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Introduction

One way to think about the globalization of nonviolence is to consider a sample
of global news events that occurred during the drafting of this manuscript.

In 2021, following news of the military coup in Myanmar, a proclamation
was issued on the United States Institute of Peace (USIP) webpage in support of
the country’s elected government, led by renowned Burmese nonviolent leader
Aung San Suu Kyi:

The people of Myanmar have opposed military rule in the past but never like this: In
the face of horrific brutality by a lawless regime, Burmese have risen up in an historic
national movement of nonviolent resistance. Led by young women, the fractious
country has united across ethnic, generational and class lines, weaponizing social
norms and social media in a refusal to accept the generals’ February 1 seizure of power.

(Oo, Ford, and Pinckney 2021)

A chorus of peace scholars and pundits joined the USIP in rallying behind the
Burmese movement, praising not only its noble resistance against an unjust
coup but also expressing faith in the use of nonviolence to carry the movement
to democracy (Oo, Ford, and Pinckney 2021). Sadly, since this initial outpour-
ing of support, the military junta has killed over fifteen hundred civilian
resisters.

Meanwhile, advocates in the Middle East called for nonviolence to be
employed in Afghanistan in opposition to the oppressive tactics of the Taliban
(McCarthy 2021) and for Jewish allies to bolster the noncooperative power of
Palestinian activists through nonviolent solidarity (Amro and Witus 2021).
A history of violence has long defined both of these political fields. Similarly,
Indigenous forest-dwelling peoples in the Brazilian Amazon regularly face
violence at the hands of extractive logging and mining industries. Although
some Indigenous monitors are armed for self-defense — an approach made
necessary by reports that Indigenous leaders in Brazil are being murdered at
the highest rate in over two decades (Hanbury 2019) — nonviolence is an
important part of their work as well (Gomez-Upegui 2021). Finally, in 2022,
peace scholars rushed in to defend the legitimacy of nonviolence in the face of
the Russian invasion of Ukraine. This required advocates to navigate a tangled
web of geopolitical alliances and economic interests in the region, in addition to
a resurgence of Cold War animosities. Still, they have persisted in encouraging
greater support for nonviolent civilian resistance to the military offensive in
Ukraine and Russia (Christoyannopoulos 2022; Hunter 2022).

These examples point to a paradox for scholars of global contentious politics:
despite a long, dynamic history of global nonviolence and an impressive global
industry for nonviolent movement training and support, old tensions continue to
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morph into new, seemingly unceasing violent conflicts. Nonetheless, those
dedicated to nonviolence as the best form of claims-making and resistance
believe nonviolence to be an appropriate response to even the most dire of
violent conflicts. This raises questions about how and why nonviolence has
spread so successfully to be recognized as the best form for democratic claims-
making. In this study, I explore why nonviolence has been celebrated as a global
repertoire across distinct conflicts in contexts characterized by starkly inequit-
able power dynamics and complex histories of repressive violence.

There is one kind of story that has become common in the scholarship on
nonviolent resistance and civil resistance studies, which have grown substan-
tially in the decades since I first began this research.' Although this narrative
might be imparted implicitly, it describes a family of protest techniques that
have emerged organically. This emergence was helped along by some big
names who publicized and shared their knowledge of nonviolent techniques,
as well as the concatenation of thousands upon thousands of individual
instances in which nonviolent resistance was performed and perfected because
in each of those instances it made sense to employ it as “a force more powerful”
in line with unarmed resisters’ goals of democracy and peacemaking. This story
is not wholly untrue, but it is patently incomplete and makes understanding the
follow-up questions of how and why nonviolence can be effective difficult to
answer fully.

As 1 explain below, nonviolence has become a global movement of move-
ments conceptualizing, systematizing, and institutionalizing nonviolent protest
as best practice for democratic state-making on a global scale. This movement is
embedded in a contemporary cultural and political world order that has shaped
and enabled its spread while it has in turn been shaped by the diffusion of
nonviolence. Thus, this global historical perspective allows for a new under-
standing of when and how nonviolent movements work. While it may be useful
to strategists to examine each unique nonviolent movement as a particular case
in a particular context in order to understand the strategic action dynamics of
distinct outcomes, a global perspective on how nonviolence came to be

! In his introduction to the history of civil resistance studies, Timothy Ash explains that the concept
of “civil resistance” denotes one type of nonviolent action that has increased in popular use
because it encompasses the key qualities of many case studies of interest: a civic action involving
advocacy for a broad level of social change; the employment of normative resistance against
targets, though not necessarily disobedience; and avoidance of violent means, though not
necessarily as a result of a strong philosophical commitment to nonviolence (Ash 2009; see
also Randle 1994; Stiechm 1968). I use the term nonviolence in my work to include both explicit
engagement with nonviolence as resistance, sometimes coupled with an exploration of nonvio-
lence as a way of life, and the many forms of nonviolent action that the movement to globalize
nonviolence has helped to spread, popularize, and institutionalize as best practice through both
the formal and informal dissemination of knowledge.
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understood, practiced, spread, and celebrated can shed new light on why
movements have increasingly adopted nonviolent techniques and why their
practice of nonviolence has generated different results in different political
contexts and at different points in geopolitical time. Furthermore, I argue that
a global understanding of nonviolence as a movement of movements illumin-
ates some of strategic action scholarship’s blind spots in ways that will be
crucial for making sense of contemporary conflicts and shifts in geopolitical
power.

Take again the examples of the conflicts presented above. Can you imagine
a different historical and geopolitical context in which those in power in
Myanmar, Israel/Palestine, Afghanistan, the Brazilian Amazon, or Ukraine
might respond more effectively to nonviolent civil resistance? What if those
regimes and powerholders were already at the precipice of a retreat from power,
such as at the end of the Eastern Bloc? What if they could be shamed by political
allies who threatened to withdraw their economic support? What if the forms of
governance or change that the nonviolent resisters proposed offered greater
benefit to actors seeking legitimacy and inclusion in their political landscape?
With these questions in mind, I think it is easier to understand how nonviolence
would and could work well in these conflicts, as it has before in similar
situations. A big picture understanding, however, requires a global historical
analysis, a macro level of analysis that has been elided in the case study focus of
many studies of nonviolent movements.

Overview

In the pages to follow, I provide a global and historical study of how nonvio-
lence emerged as a contentious performance among claims-makers the world
over. After briefly reviewing the literature on contentious political forms and
discussing my data and methods, I present a global, cultural, and historical study
of nonviolence in three sections. First, I trace the global history of nonviolence
through four distinct waves of globalization. The first phase is early conceptu-
alization, when formative figures developed the foundational ideas and models
that came to be carried into new conflicts around the world. The second phase is
the subsequent era of systematization, during which the field of research
dedicated to understanding nonviolence as a general practice took off and
new influential actors and organizations devised formal and systematic ways
of sharing those skills and knowledge. The third and fourth phases unfolded in
the later half of the twentieth century, when the organizational field for global
nonviolence proliferated rapidly and movements developed innovative local
expressions of nonviolent practices. Here, I detail the many ways in which
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established global civic and political network increased the influence of the
nonviolent repertoire.

This history demonstrates that nonviolence did not emerge spontaneously or
organically as some with faith in the natural superiority of nonviolent methods
might assume. Rather, it reveals the complex efforts of an intentional commu-
nity of activists dedicated to developing nonviolence as a global cultural and
political practice.

I provide a behind the scenes understanding of nonviolence organizations as
a dynamic social force in the story of how unique movement actors, the forms of
authority they wield, and the resources they mobilize can shape the way citizens
protest in some of the most contentious conflicts around the world.

In a second section, I dig deeper into how and why nonviolence has emerged
against the backdrop of significant changes in the world polity over the long
twentieth century. This allows me to elaborate on nonviolence as a global
contentious repertoire, developed iteratively in response to changes in their
corresponding governments. My research both confirms and builds upon Tilly’s
insights into the development of cultural content for the nonviolence repertoire
as a significant social force shaping diffusion, institutionalization, and ultim-
ately contentious performances of collective action. I also explain here why this
global and cultural perspective is invaluable to understanding how nonviolence
works and when it does not.

Finally, I discuss an oversight that demands new attention if we are to better
understand what modern movements are up against today: the institutional
paradoxes posed by predictability and systematization. These features have
been shown to have many benefits for movements’ development, but they
also often spell the end of success and innovation rendering movements vulner-
able to cooptation and demobilization. In an age where public relations and
market and politically oriented maneuvers have all but supplanted journalistic
inquiry and democratic engagement, I suggest scholars of nonviolent move-
ments and those interested in movement strategies and tactics across borders
give far greater attention to how nonviolence’s long history of successes as
a global claims-making repertoire has created new opportunities for the appro-
priation of people-power.

A summary of distinct claims developed in this Element is listed on page 39-40.

Audiences

I have written this work with several audiences in mind. This project began as
a way of recording my observations about activists working to formalize and
carry nonviolent techniques around the world, which piqued my interest in the
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larger nonviolence network. I have learned much from those doing the global
work of nonviolence and I hope they will learn something from the detailed
historical work I have done here.

For scholars of nonviolent movements, this study takes quite a different tack
than the normative orientation in the field. Unlike much of this work, I do not
position my study at the level of the psychology of individual protesters who
choose nonviolent techniques nor do I present a psychological analysis of how
individuals engage within transnational nonviolent networks (although else-
where I have examined how nonviolent NGOs work among grassroots organ-
izers). Rather, I take a global and cultural approach to understanding the
repertoire’s development over time. I present an in-depth investigation into
how nonviolence has emerged and become so firmly established as best claims-
making practice for citizens around the world. Through this analytic process,
I arrive at new insights into the effects of nonviolence’s global institutionaliza-
tion that help to explain how and why nonviolence sometimes works well and at
other times fails those who use it.

Throughout the development of this research, I have been firmly committed
to understanding the process of repertoire emergence outlined by Tilly. Here
I contribute new understanding to the nature of contentious performances and
repertoire emergence on a global scale through the deeply cultural processes of
meaning-making and structuration.

To world society and globalization theories, and world polity theory in
particular, I offer new conclusions about the role and consequences of claims-
making repertoires as driven by tactical movements. I believe this theoretical
tradition is uniquely well-positioned to generate valuable knowledge about the
threat institutionalization poses to social movements by encouraging more
critical thinking about the nature of power in the face of unique opportunities
for movement capture, cooptation, and demobilization.

Collective Action Repertoires as Contentious Performances

There are two possibilities when one attends a musical performance. The
audience may expect a group of musicians to play a collection from
a particular genre and style of music, whether because the audience is familiar
with the group, the group is playing in a particular venue known for featuring
a particular kind of music, or the show was billed as such. However, it is also
always possible the musicians will play a different kind of music by bending and
extending styles or by playing a different genre altogether. Musical repertoires
may be unique to different musicians and groups, but they are also collectively
developed, shared, learned, and celebrated over time. While there are many
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different possible repertoires musicians can develop, they often reflect certain
patterns, allowing many different groups to develop the same or very similar
repertoires within and across musical genres that can broadly endure for a very
long time. For all of these reasons, historical and political sociologist Charles
Tilly applied a similar perspective to the study of contentious politics introdu-
cing the concept of a “collective action repertoire.” This term for contentious
performances that consist of “limited set[s] of routines that are learned, shared,
and acted out” (Tilly 1993, 264) provides an apt imagery for describing claims-
making patterns around which social movements often cohere.

As Tilly explained in his work on claims-making repertoires, the possibilities
for contentious action are “learned through struggle.” Each commonly known
act of political protest has an origin story related to a particular contention,
a particular political and cultural context, and even the technological environ-
ment in which actors were situated. However, Tilly added, despite these possi-
bilities, claims-making routines are also limited in practice: “At any point in
history, however, [people] learn only a rather small number of alternative ways
to act collectively” (Tilly 1993, 264).

In order to understand these claims-making routines, it is important to
consider how and under what conditions they become institutionalized as the
predominant repertoires drawn on by resisters. Tilly devised the concept and
framework for understanding claims-making repertoires as “contentious per-
formances” in his studies of protest and state formation. Scouring archival
records of political contention in eighteenth century France, Tilly observed
a phenomenal shift in how people organized their protests against authorities.
Broadening his study of contention to Great Britain around the same time, he
also found that this shift occurred with the crystallization of new forms of
governance in Western Europe. New repertoires of political contention, he
concluded, evolved as new kinds of polities took shape. In these cases, the
emergence of national governments organized around parliamentary politics
was followed by transformations from formerly local-level acts of resistance
toward nationally organized campaigns. Once unique expressions of discontent,
like food riots in response to price gouging or the breaking down of enclosures
to protest the division of common lands relied upon by locals, were replaced by
modular techniques able to serve many different localities, actors, and issues.
And, as former subjects evolved into entitled citizens, the “parochial, particular,
and bifurcated eighteenth-century repertoire” soon gave way to more autono-
mous claims made on the resisters’ own initiative (Tilly 1993). Further, many of
the new, historically unique forms Tilly documented as emerging at this crucial
juncture — the rally, the strike, the march, and the boycott, among others — would
later become central to the nonviolence repertoire. These repertoires then
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became institutionalized, in turn constraining the array of routines resisters
would draw on in the centuries to come.

Since Tilly first introduced these ideas, scholars have extended and applied
them into different national case studies. Tilly’s assertions about repertoire
emergence and institutionalization have been affirmed and elaborated upon
through studies of El Salvador, France, Guatemala, Italy, Japan, and the
United States, for example (Traugott 1995). This research suggests that social
relations, meanings, and actions cluster in known, recurrent patterns and that
resistance is shaped by the national political context in which they develop. In
each of these cases, claims-making repertoires were also found to adhere to
a modern, transposable form uniquely reflecting local “moral economies™ that
help to conceptualize and legitimate claims, forming the “tactical grammar”
around which resisters unite (Ennis 1987).

To be clear, this scholarship has not shown strategic thinking to be insignifi-
cant. Rather, good strategies are found to emerge from the social world as
scripts that actors can employ in the theater of resistance. Repertoires become
important strategic organizational devices because movements commit to them
and repertoires in turn influence movement communities in ways that parallel
how movements influence national polities. Repertoires shape the path of social
movements. They open up spaces of contention over the meanings, goals, and
identities that activists share and spread with replicable consequences
(McCammon 2003; Taylor et al. 2009). Indeed, repertoires help compel move-
ments to “spillover” into other movements (Meyer and Whittier 1994), even if
they become fragmented (Wada 2012), are mediated by existing social systems
of stratification (Beckfield 2010; Feree and Merrill 2000) or become hybridized
by the contingencies of the conflict at hand (Mueller 1999). To further extend
the imagery of a musical routine, repertoires define the mood and the meaning
of the protest. This is quite different than assuming actors choose repertoires
from a free-floating array of options. Instead, movements have come to under-
stand that protests should be organized in a particular way in order to be
effective.

Tilly later argued that this now institutionalized repertoire helped to spread
a general international understanding of social movements: “In advance of the
social movement’s institutionalization, the demonstration itself is spreading
well beyond democratic regimes as a means of challenging corrupt and authori-
tarian rulers” (2006, 205). Scholars focused on the nexus between movements
and formal politics have found that movements are defined by their social
positionality as working outside of formal politics (although not always exclu-
sively) and by their endurance in a political field as non-state actors that issue
sustained challenges to powerholders (Tilly and Tarrow 2007). At the same


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009484015

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009484015 Published online by Cambridge University Press

8 Contentious Politics

time, they also fold into an overlapping field of contentious politics that includes
movement tactics and formal political challenges (Ray 1999). Movements work
themselves into this broader political field in distinct but overlapping ways (see
Ray 1999),” operating as a force that gives rise to new political parties, courts,
legislatures, and elections, and bridges institutionalized and noninstitutiona-
lized politics in Western democracies, non-Western democracies and, in an
increasingly globalized world, the variety of hybrid and autocratic regimes
where social movements have played a role (Goldstone 2003; McCammon
and Banaszak 2018; Rucht and Neidhardt 2002).

Tilly later lamented that more had not been done in the field to examine the
development of the claims-making repertoire. He wished for greater verifica-
tion, modification, or falsification of his ideas, acknowledging the limitations of
the geographical areas and time periods in which he first devised the concept. In
Contentious Performances, Tilly (2008) undertook his own extension and
exploration of his repertoire emergence thesis by surveying research on the
breakdown of the Soviet Union and the “tide of nationalist claims” that erupted
from 1987 to 1992 (Beissinger 2002) in Mexico (drawing on work by Tamayo
1999), Italy, and the United States, and by taking a new look at events in Great
Britain and France. Through this work, he explored how changes in the reper-
toire unfolded and he expanded the typology of repertoires. Still, he found that
changes in how people protested made claims-making repertoires stronger and
more enduring as they continued to be organized under a broader family of
contentious performances. Although one of the principal objectives of this
follow-up study was to ask “how different sorts of performance, including
social movement performances, vary and change” (7), he ultimately concludes
that “overwhelmingly, public collective contention involves strong repertoires.
It involves collective learning and incessant adaptation” (15).

