This is an electronic version of an article published in Global Crime, Volume 10, Issue 4 November 2009 , pages 306 - 319.
Global Crime is available online at:
http://www.informaworld.com/openurl?genre=article&issn=1744-0572&volume=10&issue=4&spage=306

Violencefor Equality: Lessons from Machiavelli
John Baker

Political violence is a chronic feature of humastbity. In our own time, the
world is rife with state violence against citizemgth insurrection, with civil war, with
political terrorism. Most of the people who writedaread papers of political philosophy
have never been subjected to such violence, oedai@ consider whether or not to take it
up, and this perhaps makes any philosophical dssmu®f political violence academic in
the pejorative sense. But the attitudes we takimwprds the users and victims of
violence can affect the success of their politprajects; moreover, political violence is a
particularly striking case of a much more generabfem, of choosing defensible means

to our political ends. So the discussion of pdditiciolence is not completely irrelevant to

people in safe placés.

Unlike some other philosophical issues — justioe gikample — the issue of

political violence is not primarily a conflict be&éen rival political perspectives. We

1 Earlier versions of this paper were presented estéfn Michigan University, the
University of Utah, and the University of New Meaid am grateful for comments from
participants, and from Eva Kittay and Ken Baynesichlof the work on this paper was
done while | was a Research Associate at SUNY,yS8oaok. For more recent
comments | am grateful to Stefan Auer, Vittorio &chi, Caroline Walsh and the

journal’s anonymous reviewer.


UCD Library
Text Box
This is an electronic version of an article published in Global Crime, Volume 10, Issue 4 November 2009 , pages 306 - 319.
Global Crime is available online at:
http://www.informaworld.com/openurl?genre=article&issn=1744-0572&volume=10&issue=4&spage=306 


cannot very usefully ask, for example, whetherrtdnganism gives a better or worse
account of political violence than Rawlsianism, dugse these perspectives stipulate very
different objectives and constraints for politieators contemplating violence, and it is
by reference to such aims and restrictions that eator has to make a judgement. The
central question, for each of us, is whether, gim@nown political perspective, violence
would be justified or not. The issue of politicablence is thus primarily internal to each

perspective, although there will clearly be strugkgimilarities between different cases.

In this paper, my central interest is the use oferice for achieving the radical
aim of equality of condition within contemporarypitalist democracies. Since this
question has been most prominently treated in aemprentialist way, | begin with a very
brief consideration of consequentialist approachésen temporarily shift perspective by
looking at the more complicated stance taken byHiaelli in The Prince and go on to
try to apply Machiavelli’s insights to my primargrcern. The result is a Machiavellian
argument for an un-Machiavellian conclusion, nantlef violence is not a justifiable
strategy for radical egalitarians. But | follow Muaavelli further by arguing that this

apparently sanguine conclusion is in fact deeplyryuog for the egalitarian project.

Many contemporary discussions have concentratédeoooncept of violence,
and have used what are sometimes contentious asoofuthie concept to support a moral
position. My discussion is not of this form, andl €@ not provide a detailed account of
the concept. | try to use the term ‘violence’ inemMeryday sense with its normal

connotations, broadly synonymous with ‘the exeroisphysical force so as to kill or



injure, inflict direct harm or pain on, human beshg whether this force is exercised by
or against the state. As in ordinary language, uld/@istinguish political violence from
the use of force by the state in the course ofremfg politically uncontentious laws, but |
do not think that anything here hangs on thatmiision. In talking about equality in this
paper, | mean to refer to a radically egalitariahtigal ideal that calls for something like

an overall equality of condition, and is thus todigtinguished from liberal egalitarian

conceptions of justice that focus on equal oppdmtiand poverty relie® In particular, |

2 Norman Geras, ‘Our Morals: The Ethics of Revolntjén Socialist Register 1989:
Revolution Todayeds. R. Miliband, L. Panitch, and J. Saville (Hon: Merlin Press,
1989), 186. For a useful recent discussion of tmeept of violence, see Vittorio
Bufacchi,Violence and Social Justi¢Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).
Although I find Bufacchi’'s analysis insightful, thuse here of what he calls the
minimalist conception of violence avoids making #igument hang on a disputable
definition. | use ‘political’ to refer to ‘the sef relationships involved in making and
enforcing collectively binding decisions’; see Jd@uaker, Kathleen Lynch, Sara Cantillon
and Judy WalsH:quality: From Theory to Actio(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan,
2004), 59. But | do not think that my argument suom a particular conception of

politics.

3 Among the proponents of radical egalitarianisnmould include John BakeArguing
for Equality (London: Verso, 1987); G.A. CoheRescuing Justice and Equality

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2008& M. Landesman,



will make use of the conception of equality of ciieeh put forward inEquality: From

Theory to Actionwhich defines equality in terms of five dimensiorespect and

recognition; resources; love, care and solidagoyyer; and working and learnidyg.

CONSEQUENTIALIST APPROACHES

Because of its apparent simplicity, classical tatilanism provides a touchstone
for consequentialist approaches to the questigolitical violence. If the objective is to
maximise happiness, the answer seems straightfdrrayugh: on any particular
occasion, violence would be justified just in caseould result in more happiness than
any alternative policy. The problem is to try teabver appropriate empirical
generalisations about the circumstances under whaténce does or does not succeed in

improving the lot of humanity, a question that segrarticularly susceptible to Mill's

‘inverse deductive’ method, working from both fimsinciples and historical experienee.

