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Foreword

Sidney Tarrow

Marco Giugni, Doug McAdam, and Chatles Tilly have put together a sub-
versive reader. Everyone who has worked on social movements knows how
important it is to try to understand their outcomes. Almost everyone admits
the extreme difficulty of doing so. Some of us make halthearted attempts
anyway; others retreat to the tried-and-true terrain of studying movement
origins; a few take refuge in phenomenology.

Giugni, McAdam, and Tilly are braver souls. After obligatory curtsies
in the direction of caution, they and their collaborators strike out boldly to
detect, discriminate among, and define the outcomes of social movements.
As if this were not subversive enough, they and their contributors refuse
to limit themselves to the most direct, short-term effects of movements—
national, institution-based policy outcomes. Though experts like Paul
Burstein and Dieter Rucht contribute to the book lucid treatments of direct
policy effects, even their contributions are unconventional: Burstein ques-
tions the distinctiveness of social movements altogether, and Rucht elabo-
rates a complex model of movements’ environmental impact—both through
policy and beyond it.

But the most subversive message of the book is found in its authors
willingness to go beyond the range of national policy and political impacts
of social movements and into such nonnational areas as the international
peace movement (Meyer); such nongovernmental areas as movement effects
on scientific institutions {Moore); such cultural areas as the changing dis-
course of protest policing (della Porta); and such noninstitutional areas as
the effects of movements on the life course (McAdam).
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viil FOREWORD

The authors, it is true, touch base with familiar old friends in social
movement debates: debates about whether disruption or moderation pays
greater dividends; whether internal or external resources make more of a dif-
ference for movement success; whether purposive or unintended outcomes
of movements are more important; and whether the changes initiated by
movements are durable or ephemeral. But their true contributions are more

subversive:

* questioning, on the onc hand, whether movements are
distinet from interest groups (Burstein) or whether they
are best seen not as groups at all, but rather as structured
contentious performances (Tilly)

turning away from the search for invariant causal models
toward a search for historically contingent combinations
of factors (Giugni, Tilly), a shift thar directs attention

to the mechanisms responsible for translating structural
determinants into action and outcomes (Moore, Meyer,

Rucht)

displacing the tried-and-true configurative case study

with paired comparisons that tease imporrant outcomes
and their causes out of differences in similarly situated
cases (Kriesi and Wisler, della Porta, Gelb and Harr,
Meyer, Koopmans and Statham)

taking social movement research out of its intellectual
ghetto by linking movements to processes of democratiza-
tion (Kriesi and Wisler, della Porta) and even embedding
hypotheses about movement outcomes in a theory of
democracy (Burstein)

The authors of these pieces do not have all the answers——nor do they
pose all the questions. In focusing mainly on progressive movements (bar
Koopmans and Statham), they have little to say abour either the religious or
the retrogressive movements that have surfaced in the 1990s. In focusing on
the United States and Western Europe, they do not help us understand the
rare but dramatic successes of movements in authoritarian systems. And, but
for one chapter (Amenta and Young), they do not come to grips with how
movements solve collective action problems.

The conclusion, by Tilly, dips a broad net of proposals for further re-
search into the stream of research on movement outcomes, urging scholars
simultaneously to work “upstream” by identifying instances of movement ef-
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fects, then sceing whether the hypothesized causal chain is actually operat-
ing; to work “downstream” by identifying instances of the causal chain in
operation, then seeing whether and how its hypothesized effects occurred;
and to work “midstream” by examining whether the internal links of the
causal chain operate as the theory requires. Movement fish beware: Tilly in-
tends to hook you from several directions at once!

These are cavils. In How Social Movements Matter, Giugni, McAdam,
and Tilly provide a road map of the current state of research on movement
outcomes, open that map to unexplored provinces, and put high-test gaso-
line in the engine. If in the process, they threaten to broaden the field of
social movements into a general approach to contentious politics, the field
will be the richer for their efforts.
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Preface

During the past decade or so, systematic literature on social movements has
been growing at an impressively fast rate. Yet, in what has now become a real
“growth industry,” there are still some areas that have remained somewhat
understudied. The outcomes and consequences of movements certainly con-
stitute one of these relatively neglected areas of inquiry; investigators have
generally given much more attention to origins and trajectories of social
movements than to their impact on routine politics, on their social environ-
ments, on other social movements, or on the participants themselves. The
principal aim of this book is to draw attention to this crucial aspect of move-
ments by presenting a number of essays completely devoted to it.

