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natural hiétory.w

Natural Histories of Revolution

For alliits origin in man's'appreciation of the calm, continuous movement
of the cg;gstial spheres, thevﬁord Revolution evokes a sense of break,.of
rupture, of discontinuity. If it were only an.evqcation, that would matter -
only a little. But the idea of revolution as a self-contained process separate
frbm ordinary sogial life has gaiﬁgd widg currency among serious analysts of
politiéal cohfiict, One major version of this view takes.the classic form of.

The intﬁitive charm-qf the notion ofvreéolution as a species of event
following a»qqheren;,,pharacteristicmllifq histq;y has encouraged,wfi;er after
writer.totplay-Audubgn to revolu;ion, first outlining the lifg cycle and then
offérigg a ndmber_of colorful illustrationg.,-Few have thought to criticize the
natural his;qrical,analqu‘itself, and no one ﬁas assembled the sort qf
sys;eﬁa;ic gﬁiden;g it would actualiy take to tes;vthosevfewfpbrtioqs_of'the
availablé qatural histories oﬁvrevolu;ioqxwhiéh wiil,survive.logicai scrutiny. .

Sometimes the sense of re&olqtionAas a departuré;frqm normality aﬁpears

frankly in the language of pathology. Crane Brinton's urbane Anatpmi.gi

Revolution, qu example, likens the development of revolution to thét of a

1

fever:
}n.the;sbc;etyiduring'the_ggpération or so before the outbreak
.:of-revblqpion, in thg_old regime, there will be found signs of’
the coming disturbances . . . Then qomes_the'time.whentthe full
symptoms disclose themselves, and when we can_gay_;he feyer‘of
revolution has begun. Ihis works up'.... . to a crisis,

frequently accompanied by delirium,.the rule of the most



violent revolutionists, the Reign of Terrof. After the crisis

comes a period of convalescence, usually marked by a relapse.'

or two. Finally, the fever is over, and the patient is himself

again . . . (1952, pp. 17-18)
We do not propose to join the old game of Improving Brinton. (Simple rules,
for those as yet uninitiated: Inning One: Scold Brinton for his prejudices;
show no quarter. Inning Two . Promulgate a revised version of Bfiton's stages

of revolution. Inning Three: Congratulate yourself on your achievement.) Nor

do we intend to argue with Brinton's historical judgments abbut the specific
revolutions he took up, although we diéagree with a number of them. We hope
instead (1) to identify some of the general reasons why natural-historical
models of revolution have worked badly and are not likely to work well (2) to
block out an alternative model of revolution emphasizing its continuities
with routine contention for powef and (3) to check some of the implications
of that model against a series of events for which an unusual store of
information is available: the French Revolution of 1830.

The turmoils of the 1960s in Europe and America have stimulated a
great deal of new work, some of it exéellent, on revolution, political conflict,
collective violence and related processes. Among others, Bienen (1968) and
Gurr (1970) have recently provided wide-~ranging reviews of the literature. We
have ourselves turned our hands to criticism and synthesis elsewhere (e.g.
Tilly and Rule 1965, Tilly 1964, 1970b).. As a consequence, there is no need
to review the literature as a whole here.

Two or three comments will suffice. First, almost all recent

quantitative work on political conflidt,-including revolution, has consisted
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of comparisons of numerous countries at approximately the same point in time
rather than of the analyses of change over time which would be appropriate -
for the direct testing of natural history hypotheses (e.g. Feierabend and
Feierabend i966, Gurr 1968 and 1970, Rummel 1966; among the rare exceptions
are Kirkham, Levy and Crotty 1970, Russell Ekman 1970). Second, social
historians have recently been dping rich, systematic work on the forms and
personnel of revolution in Europe and America (e.g. Cobb.1961-63, C.s.L.
Davies 1969, Hofstadter 1970, Rgdé,l970, Williams 1968); that-work, which
often does tfeat change over timg, is more directly reievant.to the verifi- .
cétibn>of nafural—historical models, but. has ﬂot so far been empryed in that
wéy. Third, recent social scientific-investigations(have‘tended'té lump

revoiutioﬁs together with other forms of political conflict under headings

liké."internél,war," "instability," "

. civil violence! "aggressive béhavior" or
simplf, "vidlencg."i As a result, the propoéal‘of distingt.na;ural'histories
for revolutién itself has become rarer than it usedvto be. -

Naturél_history theorists.differ_from éther-sgpdenté of the égbjeét in-
that ‘they depict revolution as the culmigation'of a series pfzquaiitatively
distinct developmental stages. The stages form a'standard sequenée; one stgge
cannot manifest itself until the preceding one is complete. In some cases
the revélutionary chénge represents the end of.the cycle, the final stage of
rgvolutiéﬁéry development. Elsewhere, there are stages subsequénﬁ to the
revqlutiqn, through which the society moves from chaoé back to:normality. In

general, the appearance of the first stages is .a warning or a promise, but not

a certain_sign that the process will run its full course. What -mark this

variety of theorizing as natural history are the assertions a) .that the "late"




developmental stages do not appear unless the 'early" ones have already
occurred and b) that some sort of inner logic propels the process, so that in
the absence of major obstacles it will work out a standard sequence. Revo-
lutions, like butterflies, have natural histories.

The number and content of the stages varies widely from one natural
historical scheme to another. In Brinton's analysis, the first stages are
characterized by widespread governmental inefficiency in times of relative
prosperity, followed by the desertion of the government by the intellectuals.
Next comes an increasing popular revolutionary excitement leading to the
overthrow of the old regime, followed by a period of rule by moderate revo-
lutionary elements. Finally comes the 'rule of terror and violence," followed

by a return to something like the status quo ante.

Rex Hopper (1950), another natural history theorist, sees four stages:

- - Preliminary Stage of Mass Excitement .and Unrest

- - ©Popular Stage of Crowd Excitement and Unrest

~ — Formal Stage of Formulation of Issues and the Formation of

Publics

- - Institutional. Stage of Legalization and Societal Organization.
Far more than ﬁrinton's, Hopper's stages refer to the states of mind of the
revolutionary and proto-revolutionary population, and thus sum up a social
psychology of revolution.

These stage schemes have many variants, most of them interesting . . .
and all of them inconclusive. We could review Sorokin's two stages, Meadows'

three or Edwards' five and gain insight from each one. But how would we

choose among the bewildering array? Presumably by examining their internal




consistency, their openness to verification or falsification, their value in
reduéing comblex phenomena to their essentials, their fruitfqlness as guides
to empirical investigation, and the fit between the results of that investi-
gation and the propositions derivable froﬁ the scheme.

| On fhesé.grounds (as opposed to the moral, aesthetic or heuristic
grounas oﬂe might élsb invoke for the judgment of such schemes), the natural.
historical anaiyses of revolution stand up poorly. Their logic is péculiar;
their vﬁlnérability to proof slight, their reduction_of complexity undoubted
but misdirected, théif fruitfulness for further investigation-s?rikingiy
limifed and their fit with othef facts than those from‘whiﬁh they were
originally inférréd.quite bad. Most of thesé shortcomings spring from tﬁe

very modus operandi of natural history, and are therefore unlikely to dis-

~appear. In particular, the p;acticebof‘working backward from oqtcbmé to
:antgcedent conditions pfovides little'ﬁeans (andrno incentive) to determine ‘
how fréqueﬁtlﬁ;-and under what circumstances;_thoséiséme'aﬁtecedént‘conditibns
exist without the development of revolution. That-ﬁaving reasoned’ backward
we shoﬁld preéent our conclusions forward, and in a'drémagurgiC‘frémework?
only aggravates the difficuity.

" Let us coﬁcretize our éomplaints by sérutinizing three sophistica;éd
recent stateﬁents, the fifét by James Davies, the second by Neil Smelser, the
thifd by Chalmers'Johnson; The first is marginal to natural history, the’
second cbntéins a very special version of natural history in application to
é wide range of phénomena which happen to include revolution, the third.

belongé squarely in the great tradition of natural histories of revolution.



Davies on the J-Curve

Davies (1962) does not present a scheme of "

stages'" as such; he does

argue thét a set of qualitative developmental changes lead to revolutionary

outbreaks and that the full manifestation of.all these changes is nécessary

before a.revolution can take place. The crux is that revolutions "are most

likely to occur when a prolongedrﬁeriod of economic or social development is
followed by a short period of sharp reversal' (1962, p. 4). "Eéonomic or

social development,"

in turn, is "opportunity to satisfy basic needs, which
may range from merely physical . . . to social . . ." (1962, p. 8). Davies
considers three successful revolutions -- Dorr's Rebellion in early nineteenth
century Rhode Island, the Russian revolution of 1917, and the Egyptian
revolution of 1952 -- and finds evidence of such a pattern in each case. He
refers to the pattern as the "J-curve" of need-satisfaction, with the pro-
gressive period of increasing satisfaction representing the shaft of the J and
the sharp downturn its crook.

