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A. Introduction: 
Shirked by our historians, the subject has been repressed in the 

national consciousness. We have been victims of what members 

of the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of 


violence have called a `historical amnesia.’ Yet it is not simply that 

historians have found a way of shrugging off the unhappy memories 

of our past; our amnesia is also a response the experience of a whole 

generation.. .For the long span from about 1938 to the mid-1960s…

the internal life of the country was unusually free of violent episodes.

…Americans who came of age during and after the 1930s found it 

easy to forget how violent a people their forebears had been.


Richard Hofstadter
 

Alfred Nobel’s invention of dynamite in 1866 made modern terrorism possible. Fourteen years later revolutionary pamphlets were published which showed how small groups, and even individuals, using the new tool under the cover of surprise were able to frighten and influence huge numbers of people.
  Understandably, the power explosives unexpectedly gave the first modern terrorists made them virtually worship dynamite.  

It seems that the spirit of Shiva, the god of destruction, the eternal destroyer of life 

resides in the depths of its strange composition.  All the great phenomena of Nature 

resemble it in their effects …it creates and it destroys, it annihilates and it gives life;

it is chained Prometheus and angry Jupiter; it illuminates and darkens.  From 

civilization’s necessity, it became its chastiser  It has changed into a social anathema, 

into the dissident sects’ weapon of terrorism.

In 1900 after two frightening decades of modern terror, German newspapers, expressing a widespread anxiety felt throughout the West, proclaimed  “society dances on a volcano…a small group of fanatics terrorize the entire human race. “
Explosives continued to be a cardinal feature of terrorist activity throughout the next century, a pattern likely to remain with us for the foreseeable future. 

The bomb was the most striking and dramatic technological innovation for the development of modern terror, but other technological changes were relevant too. The telegraph and the daily mass newspapers transmitted information virtually overnight to all parts of the world. The transcontinental  railroad enabled large numbers of people to move quickly, a condition necessary for large Diaspora communities to flourish, communities deeply interested in the politics of both their old and new homes.      

It is impossible to discuss modern terror without emphasizing the crucial importance of this new international context.  Note, for example, the circumstances of the Terrorist Brigade of the Russian Socialist Revolutionary Party in 1905. Its headquarters were in Switzerland, Finland provided the operations staging ground, and an Armenian group trained by an earlier Russian terrorist organization supplied weapons.  The Terrorist Brigade refused funds the Japanese government offered, money said to be laundered by American millionaires!

After his predecessor was assassinated in September 1901, President Theodore Roosevelt launched the first “international crusade” against terror, an effort not repeated until September 11, 2001.  Roosevelt’s “crusade” climaxed a decade called the “Golden Age of Assassination” because no period before witnessed so many major political assassinations.  Most assassins crossed international borders to find their victims, demonstrating that modern terror involved many groups in different countries that often had relations with other groups elsewhere.   

A third ingredient in the international dimension of modern terror is the importance of the pre-existing tradition of international insurrection the French Revolution bequeathed.  Mass uprisings occurred in the capital cities of non-Protestant European states in 1820,1830, 1848, and 1871 with the professed aim of fulfilling the Revolution’s promises.  Immigrants from various parts of Europe participated in the insurrections. But all the efforts failed and the aftermath in each case, especially that which followed the Paris Commune (1871), proved so disastrous that some revolutionaries were stimulated to produce a new method, one that would be less bloody (!) and more successful. 
  

 But terror did not begin with explosives. It existed for at least two millennia before that date. Earlier terror took various forms, forms that have not been fully compared with the modern experience.
 This paper focuses only on one form, “mob terror” a form that developed a century before modern terror emerged, but curiously has not yet been a subject for discussion in terrorist studies.  Our discussion focuses on the two most familiar examples; both are American.   The first is the “Sons of Liberty” (1765-1776), which precipitated the American Revolution .  A century later, the Ku Klux Klan (KKK) (1867-1877) emerged after the Civil War and was an indispensable ingredient in successfully resisting efforts to “impose” democracy on the South.

Neither group had an international dimension. The KKK functioned only in the territories of the South. The Sons of Liberty operated only in its own land and made no move to seek international help, although after the War for Independence broke out and a legitimate government emerged, international support materialized. 

The mobs unlike modern terrorists always greatly outnumbered potential victims.  Mobs, of course, were not unique to America. Note Benjamin Franklin’s experiences in London. 

I have seen within the year riots in the country about corn; riots about elections; 

riots about work-houses, riots of colliers, riots of weavers; riots of coal-heavers; 

riots of sawyers, riots of Wilkesites; riots of government chairmen; riots of 

smugglers in which customhouse officers and excise men have been 

murdered, and the King’s armed vessels and troops fired at. 

But there was a striking difference between the American examples and their European contemporaries. The Americans organized campaigns that persisted for a decade, while European riots were episodic.
  

The American cases have been rarely compared.
 One reason may be that few imagine (or want to imagine) the Sons of Liberty a terrorist group, while virtually all present day contemporaries are comfortable in seeing the KKK that way.  The radically different purposes and achievements of the two groups are what we remember, or perhaps more precisely want to remember most about them. The problem represented here is familiar and plagued terrorism discourse since the 1940s and has led to the cliché, “One man’s terrorist is another’s freedom fighter.”
 The Sons of Liberty were “freedom fighters” and the KKK terrorists.  But the issue is more complicated than the cliché’ suggests. Freedom fighter refers to an end, while terror is a means. One can be both a freedom fighter and a terrorist. Our two groups used very similar methods, namely violence unrestricted by the rules of war to pursue political agendas, and those similarities are our subject.
 
B.  The Sons of Liberty 1765-1776: Initiating a Revolution 

They trusted to horror rather than homicide.







Arthur Meier Schlesinger



 

I was engaged in a famous Cause… of  Scarborough vs. a Mob, that broke 

into his House…The Terror and Distress, the Distraction and Horror of this 

Family cannot be described by words or painted upon Canvass.  It is enough 

to move a Statue, to melt a Heart of Stone, to read the Story.  A Mind susceptible 

of the Feelings of Humanity…must burn with Resentment and  Indignation, at 

such outrageous Injuries. These private Mobs, I do and will detest.




John Adams




In this section we will discuss the distinctive features of Sons of Liberty mobs first because they represent a very unusual pattern and help explain its special place in creating a nation and in beginning a war.   


The colonial legislatures were fiercely opposed to the Stamp Act of 1765, a form of taxation they had never before experienced. When the Crown could not be persuaded to back down, a series of mob riots erupted. The Crown finally developed an alternative tax policy, but mob violence continued for a decade. The cleavages developed new political dimensions never anticipated by the initial participants themselves.

When the troubles began some ten years before no one could

have foreseen this outcome and few if any could have desired it.  

Virtually everyone believed that the difficulties could be and 

should be developed within the framework of the Empire.  Hence, 

opinion had been divided even among patriots in the use of  (mob) violence.  Men like James Otis and John Dickinson earnestly 

counseled against it as not only unworthy  of the cause, but …

far more likely to alienate England than induce concessions

(emphasis added.)

