
They are clearly not in that trahison des 
clercs which still knowingly promotes what 
we may now call a kind of galloping 
anomie; but looking straight at it in one 
of its primary places, they do not see it. 
This is a serious failing. 

Reviewed by C. P. IVES 

Violence and Authority 

On Violence, by Hannah Arendt, New 
York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 
1970. 106 pp. $4.75, paper $1.65. 

HANNAH ARENDT is one of those rare 
thinkers who can roam with ease and as- 
surance in the various domains of the his- 
torian, political scientist, sociologist, and 
philosopher and speak with persuasiveness 
in each. As is typical of Miss Arendt’s 
wo+rk, this book is replete with flashes of in- 
sight and, to use her phrase, “common 
sense,” which is “nothing else but our 
mental organ for perceiving, understanding 
and dealing with reality and factuality.” 
This book On Violence is divided into three 
major sections followed by numerous ap- 
pendices. Through it all we find an analysis 
and critique of violence and a call for “ac- 
tion,” which she characterizes as the par- 
ticularly human capacity that 

enables [a man] to get together with 
his peers, to act in concert, and to reach 
out for goals and enterprises that would 
never enter his mind, let alone the de- 
sires of his heart, had he not been given 
this gift-to embark on something new. 

She goes on to say that “much of the pres- 
ent glorification of violence is caused by a 
severe frustration of the faculty of action 
in the modern world.” The author’s concern 
is to de-glorify violence, if you will. 

In  the final section Miss Arendt attacks 
the biological view of man as an inherent- 

ly violent creature, and denies that “only 
the practice of violence [makes] it possi- 
ble to interrupt the automatic processes in 
the realm of human affairs.” Violence, as 
the author sees it, is neither glorious nor 
innate, nor is it inevitable. 

The first section of this book is a fas- 
cinating scenario of various views of GO- 
lence that forms a backdrop for a discus- 
sion of the nature of violence in the second 
part and the final critique. What is im- 
portant to note about the first section is 
Miss Arendt’s analysis of the current mis- 
understanding of Marxian theory by the 
proponents of the “new-left” ideology who 
claim on pseudo-Marxian grounds that 
violence is both inevitable and somehow 
“right.” This discussion lends an air of 
urgency to Miss Arendt’s own critique and 
especially to her notion of action as an al- 
ternative to violence. It is the second part, 
however, that calls for special attention. 

In this section, Miss Arendt is primarily 
concerned to distinguish violence from 
power. In my view she overstates her case 
and, in doing so, confuses power with 
authority-a notion that receives little at- 
tention in this book. “Power,” she tells us, 
“always stands in need of numbers, where- 
as violence up to a point can manage with- 
out them because it relies on implements.” 
I suspect that when Miss Arendt uses the 
term “power” here, as in almost every other 
case, she means “legitimate power,” which 
is authority. Because she confuses these two 
distinct concepts, Miss Arendt’s critique 
can easily be read as a defense of, at best, 
the status quo and, at worst, the view that 
“might makes right.” This can be seen 
from such comments as “Power is indeed 
of the essence of government” and “Power 
is in need of no justification.,’ A distinction 
between raw power and legitimate power 
is badly needed, but Miss Arendt’s own 
brief analysis of authority fails to provide 
grounds for such a distinction. This is a 
serious omission. 

I can only suggest an alternative view in 
brief outline here, but it seems to me that 
the move toward revolution (which Miss 
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Arendt traces for us) is a move from 
authority to power to force to violence to 
terror brought about by the progressive dis- 
integration of each in turn. The line here 
is continuous and sharp differences are not 
always easy to detect, though they are very 
real. When the actual disintegration of any 
one of these phenomena has occurred is not 
always clear-as when purple shades off in- 
to deep blue. The distinction between power 
and violence on this line lies in the differ- 
ence between the threat of force and the il- 
legal use of force, and cannot be made to 
rest upon the incidental factor of the num- 
ber of people who “support” (the author’s 
term) power. To recall an example the 
author uses in another context, one man 
with a machine gun can hold hundreds of 
well-organized people a t  bay. That the man 
with the gun has power seems obvious, but 
by no stretch of the imagination does this 
man’s power rest on support. It rests on the 
presence of an implement of violence: the 
machine gun. 

Authority, on the other hand, most as- 
suredly does rest on support-the “con- 
tinuation of consent” in Miss Arendt’s 
terms-and an obligation to obey on the 
part of those who acknowledge the authori- 
ty. It is precisely because Miss Arendt de- 
fines power in terms of “support” that the 
confusion between power and authority oc- 
curs. 

This confusion leads to some troublesome 
inaccuracies in Miss Arendt’s analysis. She 
tells us, for example, that “we have seen in 
Viet Nam how an enormous superiority in 
the means of violence can become helpless 
if confronted with a well-organized oppo- 
nent who is much more powerful.” But here 
again, power is not a function of numbers, 
as the author would lead us to believe. In 
this instance it is more plausible to argue 
that it is the situation in Viet Nam that has 
rendered the superior means of violence 
ineffective. Surely, to take the point one 
step farther, superiority is itself a function 
of effectiveness. The Viet Cong are more 
powerful because their use of violence in 
a guerilla war is more effective-not be- 

cause they are more numerous than their 
enemy. It is quite possible in a particular 
case that superior numbers might con- 
stitute superior power (if there is no effec- 
tive means of control, for example), but it 
is misleading to make this the heart of the 
matter. Thus I take exception to Miss 
Arendt’s comment that “Single men with- 
out others to support them never have 
enough power to use violence successfully.” 
I would suggest a change in the phrase 
“without others” to read “without effective 
means of enforcement,” as being more in- 
clusive. 