Although Tilly’s (2008) illuminating reassessment involved broadly
expanded analyses, each was nationally organized and much remains to be
understood about the discursive and organizational dimensions of learning and
adaptation. Here, I expand the framework of repertoire emergence analysis with
a global study of the development and spread of nonviolence. As I also focus on
the cultural and organizational dimensions of repertoire development and
diffusion, my approach is distinct from earlier nationally organized repertoire
emergence studies in a number of ways.

2 Ray’s field theoretical approach to social movements offers another useful theoretical framework
for thinking about the emergence of repertoires on a global scale, across distinct national contexts
and through the concepts outlined by Bourdieu in field theory. I offer field analysis in other works
on nonviolence’s globalization in Gallo-Cruz (2016b) and Gallo-Cruz (2021b).
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First, instead of focusing on the clustering of groups of nonviolent action
techniques, I examine the ways in which nonviolence (which includes the
secular and neoliberal concept of “nonviolent civil resistance” or “civil resist-
ance”) has been culturally construed and socially institutionalized. As I will
explain below, my research demonstrates how this family of tactics has become
bundled conceptually and in practice through the development of formally
organized protest training programs with certain philosophical moral under-
standings and commitments.

Second, unlike examining national studies in distinct time periods, a global
historical survey of nonviolence allows for both comparative and systemic
understanding. I follow the development of the repertoire in concept and
practice over the long twentieth century. This allows me to compare how
nonviolence has spread and been implemented in different political and cultural
contexts and at different historical junctures.

Finally, as the thesis in the book’s title suggests, the spread of this repertoire
involves a story of formal diffusion and informal adoption that is common to the
globalization of political structures and norms. Contrary to misguided criticism
arguing that global institutional theories erase the agency of the actors, I trace
the repertoire development work of actors who have invested their lives and
resources into building a global nonviolence network. I examine how the
understanding of global nonviolence as best practice for claims-making in
“civil societies” has been formed and promoted, and the ways in which these
ideas have been coupled with other political forms favorable to Western and
neoliberal ideas of democracy. This grand effort includes the now expansive
work of scholars celebrating the repertoire through the growing field of nonvio-
lent studies, which experienced a surge in both private funding and academic
attention as I began this project over a decade ago. As I seek to include the
development of this field in my analysis, in this sense, I present a sociology of
knowledge of nonviolent studies that sheds new light on some of the common
assumptions about nonviolence and “nonviolent civil resistance.”

A Global Approach to Repertoire Emergence

There are three elements of the repertoire emergence framework that I find
essential to understanding the globalization of nonviolence. The first is the
assertion of an iterative causal relationship between social movement forms
and polity formation at the core of Tilly’s (1993) repertoire emergence thesis.
As Tilly noted in his study of early European state formation, this process has
drawn on Western liberal ideals of democracy, a point also underscored in the
extensive scholarship on world polity theory (Meyer et al. 1997). Second, it has
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been documented that national social movement repertoires become institution-
alized and increasingly predictable over time, though some incremental innov-
ation continues to occur at the margins (Tilly 1993). A global perspective on
repertoires has significant implications for how political forms too easily become
decoupled in practice (Clark 2010; Jupille et al. 2013; Koenig 2008; Swiss
2009), and in this case, helps to explain the diversity of forms and interpret-
ations as well as the unevenness of repertoire success on a global scale. Finally,
I will both address growing concerns over endogeneity in the formal study of
nonviolent movements (Anisin 2020; Case 2021; Lehoucq 2016; Scheurman
2022) while also making the case that broader insights into the inclination
toward institutionalization are especially important to understanding the glo-
balization of nonviolence especially because the element of surprise is intrin-
sically linked to the success of these actions (Gregg 1935; Sharp 1970).

Globalization involves complex transformations in the structure of world
society and can be defined as comprising of at least four elements: diffusion, the
global spread of people, practices, and ideas; organization, the development of
formal institutions, rules, and practices across borders; the increased inter-
dependence of people, places, and markets; and a growing culture and con-
sciousness of the world as one place (Lechner 2009, 15). In Robertson’s (1992)
early and foundational conceptualization of globalization, the element of cul-
ture and consciousness was crucial. He defined globalization as “the compres-
sion of the world and the intensification of consciousness of the world as
a whole” (8). I will argue in the pages to follow that these frameworks are
helpful to understanding the globalization of nonviolence as so much of its
spread has occurred through the work of shaping consciousness around why
nonviolence is best practice for democratic claims-making, whether the reason-
ing is derived from philosophical or secular, strategic commitments.

Social movements are sometimes vital to the process of globalization.
Movements constitute a “third force,” alongside traditional political and eco-
nomic actors, that shapes the global agenda and institutional infrastructure for
international and domestic politics (Florini 2000; Boli and Thomas 1999).
Movements act as authorities that formulate a general, universalist global
agenda for social change (Berkovitch 1999; Boyle 2006; Hironaka 2014;
Longhofer et al. 2016; Merry and Levitt 2017). Global movements spread
cultural ideals across states to influence efforts as diverse as expanding
women’s rights and educational opportunities (Berkovitch and Bradley 1999;
Ramirez and McEneany 1997; Suarez and Bromley 2012), the legalization of
same-sex marriage and other protections related to sexual orientation (Frank
and McEneany 1999), and environmental protections (Frank, Longhofer, and
Schofer 2007).
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INGOs are often central actors in global movements (Boli and Thomas 1997)
and can serve as brokers that weave together global and local political fields
(Bromley, Schofer, and Longhofer 2018; Cole and Perrier 2019; Gallo-Cruz
2016b; Merry 2006). Tarrow (2001) noted that INGOs participate in local
mobilization by facilitating connections that lead to the creation of new political
identities. This can be done through certification, which recognizes existing
actors and processes; modeling, which assists with the adoption of norms and
forms of collective action; and institutional appropriation, which makes an
international institution’s resources or affiliations available to local groups.
Other scholars have demonstrated how transnational networks can help expand
access to the new strategic opportunities that may arise from shifting global
political norms (Barrett and Kurzman 2004; Tsutsui 2018). Movement diffusion
through organizations also involves ontological tasks, which construe actors as
worthy of specific rights (Gallo-Cruz 2016b).

Close study of particularly influential global organizations reveals the
internal culture and politics that shape their advocacy work and how they
approach barriers to those efforts (Hemment 2007; Watanabe 2019).
Assessments of INGOs have found that their collective impact is just as
important as their unique organizational legacies. Together, INGO communities
create a “bee swarm” of movement consciousness and mobilizing opportunities,
lending momentum to movements around the world (Hironaka 2014).
Nonviolent studies’ increased focus on global social movements has contrib-
uted to a better understanding of how globalization influences what might
otherwise be considered “bottom up” processes of globally interconnected
civil societies (Gallo-Cruz 2016¢; Gallo-Cruz 2019).

Many global social movement studies focus on transformations in policy and
politics. One line of world society research organized under the term “world
polity theory” specializes in tracing the link between organizational ties and
policy adoption (see Cole 2017). In comparing how this process works on
a global scale, it is important to note that the world polity is different from
a national polity in two important respects. The world polity has no centralized
government (although the United Nations serves as a forum for intergovern-
mental dialogue and voluntary policy enactment) and no singular military force
(although, again, both the UN peacekeeping forces and regional alliances like
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization often act in a transnational capacity).
For this reason, convergence and authority occur across and sometimes through
the obstacles of contention and fragmentation (Beckfield 2003). As world polity
research has shown how the structure and form of world politics experienced
a dynamic wave of “isomorphism” through which global political agendas and
norms became increasingly similar over the latter half of the twentieth century
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(Meyer et al. 1997), I argue that world polity theory also serves as a useful lens
through which to discuss contentious performances on a global level.’

Decades of research on the development of a world polity (see Kriicken and
Drori 2009) elaborate the theory’s core thesis that “Many features of the
contemporary nation-state derive from worldwide models constructed and
propagated through global cultural and associational processes” (Meyer et al.
1997, 144-145). As Meyer and colleagues go on to explain, worldwide models
define and legitimate agendas for local action. This shapes the structures and
policies of nation-states and other national and local actors in virtually every
domain of rationalized social life, including business, politics, education, medi-
cine, science, and even the family and religion. These global cultural processes
remain highly influential despite “structural isomorphism in the face of enor-
mous differences in resources and traditions, ritualized and rather loosely
coupled organizational efforts, and elaborate structuration to serve purposes
that are largely of exogenous origins” (Meyer et al. 1997, 145).

Together, international organizations and their supporting social movements
create “epistemic communities” that articulate what social problems the global
community should address, as well as why and how to do so (Alasuutari and
Qadir 2019; Boli and Thomas 1999). In doing so, INGOs and social movements
work together to raise global consciousness, establish global authority, and
formulate doctrines and policies that states and non-state actors alike are
expected to adhere to as members of a world society (Boli and Thomas 1999).

World polity theory also makes the assertion that some global problems existed
long before movements emerged to address them, akin to the political process
tradition that Tilly contributed to (see Giugni 2009). It is therefore important to
understand how the development of a world polity, and the proliferation of certain
cultural ideals in the postwar era contributed to the origin of these movements
(Boli and Thomas 1999). This period was characterized by an intensification of
sociocultural and political models for globally authoritative organizations that
could establish an international forum for policy, security, and development of all
kinds (Meyer et al. 1997). The development of a global political agenda also
unfurled through widescale decolonization. The global wave of decolonization
strengthened the model of independent nation-states that has come to constitute
a core feature of the world polity today, giving rise to new global opportunities for
claims-making, especially as decolonization occurred in an uneven fashion due to
the poverty, inequality, and economic precarity created by former colonial powers
(Chase-Dunn 1999; Rist 2019).

* In fact, world polity theory in its early stages was in part inspired by Tilly’s polity formation
studies (Boli, Gallo-Cruz, and Mathias 2011).
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The contentious politics framework and world society theory make many
common and distinct assertions. Both emphasize the importance of how move-
ments draw on scripts for action and models for change. Both areas of scholar-
ship find that the nature of these scripts leaves little room for innovation, while
acknowledging incremental change at the margins. Finally, these frameworks
position the polity as a central organizing structure around which both formal
political action and citizen resistance develop and have therefore found the
relationship between action forms and governance structures to be significant
and iterative.

They diverge in part according to methodological approaches. Contentious
politics studies have relied primarily on national case analysis and large event
count data collected over time. World polity theory also draws heavily from
historical event data but is fundamentally transnational in its scope. This global
orientation has led to a greater emphasis on the mechanics of how common
models for action spread across localities. World polity theory is also strongly
cultural in its close examination of discourse, the nature of legitimacy and
authority, and transformations in norms and values as well as in tracing the
historical decoupling of implementation.

I argue below that Tilly’s framework helps to explain how particular collect-
ive action forms may be spread through the strengthening of favorable political
structures, even as repertoires become more open to incremental innovations
while navigating political contexts. I also explain below how the world polity
thesis that political models become infused with legitimacy and access to global
networks holds true in the globalization of nonviolence. A globalization frame-
work helps to elucidate the nature of cultural construction and organizational
diffusion as this process unfolds on a global scale. It also holds that related
predictions on the decoupling between the adoption of a practice and practical
implementation apply to nonviolence as well.

Detecting Global Repertoires

In “How to Detect and Describe Performances and Repertoires,” Tilly (2008) notes
that the study of repertoire emergence and transformation involves both a classified
counts technique of computing frequencies of events in large catalogs of episodic
data and a broad interpretive qualitative assessment of the kinds of events that
transpired in a given period and how and under what conditions they began to
change. To explore the factors that have shaped the globalization of nonviolence
and to better understand the impact of that globalization, I have employed global
comparative historical methods (Drori 2008). These have involved both count
measures signaling the expansion of the nonviolence repertoire and an in-depth
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qualitative investigation into the conceptualization and institutionalization of non-
violence among global claims-making networks.

My study began with constructing and comparing various historical records
of nonviolent events as they unfolded over time in different eras and in relation
to other events. This included a chronological count of the development of
nonviolence in newspaper and print discourse, of major movements that drew
explicitly on the nonviolent repertoire, of the founding of organizations expli-
citly dedicated to spreading nonviolence, and of other measures of nonvio-
lence’s spread and institutionalization such as global programs, educational
programs, and awards. I drew data for this timeline from secondary and primary
sources, including case studies of nonviolent movements from dozens of books
and academic journal articles, which I then cross-referenced with campaign
databases (Chenoweth 2019; Chenoweth and Lewis 2013; Chenoweth, Pinkney,
and Lewis 2019; Swarthmore 2022). As opposed to the conventional approach
in political science studies that measures only discrete campaigns, my analysis
also took a broader historical look at movements that involved multiple cam-
paigns, some lasting decades. This is important for understanding how the
repertoire developed over the lifetime of various movements (see Tilly 2004).

For quantitative analyses of the organizational spread of nonviolence, I created
a database of INGOs that are explicitly dedicated to diffusing and implementing
nonviolent strategies for social and political conflict resolution. Demographic
data on this population was drawn from the Union of International Associations’
(UIA) annual Yearbook of International Organizations.* This database includes
INGOs active in the global nonviolence network. I chose to exclude organizations
whose only participation in nonviolence was to foster awareness of philosophical
or religious orientations to nonviolence (e.g. “nonviolence as a way of life”)
without actively supporting nonviolent resistance movements. This yielded 211
organizations (Gallo-Cruz 2019). In prior studies focused specifically on the role
of these global organizations, I have conducted qualitative analyses of what

4 The UIA annual yearbook was initiated in 1907 by Henri La Fontaine and Paul Otlet with the goal
of constructing “a master bibliography of the world’s accumulated knowledge.” According to the
UIA, its annual Yearbook of International Organizations is “the world’s oldest, largest and most
comprehensive source of information on global civil society” (2012). The electronic database
historically catalogs information from over 40,000 organizations. Information remains in the
archive even after an organization dissolves. It is a central networking catalog for international
organizations and most active INGOs (and intergovernmental organizations) regularly submit
their information to be stored in this database. The UIA also frequently solicits data. The data
submitted is voluntary, however, and the extent and breadth of data on any one organization can
vary. The electronic database organizes data into a number of categories for which organizations
can submit information. These include founding, history, aims and objectives, structure, lan-
guages spoken, secretariat, finance, IGO relations, NGO relations, activities, publications, and the
countries in which the organization has members.
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nonviolent INGOs do, how they specialize, and how specialization has devel-
oped, in addition to statistical analyses of their diffusion through different
historical phases, regions, and issues (Gallo-Cruz 2012, 2019).

To trace the global growth of nonviolence in popular discourse, I drew data
from ProQuest News, an international news archive, from 1911 to 2013.
I conducted a search to measure the growth of English-language books published
on the topic of nonviolence through the global Books in Print database.” I have
supplemented this with rich content on the development and nature of the
repertoire derived from various other sources, including online archives, reports
from nonviolent organizations and networks, historical documents collected from
the archives of Peace Brigades International (PBI) at McMaster University’s
Peace Archives, and my field work with Nonviolence International at their
Washington, DC office. Tactical manuals and conference reports collected from
Nonviolence International and the International Fellowship for Reconciliation
and in-depth qualitative interviews also provided insight into the social world of
global nonviolence organizations.® Interviews were conducted with organizers
from PBI, Nonviolence International (including NI United States, NI Southeast
Asia, NI Russia and New Independent States, and NI Latin America), Christian
Peacemaker Teams (whose name has since changed to Community Peacemaker
Teams), Witness for Peace, the International Center for Nonviolent Conflict, the
International Fellowship for Reconciliation, Training for Change, and the War
Resisters League to gain insight into their global strategies. These interviews
provided me a behind-the-scenes understanding of the development of strategic
campaigns, networks, and the field of nonviolent studies, as well as discourse,
training, and issues related to translation, solidarity, and transnational support for
various movements and regions. They also provided a window into the lives of
some of the most influential scholars and practitioners of global nonviolence.

I also examined the timeline of major geopolitical events that resulted in
structural shifts in the nature of the world polity. This timeline spanned from
ecarly conflicts over colonization through the World War 1II era, decolonization,
the rapid proliferation of independent states in an international state system, the
expansion of a global international organizational regime, the rise and fall of the
Cold War, the development of modern civil wars, the development and diffusion
of the arms industry, and a host of international agreements pertaining to peace,
conflict, and international war. Drawing on data provided by the Banks Cross-
National Time Series database (2009) and the Polity IV database (Gurr et al.
2010), I examined the global growth of violent conflicts and political change.

5 Although this source includes only five English-speaking countries: the United States, the United
Kingdom, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand.
© Beer (2021) of Nonviolence International has since published an anthology of these manuals.
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This allowed me to weigh the global spread of nonviolence and the emergence
of nonviolent movements against the development of democratic governance
and autocratic repression. I considered the development of other violent resist-
ance movements as well as the spread of civilian movements’ access to arms.

