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ABSTRACT 
 
 

Nonviolent strategies have been shown to be more effective than violent 

insurgencies for countering oppression while increasing the subsequent degree of 

democracy in the country and reducing its chances of civil war.  But we still do 

not know why some campaigns work and others do not.  This dissertation 

develops a methodology for reframing our understanding of nonviolent conflict 

according to the all quadrants all levels (AQAL) model of integral theory that can 

also be used to investigate other topics as well.    

The literature review covers terms, definitions, and misconceptions about 

nonviolent conflict, a historical lineage, and an overview of current theories and 

personalities.  The terms simple and complex AQAL are introduced, and the 

AQAL model is contextualized with current knowledge as relevant to the five 

elements of integral theory: quadrants, types, states, and lines and levels of 

development.  The model is then overlaid with each of the five primary debates in 

the field to show how integral theory reduces the polarization that often defines 

academic disputes and better informs our understanding of nonviolent conflict by 

allowing inclusion of all valid lines of truth.  Integral methodological pluralism 

(IMP) is then used to bring forth the disciplinary subquestions in each 

methodological zone that, if answered, would begin to fill in the disciplinary gaps 
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in our knowledge and better complete the process of contextualizing the AQAL 

model.  I then offer suggestions for six integral research projects that use IMP to 

take a transdisciplinary approach to researching the more complex dynamics that 

happen between all of the factors identified previously and in context of the 

evolving situation.  This process advances our understanding of how to use 

integral theory to reframe our approach to a field of inquiry, reduces the confusion 

surrounding nonviolent conflict by basing the investigation on perspectives not 

perceptions, and produces a model that is inclusive of all valid lines of truth and 

weighs their importance based on the context of the situation.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 Nonviolent campaigns for countering violent oppression have been twice 

as successful as violent insurgencies over the last century and they have been 

shown to increase the subsequent degree of democracy in the country while 

decreasing its chance of civil war (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011; Karatnychy & 

Ackerman, 2005); more people are willing and able to participate in civil 

resistance, and the process can undermine the superiority of modern weapons.  

Nonviolent action can also reduce the casualties suffered by the opposition group 

and it limits the destruction to the environment and the country’s infrastructure 

that results from direct violence.  But every campaign is different, there are no set 

formulas for success, and there can be horrific results for the opposition group 

when nonviolent conflict fails.  Integral theory offers a more comprehensive 

model for illuminating the many factors involved in civil resistance and showing 

how they integrate to successfully oppose tyranny.  The question guiding this 

dissertation is how can reframing the idea of nonviolent conflict according to the 

integral model improve our analysis of the theories guiding the field, reduce and 

inform the debates within the community, bring forth relevant data from 

associated fields of inquiry, identify the gaps in our current knowledge, help us to 

design integral research projects for a more complex understanding of the 

dynamics involved, and assist nonviolent campaigns countering oppression now 

and in the future.  In the process of answering this question I introduce two 

conceptual variations to the AQAL model and I demonstrate one way that can be 



 

 2 

used to reframe a contested field according to integral theory for gaining a more 

complex understanding of the dynamics involved.  

Two general social scientific arguments define the debate on the 

effectiveness of nonviolent methods against violent oppression.  The first stance, 

which usually takes a disciplinary approach and is more accepted by social 

scientists, assumes that the structural elements framing a society bear the greatest 

influence on the success of a nonviolent campaign (e.g., political process theory).  

The second argument, which takes a multi-disciplinary approach and is more 

embraced by activists, assumes that a leader’s power arises from the people’s 

obedience and that effective strategy can be used to withdraw their support and 

weaken the oppressive regime (e.g., consent theory; Nepstad, 2011; Sharp, 2005; 

K. Schock, personal communication, 30 July 2012).  Both of these methods for 

studying civil resistance are limited in the perspectives they engage and the lack 

of an organizing framework that ensures all relevant lines of truth are included in 

the discussion.  The integral model advances our study of nonviolent conflict by 

allowing space for multiple disciplines and methodological approaches while 

honoring their appropriate validity concerns, ensuring no discipline is privileged 

over the others, and facilitating disciplinary, multi, inter, and transdisciplinary 

research designs that integrate subjective, intersubjective, objective, and 

interobjective perspectives across all levels of complexity.  

Traditional disciplinary research is bound by the accepted methodology 

and validity concerns important to that community; little room is offered for the 

integration of knowledge from other fields.  Patricia Leavy (2011) explains that as 
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disciplines become more isolated and specialized the range of acceptable topics 

for study decreases.  A multidisciplinary approach attempts to be more inclusive 

by combining research from different fields, but again this knowledge was all 

developed within strict disciplinary boundaries.  This method has been likened to 

“epistemological silos” (T. Miller et al., 2008, Disciplinarities, para. 4), where 

researchers working on a complex topic remain isolated from each other within 

their own epistemology, and their data is then lumped together with little attempt 

at synthesis.  Tanya Augsburg (2006) describes the multidisciplinary approach as 

“essentially additive . . . [but] not interactive” (p. 21).   

Interdisciplinary research advances the idea of combining multiple 

disciplines by working toward their integration.  According to Julie Thomson 

Klein (2004), “the underlying concepts of interdisciplinarity—breadth and general 

knowledge, integration, and synthesis—are ancient” (p. 2).  Augsburg (2006) 

explains that interdisciplinarity is different than a multidisciplinary approach 

because the researchers are supposed to work together and integrate their ideas 

and data throughout the entire course of the research, not just lump it all together 

at the end.  But T. Miller et al. (2008) suggest that most interdisciplinary research 

is really only multidisciplinary because one dominant discipline continues to 

privilege its epistemology while using select research from other disciplines to 

support its findings.   

Transdisciplinary research works to reduce the bias that can arise in 

interdisciplinary projects, and provide a more open field of inquiry: It is “a form 

of action in which the boundaries demarcating specific disciplines evaporate, 
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roles become fluid, and knowledge is unified with a focus on mutual engagement 

within context, common processes, and unified structure” (Moxley, 2008, pp. 470 

- 471).  T. Miller et al. (2008) state that transdisciplinary research allows us to 

change the questions we ask, move disciplinary boundaries as necessary, and is 

often “characterized by an explicit engagement with society” (Disciplinarities, 

para. 6) while Klein (2008) suggests the process is “exemplified by the 

overarching syntheses of general systems and ecology” (p. S117).  Leavy (2011) 

describes transdisciplinary efforts as “issue—or problem—centered . . . over 

discipline-specific concerns, theories, or methods” (p. 9).  

The overriding premise of multi, inter, and transdisciplinary research is 

that many events in our world are too complex to be understood by any one 

discipline and these methodologies reflect our attempts to gain a more inclusive 

understanding of reality.  The integral model and its research correlate integral 

methodological pluralism (IMP) advance these efforts and escape some of their 

limitations by providing a postdisciplinary framework, which according to Sean 

Esbjörn-Hargens (2006), the former Director of the Integral Theory Program at 

John F. Kennedy University in San Francisco, California, 

can be used successfully in the context of approaches considered 
disciplinary (e.g., helping to integrate various schools of psychology into 
Integral Psychology), multidisciplinary (e.g., helping to investigate 
ecological phenomena from multiple disciplines), interdisciplinary (e.g., 
helping to apply methods from political science to psychological 
investigation), and transdisciplinary (e.g., helping numerous disciplines 
and their methodologies interface through a content-free framework. (p. 
82) 
 
Furthermore IMP engages eight primal zones, or perspectives, 

corresponding to the inner and outer dimensions of the subjective, intersubjective, 
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objective, and interobjective domains that together comprise our “entire spectrum 

of conscious experience” (Combs, 2009, p. 122).  While IMP embraces the 

“synergistic collaboration” (Leavy, 2011, p. 9) and integration of knowledge that 

transdisciplinarity strives for, it goes further by providing a framework that forces 

the researcher to remain aware of the other lines of truth involved.  Integrating 

data from each of the eight zones helps us achieve a more complete understanding 

of the topic and anything less is considered a partial representation of the whole: 

IMP reduces our natural and disciplinary tendencies toward bias and ensures we 

remain inclusive in our quest for greater truth.  

The primary audiences for this dissertation are the scholars studying 

strategic nonviolent conflict and the people leading nonviolent opposition 

movements around the world.  The strategic community is already 

multidisciplinary (Sharp, 2005), and their pragmatic focus indicates they may be 

open to a more integral approach.  For the people leading opposition movements 

the integral model provides a tool for developing a more accurate estimate of the 

conflict situation, planning the master strategy, and educating members within the 

movement; it can be engaged at many levels and given the wide variation of age, 

skills, education, and worldview of those participating in nonviolent conflict this 

application offers immediate benefits.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

The importance of this research is clear: Jonathan Schell (2003), an 

author, nuclear disarmament activist, and visiting fellow at Yale University claims 

both that Hiroshima “rendered the global war system unworkable beyond any 

hope of repair” (p. 47), and that shifts in humanity and the weapons of war have 

brought us to a point where we have both our greatest risk of destruction and our 

greatest chance for peace (p. 10).  Over three decades ago Gene Sharp, one of 

today’s most prominent theorists on nonviolent conflict (True, 2005) and founder 

of the Albert Einstein Institute (AEI) in 1983 for continued research and training 

on nonviolent action, claimed that we can reduce or eliminate war from the world 

system if we could find a nonviolent alternative “by which people can defend 

liberty, their way of life, humanitarian principles, their institutions and society, at 

least as effectively against military attack as can military means” (Sharp, 1980b, 

p. 6).  But most people still think that the idea of eliminating war is delusional, 

and instead hold to the conviction that war “is an inevitable and enduring 

institution of human society” (Baldwin & Mendlovitz, 1968, p. vi).  This may not 

be the case.  In the conclusion to his recent overview on civil resistance Kurt 

Schock (2012), an Associate Professor of Sociology and Global Affairs at Rutgers 

Newark College of Arts and Science, points out a critical paradox: That while the 

twentieth century was the bloodiest the world has ever known, it was also the 

period when nonviolent conflict overtook violent insurgency as the most effective 

way to relieve oppression and create a more free and democratic society.  

Somehow, under the cover of incomprehensible violence a new path emerged and 
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we achieved the “greatest century of nonviolent activism” (Kurlansky, 2006, p. 

145) our world has ever seen.  For me this evidence is compelling enough to 

warrant further research into the dynamics of effective nonviolent action.   

Nonviolent conflict is a form of positive peace that can break the link 

between the personal and structural violence defining our world and manifest both 

the values and social justice goals of a society without either (Galtung, 1969, pp. 

185-186).  Atheists as well as people of all religious faiths have embraced 

nonviolent methods (M. E. King, 2007, p. 23), and they have become such “an 

integral force in shaping people’s lives and the political direction of their 

societies” (Summy, 2009, p. 3) that only the “intellectually lazy” (p. 33) or those 

wishing to maintain the status quo now default to violent options.  But nonviolent 

action remains the tool of the oppressed, and no state has yet to implement a 

nonviolent policy because it is widely believed that doing so would submit it to 

conquest (Goldstein & Pevehouse, 2011, p. 135).  This literature review covers 

the terms, definitions, assumptions, misconceptions, and critiques of nonviolent 

conflict and an historical lineage of ideas and personalities leading to today’s 

community of activists and scholars.  

Terms, Definitions, Misconceptions, and Assumptions 

Many terms have been used to describe nonviolent ways of countering 

violent oppression including: civil resistance, people power, civic or political 

defiance, unarmed insurrections, strategic nonviolent conflict, and nonviolent 

action, struggle, resistance, and revolution: Implicit in all of these names is that it 

is an active nonviolent attempt by people for political change or industrial rights 
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(Ackerman & Duvall, 2000i, p. 113) that many times also characterizes their 

demand for a democratic society (Carter, 2012; Summy, 1993).  Through 

nonviolent conflict people reject passive coexistence (Schock, 2003, p. 705) based 

on the whims of a tyrant (Galtung, 1999, p. 107) and they challenge the power 

structure in the effort to transform their society (Clark, 2009c). 

People do not choose nonviolent action to resolve conflict but rather to 

engage it (Ackerman & Kruegler, 1994, p. 5; Bond, 1994, p. 60) in context 

specific (Schock, 2003, p. 705), indeterminate (outside of the normal processes) 

and unilateral (without the consent or cooperation of the other) ways (Bond, 1994; 

Deming, 1971) that work to keep the opposition off balance and constantly having 

to change their strategy as the campaign unfolds (Ackerman & Duvall, 2000b, p. 

287).  Nonviolent action has most often taken place in structured nonviolent 

campaigns with definite objectives such as ending oppression, checking invaders, 

securing human rights, or establishing a democratic society (Ackerman & Duvall, 

2000g, p. 492) rather than in more nebulous social movements that can last for 

generations (Ackerman & Kruegler, 1994, p. 10).  But the use of nonviolent 

conflict is shifting.  Schock (2009) explains that in the last quarter of the twentieth 

century contemporary social movements in the global south have increasingly 

been using collective nonviolent action to defend or reclaim their common lands 

from expropriation (p. 184), and one of the questions for future research is if 

nonviolent conflict is applicable in relatively free democratic societies where 

oppression is not as overt as in a dictatorship.   
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Nonviolent conflict “must be learned—it is neither instinctual or intuitive” 

(M. E. King, 2007, p. ix), it can be legal or illegal (Schock, 2003, p. 705), it can 

entail minimal or great risk, and it is used for both long and short-term goals 

(Carter, 2005, p. ix).  Unlike violent insurgencies nonviolent campaigns promote 

popular support (Ackerman & Duvall, 2000a, p. 328), allow greater participation 

by more segments of the society (p. 79), and reduce the excuses people have to 

not participate (p. 356).  As one Palestinian activist described it, few people are 

willing to be suicide bombers but anyone can take part in nonviolent action 

(Norman, 2010, p. 116).  This increased level of participation across diverse 

segments of the population works to insure that the nonviolent campaign is not 

hijacked my minority interests, it promotes better decision making (Martin, 

2009b), and it may result in more lasting change than can be achieved by violence 

or through the normal institutional channels (Schock, 2009, p. 199).   

Scholars studying social movements and revolutions tend to believe those 

events operate on a linear continuum where unsuccessful nonviolent action will 

eventually escalate into violence; they often take the pragmatic stance that violent 

and nonviolent tactics are compatible and that at times it is appropriate to mix the 

two approaches (Asal, Legault, Szekely, & Wilkenfeld, 2013; Schock, 2012, pp. 

13-15).  Civil resistance scholars take a different stance and see nonviolent 

conflict as a distinct third option for social change when conventional politics no 

longer suffice and violent insurgency is not acceptable (Ackerman & Kruegler, 

1994, p. 3) rather than simply being the opposite of or a precursor to violence 

(Ackerman & Duvall, 2000a, p. 368; Schock, 2003, p. 705; Schock, 2007; 
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Schock, 2009, p. 187); they also tend to see violent and nonviolent methods as 

incompatible with one another (Schock, 2012, pp. 13-15).  And more recently 

peace and social justice scholars are realizing that nonviolent methods may 

enhance conflict transformation processes designed to undermine the continued 

support for violence in a country (Dudouet, 2011). 

The effective use of nonviolent tactics, the weapons of civil resistance, 

generates the power or force of the movement (Ackerman & Duvall, 2005, p. 43): 

They are ways to collectively engage violent opponents (Sharp, 2005) that use 

pressure, coercion, and deterrence to achieve political ends without using direct 

violence regardless of the risk to the protestors (Ackerman & Kruegler, 1994; 

Binnendijk & Marovic, 2006; Schock, 2005).  At times nonviolent conflict 

becomes “carnivalesque” (Carter, 2005, p. ix) and resembles a form of  “political 

theater” (Ackerman & Duvall, 2000d, pp. 85, 273) acted out to garner support 

from both the population (Kurlansky, 2006) and external third party actors that 

can sanction the oppressive regime (Ackerman & Duvall, 2000d, p. 364): support 

that in some cases may be the determining factor in the choice between violent or 

nonviolent methods (Roy, 2011).  Third party witnesses can also act as a deterrent 

to violence, such as during the Orange movement of 2004 when the Ukrainian 

opposition was able to install a twenty-four hour live video feed of the protestor’s 

camp to stop the government security forces from raiding them at night 

(Binnendijk & Marovic, 2006, pp. 413-414).  But Arundhati Roy (2004), an 

Indian author and human and environmental rights activist, also cautions that 

nonviolent action must be “constantly honed and re-imagined” (pp. 91-92) so it 
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does not lose its effectiveness and become simply a media event rather than an act 

of uncooperative defiance against power.  As an example she cites the global 

protests of February 15, 2003, when ten million people across five continents 

were ineffective at stopping the US war on Iraq because they cooperated with 

power and staged the protest on the weekend instead of disrupting the world 

system during the workweek.   

But nonviolent conflict should not be confused with nonviolence 

(Merriman, 2009; Stephan, 2009a), which has been called an “inauthentic 

concept” (Kurlansky, 2006, p. 5) that usually assumes the person has ethical or 

religious convictions against the use of violence (Sharp, 2005, p. 20) and that 

implies a way of life many people feel is naïve or beyond their ability.  

Theologian Walter Wink (1987) explains that the idea of nonviolence is confused 

in many Christian communities, and that while most Christians agree with 

nonviolence in general they not only see it as simply an absence of conflict but 

they also expect it to come about on its own without active effort on their part.  

Schell (2003) explains that the term nonviolence is a negative construction 

describing a positive action, which further confuses the idea (p. 350).  And in the 

past many of the names for pacifism—an attitude that attempts to find a solution 

acceptable to all parties and that rejects all direct (e.g., physical or verbal abuse) 

or indirect (e.g., economic boycotts or cultural destruction) violence (Galtung, 

1959)—and nonviolent action have been listed as almost synonyms (Sharp, 2005) 

and that lack of specificity may have contributed to the general confusion about 

nonviolent methods (Martin, 2005c).  But most of the leaders and participants in 
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nonviolent campaigns have not been pacifists (Zunes, 1994, p. 403) and instead 

chose nonviolent conflict for pragmatic reasons.  

Furthermore, terms for nonviolent conflict take on different meanings in 

different parts of the world.  In South Africa, Wink (1987) found that the people 

using nonviolent action were unaware they were doing so and “even bridled at the 

word” (p. 4), and in the Middle East the terms related to nonviolence bring forth 

images of pacifism or submissiveness, which have little support in the region (R. 

McCarthy & Kruegler, 1993; Zunes, 1999d).  And when translated into Arabic the 

term nonviolence can imply that the people are being stripped of their right to be 

violent (Norman, 2010, p. 78).  Before the First Intifada the Palestinians preferred 

the term sumud, which better described their commitment to “unyielding 

resistance and steadfastness in the struggle” (R. McCarthy & Kruegler, 1993, p. 

10; Norman, 2010, p. 58).  Wink (1987) suggested that a more positive term is 

needed (i.e., that the “non” prefix makes “nonviolent action” sound like a person 

is avoiding something rather than engaging a just cause) and offered Jesus’ Third 

Way (p. 5) to link the unique nature of nonviolent conflict with the life and 

teachings of Jesus Christ, but the term has not caught on with scholars or activists 

and obviously would not appeal to atheists or people of other faiths.  

Neither should nonviolent action be confused with ahimsa (True, 1995), 

passive resistance (a term that Schock [2003] says is a “misnomer [that] has not 

been used by activists or scholars . . . for decades,” [p. 707] but that is still in use 

by many social scientists), peace studies, peace building, peace making, conflict 

resolution, or a form of negotiation (Ackerman & Kruegler, 1994; Schock, 2003, 
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p. 705; Schock, 2005).  April Carter (2012), a professor of Political Science and a 

former Fellow at the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, suggests 

that the best term to describe nonviolent conflict is people power because that is 

how the people see themselves; it links mass protest to democratic ideals, and it 

reflects the idea that people can topple a ruler by removing their support (p. 8).  

And Erica Chenoweth, Assistant Professor at the Josef Korbel School of 

International Studies at the University of Denver and an Associate Senior 

Researcher at the Peace Research Institute of Oslo, and Orion Lewis, Visiting 

Professor of Political Science at Middlebury College, make the argument for the 

term nonviolent campaign over nonviolent conflict because the latter can imply 

that both sides are nonviolent and the former better describes the purposeful, 

ongoing, and unilateral intent to maintain nonviolent discipline regardless of 

regime repression (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2013, p. 4).   

It seems the most important consideration is that whatever term is used to 

designate nonviolent action it “needs to make sense in terms of the culture” 

(Lakey, 1968, p. 57), which means we will continue to see variations in how we 

describe and develop civil resistance around the world.  Sharp (2012) recently 

published a definitive dictionary on the language related to civil resistance, and in 

line with his definitions and Chenoweth and Lewis’s (2013) suggestion I am using 

the terms nonviolent action, nonviolent conflict, nonviolent campaign, civil 

resistance, and people power interchangeably as both a stylistic choice and 

because each refers to organized direct nonviolent action by a large segment of 

the population to achieve specific objectives. 



 

 14 

Two prevalent misconceptions held my most people are that violence is 

the ultimate force (Schell, 2003, p. 23; Sharp, 2005, p. 436) and that it is always 

the choice of last resort (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011; Sharp, 2005).  These arise 

in part because violence is such a normal and conventional feature of our 

societies, and because violence privileges men and helps to maintain the 

patriarchal status quo (Martin, 2009b).  But Dustin Ells Howes (2009), an 

Assistant Professor of Political Science at Louisiana State University who is 

developing a more pragmatic idea of pacifism based on his analysis of the limits 

of political violence rather than on the moral arguments defining pacifists, claims 

that the historical record shows that “violence is no more or less reliable than 

other methods for achieving political outcomes” (p. x).   

Another misconception is that nonviolent action only works against non-

oppressive regimes (Ackerman & Duvall, 2000d; Summy, 1994) or those 

governments whose members embrace universalist values (Schock, 2003, p. 707).  

The Nazis are often cited to support this claim but the historical record not only 

shows many cases where nonviolent action did work against the Germans, but 

also that during the holocaust many more Jews were saved by nonviolent action 

than by violence (Kurlansky, 2006, pp. 133-135), e.g., in Denmark where almost 

the entire society joined together to hide and save the Jewish population (M. E. 

King, 2007, p. 14).  Chenoweth and Lewis (2013) used their expanded nonviolent 

and violent campaigns outcomes (NAVCO 2) dataset to test the idea that 

nonviolent resistance is simply a precursor to violence, and instead they found 

that violent campaigns tended to mobilize when resistance was less difficult while 
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nonviolent campaigns arose when dissent was relatively harder to engage.  So it 

may be that nonviolent action actually works better the more brutal the regime 

(Summy, 1994, p. 28).  Other people make the mistake believing that nonviolent 

methods are simplistic, reductionist, or mechanistic (Ackerman & Kruegler, 

1994); disregard the potential of citizen action (Ackerman & Duvall, 2005); view 

any success that has been achieved as an anomaly (p. 44); disparage nonviolent 

conflict as a form of “middle-class reformism” (Carter, 2005, p. 44), or believe 

that it only works to a certain point and then violence must be used to secure the 

final victory (Summy, 2009, p. 5).   

And among nonviolent activists it is often misunderstood that nonviolent 

demonstrations are in fact a form of conflict (Schock, 2003, pp. 706, 710) that 

require discipline and strategic planning similar to a violent insurgency.  

Furthermore, many activists do not realize that a violent response by the 

government is not an indication of their failure but rather an affirmation by the 

regime of the threat that nonviolent methods pose to their power (R. McCarthy, 

1990); a violent response is also a clear message to third parties that the regime 

maintains power through force rather than legitimacy (Schock, 2003, p. 709). 

Also misunderstood is the influence of violence used by groups peripheral 

to the nonviolent campaign.  While many nonviolent campaigns are not 

completely nonviolent (Schock, 2005, p. xvi)—and Stephen Zunes (1999c), 

Professor of Politics and International Studies at the University of San Francisco, 

goes so far to claim that none promoting national liberation movements have been 

(p. 139)—the debate on if the two methods are compatible is ongoing (Ackerman 
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& Kruegler, 1994; Schock, 2005, pp. 47-49).  But there is evidence that even 

limited violence undermines a campaign’s prospects for success.  During the First 

Intifada the Palestinians “lost the moral high ground” (Stephan, 2006, p. 70) when 

they resorted to violence—which the US then cited as its reason to hold back 

condemnation of Israel (Ackerman & Duvall, 2000f)—and during the anti-

apartheid campaign in South Africa the authorities based the level of violence 

these used on the most violent actions taken by the protestors (Zunes, 1999b, p. 

204).  Wael Ghonim (2012), one of the protestors who administered a Facebook 

page promoting nonviolent action during the overthrow of Egyptian dictator 

Hosni Mubarak in 2011, explains that in Egypt the police use state media to 

broadcast footage of violent protestors to discredit them all as “irrational 

extremists…[and that when this happens] the regular people who steer away from 

politics will steer away from you as well” (pp. 105-107).  Ghonim claims that this 

tactic has resulted in the popular belief by the Egyptian people that protestors are 

usually US agents wanting to influence their politics.  

The historical lesson seems to be that “if the nonviolent side can be led to 

violence, they have lost the argument and they are destroyed” (Kurlansky, 2006, 

p. 49).  George Lakey (1968), the founder of the Philadelphia-based organization 

Training for Change that teaches nonviolent strategies for social change, explains 

that violence is so counter productive that oppressors often use agents 

provocateurs to initiate violence so that the regime has an excuse to respond with 

greater force: He suggests that one way to protect a movement from this tactic is 

an expressed and publicized commitment by everyone involved to maintain 
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nonviolent discipline at all costs (Lakey, 1968, pp. 57-58).  Mary Elizabeth King 

(2007), who worked with Martin Luther King Jr. (no relation) during the Civil 

Rights Movement and is currently a Professor of Peace and Conflict Studies at the 

UN-mandated University of Peace in Costa Rica, takes a stronger stance against 

mixing violent and nonviolent methods saying that “the two are not 

supplementary or complementary and cannot be blended” (p. 20) because 

violence limits participation, eliminates the strategic advantage of nonviolent 

methods, and gives the regime a reason to respond with violence.  B. H. Liddell 

Hart (1967), the British soldier and military historian who interrogated German 

generals after World War Two, states that the Nazis were baffled by nonviolent 

methods and glad when violence was mixed in because it made it “easier to 

combine drastic suppressive action against both at the same time” (p. 240): i.e., 

“the easiest way to justify violence is on the basis of another’s violence” (Dear, 

1994, p. 175).   

Among social scientists there tends to be the unfounded assumption that 

revolutions are defined by violence (Schock, 2007), and among scholars of 

nonviolent action there tends to be the assumption that nonviolent conflict is 

simply an alternative approach to violence without considering the possibility that 

nonviolent methods may condition the resulting society in ways not achievable 

through the use of violence (Martin, 2005c).  And many people promoting the 

strategic approach to nonviolent conflict make the assumption that it works 

regardless of culture, ideology, type of government (R. McCarthy & Kruegler, 

1993), or structural constraints inherent in the country or the world system 
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(Carter, 2005).  Other general fallacies are that nonviolent action takes longer to 

work than violence, that success depends on a charismatic leader, or that 

nonviolent conflict requires a principled, moral, or religious stance that has to 

involve suffering (Schock, 2003, pp. 705-706). 

Among the people promoting violent methods for change is the 

assumption they can compete with the country’s military and security forces, but 

not only have advances in weaponry given dictatorships the overwhelming 

advantage (Zunes, 1994) there has also never been a successful violent rebellion 

against a representative government or in an industrialized society (Martin, 

2009b).  And among many proponents of nonviolent action is the assumption that 

people choose nonviolent methods simply to reduce the number of casualties 

incurred.  While this is often the result (Bond, 1994; Deming, 1971; M. E. King, 

2007, p. 24: Schock, 2009), nonviolent methods also work in ways that capitalize 

on “how the suffering of those challenging the regime can be used in the context 

of the overall struggle” (Zunes, 1999a, p. 130): i.e., while the death of a few 

guerilla fighters will seldom have an effect on the outcome of a revolution the 

death of a single nonviolent protestor can infuriate a country or the world and 

topple a regime, such as when Rachel Corrie was crushed to death by an Israeli 

armored bulldozer when nonviolently protesting in the Gaza Strip in 2003 

(Associated Press, 2003), and the self-immolation of Mohamed Bouazizi in 

Tunisia in 2010 that ignited what became known as the Arab Spring (Abouzeid, 

2011).  
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Critiques and Concerns  

There are three primary areas from which critiques of nonviolent action 

arise: the Western left, autocratic governments, and those people believing in and 

promoting violent rebellion.  The most prevalent accusation is “that organizations 

promoting unarmed resistance are acting on behalf of the US government or the 

West more generally” (Carter, 2012, p. 167), and the belief that these efforts are 

designed to exert control over indigenous opposition movements and to further 

the extent of Western imperialism.  Much of this criticism has of course come 

from autocratic governments opposing US interference in their country—e.g., 

Russia, Belarus, China, Zimbabwe, Eritrea, and Iran among others (Dudouet, 

2011; Johansen, 2009)—but it has also included elements of the Western left.  

This criticism has mostly been aimed at Sharp and the AIE, and Peter Ackerman 

and Jack DuVall, co-founders of the International Center for Nonviolent Conflict 

(ICNC).  Howard Clark (2009b), Chair of War Resistors International (WRI) and 

a research fellow at the Center for Peace and Reconciliation Studies (CPRS), 

Coventry University, explains that while most of these accusations are unfounded 

when examined in light of the materials produced by these groups, there is the 

possibility that when nonviolent conflict is chosen strictly for pragmatic reasons it 

can be used by some groups to bring about more injustice rather than 

transforming the society along egalitarian, nonviolent, and democratic lines 

(Clark, 2009b, pp. 195-197; Dudouet, 2011, p. 258).  

 Jørgen Johansen (2009), a Scandinavian peace scholar and past Chair of 

WRI, explains that external funding of opposition groups will be viewed by the 
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state in the context of the donor’s history and perceived interest (e.g., is the 

funding from a state or a private individual/organization) and on the size of the 

donation and whether or not it comes from one source or many, which relates to 

the degree of influence an outside actor can exert.  Carter (2012) points out that a 

regime will question both the source of the funds and their impact on the society 

in the attempt to determine the degree of external control over the movement (p. 

166).  One way the state can counter financial assistance is labeling the donor a 

terrorist organization according to the loosely defined United Nations (UN) 

guidelines adopted after 9/11.  There is also a tendency of nongovernmental 

organizations (NGOs) promoting nonviolence to preference their donor’s agenda, 

and competition and disagreement between these groups and the nonviolent 

activists can reduce the solidarity of the movement (Norman, 2010, p. 87).  But 

Johansen also points out that while financial support is often helpful to an 

opposition group it is not the deciding factor, which is more related to how the 

opposition is situated in its society (pp. 198-205). 

 The third group critiquing nonviolent conflict is a portion of the anarchist 

community, e.g., the activist, author, and polemic Peter Gelderloos (2007).  He 

defines the anarchist position as working for the total and complete destruction of 

all oppressive systems such as the state, government, capitalism, racism, and 

patriarchy and replacing them with alternative social arrangements; he implies 

that actions not intent on overthrowing those systems embody them.  Gelderloos 

presents himself as speaking for the entire anarchist community, repeatedly uses 

the term pacifists to label nonviolent activists, and attempts to make the case that 
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nonviolent methods have never been effective (in large part because the 

oppressive systems listed above are still in place).  His position is that a full 

spectrum of tactics including both violent and nonviolent actions has to be used to 

tear down the state.  But Brian Martin (2008), a Professor of Social Sciences at 

the University of Wollongong, Australia, suggests that Gelderloos makes many of 

the same mistakes we have already discussed and that he bases his entire 

argument on his belief that nonviolence can never win against violence, which has 

been shown to be incorrect.  Six other fallacies that Martin shows in Gelderloos’ 

critique are: (a) that he never considers the pragmatic argument for nonviolent 

action; (b) he uses selective arguments and double standards when critiquing 

violence and nonviolence; (c) he discredits the liberation movements in the 

Balkans and former Soviet Bloc countries as Western imperialism; (d) he 

disregards research and case studies showing the success of nonviolent action 

because they do not include the destruction of the state and capitalism; (e) his 

terms are often misleading and his arguments lack evidence, and (f) that in his 

promotion of violence he never defines what kind or what level of violence is 

acceptable.  Furthermore, Martin points out that there are many people in the 

anarchist community who do not support Gelderloos’ ideas and have instead 

committed themselves to nonviolence.    