‘Egalitarianism’, Canadian Journal of Philosophy(1983): 27-56; Kai Nielserquality
and Liberty: A Defense of Radical Egalitarianigiotowa, NJ: Rowman & Allanheld,
1985); Richard Normarkree and Equa(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987); and
Iris Marion Young Justice and the Politics of Differen@@rinceton: Princeton University

Press, 1990).

4 Baker et al.Equality,ch. 2.

5 J.S. Mill, A System of Logijin Collected Works of John Stuart Millolumes vii and

viii, ed. J.M. RobsoriToronto: University of Toronto Press, 1973).



Of course, once we begin to think about the le¥ebonplication utilitarian
theories have reached in discussing other topids as truthfulness, punishment, social
justice, democracy and liberty (to mention only soohthe issues raised by Mill
himself), we can give up any hope of a simple, atraversial utilitarian position on
political violence. In the areas just mentioneditatians have developed sophisticated
strategies that often have the effect of bringhmgrtconclusions much closer to ‘common
sense’ morality. The moral complexity that in a epturalistic outlook lies on the
surface of moral deliberation reappears in soptagtd forms of utilitarianism in the
middle ranges of the theory. Thus the simple ser&ucture of utilitarianism hides
complexity rather than avoiding it. One of my cah&iims in this paper is to try to

provide a structure for dealing with this complgxitore adequately.

The consequentialist approach has been taken @redavell-known discussions

of political violence, of which the most directlgievant to our purposes is Ted

Honderich’s treatment of violence for equa@ty-londerich’s view is that ‘the left’ is
interested in greater equality and freedom. Viodeisgustified if it produces more of
these goods than it costs. The problem, as wititani@nism, lies in predicting the effects
of violence, and Honderich’s own view is that wamat be confident about these effects
and therefore cannot be confident about violend#ofigh he discusses anti-

consequentialist objections to violence, he hde Bympathy for them, maintaining that

6 Ted Honderichyiolence for EqualitfHarmondsworth: Penguin, 1980).



in any situation where violence is on the agendeh principles will conflict, throwing

the issue back to consequentialist assessment.

My reservations about Honderich’s approach aredidofirst, although it is easy
to sympathise with Honderich’s impatience towatdsse opponents of violence who are
no friends of equality, | shall argue that egaigas must take non-consequentialist
arguments more seriously. Secondly, | shall argaedven within the area of
consequentialist argument it is possible to giveersdructure to the question than
Honderich provides. | shall start by looking at Mewvelli’'s more eclectic approach to
violence, and then try to apply some of the consititens he raises to the issue of

violence for equality.

THE MACHIAVELLIAN PERSPECTIVE

The interpretation of Machiavelli is notoriouslyntmversial: writing in 1972,
Isaiah Berlin had already counted twenty distint¢lipretations, and proceeded to add
another one onto the heZFMy aim here is not, however, to interpret Machlavmit to

use him, concentrating in particular on a stragfard reading of the text dihe

7 |saiah Berlin, ‘The Originality of Machiavelli’niStudies on Machiavejled. Myron P.
Gilmore (Florence: Sansoni, 1972): 147-206; repdrit Isaiah BerlinThe Proper Study
of Mankind: An Anthology of Essaysd. Henry Hardy and Roger Hausheer (London:

Chatto & Windus, 1997): 269-325.



Prince8 Machiavelli's writings are useful for any discussiof political violence for at
least three reasons. The first is that he famauslytains that violence is part of the very
fabric of political life. Secondly, his treatmettipugh succinct, seems to be an eclectic
combination of consequentialist and non-conseqalsttperspectives. A third reason is
that he is an intensely political writer, treatipgjitics as a distinct arena that, as Croce

puts it, ‘has its own laws against which it is vearrebel, nor can politics itself be

exorcised or chased out of the world with holy wa%Even though his political aims
can hardly be called egalitarian in twenty-firshieery terms, his writings do have a real

relevance to our issue, as | hope to demonstrate.

Consequentialist elements: power and security

On the surface, Machiavelli’s discussionTine Princeseems strictly
consequentialist. The central aim of the book iteligprinces how to gain and maintain
their rule. Chapters 1-11 give detailed advice ow princes can come to power, chapters
12-14 on how they can defend themselves from atleis chapters 15-23 on how they

can fend off internal dangers. The final three ¢depapply the general discussion to

8 It might be objected that every use of an autheolves an implicit interpretation. In
this paper, my specific understandings of Machidseéxts are set out as | cite them, but

| eschew any grander interpretive framework.

9 Benedetto Croce, ‘Machiavelli and Vico’, Bolitics and Moralstrans. Salvatore J.

Castiglione (New York: Philosophical Library, 19458-66.



Machiavelli’s Italy, exhorting the Italian princés do something about the appalling

situation he surveys.