Gouverneur Morris, an important sympathizer, noted that over time the mobs began to “think and reason” in order to move the resistance in ways that surprised all observers.
 

“Mob violence”, an 18th century term still used by some historians, has connotations that do not fit the Sons of Liberty experience well. For the OED a mob is a “disorderly crowd”, emphasis added. The Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences concurs, “a mob is an angry crowd that attempts to inspire or destroy an object” and its activities do not involve “an implementation of a rational policy… Mob spirit refers to highly emotional and poorly coordinated behavior and expression,” emphasis added.
 Webster stresses the Latin origin of the term, mobile vulgus, to explain that mob moods change rapidly and that most members come from the “lower classes of a community”,  emphasis added.


18th century American experience, however, was more complicated and interesting.  Most mob participants were tradesmen and artisans as the definitions suggest.  But the organizers came from the  “better” classes, i.e., professionals, merchants, and some were even local officials.

A hierarchy of mobs was established during Sam Adams’ domination of Boston politics,

‘the lowest classes—servants, negroes  and sailors were placed under the command of a

 ‘superior set consisting of the Master Masons’ carpenters of the town’- above them 

were put the  merchants’ mob and the Sons of Liberty, known to the Tories as Adams’ 

‘Mohawks,’ upon whom the more delicate enterprises against the Tories and Crown devolved.
                                                                                                                            

The “lowest classes” were always more visible. 


When the resistance to the Stamp Act was at issue, the uprisings demonstrated 

a remarkable political extremism on the part of colonial crowds.  Everywhere

‘followers’ proved more ready than their ‘leaders’ to use force…`the better 

sort are defending (English liberties) by all lawful means in their power,’ 

Thomas Hutchinson explained perceptively, and the most abandoned say


they will do it ‘putas aut nefas’-at any cost.
   

The Boston “patrician” Samuel Adams led  “The Loyal Nine” (which later became the local Sons of Liberty) to organize a number of mobs.  “They kept their identity secret and wished it to be believed that the mobs they set in motion were really spontaneous outbreaks of violence from the ‘lower sort’…Boston was controlled by a `trained mob’ and Sam Adams was its keeper.”

The Sons of Liberty clearly displayed important features that conflict with the standard definitions.  Consistency was pre-eminent.  The political purpose remained the same, namely “no taxation without representation”, a principle that after eleven years of violence finally became the essential inspiration of the Revolution.  The course of the violence normally was carefully planned and exhibited considerable restraint. Sometimes, it seemed that every likely contingency had been considered to prevent the violence from getting out of hand as the Boston Tea Party (1773), perhaps the most famous incident in the period, demonstrates vividly.  Several thousand colonists watched silently from the shore, while 342 chests of tea were seized and thrown into the water.  Still, no one was hurt, and the property of the sailors (as distinguished from that of the East India Company) was respected; even a broken padlock was replaced!  .

A more highly disciplined demonstration would be hard to find anywhere at any time.  Indeed, since the incident was called a “Tea Party” is it appropriate to speak of this and other comparable demonstrations as expressions of mob violence.  I think so; one cannot the isolate the incident from the campaign in which it occurred, namely the series of violent riots over the decade organized by the same persons who put the Tea Party together.  One undeniable reason the Tea Party did not become violent was that the existing government did not or could not use force in this case to resist the effort.  The government’s failure to use force cannot be read to mean that in principle it spurned force and the same is true for the Party participants. The latter generally preferred peaceful demonstrations, but they did not reject violence in principle.  They were not pacifist rebels like Ghandi or Martin Luther King who believed that no matter what the circumstances they could and should conquer by their own suffering or martyrdom.

Occasionally a plan was flawed, and sometimes the emotions aroused made many explode “spontaneously”.  But most “spontaneous” outbreaks were still restrained in important respects, at least with respect to committing fatal casualties. The mobs

trusted to horror rather than to homicide.  Though occasionally brandishing cutlasses 

and muskets, they typically employed less lethal weapons like clubs, rocks, brickbats

and clods of dung.  `In truth’ wrote the English historian Lecky in the 1880’s, 

generalizing upon this curious phenomenon, `although no people have indulged more

largely than the Americans in violent, reckless and unscrupulous language, no people 

have been more signally free from the thirst for blood which, in moments of great 

political excitement has been often shown both in England and France.
 

To force Massachusetts Lieutenant Governor Hutchinson to resign as stamp distributor, a mob burned his home and stole his personal papers. The attack on personal property  “startle (d) men accustomed to venerate and obey lawful authority and (made) them doubt the justice of the cause attended with such direful consequences.”
But the unanticipated event occurred after mob members got drunk from rum discovered in the cellar.  Sam Adams, who organized the mob, publicly expressed dismay. Fortunately for the cause, “Boston patriots deprived Hutchinson of the sweets of martyrdom by the circulation of a story that letters had been found in his house…proved him to be responsible for the Stamp Act.  Sam Adams, one should note, never produced these incriminating letters.”

A similar attack went amuck in Newport, Rhode Island soon afterwards.  The proximity of the occasions demonstrated how necessary it was to assure the public that the restraints would be mandatory and clear.  Important Boston and New York papers published directives for mob “Leaders and Directors”, emphasizing that their mission was to redress grievances, not create new ones.


No innocent Person, nor any upon bare Suspicion, with insufficient Evidence, 

should receive the least injury.  They should recall that while they are thus 

collected, the act as a supreme, uncontrollable Power from which there

is (no) Appeal, where Trial, Sentence and Execution succeed each other 

almost instantaneously” so they were  in Honour bound to take Care, that 

they do no Injustice nor suffer it to be done be done by others lest they 

disgrace their Power and the Cause which occasioned its Collection”…

The greatest care should be taken to “keep an undisciplined Multitude from 

running into mischievous Extravagancies” 
 



The number of mobs and their geographic distribution suggest too that the situation would get out of control if sympathizers did not constantly remind potential participants that they could go too far. In the nine months the Stamp Act was in effect, over sixty riots occurred in 25 different locations.  “During some of these months in port cities like Boston and New York, mobs were in the streets almost every night and government ground to a halt.”
There was considerable ambivalence in Parliament too about the Stamp Act; significant political figures like Pitt and Burke were strongly opposed.  But if the riots had led to significant number of casualties the consequence could have mitigated that opposition. 

The rebels, it should be emphasized, also argued that they were fighting for their traditional rights as Englishmen and not a new order.  The victory in getting the Stamp Act repealed gave the rebels enormous confidence in their strength and virtue. 


The successful attack on the Act…was of great importance in subsequent


periods of agitation when the opposition was not so universal.  The 

experience of working together, the ideas that were inculcated during


the agitation, and the sense of accomplishment resulting from united 


efforts were indispensable.  The agitation of each period, in fact, made

easier the work of the next.

