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he field of collective behavior and social

movements has drawn the attention of

sociologists from the earliest years of the
discipline to the present time. Interest in the
field, however, has hardly been constant, tend-
ing instead to wax and wane partly in response
to the level of movement activity in society. In
view of this relationship, it is hardly surprising
that the field has experienced a renaissance in
the last decade and a half. The political and
social turbulence that shook the United States
and many European countries after 1960 caught
many in the sociological community off guard
and triggeted a new round of theorizing and
tesearch on social movements. In summarizing
the current state of the field we will pay special
attention to this new body of work.! In doing
so, however, we will try to show how some of
the newer work is continuous with catlier
perspectives. Only by combining the broad con-
ceptual foci of the newer and older approaches
can we hope to produce a full understanding
of movement dynamics.

In writing various drafts of this chapter we have
benefited from the helpful feedback of a number of our
colleagues. In particular, we would like to thank Debra
Friedman, Carol Mueller, Neil Smelser, Dave Snow,
and Mark Wolfson for their comments on this and
several earlier drafts of the manuscript. In addition, we
would like to acknowledge the help of Barbara Mcintosh
and Sarah Sample in the preparation of this manuscript.

Before turning to a brief discussion of the
catlier perspectives, one other qualifying remark
is in order. Review essays are, by their very
nature, difficult to write. The breadth and diver-
sity of topics in any ficld pose a challenge to
those who would attempt to summarize the field
in a single article. Our task is made all the more
difficult by the range of phenomena lumped
together under the heading of social move-
ments. These include phenomenon as diverse
as public interest lobbies (¢.g., Common Cause,
Sierra  Club), full-scale revolutions (e.g.,
Nicaragua, China, etc.), and religious move-
ments (e.g., People’s Temple, Nichiren
Shoshu). To simplify our task somewhat, we will
not attempt to devote equal attention to the full
range of movement types. Instead, consistent
with our work, the text discussion will tend to
focus on political reform movements, to the
neglect of revolutions and religious movements.
The topics we address, however, should be rele-
vant to those who study all manner of social
movements.

The Field in 1970

A student approaching the field of social move-
ments in 1970 confronted a smorgasbord of
theoretical perspectives and empirical foci. There
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was the collective behavior approach with its
roots in the ‘‘Chicago School.”” Perhaps the
most influential progenitor of this approach was
Robert Park (1967; Park and Burgess, 1921),
who had himself been heavily influenced by the
French analyst of crowds, Gustave Le Bon
(1960). However, it remained for one of Park’s
students, Herbert Blumer (1946, 1955), to
systematize this perspective in a serics of reviews
that claborated its substantive and empirical
clements. With a heavy emphasis upon the
emergent character of collective behavior and
social movements, the perspective was in turn
claborated by 2 still later generation of theorists
including Tumer and Killian (1957, 1972, 1986)
and Lang and Lang (1961). Though ostensibly
in the same tradition, Neil Smelser’s important
book (1962) moved the field away from the em-
phasis on process so evident in earlier work and
toward a social structural conception of move-
ments as a response to strain.

The mass society approach emerged from
debates about the rise of authoritarian and
totalitatian regimes and was resonant with cer-
tain assumptions of the early ‘‘cold war’’ period.
Though ostensibly macrosociological in its focus,
some of the many variants of this approach
stressed the theoretical importance of personal
psychology or micro-social relations in under-
standing mass movements (Arendt, 1951; Hof-
fer, 1951; Selznick, 1952). On the other hand,
Kornhauser (1959) based his version of this
model on 2 macrosociological analysis of the
relation of elites to masses. But the ultimate
focus of his attention remained the atomized
individual.

Relative deprivation represented a third per-
spective on social movements that received con-
siderable support during this period. As for-
mulated by its chief proponents (Aberle, 1966;
Davies, 1963, 1969; Feieraband, Feieraband,
and Nesvold, 1969; Geschwender, 1964; Gurr,
1970), relative deprivation theory attributed ac-
tivism to the perception—often triggered by 2
shift in reference group—that ‘‘one’s member-
ship group is in a disadvantageous position,
relative to some other group’’ (Gurney and
Tietney, 1982, p. 34).2 Relative deprivation was,
of course, an advance over absolute deprivation
theory, which saw grievances in isolation from
a group’s position in society.

Finally, there was the imstitutional school
(Perrow, 1979), patterned after the earlier work
of Max Weber and (Gerth and Mills, 1946)
Roberto Michels (1959). Analysts in this tradi-
tion typically focused upon the evolution of 2
particular social movement organization. So

Gusfield (1955) analyzed the Women's Chris-
tian Temperance Union, Messinger (1955) the
Townsend Movement, Selznick (1952) the
American Communist Party, and Zald and his
colleagues (Zald and Denton, 1963) the Young
Men's Christian Association. Typically the struc-
ture and goals of 2 movement organization wete
seen as shifting over time in response to exter-
nal environmental factors. Zald and Ash (1966)
synthesized this tradition in an influential arti-
cle that argued that movement organizations
might develop in a variety of ways, undermin-
ing the heretofore dominant view emphasizing
the inevitability of ‘‘oligarchization’’ in the
evolution of movements and movement
organizations.

Reflecting on the state of the ficld prior to
1970, one is struck by two points. First, there
existed surprisingly little intellectual conflict be-
tween the proponents of the four major perspec-
tives we have outlined.? Second, and perhaps
accounting for the lack of conflict, except for
the institutional school, the major perspectives
shared two important emphases: They tended
to stress micro-level over macro-level processes
and to focus most of their attention on the ques-
tion of movement emetgence.4

Micro Focus of Analysis

Despite the many differences between the
perspectives sketched above, the underlying
focus of attention was similar in all but the in-
stitutional school. Ultimately, the impetus to
collective action was to be found at the micro
level with the individual as the approptiate unit
of analysis. Disagteement arose only over the
identification of those individual charactetistics
thought to be causally significant. Collective
behavior theorists tended to emphasize the role
of emergent norms and values in the generation
of social movements. For mass society theorists
it was the feelings of ‘‘alienation and anxicty”’
engendered by ‘‘social atomization’ (Korn-
hauser, 1959, p. 32). Finally, relative depriva-
tion theory took its name from the psychological
state thought to trigger social protest. Ulti-
mately, then, the origin of social movements
tended to be explained by reference to the same
dynamics that accounted for individual par-
ticipation in movement activities.’> Both phe-
nomena had their origins in social psychological
or normative processes operating at the micro-
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sociological or individual levels. Mactopolitical
and organizational dynamics were underplayed.

Focus on Movement Emergence

The other emphasis shared by most of the
catlier perspectives was a preoccupation with the
emergent phase of collective action. It was
unusual, except among proponents of the in-
stitutional school, to find anything written by
sociologists prior to 1970 on the development
of a movement over time. Collective behavior
theorists tended to debate the precise mix of fac-
tors that produced the social movement in the
first place. Neil Smelser’s (1962) *“valuc-added”
theory of collective behavior is but the most ex-
plicit of these schemes. However, on the dy-
namics of movement growth and decline,
Smelser and the other collective behavior
theorists were notably silent. So too were *‘clas-
sical”’ theorists (McAdam, 1982) in general. Like
the collective behavior theorists, proponents of
the mass society and relative deprivation models
were less concerned with the movements them-
selves than those features of the pre-movement
period that gave rise to the movement. For mass
society theotists’ interest centered on the mas-
sification of society and the feclings of aliena-
tion this produced.

In contrast, relative deprivation theorists
focused their attention on a variety of economic
dynamics—absolute gains, gains coupled with
the failure to realize any progress relative to
some tefetence group, and so forth—thought
to produce the motivation to engage in collec-
tive action. Once again, however, none of the
versions of the theory evidenced any interest in
movements once they had emerged.

To a new generation of sociologists, the many
popular and clearly political movements of the
1960s and 1970s seer:lhed in:mp:ﬂtible with and

tly explained by the traditional perspectives
g:osozi:lx;ovcmems. In turn, this perceived lack
of fit sparked a renaissance in the sociological
study of social movements, triggered initially by
a critical rethinking of the dominant theories in
the field.

The theories were criticized on both theo-
tetical and empirical grounds by many move-
ment analysts (Aya, 1979; Gamson, 1975;
Jenkins and Perrow, 1977; McAdam, 1982;
McCarthy and Zald, 1973, 1977; Oberschall,
1973; Rule and Tilly, 1975; Schwartz, 1976;

Shorter and Tilly, 1974; Tilly, 1978). The ef-
fect of these critiques was to shift the focus of
movement analysis from microsocial-psycho-
logical to more macropolitical and structural ac-
counts of movement dynamics. '

The principal new theoretical perspectives to
emerge from recent research and writing in the
field are the resource mobilization and political
process models. In contrast to earlier classical for-
mulations, both petspectives attribute rational-
ity to movement participants and posit 2 funda-
mental continuity between institutionalized and
movement politics. The differences between the
two models, then, are ones of emphasis and em-
pirical focus. Resource mobilization theorists
tend to emphasize the constancy of discontent
and the variability of resources in accounting for
the emergence and development of insurgency
(see McCarthy and Zald, 1973, 1977; Ober-
schall, 1973)." Accordingly, a principal goal of
their work is understanding how emergent
movement organizations seck to mobilize and
routinize—frequently by tapping lucrative clitc
sources of support—the flow of resources, which
ensures movement survival.

Though not incompatible with the resource
mobilization perspective, the political process
model represents a somewhat different approach
to the study of movement dynamics. As for-
mulated by its chicf proponents (McAdam,
1982; Tilly, 1978), the approach emphasizes (a)
the importance of indigenous organization, and
(b) a favorable *‘structure of political oppor-
tunities’’ (Eisinger, 1973) far more than do
resource mobilization theorists. Both are scen
as necessaty if 2 group is to be able to organize
and sustain a su social movement.

The effect of these new perspectives has been
to shift the focus of movement scholarship away
from the microdynamics of movement emer-
gence to a broader macroanalysis of the processes
that make for stability and change in the evolu-
tion of movements. While a positive develop-
ment, this broadening of the frame for move-
ment analysis has at times threatened to replace
the conceptual orthodoxy of the classical per-
spectives with another tailored to the assump-
tions of the newer models. This would ac-
complish little. Rather, in our view, any com-
plete account of social movements must do two
things. First, it must take into account processes
and variables operating at the macro and micro
levels of analysis. Second, it must shed light on
the dynamics that account for stability and
change in mature movements as well as the proc-
esses that give rise to those movements in the
first place. Combining these two foci produces

| ———



the following two-by-two conceptualization of  in the following way: After summarizing the

literature on macro and micro emergence, we
will discuss several promising conceptual bridges
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the field:
Maintenance/
Emergence Change

Macro

Micro

We will use this basic schema as the organizing
framework for the paper. The advantage of
doing so is that virtually all research and theoriz-
ing on social movements can be incorporated in-
to one of the four cells of the table. By working
our way through each of the four cells, then,
we will review most of the major work in the
field.

The problem with this conceptual frame is
that it leaves the links between the macro and
micro levels of analysis unexamined. This defi-
ciency is shared by the field as a whole. His-
torically, researchers and theorists have tended
to address one of the four topics shown in the
table without regard to the links between the
topics. We are particularly interested in develop-
ing conceptual bridges between movement
dynamics that operate at the micro and macro
levels. Reflecting a desire to redress what they
see as the new macro bias in movement theory,
several authors (Jenkins, 1983, p. 527; Klander-
mans, 1984, pp. 583-584) have recently voiced
calls for the development of 2 new and viable
social psychology of collective action. While we
agree with their assessment of the current macro
bias in the field, we are not persuaded that a
reassertion of the social psychological is the best
way to redress this imbalance. Such an assertion
reifies the micro/macro distinction and rein-
forces the notion that the two constitute distinct
levels of analysis. In our view, what is missing
is not so much a viable social psychology of col-
lective action—the broad contours of which
already exists in the literature—but intermediate
theoretical *‘bridges’’ that would allow us to
join empirical wotk at both levels of analysis.
With this in mind, we will structure the article

that might allow us to better understand the
links between macroprocesses and individual ac-
tors during the period of movement emergence.
We will then do the same for the later stages
in a2 movement’s development. The primary
focus of this latter discussion will be on social
movement organizations (SMOs) and their ef-
forts to mediate between changing macrocon-
ditions and the ongoing micro challenges of
member recruitment and resource mobilization.

Macro Theory and Research
on Movement Emergence

The recent renaissance in movement scholarship
has resulted in the accumulation of an impres-
sive body of theoty and research on the macro-
level correlates of collective action. Given the
dominance of more micro-level conceptions of
social movements in the vatious classical models,
this development has been particularly welcome.
But in proposing an explicitly macro conception
of movement emergence, the newer scholarship
has merely returned to a theoretical tradition
with a long and rich history in European social
thought. European social theorists have long
sought to locate the roots of collective action in
broad social, demographic, economic, and
political processes. The prototypical version of
this form of analysis is the Marxist one, which
focuses upon the central importance of develop-
ing economic contradictions in industrial soci-
eties that create pools of discontented workers
tipe for collective mobilization. But competing
versions of this form of analysis focused, as well,
upon the importance of urbanization, indus-
trialization, and bureaucratization in creating
the macro conditions necessary for collective ac-
tion. In contrast, American scholarship prior to
1970 was far more micro in focus than its Euro-
pean forebears. Yet even this tradition was not
totally devoid of consideration of macro condi-
tions. For example, Davies’s (1963) *‘J-curve’’
version of relative deprivation is argued at the
macro level of analysis, purporting to meld the
analyses of Marx and de Toqueville into a syn-
thetic macro account of the emergence of revolu-
tions. And while Neil Smelser’s analysis em-
phasizes the social-psychological importance of
*‘generalized beliefs,” he also notes the role
played by such macro conditions as *‘structural
strain,”* and the absence of social control in the
generation of collective action. Finally, while the

4

SOCIAL MOVEMENTS 699

work of the ‘‘mass society’’ theorists is intended
to explicate the psychology of movement par-
ticipation, much of its analytic focus remains
pitched at the macro level.

So more recent work at the macro level is not
discontinuous with American wotk of the recent
past and the earlier European wotk upon which
it draws. As a consequence some of the macro
factors we shall discuss in passing have a long
history of serious attention by movement
analysts. Others, however, are of more recent
otigin as serious contenders for understanding
the emergence of collective action and social
movements. In the following section we will
attempt to summarize what strikes us as the ma-
jor empirical themes that run through this re-
cent literature.

Macro Political Conditions

One of the major contributions of the recent
paradigm shift in the field of social movements
has been the reassertion of the political. In the
United States, both the resource mobilization
and political process perspectives locate social
movements squarely within the realm of rational
political action. So too does the European litera-
ture on ‘‘new social movements.’’¢ However, as
Tilly and othets have sought to remind us, this
form of political action is itself historically
specific. It is only against the backdrop of the
modern centralized state that we begin to see
the emetgence of what Tilly has called the *‘na-
tional social movement.’’ This is not to say that
collective action was absent prior to the rise of
the modern state, but that the form and focus
of that action was very different. Specifically,
collective action tended to be localized, reactive,
and small in scale in feudal and semifeudal
societies. But as the locus of power, privilege,
and resoutces shifted to these large centralized
states, the scope and focus of collective action
expanded as well. As Bright and Harding (1984,
p. 10) note, ‘A concept of state making involves
not only state initiatives and the reaction of
social groupings to them, but also social mobili-
zations which target the state and trigger re-
sponses by its governors.’’ This obsetvation
places the contemporary analysis of collective

behavior and social movements in a historical
context and also highlights the continuities be-
tween institutionalized and movement politics.
If most movements represent a form of political
action, it is only logical that as the locus of power
shifts to the centralized state, movements would
also become larger and more national in scope.
In our view, social movements are simply

**politics by other means,” oftentimes the
only means open to relatively powerless chal-
lenging groups. As such, social movements
should be as responsive to the broad political
trends and characteristics of the regions and
countries in which they occur as are institu-
tionalized political processes. Recent research in
the field suggests as much.

STRUCTURE OF POLITICAL OPPORTUNITIES

Within the context of nation states con-
siderable evidence now exists suggesting the
crucial importance of changes in the *'structure
of political opportunities’’ (Eisinger, 1973) to
the ¢bb and flow of movement activity. By struc-
ture of political opportunities we refer to the
receptivity or vulnerability of the political system
to organized protest by a given challenging
group. Characteristically challengers are ex-
cluded from any real participation in institu-
tionalized politics because of strong opposition
on the part of most polity members. This un-
favorable structure of political opportunities is
hardly immutable, however. In so saying, our

attention is directed away from systems
charactetizations presumably true for all
times and places, which are basically of lit-
tle value in understanding the social and
political process. We are accustomed to
describing communist political systems as
“‘experiencing a thaw’’ or *‘going through
a process of retrenchment.’”” Should it not
at least be an open question as to whether
the American dpolitical system riences
such stages and fluctuations? Similarly, is it
not senstble to assume that the system will
be more or less open to specific groups at
different times and at different places [Lip-
sky, 1970, p. 14]?

The answer to both of Lipsky’s questions is
yes. Challenging groups can count on the
political systems they seek to influence being
more ot less vulnerable or receptive to challenge
at different points in time. These variations in
the structure of political opportunities may arise
in either ‘‘bottom-up’’ or *‘top-down'’ fashion.
In the first case, the political leverage available
to a particular challenger is enhanced by broad
political, economic, or demographic processes
outside of the direct control of polity members.