Davies' scheme requires some sort of weighting and summing of the
satisfaction of "human needs" in a population. Unless that assessment of needs
is both reasonably accurate and logically independent of the behavior it is
supposed to explain, the scheme will provide no means of distinguishing situa-
tions with a high likelihood of 'revolution from other situations: In éractice,
Davies reéds back from the fact of revolution to the presumably frustrated
needs, and shifts the weights assigned to various needs along the way. Tﬁe
discussion of Dprr's rebellion, for example, derives the long upward slope of
the J-curve in terms of the increasing prosperity of the textile industry, on

which a large segment of the population depended. But the final "sharp reversal"




pre;ipita;ing the violent outbreak turns out to be the frustration of demands
for popular suffrage in the state. Davies employs similar mixtures of needs

in the devglopment of J-curves for other revo}qtions. The mixing and shifting
of needs makes it easier to fashion a plausible fit of the theory to any
particular revolution. But makes it correspbndingly more difficult to draw any
reliable inference to the cases of revolution (or, for that matter, of non-
revolution) not- yet inspected.

~ The péipt ig no quibble. On the‘contrary it is.crucial to the viability
of Daviesf afgument. ﬁavies appears to start with the accomplished fact of
revolution, then cast about in the period immediately preceding it for evidence
of thersharp reversal of some need within some part of the population, then léok
farther back for needs which have undergone increasing satisfactioﬁ for some
length of time. Given-that different groups»in any popu}ation experience.the,
sétisfaction and frustration of various needs at various tiﬁes,-such a>séérchr'
has a high probability of success. It also has a high probability of identifying
as crucial for revolution circumstances which are in fact‘comménplace.bﬁtside‘
of revolutioné -- as wifh the famed methodologist Qho.achieved~a héﬂgo&er ﬁith _
bqurbon-and wéter, scoﬁch and water, not to mention rye and water, and there-
fore stopped drinking the qffending subsﬁance: ﬁatér.

"So what of frustrations which do not result in revolution? " Frustration
is as endemic in social life as need-satisfactions are various. Needs§ és
Davies himself points out, are-always elastic, expanding to encompass, more ﬁhan
tﬁé individu#l enjoys at present; this disparity presumably always entails. its
degree of frustration. For Davies, the crucial difference is between what
one might think of'as routine frustration and a "sudden, sharp reversal" .of

need satisfaction. How one could actually hope to measure the degree of




difference between these two states at any one point in time, let alone over

a sgfies of points for, say, the entire population of a country, is not clear;
Davies suggests a public opinion poll, bﬁt neglects to mention what kind of |
poll would do the job. 1Is there;any way- to determine that the '"gap between
what people want and what they get" (to use Davies' words) is "intolerable"
other than by the fact that they refuse to tolerate it?

This desultory picking at the scabs of Davies' scheme finally uncovers
thé real wound underneath. The actor has absconded! Who endures.the frustra—
tions in question, who makes revolutions, and what connection do the two
actors have with each other? The J-curve formulation offers us two equally
absurd alternatives: |

a) regardless of who experiences the frustration of crucial

needs, the "society'" as a whole.responds to them, and beyond

some threshold the response takes the form of revolution;

b) the individual's propensity to foment or join revolution-.

ary action is directly proportional to his degree of frugtra-

tion, hence revolutions occur when more than some critical

number of individuals are performing revolutionary actions

and hence revolutionaries come from the most frustrated

ségments of the population -- frustrated, to be sure, by

the special up-then-down process Davies describes.
On the surface,.the second alternative will appear more plausible to those. who
do not fina the reification of Society attractive. Unfortunately, closer

scrutiny reveals that the second alternative not only compounds the practical

difficulties already discussed by requiring the weighting and summing of




frustrations for each individual, or at least-each group, within the population

in question, but also treats as automafic precisely what is most problematic
about the development of revolutions: the transition from uncoordinated
individuai dissatisfactions to collective assaults on.the holders of powef.‘
Nor is it a simple ﬁétter of filling in tﬁe ﬁlanks. The fillinés for these
particulaf blanks will cause the essential structure of the J-curve hypothesis

to explode through contradiction or to decay through qualification,

Smelser on Collecti#e Behavior

Smelser's system (1963) is richer and more copsiétent than Davies'. It

hY

is thus more likely to survive quick criticism. Collective behavior, of course,

includes the whole range of non-normative behavior carried on by groups of men;
revolution constitutes a subtype of a more general case. Neverfheiess; Smelser
takes pains. to show that all the various species of collective behavior exhibit
the. developmental stages which he posits.

The scheme specifies six conditions which must be met, or "activated",

before, an episode of collective behavior can take place (1962, pp. 15-17).

They are (1) structural .conduciveness or '"permissiveness" of the social

structure to a given form of collective behavior; " (2) structural -strain;

" (3) growth and spread-of. . a generalized belief; (4) precipitating factors;

(5 mobilization of participants for action; (6) the operation of social

control. While all these elements may exist for varying .lengths of time

before the episode of collective behavior even begins, they enter the process
itself in precisely that order. Hence the description of.the scheme as a

"value-added" analysis.




10

Smeléer's is the most systematic and helpful discussion of the defining
features of collective behavior we have. . The'natural-historical.portion of the
work, however, résts on prqpoéitions which aré-obvious:or which represent.
explicationsvof the initial definition‘of‘collective behavi§r. This becomes
apparént when one attempts to derive predictions of the form, locus aﬂd
intensity of collective behavior in different social settings from those
propositions.

Stfuctural conduciveness, for example, means simply that collective‘
behavior, like any other behavier, is circumscribed by its social context.

The occurrence of a financial panic, Smelser'points out, presupposes the
existence of a money economy. Structural strain, the second'determinaht,
seems to mean any sort of shared dissatisfaction with the way the world works
(although at times it shifts to the structural conditions -- e.g. role-conflict
~— under which such shared dissatisfactions arise). Since collective behavior
means some collective attempt to make the world work differently, Smelser Eas
simply called our attention to the fact ﬁhat people do not act together to
contravene existing social patterns unless motivated to do so0.

The same sort of observations applies to the third determinant, '"growth
and spread of a generalized belief', which appears to mean that people do not
act concertedly unless they share some common perceptions of their social world.
(Smelser's suggestion that such generalized beliefs include a symbolic repre-
sentation of the strains to which the actors.are responding, on the other
hand, is more intriguiné, less obvious and more open to empirical verificationm).
The effect of any pérticular set of "precipitating factors' again appears

only to lend itself to establishment after the fact, and therefore to have no
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predictive value. The fifth determinant, "mobilization of participants for
action," states the truism that only mobilized men act collectively. Like
Davies' leap from dissatisfaction to rebellibn, it leaves the essential
questions untouched: wherg, whén and how does the mobilization actually occur?

_Tﬁe iést determinant, the "qperation of social control," does not run
parallel to ‘the first fivé. It is unclear why the workings of social control
shoﬁld affe;t collective behévior only after people are mobilized for action;i
Smelser himself seemé_to include the effects of social control among the
con&itioﬁé.of structural cqnduciveneés, his firét deéerﬁinant; If we drop the
idea of seque#ce; however, we are left with thebobservation that o;hers‘resist_
colléctive'behavior, énd the asseition.that the interaction between the resistance
and the célléciive Behavior produces a new equiiibrium. The first enters into
the préctical definition of.collective behavior, sinceIWithout resistan;e we
would never defeCt its éécurrence; thé secoﬂd is_merely a.'conceptual convenience
not open to pioof,‘;n aitifact.of the observér's qi}liﬁgness to‘mérk;a-
beginning‘and an end to“any pérticular instance‘of colleétive aeviation from
expected behavior. “

_In ghort, Sﬁélserfs scheme of stages turns out to be the careful
expliqation of a definition -- quite a useful definition, but a definition
nonethéless. .This disappointing result comes ffom the characteristic modus
operandi of soéiologicai natural history: stérting Qiﬁh the identification of
the "species" and working backwards to identify‘its nécessary:antecedents,

The result is the identification of stages in the dévelopment of the species
which are either éresent by definition or common in situations which Qé not.

produce the species. The actual work of explanation only begins at that point.
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Johnson on Revolutionary .Change

Chalmers Johnson's Revolutionary Change (1968) exhibits most of the
same difficulties. Like Davies and Smelser, Johnson views the life-cycle of
revolution as a homeostatic process, in which the early stages offgrowing dis-/
equilibration lead to the climactic events of the change of regime itself, to
be followed by re-equilibrating processes which bring the society back to its
accustomed balaﬁce. Like Smelser, Johnson defines the main condition of
normality in terms of value-integration, and portrays the first condition of
susceptibility to‘revolution the failure of synchronization between values aﬁd
realities. In particular, Johnson sees that failure as manifesting itself in
the population's withdrawal of moral authority from the government. He sees
three clusters of causes of revolution:

First, there are the pressures created by a dis-equilibrated

social system -~ a society which is changing and which is in

need of further change if it is to continue to exist. Of all

the characteristics of the disequilibrated system, the one

that contributes most directly to a revolution is power

deflation -- the fact that during a period of change the

integration of a system depends increasingly upon the

maintenance and deployment of force By the occupants of the

formal authority statuses.

