1988),
with one exception. Further dimensional analyses revealed that it made
theoretical as well as empirical sense to differentiate the dimension of
uninstitutionalized political participation into the two subdimensions of
legal and illegal involvement - the latter also being called civil dis-
obedience — and to add to those separately the violence dimension (Fuchs
1984; Uehlinger 1988). Analyses building on this differentiation indicated
that there was a deep cleavage line between legal and illegal forms of direct
participation, and that there existed a link between civil disobedience and
political violence.

The Acceptance and Public Understanding of
Political Violence

In a recent (early 1989) representative survey study of the West German
population (14 years and older) on behalf of the Governmental Commission
on the Study of Violence, respondents were asked to assess, via a semantic
differential, the general meaning of violence. With a high degree of consen-
sus, on a seven-point scale West Germans felt violence to be dangerous
(X = 6.47), ugly (X =6.41), bad (X = 6.29) and unnecessary (X = 5.94).
Thus, it cannot come as a surprise that in the Political Action Study, at the
two points in time, of those who were 16 years and older none of the eight
countries had more than 2.4 percent (x = 1.1 percent) of the respondents
approving of violence against material objects, and more than 2.7 percent
(X = 1.9 percent) approving of violence against persons. Violence thus
scems to be highly tabood in Western democracies.

However, other elements of the semantic connotation of piolence in
general shed at least some slight doubts on that conclusion. There are
almost as many who think of violence as being weak as there are those
thinking it to be strong (X = 3.96), more think of it as exciting than think
of it as boring (X = 4.42), and those who look at violence as ineffective
have only a slight edge over those looking at it as effective (X = 4.51). In
other words, whereas violence as such carries, in evaluative terms, a strong
negative emphasis, it holds a position (not at all surprisingly) in the minds
ot the populus of attention and excitement that make violence an ideal
object for public and media interest and thereby for instrumental means—
ends calculations.

The Blumenthal study (Blumenthal et al. 1972) among American white
males in 1969 has revealed some of the mechanism by which objectively
violent acts of political participation are exempted from the violence taboo:
by simply labeling these acts as non-violent, and doing this in such a
selective way that one’s own violent acts and those of the groups with which
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one identifies are not regarded as violence, whereas disliked non-violent
acts of others and of groups looked at with hostility are regarded as violence.
These labeling approaches seem to be rather universal and well-founded
in psychological theory (Mummendey et al. 1982); however, they may also
offer an explanation why the definitional and terminological conflict over
the concept of violence plays such an important role in the political arena,
at least in the Federal Republic. The more viclence-prone actors succeed
in that debate to weaken the precision of meaning attached to the violence
term, the more likely it is that they can justify their own resort to physical
force by referring to the omnipresence of the violence phenomenon.

However, since the terminological fight is not yet decided in favor of an
encompassing concept of violence as all kinds of power manifestation, the
problem of having to find legitimation for this largely tabood type of
behavior is still to the fore.

Before addressing the legitimation topic briefly, it seems worthwhile to
report that in terms of public knowledge and perceptions there is a substan-
tial amount of ambiguity regarding political violence. 1 have not yet been
able to assess the data on a respective open-ended question in the necessary
detail. Nevertheless, it is apparent that only a small subset of the population
possesses a conceptually well-anchored idea of political violence, whereas
the majority derives its understanding mostly from concrete events, in
particular from demonstrations (this is living proof of the importance of
the mass media, especially television, for the way in which citizens perceive
the political process). In particular, the data show that political violence is
not at all exclusively related to the application of physical foree for political
purposes. Thus, there is no common cognitive and verbal ground on which
to walk when a democratic polity like West Germany deals with the violence
phenomenon. Once again, we are confronted with a case of elite politics,
and when the democratic elites are not in agreement on what violence is
and that and why it should be outlawed as a legal and legitimate means of
political involvement, the field is opened wide for conflict.

On the Legitimation of Political Violence

Between 1974 and 1980 approximately two-fifths of the West German
population (16 years and older) felt that necessary changes in the society
could only be brought about swiftly when violence was used. It is unfor-
tunate that for the other countries in the Political Action Project com-
parable information i1s not available to place the German findings into
perspective. These opinions must also not be automatically interpreted as
personal support for political violence, but rather as a cognitively based
assessment of the democratic political process, and one that is not all that
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Table 1.

