
Visions of China, printed in black 
and white and using camera photogra- 
phy in one of its gentler modes, at- 
tcnipts tlic impossible: to cnconipass a 
gcner:ition of change in a country 
whose .size and complexity is bcyond 
human comprchcnsion. We gct iin im- 
pression of arbitrary rules, a sense of 
the rcgularizition (we call it regiment.?- 
tion) of ;in iinini;igin;iblc mass of hu- 
man beings. T h e  books leads my 
thoughts back to Amcrica and the sug- 
gestions that are now made in incrcas- 
ing number and with growing intensity 
about doing soinctliing of the same sort 
Iicrc in the namc of what is good and 
triie. It puts nic in mind of that itincr- 
a n t  f oil r r een t h -cc n t U r y Bu I p a  r i a n 
prcachcr who encouraged men to sin 
that the grace of rcpcntancc might he 
given them. Must we, h;iw we, conic io 
logic such ;is this? i-3 

TRADITION 
by Edward Shils 
(Uiiivcrsiiy of Chicago Prcss; 334 pp.; 
S20.00) 

Edith Kurzweil 

Tradition, though ncccssary for surviv- 
al, is dying, and even such books as The 
Tradition of the New, The Tradition of 
Modernity, and The Symbolist Tradi- 
tion dcal with only thcir specific sub- 
jects and forgct about the idea of tradi- 
tion itsclf. Or so argues Edward Shils. 
He hclicvcs that to avoid doom, modcrn 
socictics must make conscious efforts to 
pcrpctuatc trirditions, and particularly 
the "tradition of traditionality." Suh- 
stantivc traditions have been explicitly 
and implicitly attacked by science and 
rationality and need defending against 
unfair associations with dogmatism, su- 
pcrstition, or religiosity-and most of 
all against Marxists of all stripes, 
against the counterculiure, and against 
the v;irious libcration movements. 
These thcmcs were already cvidcnt in 
Professor Shils's many incisive cssays 
on science, social science, and policy 
qucstions, and p;irticularly in The Intel- 
lectuals and the Powers (l972), al- 
though now he perceives himself iiiorc 
dircctly indebted to the "spirits of Max 
Webcr and T.  S. Eliot." 

Like Eliot and many other literary 
critics, SIiiIs locates the lxlginning of a 
rcrision lxtwcen the sciences and the 
humanitics in the Enlightenment, in 

the increasing belief in science at the 
cxpcnsc of religion, and in all tlic 
related questions abut  truth, morality, 
authority, and natural law. And like 
Wcbcr, Shils examines systcmatically 
the ensuing contradictions. Both men 
perceive the "victory" of rationdity- 
of truth arid facts- without accepting 
as ncccssary an attendant decline or 
subversion of moral values- in politics, 
langiiagc, or in applications of icchnol- 
ogy. Tradition is a plea for the retention 
of what was Iwst in the past and a bricf 
for ccrtain old-fashioned values- hon- 
csty and morality on the one hand and 
intcllcct.ua1 rigor on thc othcr. But 
Shils's z e d  io prcscrvc traditions leads 
him at times to a frozen politics that 
cxaggcratc, for instance, the impact of 
the 1968 m o ~ c i i i e n t ~  und ignore thcir 
failure and the ensuing backlash. The 
otherwise iniprcssivc scholarly rcfcr- 
cnccs rarely go bcyond 1970; thcy are 
restricted to Anglo-S:ixon and German 
sources and to a rather narrow, Parson- 
inn iiitcrprctation of Welxlr. 

Shih quotcs and malyzcs Wcbcr's 
many juxtapositions- tradition vs. sci- 
ence, religion vs. tliscnchantment, old- 
fashioned vs. modcrn- in order to 
show that W c k r ,  whilc fociising on 
tlic progress qf science, did not mean to 
imply thiit the iicw is lxttcr than the 
old. (This intcrprcration is aimed at 
intcllcctuals who play down the differ- 
cnccs Iwtwcen Marx and Wc1x.r.) Pro 
fcssor Shils docs conccdc that each gcn- 
cration, though in the grip of its past, 
hks :he chance to begin anew; but hc 
emphasizes that such bcginnings arc 
kept in check through family and reli- 
gious and educ;ition;il institutions, cvcn 
wlicn these arc partially or entircly 
rejected. Marxists, from Lenin to Al- 
thusscr, would agree with this of 
course, although thcy propose to effect 
the total hrenk Shils fears. He, on the 
other hiind, goCS on to undcrlinc how 
the past is intcrnalizcd, assimilated, 
and memorized hy individuals, how i t  
lives on throiigh cthnic idcntity, tlic 
Old Testament, the Cospcls, Creek and' 
Roman historiographies, Islamic or 
l3iiddhist religion; and how through the 
rcservation cind veneration of art and 
literature, buildings and monumcnts, 
or the COlkCtilig of antiques and docu- 
ments, attachmcnt to tradition is mani- 
fested-even by the Soviets, who have 
broken with and condemned bourgeois 
culture only to enshrine its artifacts. 