The second cluster of necessary causes revolves around the

quality of the purposeful change being undertaken while a

system is disequilibrated. This quality depends upon the

abilities of the legitimate leaders. If they are unable to

S
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develop policies which will maintain the confidence of non-

deviant actors in the system and its capacity to move toward

resynchronization, a loss of authority will ensue. Such a
loss.méansvthat the use of force by the elite is no longer
considered legitimate, although it does not necessarily
mean tﬁat a revolution will occur at once . . . |

Thg final, or sufficient, cause of a revolution is}sOme‘
ingrediént, gsually contributed by fortune; which deprives
the eiite of its chief weapon for enforcing social behavior
(e.g. an army mutiny), or which leads.a group of.reVOlution-
aries éb believe that they have thé means to déprive the
‘elite of i;s weapons of coercion. (1968, p. 91)

Johnson then attempts to link these very general phenomena to individual

behavior through the sequence: rapid change - systematic disequilibriuﬁ -

: -

ové;?axing of existing means of homeostatic'and'purposive; response to change;
- panic—anxiééy—shame-guilt—depreésion etc. - formation of movements of'pro;est.
irue to hig pfedeggssors, he proposes the. suicide r#te as a prime indeonf
disequilibriu@.

~ The resemblances to Davies' and, especially, Smelser's arguments are:
striking.' Theudrawbacks are similar. To the extent that "failed syn;hroniza—
tion between values and realities" can bg identified at all'independentiy of
the revolutioné;y behavior it is supposed to predict, the evidence that if
differentiates.revolu;ionary-coqntries from others is in extremely short supply.

That failure is the general condition of mankind. Similarly, it is-true by

definition that. power deflates and. legitimate leaders lose authority during




revolutions, but nothing in the evidence known to us indicates that the

deflations énd‘lbss necessarily precede revolutions or, cohversely, that their
occurrence predicts to revolution. (One could, if willing to work:wifhin this
conceptual framework;‘maﬁufacfure'a plausibe case that despite the disagreeable
resistance of Parliament, Charles I's power was inflating up to shortly before
the outbreak of the Civil War in 1642; it is even easier to point out.how
regularly terror quells dissent). Only moving backward from the fact ef
revolution to its presumed standard features makes it so easy to arrive at such
helpless propositions.

Again we face the Case of the Absconded Actor. The ideas of power
deflation and loss of authority treat generalized inabilitiee of a regime to
make its dictates felt, widespread epposition to the exercise of governmental
power. That the inability should be generalized and the>opposition widespread
gain credibility from their connection with the underlying assumption that "a
whole society' somehow expresses:itself in revolution. We would be inclined to
deny the existence of any such'aetor as a "Whole Seciety" as well as the utility
of His invention. But even leaving aside doubts on that score for some other‘
polemical occasion, it is not clear that the assumption helps in solving the
problem at hand. The nub of revolution is a seizure of power over a govern-—
mental‘épparatus by ene group from another. If we want to limit the portentoﬁs

"revolution" to those cases in which the groups are social classes and/or

word
the seizure of power produces extensive changes in social live, so be it. It
remains that the bare requirements of such a change are the involvement of only

a small portion of the popelation, Nor does it seem at all likely that a

relatively uniform state of mind on the part of the remainder of the population
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is a necessaryjcondition for such a change.  Yet:except for the important:
"po;nt concerﬁigg,the control of the military and ofher}repressive férces,
Johnson's argument provides us with no reliable way of;anticipating eithef'
the nature of the conflict or the identity of'Ehe'pérticipants. Smelser's
scheﬁe; Davies'. and, indeed, the whole range of natural.historical-ﬁheoriéing
leaves those central explanatoryvquestions,virtﬁally untouched. |

. In theif present condition, natural—history.theories of revolution are
nearlyvirrefutable ~- not because tﬁey are mgnifestly correct, but because they
consist ﬁainly:of Ways_of_rationaliZingievehts:after the fact. Even~Crane
Brinton,,Who_prgvides us with_the,most_Concretg;characterizaﬁiqnsQof.the
stages of revoibtion, offers them as no moere than preliminéry'empirical.
generalizacions};restficted to-the,few-gréaﬁ revolutions,hé-ﬁakés uﬁ.- Any-
effcrt to apply'systematic evidéncegto,ﬁhe‘available‘ﬁétu;élthst§ricg1. v'
’analysés will-ﬁﬁerefore require recasting the'argumentsvinto teStabié propos%f
itidhs; We shail'make some'efforts in_that'direction. . But wgvshall;put~more
of'ouf>energy'info the formulation and preliminéry testing of a:modél émbéaying.
a rather different general understanding of the character‘of_fevéluﬁions,frém
that implicit in natural histbry. 

'qu aﬁy population, we may ask whether there exist one or more
organizations controlling the principal ‘concentrated méané;ovaOgrcipn;witﬁin4
the ﬁopulation.{ Such organizations éfe‘governmehts;-;we.maynthen~éndm§rate,:
all groups within.thg population-Whiqh, during some particular spaﬁ 6f time, -
collectively apply.resources to thg influence_of é ce;;ainugovernmenq,:_Tﬁey
are contenders for power with respect to that government. To the ektent>that

a contender can routinely lay claim to the generation of action or yielding of
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resources by agents of the government, the contender is a member of the polity,
which therefore consists of all contenders successfully exercising routine
claims to government response. Some groups are not contenders, and some
contenders (which we call challengers)-are not members of the pdlity; the
members of the polity differ among themselves in the amount and type of
response their application of resources to the government produ;es.

So much for definitions. We imaginé the general operation of polities
in the following way: Every polity establishes tests of membership, and all
polities include among such tests the ability to mobilize or coerce significant
numbers of people. Furthermore, within the polity members continually test
one another; repeated failures of. partial tests lead to fuller tests which
lead, if failed,: to exclusion from the polity. Each new entry or ekit
redefines the criteria of membership in a direction favorable to the character-
istics of the present set of members; the members tend to become attached to
those cfiteria as a matter of principle. The life of the polity therefore
consists of a) the routine application of resources to the influence of the
government by members of the polity; b) attempts by non-members (ordinarily
resisted by members in collaboration with agents of the government) to
influenée'the government, including attempts to gain membership; - c¢) an ongoing
series of contests, ranging from parliamentary maneuvering to street fighting,.
among members of the polity. H(Agtually a) will frequgntly legd to c), as
when one member lays claim to resources already committed to another, and b)
will frequently coincide with . c), since members often form coélitions with
non-members in order to increase the resources available for application to.

their common ends.)

-3




17

Because,of the testing process by which contenders acquire or lose.
membership, collective viplence tends t0’iﬁcrea§e when the membership of the
polity is changing rapidly. - Collective violence ﬁill pit memberg against
members, and agents of the government (especially représsive fqrcesvlike troops
and:police) :against npnfmembers,'bu;>rarely non—memﬁers.agains;,noﬁfmembers,‘
agents of the government against members, or agentsgagainst each other. ;n
the event of rgvolution, howeyer; gll these regularities chapgen

Revolufion, in £hi§ political model, consists of the‘fragmentationiof a.
. sipgle polityﬂ The case in which the fragmentation turns.opt:fq be.pérﬁanent 
greatly\resembies,the_revolutidn'—— indeeq, the two caées are often.indiS£inf
guishable at tﬁe start -- but the term "fevolt" or "civil_wérf applies'mofe
eaéilykin that case. Leon Trotsky (1932, 222-230) stated the essentialsgof;the
frégmen;atibn §Ears,agoé.und¢r the heading of "qu§l€sqvereiénty.". ﬁé.diffef
from:Trotsky in three ways: 1) in éiaiming tha§>ip‘ﬁany.rgvolutioﬁs sovereignty.'
is acﬁually muLtiple,'rather than dual; 2) ip conside;ing,it more likely thét
the alternativé polities will be cOmposed:of:coglitionsapf-classes than that>
they will be single clésses;. 3) in recognizing‘thafuthe coélitions.sometimes
include groupings wbich are based on_language, religion, region or somg other
form of solidarity than class.

The fragmentation of the polity can occur inlseveral'different ways.
The-mostnlikelj is for some new coélition of contenders (at thg extreme}'a
Sihgle.non;member.of :he‘poli;y).to.IAy claim to exclusive contro} éver the
govefnmentAwhile the remaining established members of the polity cqhtinue to.
press their exciusiQe claims, while some portion of the popu;afion honors the

claims of each of the fragment polities. These circumstances may well produce
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a temporary fragmentation of the government (as when insurrectionary armies
administer part of a country) in addition to the fragmentation of the polity.
In any case, a revolution begins when previouély acquiescént‘citizens faced =
with strictly'incompatible demands from the government and dn alternative
authority obey the alternative authority. It continues until only one central
authority remains.