Below, I first describe the globalization of nonviolence chronologically,
beginning with its early conceptualization as a universal strategic action reper-
toire before moving into an examination of its formal application to global
conflicts by major actors. In line with Lechner’s (2009) approach to identifying
“waves” of global development, each of these periods is defined by significant
transformations in the scope, scale, and quality of nonviolence’s globalization.
Lechner’s definition of globalization as a process characterized by diffusion,
organization, interdependence, and culture and consciousness also helps to
frame my historical analysis.

Nonviolence Emerges on the Global Stage

The early wave of the global emergence of this repertoire was marked by three
distinct dimensions, which helped to establish its general form and initiate its
spread. The first is the conceptualization of the repertoire as global in scope.
Early practitioners, visionaries, and cultural entrepreneurs helped to envision
and define nonviolence as a form of claims-making that could be universal in
application across various countries and social movements. A second important
factor was the popular acclaim accorded to movements that helped spread these
ideas and techniques to other movements. Cultural entrepreneurs were helpful
in this respect, too, as many of them worked as brokers between transnational
activists. The publicization of popular movements in international press and
media also made indirect emulation of these ideas and techniques more access-
ible. A third crucial force of this early era was the development of a field of
research that helped to establish the repertoire as unique and generalizable.
These writers laid the intellectual foundation upon which a more formalized
system of strategic action would follow. Upon this foundation, the nonviolence
repertoire became increasingly globalized through eras of late and post-Cold
War institutionalization as the world experienced a spike in organizations and
movements committed to practicing nonviolence.

Early Conceptualization

Peace scholars dig deep into the historical record, presenting plebian strikes
against Roman taxation and Confucian teachings as early examples of
a primordial method of peaceful resistance (see Lakey 1968; Zunes, Kurtz,
and Asher 1999). Indeed, there have been many historical acts of resistance that
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were not violent, including those Tilly observed in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. But the contemporary story almost always begins with Mohandas
Mahatma Gandhi, oft considered the “father of nonviolence,” because he so
extensively theorized and helped to globalize the repertoire of nonviolence
practiced today. Indeed, Gandhi was an important cultural entrepreneur (a la
Wagner-Pacifici and Schwartz 1991) who presented ideas about claims-making
in a new way on the global stage (Ganguly and Docker 2008).

An Indian national, Gandhi was also a cosmopolitan world citizen trained as
an attorney at University College, London, where he became part of an English
society of vegetarians who drew on Indian culture to formulate their social
movement philosophy. After experiencing the racism of South African apart-
heid first-hand, he delved diligently into the study of active resistance move-
ments around the world. He found inspiration in American abolitionists like
Aidan Ballou, who wrote about a biblical form of “nonresistance” that could
claim a moral high ground in opposition to injustice. He admired Henry David
Thoreau’s “Civil Disobedience,” an essay on the role of noncooperation in
protesting taxes that would be used to fund a war against Mexico. He was
moved by Leo Tolstoy’s concept of “passive resistance” and founded a “Tolstoy
Farm” intentional community in South Africa where residents dedicated them-
selves to a morally focused life of advocacy for social justice. He borrowed
resistance techniques from British suffragists, declaring in 1906 that “they are
bound to succeed and gain the franchise, for the simple reason that deeds are
better than words” (as cited in Offen, n.d). Although Gandhi would later come
to be recognized as an innovator of large nonviolent campaigns, these were
based on previous campaigns he had read about in other publications. He
studied French resistance against a salt tax, an early Indian cotton boycott,
and the organizing efforts of Badshah Khan, a Muslim Pashtun, who first
devised a “nonviolent army” in the Northwest Frontier Province of India that
later joined Gandhi’s civil disobedience movement against the British
(Easwaran 1999).”

One of the earliest archived international news stories of Gandhi’s leading
role in the Indian independence movement lays out the principles of Gandhian

7 There were other major movements and movers that engaged with nonviolent tactics (tactics that
simply did not require or result in acts of violence) before and around the time of Gandhi’s
activism. The global labor movement had already enjoyed a brief stint of international organizing
that ended in 1914. The union model of organizing through striking, picketing, and rallies had
diffused long before international organizational efforts began to emerge. Historical compen-
diums of nonviolence note the Russian Revolution of 1905 as the first large-scale nonviolent
struggle of the twentieth century (see Sharp 2005). Still, Gandhi’s entry into the global political
arena marks an important shift in how claims-making was organized and how nonviolence came
to be conceptualized as a global repertoire.
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nonviolence as formulated in his 1919 satyagraha campaign to tap into Indian
cultural and spiritual practices: “Satyagraha is like a banian tree [sic] with
innumerable branches. Civil disobedience is one such branch. Satya (truth)
and Ahimsa (non-violence) together make the parent trunk from which all the
innumerable branches shoot out” (7he Times of India 1919). Soon, international
support for the Indian independence movement helped to amplify Gandhi’s
conceptualization of nonviolence globally. The Quakers, who had been
present in India since the seventeenth century and opened formal centers
there in the late nineteenth century, were quick to establish a Friends of India
center in London from which they advocated for the practice of nonviolence
in Indian independence and other conflicts. There were many “cosmopolitan
translators” who were instrumental in bringing Gandhian thinking on nonvi-
olent resistance to the West. Among them were well-known authors, pastors,
politicians, political activists, philanthropists, and educators from Europe
and the United States (Scalmer 2011). There was also an expansive move-
ment of early anti-war pacifists who were deeply involved in international
peace efforts. This provided a receptive movement structure within which the
concept of nonviolence resonated with already established ideals of pacifism
while adding new cultural currency to how activists thought about and
organized their methods.

At the same time, there was widespread skepticism and debate about the
practical limits of such a universalist idea of nonviolence in this early era,
illuminating the fits-and-starts of its early conceptualization. Within India,
pundits doubted the potential for discipline among the masses and inveighed
against the effects of general strikes on Indian workers and regional politicians.
When the threat of international war loomed large, global outsiders were
dubious that nonviolence could realistically be employed on a global level to
deter armed conflict. In World War II, commentators opined that Indian civil
disobedience campaigns menaced Allied positions and detracted from the
common Indian nationalist and British goal of warding off the threat of Axis
imperialism. They challenged the potential for Gandhian nonviolence to combat
the violence of Adolf Hitler (to which Gandhi responded by attempting to
persuade Hitler to end the war in person) or even to quell the smaller scale
violence that characterized ethnic conflicts within India. Nevertheless, support
for the nonviolence repertoire continued to spread among a core network of
international activists. As early as 1921, news archives record public proclama-
tions of a commitment to nonviolence “like that of Mr. Gandhi” by the Burmese
independence movement, whose leaders claimed that “Ours is a noble fight,
a fight against domination and other rule. Our doctrine is ‘right is might’ not
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‘might is right’ ” (Los Angeles Times 1921). Soon after, leaders of the Egyptian


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009484015

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009484015 Published online by Cambridge University Press

Have Repertoire, Will Travel 19

independence movement also committed themselves to nonviolence and the
targets of their nonviolent resistance began to fear imminent changes in their
status:

Word has reached London that Nationalist leaders are thinking of introducing
the nonviolent, noncooperationist methods of the Gandhians of India —
methods already such a blight on certain British industries — into the villages
along the banks of the Nile. Is it not the threat of nonviolence that makes
Britain reiterate so sharply her desire to make Egypt free? (Boston Daily
Globe 1922)

The concept of nonviolence easily diffused into contexts with favorable cultural
logics (Strang and Soule 1998). An international community that had long
contemplated other forms of passive resistance against the threat of inter-
national war quickly vowed allegiance to “nonviolence” and “active

. 8
resistance.”

A. J. Muste was one exemplary early peace leader with the
international Fellowship of Reconciliation who was involved with labor organ-
izing in the United States as well as advocating for pacifism in the face of World
War 1. Muste would enthusiastically embrace Gandhi’s teachings that nonvio-
lence must be understood as both the means and the ends of peace and justice
movements, famously stating that “There is no way to peace. Peace is the way”
(Danielson 2014). As early as the 1922 International Women’s League for Peace
and Freedom meeting, presider Jane Addams called on activists to use “nonvi-
olence” as a means for ending war. She was among many conscientious object-
ors to adopt this terminology. The US peace, labor, and early civil rights
movements also began considering Gandhi’s philosophy and principles of
nonviolence as a model they could emulate in their advocacy work (Chabot
2000; Diwakar and Nidhi 1964).

Prominent Indian activists made several international trips to promote the
nonviolence philosophy as a generally beneficial method of action, both on their
own initiative and by invitation (Scalmer 2011). In the early 1920s, for example,
Indian independence activist and noted literary figure Rabindranath Tagore was
invited to China amid a series of silk-worker strikes to give a lecture on the
importance of nonviolence (Beck 2008). Christian ministers spoke of Gandhi as

& The long history of global peace organizing should also be noted as an important precursor.
Following the Treaty of Vienna in 1814, peace societies sprang up all over Europe and some parts
of Asia in the mid-1800s. The first series of world peace conferences were held between 1843 and
1853 (Boulding 2000). Organizations developed in the 1860s to work toward an international
peace movement became very active in the 1870s and 1880s (Beales 1931). Since the 1860s, the
Quakers have also had long-established “Friends” communities that have worked for peace in
India, Madagascar, West China, Ceylon, and Syria (Friends Service Council 1947). These early
networks would later become active conduits for the international diffusion of nonviolence
(Scalmer 2011).
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“The Christ of Today” for his methods of personal suffering in commitment to
the truth (Walker 1967).

In 1939, Maude Royden, a former suffragist and English pastor, worked with
other peace activists to draft and submit a formal proposal to the League of
Nations for a nonviolent “Peace Army” to intercede following the Japanese
invasion of the Chinese province of Manchuria. Although the proposal gained
global attention through its worldwide publication in newspapers in the United
States to Sierra Leone, allowing the organization to recruit nearly one thousand
volunteers, it failed to receive a UN institutional mandate. Several years later,
the League of Nations was able to place only a few volunteers in the Palestinian
territories. Still, Royden’s vision sparked a steady stream of continuing efforts
to consider how best to export nonviolent intervention (Moser-Puangsuwan and
Weber 2000).

More formal efforts to globalize nonviolence emerged through the writing of
scholars and philosophers, many of which remain canonical statements on the
repertoire’s universal applicability. Sociologist Clarence Case completed his
doctoral thesis on Gandhi in 1919 and later published an extensive historical
analysis of the Christian roots and social-psychological dynamics of nonviolent
action (Case 1923). Numerous books contemplating the universal appeal of
Ghandi’s formulation of a nonviolent resistance followed soon after. Exemplary
among these is Ghandi, published in 1924 by Nobel Prize recipient Romain
Rolland, known at the time as “the conscience of Europe.” This book, translated
into over twenty languages, was considered an authoritative treatment of the
workings of the Mahatma, or great soul, and was one of the first biographies
framed for a Western audience. In it, Rolland expounds upon how Gandhi’s
cultural background and social experiences shaped world politics.

Also notable among early efforts to globalize nonviolence were Gregg’s
(1935) The Power of Non-violence, which outlines a general theory of condi-
tions under which nonviolence is effective, and Krishnalal Shridharani’s 1939
War without Violence, which delineates the logics of satyagraha. Gregg’s
discussion begins by using the Gandhian movement as an initial example before
delving into a deeper discussion of the role of morality in nonviolent conflict
and conflict resolution. He insists that this process of nonviolence is ultimately
universal:

With it, every single individual of every race, nation, occupation, and all ages
above infancy, can do something real and immediate and continuous for the
cause of peace, without waiting for any other person or organisation to do
something first. It suddenly becomes clear that the work of saving humanity
does not rest with the great leaders but begins and continues with one of us.
(Gregg 1935, 189)
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Gregg’s book ends with a proposal for the development of self-discipline
through group training programs that would make peace accessible to all
people. In this sense, the book also presented a bridge between early conceptu-
alization and later systematization efforts. Unsurprisingly, it was a highly
consulted text for second wave nonviolence theorists.

Shridharani’s framework of Gandhian nonviolence as a general system of
resistance also set a new kind of precedent for thinking systematically about the
strategic potential of nonviolence. He mapped out the social and political
conditions and techniques that brought about a successful nonviolent direct-
action campaign for social change and identified a set of progressive stages
through which nonviolence leads to social change.

Both texts would soon become programmatic for a new generation of nonvi-
olence globalizers, although discourse about nonviolence did not reach univer-
sal agreement. There were many ongoing disputes about its applicability in
certain kinds of conflicts — the horrors of World War II would long linger on the
contemplative minds of nonviolence theorists. However, nonviolence con-
tinued to globalize in a more systematic and formally organized fashion. The
international network that had come to support nonviolence efforts in India and
abroad began to shift gears from asking how nonviolence could be generally
conceptualized to figuring out how to formally implement nonviolence in
a growing number of movements and organizations. Thus, this early era was
pivotal in formulating the understanding of how and why the repertoire could be
considered best claims-making practice through the concerted efforts of reper-
toire developers. But new and expanded efforts would be needed to grow
nonviolence’s practice beyond the noble experiments of the era in which it
originated.

Post-World War Il Systematization and the Rise of Nonviolence
Emissaries

Several significant events spurred the nonviolence repertoire’s move from its
early conceptualization into its postwar period of systematization. First, many
of the major independence movements that the global nonviolence movement
had rallied around ended around this time. New independence movements and
movements focused on other causes necessitated new ways of implementing
nonviolence. This entailed deriving general lessons from the Indian and other
early era models to map nonviolence onto new contexts. Second, these move-
ments became increasingly international through more formal means of organ-
ization. The global organizational dimension of nonviolence blossomed in the
postwar era through the proliferation of new organizations explicitly dedicated
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to spreading nonviolent protest tactics and notable individuals who dedicated
their lives to building up these networks, working as international emissaries of
a global movement for nonviolence. Third, while nonviolence continued to
be a principal organizing framework for the world peace movement, there was
a substantive shift in the concerns of international peace activists. At this time,
attention moved from nonviolent resistance to the world wars toward disarma-
ment during the Cold War arms race, necessitating the development of new
forms of direct-action protest and demonstrations. And fourth, there was
a noticeable change in the tenor of nonviolence discourse. While some authors
continued to write about Gandhi, many more directed their attention to forging
a new field of nonviolent studies focused on the general repertoire of nonvio-
lence and its extension into new political arenas. Part of this movement splin-
tered off into a secularized and clinical concept of nonviolence, still salient
today in frequently published research on civil resistance studies. Also at this
time, activists developed tactical manuals for nonviolence as a universally
applicable repertoire that could be systematically outlined, organized, imple-
mented, and evaluated. The field of nonviolence became so systematized in this
postwar era that many smaller nonviolence movements emerged as well, crys-
talizing a global movement of movements using nonviolent tactics.

Following World War II, international efforts to systematize nonviolence
unfolded through several notable global historical transformations. During the
war years of the 1940s, there had been broad societal efforts to resist fascism.
Notable nonviolent resistance efforts unfolded in Norway, Denmark, France,
and Berlin (Sharp 2005). These occurred through an amalgamation of social
forces, the enactment of tactics at hand or already being employed by other
civilians, the principles of faith, and knowledge of Gandhi’s approach (Paxton
2011). Gandhi had in fact publicly weighed in on how nonviolence could be
mobilized against Hitler (Kling 1991). Major general strikes also occurred in
Ecuador, Honduras, and Nicaragua, and brought down dictatorships in El
Salvador and Guatemala in 1944.

Interestingly, the United States played a role in widespread “informational
campaigns” throughout Central American during this era, where the Atlantic
Charter signaled a shift away from direct military interventions in the region
toward the promotion of democratic governments in which people should be
guaranteed the right to redress (van den Berk 2018). The so-called “Four
Freedoms” of the charter served as an inspiration for anti-colonial movements
around the world, though not without other forms of political diplomatic influence
by powerful nations seeking to support the election of favorable leaders, as van
den Berk (2018) also explains. This iterative development of political and civic
form is something Tilly (1993) described in his study of contentious repertoires in
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Great Britain. Social movements, he explains, “parallel and feed on electoral
politics, precisely because they signal the presence of mass support,” which
democratically elected leaders must learn to cultivate to maintain power.
A global view allows us to see the messy fits and starts of a nonviolent orientation
in which changes in the structure of the polity sometimes institutionalized
nonviolent politics as an expected and permissible expression of citizenship
and, in other cases, nonviolent movements demanded the kinds of democratic
governance that would correspond with the nonviolent redress of grievances.

In 1957, the same year Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. established the Southern
Christian Leadership Conference, anti-colonial movements in Africa found new
strategic power in nonviolence, which escalated into a major general strike in
South Africa and in Ghana. Revolutionary leader Kwame Nkrumah (who would
become president, post-independence) claimed inspiration from Gandhian sat-
yagraha as he helped to mobilize an independence movement motivated by the
concept of “positive action.” In this way, he aimed to counter the deficit model
of colonial transitions with a Gandhian emphasis on positive social reconstruc-
tion. Nkrumah began working to export a general African nonviolent model for
independence, proclaiming that “without African independence, the freedom of
Ghana is meaningless,” epitomizing what Robertson (1992) called the “particu-
larization of the universal,” an intentional process of taking a global form and
making it unique to a local context. Nkrumah helped to organize a series of
African independence conferences in Ghana intended to build strategic and
tactical networks between Pan-African nonviolence leaders. These were
attended by over three hundred delegates from more than sixty-five organiza-
tions (Sutherland and Meyer 2000). Soon, kindred African independence lead-
ers began organizing movements based on a public commitment to nonviolence.
Kenneth Kaunda of Zambia and Jomo Kenyatta of Kenya were among the most
visible of these leaders.

