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From On Violence

Hannah Arendt

I -propose to raise the question of violence in
the political realm. This is not easy; what Sorel
remarked sixty years ago, “The problems of vio-
lence still remain very obscure,”” is as true today
as it was then. I mentioned the general reluctance
to deal with violence as a phenomenon in its own
right, and I must now qualify this statement. If we
turn to discussions of the phenomenon of power,
we soon find that there exists a consensus among
political theorists from Left to Right to the effect
that violence is nothing more than the most fla-
grant manifestation of power. “All politics is a
struggle for power; the ultimate kind of power is
violence,” said C. Wright Mills, echoing, as
it were, Max Weber’s definition of the state as
“the rule of men over men based on the means
of legitimate, that is allegedly legitimate, vio-
lence.”® The consensus is very strange; for to
equate political power with “the organization of
violence” makes sense only if one follows Marx’s
estimate of the state as an instrument of oppres-
sion in the hands of the ruling class. Let us there-
fore turn to authors who do not believe that the
body politic and its laws and institutions are
merely coercive superstructures, secondary mani-
festations of some underlying forces. Let us turn,
for instance, to Bertrand de Jouvenel, whose book
Power is perhaps the most prestigious and,
anyway, the most interesting recent treatise on
the subject. “To him,” he writes, “who contem-
‘plates the unfolding of the ages war presents itself
as an activity of States which pertains to their
essence.”® This may prompr us to ask whether
the end of warfare, then, would mean the end of

states. Would the disappearance of violence in
relationships between states spell the end of
power?

The answer, it seems, will depend on what we
understand by power. And power, it turns out, is
an instrument of rule, while rule, we are told, owes
its existence to “the instinct of domination.”* We
are immediately reminded of what Sartre said
about violence when we read in Jouvenel that “a
man feels himself more of a man when he is impos-
ing himself and making others the instruments of
his will,” which gives him “incomparable pleas-
ure.” “Power,” said Voltaire, “consists in making
others act as I choose”; it is present wherever [ have
the chance “to assert my own will against the
resistance” of others, said Max Weber, reminding
us of Clausewitz’s definition of war as “an act of
violence to compel the opponent to do as we
wish.” The word, we are told by Strausz-Hupé,
signifies “the power of man over man.”® To go
back to Jouvenel: “To command and to be obeyed:
without that, there is no Power — with it no other
attribute is needed for it to be.. .. The thing with-
out which it cannot be: that essence is command.”
If the essence of power is the effectiveness of com-
mand, then there is no greater power than that
which grows out of the barrel of a gun, and it
would be difficult to say in “which way the order

given by a policeman is different from that given

by a gunman.” {I am quoting from the important
book The Notion of the State, by Alexander Pas-
serin d’Entréves, the only author I know who is
aware of the importance of distinguishing between
violence and power. “We have to decide whether
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and in what sense ‘power’ can be distinguished
from ‘force’, to ascertain how the fact of using
force according to law changes the quality of
force itself and presents us with an entirely differ-
- ent picture of human relations,” since “force, by the
very fact of being qualified, ceases to be force.” But
even this distinction, by far the most sophisticated
and thoughtful one in the literature, does not go to
the root of the matter. Power in Passerin d’Entré-
ves’s understanding is “qualified” or “institutional-
ized force.” In other words, while the authors
quoted above define violence as the most flagrant,
manifestation of power, Passerin d’Entréves de-
fines power as a kind of mitigated violence. In the
final analysis, it comes to the same.)’ Should every-
body from Right to Left, from Bertrand de Jouvenel
to Mao Tse-tung agree on so basic a point in polit-
ical philosophy as the nature of power?