We shall see in a moment that this simple pictsiieadequate; but even
considered as a piece of purely consequentialitihgy The Princeoffers valuable
insights into political violence. To assess thdsarty, it helps to make a three-way
distinction between what | shall call the moralligoand prudential consequences of
political acts. The moral consequences of an &ctharse relevant to whatever
consequentialist moral principles we wish to agplyhem. Thus, for classical utilitarians
the moral consequences are effects on happiness,fahHonderich they are effects on
freedom and equality. By contrast, policy and pnegeare both what might be called
strictly political considerations. Policy conseqoes are those relating to the particular
policies a political actor wants to implement, wiestthese are building an empire,
accumulating wealth, propagating Christianity, fagdhe poor, improving public health,
or whatever. These aims may or may not be derirggd fnoral principles, but in any
case they are typically more specific. Prudentimlsequences have to do with the ability
of political actors to attain and hold onto poltipower in the first place. Machiavelli
simply reminds us of the fact that we cannot aahigwr policy objectives unless we have
political power, and that what's necessary for eeimg this power may be largely distinct

from anything to do with what the power is to bedifor.

This distinction is only implicit inThe Prince mainly because in that book
Machiavelli credits princes with little in the way policy objectives other than to

maintain and expand their own power and glory, laechuse he is typically seen as



rejecting morality altogether. There is thus littenflict between objectives laid down by
morality, policy and prudence. But Machiavelli'sdussion of Savonarola in chapter 6 is
an example where the aims come unstuck. Savanoijavell have had admirable
objectives, but he neglected to do what was negegsaaintain his political position
and was defeated. In particular, he failed to baeregardless of one’s moral and policy
aims, it is prudentially necessary to be prepavagse violence. As Machiavelli

comments, with characteristic over-generalisation:

All armed prophets have conquered, and unarmedptsghave come to grief....

Therefore one must urgently arrange matters sonthah [the people] no longer

believe they can be made to believe by fdi@e.

In chapter 17, Machiavelli again stresses the ha@edruelty’, especially among
new princes, ‘because of the abundant dangers@wdy won state’. As Pocock argues,
the need for force is particularly acute for nempes and, by extension, for political

innovators of all kinds. This is because they a@ idelegitimised’ setting, in which the

ancient customs that legitimate long-standing regifmave been swept awkyThe new

prince faces particular dangers from those whdtasatened by his rule. That is why

10 Niccold Machiavelli,The Prince revised ed., trans. George Bull (Harmondsworth:

Penguin, 1975), ch. 6.

113.G.A. PocockThe Machiavellian Moment: Florentine Political Thght and the

Atlantic Republican TraditiofPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1975),6ch.
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Cesare Borgia had to act to ‘crush’ the Orsiniiatgalia12 In theDiscourses,

Machiavelli explains how the same logic requiredtBs to kill his own sons, securing

the Roman republic against a return to tyrai‘a%wlachiavelli’s view on the prudential

necessity of violence is unambiguous.

For our purposes, the first lesson of all thistiaightforward. Since being in
power is a necessary precondition for carryingpmlicy, any position we are inclined to
adopt on political violence has to pass three té@dtss to achieve not just its moral and
policy objectives but must also allow us to gaid amintain power. What raises serious
issues for egalitarianism is Machiavelli's contentthat violence is prudentially
necessary regardless of aim; for, as we shalltkeanoral and policy consequences of

political violence are likely to be anti-egalitaria

Prudential constraints on violence

Machiavelli certainly maintains that the succesgpfuhce must be prepared to use
violence. But his endorsement of violence is qiediin two different ways. The first and
most important qualification is prudential. Violenmust not be used in a way that
undermines the prince’s political position. Thug, éxample, Machiavelli stresses

throughoutThe Princethat one must avoid being hated. Although he danmsiinterfering

12 Machiavelli, The Prince ch. 7.

13 Niccolo Machiavelli,The Discoursesd. Bernard Crick, trans. Leslie J. Walker

(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1970), Book Ill, ch. iii.
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with property and with women to be the prime cauddsatred, he acknowledges that
excessive cruelty can also be a cause, advisiogapter 17 that ‘If ... it does become
necessary to execute someone, this should be dadye/ben there is proper justification
and manifest reason for it". And in chapter 19pbets out that the emperor Maximinus
became hated for this very reason: ‘he impressegeiople as being extremely savage
(crudelissim@ because he inflicted many cruelties through heggets in Rome and in
other parts of the empire’. The prince must airhédeared without being hated.

Violence is necessary to achieve the fear, buebatrust be carefully avoided.

Earlier, in his discussion of Agathocles, Machiéivals down more specific

rules for the use of violence:

We can say that cruelty is used well (if it is pesible to talk in this way about
what is evil) when it is employed once for all, atk’s safety depends on it, and

then it is not persisted in but as far as possibieed to the good of one’s

subjectsl4

These rules derive largely from the necessity tmdakiatred, since prolonged or
gratuitous cruelty can provoke this dangerous r@acBut the final rule relates to
another general (if popularly unacknowledged) them&achiavelli’s, which is that the
wise prince survives by benefiting the people. Theisays in chapter 9 that even a prince

who is brought to power by the nobility in a ‘cahgional principality’ should try to win

14 Machiavelli, The Prince ch. 8.
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the people over, too: ‘it is necessary for a prittcchave the friendship of the people;
otherwise he has no remedy in times of adverghygain, in chapter 19 he emphasises the
ways that popular support protects the prince agaimnspiracies. And in chapter 20, he
castigates those who think that they can rely oimdsses to protect themselves against
their subjects. On the contrary, he maintainsstigport of the people is the prince’s
strongest fortress. Machiavelli’s rule that violershould be used in a way that benefits

the people and encourages popular support is igfca ith all this other advice.