To understand why and how public displays of protest by relatively
powerless social actors may be effective, and what consequences they pro-
duce, is of utmost importance, for the history and present of human societies
are studded with such public displays. In fact, it has become a common state
of affairs to maintain that social movements are crucial actors in the process-
es of social and political change. However, much less common—though not
totally lacking, as Marco Giugni will show in the introduction—are scholar-
ly analyses of the processes and mechanisms by which they bring about their
effects. Analysts of social movements need to examine both intended and
unintended consequences of movement activity. This volume makes several
steps in this direction.

The essays in this volume concentrate on concrete social movements
rather than general theories and broad processes of social change. A compan-
ion volume assembled by the same editors (From Contention to Democracy,

X1



Xil PREFACE

published in 1998) gives more attention to general issues. Although the
introduction and conclusion to the present book sketch the practical and
theoretical problems involved in tracing consequences of social movements,
by and large the essays report concrete investigations.

The carrying our of this project has been facilitated by a number of per-
sons and institutions to which we are sincerely grateful. Of course, a big
thank-you goes to all the contributing authors, who have given the book its
final shape. Bert Klandermans, editor of the Social Movements, Protest, and
Contention Sertes at the University of Minnesota Press, helped us get our
book into this still young bur already important series. We also express our
appreciation for the help of all those associated with the project at the Press.
The inidal steps of our manuscript there were handled by Micah Kleit, ac-
quisitions editor. Although we sometimes disagreed on specific matters, the
final product benefited greatly from his efforc and advice. After he left the
Press in January 1998, editorial assistant Jennifer Moore continued to work
on the project. They both executed their responsibilities with skill and effi-
ciency. Laura Westlund, managing editor, brought the manuscript through
the production process and helped make it the book you have in your hands.
Tammy Zambo skillfully copyedited the full manuscript. Marco Giugni’s in-
volvement in this project was made possible by a research fellowship granted
by the Swiss National Science Foundation, which is warmly acknowledged.
Doug McAdam and Charles Tilly are grateful to the Andrew W. Mellon
Foundation and the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences
at Stanford, whose combined sponsorship on a project on contentious poli-
tics brought them into close collaboration.



Introduction

How Social Movements Matter:
Past Research, Present Problems, Future Developments

Marco Giugni

On August 28, 1963, between 200,000 and 500,000 people (depending on
who made the estimate of the crowd size) marched on Washington, D.C., to
lobby for the civil rights bill that President John E Kennedy had sent to Congress
on June 19. It was the largest political demonstration in the United States to
date. Although this massive protest was dubbed the “March on Washington for
Jobs and Freedom™—thus combining civil rights and economic demands—the
recent civil rights mobilizations in Birmingham gave demands for freedom
much more emphasis than those for jobs. The march had been organized at a
meeting held on fuly 2 at New York’s Roosevelt Hotel, attended by the leaders of
the six major civil rights organizations. After two months of intense preparation,
everything was ready for the march. lens of thousands of participants, most of
whom came on buses charted by local branches of the movement, gathered at the
Washington Monument and assisted at a morning entertainment featuring
several singers sympathetic to the movement, among them Bob Dylan and Joan
Baez. Then, before noon, demonstrators began to march, heading to the Lincoln
Memorial, the stage of the main rally and a highly symbolic site for the organiz-
ers on the centennial of the Emancipation Proclamation. Despite the authorities
fear of a rior—among other precautions, 15,000 paratroopers were put on
alert—the event went on peacefully through speeches and songs heard by the huge
audience. Finally, Martin Luther King Jr., the leading figure of the movement at
that time, stepped up to the podium to deliver his closing address. His speech
began with the following words: “I am happy to join with you today in what
will go down in history as the greatest demonstration for freedom in the history of
our nation” (gtd. in Kasher 1996: 120). By the end, what should have been an

xiii



Xlv MARCO GIUGNI

ovdinary closing speech had become one of the most salient moments in the bis-
tory of the American civil rights movement when, in response to the crowd, King
began his final passage with “I have a dream.”!