In the United States, civil rights activists had long been interested in the
methods and philosophy of Gandhi. Indian exiles, traveling speakers, and
international peace journals publicized new developments in Gandhi’s tactical
nonviolence. In the 1930s, African American leaders, among them Howard
Thurman and Benjamin Mays of Howard University, traveled to India to see
Gandhian nonviolence in action and open a dialogue about the potential for
a mass nonviolent movement for civil rights in the US South (see also Sheehan
2021). Gandhi was so invested in the success of this effort that he began to view
the civil rights movement as the next major portal through which nonviolence
would be globalized, commenting that “It may be through the Negroes that the
unadulterated message of nonviolence will be delivered to our world” (Sibley
1967). While the earliest noncooperation actions in the United States were
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launched at the same time as Gandhi’s globally acclaimed Salt March in 1930, it
took another decade to mobilize widespread nonviolent resistance in the United
States. When that did finally happen, the US civil rights movement became
a major political event of international importance (Spence 2011), and its
leaders joined Gandhi as canonical forefathers of the new global repertoire
(Gaines 2007). In 1960 alone, over 300 sit-in desegregation strikes were
recorded around the United States (Andrews and Biggs 2006).

Unique to this new era was the systematic way in which civil rights activists
prepared for nonviolent action, which in turn advanced its global diffusion.
Beginning in the mid-1940s, post-World War II activists modeled and adapted
Gandhian techniques for nonviolence training in what sociologist and civil rights
scholar Morris (1984) referred to as movement “halfway houses,” crucial net-
working and mobilization sites where activists transmitted tactical knowledge
and skills (see Chabot 2000).” Direct US-Indian ties, the US emulation of Indian
tactics, and civil rights leaders’ discursive commitment to nonviolence cemented
the “reinvention of the Gandhian repertoire” in an African American context.
This allowed for the formulation of a generalizable recipe for social change in the
United States founded upon strong moral principles (Chabot 2011).

Another surge in nonviolent movements marked the next several decades
moving into the late 1960s, including uprising by student, workers’, independ-
ence, democracy, and human rights movements. In Latin America, democratic
initiatives moved across Honduras, Bolivia, and Brazil, where activists expressed
a commitment to firmenza permanente or “relentless persistence” (McManus and
Schlabach 1991). Later, nonviolent movements resisted brutal military repression
in Argentina and Chile. In Africa, conflicts over independence resulted in violent
civil wars, but nonviolence remained a part of many resistance efforts, especially
in Mali and Senegal (Darboe 2010; Nesbitt and Zunes 2009). In Asia, the same
violent-nonviolent tension persisted, with groups in West Papua and East Timor
holding fast to nonviolence, as did student movements in Japan and Korea (Choi
1999; MacLeod 2015; Mason 2005; Salla 1995; Tsurami 1970). The late 1960s
saw a burgeoning civil society movement in Palestine and major nonviolent
resistance movements in Greece, Portugal, and the Basque country.

° One of the first highly visible civil rights protests was the 1947 Freedom Ride, which entailed an
extensive two-day training that presented activists with a number of protest scenarios. The
participants were asked to contemplate, “What if the bus driver insulted you? What if you were
actually assaulted? What if the police threatened you?” The trainers and trainees proceeded to
simulate and work through these and other scenarios by taking on the roles of the bus drivers,
“hysterical segregationists,” police, and protesting participants (Hare and Blumberg 1968, 51). As
mobilization for the movement ramped up, this kind of training became more widespread,
systematically preparing activists for boycotts, sit-ins, marches, demonstrations, and a range of
other protest and noncooperation techniques.
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In the United States, the nonviolence repertoire transformed the organization
of farmworkers in the West under the leadership of Cesar Chavez and Dolores
Huerta, who wove Gandhian ethics into a Mexican revolutionary narrative
about the rights of immigrant laborers. Resistance against the Vietnam War
and the second wave of women’s rights activism were organized under the
auspices of nonviolence. Each of these movements drew on the nonviolent
repertoire and the increasingly systematic ways in which nonviolent tactics
came to be organized within that repertoire (Echols 2019; Long 2021;
Swerdlow 1993).

While the world wars lingered on the global consciousness of the peace
movement, activists witnessed the construction of a new type of conflict in
the build up to the Cold War. Fearing the next major global battle would have
even more disastrous effects, a great deal of international attention among
nonviolence theorists and practitioners immediately turned toward the issue
of disarmament. The proliferation of arms and nuclear weapons during the Cold
War compelled activists to think more deeply about the moral framework for
global nonviolence (Meyer 1990; Wittner 2009), sparking an “intensification of
consciousness of the world as a whole” (Robertson 1992, 8). When Hungarian
physicist Leo Szilard drafted and disseminated his now famous petition against
the United States’s use of the atomic bomb among some of the world’s leading
scientists, including his mentor Albert Einstein, he shaped collective fears about
an “era of devastation on an unimaginable scale” (Szilard 1945).

In the 1950s, a series of disarmament conferences were organized in which
activists envisioned a new global nonviolence movement. The goals of this
movement were twofold: to raise global awareness of the buildup of arms and to
develop direct action tactics to halt the arms race (Sibley 1963). In the United
States, the Committee for Nonviolent Action (CNVA) became a central network
through which major actions were developed. The orientation of “most of the
leadership” was “strongly imbued with Gandhian ideas” about the best strategy
for claims-making (Sibley 1963). Actions were sometimes locally imple-
mented, but often transnational in organization and scope. In other instances,
borders were physically crossed during nonviolent actions to target the loca-
tions associated with the buildup, stockpiling, or testing of weaponry. The
CNVA was especially productive in innovating highly visible and daring tech-
niques, such as sending ships into nuclear test zones in the late 1950s and early
1960s, holding vigils at factories where arms were produced, staging a global
walk against proliferation from San Francisco to Moscow in 1960, a walk from
Québec to Washington to Guantanamo in 1963, and leading a series of
“imaginative and dramatic protest demonstrations” to call attention to the
alarming rate of arms production during the Cold War (Sibley 1963).
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This action intensive movement helped to expand strategic efforts toward
systematization as it began to develop a nonviolent alternative to nuclear
proliferation. The core groups of peace activists involved in this network carried
specific tactical schemas into new political organizing fields and generated an
expanding cache of tactical manuals and workshop training models (Sibley
1963). Antiproliferation of nuclear power movements that drew heavily on
a nonviolence framework developed in the UK and Germany over the 1980s.
These movements galvanized new thinking about the possibility for the
extinction — or large-scale obliteration — of the human race in the face of nuclear
war. This consciousness folded into a newly emerging environmental movement
(Schell 2000) that has also come to employ nonviolence as its strategic and
tactical guiding framework (Downey 1986).

International organizations also contributed significantly to the systematiza-
tion and diffusion of the nonviolence repertoire during this second wave,
leading to the building up of an extensive network of nonviolence specialists.
In the postwar period, there was a rapid growth of INGOs explicitly dedicated to
spreading and supporting nonviolence. By the late 1940s, Gandhi and other
nonviolence activists were working to establish a peace brigade to address the
threat of violence amidst ethnic antagonists in India. Gandhi was assassinated
by one such ethnic extremist just two weeks before the brigade’s inaugural
meeting. The idea finally came to fruition when Vinoba Bhave organized the
Shanti Sena army in 1957 (Shepard 1987). Then, meetings of international
peacemakers in Delhi (the War Resisters International triennial, where plans
for a new organization were drafted) and later in Beirut led to the development
of the World Peace Brigade (WPB) with the goal of implementing nonviolence
interventions across national borders. This was conceived as a “natural out-
growth of internationalizing the forces of nonviolence” (Walker in PBI
Archives)."” Activists focused on four aspects deemed priorities for construct-
ing such a global organization: encouraging the practice of Gandhian nonvio-
lence, transnationalizing support for the peace movement in US and Europe,
nonviolent social justice struggles (including the US civil rights movement),
and movements for national independence and reconstruction (PBI Archives).
World Peace Brigade helped to facilitate nonviolence efforts in Indian, Chinese,
Turkish, and Cyprian conflicts as well as in Zambia (then Rhodesia) before
dissolving and reorganizing as PBI. From 1961 to 1981, the WPB was involved
in a number of internationally organized events. WPB activists spent several
years supporting the mobilization of the Pan-African independence movement.

1% World Peace Brigade organizers credit the idea of a peace brigade to Gandhi’s 1906 suggestion
for a “nonviolent army” (PBI Archives), which he later revived in his vision for an Indian
nonviolent force that could help in national defense during the world wars (Shephard 1987).
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They set up a nonviolent tactics training center in Dar es Salaam on the front
lines of the Zambian freedom movement and worked to build transnational
support for several important marches and protest efforts there. They also
planned a march on Northern Rhodesia and organized the Delhi to Peking
Friendship Walk after conflict broke out on the India—China border. The organ-
ization dissolved a few years after its founding, but activists connected to WPB
helped to negotiate and maintain a ceasefire during the 1962—1974 Nagaland
conflict in Northern India. In 1971, organizers went to help in the crisis area that
eventually became Bangladesh. From 1972 to 1974, former WPB activists were
among an international group that launched an extensive Cyprus Resettlement
Project to help resettle five thousand Greek and twenty thousand Turkish
refugees fleeing violence in 1963.

At that time, there had been steady involvement from international activists
in a number of actions, including the Sahara Project protest against French
nuclear testing in the Sahara desert, the San Francisco to Moscow Walk for
Peace against nuclear proliferation, and the string of independence efforts
beginning to develop in East and Central Africa.

Pre-existing peace organizations that participated in the early conceptualization
of nonviolence like War Resisters International (WRI) and the International
Fellowship for Reconciliation (IFOR) also placed nonviolence specialists in new
conflict zones and helped to spread a general model for teaching and implementing
nonviolence. This was an important process for seeding new regional organizations
that facilitated local mobilization on one level and strengthened transnational ties to
global civil society on another. The work of two active IFOR activists, Hildegard
Goss-Mayr and her husband Jean Goss, in Latin America, for example, resulted in
the establishment of the Servicio Paz y Justicia para America Latina (the Latin
American Peace and Justice Service, or SERPAJ) in 1974. SERPAJ is a regionally
focused but transnationally networked organization that was extensively involved
in mobilizing resistance movements in Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia, and Uruguay.
Several IFOR and WRI members also worked extensively in Africa, providing
tactical consulting for the Upper Volta River project and helping to organize
independence efforts in Tanganyika and Zambia.

International organizational efforts to place volunteers in conflicts zones
throughout the world helped to formally spread common knowledge and skills
related to nonviolence. As interested outsiders investing in the repertoire’s diffu-
sion, international volunteers also helped to legitimate the use of nonviolence as
a desirable and effective means of claims-making. Additional examples from the
1950s, 1960s, and 1970s include peaceworker volunteers sent to Africa, Asia, and
North and South America; Peace Service Units throughout Europe; IFOR’s
Project Eirene in North and Central America, Europe, and Africa; the Sahara
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Protest Team in Algeria; World Peace Brigade efforts in Zambia, Rhodesia, and
Tanzania; the San Francisco to Moscow Walk for Peace; the Delhi to Peking
Friendship March; the Québec-Washington-Guantdnamo Walk for Peace; the
Nagaland Peace Mission in East India; and the Cyprus Resettlement Project
(Moser-Puangsuwan and Weber 2000). International conferences helped to raise
awareness of the global prospects for nonviolence. In his history of the founding of
PBI, Walker points to earlier conferences in 1961 in India and in 1962 in Addis
Ababa, as well as three important conferences in Costa Rica in 1971, Driebergen in
1972, and India on the twenty-fifth anniversary of Gandhi’s death in 1973.In 1977,
there was an International Seminar on Training for Nonviolent Action in Mexico.
Each of these efforts constituted pivotal moments in the development of the global
nonviolence movement into a supra-regional network of peacemakers.

During this second wave of development, supporters of nonviolent studies
wove together insights from activists directly involved in major movements and
organizations with the principles of social science to create a dynamic field of
study on how nonviolent protest affects power and social change. Several
scholars from the early era of nonviolence’s conceptualization further contrib-
uted to the systematization of analytical thinking on nonviolence in the second
era. Richard Gregg’s Power of Nonviolence was reprinted in 1959 with a new
forward by Martin Luther King Jr., who had also just published his own
reflections on the topic in Stride toward Freedom (1958). Clarence Case and
several of his students (among them Paul Hare and Charles Chatfield) helped to
establish a new focus on the social psychological dimensions of waging nonvi-
olent conflict (Blumberg, Hare, and Coston 2006; Chatfield 1973).

In 1950, the German ethnologist W. E. Muhlmann published Mahatma
Gandhi: Der Mann, sein Werk, und seine Wirkung, a book which was influential
in shaping how European scholars began to understand both the nature of conflict
and the possibilities for engineering conflict resolution nonviolently. In Norway,
as the Norwegian government launched a technical assistance project in southern
India, the scholar Arne Nass began what would become a formative study of
Gandhian nonviolence and conflict resolution techniques. In collaboration with
now renowned peace studies scholar Johan Galtung, Nass undertook a series of
writing projects that culminated in the publication of the Norwegian-language
Gandhis politiske etikk in 1955, published in English as Gandhi in the Nuclear
Age in 1965, and Gandhi and Group Conflict in 1974 (Galtung 2011a).

In the United States in 1957, Jessie Bernard developed a sociological argument
against assumptions that individuals were either intrinsically prone to violence or
nonviolence based on the assertion that nonviolence was something that could be
socially engineered. That same year, The Journal of Conflict Resolution was
established, providing an academic venue for discussing these ideas. In 1959, the
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Peace Research Institute was established in Oslo. In 1964, the Peace Research
Association was founded and established 7he Journal of Peace Research, a journal
that continues to feature prominent studies of nonviolent movements today.

Scholars were also prolifically publishing books that compiled numerous
case studies of nonviolent movements, explored the various mechanisms that
worked across contexts, and expounded upon the philosophical implications of
nonviolence for creating a good society. In 1963, The Quiet Battle by Mulford
Sibley considered whether these assertions of classic texts were reflected in
nonviolent movements in the United States and South Africa, disarmament, and
the potential for a nonviolent national defense force. In 1967, Gandhi: His
Relevance for Our Times examined the factors that instantiated the successes
and failures of the Indian independence movement and contemplated “the
ideal and the actual” in Gandhi’s philosophy, as well as the application of
nonviolence in the US civil rights, disarmament, and antiwar movements
(Ramachandran and Mahadevan 1967). In 1968, American sociologists Paul
Hare and Herbert Blumberg (1968) organized a now canonical collection of
sociological analyses of various critical cases and the general sociological
process of change galvanized by nonviolent techniques.

Among these influential authors were Joan Bondurant, who has published
prolifically on Gandhian methods and tactics; George Lakey, whose socio-
logical treatise on the “mechanisms of nonviolent action” pioneered the trans-
lation of sociological analysis into practical and systematically devised plans of
action; and Gene Sharp, now affectionately known as the “godfather of nonvio-
lence.” Lakey’s published works are highly esteemed archival evidence of this
era of systematization. Through his direct involvement in the US civil rights
movement to his more recent work on environmental justice campaigns, Lakey
has given more than six hundred consultations and training seminars in more
than thirty countries. He developed a talent for translating social theories into
action guides early on, publishing the seminal manual for nonviolent resistance,
Strategy for a Living Revolution, in 1973. This guide provided insight from the
reflective action ethos of a Movement for a New Society (MNS). The MNS was
anonviolent revolutionary movement in the United States that brought together
activists for various causes in the late 1970s to contemplate how nonviolence
could be used to construct a new society, much like Gandhi did with his
satyagraha ashrams (Cornell 2011). Today, Lakey is still a phenomenally
prolific nonviolent journalist, writer, speaker, activist, and trainer.

Gene Sharp’s work also contributed tremendously to the development of the
field, formalizing a systematic and political science-based approach to studying
nonviolent strategic efficacy. His catalog of tactics has been distributed worldwide,
earning him the insurrectionist’s honor of being banned by numerous autocratic
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regimes (Engler 2013). Sharp was an anti-conscription activist during the Korean
War and was involved in various nonviolent peace movements in the late 1950s. In
1960, he published a book expressing his sentiments on nonviolence, Gandhi
Wields the Moral Weapon of Power. He later earned his doctorate in political theory
at Oxford in 1968, funded by a special US Department of Defense program. In
1973, he elaborated on his dissertation research in The Politics of Nonviolent Action,
a three-volume opus on power and struggle and the dynamics and methods of
nonviolent action. In this highly lauded book, Sharp’s major contributions were
generally delineating multiple sources of power in any one society and providing
a typology for the ways in which nonviolent action can successfully redirect that
power in the favor of claims-makers. Sharp continued to write prolifically, becom-
ing a canonical figure in the field of nonviolent studies.