It seems odd to describe this mob activity as terrorism, when self-imposed limits were so conspicuous.  Still, when Schlesinger describes the victims’ emotions, he repeatedly refers to “terror”, “horror”, and “fear”;
and some contemporaries spoke of “terror”, as the quotation from John Adams introducing this section illustrates.  Why was no one then called a “terrorist”?  The word became part of our language later, after the French Revolution. Two centuries passed before some academics referred to the Sons of Liberty as terrorists.
  

If in retrospect the mobs were so restrained, why were their victims terrorized?  The victim simply did not know initially what his particular fate was going to be, and there was little re-assurance during the process that he would not be killed or treated in a devastating manner.
  Numerous examples drive the point home.   

Grotesque effigies of leading Stamp Act administrators were beaten or whipped, and then carried through the streets to a hastily constructed gallows to be hung or to a funeral pyre to be burned.  In the first significant Stamp Act uprising in Boston (August 14,1765), a scene of this sort  followed by the destruction of a building designated as the future Stamp Office, convinced the chief stamp distributor for Massachusetts that he ought to resign.
 

A mob confronted Massachusetts Lieutenant Governor Thomas Oliver demanding that he resign and denounce the Stamp Act.  He heard “voices swearing they would have my blood” and complied because his wife and children in the next room were “frantic with fear.” Later away from the scene, he thought he should renounce his acts because they were made under duress and had no moral or legal weight. But renunciation would be a very costly step.   “A hard alternative ‘tis true; but still I had it in my power either to die or make the promise.  I chose to live”.
  His subsequent history of the period described a mob as a “volcano”, “hydra”, etc, words reflecting a victim’s view that they were uncontrollable.

A Connecticut mob

threatened to bury the distributor alive when he insisted on remaining in 

office. (They) put this stouthearted soul inside a coffin, nailed the lid shut,

and lowered him into a grave.  They then began shoveling dirt on the coffin. 

The official called for release and thereupon submitted his resignation.
 

A besieged Massachusetts Lieutenant Governor was determined to save his rather splendid home from being burned and refused to leave.  His family fled the scene, but his eldest daughter “refused to leave unless he accompanied her.  She probably thereby saved his life”.
  “Mobs used whatever force necessary to produce resignations.  In several cases, they scarcely had to flex their muscles to frighten distributors into sending in their resignations.”


The description of the experience of Edward Stow by one historian is interesting.  Stow  

was a Boston  merchant-captain, who needed granted a personal guard for his safety

who reported ‘I have been mobbed and Libeled  ever since the Stamp Act my House bedaubed with Excrement and Feathers.’ three times in  two months-1770).’A mob of

 near 300 Men” severely injured him “and bedaubed my House with Excrement and 

Feathers, …because I seized  for His Majesty two Gun Carriages, a pair of Swivels, 

and a Cow Horn’. Compared to other instances of violence, the persecution of Edward

Stow was so unimportant that the papers did not even report it
 

In 1771 the Commissioner of Customs’ sister described an employee’s experience  


stript (sic) stark naked  one of the severest cold nights this winter.  In a body


covered all over with tar then with feathers, his arm dislocated by tearing off his 

cloaths (sic) he dragged in a cart with thousands attending, some beating him with

clubs and throwing him out of the cart then in again.  They gave him severe whipping

at different parts of the town.  This spectacle of horror and sportive cruelty was 

exhibited for about five hours…They brought him to the gallows and put a rope about


his neck saying they woud (sic) hang him…The doctors say that it is impossible this poor


creature can live.  They say his flesh comes off his back in steaks. (sic.}

In describing modern terror, one always refers to the crucial importance of various audiences beyond the victims experiencing the violence. In the Sons of Liberty case, two principal audiences were very visible. One

audience of potential supporters saw the government as being so contemptibly

weak, and the people so superior to the royal authority that they (were) …elated 

upon their triumph over the defenseless officers of the Crown.

A second audience contained opponents who had to be intimidated and/or provoked to react in excessive ways that will enrage the community.
An attack obviously could affect both audiences simultaneously.

Whatever their origin, they (mobs) furthered patriotic purposes, in several 

essential ways.  They highlighted grievances as mere words could never 

have done; they struck terror into the hearts of British adherents; and, as 

notably in the case of the Boston Massacre, they fashioned folk heroes out 

of street loafers and hoodlums.
       

.  
Consistency and discipline especially under dangerous conditions in a period which lasted for more than a decade require a formal organization, one would think.  Oddly, that ingredient is missing here.   Certainly, historians have not found it.  The leaders of the first American mobs (1765) called their groups  “The Sons of Liberty”, and some individual entities, like the ones organized by Sam Adams had structure.  But no organizational connection existed between the groups, and most of the initial groups disappeared, a year or so after the Stamp Act was repealed.  The name survived, and was used to describe other mobs with similar ends; ultimately it became a synonym for “patriot”!
   

The Sons of Liberty is better understood as an informal network of autonomous societies, which flourished largely in the seaport cities in the separate colonies.  Members in one colony established rudimentary communication between similar elements in other colonies, largely through letters written by “Committees of Correspondence”, essential parts of each independent unit.  One unit could not make a decision that would bind other groups, for there was no way to enforce such decisions, a necessary feature of an organization. The decentralized structure on the national level was reproduced in each participating colony too. The Sons of Liberty provided a model for resistance, one emulated later in various phases during the decade.  We know little about how its various activities were related to each other. The records are very incomplete partly because many participants were so ambivalent about their activities. Those indicted invariably claimed to be innocent and when arrested escaped conviction. Few mob participants “admitted complicity until more than a half century had elapsed.” emphasis added

The Stamp Act was enacted because the Seven Years’ (French and Indian) War ending in 1763 exhausted the British treasury, and efforts to pay the debts occasioned significant British taxpayer protests. All newspapers, legal documents and commercial papers had to bear a stamp paid for in species, a rare commodity in the colonies. The British argued that the tax was just because it fell equally on all. The colonies benefited greatly from the French defeat and contributed very little to it, which made Parliament believe that they would accept a significant tax burden, one that Parliament  pledged devoted exclusively for military expenses necessary to defend the colonies. But the colonies had only experienced taxes levied on foreign trade.  Its very novelty and universality provoked widespread unanticipated resistance.  The British made no effort beforehand to consider what means would be necessary to enforce the law if armed resistance materialized, let alone one involving all thirteen colonies.  


Clear-sighted observers on both sides of the Atlantic believed colonial unity 

impossible because of the great differences between the provinces in manners, 

religion, and interest.  Nevertheless, when confronted by the Stamp Act, 

colonial particularism began to crumble and America was `awakened, alarmed,

restless and disaffected.

                         


British resources in America for dealing with violence were very meager.  It had no professional police force in the colonies or in Britain for that matter.
 But in Britain the army could be called out which subdued the mob, but when that happened the troops killed a significant number of rioters. But very few troops were available in America to cope with the situation. One prominent historian argued that the government’s inability to mobilize force gave the riots their special flavor. “(I)t was apparently more the restraint and timidity of the British authorities, and less the moderation of American crowds that prevented a serious loss of lives during the American rioting.” 