So far we have merely éet up a conceptual scheme, embedded in a strongly
political view of. conflict, which contains a few propositions so general as
not to be amenable to verification in their present form. The scheﬁe,'neverthe—
less, narrows the search for the causes of revolution from the detection of
anomie, strain, dysfunction or frustration to the specification of the
conditions producing the following outcomes:

a) appearance of contenders (or coalitions of contenders) advancing

exclusive alternative claims to the controel over the government -

currently exerted by membefs of the poiity;

b) acceptance of those claims by a significant'segment of

the population;

c) formation of coélitions between members of the polity and the

contenders advancing the alternative claims;

d)'ﬁnwillingness or incapacity of the government to suppress

the alternative coalition and/br the acéep;ancé'of its claims‘

(historically, the unreliability of armed forces has been

crucial in this regard).

If these are indeed the consfituent elements of a revolutionafy situation,

they have some interesting implications for the natural history of revolution.



They give us no particular reason for expecting a gradual crescendo of conflict

up to the point of revolution, followed by a rapid readjustment, which is the

sequence awtensioﬁ-release.model implies.
On the contrary. A more reasonable sequence wocld‘run:
1) the gradual motilization of contenders unacceptable to the
members  of the polity and/or making exclusive claims to
governmectal.control;
.2) a. rapid increase in the ﬁumber of people accepting those
claims and/or a rapid expansion of the coalition including the
unecceétable crjexcldSive contenders; | |
5) an cnsucceszul effortAby the govetnmeﬁt, acting on behaif of
the. members of the pollty, to suppress the alternatlve coalltlon'.
and/or the acceptance of 1ts clalms; -
4) establlshment by the alternative coalition of effectlve-.
control over some. portion of the government;
5) struggle of the alternatlve coalition to malntaln or extend
ﬂwtcmﬁml; | ‘
;6)> reccnstruction of a single polity throuéh the victcry of the

alternatlve coalition, through its defeat, or through the

establlshment of a modus v1vendi between the alternatlve coalition

and some,cr all of the old members.

It is a matter . of pure conVenience whether we say dual sovereignty --.and -

therefore revolution -- commences at stage 2, stage 3, or stage 4. It ends,

obviously, at stage 6.
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Some Inferences from the Model

This "natufal history" of revolution, like those reviewed earlief,
contains little more than the explicatioh of a definition. It leads, however;
to some intriguing observations on the sequence oftviolent conflicts in.
revolutions; First, fhe level of conflict is likely to be much higher after
the first major actiomns of the revolution ﬁhén.before, Bécauserthe emergencef
of dual sovereignty challenges the position of every member of the polity, and
thus begins a major round of testing.

Second, the struggle between the two polities is itself 1likely Eo
produce a polarized form of coﬁflict, activating an exceptional propoftion
of the population on oﬁé side or another. |

Third, the successful revolutionary coalition -- whichever combination
of the original contenders it contains -- is likely to face considerable
resistance as it attempts to.reestablish routine governmental control over the
population as a whole after seizing-fhe governmental apparatus. To the
extent that the revolutionary action begins with the seizure of a érucial but
narrow geographical and/or organizational part of the apparatﬁs, the struggle
is likely to shift away from that lécus after the revolutionaries cénsolidate
their contfol there. In geographically and orgénizationally centraliéed-
states.like those 6f the modern Wést, revolﬁtionary:conflicts are mds;,likely
to originate at the center and then shift to the periphery if the center.is
won.

Fourth, thé'iﬁitial‘revolutionafy coalition is likely to fragment,
leaving a few contenders exceptionally powerful, for several reasons: a) thé

initial seizure of control requires a larger coalition than does the maintenance



of control; B) the di§efgence of the longer-rﬁn objectives of the coalesced
contenders is'likely to become more salient‘and:serious after the initial
effort. of dislodging the previous polity from control is past; «c) ;hese
contenders which have mobilized rapidly in response to short-run cfises but
which remain felativeiy underorganized are also likely to,ggpobili?e more
rapidLy.than bther contenders, and thus to lose position ig the testing which
immediately follqﬁs the»initial seizure of power. On these matteré, coalition

'théorists.(e.g., Gamsqn.1968a) have already- suggested some promising hypotheses.

Testing the Model

::”Though:easy to state, these ideas are difficult_to test -- for thgy'
require aiform’offdatavmuchvharder to assemble:than;the baid recitation of_
events ﬁhiéh fuel the natural history érguments.'vNeéded'fqr.this ”poliﬁicai
.processf mode1”df rgvolﬁtipnaryvchangeiaré data ﬁhich'réléte:the maqifést
cenfliéts;of théfrevolutiqn-to différent:ségﬁenté of. the bﬁsejbopgiatioh befqre;
during,éﬂd‘éfter the revolutionary events,Ayié'an:anélysis Qf.the chénging i
actions and ?élations Of.thé;prin;ipalvconténdefs fér'pdwér.':Thesg matérialé.
musg be gathe;ed in such a way as to view'events.trénépi:ing befbre,,during and:
after the‘revglution'with the samé.analyticél 1ens,'so'és:fb aQoid ¥he natural .
histot&'fallaéy-of."wérking backward" from the accbmpiishéd;fact.of révolutiéﬁafy
chéngé:inlbrder to identify stages which'"had".to.leéd_to revolutioﬁ. Such
déta'are;a“thousénd times more difficult to asseﬁble than ére:straightforward-f
accéunts of the principal events. The collection of the information on which
we shall-dréwfin the following analysis has taken seven years of the time of
good-sized research teams at Harvard, Toronto and Michigan.5 Even that-

information fdils to represent directly several crucial parts of the processes
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of mobilization, contention and.transfer.of poﬁer that we have been discﬁssing.
Despite a number of trials, we have not so far been able to develop a reliable
procedure for enuﬁerating contenders, measuring their mobilization and
'characterizihg their‘relationship to tﬁe existing strﬁcture of powér whiéh
is truly independent of.the conflicts we are-attgmptiﬁg to<exp1ain. The
portions of the argument we are in the best position to'teét directly are.
therefore-those déaliﬁg with the timing and pérsonnel of-violent cénflicts.
The data consist éhiefly of coded, maéhine-readable accounts of every

violent conflict above a certain scale occurring in France noted by trained-
readers scanning two national daily newspapers for each day over the periods
from 1830 through 1860 and 1930 through 1960, plus a random three months per
year over the period from 1861 through 1929. Information on these events is
drawn not only from the origiqal newépaper accounts, but also from archival
sources and secondary historical materials. In addition, further data consist
of ﬁachine—readable d¢§criptions of a wide variety of social indicators year

by year for the 86 to 90 French gé}artements and for France as a whole.

A "disturbance," forvthese purposes, is a continuous interaction between
two or more formations, or between one formation and the property of another,
in which at least one. formation has fifty or mdre participants and in the
course of whi;h at least'one formation seizes or damages persons or property..
(Acts of war between statés! however, arevexcluded.) The following incident,
as'recorded by one of the readers, described events which took place in the
southern French city of Carcasonne in March, 1832:

The disturbance which afflicted this commune on the eighth

of this month broke out again yesterday (Sunday), with even
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gréater violence. The insistence of the Bishop on supporting
the;interdiction of Father Bataillg, the parish priest, and.
the presence of other priests sent to Saint-Vincent parish

to édndqct the Sunday services, brought forth a large crowd

in the church, and'the-priestslwere chased from the premises.
The Prefect, who on the eighth had refused to call in the

- National Guard'to.disperse the crowd, took recourse to the
‘Guard .on this occasion, declining to call in the regular

érmy fér fear of creating additional antagonism.

 Thus the National Guard assembled at.Canal Square. The

Guard woﬁld have succeeded in.calming theidisturbanée,
except'fbr the presence of the Prefect, the General and
several municipal officials. The sight of these brought the.
crowd ﬁo new excesses. The cfowd_jeeréd.the Prefec;? threafen-
'ing'to'throw him inithe.canal, and forced him to flee to the
side of.the General. A hail .of étonesAtﬁrown~at-the'éfficiéls.
by the crowd struck.the General 6n the head and the deputy

' mﬁyor on the face. The latter iater submitted'his resigna-
tion. The crowd then became still more tﬁreatening. Four
»loffiéegs of the Guard left'their troopsafo.harangue-the_crowd;
with some effect. "We'll obey ydu",_cried some ‘of the principal -
resideﬁts of Carcassone, "fér you are good patriots'". ' The
crowd disPersed{ Célm returned, and the night passed quietly.
Now that thgée deplorable events have occurred, the Bishop

and the Prefect can no ionger do us any good; their presence

alone creates general antagonism and ferment. The most peaceable
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and respectable citizens are hurrying ﬁo sign a petition to
the 1egislatufe seeking thé removal of the Prefect aﬁd thé
transfef‘of the Bishop. |

The authorities have.beeﬁ astonished at the moral authority

over the crowds shown by the Natiomal Guard . . .

(Le Constitutionnel, March 19, 1832).

Some of the available accounts are more detailed than.this one, a_majqrity of
them sketchier® Takenrtogethe;, the approximately 1,400 disturbance reports
from 1830 through 1960 constitute a comprehensive sample of events in(which
men were sufficiently committed to their objectives to take violent action,
plus information on the contexts of the events.