 There are three concerns about the efficacy of nonviolent action.  The first 

relates to using it against a regime that has no compunction against repeatedly 

massacring the protestors or that has genocide or ethnic cleansing as its goal 

(Randle, 1994, p. 162).  These situations can arise when a psychopath assumes 
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and consolidates power (e.g., Joseph Stalin following the Russian Revolution), 

one group of people feels they have a divine mandate to occupy specific territory 

that is more important to them than world condemnation (e.g., the current Israeli 

policy in the Occupied Territories), or there are no third parties upon which the 

regime depends enough that can sanction its actions and shift its policies toward 

the nonviolent protestors (e.g., Kim Jong-un’s North Korea with its emphasis on 

self-reliance).  While the immediate effectiveness of nonviolent conflict in these 

situations can seem impotent that stance also assumes a direct linear relationship 

between regime violence and success, which we will see is not always the case.  

Further research is needed to determine how to make nonviolent methods 

effective in these more isolated cases.  

 The second concern is that civil resistance can undermine people’s respect 

for law and order, and that a country’s electoral process should be upheld even if 

fraudulent because the act of voting reaffirms citizenship and democratic ideals.  

Associated with this idea is the concern that if nonviolent action is considered 

legitimate for countering oppression that its use will become the new norm and it 

risks losing constitutional justification or supporting minority, elite, or personal 

agendas.  How to protect a society from the potential adverse effects of 

indiscriminate nonviolent action is another area for further research.  

 The third concern is that nonviolent action can be used to “produce 

domination as well as liberation” (Randle, 1994, p. 23) by ethnocentric groups in 

the country.  Carter (2005) explains this dynamic in context of religious or 

nationalistic fanaticism and cites the Jewish settlers who refuse to return occupied 
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land and homes back to the Palestinians during times when that is Israeli national 

policy (pp. 32-33).  In an effort to reduce the risk of helping nonviolent opposition 

groups not worthy of aid, Lakey (2009) states the most fundamental question for 

assistance is if the group is “genuinely working for justice, peace and/or 

environmental sustainability” (pp. 206-207).  If so, he then offers further 

questions that trainers should ask themselves to situate their presence in the 

conflict and guide how they will act in certain circumstances (pp. 206-208).  

Carter (2012) addresses this topic by basing the legitimacy of a people power 

movement on how it bridges the cultural divisions related to class, religion, and 

ideology inherent in the society (p. 97).  Lakey (2009) also discourages a direct 

response to critics of nonviolent action noting that many of these accusations arise 

on the Internet where it is difficult to debate, and he instead suggests some critical 

questions an activist can keep in mind when evaluating these charges, such as 

how much knowledge the person has of nonviolent conflict, the evidence 

supporting their claims, and the level of paranoia they are showing (pp. 208-212).  

Michael Randle (1994), a peace researcher and a pioneer of nonviolent action in 

Britain, states that to minimize the potential adverse effects of nonviolent action 

“the moral and political goals and likely consequences [of applying it] must be the 

prime consideration in the debate” (p. 23). 

And finally some scholars in the integral theory community are concerned 

that the idea of democracy is often misunderstood as simply elections defining the 

arbitrary will of the people, and they feel that to achieve a less violent society 

activists and lay-people need to understand that the “common will of the people 
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expressed through political representation should be balanced by the protection of 

individual rights, the elimination of conflicts of interest, and the egalitarian 

distribution of political power and economic opportunity”  (G. L. Anderson, 

personal communication, July 13, 2013).  In the context of this dissertation 

references to achieving greater democracy refer to a country’s progress along 

currently accepted social measures such as: the “electoral process, civil society, 

independent media, national democratic governance, local democratic 

governance, judicial framework and independence, [and] corruption”  (Freedom 

House, 2013). 

Historical Lineage 

While people have been using nonviolent methods to oppose oppression 

throughout history, Carter (2012) explains that the record has been distorted by 

the bias of early historians and the “strong tendency to equate rebellion and 

revolution with armed violence” (p. 174).  One instance where the role of 

nonviolent conflict has been obscured is the US Revolutionary War, which I use 

as the entry point for this portion of the literature review.  But first, there are two 

themes related to power and the effectiveness of nonviolent conflict that arose in 

Europe over two hundred years before the US Revolution that are still being 

debated today.  The first was the treatise on power written by Niccolo Machiavelli 

(1532/1980) who has been called the “founding father . . . of realpolitik” (Randle, 

1994, p. 2), and who described how monarchs maintain and consolidate their rule 

based on fear.  Written before the advent of liberal representative democracies his 

essay describes autocratic systems where the leader’s power is dependent on 
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maintaining the loyalty of a few key ministers rather than earning votes in the 

public sphere: It offers little insight for how leaders should act in transparent 

democratic societies.  I feel Machiavelli did the world a disservice: “he concluded 

the people were beasts” (Lamm, 1996, p. 75) who should be treated as such, and 

he wrote a manual for despots to follow based on that premise.  For example, the 

mobster John Gotti was a student of Machiavelli and credited his own “guile and 

ruthlessness” (Raab, 2002, p. 1) to the lessons he learned from him.  Today, 

researchers developing selectorate theory, such as Bruce Bueno de Mesquita and 

Alastair Smith (2011), Professors of Political Science at New York University, 

show that dictators still survive by correctly identifying the few people in the 

regime whose support is required for them to maintain their power, and then 

making decisions based on pleasing them first.  This data lends credence to the 

argument that structural constraints can dictate the degree to which people can 

sanction a leader, such as in some African countries that are rich in resources but 

do not need its people or their consent to extract them.  Selectorate theory also 

offers compelling evidence for limiting the size of private or corporate donations 

in public elections if democratic ideals are to be upheld.   

Shortly after Machiavelli’s essay was published Etienne de la Boétie 

(1548/1942) wrote an essay stating almost the exact opposite: that a leader’s 

power is instead based in the citizenry.  His argument was that when the people 

acquiesce to a monarch’s demands they put themselves into voluntary servitude: 

he did not call for the overthrow of tyrants, just that people withdraw their support 

for them.  This, he said, would be sufficient for their demise.  De la Boétie 
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countered the idea of the divine right of kings with the people’s right to liberty, 

brought forth the idea that humanity was an organic whole with all people created 

in the same likeness, and proclaimed that all people are born free and equal under 

God (amazing ideas from a person of eighteen years of age in the mid-sixteenth 

century).  The concept that people loan their power to leaders and can take it back 

when necessary underlies today’s democratic principles; it is also the basis of 

Sharp’s (1973a) articulation of strategic nonviolent conflict and it is a primary 

theme supporting the United States Declaration of Independence. 

While the US Revolutionary War is often taught as an example of 

successful armed rebellion, it was preceded by at least ten years of concerted 

nonviolent action (Martin, 2009b), e.g., The Boston Tea Party has been described 

as a “perfectly managed act of nonviolent protest” (Kurlansky, 2006, p. 78).  

Furthermore, the colonists had been developing alternative and semi-autonomous 

institutions to British control for one hundred fifty years before the war (Schell, 

2003), a tactic often considered necessary for a nonviolent campaign to succeed.  

Schell describes how John Adams, the second President of the US, was adamant 

in his assertion that the revolution was won before the war by the people 

withdrawing their consent to British rule and that the eventual hostilities were 

more of a war of defense against foreign aggression than a war of self-

determination (pp. 156-163).  Adams stance has been confirmed by scholars 

studying the original documents of the era that show in nine or ten of the original 

thirteen colonies “de facto independence had been won from Britain through 

nonviolent sanctions by 1775” (M. E. King, 2007, p. 15). 
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According to Michael True (1995), a Professor of English at Assumption 

College, Worcester, MA, and past President of the International Peace Research 

Association Foundation (IPRA Foundation), Thomas Paine’s booklet, Common 

Sense, and the Declaration of Independence authored by Thomas Jefferson 

afterwards are two of the three most important writings on nonviolent conflict 

arising in the US; he cites M. L. King’s Letter from Birmingham Jail as the third 

(p. 16).  True states that Paine embraced a sense of global responsibility toward 

all people, claiming the motto: “My country is the world; to do good my religion” 

(as cited in True, 1995, pp. 12-13).  Jefferson (1776) refined Paine’s ideas in the 

Declaration of Independence and he articulated several main themes supporting 

the right to civil resistance: That people are born with basic rights of life, that 

governments are formed to secure those rights, that leaders govern by the consent 

of the people, and that the people retain the right to revoke that consent when the 

government no longer abides by those principles.  

Paine and Jefferson set the stage for Leo Tolstoy, John Ruskin, and Henry 

David Thoreau, the “Holy Trinity” (Bondurant, 1965, p. 106; Lal, 2009, p. 281) of 

influence on Mohandas K. Gandhi who along with M. L. King is today’s best-

known proponent of nonviolent action (Ackerman & Duvall, 2000d, p. 7).  While 

there is a long history of nonviolent action, theory has followed practice (Randle, 

1994, p. 29) and the actual study of nonviolent conflict did not begin until Gandhi 

(R. McCarthy & Kruegler, 1993).  His idea of satyagraha involved a collective 

approach to national civil resistance based on the spiritual “norm of nonviolence” 

(Schock, 2012, p. 6) that George Orwell (1945) described as a type of “nonviolent 
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warfare…[engaged without hurting the other and] without feeling or arousing 

hatred” (p. 333).  Gandhi’s efforts helped India gain independence from the 

British, but while Gandhi popularized the idea of nonviolent methods his 

campaign was principle-based and not typical in the subsequent history of 

nonviolent conflict  (Sharp, 2005, p. 15).   

Gandhi (1909) was impressed by the clarity of Tolstoy’s writings and 

influenced by his belief in the omnipotence of love (Gandhi, 1957); Tolstoy 

(1908/2011) echoed de la Boétie (1548/1942) when he asked Gandhi, “Do not the 

figures make it clear that not the English, but the Indians, have enslaved 

themselves” (p. 14).  But Tolstoy (1894) was an absolute Christian pacifist who 

critiqued Christianity because there was no specific commandment against 

resisting evil with force.  Tolstoy’s position eliminated the option of coercion, 

which has been defined as that “category in-between the use of force and the 

purest forms of nonviolence” (Carter, 2005, p. 40).  This level of passive 

nonresistance was too extreme for Gandhi.  David Cortright (2008), an activist 

and Research Fellow at the Joan B. Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies, 

University of Notre Dame, explains that the Hindi word agraha implies active 

resistance and that political coercion is inherent in the idea of satyagraha.  He 

states that for Gandhi, ahimsa—the embodied principle of nonharm—allowed for 

coercion by implying “the positive recognition of the right of every living being 

to strive for fulfillment and an obligation to uphold and protect that right” 

(Cortright, 2008, p. 214).   



 

 29 

Others have also argued in support of using coercion, including Reinhold 

Niebuhr, Barbara Deming, and Martin Luther King, Jr. (Cortright, 2008, pp. 218-

220).  Niebuhr (1932), a theologian and professor at Union Theological Seminary 

who wrote on ethics, politics, and public affairs insisted that nonviolent conflict 

and coercion can also “result in the destruction of life and property and they 

usually do” (pp. 240-241)—e.g., a boycott that undermines a community’s ability 

to support itself—but, that unlike violent conflict, those results are more the 

inevitable consequences of the action and not its original intention.  Because of 

this he advocated that coercion should only be used in pursuit of the “highest 

causes…[and that we should only use those methods] most compatible with, and 

least dangerous to, the rational and moral forces of society” (p. 238).  Otherwise 

we run the risk of the dangers of coercion negating any benefit received from it.   

Deming (1971) was an activist, feminist, and proponent of nonviolent 

action.  Her argument was that “to refuse one’s cooperation is to exert force” (p. 

205) and that the “most effective action both resorts to power and engages 

conscience” (italics in original; p. 204); i.e., that by showing proper human 

concern for the other we not only pressure them through our defiance but also 

pressure them through our respect for their life, and in the process “raise the level 

of consciousness” (p. 207) on both sides of the struggle.  She also stated “It 

should be acknowledged both by those who argue against nonviolence and those 

who argue for it that we, too, rely on force” (pp. 204-205).   

Doug Bond (1994), a scholar at Harvard University’s Center for 

International Affairs, also urges caution and restraint in the type of attitude one 
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takes when using coercion because of the personal effect it can have on the other 

saying that it “cannot be wielded with insolence” (p. 75).  Wink (1987) ties the 

attitude assumed by the protestors to the need to create the trust that will be 

necessary for eventual reconciliation between both sides, and for this to happen 

“the human quality of the opponent must be continually affirmed” (p. 7).  As I 

watched many of the Occupy Wall Street movements that started on 17 

September 2011 it was apparent that many times the attitude of the protestors was 

not in line with these admonitions and it seems to have both increased the level of 

police response and reduced the sympathy that the public had for the protestors.  

One question for further research is to what degree does the extreme value many 

US citizens place on independence, individualism, and reactive violence limit our 

ability to use nonviolent methods for social transformation in this country.  While 

the use of coercion was debated by the early peace societies most of them 

eventually accepted coercive methods as appropriate (Danielson, 2003). 

Gandhi (1957) credited Ruskin for transforming his life by teaching him 

that individual goodness is derived from the collective of humanity, that all 

people have the same right to earn a living, and that manual labor reflects a life 

lived well.  In accordance with his conviction that the means condition the end 

(Ackerman & Duvall, 2000e) Gandhi immediately committed to adopting a 

simple lifestyle and attempting to do as much of the physical labor life required as 

possible.  But while Gandhi’s approach to nonviolent conflict was based on his 

personal spiritual beliefs and he felt it required an inner embrace of ahimsa, he did 

not impose nonviolence as an “absolute credo” (p. 66) on his followers if the 
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choice was between violence or cowardice because the latter “altered nothing, and 

the status quo ante remained intact” (M. E. King, 2007, p. 21).  Schell (2003) 

explains that Gandhi saw nonviolent action as the highest form of active freedom 

requiring the greatest amount of courage because it originated in the person (p. 

133), and that a willingness to resist oppression on the person’s part was so 

important that violence was a better choice than simply allowing passivity to 

become a cover for impotence (p. 130).  Wink (1987) addresses this point by 

saying that people can take correct action but for the wrong reasons, and he 

suggests that if a person has not first considered violence and then made the 

conscious decision to not use it, nonviolence “may actually be a mask for 

cowardice” (p. 27).  

Gandhi (1957) considered Thoreau’s ideas on civil disobedience to be 

self-evident.  Thoreau (1849) identified the ability of minorities to clog the 

mechanisms of society, believed that the right to resist tyranny was inalienable, 

and considered following our inner convictions our primary duty.  The active 

resistance shunned by Tolstoy and other pacifists was embraced by Thoreau who 

claimed that many times resisting the state was the best way to serve it.  

Thoreau’s position was more ethical than religious, and if a person was legally 

bound to act in a way that brings injustice on another then he advised breaking the 

law on principle: While Thoreau is prominent in the history of nonviolent action 

he did not hold an absolute position on nonviolence and showed his pragmatic 

side by justifying killing in certain cases (True, 1995, pp. 23, 32).  
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Gandhi’s satyagraha campaign was a principled effort to engage conflict 

in creative and constructive ways (Bondurant, 1965) that supported his belief in 

the “the unity of life” (Gandhi, 1957, p. 349), which implies that to harm one is to 

harm all: He taught that there was an inner dynamic to satyagraha, that civil 

disobedience was a “right” (p. 470) that required sufficient conditioning, and that 

only a person who had abided by the laws of society was in a position to break 

them through acts of civil disobedience.  Gandhi’s influence was revived with the 

1982 production of Richard Attenborough’s film Gandhi, which Carter (2012) 

states has had a “documented effect” (pp. 19-20) on showing people around the 

world the possibilities of nonviolent action.  I remember home schooling my son 

in the late 1990s, and how we watched Gandhi three times taking notes 

throughout.  In her interviews with Palestinian activists, Julie Norman (2010), 

Assistant Professor of Political Science at Concordia University in Montreal, 

found that documentary films are important tools for indirect mobilization by 

getting the campaign’s message out to the world in ways that appeal to the 

universalist values of the international community (p. 56). 

But as Robert J. Burrowes (1996), a long time nonviolent activist, 

researcher, and administrator of the Global Nonviolence Network points out 

“satyagraha is not perfect nonviolence” (p. 123).  Gandhi’s approach embraced 

self-suffering as a tactic, such as the appropriate use of fasting, which is a form of 

psychological coercion (Burrowes, 1996, p. 119, Carter, 2005, p. 40) to bring 

pressure upon the opposition.  I see this as a potential contradiction to his ideas of 

nonharm and the oneness of humanity (i.e., if to harm one is to harm all, then to 
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harm self is to harm all), and for me it brings forth the question of whether self 

harm, such as the self-immolation of Tibetan monks to expose the injustice of the 

Chinese regime, violates the idea of nonviolent conflict.  It is one thing to 

willingly suffer at another’s hands out of respect for their life, and another to 

intentionally harm one’s self in the attempt to coerce another to change.  While 

the difference is subtle, my sense it is that it is important.  This is another area 

requiring further research.   

Richard Gregg (1959) was a lawyer, a scholar of peace and conflict 

studies, and an associate of Gandhi’s for several years in India: He was the first 

person to articulate Gandhi’s ideas as a psychological process, provide a detailed 

description of nonviolent conflict, and give it a popular name: moral jiu-jitsu (p. 

44; Martin, 2005c).  Gregg (1959), like Gandhi, believed in the power inherent in 

a unified humanity and saw successful nonviolent struggle resulting from ethical 

action supported by courage and conviction: He felt that learning peaceful ways 

for engaging conflict was necessary for our survival, and that nonviolent conflict 

was possible and more powerful than violence in every situation.   

But Martin (2005c) explains that while Gregg thought that a willingness 

by the opposition to accept harm would automatically cause the regime forces to 

question their values and reduce the level of violence they used, the process of 

direct conversion is more complicated.  Thomas Weber (1993), a Gandhian 

scholar who teaches peace studies and nonviolent activism at La Trobe 

University, Melbourne, states that “to touch the heart of the opponent” (p. 270) 

through self-suffering there has to be a close level of identification between the 
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parties.  This dynamic happened during the people power movement that toppled 

the Marcos regime in the Philippines in 1986, where a great deal of empathy and 

commonality between the people and the army resulting from similar language, 

nationality, and religion tempered the will of the soldiers to use violence against 

the people.  For example, at one point a person calling himself “Uncle Fred” 

broadcast a personal appeal over Philippine Radio Veritas to his nephew in the 

army, General Tadiar, saying, “Artemio . . . your Aunt Florence and I and all your 

cousins are here in Crame.  Now, boy, please listen to me” (Ackerman & Duvall, 

2000h, p. 390).  And Zunes (1994) describes an instance during the same 

nonviolent campaign when Philippine marines who were ordered to fire on the 

protestors took aim and then “broke into tears and retreated” (p. 412).  The degree 

of “moral dependence” (Schock, 2012, p. 19) existing between the Philippine 

military and the people seems to have created dissonance in the minds of the 

regime forces that the people were able to leverage to their benefit.  Along similar 

lines it has been suggested that the Nazi’s were less harsh in Northern Europe 

because they saw those people as fellow Aryans and that sense of “co-humanity 

established a bond of moral dependency” (Summy, 1994, p. 20) that reduced the 

violence they were willing to use against them.  

But in cases where the opposition can deploy soldiers of different 

languages, ethnicities, or religion—such as the Soviets did to quell the start of 

Poland’s solidarity movement in 1980 (Ackerman & Duvall, 2000i) and China did 

to put down the student uprising in Tiananmen Square in 1989 (Ackerman & 

Duvall, 2000c)—or where there is already mutual hatred (Dajani, 1999) between 
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the groups and the purpose of the oppression is to expel people from their land, 

such as in the current Israeli occupation of the Occupied Territories (Zunes, 

1999d), then the suffering incurred by nonviolent protestors not only has much 

less of an effect on the sensibilities of the oppressors it can actually increase their 

level of violence (Weber, 1993, p. 270).  Direct conversion of the oppressor 

cannot work if the social distance is too great (Schock, 2007); it requires that the 

person sees the protestors as fully human and any level or process of 

dehumanization, whether inherent in one’s cultural or religious beliefs or learned 

through training, reduces that potential (Galtung, 1989; Summy, 1994). 

Yet while nonviolent action may not directly temper the fury of the 

oppressors in cases where the social distance is too great or when the process of 

dehumanization too complete, it can have a direct effect on the capacity of the 

protestors engaging it.  Wink (1987) explains that when people have lived with 

lifelong oppression and a sense of inferiority that the very act of standing up for 

themselves has a great influence on their courage, strength, and self-respect.  In 

addition, many people find that participating in collective action is socially 

beneficial and engaging the process provides direct education for facilitating the 

growth of the movement (Martin, 2009b). 

And nonviolent conflict does not always assume the symmetrical 

relationship that Thomas Schelling (1969), professor of foreign affairs and 

national security at the University of Maryland, describes as a “bargaining 

situation” (pp. 351-352) whereby each party simply continues to deny the other 

what they want until one side wins.  Instead there are times when violence does 



 

 36 

not work as expected and it can have negative consequences for the regime.  

Known as political jiu jitsu (Sharp, 2012, pp. 223-224)—rather than Gregg’s 

moral jiu-jitsu—or the paradox of repression (Smithey & Kurtz, 1999, p. 96) it is 

a process whereby regime violence can backfire (Martin, 2005b) and instead of 

weakening the campaign it strengthens it, e.g., when nonparticipating members of 

the public witness the oppression, become enraged, and join the opposition group 

instead of being scared away.   

Another indirect way political jiu-jitsu works is through the international 

community.  Clark (2009a) explains that Johan Galtung’s conception of a great 

chain of nonviolence is when an opposition force exerts indirect leverage on the 

regime by reaching out to others in the international community with the express 

purpose of linking themselves to those people or groups upon whom the regime is 

dependent.  Norman (2010) describes this as a “boomerang approach to activism” 

(p. 60).  If the dependency relationship with the third party is more important to 

the regime’s survival than oppressing their people, the nonviolent campaign has a 

good chance of success (Summy, 1994, p. 25).  In his analysis of the world’s 

response to the British beating nonviolent protestors at the Dharasana Salt Works 

during Gandhi’s satyagraha campaign, Weber (1993) described how the news 

reports submitted by American correspondent Webb Miller were so vivid in 

describing the brutality of the beatings that they turned public opinion against the 

British in India, the US, and the United Kingdom (UK).  While direct and indirect 

dependency relationships cannot be said to ensure the success of a nonviolent 
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campaign, it does appear that the lack of them ensures its failure (Summy, 1994, 

p. 1).  

It also appears that nonviolent action is both self-promoting and that the 

lessons learned in one campaign are transferable to others.  Carter (2012) states 

that “above all popular willingness not only to adopt, but to maintain, an unarmed 

resistance has clearly been influenced by the success of previous movements and 

the power of example” (p. 175).  In China protestors took inspiration from the 

nonviolent action that happened in the Soviet Union (Carter, 2005, p. 19) to set 

the stage for Tiananmen Square, and then the resulting violence used by the 

Chinese military went on to influence Gorbachev’s subsequent refusal to use 

violence during the fall of the Soviet Union (Smithey & Kurtz, 1999, pp. 118-

119).  This dynamic, where separate campaigns work off of the lessons of one 

another, has the potential to extend the influence of a nonviolent campaign in 

unknown directions and it is another area requiring further research.   

But for indirect conversion to work there have to be witnesses to the 

oppression and people have to know who the oppressors are.  One tactic a regime 

can use to obfuscate oppression and protect their legitimacy is though the 

privatization of violence, which is when the regime uses private vigilantes or 

death squads as proxies for terrorizing the people (Zunes, 1994, p. 421).  Roy 

(2011) suggests that in cases where there are no witnesses—such as when Indian 

security forces go deep into the jungle to expel indigenous people by burning 

down their villages—then the people have the right to resort to violence for 

survival.  Orwell (1945) commented that Gandhi’s desire to arouse the world 
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required global exposure and he questioned whether his satyagraha campaign 

would have worked where “opponents of the regime disappear in the middle of 

the night and are never heard of again” (p. 334).  Furthermore, Ralph Summy 

(1994), founder of the journal Social Alternatives and former Director of the 

Matsunaga Institute for Peace, University of Hawai’i, points out that nonviolent 

action operates better at a collective strategic level and it may not be appropriate 

for the victims of “an immediate tactical situation” (p. 3), such as an isolated 

surprise attack where disengaging or fighting back may be the better options.  But 

Roy and Summy’s approach is pragmatic and the fall back to violence could be a 

trap for even greater repression by the regime.  For example the Dalai Lama 

(XIV) explained after the Chinese massacre of nonviolent protestors in Lhasa, 

Tibet, in 1988 that the only choice the Tibetans have is nonviolence because in 

their case “violence would be tantamount to (national) suicide” (as cited in 

Summy, 2009, p. 17). 

M. L. King (1957/1986b) also took a principled approach to political 

change; like Gandhi he was committed to nonviolence, but he also considered its 

extreme, pacifism, to be as evil as violence (1968/1986d).  M. L. King 

(1966/1986c) believed nonviolent direct action was the only way to freedom for 

his people, and this was for practical as well as moral reasons.  Emulating Gandhi, 

M. L. King was a strategist and he asked his followers to engage in boycotts, to be 

non-cooperative and an inconvenience to those in power, and to continually 

educate the people participating in the movement.  M. L. King (1961/1986a, 

1957/1986b) taught that protestors had to avoid inner spiritual violence as well as 
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external physical violence for the cycle to be broken: He exemplified 

reconciliation as a primary goal in the fight against oppression (True, 1995) and 

he foreshadowed Nelson Mandela’s (2003) concern about the amount of healing 

that would be required to bring South Africans together after the end of apartheid. 

M. L. King (1961/1986a) was unambiguous in his belief that the means 

had to reflect the end being sought, a common theme among those taking a 

principled approach to nonviolent action.  Joan Bondurant (1965), who was a 

Gandhian scholar and past Research Political Scientist at the Institute of 

International Studies, University of California, Berkley, explained that Gandhi’s 

process of satyagraha embodied the idea that the means must reflect the end and 

she cautioned that the repeated use of nonviolent tactics without an inner 

disposition weighted toward love of the other and respect for the law could result 

in less democratic societies.  Hannah Arendt (1969), a political theorist who wrote 

on the nature of power, politics, authority, and totalitarianism, took a more 

forceful stance and stated that since the end result of human endeavors is so 

unpredictable that the way we achieve political goals is probably more important 

than the ends themselves (p. 4).  This discussion will continue in the chapter on 

the means-end debate.  

Today’s Community, Theories, and Current Debates  

 Sharp’s major contributions have been identifying and classifying the 

various methods of nonviolent action and the many tactics involved, articulating a 

relational theory of power to frame our understanding of the topic (Martin, 

2005a), and incorporating strategic insights from political and military strategists 
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such as Machiavelli, Carl von Clausewitz, and Liddell Hart (Ackerman & 

Kruegler, 1994).  His books describing the mechanisms of nonviolent action and 

the social origin of political power are seminal (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011, p. 

21) and provide the foundation for much of today’s theory, and his manual 

describing how to replace dictatorships with democratic societies (Sharp, 2010) 

has been guiding prodemocracy groups around the world since 1993.  Sharp’s 

approach is entirely pragmatic and is focused on winning with little concern for 

the other’s welfare (Summy, 2009, p. 23).  

Sharp’s (1973a, 1980c) theory of social power identifies six sources as 

determining the extent and quality of a ruler’s power capability: authority, human 

resources, skills and knowledge, intangible factors, material resources, and 

sanctions.  These sources of power are derived from the degree of cooperation a 

ruler has from three groups: the general population, the agents of the ruler’s 

regime, and foreign governments and their people.  The purpose of nonviolent 

action is to influence the thoughts and feelings of the people in these groups 

through three mechanisms of change: conversion, were the nonviolent action 

causes the opponent to change their mind and side with the nonviolent campaign; 

accommodation, where the regime maintains its position but offers concessions to 

appease the movement; and nonviolent coercion, which is undermining the 

regimes support and causing it to fall or change its ways against its will.  These 

mechanisms work through the application of at least 198 nonviolent tactics that 

Sharp has identified within 37 categories related to six methods of nonviolent 

action: protest and persuasion, social noncooperation, economic noncooperation 
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related to boycotts and strikes, political noncooperation, and nonviolent 

intervention.  For Sharp all power is derived from people’s obedience making it 

“fragile, nebulous, fluctuating, [and] easily destroyed” (Summy, 1994, p. 10), i.e., 

“governments need people more than people need governments” (Randle, 1994, 

p. 101).  Summy (2002), when discussing a nonviolent response by the US to 9/11 

describes Sharp’s idea of consent as the “cardinal political maxim…[saying that] 

no empire can long survive . . . if the people whom it dominates and exploits 

refuse to remain compliant and servile” (p. 13).  But even though Sharp has 

identified almost two hundred types of nonviolent action he may still be 

underestimating people’s creativity: As Roy (2003) puts it, people “can come up 

with a million ways of becoming a collective pain in the ass” (p. 112). 

Martin (2012) has written on a wide range of topics including civil 

resistance.  While agreeing with Sharp’s theory of political jiu-jitsu—the dynamic 

where regime oppression causes greater support for the protestors—he also states 

that  “most attacks [on nonviolent protestors] do not backfire” (italics in the 

original; p. 6) because the regime also has tactics for hiding its actions and 

limiting the response inside and outside the country.  Sharon Erickson Nepstad 

(2011), Professor of Sociology at the University of New Mexico, explains that 

while conflict obviously involves a series of moves and countermoves between 

opponents much of the literature describing nonviolent action focuses more on the 

protestor’s tactics than on the regime’s responses (pp. xii-xiii).  Martin’s (2007, 

2009a, 2012) backfire model addresses this situation and he identifies five tactics 

that regimes use to obscure their actions and that a nonviolent campaign must 
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counter for backfire to occur: (a) covering up acts of violence by committing them 

in secrecy; (b) devaluing or discrediting those being oppressed as terrorists, 

criminals, etc.; (c) reinterpreting the reasons for the protest activity; (d) creation 

of official channels such as inquiries or tribunals that perpetuate the injustice, and 

(e) intimidating the activists from participating.  And Schock, the first scholar to 

merge the literature on nonviolent conflict with the debates framing the field of 

contentious politics (Chabot & Vinthagen, 2007, p. 92) explains that dictators can 

also increase their legitimacy through referendums, plebiscites, and legalistic 

arguments like Ferdinand Marcos did during his control of the Philippines, 

although obvious fraud and intimidation reduced the effect in that case (Schock, 

1999, p. 357). 

In 1994, Ackerman and his colleague, Christopher Kruegler, former 

director of the Program on Nonviolent Sanctions in Harvard University’s Center 

for International Affairs and past President of the AEI, also elaborated on Sharp’s 

strategic concepts and identified 12 principles of nonviolent conflict across three 

broad domains: (a) principles of development, which relate to the objective and 

organizational aspects of the campaign; (b) principles of engagement, which 

define how the nonviolent action will proceed, and (c) principles of conception, 

which focus on the  meta-level strategy and continuous adaptation to the conflict 

environment (p. 23).  Ackerman and Duvall (2005) suggest that the three 

conditions necessary for success are (a) agreement by all involved on the purpose 

or goals of the movement; (b) the strategic planning of various tactics, and (c) 

adherence to the nonviolent discipline needed to generate mass participation and 
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promote defections within the regime (pp. 45-46).  And for Summy (1994) the 

key question of success is whether or not a dependency relationship can be 

leveraged.  But Maria Stephan (2009a), a strategic planner with the US 

Department of State and former director of policy and research at the ICNC, and 

Summy point out that none of these conditions in and of themselves are sufficient 

to guarantee success (p. 311).  In the past decade Schock (2005), Nepstad (2011), 

Stephan and Chenoweth (2011), Adrian Karatnycky, former Executive Director of 

Freedom House and the Freedom in the World survey and Ackerman (2005), and 

Chenoweth and Lewis (2013) have all published research confirming the efficacy 

of nonviolent methods across various methodologies and using different 

determinants of success.  And Robert Helvey (2005), a retired US Army Colonel 

and associate of Sharp’s at the AEI, brought his career experience to the debate 

and developed the idea of a strategic estimate, which is a detailed analysis for 

guiding the master strategy of a nonviolent campaign.  

While Sharp was influenced by Gandhi’s writings on the strategic aspects 

of nonviolent action he rejected the principled approach and developed his theory 

along pragmatic lines.  Other theorists support this stance: Ackerman and 

Kruegler (1994) explain that while some people have engaged in nonviolent 

action for ethical reasons, most do not.  For Sharp (2005) success depends on 

action, knowledge, planning, and discipline: Nonviolent methods are used 

because they work better than violence, not because they are more ethical.  Wink 

(1987) also points out that nonviolent action “fails” (p. 44) better than violent 

rebellion because when it does not work there are many less casualties involved.  
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But it has also been suggested that a pragmatic approach assumes there is no room 

for compromise with the oppressor, while a principled approach embraces the 

conflict without the either or, them or us dichotomy (Schock, 2005). 