There is nothing particularly startling about thesaditions for violence. What is
important for us is the way Machiavelli brings &us to prudential considerations
independently of the policy aims of the politicat@ in question. Such a focus allows us
to get beyond the very general issue of whethaobwiolence is likely to ‘succeed’ to a
more concrete examination of the political condiion which the issue of violence
arises, and whether, in particular, violence islifko create and consolidate, or to

undermine, the establishment of effective politjpaiver.

Non-consequentialist elements: Virtu and crime

The ethical viewpoint Machiavelli is notorious fdnallenging inThe Princeis
not a consequentialist one. When he opens hiswgpdiscussion in chapter 15, the
subject is ‘The things for which men, and espegiatinces, are praised or blamed’, those
things being a range of conventional classical@hndstian virtues like generosity and
purity. It is largely in terms of such virtues tliaé detailed analysis of the following three

chapters takes place. When the discussion shifipaaking of norms of action, these are
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not consequentialist but paradigm cases of deggittabethics: norms like telling the

truth and keeping promises.

It might be said in reply that these are indeedethéal positions that Machiavelli
opposes, but that he does so precisely by takoansequentialist stance. Yet although
there really is a consequentialist strand in Mag#llgs writing, there is more than that. A
key discussion in this respect occurs in chapt@h@re, discussing Agathocles,

Machiavelli writes:

Yet it cannot be calledirtu to kill fellow citizens, to betray friends, to be

treacherous, pitiless, irreligious. These wayswamna prince power but not glory.

Virtu, of course, is that much-discussed Machiavelmtfor the qualities that
princes ought to have if they are to achieve gltgags. But however much scope there is
for disputing the interpretation of this conceptotpoints seem clear enough. The first is
that thevirtuosoprince cannot always be virtuousipng, since ‘a man who wants to act

virtuously in every way necessarily comes to gaieong the many who are not

virtuous’ 15 The second is thairtl is nevertheless akin to virtue, in referring ie first
instance to the prince’s character and beyondtthaitohibiting particular kinds of action
— action that the title of chapter 8 calls ‘crinfgtelerg. In support of this reading of

Machiavelli, one might also think of the famous tatimn about Romulus in the

15 Machiavelli, The Prince ch. 15.
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Discourses‘Though the act accuses, the result excuk@#s Steven Lukes has

observed, that is not the attitude of a conseqaisttibut of someone who sees a conflict

between the intrinsic wrongness of an action ard/gue of its consequenck5.

The final sentence of the passage about Agathshlass how these non-
consequentialist elements in Machiavelli’'s thougfect the consequentialist ones. For
on any reading, Machiavelli is urging the princestave not just for power but for glory.
Glory, however, only accrues to thgtuosoprince — the prince who is truly admirable.
And admirability depends not just on what one agksebut on how one behaves. Thus,
as in all coherent ethical outlooks, there is @esgatic interplay between considerations

of character, action and consequence.

Non-consequentialist constraints on violence

Whether Machiavelli accepts non-consequentialikstasaasonclusive
constraints on violence is more problematic. ttue that he seems to condemn the
violence of Agathocles, but the fact that Agathsdtethen held up as an exemplar for
using cruelty well leads one to wonder whether Niagtlli really objects to his actions.
The doubt is reinforced by what Machiavelli saythatbeginning of the chapter. After

introducing the category of princes who come to @oly crime, he writes:

16 Machiavelli, The DiscoursesBook I, ch. ix.

17 steven Lukesylarxism and Morality(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985), 148.
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| shall give two examples, one from the ancientldyarne from the modern,
without otherwise discussing the rights and wrafmgeriti) of the subject,

because | imagine that these examples are enoughyone who has to follow

them18

That hardly suggests wholesale condemnation. Nesless, Machiavelli clearly
prefers the prince ofirtu to the criminal. And because thigtuosoprince exhibits those
‘manly’ attributes of courage, ferocity and greamef spirit, there is nothing about
violent activity per se that is likely to run coanto being a genuinely admirable person.

On the contrary, military activity in particular @e of the prime contexts for exhibiting

and developingirtt.19 That is one of the reasons why a prince ‘shoule v other
object or thought, nor acquire skill in anythingcept war, its organisation, and its
discipline’20 But as we have seen, there are forms of violemasethevirtuosoprince

could not countenance, that would bring power lmtitghory.

18 Machiavelli, The Prince ch. 8, emphasis added.

19 This is made particularly clear by Neal Wood, ‘Mawelli's Concept o¥irtli
ReconsideredPolitical Studiesl5, no. 2 (1967): 159-72; lvan Hannaford, ‘Mach#i\ge
Concept oiVirtu in The PrinceandThe Discourse®ReconsideredPolitical Studies20,
no. 2 (1972): 185-9; and Russell Price, ‘The Sené®értu in Machiavelli’, European

Studies Review, no. 4 (1973): 315-45.