Our procedure yislds, so far as we can tell, a more representative
sample of violent conflicts than would reliancevon standard histories or on
any combination of major series of documents available to French historians
for the period in question, Yet it tends to underrepresent areas and segments
of the population which are either less accessible or less interesting to
journalists. This bias is probably greater in times of crisis at,the‘center,
which draw attention away from the rest of the world.

Yet the general bias is endemic, and probably constant over short
periods. The method appears to capture the general fluctuation of conflict over.
time fairly well. A comparison between the number of disturbances in the
sample and those mentioned in the inventory of two of the standard archival
series on the internal policinghof France (Archives-Nationales BB],'8 anq BB30)
yields the following numbers of disturbances by quarter from 1830 thrqugh 1832:
*0On the basis of this report and two others, all draﬁn from Le Constitutionnel,

our coders estimated the total number of participants at 400 to 600, and broke

them into two formations: one'a "crowd of common ideology' and the other one a
National Guard plus public officials.
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1830 1831 o 1m:

123 4 1234 123 4 TOIAL
sample 2 52518 9 4 7.3 1742 7 2 141
archive 5 147 17 15 4 4 4 9 1210 7 135

Thé'comparison is weakened somewhat by the imprecision of the inventories
concerning the number of parficipants and extent of violence in the smaller
conflicts and by their tendency to lump together a number of related events
(nbtably the multiple'counter—revdlUtionary movements in the West during the
second quarter of 1832) into a single item. But in general tﬁe:swings in
freqﬁencies correspond to those of our sample (r = .52). For that reason, it

may. be useful to extend the series back a few years in time via the archival

materials:

1826 ~ 1827 1828 1829 1830 = 1831 1832
sample | - - -- - 50 - 23 68
archi&e "13- 11 i3. 22 70 27 38

The: counts show-a much,highef frequency of collective vioience immediately
after the revolutioh than in the years before, despite the. accumulation of a
Ceftain number of foéd riots in 1829. The observatioﬁ, whi@h is reinforced
by the quarterly count presented above, wi}l take on some importance later.
As we completéd 6ﬁr enumeration of'disturbances meeting our criteria,
we coded them extensively in. a uniform manner. - That involved breaking the
participahté in.eacﬁ,e?ént into "formations" -- sets of personé‘acting
tégefher -- and déscribing'each formation's characteristics and aétions
separateiy, as wellvaé characterizing the setting and the disturbéﬁce as a

whole. The items coded ranged from multiple measures of the scale of the
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disturbance to detailed sequences of actioﬁ for individual formations to
manifest objectives of the_participants. In this report, hqwever, we draw
only on oﬁr claséifications of formations and our estimates of the number of -
particip;nts in-éach>disturbance.

Here we ‘analyze only one small segment of the sample: The disturbances

recorded from the years 1830, 1831, 1832. Those events include .all the larger.

violent encounters which were part of the Revolution of 1830, but they also
include a number of small incidents toe which ﬂistorians.héve'not attributed
any particular political significance. Inclusiveness is a virtue, for it
permits us to study how the occurrence of revolution affects the whole pattern
of violent conflict.

The Revolution of 1830

The "Three Glorious Days" of July, 1830, brought about a popular over-
throw of entrenched power, one which spelled the definitive end of the Bourbon
monarchy in France and led to a sweeping change in the personnel of the
government's upper echelons. (In our general analysis of the context, we rely
especially on;the following accounts: Aguet (1954), Dolleans (1967),
Chevalier (1958), Labrousee (n.d.), Mantoux,(l901), Girard (1961), Lhomme
(1960), and Pinkney (1964).) In place of the Bourbon Charles X, the
: Revolutiop elgvated Louis-Philippe of Orleans to the throne - not as King of
France, but as ?King of the ffenchf" The revolution curtailed the power of

the old landed aristocracy and instituted a regime based on the ascendant:

upper bourgeqisie, bringing France one step closer to parliamentary democracy.:

Nor did these changes come without bloodshed. In the course of the '"Three
Gloripus:Daysv of fighting between insurgents-and.the army in the streets of.

Paris, some two thousand Frenchmen lost their lives.
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The Revolution of 1830 did not excite the popular involvement of 1848.
It did not accomplish the sweeping rearrangements'of 1789. 1Its rank and file
did not share the single-minded commitment to a revolutionary proéram of the
Communards of 1871. It was no less a revolution for all that. In our view, '
the effort to single out a class of "true" revolutions through the extensiveness
of popular participation, the depth of the structural changes resulting from
the transfer of power or the radicalisonf the intentions of the participants
defeats‘itself. It uakes crucial to the definition of the phenomenon to be
euamiued just those,features which arerhardest to detect,land whlch ought to be
treated~as variables.' It makes v1rtuall§ imposs1b1e what is already a very
difficult task: analyzing what.dist1ngulshes those transfers of control over
governments whlch do involve massive popular part1c1pation and u1despread
strueturallchange from those wh1ch do not.. Employlng the more strlctly
politlcal criterlon'of multiple sovereignty makes it clear that 1830 brought
France a geuuinerrevolution. Once we examine 1836 outside the shadows of
1789 and 1848, moreover, we,can.see,well enough that the transfer of power
were_far more exteusive than-appears at first glance.

Who took part? Who were the members of the polity on the eve of the
revolutiou, who.the contenders testing one another in the revolutionarp,and
post—revolutlonary.power struggles? Jean Lhomme's summary is convenient:
'Flrst, the backers of Charles X, the most powerful group up to the Revolution; -
Lhomme sees them as represeutatives of . the landed ar1stocracy. Second, poised
agalnst thls éroup, another pr1v1leged element. a counter-elite eomposed of
the upper bourgeo131e w1th act1v1st representatlves in the Chamber of

< .
Deputies, the press and other key positions. In terms of the conceptual scheme

we are. employing, both .these groups count as members of the polity; there are,
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of course, others, but they matter less for the present analysis. Another two
groups identified by Lhoﬁme as active in the political contests of this period
were ﬁhe«numerous urban working classes —-- poor, inarticulate, and badly
organized, but still capable of some degree of collective action -- and the
rural poor, destitute as their urban counterparts but different in political
orientation. These latter groups were active contenders in the power struggle
during the years under study, but were excluded by the first two from membership
in the national polity.

These rough categories, obviously, simplify enormously a rich, complex
class structure. For most purposes, a class analyst of this period would want
to distinguish the eipanding class of small manufacturers from the world of
small craftsmen and shopkeepers which supplied so many of the revolutionary
activiéts from 1789 to 1848, the true peasénts from the agricultural proletariat,
the factory workers from the unskilled laborers, and so on. These distinctioﬁs
matter a great deal to our more refined treatments of nineteenth century
conflicts. For present purposes, the would simply obscure the general
argument.

Our categories, for all their crudeness, take us a giant step toward a
more subtle understanding of the revolutionary events themselves; although
representatives of the first three groups all had their foles to piay in the
Three Glorious Days, they were different roles indeed. The Revolution came
after a period of smoldering if unspirited conflict between the.government
and the bourgeois counter-elite. The immediate spur to action came on July 25
when the govérnment, facing a defeat from its antagonists in the Chémbéf of

Deputies, promulgated a series of measures suspending freedom of the press,
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dissolving the recently elected Chamber, and restricting the frgnchise. The
parliamentafy opposifion ;r the bourgeois counter-elite -- called on-tﬁe
nation to resist, éostiqg piacarda fo fhisieffect throughout Paris. Pérhaps
more importa#t, the’oppqsi;ion press‘clésed down in‘response to the government's
measures, sé#ding'tﬁe printers and othér workers into the‘sgreets. News and
agitation spread phrougﬁ the existing nétworks of neighborhood, work.and local
political orgéﬁization, By July 27 barricadés‘had appeAred in the city --.
especially in.fhe Qld,workiﬁg—élass neighborﬁoods ——,and‘fighﬁing between
insurgents.and'the army had begun. By.fhe 29th, the.chgllenéers had won the
day. The king agdicated and fled the country; the Duke of Orleans was installed
in:his.ﬁlace, Tﬂree short days sufficéd to depose the last of thé Bourbons
and'shiftkthe feins of ﬁower. |

Wé recoﬁnt £he events partly to- emphasize the néture of the.coaii;ioﬁ
which,effected the ove?throﬁ. The bases for ;ction on ;ﬁe‘part of tﬁe working-
class challengérs an&Athe b&urgeois membergtof‘the polity were quité'differént.
David Pinkney's recent work on thé Paris revolution of 1830 has shoﬁn that |
the disparities were.so gfeat thaf unahimity khowevef oné might, reckon it) waé
impossible. Pinkney argues; for eiampie, that fhe Qorking-class'crde were
uninvélved in.the quarrel between.ghe government and:igsieliﬁe antaébhi$ts:(

. . f‘thbusands of Paris workingmen during Fﬁe depression

yéars.of tﬁé late 1820s and early 1830s had specific grievanéés

- iack.of-work, 1o§ wages, the high price of bread -- that had

notﬁing to’do with the &ispute over censorship that ‘alienated

the printers and journalists from the Polignac ministry.