1980 198y
Hegal demonstration 19 (2) 23 (N
Wildcat strike 16 (1) 19 (3)
Oceupation of buildings 14 (1) 203
Violence against material objects 9l 1 (2}
Personal violence 1 (1) 15(1)

All figures are percentiges.

ill-founded considering both the procedurally innate slowness of decision
making in democracies and the ever-present evidence that it requires
unconventional, provocative and controversial means to achieve immediaie
action by authorities or at least some kind of action at all as response to
caitizen complaints. In the above-mentioned 1989 study, 36 percent of the
respondents could personally imagine circumstances under which citizens
might resort to political violence. With this kind of question the net is cast
wide indeed, and differentiation is required. Fortunately, the answers to the
follow-up open-ended question regarding what the specific circumstances
justifying violence are permit a realistic assessment of the legitimating
rationales present.

Of those 36 percent of imagining circumstances of personal political
violence by citizens, roughly one-half legitimizes it by referring to a situation
in which citizen rights are violated, or with a necessity to counteract
dictatorial regimes. This certainly is very much related to specific German
history, although one can observe that the constitutional right to violent
resistance against an antidemocratic coup (Article 20.4 in the Basic Law)
in the present public debate is quite easily claimed, and this claim frequently
fails to take into consideration the high constraints attached to this con-
stitutional right. However, the other half of respondents legitimizing per-
sonal violence do so on the basis of discontent with the way the government
handles certain pohicy issues or because of a lack of government respon-
siveness in general. The responses are linked through an instrumental
notion of political violence; if ‘normal’ procedures of influence seeking do
not succeed, an escalation in the means of political expression is regarded
as appropriate and obviously quite promising.

These findings are corroborated by answers to a set of close-ended
questions first asked in 1980 of respondents between 16 and 35 years of age
by Schmidtchen (1983; see also Uehlinger 1988) and replicated in 1989,
pertaining to the willingness to engage in illegal political actions — civil
disobedience - in the case of a lack of authority responsiveness. (In Table
1, numbers in parentheses refer to past participation in these actions.)

Data from these same studies on flegal uninstitutionalized forms of pol-
12



itical participation sustain the findings from the Political Action Project
that a large-scale extension of the political repertory of citizens in demo-
cratic polities has taken place. This is clearly a corollary to the process of
political mobilization that Dalton (1988), in his comparative analysis, has
described for France, Great Britain, the USA and West Germany. But the
willingness of a sizable extent to engage also in acts of illegal unin-
stitutionalized participation raises questions with regard to the public per-
ception of what a representative democracy is all about. And this question
even remains to the fore if one takes into account that, as mentioned before
in the context of the Political Action Study, it is but a small percentage of
respondents who report actually having engaged in the past in some of the
above actions. What are the sources of this general development?

The Value and Ideological Sources of the New
Politics

The famous piece by Lipset & Rokkan (1967) on the evolution of cleavages
and party systems in European democracies has triggered an enormous
wealth of ensuing studies. Sociopolitical changes originating in the 1960s
have since then pushed into the foreground the scholarly debate regarding
to what extent the Lipset-Rokkan conclusions still possess currency in the
late 1980s (Dalton et al. 1984; Crewe & Denver 1985) in the light of an
ongoing process of value change towards postmaterialist values (Inglehart
1971, 1977, 1989). This in parts rather fierce debate cannot be taken up
here. However, certainly in the West German case (Bauer 1989; Eckert et
al. 1990; Fuchs 1989; for The Netherlands see van Deth and Geurts 1989)
the integration of the Green Party into the West German party system has
been facilitated by a slowly but consistently mounting number of left
postmaterialists which now constitute between 10 and 15 percent of the
electorate. In sociostructural terms, this group can be characterized by
young age, high formal education and a lack of integration into the tra-
ditional institutions of society (work, family/marriage, religion). In issue
preference terms, left postmaterialists place an extremely high priority on
peace and on the environment — almost by definition. They are strong
supporters of the welfare side of the modern state and hostile to its elements
of social control. Finally, in terms of modes of political action preferred,
they have pushed the extension of the political repertory to its present
extreme, including (at a rate of up to 50 percent) even the willingness to
engage in illegal acts of political participation. While the left post-
materialists are the group by far most prone to action, it must be kept in
mind that analyses show that the propensity to engage in uninstitutionalized
political participation is at present strongly and almost linearly related to
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both the left-right dimension and the postmaterialism-materialism dimen-
sion. By contrast to the left postmaterialists, it is always the group of right
materialists which is least prone to action (Bauer 1989; Eckert et al. 1990).
And this schism carries on into the violence domain. Some 63 percent of
the left postmaterialists, but only 20 percent of the right materialists can
imagine circumstances legitimizing the use of violence. Some 28 percent of
the left postmatenialists and 7 percent of the right materialists are willing
to consider personal violence for normal political purposes in the case of a
lack of response by the authorities to substantial citizen demands.