Normally the British could call a posse comitatus and/or colonial militias to deal violence, but as those bodies were so deeply rooted in the local community and so committed to the cause the mob embraced, they usually refused to come or would not obey orders.  It is worth noting tot that the mobs consisted of persons from these two legitimate groups accustomed to use their own initiative to deal with community threats.  The mob, therefore, had a semi-legitimate status embodying “the people”. 

There few British troops available thus caused more problems than the solved.    


After it was seen that stamps could be forced upon the colonists only at the 

bayonet’s point, the weakness of the British government naturally made it

contemptible in the Americans’ eyes.  Americans were frequently permitted 

to run roughshod over British authority. When the Sons of Liberty stormed 

the fort at Charleston, South Carolina, they found only one private awake and 

the other eleven members of the garrison were sound asleep, at Fort Johnson, 

North Carolina a garrison of two British troops were besieged by five 

hundred heavily armed Sons of Liberty, and in New York, the headquarters of

British military authority in the provinces, the troops were unable to keep order

in the town.  General Gage informed royal governors who clamored for military 

aid …that no military force could be collected within a month, and even then 

it would be at the expense of strategic posts (along the frontier) which would

be seriously weakened if their garrisons were removed.

The tiny military detachments proved to be a boomerang John Adams emphasized..   “Soldiers quartered in a populous town will always occasion two mobs where they prevent one. They are wretched conservators of the peace.” 
 Insults and beatings provoked British troops in America “beyond endurance”.  Juries consistently refused to convict rioters.  Considering the repeated provocations, one historian writes, the wonder is that the troops did not kill much more often “but this fact naturally failed to impress the colonists.”


Impotent military forces provoked the notorious “ Boston Massacre.” 

On the icy cobbled square…a lone British sentry was being taunted 

by a small band of men and boys.  (Suddenly) crowds came pouring 

into the streets …brandishing sticks and clubs. As a throng of several 

hundred converged.…the lone guard was reinforced by eight British 

soldiers with loaded muskets and fixed bayonets, and their captain with

 a drawn sword.. Shouting, cursing, the crowds pelted the despised 

redcoats with snowballs, chunks of ice, oyster shells and stones.

The soldiers suddenly opened fire killing five. 

The soldiers arrested asked John Adams (Sam Adams’ cousin) to defend them in court, and the aftermath was full of ironies indicating how vulnerable the public was to conflicting emotions. John Adams originally believed that the solders were guilty, but became convinced that they acted in self-defense and gave them a brilliant successful defense. After winning an acquittal, John Adams was elected to the Massachusetts legislature for the first time. 
 On the other hand, even though the court did not hold .the soldiers responsible, the name given to the incident the “Boston Massacre”- makes clear that those killed were celebrated as heroes or martyrs! 

On each anniversary the bells of the town tolled intervals during the day, and 


at night lighted transparencies near the site of the bloodshed displayed tableaux 

of the `murderers’ and the dead perhaps with a symbolic America trampling a 


a supine redcoat.. The crowning event was the declaration by a well-known 


figure who pulled out all stops to do justice to his theme….The yearly orations
continued…until the town authorities in 1783 substituted the celebration of the


Fourth of July.

The victims in this case most probably were unintended though they did really stimulate opposition to British policy.  But the primary and the intended victims during the Stamp Act crisis were individuals directly responsible for administering the law.  General Gage reported that the "Officers of the Crown grew more timid, and more fearful of doing their Duty every Day”.
  “Not a justice of peace, sheriff, constable or peace officer in the province, …would venture to take cognizance of any breach of law against the general bent of the people”, Massachusetts Lieutenant Governor Hutchinson complained.
 

The English government tried to re-establish its authority by passing the Townsend Acts to tax foreign trade, a traditional source of income.
  Resistance materialized again but the victims were different, mainly private parties engaged in international trade and individuals buying imported goods.  Those “believed” to be loyal to the Crown policies were a third target.  Finally very late in their campaign, mobs prevented Tories from taking their seats in the legislatures lest they vitiate the strong support the rebels were generating.     


Convinced that it had no alternative, the Crown finally decided that it needed a significant and effective troop presence to cope with mobs.  But by the time those troops arrived, the colonists were able to cement their political union, organize their own military forces, and the Revolutionary War ensued.  During the war itself, the significance of the mobs diminished, but they were active in driving large numbers out of the country to Canada where the refugees found a new home.


C. The Ku Klux Klan 1867-1877: Winning A War But Losing A Peace

We have closed the War but we have not yet made a peace” 



New York Herald Tribune April 29, 1874

As election day drew near, violence and intimidation reached epidemic 

proportions in another reign of terror.  The whites with guns in their hands

and murder in their hearts were intent on control


William Gillette
 

Vote Blacks Down or Knock Them Down

Rallying Cry of Mississippi Democrats 1874

Clement Eaton, “Mob Violence in the Old South” Mississippi Valley Historical Review 351-70.  In the 1830s the rage against Abolitionists created mobs in the North states than in the South.

But the Southern ones became successful in moving the South to secede and were a background to consider the strength of the KKK.   Tar and Feather abolitionists in the South.

The Ku Klux Klan (1867-1877) emerged in a context that seems very different from the one that nourished the Sons of Liberty.  When a bitterly fought Civil War was concluded, both parties had to agree on the conditions for peace, namely the kind of state government most appropriate for the South.  More specifically, what would that new government need to do to prevent a renewal of the war and to deal with the political problems generated by the presence of large numbers of recently freed slaves.  Deep differences divided North from South on these questions, and very significant disagreements or a deep ambivalence existed within both the North and South on these matters too.  The problems produced the “most violent and nastiest rioting in American history.”
 

 
Lincoln’s successor Andrew Johnson, a Southern Democrat, was chosen to be Lincoln’s running mate to ease reconciliation efforts with the South.  Johnson believed that the country would be brought together again if the two sides agreed that the critical element was that no state had the legal power to leave the Union.  All state constitutions would remain valid; the only basic change was Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation abolishing slavery.  

Most rebel leaders would participate in politics. White Southerners generally accepted these conditions, and fifty eight former Confederate Congressmen, nine Confederate generals and admirals, six Confederate Cabinet members, and even the Confederacy’s Vice President won Congressional seats in the first national election (1866).
 Confederate leaders still dominated various state governments too.  


Most Unionists did not anticipate that the reinstatement of the old constitutions would deny freed slaves voting rights.  Two very bloody riots Orleans several months before the 1866 election caught the country’s attention. “In both instances the riots opened with blacks aggressively advancing their claims to equality in the face of opposition by local officials and white police.”
 In Memphis white residents and the police went wild and forty-six blacks inter alia were killed. In New Orleans Unionists and Republicans called a political convention of “dubious legality” to enfranchise blacks and allow them to seek office.  White rioters exploded, and in three days of rioting killed between 43 and 53 supporters. 
 The fury provoked “created a unity among Republicans that had not existed even during the war.” when fierce riots in cities like New York against conscription which produced several hundred dead and was linked to persistent hostilities between blacks and the Irish immigrants.