(1964, p. 2)
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The conventional way to deal with this discrepancy has been to treat the
workers as impelled, rather blindly, by hardsﬁip; Pinkney's analysis, however,
makes it easier to see that a genuine coalition of groups with rather
differeﬁt-objectives was-at work in the early revolution. The nature of the
coalition adds irony to the fact that although few bourgeois died in the
Parisian events in comparison to the terrible toll of workers, the upper 
bourgeois picked up the pieces, set the cast of the new government and
occupied the stations of. power within it.

This account of the Paris days also provides another ground for
skepticism about these natural history theories of revolution which implicitly
posit a single stafe of mind or shared tension through entire populations.

For the actual change in government was accomplished both in a remarkably
short time and through the participation of a small segment of the French
populace: perhaps twenty thousand participants - less than a hundredth of .one
percent - of a nation of twenty-five million. Certainly these twenty thousand
people were in a stfategic location. Certainly many other noﬁ—combatant
Frenchmen shared at least some of their outlook. But only the rashest
observer could automatically ascribe the perceptions, grievances and desires
of those who fought to the rest of the populace. A minority of a-specific
class in a single city were able to dislodge the Bourbon regime from its
position of power. To stake one's explanation of the change of government.
on what the rest of the French nation was thinking or feeling seems. to us
unwarranted and risky.

Instead, the model of revolution already presented directs attenfion

to shifts in the form, locus and intensity of conflict as the struggle for




power continues. If the model is correct, we should expect. to find

1) a significant rise in the level of conflict after the

inception of the revolution, as a) the struggle for power .

ovér the,ceﬁtral goverﬂmental apparatus -generalizes; b) all
contendefs find their‘poéitions within the polity open té
test énd change; c) the coalitioﬁ whi;h.acquires control
over the center attempts to'reimpose control over the
4~peripheral segments of ﬁhe popuiation as a whole;

2) a movement of conflict toward the cehters of powef

aé the'revoiution.begins, and towafd_the périphery as it
prdceeds'to reiméositién of.central control erx the
.remainder of the populationi ”

3) 'énuincfeased usé 6f,specialiZea'refressivé forces as
the revolutionary coalition consolidates its control over
the center, demobilizes some-ofrghe contenders whicﬁ took
_an active part in the'inipial~seizure'of power, and extends
its cbnfrol to the periphery; .

4) _a'géne:al,"poli;iciz;tion" of conflict with and after
~the revolution, as the. existence of the revolutionary
situation .-encourages all contenders to test each.other

in order to.maintain or aggrandize their positions, and as.
every conflict comes to have.some.significance for the
-structu;e of the polity to:emerge-from the revolution;

5) a general tendency for beth theipoliticization and the
intensity of conflicts to vary as a direct function of

B
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the proximity of different segments of the population

to the center.
Now, these inferences from our general scheme obviously assume a highly
centralized government; they very likely draw some of their plausibility
from their fit with what we already know to‘be the commen run of moaern
European experience. The peasant wars so powerfully analyzed by Eric Wolf
(1969), on the other hand, will only fit these statements after some tugging
and squeezing. We claim only that these are reasonable inferences from our
argument to the sorts of centralized governments modern Europe did produce,
and therefore to the polities which have supplied theorists of revolution
with most of their classic cases, and that '"natural history' schemes either

provide no inferences regarding these matters or suggest contrary ones.

The Timing of Collective Violence

As preliminary tests of these assertions, let us examine data concerning
the timing, locus and participants in violent confliéts within France from 1830
through 1832, First, timing. Figure 1 displays the fluctuation'in,collective
violence by quarter from January 1830 to December 1832, in terms of numbers of
disturbances and estimated participants in them. (The estimating procedure a)
gives precedence to specific numbers reported in the accounts used, b) permits
the coder to draw inferences from the territory occupied by. the disturbance,
the number of arrests and casualties and the descriptive words uéed by~
witnesses, c) assigns .to those disturbances for which there is too little
information to make even that sort of judgment -- in this case 8 of the 141
disturbances -- the mean value of the estimates for other disturbances in the

same quarter.) On the whole, the curves of disturbances and of participants
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FIGURE 1. NUMBER oF D/ISTURBANCES ANO
ESTINATED PARTicIPANTS IN DISTURBANCES
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move together. The largest excéption in the three years is the third quarter
of 1831, during which the number of disturbances declined to three, but the
famous November insurrection in Lyon brought therparticipants up to over
seventeen thousand. The graph also displays the general tendency for the
average size of disfurbances to rise in times of widespread conflict like
July 1830 and June 1832.

Perhaps the most remarkabie.thing shbwn in these curves is the relative
quiescence of France during the six-month period immediately prior to the
revolution. From the first of January to the end of June 1830, we discerr a
total of six disturbances. During the five months from the beginning of August
to the end of the year, however, there are a total of thirty-five. This
accords badly with those natural history theories which posit a gradual build;
up of excitement or tension during the pre-revolutionary period, followed by
a down-turn and general subsidence once the revolution is accomplished. Indeed,
Paris itself, the site of the revolution and the area where the data on dis-
turbances are most complete, shows no violence above our minimum scale between
the first of the year and the revolutionary days. Nor do 1831 and 1832 show
much of a systematic decrescendo of violence or homeostatic return to the
earlier equilibrium. 1831, it is true, is considerably less violent than the
second half of 1830, yet 1831 remaiﬁs more violent still than the first six
months of the revoiutionary yeaf. ‘And 1832, though showing a loﬁer incidence
of violence per month than the iast half of 1830, nevertheless shows moré than
twice as many incidents as 1831 and many more per month than the pre-
revolutionary period of 1830. Indeed, an examination of our sample ghows

that 1832 produced the greatest_number of violent incidents of any year during

the 1830-1860 period. By ahy reckoning, the "Three Glorious Days" of July,
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1830, mark the beginning, rather.than the climax, of -a turbulent period in
French history.

A closer look .at the incidents in the months after .the revolution in

1830 shows a still more interesting pattern of development of revolutionary

violence. The revolution itself had played out within a remarkably short
period of time. Within five days of the first signs of popular hostility to
the regime in Paris, and’gfter just. three days of fighting, the Bourbon
monarchy fell for good; given the state of communications at that time, the
revolution was an_accomplished fact before most of the country had heard about
it. Yet-the;feestablishment of single sovereignty through France as a
whole took moﬁths, and remained open to serious challenge both in Paris and
in the provinces fo£ another two years. Most of the major cities of France .
were the scenes of sympathetic responses as soon.as news.of the Parisian
insuffectidn feached them. In Nantes, for example:

The-July Ordinances were known.the morning of the 29th. They

had.a powerful impact. Feelings ran high all day and disorderly

crowds‘gathered"in.front of ‘the theater that evening. -The

.gendarmes and the soldiers of the Tenth Line Regiment

intervened and restored order. Fifteen demonstrators were

arrested and taken to the Chateau.

‘The next morning,.there was great agitation, and it ,

spread to the masses. The merchants and the upper

bourgeoisie did not-hide their fears. They asked for the.

reestabiishment of the National Guard, but the-authorities did

not seem inclined to listen to them,
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The mayor was strongly urged'..; . to free the
demonstrators who had:been imprisoned in the Chgteau

the night before. He said all he could do was speak

to the military commander.

After that reply, a group formed and headed for the
headquarters of the military division,.grew along the
way, and included a hundred-odd persons when it got to
the Place Louis XVI. There it found a detachment of the
Tenth in battle formation before the headquarters.

In the midst of the shouts and imprecations of the crowd,
someone fired a gun. The soldiers responded with a
volley. The demonstrators fled, with seven of them

shot to death and some forty of them more or less
seriously wounded.

The populace invaded the guard house and disarmed the
soldiers on duty there: The military authorities
limited their action to securing the Ch3teau and the Place
Louis XVI, and the city was abandoned to itself. Some
citizens who had met at the Bourse during the day
organized. patrols which walked the city that night and.
maintained order.

The members of the court and the Chamber of Commerce
took the initiative in reestablishing the National Guard
and appeéled to the loyalty of their fellow citizens in a

notice posted Saturday, July 31.
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Because of a delay in the malls, only on the nlght of
August 1 d1d people‘learn the departure of Charles X and i
the establishment of a prov1e;enal government.l
?ﬁe prefec; and:the mayor, considering‘fhe game lost,
.ieft'the eiey Qﬁ tﬁei?nd; that niéh; general Despineis,
_ taking payt.of his garrison with hia, headed_for thee
.Vendéz, ﬁofiﬂg te-raise.an_insurrection thererﬂ
The National'Guard>organized._'Lt. General Dumoutier,
- who lived neaf the city, took commang. o
Mayet; senior member of_the-prefecto;al council, toek
over dlrectlon of departmental affalrs on the 3rd.
On the. 4th the off1c1al news f1nally came. The tficolor
flag went up. On the 6th, Dumoutler took" command of the‘e-
_Twelfth Diyieiop. (Libaudiere 1905, 81-83; a far superio;

account appears in Giraud-Mangin).