For example, Jenkins and Perrow (1977) at-
tribute the success of the farm workers move-
ment in the 1960s to ‘‘the altered political en-
vironment within which the challenge oper-
ated’’ (p. 263). The change, they contend,
originated “‘in economic trends and political
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realignments that took place quite independent
of any ‘push’ from insurgents’” (p. 266). In
similar fashion, McAdam (1982) has attributed
the emergence of widespread black protest ac-
tivity in the 1950s and 1960s in part to several
broad political trends—expansion of the black
vote, its shift to the Democratic Party, postwar
compctition for influence among emerging
Third World nations—that served to enhance
the bargaining position of civil rights forces. Im-
proved political opportunities may also result
from top-down efforts at political sponsorship
by elite groups. In his analysis of the emergence
of the contemporary environmental movement,
Gale (1986, p. 208) notes the importance of the
development of a *‘political system that in-
cluded agencies already sympathetic to the
movement.”’ Indeed, with increased historical
perspective has come the realization that the
ascendant liberal-left coalition of the 1960s
created a broad political context facilitating the
emergence of a wide variety of leftist move-
ments.
These last two examples illustrate the ways
in which polity members may encourage ac-
tivism through vatious forms of sponsorship.
But, quite apart from the intention of elite
groups, the very structure of a political system
may encourage or discourage activism. For ex-
ample, Nelkin and Pollack (1981) demonstrate
that the cycle of protest against nuclear power
in West Germany was quite different than the
one in France even though the two movements
looked very much alike in their early stages. The
existence of manifold procedures of review
nested in governmental agencies provided sub-
stantial opportunities for continuing protest in
Germany that were far less available in France,
where the movement quickly atrophied. Kit-
schelt (1986) expands this analysis to include
Great Britain and the United States with similar
conclusions.

REGIME CRISES AND CONTESTED
POLITICAL ARENAS

Related to, yet distinct from, the expansion
and contraction in political opportunities are
regime crises and general contests for political
dominance within a particular region or coun-
try. Both situations translate into a net gain in
political opportunity for all otganized chal-
lengers. In this sense the result is the same as
in the cases discussed in the previous section.
The difference stems from the conditions giv-
ing rise to the improved batgaining situation
confronting the challenger. In the previous sec-

tion, we cited instances in which vatious pro-
cesses increased the leverage of a particular
challenger without affecting the systemwide
distribution of political power. By contrast,
regime crises or periods of generalized political
instability improve the relative position of all
challengers by undermining the hegemonic
position of previously dominant groups or
coalitions.

Despite this difference, both situations are ex-
pected to stimulate a rise in social movement
activity. Certainly the literatures on regime crises
and major contests for political dominance sup-
port this assumption. Shorter and Tilly (1974),
for example, marshal data to show that peaks
in French strike activity correspond to periods
in which competition for national political
power is unusually intense. They note that *‘fac-
tory and white-collar wotkers undertook in 1968
the longest, largest general strike in history as
student unrest reopened the question of who
were to be the constituent political groups of
the Fifth Republic”” (p. 344). Similarly,
Schwartz (1976) argues that a period of political
instability preceded the rise of the Populist
Movement in the post-Civil War South. With
the Southern planter aristocracy and emerging
industrial interests deadlocked in a struggle for
political control of the region, a unique oppor-
tunity for political gain was created for any
group able to break the stalemate. To this list
of well-researched examples one might also add
the generalized political instability in Germany
during the 1920s as the condition that made
possible the Nazis’ rise to powet. Similar periods
of political unrest also preceded the rise of
totalitarian movements in Portugal (Schwartz-
man, in press) and Italy duting the 1920s.

More generally, both Skocpol (1979) and
Habermas (1973, 1976) have argued for a strong
link between different types of regime crises and
the generation and expansion of collective ac-
tion. For Skocpol, the roots of revolution are
to be found in major regime ctises, typically set
in motion by military losses and fiscal over-
extension. Habermas, on the other hand, locates
the impetus to collective action in the chronic
*legitimation crisis”’ confronting the modern
capitalist state. He argues that the modern
capitalist state is forced by the contradictions in-
herent in the system to engage in various forms
of ideological socialization designed to legiti-
mate the system in the eyes of the citizenry. One
of the unintended consequences of these efforts
is the gencration of material expectations among
many groups in socicty that the system will never
be able to meet. Encoded in this failure to
realize these expectations, then, is an ever
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greater likelihood of popular discontent and
protest against the system.

ABSENCE OF REPRESSION

Another macro-political factor often associ-
ated with the rise of a social movement is the
absence or relatively restrained use of repressive
social control by movement opponents. Smelser
(1962) was one of the first theorists to emphasize
the importance of this factor. While analytically
distinct from the previous two conditions, the
absence of repression frequently occurs in con-
junction with both of these factors.

In a situation where expanding political op-
portunities have significantly improved the bar-
gaining position of a particular group, move-
ment opponents are likely to exercise more
restraint in dealing with the challenger. Unlike
before, when the powetless status of the chal-
lenger made it a relatively *‘safe’’ target, its im-
proved position now increases the risk of
political reprisals against any who would seck
to repress it. Thus repression is less likely to be
attempted even in the face of an increased threat
to the interests of other groups. This argument
figures prominently in McAdam'’s (1982, pp.
87-90) account of the rise of the civil rights
movement in the 1950s and 1960s. Using the
annual number of lynchings as a crude measure
of repression, he has documented a significant
decline in lynching during the period (1930-
1955) when black political fortunes were on the
rise nationally. The suggestion is that the grow-
ing political power of blacks nationally increased
the South’s fear of federal intervention and thus
restrained the use of extreme control measures.
In turn, this restraint created a more favorable
context in which blacks could mobilize.

Recourse to repressive measures is also likely
to decline during regime crises as the coercive
capacity of the state deteriorates. Skocpol (1979)
places great stress on this dynamic in her analysis
of revolution, arguing that it is the collapse of

the state as a repressive agent that sets in mo-
tion widespread collective action. One need look
no further than Iran under the Shah for a re-
cent example of this. As the crisis in Iran
decpened, the Shah’s ability to utilize the
reptessive measures he had once used so suc-
cessfully declined rapidly. When, at last, large
segments of the armed forces abandoned the
regime, the last restraints on mobilization were
removed foreshadowing the Shah's ouster. A
similar dynamic seems to have been played out
in the Philippines in the month before Marcos’s
departure, as well as in Nicaragua in the period
prior to the overthrow of the Somoza regime.?

WELFARE STATE EXPANSION AND THE
RISE OF ‘“NEW SOCIAL MOVEMENTS"’

One final political factor that has been linked
to the generation of social movements is the
penetration of the state into previously private
areas of life. This factor has primarily been
stressed by proponents of the new social move-
ments approach (see Klandermans, 1986;
Melucci, 1980, 1981), and is often couched in
terms of 2 broader Marxist view of the state.
While there are nearly as many versions of new
social movement theory as there are variations
on the resource mobilization perspective, we can
identify various themes that show up with great
regularity in the writings of thosc working in this
tradition.

Pethaps the most straightforward of those
themes is simply that the new social movements
—principally the women's, environmental, and
peace movements—represent a reaction to cef-
tain modernization processes in late capitalist
societies. Among the authors stressing this idea
are Brand (1982), Melucci (1980) and Van der
Loo, Snel, and Van Steenbetgen (1984). Of the
processes thought to be productive of these new
movements, none would appear to have received
as much attention as what has been termed the
**politicization of private life.”” The argument
here is straightforward. The contradictions in-
herent in postindusttial capitalist economies
have forced the state to intervene in previously
private arcas of life. The state is requited to do
so both to underwrite the process of capital ac-
cumulation (O’Connor, 1973) as well as to
satisfy needs no longer satisfactorily addressed
by an ailing market economy. In turn, new
social movements have emerged in response to
this unprecedented state penetration into vari-
ous private spheres of life. In this view, move-
ments as diverse as the women’s, envitonmen-
tal, and gay rights campaigns can be seen as ef-
forts to regain control over decisions and arcas
of life increasingly subject to state control.

The rise of these movements has been accom-
panied, ot in some formulations triggered, by
the rise of new values (Inglehart, 1977). Born
of popular discontent with the nature of post-
modern society, these new values are seen as pro-
viding the ideological and motivational back-
drop for the emergence of the new social move-
ments. Among the new values thought to
characterize the postmodern age ate a desire for
community, self-actualization, and personal, as
opposed to occupational, satisfaction. Empirical-
ly, other value changes noted by researchers in-
clude a decline in the traditional work ethic, and
an etosion of conventional middle-class values
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as regards work and family life (Brand, 1982;
Oudijk, 1983).

All of the processes reviewed above have 2
kind of reactive quality to them. That is, the
tise of postmodetn values and the new move-
ments thought to embody those values are
typically described as reactions to the dissolu-
tion throughout Europe of more traditional ways
of life following World War II. In this sense,
it may be more accurate to classify the new social
movements as ‘‘reactive’’ rather than new move-
ments in any strict sense. Thete is, however, one
final group of new social movement theorists
who link the rise of these movements less to any
collective reaction against modernization than
to the frustration of new material and status
aspirations that have accompanied the rise of the
modern welfare state (see de Geest, 1984:
Hirsch, 1980). As the state has come to
penctrate more and more areas of life, it hasn’t
simply disrupted older ways of life, but also
created new status groups who are dependent
upon it for the satisfaction of a wide range of
material and status needs. The failure to satisfy
those needs has, in the view of these authors,
contributed to the rise of these new social
movements.

Macro Economic Conditions

Quite apart from the important influence of
broad political processes, certain strictly
cconomic characteristics of the larger society
would seem to exert an independent influence
on the likelihood of movement emergence.

PROSPERITY AS PRE-CONDITION OF
SOCIAL MOVEMENT ACTIVITY

Much early theorizing about social move-
ments centered on the relationship between col-
lective action and economic conditions. Such
theorizing was evident at both the micro and
macro levels. At the micto level it was assumed
that the most deprived individuals would be the
most likely to participate in movements. Sec-
ond, it was expected that massive growth in
socictal wealth would dampen the need for
social movement activity. Both of these general
assumptions appear to be contradicted by em-
pirical evidence. The most deprived appear
unlikely to sustain more than momentary in-
surgency, and, other things being equal, general
societal prospetity seems often to be related to
a rise in social movement activity. Several fac-
tors would seem to explain this latter relation-
ship. First of all, wealthy societies tend to pro-

duce the general conditions that favor the
emergence of newly organized collectivities. The
growth of rapid communication, the expansion
of the intellectual classes (Zald and McCarthy,
1977), and the development of new social
technologies increase the level of grievance pro-
duction in a socicty. Though such a state of af-
fairs may not guarantee the success of social
movement efforts, it can be expected to increase
their relative frequency. So, indirectly, expand-
ing wealth has led to expanding social move-
ment activity (McCarthy and Zald, 1973). Pro-
sperity may also encourage a rise in movement
activity through two other, more direct,
processes.

Wealthy societies may create the oppor-
tunities for entrepreneurs of grievances to at-
tempt to develop new social movement prod-
ucts. This approach has been labeled the “‘en-
treprencurial theory of social movements’’
(Jenkins, 1983). It has been shown useful in
understanding the emergence of the ““public in-
terest movement’’ (Berry, 1977; McFarland,
1976, 1984), aspects of the ‘‘environmental
movement'’ (Simcock, 1979; Wood, 1982), and
the National Welfare Rights Organization
(Bailis, 1974; West, 1981). Indeed, such an ap-
proach to understanding the generation of social
movement activity has begun to be codified by
theorists under the label of *‘social marketing.’’
These analysts attempt to determine the most
auspicious conditions under which the
matketing of social causes may be successful (Fox
and Kotler, 1980; Kotler and Zaltman, 1971).

In an ironic variation on Ronald Reagan’s
““trickle down"’ economics, general societal pros-
perity may also serve to promote collective ac-
tion by raising the level of resources available
to support such action. Those who provide such
fesources from outside of the aggrieved group
have been called ‘‘conscience constituents’’
(McCarthy and Zald, 1973). Many movements
in the recent period, such as animal rights and
prolife, have been staffed and funded exclu-
sively by conscience constituents. In addition,
massive external resources have flowed into
many movements ostensibly led by members of
the deprived group. The civil rights movement,
for instance, benefited by large flows of exter-
nal resources, though assessments of the timing
of such flows (McAdam, 1982) suggest that they
followed the emergence and major growth of
this movement rather than preceding and
generating it. Jenkins and Eckert’s (1986) anal-
ysis of the role of private foundations in the
funding of civil rights groups supports this con-

clusion. In a wide variety of ways, then, wealth
and the resources that accompany that wealth
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would secm to increase rather than dampen the
prospects for successful collective action.

Macro Organizational Conditions

Another contribution of the recent scholar-
ship on the macro-level dynamics of collective
action is the accumulation of evidence attesting
to the importance of broad organizational fac-
tors in the genesis of movements. Macro-politi-
cal and economic processes may create the op-
portunity for successful collective action, but
often it is the internal structure of the popula-
tion in question that determines whether this
opportunity will be realized.

ECOLOGICAL CONCENTRATION

One such characteristic is the degree of geo-
graphic concentration in the residential or oc-
cupational patterns of a group’s everyday lives.
Geographic concentration has the important ef-
fect of increasing the density of interaction be-
tween group members, thereby facilitating
recruitment. This may help to explain the oft-
noted relationship between urbanization/in-
dustrialization and collective action. Tradition-
ally, movement theorists sought to explain this
relationship on the basis of the presumed psy-
chological tensions generated by rapid social
change (see Kornhauser, 1959, pp. 143-58). It
would scem more likely, however, d.lat the im-
petus is more structural/organizational than
psychological in nature. By creating ecologically
dense concentrations of relatively homogencous
people, urbanization would seem to increase the
structural potential for collective action. Several
scholars (McAdam, 1982, pp. 94-98; Wilson,
1973, pp. 140-151) have advanced this argu-
ment with respect to the civil rights movement.
In this view the rural to urban migration of
blacks within the South greatly enhanced the
prospects for collective action by transforming
an impoverished, geographically dispersed mass
into an increasingly well-organized urban
population. ,

In his analysis of the *‘youth ghetto,”” John
Lofland (1969) makes use of the same idea,
arguing that large concentrations of young peo-
ple around university campuses increases the
likelihood of all manner of youth movements.
Similarly, John D*Emillio (1983) has argued that
the mass concentrations of servicemen duting
World War II had the effect of creating large
homosexual populations in certain U.S. cities.
In turn, these incipient gay communities were
in the forefront of gay rights organizing in the

late 1960s. Finally, Nielsen (1980) has qotet.i the
importance of ecological concentration in his ac-
count of the recent spate of ethnic separatist
movements in Europe. ]

Othet authors have attributed a similar effect
to industrialization, arguing that the strike as
the prototypical “‘modern’’ form of collective
action was made possible by the ecological con-
centration of large numbers of economically
homogeneous workers in large factorics (see
Foster, 1974; Lincoln, 1978; Lodhi and Tilly,
1973; Shorter and Tilly, 1974). As the Tillys ex-
plain, *‘urbanization and industrialization . . .
are by no means irrelevant to collective violence.
It is just that their effects do not work as . . .
[traditional] theories say they should. Instead of
a short-run generation of strain, followed by
protest, we find 2 long-run transformation of
the structures . . . of collective action’’ (Tilly,
Tilly, and Tilly, 1975, p. 254).

LEVEL OF PRIOR ORGANIZATION

The level of prior. organization in a given
population is also expected to enhance the pros-
pects for successful collective action. Certainly
this is the important ix?plication of 2 number
of significant analyses of movement emergence.
Oberschall (1973), for instance, has proposed a
theory of mobilization in which he assigns para-
mount importance to the degree of organiza-
tion in the aggrieved group. In her analysis qf
the emergence of the contemporary women's
movement, Jo Freeman (1973) focuses special
attention on several processes occurring in the
carly 1960s that left women with the stronger
organizational ‘‘infrastructure’’ needed to gen-
crate and sustain collective action. Morris’s
analysis (1984) of the emergent phase of the civil
rights movement stresses, above all else, the
strength and breadth of indigenous organiza-
tion as the crucial factor in the rapid spread gf
the movement. Consistent with Morris's
analysis, McAdam (1982) has linked the emer-
gence of the civil rights movement to a period
of institution building in the black community
that afforded blacks the indigenous organiza-
tions—black churches, black colleges, local
NAACP chapters—out of which the movement
grew and developed. Based on these studics, one
would expect that the greater the density 'of
social organization, the morc likely that social
movement activity will develop. This hypothesis
can be used not only to predict varation in
mobilization between groups within a society,
but between societies as well. o

Differences in the #ypes of organizations ac-
tive during particular eras is expected to corre-

N
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spond to shifts in the organizational locus of
movement activity. Focusing only on the United
States, it is clear that changes in the relative
strength of various types of organizations is a
common occurrence. So veterans’ organizations
form in waves, leaving some cohorts relatively
unorganized. Burial societies have declined with
the growth of the welfare state. PTAs grew com-
mensurate with the growth of mass education.
Finally, political parties have declined in the face
of the broad substitution of mass-media political
advertising for grass roots party organizing
(Polsby, 1983).

Cross-national differences in of organiza-
tions can also be linked to vaﬁaggx:in thfafglt:ns
of collective action that predominate in various
socicties. For instance, union membership is
much lower in the United States than in most
Western European nations. This may help to ex-
plain why working class movements have his-
torically—and especially since 1940—played less
of a role in politics in this country than in most
European nations.

On the other hand, the United States is
especially dense in religiously based social
organization compared with Western European
nations and Japan, and this density has not
lessened either with economic growth or other
forms of secularization. Religious group mem-
bership is the most common form of associa-
tional membership in the United States. It is
hardly surprising, then, that many mass move-
ments have been organizationally rooted in
churches. Such movements would include the
abolition movement, the second Ku Klux Klan,
the prohibition movement, the civil rights
movement and the prolife movement (Zald and
McCarthy, 1987), to say nothing of the countless
religious movements to arise in the U.S.