The March on Washington is only one among a series of events that the civil
rights movement staged during the peak of its activities, between 1954 and
1968. Through bus boycotts, sit-ins, freedom rides, marches, demonstra-
tions, and many other protests and acts of civil disobedience, thousands of
people attempted to reinstate a sense of justice in the country. Were all these
efforts successful in the end? The Civil Rights Act was passed by Congress
on July 2, 1964, exactly one year after the March on Washington was orga-
nized by the six major civil rights leaders. But was this act, which banned
racial discrimination in public facilities and in voting rights, a direct effect of
the march (or of the whole range of activities of the civil rights movement,
for that marter)? If so, which actions by the movement were most effective
in producing this outcome? Was the act a result of mass demonstrations like
the one in Washington, gathering peaceful and diverse masses, or of more
disruptive tactics such as sit-ins and civil disobedience? And what about
other actors at the time? Perhaps the movement was not responsible for the
climination of (formal) racial discrimination; perhaps this was a result of the
open-mindedness, or of a strategic stance, of mainstream politicians within
Congress; or perhaps it was a combination of external pressures and internal
reformist orientation. Furthermore, the Civil Rights Act was only one step
forward, though a fundamental one, toward the broader goal of achieving
(informal) freedom and equality. Did the movement reach some gains in
this respect? Finally, whar other, unintended effects did the mobilization of
the civil rights movement produce? For example, one could argue that, if the
passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was a result of the movements mobi-
lization, then mobilization could have helped other minorities in their strug-
gles for more freedom and equality. But the movements mobilization also
provoked strong repression by the authorities and violence by segregationists
in the South, which in turn enhanced a positive image of the movement in
the public opinion (Garrow 1978).

These kinds of questions concerning the impact of the civil rights
movement have a series of conceptual, theoretical, and empirical implica-
tions for the study of social movements in general. Although the impact of
the civil rights movement has received greater attention than that of other
movements, much more work is needed on this topic.? As several scholars
have pointed our at different times (Berkowitz 1974; Gurr 1980; McAdam,
McCarthy, and Zald 1988; Tarrow 1993), the study of the consequences of
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social movements is one of the most neglected topics in the literature. We
need more systematic studies that can shed light on various aspects of move-
ment impact, in particular on the potential consequences, on the conditions
and circumstances that favor certain consequences as well as the processes
leading movements to have an impact, and on the actual effects obtained by
past as well as contemporary movements. The lack of scholarly work on this
topic is all the more unfortunate if we consider that one of the raisons d’étre
of social movements is to bring about changes in some aspects of society, a
fundamental goal of movements which is often acknowledged but only
rarely addressed explicitly. Furthermore, a better understanding of the im-
pact of social movements on different aspects of society concerns both spe-
cialists and nonspecialists, for movements are a basic component of contem-
porary societies and, in particular, a major vector for the ardiculation of
underrepresented political interests.

In an attempr to contribute to filling chis important gap, this volume
brings the consequences of social movements to center stage. It does so by ad-
dressing two general questions: on the theoretical level, which aspects of soci-
ety can social movements modify and how? And on the empirical level, what
impact have contemporary social movements had in different countries? In
the end, we hope, the essays presented here will inform us about how move-
ments relate to more general processes of social change and will puc us in a
better position to see how social movements matter, the fundamental ques-
tion that guides all the essays. Thus, the volume is divided into two parts,
cach one devoted to one of the aforementioned questions. In the remainder
of this introduction, I will first provide a brief survey of what has been done
so far on the nature, scope, and conditions of the consequences of social
movements. Second, I will address the two main questions by discussing
some problems and shortcomings that have made research difficult and that
need to be met if we are to go any further in the study of this crucial aspect of
movements. Finally, I will conclude with some general remarks about two
important issues with which this volume deals only in part: the durability
and the direction of the changes brought about by social movements.

What Has Been Done So Far

While the study of consequences is still underdeveloped within the social
movement literature, the field is not as empty as many observers have
claimed.? However, work on the outcomes of social movements has rarely
been pulled together and systematically surveyed and theorized. Although it
is difficult to classify all these works, most of them deal with one or both of
two related but distinet issues: the disruption/moderation debate and the
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internal/external debate. Both issues are addressed by William Gamson’s
Strategy of Social Protest (1990), a book that, almost a quarter of a century
after its first edition came out, can still be regarded as the most ambitious and
most systematic effort yet to analyze the impact of social movements. The
book is basically a critique of the pluralist perspective on American society.
Gamson, through an analysis of the careers of fifty-three American challeng-
ing groups active between 1800 and 1945, questions the permeability and
openness of the American political system. Specifically, the author aims to
answer several related questions: “How can we account for the different expe-
riences of a representative collection of American challenging groups? What
is the characteristic response to groups of different types and what determines
this response? What strategies work under what circumstances? What organi-
zational characteristics influence the success of the challenge?” (5). In fact,
the latter question turns out to be the focus of the analysis, and the question
of the circumstances under which specific strategies work is secondary.

