




Contents

HE EXAMPLES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
HE EVALUAION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
HE SAISICS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
HE DISHONESY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

3





movemen. Tough heir daa show no general patern and a
mix o posiive and negaive resuls, hey ry o obscure hose
acs in he absrac by leading wih a couple cherry-picked
examples o movemens where he armed ank had a negaive
eec, and hen insising ha he posiive eecs o he armed
ank in many oher cases were “despie” and no “because o”
hese armed anks.

THE DISHONESTY

Tedishonesy o his approach o he difcul quesionswe
grapple wih in social movemens is disressing, and evenmore
so when i comes rom highly paid academics and governmen
agens who are no hemselves involved in social movemens
and are no ghing or heir own digniy, reedom, or well
being.

In ac, i smacks o earlier Deense Deparmen inerven-
ions in social movemens o peddle nonviolence, as when i
was revealed ha Gene Sharp proégé and Opor ounder Srdja
Popovic was working or he Sraor global securiy company
o use nonviolen campaigns o overhrow governmens hos-
ile o US elie ineress.

As we go orward ino he difcul imes ahead, we need
o remember our own hisories, we need o hold high he
examples o he George Floyd uprising and Sanding Rock, and
we need o remember earlier movemens like he long hisory
o resisance agains slavery and segregaion, he workers’
sruggles ha led o wha ew labor proecions we have
oday, he Sonewall Rios and anicolonial sruggles across
he world. No he whiewashed versions sold back o us, bu
he acual, complex memories o hose who paricipaed.

Collecive memory does no give us convenien saisics,
bu i will give us clear lessons abou wha works and wha we
need o do o make our movemens sronger.
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For decades, police and prison aboliioniss have repeaed
he same argumen: police and prisons do no preven violence,
healhy communiies do. Ye, i was no unil he mass upris-
ings in hundreds o ciies across he counry in response o
he murder o George Floyd when, suddenly, aboliionis ideas
were propelled o he oreron o he American imaginaion.
A counerhegemonic and poliically radical viewpoin became
perplexingly commonsensical overnigh.

Impaien poliicians, including Minnesoa Governor im
Walz and Minneapolis Mayor Jacob Frey, poined o he
disproven “ouside agiaor” myh in a desperae atemp
o delegiimize he proess. Media and poliicians okenize
“Black leadership” a he service o he ruling class, plaorming
esablishmen groups ha argue milian resisance somehow
deracs rom he Black liberaion message.

In he essay ha ollows, Peer Gelderloos, auhor o sev-
eral books including How Nonviolence Protects the State and
Anarchy Works, addresses he shorcomings o a well-known
sudy by Erica Chenoweh and Maria Sephan promoing non-
violence, darling o paciss, poliicians and boh progressive
and corporae media. In 2013, he criiqued he sudy’s awed
mehodology ha uses saisics o “obscure complex realiies,”
which, according o Gelderloos, “became popular because i o-
ers a very comorable view o social change ha allows whie
aciviss o preserve heir privilege and physical saey…”

His revamped analysis is conexualized or he curren
momen. Following susained, milian resisance alongside
massive demonsraions in Porland, Seatle, San Francisco,
Los Angeles, Washingon D.C., and Philadelphia, ciy councils
have moved oward deunding he police, and Minneapolis
may abolish is orce enirely.

Having seen he power o a diversiy o acics and he
sae’s coninual prioriizaion o pro over people during he
pandemic, Gelderloos’ rebutal is even more compelling his
ime around.

5



— Ella Fassler

I is probably no coincidence ha in he wake o he George
Floyd uprising he saisical sudy by poliical scieniss Erica
Chenoweh and Maria Sephan abou he supposed eecive-
ness o nonviolence is once again making he rounds. Tis up-
rising conclusively demonsraed ha police are only held ac-
counable or heir murders when people rise up, rio, and gh
back, or when recen experience makes i clear people will do
so i no accounabiliy measures are immediaely orhcoming.

Only in he ace o a major, counrywide rebellion were
longsanding demands or police aboliion ever given consid-
eraion by he general public. In ac, in he early days o he
revol i was widely undersood ha an insisence on nonvi-
olence was a condemnaion o he movemen and a way o
proecing he police and delegiimizing he anger ha whie
supremacy provokes.