The New Orleans atrocities “proved” to many in the North that Johnson’s plan betrayed the enormous sacrifices made to win the Civil War, and as a Democrat he had little strength or credibility in the Republican Party.  Instead of reconciling the two regions, the 1866 election gave “Radical Republicans” in the North a powerful campaign issue.  They dominated the new Congress, aiming to “reconstruct” the South or make it “democratic”.    

Congress excluded Southern Congressional representatives by annulling their state constitutions.  It divided the South into military districts, garrisons were reinforced, and black militias were created-a decision that greatly frightened most white Southerners.  Strenuous efforts were made to make blacks a major political force, partly in the hope that they would give the Republican Party a clear national majority over time. When Johnson resisted, Radical Republicans organized mobs to compel compliance, and his vitriolic responses provided the occasion for the first President to be impeached (1868).
 

Reconstruction “demonstrated “ to Southern whites that they were being “occupied” not reconciled. In the words of one Southerner,  “The South is no more a real partner in the so-called Union than Poland is part of Russia or India of England or Cuba of Spain. Why should this country be called a Union.  The very term signifies equality of parts.  Let it be called “Yankeeland”.
 At first many refused to participate in the elections ordered for fear of legitimizing them.  But their refusal simply handed many Southern state governments to Republicans dependent on black voters.  At the same time, Congress mustered the two-thirds majority necessary to propose the 14th and 15th Amendments to the Constitution (1868) designed to guarantee equal rights for blacks.  

A variety of terror groups emerged to show uneasy Southerners another way to resist. The KKK was the first and most important.  Later others emerged, i.e., the Knights of the White Camellias, the Red Jackets, Native Sons of the South, Society of the White Roses, White Liners, White Man’s Party, White Leaguers, White Brotherhood, the Seventy-Six Association. The popular imagination ”lumped those groups all together… as the Klan. Their costumes, rituals, tactics, and purposes were so similar, there is no practical way to distinguish them”, and they “must be treated as part of a generic Klux movement.”
 In the 11 years of Reconstruction (1865-1876) at least 375 riots occurred, and with few exceptions KKK elements organized them.
  

KKK groups in various states merged,
and former Confederate Lieutenant General Nathan Bedford Forrest, the South’s most distinguished cavalry officer, became the Klan’s first and only  “Grand Wizard“.
 The aim was to make sure that Johnson’s original reconciliation plan was revived, and Klansmen normally identified themselves as Democratic Party members.   

Although the mystic syllables Ku Klux Klan were on people’s lips 

everywhere, most night riders were unwilling to concede that they

went by any other name than ‘The Young Men’s Democratic Clubs’.

On paper the KKK had an elaborate formal hierarchy including headed by a Grand Wizard presiding over an Empire divided into realms, dominions, provinces, and dens, headed respectively by Grand Dragons, Titans, Giants, and Cyclops.  But the structure never functioned as designed; perhaps it was never meant to work that way.  The den or basic unit established in the local areas of all relevant states operated with little or no central direction.  “A group of young men would form a den after hearing of the organization elsewhere.”
 

The KKK claimed to be restoring order from the dreadful chaos that swept the South after its catastrophic military defeat, a context in which courts and police rarely functioned and considerable corruption prevailed.
But the ultimate object clearly was to bring down the  “democracy”, Reconstruction policies aimed to create.  The terror was thus intimately linked to the electoral process, i.e., keep the blacks from voting and force their “friends”, “scalawags” (Southern renegades) and “carpetbaggers”
(immigrants from the North) to flee the area..
  To make it impossible for Republicans to campaign in the South, the KKK decimated the black militias and the various Republican secret societies (the Lincoln Brotherhood (Florida) the Heroes of North Carolina, etc.) that served as the candidates’ chief protection. 

 The KKK was most vigorous in the Piedmont and Appalachian highlands of northern Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi western North and South Carolina where race numbers were more even, areas in which Republicans overwhelmingly supported by the black population had a good chance at winning.
 In states like Virginia, where the Democratic Party was firmly in control, the   KKK did not function.  

Armed with the ballot to make them more secure in their freedom many 

blacks found that the privilege in fact jeopardized their lives and their

livelihoods. When the blacks were slaves they were mistreated but rarely 

killed because they were property; but when they were free they became 

more vulnerable to a new form of violence.

The campaign against black suffrage was quickly and remarkably effective as the voting statistics in Georgia after the Klan emerged show.  In Oglethorpe County, the Republicans received 116 votes, but eight months earlier they had ten times as many votes. (November, 1869)  In Columbia County, the difference in the same period was even starker.  Republicans got only one vote, though they had 1122 votes in a previous election that same year!
  But the task was a large one and took time because so many voting districts and in so many different states were involved, and after President Grant was elected (1968-76) the federal government used its military and legal powers only intermittently to help assure the electoral process.   
 

As Election Day drew near, violence and intimidation reached epidemic

proportions in another reign of terror.  The whites, with guns in their hands

and murder in their hearts, were intent on control.  Most Republican meetings 

were broken up or cancelled out of fear. Republican nominations were often 

not made, the candidates didn’t campaign, and some Republican nominees 

and officials even fled their homes… Economic coercion was added to physical 

intimidation as the whites refused to lease land, give jobs , or provide credit to 

blacks. Whole counties were virtually under military siege: the Democrats wore 

red shirts, symbolizing bloodshed.  In some towns graves were dug for those 

Negroes who might vote Republican.  As a clear warning, whites shot guns into

the night before and cannon, manned by uniformed volunteers were stationed in 

front of polling places, on Election Day. Many blacks, fearing for their lives, did 

not dare to vote, and most of those who tried either did not receive ballots or were 

driven from the polls. Ballot boxes were seized and stuffed.  The Democrats had 

realized their rallying cry and either had voted the blacks down or had knocked 

them down. 

The extraordinary impact the violence had on Republican voting statistics cited above in Georgia occurred later elsewhere even though the army was called in to guarantee fair elections.  In Yazoo County, Mississippi the Republicans only had seven votes in 1875, but several years earlier when most blacks voted, the Republican majority was over a thousand.
 Before the 1875 election took place, Mississippi’s Republican Governor Ames asked President Grant to send federal troops; otherwise “election day may find our voters fleeing before rebel bullets rather than balloting for their rights”.  When it was clear that the troops would not arrive, he proclaimed, “Yes a revolution has taken place—by force of arms—and a race are disfranchised—They are to be returned to a condition of serfdom—an era of second slavery.”
  

The next year South Carolina’s governor asked President Grant for troops to help police an election.  This time the soldiers were sent, partly to avoid another sordid disgraceful scene, and because this election was a national one where the fortune of the Republican Party in Congress and the Presidency was at stake.  Violence was reduced, and the local population seemed largely hospitable.  But the force consisted of only 1000 men and was too small to cover the entire state.  Furthermore, before the soldiers arrived, an effective terror campaign had been waged against potential black voters,
and federal officials discovered that the voter’s rolls were fraudulent, a problem that the army had neither the legal authority nor the skill to rectify.