ABSENCE OF CROSS-CUTTING SOLIDARITIES

It isn’t simply the ecological concentration of
groups or density of formal organizations that
enhances the prospects for collective action. Just
as important as the internal organization of the
population in question, is the extent and
strength of its ties to other groups in society.
To the extent that these ties are strong and
numerous, the likelihood of 2 social movement
arising would seem to be diminished. This is an
old idea that is embedded in pluralist and mass
society (Kornhauscr, 1959) perspectives, deriv-
ing in turn from de Tocqueville's analysis of the
French Revolution. It deserves, however, to sur-
vive the decline of these two perspectives.

This factor may help account for the sizable
opposition encountered by the women’s move-

ment among married women in the United
States. The point is, women are not only geo-
graphically dispersed in society, but linked to
men through a wide variety of social, political,
and economic ties. These ties, then, give many
women more of an interest in emphasizing the
cooperative rather than the conflictual aspects
of their relationships with men. This is all the
more likely to be true when the net effect of
those links is to make women financially depen-
dent on men. Efforts to create groups or com-
munities free from male influence, such as
consciousness-raising groups or feminist com-
munes, attest to the seriousness of the problem
as well as the attempts of feminists to deal with
it.
_ On the other hand, groups that are not well
linked to other segments of society may find
themselves at an advantage when it comes to
organizing for collective action (Oberschall,
1973, pp. 118-124). The advantages of isolation
are twofold. First, the absence of ties to other
groups minimizes the effect that appeals to
loyalty might have in the case of better in-
tegrated antagonists. Second, under conditions
of real scparation, the target group may lack the
minimum ties required to threaten political or
economic reprisals as a means of controlling the
movement. The ability of southern blacks, farm-
workers, students, and the untouchables in In-
dia to organize successful movements may owe
in part to the benefits of this type of segregation.

Micro Theory and Research
on Recruitment to Activism

Companion to the macro question of move-
ment emergence is the micro question of s»-
dividual recruitment to activism. Just as one
might ask what broad political, economic, or
organizational factors make a movement more
likely in the first place, so too can one seck to
identify those micro-level factors that lead an
individual to get involved in collective action.
Clearly, the two questions are closely related.
Obviously no movement will take place unless
individuals choose to become involved. At the
same time, a lot of what prompts an individual
to get involved is the sense of momentum that
an already existing movement is able to com-
municate. Thus the two processes—movement
emergence and individual recruitment—are ex-
pected to go hand in hand. It is important to
keep in mind, though, that they remain two
separate processes. Explaining why an individual
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comes to participate in collective action does not

suffice as an account of why a particular move-

ment emerged when it did. By the same token,

knowing what processes produced a2 movement

tells us little about the factors that encouraged

particular individuals to affiliate with that move-

ment. In this section we intend to stay focused

on these latter factors. They can be grouped in-

to two general categorics. The traditional
dominance of social psychological perspectives
in the study of collective behavior and social
movements has left us with an extensive em-
pirical literature on the individual correlates of
movement participation. At the same time, the
recent popularity of the resource mobilization
and other “‘rationalist’” petspectives on social
movements has served to stimulate a new body
of rescarch on the micro-structural dynamics of
recruitment to action.

Individual Accounts of Activism

Among the topics that have most concemed
tesearchers in the field of social movements is
that of differential recruitment (Jenkins, 1983,
p. 528; Zurcher and Snow, 1981, p. 449). What
accounts for individual variation in movement
participation? Why does one individual get in-
volved while another remains inactive? Until
recently, researchers have sought to answer these
questions on the basis of individual characteris-
tics of movement activists. The basic assump-
tion underlying such accounts is simply that it
is some attribute of the individual that either
compels participation or, at the very least,
renders them susceptible to movement recruit-
ing appeals. This assumption has informed most
individually based motivational accounts of par-
ticipation in political or religious movements
(see Block, Haan, and Smith, 1968; Braungart,
1971; Feuer, 1969; Glock, 1964; Klapp, 1969;
Levine, 1980; Rothman and Lichter, 1978;
Toch, 1965). Such accounts can be differen-
tiated on the basis of those attributes of the in-
dividual that are held to be significant in pro-
ducing activism. These would include psycho-
logical, attitudinal, and rational choice explana-
tions of participation.

PSYCHOLOGICAL ACCOUNTS OF ACTIVISM

Many individual motivational accounts of ac-
tivism identify a particular psychological state
ot characteristic as the root cause of participa-
tion. The emphasis is on character traits or
stressful states of mind that dispose the in-
dividual toward participation.

e —
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But while the underlying model remains the
same, the specific charactetistics identified as
significant by proponents of these approaches
vary widely. As an cxample, the cluster of per-
sonality traits known as authoritatianism have
been argued to serve as an important precipi-
tant of involvement in social movements
(Adomo and Frenkel-Brunswick, 1950; Hoffer,
1951; Lipset and Rabb, 1973). So too has the
desire to achieve ‘“‘cognitive consistency’’ in
one’s attitudes, values, or behavior. Drawing on
theories of cognitive consistency (Rokeach,
1969), this account of individual activism is bas-
ed on the idea that ‘‘when people become con-
scious of inconsistency, it is in their psychological
sclf interest to change . . . members of a social
movement represent a special case: they have
recognized inconsistencies that other people do
not acknowledge and that are institutionalized
in society”” (Carden, 1978). Another vatiation
on this theme has movement participants be-
ing drawn disproportionately from among the
marginal, alienated members of socicty (sce
Aberle, 1966; Klapp, 1969; Kornhauser, 1959).
In this view it is the individual’s desire to over-
come his or ber feclings of alienation and
achieve the sense of community they lack in
their life that prompts them to participate in
collective action. In the same vein, Lewis Feuer
(1969) sought 1o explain student activism on the
basis of unresolved Oedipal conflicts between
male activists and their fathers.

Of all the versions of this model, however,
perhaps nonc has generated as much research
attention as the theory of relative deprivation.
The theory holds that it is an unfavorable gap
between what a person feels he or she is entitled
to and what, in fact, they are receiving that en-
courages activism. The underlying motivation
for participation, however, is not so much the
substantive desire to close the gap. Whethet
framed as an extension of the frustration-
aggression hypothesis (Davies, 1963, 1969;
Feicraband, Feicraband, and Nesvold, 1969;
Gurr, 1970) or grounded in the litcrature on
cognitive balance (Geschwender, 1968; Mor-
rison, 1973), the theory assumes *‘an undetly-
ing state of individual psychological tension that
is relieved by SM participation’’ (Gurney and
Tierney, 1982, p. 36). )

For all their appatent theoretical sophistica-
tion, empirical support for all of thesc indi-
vidually based psychological accounts of par-
ticipation has proved clusive. Summarizing his
exhaustive survey of the litcrature on the rela-
tionship between activism and various psycho-
logical factors, Mucller (1980, p. 69) concludes
that **psychological attributes of individuals,
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such as frustration and alienation, have
minimial direct impact for explaining the oc-
currence of rebellion and revolution per se.”
Echoing this view, Wilson and Orum (1976, p.
189) offer a similar assessment of the empirical
record. ‘“We conclude,’” they say, ‘‘that the
many analyses . . . of collective actions during
the past decade, impress upon us the poverty
of psychology; ot, at the very least, the limita-
tions of psychology’’ (p. 189).

ATTITUDINAL CORRELATES OF ACTIVISM

Similar to the logic of the psychological
models reviewed above, attitudinal accounts of
activism locate the roots of participation squarely
within the individual actor. The claim is sim-
ple enough: Activism grows out of strong at-
titudinal support for the values and goals of the
movement. Such accounts were especially
popular as applied to student activism in the late
1960s and early 1970s. According to this view,
the actions of student radicals wete motivated
by their desire to actualize the political values
and attitudes of their parents (see Block, 1972;
Flacks, 1967; Keniston, 1968).

To their credit, the advocates of this approach
have rejected the somewhat mechanistic psy-
chological models of activism sketched earlier.
In their place, they have substituted a straight-
forward behavioral link between a person’s
political attitudes and participation in collective
action. Unfortunately, this conceptual advance
has not produced any corresponding improve-

ment in predictive power at the empirical level.
Based on his analysis of 215 studies of the rela-
tionship between individual attitudes and riot
participation, McPhail (1971) concludes that
*‘individual predispositions are, at best, insuf-
ficient to account”’ for participation in collec-
tive action.

In general, the discrepancy between attitudes
and behavior has been borne out by countless
studies conducted over the years. In summariz-
ing the results of these studies, Wicker (1969)
offered what remains the definitive wotd on the
subject. Said Wicker, there exists “‘little evi-
dence to support the postulated existence of
stable, underlying attitudes within the indi-
vidual which influence both his verbal expres-
sions and his actions’’ (p. 75).

Does this mean that attitudes are totally ir-
relevant to the study of individual activism? Cer-
tainly not. Rather, their importance has been
overstated in many accounts of movement par-
ticipation. In our view, attitudes remain impot-
tant insofar as they demarcate a *‘latitude of re-
jection’’ (Petty and Cacioppo, 1981) within

which individuals are highly unlikely to get in-
volved in a given movement. That is, certain
prior attitudes will virtually preclude a segment
of the population from participating in even the
mildest forms of activism. However, in the case
of most movements the size of the pool of
recruits—the ‘‘latitude of acceptance’’—is still
many times larger than the actual number of
persons who take part in any given instance of
activism. Klandermans and Oegema (1984) pro-
vide an interesting illustration of the size of
these respective groups in their study of tecruit-
ment to a major peace demonstration in the
Netherlands. Based on before-and-after inter-
views with a sample of 114 persons, the authors
conclude that 26% of those intetviewed fell
within the “‘latitude of rejection’’ as regards the
goals of the demonstration. That left nearly
three-quarters of the sample as potentially
available for recruitment. Yet only 4% actually
attended the rally. It is precisely this disparity
between arttitudinal affinity and actual participa-
tion that, of course, requires explanation. One
thing seems clear, however; given the size of this
disparity, the role of individual attitudes (and
the background factors from which they derive)
in shaping activism must be regarded as fairly
limited. If 96% of all those who are attitudinally
available for activism choose, as they did in this
case, not to participate, then cleatly some other
factor or set of factors is mediating the recruit-
ment process.

SUDDENLY IMPOSED GRIEVANCES

A special set of circumstances that may en-
courage a larger number of people to act on their
artitudinal dispositions follows from the imposi-
tion of what Edward Walsh (1981) has called
“*suddenly imposed grievances.”” The concept
is intended to describe those dramatic, highly
publicized, and often unexpected events—man-
made disasters, major court decisions, official
violence—that serve to dramatize and therefore
increase public awareness of and opposition to
particular grievances. As an example of this
process, Walsh (1981) cites and analyzes the
generation of antinuclear activity in the area of
Three Mile Island following the accident there.

Nor is Walsh’s the only example of this proc-
ess. Bert Useem’s (1980) analysis of the antibus-
ing movement that developed in Boston dur-
ing the mid-seventies leaves little doubt that
the resistance was set in motion by a highly pub-
licized court order mandating busing. Molotch
(1970) documents a similar tise in protest ac-
tivity among residents of Santa Barbara, Califor-
nia, in the wake of a major oil spill there. Even
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rising national opposition to the Vietnam War
in the late 1960s can be interpreted within this
framework. The wa itself can be scen, as it was
at the time, as a scties of suddenly 1{nposcg
gricvances—higher draft quotas, the ‘‘secret
bombing of Cambodia, the killing of students
at Kent State, the climination of student
deferments—each of which in turn fueled grow-
ing protest against the war.

RATIONAL CHOICE ACCOUNTS OF ACTIVISM

Many social movement theorists have posited
the assumption that individuals are calculating
actors who attempt, within the bou_nds of
limited rationality, to judge the p_»otcnual costs
and benefits of various lines of action (see Fried-
man, 1983; Oberschall, 1973). As rcggn‘ls move-
ment participation, the argument is straight-
forward. If the costs of participation are scen as
extremely high, then many potential recruits are
expected to choose another course of action.
Alternatively, if the anticipated benefits of ac-
tivism are high, then participation is the likely

sult. ) )

* It is this assumption that undetlies the im-
portant work of Mancur Olson (1965). Olson’s
contention is that rational calculation would
lead few actors to choose collective action as 2
means of obtaining public goods, since they
could expect to obtain those goods whether they
were active of not, He goes on to explore two
conditions under which collective behavior can
nevertheless be expected. These conditions in-
volve the provision of selective incentives to 1n-
crease the rewards of those engaging in collec-
tive action, and the sanctions on nonparticipants
for their failure to participate. Others have ex-
plored additional factors that may alter the risk
and reward matrices actors usc to choose from
among various courses of action, of undermine
the salience of such natrowly economic cost-
benefit calculations. The former include Oliver’s
work (1984) on the relationship between cost
calculations and the numbers of people involved
in actions of movements. An example of' the lat-
ter would be Fiteman and Gamson’s work
(1979) on the conditions under which group
solidarity may be expected to overtide simple
cost-benefit calculations. Another example
would be Friedman'’s work (1988) on strucn_m.l
conditions—particularly contextual uncertainty
—that serve to undermine the basis of rational
calculus and thereby increase the likelihood of
collective action. Finally, scv;ral large mcmb_cr-
ship surveys suggest that solidary and purposive
incentives are more important in explaining par-
ticipation in a variety of voluntary associations

Knoke, 1986) and in the major national en-
Srironmcntal g)roups (Mitchell, 1979) than are
selective incentives. Mitchell argues further that
the threat of **public bads”” may be far more
important in motivating some forms of’ activism
than is the provision of **public goods,” as con-
ceived by rational choice theorists.

Micro-Structural Accounts of Activism

The increasing influence over the last decade
of resource mobﬂi:laﬁon, political process, ang
other more political of stru perspectives o
social moveg:ocm;s has led to growing dissatisfac-
tion with the individual accounts of activism.
The argument is that people don’t participate
in movements so much because they are psycho-
logically or attitudinally compelled to, but be-
cause their structural location in the world makes
it casier for them to do so. It matters lictle ifone
is ideologically or psychologically disposed to
participation if he or she lacks the structural
vehicle that could “‘pull’” them into protest

vity.

améogsistcnt with this line of argument, 2
number of recent studies have _dcmonsm;ed the
primacy of structural factors in accounting for
activism (Fernandez and McAdam, 1987;
McAdam, 1986; McCarthy, 1987; Orum, 1972;
Rosenthal et al., 1985; Snow, Zuscher, and
Ekland-Olson, 1980). Specifically, at.lca.st.four
structural factors have been linked to individual
participation in movement activities.

PRIOR CONTACT WITH
A MOVEMENT MEMBER

The factor that has been shown to bear the
strongest relationship to activism is priof con-
tact with another movement participant (Briet,
Klandermans, and Kroon, 1984; Gerlach and
Hine, 1970; Heirich, 1977; McAdam, 1986;
Orum, 1972; Snow, Zurcher, and Elflmd-
Olson, 1980; Von Eschen, Kirk, and Pinard,
1971; Zuscher and Kirkpatrick, 1976). IB‘olton
(1972, p. 558), for example, found that *‘most
recruits’’ into the two peace groups he studied
“‘were already associated with persons who
belonged to or were organizing the peace group,
and were recruited through these interpersonal
channels.”’ Similarly, Snow’s (1976) analysis of
the recruitment patterns of 330 members of the
Nichiren Shoshu Buddhist movement in
America tevealed that 82% had been drawn into
the movement by virtue of existing ties to other
members. In a study of all applicants to the 1964
Mississippi Freedom Summer project, McAdam
(1986) found twice as many participants to have
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“‘strong ties”’ to other volunteers than did ap-
plicants who withdrew in advance of the cam-
paign. The fact that these “‘withdrawals’’ were
indistinguishable from actual participants in
their level of attitudinal support for the project
only serves to underscore the relative importance
of attitudinal versus micro-structural factors in
fecruitment to activism. These findings are very
much in accord with those reported by Snow,
Zurcher, and Ekland-Olson ( 1980) in their im-
portant survey of the empirical literature on
movement recruitment. Of the nine empirical
studies reviewed in their article, all but one
identified prior interpersonal contact as the
single richest source of movement recruits.®

MEMBERSHIP IN ORGANIZATIONS

Another micro-structural factor that has been
linked to individual activism is the number of
organizations the potential recruit belongs to.
Belonging to a number of organizations may en-
courage activism in a variety of ways. In view
of the well-documented association between
organizational participation and feclings of per-
sonal efficacy (see Sayre, 1980; Neal and
Sceman, 1964), it may simply be that those who
are otganizationally active are more likely to
regard activism as potentially effective and
therefore worth participating in. Or it may be
that involvement in an organization increases a
persons chances of learning about movement ac-
tivity. Movement organizers have long ap-
preciated how difficult it is to recruit single,
isolated individuals and therefore expend most
of their energies on mobilizing support within
existing organizations. This tendency means that
“‘joinets’ are more likely to be aware and
therefore ““at risk’’ of being drawn into move.-
ment activities.

The final explanation for the link between
organizational participation and activism repre-
sents a simple extension of the factor discussed
in the previous section. To the extent that
membership in organizations expands a person’s
range of interpersonal contacts, it also increases
their suscepubility to the kind of personal
fecruiting appeals that have been shown to be
so cffective in drawing people into movements.

Regardless of the mix of factors accounting
for the relationship, the empirical evidence for
its existence is clear. Orum (1972, p. 50), for
example, found a consistent positive relation-
ship between involvement in the black student
sit-in movement and number of campus organi-
zations the student belonged to. McAdam’s
(1986) data on applicants to the Freedom Sum-
mer project showed participants to have higher

fates of organizational membership than non-
participants. Several other studies reporr similar
findings as well (sce Barnes and Kaase, 1979;
Von Eschen, Kitk, and Pinard, 1971; Walsh and
Warland, 1983).

