POL3162 – Political Violence 
February 12 – Midterm Questions 


Midterm
· 10 questions: 2 questions on Monday and 2 questions on Thursday 
· 3 or 4 pages first half, 3 or 4 pages in the second half (max. 8) 
· Single spaced 



Questions:
1. Define politics, power, conflict, violence and political violence
2.  Why violence is a contested concept and how collective violence could be explained
3. Is democracy more or less vulnerable to political violence? Why? Concerning levels of political violence, does the regime type matter
4. What are civil wars? What causes their outbreak? Are there “new” and “old” civil wars
5. What is distinctive about ethnic conflict? What are the causes of ethnic conflict
6. Revolutions: what are their main characteristics and how can we explain them
7. Revolutions: why they produce different outcomes and what role the ideology and the culture play?
8. Are revolutions made by revolutionaries (agency) or they result from external forces (structures)?
9. Insurgency and counterinsurgency: what they are and why they fail or succeed?
10. Why do people join armed rebellion groups or guerrilla 



1. Define politics, power, conflict, violence and political violence

Politics is defined as a social revelation or the way that society can be organized. This definition supports the notion that politics is the authoritative allocation of values for a society by David Eaton. In this theory, Eaton argues that society has limited resources and as such we allocated these resources according to the outcome of the political process. Societies in turn accept the authority of their governments. There are other definitions of politics as well such as political as a means for social regulation. In this theory, politics is recognized essentially by its function to socially regulate society (i.e. exercise authority or control to serve a political process). There is also the notion that politics is means to regulate conflict and cooperation. Meaning that politics is a form of regulation of social tension; while political disagreements are inherent in society, rules are adopted and made mandatory to monitor conflict. Furthermore, in this idea of politics as conflict and cooperation, politics channels the conflict institutionally and either the conflict will change the status quo through reform or it will remain the same (in order to maintain cooperation). 

Conflict, as mentioned previously is defined as the differences in interests, values and identities as well as the struggle for power. Conflict is not necessarily violence, however, it can be channelled into violence if the institutional structures within society (i.e. the government, military, police) fail to effectively get actors (citizens, groups, etc.) to cooperate or accept authority.  

Contrastingly, Violence according to William de Haan is a socially constructed concept as whom or what is considered as violent varies according to specific and historical conditions. Violence is difficult to define as not only takes many forms and posses very different characteristics, but that current definition create controversies over what it is exactly and how broadly it should be defined. Furthermore, violence is multifaceted as it takes many different forms such as, but not limited to: gang violence, domestic violence, workplace violence, systemic or structural violence, as well as political violence. Violence can verbal or physical, interpersonal, institutional, individual or collective. Violence can also occur in the public or private sphere. Violence is also ambivalent as it can be socially sanctioned, institutionalized and legitimized – meaning that certain violent acts can be considered immoral, illegal or disruptive while other acts (or even the same act done in a different context by a different actor) can be moral, legal and functional.  

Political Violence is defined as the use of physical force with a political objective. There are different types of political violence such as: insurgency, war, coup d’état, terrorism, suicide terrorism and revolutions. Political Violence 






2. Why violence is a contested concept and how collective violence could be explained

· Violence can also be examined from many different theoretical paradigms such as:
· Functionalism
· Structuralism functionalism: 
· Thus, it may appear to be self-evident what ‘violence’ is but, in reality, ‘violence’ is ‘‘a slippery term which covers a huge and frequently changing range of heterogeneous physical and emotional behaviours, situations and victim-offender relationships
· Violence not only takes on many forms and possesses very different characteristics which are exhibited in a variety of context
· Youth, gang, school, street, urban, domestic, random, racist, structural, institutional violence 
· It can be overt but also covert like in language and literacy 
· Many different kinds of violence and violence is studied from different perspectives (i.e. perpetrator, victim, third party, etc.) the literature present on violence is based on different theoretical and (incommensurable) assumptions
· Violence can be individual or collective, interpersonal or institutional, national or international, symbolic or structural. The context may be private or public and the victims may be family members, acquaintances or strangers
· Short-term or long-term (could end in a few minutes or last years)
· In addition to physical injury; violence can have mental (‘psychological’), social and/or material consequences
· Violence is socially constructed because who and what is considered as violent varies according to specific socio-cultural and historical conditions.
· The meanings that participants in a violent episode give to their own and other’s actions and experiences vary and can be crucial for deciding what is and what is not considered as violence since there is no simple relationship between the apparent severity of an attack and the impact that it has upon the victim
· Violence could either be socially sanctioned, legitimatized and institutionalized or condemned and considered immoral, illegal or disruptive, 
· Essentially, violence is a contested concept as the debates on the concept can never reach closure as good theoretical, methodological and moral arguments can and will be made in favour of one definition versus another. 
· Theoretical arguments focus on what is violence, while moral arguments focus on the scope of violence (i.e. is hate speech considered violence?)