According to Schock (2005), the pragmatic approach also assumes that the 

means can be separated from the end.  Nepstad (2011), who attempts to separate 

means and ends when investigating nonviolent conflict, emphasizes her position 

by saying that “when researchers conflate these processes, we lose analytic clarity 

and obfuscate casual dynamics” (p. xiv).  But the means-end debate remains 

confused.  Other social scientists suggest that the people mobilize around 

nonviolent action because they do believe that the means determines the quality of 

the end goal (Stephan, 2009a).  Martin (2009b) addresses this debate through the 

lens of compatibility, explaining that on the one hand hypocrisy becomes apparent 

when the means (violence) are not compatible with the end (a nonviolent society) 

and on the other hand that if the means and the end are compatible (both 

nonviolent) there is less suffering incurred if the tactic or campaign fails.  And 

Sharp (2005) seems to tie the means to the end when he states that the success of 

a nonviolent campaign should be judged by the degree of “achieving the avowed 

objectives for which it is applied” (p. 436).  Furthermore, Schock (2012) points 

out that nonviolent methods result in more diffused decentralized power 

structures, and Chenoweth and Stephan (2011) have shown that using nonviolent 

methods to change a political order increases the subsequent level of democracy 

in the country and decreases its chance of civil war. 
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Among today’s advocates for the principled side of the debate is the Jesuit 

Priest John Dear who has been arrested over 75 times engaging acts of nonviolent 

civil disobedience.  Dear (1994) describes nonviolent civil disobedience in terms 

of a symbolic “sacrament…[for confronting] systemic violence with a loving 

witness to the truth, God’s truth of nonviolence” (pp. 9-10).  According to this 

view civil disobedience becomes “divine obedience” (p. 15) and is engaged to 

bear witness to the violence of systemic injustice while transforming the world, 

and not just as a pragmatic way of reforming what they feel is an inherently evil 

system.  

There is also debate on whether or not a democratic society should be a 

goal for civil resistance or a criterion for judging its success.  Some researchers 

say no, such as Nepstad (2011) who cites the 1979 Iranian Revolution as an 

example of a civil resistance movement that succeeded but resulted in a less 

democratic society.  But others (Martin, 2009b; Randle, 1994, p. 58; Schock, 

2005, p. 3; Summy, 1994; Zunes, 1999d, pp. 44-46) point out that it was a 

nonviolent campaign that overthrew the Shah—whose security forces used the 

harshest forms of repression (Zunes, 1994)—and that it was only subsequent that 

violent methods were used to institute an Islamic theocracy.  There is also the idea 

of the Kantian triad, which intersects three theories on peace: (a) that democracy 

reduces state violence (democratic peace theory), (b) that interdependence 

facilitates cooperation (economic interdependence theory), and (c) that “mutual 

participation in international institutions encourages peace” (Cortright, 2008, p. 

335).  The belief that increased economic ties either reduce or eliminate war 
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between those parties was the reason behind the formation of the European Union 

(Carter, 2005, p.  56).  But John M. Owen (1998), Associate Professor at the 

Woodrow Wilson Department of Politics at the University of Virginia, also points 

out three critiques of democratic peace theory: (a) inconsistent definitions of the 

terms war and peace; (b) that wars are so infrequent random chance may be 

involved, and (c) that it lacks “a convincing theoretical foundation”  (pp. 137-139) 

because we have not identified a “causal mechanism preventing democracies 

[from] going to war with one another” (p. 173). 

Mauricio Rivera Celestino, a PHD candidate and Kristian Skrede 

Gleditsch, a Professor of Political Science (2013), both at the University of Essex, 

found a strong correlation between using nonviolent direct action and subsequent 

democratization, and also that the chances of democratization increase in direct 

relation to the number of democratic countries surrounding the dictatorship.  But 

they also caution their research only looks at the outcome of the campaigns and 

does not identify the mechanisms leading to them (pp. 396-397).  Ackerman and 

Duvall (2005) argue that not only do those who engage in nonviolent conflict 

form the basis of democratic societies, but that the link between nonviolent action 

and democracy is so strong that it should “reframe the debate about how the 

international community or any government should encourage democratization” 

(p. 47).   

Stephan’s (2009a) position is similar, but she also suggests that there may 

be other conditions still unaccounted for that may be necessary for a country to 

shift to democratic rule.  Finally, countering the idea that some cultures or 
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religions are more receptive to democracy, Carter (2012) states that “the spread of 

people power demonstrates that people in all cultures who have bitter experience 

of arbitrary and repressive forms of government desire basic political rights and 

democratic choice” (p. 175).  Niebuhr (1944) held a similar belief and stated that 

the “perennial justification for democracy…[was its ability to empower people 

with the means] to resist the inordinate ambition of rulers, and to check the 

tendency of the community to achieve order at the price of liberty” (p. 47). 

Sharp’s (1973b) theory of power and his belief that any structural 

constraints can be overcome has been critiqued for being tautological (Pagnucco, 

1993, p. 104), focusing on the “individualistic and voluntaristic” (Martin, 2005a, 

p. 15) aspects of consent, not justifying his ruler/subject model, not including the 

necessary psychological research, being too simplistic, and minimizing “the 

complexities of social reality” (Summy, 2009, p. 30).  Summy (1994) feels that 

Sharp needs to be clearer in his recognition of the “systems of power” (p. 13) that 

can limit people’s involvement in nonviolent action.  Part of the argument against 

Sharp’s theory is that social structures such as racism, capitalism, patriarchy, 

bureaucracy, and the state limit the actions a person can take because they include 

types of social interactions that can become “so regular and entrenched that they 

take on a dynamic of their own” (Martin, 2005a, p. 15).  James C. Scott (1990), 

Sterling Professor of Political Science and Anthropology at Yale University 

whose research relates to the hidden everyday forms of protest by the most 

powerless against the most powerful (such as in slave and slave owner 

relationships), states that “ideological resistance…[requires] social sites 
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where…[it] can germinate” (p. xii) meaning that whatever the structural 

conditions of the conflict they at least have to allow for people to congregate 

outside of the hearing of the oppressors.  And Burrowes (1996) adds that consent 

theory incorrectly assumes elites are always dependent upon those ruled and that 

it does not consider the prevailing cultural attitudes that influence individual 

choice—such as how the people view authority, violence, and independence—or 

the traditional ways of conflict resolution that are already in place (pp. 87-91). 

These constraints work at the macro, or international, level as well.  Schell 

(2003) describes a situation in which President Woodrow Wilson also misjudged 

the influence of entrenched power when he attempted to implement his fourteen 

points plan after World War One and instead “foundered on the huge interlocking 

structures of violence—imperialism, totalitarianism, and the war system itself” (p. 

271).  As it applies to the individual, Martin (1989) describes this phenomenon as 

hegemony and explains that when it becomes acceptable for some groups to 

dominate others that what is proposed in theory is often not possible in practice.  

One idea for addressing these structural constraints on a planetary scale is 

promoting multicultural education that will eventually lead to global citizenship 

(Galtung, 1999).  But at times these critiques suggest that structural constraints 

“determine human behavior” (Carter, 2005, p. 37) rather than influence it, a 

stance at odds with integral theory’s position that all perspectives are involved in 

all events (which is not to say that there are not situations, such as the caste 

system in India, where the structural constraints have a much greater influence 

than normal).  
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 Political opportunity theory, which informs the structural side of the 

debate, argues that political change results from people seizing opportunities as 

the structural conditions in a society shift (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011): That 

“revolutions owe less to the efforts of insurgents than to the work of systemic 

crisis which render the existing regime weak and vulnerable to challenge from 

virtually any quarter” (McAdam, J. McCarthy, & Zald, 1996, p. 24).  This stance 

minimizes the influence of strategy and places most emphasis on long-term trends 

related to the “underlying economic, military or political weakness of the 

regime… [and] the role of international pressures or the importance of elite 

negotiations” (p. 177).  Martin (2005c) describes the work of Alex Schmid, a 

Dutch scholar on terrorism who takes a more global view of structural constraints.  

Martin notes Schmid’s important insight that “the outcome [of both violent and 

nonviolent campaigns] depends primarily on the international configuration of 

power . . . with method being of lesser significance” (Martin, 2005c, Part 1: Past 

Themes, Alex P. Schmid, para. 2).  Along this line Carter (2012) describes how 

the fall of Soviet Union and the subsequent de-legitimization of Soviet style 

communism may have influenced events in South Africa during apartheid because 

it removed the possibility of a “soviet threat” (p. 150) being associated with the 

African National Congress (ANC) and allowed its members to take office.  But 

according to Chenoweth and Stephan (2011) these critiques do not reflect the 

history of nonviolent conflict, which shows that campaigns have both succeeded 

and failed when the structural conditions would have dictated otherwise.  
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While the debate between the relative influence of structural constraints 

and human agency is often polarized, there are attempts to account for both.  

Martin (2005a) states that it would be difficult to find a better approach than 

Sharp’s for the practical application of nonviolent conflict, but he also suggests 

that activists could use structural analysis to better coordinate those actions and 

that the theories supporting the structural position work better for research and 

analysis.  Schock (2005) calls for a more relational approach between the two 

bodies of scholarship and suggests this may be possible through political process 

theory because the way it frames the political context also helps to explicate 

human agency (p. 142).  Schock also explains that the strengths of each body of 

scholarship—the ability of political process theory to identify the contextual 

constraints of social movements and the way nonviolent strategies direct their 

outcomes—addresses the weakness of the other (p. xviii).  Ackerman and 

Kruegler’s (1994) stance is similar to Chenoweth’s and Stephan’s (2011), and 

they argue that there are too many cases where nonviolent action has succeeded 

despite structural constraints for them to be the overriding determinant of success. 

While Sharp may be the most prominent political theorist in the world for 

activists (Martin, 2005a) his approach counters the traditional paradigm of civil 

resistance and has not been well received by policy makers or more traditional 

academic communities (Martin, 2005c).  Reasons for this include the assumptions 

that change is a top down process and that violence is the most powerful political 

sanction, and the tendency for entrenched power to maintain the status quo: Once 

in place leaders find greater security in conventional channels (Martin, 2009b).  
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There is also concern that Sharp’s case studies have not been sufficiently rigorous 

(Martin, 2005a). 

Conclusion 

The recent surge in the use of nonviolent methods around the world may 

increase its support from activists, scholars, and policy makers; my hope is that by 

reframing nonviolent conflict according to the AQAL model it will support that 

increased exposure, clarify the dynamics of successful civil resistance, and reduce 

the debates currently confining the field.  Some of the areas requiring further 

research identified in the literature review include: (a) is nonviolent conflict 

applicable or effective in relatively free democratic societies where oppression is 

not as overt; (b) are nonviolent methods appropriate when dealing with 

psychopaths, people who believe they have divine rights, or regimes with no third 

party dependencies; (c) how do we protect a society from indiscriminate 

nonviolent action by subsections in the society; (d) does the extreme emphasis on 

independence, individualism, and reactive violence in the US limit our ability to 

use nonviolent conflict for social transformation; (e) is self-harm, such as self-

immolation, a violent rather than nonviolent tactic, and (f) how can we better 

transfer and integrate the lessons learned between separate ongoing nonviolent 

campaigns? 
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Perspectives  

The theoretical outcome for this dissertation is the initial reframing of the 

idea of nonviolent conflict according to the all quadrants all levels (AQAL, 

pronounced ah-qual) model of integral theory developed by North American 

philosopher Ken Wilber (1996).  The AQAL model is composed of five elements: 

quadrants, levels of development, lines of development, types, and states.  Wilber 

(2007) claims that these elements are lived “aspects of …[our] own experience” 

(p. 2) that are always present everywhere, and that each element brings forth data 

not available from the others; he explains that the model can be viewed as an 

integral operating system (IOS) for engaging different dimensions of reality and 

facilitating the acquirement of “cross-disciplinary and trans-disciplinary 

knowledge” (p. 3).  Esbjörn-Hargens (2009) describes the AQAL model as a 

framework that not only organizes and interweaves all legitimate knowledge (i.e., 

data derived from methodologies that have been proven and accepted by the 

scholars investigating that discipline) and ways of exploring our world, but does 

so in a fashion that allows the researcher to take a metaview of the topic and 

choose the most appropriate disciplines and practices for understanding it.  For 

Wilber (2001), integral theory brings together our many shared commonalities 

and differences in a way that honors the validated truth in each and brings forth a 

more nuanced view of our world: His contention is that the AQAL model is a 

neutral framework that makes “legitimate room for art, morals, science, and 

religion” (p. 2) without the attempt to impose any ideology “or coerce [our] 

awareness in any fashion” (Wilber, 2007, p. 31).   
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The following subsections go into more detail on each of the elements and 

show how they relate to the idea of nonviolent conflict.  

Quadrants 

 The quadrants represent the four basic dimensions related the “inside and 

the outside of the individual and collective” (Wilber, 2007, p. 21).  These 

perspectives correspond to the I, We, and It (and plural Its) spaces of reality we 

identify by the first, second, and third person pronouns framing our languages.  In 

AQAL terms, the second-person We perspective relates to the intersubjective 

group dynamic, rather than just “the person who is spoken to” (p. 18).  In the 

context of AQAL metatheory Wilber (2012c) explains that first person has 

agency, second person is the consciousness that agency is directed at, and third 

person relates to that which the agency refers (in its singular and plural 

manifestations); these indigenous perspectives are primal and where all feelings 

and perceptions arise.  See Figure A1. 

 For any event there will be correlations supporting it that are illuminated 

in each quadrant.  For example, the upper left (UL) quadrant brings forth the 

individual’s experience (the first person subjective I perspective), such as their 

feelings and intentions.  Those feelings in turn correspond to the person’s actions 

and hormonal shifts in their body that arise in the upper right (UR) quadrant, 

which relates to the exterior of the person (the third person objective It 

perspective).  And these events occur in context of a cultural background (the 

second person intersubjective We [Wilber, 2007, p. 22] perspective in the lower 

left [LL] quadrant) that is framed by the environment and institutional structures 
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organizing the society in the lower right (LR) quadrant (the third person 

interobjective Its perspective).  According to integral theory each of these 

perspectives offer only a partial view of any occasion, all are simultaneously 

present and evolving, and each must be included for a complete understanding of 

any event.  Furthermore, no perspective can be understood through the lens of 

another: Each perspective has its own methodology developed over time by the 

disciplines investigating that space, and the validity concerns guiding one 

perspective cannot be imposed on another (Esbjörn-Hargens, 2009).  

Lines and Levels of Development 

Lines and levels of development are usually described separately, but they 

are so related to one another that it makes sense to explain them together.  Wilber 

(1996) explains that the events that manifest in the quadrants are holons, which he 

defines as: 

whole/parts . . . (something) that is itself a whole and simultaneously a 
part of some other whole. . . . For instance, a whole atom is part of a 
whole molecule, and the whole molecule is part of a whole cell, and the 
whole cell is part of the whole organism, and so on. (p. 27)    
 

These events relate to various developmental lines each with their own 

identifiable levels of development.  The lines of development, also known as 

developmental streams, represent specific capacities such as “skills, traits, or 

areas of knowledge that we acquire“ (Combs, 2009, p. 35) that can arise in the 

quadrants while levels of development, also called developmental stages or 

waves, are the associated continuums that represent value-neutral holoarchies. 

This is different from value-based hierarchies, which depict levels of depth in the 
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subjective left hand (LH) quadrants and levels complexity in the objective right 

hand (RH) quadrants (Esbjörn-Hargens, 2009).   

Wilber (2007) describes that the stages or levels occurring along these 

lines of development represent the “actual milestones” (p. 5) that signify the 

emergence of new and important qualities along that continuum.  A progression in 

skill, knowledge, and competence that Leslie Allan Combs (2009) states mostly 

results from experience acquired over our lifetimes (p. 37).  Esbjörn-Hargens 

(2009) uses the analogy of a topographical map to explain that levels of 

development act like contour lines depicting changes in the elevation of the 

territory in that quadrant, while lines of development are analogous to the trails 

one would take to explore that country.  The difference between lines and levels 

of development and the elements of types and states is that each line of 

development has identifiable and sequential levels of development that 

continually transcend and include those previous without being able to skip any 

points in the process (pp. 7-13).  For example in the above holarchial progression 

that Wilber describes taking place in the UR quadrant—the movement from an 

atom to a molecule to a cell to an organism—no stage of development is any 

better or more important than any other, they just vary in their complexity; at all 

levels the one previous has been included in the new holon while something new 

and distinct has been added to it, and no stage in the progression from atom to 

organism can be skipped.  Other examples include lines depicting the depth of a 

person’s thought (UL quadrant) or their capacity with skills such as reading and 

writing (UR quadrant), the transformation of ethnocentric cultures into those with 
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globalized values (LL quadrant), or the progression from familial clans to nation 

states to world government  (LR quadrant).  See Figure A2.  

With regard to an individual’s personal development Wilber (2007) 

explains that psychologists have identified at least a dozen distinct streams of 

capacity that mature independently of one another over a person’s lifetime.  These 

include the values, morals, needs, cognitive, emotional, aesthetic, interpersonal, 

spiritual, kinesthetic, and self-identity lines of development (p. 60).  Combs 

(2009) explains that Wilber’s articulation of developmental lines evolving 

separately from one another is different than the original ideas that proposed 

human development was a “single broad path to maturation” (p. 35).  Instead, 

each of us is a complex matrix of various levels of development across many lines 

of development and sophistication in one area does not necessarily translate to the 

others (Wilber, 2012c), although Combs (2009) explains that since our cognitive 

development conditions our understanding of self, others, and the world it also 

influences things like our values, morals, ethics, and political stance suggesting 

that it may have a greater bearing on our overall level of development than the 

other lines (pp. 46-47).  Also, a person’s level of development does not dictate 

exactly how they will act, but rather represents a center-of-gravity (COG) around 

which they will probably act depending on the particular circumstances of the 

situation.  Furthermore each line of development is itself woven of many strands 

(pp. 47-48), which results in people also having different capacities in each line, 

e.g., woven into a person’s aesthetic line may be a high level of appreciation for 

some types of art but not others.  This unique mix of different capacities at 
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different stages of development at any point in time represents a person’s integral 

psychograph.   

Combs (2009) comments that the innumerable variations that arise when 

we intersect lines and levels of development reveals that we can have as much 

developmental diversity in our societies as we can cultural diversity (pp. 39-40).  

These variations in people’s developmental capacities may have a bearing on the 

dynamics of a successful nonviolent campaign, and creating personal 

psychographs for key individuals can offer insight into how they will respond to 

certain situations.  For example, Robert Kegan (1994) has identified at least five 

orders of consciousness related to the cognitive line of development that people 

can transcend over their lifetimes.  Each of these stages represents a more 

complex understanding of the world, and each level influences how the person 

will respond to certain situations (whether they are a member of the regime, the 

opposition group, the nonparticipating public, or third party witnesses).  Combs 

(2009) explains that stages of development are the structures we embody that 

determine how we assemble data from raw experience and use it to interpret our 

world and ourselves (pp. 58-59).  Furthermore, Kegan’s (1994) research shows 

that his highest stages of development are never reached before a person is in their 

mid-forties (p. 352), indicating that while age may be no guarantee of 

development some development may require greater age before it can be attained.  

These points bring forth questions, such as how does a person’s level of cognitive 

development relate to their ability to engage or maintain nonviolent action, how 

does a country’s average life expectancy constrain the individual’s developmental 
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potential or condition the way a population will respond to violent oppression, 

and if higher stages of development usually require older age to manifest how 

does that dynamic play into selecting the leadership of the opposition group or the 

security forces that will be used to violently oppress the nonviolent protestors?   

Similar to how a psychograph presents a graphic representation of a 

person’s development across many lines of capacity, a sociograph is used in 

integral theory to depict the collective development of a group along similar lines, 

whether that group is a family, the opposition force, the regime’s military and 

security forces, or an entire country.  Esbjörn-Hargens (2009) lists some of the 

lines related to group development as technology, interpersonal maturity (which 

he relates to things like women’s rights and the absence of slavery), artistic 

expression (e.g., public funding for the arts), healthcare (e.g., meeting nutritional 

requirements and infant mortality and longevity rates), and polyphasic 

development (a group’s skill at accessing different states of consciousness, such 

as is promoted in some indigenous cultures; pp. 10-13).  Furthermore, the level of 

group consciousness in a country can be expressed along a continuum of cultural 

worldviews, such as Jean Gebser’s (1985) progression of historical eras where 

cultures move from archaic to magical to mythical to mental and eventually to 

integral structures of consciousness.  Combs (2009) describes that these broad 

periods of time arise from long-term shifts in general beliefs that structure how 

and why the world and humanity came to be and what is going to happen to us as 

a result; this does not mean everyone in the culture has reached that level of 

development or believes the same way, simply that a particular structure was 
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exerting the most influence on the decisions being made at that time (p. 62).  In 

other words, while almost all cultures will have people interpreting their world 

from most of Gebser’s five worldviews, the country will also have a COG 

weighting it’s collective response accordingly.  In the context of a nonviolent 

campaign a group’s socio-graph and worldview can provide valuable information 

for predicting what is most important to the group or how they may respond in 

certain situations, or it may illuminate imbalances that have developed over time 

between certain aspects of the country, such as holding to premodern cultural 

beliefs while possessing postmodern nuclear technology.  

States  

Esbjörn-Hargens (2009) explains that states as refer to “temporary 

occurrences of aspects of reality” (p. 13) that can arise in our world.  When 

referring to a person’s subjective interior in the UL quadrant, states describe the 

changes in consciousness we traverse throughout the day or over our lifetimes.  

Wilber (2007) describes these as either waking, dreaming, and deep sleep states 

(also known as gross, subtle, and causal); meditative and altered states; and peak 

experiences.  Combs (2009) points out that we tend to have an all or nothing 

relationship with states where we enter them completely and with little overlap 

between them.  Furthermore, any of the states can be accessed at any of the levels 

of development, and the unique combinations that arise from intersecting states 

and levels is known as the Wilber-Combs Lattice (Combs, 2009, pp. 90-102; 

Wilber, 2007, pp. 88-93).   
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In the LL quadrant states can refer to group phenomena such as mob 

hysteria or groupthink.  And in the right hand objective quadrants we have 

energetic states, such as the metabolic state of an organism or different brain 

states (UR quadrant), and a country’s economic state or environmental states such 

as the weather (LR quadrant).  Wilber (2012c) explains that states are third-person 

objective constructs like stages of development and should not be confused with 

the actual experience of the state (which would arise in the first and second person 

subjective and intersubjective spaces).  In the context of nonviolent conflict the 

goal will be to identify what states arising in each of the four quadrants most 

influence the dynamics of a successful campaign.  For example, from the 

subjective perspective one question that arises is how does a person’s ability to 

visualize their participation in nonviolent conflict (which takes place in the subtle 

or dream state) affect the way that participation manifests?  If there is a link 

between the two, like a person using visualization to improve athletic 

performance, then we have another clue to what can influence a successful 

nonviolent campaign. 

Types  

The final element of the AQAL model relates to types, which Wilber 

(2007) describes as “items that can be present at virtually any stage or state” (p. 

11) and that can manifest in healthy or unhealthy ways (p. 15).  Esbjörn-Hargens 

(2009) explains types in terms of the variations in patterns or styles that happen 

across all domains regardless of the level of development.  For example, some of 

the types coming forth in the UL quadrant relate to personality types, such as 
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those differentiated in the enneagram or meyers brigs systems, and in the UR 

quadrant body or behavioral types.  In the LL quadrant types could relate to types 

of ethnicities or ideologies, and in the LR quadrant types of environments or 

political systems.   

As they relate to understanding the dynamics of nonviolent conflict, types 

help to give further nuance to the reality brought forth through the quadrants and 

other elements of the AQAL model.  For example, to generalize and simply say a 

culture is Islamic or Christian is not enough because there are many types of 

Islam and Christianity and people can embody them in very different ways.  In a 

similar fashion, if there are broad categories of personality types that do indicate 

how a person is likely to respond in certain situations then this would help in 

assigning specific duties in a campaign or in predicting how someone in the 

regime may respond to certain types of nonviolent action.  How important 

variations in types will be depends on the context of the specific situation.   

Quadrants or Quadrivium 

A quadratic approach to the AQAL model relates to experiencing the four 

quadrants as dimensions of our experience, while a quadrivium approach signifies 

that we are using the four quadrants as perspectives from which to explore a 

phenomenon.  As individual holons we have continuous access to the dimensions 

identified by the four quadrants, but it is obvious that an inanimate object—such 

as my computer—cannot do the same because it is not a sentient being: It has no 

consciousness and cannot experience 1st, 2nd, and 3rd person events.  As Wilber 

(2007) puts it, “the perceiving subject has quadrants . . . and the perceived object, 



 

 62 

referent, or phenomenon has a quadrivium” (p. 254).  Esbjörn-Hargens (2009) 

explains that in a quadratic approach to the AQAL model a person places their 

self in the center of the quadrants and simultaneously embodies or accesses all 

four dimensions “in a direct and knowable fashion . . . because these are actual 

dimensions of [their] own experience” (pp. 6-7).  In the context of civil resistance 

a person holding this space is constantly and simultaneously aware of their 

feelings, their behavior, the shifting of group dynamics, and the environmental, 

institutional, and systemic events framing the encounter.  But when a researcher 

takes a quadrivium (quadrivia is the plural form) approach to the AQAL model 

that means they are placing the object of attention at the center of the quadrants 

and then exploring that topic through the lens of each of the four perspectives, 

such as I am doing in the upcoming chapter where I use IMP to identify the many 

dynamics influencing a successful nonviolent campaign.  
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Chapter 4: Integral Methodological Pluralism 

The AQAL model represents the map of integral theory; IMP is the 

research correlate that encompasses the practices, injunctions, and methodologies 

used to enact it (Wilber, 2012a, p. 3).  Wilber (2007) describes IMP as a post-

postmodern paradigm by explaining that modernity (UR quadrant) focused its 

attention on the objective scientific truth of reality while the turn to postmodernity 

(LL quadrant) swung the focus over to “intersubjective truth and the social 

construction of truth” (p. 44).  IMP recognizes valid data arising from both of 

those paradigms, as well as knowledge derived from practitioners of premodern 

wisdom traditions (UL quadrant) and scholars articulating the more recent 

systems and web of life theories (LR quadrant).  Integral theory and IMP 

represent a new approach to investigating reality by recognizing the validity, 

partiality, and integrated nature the knowledge uncovered through various 

methodologies throughout history.  See Figure A3. 

Wilber (2012b) explains that IMP is a framework for exploring the 1st, 

2nd, and 3rd person dimensions of the world in a way that honors their time tested 

methodologies, embraces their constant integration as they all simultaneously 

evolve (known as tetra-arising or tetra-evolving [Wilber, 2012d, p. 35]), and 

rejects any attempt by one perspective to claim the whole truth (known as 

quadrant absolutism) or to dominate over the others (pp. 5, 18).  Integral theory 

assumes that a complete understanding of any phenomena involves the integration 

of as many perspectives and elements of the AQAL model as possible.  There is 

no prior ranking of importance and it is the context of the situation that 



 

 64 

determines the influence of the element on the event being investigated (Esbjörn-

Hargens, 2006, p. 84).  Wilber (2012b) uses his love for his family to describe 

how his personal feelings (UL quadrant) intermingle with his family’s feelings for 

one another (LL quadrant) while hormones shift in his body (UR quadrant) and 

that this all takes place in the systems and patterns framing his life (LR quadrant) 

(p. 22).  Remaining aware of the quadrants helps us to resist polaristic thinking 

and remain aware of life’s complexity.  None of these perspectives exist in 

isolation, all are interwoven into any experience, and all offer insight into how 

Wilber’s love of family manifests at any point in time. 

Regulative Guidelines for IMP 

Wilber explains that IMP maintains its pluralistic and transdisciplinary 

space through three regulative principles.  The first principle is nonexclusion, 

which relates to both accepting all valid truth claims arising from the various 

disciplines and also limiting the judgment those claims can pass to their own 

particular domain.  In other words, no discipline can use its claims to truth to 

exclude valid data from other disciplines that use different methodologies to 

generate their knowledge (for example, a scientist cannot use truth claims arising 

from empirical research to say truth derived through phenomenological inquiry is 

wrong, or vice versa).  The second principle is unfoldment, the moment by 

moment dynamic process of transcendence and inclusion that results in each 

moment encompassing the past moment while adding the present to it, a process 

making what is true and whole one moment true but partial in the next.  In a 

similar fashion, all injunctions developing knowledge engage a similar process 
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where eventually the new data renders past knowledge to a true but partial state.  

The third guideline Wilber explains for engaging IMP is enactment.  Integral 

theory posits that we do not perceive our world; we enact it based on our own 

unique matrix of quadrants, levels, lines, types, and states, the combination of 

which is known as our kosmic address (Wilber, 2007, pp. 249-258).  As such the 

researcher influences the results that will be obtained by the research.  The world 

they see and the methodology they use to generate knowledge intersects with their 

consciousness and state of being: change the injunction or the capacity and state 

of being of the researcher and different data is generated (pp. 16-32).  This 

principle highlights the need for the researcher to engage in types of daily 

personal practice that work to increase their developmental capacity, and shows 

how the same researcher can learn and engage more than one methodology as a 

way to integrate previously conflicting data. 

Eight Zones of Awareness 

Integral research takes a more complex approach to the four quadrants by 

bringing forth the eight primal (or native or indigenous) perspectives 

corresponding to their interior and exterior dimensions (Wilber, 2012b, pp. 6-7).  

Combs (2009) explains that while levels of development offer a vertical 

progression of increasing complexity that people attain with experience, the zones 

represent the horizontal dimensions or perspectives where that experience takes 

place; they are “both a perspective and at the same time a realm of experience” (p. 

119), and the number of zones a person is accessing at any point in time dictates 

the fullness of their experience.   Wilber (2007) refers to these spaces as “life 
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zone[s], or zone[s] of awareness” (p. 38) that are constantly inter-meshing to form 

the kosmos (the term kosmos with a “k” is used in integral theory to signify the 

simultaneous evolution of all four quadrants and to differentiate it from cosmos, 

which refers to materialism and the belief that everything can be reduced to just 

the evolution of the physical universe in the UR quadrant [Wilber, 2000, pp. 45-

46]).  See Figure A4. 

From these eight basic perspectives arise eight fundamental methodologies 

encompassing the disciplines and validity criteria that scholars have used over the 

ages to acquire reproducible knowledge (Wilber, 2007, p. 33).  IMP embraces a 

pluralistic approach that honors and integrates the many partial truths arising from 

these valid disciplines and their associated methodologies; i.e., each zone brings 

forth its own line of truth, and data from all eight zones is assumed to be 

necessary for any complete understanding of an event.  Furthermore, IMP goes 

beyond a multi or interdisciplinary injunction and assumes a transdisciplinary 

methodology through a meta-paradigmatic approach that actively works to 

understand the relationships between 1st, 2nd, and 3rd person perspectives and 

integrate that data without privileging one set over the others (Wilber uses the 

example of a researcher simultaneously tracking data from collaborative inquiry 

[LL quadrant] and neuro-physiological brain scans [UR quadrant] to find the 

correlations between the two; Wilber, 2012a, p. 12).  This combination of 

perspectives intersecting with their methods of enactment is called Integral 

Perspectivism and forms the basis of IMP.  See Figure A5.  
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Methodological Practices and Validity Concerns 

While each zone has a primary methodology developed over time to 

explore that particular space of awareness there are a wide variety of disciplines 

and practices from which a person can choose to fine-tune their research.  

Esbjörn-Hargens (2006) has developed a course on integral research for graduate 

level (non-clinical) psychology students and he identified some of the practices 

and validity concerns corresponding to each of the primary methodologies.  In the 

UL quadrant zone 1 (Z1), the interior of the interior, is where a person’s thoughts, 

feelings, and sensations arise: Its primary methodology is phenomenology.  Some 

of the phenomenological-inquiry practices for exploring zone 1 include various 

forms of self-inquiry and sensory and somatic practices; prayer, visualization 

techniques, and vision quests; yoga, reflection, meditation, autobiographical 

writing, and dream journaling: Validity criteria include positionality and 

acknowledging biases and assumptions; honest, authentic, and thick descriptions; 

and a demonstrated sense of sincerity, integrity, and vulnerability (p. 93).  Zone 2 

(Z2) defines the exterior of the personal interior and the structure of the person’s 

mind holding those Z1 experiences (such as whether the person is operating at 

ego, ethnic, or worldcentric levels of development): Its primary methodology is 

structuralism.  Some of the structural-assessment techniques used by researchers 

to determine developmental capacity include psychometric, personality, and 

sentence completion tests; interviewing the subject’s family, colleagues, and 

teachers; and reviewing audio and visual files to find patterns in speech and 

behavior: Validity criteria include using peer accepted tests and developmental 
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models, the duration of the inquiry, comprehensive descriptions to support the 

analysis, and when one’s self is the focus of the investigation the inclusion of self-

observations and input from others familiar with our beliefs and behaviors 

(Esbjörn-Hargens, 2006, pp. 93-94).  