HISTORY OF PRIOR ACTIVISM

Though the relationship between activism at
different points in time has not been studied
much, the limited evidence that is available
strongly supports the idea that a history of priot
activism increases the likelihood of future ac-
tivism. For instance, in their laboratory simula-
tion of micro mobilization, Gamson, Freeman,
and Rytina (1982) found that those individuals
who had previously been involved in some form
of collective action were more likely to be in-
volved in “‘rebellious” groups. McAdam’s
follow-up study of the Freedom Summer ap-
plicants produced two picces of evidence link-
ing prior and subsequent activism. First, those
who participated in the project had higher levels
of prior civil rights activism than those who
withdrew from the project (1986, pp. 81-82).
Second, among the strongest predictors of cur-
rent activism among the applicants was their
level of activism between 1964 and 1970
(McAdam, 1988).

Three factors would seem to account for the
positive relationship between prior and subse-
quent activism. The first is simply *‘know-how’’
or previous experience. To the extent that one
is familiar with a particular form of social
behavior, it makes sense that they would be
more likely to engage in it. Some may gain this
familiarity from sources other than direct ex-
perience, but experience is by far the most im-
portant teacher of such skills. Individuals who
have engaged in collective action in the past can
be expected to be more likely to possess the
knowledge required to do so in the future.

A second explanation for the positive effect
of movement participation on subsequent ac-
tivism centers on role theoty and the process by
which we learn any new social role. The point
is, *‘activist” is as much a social role as *‘col-
lege student,’” “*sociologist,”” or any other role
one could think of. Part of what happens in the
course of movement activities, then, is that the
new recruit is gradually socialized into this role
(Lofland, 1977). The longer they stay in the
movement, the greater the importance they are
likely to ascribe to the role of “‘activist.”’ As one
accords any role greater importance, the desire
to act out the role also increases, so that subse-
quent activism becomes a means of confirming
of reinforcing an important part of one’s
identity.
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A third way of accounting for the persistence
of activism over time is to focus upon the ‘‘sunk
social costs’’ that have been expended in any
long-standing line of action. Becker (1963) uscs
this notion to understand such lines of action
as behavioral ‘‘carcers,” whether deviant or
legitimate. One can be thought to invest time,
energy, relationships, as well as more tangible
resources in pursuing activism. The costs of ex-
it from such a line of action are thus substan-
tial, thereby encouraging continued adherence
to the role.

BIOGRAPHICAL AVAILABILITY

To this point we have emphasized the impor-
tance of various structural links between the
potential recruit and movement in trying to ac-
count for individual activism. What this view
omits is the biographical context in which this
contact occuss. Quitc apatt from the *‘pull”’ ex-
erted by these links, the biographical cir-
cumstances of a person’s life may serve to en-
courage or constrain participation in important
ways. The concept of *'biographical availabil-
ity’’ is intended to capture this impact and can
be defined simply *‘as the absence of personal
constraints that may increase the costs and risks
of movement participation such as full-time
employment, marriage, and family respon-
sibilities’” (McAdam, 1986, p. 70).

McCarthy and Zald (1973) appear to have
been the first to note the effect of such con-
straints on the patterning of collective action.
Their observations concerning the unusually
high numbers of students and autonomous pro-
fessionals who are active in movements reflected
a clear understanding of the way biography con-
strains activism. Snow and Rochford (1983, p.
3) found that *‘a substantial majority of [Hare]
Krishna recruits had few countervailing ties
which might have served to constrain their par-
ticipation in the movement.”’ In his recent book
on the Hare Krishna, Rochford (1985, pp.
76-84) provides additional data bearing on this
issue. Finally, in his study of recruitment to the
Freedom Summer project, McAdam (1986, p.
83) notes the degree to which his subjects were
*‘remarkably free of personal constraints that
might have inhibited participation.

Macro-Micro Bridges in
Movement Emergence

How do we go about linking these two distinct
literatures on movement emergence? That there

must be a link between the two should be ob-
vious. While broad political, economic, and
organizational factors may combine to create 2
certain ‘‘macro potential’’ for collective action,
that potential can only be realized through com-
plex mobilization dynamics that unfold at cither
the micro or some intermediate institutional
level. At the same time, these mobilization
processes are clearly 2 collective, rather than an
individual phenomena. That is, we are con-
vinced that movements are not aggregations of
discontented individuals. Truc to our designa-
tion, collective actionlis a profou&xdly coll;mye
henomenon, not only once under way but in
gs genesis as well. Indi\y;idua.l rebels did not take
to the street and somehow come together on
their way to the Boston Tea Party. Rather, we
expect that the decision itself was framed and
reached collectively. The point is, we can no
more build social movements from the in-
dividual up than down from some broad socictal
process. We believe the real action takes place
at a third level, intermediate berween the in-
dividual and the broad macro contexts in which
they are embedded. In the remainder of this sec-
tion we will attempt to describe this inter-
mediate level and account for its significance in
the process of movement emergence. Just how
docs the asscssment and translation of macro
events into micro mobilization take place dur-
ing the emergent phase of collective action?

Micro-Mobilization Contexts

The key concept linking macto- and micro-
processes in movement emergence is that of the
micro-mobilization context. A micto-mobiliza-
tion context can be defined as any small group
setting in which processes of collective attribu-
tion are combined with rudimentary forms of
organization to produce mobilization for collec-
tive action. Several examples of such settings will
help to clarify the concept. Perhaps the most ob-
vious example is that of the extant political
group. Unions, for instance, serve as the existing
context in which grievances can be shared and
translated into concrete forms of action. Nor is
it only the entire unioilh that can serve in ‘thlds
capacity. Subgroups within a union, organize
infopanc'::ley on%hc I'?as:s of seniority or along task,
racial, or even friendship lines may provide a
basis for mobilization independent of the
broader union context. This is often what hap-
pens in the case of wildcat strikes, or in instances
where small, informally organized groups of
workers become active in other movements. An
example of the latter would be the ‘‘hardhat
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marches’’ organized in the carly 1970s by con-
struction workers supporting the war in
Vietnam.

This example of *‘extracurticular’’ mobiliza-
tion can apply to nompolitical groups as well.
That is, groups organized for ostensibly 7on-
polisical purposes can serve as the settings within
which attribution and organization come
together to produce collective political action.
Several authors have, for example, noted the im-
portance of black churches as collective settings
in which early civil rights organizing took place
(see McAdam, 1982; Morris, 1984; Oberschall,
1973, pp. 126-127). Curtis and Zurcher (1973,
p. 56) assign similar importance to a variety of
“*nonpolitical’’ organizations—but especially
*‘fraternal/service’’ groups—in their analysis of
the emergence of a local antipornography move-
ment in Texas. Finally, Snow and Marshall
(1984) document the important organizational
role played by mosques in the early days of the
Iranian Revolution.

Micro-mobilization may also take place in
smaller, informal groups of people. For instance,
friendship networks have been known to furnish
the crucial context for micro mobilization.
Perhaps the best-known example of this is the
case of the four Greensboro A&T students who
precipitated the 1960 black student sit-in move-
ment with 2 demonstration that originated in
informal ‘‘bull sessions’’ in one another’s dorm
rooms. Similarly, Sarah Evans (1980) locates the
roots of the women’s liberation movement in
informal networks of women who had come to
know one another in the context of civil rights
and New Left organizing. Even participation in
the urban riots of the 1960s has been seen as
growing out of this type of informal group.
Wilson and Orum (1976, p. 198) write: ‘‘Many
analysts have found themsclves baffled by the
tiots of the 1960s; explanations presumed to
work, such as those based on conventional
psychological theories do not. On the basis of
our limited experience with and observations of
these events, it appeats to us that social bonds
alike, i.c. friendship networks, drew many peo-
ple to become active participants.’”’

Despite these differences in the size and
degree of formal otganization of these various
collective scttings, all serve to encourage
mobilization in at least three ways. First, they
provide the context in which the all-important
process of collective attribution can occur. We
will discuss this process in greater detail later
in this section. For now we need only note its
significance in the generation of social insur-
gency. Broad macroprocesses only create a more
or less favorable opportunity for collective ac-

tion. Mediating between opportunity and action
are people and the subjective meanings they at-
tach to their situations. As Edelman (1971, p.
133) has pointed out: ‘‘Our explanations of
mass political response have radically under-
valued the ability of the human mind . . . to
take a complex setof . . . cues into account [and)
evolve a mutually acceptable form of response.”’
This process must occur if an organized protest
campaign is to take place. The important point
for our purpose is that the potential for this
process occurring is greatest in the type of con-
texts we have been discussing.

Second, these settings provide the rudiments
of organization—leaders, whether formally
designated or not, communication technologies,
and so on—needed to translate attributions
into concrete action. It is not cnough that peo-
ple define situations in new and potentially
revolutionary ways; they must also act on these
definitions to create a movement. These con-
texts provide the established roles and lines of
interaction necessary for action to unfold.

Finally, in these collective settings are to be
found the established structures of solidary in-
centives on which most social behavior depends.
By ‘‘structures of solidary incentives’* we refer
to the myriad interpersonal rewards that attach
to ongoing participation in any established
group or informal association. It is expected that
these incentive structures will solve or at least
mitigate the effects of the *‘free-rider’” problem
(Fireman and Gamson, 1979).

First discussed by Mancur Olson (1965), the
“*frec-rider problem’’ refers to the difficulties
insurgents encounter in trying to convince par-
ticipants to pursuc goals whose benefits they
would derive even if they did not participate in
the movement. When viewed in the light of a
narrow economic calculus, movement participa-
tion would indeed seem to be irrational. Even
if we correct for Olson's overly rationalistic
model of the individual, the *‘free-rider’’ men-
tality would still seem to pose a formidable bar-
rier to movement recruitment. The solution to
this problem is held to stem from the provision
of selective incentives to induce the participa-
tion that individual calculation would alone
seem to preclude (Gamson, 1975, pp. 66-71;
Olson, 1965).

Within established groups, however, the need
to provide selective incentives would appear to
be substantially reduced. These groups already
rest on 2 solid structure of solidary incentives
that insurgents can attempt to appropriate by
defining movement participation as synony-
mous with group membership. If this effect is
successful, the mytiad incentives that have
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heretofore served as the motive force for par-
ticipation in the group will now be transferred
to the movement. This spares insurgents the dif-
ficult task of inducing participation through the
provision of new incentives of either a solidary
or material nature.

For all these reasons then, informal groups of
associational networks such as those discussed
carlier are expected to serve as the basic building
blocks of social movements. In effect, they con-
sititute the *‘cell structure’” of collective action.
However, this still leaves the issue of micro-
macto bridges unexamined. How 4b these
mobilization contexts serve to link the macro
and micro factors discussed carlier?

MACRO-DETERMINANTS OF
MICRO-MOBILIZATION CONTEXTS

What we have termed micro-mobilization
contexts can be thought of as a dense network
of intermediate-level groups and informal asso-
ciations. The density of such nerworks, however,
varies both between and within groups in soci-
cty. Some groups appear as a veritable lattice
work of such groupings, while others are handi-
capped by what McCarthy (1987) has termed
“infrastructure deficits.”” In turn, the level of
infrastructure in a given population is itself
shaped by the type of macro factors discussed
carlier. Broad mactoprocesses, such as indus-
trialization, urbanization, mass migration, apd
the like, largely determine the degree to which
groups in socicty are organized and the struc-
ture of that organization. The extent and struc-
ture of that organization in tum imply very
different potentials for collective action.

To illustrate the ways in which broad spclgtal
dynamics shape the level of social organization
and therefore the potential for collective action
of various groups, we have selected three ex-
amples for further discussion. In all three cases,
the rise of new social movements has been

linked by analysts to macro-level processes that
left particular groups in a much stronger or-
ganizational position to launch collective action.

CHANGES IN THE STATUS OF WOMEN
AND THE EMERGENCE OF
THE WOMEN’S MOVEMENT

Feminist movements have emerged at various
times in Western nations during the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries. The most recent wave
of feminist movements has attracted extensive
attention and analysis by feminists and social
movement scholars. Most of these accounts
begin with a macroanalysis of the changing

status of women in modern Western industrial
nations. For instance, Jo Freeman writes, ‘‘The
effects of women moving into paid employment
—on women, the economy, the family, and a
host of other institutions—have been 2 major
source of strain to which the feminist move-
ments of the nincteenth and twenticth centuries
have been one response’’ (Freeman, 1975).
Several authors have carried this theme a step
further and analyzed the development of gender
conflict in the workplace as a function of the
clash of traditional and modern conceptions of
the female role. Weinstein (1979), for example,
shows how the massive movement of women
into full-time employment has clashed with
long-standing conceptions of *‘women’s duties’’
to produce mini-feminist revolts in many offices
and other work scttings. In cffect, the gender
revolution in work has left women in a stronger
organizational position to challenge traditional
gender roles. Just as industrialization setved to
concentrate the urban proletariat in neighbor-
hoods and factories from which they could
launch collective action, the entrance of large
numbers of women into paid employment has
had a similar effect. Grouping women of con-
siderable education and ambition together in
gender-restrictive work scttings has created 2
socially and politically volatile situation espe-
cially ripe for collective action. Pharr (in press)
has noted the same dynamic in the Japanese
workplace, where female workers have resisted
pressure to be both modem employees and
traditional women. )
It is interesting that the same type of analysis
has been used to account for the emergence of
a variety of movements that have emerged in
opposition to the feminist movement (i.c., Con-
over and Gray, 1983: Luker, 1984). Such reac-
tionary movements include the anti-ERA and
prolife movements. These movements are seen
as emerging out of the pools of traditional
women threatened by the lifestyles and politics
of modern, employed, professional women. Like
those who have studied the origins of modern
feminism, analysts of these various counter-
movements have sought to understand their
origins in relation to fundamental changes in
the organization of women's lives.

MASS HIGHER EDUCATION AND THE
RISE OF THE ‘‘NEW CLASS"

Observers of changes in the class structure of
modern societies have not ignored the massive
growth in higher education and the political
consequences thought to stem from it. The
growth in numbers of young people enrolled in
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higher education is 2 worldwide phenomenon,
and is led by trends in the United States where
close to 50% of high school graduates go on to
spend some time in college. Two lines of analysis
have emerged from these obscrvations that have
important implications for an understanding of
the emergence and development of contem-
porary social movements. These lines of analysis
have focused on the formation of large ecological
concentrations of students, and the rise of a large
and increasingly homogeneous class of profes-
sional/technical workers. Both of these emer-
gent groupings are scen as important in macro
accounts of new collective action and social
movements.

Large concentrations of physically mature
students housed in institutions of higher educa-
tion for longer and longer periods of time are
seen as producing the organizational potential
for chronic student movements. This potential
is exacetbated by economic trends that impinge
upon the future prospects of cohorts of students
(Kriesi, 1985). Thosc American analysts who
have sought to understand the origin of student
movements here (i.c., Flacks, 1967) have
generally produced quite similar macroanalyses
as those Europeans who have focused upon the
general rise of ‘‘new social movements’
(Klandermans, 1986). Both accounts see macto-
social changes creating increasingly large, well-
organized concentrations of students whose

potential for collective action, even if it has
presently waned, remains high.

In addition, these institutions of higher edu-
cation produce trained ‘‘experts’’ who are com-
ing to dominate employment in the service sec-
tor and professions of modern industry. Their
training, it is alleged (i.c., Bruce- Briggs, 1979),
creates progressive values and shared life cir-
cumstances that mark them as a ‘‘new class.”
Much debate has raged over the substantive sen-
timents of this group (sec Brint, 1984) and their
potential to be a progressive political force (sce
Gouldner, 1976). Some have argued that oc-
cupations within the *‘new class”’ can be pro-
ductively conceived of as professional social
movements whose goal is the creation, expan-
sion, and defense of markets for their services
(McAdam and McCarthy, 1982). Others have
argued that this ‘‘new class’’ remains too dif-
fuse and politically heterogeneous to constitute
a serious source of new social movements. Both
sides of the debate, however, betray the same
logic in their analysis. Each secks to understand
the political potential of emerging work groups

on the basis of macto-level changes in the struc-
ture of modern employment. In doing so, they
are merely contributing to the oldest and richest
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research tradition in the study of movement
emergence.

The nineteenth century was dominated by ac-
counts of the rise and fall of social movements
as a response to the massive social and economic
upheavals occasioned by the Industrial Revolu-
tion (i.e., Marx, 1958). Indeed, the idea of a
‘‘general social movement’’ was derived from
the rise of the movements of the working classes
(Blumer, 1955; Tilly, 1984). To understand the
rise of such 2 movement, one was led to analyze
the shifts in the economic class structure of
changing societies. So, t0o, do modern scholars
seck the macro correlates of the rise of newer
social movements in the changing social group-
ings that emerge from changes in the pattern-
ing of work and education in modern industrial
society.

MASS MIGRATION AS AN IMPETUS
TO MOVEMENT EMERGENCE

One final example of the link between broad
macroprocesses and rise of social movements
concerns the role of mass migration in creating
new groups with the organizational potential for
successful collective action. Two examples will
serve to illustrate the relationship. The first con-
cerns the effect of urbanization (and industriali-
zation) on the locus and form of collective ac-
tion in nineteenth-century Europe. As the Tillys
have painstakingly documented in The Rebel/-
lious Century (1975), the rise of urban-based
movements during this period was largely a
response to migration processes that concen-
trated large numbers of the emerging working
class into otganizationally dense urban neigh-
borhoods.

Blacks in the American South were party to
a similar process. As long as blacks were subject
to the extremely repressive system of social con-
trol on which Southern agriculture was founded,
their concentration in the South and relative
isolation from whites was never cffectively
translated into a strong network of intermediate
association. Nor was it fear alone that produced
this failure. More to the point, white planters,
fearing “‘their’’ charges, forcibly discouraged the
development of independent black institutions.
Even the one exception to this rule, the black
church, achieved independence only after
an carly history of ‘‘benevolent sponsorship’
by white planters intent on civilizing the
‘‘natives.’’