Gamson’s study prompted a number of critiques, most of them raising
methodological issues (e.g., Goldstone 1980; Gurr 1980; Snyder and Kelly
1979; Webb et al. 1983; Zelditch 1978). However, apart from its intrinsic
achievements and specific shortcomings, one of the book’s contributions
is that it set in motion a fruitful discussion among movement scholars. In
particular, it provoked a sometimes harsh debate on the two issues that have
dominated the literature on movement outcomes. Let me provide a brief
overview of each of these issues.

Disruption versus Moderation
One of the prevailing themes in the research on the consequences of social
movements is whether disruptive tactics are more likely to have an impactor,
on the contrary, whether moderate actions are more effective. In its simplest
form, this debate has been framed by the following question: Are disruptive
(or even violent) movements more successful than moderate ones? Perhaps
not surprisingly, the answers to this question are far from consensual.
Gamson’s study directly provoked a series of reactions, particularly to
his finding that the use of violence and, more generally, disruptive tactics
are associated with success. Several reactions have come from reanalyses of
Gamson’s original data, which he included in the book’s appendix. For ex-
ample, Steedly and Foley (1979) repeated Gamson’s analysis using more so-
phisticated statistical tools, such as factor analysis, multidimensional scaling,
multiple regression, and discriminant functional analysis. Their results sup-
port Gamson’s findings abour the positive impact of challengers’ willingness
to use sanctions. Similarly, Mirowsky and Ross (1981), in an attempt to de-
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termine the locus of control over movement success (an issue I shall discuss
in more detail), have also elaborated on Gamson’s indings concerning the
effect of violence, and have basically agreed with him .

Other authors have found that, in contrast to the pluralists’ claim that
moderation in politics is more effective than disruption, the use of force or
disruptive tactics by social movements improves their chances of reaching
their goals (McAdam 1983; Tarrow 1998; Tilly, Tilly, and Tilly 1975). Much
of the existing research on the effects of violence or other constraines used by
challengers has dealt with strike activity. It is here, perhaps, that results are
the most contradictory. Taft and Ross, for instance, on the basis of a study of
violent labor conflicts in the United States through 1968, concluded that
“the effect of labor violence was almost always harmful to the union” and
that “there is little evidence that violence succeeded in gaining advantages
for strikers” (1969: 361-62). Similar results have been obtained by Snyder
and Kelly (1976) in their study of strikes in Italy berween 1878 and 1903.
They found that violent strikes were less successful than peaceful ones.
These results were contradicted by, among others, Shorter and Tilly (1971)
in their study of strikes in France. They suggested that there is a positive
relationship berween the use of violence and strike outcomes.®

The impact of disruption has been analyzed extensively through the ex-
ample of the urban riots of the 1960s in the United States.” A great number
of these studies are related to Piven and Cloward’s influential thesis about
the impact of disruptive protest on the welfare state (1993).8 In fact, Piven
and Cloward (1979, 1993) are among the scholars most irmly convinced
of the effectiveness of disruptive tactics by social movements.® According to
them, disruption is the most powerful resource that movements have at cheir
disposal to reach their goals, since they lack the institutional resources pos-
sessed by other actors, such as political parties and interest groups. At the
opposite end of the violence/moderation continuum, authors such as Schu-
maker (1975) have argued that milicancy is generally not conducive to suc-
cess. In a more nuanced attemprt to specify the conditions and circumstances
under which violence or, more generally, the use of constraints leads to suc-
cess, the same author has stressed two conditions for the effective use of con-
straints: when there are direct confrontations between protesters and cheir
targets; and when there are confrontations between protesters and a hostile
public, a situation which is likely when challengers have zero-sum demands
(Schumaker 1978). Yet he also found that the use of constraints and zero-
sum demands triggers public hostility and, consequently, is less effective than
moderation.

Thus, if considered in absolute terms, the disruption/moderation debate
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might be more apparent than real. The effectiveness of disruptive tactics and
violence is likely to vary according to the circumstance under which they are
adopted by social movements. In particular, the movements™ political con-
text plays a decisive role, as available political opportunities, various insti-
tutional features of the political system, and the propensity of rulers to re-
press protest activities either facilitate or constrain the movements’ impact.
It is likely that when regimes are vulnerable or receptive to challenges, dis-
ruption works, whereas when they are nort, disruption invites repression.
Furthermore, the cultural climate may make disruption cither more or less
effective. Finally, it has been shown that the capacity of movements to
achieve their goals depends on their ability to create innovative and disrup-
tive tactics (McAdam 1983), the use of which varies according to the mo-
ment in a protest wave (Koopmans 1993).