Political Violence and the Interaction Process

Artitudes towards political participation have been shown to become less
relevant the closer one gets to action (Kaase 1990a). This finding emphasizes
the role of the process of mobilization into action, in particular the impor-
tant impact of network integration — the strength of weak ties, to dwell on
the title of a well-known piece by Granovetter (1973; see also Pappi 1990).
However, for political action to turn violent additional factors need to be
brought in. Most importantly, political violence thrives on interaction and
confrontation, be it between hostile groups or between a given group and
political authorities, in particular the police. This is why thinking about the
reduction of violent confrontations by democratic authorities needs to
center so much on police strategies, measures that are under police control
(Eckert et al. 1990).

Much of the previous work on the impact of repression on collective
violence has produced inconclusive results (Opp 1988a). Obviously, and
quite trivially, under non-revolutionary circumstances there exists a point
beyond which the repressive power of the state exercising its monopoly of
physical force is so dominant that violence no longer takes place. Not only
1s 1t the case, though, that democratic states are not in a position to use
repressive tactics at will and at liberal measure; there is a low threshold
beyond which state violence may become counterproductive in that it
delegitimizes political authorities, particularly if the goals to be achieved
by citizens are regarded as highly legitimate by the populus (Neidhardt
1989). This consideration points to the important intervening factor of
public opinion and the mass media. It is in line with this argument that
protest strategies by social groups are frequently directed at provoking
disproportionately high repressive action by the authorities. Such action
has been shown empirically to have a radicalizing effect on protest par-
ticipants (Opp 1988a) and furthers high network integration. As mentioned
before, this solidarization raises substantial problems for democratic polities
which cannot easily push repression to a point where violence no longer
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takes place because its costs have become too high for protestors. James
de Nardo (1985, 188-228, 243-264) has shown that for each side in the
confrontation process it is extremely difficult, in fact impossible, to optimize
the respective calculations of the amount of violence or repression to be
used. This may explain why so frequently such confrontations run out of
hand.

Clearly, as a summarizing note on this aspect of the violence phenom-
enon, there is evidence that especially social groups at present use political
means — including violence - in a strategic fashion (Opp 1988b). If these
results will stand even after further rigorous testing, this would lend strong
support indeed to the inherency hypothesis for the explanation of con-
temporary political violence in democratic polities. More emphasis along
the same lines can be derived from resource-mobilization theory (Zald &
McCarthy 1987) in the context of the new social movements. This theor-
etical approach explicitly starts from the assumption that relative dep-
rivations can be created by social-movement entrepreneurs, thereby once
again stressing the rational-choice basis of political action. This aspect is
so relevant here because the new social movements supply network
resources for political action, especially for postmaterialist goals, and might
establish themselves even as alternatives, and certainly as supplements, to
traditional channels of political intermediation (Kaase 1990b).

Violence and the Democratic State

Let me start my concluding remarks with a note of caution. The Political
Action Project, because of its comparative approach, was in a position to
present its findings and conclusions on a very reliable basis; too quick a
generalization from country-specific findings was not a problem. By
contrast, the data on attitudes toward political violence which 1 have
presented here stem from but one nation. However, the findings on Ger-
many which have accumulated over time are highly consistent across
different data bases. Thus, the question arises as to what extent these
results can indeed be generalized. Bergen, the university where Stein
Rokkan has worked and has contributed so much to comparative social
science, is the most proper place to suggest that more comparative research
on contemporary political violence in liberal democracies gets under wav.