As Professor Shils develops his ideas, 
hc denigrates his opponents'. liirgen 

I-labcrmas's notion that in the m d c r n  
world system "technology has got out 
of control" is countered by the argu- 
mcnt that "the tradition of tcchnologi- 
cat innovation has existed sincc antiq- 
uity" and that inventions never were 
kept within national boundaries. H e  
finds antihistorical the Annofa con- 
cept of Iohgue duke,  finds thc Frank- 
furt School not only full of "lcftist dog- 
ma," but  its antitraditionaliiy itself a 
tradition; and he attacks all the social 
sciences-except to somc extcnt eco. 
nomics- for their lack of historicity. 
Most of all Shils dismisses the Marxists' 
ritualistic references to man-thc-niaker- 
of-his-own-history, Of course Marx 
went on io add that man docs not create 
his history out of whole cloth. Shils, 
though, is looking to prcservation rath- 
er than to historical change. His accciit 
is on traces of the past in ord and writ- 
ten traditions, religions, philosophy, 
and in thc creation of science; the very 
selection of problems depends upon a 
hody of valid and accepted knowledge. 
Since each discipline has a history, its 
origins can ncvcr be erased. Some, likc 
sociology or the natur:il sciences, assim- 
ilate only their rcceni past. Litcralurc, 
on the other hand, deals simiilta- 
ncously with its entire tradition from 
antiquity to the present, reinterpreting, 
disseminating, and evaluating. Still, ail- 
thors are judged by their authenticity, 
thcir genius, their originality, says 
Shils, and the fact that thcy arc linked 
to a tradition tcnds to he overlooked. 

In matters of theory Shils adheres 
strictly to Max Weber-a Wcbcr 
whose "legitimate political order is ul- 
tirniitcly charismatic." But charismii is 
played down subtly, allowing for an 
emphasis on the oppositions Ixtwccn 
rationality and tradition. As this rcla- 
tionship is explored, tradition is cxam- 
incd from cvery anglc, as it forms 
attachments, reinstates the past, ration- 
alizes, corrects perccptions, and much 
niorc. The intent of science to change 
traditions is contrastcd witti thc way 
traditions arc basic to religion, litera- 
ture, and art. Depending upon the polit- 
ical system thcy "inhabit," these may 
turn into normative traditions. Bccausc 
tradition is protean, Shils has much lee- 
way in proving how the flouting of trz 
ditions- Baudclaire's grecn hair or 0s. 
car Wilde's lobstcr on a leash-is not 
the complete ncgation of bourgeois tra- 
ditiohs. According to Shils, tradirions 
change constantly, losc adherents, rc- 
surge and are revived; but the intcnt of 
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new generations in modern Western 
societies to abandon them has damaged 
them sevcrely. The author not only 
asks for a reversal of this attitude, hut 
argues that we nccd traditions cvcn to 
hold onto tlic advances of science, 
including social science. Recause ra- 
tional arguments based on "scicntific" 
ends are used on cvery sidc of cvery 
argument, he perceives rationalization, 
along with hedonism, individualism, 
and ideals of emancipation, as the cnc- 
mies of tradition; thcsc may Ix neces- 
sary and dcsirahlc goals, hut they ought 
not bc opposed io tradition or manipu- 
lated to attain political or cniotional 
ends. 

For Shils such illcgitiniatc or partisan 
use of rcasnn and sciencc docs not I d c  
well for the transmission of traditions 
or for the "creative tradition-sccking 
c?pacities" of individuals. He is not 
alone in his despair, and many of the 
reasons for his pessimism arc well 
founded. Yet he consistently overrates 
the influcnce of radicals and of thc 
"lumpcn-intclligcntsia," itsing heavy 
artillery to shoot down balloons. No 
one bclieves anymore-least of all the 
Left-that the elimination of tradition 
c3n in itself create a new social order. 
Had Shils read some of thc litcraturc of 
the Lcft he would have hccn :iware of 
its splits, its problems, and its n iq i t ia l -  
ity. In any event, cxaggcrating the dan- 
gcr on the Left will not saw tradition. 
But a truly Wcherian mcthod iit the 
service of "neutralizing" Professor 
Shils's prejudices along with those of 
the Lcft could provide a more objective 
analysis that might, in fact, rcinstatc ;i 
more pervasive appreciation of tlic past. 
It might evcn preserve the k s ~  of it. 

SOCIAL POWER AND POLITICAL 
FREEDOM 

by Gene Sharp 
(Porter Sargcnt; 456 pp.; S15.9.5/SB.Y5) 

Charles Bloomrein 

Of the lcading political figures of our 
time, Gandhi is clearly among those 
most neglected. Since his assassination 
in 1948, intcrcst in his theories has 
waned, and today there are few who see 
him as a mastcr political strategist. 