Internal versus External Explanations

Related to the disruption/moderation issuc is the question of whether
movement-controlled variables or some aspects of a movement's environ-
ment better account for its success. In other words, here we have a debate
between internal and external explanations of social movement outcomes.
This second debate is evident in Gamson’s study (1990). By testing a serics
of organizational variables on the success or failure of a sample of challeng-
ing groups, he pointed to the crucial role of organizational, group-controlled
variables. His conclusions were supported in reanalyses conducted by sever-
al authors (e.g., Frey, Dietz, and Kalof 1992; Mirowsky and Ross 1981;
Steedly and Foley 1979). A similar stress on internal factors has been shown
in the case of various movements and protests, such as rent scrikes (Brill
1971), the women’s movement (Clemens 1993), and the pro-choice move-
ment (Staggenborg 1988) in the United States.

The internal/external debate has been framed within the broader
pluralist/elitist controversy. While pluralists view protest groups as effective
and the political system as responsive to external demands to the extent that
these groups do not stray too far from proper channels (Dahl 1961), elitists
sce protest groups as scldom effective and the political system as unrespon-
sive (Parenti 1970; Bellush and David 1971). Generally, the pluralist as-
sumption of the permeability of the political system-—especially the American
political system—has been challenged theoretically as well as empirically
(Bachrach and Baratz 1970; Edelman 1964, 1977; Gamson 1990; Lowi 1969,
1971; McAdam 1982; Schattschneider 1960; Shorter and Tilly 1974).

Within the narrower field of social movements and collective action,

this controversy has been translated into a perspecrive that stresses the im-
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portance of bargaining for the success of challenging groups (Burstein,
Einwohner, and Hollander 1995; Lipsky 1968, 1970; Wilson 1961). The
most elaborated theoretical statement in this regard was probably made by
Lipsky (1968), who concluded that the acquisition of stable political re-
sources that do not rely upon third parties is an essential condition for chal-
lengers to be successful in the long run. Thus, on this level, the con.oversy
is between authors who think of social movements as being capable of ob-
taining certain results independent of external support and those who see
the latter as a necessary condition. These two viewpoints grossly reflect the
different perspectives of resource mobilization theory and the politcal
process model. The former conceives of social movements as being weak and
lacking the indigenous resources to be successful on their own, while the lat-
ter suggests, on the contrary, that social movements have enough resources
and disruptive potential to induce social change, when confronted with a fa-
vorable political opportunity structure.

In contrast to the works underscoring the importance of organizational
variables necessary for social movements to have an impact, a series of stud-
ies stress the importance of the political environment and the context of
social support (e.g., Barkan 1984; Goldstone 1980; Kitschelt 1986; Jenkins
and Perrow 1977; Lipsky 1968, 1970; McAdam 1982; Schumaker 1975).
Kitschelt, for example, in his comparison of the antinuclear movement in
four Western democracies, has made a strong case for the scructural determi-
nants of social movement success, arguing that success strongly depends on
political opportunity structures. Similarly, Tarrow (1998) makes a case for
the crucial role of political opportunities in shaping the long-term effects
of movements on the individual, institutional, and cultural levels. Albeit in
a more provocative manner, the importance of movements larger environ-
ment for their outcomes is also acknowledged by Piven and Cloward (1979).
They show, through research on the unemployed workers' movement, the
industrial workers’ movement, the civil rights movement, and the welfare
rights movement, that the impact of protest movements, as well as their
emergence and the forms of their mobilization, is delimited by social struc-
ture, in particular by the features of institutional life that shape a move-
ment’s opportunities for action, model its forms, and limit its impact.
According to these authors, social movements can succeed only insofar as
they act disruptively and as political circumstances lead the rulers to make
concessions.

In the end, however, even more than the disruption/moderation debate,
the internal/external debate might be more apparent than real. Much as the
effectiveness of disruptive tactics varies according to the situadon in which
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they are adopted, the impact of movement-controlled variables may depend
on the very context of protest. This, at least, is what works by Kowalewski and
Schumaker (1981) and, more recently, Amenta, Carruthers, and Zylan (1992)
suggest. Future research, as has been suggested, should therefore look for a
synthesis that incorporates both strategy and structural constraines (Frey,
Dietz, and Kalof 1992). Our volume builds on this search for a bridge between
internal and external accounts of the consequences of social movements.