Nonviolent studies continued to grow as an interdisciplinary field, fostering
a dynamic exchange among academics and practitioners. Leaders of major nonvi-
olent movements came together to identify the generalist strands of their methods
for a global movement through the 1977 publication of The Struggle for Humanity:
Agents of Nonviolent Change in a Violent World (Hope and Young 1977).
Academic work continued in this era with Hare and Blumberg’s Liberation without
Violence (1977), which categorically examined third-party nonviolent interven-
tions, and Bruyn and Rayman’s Nonviolent Action and Social Change (1979),
which presented a theory of nonviolence as a system of generalizable protest tactics
and first-hand accounts from organizers from a global array of movements.

Feminist nonviolent activists of this era debated the intersection of women’s
liberation and nonviolence, adding a uniquely feminist framework to thinking
about nonviolence’s potential for transforming systems of oppression, patriarchy,
and war (McAllister 1982). Magazines and journals of prominent nonviolent
organizations like War Resisters League’s WIN Magazine hosted special issues
about topics such as “Feminism and Pacifism” and “Nonviolent Rape Resistance.”
The London Women’s Liberation Workshop published a special issue exploring
feminism and nonviolence, the US social justice network MNS hosted a gathering
on feminism and nonviolence and later many of these women joined the Feminism
and Nonviolence Working Group and attended an international gathering on
women and nonviolence hosted by the International Fellowship of Reconciliation
in France. Feminists also contributed to the growing women’s self-defense move-
ment of the 1970s by offering nonviolent defense strategies, classes, manuals, and
other techniques (Gallo-Cruz, forthcoming).

The efforts of these and many other activists wholly dedicated to the spread of
nonviolence helped to systematize this now global repertoire. Here, my research
details an aspect of repertoire emergence Tilly’s has not: the discursive articulation
of the repertoire. This extensive cultural theorization imbues the repertoire with
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meaning about why and how this particular repertoire is best practice for demo-
cratic claims-making, emblematic of the consciousness expanding work of world
culture (Lechner and Boli 2005). As the globalization of nonviolence progressed in
the decades to come, this consciousness raising work would continue in new, more
specialized ways. With systematization in theory and practice came more formal
modes of organization and ultimately the professionalization of a global nonvio-
lence civil society network.

Early and High Institutionalization

The ways in which nonviolence has become institutionalized is significant not
only to a fuller historical understanding of the global dynamics of repertoire
emergence, but also to analysis of how and why nonviolence works in different
contexts and time periods. Established models of behavior constrain opportunities
for action and make them more predictable, even across unique political contexts
(Prujit and Roggeband 2014; Rucht and Neidhardt 2002). Thus, institutionaliza-
tion can cause “path dependence” within resistance movements as they increas-
ingly follow culturally available and legitimate — or, “scripted” — recipes for
action. This process also tends to cement the esteem, influence, and authority of
particular roles and actors (Giugni and Grasso 2015; Staggenborg 2013).
Predictability matters to movements because it removes much of what was
formerly unexpected and unplanned for in contentious interactions (Meyer and
Tarrow 1998), a force of power nonviolent theorists have long identified as central
to the effectiveness of this repertoire. This allows the targets of resistance to
prepare counter-movement or demobilization strategies. Therefore, as nonvio-
lence becomes more institutionalized at the global level, widespread knowledge
of the repertoire’s practices reduces the potential for nonviolent “jiu-jitsu” man-
euvers Gregg (1935) identified that capitalize on the element of the unexpected.

The turn from systematization to institutionalization can be identified by two
sociological features: the development of rule-like patterns of prescribed
approaches to mobilization and the embedding of these approaches into formal
authoritative structures, such as professional organizations (Zucker 1987, 444).
The prior era of systematization laid a favorable foundation for nonviolence’s
institutionalization in both respects. The extensive work done to formally develop
a replicable nonviolent approach to political action, the creation of formalized
training programs, the nonviolence initiatives led by global and professional
organizations, and the development of an academic field of study funded by high-
profile organizations all helped to define the repertoire. This established a cache
of documented and tested techniques that could then be generally applied and
supported by a growing network of professionalized authorities.
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Movements had much to gain from practicing nonviolence during this era of
institutionalization. In Latin America, for example, the establishment of
SERPAJ in 1974 and the work of its president, Argentinian 1980 Nobel Peace
Prize recipient Adolfo Perez Esquivel, brought international attention to the
nonviolent demonstrations of the Madres de Plaza de Mayo, who protested
against torture and disappearances in Argentina. The Catholic Church’s election
of'a Polish pope in 1978 and his public support for the nonviolent actions of the
Polish Solidarity movement in 1980 also led to a Nobel Peace Prize for organ-
izer Lech Walesa. This helped boost morale for the movement, which would
celebrate the end of the Soviet occupation of Poland in 1989. The South African
movement against discrimination and, eventually, apartheid experienced sev-
eral waves of nonviolent action across decades of mobilization efforts, all of
which proved successful with the fall of apartheid in 1994. Furthermore,
national movements that emerged in the 1980s through the 1990s and 2000s
helped to usher in a new, global wave of democracy (Markoff 1996). This shift
in global politics saw the end of dictatorships in Latin America and the fall of
the Eastern Bloc in Europe.

The foundings of new international nonviolent organizations had already
begun to grow in the post-war period, joining established peace organizations
in working to spread the repertoire on a global scale. However, this number of
foundings expanded again in the 1980s into the 2000s, as illustrated in Figure 1.

Qualitative analysis of their programmatic objectives and activities reveals that
these organizations became a professionalized means of diffusing the repertoire
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Figure 1 Data on annual foundings of international NGOs was derived
from the Union of International Associations Yearbook
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and they also became more varied in their objectives during this period. Through
the 1970s, nonviolence organizations generally focused on the promotion of
nonviolence and the development of training programs. In the 1980s, there was
a rapid expansion into specific campaigns and conflicts. Their global reach also
grew, as indicated by the increase in these organizations’ memberships over time.
Figures 2 and 3 depict a shift from a membership base that is predominantly
located in the Global North to one increasingly involving the Global South."’
The increase in nonviolence INGO membership in the Global South speaks to
these organizations’ distinct orientation toward building up the resources and
capacities of struggling democracies and civil societies.'” Nonviolence INGOs
may also engage in the kind of direct diplomacy and intergovernmental advocacy
work targeted by many other INGOs, but these are often secondary objectives.
Qualitative reports on nonviolent organizations help to illustrate how INGOs
diffuse a global strategic action repertoire into different local contexts. These
INGOs impart repertoire knowledge and skills through sharing training, dis-
course, and tactics with local activists. Organizations like PBI and Witness for
Peace were active in monitoring abuses against civil society in Central America in
the 1980s. When providing witness, nonviolent INGOs strategically place first-
world citizen observers in conflict zones to deter repression by local authorities
considered to be illegitimate on the global stage. PBI began its first formal field
project in Guatemala, for example, in 1983. This project was initiated in response
to a long period of military repression rooted in dictatorial actions spanning back
to the 1970s. Over the decades to follow, PBI supported local civil society in
a variety of ways. They provided protective accompaniment to ensure the safety
of organizers at risk of disappearance or death; supplied international observers to
help hold the Guatemalan government accountable to civil society, intergovern-
mental agencies, and countries that it wished to maintain amicable political
relations with; and offered education, training, and guidance to support the
practice of effective nonviolence by local movements. All of this work involved
sharing a cultural framework rooted in Gandhian ideals of fairness and right
process, a distinct political language of human rights, and the structure of Western
representative democracy. On a cultural level, PBI helped to articulate the

"' The connections between nonviolence INGOs and local movements may be openly documented
or confidential depending on the political cost of ties to organizations that support resistance in
certain contexts. In my fieldwork and interviews with prominent representatives of nonviolence
nongovernmental organizations, I learned of several projects that were strategically incognito
due to the safety risks faced by organizers.

This trend is not without criticism. Increasingly, critics have raised questions about the cultural
content and power dynamics created by global nonviolence organizations seeking to build
democracies that favor neoliberal political economies oriented toward Western power. These
organizations have also been accused of choosing to train and support movements that favor the
empowerment of new regimes of elites (cf. Eschle and Stammers 2004).
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expectations and norms of field engagement, constitute ideals of activist entitle-
ments that could inform political demands, and promote best practice for making
demands and redressing grievances in line with the increasingly codified practice
of nonviolence (Gallo-Cruz 2016b).

This solidarity work diffuses the repertoire by offering local leaders a new way
of thinking about and acting on behalf of their own interests, even if it does so by
offering new ideas of what kinds of rights and privileges local organizers could
demand. This does not necessarily erase local understandings and orientations,
a common criticism that nonviolent INGOs actively work to avoid. In the same
way that learning a new language allows new frameworks for organizing ideas
and new opportunities for social connection, the diffusion of nonviolence helps
cultivate a “global grassroots” of interconnected solidarity networks and common
ideas about justice and conflict resolution (Gallo-Cruz 2016b).

Nonviolence organizational studies also reveal that the world of formal
training grew significantly throughout this period of early and late institutional-
ization. Global consultants have held countless training sessions on nonviolent
civil resistance tactics with activists around the world. In my fieldwork with
Nonviolence International in 2009, I marveled at the wall full of shelves of
nonviolent tactical training manuals from decades of action in countries across
the globe, recently published in a collection entitled Civil Resistance Tactics in
the 21st Century (Beer 2021). The editor, Michael Beer, along with Gene Sharp
and George Lakey, was an early movement trainer in Burma in the 1980s.

The institutionalization of nonviolence as a global repertoire accelerated
from 1989 into the 1990s and 2000s. This acceleration was marked by a surge
in high-profile independence movements that helped to bring about the fall of
the Eastern Bloc and an end to the first Cold War; significant expansion of
a professionalized industry for training and supporting nonviolent movements;
deeper study of nonviolence in academia; and the continued celebration of the
nonviolence repertoire by the United Nations and international bodies.

In my examination of 117 major movements drawing on established nonvio-
lent approaches in the post-World War II era, I found that only twenty-eight
emerged and resolved by the end of 1979, thirty-three movements were active
through or emerged during the 1980s, and fifty-six movements mobilized in
1989 or later. A new wave of independence motivated many movements in the
1980s. At this time, nonviolent collective action techniques were often seen by
independence organizers as the only approach to bringing about democracy.
Furthermore, social learning of the nonviolent repertoire occurred in this era
through direct and formal initiatives as well as the indirect and informal
adoption of what was considered to be best practice in organizing social
movements. This occurred both as movements emulated the approaches of
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other organizations and through direct support provided by transnational soli-
darity networks, formal training, and advocacy by international organizations.

The International Center for Nonviolent Conflict (ICNC), founded in 2002
by Peter Ackerman, one of Gene Sharp’s former students, is exemplary of this
post-Cold War era of high institutionalization. ICNC offers training to activ-
ists and organizations around the world. It works on major movements and
revolutionary initiatives, from the resistance against Slobodan MiloSevi¢ in
former Yugoslavia to diaspora mobilization against the Islamic government
in Iran. The International Center for Nonviolent Conflict has gained add-
itional visibility through the rapid professionalization of the nonviolence
strategic consultation industry. This work is due in large part to an endow-
ment from Ackerman, a successful “junk bonds” investor who returned to his
early academic roots by using his personal wealth to fund an international
nonviolent action organization. This large endowment distinguishes ICNC
from the other nonviolence INGOs whose organizers I interviewed as a part
of this study. Many of the other organizations are supported by ongoing
donations including grants and small gifts collected at parties and speaking
events and may stretch those dollars through cost-saving measures such as
using personal living quarters for professional work. In contrast, ICNC
maintains a high-profile executive office near prominent political and eco-
nomically well-endowed organizations like the International Monetary Fund,
the Kennedy Center, and the Saudi Arabian Embassy.

The International Center for Nonviolent Conflict also holds a high place in
the development of the global nonviolence repertoire as they have published
prolifically in the field and sponsor many academic endeavors, though these
sponsorships require allowing ICNC employees to direct events and take
editorial control over publications and data. They have solicited many aca-
demic stars to praise the success of nonviolent action in democratic move-
ments at public events and to create reports and design trainings for their
programs. The International Center for Nonviolent Conflict has become well-
networked among visible and celebrated movements, as showcased in their
film series on the activists of Otpor in the former Yugoslavia, the leaders of the
Orange Revolution demonstrations in Ukraine, and the organizers who helped
usher in the downfall of former President Hosni Mubarak during the 2011
Egyptian revolution.

While most other nonviolent INGOs follow a grassroots model of organiza-
tional management, these organizations have become increasingly profession-
alized and embedded in formal international political institutions and networks.
Nonviolent Peaceforce (NP), for example, was founded with the support of over
two hundred INGOs and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) in 2002. It
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has placed unarmed civilian protectors into conflict zones in Iraq, Myanmar, the
Philippines, South Sudan, Sudan, Thailand, Ukraine, the United States, and
other regions. NP harnesses supporter donations to advance peoples’ right to
live free from violence perpetrated by other citizens, paramilitaries, and state
actors. NP regularly advocates for safe and peaceful resolutions to war and other
conflicts between United Nations bodies, the European Union, ASEAN, and
other intergovernmental and interstate actors.

Today, nonviolent INGOs like these maintain extensive formal and infor-
mal ties throughout the Arab democracy movement, African civil rights and
anti-violence movements, human rights initiatives in Latin America, and
antiauthoritarian efforts in Asia. Nonviolence has become a global movement
with internationally extensive and established professional networks of
annual conferences, tactical manuals, seminars, and trainings.

The rapid growth of nonviolent discourse and the expansion of a formalized
field of study in the political, civic, and academic arenas has been another
powerful force of repertoire globalization. This has played a vital role in
infusing a culturally constructed moral order into the repertoire. Discourse
drives global moral order frameworks through the articulation of how actors
are to be valued and how to interpret and respond to conflicts (Manohka 2009).

From this early era of discourse development through the now global
institutionalization of the repertoire, thousands of books have been published
on every aspect of nonviolence, many of them celebrating the right ways to
engage with conflict of every kind. The Global Books in Print database
catalogs over three thousand books on nonviolence that were published in
English from the early 1900s through 2010. International news coverage also
helps us to understand the deepening institutionalization of nonviolence over
time. International news wires covering nonviolent movements and actors
increased alongside Gandhi’s independence movement in the 1920s, 1930s,
and 1940s and picked up again in response to the US civil rights movement in
the 1960s. News coverage of nonviolent movements then nearly tripled from
the late post-Cold War era into the era of early institutionalization and has
continued to grow through the 1990s and 2000s.

Nonviolent studies have also grown into a vibrant interdisciplinary field in
the academy, galvanizing a regular exchange between academics and practi-
tioners. There are hundreds of thousands of peer-reviewed articles and schol-
arly books published on every aspect of nonviolence in fields of history,
philosophy, and the social sciences, and hundreds of college and university
programs around the world that offer coursework on nonviolence. Some
universities have programs solely dedicated to nonviolence studies, while
many others fold the topic into peace studies and conflict resolution programs.
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The Peace Research Institute, established in Oslo in 1959, has since become
a global leader in developing and publishing work on peace studies that often
incorporates research on nonviolence. The work of its founder, Johann
Galtung, has been formative in extending Gandhian understandings into the
analysis of structural peace and systemic violence (Galtung 1969, 1990,
2011b; Galtung and Fisher 2013; Weber 2004). At Indira Gandhi National
Open University in India, the largest university in the world, one can gain
a post-graduate degree in Gandhian Peace Studies. In June of 2022, the US
State Department announced a Gandhi-King scholarly exchange program
between the United States and Indian students to build leadership capacity
among those studying peace, nonviolence, and conflict resolution.

Furthermore, there are now dozens of international awards and esteemed prizes
celebrating organizing, resistance, and leadership in nonviolent movements. The
Nobel Peace Prize, one of the most critically acclaimed accolades through which
global moral leaders are recognized,'* has long been awarded to nonviolent vision-
aries and practitioners. The prize has honored such prominent nonviolence move-
ment leaders as the International Peace Bureau, the American Friends Service, Jane
Addams, and Martin Luther King Jr. Recently, the prize has also been used to
recognize the work of nonviolence advocates like Adolfo Perez Esquival, Lech
Walesa, Aung San Suu Kyi, Wangaari Muta Maatthai, Liu Xiabao, Leymah
Gbowee, and Tawakkol Karman. The Nobel model has inspired dozens of inter-
national peace prizes that celebrate nonviolent activism, including the International
Peace Awards, the Global Peace Awards, the United Nations Human Rights Prize,
the UNESCO-Madanjeet Singh Prize for the Promotion of Tolerance and Non-
Violence, the Right Livelihood Award, the Gandhi-King Award for Nonviolence,
the Ahimsa Award, the Jamnalal Bajaj International Award for Promoting Gandhian
Values Outside of India, the El Hibri Peace Award, and the Millennium Peace Prize
for Women.