In terms of our traditions of political thought,
these definitions have much to recommend them.
Not only do they derive from the old notion of
absolute power that accompanied the rise of the
sovereign European nation-state, whose earliest
and still greatest spokesmen were Jean Bodin, in
sixteenth-century France, and Thomas Hobbes, in
" seventeenth-century England; they also coincide
with the terms used since Greek antiquity to define
the forms of government as the rule of man over
man — of one or the few in monarchy and oli-
garchy, of the best or the many in aristocracy and
democracy. Today we ought to add the latest and
perhaps most formidable form of such dominion:
bureaucracy or the rule of an intricate system of
bureaus in which no men, neither one nor the best,
neither the few nor the many, can be held respon-
sible, and which could be properly called rule by
Nobody. (If, in accord with traditional political
thought, we identify tyranny as government that
is not held to give account of itself, rule by Nobody
is clearly the most tyrannical of all, since there is
no one left who could even be asked to answer for
what is being done. It is this state of affairs,
making it impossible to localize responsibility
and to identify the enemy, that is among the most
potent causes of the current world-wide rebellious
unrest, its chaotic nature, and its dangerous ten-
dency to get our of control and to run amuck.)

Moreover, this ancient vocabulary was
strangely confirmed and fortified by the addition
of the Hebrew-Christian tradition and its “impera-
tive conception of law.” This concept was not
invented by the “political realists” but was, rather,

the result of a much earlier, almost automatic gen-
eralization of God’s “Commandments,” according
to which “the simple relation of command and
obedience” indeed sufficed to identify the essence
of law.? Finally, more modern scientific and philo-
sophical convictions concerning man’s nature have
further strengthened these legal and political trad-
itions. The many recent discoveries of an inborn
instinct of domination and an innate aggressive-
ness in the human animal were preceded by very
similar philosophic statements. According to John
Stuart Mill, “the first lesson of civilization [is] that
of obedience,” and he speaks of “the two states of
the inclinations . . . one the desire to exercise power
over others; the other...disinclination to have
power exercised over themselves.”® If we would
trust our own experiences in these matters, we
should know that the instinct of submission, an
ardent desire to obey and be ruled by some strong
man, is at least as prominent in human psychology
as the will to power, and, politically, perhaps more
relevant. The old adage “How fit he is to sway /
That can so well obey,” some version of which
seems to have been known to all centuries and all
nations,'’ may point to a psychological truth:
namely, that the will to power and the will to
submission are interconnected. “Ready submis-
sion to tyranny,” to use Mill once more, is by no
means always caused by “extreme passiveness.”
Conversely, a strong disinclination to obey is
often accompanied by an equally strong disinclin-
ation to dominate and command. Historically
speaking, the ancient institution of slave economy
would be inexplicable on the grounds of Mill’s
psychology. Its express purpose was to liberate
citizens from the burden of household affairs and
to permit them to enter the public life of the com-
munity, where all were equals; if it were true that
nothing is sweeter than to give commands and to
rule others, the master would never have left his
household.

However, there exists another tradition and an-
other vocabulary no less old and time-honored.
When the Athenian city-state called its constitution
an isonomy, or the Romans spoke of the civitas as
their form of government, they had in mind a con-
cept of power and law whose essence did notrely on
the command-obedience relationship and which
did not identify power and rule or law
and command. It was to these examples that the
men of the eighteenth-century revolutions turned
when they ransacked the archives of antiquity and
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constituted a form of government, a republic,
where the rule of law, resting on the power of the
people, would put an end to the rule of man over
man, which they thought was a “government fit for
slaves.” They too, unhappily, still talked about
obedience - obedience to laws instead of men; but
what they actually meant was support of the laws
to which the citizenry had given its consent. Such
support is never unquestioning, and as far as reli-
ability is concerned it cannot match the indeed
“unquestioning obedience” that an act of violence
can exact — the obedience every criminal can count
on when he snatches my pocketbook with the help
of a knife or robs a bank with the help of a gun. It is
the people’s support that lends power to the insti-
tutions of a country, and this support is but the
continuation of the consent that brought the laws
into existence to begin with. Under conditions of
representative government the people are supposed
to rule those who govern them. All political insti-
tutions are manifestations and materializations of
power; they petrify and decay as soon as the living
power of the people ceases to uphold them. This is
what Madison meant when he said “all govern-
ments rest on opinion,” a word no less true for the
various forms of monarchy than for democracies.
(“To suppose that majority rule functions only in
democracy is a fantastic illusion,” as Jouvenel
points out: “The king, who is but one solitary indi-
vidual, stands far more in need of the general sup-
port of Society than any other form of
government.”'! Even the tyrant, the One who
rules against all, needs helpers in the business
of violence, though their number may be rather
restricted.) However, the strength of opinion, that
is, the power of the government, depends on
numbers; it is “in proportion to the number with
which it is associated,”? and tyranny, as Montes-
quieu discovered, is therefore the most violent
and least powerful of forms of government. Indeed
one of the most obvious distinctions between
power and violence is that power always stands in
need of numbers, whereas violence up toa point can
manage without them because it relies on imple-
ments. A legally unrestricted majority rule, that is,
a democracy without a constitution, can be very
formidable in the suppression of the rights of mi-
norities and very effective in the suffocation of
dissent without any use of violence. But that does
not mean that violence and power are the same.
The extreme form of power is All against One,
the extreme form of violence is One against All