In the LL quadrant representing the interior of the collective are zones 3 

and 4.  Zone 3 (Z3), the interior of the collective interior, is where group 

dynamics, cultural beliefs, and the shared meaning arises between us: Its primary 

methodology is hermeneutics.  Some of the hermeneutic-interpretive techniques 

used to explore the intersubjective space include interviews and the interpretation 

of texts, stories, rituals, ceremonies, and performing arts; role playing, discussion 

and focus groups, and dialogue and debate; collective activities such as reflection, 

introspection, and vision work; and mediation, trust-building exercises, and 

conflict resolution: Validity criteria include trust, resonance, reciprocity, and 

honoring others; member checks, mutual understanding, and meaningful 

engagement; and the degree to which it gives voice to the other and serves the 

community (Esbjörn-Hargens, 2006, p. 94).  Zone 4 (Z4), the exterior of the 

collective interior, relates to cultural development and how its structure conditions 

group beliefs, thoughts, and actions: Its primary methodology is 

ethnomethodology.  Ethnomethodological practices include participatory 

evaluation and participant-observer techniques; cultural and structural analysis 

and cultural anthropological methods; and coaching, mentoring, mock scenarios, 

and appreciative inquiry: Validity criteria include prolonged, well documented, 

and symbolically coherent observations of the group dynamic, and member 
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checks, cross cultural awareness, and acceptance by the group being investigated 

(pp. 94-95). 

The RH quadrants represent the four spaces of awareness in the objective 

world, and scholars working in them rely heavily on empirical validity concerns 

such as the research being logical, measurable, repeatable, cross cultural, and of 

sufficient size.  In the UR quadrant representing the exterior of the individual are 

zones 5 and 6.   Zone 5 (Z5), the interior of the personal exterior, relates to the 

unconscious habitual and self-correcting actions constantly occurring as we adapt 

to the world around: Its primary methodology is autopoiesis theory.  Disciplines 

exploring this space include cognitive science, sociobiology, evolutionary 

psychology, and other fields exploring reasons other than free will for human 

actions (Esbjörn-Hargens, 2006, p. 95).  An additional validity concern is insuring 

that the observers situate and integrate themselves into the research (Esbjörn-

Hargens, 2008).  Zone 6 (Z6), the exterior of the personal exterior, relates to our 

conscious actions, behaviors, and physical composition: Its primary methodology 

is empiricism.  Empirical-observation techniques used to explore Z6 include 

examinations, field work, observation, documentation, opinion polls, and surveys; 

open ended interviews, participant observation, and the use of charts and graphs 

to present statistics; reviewing past research, diagnostic testing, and developing 

case studies; and gap analysis, skill building, and capacity development: 

Additional validity criteria include clear questions, representable samples, 

persistent observation, and a high response and return rate (Esbjörn-Hargens, 

2006, p. 95). 
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In the LR quadrant representing the exterior of the collective are zones 7 

and 8.  Zone 7 (Z7), the interior of the collective interior, relates to unconscious 

group and systemic adaptations to the world: Its primary methodology is social 

autopoiesis.  Scholars investigating this space are attempting to intersect 

autopoiesis and systems theories to uncover how or if social systems self-create or 

self-adapt (Esbjörn-Hargens, 2006, p. 95).  Similar to Z5, an additional validity 

concern is the observers situating and integrating themselves into the research 

(Esbjörn-Hargens, 2008).  Zone 8 (Z8), the exterior of the collective exterior, 

relates to the physical environment, group actions, and the institutions and social 

systems that structure our societies: Its primary methodology is systems theory.  

Systems analysis techniques include mapping, statistical analysis, researching past 

scientific studies, and monitoring and evaluation: Additional validity criteria 

include multiple legitimate sources, functional fit, and direct experience with the 

system (Esbjörn-Hargens, 2006, p. 95).   
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Chapter 5: Methodological Approach 

The delimitations for the outcome of this dissertation relate to presenting 

an adequate portrayal of how integral theory and the AQAL model can be used to 

reframe our understanding of nonviolent conflict against violent oppression.  The 

literature review is extensive and accesses appropriate material from scholars and 

activists and from those promoting both the principled and pragmatic approaches 

to collective civil resistance.  Chapter 6 begins the initial contextualization of the 

AQAL model with some of our current information about the field and indentifies 

where we have disciplinary gaps in our knowledge.  Chapters 7 through 11 then 

show how reframing the field according to the AQAL model reduces and informs 

the five primary debates between scholars and activists in the community.  My 

intent is not to solve the debates, but show how the AQAL model depolarizes the 

arguments by recognizing the partial truths held by all sides.  Chapter 12 

identifies questions for further disciplinary research, and Chapter 13 suggests six 

integral or transdisciplinary research projects that would use IMP to begin 

investigating the more complex dynamics happening between the factors 

identified in the contextualization process.  The delimitations of my 

methodological approach are placing an emphasis on activity related to the 

quadrants and levels and lines of development because most of the information 

we currently have on nonviolent conflict relates to these elements of the AQAL 

model.  The elements of types and states are used to inform the discussion when 

we have information related to them, and they are used to pose questions to 

identify further gaps in our knowledge.   
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Limitations arising from my methodological approach relate to the 

interplay between depth and span.  As a broad reframing of the idea of nonviolent 

conflict this dissertation spans many disciplines and methodologies.  But the 

depth of inquiry is limited at this point because only a few academic disciplines 

are focused on understanding how successful nonviolent conflict works.  My 

purpose is to engage the current material on the topic to begin the reframing 

process and identify the gaps in our knowledge, not to investigate those areas at 

this time.  

Critical Assessment 

 Several critiques may arise related to this dissertation.  Integral theory is 

still in the process of gaining acceptance by academic institutions, and its 

pluralistic post-postmodern approach is contrary to the traditional disciplinary and 

postmodern view taken by many scholars.  There may be concern that the AQAL 

model is too inclusive and that IMP is beyond the ability of any one researcher to 

engage with rigor.  The AQAL model is an attempt to account for all dimensions 

of reality, and as a big-picture paradigm it may be critiqued as being reductive, 

imperialistic, or presenting a false view of our world.  Wilber’s method for 

developing his metatheory—which resulted from accumulating known data from 

disparate sources, categorizing it according to perspectives, and then integrating 

the truth claims he found valid in each—may be critiqued for lacking a rigorous 

methodological approach and instead relying on one person’s creative vision.  

Some scholars within the integral community may feel that my approach is too 

pragmatic and that I do not define the characteristics of the developmental stages 
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that may manifest in groups using nonviolent action, which I feel is a later stage 

in the process and outside the scope of this dissertation.  And within the 

communities of scholars and activists engaging nonviolent conflict I may be 

critiqued for not immersing myself sooner within those groups, not having a 

mentor guiding my initial research, and for lacking experience engaging 

nonviolent action against extreme oppression.  My response to the latter would be 

that I have grown into this field through life experiences, that I am intentionally 

approaching the topic in a nontraditional way from outside the mainstream 

community hoping to bring new light to the subject, and that while I lack 

experience using nonviolent action in the face of violent repression I can still 

offer a new approach by integrating the experiences of others with our knowledge 

of nonviolent conflict in the context of integral theory.  

Simple and Complex AQAL 

Using integral theory and the AQAL model to reframe our understanding 

of a new topic involves two different levels of complexity.  Borrowing from 

Edgar Morin’s (2008, pp. 3-6) idea of simple and complex thought I am calling 

these two approaches simple and complex AQAL (Kezer, 2013).  At times a 

simple linear cause and effect view of a topic is sufficient and appropriate.  This is 

where the elements of the model are broken up into distinct parts to give us an 

idea of the many disciplinary strands of knowledge informing the subject.  Simple 

AQAL is useful for introducing people to the topic, it shows the multiple lines of 

truth informing the field, it reduces debates in the community by including valid 

data from all disciplines, and it brings forth some of the linear cause and effect 
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relationships between the elements.  Simple AQAL, usually described by two 

dimensional line diagrams, is often what scholars are referring to when they 

critique integral theory for not reflecting the integrated nature of reality.  To an 

extent, they are correct.  But integral theory, like everything else, can be 

approached from as many different levels of complexity as we have stages of 

mental development.  Simple AQAL is simply a tool sufficient for some 

situations, and needed to create the initial map necessary for a more complex 

investigation of any topic.   

But no perspective or element exists in isolation or can be separated from 

the rest; every moment involves the integration of factors arising in each 

perspective and in context of the particular situation.  This does not mean that 

every perspective or element has as much weight or influence as all the others all 

the time, but it does mean that it is present, evolving, and to some extent 

interacting with everything else to inform our understanding of the whole.  

Complex AQAL uses IMP to investigate how the many factors informing a topic 

interact between themselves and the situation as they continuously evolve 

moment by moment.    

The Reframing Process 

 The reframing process involves four distinct steps moving from simple to 

more complex applications of integral theory.  The first step is to engage a 

literature review of the topic to identify the current knowledge informing the field 

and the debates ongoing in the community studying it.  This data is then used to 

initially contextualize the AQAL model across the five elements, and it shows us 
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where we have focused our efforts in the past and the areas yet unexplored or still 

needing more information.  The next step is to overlay the current debates in the 

field onto the AQAL model to clarify the terms and perspectives involved, reduce 

the polarization between the sides by allowing space for all lines of truth, and 

identifying further gaps in our knowledge.  The third step is to access IMP and 

identify some of the disciplinary subquestions arising in the eight methodological 

zones that if answered would give us a more complete picture of the many factors 

that will influence the trajectory of a nonviolent campaign.  This now sets the 

stage for designing and implementing integral research projects that take a 

transdisciplinary approach to investigating the continuously evolving dynamics 

happening between the factors identified as relevant by the various disciplines 

involved.  
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Chapter 6: Contextualizing the AQAL Model  

The first step in reframing the idea of nonviolent conflict according to the 

AQAL model is to contextualize it with the information already informing the 

topic across the four primary groups influencing a nonviolent campaign: the 

opposition group, the regime and security forces, the non-participating public, and 

external third party witnesses that can sanction the regime.  This process involves 

using the literature review to identify information related to each quadrant and as 

relevant to the other elements of the model arising in that perspective.  This phase 

represents simple AQAL and once complete it will allow us to sit back and get a 

broader picture of all of the facets involved in a nonviolent campaign.  Since all 

perspectives are always present and we cannot actually separate one from any 

other there is overlap between the elements at times.   

UL Quadrant 

The UL quadrant relates to the interior of the individual and brings forth 

questions about how the subjective experience of the individual influences their 

feelings about nonviolent conflict.  This space can be explored in the context of 

what individuals in general experience, or it can be used to better understand the 

experience and potential of specific people, such as when creating a profile of 

leaders of the opposition or regime forces, prominent people in the community 

whose support is desired, or third party actors able to sanction the government.   

The importance of the subjective perspective on successful nonviolent 

conflict has been recognized in various ways, if not yet fully integrated into the 

field.  Burrowes (1996) explains “all conflict is psychological and . . . no strategic 
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theory can be considered complete and no strategy can be soundly formulated, 

without an adequate theory of human behavior to guide it” (p. 36; note: behavior 

is action represented in the UR quadrant, of which the intention to act is 

represented in the UL quadrant).  In his review of the history of violent conflict 

Hart (1991) claims that in almost every decisive battle the “victor had his 

opponent at psychological disadvantage before the clash took place” (p. 146).  

And Schell (2003) explains that throughout the history of modern warfare 

beginning with a democratic Athens, soldiers who held freedom as a value had the 

advantage over those who did not (pp. 263-264); for Nestor Pérez, a union 

organizer during the Nicaraguan Revolution that overthrew the Somoza dynasty, 

it was the Christian value of loving others as one loves one’s self that caused him 

to eventually participate (Reed & Foran, 2002, p. 350).  Herbert Blumberg 

(2006b), Reader Emeritus in the Psychology Department at Goldsmiths College, 

University of London explains that “behavior underpinned by values is generally 

the most difficult to shift” (p. 51).  Because of this, and the fact that studies in 

altruism have shown that positive behavior leads to more positive behavior, he 

suggests that the value of taking “personal responsibility for ameliorating 

crises…[should become a] universal imperative” (pp. 51-52).  Daniel Mayton and 

Rhett Diessner, Department of Psychology at Lewis-Clark State College and 

Cheryl Granby (1996), Washington State University, Vancouver, showed that 

people predisposed to nonviolent action placed a higher priority on values related 

to universalism, benevolence, self-transcendence, and the “restraint of actions, 

inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or harm others” (p. 251).  Their 
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conclusion is that without holding values that support a personal willingness to 

suffer for another, a person’s ability to engage nonviolent action would be 

reduced.  Conversely, they also showed that people who were predisposed to 

violent methods placed higher priority on values related to power, hedonism, and 

social status (p. 252).  A. Paul Hare (2006), Professor Emeritus in the Department 

of Behavioral Sciences at Ben-Gurion University, Israel, supported these 

conclusions in his review of nonviolence and effective peace movements (p. 148). 

Colman McCarthy, Director of the Center for Teaching Peace, and 

Kruegler (1993) see the person’s attitudes and motivation as variables in why they 

choose nonviolent action and their ability to maintain nonviolent discipline when 

being oppressed (p. 10); in a similar fashion but taking the opposite approach, 

Carter (2005) explains that at times the choice to use violence is based on a man’s 

attempt to regain his “pride in being a man” (p. 44).  Summy (1994) argues that a 

person’s embedded cultural values, subconscious beliefs, and “the nature of the 

paradigms by which . . . [they] process knowledge and experience” (p. 12) can 

limit the degree of free choice that the person has to choose nonviolent action 

over violence; he also describes that the “key component” (p. 17) driving the 

successful nonviolent action campaign in Czechoslovakia in 1989 was the people 

believing so strongly in their cause that they lost their fear of violent oppression 

and were able to mobilize enough people to withdrawal their support of the 

regime.  Schell (2003) relates the idea of belief to nonviolent actions itself, stating 

that “the believer in nonviolent action seems, to an unusual degree, to be ready to 

suffer defeat rather than abandon his chosen means” (p. 204). 
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Sharp (1990) states, “when fear of punishments does not control the 

subject’s minds, repression is unlikely to succeed” (italics in the original; p. 28).  

Jean-Pierre Reed and John Foran (2002) tie overcoming fear to developing 

emotional outrage over a regime’s actions (p. 337), which Martin (2007) explains 

can happen when a person experiences shock, disgust, or moral outrage when 

social injustice is being inflicted on others (pp. 177-181).  But he also points out 

that people can choose to morally disengage themselves from the atrocities and 

not become outraged at the oppression of others (p. 181-182).  Fear of punishment 

is one of the factors identified as important for maintaining loyalty to the regime, 

while reducing a person’s fear of reprisal and getting them to question their honor 

or morality increases the chance that they will defect (Nepstad, 2013).   

When looking at who cares about and becomes engaged in human-rights 

activity, which is closely related to social injustice driving nonviolent actions, 

researchers have found greater world and human rights knowledge is an indicator 

that a person will engage in human rights activities (Cohrs, Maes, Moschner, & 

Kielmann, 2007; McFarland & Mathews, 2005).  Jan Visser (2000), the President 

and Senior Researcher at the Learning Development Institute (LDI), plays off of 

the preamble to the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 

Organization (UNESCO) by asking if we recognize that violence is not an innate 

biological feature of humanity and we have created the constructs supporting it, 

then can we “invent a different set of values, attitudes, traditions and modes of 

behavior that allow . . . [us] to interact more constructively with conflict” (italics 

in the original; p. 1, note: Visser’s question extends into the LL and UR 
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quadrants, and will be picked up again there).  But Blumberg (2006b) also points 

out that while violence may not be innate “belief in such inevitability—by policy 

makers or the general public—may, however, tend to be self-fulfilling” (p. 52).   

LL Quadrant 

The LL quadrant relates to the interior of the collective and brings forth 

questions about the intersubjective dynamics happening in and between the 

groups influencing the nonviolent campaign.  Victor Asal, Richard Legault, Ora 

Szekely, and Jonathan Wilkenfeld (2013) targeted their research on why socio-

political organizations in the Middle East choose either violent or nonviolent 

methods looking in particular at the influence of gender ideology on that choice; 

they found that not only does a group’s perspective on gender influence the 

choice of tactics, but that “organizations that espouse a gender-inclusive ideology 

will be less likely to adopt violence and more likely to adopt a protest-only 

strategy” (pp. 306-307).   

We know that a successful nonviolent campaign against violent 

oppression requires “active, steadfast, committed masses of unarmed people” 

(Schell, 2003, p. 144).  But Bond (1994) states that the effectiveness of nonviolent 

action is often reduced because of a “deep division” (p. 59) among activists on 

whether or not nonviolent methods should be used as a tactic or adopted as a way 

of life (this topic will be picked up again in the chapter on the principled-

pragmatic debate).  Summy (2009) points out that we have “accumulating 

evidence that our violence is a learned behavior” (p. 6), which ties it to our 

cultural conditioning (this topic will be picked up in the debate on if humans are 
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inherently violent).  Furthermore, Summy (1994) states that if this conditioning 

takes place in a culture with traditions of dependence, lauding violence, 

submission to authority, a restrictive educational system, “rigid approaches to 

conflict management” (p. 12) or believing in the people’s chosen status according 

to divine proclamation then the ability to mobilize sufficient people for a 

nonviolent campaign will be limited.   

When describing what does lead to a successful campaign Summy (2009) 

emphasizes that group cohesion, achievable in part through reducing internal 

dissent and “apportioning tasks so that everyone feels they are making a 

worthwhile contribution in line with their capabilities, interests and available 

time” (p. 27) is essential, as well as a strong esprit de corps based on a “profound 

belief” (p. 28) in their purpose, leadership, and individual and group ability.  

Carter (2005) describes that engaging in nonviolent conflict instills a “sense of 

pride and dignity” (p. 239) from standing up to the oppression, and that in the 

process people loose their fear and increase the bond between them.  Reed and 

Foran (2002) argue that prior to the outbreak of a revolution people and groups 

can access cultural memories and folk beliefs to articulate and try and make sense 

of current experiences in unique and radical ways that may eventually be codified 

into an ideology or manifesto of purpose (pp. 338-339), such as how the “political 

culture of liberation theology” (italics in the original; p. 350) in Nicaragua fed 

into and supported the Sandinista manifesto that guided the successful violent 

revolution against the Somoza dynasty.  They also point out that nationalism and 

the people’s belief that they were defending their country as much as they were 
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over throwing a dictatorship was a primary theme of Sandinismo (p. 354).  Sean 

Chabot, Chair of the Department of Sociology and Justice Studies at Eastern 

Washington University and Stellan Vinthagen, Associate Professor of Sociology 

at Göteborg University (2007) describe that “to channel and tap into popular 

emotions…[Gandhi reinterpreted Indian traditions and folkloric language] to draw 

upon and radicalize existing principles, beliefs, practices, values and narratives” 

(pp. 101-102) to gain support for resistance against British rule.  But they also 

explain that in movements that lack a preeminent leader such as Gandhi, like the 

Movimento Sem Terra (Landless Workers Movement in Brazil or MST), that the 

people can use collective rituals (called mística in Brazil) based in “songs, 

slogans, dances, [and] theatrical reenactments . . . [to] build on legacies of past 

struggles, sustain motivation for current efforts, and anticipate a brighter future” 

(p. 103). 

Regarding the terms used to garner support for a nonviolent campaign, 

Nenad Vukosavljevic (2011), a trainer for the Center for Nonviolent Action 

(CNA) working in the Western Balkans explains that when they started in 1997 

the term nonviolence was so new and misunderstood and confused that he would 

never insist that it or other new concepts had to be adopted.  Instead he suggests 

that people use whatever term they want because it is the “standpoint and concrete 

action arising from it that affects lives” (p. 269) not the terminology used.  

Closely related to the topic of terms is the language of activism.  Ghonim (2012) 

explains that activists often speak in politicized and rebellious terms that are 

difficult for people who have not had similar experiences to embrace.  This can 



 

 83 

place a barrier between the activists and the public they need to support their 

efforts and reduce their ability to mobilize sufficient people for a campaign (pp. 

111-112).   

Randle (1994) explains that in any large-scale group conflict, violent or 

not, there will be a degree of polarization in both parties characterized by the 

attempt to define the differences between the two groups.  In extreme cases such 

as violent ethnic conflict, these efforts include stereotyping and dehumanizing the 

opponent and forceful internal group pressure on all members to conform to the 

process.  In this type of situation nonviolent action depends more on coercion than 

persuasion or conversion; there is less communication and human contact 

between the groups, and less ability or opportunity to elicit sympathy from the 

regime forces or to encourage them to defect.  And on the regime’s side extreme 

polarization can be used to maintain the military’s loyalty and fuel continued 

violent repression.  But Randle also points out that less extreme forms of 

polarization can have a positive effect on a campaign by empowering the people, 

reinforcing the bonds between them, and solidifying the group’s identity.  If there 

is a true commitment to nonviolent methods and eventual reconciliation with the 

oppressor is desired, such as in the campaigns led by Gandhi and M. L. King, then 

efforts at increasing group cohesion while guarding against extreme polarization 

can help (pp. 107-113). 

Looking at the relationship between the nonviolent activists and the 

oppressors Wink (1987) states that if reconciliation is desired “the human quality 

of the opponent must be continually affirmed” (p. 7), and he suggests one way to 
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do this is to establish a bond of trust during the conflict.  Summy (2009) comes 

from the other angle, and states that if the other can be dehumanized and not seen 

as “another complex human being like oneself . . . that nonviolence will not be 

entertained” (p. 6).  With regard to the military and security forces, Hart (1967) 

explains how the “relatively human tradition…[of the German culture in which 

the Nazi generals had been raised reduced their ability to] be as ruthless as 

military logic, and military theory, tended to demand…[and that these types of] 

inhibitions have to be born in mind when assessing the prospects of non-violent 

resistance” (italics in the original; p. 240).  But Burrowes (1996) points out that 

cultural traditions can also limit the degree of individual choice the people have 

(p. 91). And in the context of using nonviolent action for civilian resistance 

against foreign invaders Schmid includes prior democratic traditions in the 

country, a well trained and cohesive opposition group that is considered legitimate 

across the population, and efforts to increase personal contact with the aggressors 

as all necessary for success (Randle, 1994, pp. 159-160).  Burrowes (1996) also 

suggests one way to reduce violent repression of a nonviolent campaign is to 

initiate personal contact with regime forces “prior to and throughout the 

resistance” (italics in the original; p. 242) in order to counter attempts at 

dehumanization and to reduce any fear the troops have of the opposition group. 

UR Quadrant   

The UR quadrant relates to the exterior of the person and brings forth 

questions about the objective aspects of the individuals associated with the 

nonviolent campaign.  Regarding gender, Schell (2003) states that the history of 
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organized violence has been tied to men’s needs, desires, and interests and that it 

is equally clear that “the pursuits of women have been more peaceful” (p. 353).   

Whether or not men and women have different experiences with nonviolent 

conflict is a sub-debate related to the element of types (e.g., type of gender and 

types of hormones) and touches on the debate if violence is innate or learned 

(which will be picked up in the debate on human violence).  Joshua Goldstein, a 

Research Scholar at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst and Jon 

Pevehouse, Professor of International Relations at the University of Wisconsin, 

Madison (2011), explain that Schell’s stance is similar to that of difference 

feminism, one of at least three general approaches to feminism.  They point out 

that women have a long history engaging in peacemaking that extends back to 

Aristophanes’ play Lysistrata and that according to polls taken in the US since the 

1930s women have been about 10% (p. 141) less supportive of military action.  

Difference feminism assumes that some differences between men and women are 

innate rather than cultural, that on average women are better at conflict resolution 

and group dynamics than men, and that war is the result of men dominating the 

world order rather than being an inevitable state of affairs.  Liberal feminism 

takes the opposite approach and holds that there are no major differences between 

the genders: Men and women are equal and including more women in the world 

system would not change anything.  Postmodern feminism takes a middle stance 

and holds that while there are important differences between men and women 

they are not innate but flexible and contextual, and that both genders are involved 

in supporting and perpetuating the global war system (pp. 137-138).  
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Anna Costin (2006), a journalist who writes on terrorism and security 

issues, takes a slightly different angle suggesting that women see the enemy 

differently than men because they have a stronger “global connection” (p. 39) as a 

result of their shared experiences as women; she also states that when looking at 

treaty violations men tend to focus more on retributive justice while women tend 

more toward reconciliation and preserving the treaty (pp. 40-41).  This discussion 

is often linked to the different types and levels of hormones that men and 

women’s bodies produce, with men’s aggression tied to testosterone and woman’s 

desire to nurture associated with oxytocin (Wilber, 1996, pp. 5-9).  Goldstein and 

Pevehouse (2011) claim that testosterone is now seen more as just a link in men’s 

interaction with the environment and that we are not biologically forced to be 

violent, and that “both biologically and anthropologically, no firm evidence 

connects women’s care giving functions (pregnancy and nursing) with any 

particular kinds of behavior such as reconciliation and nonviolence” (p. 140).   

Summy  (2009) suggests there are several ways a nonviolent campaign 

can increase its independence from the regime.  One is for the leaders to have the 

skills, knowledge, competence, and ability to articulate the message and vision 

and inspire “and arouse truthfulness, gentleness, and fearlessness” (p. 28) in the 

activists.  Similarly, it is important for individual activists to study areas relevant 

to their efforts so they are knowledgeable about the facts and debates involved in 

the specific situation as well as the more general theories and strategies informing 

nonviolent conflict.  And taking an integral approach he further advises leaders 

and activists to “pry deeper, drawing on the arts, sciences and professions to gain 
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an understanding of the roots of violence and its transformative measures” (p. 28).  

Stephan (2006) emphasizes the need for individuals to maintain nonviolent 

discipline at all times, and ties their ability to behave this way to their training, the 

skill of their leaders, and the ability of the group to maintain effective 

communications, which is a feature of the LR quadrant that will be further 

addressed in that section (pp. 75-76).   

LR Quadrant   

The LR quadrant relates to the exterior of the collective and brings forth 

questions about the interobjective aspects of the campaign, which include the 

environment, types of collective action, the institutions and socio-political 

structure of the country, and strategies and theories of nonviolent conflict (Note: 

Some integral theorists feel that theories are LL quadrant intersubjective factors; 

my stance is that when a theory has been articulated, codified, and put into 

general use that it becomes a LR interobjective construct.).  While the link 

between a person’s thoughts and subsequent action is well known, Christian 

Davenport and Priyavada Trivedi (2013) reversed the dynamic and investigated 

the effect of different types of LR quadrant collective action on a person’s UL 

quadrant awareness of the types of oppression being inflicted on them; i.e., they 

looked to see if different types of activism influence individual’s understanding of 

oppression differently, a process they call cognitive activation.  They found that 

forms of nonviolent activism were especially important because of the way they 

change both the protestor and the opponent, and that those activities that resulted 

in a high level of exposure to either other activists or to the oppressors, but not 
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both, increased the person’s awareness of and ability to identify different types of 

oppression.  Because this dynamic only happened when exposed to one or the 

other of the opposing groups their conclusion was that cognitive activation is 

“selective, not cumulative” (p. 380). 

Burrowes (1996) discusses how social practices and structures—

specifically the influence of patriarchy, capitalism, and statism on people’s daily 

lives—can limit their ability to make free choices.  Furthermore he suggests that 

these systems of power tend to reinforce one another to the extent that even large 

groups of people withdrawing cooperation will not be enough to offset the 

“violence, exploitation, and oppression” they promote (p. 95).  Because of this he 

states that the campaign’s strategy needs to include the creation of alternative 

institutions to offset the effect of structural constraints, a common theme we have 

seen in ideas of successful nonviolent conflict.  And on the regime’s side Nepstad 

(2013) found that the organization and demographics of the military and security 

forces, various ways of rewarding loyalty and punishing dissent, and the amount 

of external support the regime receives are all important factors mitigating an 

individual’s ability to defect.  

Schell (2003) discusses how globalization and international economic 

actors such as the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the 

World Trade Organization (WTO) create a system of power seen as “neo-

imperialism” (p. 319), which can affect the outcome of a campaign; Carter (2005) 

adds imperialism, racism (p. 39), bureaucracy (p. 59), and the international state 

system to the list of systemic constraints hindering people’s actions.  In a similar 
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fashion Schell (2003) describes how President Wilson saw war resulting more 

from systemic issues than human ambition, and that national sovereignty had to 

be abandoned in favor of a “system of cooperative security” (pp. 274-275). 

 Zunes (1994) describes how the “privatization of the repressive apparatus” 

(p. 421) has been one of the more effective strategies that governments have used 

to limit the effectiveness of nonviolent campaigns.  By using death squads or 

turning a blind eye to right-wing extremism a government is able to protect its 

international legitimacy while it systematically works to neutralize the nonviolent 

activists and leaders layered throughout the society.  One of the counter-tactics to 

this strategy is for the opposition to bring in outside groups like Peace Brigades 

International to escort the campaign’s leaders in an effort to reduce the violence 

used against them and bear witness to it. 

 In the context of civil resistance against foreign invasion Schmid found 

that a social system that is seen by the people as more legitimate than the 

invaders, an adequate communication systems allowing contact between 

members, the opposition, and third party actors, and a degree of independence “in 

terms of the skills and resources necessary for a defensive effort” (as cited in 

Randle, 1994, pp. 159-160) were all important to success.  When discussing some 

of the ways nonviolent activists can make their campaign more effective and less 

vulnerable to regime violence, Burrowes (1996) suggests developing tactics to 

disperse and decentralize leadership, use traditional practices in new ways to 

concentrate action (such as funeral processions or religious ceremonies), develop 

alternate plans when violence is expected, make use of the media to preempt or 
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expose regime violence, and maintain not only strict nonviolent discipline but 

doing so quietly and if possible in a posture that has cultural significance for the 

security forces, e.g., kneeling in prayer in a Catholic country or sitting in a 

meditation pose in a Buddhist country (pp. 241-245).   

Summy (2009) suggests some of the ways nonviolent activists can 

increase their level of independence is by creating a script that articulates the 

group’s policies and demands and developing slogans and symbols to articulate 

them, crafting procedures for dealing with agents provocateurs and opposition 

group members not committed to nonviolent behavior, and using art, songs, 

poetry, dancing, street theater, etc. to tie together the hearts and minds of the 

protestors and those sympathizing with them (pp. 28-29).  Chabot and Vinthagen 

(2007) explain that by tying historical and religious traditions to the campaign's 

symbols, slogans, and art the people are stimulated to “engage in more radical 

cultural and political action” (p. 103).  Summy (2009) also suggests developing a 

strategy that leverages the regime’s dependency on third party actors, which 

Randle (1994) points out can be “particularly important…[if the strategy targets 

outside groups] allied to, or having an influence on” (p. 116) the regime and who 

can sanction it on behalf of the nonviolent campaign.  But Asal et al. (2013) found 

that while external ethnic support (such as a diaspora community) could promote 

internal mobilization it also tends to move the campaign toward violent methods. 

 In the literature review we saw the importance of developing alternatives 

to state institutions, and how adamant President Adams was in their influence on 

the success of the US Revolution.  Zunes (1994) explains this process in terms of 
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“dual power…[and states that nonviolent conflict] not only challenges the existing 

order, but [can create] a new order simultaneously…[that works to both] 

undermine the status quo and form the basis of a new independent and democratic 

order,” (p. 418) such as through the development of alternative legal, medical, 

educational, and economic systems.  Zunes (1999c) also points out that these 

alternative institutions benefit more when the official institutions lose their 

legitimacy with the population (p. 157).  Stephan (2006) describes how during the 

start of the first Palestinian Intifada the Islamic group Hamas distributed illegal 

leaflets that urged the people to form popular committees to meet the needs of the 

protestors and gave them instructions on how to boycott Israeli products and 

organize symbolic type protests (pp. 66-67).  In this case it was the leaflets 

themselves that were so effective, and Ackerman and Duvall (2000d) claim they 

“represented one of the most ambitious mass education efforts in nonviolent 

action in the twentieth century” (p. 409).  But Stephan (2006) points out that the 

campaign eventually lost momentum and failed because of fractionalization 

between the Palestinians, insufficient nonviolent discipline, and not being able to 

influence public opinion in the US, which provides the support necessary for 

Israel to maintain its presence in the Occupied Territories (p. 70).  But she also 

cautions that, “transnational efforts must be an extension of, and not a 

replacement for, local campaigns of disruptive, yet purposeful, nonviolent 

resistance” (p. 76). 

 Regarding the influence of technology on the success of a nonviolent 

campaign, Johansen (2009) explains that the internet has now made it possible for 
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nonviolent activists to learn from, inspire, and train one another around the world 

in ways never before possible, and how autocratic regimes work to limit the 

access to the internet and cell phone signals available to the protestors (p. 204).  