3. Is democracy more or less vulnerable to political violence? Why? Concerning levels of political violence, does the regime type matter

· Charles Tilly classical examines the relationship between regimes types and violence (Level of violence linked to regime type)
· Tilly argues that the activation of latent political identities that separate people into "us" and "them" (polarization and category formation) often triggers violence. But the violence emerges less from preexisting hatred than from sudden uncertainties and shifting social conditions, particularly the declining capacity of authorities to enforce agreements or police existing boundaries. Tilly supports this claim with the useful finding that the character and intensity of collective violence depend mightily on the type of government and its capacities. Democratic regimes tend to experience less group violence than authoritarian ones because of broader participation and a more extensive array of rights and institutions, and thus, he concludes, they are the best cure for collective violence
· Depending regimes tend to experience less political violence, however, it depends on the capacity of the state to provides services such as basic services, standard of living, taxation, economy, etc. 
· He categories democratic regimes into four groups to explain the level of violence it will experience basic on the capacity of the state to provide services:
· Low capacity undemocratic regimes experienced extensive violence: state unable to control violent interactions between different groups (ex. Afghanistan/Nigeria) 
· Low capacity democratic regimes are medium levels of violence: less repression, however, the state cannot full control the level of violence 
· High capacity undemocratic regimes are also medium levels of violence: N. Korea, China, etc. 
· High capacity democratic regimes experience the least level of violence: state ability to mobilize resources to deal with different conflicts within society – basis services to limit tensions. 
· Thus, democracy is less vulnerable to political violence due to broader participation and a more extensive array of rights and institutions
· Furthermore, democracy is less prone to political violence due to it’s ability to effectively channel conflict through institutions to avoid violence 











4. What are civil wars? What causes their outbreak? Are there “new” and “old” civil wars

· Civil war can be defined as armed combat taking place within the boundaries of a recognized sovereign entity between parties subject to a common authority at the outset of the hostiles according to Stathnis Kalyvas. 
· This definition stresses two important key features which are: 
· The militarization of conflict, requiring at least two competing sides (including a relatively large rebel organization with military equipment and fulltime recruits)
· Differentiating civil war from communal riots, terrorism, crime and genocide; and domestic challenge directed against the authority of the current holder of sovereignty authority, which distinguishes it from interstate war (internal war not interstate) 
· There are a number of independent variables identified as potential determinants of civil war onset according to Kalyvas: Level of economic development, Political instability, Ethnic heterogeneity, Plentiful natural resources – push economic groups or influential groups to establish practices of looting state, History of Conflicts – societies where violence to achieve change become endemic; violence is institutionalized, War-prone and undemocratic neighbours – want to undermine capacity of neighbour states, Small military establishments – state is not able to enforce security; lack of capacity, High infant mortality- proxy variable; higher infant mortality connected with factors with level of state capacity and development, Mountainous terrain – geography plays a role; country with mountains making conflict hard to reach; jungle also area where guerrilla groups could move well such as in S. Asia, Large population, Diaspora – Could provide economic resources or financing, technology, etc. (ex. Tamil Tigers financed by Diaspora in Canada; banning of phones to terrorist groups), Oil production – natural resources are a factor, but oil is a strategic resources (stronger countries can intervene – ex. Kuwait), Time effects (Middle and Africa during the 1960s)  
· These independent variables are bundled into three types of theoretical arguments to explain why civil wars happen:
· Economic/Natural Resources: “Countries with low, stagnant, and unequally distributed per capita incomes that have remained dependent on primary commodities for their exports face dangerously high risks of prolonged conflict. In the absence of economic development neither good political institutions, nor ethnic and religious homogeneity, nor high military spending provide significant defenses against large‐scale violence. Once a country has stumbled into conflict powerful forces—the conflict trap—tend to lock it into a syndrome of further conflict.” Natural resources also finance rebels; it also creates incentives for rebellion
· Ethnic Conflict: Territorial control/pressure to redraw boundaries by force (negotiating with the threat of violence). Ethnic groups: language, culture, religion or history (cohesion is taken away by polarization). Ethnic hostility is caused by longstanding history of conflict (political, natural resource, etc), ethnocentrism, dehumanization of groups, lack of state capacity in education to enhance relationship and knowledge between groups, and in-out group dynamics) 
·  Role of state capacity: when state is weak or failing, this inability to provide basic services such as security explains violence (ex. Columbia). Insurgents are more likely to launch rebellions when they perceive a better chance of success. State’s inability to fund sufficient presence in its hinterlands. Relative deprivation (rising expectations) rather than inequality and poverty. Control deficit of state in hinterland; far from capital or major cities