Why Globalization and Institutionalization Matter

Thinking through the examples of conflict presented at the start of this book helps to
illuminate why and how globalization and institutionalization matter, how reper-
toires evolve, and how and why nonviolent movements work in certain contexts.

13 Prior to the world wars, there were already hundreds of “peace societies” throughout Europe.
These small societies were dedicated to the idea that citizens should be directly involved in
influencing international affairs and that a principal objective of these affairs should be the
cessation of violent conflict (Cortright 2008). Inspired by Bertha von Suttner’s Down with Arms,
Alfred Nobel established the Nobel Peace Prize in his will by promising “one part to the person
who shall have done the most or the best work for fraternity between nations, the abolition or
reduction of standing armies and for the holding and promotion of peace congresses.” Von
Suttner received the Nobel prize in 1905.
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Broadly, globalization and institutionalization create the political context into which
movement claims and collective action forms develop, become meaningful, and
become effective. Globalization and institutionalization are therefore part of the
story of what works and what fails to resonate or shift power. These processes
especially matter to nonviolent movements because nonviolence, whether it is
adopted as a principled or purely as an instrumental means of resistance, relies so
heavily on political context and the cultural foundation of that context in order to
work. Nonviolent strategic action scholar George Lakey (1968) suggested that
nonviolence succeeds through one of three mechanisms: conversion, convincing
one’s opponent of the value of change; persuasion, convincing an opponent that it is
in their best interest to concede power for other reasons; or coercion, manipulating
political or social controls to force concession. But it is important to note that all of
these mechanisms rely on the legitimation of nonviolence as part of a modern liberal
world order of respect for democracy and democratic entitlements of citizenship in
order to work. Tilly argued that repertoires emerge in forms that parallel the
governing structure they make claims on. Here, I will demonstrate how broad shifts
in global geopolitics can explain the conditions under which nonviolent movements
have become not just more prevalent, but also more successful. Additionally, with
paradigmatic shifts in global geopolitics on the horizon, it is also important to note
where nonviolence may become less effective due to the global repertoire losing the
anchors of the modern world polity in which it has emerged.

A global level analysis of the emergence of the nonviolence repertoire over
the twentieth century points to the following phenomenal dynamics:

1. The prominence of nonviolent resistance and claims-making is not coincidental
but can instead be understood as part of a global movement of resistance
methods.

2. While a world polity is in many respects different from a national polity, the
general process of iterative national polity formation described by Tilly holds
true at the global level. Both repertoire emergence theory and world society
theory can help to explain how the expansion of the nonviolence repertoire has
been iteratively tied to the globalization of particular political and civic ideals.

3. Nonviolence has globalized as a shared repertoire with common understand-
ings and approaches, but it is not homogenous in practice. The repertoire has
also been shaped by distinct interpretations and particular applications. Both
religious and secular formulations draw on a common moral order framework
legitimating nonviolent resistance as a superior form of claims-making,
supporting the humanist ideals foundational to the concept of universal rights.

4. This shared moral order is bolstered by a growing canon of celebrated nonvio-
lence leaders, heroes, and heroines and the moral legitimacy accorded to
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nonviolence as a democratic ideal form of resistance. This moral order structure
helps to explain how the repertoire often spreads into contexts inhospitable to
democratic claims-making.

. Nonviolence has not been the only collective action repertoire to successfully

diffuse in this period — violent methods of collective action have globalized as
well.

. While a local-level lens shows that the success of the nonviolent repertoire

may be explained, in part, by savvy strategy at the local level, a macro-level
analysis reveals how it may also be understood as broadly contextual,
relying on a favorable historical and political context. This lends further
support to Tilly’s theses on the correspondence between a civic form of
political claims-making and the form of polity targeted by those claims, as
well as on the relationship between institutionalization and innovation.
Institutionalization matters not only to social movements, but also to social
movement repertoires, with some important distinctions that merit further
scholarly attention.

Institutionalization also makes nonviolence more predictable, rendering the
technique vulnerable to strategic cooptation and demobilization as well as
celebration and adoption decoupled from sincere implementation.

Nonviolence as a Movement of Movements in an Expanding
World Polity

As an early biographer of Gandhi noted,

Such passive resistance methods would not have been successful in the days
of Attila the Hun or even of Jaime the Spanish conquistador, who only 700
years ago burned his Majorcan heathen captives in Christian oil. The effect-
iveness of these methods of the Indian passive resisters today depends upon
enlightened public opinion, upon the verdict of a modern world which labels
wholesale slaughter of unarmed men as belonging to the days of barbarism,
rather than to 1932. Moreover, a new international will to peace had been
born from the womb of World War I ... Fifty years ago such a passive
resistance movement would not have created a stir. A year before the world
war it would probably not have succeeded . . . Gandhi took this will to peace
and shaped it into a practical political weapon. (Fisher 1932)

Although some version of an international system of nations has existed

since the seventeenth century, the basic model of modern state systems as we

know it today began to take shape in the eighteenth century (Tilly 1977),

spreading rapidly throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

Sociologically, this means the new “verdict of the modern world” and
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emergence of a “new international will to peace” can be traced to fundamen-
tal changes in the structure of the nation-state system (Meyer et al. 1997), the
rapid development of intergovernmental and nongovernmental systems into
a “third force” in global politics (a la Florini 2000), and the accompanying
ethos of entitled citizenship (Soysal 2012). The nonviolence repertoire began
to expand more quickly during this period due, in part, to the unprecedented
scale of state-making and conflict between nations during the world wars,
which left an indelible mark on the model of national sovereignty (Garraty
and Gay 1972). At the end of World War II, there were eighty-two sovereign
nations in the world. Forty years later, the world had undergone a massive
expansion of the system of sovereign nations, largely through decoloniza-
tion, which has increased the total number of nations to 191 (United Nations
2022). As formerly colonized peoples gained independence, Indigenous
movements for statehood sprang up throughout the colonial world.'* The
global delegitimization of colonialism was multidimensional.'> Following
the 1960 signing of the UN Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples, the rate of decolonization was six times
larger than before (Strang 1990). Throughout these changing times, inter-
national actors discussed how best to organize national and global society to
favor the form and function of nonviolent movements for independence. The
1960 United Nations Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples decreed that,

All peoples have the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right they
freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social
and cultural development. ... All armed action or repressive measures of all
kinds directed against dependent peoples shall cease in order to enable them to
exercise peacefully and freely their right to complete independence, and the
integrity of their national territory shall be respected. (United Nations 1960)

Ideals of citizenship favorable to the entitlements of a global nonviolence
repertoire have also been written into states’ constitutions.'® In an in-depth

14 This is not to say that shifts in military or economic power are not correlated to some degree with
these widespread structural changes. As Strang (1990) points out, a decline in the stature of
colonial militaries and a global economic interpenetration that evaporated competition over
peripheral markets is also part of the story of decolonization.

Major forces that drove decolonization include a new wave of nationalism, international
pressures, and domestic market incentives (Springhall 2001).

Prior to this wave of decolonization, discourse on the relationship between colonizers and
colonized peoples communicated a sense of civilizing duties, alongside discussion of preserving
economic investments. These sentiments translated into the policy of Western institution build-
ing. Foremost among these were educational institutions, which were intended to instill an ideal
of what it meant to become “civilized” in Indigenous peoples, providing them a “high road back
to Europe” (Chamberlain 1999, 6). This high road was to be constructed through parliamentary
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global study of constitutions from 1870 to 1970, Boli (1987) found that state
authority can be categorized into three areas of social life: citizens’ duties to the
state, the state’s duties to citizens, and citizens’ rights. Following World War II,
the constitutional specification of state authority and citizen’s rights nearly
doubled, while the claims citizens could make of states nearly tripled (Boli
1987). Just as Tilly (1993) pointed to the inclusion of common citizens’ claims
in Parliament as expanding opportunities for nationally organized repertoires to
develop, this general global model of statehood embraces the individual citizen
as an equal collaborator in the organization of political life, globally expanding
the jurisdiction within which individuals may make claims against the state
(Meyer and Jepperson 2000). To this end, national constitutions also increas-
ingly included articles extending citizens’ rights to peaceably assemble, free
speech, due process, and voting, among a host of other civil, political, social,
and economic rights (Boli 1987, 139).

In the early twentieth century, the ideology of human rights came to increas-
ingly permeate new global political units, from intergovernmental organizations
(IGOs) and INGOs to states, and in turn shaped how citizenship has been
conceived and organized among non-state claimants. A copious number of
human rights documents were drafted by various countries and international
organizations from the late eighteenth through late nineteenth centuries. These
include 113 human rights declarations published between 1863 and 1939 and 666
treaties drafted between 1940 and 2003 (Elliott 2009). In the periods of greatest
global political activity among IGO-INGO networks, international bodies con-
ceived of a plethora of new rights to which individual citizens, collectives, and
nations should be entitled. In 1949 alone, 117 different rights were declared in
international affirmations, while 131 new rights were declared in 1989 and 246
rights were declared in 1990. A total of 1,100 human rights were declared from
the 1940s through the 1990s (Elliott 2009). Soysal and colleagues (cf. 2021a and
2021b; 2012) continue to explore new waves of petitions for human rights in the
twenty-first century and the changing nature of citizenship in liberal and illiberal
regimes as migrants cross borders for a range of reasons.

This expansion of human rights and the efforts of international human rights
NGOs have helped enable the globalization of nonviolence. Human rights
activists can now rely on the support of third-party interventionists who claim
political impartiality on the grounds that they are acting as witnesses in order to

politics and federalism, leading colonized people to adopt the culture of the European colonizers
(Chamberlain 1999). Even the peripheral former colonies came to be shaped by a Western
cultural identity through their national language systems and by constructing Western-style state
institutions (Anderson 1983), educational systems (Benavot and Riddle 1998), defense systems
(Eyre and Suchman 1996), and scientific and technological ministries (Jang 2003).
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deter breeches of the conduct outlined in international law. As an example of
this orientation, the founding statement of PBI reads,

We appeal in particular to . . . all those who seek to fulfill the high principles
and purposes expressed in the Charter of the United Nations and all who work
to preserve human life with dignity, promote human rights, social justice, and
self-determination, and to create the conditions of peace. (Peace Brigades
International 1981)

This orientation has also been demonstrated through the proliferation of a global
organizational structure which has allowed nonviolence organizers to formalize
their global efforts. As noted above, INGOs focused on nonviolence and other
causes have increased significantly in number. This growth relied upon
a preexisting population of general INGOs. There were about 374 known INGOs
in 1909. By 1960, there were 1,987 conventional INGOs (Lechner and Boli
2005)."” The Yearbook of International Organizations lists thousands of reciprocal
organizing relationships between nonviolent INGOs and other human rights
INGOs. Nonviolent Peaceforce, an organization discussed above that places volun-
teers directly into conflict zones to act as witnesses, deterrers, and mediators of
violent conflict, is one prominent example of this network expansion. It is governed
by a council of over sixty-five different organizations and is one of many prominent
nonviolence INGOs that have consultative status with the United Nations.'®

The Particularization of a Universal Nonviolence

The history of nonviolence in the long twentieth century also emphasizes the
interplay between the repertoire’s institutionalization at the global level,
whereby more actors subscribe to its general principles and put nonviolence
in practice, and at the local level, where, as Tilly noted, innovation occurs
incrementally and at the margins. INGOs have been important players in both
processes.

As global emissaries of the nonviolence repertoire, it is important to note that
nonviolence organizations frequently act as mediators between claims-makers
and their targets, states, or other actors (see Sharp 2008). The organizational
dimension of international civil society expands the extent to which inter-
national “others” may support and spread the repertoire as non-state authorities.

7 The founding of 1GOs is highly correlated with those of INGOs. Many IGOs were initially
founded as INGOs before being co-opted by states (Boli and Thomas 1999). Because inter-
national organizations work with the states which are party to the global treaties they help to
develop, these organizations have increasingly acted as a crucial conduit through which global
rules are channeled.

'8 The number of general international organizations that have such status has climbed from 250 in
1950 to over 3,000 (Lechner 2009).
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Research and advocacy organizations like Human Rights Watch and Amnesty
International draw international attention to the repression of nonviolent activ-
ists and celebrate their peaceful tactics. Nonviolent scholars and training insti-
tutions promote strategic alignment with international third parties to bolster
national movement success. And this international diplomacy is multidirec-
tional, initiated by both citizens and states and other governmental bodies.
Schock (2005) lists two cases in which international sanctioning pressure was
successful: the Philippines and South Africa. Gene Sharp’s infamous From
Dictatorship to Democracy (2002) manual lists seven international forms of
diplomatic pressure that can support a nonviolent movement: (1) changes in
diplomatic and other representation, (2) delay and cancellation of diplomatic
events, (3) withholding of diplomatic representation, (4) severance of diplo-
matic relations, (5) withdrawal from international organizations, (6) refusal of
membership in international bodies, and (7) expulsion from international
organizations.'” Governments can also issue public statements of support, as
many countries, including Australia, Botswana, Canada, Eritrea, France, Israel,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Malaysia, New Zealand, Russia, Turkey, the United
Kingdom, and the United States, did during the Arab Spring (Bryant 2011;
Doward 2011; Juppe 2011; McCully 2011; Paxton 2011; Peck 2011;
Poonawalla 2011; Ruud 2011). Further, citizens can enlist in “delegations”
hosted by INGOs like Christian Peacemaker Teams or Witness for Peace that
tour places where nonviolent movements are mobilizing against their states, and
in turn pressure their own states to engage in direct advocacy on behalf of those
movements. All of these efforts aim to mobilize international political networks
to support nonviolent movements by using the repertoire to extend authority to
those claimants.

Furthermore, both religious and secular formulations of the repertoire draw
on a common moral order framework legitimating nonviolent resistance as
a superior form of claims-making. The global repertoire of nonviolence helps
to articulate and celebrate the sacred individual in ways analogous to the
broader expansion of a liberal world polity. Boli (2006) describes moral order
as imbued with ideals of virtue and virtuosity that structure transnational
governance through agenda setting as well as through defining the goals and
methods for civic and political action. The sacred, Boli explains, construes

' This is not to suggest that these means always help movements, however. In Nepstad’s (2011)
recent comparative analysis, she found that in some circumstances the way that sanctions are
issued by outside governments can in fact hinder successful mobilization within a country. My
point here is to emphasize how the legitimacy of nonviolence as a global repertoire influences
states’ support for nonviolent movements aimed at regime change in other states, among a host of
other issues.
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a “framework for distinguishing the laudable from the forbidden” (100). The
laudable in the liberal world order is the building up of individual rights and
ideals of individual entitlements through a sacred nonviolent community, ideals
that undergird nonviolence’s core commitments.

Take, for example, some of the lessons drawn from the teachings of Martin
Luther King Jr.:

Nonviolence . .. does not seek to defeat or humiliate the opponent, but to win
his friendship and understanding . . . The end is redemption and reconciliation.
The aftermath of nonviolence is the creation of the beloved community. . . . The
nonviolent attack is directed against forces of evil rather than against
persons. ... Nonviolent resistance is a willingness to accept suffering without
retaliation. (King 1958)

Reflecting on King’s words, Morton (1998) goes on to explain that a system of
respect for all is necessary in order to defend the rights of individuals, asserting
a dedication to others that demands self-sacrifice through solidarity. In other
words, “Try to give to others more than you receive — in any of the infinite
number of ways persons can help others” (Morton 1998, 25).

This theme of the sacred mobilized collective runs throughout tactical man-
uals that emphasize the building of the sacred collective as vital to mobilization.
The War Resisters International’s 1991 edited volume on social defense puts
forth that “social defence implies a degree of unity, or consensus, on the part of
the civilian population.” The goal of social defense is described not merely as
the preservation of any one individual’s threatened rights — as the author notes,
“organising means building community.” These sentiments hearken back to
Gandhi’s conceptualization of nonviolence as building mutuality, expanding
equality, and diffusing freedom:

To me it is self-evident that if freedom is to be shared by all — even physically
the weakest, the lame, and the halt — they must be able to contribute an equal
share in its defense. How that can be possible when reliance is placed on
armaments, my plebian mind fails to understand. I therefore swear and shall
continue to swear by non-violence, i.e., by satyagraha or soul force. In its
physical incapacity is no handicap, and even a frail woman or child can pit
herself or himself on equal terms against a giant armed with the most
powerful weapons. (Gandhi 1946)

One Witness for Peace’s reflection asserts that “the deeper we go, the more
connected we become.” This is written of short-term delegations that have
traveled together and of the connections Witness for Peace delegations have
built with Central America, as also of the connections between global political
problems and the broader nonviolence movement.