The collapse of King Cotton, however,
changed the situation drastically. Spurred by the
collapse, the general pattern of rural-to-urban
migration within the South freed blacks from
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the extreme forms of social control they had
previously been subject to. In the relatively safe
environs of the urban South, segregation an

residential concentration setved to produce full
flowering of independent black institutions—
churches, colleges, political orgamzau.ogs—.thax
would later play midwife to the civil rights
movement (McAdam, 1982; Morris, 1984).

MICRO-DYNAMICS WITHIN
MICRO-MOBILIZATION CONTEXTS

To this point our evaluation of the signifi-
cance of micro-mobilization contexts has only
focused attention on the macro side of the equa-
tion. That is, we have linked the presence and
strength of these contexts to some of the macto-
economic and organizational factors dxscpsscd
carlier. But we have not yet explained their fole
in the gencration of mobilization at the micro
level. In our view, the significance of thesc con-
texts derives from the established organizational
and interpersonal settings they afford insur-
gents. Within these setungs, any nu_mbct of
processes crucial to micro mobilization take
place. In the following pages we will identify
three such processes.

FRAME ALIGNMENT AND THE PROCESS
OF COLLECTIVE ATTRIBUTION

For all the recent emphasis on macro-political
or other structural *‘determinants” of social
movements, the immediate impetus to collec-
tive action femains a cognitive one. As Gam-
son, Fireman and Rytina's recent book (1982)
makes abundantly clear, successful collective ac-
tion precedes from a significant transformation
in the collective consciousness of the actots 10-
volved. Analysts as diverse as Marx (1958),
Edelman (1971), Smelser (1962), Turner and
Killian (1972) and McAdam (1982) have noted
the importance of this process while using 2
variety of concepts—'‘class consclousncss,
“‘gencralized belicfs,” *‘cognitive liberation
_“to desctibe it. Recently, however, Snow and
his colleagues (1986) have refined and c_xtcndcd
our understanding of the cognitive basns‘?f col-
lective action by proposing a gypology.of frame
alignment processes’” by which activists seck to
construct legitimating accounts to support their
own and others’ activism. New movements
always entail some break with established
behavioral routines. In order to overcome peo-
ple’s natural reluctance to break with these
toutines, ideological rationales must bc’ fash-
joned that legitimate the movements be-
havioral proscriptions. Snow and his colleagues

distinguish four distinct frame alignment proc-
csscsf-zrlsa.mc bridging, frame amplification,
frame extension, and frame transformation—
by which these rationales are constructed.

It is important to fCCOBNIZC, however, that
these processes ‘‘are overwhelmingly not l?ascd
upon observation of empitical evidence available
to participants, but rather upon cuings among
groups of people who jointly create the mean-
ings they will read into curreat and anticipated
events’’ (Edelman, 1971, p. 32). The key phrase
here is **groups of people.”’ That is, the chances
of frame alignment are assumed to be
greatest in precisely the kind of collective sct-
tings we've called micro-mobilization contexts.
In the first place, groups—whether formal ot
informal—are the repositories for the existing
frames that are often the raw materials for the
various frame alignment processes. For example,
established churches provide a rich and detailed
“worldview" or frame that can be used to en-
courage activism by any movement that succeeds
in appropriately this frame for its own uses. Ac-
counting for the rapid spread of movements as
diverse as the civil rights movement (McAdam,

1982, pp- 129-130), the Moral Majority (Snow
et al., 1986, pp. 468) and the Iranian Revolu-
tion (Snow and Marshall, 1984) become fairly
casy when one realizes how effectively the
leaders of these movements tied the bchavxottha:
uirements of the new movement to
{:gidmadng frame of an established religion.
Even in those rare instances where new frames
ate constructed from scratch—frame transforma-
tion, to use the term proposed by Snow and his
coauthors—it is hard to see how the process
could occur anywhere but in an.mabhshed col-
lective setting. Even in the unlikely event that
a single person were to generate such a frame,
his of her isolation would almost surely prevent
its spread to the minimum numbet of people
required to afford 2 reasonable basis for moun-
ting successful collective action.More to the
point, pethaps, is the suspicion that under such
conditions, the process of frame transformation
would never occut in the first place. The con-
sistent finding linking feclings of efficacy to
social integration supports this judgment (Neal
and Seeman, 1964; Pinard, 1971; Sayre, .1980).
In the absence of strong interpersonal links to
others, people are likely to feel powerless to
change their own li:tcxs. let al.l‘(lmc the fundamen-
way they view the world.
till’I‘o tyhis ﬁixding one might add the educated
supposition that what Ross (1977) calls the

“‘fundamental attribution cnor”fthe tendency

of people to explain their situation as a func-

tion of individual rather than situational factors
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—is more likely to occur under conditions of
personal isolation than under those of integra-
tion. Lacking the information and perspective
that others afford, isolated individuals would
seem especially prone to explain their troubles
on the basis of personal rather than *‘system at-
tributions’” (Ferree and Miller, 1985).
The practical significance of this distinction
comes from the fact that only system attribu-
tions afford the necessary rationale for political
movements. For analysts of such movements,
then, the key question becomes what social cir-
cumstances are productive of ‘‘system attribu-
tions’” or the construction of frames that at-
tribute significance to political processes outside
the individual? Following Ferree and Miller
(1985, p. 46), the likely answer is that *‘without
a homogeneous, intensely interacting group
- - - people are unlikely to recognize that their
private troubles are teflections of public issues
rather than personal flaws.”’ In our terms, the
chances of any form of frame alignment occur-
ring would seem greatest in the type of micro-
mobilization context described earlier. These
settings also provide a favorable context for a
second important social psychological process.

VALUE EXPECTANCY AND THE
AGGREGATION OF CHOICE

Should any frame legitimating activism come
to be widely shared within a particular popula-
tion, the chances of collective action occurring
are substantially improved. This still tells us
nothing about whether a given member of that
population will take part in any resulting action.
To better understand that process we need a
model of individual decision making. Through
his application of value expectancy theory to the
phenomenon of individual activism, Klander-
mans (1984) has provided us with such a model.
At the heart of his model is a view of the in-
dividual as a rational, calculating actor weighing
the costs and benefits of activism. The key point,
though, is that these anticipated costs and
benefits are not independent of the individuals
assessment of the likely actions of others. In-
stead, the perceived efficacy of participation for
the individual will depend upon the following
three sets of expectations they bring to the
decision-making process:

(1) expectations about the number of
participants;

(2) expectations about one’s own contribution
to the probability of success;

(3) expectations about the probability of suc-
cess if many people participate (Klandermans,
1984, p. 585).

Individual activism, then, is most likely to oc-
cur in a situation where the individual has high
expectations on all three of these counts.

As useful as Klandermans'’s application of

value expectancy theoty is, it nonetheless tends,
as most choice theories do, to divorce the in-
dividual actor and the subjective utilities that
shape his or her choices from the collective set-
tings in which these utilities are derived. This
is not to deny that the individual remains the
ultimate locus of choice processes. At the same
time the generation of expectancies on which
choice depends remains a profoundly social
process tequiring attention to and information
about other relevant actors. The significance of
these micro-mobilization contexts, then, stems
in part from the ready access to information they
afford members. Imagine two students trying
to decide whether or not to attend an anti-
aparthicd rally to be held on campus. Imagine
further that one of the students lives in a dorm
and is 2 member of several political groups on
campus, while the other commutes to school
and is not a member of any campus groups. Ir-
respective of their attitudes concerning the
South African social and political situation,
which of the two students is more likely to at-
tend the rally? Probably the student who is more
integrated into campus life. Why? There are
several reasons, but among the most significant
is the fact that our prospective activist is involved
in several collective settings—the dorm and
political groups—that favor the generation of
high expectations concerning the prospects for
successful group action. To the extent that
others in cither setting are giving indications
that they ate going to attend the rally, the likeli-
hood that our potential recruit will go are in-
creased as well.

But it isn’t just that these collective settings
encourage choices favoring participation. In ad-
dition, they serve as contexts within which these
individual choices can be aggregated into a col-
lective plan of action. It isn’t enough that in-
dividual actors choose to participate in activism.
Their choices must then be combined with those
of others in such a way as to make group action
possible. Micro-mobilization contexts provide
the setting within which this aggregation proc-
€ss can occur.

RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

It isn’t simply choices, however, that are ag-
gregated in these micro-mobilization contexts.
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The significance of these settings is as much
otganizational as social psychological. Micto-
mobilization contexts serve as the organizational
“staging ground” for the movement. It is
within these contexts that a wide varicty of
resources essential to collective action are
mobilized. Three resources in particular are
worth noting.

1. MEMBERS )
If there is anything approximating a consis-

tent finding in t.yl'lt::npirical literature, it is that
movement participants are recruited along
established lines of interaction. The explanation
for this consistent finding would appear to be
straightforward: The more integrated the per-
son is into the aggrieved community, the more
readily he of she can be mobilized for participa-
tion in protest activities. As Getlach and Hine
argue, ‘‘no matter how a typical participant
describes his reasons for joining the movement,
of what motives may be suggested by 2 social
scientist on the basis of deprivation, disotganiza-
tion, or deviancy models, it is clear that the
original decision to join required some contact
with the movement”” (Getlach and Hine, 1970,
p- 79). The significance of micro-mobilization
contexts stems from the fact that they render this
type of facilitative contact more likely, thus pro-
moting member recruitment.

. COMMUNICATION NETWORK

Micro-mobilization contexts also constitute a
communication network or infrastructure, the
strength and breadth of which largely determine
the pattern, speed, and extent of movement ex-
pansion. Both the failure of 2 new movement
to take hold and the rapid spread of insurgent
action have been credited to the presence ot
absence of such an infrastructure. Freeman has
argued that it was the recent development of
such a nerwork that enabled women in the 1960s
to create a successful feminist movement where
they had earlier been unable to do so:

The development of the women's liberation
movcmentglighl' hts the salience of such a
network precisely because the conditions for
a movement cxisted before a netvyorl,n came
into being, but the movement didn’t exist
until afterward. Sociocconomic strain did
not change for women significantly during
2 20-year period. It was as great in 1955 as
in 1965. What changed was the organiza-
tional situation. Itkvcvias ilot :lmul a cl?ll;n-
munications network developed among like-
minded people beyond local boundaries that
the movement could emerge and develop

the point of occasional, spontancous
ﬁ;srtising Flg'ccman. 1973, p. 804].

Conversely, Jackson et al. (1960) document
a case in wh);ci{ the absence of a readily coop-
table communication network 'conmbutcd to
*“The Failure of an Incipient Social Movement.
The movement, an attempted property tax
revolt in California, failed, according to the
authors, because *‘there was no . . . preestab-
lished network of communication which could
be quickly employed to link the suburban
residential property owners who co'l’lsututed the
principal base for the movement’ (Jackson et
al., 1960, p. 38). o
These findings are consistent with the em-
pirical thrust of studies of cultural diffusion, a
body of literature that has unfortunately been
largely overlooked by movement analysts despite
its relevance to the topic. To our knowledge, on-
ly Maurice Pinard (1971, pp. 186-187) has ex-
plicitly applied the empirical insights of this
literature to the study of social movements. He
summarizes the central tenet of diffusion theory
as follows: ‘“The higher the degree of social in-
tegration of potential adopters, the more likely
and the sooner they will become actual adopters
. . . on the other hand, near-isolates tend to be
the last to adopt an innovation” (1971, p. 187).
The applicability of this idea to the study of
social insurgency stems from recognition of the
fact that a social movement is, after all, a new
cultural item subject to the same pattern of dif-
fusion or adoption as other innovations. Indeed,
without acknowledging the theoretical basis of
his insight, Oberschall has hypothesized for
movements the identical pattern of diffusion
noted carlier by Pinard: ‘‘The greater the
number and varicty of organizations in a col-
lectivity, and the higher the participation of
members in this network, the more rapidly and
enduringly does mobilization into conflict
groups occur’” (Oberschall, 1973, p. 125).
Oberschall’s statement has brought us full cir-
cle. Our brief foray into the diffusion literature
only serves to amplify the basic argument by
placing it in a theoretical context that helps ex-
plain the importance of micro-mobilization con-
texts in the generation of insurgency. The
linkages characteristic of such groups facilitate
movement emergence by providing the means
of communication by which the movement, as
a new cultural item, can be dgssemmatcd
throughout the aggricved population.

III. LEADERS

All manner of movement analysts have
asserted the importance of leaders or organizers
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in the generation of social insurgency. To do so
requires not so much a particular theoretical
orientation as common sense.

The existence of established groups within the
movement’s mass base ensures the presence of
recognized leaders who can be called upon to
lend their prestige and organizing skills to the
incipient movement. Indeed, given the pattern
of diffusion discussed in the previous section,
it may well be that established leaders are
among the first to join 2 new movement by vir-
tue of their central position within the com-
munity. There is in fact some empirical evidence
to support this. To cite only one example,
Lipset, in his study of the Socialist C.C.F. party,
reports that *‘in Saskatchewan it was the local
leaders of the Wheat Pool, of the trade-unions,
who were the first to join the C.C.F.”’ His
interpretation of the finding is that ‘‘those who
are most thoroughly integrated in the class
through formal organizations are the first to
change’’ (1950, p. 197). Regardless of the tim-
ing of their recruitment, the existence of recog-
nized leaders is yet another resource whose
availability is conditioned by the degree of

organization within the aggrieved population.

Micro-mobilization contexts, then, are the
primary source of resources facilitating move-
ment emergence. These groups constitute the
organizational context in which insurgency is ex-
pected to develop. As such, their presence is as
crucial to the process of movement emergence
as a conducive political environment. If one
lacks the capacity to act, it hardly matters that
one is afforded the chance to do so.

Movement Maintenance
and Change

Although collective action is expected to de-
velop within micro-mobilization contexts, rarely
are movements able to rely on them for their
survival. It must be remembered that in most
cases these micro-mobilization contexts may be
little more than informal friendship networks,
ad hoc committees, or loosely structured coali-
tions of activists. Such groups may function as
the organizational locus of early mobilizing ef-
forts, but rarely as permanent movement
ofganizations.

For the movement to survive, pioneering ac-
tivists must be able to create a more enduring
organizational structure. Efforts to do so nor-
mally entail the creation of formal social move-
ment organizations (SMOs) to assume the cen-
tralized direction of the movement previously
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exercised by informal groups. Hereafter, the
crucial task of mediating between the larger
macro environment and the set of micro-
dynamics on which the movement depends will
fall to these SMOs. The challenge that confronts
the SMO is not fundamentally different from
the one that confronts any formal organization.
At the macro level, the SMO must negotiate a
niche for itself within the larger organizational
environment in which it is embedded. This
usually entails the negotiation and management
of a complex set of relationships with other
organizational actors representing the move-
ment, the state, countermovements, the media,
and the general public. How well the SMO
manages the contradictory demands imposed by
these groups will have a lot to do with the way
the movement develops over time.

The movement and the SMOs that increas-
ingly reptesent it face a challenge at the micro
level as well. As organizations, SMOs must con-
tinue to mobilize the resources—members,
money, and so on—they need to sutvive. Of
necessity, this latter goal involves the SMO in
a continuous process of micro mobilization.
Converts must be sought, resources acquired,
and the commitment of members maintained.

This micro challenge is no less important to

the course of movement development than the
macro challenge sketched carlier. One of the
principal ways SMOs seck to mediate these twin
challenges is through the sclection of goals and
tactics. As regards the larger macro environ-
ment, choices about ecither goals or tactics are
likely to reflect calculations concerning the an-
ticipated reactions of other organizational actors.
At the same time, the internal resource needs
of the SMO will also shape programmatic and
tactical decisions. In effect, goals and tactics are
the principal tools an SMO uses to shape its ex-
ternal environment while simultaneously at-
tending to the ongoing demands of micro
mobilization. In the remainder of this chapter,
we will discuss all of these dynamics in more
detail. Before we do so, however, we will want
to know a good bit more about SMOs and the
forms they typically take.