And this latter is never possible without instru-
ments. To claim, as is often done, that a tiny
unarmed -minority has successfully, by means of
violence - shouting, kicking up a row, et cetera —
disrupted large lecture classes whose overwhelm-
ing majority had voted for normal instruction pro-
cedures is therefore very misleading. (In a recent
case at some German university there was even one
lonely “dissenter” among several hundred students
who could claim such a strange victory.) What
actually happens in such cases is something much
more serious: the majority clearly refuses to use its
power and overpower the disrupters; the academic
processes break down because no one is willing to
raise more than a voting finger for the status quo.
What the universities are up against is the “im-
mense negative unity” of which Stephen Spender
speaks in another context. All of which proves
only that a minority can have a much greater
potential power than one would expect by
counting noses in public-opinion polls. The merely
onlooking majority, amused by the spectacle of a
shouting match between student and professor, is
in fact already the latent ally of the minority. (One
need only imagine what would have happened had
one or a few unarmed Jews in pre-Hitler Germany
tried to disrupt the lecture of an anti-Semitic pro-
fessor in order to understand the absurdity of the
talk about the small “minorities of militants.”)

It is, I think, a rather sad reflection on the present
state of political science that our terminology does
not distinguish among such key words as “power,”
“strength,” “force,” “authority,” and, finally, “vio-
lence” - all of which refer to distinct, different
phenomena and would hardly exist unless they
did. (In the words of d’Entréves, “might, power,
authority: these are all words to whose exact impli-
cations no great weight is attached in current
speech; even the greatest thinkers sometimes use
them at random. Yet it is fair to presume that they
refer to different properties, and their meaning
should therefore be carefully assessed and exami-
ned. ... The correct use of these words is a question
not only of logical grammar, but of historical pet-
spective.”)*® To use them as synonyms not only
indicates a certain deafness to linguistic meanings,
which would be serious enough, but it has also
resulted in a kind of blindness to the realities
they correspond to. In such a situation it is always
tempting to introduce new definitions, but <
though I shall briefly yield to temptation — what i
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involved is not simply a matter of careless speech.
Behind the apparent confusion is a firm conviction
in whose light all distinctions would be, at best, of
minor importance: the conviction that the most
crucial political issue is, and always has been, the
question of Who rules Whom? Power, strength,
force, authority, violence — these are but words to
indicate the means by which man rules over man;
they are held to be synonyms because they have the
same function. It is only after.one ceases to reduce
public affairs to the business of dominion that the
original data in the realm of human affairs will
appeat, or, rather, reappear, in their authentic diver-
sity.