Te Chenoweh and Sephan sudy has been circulaed in
oher social movemens as well, being mos ervenly adoped
by Exincion Rebellion, he mediaic mass movemen ha in-
jeced pacism ino he climae sruggle a a ime when wo
o he mos visible sies o ecological resisance were Sanding
Rock and Le ZAD. More and more people were realizing ha
he ecological crisis is very much a human issue, ha Indige-
nous peoples are a he oreron o he resisance, ha ecology
is complex and amospheric carbon is jus one par o an iner-
locking web o disasers, and ha direc acion ges he goods.

Sanding Rock spurred a wave o similar encampmens ha
acually sopped pipeline consrucion projecs wihou eras-
ing he experiences o colonized and racialized people. Le ZAD
achieved he cancellaion o a major new airpor and also un-
dermined he liberal idea ha o proec naure we mus sepa-
rae ourselves rom i.
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Such operaional successes occur among violen
campaigns occasionally, bu nonviolen cam-
paigns are more likely o produce loyaly shis.
Alhough in he quaniaive sudy hese ndings
are qualied by daa consrains, our case sudies
reveal ha hree violen campaigns were unable
o produce meaningul loyaly shis among
opponen elies, whereas such shis did occur as
a resul o nonviolen acion in he Philippines
and Eas imor.

o pu i more plainly, hese “daa consrains” are a lack
o daa supporing heir argumen, or “insignican eecs” as
hey admi laer. Te hree case sudies hey call in o save he
day are hree examples cherry-picked ou o 323 o prove he
poin hey are rying o make.

We can do beter: resisance agains he US invasion o
Vienam, resisance agains he Sovie invasion o Aghanisan,
parisan resisance during World War II in Yugoslavia and in
Ialy and he anarchis resisance in Ukraine during he Rus-
sian Civil War. Five examples o armed movemens provoking
deecions or muinies among he armies sen o crush hem,
all o hem more deniive and on a higher scale han he
“loyaly shis” provoked in he Philippines and Eas imor.
In one paragraph summing up her research, Chenoweh
acknowledges ha he impac o a “violen wing” on he
success raes o a movemen is “no saisically signican”
and hen in he nex paragraph says ha “he mos roubling
possibiliy is ha he armed wing will reduce he movemen’s
chances o success.” Laer, she assers ha “an armed wing can
reduce popular participation [her emphasis]” even hough her
own daa do no suppor his asserion.

Incidenally, Chenoweh and Kur Schock produced a sudy
in 2015 o 106 cases o measure he “armed ank eec,” he
eec ha an armed secor or organizaion can have on a wider
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For example, hey cie psychological sudies on individual
decision-making, wih he unspoken assumpion ha complex
social conics beween insiuions and heerogeneous popu-
laions will ollow he same paterns.Tey provide no evidence
or key argumens like “he public is more likely o suppor a
nonviolen campaign” nor do hey inerrogae he gure o “he
public.” Tey also make convenien use o non sequiurs, as in
he ollowing paragraph:

Second, when violen insurgens hreaen he
lives o regime members and securiy orces, hey
grealy reduce he possibiliy o loyaly shis.
Abrahms nds ha erroris groups argeing
civilians lose public suppor compared wih
groups ha limi heir arges o he miliary or
police.

All he subsequen argumens in he paragraph, which are
rheorical argumens lacking any documenaion or daa, reer
o he opic senence o he paragraph. All o hem are inended
o convince readers ha so-called violen movemens are less
eecive a provoking deecion or “loyaly shis” among sae
orces.

Te only senence ha makes any reerence o evidence is
he second one, quoed above. Bu noice how Abrahms’ sudy
acually has nohing o do wih he opic senence, no bearing
on he quesion o deecion nor he variable violence/nonvio-
lence, bu raher only addresses violen groups, disinguishing
beween hose ha do and do no arge civilians.

Elsewhere in he sudy, he auhors ambiguously admi
ha he saisics do no reveal more deecions in he ace o
nonviolen movemens, bu hey srucure he enire aricle
o hide ha inconvenience and advance heir preconceived
argumens:
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In my 2013 book, Te Failure of Nonviolence, I included a
rebutal o Chenoweh’s and Sephan’s sudy, which had been
spreading like wildre hrough progressive and corporae me-
dia alike, making atracive claims ha nonviolen movemens
gain our imes as many paricipans, are wice as likely o suc-
ceed and can riumph wih jus 3.5 percen o he populaion.
Noably, none o hese media linked o he acual sudy or re-
viewed he mehodology used.