Social Movement Organizations

Movement organizations are usually the car-
tiers of the mature movement. They serve to ag-
gregate people and resources in the service of
the “‘cause.”’ While much movement activity
may occur outside of SMOs by individuals and
groups with little or no affiliation with the
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SMOs, the formal movement groups attempt to
remain the command posts of movements.
The acronym SMO entered the social move-
ment literature through the analysis of Zald and
Ash (1966). There it referred to the carrier
otganizations of social movement aims, and was
seen to vary between inclusive and exclusive
forms. This distinction captures the extent of in-
volvement and commitment to the organization
on the part of the typical ‘membc_r. Much
research has focused on organized social move-
ment forms since then, and a wide varicty of
dimensions of SMO structure have been ex-
plicated. The use of the c:lcnotanon, hqwcv;:;
remains e. Let us here summarze
various ormational forms to which it has been
applied.
p})\:vhn Lofland has developed a census of what
he calls movement organization local forms. The
types of SMO locals he identifies are: (1) associa-
tions sustained by volunteers, (2) bureaus em-
ploying staffers, (3) troups deploying soldiers,
(4) communcs composed of family members, (5)
collectives consisting of cooperaing workers, an
(6) utopias populated by utopians. The amray of
forms is ordered in terms of increasing scope of
involvement, and thus mitrors the Zald and Ash
distinction between inclusive and exclusive SMO
forms. There has been extensive analysis of these
vatious forms. Some of the best-known analyses
are those of Gamson (1975), Kantet (1972) and
Curtis and Zurcher (1973). This array of forms
appears to vary between the poles of intensity
and extensity. Those forms that‘demznd the
most of members have the most difficulty gain-
ing large numbers of members, and those forms
that denand the least are capable of generating
the widest support.!® What constitutes the most
local level of analysis here is a functon of the
focus of research. So Ronald Lawson (1983)
described what he calls BOs (building organi-
zations) and NOs (neighborhood organiza-
tions) in his account of the orgam;auonal stuc-
ture of the tenants’ movement in New York

Cl g . .
tl‘siovcment locals may be disconnected organi-
zations laboring in isolation toward their social
change goals. Or they may be !mked to other
local organizations through a vatiety of organiza-
tional mechanisms. Or they may be linked to
higher level organizations, of some combina-
tions of these. The most general types of forms
here are federation structure, chapter structure,
and what Gerlach and Hine (1970) call
reticulate, segmentary, decentralized structure.
Snow (1986) provides an example of the latter
type of structure in his analysis of the Nichiren
Shoshu movement in the United States.
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ite modern form of the SMO is the pro-
fcéo%alt:;gﬂ rcnovdnent organization (PSMO&
originally identified by McCarthy and Zal
(1973):

Professional social movements are characterized
by:
(1) Aleadership that devotes full time to the
movement. ¢ esources of
A large proportion O s oi-
® ginatigng outside of the agg;xeved
group that the movement claims to
represent. )
2) A vcr; small or nonexistent gncmbetshlp
base or a paper membership (member-
ship implies little more than allowing
name to be used upon m_cmbc:slu[? rolls).
(3) Attempts to impart the image of 'spcak-
ing for a potential constituency.
(4) Attempts to influence policy toward that
same constituency. [p. 20].

ly PSMOs communicate with adherents
or le;:gbers through the mails or the mass
media. They link people together through very
weak networks of communicationt (see McCar-
thy, 1987). But in fact there are few pure casc;
of this form, and many recent analyses o
PSMOs have revised and extended the caclier
statements about it. Common Cause, for in-
stance, evolved into 2 mixed form with m:t?ﬂ
vigorous local chapters, though its central
mirrors the PSMO form (McFarland, 1984). The
Pennsylvanians for Biblical Majority (Cable,
1984) shows a PSMO form at the state level, but
through telephone wees, which link local con-
gregational members whose chusches supp&n
the PSMO, look more like 2 federation of the
reticulate, segmentary, decentralized form.
Troyer and Markle (1983) describe ASH,MaCr;
anti-smoking group, as 2 prototype of E}‘:e PS 0
form. Ticrey (1982) describes the *‘battere
women movement'” at the local level as a pro-
fessionalized movement, and views its vul-
nerability to cooptation as an important consc-
quence of its lack of 2 beneficiary constituency
that supports the movement. Johnston (198(:}
reviews the ecarly history of Transcendent d
Meditation (TM) in the United States, an
found clements of a PSMO, bl}t other clements
that lead him to term it 3 ' marketed
mox::t:::tr interesting form of movement of-
ization is what Morris (1984) has termed the
“‘movement halfway house.”’ ‘A movement
halfway house is an established group or organi-
zation that is only partially integrated into the
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larger socicty because its participants are activel
involved in cfforts to bring about a desim}i'
change in society . . . What is distinctive about
movement halfway houses is their relative isola-
tion from th’c larger society and the absence of
2 mass base”’ (p. 139). Such institutions may
serve as repositories of information about past
movements, strategy and tactics, inspiration and
leadership. They are especially important dur-
ing lulls in social movement activity. Many of
these halfway houses appear to be rooted in
religious communities such as the Fellowship of
Reconciliation (Robinson, 1981), The American
Friends Service Committee (Jonas, 1971), and
the Catholic Wotker (Millet, 1974).

ORGANIZATIONAL TRAJECTORIES

An carlier literature emphasized the process
of institutionalization as the incvitable outcome
of movement development. What Zald and Ash
(1966) labeled the Weber-Michels model of
foutinization and oligarchization was the domi-
nant image of the trajectory of SMOs. Zald and
Ash argued that the model was limited and that
a more inclusive and dynamic model of
organization-environment relations allowed one
to expect a variety of other SMO trajectories, in-
lc‘{udmg demise, radica{ib:cation, schism, and

ovement ofganization becalmed. The Weber-
Michels model suffered from the tyranny of the
iron cage. As one adopts an organization-
environment model for the study of ongoing
movement development, it becomes apparent
that SMOs exist in a larger macro environment
that greatly constrains their actions. The net im-
pact of these constraints is never so simple as
to yield a single outcome—such as institution-
alism—in the case of all SMOs. Rather, at the
macto level, we are encouraged to analyze the
process of movement development as tutning
on a complex process of interaction between
SMOs and a variety of other organizational ac-
tors. The structural impact of this interaction
process is expected to vary from SMO to SMO.

Macro Development: SMOs and the
Larger Organizational Environment

At the macro level, the emergence of a social
movement depends on informal collections of
activists recognizing and exploiting the unique
opportunity for collective action afforded them
by shifting political, economic and demographic
conditions. Once in place, however, the move-
ment and the specific SMOs that ate its carriers
face a very different challenge. They now con-

front an established organizational environment
aware of, and frequently hostile toward, the new
movement. Just how successfully these SMOs
negotiate this organizational environment will
largely determine the ultimate fate of the move-
ment. Among the specific actors SMOs are likely
to confront in this process are competing SMOs,
the state, countermovements, and the media.

MOVEMENT INDUSTRIES

Social movement industries (SMIs) comprise
all SMOs pursuing relatively similar ggals.
Although SMOs in a given SMI may differ in
tactics and may compete for resources and
leadership, they may also cooperate. Under
preciscly what conditions we can expect com-
peting SMOs to cooperate is an important ques-
tion movement researchers have yet to answer.

A pumbser of hypotheses about movement in-

dustries can, however, be stated. For instance,
as demand for 2 movement expands, the
number and size of SMOs should also increase.
As an SMI expands, the member SMOs are
likely to try to *‘product differentiate’’ their
goals and tactics so as to ensure a distinctive
niche for themselves within the movement. So
far, no scholars have sought to test these hy-
potheses. Systematic studies of particular SMls
have also been rare. However, Conover and Gray
(1983) present an excellent analysis of the move-
ment/ countermovement industries that have
emerged around the issues of woman's rights
and the family. Aldon Morris (1984) and Steve
Batkan (1986) have addressed the interorganiza-
tional relationships and competition and co-
operation of groups in the civil rights move-
ment. Both examine the interplay of SCLC and
the NAACP. and then, as the movement grew,
the mtcrplay of SNCC, CORE, and other
groups. Finally, Staggenborg (1986), in a de-
tailed analy;m of the prochoice movement, has
shown the importance of the prolife counter-
movement in shaping the interorganizational
relations and growth of prochoice forces.

One especially promising topic in the study
of SMs is the analysis of what has been termed
radical flank effects’” (Haines, 1984). The con-
cept is used to describe one effect that often
follows from the presence of *‘extremist’’ SMOs
yxtlun the same movement with other more

'moderate”’ groups. As Haines (1984) shows in
his analysis of changes in the funding of the ma-
jor civil rights organizations, such a situation is
likely to redound to the bencfit of the moderate
SMO:s. In effect, the presence of ‘‘extremists’’
encourages funding support for the ‘‘moder-
ates’’ as a way of undercutting the influence of
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the radicals. A similar dynamic may also char-
acterize state/ movement relations. Increasingly,
the demands of movements are being ad-
judicated by representatives of the state. To re-
spond to a movement, these representatives
must focus on the movement leaders and
organizations that scem to speak for the move-
ment and yet who are reasonable coalition part-
ners. In such a situation, the presence of *‘ex-
tremist”’ SMOs can actually help to legitimate
and strengthen the bargaining hand of more
moderate SMOs. Though not planned in most
cases, these dynamics would appear to have im-
portant implications for the trajectory and suc-
cess of the movement.

STATE/MOVEMENT RELATIONS

The central importance of the modern sate
has made it a key target for most political move-
ments. Therefore, any analysis of change or
stability in political movements must couple ef-
forts to study the ways in which movements seck
to influence or overthrow states with an assess-
ment of state efforts to contsol, channel, repress,
ot facilitate movements. The increasing volume
of studies of this type has moved social move-
ment analysis much closer to, ot perhaps even
made it a part of, political sociology, where
Rudolph Heberle (1951) thought it should be
nearly four decades ago. In the following three
sections, we will attempt to delineate three
topics that illustrate the increasingly close con-
nection between much movement analysis and
the field of political sociology.

THE STATE AS CONTROL AGENT

The control of social movements may, of
coutse, involve persons other than state authofi-
tics. The employer who frowns upon, of dis-
misses, employees perceived to be ovetly active
in social movement activity is part of the social
control environment of a social movement, cven
if not a part of the state apparatus. Obviously,
2 movement's opponents will be implicated in
efforts to control, or even destroy, the move-
ment. The responscs of friends and family to
participation in social movements can also be
seen as part of the micro context of social con-
trol. The individual activist’s risk-reward cal-
culus is expected to reflect this broad set of
relations.

At the same time, however, the status of the
modern state as the institutional embodiment
of elite interests often puts state authorities in
the position of having to defend those interests
against the competing claims of challenging

groups. This, coupled with the state’s historic
monopoly on the legitimate use of violence,
often makes it the key actor in an analysis of the
social control of political movements.

The efforts of authorities to control move-
ments include general policies that apply to all
movements as well as specific actions directed
at particular movements of groups. In the
former category are state policies regulating the
forms of association, tax advantages, and tac-
tics available (c.g., the legal status of boycotts,
strikes, curfew regulations) to movements. The
latter category includes activitics by authorities
to control or inhibit specific movements, their
otganizations, adherents, and leaders. FBI sur-
veillance, denial of loans to student activists, at-
tempts to deny nonprofit status to specific
organizations, and application of restraint of
trade legislation to the NAACP in Mississippi
are examples of specific policies aimed at par-
ticular movements.

General state policies grow out of the specific
histories of particular polities. The relative size
of the social movement sector in any given soci-
ety is at least in part a function of the types of
general policies in place. Obviously, authori-
tagian, totalitarian, and pluralist democracies
can be expected to differ greatly in the general
policies that inhibit or facilitate SMO formation
and tactics. All that scems clear. What is less
clear are the conditions under which the specific
attempts of authorities to control o facilitate a
movement (a) are likely to occur and (b) be ef-
fective. The problem is, as Lipsky (1968) has so
ably argued, that the analysis of protest as a
political resource (and implicitly authority 2s a
political response), cannot just examine the
direct linkages and cost-benefit conditions im-
posed by movements on authorities, and
authorities on movements. Instead, one must
also examine the reaction and perceptions of

bystander publics and reference elites. These
perceptions and reactions are often filtered
through the media. “‘Repression works,’” says
Charles Tilly. To this must be added: under
some conditions and not others. Indeed, at-
tempts at fepression may telease *‘repression
fallout'’ (Hancock, 1973). Systematic, Sus-
tained, unbridled repression works in the short
run. But regimes—especially ostensibly demo-
cratic ones—can rately buy social peace for long
periods of time by recourse to repression. Even
in the short run, the use of repression may trig-
ger a positive response to the movement from
previously neutsal o only mildly sympathetic

bystander publics (Turner, 1969).

By its own actions, the movement helps to
condition the response of third parties and thus
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to encourage or discourage state fepression.
cAdam (1982) offers several examples of this
dynamic in his analysis of the shifting fortunes
of the civil rights movement between 1960 and
1970. In the early sixties, civil rights forces—
especially Martin Luther King’s Southern Chris-
tian Leadership Conference—were able to pro-
voke violence on the part of Southern authori-
ties, thus generating enormous sympathy and
support for the movement among the media
and general public. One effect of this support
was to raise the costs of repression to prohibitive
levels, thus reducing the level of official con-
trol efforts. In contrast, the rhetorical militance
of various black power groups during the late
sixties alarmed the general public, allowing state
authorities to repress these groups with relative
impunity,

In modern society, however, control over
social movements is never a matter of fepression
alone. In addition, therc are various forms of
control embedded in the normal legal/bureau-
cratic routines of society. In this country, these
include various rules and tegulations whose en-
forcement is the responsibility of such agencies
as the Internal Revenue Service, the U.S. Postal
Service, and many state and local agencies set
up to evaluate the “‘public-regardingness’” of
social movement organizations (Wolfson, 1987).
For many SMOs, a particularly salient example
of this type of bureaucratic control are the rules
governing tax exempt status. The tax and fund-
raising advantages of the designation *‘non-
profit” are sufficiently artractive to many SMOs
4s to encourage them to modify their programs

SO as to attain this status (McCarthy and Britt,
in press). The moderating effect of such efforts
is obvious.

In addition, authorities often exercise covert
surveillance in their attempts to control social
movements. But the process of surveillance, too,
has risks. Undercover agents may be coopted by
the movement. They may even stimulate or con-
tribute to movement activity. Gary Marx (1974,
1979) has done mote than anyone clse to show
the dynamics of infiltration in modetn Ameri-
can movements. But similar problems have also
been documented, almost as an aside, in Vic-
toria Bonnell's (1984) study of worker participa-
tion in fevolutionary activity in Russia. She
shows how the level of police infiltration facili-
tated movement activity in prerevolutionary
Russia.

THE STATE AS FACILITATOR
We have already noted that in the attempt
to control movements through surveillance,

government intrusion may actually facilitate
movement activity. Beyond such indirect facili-
tation autharities may directly fund agencies
and programs that ate carriers of movement
goals. Indeed, a major part of the Reagan agen-
da seems to have involved the “‘de-funding of
the Left.” For example, Himmelstein and Zald
(1984) have shown that part of the Reagan Ad-
ministration’s attack on the social sciences was
related to their perception that social scientists
were part of the political “‘left.’” More generally,
James T. Bennett and Thomas J. Delorenzo
(1985) have documented numerous case studies
of government funding of liberal partisan
politics.

There is, of course, an analytic and defini-
tional issue here. When js government funding
and agency activism part of the bureaucratic and
foutine operation of government, and when is
it aimed at aiding social action? In practice the
question may not have an either/or answer,
Grants from the National Institute for Drug
Abuse can fund organizations that offer routine
services and promote social change activity. The
National Highway Transportation Safety Agency
can fundI;?{hOs that work for social change on
the drinking and driving issues. As social move.
ment analysis intersects with political sociology,
the distinction between social movements and
pressure groups becomes less relevant (see
Useem and Zald, 1982). Gamson (1975) has ex-
amined the process by which a challenging
group gains standing in the polity. In this, he
focuses both upon gaining access to govern-
ment, and achieving substantive gains. In hijs
empirical work, Gamson ends up treating ac-

cess the same as gaining official recognition as
a legitimate representative of the aggrieved
group. But in his theoretical discussion, access
is in fact a continuum along which the challeng-
ing groups achieves greater and greater penetra-
tion of government agencies. Movements do not
end when their representatives take power; in-
stead, they are transformed. Government of-
ficials may operate routinely to deliver substan-
ive benefits to movement constituents or work
with movement groups in and out of govern-
ment to change official policy and procedures.
Different agencies and branches of government
may support specific social movement goals,
us the social movement and countermove.
ment activities may occur more or less within
government itself. Richard Gale (1986) has
documented the extent to which the environ-
mental movement and its opposition were both
fepresented in different agencies of the federal
government.
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DIVISIONS WITHIN THE STATE

As the Gale example illustrates, it would be
a mistake to sec the various components of the
state as always acting in consort either to oppose
or support 2 movement. More tecent scholarship
on state/ movement relations has instead focused
on divisions within the state and the move-
ment’s cfforts to exploit these divisions. For ex-
ample, scholars of the American civil rights
movement (Barkan, 1985; Bloom, 1986; Gar-
row, 1978; McAdam, 1982, 1983) have demon-
strated the necessity of examining the interplay
of different branches and geographical units of
government in accounting for the success or
failure of movement campaigns. Southern
sheriffs and voter tegistrars were testrained by
federal laws and Justice Department suits.
Govermnor Orville Faubus of Arkansas was con-
strained by President Eisenhower’s calling out
of the National Guard in the Little Rock school
desegregation crisis. This is not to say that
federal authorities were aggressive advocates of
movement goals. On the contrary, federal sup-
port was forthcoming only on those occasions
when movement forces were able to provoke
Southern autherities into well- publicized and
extreme violations of black civil rights.
Nonctheless, as Garrow (1978), Hubbard
(1968), and McAdam (1982, 1983) have shown,
this characteristic response was enough to give
movement forces the leverage they needed to
achieve significant civil rights gains.

Similarly, different branches of government
may be at odds with one another or may afford
movements better or worse opportunitics to pur-
sue their goals. In a system of divided power,
the legislative, executive, and judicial branches
operate under different procedural and substan-
tive notms and have different constituencies.
Barkan (1985), Handler (1978), and Balbus
(1973), have plowed new territory in showing
how courts/juties and judges, and criminal and
civil procedures may be used to facnh_tatc or im-
pede social movement goals. Barkan illuminates
how juries may nullify formal law to impede
authority, thus promoting social movements.
Moreover, he shows how trials may be used as
media events in order to publicize movement
goals. Balbus shows how the courts may under-

cut police efforts to control participants during
civil disorders. Rather than the courts aiding the
control cffort, judicial procedures and the
political economy of courts may festrain their
use as agents of repression. Handler illuminates
the conditions under which SMOs may ot may
not be effective in seeking judicial redress of
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their grievances. Courts ate limited in the
remedies they can impose. If the movement is
secking major substantive changes, courts are
not especially uscful. Morcover, SMOs must
command legal resources for long periods of
time, if they are to pursue legal remedies against
well-organized, well-funded opponents.