These data, in our context, may be enumerated
as follows:

Power corresponds to the human ability not just
to act but to act in concert. Power is never the
property of an individual; it belongs to a group
and remains in existence only so long as the
group keeps together. When we say of somebody
that he is “in power” we actually refer to his being
empowered by a certain number of people to act in
their name. The moment the group, from which the

. power originated to begin with (potestas in populo,
without a people or group there is no power),
disappears, “his power” also vanishes. In current
usage, when we speak of a “powerful man” or a
“powerful personality,” we already use the word
“power” metaphorically; what we refer to without
metaphor is “strength.”

Strength unequivocally designates something in
the singular, an individual entity; it is the property
inherent in an object or person and belongs to its
character, which may prove itself in relation to
other things or persons, but is essentially inde-

pendent of them. The strength of even the-

strongest individual can always be overpowered
by the many, who often will combine for no
other purpose than to ruin strength precisely be-
cause of its peculiar independence. The almost
instinctive hostility of the many toward the one
has always, from Plato to Nietzsche, been ascribed
to resentment, to the envy of the weak for the
strong, but this psychological interpretation
misses the point. It is in the nature of a group and
its power to turn against independence, the prop-
erty of individual strength.

Force, which we often use in daily speech as
a synonym for violence, especially if violence
serves as a means of coercion, should be reserved,
in terminological language, for the “forces of

nature” or the “force of circumstances” (la force
des choses), that is, to indicate the energy released
by physical or social movements.

Authority relating to the most elusive of these
phenomena and therefore, as a term, most fre-
quently abused, can be vested in persons — there
is such a thing as personal authority, as, for in-
stance, in the relation between parent and child,
between teacher and pupil - or it can be vested in
offices, as, for instance, in the Roman senate (auc-
toritas in senatu) or in the hierarchical offices of
the Church (a priest can-grant valid absolution
even though he is drunk). Its hallmark is unques-
tioning recognition by those who are asked to
obey; neither coercion nor persuasion is needed.
(A father can lose his authority either by beating
his child or by starting to argue with him, that is,
either by behaving to him like a tyrant or by
treating him as an equal.) To remain in authority
requires respect for the person or the office. The
greatest enemy of authority, therefore, is con-
tempt, and the surest way to undermine it is laugh-
ter.

Violence, finally, as I have said, is distinguished
by its instrumental character. Phenomenologically,
it is close to strength, since the implements of
violence, like all other tools, are designed and
used for the purpose of multiplying natural
strength until, in the last stage of their develop-
ment, they can substitute for it. [...]

It is particularly tempting to think of power in
terms of command and obedience, and hence to
equate power with violence, in a discussion of
what actually is only one of power’s special cases
- namely, the power of government. Since in for-
eign relations as well as domestic affairs violence
appears as a last resort to keep the power structure
intact against individual challengers — the foreign
enemy, the native criminal - it looks indeed as
though violence were the prerequisite of power
and power nothing but a fagade, the velvet glove
which either conceals the iron hand or will turn
out to belong to a paper tiger. On closer inspection,
though, this notion loses much of its plausibility.
For our purpose, the gap between theory and real-
ity is perhaps best illustrated by the phenomenon
of revolution. ) '