Schock (2005) explains that in the past centralized media under the control of the 

regime—like radio, television, and the national press—could “promote cultural 

passivity” (p. 18), but that new forms of media have reduced the regime’s ability 

to control its content or the people’s ability to access them; he also points out that 

these technologies are not absolutely necessary for success, but they do facilitate 

the campaign’s ability to mobilize and solicit support from third-party actors.  

Martin (2007) points out that it cannot just be assumed that third parties will know 

about acts of regime oppression and he emphasizes the need to find vivid ways of 

communicating these acts so they result in sufficient outrage for external actors to 

sanction the regime (pp. 184-187).  Randle (1994) goes further and calls 

“publicity…[a] lifeline for those seeking to challenge arbitrary power” (p. 4).  

 Stephan (2006) states that “according to the main theory of nonviolent 

action, all regimes or power-holders depend on the support of organizations and 

institutions made up of individuals whose skills, knowledge, and acquiescence 

prop up the regime…[as well as] moral and material support of domestic 

constituencies and external actors” (p. 59).  Wink (1987) claims that the anti-

apartheid campaign in South Africa was “probably the largest grassroots eruption 

of diverse nonviolent strategies in a single struggle in human history” (p. 4), and 

that it was a classic example of this theory.  Zunes (1999c) points out that the 

large numerical superiority of the black community made nonviolent methods 
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“particularly effective…[for mobilizing the campaign in the mid-1980’s because 

the white minority was dependent on the blacks to the point of their] very 

survival…[and that over time those sustained nonviolent efforts] created a great 

deal of unity and militancy among previously non-committed Africans” (p. 162) 

that could not have been achieved if violent methods had been used.  

Furthermore, the South African government was also dependent on both its 

neighboring countries and the industrialized West to maintain its level of 

modernization; this combination of a high degree of dependency on both the 

population and on third-party external actors made South Africa “highly 

vulnerable” (p. 138) to nonviolent action despite its wealth, industry, and security 

forces.  Blumberg (2006a) points out that while in recent history aggressor nations 

have more often than not failed to win because of nonviolent resistance and third-

party intervention, they are also correct in assuming they will win if that external 

assistance is not provided (p. 149).  Finally, when discussing the reasons for the 

decline of armed struggle in developing countries, Zunes (1994) explains that the 

past belief in the invincibility of guerilla warfare is no longer supportable because 

weapons technology has advanced so far that the state now has an overwhelming 

advantage (p. 406).  See Figure A6 for some of the factors identified in the 

contextualization process that influence a nonviolent campaign. 
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Chapter 7: The Structure vs. Strategy Debate 

The debates in the discussion on successful nonviolent conflict have 

tended to evolve along disciplinary lines or between scholars and activists with 

little consensus on the terms being used to describe the various positions.  This 

has created confusion and redundancy, and does not reflect the complexity of the 

issues.  The purpose of these chapters is not to take sides in the debates or to solve 

them, but to overlay the arguments onto the AQAL model to identify the 

perspectives they engage, illuminate the dynamics between them, and provide a 

model that works to include and integrate the many factors we already know 

about waging successful nonviolent conflict.    

One of the debates in discussions on power is the extent to which people 

can actually act to change the socio-political structure of their country when they 

are enmeshed in the beliefs, systems, and institutions framing their lives (Carter, 

2005, p. 52).  This debate often arises between activists who take the stance that 

good strategy can insure victory regardless of the context of the situation, and 

social scientists who believe that structural constraints framing the society dictate 

a campaign’s ability to emerge or succeed (Nepstad, 2011, p. xii).  As we will see, 

both the idea of strategy and structural constraints arise in the LR interobjective 

quadrant.  I begin by showing the confusion that has resulted from different terms 

being used and the lack of consensus on their meaning, and then I present a more 

inclusive attempt to integrate the scholarship defining each side.  Then I conclude 

by summarizing the many the factors arising in each quadrant, and show how 

reframing the debate according to the AQAL model removes much of the 
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argument and provides a clearer and more complete way of understanding the 

dynamics of a successful nonviolent campaign.   

The three main ways this debate has been stated are strategy vs. structure 

(Nepstad, 2011), skills vs. conditions (Ackerman, 2007), and agency vs. structure 

(Zunes & Kurtz, 1999).  But the terms strategy, skills, and agency that are being 

used to refer to one side of the debate are very different ideas arising from 

different perspectives, and the terms structure, conditions, and structural 

conditions that are being used on the other side are not necessarily synonymous 

and are often being used to refer to factors that are not structural constraints.  For 

example, strategy is a plan for using nonviolent tactics to achieve specific 

objectives in accordance with an overall grand strategy that accounts for the moral 

legitimacy of the conflict, all of the resources available to the opposition group 

and the regime, the influence of third party actors on its potential for success, and 

how the methods used will affect the structure of the subsequent society (Sharp, 

2012, pp. 285-287).  While a strategy can engage all quadrants as well as the other 

four elements of the AQAL model, the formation of a strategic plan is a LR 

quadrant interobjective construct.  The idea of skills relates to the quality of 

specific individual (UR quadrant) or group (LR quadrant) actions that facilitate 

the implementation of nonviolent methods according to the strategic plan.  And 

agency, the inner capacity necessary for a person or group to move from intention 

to action arises in either the personal UL subjective quadrant or the group LL 

interobjective quadrant.  See Figure A7. 
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The debate becomes more confused when scholars define what they mean 

by skills and strategy.  Ackerman (2007) uses the term skills to define the 

strategic side of the debate and he breaks them down into three categories.  His 

first set of skills relates to creating the movement, generating massive support, 

and being able to sustain the campaign to the end where the goals are achieved; he 

includes the ability to portray the organization and its leadership as legitimate and 

representative of all of the people, and the ability to articulate common goals that 

unify the population regardless of past tensions.  But creativity—the ability to 

envision the movement in a unique way—is a subjective factor arising in the UL 

quadrant, and while it may be accessed when developing a strategic plan it is not 

itself strategy.  The ability to mobilize people begins with skillful interpersonal 

dynamics where vision is shared, grievances legitimized, and group purpose 

unified, all of which happen in the LL quadrant while the actual act of group 

mobilization is a collective action arising in the LR quadrant.  The ability to 

sustain a campaign can relate to group cohesion or perseverance, which arises in 

the LL quadrant, or the acquiring and managing of the resources necessary to 

complete the campaign, which is a factor of the LR quadrant.  Ackerman’s second 

set of skills relates to the ability to employ a wide range of tactical options in a 

sequential manner that keeps the regime off balance.  This relates to the actual 

planning and implementation of the opposition group’s strategy, which are LR 

factors.  Ackerman’s third category of skills relates to the ability to fully engage 

nonviolent conflict while maintaining nonviolent discipline and not giving the 

regime an excuse to respond with violent oppression.  Nonviolent response to 
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oppression is both a function of the person and the group, and these actions arise 

in the personal UR and group LR quadrants.  See Figure A8. 

Sharp (1973a) has been the primary scholar articulating the idea of 

strategic nonviolent conflict and his theories provide the main target of critique 

for social scientists who see structural constraints dictating the emergence or 

course of a nonviolent campaign.  The basis of Sharp’s ideas is his pluralistic-

dependency theory of power, which holds that all political power is in the people 

and a government or ruler requires their voluntary consent to survive.  He states 

that, “all governments are dependent on the society they rule” (italics in the 

original; p. 9), [that their power] rises continually” (Sharp, 2005, p. 28) from the 

social groups and institutions within the country, and that the people can 

withdrawal their consent or obedience and sever those sources of power as 

needed.  For Sharp, this means that since “obedience remains essentially 

voluntary . . . .all government is based on consent” (p. 34).  In Sharp’s view 

people are obedient for several reasons including habit, fear of sanctions, moral 

obligations, self-interest, psychological identification with the ruler, a level of 

obedience without conscious thought, and a lack of confidence among the people 

(Sharp, 1973a, pp. 19-24).  Their potential to disobey resides in “loci [or places] 

of power” (Sharp, 1980c, p. 27), which he defines as the country’s social groups 

and institutions that have sufficient capacity for independent action that people 

can be mobilized for collective efforts against the regime.  Sharp states that these 

organizations “provide the structural basis for the control of the rulers” (p. 35), 

and that there is a direct relationship between their strength and the people’s 
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ability to withdraw their support for the government.  But he also states that the 

catalyst for disobedience is people replacing “passivity and submissiveness with 

activity, challenge, and struggle” (Sharp, 1973a, p. 65), and that a “prerequisite of 

nonviolent struggle is to cast off or to control fear of acting independently and of 

the potential sufferings…[that may occur saying that] bravery . . . is not only 

moral valor, but a practical requirement” (Sharp, 2005, p. 364). 

Sharp’s theory of power is that a ruler is dependent on the people’s 

obedience and support through the country’s institutions and social groups, which 

are structural factors arising in the LR quadrant.  From these places of collective 

power the people can undermine the regime with massive disobedience.  But 

Sharp also states factors arising in the other quadrants that are required before the 

people can disobey.  Issues related to fear, morality, self-interest, passivity, 

submissiveness, and personal identification with the ruler relate to the subjective 

space in the UL quadrant, behavior and habitual unconscious actions are factors in 

the objective UR quadrant, and group confidence is an intersubjective dynamic 

arising in the LL quadrant.  Furthermore, for the people to be able to act through 

the country’s social groups and institutions requires that they are actually in place 

and that the regime allows the people to congregate in them or is unable to stop 

them from doing so; if this is not possible a movement cannot emerge (Goodwin 

& Jasper, 1999, pp. 30, 43).  These are both factors arising in the LR 

interobjective quadrant.  See Figure A9. 

           When Sharp (2005) says that successful nonviolent action does not require 

structural conditions to succeed he limits those conditions to democracy, a 
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nonviolent opponent (or one holding so called universal values), world support, 

the media, a “climate of nonviolence” (p. 436), or a longer time span than if 

violence was used.  But other scholars refer to different structural constraints.  

Schock (2005) explains that Sharp has been critiqued for assuming that people 

can and will make individual choices to act in ways that undermine a regime’s 

power regardless of other personal, cultural, or social conditions that influence 

those decisions.  Both Schock (2005) and Martin (2005a) refer to systemic 

constraints related to LR structural conditions such as statism, bureaucracy, 

patriarchy, and capitalism that become so embedded in daily social interactions 

that they become normal and routine and develop a momentum difficult to resist.  

Schock (2005) states that “processes of consciousness raising and frame 

alignment” (p. 45), which relate to the subjective and intersubjective state of the 

individual and group, are necessary before people can voluntarily act in ways 

counter to their cognitive norm and he calls for a better understanding of these 

subjective processes.  Schock also notes that Sharp’s idea assumes that the ruler’s 

power is mostly dependent on the consent of the people being ruled, but that is not 

necessarily always the case.  For example, Bueno de Mesquita and Smith (2011) 

and others who have developed selectorate theory show that rulers make their 

decisions based on pleasing the people keeping them in power, and that there are 

situations where that is not the population of the country, such as in resource rich 

African nations where the leader’s wealth comes from third parties outside the 

country who have little concern about the conditions in the country.  See Figure 

A10. 
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 When Sharp (2005) describes his idea of strategy he is talking about much 

more than a strategic plan.  He states that the primary factor necessary for success 

in a nonviolent conflict is a competent ability to “plan strategies to guide the 

conduct of the struggle and to apply these new strategies skillfully” (p. 434); in 

the end, the effectiveness of nonviolent action is based on “the nature of the 

technique, the choice of strategies of resistance, and the skill of the resisters, as 

well as their courage and discipline” (p. 369).  Sharp has identified four levels of 

strategy needed to implement a successful nonviolent campaign, from the grand 

or master strategy used “to coordinate and direct all the resources of the struggle 

group toward the attainment of the objectives of the conflict” (p. 444) down to the 

choice of tactics and methods of change used in any specific encounter.  But he 

also states that support activities in the form of adequate logistics, “such as the 

arrangement of finances, transportation, communications, and supplies” (p. 445), 

are necessary to implement the strategy.   

Sharp’s (2005) various strategic plans are interobjective constructs arising 

in the LR quadrant.  But someone has to have the knowledge and skills to create 

strategic plans and the leadership abilities to implement them.  Knowledge is a 

subjective factor arising in the UL quadrant that requires UR quadrant skills to 

transform it into a strategic plan.  The idea of leadership, or a person’s leadership 

capability, has at the minimum UL quadrant factors related to knowledge of 

nonviolent conflict and the quality of their character and their desire to lead, and 

UR quadrant factors related to leadership skills.  In the LL quadrant are the 

factors related to the person’s legitimacy and ability to share vision and hope and 
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garner collective unity of purpose.  In the LR quadrant arise the physical spaces 

needed for the opposition group to gather, strategize, and support one another, as 

well as access to the communication technology needed to pass those ideas on to 

the people.  When Sharp speaks of the skill, courage, and discipline of the 

resistors he is referring to personal and group actions arising in the UR and LR 

quadrants that require correlates in the UL and LL quadrants.  The logistical 

support he mentions relates to material resources and the financial, transportation, 

and communication systems in the country, all of which arise in the LR quadrant.  

See Figure A11. 

Furthermore, Sharp now feels an initial strategic estimate is necessary 

before the campaign’s leaders develop its master strategy.  Sharp (2005) describes 

that at its most basic level a strategic estimate, a concept created by Helvey 

(2005), is “a calculation and comparison of the strengths and the weaknesses of 

the nonviolent struggle group and that group’s opponents, as seen within the 

broad social, historical, political, and economic context of the society in which the 

conflict occurs” (Sharp, 2005, p. 449).  In more detailed form the strategic 

estimate is an analysis of the conflict situation as it relates to the struggle group, 

the regime, and the general population including “terrain and geography, 

transportation, communications, climate and weather, political system and 

governing regime, economic system, judicial system, demographics, population 

strata, control of economic resources and life support, and status of civil society” 

(Helvey, 2005, p. 530).  Based on this estimate if it is decided that the opposition 

group “is weaker than required for a major struggle with the prospective 
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opponents” (p. 453) then they should focus on internal training (p. 437) and wait 

until those dynamics shift in their favor.  While a strategic estimate covers factors 

arising in all of the quadrants it is most heavily weighted toward an analysis of 

LR structural factors, and the LL intersubjective dynamics arising between the 

groups involved in the conflict as well as those remaining uncommitted and those 

representing third party actors.  By using this estimate to time the emergence of a 

campaign or a specific objective within it, Sharp seems to be agreeing with the 

idea that structural constraints affect both the emergence and trajectory of a 

nonviolent campaign, although if timing is considered a strategic factor it supports 

arguments that effective strategy can eventually outweigh structural constraints.  

See Figure A12. 

On the other side of the debate, the idea of structural constraints relates to 

the “degree to which social reality is determined by social structures not amenable 

to manipulation by individuals wishing to transform them” (Zunes & Kurtz, 1999, 

p. 305).  According to integral theory the physical environment and the social 

groups, systems, institutions, type of political system, regime sanctions, and 

ability of the people to congregate or access the country’s social groups and 

institutions are all interobjective structural factors arising in the LR quadrant.  But 

often times what is referred to in the literature as being structural constraints are 

not.  For example, Nepstad (2011) uses the term structural conditions when 

speaking about “macro level factors” (p. 6) influencing the conflict environment 

including more stable elements such as regime’s support from third part actors 

and the structure of the government, or fluctuating political opportunities such as 
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shifts in support from third party actors, newly called elections, or sudden changes 

in regime leaders.  All of those factors meet the definition of structural 

constraints, but then she includes inspiration and public outrage, which are 

subjective and intersubjective factors that arise in the UL and LL quadrants and 

do not fit the definition of structural conditions.  See Figure A13. 

           At other times just the term conditions has been used by to refer to 

structural constraints that again do not fit the definition.  For example, Nepstad 

(2011) lists 5 conditions she states are necessary for the emergence of a 

nonviolent campaign.  The first three are widespread grievances against a regime 

of questionable legitimacy, elite defections from the regime to the opposition 

group, and a strong enough sense of outrage by the people that they are willing to 

act.  These are not LR quadrant structural conditions but rather UL quadrant 

subjective and LL quadrant intersubjective aspects of the person or group that 

facilitate action.  Her fourth condition is the opposition group developing a 

unified ideological platform for the campaign, which she links to the availability 

of physical locations within the society where the opposition group can engage 

the necessary discussions and planning needed to create the master strategy for 

the campaign; her fifth condition is the presence of “mobilizing organizations” (p. 

6) guided by legitimate leadership for transforming will to action and directing the 

subsequent trajectory of the campaign, a function she says that preexisting 

organizations such as churches, labor unions, and universities often assume.  The 

social groups and institutions in a country, their level of autonomy, and the 

people’s ability to access them are all LR structural constraints, but the people’s 
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feelings of legitimacy and the idea of ideological consensus are intersubjective 

group dynamics arising in the LL quadrant and not LR structural conditions.  See 

Figure A14. 

Ackerman (2007) also speaks of conditions when referring to structural 

constraints, and he splits his idea of conditions into two different categories.  The 

first category relates to those conditions that can undermine the start of a 

nonviolent campaign, which he identifies as “cultural passivity, ethnic divisions, 

political fractiousness, and economic hardships” (p. 2).  Of these, the first three 

are not structural constraints, but rather intersubjective factors related to group 

dynamics arising in the LL quadrant.  Only the last condition in his emergence 

category, economic hardships, is a LR structural condition.  The second set of 

conditions that Ackerman speaks of are those that he feels will limit the 

prosecution of the campaign, such as the magnitude of the goals sought by the 

opposition group or the nature of the regime and its willingness to tolerate 

nonviolent methods being used against it.  When speaking of goals we are 

referring to mental constructs related to how a person or group wants to see the 

future, which are subjective and intersubjective factors arising in the UL and LL 

quadrants.  But the type of regime, its sanctions, and the degree to which they are 

used are structural factors found in the LR quadrant.  See Figure A15. 

Ackerman (2007) further confuses this subject when he explains why he 

feels that skills (his labeling of the strategic side of the debate) have greater 

weight than conditions in determining the outcome of a nonviolent campaign.  

While he does not discount the influence of conditions, he feels that the primary 
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factor related to success of a nonviolent campaign is the “relative skillfulness with 

which pressure is applied” (p. 4) because of the evolutionary nature of conflict, 

people’s ability to adapt, learn, and respond to incremental success, and because 

the failures experienced by nonviolent movements are never so complete that the 

people lose all hope of resistance.  Also, he believes that globalization will further 

reduce the influence of conditions on nonviolent conflict because isolated people 

will have more access to information and because groups involved in nonviolent 

action can increasingly communicate, support, and learn from one another.  But 

two of the evolutionary components he mentions that allow the campaign to 

evolve in its LR strategic response—learning, and maintaining hope—are 

subjective and intersubjective factors arising in the UL and LL quadrant not LR 

quadrant structural constraints.  And adaptation to events is both a personal and 

group response arising in the UR objective and LR interobjective quadrants.  

Furthermore, the effect of globalization that he sees reducing the influence of 

structural constraints is itself a LR structural factor, as are the opposition group’s 

access to communication technology, the free spaces they need to interact for 

continued learning and support, and the regime’s response to the opposition 

group.  See Figure A16. 

            Sharp (2005) also speaks of conditions and lists some of them as 

“prerequisites of a successful single struggle” (pp. 472-473) even though he takes 

the position that strategy can overcome structural constraints.  His conditions 

include the regime having lost legitimacy, it being dependent on the population 

withholding cooperation, the opposition group having developed alternative 
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groups and institutions outside of regime control, the normal groups and 

institutions that support the regime becoming unstable and lacking conviction in 

the regime, the inability of the regime to fully control the population, the 

necessary level of experience or training for the struggle group, a wide cross 

section of support for the grievances aired by the struggle group, disloyalty 

among the regimes bureaucracy and security forces, and the opposition group 

being able to marshal the resources necessary.  Again, these conditions relate to 

more than LR structural constraints.  Factors such as the ability to mobilize 

grievances and develop alternative groups and institutions, the regime being 

dependent on the people’s actions, the sanctions available to the regime, and 

accessing the necessary resources are all related to structural conditions in the 

society.  But he ties these conditions with ideas of legitimacy and conviction 

(whether in the mind of the population or the security forces), the cognitive 

liberation necessary to resist regime sanctions or defect to the opposition group, 

group knowledge of nonviolent action, and unified grievances across the 

population that are subjective or intersubjective factors arising in the UL and LL 

quadrants.  See Figure A17. 

Shock has approached this debate in the most integrative manner yet 

(Stephan, 2009a, p. 14) describing it as being between methodological 

individualism (intention and rational choice) and structural determinism 

(nonviolent success as the “epiphenomena of large-scale social change and class 

relations;” Schock, 2005, p. 142).  He sees the debate defined on the one side by 

political process theory, which he says has done well to explain the emergence of 
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social movements and identify the structural aspects that influence them, and 

nonviolent scholarship, which has done well in analyzing the trajectory of 

nonviolent campaigns and identifying the influence of strategy and human agency 

on the outcome.  Schock explains that the political process approach has shifted 

over time from engaging the dynamics between the state and opposition groups 

and identifying the power of the people to influence the political process from 

their position in the social structure, to now placing greater emphasis on the 

external political context in which the movement takes place and giving less 

attention to the influence the opposition group has on the trajectory of the 

campaign.  He sees this as a mistake taking the position that the opposition group 

has the ability to mitigate political constraints and that we need to consider the 

strategies, organization, and theoretical framing of the opposition on the political 

context, the trajectory of the movement, and its eventual outcome.  He suggests 

that both sides of the debate—those explicating the idea of strategic nonviolent 

conflict and the social scientists focused on structural constraints that may 

neutralize or mitigate its effectiveness—can benefit from the knowledge produced 

by the other (Schock, 2005, p.170). 

Schock (2005) breaks the political process approach into three primary 

components: “collective action frames, mobilizing structures, and political 

opportunities and constraints” (p. 27).   He describes that the ability to mobilize 

massive collective action requires that people possess a degree of cognitive 

liberation (the personal and group rejection of fatalism), that they recognize they 

are being oppressed, and that they develop the hope that they can change their 
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existence through group action, all of which relate to the individual subjective 

(UL quadrant) and group intersubjective (LL quadrant) perspectives.  To develop 

these subjective and intersubjective beliefs and desires requires collective action 

frames that both delegitimize the status quo and offer more legitimate alternatives, 

and that work to bridge the gap between the two until enough people embrace the 

ideas and are willing to act upon them.  This process of linking the individual to 

the movement’s purpose happens through frame bridging, amplification, 

extension, and transformation that respectively engage “unmobilized sentiment 

pools…[extend the parameters of the movement to encompass related interests, 

activate] latent values or beliefs” (pp. 27-28), and eventually substitute the new 

ideological frame for the old.  In AQAL terminology, Schock is saying that 

people’s grievances against the regime need to be articulated in a way that not 

only delegitimizes the regime but offers a legitimate alternative, e.g., through a 

LR quadrant construct such as a manifesto or declaration of purpose, and then 

working within the intersubjective LL space to link the many groups in society 

that share common interest in relieving oppression and create the unity of purpose 

and consensus on goals necessary for success.  

Shock (2005) describes that structural conditions related to the degree of 

democracy in the country affect a movement’s ability to develop collective action 

frames, with frame bridging and extension being more attainable in democratic 

societies that have less constraints on the flow of information and frame 

amplification and transformation often being the more important processes in 

authoritarian societies because of repressed values and beliefs that can be 
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accessed and the higher level of injustice in the society that can be shown to be 

both intolerable and a function of the current regime.  Also constraining a 

campaign’s ability to mobilize people is fear of repression, a direct result of 

structural constraints.  Democracy, people’s access to communication technology, 

and a regime’s ability to violently sanction protestors are all LR structural 

constraints, while the fear people have of regime oppression is a factor arising in 

the personal UL and group LL quadrants.  See Figure A18.  

Schock (2005) describes mobilizing structures as the networks or 

organizational structures developed to bring people and resources into the active 

process of collective action.  People and resources can also be mobilized through 

allied organizations within the society that support the ideological frameworks 

developed through the collective action frames but that themselves are not 

oriented toward mass mobilization (such as churches, universities, and cultural 

and social organizations).  The degree of democracy in the country and the level 

of control the regime has on the people directly affect their ability to create new 

nongovernmental organizations or access and act through the social groups and 

institutions already in place.  His third component of the political process 

approach, political opportunities and constraints, are those factors within the 

political structure external to the movement that facilitate or hinder its 

mobilization or subsequent development, such as transparency, the influence of 

elite actors, third party allies or antagonists, and the willingness of the regime to 

engage repression.  Schock suggests these political opportunities appear to be 

more important to the emergence of collective action in nondemocracies where 
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the regime works to counter their effect upon discovering them, and where the 

people need to insure that the opportunity works to reduce the level of repression 

they will suffer for their actions.  He divides political opportunities into two types: 

response by authorities and the relationships between the opposition group and 

elites and third party actors.  Authorities can respond to collective action in four 

ways: by ignoring it, conciliating it, reforming it, or repressing it.  Democracies 

can afford to ignore collective action until it disrupts the social order or impinges 

on elite interests, while nondemocracies can seldom ignore anything that may be a 

threat to the regime.  Political reform tends to energize collective action and 

create a snowball effect where each success works to mobilize more people, 

which in turn gives the movement more leverage to pursue their demands.  While 

reform can be used to transform some aspects of democratic societies, in 

autocratic regimes it works to undermine the leadership’s power.  Repression is 

then employed to maintain a regime’s hold on power and this can include 

negative sanctions that limit civil and political freedoms, the use and threat of 

physical force, and violence perpetrated by third parties with the tacit approval of 

the regime.  Schock explains that while repression is used in democratic societies 

against violent movements or when elites are directly threatened, it is much more 

pervasive in nondemocratic societies.  Regarding relationships between the 

opposition group and elites within the country or third party actors outside of it, 

Schock describes that closely balanced political coalitions in democracies may 

increase the opposition’s opportunities because their support could tip the balance 

of power, while in nondemocracies disintegrating dynamics between the regime 
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and elites or the military or security forces have been considered necessary for 

regime change.  These explanations directly link the political system (LR 

quadrant) with the personal subjective (UL quadrant) and group intersubjective 

(LL quadrant) dynamics that influence the degree to which a person or group can 

transfer grievance to action.  See Figure A19. 

The review of the structure-strategy debate shows little consensus on what 

constitutes the strategic position or what factors are structural constraints, and at 

times scholars are speaking of similar ideas in different terminology to refer to 

different arguments in the debate.  But reframing this discussion according to the 

quadrants of the AQAL model illuminates four distinct perspectives housing 

factors that are continuously intertwined, simultaneously evolving, and necessary 

if not sufficient in themselves for waging successful nonviolent conflict.  Viewed 

in this way the debate dissolves and we gain a more comprehensive understanding 

of the complexity of a nonviolent campaign. 

 In the UL subjective quadrant we have identified factors related to fear, 

hope, belief, inspiration, creativity, vision, character, courage, self-interest, 

morality, passivity, and submissiveness; knowledge of nonviolent conflict; anger 

and outrage over repression; personal identification with the regime; the desire to 

lead and personal capacity for leadership; feelings of illegitimacy related to 

regime and the legitimacy of the opposition group and their goals; feelings of 

acceptance by individuals in the regime wanting to defect; cognitive liberation, 

the rejection of fatalism, and recognition of oppression; consciousness raising and 
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frame (re)alignment; personal capacity to act counter to cultural and systemic 

norms, and a personal willingness to act despite regime sanctions. 

 In the LL intersubjective quadrant we have identified factors related to 

group knowledge of nonviolent conflict; group cohesion, fears, unity, hope, 

confidence, and courage; cultural passivity and submissiveness; collective 

rejection of fatalism and recognition of oppression; sharing of vision and 

consensus on goals; cross sectional unity in the population; ethnic and cross 

cultural divisions and intergroup political fractiousness; transnational intergroup 

sharing of knowledge; collective perceptions of illegitimacy of the regime and 

legitimacy of the opposition group; public outrage; group dynamics within the 

regime and between the regime and the opposition force; the regime force’s sense 

of acceptance by the opposition group should they defect; the nonparticipating 

public and third party actors; group consciousness raising and frame 

(re)alignment; group capacity to act and persevere in the face of regime 

oppression; historical perceptions of the conflict; cultural influences related to the 

religious and ideological beliefs of the community; the reappearance of 

suppressed values and beliefs, and the development of a new ideological norm. 

In the UR objective quadrant we have identified factors related to personal 

adaptation, learning, and nonviolent response to oppression; the personal skills 

needed to draft a strategic estimate, develop strategy, implement tactics, lead the 

campaign, and negotiate the many interpersonal dynamics involved; personal 

behaviors, habits, or unconscious actions that hinder a person’s ability to disobey 
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or participate in nonviolent action; taking personal action to participate in the 

opposition, or personal action to defect from the regime forces.  

And in the LR interobjective quadrant we have factors related to the 

creation of an initial strategic estimate and manifesto of purpose, the development 

and implementation of various levels of strategy, and the sequencing of 

nonviolent tactics; the linking of unmobilized sentiment pools and groups with 

related interests; the people congregating in free spaces and forming the 

opposition group; group mobilization, collective action, and nonviolent response 

to violent oppression; logistical support and the acquiring and managing of 

material, financial, communication, and human resources; group skills, learning, 

adaptation, and experience with nonviolent action; preexisting social groups and 

institutions and instability in them; mobilizing structures, networks and 

organizations, and the creation of alternative social groups and institutions; the 

degree of autonomy with which social groups and institutions can act; the regime 

type and political, economic, judicial, and educational systems framing the 

country; the type and intensity of regime sanctions and the regime’s response to 

nonviolent action; the level of democracy in the country; the influence of the 

media and third party actors; the country’s terrain, geography, climate, 

demographics and historical events; elections and inter-regime changes in 

leadership; unplanned for political opportunities; systemic constraints related to 

statism, bureaucracy, patriarchy, and capitalism; the level of the regime’s 

dependency on the population, the country’s elites, or third party actors, and 

defection by regime forces and the effects of a globalized world system.  
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Chapter 8: The Micro-Macro Debate 

The micro-macro debate relates to the agency vs. structure debate and the 

critiques on Sharp’s theory of consent.  Macro theories emphasize the affect of 

embedded structural constraints limiting a person’s action (Dalton, Van Sickle, & 

Weldon, 2010, p. 52), and micro theories focus on the autonomy, or degree of it, 

possessed by the individual protestor (Celestino & Gleditsch, 2013, p. 386).  

Another form of this debate relates to the reasons for individual acts of protest 

compared to collective campaigns, which was largely covered in the review of the 

principled-pragmatic debate.  I will offer additional information on the first 

version of the debate since the research is framed specifically in terms of micro 

and macro levels of protest, and I will not provide much more discussion on the 

second version of the argument because it would be redundant.  

Russell Dalton and Alix Van Sickle, Professors of Political Science at the 

University of California, Irvine, and Stephen Weldon’s (2010), Professor of 

Political Science at Simon Fraser University, research was designed to test micro-

level theories suggesting protest activity is driven by personal dissatisfaction, 

against macro-level theories suggesting that the decision to protest hinges more 

on the degree to which a country’s economic and political development provides 

the available resources necessary for the people to protest.  Using the 1999-2002 

World Values Survey they created a hierarchical linear model (HLM) that 

integrates correlates of protest activity in seventy-eight countries to better 

understand how micro and macro level factors intersect and influence people’s 

decision to protest.  They state that their model is a more accurate depiction of 
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protest activity than past studies because it examines both micro and macro level 

factors in context of one another, rather than separately.  According to Dalton et 

al., the primary theories informing micro-levels of protest are grievance, resource, 

and political values theory (p. 56).   

Grievance theory relates to the idea that deprivation causes dissatisfaction 

that leads to protest (Dalton et al., 2010, p. 56).  This seems to be a logical reason 

for individual acts of protest, but Dalton et al. question whether there is a direct 

relationship between increased grievances and increased protest activity, or if 

there are cases where there are high levels of grievance that people do not act on.  

J. C. Scott’s (1985) research relates to peasant uprisings and he explains that in 

that context, where open acts of defiance are routinely suppressed, protest 

activities are more effective when hidden within the normal structure of the 

society.  J. C. Scott states that while both individual and collective protest 

activities relate to the appropriation aspects of class struggle, individual acts of 

protest, which he calls weapons of the weak or everyday forms of resistance, 

diverge in their “implicit disavowal of public and symbolic goals…[and instead 

target] informal, often covert, and . . . largely . . . immediate, de facto gains” (p. 