20 Machiavelli, The Prince ch. 14.
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The value of this perspective for an examinatiomiofence for equality is not
just that it reminds us that there is more to tredweation of action than good or bad
consequences. It is also that, because it emplpgstigular and unconventional ethos, it
forces us to consider whether there are distireghlitarian norms and virtues to which
we need to be sensitive in discussing violencemsand virtues that might get lost in an
attempt to talk about violence in a very generatamventional way. In what remains, |
shall try to follow Machiavelli’s lead. | shall l&dirst at non-consequentialist
considerations, before going on to consider thealrmmsequences of violence. | shall
then turn to more strictly political aims, concepiboth policy objectives and political

efficacy. The result, | hope, will be to providdedst a more helpful structure for

discussing violence than is sometimes found ifitemature21

A MACHIAVELLIAN TREATMENT OF VIOLENCE FOR EQUALITY

Egalitarianism

Egalitarianism as | understand it has at its caetaf principles of equality. In

particular, | endorse a radical conception of ‘éiyaf condition’ that has five key

21 Geras has also remarked on the lack of specififitite literature on the ethics of
revolution, but his concern is the ethics goverrangolent struggle, not the question of
whether a violent struggle is justified in the fipdace (‘Our Morals’, 189-196). Bufacchi
is exceptional in placing more structure on thestjoa, but does so by using just war

theory as a template. S€®lence and Social Justicel. 9.
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dimensions: respect and recognition; resources, lcare and solidarity; power; and

working and Iearniné.2 In each of these dimensions, the precise mearitegjoality’ is
open to further specification and does not neciégsafer tostrict equality, but those
details are not relevant to what follows. Whatekevant is that this multidimensional
conception of equality has both distributional aaldtional aspects. On the one hand, it
aims at much more equal distributions of resourck)e good of being loved and cared
for and of the burdens and benefits of working k@adning. On the other hand, it calls for
much more egalitarian relationships among peoplparticular relationships of respect

and recognition, of love, care and solidarity, ahgower.

Contemporary radical egalitarianism is pluralist jost in its dimensions, but also
in terms of the social divisions it addresses. Uiaditjes of social class are of course still
central to egalitarianism, but it is also concem#éti gender, sexual orientation,
disability, ethnicity, age and many other sociaislons. As we shall see, gender equality

in particular raises important issues about viadenc

For Machiavelli, the key political actor is theqre. By contrast, the political

project of egalitarianism is a collective one.he Marxist-Leninist tradition, the ‘prince’

is the political party23 But for contemporary, pluralist, complex concepi@f equality,

22 Baker et al.Equality, ch. 2.

23 Antonio GramsciSelections from the Prison Notebooks of Antonion@@ eds. and

trans. Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell-Smith (don: Lawrence and Wishart, 1971),
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the relevant political actor is best understoottims of a network of egalitarian social

movement#4 The issue of violence is therefore, for us, a tjoeof the political

strategies that these movements should adopt.

Since its aim is to develop a society in conformatih the principles of equality,
radical egalitarianism constitutes a political patjwith a consequentialist character: the
best political activities and policies, other trsrggual, are those that do most to achieve
this outcome. Unlike many consequentialist iddadsyever, the consequences that
radical egalitarians aim for are not aggregativiedistributive in structure: they are not
(primarily) concerned with the total amount of geduit with achieving more equal
distributions of them. In addition, since its piples have both distributional and
relational aspects, radical egalitarianism is algooject infused with non-
consequentialist values. Those values entail batfain norms of action — that people
should be treated with respect and care and witthoonination — and also an account of
the characteristics that are admirable in egaditasictors: virtues of mutual respect and

recognition, of cooperativeness and democracyaid and solidarity. This is not an all-

124-205. Because both the aiofgadical egalitarians, their identification okthelevant
collective actor and their foregrounding of normatissues of justice and equality are
significantly different from those of Marxism, itould be a mistake to consider the topic
of this paper to be very closely related to theessdealt with by Gramsci or to the

particular use henakes of Machiavelli.

24 Baker et al.Equality,ch. 10.
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embracing conception of the good person, but isgoek out certain key egalitarian
character traits. These considerations of conseg @ation and character are of a similar
structure to Machiavelli’s, but their content igweifferent. The question we have to
pursue is whether they are equally consistent thighuse of political violence and, if not,

what this implies about the feasibility of the r@lly egalitarian project.

Moral arguments against violence

As we have noticed, the quality aftu is quite consistent with the use of violence
in many circumstances. But how consistent is vicdewith the qualities admirable in an
egalitarian? The caring, cooperative, communal,abeatic character is hardly the
candidate for charging the ruling class with baysnim utter contrast witkirtu, violence

does not reinforce the egalitarian virtues but cigtst against them.