Since the beginning of the century theoreticians
of revolution have told us that the chances of
revolution have significantly decreased in propor-
tion to the increased destructive capacities of
weapons at the unique disposition of governments.
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The history of the last seventy years, with its extra-
ordinary record of successful and unsuccessful
revolutions, tells a different story. Were people
mad who even tried against such overwhelming
odds? And, leaving out instances of full success,
how can even a temporary success be explained?
The fact is that the gap between state-owned
means of violence and what people can muster by
themselves — from beer bottles to Molotov cock-
tails and guns — has always been so enormous that
technical improvements make hardly any differ-
ence. Textbook instructions on “how to make a
revolution” in a step-by-step progression from dis-
sent to conspiracy, from resistance to armed upris-
ing, are all based on the mistaken notion that
revolutions are “made.” In a contest of violence
against violence the superiority of the government
has always been absolute; but this superiority lasts
onlyas long as the power structure of the govern-
ment is intact — that is, as long as commands are
obeyed and the army or police forces are prepared
to use their weapons. When this is no longer the
case, the situation changes abruptly. Not only is
the rebellion not put down, but the arms them-
selves change hands — sometimes, as in the Hun-
garian revolution, within a few hours. (We should
know about such things after all these years of
futile fighting in Vietnam, where for a long time,
before getting massive Russian aid, the National
Liberation Front fought us with weapons that
were made in the United States.) Only after this
has happened, when the disintegration of the gov-
ernment in power has permitted the rebels to arm
themselves, can one speak of an “armed uprising,”
which often does not take place at all or occurs
when it is no longer necessary. Where commands
are no longer obeyed, the means of violence are of
no use; and the question of this obedience is not
decided by the command-obedience relation but
by opinion, and, of course, by the number of those
who share it. Everything depends on the power
behind the violence. The sudden dramatic break-
down of power that ushers in revolutions reveals
in a flash how civil obedience — to laws, to rulers,
to institutions — is but the outward manifestation
of support and consent.

Where power has disintegrated, revolutions are
possible but not necessary. We know of many in-
stances when utterly impotent regimes were per-
mitted to continue in existence for long periods of
time — either because there was no one to test their
strength and reveal their weakness or because they

were lucky enough not to be engaged in war and
suffer defeat. Disintegration often becomes mani-
fest only in direct confrontation; and even then,
when power is already in the street, some group of
men prepared for such an eventuality is needed to
pick it up and assume responsibility. We have re-
cently witnessed how it did not take more than the
relatively harmless, essentially nonviolent French
students’ rebellion to reveal the vulnerability of the
whole political system, which rapidly disinte-
grated before the astonished eyes of the young
rebels. Unknowingly they had tested it; they
intended only to challenge the ossified university
system, and down came the system of governmen-
tal power, together with that of the huge party
bureaucracies — “une sorte de désintégration
de toutes les hiérarchies.” It was a textbook case
of a revolutionary situation that did not develop
into a revolution because there was nobody, least
of all the students, prepared to seize power and the
responsibility that goes with it. Nobody except, of
course, de Gaulle. Nothing was more characteris-
tic of the seriousness of the situation than his
appeal to the army, his journey to see Massu and
the generals in Germany, a walk to Canossa, if
there ever was one, in view of what had happened
only a few years before. But what he sought and
received was support, not. obedience, and the

means were not commands but concessions. If

commands had been enough, he would never
have had to leave Paris.

No government exclusively based on the means
of violence has ever existed. Even the totalitarian
ruler, whose chief instrument of rule is torture,
needs a power basis — the secret police and its net
of informers. Only the development of robot sol-
diers, which, as previously mentioned, wouid
eliminate the human factor completely and, con-
ceivably, permit one man with a push button to
destroy whomever he pleased, could change
this fundamental ascendancy ‘of power over vio-
lence. Even the most despotic domination we
know of, the rule of master over slaves, who
always outnumbered him, did not rest on superior
means of coercion as such, but on a superior or-
ganization of power - that is, on the organized
solidarity of the masters. Single men without
others to support them never have enough power
to use violence successfully. Hence, in domestic

affairs, violence functions as the last resort of :
power against criminals or rebels - that is, against
single individuals who, as it were, refuse to be .
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overpowered by the consensus of the majority.
And as for actual warfare, we have seen in Viet-
nam how an enormous superiority in the means of
violence can become helpless if confronted with an
ill-equipped but well-organized opponent who is
much more powerful. This lesson, to be sure, was
there to be learned from the history of guerrilla
warfare, which is at least as old as the defeat in
Spain of Napoleon’s still-unvanquished army.