COUNTERMOVEMENTS

By challenging existing institutional arrange-
ments, social movements invite opposition. To
the extent that opposition takes on an organ-
ized, relatively enduring character, we can say
that a countermovement has developed. The
composition of the countermovement will de-
pend to a large degree on the nature and ex-
tent of the threat posed by the original move-
ment. Revolutionary social movements attempt
to drastically alter state policies of to overthrow
regimes. In such cascs, the state itself becomes
the countermovement. But most social move-
ments do not represent regime challenges; their
goals are far more limited. They threaten some
groups or classes and not others. The result is
often a contest among groups for specific policy
outcomes and generalized political influence.
Should a countermovement arise in this situa-
tion, it is bound to be more limited in scope
and membership than those that arise to chal-

lenge revolutionary movements.
Observers of the civil rights, antiwar, and
feminist movements, among others, have
sought to analyze the emergence of these more
limited movements. More generally, Clatence
Lo (1982) and Tahi Mottl (1980) have attempted
to describe the typical features of the counter-
movement. Countermovements develop in scg-
ments of the population whose ways of life,
status, and rewards are challenged by the move-
ments. It has been traditional to see movements
as progressive forces, and countermovements as
reactionary. But such labeling serves little
analytic purpose and may be contradicted in
fact. What is most interesting about countet-
movements is that they attempt to capture the
high ground from movements. Sometimes they
succeed; sometimes they fail. Zald and Useem
(1987) describe the interactive dance between
movement and countermovement. They seck to
explain why countermovements vary in the
speed and strength of their mobilization, and
to identify the types and range of conflicts be-
tween the movement and countermovement.

Depending upon the timing of mobilization,

countermovements may spend most of their

time attempting to undo the effects of the
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movement without actually engaging the move-
ment in battle. Such conflicts can be said to be
*‘loosely coupled’’ in time and arena.
McAdam (1983) analyzed movement-
countermovement interaction by demonstrating
the succession of tactics that occutted in the civil
rights movement. Using New York Times news-
paper reports, McAdam shows how the pace of
movement activity rose with the introduction of
new tactical forms and then declined as the op-
position developed effective tactical counters to
defuse the impact of novel movement tactics.
No doubt McAdam has understated the richness
of the tactical repertoire of the civil tights move-
ment during this period (Morris, 1984). None-
theless, his represents a crude first attempt to
map the chesslike interaction that characterizes
movement-countermovement relations. As
much as any other set of relations, it is these that
shape the trajectory of the original movement.

THE MEDIA AND COMMUNICATIONS
TECHNOLOGIES

While we have previously noted the impot-
tance of ‘‘frame alignment’’ and ‘‘collective at-
tribution’’ as processes crucial to the generation
of collective action, it is not true that the move-
ment’s cognitive challenge ends during its
emergent phase. The creation of a revolutionary
consciousness hardly ensures the survival of this
consciousness over time. One need only point
to the extinction of radical feminism in this
country after the Civil War and again follow-
ing the passage of the suffrage amendment to
realize how tenuous political consciousness is.
The cognitive challenge confronting insurgents
only begins with the emergence of the move-
ment. For the movement to succeed, it must be
able to generate support among authorities,
sympathy among bystanders and, most impor-
tant, an ongoing sense of legitimacy and efficacy
among movement cadre and members. In-

variably, this requirement implicates the move-
ment in an ongoing cognitive struggle with
movement opponents over the meaning of
various actions and events. Prochoice advocates
seck to depict prolife activists as dangerous ex-
tremists threatening human life by their attacks
on birth control clinics. In turn, prolifers,
through *‘‘educational’’ materials, such as the
controversial film, The Silent Scream, attempt
to portray prochoice activists as insensitive
murderers. What is at stake is nothing less than
the popular perception of reality. This struggle
presents one of the clearest examples of the ways
in which the ongoing development of 2 move-
ment tutns on the ability of SMOs to successfully

translate macroprocesses into micro outcomes.
The micro outcome in this case is public opinion
formation and the reinforcement of member
commitment through the manipulation/crea-
tion of meaning structutes. We will turn to this
process in the next section. Our concern here
is with the macro companion to this process—
namely, the systematic attempts of SMOs to ex-
ploit the media and existing communication
technologies in an effort to bring their ‘‘mes-
sage’’ to various audiences.

COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGIES

Some means of communication are centrally
important to generating collective action in set-
tings that require linking individuals who do not
typically find themsclves in face-to-face interac-
tion with each other. In modern society, most
movements are of this variety. Increasingly,
then, movements have come to depend upon
and to be shaped by the means of communica-
tion available to them. The costs and accessibil-
ity of such technologies may influence the pros-
pects for mobilization as well as the public’s
response to mobilization appeals. Let us review
several of the more recent technological innova-
tions in communication that have had impot-
tant effects upon movement attempts to dis-
seminate information as a way of influencing
movement adherents and bystander publics.

The telephone has recently come into wide
use by social movement activists. Telephone net-
works are widely used to inform SMO members
and movement adherents about events and in
organizing collective behavior among them. The
low costs of telephone service and its wide ac-
cessibility mean that this technology is useful
to all but those movements drawn from among
the poorest groups in modern America. The
significance of telephone technology for collec-
tive action may, however, be generally restricted
to the United States. The fact that most nations,
including many wealthy nations, do not possess
phone systems as accessible as this one, has in-
teresting comparative implications for under-
standing collective action in the United States
and elsewhere. The ability to mobilize many
adherents of a social movement in a very short
period of time can depend upon it. The use of
such telephone nets by antinuclear activists to
block the so-called ‘“White Trains™’ carrying
nuclear warheads is an example of one use of
this technology. Cable (1984) desctibes the
heavy use of this technology by a state Moral
Majority SMO. This technology allows for the
relaying ‘‘instruction’’ to adherents concerning
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future collective actions, a process some collec-
tive behaviorists regard as critical to the under-
standing of those actions (McPhail and Wohl-
ein, 1983). .
¥ Dirccz m)a.il technologies are also coming to
be widely used by social movement actvists. The
use of these techniques is described in great
detail by Sabato (1981). They have been used,
in this context, primarily to generate resources
for SMOs and to activate social movement
adherents. A secondary benefit is that they may
educate nonadherents on social movement
issues. Thus far, the empirical literature on SMO
use of direct-mail techniques would seem to
support several conclusions. First, the 'tgcpmquc
is seen as especially useful in mobilizing re-
sources and collective action among adh:':;t
1s that are not highly structured into precx-
Pns?ﬁ:g infmstmcturh:sg (McCarthy, 1987). Such
techniques would also scem to be more useful
in permanent organizations rather than tem-
poraty campaigns (Sabato, 1981). Finally, Had-
den and Swan (1981) found the effectiveness of
direct mail appeals to be enhanced when com-
bined with television programming by evan-
gelists.

MASS MEDIA

Television and newspapes constitute the cen-
tral mass media in modern socictics, and as
such, play an important tole in movement of-
forts to attract members, discredit opponents
and influence the state and the general public.
Typically, however, these media are more, or at
least as, available to movement opponents as
they are to the movement itself. This is espe-
cially truc when the state itself opposcs the aims
of the movement. In most cases, then, move-
ments cannot count on foutine access to the
media, nor editorial sympathy when coverage
is forthcoming. Instead, they must exploit the
“‘normal procedures’” of these media in order
to gain unpaid access as a means of relaying their
message to 2 mass public. This has served to en-
courage attempts to understand :;,vhat subset of
potential events become “news.”’ In turn, this
has prompted researchets to move 10 two direc-
tions simultancously. Some analysts have sought
to understand the internal structure and logic
of specific media ofganizations. Among the
specific topics studied by tc.searchcrs in this
tradition are patterns of media owncrs'hlp, th;
socialization of newspersons and routine deci-
sion making in media organizations. Gans
(1979) provides a useful review of much of this
research.
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But the creation of news is cleatly an interac-
tive process. Recognition of this fact 'has
prompted other researchers to study the vz.nouds
ways in which movements attempt to attract an
then shape the editorial tone of media coverage
(see Gitlin, 1980; Molotch, 1979; Molotch and
Lester, 1974, 1975). As a general rule, these
studies have tended to point up the difficulties
inherent in courting the media. To cite one such
difficulty, movements must prove ‘‘ncws-
worthy’” if they are to attract the attention of
the media. This oftens puts 2 premium on il-
legal, violent, or otherwise extreme forms of ac-
tion. At the same time, these forms of action
are likely to frighten the public, antagonize
authorities, and discourage supporters. As yet,
however, little in the way of systematic analysis

intended to tease out these dynamics has been
ertaken.
un'?hc same can be said for efforts to study the
complex and often contradictory patterns of in-
teraction that develop between the movement
and the full range of organizational actors
touched on here. Suffice it to say that the con-
tradictory demands inherent 1n the single media
example noted above are multiplied many tmes
over when all of the parties to the ongoing con-
flict are taken into account. One very challeng-
ing, and potentially valuable direction for future
research, then, would entail the explication of
the complex and changing relationships be-
cween these various actors ovet the life of specific
movements.

Micro Processes in
Movement Development

At the macro level, the task facing SMO's is
managing the conflicting dgmands and interests
of the groups that comprise the movement §
organizational environment. But thar is only
half the story. To remain viable, these SMOs
must also be able to retain the ideological loyalty
and resource support of some constituency. To
do so involves them in a scries of important
micro-level processes. One of these processes—
the production and manipulation of meaning
structures—has already been mentioned. But
the production of meaning isn’t the only on-
going problem SMOs must solve. They must
also routinize the flow of resources and members
into the movement if it is to remain 2 strong
and viable force for social, political, or personal
change.
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The Ongoing Production and
Maintenance of Meaning and ldeology

While 2 discussion of communication tech-
nologies highlights the ways in which movement
activists seek to manipulate and shape the
understanding of events, such a discussion leaves
the microdynamics of this process unexamined.
While a full-blown, dynamic theory of this proc-
ess is beyond the scope of this chapter, we can
review some of the more interesting recent con-
ceptual and empirical work that has been done
on the topic.

The new theories of social movements have
been accused of deemphasizing the importance
of meaning and ideology, or taking them for
granted at any historical moment (i.c., Mueller,
1984). But historians, speech analysts, and some
sociologists have continued to wrestle with ways
of conceptualizing and empirically assessing the
importance and felevance of meaning and

ideology to social movements, social movement
gcht{ivists. social movement adherents, SMOs, and

Is.

Of the four major theoretical perspectives on
social movements and collective behavior avail-
able in the late 1960s, only that of collective
behavior took meaning and ideology very
setiously in attempting to understand social

movement processes. Especially as developed
and elaborated by Park (1967), this perspective
attended to the centrality of the mass media and
“‘publics” in understanding the development
of social movements. The central insight under-
lying this view was that consensus could develop
from the mediated process of information flow
as well as from face-to-face interaction. Gould-
ner (1976) has summarized this perspective
cogently:

Historically speaking, then, a ‘public’ con-
sists of persons who abitually acquire their
news and orientation from impersonal mass
media where they have available to them
diverse information and orientation diffused
by competing individual entrepreneurs or
cofporate organizations, and when this
diversity increases za/é among those sharing
news but secking consensus concerning its
meaning. That is 2 bourgeois public [p. 96
- Ideologies serve to mobilize “soci

movements’ within publics through the
mediation of newspapers and other media,
Movements are sectors of the public com-
mitted to 2 common project and to 2 com-
mon social identity . . . News generates
ideology centered social identities which, in
turn, are now media constructed and de-
fined. Thus social movements in the modem

world are both ideology—and news con-
structed [p. 100].

Some analysts have focused upon the pre-
existing structures of meaning in publics. It is
widely noticed, for instance, that most indi-
viduals do not possess anything like a well-
articulated ‘‘ideology,’’ even among the most
literate segments of a population. This has led
to employing such concepts as “*organic’’ or
“‘popular’” ideology for talking about collective
meanings among mass publics (i.c., Rude,
1980). Public opinion polling has allowed for
the extensive mapping of support for particular
social movements, both at single points in time
and over time as well. This allows the size of
“*adherent pools’ available to various move.-
ments to be crudely estimated (sce McCarthy,
1987; Mucller, 1983; Wood and Hughes, 1984).
It leads, also, to attempts to understand the con-
ceptual frames that characterize mass publics as
they process the competing information bom-
barding them as regards any controversial social
issues (i.e., Gamson, 1984).

Most recent analyses of the construction of
meaning in social movements has been consis-
tent with this approach, though some analysts
have tended to emphasize more directly the
competition and conflict between the purveyors
of dominant understandings of social issues and
those social movement activists presenting alter-
native understandings. In attempting to explain
why so little collective action occurs, analysts of
a variety of persuasions opt for the conclusion
that meaning in publics is dominated by re-
source rich elites who exert control over the
grammar and plot line of public discourse.
Those operating from Marxist perspectives call
such a state of affairs ideological begemony (i.c.,
Garner, 1977), while pluralists label similar
Pprocesses symbolic regssurance (i.e., Edelman,
1964, 1971, 1977).

Several processes, however, can be identified
that tend to undercut elite interpretations of
meaning. These processes involve the media and
the intelligentsia as well as SMOs. Many analysts
have noted how the mass media, and especially
television, tend to focus upon distuption and
violence in social life. This proclivity gives social
movement activists the opportunity to gain
some access to the media in their attempts to
generate countermeanings in mass publics (Lip-
sky, 1968). Those who have been called “‘of-
ganizational intellectuals’” (Zald and McCarthy,
1975) may also disseminate countermeanings
through their positions in universities and other
work settings. These intellectual workers have
also been labeled the “‘new class’ by analysts
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(i.e., Brint, 1984; Bruce-Briggs, 1979) who sec
them as central to the generation qf counter-
meanings in modern industrial settings.

But it is the activities of the social movement
activists themselves t?at are especially crucial tg
an understanding of how new meanings an
ideologics are developed, packaged, and dis-
seminated. Sociologists ate only now beginning
to study how these processes work. Perhaps the
most promising framewotk for analyzing these
processes is one outlined by Snow and his col-
leagues (1986) and reviewed earlier in our
discussion of ‘‘frame alignment.”’ Borrow-
ing the term ‘‘frame’’ from Erving Goffman
(1974), the authors describe and clabor'a’tc a
typology of ‘‘frame alignment processes’ by
which SMOs seck to bring the beliefs and at-
titudes of potential recruits into syac with the
ideological frame of the movement. *The basic
underlying premise is that frame alignment, of
onc varicty or anothet, is a necessary condition
of [movement] participation . . . and that it is
typically an interactional and ongoing accom-
plishment’’ (p. 464; emphasis ours). The key
word here is ongosng. For the later stages of col-
lective action, the important thrust of this
chapter is to alert movement scholars to the
crucial microprocesses that SMOs must engage
in if they ate to retain the cognitive and
ideological loyalties of movement members.

If sociologists are relative latecomers to the
study of processes such as those described by
Snow and his colleagues, speech communication
analysts have made them a significant focus of
rescarch for some time. One especially produc-
tive area of scholarship has taken movement
thetoric as 2 topic for systematic analysis. Simons
and his colleagues have exhaustively summar-
ized this body of work (Simons, 1970, 1981).
Utilizing a conceptual approach quite compati-
ble with recent approaches in social movement
analysis, which he calls the ‘‘requirement-
problems-strategics approach,” the various the-
torical tasks confronting movement activists are
systematically explored. He says,

Ideally, a full-blown theory of the rhetoric
of soctal movement should specify the argu-
ment and appeals available to movement
thetoric for cach of the tasks they charac-
tetistically confront. Likewise, a full bistory
of movement rheet;r}c would identify time-

ecific, place ific, or even movement-
gcciﬁc rspcrtosg'es. What we already know
is that some argumentative patterns appear
unchanging and, hence, are highly predict-
able [Simons, Mechling, and ier, 1985,
p- 95].

The tasks that have been explored by these many
thetorical scholas are the rhetoric of mobiliza-
tion, the rhetoric of external influence, and the
thetoric of counterinfluence. Each of these tasks
are then broken down into more detailed
thetorical tasks for systematic analysis of mean-
ing and its consequences. )

So while some recent movement analysis has
downplayed meaning in understanding social
movement processes, the outlines of a micro-
sociological literature on these topics has already
begun to emerge. This literature should enable
researchers increasingly to address systematically
the dynamics and effects of meaning-making ac-
tivity by social movement activists (i.c., Mueller,
1984).

Resource Maintenance

The challenge facing mature movements is
not simply a cognitive or ideological one. Like
all organizations, the SMOs that come to
dominate 2 movement in its later stages must
be able to establish routine flow of resources into
the organization in order to survive. To solve
the resource problem, the SMO can choose to
empbhasize cither one of two problematic sources
of support. Either it can seck to obtzin most of
its resources from among its grassroots basc ot
from sources outside its natural ‘‘beneficiary
constituency”’ (McCarthy and Zald, 1973).
Either strategy represents a calculated gamble.

The downside of the grassroots strategy is
straightforward. To the extent that the move-
ment’s natural constituency is poor and rela-
tively powerless, any SMO that emphasizes
grassroots support is likely to share in its sup-
porters’ poverty. Morcover, the meager resource
base available to it is likely to make it necessary
for the *‘grassroots SMO"” to engage in a ncar
continuous round of fesource-generating ac-
tivities just to survive, The implications of this
pattern for program development are sobering.

Just as sobering are the potential dangers
establishing primary resource linkages to groups
outside the movement’s mass base. The lure of

such linkages should be obvious. In contrast to
the all too often impoverished mass base, ex-
ternal groups—especially those of the elite
variety—tend to be resource rich. At the same
time, external groups do not share the same
level of concern or self-interested commitment
to the goals of the movement as the movement’s
beneficiary constituency. This means that exter-
nal support is likely to prove more fleeting and
more politically conditioned than grassroots sup-
port. The latter characterization highlights the
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vety real dangers of cooptation and control in-
herent in the establishment of external support
linkages. Such ties grant considerable control
over movement affairs to the source from which
the resources are obtained. Of course, the con-
trol embodied in these support linkages need
not be exercised in any particular case. If the
movement organization uses the resource(s) in
a manner consistent with the interests of its
sponsor(s), then support is likely to continue
without interruption. The establishment of ex-
ternal support linkages threatens, then, to tame
the movement by encouraging insurgents to
pursue only those goals acceptable to external
sponsos. The latter course of action may ensure
the survival of the movement—or at least of its
organizational offshoots—but only at the costs
of reducing its programmatic effectiveness.