This is not to say that the egalitarian is incapatifltaking a stand against
injustice: far from it. The moral courage to stampdand be counted is as admirable in
egalitarian circles as anywhere. But that couragmnsistent with viewing one’s
relationship to the enemies of equality as oneoatern and respect, even if they will not
return the compliment. The difficulty lies in seginow these attitudes are consistent with
treating others as enemies with whom one is irokent conflict, enemies one has
conditioned oneself to kill or maim. A prolongedrgaaign of political violence seems to
presuppose the absence of those virtues of regaeetand cooperation with which

egalitarianism is intrinsically infused.
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These observations about the virtues of egalitargaa of course closely related to

non-consequentialist egalitarian norms. A relewistussion is ‘The Case for Pacifism’

by Richard Norman, himself a radical egalitarf@iNorman argues that the uniqueness
of each life gives the principle of respect foelgriority over other values such as
autonomy and happiness, because those valuesdduoentith the quality of the lives of
distinct human beings and derive from the princthbg each such being matters for her
or his own sake. Norman accepts that the princgohot absolute, and can be overridden
by considerations of self-defence or of very geedfering and oppression, but he
wonders whether there are very many occasions whem counter-arguments actually
prevail. Respect for persons therefore generasé®ag presumption against violence, at

least insofar as it involves killing.

To this respect-based argument, we should add tixeys The first is based on
the idea that love, care and solidarity also ctutstia key dimension of equality. Like
respect, this dimension has a non-consequentiagication, namely that people should
be treated with care. Violence is of course thetapposite of this principle. The second
argument is based on the dimension of power. Hga@athe egalitarian is committed
not just to bringing abow society of equal power, but to relating to ottershe basis of

cooperation rather than domination. While violeagainst oppression may be a way of

25 Richard Norman, ‘The Case for Pacifisiaurnal of Applied Philosophy, no. 2

(1988): 197-210.
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resisting domination, it is also a way of domingtone’s enemy: again the exact opposite

of how egalitarians should behave.

Violent struggle does typically involve bonds ofidarity among those who
cooperate in the struggle. The problem is thatehmsds do not extend to all members
of society. Moreover, the bonds of comradeshiprimsaare typically shot through by
relationships of command and obedience that asediferent from democratic
cooperation. Democratic armies are not, perhagg)awn — a famous example is

Orwell’s celebration of the republican forcesHomage to Catalonia but they are few

and far betweeR6

These non-consequentialist arguments against \d@ellad naturally to the
question of whether there are consequentialisbresathat override them. A familiar

point, made by both Arendt and Honderich, is that extremely difficult to predict the

course of a campaign of violenéé Honderich treats this as a basis for even-handed
scepticism, since it is also difficult to predibetcourse of a campaign of non-violence.
But we do know one thing about a campaign of viodemamely that it necessarily
creates inequalities by causing harm to its victiBiace the consequences that
egalitarianism aims at are distributive rather thggregative, it is not enough to protest

that violence may lead to less overall sufferirgnthhon-violence. One must also show

26 George OrwellHomage to CatalonigLondon: Secker & Warburg, 1951).

27 Arendt,On Violence Honderich Violence for Equality.
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that it would lead to a more equal outcome, andlevoat simply replace one oppressed
group by another. Moreover, as Bufacchi emphasiségre is one generalisation that
holds pretty consistently through history, it iatithose who are violently attacked by
their opponents usually step up their oppressitrerahan give way, leading to an

escalating cycle of violence that is likely to hatme people who are already

disadvantaged8 Because of its distributive character, egalitasiancannot justify that

harm by the good that may accrue to others.

We can allow for the sake of argument that the taset water-tight, that in
principle a violent campaign might lead to greaiguality. But the way that the resort to
violence immediately generates inequalities, togrettith the difficulty of finding
revolutions that have really achieved equality,mufs a strong consequentialist

presumption against violence.

Policy arguments against violence

Although these general moral arguments againseénad are powerful,
generations of revolutionaries have tended to discthem on broadly Machiavellian
grounds, namely that although it may be morally iaglbhe to reject violence, it is
politically necessary to use it. And so it is imjamoit to consider more strictly political
issues if the argument against violence is to laenereal force. Let us, then, consider the

effect of violence on the specific policy aims ghétarians. Egalitarians seek a society of

28 Bufacchi,Violence and Social Justice.
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mutual respect, yet violent struggles are likelptomote mutual distrust and disdain.
Egalitarians aim at equality of resources, butentlconflicts often destroy people’s
property, render them homeless and wreck wateitasiam and power infrastructures.
Egalitarians are trying to bring about societiest gatisfy the love and care needs of all
their members, but being subjected to violenchasiblar opposite of this goal.
Egalitarians want to reduce power inequalities Watent struggles not only typically
operate through authoritarian organisations whosees of thought are difficult to
dislodge, but also teach their participants thgoif can’t get what you want by
persuasion then you can always try force. Egaditerivant decent work and self-realising
learning for all, but in the wake of a violent clictf people are likely to be overwhelmed

by the sheer toil of reconstruction.

These multidimensional ways that violence can umder the political aims of
egalitarianism are forcefully illustrated by theirpact on sexual equality. In most of the
political violence in recorded history, women héigeired more heavily on the side of the
victims than of the perpetrators, and have shoattidisproportionate costs in caring for
the wounded and maimed. Even if one is scepticaliathe view that men are inherently
violent and women inherently nurturing, these etpectations remain dominant in
contemporary cultures, and violent conflicts rernéthem. The tendency of groups
engaged in violent struggles to glorify their mhéroes and to neglect the contributions

and sufferings of women augurs badly for a gendefiarian aftermath.