33).  In other words when there is such a large gap in power between the 

oppressor and the oppressed grievances will fuel the potential for protest activity 

and the context of the situation will determine whether those actions should be 

individual and covert, collective and overt, or even engaged at all.  Examples of 

the type of resistance to which J. C. Scott is referring take the form of working 

more slowly, feigning illness or incompetence, and petty theft, sabotage, and 
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insubordination.  Using the history of slavery in the US South prior to the Civil 

War, he explains that the accumulation of these small uncoordinated, undeclared 

and often unrecognized acts of individual defiance did more to improve the 

slave’s lives than the few public collective actions waged against the institution 

itself (p. 33-34).  Dalton et al. (2010) agree that situations in developing countries 

like those described by J. C. Scott, where the deprivation of resources has a very 

real influence on the quality of one’s life or even the people’s very survival, 

support the logic of grievance theory; they also point out that when researchers 

look at the relationship between grievance and protest activity in Western 

democracies, where the reason for protest has a less dramatic influence on one’s 

life and does not threaten the people’s survival, there is a much weaker correlation 

between the two.  Furthermore, the extent to which a country’s political system is 

open or closed will influence people’s motivation to protest, and the level of 

economic and political development of the county will influence both individual 

and group actions (p. 56-57). 

The premise of resource theory is that in advanced industrialized countries 

the same skills and resources that motivate a person to participate in conventional 

politics also fuel nonconventional protest.  These resources can take the form of 

personal income or education, or social support through membership in the 

various organizations framing a country’s society.  Dalton et al. (2010) explain 

that democratic industrialized societies have the resources and infrastructure in 

place that can create more opportunities for people to leverage individual 

resources and facilitate collective action; they also may have fewer constraints on 
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protest and a higher level of tolerance for it.  But in developing countries with 

more closed political systems and where there are less national resources and 

infrastructure, greater personal wealth and education may not lead to increased 

protest activity because affluent people may not want to upset the status quo or be 

able to leverage their resources effectively (57-59). 

 With political values theory, Dalton et al. (2010) explain that there is a 

strong correlation between people in industrialized democracies holding post-

materialist values and engaging in protest activity.  But they also argue that this 

ideology has less of an influence on protest activity in less democratic developing 

countries because there are not as many people holding post-materialist values 

and fewer social organizations that promote them.  Furthermore, the economic 

and political context of less developed countries with more closed political 

systems can both increase protest activity because the ideological differences may 

be more fundamental, intense, and polarized and decrease protest activity because 

in these contexts it can be harder for people to participate (pp. 59-60).  Dalton et 

al. conclude their presentation of the micro-level theories for individual protest 

stating that they are contradictory, and they suggest that the country’s level of 

economical and political development needs to be considered for a more accurate 

understanding of why people protest.  

 The theories informing macro-level protest activity relate to how the 

economic and political factors of the country affect levels of protest (Dalton et al., 

2010, pp. 53-56).  Sidney Tarrow (1998), a Professor of Government at Cornell 

University describes that the various ideas focused on the political climate of the 
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country became known as the political opportunity structure (POS) approach, 

with scholars exploring both how political structure and political process 

constrain or facilitate dissent.  As this field developed further the emphasis shifted 

to the opportunities for protest that the political climate afforded to people, and 

while not complete in itself Tarrow explains that this research has helped us to 

understand why protest flares up at some times and not others, why some 

campaigns succeed and others fade away, and why variations arise in protest 

activity based on the political context of the country (pp. 18-19).  Dalton et al. 

(2010) summarize the debate within the POS approach along three lines between 

political context and protest.  Some scholars suggest there is a direct relationship 

between political openness (which includes both access to and recognition from 

political elites and the ability to speak out without fear of reprisal) and levels of 

protest, other scholars argue that there is a direct relationship between a lack of 

political openness and increased levels of protest because it forces people to 

engage other than conventional means to address grievances, while still others 

take the middle road stating that protest activity is lower in both open and closed 

political systems and highest when there is a mid-level of openness in the 

government (pp. 53-54). 

 Dalton et al. (2010) describe that the debate on the influence of socio-

economic development is divided in a similar way.  Scholars supporting grievance 

theory suggest that a climate of deprivation leads to increased protest activity, 

while other scholars claim that limited socio-economic development reduces the 

ability of the people to effectively mobilize and instead argue that it is high levels 
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of socio-economic development that facilitate collective protest.  But other 

researchers take a track between the two and state that low socio-economic 

development both drives protest and limits the degree to which people can engage 

in it, and that while high socio-economic levels translate into increased resources 

they may also negate the need for protest because people already have access to 

conventional channels of dissent; these scholars suggest that instead it is when the 

people have moderate socio-economic resources in political environments they 

cannot access that protest activity increases (pp. 54-55).  

 The other version of this debate relates to causes or reasons for personal 

vs. collective action.  Schock (2012) describes on the one hand that personal 

protest is often dictated by one’s conscience, religious beliefs, or feelings of 

morality and while it has an implicit social causality attached to it that assumes 

personal acts of character effect macro-social change, the primary motivation is 

the individual’s sense of justice, not changing society.  On the other hand, in 

organized nonviolent campaigns there is an explicit social causality driving the 

motivation to protest and people may or may not hold other values motivating 

them to action (p. 4).  The former version is similar to the principled approach to 

civil resistance while the later more resembles the pragmatic approach.  

Most of the literature on the micro-macro debate discusses UL quadrant 

personal subjective factors related to perceived grievances or the capacity to hold 

post-materialist values (a function of a person’s level of development along the 

spiritual and worldview lines of development) intersecting with the LR quadrant 

socio-economic and political context of their country.  But while personal 
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grievances with the status quo and feelings of depravation do arise in the UL 

quadrant, through examining the structure-strategy debate and principled-

pragmatic debates we find many other reasons and factors influencing both the 

personal and collective choice to participate in nonviolent conflict.  
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Chapter 9: Principled vs. Pragmatic Debate 

In general this debate relates to whether or not a person has to embrace 

nonviolence as a way of life (a la Gandhi and M. L. King) or if it can be engaged 

for strictly pragmatic reasons.  Some scholars state this more as a dynamic 

between positive and negative methods associating the positive or principled side 

with Gandhi and the use of persuasion and conversion, and the negative or 

pragmatic side with strategists willing to use coercion and methods “more attuned 

to the real world” (Randle, 1994, p. 108).  But as mentioned in the literature 

review Gandhi was not opposed to using coercion, he was the first to develop a 

strategy of nonviolent conflict, and both he and M. L. King “emphasized the 

interconnectedness of principled nonviolence and pragmatic nonviolent action” 

(Stephan, 2009a, p. 12).  Another view is that the principled/positive approach is 

one that combines loving self and the oppressor with pragmatic nonviolent action 

(Chabot & Vinthagen, 2007), but loving the person beating you would be as 

difficult for many people as adopting nonviolence as a way of life.  Véronique 

Dudouet (2011), a Senior Researcher with Berghof Conflict Research frames the 

discussion as the principled side operating “by conviction rather than by 

expedience” (p. 242) and the pragmatic side as integrating realist principles of 

incompatibility, which take on a win lose scenario similar violent conflict; she 

also suggests the both sides of the debate are complementary (p. 244).  

One assumption creating this debate is that when nonviolent action is 

considered to be principled, it means the person is basing it on religious or 

spiritual beliefs.  For example, Niebuhr (1932) links spiritual concerns directly to 
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the idea of principled nonviolent conflict stating, “There is no problem of political 

life to which religious imagination can make a larger contribution than . . . 

developing nonviolent resistance” (p. 254).  And Nepstad (2011) simply defines 

principled nonviolence as “the moral and ethical refusal to use violence” (p. xii), 

which implies a personal commitment to nonviolence as a way of life although 

not necessarily for spiritual reasons.  Adding to the assumption that people choose 

nonviolent action for spiritual reasons is confusing pacifism, a personal embrace 

of nonviolence as a way of life, as being the same as nonviolent action, which it is 

not.  

All other reasons are then assumed to be pragmatic, and pragmatism itself 

is assumed to be an important enough reason for people to participate in 

nonviolent campaigns.  For example, when describing the use of nonviolent 

action in the Middle East and North Africa, Zunes (1999d) cites Palestinian 

American sociologist Souada Dajani who states that the Palestinian choice to use 

nonviolent action “was not based on a Gandhian ethic but [was chosen] simply 

because it worked” (p. 50).  Schell (2003) explains that Mandela, when leading 

the ANC and its campaign to end Apartheid, did not believe in Gandhi’s approach 

to nonviolent conflict and only used it as a tactic in certain situations (p. 241).  

Ackerman and Kruegler (1994) state that nonviolent action is not “synonymous 

with any of the philosophies of principled nonviolence, such as pacifism or 

satyagraha . . . [or] a commitment to the avoidance of bloodshed as an end in 

itself” (p. 4).  
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In his effort to bring consensus to the terms and their definitions used in 

the literature on nonviolent action, Sharp (2012) has defined the idea of principled 

nonviolence as a “group of belief systems which include rejection of violence on 

grounds of a principle…[with principle being anything from an injunction against 

any type of violence for any reason] to a quite different principle” (pp. 234-235) 

that limits either the type of violence used or sets boundaries on when it is used.  

He then goes on to list five types of principled nonviolence—nonresistance, active 

reconciliation, moral resistance, selective nonviolence, and nonviolent revolution.  

But in all of these cases he is using the word nonviolence to mean the rejection of 

violence for “a moral or religious principle” (p. 193).  Sharp is using the terms 

nonviolence and principled nonviolence almost interchangeably, with the slight 

difference being that nonviolence per se is based on a moral or religious principle 

and that principled nonviolence relates to nonviolence that is based on some 

principle, whether that be moral, religious, or otherwise.  Furthermore, he states 

that nonviolence is not a synonym for nonviolent action because that “is often 

practiced for pragmatic reasons and is not necessarily tied to a general belief in 

abstention from all violence” (p. 193).  But by saying that principle relates to 

using nonviolent methods for any reason, which would include pragmatism, then 

almost any nonviolent action becomes principled.  

According to integral theory for a person to be able to maintain nonviolent 

discipline, an action that arises in the UR objective quadrant, it has to correlate 

with a reason in the UL subjective quadrant that is important enough that it 

supports the person’s decision when they are faced with imminent violence or 
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death.  It is understood in the literature on nonviolent conflict that campaigns 

supported by spiritual ideals, such as Gandhi’s and M. L. King’s, also used 

effective strategy to achieve success.  But there also seems to be the assumption 

that people participating in campaigns that were not spiritually based and that are 

considered to be examples of the pragmatic approach had no other reasons for 

choosing nonviolent methods than its effectiveness, which does not make sense 

because most people still do not realize that nonviolent conflict can be more 

successful than violent insurgency.  In other words those scholars who emphasize 

that people do not need to adopt nonviolence as a spiritual ideal in order to 

participate in non violent action may be going too far in their attempt to remove 

spirituality from the picture, and they may not be giving enough attention to the 

fact that the person has to have a reason supporting their decision that is important 

enough that it sustains their perseverance throughout the campaign and in the face 

of potential harm.  As we will see, there are other nonspiritual reasons people 

choose nonviolent action that are more nuanced than can be described by simply 

calling them pragmatic.  Regardless of why the choice is made, if a person has a 

reason beyond pragmatism for using nonviolent methods that means their 

participation is based on what they see as a compelling principle.  We can 

dissolve this debate by realizing that almost everyone who participates in a 

nonviolent campaign does so based on some principle, spiritual or otherwise.  

Understanding what these reasons are and determining which of them people are 

most committed to or that provide them the greatest strength to persevere when 
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being violently oppressed offers us more insight into the motivation required for 

people to join a nonviolent campaign and last throughout its duration.  

To reduce this debate and reframe it into an AQAL investigation of the 

reasons people have for participating in nonviolent conflict I will access 

quadrants, types, and lines and levels of development.  Since spiritual reasons are 

so prominent in the discussion I first use the element of types to explore the 

relationship between the type of religion a person follows and their decision to 

participate in nonviolent action.  I then look at the spiritual line of development 

and compare James Fowler’s (1981) stages of faith with Kegan’s (1994) orders of 

consciousness and integral theory’s composite of levels of development to 

determine how different stages on the continuum of spiritual maturity influence a 

person’s participation.  How a person’s level of development along the other lines 

of development affects their response to nonviolent action is a topic for further 

research.  After looking at how spiritual reasons affect a person’s participation I 

then present other principles that people have used to support their choice of 

nonviolent action that up until now have been mostly ignored and simply referred 

to as pragmatic.   

Types of Religions 

When discussing the People Power movement in the Philippines, Zunes 

(1999a) suggests that nonviolent action is more appealing to Christians because it 

aligns with Christian doctrine (p. 139), but Christians have been involved with 

war since Constantine the Great.  All of the world’s major religions allow their 

members to wage war: Christianity has its Just War doctrine, the Tanakh is replete 
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with examples of God directing the Jews to violence, Islam’s idea of lesser Jihad 

allows violence in the protection of the Muslim faith, and the Hindu classic the 

Mahabharata condones war and violence for self defense.  In the following 

analysis of levels and lines of development I suggest that spiritually based 

decisions to participate in nonviolent conflict are less a function of the type of 

religion embraced, and more the result of either a person reaching a level of 

development where nonviolence becomes a lifestyle or the person becomes a 

member of a community created and led by someone at that level of development 

who then provides its members the rules, roles, examples, and boundaries for 

acting that way.  

Framed within the quadrants, the various types of religious systems—e.g., 

Catholicism, Protestantism, Sunni and Shia versions of Islam, Orthodox or 

Reform Judaism, Mahayana or Theravada Buddhism, or Vaishnavism or 

Shaivism Hinduism—are institutions arising in the LR interobjective quadrant.  

How that religion is internally culturalized by the people—such as the syncretic 

forms of Catholicism that emerged in Latin America when traditional church 

doctrine was meshed with indigenous spirituality—arises in the LL 

intersubjective quadrant.  How an individual internalizes those spiritual values 

and the level of complexity at which they comprehend them—say from a 

fundamentalist approach where religious texts are taken at face value to higher 

level interpretations where the faith’s myths are seen as metaphors—arises in the 

UL subjective quadrant, and the behavior the person manifests based on those 

beliefs is a function happening in the UR objective quadrant.  See Figure A20. 
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Quadrants   

For this presentation the quadrants are used in a simple linear cause and 

effect manner where it is assumed that a person’s reasoning drives intention that 

results in nonviolent action, and to diagrammatically show the feedback loop 

resulting from the response to those nonviolent methods and how the person’s 

reasoning must be continually reinforced for the person to sustain those actions.  

In other words, subjective activity in the UL quadrant results in the person taking 

objective action that arises in the UR quadrant, which then elicits a response by 

the oppressing force (an UR or LR quadrant phenomenon) that then becomes a 

subjective consideration influencing the person’s belief in the effectiveness of 

nonviolent conflict and reinforcing or degrading their intention to continue using 

those methods.  The purpose of this portion of the reframing is two fold: to first 

show the link between reason, intention, and action to support the investigation 

into why people are willing to engage nonviolent conflict and whether or not 

some of those reasons result in greater commitment than the others, and second, 

to open the conversation to lines and levels of development and explore how these 

elements can influence a person’s participation.  See Figure A21. 

Lines and Levels of Development 

In the AQAL model lines of development, of which the spiritual line is 

one, unfold in holarchial continuums of increasing complexity that represent 

levels (or stages or waves) of development where each successive point on the 

continuum contains the complexity of the stage before it but also adds something 

new.  Kegan (1994) describes that our progression through stages of development 
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is not a cumulative process of simply adding more skills or knowledge, but rather 

a “transformative, qualitative, and incorporative…[process where each stage] 

subsumes or encompasses…[the principles before and makes them] an element or 

tool” (p. 33) of the person’s new mental framework.  Wilber (2007) has integrated 

the research on various lines of development—such as the cognitive, values, 

worldviews, spiritual, kinesthetic, self-identity, and aesthetic—to create a more 

nuanced developmental continuum that shows how various levels of development 

correlate with one another across the different ways we interact with the world.  

Almost everyone will be unevenly developed along their various lines of 

development, which shows how a person can excel in one area, say cognitive 

development, and be very lacking in another, say interpersonal development 

(think brilliant scientist that struggles in personal relationships or social settings); 

that particular make up of complexity creates their personal psycho-graph (pp. 9-

11, 57-61).  Research by Kegan (1994) and Melvin Miller, Professor of 

Psychology at Norwich University and Susanne Cook-Greuter (1994), a 

developmental psychologist researching development in mature adults shows 

most adults fall midway into to the conventional stages of development with 

many less residing at pre or post conventional levels.  Integral theory correlates 

those three broad groupings of development with a person’s progression from 

egocentric to ethnocentric to worldcentric to kosmocentric outlooks on life (p. 

51).  See Figure A22.     
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Fowler’s Stages of Faith 

Fowler (1981) has researched the spiritual line of development and 

identified six stages of faith, or degrees of spiritual intelligence, that people can 

actualize.  While there are various ways to define the idea of faith and spirituality, 

including spirituality as “the highest levels in any of the lines” (Wilber, 2007, p. 

101) of development, Wilber states that Fowler is approaching spirituality as a 

distinct line of development that informs the question, “what is of ultimate 

concern?” (p. 60).  By looking at Fowler’s descriptors of his stages of faith we 

gain a better understanding of what motivates people to adopt nonviolence as a 

way of life and why so few people have chosen to do so.  And by comparing 

Fowler’s stages of faith with Kegan’s research on orders of consciousness and 

Wilber’s developmental continuum across the other lines of development we gain 

a better understanding of what principles or reasoning can support a person 

choosing nonviolent conflict for social change when they are not yet able to, or 

want to, embrace those principles as a way of life.   

This review begins with a presentation of Fowler’s two highest stages of 

faith, his conjunctive fifth stage and the universalizing sixth stage.  These are the 

levels of development that describe the type of person most likely to lead 

nonviolent campaigns as an extension of previously embracing nonviolence as a 

spiritual way of life, and represent the focal point around which the principled-

pragmatic debate is generalized.  By examining these two stages we clarify how 

these people view life and we learn why we have so few examples of them among 

us.  I then present descriptions of Fowler’s third and fourth stages of faith, the 
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conventional third stage and the individual-reflexive fourth stage, to better 

understand how these people can embrace nonviolence as a way of life or what 

principles may lead them to use nonviolent methods.  As depicted in Figure A22, 

these four stages of faith represent the conventional and post-conventional levels 

of development that account for approximately 90% of the adult population.  

Fowler’s two lowest stages of faith, the stage one intuitive-projective faith and the 

stage two mythic-literal faith, represent pre-conventional egocentric levels of 

child development that most people transcend by puberty or the beginning of the 

teen years, and as such they will not be included in the discussion. 

Fowler’s fifth stage of faith.  Fowler (1981) describes his second highest 

level of development, the fifth or conjunctive stage of faith, as rarely encountered 

before a person reaches mid-life and is the point where they enter a period of self-

reflection, exhibit a willingness to recognize the deeper feelings arising in them, 

and engage a process of reidentifying with their past.  He states that this stage 

“involves a critical recognition of one’s social unconscious—the myths, ideal 

images, and prejudices built deeply into the self-system by virtue of one’s nurture 

within a particular social class, religious tradition, ethnic group, or the like” (p. 

198).  These people are fully aware of paradox and truth arising from multiple 

perspectives and they “strive to unify opposites in mind and experience…[their 

commitment to justice transcends ethnocentric divides and] is freed from the 

confines of tribe, class, nation, or religious community…[and they sense the 

imperative of an] inclusive community of being” (p. 198).  But Fowler describes 

that these people can also be divided between living in an imperfect world and 
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their vision and commitment to the transformed world they sense ahead.  Fowler 

explains that the paradoxical nature of the fifth stage can keep people from 

actualizing the universalism they now sense because of the need to tend to their 

own self-preservation or their desire to maintain the social status quo that they 

feel may be more just than the alternatives (pp. 199-200).  In other words, they 

have not yet reached the conviction in the transcendent where they will risk 

themselves or the partial justice of an imperfect system in the quest to realize 

universal love.   

Fowler’s (1981) conjunctive fifth stage sits midway between Kegan’s 

(1994) fourth and fifth orders of consciousness and corresponds to integral 

theory’s green level of development.  This point on the developmental continuum 

represents the beginning of the post conventional tier where the person is already 

at or is becoming worldcentric in their identification.  The percentage of humanity 

moving into or residing at the post conventional tier is less than 10% (Cook-

Greuter, 1999, p. 18; Kegan, 1994, Tables 5.3, 5.5).  According to Kegan’s (1994) 

research this level of development is never initiated before a person’s “forties” 

(pp. 317, 352).  Linking the emergence of this level of development to a person’s 

age may help us understand why successful spiritually based nonviolent action 

has been so uncommon prior to the last century, and it may suggest that it will 

become more common in our future: In other words, Kegan explains that since the 

average American [sic] lifespan a hundred years ago was in our mid-forties (and 

less in much of the world) we simply did not have enough time to grow beyond 

the fourth order, but now that our lifespans are two too three decades longer we 
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have the potential to move into higher levels of consciousness (pp. 351-352).  For 

me, this idea has long helped support my sense of a more compassionate world 

arising.  

While Kegan (1994) does not specifically address this developmental 

stage falling between his fourth and fifth orders of consciousness, he does explain 

the transition from the fourth order to the fifth and I will use those descriptions to 

present this small group of people.  When differentiating between these two 

orders Kegan describes that where the fourth order person sees the self as 

complete and conflict resulting from complete selves disagreeing, the fifth order 

person understands that the self will always be a partial manifestation of what it 

can be and that conflict results from us pretending to be complete; i.e., at the fifth 

order a person identifies with the “process of form creation…[rather than seeing 

the] self-as-form” (p. 313).  A person in the transition between the fourth and fifth 

orders of consciousness will have already fully constructed the fourth order’s self-

identity where they assume themselves to be whole, complete, and existing prior 

to the context of their lives—an achievement needed to progress further—and 

now they are beginning to enter the process where those assumptions are moving 

from subjects to objects on which they can reflect (p. 351).  According to integral 

theory people at the green level of development tend to be “pluralistic, multi-

cultural, and postmodern (Wilber, 2007, pp. 251, 259)…[and embrace] spirit as 

deep ecology and human harmony” (p. 259).  At this stage people can support 

socialist democracies and they often strive for peace, community, diversity, 

consensus, human rights, and try to meet group needs without marginalizing 
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anyone; they can also loose their sense of discernment, they tend to take 

relativism too far, and they often get lost with “interminable” (Lark, 2013, p.1) 

attempts at reaching consensus.  

Fowler’s sixth stage of faith.  Fowler (1981) describes that the few 

people who do transcend the conjunctive fifth stage and move into his sixth stage 

of universalizing faith cast off any fears they hold for self, community, or the 

present social order and actively embody the “imperatives of absolute love and 

justice . . . [in their efforts to transform] present reality in the direction of a 

transcendent actuality” (p. 200).  Fowler states that these people, which he calls 

universalizers, feel that they are participating with a power that is unifying and 

transforming the world; they are the rarest among us, they embrace the 

inclusiveness of all humanity, they remain committed to absolute love and justice, 

and they selflessly work for a transformed world “in accordance with an 

intentionality both divine and transcendent” (p. 201).   

Fowler’s (1981) universalizing stage approaches Kegan’s (1994) fifth 

order of consciousness and correlates with integral theory’s second tier of 

development in-between the teal and turquoise levels.  Kegan’s research using a 

composite of 282 adults that he states represent a “whiter, wealthier, and better 

educated” (p. 191) cross section of the general population, which he argues should 

bias the results upward, showed none of them having reached his fifth order, 

while other research suggests that about 1% of the population are at this level (M. 

Miller & Cook-Greuter, 1994, p. xxii).  Kegan describes this elusive order of 

consciousness as when people recognize their multiple selves, “see conflict as a 
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signal of our over identification with a single system…[understand] relationships 

and connections as prior to and constitutive of the individual self…[and identify 

with] the transformational process of our being rather than the formative products 

of our becoming” (p. 351).  People demonstrating this order of consciousness are 

self-authoring, self-regulating, and self-forming (pp. 314-315).   

Integral theory describes the teal level of consciousness as “beginning 

integral, low vision-logic, [and] systemic…[and the turquoise level as] global 

mind, high vision-logic, [and] higher mind (Wilber, 2007 p. 251)…[with] spirit as 

planetary holarchy” (259).   These people are moving through worldcentrism to 

collective individualism; they are able to embrace all previous levels of 

development, hold an ecology of perspectives, integrate discernment in place of 

excessive relativism, and have found the balance and synthesis that allows their 

quest to become “peace in an incomprehensible world” (Lark, 2013, p. 1).  Wilber 

(2007) states that Fowler’s (1981) structural analysis of the spiritual line of 

development ends at his sixth stage because there are so few people operating at 

that level or above (p. 100).  While the turquoise level is approximately 

equivalent to Fowler’s sixth stage of faith, it is not the last level of development in 

the integral continuum: there are assumed to be four more levels, the indigo, 

violet, ultraviolet, and clear light stages into which we will eventually evolve.   

Fowler’s fifth and sixth stages in context of nonviolent action.  Fowler 

(1981) states that examples of his sixth stage of universalizing faith include 

Gandhi, Mother Teresa of Calcutta, and in the last few years of his life, M. L. 

King (pp. 201-202), all people of known spiritual conviction who hold almost 
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angelic or saintly status in people’s minds around the world.  He explains that 

these types of people are not only exceedingly rare but that the nature of their 

being often causes them to be seen as subversive; these people are often martyred 

to be revered later by the people they attempt to lead.  The descriptions of 

Fowler’s fifth and sixth stages of faith, Kegan’s move into his fifth order of 

consciousness, and integral theory’s teal and turquoise levels of development all 

correspond with how Burrowes (1996) frames principled nonviolent action as 

arising from people who usually embrace nonviolence as a way of life, or at least 

have a shared belief that physical violence should not be used against human 

beings (p. 97); Niebuhr (1932) describes this attitude as the “appreciation of all 

human life as possessing transcendent worth” (p. 255).  Burrowes (1996) lists 

some of the assumptions that are made by those taking a principled approach as 

the means and the end being linked and inseparable, that the conflict is not an 

either or dichotomy but a shared problem between opponents, and that suffering 

will be an acceptable part of the process of converting the views of the other (pp. 

98-101).  His portrayal is of a higher order of spiritual understanding that 

transcends religious, ethnic, or nationalistic boundaries and instead encompasses 

the whole of humanity.  Also, seeing means and end as inseparable indicates these 

people are engaging the world in complex nonlinear ways that transcend simple 

linear cause and effect approaches, and by holding to conflict as a shared 

engagement and refusing to use violence to impose one’s way indicates a 

realization of the incompleteness of self and one’s conceptual position.  The 

descriptors of these levels of development also fit with people who engage in four 
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of Sharp’s (2012) five types of principled nonviolence—active reconciliation, 

moral resistance and nonresistance, and nonviolent revolution (pp. 54, 184, 192, 

202-203)—all of which Sharp links to pacifism, the “belief in nonviolence as a 

moral, ethical, or religious principle by persons and groups who consequently 

refuse participation in all international or civil wars or violent revolutions” (p.  

211).  

These descriptors and the research indicating how rare the sixth stage of 

faith is brings clarity to why so few people have engaged nonviolent conflict as an 

extension of nonviolence as a way of life, and why if people believe they have to 

emulate this level of development to participate in nonviolent action they can 

become overwhelmed.  Furthermore, even if a person corresponding to Fowler’s 

highest universalistic sixth stage of faith was to come forth to lead a nonviolent 

campaign, the number of people at the conjunctive fifth stage of faith who would 

have the ability to consistently follow that person based on their own post-

conventional level of spiritual intelligence are too few to create the massive 

mobilization necessary for nonviolent action to be successful.  The fact that 

Gandhi and M. L. King were able to mobilize so many people means that they 

were accessing the bulk of their populations that were residing at the more 

common conventional levels of development, while still encouraging that 

participation based on higher-level spiritual values.  How they accomplished this 

comes forth when we review the conventional levels of development. 

Fowler’s third and fourth stages of faith.  Fowler’s (1981) third and 

fourth stages of faith represent the conventional tier of development and account 
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for approximately 80% of humanity (Cook-Greuter, 1999, p.18; Kegan, 1994, 

table 5.3).  His conventional third stage correlates with Kegan’s third order of 

consciousness and integral theory’s amber level of development.  Fowler states 

that this stage of faith usually occurs in adolescence, but also that many adults 

remain at this point of development throughout their lives.  He describes a person 

who is now engaging social spheres beyond the immediate family yet has not 

fully developed their self-identity or ability for independent thought; they are 

conformist in nature and relying on their defined roles and the judgment of others 

for locating themselves in the world.  Ideologies and values are still subjects 

submersed in their consciousness and have not yet become objectified for critical 

examination, ethnocentric boundaries tend to define the other rather than 

differences of opinion, and authority is found in traditional hierarchical spaces.  

While these people are still identifying with their group(s), they are also acquiring 

the ability to integrate their past with visions of an anticipated future.  

Kegan (1994) describes his third order of consciousness as emerging on a 

progressive basis in most people between the ages of 12 and 20 (p. 37), similar to 

Fowler; he states that at this level of complexity the person has the ability  

. . . to think abstractly, identify a complex internal psychological life, 
orient to the welfare of a human relationship, construct values and ideals 
self-consciously known as such, and subordinate one’s own interests on 
behalf of one’s greater loyalty to maintaining bonds of friendship, or team 
or group participation. (p. 75) 
 

This is the level of socialization where we internalize the values and beliefs of our 

group(s) and take responsibility for them (p. 96), which Kegan describes as 

becoming “truly a part of society . . . [because] society has become truly a part of 
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us” (p. 76).  According to integral theory, the amber level is characterized by a 

concrete operational (rule/role) level of cognitive development with a mythic 

view of the world that supports traditional values, authoritarian religions, and a 

polarized good and evil outlook on life where people take their place, follow the 

rules, and have faith that life has a predetermined outcome (Lark, 2013; Wilber, 

2007). 

Fowler (1981) states that the transition out of his conventional third stage 

of faith and into the individual-reflexive fourth stage can be initiated by life 

events such as leaving home after high school or conflicts arising between the 

person’s accepted authority figures; the process requires entering a period of 

critical self reflection on “how one’s beliefs and values have formed and changed, 

and on how ‘relative’ they are to one’s particular group or background” (p. 173).  

Essential to this move is breaking one’s reliance on “external sources of 

authority…[and instead relocating that] authority within the self…[and 

developing what Fowler calls one’s] executive ego” (p. 179).  At this stage the 

person becomes aware of how people’s ideologies and group experiences shape 

their trajectory through life and how social systems shape and constrain social 

roles (p. 180).  Fowler explains that this is a period of conflicting tensions; the 

person is realizing their responsibility for how they live while engaging the 

transition from group identification to self-identity, they are learning to negotiate 

the divide between strong personal feelings and the pragmatic requirements of an 

imperfect world, and self-actualization becomes more important than meeting the 

approval of their peers: Their strength resides in the ability for critical thought 
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while their weakness tends to be an excessive confidence in that critical thought 

and the conscious mind (p. 182).   

Kegan’s (1994) correlate to Fowler’s individual-reflexive fourth stage is 

his fourth order of consciousness, which he claims “one-half to two-thirds of the 

adult population appear not to have fully reached” (p. 191).  At this level the 

person creates their values and beliefs rather than being created by them, and they 

are able to engage a relationship to relationships through a “mental structure that 

subtends, subordinates, acts upon, directs, and actually generates the meaning” 

(pp. 91-92) of their relationships rather than being defined by them.  These people 

have the ability to continuously create, recreate, and regulate roles for themselves 

and others rather than simply adhering to their demands (p. 96).  Integral theory’s 

correlate to Fowler’s individual-reflexive fourth stage is the orange level of 

development, which is characterized by a formal operational (rational mind) level 

of cognitive development with the modern, worldcentric, and pragmatic 

worldview needed to support capitalistic democratic nation states (Wilber, 2007).  

People at this level tend to act in their own self-interest and focus on goals, 

achievement, and measuring success with an “over attachment to successful 

methods” (Lark, 2013, p. 1). 

But Kegan (1994) explains that people do not have to actually be at the 

fourth order of consciousness to act according to the descriptors defining it.  He 

explains that the “vision or overarching theory or ideology…[needed to direct life 

at the fourth order can be delivered through the limits, boundaries, and daily 

practices of a community that] creates and regulates the relations, roles, and 
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values with which most of the adults in the community become identified and to 

which they are loyal” (p. 104).  In other words, a corporate or traditional 

community can provide continuous fourth order examples and support for people 

operating at third order consciousness through the very nature of its being and in a 

way that encourages fourth order conduct if the person wishes to remain within 

the community’s grace.  