As the examples indicate, one surprising, important, and usually neglected reason for KKK success was its restraint!  Conspicuous atrocities, comparable to the New Orleans riot in 1866, most probably would have provoked fierce concerns in the North again.  The logic of the campaign was to “foment just enough terror in the strong Republican counties to demoralize and defeat the black Republicans, but not enough to provoke (serious) federal reaction.”
  Striking targets in the North would have been a political disaster. In the northern state of Indiana in 1869 a group with views similar to the KKK (and oddly called the Sons of Liberty!) developed, whereupon the Klan quickly used its influence to shut it down.
 Republicans, well aware of the North’s ambivalence, generally exaggerated the reports of outrages to increase support for Reconstruction policies. But in time the “policy” backfired.  More and more Northerners believed that most atrocity stories were manufactured for partisan advantages. 
 

The federal government found it too costly to create necessary tools to enforce the constitution in Southern states. A serious shortage of judges in the South created excessive delays in adjudicating claims, and delay exposed potential witnesses to extraordinary abuse.  Few federal marshals were available because most were employed in northern and  “border” states where serious problems of electoral corruption prevailed and where Republicans were more likely to win thus having an immediate national impact.
 

Ultimately, federal election enforcement had much more significance as a campaign document rather than as a genuine effort to do something, a “salvage operation (rather) than a permanent reform.” 
 Everything depended on the troops, but there never were enough available. The troops also used martial law and other measures curtailing civil liberties and suspending habeas corpus..  Suspects were frequently thrown into jail without trial for long periods because juries would not convict. “Excessive vengeance by lawlessness was now replaced by excessive vengeance by law.”
That activity provoked serious national discontent and unexpectedly had an enormous impact on military morale.    


Most officers detested service below the Mason-Dixon Line. Conservative


generals such as George G. Meade, Winfield Scott Hancock, and John M.


Schofield disliked interfering with civil government and their inevitable 


entanglement in southern politics.  The incessant requests by Republicans


for assistance drove many soldiers into the Democratic camp.  The army’s


effectiveness was further limited because its superiors in Washington 

discounted reports of southern outrages and favored a restrained use of military 

force.  After struggling with maddening complexities of Georgia politics, 

General Alfred Taylor informed General William T. Sherman ’I would not 

again go through with a job of this kind even if it would make me a Marshal 

of France’.  The common soldiers shared many of their commanders’ prejudices,

were often hostile to the government’s Reconstruction policies, and were seldom 

radical egalitarians.


When the War Department became preoccupied with the Indian Wars on the Great

Plains, the army’s position in the South grew more precarious…Commanders moved 

slowly against the Klan and opposed military trials for these outlays. As General Phillip Sheridan, an advocate of vigorous federal action in the South, lamented in 1867 many

crimes and outrages were beyond the reach of military power.

In 1876, the KKK mission was largely accomplished when the House of Representatives resolved a disputed presidential election in favor of the Republican candidate Rutherford Hayes, but only after he agreed to withdraw federal troops from the South.

D. Comparing Two Mob Terror Experiences 

Both groups were successful.  The Sons of Liberty were an essential ingredient in bringing the colonies together or in helping to create a nation, a nation that created a “regular army” necessary to win independence.  The KKK achievement was less durable.  It demolished the Reconstruction program and made sure that blacks  would be “second-class” citizens. That situation punctuated with intermittent terror attacks lasted for a century until the non-violence resistance of the Civil Rights Movement in the 1960s reversed the condition.
 

In each case, potential sympathizers and opposition elements were ambivalent.  The British government had opposition at home, was unclear about what the situation required and its minimal military commitments kept backfiring.  The colonies initially lacked resolve, unity, confidence, and had uneasy feelings that the mobs would get out of control and demolish all respect for law. In the KKK case, white southerners feared a new war might be provoked, and the North was unwilling to keep troops in the South for an indefinite period.  That reluctance was related to the facts that blacks were allowed to vote only in a few Northern states and a serious hostility to blacks existed especially among immigrants who competed with them economically.    

It took time to dissolve and/or exploit existing ambivalences, and the structures of the two groups helped each persist and to gain the time needed to accomplish that end.  Very much like the Sons of Liberty, KKK groups were autonomous and related to each other informally.  Decentralization made it very difficult for governments to get the leverage needed to break up groups deeply embedded in local populations. The original Sons of Liberty groups lasted for a year or so, the KKK was officially disbanded after four; but each remained a model for successive groups and the public rarely distinguished the successors from their model.

 
Members of both groups always denied involvement and the KKK made recruits swear oaths never to reveal any information concerning the organization.
 Courts generally found it extremely difficult to convict those charged because juries were either too sympathetic and/or too frightened.  Mob activities were planned well. Unlike many mobs we know today, KKK and Sons of Liberty mobs never intentionally destroyed properties and lives of potential supporters. 
 Some KKK members were involved in ordinary criminal activity, and the Sons of Liberty occasionally produced counter-productive criminal abuses but only against those they had previously identified as political enemies.  

Mobs always outnumbered their victims, but Klan mobs were much smaller enterprises.  A small Klan mob might consist of six or seven men, and larger Klan mobs usually numbered several dozen.
 Darkness reduced the need for larger forces making it easier to get away and attacks at night were always more frightening.  There are instances of two hundred or more and the figures are probably higher for a few urban riots. Because the Klan was much more deeply implanted in rural areas, and this dispersion complicated the mission of the Union army.
 It is impossible to establish the number of victims though it was probably more than 20,000.  A Senate investigation found that in nine rural counties in a six month period the Klan had lynched “35 men, whipped 262 men and women otherwise outraged, shot, mutilated, raped, burned out 103 other people”
   

The Sons of Liberty mobs were largely urban, and they usually numbered several hundred; occasionally a few contained a thousand, and once or twice the number cited is ten thousand.  Many would also come to watch Sons of Liberty mobs, and as the years passed the number of spectators kept increasing. 
 The populations of Boston, New York and Philadelphia were fifteen, thirty, and fifty-five thousand respectively, and thus the turnouts reported were enormous.  Commenting on Boston mobs, one historian noted, “if the reported numbers are correct (they) would have consisted of half the city’s adult males”.
Large turnouts helped convince all interested parties that mobs truly commanded popular support.

The KKK reduced mob sizes partly to avoid provoking clashes with veteran well-armed Union forces.  The Sons of Liberty situation was very different. The meager British forces could not cope with mobs, but the casualties soldiers inflicted could be exploited as massacres to transform the victims into “martyrs”.

The different disguises of each group give some indication of anticipated audiences. KKK costumes became notorious.  The group wanted the black population to see them as ghosts carrying crossbones, coffins, skulls of Confederate soldiers returning from another world. Those “ghosts” wore long robes and masks with “horns, beards, and long red flannel tongues”; their horses were covered down to the lower legs and their hoofs muffled. Klan disguises reflected Klan beliefs that the ex-slaves were excessively superstitious and easily terrified. 
 Victims were not“ respectful”, 
 ”criminals”, and members of political or militia organizations.