All of these arguments are at their strongest wdwesidering the idea of a violent

campaign aimed at achieving something like a fedjglitarian society. They are much
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weaker if the issue is whether to use violencanelmrate a situation of severe
oppression — to make a very unequal society a ltitbre equal. In some contemporary

societies, violence may be the only remotely fdasaption for the oppressed, and

perhaps even their only really dignified respoA2és Arendt and Honderich argue,
violence can also sometimes be effective in adiod grievances and bringing about
reforms30 An egalitarian movement may also find itself upiagt forces that are beyond
any kind of democratic control, for example thesmrentions of foreign governments or
corporations, that may only respond to violenceesSEhcases raise further questions about

the constraints within which violence should becfised, questions of undoubted

importance but for another occasi®hMy primary aim here is to argue that political
violence poses serious problems for an egalitaniamement intent on radical change
within a capitalist democracy: problems that arthlsthical and political, that are much
more severe than those faced by Machiavelli’s posype prince, and that make the use
of violence in such cases highly dubious. Conttanyhat may be thought, the case
against such revolutionawolence turns out to be stronger than the casmstgasing

violence for ameliorating extreme inequality.

29 Bufacchi,Violence and Social Justiceh. 9.
30 Arendt,On Violence Honderich Violence for Equality.

31 For useful discussions, see Geras, ‘Our Moraig], BufacchiViolence and Social

Justicech. 9.
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Prudential arguments over violence

Claiming that revolutionary violence is a doubttidategy for contemporary
radical egalitarians is hardly controversial; teealutionary left is practically non-
existent in any case. But when we consider thegutial dimension of Machiavelli’'s
approach, this comforting conclusion becomes probte. For as we have noted,
Machiavelli maintains that violence is practicatigvitable in any attempt to gain and
maintain power, particularly for a new prince dnet political innovator facing the
reaction of those he dispossesses. If that is tiee, radical egalitarians seem to be
placed in a hopeless dilemma, forced to choosedsatyolitical failure and self-
defeating success. But perhaps it is false; afteMachiavelli wrote a long time ago.
Perhaps politics has changed sufficiently thatanok is no longer a vital ingredient of

Success.

The strongest support for this revised conclusmmes from considering
Machiavelli’s claim that successful rulers shouttlta maintain popular support.
However paradoxical this view may appear in theteanof Machiavelli’'s own writings,
it is a political consideration of crucial importanto the egalitarian project. This is
because the political strength that an egalitamamement would need for accomplishing
its aims could not possibly be limited to contreeothe apparatus of the state. No merely
legal strategy could bring about the kind of coagige society egalitarians seek, and thus
any account of the power necessary for achievirsgaihjective must go beyond control

of the state to the idea of a very broadly-basethtoonsensus.
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At a more pedestrian level, it is perfectly obvidligt in most capitalist
democracies there is a deeply entrenched beltdkEirdemocratic process’, however
strongly we might wish to point out the limitatioathis process in practice. Although
revolutionaries have frequently used violence agairestern liberal democratic states,
they have been markedly unsuccessful in challentpagopular belief that such violence

is undemocratic and therefore illegitimate.

Another prudential argument raised by Machiavalh@erns the issue of counter-
violence. Machiavelli assumes that aspiring prinegisface violence from those they
displace. They need to be prepared to ‘kill thessmiBrutus’. But in our era, the
argument might seem to be reversed. For it miglargeed that, so long as egalitarian
forces abstain from the use of force, their opptsare unlikely to be able to use force
against them, and a peaceful social revolution mesraossible. Once, however, we begin
to use violence on our own part, we are merelytimyia violent reaction. Thus the

politically expedient course is to renounce viokcompletely.

| do not know whether anyone seriously maintairs dihgument, though it seems
to me to have a ring of authenticity about it. @as only to set it out, however, to see
that it depends on the assumption that conservadrees will only use violence to
defend their position if violently attacked. Singe in fact have very few historical cases
of radically progressive movements coming to pothesugh non-violent means, the
hypothesis is hard to refute empirically, but seghmples as the Spanish Civil War and
the overthrow of Allende and the Sandanistas arfden reassuring. As those examples

illustrate, the threat of violence from opponerith@ne is exacerbated by the likelihood
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of foreign intervention. A radically egalitarian rement would not just be challenging

local elites but international capitalism.

At a more theoretical level, it is easy to see thatdefenders of privilege
encounter few of the objections we have canvasgeist the use of violence. Indeed,
one might bluntly suggest that since their politmajective is not a matter of principle at
all but simply to maintain their position, they éago serious ethical obstacles. Or less
cynically, that their position is similar to thatMachiavelli’s prince, because their moral
and political ideals — the right to private progethe importance of stable political
authority, the legitimacy of competitive strugghad so on — sustain rather than
undermine the use of force to protect their positloke the prince, they need popular
support, but this need is not as pressing as tbe okegalitarians, since (like established,
hereditary princes) for the most part what theydneemerely passive acceptance, and
since what they are trying to accomplish is mucher@amenable to being implemented
through the use of state power. Naturally, werg thdind themselves completely bereft
of supporters, they would face a serious politgrablem. But, for them, the strategic
implication of this fact is that it would be betterstrike sooner rather than later, before

their radical opponents have succeeded in gathexiagvhelming popular endorsement.