To switch for a moment to conceptual language:
Power is indeed of the essence of all government,
but violence is not. Violence is by nature instru-
mental; like all means, it always stands in need of
guidance and justification through the end it pur-
sues. And what needs justification by something
else cannot be the essence of anything. The end of
war - end taken in its twofold meaning - is peace
or victory; but to the question And what is the end
of peace? there is no answer. Peace is an absolute,
even though in recorded history periods of warfare
have nearly always outlasted periods of peace.
Power is in the same category; it is, as they say,
“an end in itself.” (This, of course, is not to deny
that governments pursue policies and employ their
power to achieve prescribed goals. But the power
structure itself precedes and outlasts all aims, so
that power, far from being the means to an end, is
actually the very condition enabling a group of
people to think and act in terms of the means-end
category.) And since government is essentially or-
ganized and institutionalized power, the current
question What is the end of government? does
not make much sense either. The answer will be
either question-begging — to enable men to live
together ~ or dangerously utopian — to promote
happiness or to realize a classless society or some

- other nonpolitical ideal, which if tried out in earn-

est cannot but end in some kind of tyranny.
Power needs no justification, being inherent in
the very existence of political communities; what it
does need is legitimacy. The common treatment of
these two words as synonyms is no less misleading
and confusing than the current equation of obedi-
ence and support. Power springs up whenever
people get together and act in concert, but it de-
rives its legitimacy from the initial getting together
rather than from any action that then may follow.
Legitimacy, when challenged, bases itself on an
appeal to the past, while justification relates to
an end that lies in the future. Violence can be
justifiable, but it never will be legitimate. Its justi-
fication loses in plausibility the farther its intended

end recedes into the future. No one questions the
use of violence in seif-defense, because the danger
is not only clear but also present, and the end
justifying the means is immediate.

Power and violence, though they are distinct
phenomena, usually appear together. Wherever
they are combined, power, we have found, is the
primary and predominant factor. The situation,
however, is entirely different when we deal with
them in their pure states — as, for instance, with
foreign invasion and occupation. We saw that the
current equation of violence with power rests on
government’s being understood as domination of
man over man by means of violence. If a foreign
conqueror is confronted by an impotent govern-
ment and by a nation unused to the exercise of
political power, it is easy for him to achieve such
domination. In all other cases the difficulties are
great indeed, and the occupying invader will try
immediately to establish Quisling governments,
that is, to find a native power base to support his
dominion. The head-on clash between Russian
tanks and the entirely nonviolent resistance of the
Czechoslovak people is a textbook case of a con-
frontation between violence and power in their
pure states. But while domination in such an in-
stance is difficult to achieve, it is not impossible.
Violence, we must remember, does not depend on
numbers or opinions, but on implements, and the
implements of violence, as I mentioned before, like
all other tools, increase and multiply human
strength. Those who oppose violence with mere
power will soon find that they are confronted not
by men but by men’s artifacts, whose inhumanity
and destructive effectiveness increase in propor-
tion to the distance separating the opponents. Vio-
lence can always destroy power; out of the barrel
of a gun grows the most effective command,
resulting in the most instant and perfect obedience.
What never can grow out of it is power.

In a head-on clash between violence and power,
the outcome is hardly in doubt. If Gandhi’s enor-
mously powerful and successful strategy of non-
violent resistance had met with a different enemy —
Stalin’s Russia, Hitler’s Germany, even prewar
Japan, instead of England — the outcome would
not have been decolonization, but massacre and
submission. However, England in India and France
in Algeria had good reasons for their restraint.
Rule by sheer violence comes into play where
power is being lost; it is precisely the shrinking
power of the Russian government, internally and
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externally, that became manifest in its “solution” of
the Czechoslovak problem - just as it was
the shrinking power of European imperialism that
became manifest in the alternative between decol-
onization and massacre. To substitute violence for
power can bring victory, but the price is very high;
for it is not only paid by the vanquished, it is also
paid by the victor in terms of his own power. This is
especially true when the victor happens to enjoy
domestically the blessings of constitutional gov-
ernment. Henry Steele Commager is entirely
right: “If we subvert world order and destroy
world peace we must inevitably subvert and des-
troy our own political institutions first.”** The
much-feared boomerang effect of the “governmeént
of subject races” (Lord Cromer) on the home gov-
ernment during the imperialist era meant that.rule
by violence in faraway lands would endby
affecting the government of England, that the last
“subject race” would be the English themselves.
The recent gas attack on the campus at Berkéley,
where not just tear gas but also another gas,
“outlawed by the Geneva Convention and used
by the Army to flush out guerrillas in Vietnam,”
was laid down while gas-masked Guardsmen
stopped anybody and everybody “from fleeing the
gassed area,” is an excellent example of this “back-
lash” phenomenon. It has often been said that
impotence breeds violence, and psychologically
this is quite true, at least of persons possessing
natural strength, moral or physical. Politically
speaking, the point is that Joss of power becomes