Sons of Liberty disguises were more varied, and often some members were not disguised.  The need to have more profound psychological effects sometimes made everyone dress alike; in the Boston Tea Party for example, all participants dressed as native Indians. 

Leaders, on the other hand, were always disguised. Initially, they blackened their faces. Later they were  “strangers” or persons not known in the local community and the proclivity for making leaders “strangers” made it clear that the earlier “blackened faces” probably represented more than the desire to escape prosecution. 

The…emphasis on strangers as the main agents was a means to re-achieve unity…

Their actual influence in riots was sometimes high, because crowds repeatedly 

selected strangers to act as ad hoc leaders for direct confrontations with other 

members or sectors of the community. This facilitated subsequent reunification 

of the community while making prosecution more difficult.
          

Unlike the Sons of Liberty, KKK activities were designed to kill as well as intimidate, a difference illustrated by the transformation of “lynch law” practices, a peculiar and unique feature of the American scene.  Charles Lynch, a member of Virginia’s House of Burgess, established the precedent in 1774. The victims were few, and all were tarred and feathered.  During Reconstruction, the practice changed greatly. Lynch mobs generally hung their victims, and in fact the term lynching changed its meaning to mean “the infliction of the death penalty in summary fashion, usually by hanging”. We do not know the number of victims in the period but it may have been near a thousand.
  Inasmuch as whites controlled the legal machinery more and more as the years rolled on, it is striking that the numbers lynched kept growing through the 19th century. Ida B. Wells’ explanation is compelling. Lynching was “an excuse to get rid of Negroes who were acquiring wealth and property, and thus keep the race terrorized and ‘keep the nigger down’ “
     

Restraint is not normally a subject when discussing the KKK. Still, in some critical contexts, the KKK restricted themselves. The three matters mentioned earlier were an unwillingness to compel Union troops to produce casualties, the aversion to very conspicuous atrocities during the election period, and finally efforts to prevent members and sympathizers from using the same tactics in the North.

Attitudes towards victims were significantly different.  The KKK aimed to keep the blacks “in their place” largely by enhancing fear of consequences if blacks tried to resist or assert their rights..  Sons of Liberty rituals suggested something else and much more complex, namely a desire to transform or purify the other party.

 Most commonly victims were tarred and feathered. Tar was known for its curative effects.  Victims, too, were often ducked in water, and sometimes transferred under the keel of a ship from side to side, practices suggesting religious baptism or symbolic purification.   Significantly, if a potential victim confessed and recanted, he could be “re-admitted” to the community.


Tories had to recant before committees, by published statements or in front of


crowds.  The crowds drew up in two files and ordered their victim to pass through 

the lane, hat off, proclaiming his allegiance and better conduct in the future.
                                       

The impurity theme was manifested in other ways too.                                   

Fumigation, used in colonial Massachusetts against smallpox and against Tories


was supposed to have cleansing effects…Noises and fires were designed to exorcise


evil spirits.  Public exhibition of offenders, usually explained by its deterrent effects

had a parallel in the belief that evil spirits, once brought into the open, lose

their powers.
  


Doctors suspected of Tory sentiments were occasionally, especially during 

the 1775-6 epidemic, accused of spreading smallpox…Rumors prevailed …

at Roxbury in 1775 that Loyalist inhabitants of Boston infected of smallpox 

were deliberately spreading it. 


As British policies changed, new victims were sought. Private persons engaged in foreign trade or consuming its products replaced administrators. Tories became increasing targets as the years went on and when the war broke out mobs pushed many colonists out of the country into Canada..  In the very last phase of the conflict before the war began and afterwards, mobs for the first time struck at the electoral process albeit in an unsystematic manner.  Their aim was to diminish the Tory voice in the colonial legislators and they sometimes worked to prevent certain elements from voting and to prevent some elected Tories from taking their seats.
  

Klan tactics did not vary much. Blacks and their white supporters in the South were always victims. Election periods produced the most attacks and the military forces available could not protect the enormous number of voting locations spread over a wide geographic area.   

E. Mob Terror and Modern Terror 



Violence can only succeed in a political environment like the United 

States under certain conditions.  Those who use it must be able to 

localize it and limit its duration.  They must use it in circumstances in 

which the public is either indifferent or uninformed or heavily biased in 

their favor.

Richard Hofstadter

The article’s primary purpose is to compare two very important cases of mob terror, a form that immediately precedes modern terror.  Now we shall expand briefly on some differences between mob and modern terror.  The bomb made very small groups significant agents and allowed many groups with different purposes to exist at the same time too.  Modern groups often cooperated and sometimes competed with each other, and those two features were significant in each of the four waves (Anarchist, Anti-Colonial New Left and Religious) characterizing modern terror.
 

 Plurality had a very different meaning in the mob terror examples examined. The similarities were so great and the rivalry so muffled that outsiders used one term to describe the many different groups associated with the Sons of Liberty, a pattern repeated in the post-Civil War period. It is not clear why mob rivalry was so insignificant.  Perhaps, the significant popular support that a prolonged campaign of mob activity requires makes it difficult to move easily in different directions.  

Small groups soliciting public support need “credit” for their activities, and that requirement becomes more urgent when groups are competing against each other.  The search for “credit” is pursued in various ways.  Groups announce their activities in ways that demonstrate claims to be accurate.  Perhaps the need for recognition contributed to the fact that the first modern groups developed a culture of martyrdom. The most desired form occurred in a judicial proceeding where prisoners affirmed their acts and refused opportunities to repent and/or reduce their sentences, a concept, ironically, crafted from early Christian experiences! 
 Martyrdom in one form or another remained an important feature of modern terror.  Islam generated the latest example and one that has been extraordinarily significant, i.e. self martyrdom” or  “suicide bombing”.  Martyrs are inter alia recruiting devices; “the blood of the martyrs is the seed of the church”. 

The world supporting the two mobs was very different from the one that modern terrorists encounter, and mob practices help makes clearer why the procedures of their modern successors are so different. Costumes provided some evidence for the identity of mob.  But a bomber dressed in an unusual manner forfeits the surprise necessary for the attack.  Mobs selected their victims, a circumstance that made the attacker’s purpose clearer; certainly, local news accounts seemed to know what body was responsible and why particular persons were attacked.  But a bomb usually creates a very different situation. Explosives can kill anyone in the neighborhood, and the number of “unintended” victims may be quite large. Consequently, the relationship between the deaths and a particular cause frequently requires clarification; several groups may claim responsibility and it is also possible that if responsibility is not claimed the assailants may not be known.  Finally, there is the striking crucial fact that mob members charged with crimes always denied allegations. ”Massacres” by British soldiers seemed to produce all the martyrs the Sons of Liberty needed (if it needed any) while the KKK had no desire to encourage such martyrdom because it would have required serious clashes with Union troops.  En passant, one should emphasize that the mobs always had sufficient recruits, and in this respect seeking martyrs became irrelevant. 
 