Sustaining Member Commitment

Besides mobilizing resources and attracting
new recruits, movements must also strive to re-
tain the energies and loyalties of old members.
Failing this, the movement is likely to lack the
zonupunty in perso:;ns;i!:lequircd to sustain an

ngoing campaign of social and political change.
This necessity highlights the efforts of SMOs in
the same-meaning production processes dis-
cussed earlier. Obviously, if members come to
feel that the goals of the SMO arc no longer
compatible with their own values, they are likely
to defect. Thus the various *‘frame alignment
processes’’ discussed by Snow et al. (1986) are
as applicable to veteran activists as new recruits.
Ongoing cfforts to negotiate a reasonable fit be-
tween the attitudes of members and the official

party linc’’ of the SMO is central to the proc-
ess of sustaining commitment.

This process is not simply an ideological one,
howcm.. It is a tactical one as well. Presumably,
most activists are attracted to a given SMO in
part because they expect it to be an effective
agent for social, political, or personal change.
If, within a reasonable period of time, the
organization fails to fulfill its implicit charge to
action, it is likely to lose the support of a signifi-
cant portion of its membership. This is especially
true in the case of political movements. As
Alinsky (1971) was keenly aware, nothing sus-
tains the commitment of activists, nor draws
others to 2 political movement, quite like vic-
tories. At least as regards collective action, the
bandwagon effect is very real. The leaders of
political SMOs must therefore be attuned to the
ways in which strategy and tactics can be
manipulated to reinforce the resolve of their
troops.

In the face of the severe macro pressures and
micro challenges confronting movements, SMOs
face an uphill battle to survive, let alone change
existing social, political, or economic arrange-
ments. At the same time, SMOs are not entirely
powetless in the face of these twin sets of con-
straints. Perhaps the most powerful weapons
they have at their disposal are the goals they
choose to pursuc and the tactics they utilize in
this pursuit. Both may be used to attract new re-
cruits, persuade authorities, neutralize oppo-
nents, and gain access to the media. In effect, an
SMO uses its goals and tactics to mediate be-
tween macro-environmental pressures and the
challenges of micto mobilization. Let us discuss
cach of these objectives in a bit more detail.

At the macro level, SMOs find themsclves
confronting a wide range of organizations with
very different interests vis-a-vis the movement.
Some, representing countermovements of seg-
ments of the elite, would like to see the move-
ment destroyed or at least tamed. Other groups
may be allies of the movement. Still others have
yet to take a decisive stance cither for or against
the movement. The media are often among
these ‘‘neutral third parties.”’

Thes; groups play a decisive role in shaping
the choices SMOs make regarding goals and tac-
tics. In choosing between all tactical and pro-
grammatic options open to them, SMOs typi-
cally weigh the anticipated responses of these
various groups and seek through their choices
to balance Se conflicting demands of the
organizational environment in which
embedded. ich they are

At the micro level, the strategic choices made
by SMOs must serve still other functions. SMOs
must balance the need to respond to macro-level
pressures from other organizations with the
micro-level need to maineain the strength and
viability of the organization. It matters little if
one has attracted media attention if, in the proc-
ess, onc has also antagonized support and
jeopardized the flow of resources to the organi-
zation. This appears to have happenced in the
case of various Black Power groups in the late
1960s. While the thetorical militance and radical
goals of the groups assured them media atten-
tion, the message embodied in their actions
frightened potential supporters and encouraged
official repression. Any numbser of such strategic
dilemmas confront SMOs as they seek both to
adape to and shape the ongoing macro- and
microenvironments they confront.

This environment perspective on SMOs leaves
the question of the efficacy of various goals o
tactics unanswered. In point of fact, little
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systematic evidence on the question has yet been
gathered by scholars. To our knowledge, only
William Gamson (1975) has sought to assess the
cffect of goals and tactics on an SMO’s long-
range chances of success. His findings are in-
tetesting, if not entirely unexpected. As regards
goals, Gamson found that single-issue SMOs
had higher success rates than groups that pur-
sue many goals (pp. 44-46). In addition, groups
whose goals required the ‘‘displaccment of an-
onists’’ were less likely to be successful than
those whose goals did not (pp. 41-44). The one
counterintuitive finding concerned the apparent
tactical advantage of employing force or violence
in pursuit of movement goals. Those groups
who did so had significantly higher success rates
than those who refrained from using force or
violence in pursuing their aims (chap. 6).
Out discussion of the efficacy of goals and tac-
tics leads logically to yet another neglected topic
in the study of social movements. Presumably,
most movements set out to accomplish certain
objectives. Rarely, however, have movement
scholars sought to assess how effective move-
ments are in achieving their ends. Nor have
researchers been any better about studying the
impact of collective action on socicty as2 whole
or on those who participated in the movement.
We will close our chapter with a brief discus-
sion of the neglected topic of movement
outcomes.

The Outcome of Social Movements

The interest of many scholats in social move-
ments stems from their belief that movements
represent an important force for social change.
Yet demonstrating the independent effect of
collective action on social change is difficult.
Snyder and Kelly (1979) attempt to lay out a
systematic framework for the empirical evalua-
tion of such effects, but their evidentiaty re-
quirements are generally beyond the means of
most rescarchers in all but a few narrow
instances.

Some work has been done trying to untangle
the independent effects of collective action,
however. Pethaps the most systematic attempt
to isolate the effects of organized social move-
ments is that of Gamson (1975). He shows that
for a large sample of SMOs in the United States,
winning acceptance by authorities was substan-
tially more likely than achicving their stated
goals, suggesting that in the American case,
cooptation is the model response of authorities

to the efforts of challenging groups. Muiray
Edelman argues this position directly (1964,
1977) when he attempts to demonstrate that the
normal response to insutgent action is symbolic
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reassurance, typically in the form of the estab-
lishment of a state agency fesponsible for tend-
ing the concerns of the insurgents through sym-
bols rather than material rewards.

A number of rescarchers have attempted to
teace the effects of several recent movements in
the United States upon the creation of specific
social policies. Among the movements studied
have been the women's movement (Freeman,
1975), the civil rights movement (Burstein,
1985, Button, 1978) and the environmental
movement (Mitchell, 1981). But collective ac-
tion may also have the effect of stalling new
public policy innovations. Nelkin and Pollack
(1981) have shown such effects for the move-
ment against nuclear power, and Turk and
Zucker have shown the cffects of organized
minority cfforts on attempts to reduce local
welfare services (1984, 1985).

Another attempt to assess the effect of col-
lective action on public policy has centered on
the question of whether or not the general tur-
bulence of the 1960s resulted in material gains
through the welfare system. This literature was
inspired by the wotk of Piven and Cloward
(1971). The debate between various rescarchers
seems to suggest that there was no direct local

effect of the extent and seriousness of civil
disorders upon relief levels, but that indirect ef-
fects worked through the federal level of
authority in producing the possibility that states
with many affected cities could more vigorously
expand welfare scrvices (Albritton, 1979; Issac
and Kelly, 1981; Schram and Tutbett, 1983).

The focus of research on social movement out-
comes has tended to focus on changes in legisla-
tion or governmental policy. Of late, however,
rescarchers have begun to shift attention toward
other more indirect outcomes of movement ac-
tion. Such outcomes include changes in the
perceptions of mass publics, the creation of
cohorts committed to activist careers, and the
creation of countermovements.

The *‘social constructionists™* have regularly
pointed to the importance of collective action
in producing shifts in public perception of social
issues. For example, Troyer and Markle (1983)
show how the efforts of the antitobacco social
movement were important in changing public
petspectives on this issue as well as directly af-
fecting social policy at the federal level. Gusfield
(1981) recounts the development of the idea of

the “killer drunk’ and its subsequent incor-
poration into the contemporary movement
against drinking and driving. This movement
in turn has altered public perceptions in such
a way that with little political conflict, the legal
age for drinking alcoholic beverages has, in
many states, been raised to 21 years.
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Carol Mucller (1984) demonstrates how the
women’s movement has had massive indirect ef-
fects upon the political behavior of women who
have had little direct involvement in the move-
ment themselves. These effects work through
the shifting understandings of what women are
capable of doing and also altering the oppor-
tunities for political action on the part of
women. So the majority of the women now
entering the formal political process have not
been *‘organized by feminists’’ in the sense that
they took part in activities organized by ferinist
SMOs, yet one can make the case that the move-
ment has been important in providing the op-
portunity for them to enter the formal political
process. Marx and Wood (1975) note that an im-
portant indirect effect of certain protest activities
is the diffusion of tactical models so that new
forms may be taken up by widely dispersed
groups. Tilly (1979) discusses the general proc-
ess of the diffusion of such *‘repertoires of con-
tention’’ through time and space.

Another legacy of social movements is the
ongoing patterns of activism they may inspire
in their key activists. Some ‘‘survivors’’ may
even remain active through long cycles of move-
ment decline to nourish and support a new in-
flux of activists in another day. This is the story
that Rupp and Taylor (1987) tell about the
feminist movement during the 1950s in the
United States. Or activists may take up other
causes. So the defectors from one movement
may be the seedbed for the emergence of newer
movements during the later cycles of collective
action. McAdam (1988) demonstrates this pat-
tern for many of the eatliest white activists in
the civil rights movement, many of whom went
on to play pioneering roles in the women’s,
antiwar, and student movements. Or the leaders
of such movements may utilize their organiza-
tional skills in other contexts when other
political opportunities present themselves. For
instance, many former civil tights activists have
become political functionaries in a2 number of
local political systems such as Atlanta and the
District of Columbia. The penetration of the
political system by former activists can be ex-
pected to have social policy consequences rele-
vant to carlier movement goals.

Another frequent outcome of collective
action is the mobilization of specific counter-
movements or generalized political resistance to
the aims of the original movement. In some
cases, the level of resistance may be great enough
to set in motion a significant and prolonged shift
in the direction of electoral and policy outcomes.
The generalized “law and order’” backlash nur-
tured by the Republican right in the late sixties

may well be an example of this phenomenon.
The conditions under which these antagonistic
and unintended consequences are likely to oc-
cur are as yet unclear and thus merit additional
systematic study.

Conclusion

In the preceding pages we have tried both to
teview recent and carlier work on social move-
ments and to sketch a comprehensive framework
for organizing theory and research in the field.
Specifically, we have argued that a complete
understanding of social movements requires that
tescarchers (a) distinguish between the emergent
and later developmental phases of collective ac-
tion, and (b) seek during both to link processes
at the macro and micro levels by means of the
intervening organizational bridges crucial dur-
ing each. In our view a wide variety of infor-
mal, yet existing, associations of pcople provide
the collective settings within which movements
emerge. The significance of these micro-
mobilization contexts detive from their poten-
tial for translating macro-structural oppor-
tunities for action into specific micro-mobiliza-
tion dynamics.

The need for similar mediating structures
hardly ends with the onset of collective action.
Instead, formal social movement organizations
(SMOs) are expected to develop to fill the ongo-
ing need for an organizational bridge between
the larger political and social environment and
the specific constituencies the movement must
mobilize if it is to succeed. How well SMOs are
able to reconcile the pressures of their macroen-
vironment with the ongoing demands of micro
mobilization will largely determine the move-
ment’s chances of success.

Besides shaping this view of collective action
this review has also served to alert us to several
underdeveloped areas of research and theoriz-
ing on the dynamics of collective action. We will
conclude, then, by sketching what we see as
three of the most glaring deficiencies in the
literature and the research strategies that might
address them.

The first concetns our relatively underdevel-
oped state of knowledge about the dynamics of
collective action past the emergence of a move-
ment. The sensitive reader was no doubt struck
by the greater length and coherence of the sec-
tion of the chapter dealing with the emergence
of collective action. We simply have theorized
mote and amassed more empirical evidence con-
cetning the carly stage of a social movement.
By comparison, we know comparatively little
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about the dynamics of collective action over
time. Specifically, we see a need for the crea-
tion of more systematic theoretical frameworks
for studying movements over time. While we
have a number of specific theories of movement
emergence, we lack for any comparable theory
of movement development. Instead, what we
have is a growing body of empitical studies on
various aspects of movement growth. As yet,
howevet, we do not have a broad theoretical
frame to help organize and bring coherence to
this collection of discrete studies. The develop-
ment of such a theory or theoties would con-
tribute greatly to our understanding of the
dynamics of social change as well as to move-
ment theory. .

A comparable situation confronts us in the
study of individual activism. While there are
several theoretical accounts of recruitment to col-
lective action, we boast no real theory of the cf
fect of movement participation on the in-
dividual. Theorics of conversion or adult politi-
cal socialization may afford us some
models for constructing such a theory, but to
date no one has taken the time to do so. Nor
have there been many good longitudinal or
follow-up studies of activists completed that
might aid in the development of such a theory.
If we want to better understand the ongoing
dynamics of individual activisrq,_such a theoty
and a body of systematic empirical studies to
““test” it are 2 must.

Finally, we come away convinced that the real
action in social movements takes place at some
level intermediate between the macro and
micro. It is there in the existing associational
groups or networks of the aggrieved community
that the first groping steps toward collective ac-

tion are taken. It is there that the decision to
embed the movement in more formal move-
ment organizations is reached. And it is there,
within the SMOs themselves, that the strategic
decisions are made that shape the trajectory of
the movement over time. Most of our rescarch
has missed this level of analysis. We have
focused the lion’s share of our research energics
on the before and after of collective action. The
“before’’ tesearch has focused on the macro and
micro factors that make movements and in-
dividual activism more likely. The *“after’” side
of the research equation is composed of the few
studies that focus on the outcomes of collective
action. But we haven’t devoted a lot of atten-
tion to the omgoing accomplishment of collec-
tive action. How do macro and micto propen-
sities get translated into specific mobilization at-
tempts? What are the actual dynamics by which
movement activists reach decisions regarding

goals and tactics? How concretely do SMOs seck
to recruit new membets? To answer these ques-
tions, what is needed is more systematic,
qualitative fieldwork into the dynamics of col-
lective action at the intermediate meso level. We
remain convinced that it is #be level at which
most movement action occurs and of which we
know the least.

NOTES

1. In recent years 2 number of useful surveys of
the new scholarship on social movements have been
produced. Among the best of these are those by
Gusficld, 1978; Jenkins, 1983; Marx and Wood,
1975; Morris and Herring, in press; and Zurcher and
Snow, 1981. )

2. For critical reviews of this perspective, see
Deutscher, 1973, and Gurmey and Tictey, 1982.

3. Besides thesc four major perspectives, there were
two others that also had some influence on the ficld.
The first of these is the natural bistory approsch, as
represented by the works of scholars such as Crane
Brinton (1968) and L. P. Edwards (1927). The cen-
tral idea underlying work in the natural history tradi-
tion is that movements—and especially revolutions—
betray a consistent pattern of development qftcn in-
volving 2 set number of stages through which they
inevitably pass. In the past 20 ycars, movement
scholars have overwhelming rejected this idea, view-
ing movements as less stagelike than highly variable
in their parterns of development. The second perspec-
tive not discussed in the text was the psychoanalytic

approach. In works such as those by Adorno et al.
(1950), Freud (1953), Lowenthal ax;d Guterman
(1949), and Martin (1920), scholars tried to account
for individual participation in episodes of collective
behavior of social movements on the basis of vatious
dynamics and factors embedded in classical psycho-
analytic theory. Once again, this research tradition
has not been carried forward by many schotars work-
ing in the field today. ) )
4. The study of collective behavior and social
movements up until this time was pmﬂdy a2 ‘‘text-
book’’ enterprise. Some rich case studies, however,
were available and some of the best arc difficult to
place within one or another of the traditions we hgvc
outlined here. These include S. M. Lipset’s Agrarian
Soctalism (1950), C. Eric Lincoln’s Black Muslims in
America (1961), and Nathan Glazer's The Social
Bases of American Communism (1961). See Gusfield
(1978) for a review of the major gmgmml monographs
on social movements up to this time. )
5. A few of the carlier theorists did take issue with
these micro-level explanations of movement emet-
gence. In particular, Tutner and Killian (1956, 1972,
1986) have long been critical of those v{ho would ex-
plain movements on the basis of individual states of
mind. ]
6. For an introduction to the *‘new social move-
ments’’ literature, see Klandermans, 1986.
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7. We must not forget, however, that there are con-
ditions under which repression may in fact spur col-
lective action rather than inhibit it. This seems to have
been the case in a variety of peasant movements
(Wolf, 1969; Womack, 1969), as well as of some of
the collective action described by the Tillys (1975)
during the ““rebellious century.”’

8. In point of fact, subsequent sesearch on the Hare
Krishna movement, the one exception cited by Snow,
Zurcher, and Ekland-Olson (1980), revealed that a
sizable proportion of its membership was also
recruited through existing networks, especially as the
movement matured (Rochford, 1982).

9. A case can also be made for a special *‘life tran-
sition’” version of the basic argument outlined above.
The claim is that some combination of geographic,
social (e.g., divorce), or occupational transition in 2
person’s life may provide an especially fertile bio-
graphic context for activism. The problem with this
view is that while such transitions may well reduce
the pressure of biographical constraints, they also tend
to rob a person of the kind of personal contacts that
normally draw people into movements. However,
where transitions are not accompanied by any conse-
quent loss of personal contacts, the result may well
be an increased likelihood of participation. For ex-
ample, McAdam (1986) found that graduating seniors
had higher rates of participation in the Freedom Sum-
mer project than any other group of applicants. In
this case, the freedom that came with graduation,

coupled with the rich interpersonal/organizational
context of campus life, may well have made seniors
uniquely available for participation.

10. For an interesting discussion and theoretical
claboration of this point, see Snow, Zurcher, and
Ekland-Olson, 1980, pp. 796-798.
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