. Between the time of the.revolution in.Pafis and . August 4; similar events
broke out. in Toulouse, Bordeaux, Lille, Amien and Dijon. All of these incidents
reﬁresen;ed‘assertions\of strength by local representatives.of the forces who
had seized power in Paris. In terms of our, political process-model of
revolution, t#ese.events represenfed the first of a series of tests among
various members of the polity and contenders for political power to determfne
the concrete power relations which would. result from.the revolutionary change
at the center. .

.These- essentially urban,events played themselves out almost.immediately

after the revolution, even though the overall level of violence hit another.
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peak before the end of the year. Inflatinénthe>rates during the remainder of
1830 were another kind of violénﬁ conffontation, one bitting a differént combina-
tion of parties against one énother iﬁ a different kind of mutual testiﬁg. These
were the small-town and rural outbreaké'of attécks against tﬁé agehts and

symbols of central control. Particulariy favored for suchlattacks were the
taxation offices by'which Paris collected‘its much—deteéted internai taxes and
which cut the income of local farmers while raising the level of food prices in
the cities and towns. For‘eXamplé, an account of a tax riot in the Champagne
city of Epernay in December, 1830 begins:

Six hundred wine growers descended on the house of the collectef

of excise, sackéd his offices, seized his record books, and

burned them in. the square by the city hall. (Archives Nationales

8% 1191).
and then goes on té give details: The presences of women and children in the
crowd, the refusal of part of the National Guard (themselves recruited from
the winegrowers) to act against their brothers, the request for troops from
outside, the dispersal of the rioters. Another account of'thé same incident
from a newspaper source notes that the mayor of the town and other "good
citizens'" tried to prevent the invasion, but to no avail.

Attacks like this one, endemic during this period, were no mere symbolic
gestures. One of the main political issues of the time -- both before and
after the revolution -- was the ability of the central government to squeeze
taxes out of the rural populace. These events in the fall of 1830 represent
another process of testing, as those in control of the central government

struggled to consolidate its power and to exclude the rural poor from partici-




pation in thé polity. The. fact of a change of power at.the top had resulted

in a scramble,fér position among théxotﬁgr contenders within the polity, with
each group sgeking to establish its claim for what it saw as most crucial to it.
The rural géntenders simply respondéd to the new power arrangement at.the center
as an opportﬁn;ty to press harder than ever for the same. interests which they
had been pursuing all along.

Nor were:the rural poor the only groups whose representatives asserted
their claims agéinst.the new government immediately after the revolution.
Pgris itself was- the scene of a number of protests from its poorer citizens;
the:eVents gf the fall demonstrated that the critical role of workers during
the revolution had not led to working-class support for the middlefclass
gﬁvernment; Finally, in Decembgr of. 1830, the trial of the ministers of deposed
Charles_x,Brought about .2 massive riﬁt.which rocked the new government. It
shqwed;blainly;that the situation had not»"re-équilibréted" itself during the

months since the revolution.

Urbanity and Collec;ive Violence

Another'éignificant-c6mparisoh’in the:na;ure of,participationvin violent
coliective éonflicts during this period lies in the urbanity of their settings.
Tablé 1 sho&s the estimated numbér of participants iﬁ disturbances during each
périb§ by'the urbanity of the departments in which the disturbances 6dcprred.,
(At'the time, France was divided into 86 administrative units, or departments,
aQeraging abogt 375,000 in popuiation.) The entries in each cell are rates

per 100,000 population, corrected to an annual basis. Of course, the fact that

a disturbance took place in a department with more than-15 percent of its’




Table 1. Estimated Participants in Collective Violence .per 100,000 Population
by Urbanity of Department, 1830-32 (corrected .to annual basis)

. Period .

Percent of popula- A e e ——— " Total . Total
tion in cities of Jan.-June  July-Aug.- Sept.-Dec. . -1830-  Participants Population
10, 000+ 1830 - 1830 1830 1831 1832 1832  _(Thousands) _(Millions).
0 23 19 54 5 22 20 3.8 6.4
0.1-5.0 7 42 84 0 64 - 34 6.7 6.5
5.1-10.0 0 92 218 34 75 66 19.8. 10.0.
10.0-15.0 18 720 - 136 19. 213 135 19.5 4.8
15.1+ 28 2904 413 719 823 727 104 .4 4,8
TOTAL 13 573 175 120 193 158 154,2 - 32.5
Total Participants 2.1 31.1 19.0 39.2  62.8 154.2
(Thousands) .
r, participants x .01 .91 .66 43 .89 .91

urban population



population in urban places does not necessarily mean the event. itself was

urban; a disturbance in an urban department can still take place outsidé the
confines of the city...

__ The comparisons are striking. The urbgp departﬁgnts shOW~cdnsistently
higher ratés of par;icipation in disturbances Eﬁroughou;. Nevertheless, the
geograéhic patgern varigs éonsiderably from one period to the next; .The
cor;elation‘cogfficients at the boﬁtom of each column in Table 1 conveniently
summarize the Varying‘strength ofithe»relationship begween the urbanity of a
" department an§7§ﬁe yolume~of participation in its disturbances. The coefficients
display bothfthe»géneral tendency-pf participants in-diéturbances té concentrate
inrthé'more prﬁanidepartﬁents and the sharp flqctuagiéﬁ-of‘fhe:pétﬁern from
pefiod‘to period. The rgpid geographic fluc;uatiéqvin'ipself'is a'finding of -
séme'importance, for it suggests two‘in;efesting-cogclﬁsionsz ‘a)_;hé 1ocus-and
chérac#er of‘tﬁe'issﬁes ébqu£ whicth?epchﬁén wére’fighﬁing §hi£ted'draﬁatiéaily
: aé the revqlutipn moyed from phase,;o_phase; b) pther,stud;es.wh19£ have found
strong relatioﬁs bgtween levels ofﬁqénflict aﬁd structural variables at a single
point in time may well have mistaken historically‘continggpt réla§i§nships for
generél_gffec;é,of structure.

ﬁdr_déesfthe fact that over the long run the;most urban depaftments

generate the highest rates of violence mean it is urbanization as such which

leads.to_violehce. Mnltiple'regfession analyses of thesé'same data plus other
indicators of soqiél characteristics of the departments involved consistently
yieid_high positive weights for urbanity, low positive weights for rate of

increase in urban population for the period 1826-183}, and low negative weights

for net migration during the same period. The presence of cities, in other
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words, makes collective violence more likely; thé disruption presumably cauéed
by rapid growth -- or at least by rapid in-migration -- does not.

How did the pattern change as the revolution proceeded? During the
pre—revolutiénary period, we find low rates throughout.Francé; they dobnot.
differ greatly among the grdups of departments. The picture éhanges drastic-
ally, however, once the revolution gets underway. During the revolutioﬁary
period, the extent of violence rose sharply for all classes of departments
except the most rural ones; the change produced a strong relationship betwéen
urbanity and violent conflict. In the months following the change of
government the disparity between the most and the least urban departments
narrowed; the rates in the less urban departments rose, registering the shift
of focus of conflict from the largést urban centers toward the provincialbtowns
and the countryside. Concretely, the éwelling of rates in the less urban
departments during thé closing months of 1830 represented the spread of tax
rebellions and similar forms of resistance to centrai control. During 1831 and
1832, the differentials between the most and least urban departments widened
again, although in 1831 the pefsistence of tax conflicts in the moderately
rural departments while struggles among the members of the revolutionary coalition
accelerated in Paris and other large cities reduced the cdrrelation befween
urbanity and rates of participation. The'lafgest single conflict of 1831 was
the bloody revolt of the Lyon silk workers. In 1832, levels of involvement in
collective Violencé rose in all classes of départmenté; in April, May and June’
they approached the heights of July and August, 1830§ as repeated street-fighting
in Paris coincided’with'Widespread guerrilla in thé cbunter—revolutiohary'Weét.

There are some special points worth noting in.the rates for Franée as a

whole. These figures should make it clear that, however modest = the final
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rearrangements ;n.French social structure-brought'abOchby:the revolution, the
e&ents of the revolutionary periad did activate .the French populace."Tﬁe
number of participants during the two-month revolutionary period, especially
in the most urban departments, shows 5 temarkably high level of involvement .in
relation“toithé total population. 1830 may haﬁe'lacked-the long~term social~
implicationjqfvthe Great Revolution of 1789, but it waéicertainly no palace

coup, no mattgf of indifference to the bulk of the French populatioh,

The Participants-

Still a further comparison of. the different contributions to the process

of revolution of différent,groups within the French polity comes from an analysis

-of the formations taking part in violent events. A formation is a group taking

aﬁ in&epenaént role*in a diéturbance, as reckoned:by its apparent autonomy or
organization, distinctness of objectives, etc,A_in some instances, like the
destfuction of:government tgxatibn facilities during the immediatg-ﬁdst# o
revoiutionary period, the sample. records only a single formation, since the:
insurgents had ﬁo antagonists present in perébn on -the scené. The méfg'common
case is two formations contesting with each other, while some instances éontaiﬁ
three or more fSrmations, in different combinétiqns of alliance with or
antagonism against. one another. For eyéry incident we have'aﬁtemptéd to
gather as much information aé-pOSSible about the identity‘bf the formgtioné
taking part and the nature of their participation; This makes it possible to
compare; in Table 2, the proportionate involvement of various kinds"of.fqrma->

tions throughout the revolutionary period.
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 Table 2: Types of Formations'Participating in.Collective Violéﬁce,
1830-1832 (Percent of total in specified period)

‘ . period
Jan.-June  July-Aug. Sept.-Dec.