Gene Sharp has spent some thirty 
years studying Gandhi and developing 
the variety of political techniques the 
Mahatma sponsored. H e  takcs hcrc a 
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pragmatic, instruinentalist approach to 
' thc problems of violence, power, and 
soci:il control and asserts that we will 
not rid ourselves of war, dictatorship, 
genocidc, and economic injustice so 
long as we accept violcnce as the ulti- 
mate social sanction. I t  is the violcncc 
itself that alxts those cvils. 

All theoreticians of democracy and 
its valucs agree that the capacity to gov- 
ern rests funtlanicntally on thc accep 
tancc by the governed of the legitimacy 
and authority of those governing. Ter- 
ror, oppression, and punishment all 
serve to rcinforcc that acceptance but 
cannot be cffectivc in its ahscncc. This 
is triie for all forms of government, 
from popiihr dcmocrxics to tyrannies, 
including totalitarian states-and Iran 
has provided LIS with a very dramatic 
illustration of that fact. 

Sharp goes further and argues that. 
tlimc who control the apparatus of v i 0  
Icncc, in the forni of a police and prison 
systctn and a ccntralized military, inev- 
itably constitutc a privileged political 
class, controlling economic and social 
m a s  as well and making impossible a 
democratic socialist or humanitarian 
society. Noting that sanctions arc cssen- 
tin1 for tlic stability and domcstic tran- 
quillity of any society, Sharp insists 
that n wide range of alternativc and 
nonviolcnt measures arc available, 
measures that woiild Ix effective and 
lead to a niore cquitablc social order. 

I f  vigilance is thc price of iiberty, 
iurning over thc dcfctisc of that value 
to:t ccritralizcd military cannot nurturc 
that vigilance. Sharp argues for what he 
calls a civilian-hascd defense of nation- 
;iI security. Thc pcoplc as a wholc niust 
hc imhucd with the value of freedom 
and IX: willing to dcfcnd it against for- 
cign invasion and domestic usurpation 
hy wo~tld-bc dictators. Roth threats can 
be defeated, Sharp is convinced, by non- 
violent noiicoopcration and resistance, 
expressed in strikes, general strikcs, 
boycotts, and civil disolxdicnce. 

Such nonviolcnt rcsistance has oc- 
curred from time to time in the past, 
and Sharp has documented almost two 
hundred variations of rcsistance tech- 
niqiics. No technique has succeeded in 
full, although sonic have k e n  partially 
cffcctivc, especially where the goals 
were limited. Rut, Sharp claims, these 
past instances all took placc under the 
most adverse circumstances possiblc; 
they were spontaneous, lacking any pri- 
or preparation or training. What is 
needed, therefore, is planning and 

training of the population at large, with 
allocation of resources and funds, and 
continued exploration of strategies and 
tactics. Such a civilian-based defense 
would succccd, not by convcrsion of 
the opponent, but by coercion. I t  is 
risky, to be sure, but not as risky as war 
and violcncc in terms of its ultimate 
economic, social, and human costs. And 
in the process of obtaining its immcdi- 
ate objcctives, i t  a n  help in bettering 
the human condition. War and v i 0  
lencc clearly do not. 

Thcrc is more to Sharp's argument. 
Many of its particulars will he agreed to 
by those concerned with human free- 
dom and dignity, but the whole is diffi- 
cult to accept, conditioned as wc are by 
our experience and convictions. There 
are questions we must ask, cvcn if we 
assume that the techniques will work. 
How do we arrive at this vigilant pith- 
lic, when what wc sec in our country is 
increasing iipathy! How do we decen- 
tralize power, one of Sharp's goals, 
when in every society, developed or 
developing, ccntralizntion is the order 
of the day? How, when all our history 
shows that people are willing to kill 
and die for thejcfense of what they 
hold dear, do we get people willing to 
risk a11 whilc eschewing killing? And 
who will bcll the cat! Which country 
will be first? Can we a,sk Isrml, for 
example, to lead the way? 

There arc many more questions and 
objections, and Sharp is aware of them. 
Hc knows that his work is literally in 
its beginning stages and is thus asking 
that others join him, that cycplorntion 
and study be carried on more widely, 
that funds and other resources be made 
available, and that our colleges, univcr- 
sities, and think tanks accept this as a 
major responsibility. Social Power and 
Politid Freedom is intended for use as 
a text in pqlitical science courses. If it is 
widely adopted, it may help awaken 
the intcrcst that Sharp requests. 

How easy it would be to consign 
Sharp's thesis to the realm of hopelcss 
utopianism were it not for rccent 
events in Poland. There, under domes- 
tic totalitarianism and foreign dnmina- 
tion, a limited protest by workers has 
now spread to include many other clc- 
men& in the society, each with its own 
demands, yet all supporting the others. 
The Soviet Union has refrained from 
invasion, up to now. Why the restraint? 
Certainly not ethics or morality, which 
faited to deter them in Afghanistan. 
Could it be the Soviet Union somehow 