· New and Old Wars: 
· New civil wars are characteristically criminal, depoliticized, private, and predatory; 
· Old civil wars are considered ideological, political, collective, and even noble. 
· It is argued that old versus new civil wars vary according to three different dimensions, which are: causes, support and violence. It is argued that Old civil wars were caused by collective grievances that were political and were articulated over broad or noble causes such as social change or justice. Old civil wars were supposedly supported by broad public support and were conducted over controlled or disciplined violence.  
· Contrastingly, new civil wars are motivated by criminal or personal private gain such as greed or looting. In new civil wars, political actors lack any popular basis. Lastly, new civil wars senseless violence is meted out by undisciplined militias, private armies, and independent warlords for whom winning may not even be an objective. Some even argue that new civil wars lack purpose entirely. 
· Generally, Evidence available contests the argument of old and new civil war; differences are less pronounced than what is suggested by scholars 
· Changes to the international scene or structure have been affected frequency, external source of legitimacy no longer there (ex. Cold war legitimized the struggle of certain movements) 
· How likely a country will be at risk to fall in violence; conclusion is that it is hard to make conclusions on this issue/factors 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]New civil wars and over looked historical research on old civil wars suggests that the distinction between them should be strongly qualified.











5. What is distinctive about ethnic conflict? What are the causes of ethnic conflict

· Ethnic conflict is one of the most important sources of conflict studied today
· Scholars emphasize the role of ethnic division in conflict:
· State collapse creates a “security dilemma:” in the absence of a state conflict uncertainty about the intentions of the other group inevitably leads to conflict. Since neither group knows the other's intentions, each has an incentive to build up defensive capabilities to protect itself from an attack by the other group. When groups acquire weapons even for defense, this can be perceived offensively by other groups thus causing conflict 
· “Commitment problem” that arises when two groups find themselves without a third party that can credibly guarantee agreements between them
· Civil war is caused by ethnic secessionists wishing to carve their own separate state via their capacity to articulate a military challenge based on existing ethnic networks reinforced by patterns of (ethnic) population concentration in specific territory
· Nation States leads to discrimination – They also find that the rise of nation-states is related to civil war onset through political discrimination along ethnic lines and the subsequent demand of new ethnically homogenous states
· Critiques, however, argue the role of ethnicity in examining conflict as:
· Ethnicity should predict the causes of ethnic civil wars, not all civil wars—and argues that once this is taken into account, ethnicity is a predictor of the ethnic civil war onset
· Relevant indicator is ethnic polarization rather than ethnic fragmentation (as there are many societies that are ethnically heterogeneous but are not in conflict)
· Effect of ethnicity should operate through the channel of ethnic minority rule
· Existing ethnicity indicators have been criticized as over exaggerating 
· Causes of ethnic conflict 
· Longstanding history of conflict (territories, natural resources, political dimensions
· Ethnocentrism: superiority seen in could be running government;
· Dehumanization: want groups to disappear in establishment of 
· Role of education: role of state in capacity of education or ethnical diversity values (to reduce animosity) 
· Out-group/in-group dynamics – promotion of stereotypes about others which stimulates the mobilization against others 