The different attitudes toward publicity are illustrated in other ways too.  The Anarchists, the  “creators” of modern terror, named their creation  “propaganda of the deed.” 
 Each wave produced its own special texts describing how to assemble and use appropriate weapons, and the various tactics to be employed, i.e. Nechaev’s Revolutionary Catechism, Grivas, Guerrilla War, Marighella. Mini-Manual of the Urban Guerrilla, and Bin Laden’s Training Manual.   The texts are efforts to make terror “rational” and inspired succeeding generations to learn the “trade”.  Nothing comparable came from the Sons of Liberty and the KKK, who did their dirty work in secret. and kept their mouths shut afterwards.
   

Another crucial difference between the two forms of terror is that most participants in modern groups are professional or engaged in the activity all the time.  The group, via contributions by outside sympathizers, bank robberies, etc, subsidizes members.  Mob members, on the other  hand, are engaged normally in occupations; their mob activities are “part-time”.
  This professional/ part-time difference is related to the very different group sizes and geographies.  Mob members were virtually all residents of the locality in which they struck.  Sons of Liberty mobs could have several thousand involved, and every city produced mobs.  Information about KKK numbers is more difficult to fathom but they appear much larger than any modern terrorist group.  Modern group sizes clearly vary; most have several hundred who use weapons for assault, and that number can increase to a thousand or two.  Only in very special cases will the numbers get much larger like that of the PLO where a particular territory (in Lebanon) is controlled and an aspiration to create a “regular” army exists. 
 

Perhaps the most interesting and significant feature of the two mob examples is that both were successful though the achievement of the KKK was less durable. (Parenthetically although we cannot deal with it here, it is worth pointing out that some dimension of the Reconstruction effort to “impose democracy” has resonance in the present situation in Iraq.)  Success, or a mutual political agreement in which some achievements of a group are recognized or accepted by the principal contending parties, is very rare in the history of non-state terror, no matter what the form or time examined.  When the two mob terror cases are considered together with modern examples, light may be shed on both. 

 Oddly, though success is a rare outcome, the American examples apparently inspired no subsequent movements.  Modern terror yields a more complicated, but in some ways complementary story.  The first “Anarchist” wave lasted some forty years, but produced no successes.  Common sense might suggest that the lesson that would be learned was that the rebels who came later would reject this new form of terrorism.  But when the first wave dissipated, another wave (“Anti-Colonial”) materialized and lasted for forty years also and produced the first few successes. Failure in the third (“New Left”) wave for forty years was virtually as conspicuous as that of the first.
  The fourth (“Religious”) wave has produced some extraordinary and destructive events, but only in three instances Lebanon, Somalia and Palestine have there been some success.  The fourth wave is still in process, but failure is not reducing the number of modern terror efforts.
  At least, few if any observers imagine that an end to the process is in sight.     

Why were the two mob terror campaigns successful, and what is the relationship of that experience to the rare successes of modern terror?  There were three principal ingredients in the successes of mob terror.  They were linked to a very popular cause.   The participants knew that they had to exercise significant political restraints to hold on to that support, and finally the resisting communities for a variety of reasons were ambivalent about pursuing the policy that the terror was meant to change. 

Meaningful statistics to demonstrate the support mobs achieved are unavailable.  One scholar states that some 550, 000 were involved in supporting KKK activities.
That number is exaggerated; it would embrace virtually the entire white male population in the South.  Still, the exaggerated number suggests that a considerable proportion of the white population were involved in one way or another. With respect to the Sons of Liberty, large majorities in various colonial assemblies denounced the Stamp Act prior to the inception of mob activity, and the immediate effectiveness of the mobs in having the Stamp Act rescinded suggests their popular backing was considerable.  When the Revolutionary War materialized, some two-thirds of the American population supported independence.  

 With respect to the modern terror experience, separatism (or nationalism) in every wave has always been linked to the most durable and effective groups, because separatism always generated the most popular support.  But success occurred first, most often, and most completely in the anti-colonial wave from the 1920s to the 1960s. The reason was that the principle of self-determination established at Versailles through American influence took hold, creating a crucial ambivalence both in the homelands of the Western empires and in the international world as a whole. Terrorists found themselves able to use that support to achieve at least some of their ends, partly because terrorists restrained themselves in significant ways as indicated by their refusal to strike at the homeland of the colonial power.
 

 Subsequently, it became a terrorist axiom that an anti-colonial cause was essential to success; at least virtually all modern groups afterwards described governments opposing them as colonial or neo colonial.  The claim, however, was intertwined with other objectives (i.e. New Left and Religious) which may have produced conflicting responses that helped vitiate colonial claims. But the decisive difference was that those attacked later did not consider themselves as engaged in a colonial enterprise. The very long 40 year struggle of ETA (Basque Fatherland and Liberty) in Spain illustrates the point.  The Spaniards do not consider themselves a colonial power, and although the Basques have significant support from the Basque Diaspora the rest of the International world agrees with Spain. 

  The successes in the fourth wave are similar in some but not all respects. Those who withdrew did not understand themselves as colonial but they knew themselves to be in foreign territories and never intended to stay. The first and most durable example of success occurred in Lebanon when Hezbollah compelled UN peacekeeping forces (i.e. U.S. and French troops) to leave quickly (1983).  Because the attacks ceased after the withdrawal, and the French and American homelands were not assaulted, the struggle ended.   It took longer to expel the Israelis, but they did withdraw.
 In 1994 after several attacks on U.S. forces in Somalia sent for humanitarian purposes, the troops left.   Finally, Israeli forces withdrew from sections of Palestine (2005). A fence was then built that successfully deterred Palestinian attacks on Israel for a short interval at least. The fence construction demonstrates that presently this case is different from the all the others because direct strikes on the homeland contributed to the withdrawal process. 
     

The colonial context and/or alternatively a situation in which the party assaulted is perceived by both parties to be in foreign territories, seems pertinent in helping to explain the two mob terror successes too.  The claim that there should be no taxation without representation principle, which the British honored for two centuries clearly suggests that there was a common mutual understanding that in some sense the colonies were separate peoples.  Southerners constantly referred to the federal government’s presence as an occupation, one that denied them their right to chose the kind of government they thought most appropriate for their circumstances, an autonomy they argued that the U.S. constitution was devised to guarantee. The North was divided on the issue, and in that context, the expense of keeping troops in the South policing elections weighed heavily on many who believed that maintaining the army there was mainly a way to increase the Republican vote in Congress and for the Presidency.

Success is one of many issues that could be understood better if we had more cases to compare.  Perhaps the peculiar American context (i.e. the semi-legitimate status of mobs) is the major explanation for success. 
 If efforts were made to find terror mobs from other countries to compare American experiences with, the question could be more easily addressed.  Other examples of pre-modern terror forms should also be included. Beyond that, a systematic study of success and failure among modern terror groups is long overdue.  Combining the three efforts will help us understand each better.
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