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009484015

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009484015 Published online by Cambridge University Press

46 Contentious Politics

Evidence of the sacred collective as a driving force of the nonviolence
repertoire also runs throughout assessments and case histories of global activ-
ists” work to support local movements. This is articulated in the International
Fellowship for Reconciliation’s narrative of its role in the Philippines democ-
racy movement:

How can one kneel and stare down rumbling tanks and hundreds of soldiers
trained for military battle, especially when all one has is supplies of food to
offer, words for conversion, faith and hope in their common humanity, and
prayer to the possible source of that humanity and power? (Sasaran 20006)

Sasaran goes on to explain how the Filipino concept of nonviolence, alay dangal,
means “to offer dignity” realized through collective action and interests:

They [IFOR, the Catholic Church, and other mobilizing civil society organ-
izations] taught that human dignity was an unalterable, inextinguishable, and
equivalent value given (i.e. inherent) to each human. Regardless of what we
have, such as money, power, intelligence, looks, etc., or what we do, such as
generosity, justice, murder, sin, etc., human dignity remains unaltered, inex-
tinguishable, and equal for each human. We are encouraged and perhaps
drawn by gratitude to both illuminate and live in accord with this gift of
dignity in all people by our choices. (Sasaran 20006)

She concludes by underlining the universalizing notion of nonviolence as
a collectivizing force that can work across the lines of conflict as well as national
and cultural borders:

Yet, the people of the Philippines were largely experiencing economic and
political oppression, which ignored their dignity and left the oppressors living
in discord with their own dignity. Thus, from the perspective of alay dangal,
“to offer dignity,” both groups were suffering and as a community were in
need of restoring their sense of human dignity. The power of nonviolence
activates this restorative and liberating process. (Sasaran 2006)

Finally, to enshrine the laudable in the global moral order, there exists a host of
moral guardians, activists, and entrepreneurs who discuss and elaborate on
sacred entities’ vulnerabilities and protection needs, rights, and justified expect-
ations (Boli 2006). In a global moral order, there is an easily identifiable canon
of moral authorities who appropriately exhibit “moral displays” and are regu-
larly celebrated for practicing moral ideals of right behavior. They are identified
and applauded through informal descriptions of saintliness as well as through
formal means of celebration, including internationally recognized awards. We
see this celebration in action in a forward to a comparative study of nonviolent
resistance in Latin America written by Boff (1991), one of the earliest and most
well-known liberation theologians:
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This answer [of active nonviolence] is inspired in part by the extraordinary
example of persons who have successfully demonstrated another way of
confronting highly conflictive situations. Some of the best known are
Mahatma Gandhi, Martin Luther King Jr., Dom Hélder Camara, and
Adolfo Perez Esquival. (Boff 1991, vii)

It is therefore notable that this moral order is sanctified by a growing canon of
celebrated repertoire leaders and heroes and heroines. Boli (2006) explains that
because leaders like Gandhi and King have become aligned with the sacred, the
lives they have lived stand as exemplars to be followed. “Righteousness is
demonstrated by opposing oppression (Amnesty International), fighting
inequality (Gandhi, Mandela), preserving life (Medecins Sans Fronticres),
protecting persecuted groups (Martin Luther King Jr., Dalai Lama), and so
on” (Boli 2006, 10-11). Such righteousness is also evident in secularists’
descriptions of the repertoire. Jack DuVall, a founding director of the
International Center for Nonviolent Conflict, refers to St. Paul and former US
President Jimmy Carter in his call to defend the sacralization of nonviolence in
supporting democracy:

Just as St. Paul understood that his freedom was God-given, a natural right, the
world is coming to acknowledge that rights are not conferred by states — they
must be honored by states because they belong to individuals. Eventually it will
be accepted everywhere that each person’s rights come before any ruler’s will
and that no government is legitimate unless it is based on the people’s consent.

The day when that becomes a universal fact will not arrive until the world
realizes that rights are won more surely by the people than by terrorists or
armies. To make nonviolent struggle the global boulevard to political liber-
ation, we must relentlessly propagate the ideas and strategies that pave its way
to victory. Former President Jimmy Carter has said that “nonviolent valor can
end oppression.” But not until we all enlist to help the valiant. (DuVall 2004)

The give and take between the globalization of common forms of action and
celebrated practices and the local innovation of unique understandings and
applications of nonviolence has also sometimes occurred alongside contention
and fragmentation. Following from the ideals of universal human rights and the
sovereignty of nations as well as the ideals of democratic participatory process,
many nonviolence advocates strongly emphasize local and Indigenous agency
and distinct cultural contributions to the repertoire. Robertson (1992) noted this
dynamic as integral to the process of cultural globalization that both unfolded
into a “particularization of universal” ideals and brought about a “universalization
of particular” frameworks related to nonviolence.

1t is therefore important to note that while globalization affects the spread and
adoption of common frameworks of meaning and action, it does not necessarily
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result in the homogenization of social movements or other political and cultural
forms. That the repertoire is easily understood to encompass distinct conceptual
approaches as part of its global cache — including alay dangal, ubuntu, and
firmenza permanente, among others — illustrates this point. The global diffusion
of nonviolence has followed multiple paths, resulting in diverse outcomes. The
third-party witness organization Christian Peacemaker Teams (CPT), for
example, provided nonviolence support to local Iraqis in response to the US
invasion in 2003. In late 2005, several CPT members were taken hostage,
including Tom Fox, a lifelong devoted Quaker and pacifist who was later
executed. During the time CPT was on the ground in Iraq, it had gained such
regard among locals that they were able to collect data for a Human Rights
Watch condition report. Following Fox’s death, CPT moved out of Iraq, trans-
ferring some witness volunteers to other countries. Despite this very serious
setback, after CPT departed, there was an initiative in Iraq to establish a Muslim
Peacemaker Team, a particularization of this now universalizing repertoire.
This is one possible outcome for the expansion of a collective action repertoire
being practiced in the context of a national polity (in this case one defined by
foreign military intervention and violent fundamentalism as well as movement
forces).

Nonviolence as a global repertoire has also evolved through internal disputes
among practitioners and advocates over how best to articulate and apply the
approach. DuVall’s many contributions to the repertoire as a director at [CNC
represent part of a longer effort to secularize nonviolence into an amoral system
for realizing democratic social justice. Gene Sharp was among the earliest
scholars to make a move toward a secular theory of nonviolence. In his 1960
Gandhi Wields the Weapon of Moral Power, an exploration of three case studies
of nonviolent movements published when he was under the tutelage of peace
scholars Arne Naess and Johan Galtung, Sharp explored Gandhi’s morally
infused approach to this process. Sharp’s framework of nonviolence shifted,
however, as he began to work with funding from the US Department of Defense.
By the time he published The Politics of Nonviolent Action in 1973, his three
volume, nine hundred page tome on the power, methods, and dynamics of
nonviolent action, Sharp had transformed Richard Gregg’s concept of “moral
jiu jitsu,” the process through which activists may disarm their opponents by
tapping into their moral worldview in unexpected ways, into a secularized
“political jiu jitsu.” His later works delved into nonviolent modeling of military
and defense strategies.

This internal tension continues within the repertoire today. Ackerman of
ICNC asserts, for example, that “nonviolent sanctions have most often been
used by people who needed to make practical choices under very difficult
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circumstances, rather than by people committed to the avoidance of bloodshed
for ethical reasons” (Ackerman and Kruegler 1994, 5). Following in this line of
thinking, some scholars in political science and sociology have moved away
from the term “nonviolence” due to its moralist philosophical sentiments. In its
place, they have embraced the more clinical concept of “nonviolent civil
resistance.””’ The International Center for Nonviolent Conflict explains this
new normative distinction in the following manner:

“Nonviolence” is usually a moral choice. Nonviolent conflict is usually
a pragmatic choice. Nonviolent conflict is about power — organizing and
applying it to fight for and win rights or other political, economic, or social
goals. Many people that have used nonviolent action in the past wanted to
advance their rights or interests but chose nonviolent methods either because
they saw that violence had been ineffective in the past or because they had no
violent weapons at their disposal. (ICNC 2016)

This assertion emphasizes the tension intrinsic to the particularization of the
universal through the spread of world culture. World society provides
a common framework, but global movements can also deepen many forms of
resistance and antagonism as conflicting interpretations of that framework unfold
(Lechner and Boli 2005, 15). A broad institutional context may foment diamet-
rically oppositional movements (Roy 2004; Kurzman 2004). This is also found in
the broader cultural proliferation of post-World War II human rights that have
evolved into contradictory interpretations of entitlements and obligations (Meyer
et al. 1997; Frank and Meyer 2002), especially as older institutions generate new
orientations in response to new cultural frameworks (Casanova 1994).

It also underscores the particularity and oversights of rational-choice (i.e.
Western and individualist) understandings of people’s behavior, a theoretical
elaboration that has predominated in nonviolent civil resistance studies. This
perspective recognizes only one form of power-over politics that characterizes
some, but certainly not all, movements committed to nonviolence (Gallo-Cruz
2021a). Rational-choice theories ignore the value-laden commitments even of
other secular movement leaders (McGuinness 1998) who may hold to moral
goals of “bringing down the dictator” (York 2002) while perpetuating other
forms of oppression such as ethnic hatred, sexism, and homophobia (Fridman
2011). It also masks the moral order fibers of a purportedly value-neutral form
of practical nonviolence that is intrinsically bound to particular cultural and
political systems, such as elite-led neoliberal economies where questions of

20 Lambelet (2021) has cogently argued that this move can be understood to stem in part from
a reinterpretation of Weber’s distinction between principled and pragmatic forms of action,
allowing for secular and sacred affiliations to be counted in the expanding canon of case studies.
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political rights factor into moral discussions but questions of structural inequal-
ity often do not (Chabot and Sharifi 2013; Smith 2019a). Nonetheless, recog-
nizing that nonviolence can become decoupled from moral and ethical
motivations is important too. Terrorist and illicit criminal organizations, for
example, may sometimes employ nonviolent methods simply because they can
or do so strategically to capitalize on the public legitimacy those tactics may
afford them (Mandic¢ 2021).

Scripts and Strategies

Although there is strong evidence for Tillyian and world polity theory assertions
about repertoire scripts and learning informing the patterning of strategic
choices, it is important to acknowledge that other actions are always possible.
A long historical perspective shows that the institutionalization, resources, and
learning of violent kinds of claims-making have been successful as well.

The same era that saw the rapid systematization and expansion of nonvio-
lence and the decolonization of dozens of new sovereign states was also marked
by high levels of internal violence. While the global scale of the conflict
between national militaries during the world wars remains unique, the postwar
period has seen an exceptional surge in violent civil wars. In rushing to prop up
fledgling states through postwar initiatives for universal national sovereignty,
the international community left impoverished, weak nations to fight out new
and existing conflicts within their newly imposed borders. In some cases,
international intervention has also further inflamed power differentials between
favored elites and other citizens by exacerbating local weaknesses and tensions.
From 1945 to 1997 there was an estimated 165 percent increase in the incidence
of violent civil wars worldwide (Hironaka 2008). At times, these conflicts have
occurred at a rate exceeding ten times the historical average, with some drag-
ging on upward of twenty years (Hironaka 2008; Sarkees and Schafer 2000).
These conflicts have wreaked widespread, lasting devastation on postcolonial
nations. Furthermore, regional security interests, still realized through military
power, lacked effective conflict-resolution strategies. This marked the latter
twentieth century as an “age of global conflict” (Held et al. 1999). It is remark-
able and significant that the decades in which nonviolence has been most
actively globalized have also been some of the most violent (Brecke 2012).
This has been due in part to the violent mobilization of many nationalist
movements (Dandeker 1998; Rupesinghe and Rubio 1994).

Additionally, the first Cold War ushered in an arms race of historic propor-
tions. Twentieth century technology developed for warfare has been unique in
that it promotes new, totalizing forms of destruction by involving whole
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societies in producing weaponry that target large numbers of people, such as
warplanes, nuclear bombs, and poison gas (Edgarton 2007). Military spending
continues to increase, with the world’s total spending nearing 2 trillion in 2019
(Szmigiera 2021). While many of these smaller scale conflicts have served as
ongoing proxy wars between global powers (Berman and Lake 2019; Innes
2012), the 2022 Russian invasion of Ukraine and China’s efforts to annex
Taiwan — both of which were presented as efforts to reclaim lost territory and
stave off the encroachment of Western military powers along the borders of
sovereign nations — have moved pundits to declare a new Cold War (Engle
2014; Kalb 2015).

The same global forces and structures that have supported the globalization of
nonviolence, including international organizational networks, have also contrib-
uted to the spread of violence and terrorism. The list of IGOs dedicated to
controlling arms and arms treaties is extensive. International agreements have
generated a number of new ways for non-state actors to regulate the use of
military intervention and violent conflict across borders (Devetak and Hughes
2008). The volume of international arms transfers grew significantly in the post-
Cold War period, peaking in 1982 before beginning to increase again in 2005
(Holtom and Bromley 2010). The bulk of these weapons transfers are made from
a handful of wealthy nations to developing nations (Conventional Arms Transfer
2018), though advances in global technology and commerce have also enabled
the informal distribution of arms and other violent weaponry to insurgents the
world over (Louise 1995). The UIA lists numerous INGOs that claim they are
making global peace through terrorist methods. Scholars have also demonstrated
how terrorism has diffused through global conceptualization and organization
(LaFree, Xie, and Matanock 2018; Polo 2020).

These findings broaden the perspective on what makes nonviolent movements
successful, reiterating a central point of all sociology: context matters. The scripts
and strategies devised by claims-makers emerge in a particular context, through
social learning, and in conversation with the actions and responses of targets.
A historical examination of the diffusion of nonviolent campaigns challenges the
political science thesis that tactics matter more to movement development than
globalization. When one reexamines nonviolent movements in the context of
their historical development through different qualitative waves of global reper-
toire expansion, the success of these movements is shown to have increased in
line with the global institutionalization of the repertoire’s networks and authority,
but this has occurred alongside competing scripts.

A historical reassessment of one of the most highly cited and influential
recent studies of nonviolent campaign success helps to illustrate this point. In
a 2011 article in International Security and a subsequent book entitled Why
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Civil Resistance Works: The Strategic Logic of Nonviolent Conflict, Stephan
and Chenoweth use panel analysis to compare violent and nonviolent resist-
ance campaigns in order to identify which campaigns were more successful
and why. In the first version of their Nonviolent and Violent Campaigns and
Outcomes (NAVCO) database, they examined 100 nonviolent campaigns and
209 violent campaigns carried out from 1900 to 2006. The updated NAVCO
2.0 (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013) provides new information on 100 nonvio-
lent and 150 violent campaigns from 1945 to 2006.”" What these researchers
found was that over 53 percent of nonviolent campaigns achieved success as
compared to violent campaigns, of which only 26 percent achieved success.
Their analysis emphasizes the importance of the global structural features
I discussed above, namely the effects of international support in the form of
sanctions (which was found to be insignificant for nonviolent campaigns but
significant for violent campaigns) and foreign state support (which was found
to be somewhat helpful to nonviolent campaigns and more so for violent
campaigns).

By reanalyzing both NAVCO datasets through the historical lens, outlined in
Tables 1 and 2, I have also found that these nonviolent campaigns continued to
diffuse despite higher failure rates in the 1940s through the 1970s and, as I have
argued here, through a favorable intersection of globalizing forces. Formal
organizations acted as cultural entrepreneurs, the world system praised the
repertoire as the best route toward democracy (even though NAVCO shows
them to be less successful in these earlier eras), and a vibrant popular and
academic discourse celebrated nonviolence as the means to realize universal
human rights. To be clear, this reassessment does not negate the findings that
two principal factors explain nonviolence’s greater likelihood of success: that
nonviolent movements garner more support both within states and among inter-
national allies through a more legitimate approach and that the violent repression
of peaceful movements is more likely to backfire against violent regimes. Rather,
a global historical perspective on this data suggests that the nonviolent campaigns
did not become more likely to succeed than violent ones until the era of institu-
tionalization, driven in part by the concerted international organization and the

2! From the NAVCO website: “Whereas NAVCO 1.0 focused on the campaign, NAVCO 2.0
focuses on the campaign-year. It contains yearly data on 250 nonviolent and violent insurrections
between 1945 and 2006 (100 nonviolent, 150 violent). These campaigns constitute the full
population of known cases between 1945 and 2006 that held ‘maximalist” goals of overthrowing
the existing regime, expelling foreign occupations, or achieving self-determination at some point
during the campaign. NAVCO 2.0 also expands data on campaign strategy, organization, and
internal dynamics. For example, it reports the number of participating organizations, political
goals, leadership structure, demographic composition, and tactical strategies, such as the build-
ing of parallel institutions and use of communications.”
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Tables 1 and 2 A Historical Assessment of the NAVCO datasets (Chenoweth
2019; Chenoweth and Lewis 2013) shows the development of successful
and unsuccessful violent and nonviolent campaigns across distinct historical
waves of repertoire emergence. Nonviolence continued to evolve as a
global repertoire despite being less successful in earlier eras. Only when it
reached a significant level of global institutionalization coinciding with the fall
of the Eastern Bloc, did nonviolent campaigns begin to experience greater
success.