a temptation to substitute violence for power --

in 1968 during the Democratic convention in
Chicago we could watch this process on television
- and that violence itself results in impotence.
Where violence is no longer backed and restrained
by power, the well-known reversal in reckoning
with means and ends has taken place. The means,
the means of destruction, now determine the end —
with the consequence that the end will be the de-
struction of all power.

Nowhere is the self-defeating factor in the vic-
tory of violence over power more evident than in
the use of terror to maintain domination, about
whose weird successes and eventual failures we
know perhaps more than any generation before
us. Terror is not the same as violence; it is, rather,
the form of government that comes into being
when violence, having destroyed all power, does
not abdicate but, on the contrary, remains in full
control. It has often been noticed that the effective-

ness of terror depends almost entirely on the degree
of social atomization. Every kind of organized op-
position must disappear before the full force of
terror can be let loose. This atomization — an out-
rageously pale, academic word for the horror it
implies — is maintained and intensified through
the ubiquity of the informer, who can be literally
omnipresent because he no longer is merely a pro-
fessional agent in the pay of the police but poten-
tially every person one comes into contact with.
How such a fully developed police state is estab-
lished and how it works — or, rather, how nothing
works where it holds sway — can now be learned in
Aleksandr I. Solzhenitsyn’s The First Circle, which
will probably remain one of the masterpieces-of
twentieth-century literature and certainly contains
the best documentation on Stalin’s regime in exist-
ence. The decisive difference between totalitarian
domination, based on terror, and tyrannies and
dictatorships, established by violence, is that the
former turns not only against its enemies but
against its friends and supporters as well, being
afraid of all power, even the power of its friends.
The climax of terror is reached when the police
state begins to devour its own children, when yes-

terday’s executioner becomes today’s victim. And

this is also the moment when power disappears
entirely. There exist now a great many plausible
explanations for the de-Stalinization of Russia -
pone, I believe, so compelling as the realization
by the Stalinist functionaries themselves that a con-
tinuation of the regime would lead, not to an insur-
rection, against which terror is indeed the best
safeguard, but to paralysis of the whole country. -

To sum up: politically speaking, it is insufficient

to say that power and violence are not the same:"

Power and violence are opposites; where the one
rules absolutely, the other is absent. Violence
appears where power is in jeopardy, but left to its

own course it ends in power’s disappearance. This .

implies that it is not correct to think of the opposite

of violence as nonviolence; to speak of nonviolent,
power is actually redundant. Violence can destroy:

powers; it is utterly incapable of creating it. Hegel’s
and Marx’s great trust in the dialectial “power of

negation,” by virtue of which opposites do not:

destroy but smoothly develop into each other be-
cause contradictions promote and do not paralyz
development, rests on a much older philosophifl
prejudice: that evil is no more than a privativ
modus of the good, that good can come out ©
evil; that, in short, evil is but a temporary mani
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festation of a still-hidden good. Such time-honored
opinions have become dangerous. They are shared
by many who have never heard of Hegel or Marx,
for the simple reason that they inspire hope and
dispel fear — a treacherous hope used to dispel
legitimate fear. By this, I do not mean to equate
violence with evil; I only want to stress that vio-
lence cannot be derived from its opposite, which is
power, and that in order to understand it for what
it is, we shall have to examine its roots and nature.
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