If the reversed form of Machiavelli’'s argument i&convincing, we are left with
its original form: that anyone who challenges thoseently in power must command
superior forces and be prepared to use them. Unibpnophets come to grief. This is not
a question of contemplatirgpups d’étatbut of having a strategy for standing up to, and

if necessary defeating militarily, the violencetloé right. Is that level of commitment to
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the possible use of force acceptable? We seemdrtddee faced with a cruel dilemma.
For if we reject violence, then the prospects tmtained radical change seem doomed.
But if we accept its use, then we are up agaihgh@lmoral and political objections we

have already looked at.

Answers to the dilemma?

Is there an answer to the dilemma? It's hard tcosee Traditionally, the most
widely practised answer was an ideology of gradualihat seemed to expect the world to
change from one social form to another without aithe major losers really noticing.
Since no gradualist movement has come anywhergo@aaking fundamental changes
to the structure of capitalist societies, we havme reason to be sceptical of this strategy.
Closely allied with gradualism are Fabian and Ganuktrategies that aim to avoid or to
defeat violence non-violently by making a moralrdellectual appeal to the privileged to
renounce their oppression. Alas, there is agaioiqus little support for the belief that
such a conversion is possible. This is not becatigeal considerations are completely
incapable of overriding self-interest, but becaihsy do not seem capable of doing so on

the required scale.

Perhaps a more ‘Gramscian’ strategy of trying &ate a new ideological

hegemony falls into a different categdThe aim would be to build such a climate of

32| refer to this strategy as ‘Gramscian’ becausiésaedmphasis on ideological change.

However, Gramsci’'s own analysis in tRason Notebooksf the respective contributions
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egalitarianism among the populace that the oldweds no longer politically sustainable.
Something of this structure seems to have occumr&gastern Europe and the Soviet
Union, allowing in most cases for a peaceful transf power, and is therefore worthy of
a closer examination than is possible here. Bugeltases of democratic transition are

sufficiently different in context and ambition froilmose of egalitarian transformation that

their lessons are hard to disc8fln particular, the fact that these regimes were
undemocratic but not wholly efficient in silencidgsent meant that an ideological
alternative, already flourishing abroad, was abledtablish a really widespread hold

before changes of regime took place.

In capitalist democracies, the incubation of a mdewological hegemony is likely
to be arrested prematurely by a narrow victorjhatgolls. A radical government with the
support of at best a slim majority of the populatieould not be in a position to declare
the fruitlessness of challenging its rule and wahketefore be likely to provoke the
counter-revolution on which our dilemma is found&d.pin one’s hopes on the idea that

such a counter-revolution would be seen as illegite, because it violated the

of ideological change and revolutionary force shtived he himself did not countenance

a dilemma of the sort addressed here.
33 For a useful survey of interpretations of 198@, Aadrew Arato, ‘Interpreting 1989,
in Civil Society, Constitution and Legitima@yanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield,

2000), 1-41.
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democratic rules of the game, seems misguided, fiesause it expects an exceptional
degree of moral constraint over self-interest, sexbndly, because it underestimates the
degree to which a movement proposing a radicalyitagian transformation of the rules
of civil society would itself be viewed as illegitate by its opponents. Such a movement

would indeed be a ‘new prince’, a political innawabperating in a de-legitimised setting.

As before, it is important to distinguish in aletde cases between a radically
egalitarian political project and an essentiallprmist one. Strategies renouncing
violence may well be successful in achieving refmrmdeed, the transitions in Eastern

Europe were from an egalitarian point of view pseby of this character, since they

represented (at best) a significant shift towarésugr overall equality of conditioH*
Many other egalitarian social movements have aedeignificant gains by non-violent
means. The case made here is about the diffictigxtending those strategies to more

radical aims.

CONCLUSIONS

In this paper | have argued that radical egalitari@ce a real dilemma in their
political project. Not only do their aims rest amethical outlook that runs strongly

against the use of violence, but its use is litelipe counter-productive both in

34 n these countries, political reforms have aimegreater political equality, though
economic reforms have exacerbated economic inggudlhether this counts as a move

towards greater overall equality of condition prolyararies from country to country.
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implementing their principles and in establishimgl anaintaining popular support. At the
same time, the belief that an attempt to radicgignge the structure of capitalist
societies would not be met by violent oppositioaerss naive. The gradualist strategy that
has marked western social democracy and is nowalliytunchallenged provides no
answer to the dilemma, while what I've labelled tGeamscian’ strategy seems liable to
premature firing. The dilemma is not particulargmn— it might be said to have plagued
the socialist movement since its inception. Bubpé that by running the argument
through Machiavellian considerations it is lesgljkto be dismissed either by people
who think that a dose of Machiavellian ‘realismeisough to dissolve the problem or by
those who think that the problem of reactionaryence has evaporated. My argument
has been rooted in Machiavelli’s analysis of the ofsforce in politics, an analysis that
still seems relevant nearly five centuries latert Blachiavelli also wrote that the prince

must be both a lion and a fox, ‘because a liorefernceless against traps and a fox is

defenceless against wolveX.Perhaps the egalitarian movement can yet be liongh

to confront oppression but fox enough to avoidtthp of violence.

35 Machiavelli, The Prince ch. 18.