Campaign success from NAVCO 1.0

Successful Successful
Violent Nonviolent
Early Conceptualization Period, 7 4
through 1944 (3%) (4%)
Post-world war Systematization Period, 26 9
1945-1979 (12%) (9%)
Early Institutionalization Period, 5 17
1980—1989 (2%) (17%)
High Institutionalization 1990—2000s 13 26
(6%) (26%)
Campaign success from NAVCO 2.0
Successful Successful
Violent Nonviolent
Post World War Systematization, 28 11
1945-1979 (25%) (10%)
Early Institutionalization Period, 5 15
1980—1989 (4%) (13%)
High Institutionalization 12 41
1990—-2000s (11%) (37%)

building up of a global repertoire of discourse, practice, and favorable political
structures for nonviolence in the 1980s, with the greatest cluster of successful
campaigns identified by NAVCO occurring around the fall of the Eastern bloc, an
era in which world powers historically opposed to the entitlements claimed by
nonviolent movements were in the process of receding. That success came at
a time when the Cold War was coming to a close makes the corresponding
groundswell of new independence movements pushing out already failing former
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communist states a predictable outcome rather than a paradoxical one. We might
therefore reconsider the success rate in these particular studies as a measure of the
effect of the fall of the Eastern Bloc, which, for better or for worse, welcomed in
new political rights alongside new neoliberal economic policies, on independence
movements.

It is important to weigh these points when considering why the success of
modern nonviolent campaigns is currently in decline or, to take a longer histor-
ical view, why it peaked around the era of the fall of the Eastern Bloc and the
decades after. Scholars now contemplate how nonviolence will fare in the face
of anew wave of authoritarianism (Chenoweth 2021; Cebul and Pinckney 2022;
Zunes 2022). In her recent work, Chenoweth (2022) notes that the power of
nonviolence is waning in some contexts. [ would argue that it has always been
context dependent, a difference of analytical perspective by which we arrive at
similar empirical but distinct theoretical points. This so-called retreat of the era
of nonviolence’s success, whether one views it as an immediate change or
a long-term fluctuation, may play out through the soft dominance of neoliberal
market power (Chabot and Sharifi 2013; Pinckney 2020; Smith 2019a), the hard
power of dominant economic nations propping up military operations in per-
ipheral states (Kuppuswamy 2011; Reilly 2013), or through a surge in populist
movements supporting autocratic rulers (de la Torre and Peruzzotti 2018;
Mietzner 2020a, 2020b; Sombatpoonsiri 2019).

It is therefore important to note that context is key to both diffusion and
success. This is not a new insight to those who have contemplated nonvio-
lence’s distinct outcomes. Many have written on the dangers of blanket
assumptions that nonviolence will always or even often be successful (cf.
Davies 2014; Gelderloos 2013; Nepstad 2011). David Meyer (2019) has
recently made the point that focusing primarily on the effectiveness of nonvi-
olent tactics at the expense of larger contexts leads researchers to miss larger
effects. He recognizes the sense of moral courage that can be evoked by stories
of solitary acts of nonviolence in the face of powerful systems while also
urging social movements scholars to expand the frame of analysis so that the
long run-up to and long-term effects of collective action can be more fully
understood (see also Case 2021).

Research on the international context shaping revolutions also emphasizes this
point. Daniel Ritter’s (2014) The Iron Cage of Liberalism takes seriously the
interlocking of culture and global political opportunity for movements in Iran,
Tunisia, and Egypt. Lawson’s (2019) Anatomy of Revolution explains how other
revolutions have been ushered in a phenomenal historical wave of ‘decolonization’
in the twentieth century. Lawson explains that the very concept of revolutionary
emancipation and the general form of what is understood and practiced as
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revolutionary has a historical and sociocultural origin story. Lawson has also
argued that revolutionary forms are at once universalizable and yet particular in
practice.

In Civil Resistance and Nonviolence, contemporary Mexican nonviolence
organizer Pietro Ameglio explains how and why the repertoire works in the
context of a twenty-first century nation-state:

This form of nonviolent struggle is based on the principle that governments
socially depend on collaboration and anticipated blind obedience to authority
to be able to execute all forms of punishment that it demands of us, as well as
the loyalty of the Armed Forces and police, without questioning the inhumanity
of its orders on several occasions. (Ameglio 2010, 102)

Ameglio goes on to elaborate that it is when these civic-political understandings
shift, opportunities for nonviolent “people-power” emerge.

But what if those understandings never take hold in the first place? Or what if
they shift toward authoritarianism? What if they take on a two-sided character
and shift discursively toward democracy but economically and structurally
toward a greater polarization of power? From the perspective of repertoire
emergence and contentious performance studies, the repertoire may be expected
to fail where the targeted nation-state, industry, or other repressive targets resist
the principles of democratic statehood, citizenship, and entitlements upon
which the nonviolence repertoire is based.

In Conclusion

As a citizen in 2023, a time riven with new wars and new nuclear threats, new
kinds and levels of everyday violence, new forms of weaponry, and new
predictions for violence in the years to come, I would much prefer to live in
the society of peaceful possibilities articulated by both the secular and moral-
ist iterations of the nonviolence repertoire. My purpose in undertaking this
study is not to refute the beauty, the justice, or the moral integrity of nonvio-
lence and its practitioners, all of which I honor and admire greatly on
a personal level. Rather, my intention has been motivated by a profound
sociological curiosity to better understand how this impressively well-
networked movement of movements that has so phenomenally reshaped the
way the world has come to understand and practice resistance. In the years
since I began this research, the field of nonviolent studies has grown exponentially
to offer new formulas and findings for further uplifting the movement for peace and
democracy around the world. But these studies often miss one of the most
fundamental points about how claims-making repertoires work: repertoires are
social creations that correspond to particular kinds of institutions and particular
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historical developments, and they rely on these conditions to work well or to work
at all.

When early scholars began to disentangle the mechanics of what makes nonvio-
lence work, they identified many elements crucial to its success. These include
those contained in Gregg’s concept of “moral jiu jitsu,” maneuvers that can
resonate with a ruling moral order (whether or not individuals prescribe to the
moral order is less important than how it governs political legitimacy and authority)
and the element of surprise, through which targets are left unprepared to repress
movements. Sharp’s revision of the concept supplanted the moral with the political
but acknowledged a similar reliance on movements’ resonance within a favorable
system. In this tradition, a political “power over” could be waged through political
pressure or economic pressure, which is why, of the three principal techniques
Sharp gives attention to, protest, intervention, and noncooperation, the latter has
historically proven to be the most effective in shifting power from below (most
notably through general strikes). But these conclusions belie some additional
necessary conditions for these efforts to be successful. Principally, these include:

1. vulnerability to moral or political claims or economic changes;

2. a principal orientation to some dimension of the common social system in
which claims are anchored; and

3. the establishment of a clear boundary across which conflict is waged so that
disagreements in political power must be confronted.

Each of these social forces can be seen in the historical and qualitative assess-
ment [ have provided above.

From within the world of nonviolence, there are a number of strategic consid-
erations to be made regarding how movements can (nonviolently) capitalize on
the vulnerability of their targets, whether it is through social methods of negoti-
ation and persuasion or political and economic maneuvers of coercion. At the
level of strategizing, one might consider the ethics, and mechanisms for efficacy
that will work with different targets. A macro-level approach to the repertoire
reveals that vulnerabilities exist because targets are in some ways beholden to the
systems movements have access to, whether those systemic constraints are moral
or material. Thus, these elements can be understood from a different perspective
of what shapes success. Understanding takes on more nuance when considering
the socially constructed nature of conflictual fields and conflicts.

People Power for Whom and for What?

There are two oversights scholars can easily make by not taking this macro-level
view. The first I have discussed through an in-depth theoretical consideration of
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the kinds of movements that fall outside the purview of Sharpian and political
science approaches to nonviolent people power (Gallo-Cruz 2021a; see also
McGuiness 1993). This involves a strong understanding that not all actors want
mobility in the systems dominated by targets nor do all movements desire the
elimination of targets’ power. Many work to create new social possibilities
outside these systems. There is a fundamental difference between power-over
studies and power-over conflicts and power-to movements, to put it succinctly
(Gallo-Cruz 2021a). This does not negate the repertoire’s global legitimacy;
rather, it underscores its place among many possibilities for meaning and practice.

Meyer and Jepperson (2000) explain the fundamental shift that occurred in
the post-World War era, noting that new kinds of understandings about actors
and their agency impelled profound global forms of action and organization
through which individuals have increasingly and legitimately come to expect
and demand a host of new entitlements and rights from states. These expect-
ations are often decoupled from practice on the ground, though, as systems of
stratification remain entrenched around the world, rendering women, racial and
ethnic minorities, sexual minorities, members of different religious faiths,
people of different economic and cultural classes, and, to different degrees,
children, disabled people, and the elderly relegated to de facto disadvantaged
lives. The point of repertoire emergence and world society theories, however, is
not to quantify the difference in outcomes but to trace the effects of common
orientations. Each of the above-mentioned groups has engaged with nonvio-
lence as a means of redressing their grievances and making claims. Still, it is an
oversight of nonviolent studies, which has not yet given critical consideration to
the repertoire as a global cultural construction, that real conflicts between the
ideals celebrated in the repertoire and the values of systems put forth in its
engagement persist, with internal contradictions in values that can be diamet-
rically opposed. There exists at once a particular cultural content and a specific
structural orientation of the repertoire. These inform the distinct ethics, audi-
ences, ways of conceptualizing goals and measuring efficacy, and the selected
targets of nonviolent claims-making. The contentious performances that global
nonviolence makes possible have been increasingly generally patterned over
time and across a personable network of emissaries and activist organizations,
but they are also always specified in their expression.

In a recent series of critical essays, Smith (2019a, 2019b) made the point that
Sharpian visions for revolutionary transition often amount to a new concentration
of power in the hands of those who benefit from neoliberal, albeit democratically
elected, regimes. She also made the assertion that Sharp’s now global program for
nonviolent action had forwarded a US-oriented Cold War defense strategy
through the framework of nonviolence. In response, Smith was charged with
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“getting Gene Sharp wrong” on his choices regarding strategy and leadership,
though this criticism side-stepped her deeper concerns about how elected leaders
can create new structural inequalities by commandeering these movements, even
as her critics agree that preparation for what comes after the fall of the dictator is
essential (Lakey 2019). And while nonviolence peace scholar Galtung (1969) is
most often cited for the innovative concept of “structural peace,” those social
structural features of society that allow all citizens to realize wellbeing, neoliberal
forms of democratic governance significantly rely on the unseen forms of violence
and harm intrinsic to an extractive industrial economy (Shapiro and McNeish
2021).

Furthermore, the phenomenon of persistent unequal systems takes on a new
dimension when values and status differences intersect. How actors, power-
holders, targets of resistance, and resistance movements view others in
a political or social field can be completely at odds with how they view
themselves as well as their goals. These inconsistencies often contribute to the
eruption of conflict in the first place but can also render those actors irrelevant or
invisible to political processes or conflicts, even when nonviolence is a guiding
repertoire for collective action (see Gallo-Cruz 2021b).

Institutionalization as an Opportunity for Cooptation
and Demobilization

The second oversight regards the opportunities targets now have to co-opt and
capture movements through discourse that aligns with resisters’ goals but which
is not sincerely in line with targets’ intentions. I have documented how, for
example, the discourse surrounding the movement to close the US Army
School of the Americas has been co-opted by the Western Hemisphere Institute
for Security and Cooperation (WHINSEC), a newly reengineered protest-
resistance institution (Gallo-Cruz 2012; Gallo-Cruz 2015). Targets like
WHINSEC may adopt a counter-framing of their policies and position that
positively embraces the ideals championed by movements, making it difficult
for these movements to gain traction. These fuzzy forms of demobilization are
further enabled by an increasingly powerful and savvy global public relations
industry. There are currently more people employed in the public relations
industry than in journalism and the field boasts an incredible economic resource
base and expanding political connections (Navarro 2023). Furthermore, as
I learned from one Palestinian organizer, governments have long studied the
principles of nonviolent mobilization to gain strategic advantage in preventing
movements’ from seizing power. He recounted how shocked he was to learn that
Gene Sharp himself accepted an invitation from the Israeli Defense Force to teach
his techniques following the success of nonviolence in mobilizing the intifada.
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Recent research by Guriev and Treisman (2022) in Spin Dictators: The Changing
Face of Tyranny in the 21st Century cogently makes the point that authoritarian
leaders can now more easily use covert methods of information control to garner
sympathy and support among the public. Eco-activist and farmers’ advocate
Shiva (2022) recounts that during her early work on the Chipko movement in
India she had been puzzled at why so many rural citizens who depended on the
land were planting Eucalyptus trees instead of growing food. Then, she “found
the World Bank hiding behind newly planted Eucalyptus trees,” explaining how
she learned that the World Bank had co-opted the sustainability language of the
Chipko forest protectors and offered green grants to plant Eucalyptus trees that
would later be harvested by the paper industry. This cooptation is well understood
among scholars who document the use of public relations to undermine environ-
mental movements (Aronczyk and Espinoza 2021; Brulle and Werthman 2021;
Oreskes and Conway 2010) and the growing field of studies about public relations
and politics documenting too many other examples to list here. Along with
government and military regimes and intergovernmental organizations, targeted
industries systematically study strategic collective action to develop more effect-
ive counter-framing and demobilization strategies.

However, while social movements scholars have long understood that insti-
tutionalization alters the path of mobilization, much less attention has been
given to tracing the ways in which co-optation and demobilization occurs,
stifling the long-term success of movements. Even in the field of nonviolent
studies, which includes examining the staying power of democracy after nonvi-
olent uprisings, much less attention is given to the substantive alignment
between movement aspirations and political transformations (though see
Kadivar 2022).

What movement scholars have written about institutionalization is that it can
help to ensure political survival and formalize the influence of movements, but it
may also mark the end of the “sense of unlimited possibility” generated earlier in
a movement’s development (Meyer and Tarrow 1998). Because citizen protests
are now a normal and legitimate part of the political process in many states,
targets can expect routinized, predictable repertoires of contention that may have
diminishing impacts (McCarthy and McPhail 1998) as targets can also develop
defensive strategic responses to head off the disruptive potential of social move-
ments (Kubik 1998). In states where open protests are more novel, on the other
hand, nonviolence is more likely to result in outright repression. Global and local
brokers of nonviolence may therefore struggle with the challenge of negotiating
new international directives in conflicts with entrenched opposition, ingrained
proclivities, and strained capacities (Chua 2018; Cole 2020; Levitt and Merry
2009; Merry 2006).
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At a global level of analysis, it is important to note how, as Tilly described it,
the institutionalization of movement forms diffuses across an uneven geopolit-
ical and sociocultural global terrain. This is evident in several ways. There is
both a “pattern” to how social movements repeatedly utilize tactics and an
“order” to how these tactics are conceptualized as important to claims-making
(a la Jepperson 1991; Zucker 1987). Movements, like other major social
transformations in organizational fields, are often spearheaded and mobilized
by visionaries or cultural entrepreneurs. Therefore, in studying the institution-
alization of social movements, we uncover a dynamism between path depend-
ence and transformation (a la Jepperson 1991; Zucker 1987). This area of
research has also not yet been given adequate attention in world polity and
globalization scholarship. Although the ceremonious adoption of global norms
constitutes a central tenet of world society frameworks, the ways in which those
ideals are spread through tactical repertoires that can be adopted, co-opted, and
reengineered by resistance movements and counter resistance efforts have not
been carefully explored in ways that may challenge the framework’s under-
standing of decoupling and the political impacts of legitimation. This phenom-
enon is an important element on the current global political stage and is relevant
to work on fragmentation and the paradoxical role anti-globalization efforts
have played in the development of global politics. Likewise, it will be difficult
for scholars normatively devoted to proving nonviolence more successful in all
contexts to adequately understand the limits to success posed by institutional-
ization. But there are many arenas in which conflicts continue to unfold and
nonviolent protest has proven unsuccessful time and again. The examples
mentioned at the start of this monograph are classic cases which underscore
this paradox.

It is my hope that more scholarship and social movement strategic thinking
will move away from romanticized visions of transformation within the liberal
order and pay greater attention to the systemic injustices that can be discursively
swept under the rug through engagements with nonviolent (and other) social
movements. Understanding the nature of the institutionalization of a collective
action repertoire is important, therefore, not only for understanding its historical
and global context — institutionalization also leads movements to become more
predictable in their approach and thus easier to defeat. Internal contradictions
between the nonviolence movement’s global orientation and its support for
Indigenous agency and knowledge represent both a strength and a weakness
for the repertoire. On the one hand, this duality can provide a path to repertoire
transformation and renewal that strengthens global bonds and broadens stra-
tegic and tactical diversity. On the other hand, it can be co-opted by targets who
charge third parties providing activist support and solidarity to local movements
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with perpetuating patrimonial interference in sovereign states’ affairs. In an
impending new world order shaped by shifting global political economic
positions among world powers, where and how nonviolence will continue to
spread and be effective remains to be fully understood. This can be said of many
kinds of general claims-making techniques and political models for action that
global scholars have long concerned themselves with, however. Future scholar-
ship should broaden the perspective on global movements and social change by
asking new questions about the history, nature, and limits of nonviolence in
ongoing conflicts.
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