Analysis of Fowler’s third and fourth orders of consciousness.  The 

two stages of growth described by Fowler’s (1981) and Kegan’s (1994) third and 

fourth order developmental constructs and integral theory’s amber and orange 

levels of development represent the people who would on their own engage 

nonviolent action for strictly practical reasons.  Burrowes (1996) states that those 

people holding to the pragmatic position usually choose nonviolent action as the 

best way to undermine a regime’s power and seldom embrace nonviolence as a 

way of life; they tend to assume that the means can be separated from the end, 

that the goals of each side are incompatible with one another, and that 

compromise with the other is not an option (pp. 98-101), all of which fit with 

Fowler’s, Kegan’s, and integral theory’s descriptions of these levels.   

But while from an individual standpoint the person has to move beyond 

these two stages of development for nonviolent action to manifest as a way of life, 

that does not mean that everyone who has been a member of a peace church (such 

as the Brethren, Quakers, or Mennonites) or who participated in Gandhi’s or M. 

L. King’s spiritually based nonviolent campaigns has reached those higher levels 

of being found at Fowler’s fifth and sixth stages of faith.  According to Kegan’s 
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explanation, both the third and fourth order stages could participate in nonviolent 

conflict for spiritual reasons if they identified with a group that provides a fourth 

order construct to which they are loyal, that defines the roles and rules for its 

members, and that provides the leadership examples of how a person is supposed 

to act in various situations (Kegan, 1994, p. 104).  In this way the community 

supports the person choosing nonviolence either as a way of life or as a tool for 

social change even though the person has not yet reached the understandings of 

the higher levels of development that consider it an imperative based on the 

oneness of humanity.  Both Gandhi and M. L. King created movements that 

defined roles and conduct, trained their followers in spiritual nonviolent concepts, 

and provided the people leadership examples for them to emulate.   

But what other principles besides spiritual dictates can cause a person to 

choose nonviolent methods, and do they vary in the degree of commitment a 

person will make to them; i.e., do some principles give people greater strength to 

persevere when being violently repressed than others?  I will conclude this 

presentation of the principled-pragmatic debate by identifying some of the other 

principles people use to support their commitment to nonviolent conflict, and I 

suggest that we advance this discussion from a debate between whether principled 

and pragmatic reasons are more important and instead put our efforts into 

understanding all the reasons important enough to sustain a person’s perseverance 

throughout the campaign.  
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Nonspiritual Principles Supporting the Use of Nonviolent Action   

Sharp’s (2005) admonition is that participation in nonviolent conflict 

“does not require acceptance of a new political doctrine or of a new moral or 

religious belief” (p. 40).  But he also claims that important to the success of 

nonviolent action is the extent to which the people repudiate “the moral right of 

the current rulers to rule” (p. 38).  He explains that Gandhi emphasized the 

“importance of a change of will and a change of attitude as prerequisites for a 

change in obedience and cooperation…[which requires a] psychological change 

away from passive submission to self-respect and courage” (p. 37).  Sharp also 

explains that the Indian Gandhian socialist Ram Manohar Lohia lamented the fact 

that so much emphasis was being put on the attempt to change the attitudes of the 

oppressors, but not the people feeling instead that the people had to self-liberate 

themselves by refusing to be oppressed and insistent on creating a better society 

(p. 37).  Sharp, Gandhi, and Lohia are saying that a requirement of nonviolent 

action is changing how the people view their relationship to power and leveraging 

that new understanding—whether spiritual or not—into a reason for action; i.e., if 

those shifts in how people perceive the legitimacy of their rulers or the 

appropriateness of their submission to them causes the people to take action to 

change their conditions then those actions are based on principles.  (At this point I 

feel the need to state my personal belief that while following the principles I 

discuss is not normally seen as spiritual, I do feel they embody higher spiritual 

ideals or are constructs those people with higher spiritual maturity would 

embrace). 
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Stephan (2009a) explains that one of the key elements necessary for 

successful nonviolent action is the opposition group uniting “around shared goals 

and strategies…[stating that the] purely opportunistic embrace…[of civil 

resistance is] highly problematic” (pp. 311-312), especially when the hope is to 

institutionalize those methods into the subsequent society.  She is saying that 

people need reasons they can rally around that go beyond simply using nonviolent 

methods because they work better than violence, and that those reasons, spiritual 

or not, are often of a high enough order that they hope to ingrain them in the 

society by using them to bring it about.   

Asef Bayat’s (2009) work looks at post-Islamism, which he defines as  

nonviolent social movements that aim to bridge the gap between Islam and 
democracy in Muslim societies . . . [and] expressed in acknowledging 
secular exigencies, in freedom from rigidity, and in breaking down the 
belief in a monopoly of religious truth. (p. 44) 
  

He describes this movement as embracing pluralism and personal rights and 

freedom over religious duty, and working to counter the violence some feel is 

ingrained in Islamic teachings.  Bayat states, “A shift in a society’s sensibilities 

remains a precondition for democratic transformation” (p. 48), and he links the 

people’s desire for democracy—usually understood as a secular principle—with 

their choice to use nonviolent methods.   

Summy (1993) also links democratic ideals to the choice to use nonviolent 

methods and suggests that nonviolence takes root because it “offers the promise 

of revived democracy, breathing life into an ideal that has degenerated into little 

more than a rhetorical device to buttress the elite’s control” (p. 15).  He states that 

while one appeal to nonviolent action may be to fill a “spiritual void” (p. 16) for 
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those wanting an ethical way of life, another attraction is the ability of nonviolent 

methods to affect policy and structural conditions in the country.  Summy ties 

these two approaches to people’s desire for personal empowerment and 

democratic ideals, and the belief that the qualities of nonviolent action “strengthen 

the prospects of transforming the society along similar lines” (p. 18).   

Ralph Crow, a Professor of Political Science at the American University 

of Beirut and Philip Grant (2009), a former Professor of Political Science now 

organizing public information programs in Santa Barbara, CA, turn the debate 

around by stating that political violence is also principled, saying that “political 

philosophers . . . have argued that violence in politics is bound up with the pride 

of self-righteousness—a refusal to recognize the possibility of error in one’s own 

beliefs about truth, especially religious truth” (p. 35).  They suggest that 

nonviolent methods are used to counter the continuation of cultures of violence, 

and that people choose nonviolent methods “out of a collective conviction that 

only these means can insure political change will be truly remedial rather than 

temporary and superficial” (p. 35).  All of these researchers are stating secular 

principles for participating in nonviolent action. 

Sharp and others are correct when they state that people do not have to 

adopt spiritual or religious beliefs related to nonviolence to participate in a 

nonviolent campaign.  But when they use the term principled as synonymous with 

spiritual, and they consider any other reasons as simply pragmatic, they polarize 

the debate.  In the process they deemphasize the fact that there are many reasons, 

or principles, that encourage people to choose nonviolent methods over violent 
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insurgency, and they miss the need for us to better understand which of those 

reasons have the most effect on the emergence of a nonviolent campaign or best 

support the people’s resolve when being violently challenged.  The debate can be 

resolved by understanding that almost all decisions for participating in a 

nonviolent campaign are supported by a reason, be it spiritual or secular, and if 

that reason is important enough that the person is willing to be beaten or killed for 

it then it is a principled based action; we now need to know which reasons are 

more effective.    
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Chapter 10: The Means-End Debate 

 The means-end debate revolves around the questions of whether or not the 

means used for social change affect the end result, and if social scientists should 

separate research on the methods used to overthrow a dictator from the process of 

forming the subsequent society.  As mentioned earlier some researchers take a 

linear approach to the study of nonviolent conflict and they see these two phases 

as separate and distinct; they work to uncover the “key causal factors and 

dynamics” (Nepstad, 2011, p. xvi) that lead to the fall of the regime without 

considering factors related to the subsequent society.  But scholars and activists 

developing the strategic side of nonviolent conflict tend to see the characteristics 

of the subsequent society arising out of the methods chosen by the opposition 

group to create it.   

First, I will present some of the ideas informing this debate.  Then I use 

the AQAL model to differentiate between the idea of the means conditioning the 

end and the end justifying the means; in the process I will show that principled 

approaches to nonviolent conflict—whether spiritual or otherwise—support the 

idea that the means do affect the end, and that a strictly pragmatic approach arises 

from the idea of the end justifying the means, which aligns it with the use of 

violent methods.   

 Gandhi’s commitment to nonviolent action reflected his spiritual belief that 

all life arises “from a unity of being” (Ackerman & Duvall, 2000d, p. 65) where 

the means and the end cannot be separated and reside as one and the same.  From 

a practical point of view Gandhi knew he could control the means, but not the end 
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(Summy, 2009).  Bondurant (1965) explains that Gandhi saw the means and the 

end engaged in a dynamic continuous process, and that while “the means precede 

the end in time . . . there can be no question of moral authority” (p. 193).  As 

Burrowes (1996) described, most people who have adopted nonviolence as a 

spiritual way of life have similar views of cosmic interconnectedness supporting 

their belief in the link between the means and the end (pp. 98 – 101).  

When describing the similarities between the nonviolent eastern European 

campaigns toward the end of the twentieth century and Gandhi’s satyagraha 

campaign in India, Schell (2003) explains that many of the leaders in eastern 

Europe were convinced that revolutionary violence was responsible for the 

totalitarian system in which they found themselves.  While not endorsing 

nonviolence without qualification, many of the writers framing those campaigns 

not only determined that the means affected the end but they felt that the means 

were the most important of the two: Violence not only affects both the repressor 

and the victim but “crimes shouldn’t be committed today for the sake of a better 

world tomorrow” (pp. 201-204).  Schell argues that violence often escalates after 

a violent revolution, and that it has “become dysfunctional as a political 

instrument [that] increasingly . . . destroys the ends for which it is employed” (pp. 

6-7). 

 Doug Bond (1994), a Professor of Political Science lecturing in extension at 

Harvard University, argues that the “ends and the means are intertwined 

dynamically and interactively through time” (p. 74), and that “all uses of 

nonviolent direct action . . . may actually encourage, if not ensure, popular 
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empowerment” (italics in the original; p. 60).  Both Bond and Schock (2012) see 

the use of nonviolent action resulting in more decentralized political systems 

where power is more diffused, with violence leading to more centralized 

authoritarian systems.  Clark (2009c) cautions that success means more than 

simply winning the conflict, and that it has to include a transformation in the 

society.  For Lakey (1968) nonviolent conflict is a process whereby “we are 

planting [the] seeds of the future in a situation which is becoming the future” 

(italics in the original; p. 83).  Crow and Grant (2009) suggest that nonviolent 

methods are used to counter the continuation of cultures of violence, and that 

people choose nonviolent methods “out of a collective conviction that only these 

means can insure political change will be truly remedial rather than temporary and 

superficial” (p. 35). 

For Summy (1993) nonviolent action represents the core of the political 

activity necessary to revitalize and sustain democratic principles  

associated with unitary values, common interests, and the practice of 
deliberation. . . . [i.e.] It defines through its practices the type of 
democratic society the new social movements hope to create . . . [so] 
democratic means converge into the democratic ends. (pp. 16, 18) 
 

Stephan (2009b) explains that since “An active citizenry is the bedrock of 

democratic development” (p. 315) that using nonviolent means for change 

strengthens that process and entwines it more deeply into the fabric of the society, 

which supports her premise that if the people used nonviolent action to sanction 

an autocrat once, they can do so again.   

Wink (1987) describes that when the anti-apartheid movement in South 

Africa countered the government’s policy of immediately arresting emerging 
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leaders by shifting to a nonhierarchical democratic process they engaged a 

dynamic where, “The means and end coalesce as people create for themselves 

social instruments for change that already embody the better life they seek ahead” 

(pp. 80-81).  Ackerman and Duvall (2005) believe this dynamic is important 

enough to influence international policy explaining that the mass mobilization 

needed for successful nonviolent action is so similar to the public participation 

required for democracy to work, and that the link between nonviolent action and 

the country transitioning into a freer and more democratic state is so strong, that 

these factors “should reframe the debate about how the international community 

or any government should encourage democratization” (p. 46).   

Research supports these ideas.  A study by Freedom House (Karatnychy & 

Ackerman, 2005) looking at the link between civil resistance and the degree of 

democracy achieved in a country after a change in power showed that the most 

important factor was the presence of strong nonviolent civic coalitions throughout 

the transition, and that the use of violence by the opposition significantly 

decreased the subsequent freedom in the country (pp. 6-9).  Chenoweth and 

Stephan’s (2011) more recent research supports the link between the means and 

the end and they state that, “nonviolent resistance movements create much more 

durable and internally peaceful democracies than transitions provoked by violent 

insurgencies” (p. 10).  

Even Sharp (2005), who champions a pragmatic approach, ties the means 

to the end by stating that when compared to violent methods, the goal of which is 

to physically crush the opponent, the effectiveness of nonviolent conflict needs to 
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be measured by the degree to which it achieves “the avowed objectives for which 

it is applied” (italics in the original; pp. 435-436).  He differentiates the idea of 

revolution from the goal of a transformed society explaining that the former is 

simply an effort to change who holds power while the latter attempts to shift how 

that power is used, a process he states requires participation and self liberation 

“by means that ensure a lasting capacity of people to govern themselves” (p. 38).  

Furthermore, Sharp (2010) explains that if the objective is transformation leading 

to a freer and more democratic country then planning for that subsequent society 

has to begin before the actual start of the nonviolent campaign (p. 47).  In this 

scenario there is no definite line separating the process used to overthrow the 

regime from that used to create the new order: They are entwined from the start.   

 Arendt (1969) explains that when violence is used to achieve anything but 

short-term goals that it can “overwhelm the end…[and become infused in the 

body politic with the] most probable change . . . [being] a more violent world” (p. 

80).  Galtung (2002) agrees stating that, “violence only breeds more violence” (p. 

67).  Schell (2003) describes that by justifying the means by the end violent 

conflict separates these two phases into distinct periods.  Burrowes (1996) 

suggests that choosing nonviolent methods for pragmatic reasons also separates 

the means from the end and sets up a dynamic of incompatible interests and the 

potential for dehumanizing the other.  Martin (2008) explains that Marxists 

usually feel that the end justifies the means in their effort to overthrow the state 

and do away with capitalism, but that their efforts have often led to dictatorships; 

his stance is that nonviolent conflict promotes greater freedom and its 
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characteristics make it especially suited to the creation of nonviolent societies.  

Aung San Suu Kyi, the Chairperson and General Secretary of the Burmese 

National League for Democracy who spent most of her life since 1989 under 

house arrest for leading Burma’s nonviolent efforts, agrees, believing that long-

term peace with justice can only be achieved through nonviolent methods 

(Summy, 2009). 

 When I was a child growing up overseas in the mid to late 1960s it was 

common to hear the phrase that “all’s fair in love and war.”  As a lad I understood 

this to mean that winning in these cases was so important that normal rules were 

suspended and any action was justified if it resulted in victory.  Later in the mid-

1970s when I was in high school I advanced that idea into the belief that the end 

justified the means, and I used that logic to rationalize the US war on Viet Nam.  

This was to be expected: I was raised in an Air Force family and steeped in the 

red, white, and blue narrative that the US was where freedom, capitalism, and all 

that was good in the world had come from and that it was our duty to protect 

those values around the planet no matter what it took to do so.   

 But I would have been surprised to find out that I was following the same 

logic as the world’s most infamous killers of their own people, like Mao Tse-tung 

(1927) who stated that a successful revolution relies on violence as the greatest 

force, creating terror among the opposition, and exceeding “proper limits . . . in 

order to right a wrong” (Part 1: The Question of “Going to Far,” para. 1).  And it 

may surprise some scholars and activists who are today promoting nonviolent 

action simply as the most pragmatic approach to realize that their assumptions are 



 

 152 

very similar to those who claim that the end justifies the means, such as: choosing 

actions based on efficiency before moral correctness, seeing the means and the 

end as distinct parts of the process rather than different shades of the same 

dynamic, believing there is no compatibility between the opponents, and working 

to inflict suffering on the other rather than assuming a willingness to accept 

suffering in pursuit of a solution (Burrowes, 1996, p. 100).  With the strictly 

pragmatic approach to nonviolent conflict so closely resembling the idea of the 

end justifying the means, it is important to differentiate these assumptions from 

the idea that the means condition the end.  While the differences may appear 

subtle they change the fundamental nature of the campaign, and they may affect 

people’s decision to participate and the level of nonviolent discipline they can 

achieve.  

The End Justifying the Means   

 Taking the position that the end justifies the means is to say that winning a 

conflict is so important that anything done to achieve it is acceptable, with the 

assumption often being that violence represents the most powerful force available: 

The goal is revolution to change who holds power.  This is a reactionary linear 

approach dictated by current events that separates the means from the end, i.e., do 

this, whatever that may be, to get to that.  This stance places the end ahead of the 

means in importance, it demonstrates a conviction in one’s truth that allows 

irrevocable actions to achieve it, it leaves little room for compromise with the 

other, and it assumes that whatever damage happens in achieving the goal can be 

repaired later.  In this scenario people collectively react to regime oppression, 
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which responds with more repression to which the people again react setting up a 

cycle that continues until one or the other is defeated: Both sides are caught in an 

action-reaction loop. See Figure A23.         

The Means Conditioning the End   

 To say that the means condition the end is to take a nonreactionary 

nonlinear approach dictated by a vision of the future where the end manifests 

through the means used to achieve it, i.e., to get that we must be that.  The means 

and the end are not considered separate, neither is considered more important than 

the other, and the goal is a transformation of the society to greater freedom and 

democracy.  This process can be expressed in various ways such as the means and 

the end being linked, the means becoming the end, or the means and the end being 

flip sides of the same coin.  In this scenario regime oppression leads to a 

collective desire, hope, and vision for a transformed society; that vision is then 

externalized as a future potential that exemplifies and guides the actions needed to 

manifest it.  The regime maintains a reactionary stance to the opposition 

movement’s collective action, but instead of reacting to the regime’s response the 

opposition movement continues to be directed by the externalized vision of the 

future until transformation is achieved.  See Figure A24.  

 This debate is closely associated with the principle-pragmatic argument.  

Given that strategic theories of nonviolent conflict emphasize the need to plan for 

the transformation of the subsequent society before mobilizing the people, it 

makes it difficult for pragmatists or social scientists to separate the means from 

the end.  Attempting to do so shifts the nature of the campaign to a revolution 
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where the goal is changing who holds power; pragmatism dictates the methods, 

violence becomes an acceptable option in some cases, and winning justifies the 

means used to achieve it.  But taking the stance that the means condition the end 

invokes a vision of a transformed society according to spiritual or political 

principles that are incompatible with using violence to bring them about.   

Ironically, today in the US many people who feel we will need a violent 

insurgency to maintain our Second Amendment rights do not realize that that 

approach will actually increase the chance that our subsequent society will be 

even less free than it is today.   
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Chapter 11: The Humanity-As-Inherently-Violent Debate 

This debate is also known as the nature vs. nurture argument that in the 

past was defined by one side seeing humanity as biologically predisposed to 

aggression, violence, and war and the other side believing that these are learned 

behaviors resulting from social conditioning.  And to a lesser extent the reverse 

doctrine, that it is nonviolence that is “universal, eternal, and natural” (Juluri, 

2005, pp. 205-206) has also been argued and served as the foundation for 

Gandhi’s philosophy.  Over thirty-years ago Sharp (1980a) stated that advocates 

of both views usually hold to these positions as doctrinal beliefs more than 

scholarly positions, and that the lack of questioning and critical examination on 

both sides inhibits our understanding of the nature and origins of violence and 

aggression (pp. 379-382).  As we will see in the following literature review on 

this debate, the polarization has been reduced to an extent but there is still an 

attempt to privilege some considerations over others and the debate lacks a 

framework allowing for the inclusion of all relevant data. 

Cortright (2008) sums up his position stating that while no one observing 

humanity can say that we are inherently peaceful, claiming the reverse, that we 

are programmed for violence or war, is just as wrong according to the empirical 

research (p. 246).  He explains that this debate originated in the 18th century 

between people on the one hand who were articulating concepts of democratic 

liberalism and the idealized belief that humanity was progressively maturing 

toward a more peaceful existence, and conservatives and realists on the other 

hand arguing that humans are hardwired to be sinful, aggressive, and doomed to 
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unavoidable war.  As we moved into the 20th century research in disciplines such 

as ethnology, anthropology, and social biology began to show human tendencies 

toward both conflict and cooperation and the topic became more nuanced: It 

seems we have developed cooperative traits such as sociability, familial care and 

responsibility, and reciprocal altruism that manifest in peaceful relations while we 

are concurrently being influenced by socio-cultural conditioning that can override 

our natural feelings of fear and danger and manifest as organized aggression.  

According to Cortright, it appears that our genetic propensities arising in the UL 

quadrant can be either reinforced or suppressed based on the LR and LL quadrant 

socio-cultural context in which they arise (pp. 243-244). 

Sharp (2005) feels that many people hold the misconception that 

nonviolent conflict is not in our nature and that it requires either a fundamental 

change in humanity or people adopting the religious or ethical beliefs necessary to 

override biological impulses toward aggression.  Similar to Gandhi he tends to 

believe that nonviolence is our true nature, but he attempts to state that in ways 

that do not imply spiritual commitments.  His arguments are that nonviolent 

action is based more on “massive stubbornness” (p. 23) than it is on higher 

feelings of love and nonviolence, that institutions and governments are vulnerable 

because of their hierarchical structures that makes them dependent on the people, 

and that regardless of why nonviolent action works the research shows that it does 

so better than violence.  Sharp (1973a) states that the anthropological evidence 

(arising in the LL quadrant) shows such a wide divergence in the historical use of 

violence between cultures that the idea that we are genetically programmed to be 
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violent is not supportable, but he also points out that the belief we are hardwired 

to violence and war is so prevalent that it “influences not only what is done, but 

also how we interpret what happens” (p. 72-73).  

Mark Hatfield (1980), former US Senator from Oregon, felt that our world 

has become addicted to violence and too such a great degree that our leaders are 

no longer able to use rational judgment regarding its use.  Sharp (1980c) tends to 

agree saying that violence is “seen to be so natural and essential” (p. 292) that we 

may be missing its structural consequences as well as any other ways of achieving 

its end.  Furthermore, he suggests that when societies become so use to war that 

the people “have no real choice…[in accepting it as normal because to them] the 

political facts are all that exist” (Sharp, 1980a, pp. 380-381).  These ideas raise 

the possibility of a systemic addiction to violence that we may be assuming to be 

innate.  If so this changes the nature of the debate from violence being biological 

to being systemic, and offers the potential for recovery. 

The Seville Statement on Violence is a short declaration made by a group 

of 20 international scholars representing disciplines related to psychology, 

ethnology, neurophysiology, biological anthropology, behavioral genetics, 

sociology, animal behavior, psychiatry, psychobiology, and biochemistry.  It was 

produced after these researchers met for several days at the Sixth International 

Colloquium on Brain and Aggression held at the University of Seville, Spain, in 

May 1986 to engage the debate on whether or not humanity is inherently violent, 

and clarify it if possible.  Their statement includes five positions written to 
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counter what they claim are a “number of alleged biological findings that have 

been used . . . to justify violence and war” (Adams et al., 1986):   

1. Warfare has human origins and we did not inherit it from our animal 

ancestors.  

2. People are a result of the interaction between their genetic inheritance 

and their environment and violence is not genetically programmed. 

3. There has been no evolutionary pressure resulting in aggressive 

behavior being selected over others. 

4. Violent behavior results from social conditioning and is not a function 

of neurophysiology. 

5. War is the result of conditioned traits exaggerated by technology and 

not our instinct.   

The American Psychological Association (APA) subsequently endorsed the 

Seville Statement and since it addressed war and violence “in terms of the nature  

of human nature…[many scholars feel it shifted] the emphasis from biology to 

psychology” (J. P. Scott & Ginsburg, 1994, p. 849).   

Dave Grossman (2009), the director of the Killology Research Group who 

approaches this topic as a psychologist, historian, and retired Army officer tends 

to agree with the findings of the Seville Statement, especially on the point that 

violence—specifically the act of killing—is a conditioned response enhanced by 

technology.  Grossman attributes much of the socio-cultural influence supporting 

aggression to media violence, in particular, interactive video games.  His stance is 

supported by the joint statement made to Congress by the American Medical 
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Association (AMA), American Psychological Association (APA), American 

Academy of Pediatrics (AAP), and American Academy of Child and Adolescent 

Psychiatry (AACAP) in July 2000 that stated that over 1000 studies across a 30 

year period showed a causal link between media violence and an increase in 

“aggressive attitudes [and] values and behaviors” and that prolonged exposure 

“can lead to emotional desensitization toward violence in real life” (p. xx).   

Grossman’s (2009) research looks at the actual act of killing and its impact 

on the person and society.  He attempts to explain “how and why violence in the 

media and in interactive video games is causing violence in our streets, and the 

way this process replicates the conditioning used to enable soldiers and law-

enforcement officers to kill . . . but without the safeguards” (italics in the original; 

p. xxi).  Grossman builds his argument on historical research showing that over 

the ages up until World War Two only 15% - 20% (p. 252) of the soldiers on the 

battlefield ever fired their weapons.  But on learning this, the US military changed 

its training to specifically program soldiers to kill, rather than just be brave, 

through a process of “desensitization, conditioning, and [developing] denial 

defense mechanisms” (p. 253) that increased the firing rate to 55% in the Korean 

War, and to 90% - 95% (p. 253) in the US war on Viet Nam.  Grossman’s 

conclusion is that because “throughout history the majority of men on the 

battlefield would not attempt to kill the enemy, even to save their own lives or the 

lives of their friends” (italics in the original; p. 4) that there must be something in 

us that strongly opposes the killing of another person. 



 

 160 

But while Grossman tends to be in agreement with the Seville Statement, 

it has also been critiqued as being written in the “language of 

activism…[misrepresenting the general consensus of evolutionary psychologists, 

being a] scientific statement driven by ideology and fear…[and attempting to 

humble] science and using it to pursue political objectives” (Beroldi, 1994, pp. 

847-848).  Caroline and Robert Blanchard (2000) from the Blanchard Research 

Laboratory at the University of Hawaii claim that the statement further polarizes 

the debate on human violence by attempting to deny the interaction between 

biological and cultural factors on aggression, which they say reduces both our 

ability to understand why aggressive behavior may have evolved and to determine 

when it can be considered normal, even if inappropriate, or pathological.  But 

while the Blanchards work to integrate UR quadrant biological factors with the 

LL quadrant cultural context in which they arise, from an AQAL standpoint they 

confuse the issue when they say that the “strongest single biological contribution 

to aggression…[which would be an UR quadrant event, is the] complex 

neurobehavioral systems interfacing cognitive and emotional/motivational 

processes” (p. 703) related to fear and anger, which relates to the link between 

behavior arising in the UR quadrant and the subjective aspects driving it from the 

UL quadrant.  While the signatories of the Seville Statement represented 

disciplines found in both the UL subjective and UR objective quadrants, the 

disagreement in the academic community on its merits demonstrates the 

polarization framing the current argument and the subsequent attempts to 

privilege one’s perspective over the others. 
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The intense resistance to killing that Grossman (2009) suggests is innate in 

humans and that military conditioning attempts to suppress is similar to French 

philosopher Emmanuel Lévinas’ (1985) idea of our responsibility for the Other, 

which I feel relates to his recognition of the nondual nature of humanity and the 

understanding that to hurt one is to hurt all.  According to Lévinas subjectivity as 

a perspective defining our ideas, desires, feelings, and emotions does not exist on 

its own but rather arises from the intersubjective matrix housing humanity; in one 

sense this intersubjectivity does not require us to be in constant contact with the 

Other, but rather manifests as a felt sense of responsibility to the collective that is 

realized through our interactions with the Other.  But Levinas also says that the 

“very signifyingness of the face  (p. 98)…[of the Other is] what ordains me to 

serve him” (p. 97), and he accepts this responsibility as a foundational ethic not 

requiring recognition or reciprocity from the other person.  For Lévinas, this 

responsibility for the Other is our reason for being and the degree to which we 

manifest it is the measure of our humanity.  

Vamsee Juluri (2005), Professor of Communication at San Francisco 

University, feels that people in Western (developed) societies are conditioned to 

violence because the media naturalizes it when it presents war and international 

conflict as “an eternal and essential human trait” (p. 196).  He argues that the 

naturalization of violence is a “relatively autonomous” (p. 197) event, and he calls 

for advancing the idea of nonviolence from a political technique to a coherent 

worldview and then intersecting it with media studies to create a framework for 

critiquing this phenomenon.  Juluri feels that the evidence does not support the 
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idea that media violence makes people violent.  Rather, his stance is that the 

myths about violence and the misrepresentation of international conflicts in the 

media that lead to misconceptions about violence creates an exaggerated sense of 

threat that causes people to support violent agendas within their societies and by 

their governments.  The three most prominent myths he sees causing this situation 

are that violence is cultural, historical, or natural.  The cultural myth relates to the 

idea that cultural differences are responsible for international conflict, and that 

some violence, ours, is legal and has an ethical foundation while other violence, 

theirs, is illegal and based on their lack of cultural development.  Aside from the 

racist or nationalistic premise in this myth, it also tends to promote the idea that 

the only thing cultures do have in common is violence. 

Regarding the myth that violence is historical, Juluri (2005) argues that 

media tends to decontextualize present day conflicts and popularize them as 

extenuations of long-term broad historical movements, which makes critical 

analysis on the prevalence of violence in human history difficult.  He uses the 

example of associating al-Qaeda with religious conspiracies stemming from the 

original Crusades rather than with the Mujahidin that resisted and expelled the 

Soviet forces in the 1980s.  Complicating this tendency to portray violence as 

eternal is the idea that our craving for it has been just as predominate.  The 

violence as natural myth arose from the idea that if nature itself is violent, then 

human nature must be as well.  He describes that this has resulted from a limited 

understanding of Darwinism and evolutionary theory suggesting that violence and 

survival are linked (survival of the fittest doctrine), the tendency in the media to 
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portray animals as violent or villains, and the obsession of popular culture with 

sensationalized depictions of violence in nature.  Juluri points out that the process 

of naturalizing violence has become so entrenched in so many areas of our lives 

that simply by labeling its obtuse as “non” violence shows the degree to which we 

see violence as our natural state of being.   

C. McCarthy (2005) points out that in 1970 there was 1 peace education 

program in the country and that today there are over 300 graduate and 

undergraduate programs in the field.  C. McCarthy claims that we can either teach 

our children peace, in this context nonviolent conduct, or someone else will teach 

them violence (p. 20).  True (2009) explains that the 1999 UN Declaration on a 

Culture of Peace and Nonviolence for the Children of the World attempted to do 

this by fostering cultures that reject violent “values, attitudes, and behaviors” (p. 

11) and that attempt to resolve conflict through dialogue and negotiation.  But he 

also points out that current efforts at peace education are too focused on theory 

and they lack instruction in the actual skills necessary to construct peaceful 

societies. 

The humans as inherently violent debate has mostly related to the attempt 

to counter biological or evolutionary research suggesting that we have inherited 

innate processes related to anger and aggression from our animal ancestors with 

psychological and cultural explanations showing inconsistencies in those theories.  

The debate has been acrimonious at times, and it appears that scholars researching 

biological and evolutionary relationships to violence are more generally more 

willing to allow the inclusion of cultural and psychological factors on our 
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behavior than social scientists are willing to allow the inclusion of biological 

factors.  This may be due to a belief that biological or evolutionary positions on 

violence have been used “to justify not only war, but also genocide, colonialism, 

and suppression of the weak” (Adams et al., 1986, p. 845).  There is also growing 

concern that media, interactive gaming technology, and new ways of conditioning 

soldiers and police officers is naturalizing violence and desensitizing our 

relationship to it.  Viewed in context of the AQAL model the debate is mostly a 

LH vs. RH quadrant affair with some input related to the cognitive line of 

development in the discussion on whether or not peace or nonviolence can be 

learned.  There is little consideration given to factors associated with the other 

levels and lines of development, states, and types. 