In ac, he sudy’s daa and mehodology are exremely
awed. Bu i never became popular because o is qualiy. I
became popular because i oers a very comorable view o
social change ha allows whie aciviss o preserve heir priv-
ilege and physical saey, and ha proecs he owners o cor-
porae media rom he desrucive, rioous uprisings ha have
been a principal means o he downrodden hroughou hisory
o respond when degradaion, oppression, povery and indig-
niy reach a boiling poin.

THE EXAMPLES

Chenoweh and Sephan compiled a lis o 323 major non-
violen campaigns or violen conics rom 1900 o 2006. Te
selecion process hey used is rie wih problems.Te examples
o nonviolen campaigns were urnished by expers in nonvio-
lence, all o whom are also proponens o nonviolence. Tey
do no include nonviolen campaigns ha never go o he
ground, polie proes movemens ha wihered away beore
hey even go sared.

Tey do, however, include movemens ha were no acu-
ally nonviolen, movemens ha drew much o heir srengh
rom major rios and armed wings, like he Civil Righs move-
men in he US, he ani-Aparheid movemen in Souh Arica
and he movemen or independence in India.
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Proponens o nonviolence, reecing a privileged perspec-
ive, also end o nauralize or invisibilize sae violence. People
arming hemselves or sel-deense is discouraged, bu a mili-
ary inervenion or police proecion is considered compaible
wih nonviolence. For example, he movemen in Eas imor is
claimed as a vicory or nonviolence, even hough inernaional
“peacekeepers” had o be sen in o proec he proesers.

o selec he examples o “violen” movemens hey in-
ended o conras agains hese supposedly, bu no acually,
peaceul movemens, Chenoweh and Sephan made no eor
o conac proponens o a diversiy o mehods in social
movemens. (Tere are very ew proponens o “violence”
per se, as i is an inaccurae dichoomy ha seems only o
exis in he minds o paciss, as well as in he sel-ineresed
vocabularies o governmen spokespeople.) Insead, hey
replace he subjecive crierion used o selec members o he
nonviolen group wih an objecive crierion or he violen
group: in shor, hey ake all armed conics wih more han
1,000 comba deahs.

Tey are essenially comparing a whiewashed lis o he
greaes vicories o nonviolence agains a lis o major wars.
o say his is a case o apples and oranges is a severe undersae-
men.Wha i is no is a comparison beween social movemens
using dieren mehods o achieve heir goals, even hough he
sudy has been raudulenly paraded hrough he world’s me-
dia as jus ha.

THE EVALUATION

Subsequenly, hey run heir skewed collecion o samples
hrough a meaningless evaluaion, asking, were hese move-
mens “successul,” “parially successul,” or “ailed.” Tey do
no dene “success” or “ailure” and hey also evince a belie
ha social movemens end o have consensus around wha
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heir goals are. Prety much everyone who has ever parici-
paed in a social movemen knows his is no he case.

Incidenally, Sephan and Chenoweh are no social move-
men paricipans, hey are highly remuneraed academics, and
Sephan worked or he US Deense Deparmen — also con-
neced o Gene Sharp’s work on nonviolence — and NAO.

I is sae o assume ha he goals hey rae as belonging o
he enire movemen represen he mos supercial, reormis
secors o hose movemens. For example, hey rae he “Color
Revoluions” o Ukraine, Lebanon, Georgia and Serbia as suc-
cesses. Tese movemens were spurred by a diverse mix o is-
sues relaing o qualiy o lie as well as poliical expression,
wih governmen corrupion and worsening economic condi-
ions being requenly cied complains.Tey succeeded in op-
pling he governmens in power a he ime, hough in every
case, poor economic condiions persised and many o he new
governmens were plagued by corrupion scandals and low ap-
proval raings wihin a year or wo o assuming power. Inci-
denally, all he major Color Revoluions occurred in counries
ha were close o Moscow, and hey brough in governmens
closer o he EU and Washingon. So really, hese supercial
revoluions were only successul or he NAO bloc and he
poliicians who rode heir coatails o power.

THE STATISTICS

Tough he way he saisics are produced eecively ren-
ders hem meaningless, Sephan and Chenoweh engage in a
number o manipulaions when presening heir work so as o
encourage nonviolen conclusions even when heir own daa
do no suppor hem. Tey end o ocus on deailed expla-
naions o heir hypoheses and pseudo-logical argumens or
why heir hypoheses mus be correc.
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