6. Revolutions: what are their main characteristics and how can we explain them

Revolutions: 
· A structural and ideological breakdown from the previous regime (Revolutions, also, posses a common ideological element: a self-conscious commitment to epochal change. Revolutionary actors insist that their achievement, or their aspiration, represent a fundamental break from the past) 
· Change to both the political and socioeconomic structure
· Often violent popular movement to overturn the previous regime
· Change the political leadership and the policy orientations of the state
· A new era in the history of the polity 
· Revolutions are relatively rare and distinctive events. They fundamentally transform states and societies
· “A revolution,” suggests Samuel Huntington, “is a rapid, fundamental, and violent domestic change in the dominant values and myths of a society, in its political institutions, social structure, leadership, and government activity and policies.”
· Distinguishable from violent leadership changes in which social and political structures remain as they were. They are also separable from wars of independence in which the former colony's social and political structures remain but the locus of sovereignty is shifted
· The rapidity of revolutions must be measured in years not in months. “Revolutions,” as Jeff Goodwin has pointed out, “are best conceptualized not as events, but as processes that typically span many years or even decades”
· Events that “transform state structures but not social structures” are civil wars, rebellions, or coups d'état; they are not revolutions.4 Revolutions must involve both a transformation of the socioeconomic orientation and of the political structures.
· Class conflict is important, however, it should not be the only center of analysis as the Mexican and Iranian revolution would be excluded from the definition of revolution if class struggle plays center 
Major Characteristics of Revolutions
· 1. Violence: Actions of those with power to inflect will; within the notion of violence, there is a violation of a norm or role. An action made by those in power to harm those. 
· 2. Popular involvement: There must be mass mobilization; this feature is important to distinct between coup and revolutions. Revolutions 
· 3. Change of the governing body: unconstitutional change in the governing body, not just the top staff but the whole structure
· 4. Structural or political change: Principal of political organization that is modified 
· ***Change in the system of social stratification: change in the social stratification, which is element with Marxist inspiration. 
· First four elements have consensus amongst scholars, but the final idea is furthered by Marxist inspired thinkers
How Can Revolutions be explained?
· In “Re-thinking Revolutions: A Neo-Tocquevillian perspective,” the author argues that there are three ways we can explain revolutions: modernization, demography and lastly state modernization. 
· Modernization: 
· Revolution is characteristic of modernization. It is one way of modernizing a traditional society.
· Two versions of this process:
· Old regime overturned by those who are modernizing the society; most insiders or members of the old regime
· New social group or those outside the regime which produce the modernization leading to a revolution
· Modernization focuses on the generalized transition from a traditional society to a modern society (the class struggle)   
· Revolution caused by the discrepancy between the performance of the regime and the demands made upon it …which causes social and economic change (Tilly)
· Demography:
·  Ecological shifts in the relation of the population size to agricultural output – state cannot produce enough material support for people living in society. This unbalance between people, institutions and environment which creates crisis in which old regime ceases to exist. This power vacant is filled by the revolutionary sectors 
· The key factor was to state modernization the old regime and ceased to exist prior to the revolution
· The demographic explanation for revolution and state breakdown asserts that states are at risk of upheaval only during periods when population growth outstrips economic resources. During periods of population stability, there should be state stability.
· State Modernization: 
· Revolutions occur only after the regime in power has set itself on a modernizing course. Revolutions are the often-violent working out of competing modernization programs. 
· State introduces transformation, which opens the door to contest old regimes, creates expectations and grounds for radical outcomes. Not necessarily the outcomes perceived by those who started the process. 
· Modernization includes an effort to centralize and bureaucratize political authority, an initiative to transform the military using the most up to date techniques, a program to accelerate economic growth using the tools of the state and the deployment of techniques allowing the state to gather information about and potentially supressing social and political activities taking place in a wide range of social levels and geographical locales within the polity


7. Revolutions: why they produce different outcomes and what role the ideology and the culture play?
Why Do Revolutions Produce Different Outcomes?
· Why did some revolutions generate relatively open regimes, while others produced more repressive, closed societies
· Different perspective on why revolutions produce different outcomes. 
· Thomas Moore argues:
· Moore suggests that in England, France, and the United States, “capitalism and democracy” was achieved “after a series of revolutions.” These revolutions, Moore concludes, were “bourgeois revolutions.” This is because “a vigorous and independent class of town dwellers has been an indispensable element in the growth of parliamentary democracy.” “No bourgeois, no democracy.” Communist revolutions occurred when revolutions had origins (but were not limited to) peasants 
· Another perspective by Hannah Arendt argues that outcomes has “everything to do with the aims of the revolutionaries.”
· Revolutions focused on social rather than political questions inevitably produced authoritarian regimes (however this is a contested concept as the American Revolution had social as well as political concerns in mind)
· “It appeared to revolutionary men more important to change the fabric of society…than to change the structure of the political realm” (i.e. Revolutionaries in France did not even focus on freedom or liberty as goals)
· Pincus argues that the outcomes have “a great deal to do with economic structures of the societies in which the revolutions took place.”
· When the revolutionary states are economically dependent on foreign trade for their survival, these states are in turn dependent on the merchant communities. Merchant communities demand free flows of information to conduct their trade, and are thus hostile to authoritarian regimes that monopolize information. It was the economic and political clout of the foreign trading communities, I suspect, that prevented England after 1688 and the United States in the early national period from adopting one‐party rule
· Unless the survival of the state depends on the economic activities of the bourgeoisie—especially those involved in foreign trade—there will be no democracy
· Democracy persists only when the state has insufficient resources to survive unless it negotiates with the bourgeoisie and international economic interests
· Most importantly, it’s also the economic power that the Bourgeois hold 
· Scholars interested in explaining the political outcomes of revolutions should focus less on the class composition of the revolutionary society, and more on the financial structure of the state within that society

What Role Did Ideology and Culture Play?
8. Are revolutions made by revolutionaries (agency) or they result from external forces (structures)?



9. Insurgency and counterinsurgency: what they are and why they fail or succeed?
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