Another, perhaps more serious, con- 
fusion occurs in Miss Arendt’s claim that 
violence is “utterly incapable of creating” 
power. Surely, violence can create power. 
What it cannot create is Legitimate power. 
Violence cannot transform power into 
authority. Machiavelli’s Prince cannot 
force his subjects to obey him willingly, but 
he can certainly force them to obey. All he 
needs is the threat of force: his word is law. 
History is replete with examples of men 
who have ruled with power but without au- 
thority. 

I have concentrated on this section be- 
cause the confusion I have noted weakens 
considerably the major thrust of Miss 
Arendt’s argument. In the final paragraph 
of her book, the author tells us that 

. . . we know, or should know, that 
every decrease in power is an open in- 
vitation to violen-if only because 
those who hold power and feel it slip- 
ping from their hands, be they the gov- 
ernment or be they the governed, have 
always found it difficult to resist the 
temptation to substitute violence for it. 

Miss Arendt’s critique of violence is es- 
sentially a moral critique; that is, the disin- 
tegration of power into violence is viewed 
as wrong. It is, however, the disintegra- 
tion of legitimate power, that is, authority, 
that is morally reprehensible. The call for 
action makes sense only if this is kept in 
mind: action seeks to legitimize power-to 
make men practice the ancient art of 
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citizenship. Once authority has deteriorated 
to the level of mere power (the threat of 
violence) the next move to actual violence 
is no longer a moral problem: it is a mat- 
ter of survival. 

Reviewed by HUGH MERCER CURTLER 

A Napoleon of Crime 

Capone, by John Kobler, New York: G .  P .  
Putmm’s Sons, 1971. 409 pp. $8.95. 

JOHN KOBLER’S BOOK is aptly subtitled 
“The Life and World of AI Capone,” for 
the author devotes at least as much dis- 
cussion to the era as to the man. As in- 
teresting as Capone was to his contempo- 
raries, in the last analysis it is the broader 
picture that interests the present-day read- 
er. Capone himself was little more than a 
successful organization man. Kobler at- 
tempts to discover a complex character but 
turns up nothing more exciting than ail 

amoral entrepreneur motivated solely by 
self-interest. His fame arises from the vio- 
lence of his methods, not from personal 
charisma. 

A1 Capone was born in Brooklyn, in 
1899, the son of two recent Neapolitan im- 
migrants. Unlike most of his compatriots, 
he took no pride in his nationality. “I’m no 
Italian, I was born in Brooklyn,” he was 
quoted as saying. He received his educa- 
tion on the streets, having left school dur- 
ing sixth grade. His early contacts proved 
valuable to him in later life-Lucky Luci- 
an0 was in the same youth gang, the Five 
Pointers, and an early mentor, Little John 
Torrio, was the main reason for his success 
in Chicago. Capone’s first full-time position 
with the underworld was as a bouncer for 
Frankie Yale, president of the Unione Sici- 
liane, a powerful social organization which 
provided a front for criminals of Sicilian 
descent. It was during this stint that he 

piqked up the wound that provided his 
sobriquet, “Scarface.” 

Johnny Torrio shifted his operations to 
Chicago to work for his uncle, Big Jim 
Colosimo, a leader of the local mobsters. 
Torrio’s primary task was to eliminate the 
opposition, and for support he called upon 
Capone. A1 was in trouble with the New 
Yor,k police because of a few murders and 
was happy to leave town. When Big Jim 
was murdered in 1920 (rumor had it that 
Torrio paid Yale $10,000 for that con- 
tract), Torrio took over his position with 
the support of two Chicago aldermen, 
Hinky Dink Kenna and Bathhouse John 
Coughlin. He expanded into the suburbs 
and as his position rose, Capone rose with 
him as a junior partner. 

Torrio and Capone initiated a strategy 
of power politics, seeking to maintain 
peace among the rival gangs by apportion- 
ing profits according to current gang 
strength. Their biggest rival was Dion 
O’Banion’s gang, seconded by Hymie W e i s  
and counting among its more distinguished 
members Bugs Moran, who invented the 
motorcade system of murder, using succes- 
sive cars of gunmen to rake a target. An- 
other rival was the organization of the six 
“Terrible Gennas” who controlled Little 
Italy on the South Side. The O’Donnell 
brothers ran the far South Side, and the 
Druggan-Lake gang dominated the West 
Side. 

AlIiances of criminals are at least as 
fragile as alliances of nations, and fighting 
continually broke out despite the peacemak- 
ers. Torrio fled Chicago following the mur- 
ders of O’Banion and several members of 
the O’Donnell gang. He returned to face 
trial on a liquor violation, and after sur- 
viving an attempt on his life, transferred 
his holdings to Capone and retired to the 
Lake County jail for a brief rest. 

Capone established his position with the 
longest and most violent gang war in Chi- 
cago’s history. Three of the Genna brothers 
were murdered in 1925, and other deaths 
paved the way for the election of a Capone 
ally as president of the Unione Siciliane, 
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