Reframing this debate within the AQAL model creates a space for the 

inclusion for the various disciplines informing the topic without privileging one 

over the other.  Integral theory assumes that all five elements of the model will be 

present to some extent, that violence has both personal and collective 

manifestations, that the weight of each of the various factors or dynamics between 

them will shift over time, and that those unique combinations of factors will 

influence the degree to which we are individually or collectively violent at any 

point in time.  At a minimum the UR quadrant will bring forth research indicating 

biological influences related to genetic or evolutionary inheritance, the individual 

hormonal or chemical makeup of our bodies, and unconscious habitual behaviors 

guiding some of our actions; in the LR quadrant arises the influence of systemic 

factors such as the type of governance and economic structure in the country, and 
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the degree to which patriarchy, militarism, and statism are present; in the LL 

quadrant cultural influences and ethnic, class, religious, and other intersubjective 

group dynamics come forth, as well as the level of the country’s cultural 

development, and in the UL quadrant individual subjective considerations arise 

related to hopes, fears, and beliefs as well as the general developmental level of 

the person.  Lines and levels of development further refine the topic offering a 

clearer picture of how capacities in different areas influence a person’s tendency 

toward violence.  Types and states relate to individual personality types as well as 

issues across all of the quadrants.  See Figure A25.  
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Chapter 12: Identifying Questions for Further Disciplinary Research 

Chenoweth and Lewis (2013) point out that nonviolent campaigns are 

“more than the sum of their events: they involve planning, recruiting, training, 

intelligence, and other operations as well as their most obvious disruptive 

activities” (p 417).  Through the process of contextualizing the AQAL model and 

using it to engage the debates we also uncovered many other factors that may be 

necessary but not sufficient for waging a successful nonviolent campaign, as well 

as questions and areas in our knowledge that require further research.  IMP allows 

us to continue the process of investigating nonviolent conflict along disciplinary 

channels to further contextualize the elements of the AQAL framework with 

relevant data.  As this disciplinary knowledge is brought forth we acquire the 

substance necessary to ask the more complex questions that look to understand 

how all of these factors come together and interact with one another as they 

simultaneously evolve in context of the specific situation.  If effective nonviolent 

action is more than the sum of its events like Chenoweth and Lewis (2013) claim, 

then that means identifying those complex dynamics requires more than simply 

combining the data: we need to ask questions that investigate how factors arising 

in the four perspectives interact between themselves and the environment to 

produce that phenomenon that becomes more than the sum of its parts.  

The purpose of this chapter is to first go through the quadrants and 

identify some of the subquestions arising in each of the zones that if answered 

would more completely contextualize the model with relevant disciplinary data.  

Some zones have been more explored than others, and as a result more questions 
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arise at this time.  Please see the sub-section on Methodological Practices and 

Validity Concerns under the section titled Integral Methodological Pluralism for a 

review of the disciplines and validity concerns related to each zone.  

UL Quadrant 

The first methodological zone, Z1, relates to the interior of the individual 

interior.  This zone includes phenomenological experiences such as the beliefs, 

hopes, values, and intentions of the individuals in the various groups associated 

with the nonviolent campaign.  Some of the subquestions arising from this space 

include: (a) What beliefs or values in this situation will best support a person’s 

ability to maintain nonviolent discipline when being violently repressed; (b) what 

fears and hopes will influence a member of the security forces decision to defect; 

(c) what beliefs and fears have to be addressed before a person will choose to 

participate in the campaign; (d) what personal beliefs, feelings, or values in the 

international community must be addressed before other governments will be 

willing to sanction the regime, and (e) how do different personality types affect a 

person’s disposition toward nonviolent methods?   

The second zone in the UL quadrant, Z2, explores the exterior of the 

individual interior and relates to the structure of a person’s mind and the how they 

view their relationship with the rest of the world.  Some of the subquestions 

arising in this space include: (a) what general developmental altitude is required 

to support a person’s ability to maintain nonviolent discipline; (b) are some levels 

of development more prone to protest or more willing to repress nonviolent 

protestors than others; (c) how do the worldviews of protestors and security forces 
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affect their understanding of nonviolent conflict; (d) what level of development is 

required for a person to care enough for others that they will engage self-suffering 

to assist them; (e) how much knowledge about nonviolent conflict does a person 

need before they will consider joining a civil resistance campaign; (f) what level 

of outrage or righteous indignation is required before a person will choose to 

participate in a nonviolent campaign; (g) do different types of personalities view 

violence and nonviolence differently, and (h) how does a person’s state of being 

or ability to access various states influence their relationship with nonviolent 

conflict?  

LL Quadrant 

  The third methodological zone, Z3, relates to the interior of the collective 

interior.  Some of the questions arising in this space include: (a) what terms and 

definitions describing the idea of nonviolent conflict are most appropriate for the 

particular culture; (b) what cultural values are most prominent and what is 

considered taboo; (c) what historical events, memories, or beliefs can be used or 

remade to encourage the population to mobilize against oppression; (d) are there 

cultural attitudes toward violence and nonviolence that will influence a 

population’s acceptance of nonviolent methods; (e) what shared cultural or 

religious beliefs can be used to gain sympathy and support from the military and 

security forces, and (f) what underlying class or ethnic tensions are present in the 

culture?  

 The fourth methodological zone, Z4, relates to the exterior of the 

collective interior.  Questions arising in this zone relate to how group thought is 
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structured along various lines of cultural development.  Some of the questions 

arising in this zone include: (a) what ideological framework is structuring the 

goals of the opposition movement; (b) what is the ideological framework being 

used by the regime to maintain loyalty in its military and security forces; (c) what 

cultural artifacts can be accessed to generate popular support for the campaign, 

(d) how does the culture’s ethical, philosophical, and religious development 

influence the population’s attitude toward nonviolent methods; (e) what types of 

languages, ethnicities, spiritual beliefs, and kinship systems are in place, and what 

is their influence, and (f) what factors related to peer pressure, conformity, and 

group states need to be considered before mobilizing the population?  

UR Quadrant 

Factors the fifth methodological zone, Z5, relate to the interior of the 

individual exterior.  This is the space where unconscious actions arise.  These can 

be habits acquired over time, heuristic principles we have adopted to simplify 

complex judgments, the minute by minute self-correcting and self-adjusting 

actions we take throughout the day, or genetic or evolutionary inherences that 

activate to influence our actions in context of the present situation.  Questions 

related to this zone could include: (a) what forms of habitual speech work to 

undermine the relationship between protestors and security force personal; (b) 

what heuristic principles are being engaged by people in the various groups and to 

what types of biases do they lead, and (c) what autopoietic reactions can be 

identified between the protest group and the regime and how do they influence the 

individual’s ability to maintain nonviolent discipline?  
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The sixth methodological zone, Z6, relates to the exterior of the 

individual’s exterior, and brings forth the behavior, actions, and the objective 

world in which we live.  In the context of nonviolent conflict it describes our 

individual conscious actions, such as the skills necessary to engage or lead a 

nonviolent campaign, our body’s physiological make up, and the objective factors 

associated with nonviolent conflict.  Some of the questions in this zone include: 

(a) do men and women differ in their ability to engage nonviolent conflict; (b) 

what type of behavior can a person display to reduce the level of repression 

inflicted on them; (c) what skills are needed for individuals to participate in 

collective action; (d) what skills are needed for those people assuming leadership 

roles; (e) how does age or physical capacity affect a person’s ability to participate; 

(f) what types of personal practices (e.g. prayer, mantras, meditation, etc) can a 

person use to support their ability to maintain nonviolent discipline; (g) how does 

a person’s genetic inheritance and levels of various types of hormones influence 

their tendency toward violence or nonviolence, and (h) what types of training can 

condition people to unconsciously react in a violent or nonviolent way?  

LR Quadrant 

The seventh methodological zone, Z7, relates to the interior of the 

collective exterior.  The primary methodology investigating this space is social 

autopoiesis, or the unconscious group actions and adjustments that happen in the 

moment-by-moment evolution of social systems.  Social autopoiesis is a relatively 

new discipline and as it unfolds we will be able to better identify the questions we 
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need to ask to understand how this dynamic influences the outcome of a 

nonviolent campaign.  

The eighth methodological zone, Z8, relates to the exterior of the 

collective exterior and brings forth many questions related to how the 

environment, third party actors, strategic planning, theories of nonviolent conflict, 

the world system and globalization, and the country’s economy and systemic and 

institutional structures affect the outcome of a nonviolent campaign.  Questions 

include: (a) how do different types of natural resources affect a regime’s 

dependency on its population; (b) how does the country’s environment affect the 

people’s ability to mobilize an effective campaign; (c) how does the type of 

government affect the people’s ability to mobilize; (d) how do the religious 

institutions in the country influence the people’s relationship to nonviolent action; 

(e) what external third party actors support the regime and which ones can 

sanction it; (f) what theories, strategies, and tactics are most effective in this 

particular situation; (g) how does the international system and pressures related to 

globalization affect the population’s ability to mobilize; (h) how does the state of 

the country’s infrastructure affect the people’s ability to congregate or the 

regime’s ability to repress protestors; (i) how does the regime reward its military 

and security forces to maintain their loyalty; (j) how does the country’s level of 

technological development affect the regime’s ability to repress the population; 

(k) what communication platforms are available to mobilize and guide the 

campaign; (l) how does the sophistication of its country’s political, educational, 

and judicial systems affect the relationship between the protestors and security 
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forces; (m) what weather and environmental states will influence the trajectory of 

a nonviolent campaign, and (n) how does the state of the country’s economy 

influence on whom the regime is dependent?  
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Chapter 13: IMP and Suggested Research 

In this chapter I suggest six potential integral research projects based on 

this initial contextualization of the AQAL model as examples of the types of 

inquiry that will be needed to understand the more complex nonlinear dynamics 

of a successful nonviolent campaign.  As we gain the disciplinary knowledge 

necessary to complete the contextualization of the AQAL framework, we will be 

able to better identify the areas needing investigation.  The number of questions 

we can ask in each zone, and the number of research scenarios we can design to 

look at the relationships between elements in any particular situation are limited 

only to our creativity.  As a reminder, IMP requires accessing at least one zone 

representing a first, second, and third person perspective, which is the format 

presented here.  But additional zones can be included based on the primary 

question, the context of the situation, and the abilities of the researcher.  

Moral Outrage   

In the literature review we learned that moral outrage resulting from 

regime atrocities often motivates a person to join a nonviolent campaign.  One 

potential research question related to this dynamic could be: What acts of 

repression by the regime cause the greatest amount of moral outrage in the 

population and most influence an individual’s choice to participate?  To answer 

this question an integral researcher could take a transdisciplinary approach and 

triangulate research looking at the relationships between factors indentified 

through sub-questions in Zones 1, 3, and 8.  For example, the research in Z1 could 

be a review of phenomenological accounts of individuals who describe why they 
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chose to participate in a nonviolent campaign; research in Z3 could be based on 

in-depth interviews with participants looking for the cultural beliefs, memories, 

traditions, and taboos that supported their participation, and research in Z8 could 

relate to cataloging various types of governments and the forms of repression they 

use against nonviolent protestors.  See Figure A26. 

State Training and Nonviolent Discipline 

Important to the success of a nonviolent campaign is the ability of the 

people to maintain nonviolent discipline when faced with repression or death.  

This requires the ability to control one’s fears, speech, and reactions.  A primary 

research question could be: What types of state training or personal practice (e.g., 

prayer, mantras, meditation, shifting states, etc.) in this situation best prepares a 

person to maintain nonviolent discipline?  To answer this question a researcher 

could access Z2 to investigate how various levels of development affect the type 

of practice a person chooses; Z6 to investigate what practices people in similar 

cultures have used in the past to remain committed to nonviolent discipline, and 

Z8 to research which systems of personal practice are most appropriate for the 

particular culture and situation.  See Figure A27. 

Regime Defections 

One of the most important factors influencing the success of a nonviolent 

campaign is the extent to which the regime’s military and security forces defect, 

but this is obviously a very risky step for a person to take.  A primary research 

question could be: What dynamics in this campaign will best facilitate defections 

by the military and security forces?  In this case the researcher could intersect Z3 
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data derived from looking for the cultural commonalities between the opposing 

groups that could be used to gain sympathy for the protestors; Z6 research into 

what kind of behavior by the protestors will reduce the level of violence these 

security forces will be willing to use, and Z8 research identifying the ways the 

regime rewards or punishes its military and security forces to maintain their 

loyalty.  See Figure A28. 

Social Media and Collective Mobilization 

The nonviolent campaigns in the Middle East the last several years have 

shown the power of new social media platforms like Facebook and Twitter for 

mobilizing and guiding massive groups of people, and that dictators will go to 

great lengths to limit the people’s access to the Internet and prosecute those using 

social media to foment unrest.  A primary question arising in almost any 

campaign will be: How can we best use communication technology to mobilize 

and guide the nonviolent campaign?  In this case the researcher could intersect Z8 

data identifying the capabilities and design of the country’s communications 

system, Z3 data derived from interviewing people to determine the cultural 

attitudes toward communications technology, and Z6 data related to the 

technological skills and capabilities of the individuals who will be involved in the 

campaign.  See Figure A29. 

Indentifying With the Other  

A recurring theme in the literature is that dehumanizing the other is 

necessary for the regime to get the security forces to use violence against 

nonviolent protestors.  A primary research question could be: How can the regime 
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successfully dehumanize the protestors in the minds of its security forces?  To 

answer this question a researcher could intersect Z1 beliefs that promote seeing 

others as different; Z4 research on how different levels of culture development 

influence how the groups will perceive one another, and Z8 research on the 

training systems the regime has in place for desensitizing the military and security 

forces to atrocities they commit.  See Figure A30. 

Socio-Cultural Constraints to Nonviolent Action 

We have seen that embedded constraints in the cultural and social 

structure of the country affect the people’s ability to mobilize and conduct a 

nonviolent campaign.  A primary research question would be: What socio-cultural 

constraints will affect our ability to mobilize sufficient people for a nonviolent 

campaign?  To answer this question a researcher could access Z3 to investigate 

what cultural attitudes toward authoritarianism, independence, or democratic 

ideals will influence the campaign; Z8 research to identify the physical, 

environmental, and systemic constraints limiting people’s ability to congregate 

and share ideas, and Z6 research determining if the necessary skills and abilities 

are present in the individuals that will lead the campaign.  See Figure A31. 
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Chapter 14: Conclusion 

In this dissertation I demonstrated the initial phases of reframing a field 

according to the AQAL model, and in the process advanced both our 

understanding of the factors influencing a successful nonviolent campaign and 

how we can use integral theory to better inform the other challenges our world 

faces today.  The AQAL model and IMP represent a post-postmodern approach 

for investigating the dynamics of successful collective civil resistance; they 

integrate the scholarship arising from the social sciences and the literature of 

nonviolent activists, and provide a framework useful for training, research, and 

guiding the trajectory of an ongoing campaign.  

I introduced the ideas of simple and complex AQAL to the integral 

lexicon, and while they do not fundamentally alter integral theory they do offer a 

conceptual variation that clarifies and affirms that the AQAL model can be 

engaged at many different levels of complexity and that reality manifests in both 

simple and complex ways.  My hope is that this addition to integral theory will 

expand the application of the AQAL model for training purposes, increase its use 

by activists leading nonviolent campaigns, and reduce the critiques arising from 

scholars who assume based on common two dimensional diagrams that the model 

separates reality into distinct parts. 

The literature review explained the importance of this research, my 

reasons for pursuing it, and the terms, definitions, assumptions, misconceptions, 

and critiques framing our current understanding of the field: It showed a long 

historical lineage of nonviolent action, discussed current ideas and debates in the 



 

 178 

community, and identified several questions for further investigation.  The 

readings showed that the study and practice of nonviolent conflict has increased 

over the last half a century, and that both activists and social scientists are 

working to integrate the literature and develop a new model for a more complex 

investigation of the dynamics involved in an effective campaign. 

 In Chapter 6, I demonstrated the process of contextualizing the AQAL 

model with current ideas on nonviolent conflict and identified some of the areas 

where we have gaps in our knowledge.  In Chapters 7 through 11, I used the 

AQAL model to engage the five primary debates informing the topic of 

nonviolent conflict.  This process showed the importance of beginning our inquiry 

from perspectives not perceptions, and it allowed us to see that many times the 

debates were confused because both sides were using similar terminology to 

describe events that arise in different quadrants and that there was actually more 

agreement between the contending sides than previously thought.  It also showed 

that most of the positions activists and scholars are taking have a line a truth to 

them, but that all are also only a partial grasp of the more complex whole.  Using 

the AQAL model to engage the debates identified other areas requiring further 

research, and made it clear that many disciplines and methodologies will be 

involved in crafting the future map detailing the dynamics of a successful 

nonviolent campaign.  In Chapter 12, I brought forth disciplinary subquestions 

arising in each of the 8 methodological zones of the AQAL model that need 

answered to further complete the contextualization process, and in Chapter 13, I 

suggest 6 ideas for integral research projects that would use IMP to begin 
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investigating the nonlinear dynamics happening between the many factors 

interacting and simultaneously evolving throughout the nonviolent campaign. 

 My personal beliefs and practice led me to a vow of nonviolence in word, 

deed, and thought almost twenty-five ago.  Almost twelve years ago I left my 

home in Alaska with the goal of returning to college and participating in our 

world’s bid for greater peace, albeit with little idea on how to do so.  I believed 

then and still believe now (although there have been moments I have questioned 

my sanity) that wars support elite interests, that the greatest percentage of 

humanity prefers peace, and that we can and will abolish war as acceptable in the 

world system.  I do not feel that these thoughts are random or original, but that 

they arise from the nonlocal consciousness we all share, and as such if I have this 

idea then so do others.  For me, that was compelling reason to devote my life to 

this project; furthermore, I sense this process is already at play and that we will 

witness changes to our world system sooner than later.  So for me choosing 

nonviolence as a lifestyle was originally a principled choice bordering on naivety 

that is now supported by the knowledge that the world has shifted to where 

violence is no longer the ultimate weapon, i.e., people will still die for their 

beliefs, but they no longer have to kill for them while successfully countering 

oppression.  

 Throughout the process of writing this dissertation my research and the 

current events happening around the world intensified my passion for and belief 

in the potential of nonviolent conflict.  I remember being introduced to the topic 

through Sharp’s writings promoting his pragmatic approach, and how I became so 
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excited because it seemed he was diffusing the spiritual association between 

nonviolence and nonviolent conflict that was limiting people’s acceptance of the 

idea.  But upon my review of the field I see the strictly pragmatic approach 

(which I question even exists after engaging that debate) as problematic: it is 

focused more on achieving the end than the means used to promote it, it does not 

recognize the unity of humanity (much less the kosmos), it opens the door to 

violence if it is shown to be more effective in certain cases, and it does not seem 

that pragmatism alone can elicit the courage, commitment, and agreeable attitude 

nonviolent protestors have to muster in the face of imminent violence or death.  

Pragmatic nonviolent conflict is revolutionary: It can change who is in power but 

does little to transform the people’s relationship to that power.  This does not 

mean people have to adopt nonviolence as a spiritual way of life, but it does mean 

that to be effective as a transformational tool people have to see it as the 

manifestation of the change they are trying to effect.  

 But while I am excited that people being violently oppressed now have the 

ability to learn from the lessons of others, relieve themselves from that 

oppression, and bring forth more free, egalitarian, and democratic societies I also 

believe these struggles need to be led and won by the people themselves and not 

made into proxy conflicts furthering the agenda of other nations: we can support 

people’s efforts to achieve greater freedom, but for the transformation to be 

meaningful and transparent they have to do it themselves.  Eliminating the 

world’s remaining dictatorships will be a context specific process and each case 

will evolve on its own timeline and happen in its own unique way.  I see people 
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first securing freedom and democracy in their own country as necessary to 

empower them to take the next step toward transforming the world system in a 

similar fashion. 

While there are obviously many differences between the world’s people, 

we also share a great deal in common simply being human.  My interests have 

now shifted to learning how humanity can reach a relative degree of consensus on 

the type of world in which we wish to live, and from that process develop a 

Planetary Constitution and Global Declaration of Environmental Sustainability 

tied to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and upheld through 

coordinated international collective civil resistance.  In other words, how can we 

identify the highest ideals common to all cultures, create a manifesto that 

articulates those ideas at various levels of complexity across the world’s 

languages and in context of the many cultural variations on our planet, train and 

educate enough people throughout the world in nonviolent methods, and then use 

coordinated international collective nonviolent action to sanction any government, 

corporation, or non-state economic entity not acting in accordance with the 

people’s mandate.  Each country can maintain its cultural integrity and still 

possess a degree of relative autonomy, and the global constitution and bill of 

rights can guide the actions of local organizations so there are no central leaders 

or command structures that can be targeted to end the movement.  In this way 

humanity achieves ultimate sovereignty over the planet, the world’s power 

structures become subservient to the people rather than dominating them, and 
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anarchy—rule by who has the biggest stick—is no longer the defining feature of 

our world system.  
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Figure A1. The four quadrants. Author's image adapted from A Brief History of Everything (p. 105), by K. Wilber,
1996, Boston, Shambhala.
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History of Everything (pp. 110-111), by K. Wilber, 1996, Boston, Shambhala. 
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Figure A3. Conceptual shifts in producing knowledge. Author’s image. 
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Figure A4. The eight methodological zones of the AQAL model. Author’s image adapted 
from Integral Spirituality: A Startling New Role for Religion in the Modern and Postmodern
World  (p. 39), by K. Wilber, 2007, Boston, Integral Books. 
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Startling New Role for Religion in the Modern and Postmodern World  (p. 37), by K. 
Wilber, 2007, Boston, Integral Books. 
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Figure A6. Some factors influencing a nonviolent campaign. Author’s image. 
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Figure A7. Terms related to agency, skills, and strategy. Author’s image. 
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Figure A8. Ackerman’s idea of skills. Author’s image. 
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Figure A9. Sharp’s theory of power. Author’s image. 
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Figure A10. Critique of Sharp’s theory of power. Author’s image. 
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Figure A13. Nepstad’s idea of structural conditons. Author’s image.
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a group manifesto, and develop a 
strategic plan; preexisting groups and 
institutions in the country with 
sufficient autonomy to mobilize 
collective action; type of regime and 
sanctions and level of repression

Figure A14. Nepstad’s idea of conditions. Author’s image. 
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Figure A15. Ackerman’s idea of conditions. Author’s image. 

UL UR
LL LR

INTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

EXTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

Goals: personal view of
the future

Economic hardship;
type of regime; level of 
regime sanctions and 
repression

Cultural passivity; ethnic 
divisions; political fractious-
ness

Goals; group vision of the 
future
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UL UR
LL LR

INTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

Personal skills; individual 
adaptation to events

Figure A16. Ackerman’s idea of skills over structure. Author’s image. 

Individual knowledge; state 
of being that allows the main-
tenance of hope

Group skills; group adap-
tation to events; globalization;
communications technology, 
free spaces for group interaction, 
and level of regime repression

Group knowledge; group’s 
ability to maintain hope; trans-
national intergroup transference
of knowledge

EXTERIOR OF THE INDIVIDUAL
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Figure A17. Sharp’s conditional prerequisites. Author’s image. 

UL UR
LL LR

INTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

EXTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

Regime’s dependency on people’s 
obedience; instability in the 
country’s groups and social institu-
tions; alternative groups and institu-
tions outside of regime control; level 
of regime sanctions against the 
opposition group; experience of the 
opposition with nonviolent conflict; 
material resources necessary for the 
nonviolent campaign: defection by 
regime’s security forces

Necessary personal skills of 
the opposition group

Feelings of illegitimacy by the 
people and security forces; group 
knowledge of nonviolent action; 
cross sectional unity on grievances 
and goals of the opposition group

Cognitive liberation needed to 
participate in nonviolent action
or defect to the opposition group



 

 215 
 

INTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

EXTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

Individual cognitive liberation: 
personal rejection of fatalism, 
recognition of oppression, hope in 
ability to change the future: 
mitigated by fear of repression 

Personal acts of resistance that 
separate one from the regime 
and link them to the opposition 

Group cognitive liberation: collec-
tive rejection of fatalism, recognition 
of oppression, consensus of hope, 
management of fear; cognitive mobil-
ization: legitimacy of grievances and 
opposition group leading to new ideo- 
logical norm; intergroup dynamics be-
tween the regime, opposition group, 
others with related interests, and un-
mobilized sentiment pools leading to 
unity and consensus on goals

Collective action frame: Creation 
of manifesto of purpose that deleg-
itimizes the regime, articulates 
grievances, invokes latent cultural 
values or beliefs, links unmobilized 
sentiment pools and groups with 
related interests, and legitimizes the 
opposition group and their goals

UR
LR

UL
LL

Figure A18. Cognitive liberation and collective action frames. Author’s image. 
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Figure A19. Mobilizing structures and political opportunities. Author’s image. 

LR

INTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

EXTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

Political opportunities as influenced 
by the interpersonal and intergroup 
dynamics between the regime and 
opposition group and between the 
regime, its elites, and third party 
actors; opposition group’s ability to 
create or maintain people’s willing-
ness to act despite regime sanctions

Personal action: participation in op-
position group’s mobilizing structures

Mobilizing structures: networks and 
organizations needed to gather people 
and resources for massive collective 
action; structural constraints, political 
opportunities, and level of regime op-
pression influence the people’s ability 
to form mobilizing structures or use 
preexisting social groups and institu-
tions for that purpose; political oppor-
tunities as related to regime’s response 
are dependent on the type of regime 
and its ability to survive attempts at 
political reform

UL UR
LL

Personal willingness to act and 
mobilize despite regime sanctions
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UL UR
LL LR

INTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

EXTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

The religious institution; The “Faith” 
or “Church,” e.g., Catholicism, Prot-
estantism, Sunni and Shia Islam, 
Orthodox and Reform Judaism, 
Mahayana or Theravada Buddhism, and 
Vaishnavism or Shaivism Hinduism; 
group actions arising from the cultural 
embodiment of the country’s religious 
institutions; influenced by social 
structure: e.g., preindustrial, industrial, 
informational, etc.

How institutional religious doctrine 
is woven into the specific culture, e.g., 
syncretic forms of Christianity that 
arose when merged with indigenous 
spiritual beliefs in Latin America or 
the African Diaspora in the Caribbean 
and U.S., or ways different tribal 
sects have interpreted Islam, such as 
the Alawites in Syria and Lebanon; 
influenced by the cultural worldview, 
e.g., archaic, magical, mythic, mental, 
etc. 

How the individual adopts a 
culture’s religious beliefs; heavily 
influenced by their level of devel-
opment along various lines of 
development

How a person behaves based on 
their religious beliefs; abilities and 
skills tied to levels of development 
along various lines of development

Figure A20. Religion and nonviolent conflict. Author’s image. 
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UL UR
LL LR

INTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

EXTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

Individual reasons supporting the 
initial use of nonviolent conflict

Initial individual engagement of
nonviolent conflict

Institutional response 
to individual and collec- 
tive nonviolent action

Subsequent level of individual parti-
cipation based on previously exper-
iencing the regime’s response

Collective reasons supporting the
initial use of nonviolent conflict

Initial collective nonviolent action

Subsequent group action based on 
previous regime response

Group’s subsequent choice of 
methods based on regime’s 
response

Figure A21. Intention-action-response loop. Author’s image.

Subsequent belief in the validity of
nonviolent conflict based on having
experienced the regime’s response
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Infrared
Magenta

Red
Amber

Green
Teal

Turquoise
Indigo
Violet

Ultraviolet
Clear Light

Integral Theory’s
Continuum

Fowler’s 
Stages 

Kegan’s 
Orders

Orange

Miller &
Cook-Greuter

Distribution 
Through
Humanity

~ 10%

~ 80%

< 10%

< 1%

Pre-conventional

Conventional

Post-conventional

Transcendent

0. Undifferentiated
1. Magical
2. Mythic-literal
3. Conventional
4. Individual-reflexive
5. Conjunctive

6. Universalizing-
    Commonwealth

0 
1st Order
2nd Order

3rd Order
4th Order

5th Order

(4.5 Order)

 1st

Tier

 2nd 
Tier

 3rd

Tier

Figure A22. Developmental continuums. Author’s image adapted from Integral Spirituality: A Startling 
New Role for Religion in the Modern and Postmodern World (p. 68), by K. Wilber, 2007, Boston, Integral
Books and Transcendence and Mature Thought in Adulthood: The Further Reaches of Adult Development
(pp. xx-xxi), by M. E. Miller and S. R. Cook-Greuter, (Eds.), 1994, Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.
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EXTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL 

EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

LR

INTERIOR OF 
INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF 
COLLECTIVE

Regime 
oppression

Collective 
dissatisfaction
with regime

Collective reaction to
regime oppression

Regime responds with 
further oppression

Etc.

Time

UL UR
LL

Maintain status 
quo 

Shift in power

Goal: 

Figure A23. The end justifying the means. Author’s image. 

Collective reaction to
regime oppression
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Collective 
dissatisfaction
with regime

Time

UL UR
LL

EXTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL 

EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

LR

INTERIOR OF 
INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF 
COLLECTIVE

Regime 
oppression

Collective desire,
hope, and vision 
of a transformed 
future

…dictates actions 
necessary to achieve
the vision

Continued oppression 
in response to opposition
movement

Collective vision 
externalized as 
future potential...

Goal: Transformed 
society reflecting 
the means used to 
achieve it

Goal: Defeat oppos-
ition movement; 
maintain status quo

Process repeats

Figure A24. The means conditioning the end. Author’s image.
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UL UR
LL LR

INTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

INTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

EXTERIOR OF INDIVIDUAL

EXTERIOR OF COLLECTIVE

Personal factors including:
beliefs, hopes, fears, and desires;
personality type; psychograph: 
lines and levels of development;
states of consciousness

Social factors including: type of 
government, religious institution, 
and environment; systems: judicial, 
economic, educational, commun-
ication, etc.; level of militarism, pat-
riarchy, and other systemic influences;
state of the economy and infrastructure

Biological factors including: gender, 
genetic inheritance, hormonal balance
and brain state; skills, body type and 
kinesthetic ability; evolutionary adap-
tations related to fear, anger, procreation, 
etc.; habitual and unconscious actions 
(heuristic and autopoietic)

Cultural factors including: types 
of ethnicities and religious beliefs;
sociograph: lines and levels of 
cultural development: group states, 
dynamics, peer pressure; cultural 
attitudes, dispositions, self-image

Figure A25:  Factors related to human violence. Author’s image. 
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Zone 1 subquestion: What are 
the phenomenological accounts 
describing why other individuals 
have participated in  nonviolent 
campaigns?

Zone 5

Zone 6

Zone 3 subquestion: What are the 
cultural beliefs, memories, taboos, 
and traditions that have supported 
people’s ability to wage nonviolent 
conflict?

Zone 8 subquestions: What types of
governments violently repress their
people and what tactics do they use?

UL UR
LL LR

Figure A26. Suggested integral research project: What acts of repression 
have caused the greatest amount of moral outrage in the population and most
influenced the individual choice to participate? Author’s image.
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Zone 2 subquestion: How do various 
levels of development affect the type 
of personal practice one chooses?

Zone 8 subquestion: What systems 
of practice are most appropriate 
for this particular culture and situation?

UL UR
LL LR

Figure A27. Suggested integral research project: What types of state training or personal 
practice (e.g., prayer, mantras, meditation, shifting states, etc.) in this situation best 
prepares a person to maintain nonviolent discipline? Author’s image.

Zone 6 subquestion: What types of 
personal practice have individuals
in similar cultures used to main-
tain nonviolent discipline?

Zone 3

Zone 4
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Zone 8 subquestion: What tactics 
does the regime use to reward or 
punish the members of its military 
and security forces?

UL UR
LL LR

Zone 6 subquestion: What kind 
of behavior by individuals in the 
opposition group will lessen the 
severity of regime repression? 

Figure A28. Suggested integral research project: What dynamics in this campaign will 
best facilitate defections by the military and security forces? Author’s image. 

Zone 3 subquestion: What are 
the cultural commonalities 
between the opposition group 
and the regime forces?

Zone 1

Zone 2
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Zone 8 subquestion: What are the
capabilities of the country’s
communications infrastructure?

UL UR
LL LR

Zone 6 subquestion: What level 
of personal skill is necessary to 
use advanced communications tech-
nology in the nonviolent campaign?

Zone 3 subquestion: What are the 
cultural attitudes toward commun-
ications technology that could 
influence its use in a nonviolent 
campaign?

Figure A29. Suggested integral research project: How can new communications 
technology be used to mobilize and guide this nonviolent campaign? Author’s image. 

Zone 1

Zone 2
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Zone 8 subquestion: What type of 
training programs does the regime 
use to desensitse its military and 
security forces to the atrocities they 
commit?

UL UR
LL LR

Figure A30. Suggested integral research project: How can the regime dehumanize 
protestors in the minds of its security forces? Author’s image.

Zone 1 subquestion: What beliefs 
about others result in the person 
seeing them as less than fully human?

Zone 4 subquestion: How do 
different levels of cultural develop-
ment influence how the various 
groups in it perceive each other?

Zone 6

Zone 5
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Zone 8 subquestion: What are the 
physical, environmental, and systemic 
constraints limiting people’s ability to 
congregate and share ideas?

UL UR
LL LR

Figure A31. Suggested integral research project: What socio-cultural constraints will 

Zone 3 subquestion: What are the 
cultural attitudes toward author-
itarianism, independence, or demo-
cratic ideals that will influence the 
campaign?

affect our ability to mobilize sufficient people for a nonviolent campaign? Author's
image.

Zone 6 subquestion: To what extent 
do campaign leaders possess the 
personal skills and abilities necessary 
to lead a nonviolent campaign?

Zone 1

Zone 2