I am coming full circle when I argue that political violence is a challenge
to the democratic political order. This challenge takes various directions.
One target group for concern is the citizenry which in part apparently finds
it difficult to reconcile its desire for quick political action in areas deemed
absolutely central for survival with the slowness, ambiguities and compro-
mises so typical of the democratic political process. The majority principle
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is increasingly understood as preventing necessary change and is questioned
on these grounds. Many who do so fail to understand that the combination
of minority rights and majority decisions can only be equally guaranteed if
embedded in the legal and procedural framework of the constitutional
democratic state (Kielmansegg 1988, 97-131). Violence has no part and no
role in it, except in the figure of the Gewaltrmonopol of the state which is
indispensable for regulating conflicts in an open society in a peaceful way.

The second target is the democratic political process and the role political
authorities play in this process. The US constitution is built on the firm
belief of the frailty and fallibility of human existence. Such a well-taken
skepticism finds its expression in the emphasis on institutional arrangements
of checks and balances which structurally limit the opportunities for citizens
to transform their individual frailty into the frailty of the political system
at large.

But institutions, as Samuel P. Huntington remarked some time ago
(1974), are not only reflections of iron principles of political organization,
but may also lose their compatibility with the way societies operate in times
of encompassing social change. Exactly ten years ago Kaase and Barnes
(Barnes et al. 1979, 523-536) concluded from their analysis of the Political
Action data that the desire by citizens to participate more fully in the
process of political decision making is deep-rooted and not reversible. They
saw the problem of newly arising political inequality through selective self-
interested and resourceful participation beyond the vote. They suggested
these ambivalent developments should be used to the advantage of the
democratic process by institutional fantasy, i.e. by fantasy with regard
to inventing institutions enabling more, but nevertheless equal, political
participation.

It is an open question how successful such efforts — if they come about
at all — can be. Peter Graf Kielmansegg (1988, 41-74) even turns the
argument around. He says that whatever institutional mechanisms for the
self-determination of the people may be envisaged, they will not overcome
the problem of the political division of labor, the need for representative
structures of decision making.

His reflections, however, are contingent on a second principle: modern
representative democracy cannot exist without political offices, the holders
of which operate under legal conditions and constraint, are responsible for
the common good and are subjected to regular popular control (Kiel-
mansegg 1988, 58-64). Considering the series of political scandals the
Federal Republic and other democratic states (e.g. Japan) have suffered
over the last few years, it seems worthwhile to reflect more also in political-
science terms than is presently done on this precondition for liberal-
democratic rule.

Here seem to be two linkages to the problem of contemporary political
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violence. If existing channels of decision making are by large parts of the
population no longer deemed satisfactory, and if in the views of the citizenry
the performance and style of political officials increasingly fall short of the
standards of a democratic polity, then in the light of the enormous problems
facing humankind these days it can surprise nobody if, as inherency theories
would predict, citizens think of violence as one means of finding attention,
to be heard and to get things done in their way.

Successful use of citizen violence possesses the built-in tendency to inflate
its use. Such an inflation will then require more repressive measures by the
state in order to raise the costs of violence for the actors. These measures,
however, are extremely consequential for democratic polities because in a
spiraling process they bring the state dangerously close to crossing the
border from liberal to authoritarian or totalitarian rule. The consequence
to be drawn from this consideration is that the political process has to be
organized and legitimated in a way such that in terms of outcomes there is
no success premium for political violence by citizens and social groups.

Inherency theory tells us that violence is part of the condition humaine
and will therefore stay with us as an element of sociopolitical normality, in
the sense of the Durkheimian theory of anomy, in the family, in school, in
sport as well as in political life. However, the extent to which we have
discovered positive affinities to civil disobedience up to the point of political
violence in the Federal Republic gives reasons for concern, and this not
the least in the light of the totalitarian episode in Germany which indirectly
has served as an occasion for this week’s meetings.
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