- Formation type = 1830 1830 1830 - 1831 1382 Total
simple crowd 30.8 22.2. 23.5 12.0 15.1 17.4
Ideological 0.0 29.6 5.9 24.0 28.8 22.6
group
Occupational _
group 23.1 11.1 21.6 12.0 6.2 1.1
Repressive 7.7 25.9 33.3 42.0 41.8 37.3
force ‘ ,

Other 38.5 11.1 15.7 10.0 8.2 11.5
Total 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0-  100.1 99.9
Number of 13 27 51 50 146 287

Formations

Chi-square, 16 d.f. = 39.1, p < .01l
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The shifts in participation during this period are worth noting in detail,

for they demonstrate a number of changes suggested by our model. Overall,

Table 2 shows .a bféad trend tdwagd the politiéization of violent colle;tive
conflict. The "simpie crgﬁd"d-— an& éroup recruited simply by virtﬁe of its
members having been in one particular place at a particular time -- deérgases
in proportionate participation from its pre-revolutionary high to a-markedly
lower level during 1831 and 1832. 1In general, the proportion of par;icipation

of occupational groups also decreases, except during the immediate post-

revolutionary period, when the protests of wine-growers and certain urban

working-class groups apparently swells- the rate. Gfowing over time, however,
are the rates of participation by représsive forces -- police, army, national
guard, etc -- and "ideological groups." The latter are formations which, in

our judgment, were recruited and defined in terms of allegiance to some specific

poliﬁiéai poéifioniof groﬁping. Tﬁe;inqreaéeaiﬁ par?iéipéfion by these two
groﬁ§s~éuggesté that, with“the révolutioﬁ, thenbuéineééjéfvactiﬁg éu;\vi01éntf
conflict; Eécaﬁé»Qéry much a matterAfdr spe;ialiéts-Q;.the égents'of.thev
goverﬁmént, oﬁ'fhéloné hénd,.énd activist répresentati&és of varioué'ﬁol;tical
tendenéiéé; 65 t%e?othérll | o | o

To somé:éxtent, cerféinAof'these‘differenceé méy stem from tﬁe iimitétions
of our knowleéée of this period. The reéaers aﬁd coder; may,Ain some cases, have-
interpreged.thg.bres;nce:of formations iﬁ aaﬁore ideologicél ligﬁt‘Simply By
virtue offfhe fact tﬁat the revolﬁtion'hadﬂocéurred. Ne;értheless, the broad
outiines of ch;ﬁgiﬁg participation which we havetdérived froﬁ-Téble 2 are
probably acéﬁr;;e; Tﬁe participation bf repfessive férées; for ekample, rosé

as the new government strove to fix its control over the polity. The
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frequencies of participation by repressive formations for 1830-1832 were as

follows:
_ o Percent of Disturbances in which

Period Repressive Forces were Present

Jan.-June 1830 v 17

July-Aug. 1830 43

’Sept.—ﬁec. 1830 | : 59

1831 78

1832 | 82

1830-32 | | 70
Since repressive formations -- troops, police, National Guards and other
armed forces employed by governments -- are relativély easy to identify in

our records, there seems little doubt that a major change in the character of
violenf enéounters occurred as the revolution moved on. As the survi&ors of
the revolutionary coalition sought to consolidate their control over the
governmeht, they increasingly uéed organizea' force against their enemies.'
Although ;hey have ‘rarely béen documenﬁed as systematically és they
are here, the politicization of collective violeﬁce and the rise of repressive
formations after the transfer of power are well known to historians of
revolution. The promulgators of natural—historical schemesffor revolupion »
ought to consider those two phenomena cargfully, for they identify some
serious difficulties in the schemes available to us so far. First, the
strong variation in participation from group to group and time to time
renders implausible (or at least inadequate) those theories which tréce
revolution back to a generali;ed state of teﬁsion or frustration. We have

not undertaken the demonstration here, but it does not appear that in any
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reasonable sense of the words the participants were drawn from the tensest or

‘most -frustrated segments of the population, or that- the change in the structure

of disturbances corresponded to a shift in the distribution of tension or

frustration in the population at large. Changes in.the power relationships of

- politically active groups at the local and national levels lay behind the

‘variations we have detected.

Second, the rising prominence.of repressive forces in.these violent

conflicts bespeaks the heavy involvement of governments in the struggles behind

them. .It is therefore improper to attribute the successive phases of a
revblﬁtiqn to:éhanges‘in thé orientation of the.population at:lérgé or even to
changes in'the»posiﬁion of some single group of '"rebels." An adeqﬁété theory
has tb degi.with’relatiqns among contenders and governments.

Third,_goth the politicization and the.rise of repression grow from two
large prpgésggs-which.are central toireyolution, but=havé~little'place‘in
na;ﬁrai-hisfdrical-theories of revblution:: 1)- the étfugglé of those ﬁho ha@e-
seized pdwér to féimpose controllover.the.restvof the ﬁopuiation, wﬁich-ofteﬁ
produéés-a widér and fiercer conflict than the: initial transfer of powér; 2)
the bfeaking ué of the revolutionary coalition, and the effortAof some members .

of that coalition to exclude others from power. These are. the prbcésses which

tend to produce far higher levels of collective violence after the.initial

revolutionary transfer of power than before it. Among natural-history
theorists, Crane Brinton.(an expert. historian of the French Revolution) and
Pitirim'Sorokin (an active participant in the Russion Revolution) were well

aware of these processes; 1in general terms, however, both of them attributed

' these‘processeé to the confrontation between.a tendency of the most ruthless,
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extreme revolutionaries to succeed their moderate brethren, and the intoler-
ability of extremism to ordinary people. Neither of these principles explains
much of 1830's natural history.

Nor is 1830 a special case; except in the sense that all revolutions
are special cases. The parallel data we have assembled for the French revolution
of 1848 (see Tilly 1969c, 1970a) fall into similar patterns: widespread
resistance to the reimposition of central control, violent post-revolutionary
struggles among the members of the revolutionary struggles among the members of
the revolutionary coalition, important shifts in the geographic pattern of
violence corresponding to the oscillating struggle for power, far higher levels
of involvement after the initial transfer of power, and so on. We do not have
the same sort of systematic da;a for the great revolution which began in 1789;
we recognize, moreover, that the events of that revolution had a far wider
impact than did those of 1830 and 1848. Within the limits of the generaliza-
tions we have offered, nevertheless, the 1789 revolution also appears to
exemplify the pattern. That should hardly be surprising, since it was our
reflection on 1789 and its aftermaﬁh which first led us toward rejecting
natural-historical models and formulating our alternative model.

There are, or course, some difficulties in our argument and in the
evidence we have offered for it. We have not provided reliable criteria for
identifying contenders for power or indexing their relative pbsitidn independently
of the revolutionary strugglés we propose to explain; instead, we have relied
on scholarly consensus concerning the main blocs involved in the revolution of
1830. Such a consensus.often does not exist. Even where it does, it can

hardly form a reliable basis .for the sort of comparable measurement over many
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- cases whioh the verification of our a;gumont would require.

Again, our scheme yields only rather weak inferences concerning the
kinds of couo;ries_and/orlperiods'in which ;evolution is likely. It does little
more , than redi:eco the‘seafch awaf froﬁ geoeral tempos of structural change. or
broad levelsoofooeosion tooard.the formation of political coalipions successfully

‘ making certain kinds of claims.
Fihall&, thévevidence pfeoented in tﬁis péper raises doubts about .
conventional natural—hlstorlcal analyses, but it is insuffic1ent to rule out-a
‘ number of alternatlve interpretations- of revolutionary processes - 1nc1ud1ng
the ‘more sophlsticated frustrat10n-aggress1on formulatlons whlch have - been
.appearlog in (recent years. We are inclined.to believe that the frustration—
vaggféssionjfoad;too, ourns'inﬁo a blind\alley, if not the.same'ono_to which
natural history léads. But there we’may be'proved wiong. Howoverffhe’oearch
-émong ﬁhe inteliectoal avenues now openito-the.studeot of revolution finally
.turns.ooﬁé if{will surely take,oé{to.a mocﬁ more expiicit ;heof& of_the:
political.procoss itseif:toan modeon sooioiogisps_and psycbologiots of

revolution have been willing to empioy.
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