Defining and Determining the Consequences of Social Movements

Although this brief overview is a far cry from exhausting the extant literature
on the consequences of social movements, it does point to some problems
that have hindered research on this topic as well as 1o several shorccomings
that call for further research. Three issues are worth mentioning in this con-
text: the definition of movement outcomes (mostly in terms of success or
fatlure); the focus on policy outcomes; and the problem of causality.

Looking at Success or Failure

A first limitacion of existing studies on the consequences of social move-
ments and collective action relates to the notion of success. Much previous
work has atccempted to determine to what extent and under what conditions
protest succeeds or fails. From Gamson'’s Strategy of Social Protest to the
plethora of studies concerned with the impact of the urban riots of the
1960s, the fundamental question guiding rescarch was, when do movements
succeed? The very subtitle of a book by two leading scholars testifies to this
focus on the success or failure of movements: Why They Succeed, How They
Fail (Piven and Cloward 1979). In other words, scholars have mostly been
interested in relating observed changes to movement demands.

To be sure, to determine whether social movements succeed or fail with
respect to their stated goals is cerrainly a legitimate way to approach the
subject martter. Several contributions in this volume follow this avenue of re-
search. Yet this perspective has its dangers. First, it assumes that social move-
ments are homogeneous entites. Thus, success or failure tends to be attrib-
uted to an entire movement. This may hold true in some cases, but often
there is litde agreement within a movement as to what goals must be pur-
sued. Social movements are complex sets of groups, organizations, and ac-
tions that may have different goals as well as different strategies for reaching
their aims. Hence, a given change is not necessarily perceived as a success by
all sectors of a movement. Second, to concentrate on success raises the prob-
lern of subjectivity. Briefly put, success is often not assessed in a single man-
ner by evervone. While social movement success has an objective side, it is in
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large part subjectively assessed. Movement participants and external ob-
servers may have different perceptions of the success of a given action.
Moreover, the same action may be perceived as successful by some partici-
pants but judged as a failure by others. Third, to talk about success is prob-
lematic because it overemphasizes the intention of movement participants in
producing certain changes. While it is certainly crue that social movements
are rational efforts aiming at social change, their consequences are often un-
intended and are not always related to their demands.'® Furthermore, such
unintentional consequences may be positive as well as negative for a given
movement.

The essays gathered in this volume, we hope, reflect the fundamental
distinction between purposive and unintended consequences of social move-
ments. If the former can be considered successes of at least a part of the
movement, the latter are out of its reach and can even be counterproductive.
Some unintended outcomes consist of only minor and short-term changes,
but, more interestingly, sometimes movements modify certain fundamental
features of social life. To identify the range of potential changes that move-
ments can provoke unintentionally is a major task of research in this field.
The contribution by Doug McAdam in this book, for instance, shows how
social movements can produce changes in the demographic patterns of socie-
ty independent of their stated, more contingent goals. Another illustration
of unintended consequences of movement actions is provided by Donatella
della Porta’s essay. To some extent, the transformation of the public discourse
about the right to protest and the related broadening of the space for politi-
cal action in Germany and Italy were effects hardly anticipated by cicher
movement participants or external observers. Social movements often pro-
duce consequences that are much broader than their contingent goals and
that are often not foreseen. Charles Tilly’s conclusion extends such discus-
sion by examining the relacions between explanations of social movement
processes and analyses of their outcomes, arguing that students of the conse-
quences of social movements need to take into account both aspects.

Focusing on Policy Outcomes

Related to the focus on success and failure is the prevailing attention scholars
have paid to policy changes as a potential outcome of protest. The preceding
review of the literature clearly shows to what extent research has focused on
policy outcomes. This is partly a result of the dominant role played by re-
source mobilization and political process theories during the last few decades.
These approaches conceive of social movements as ‘collective challenges,
based on common purposes and social solidarities, in sustained interaction with
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elites, opponents, and authorities” (Tarrow 1998: 4; emphasis in original)."’
Thus, following this perspective, movements aim primarily at changing
some aspects of their political environment. This prevailing definition of
movements as political phenomena, together with the difficulty of empiri-
cally studying certain types of effects, has led scholars to focus on policy out-
comes. In effect, policy changes are easier to measure than changes in social
and cultural arenas. Therefore, much research has focused on the policy im-
pact of movements by relating their action to changes in legislation or in
some other indicator of policy change (e.g., Amenta, Carruthers, and Zylan
1992; Banaszak 1996; Burstein 1985, 1979; Burstein and Freudenburg
1978; Costain and Majstorovic 1994; Gelb and Palley 1987; Huberts 1989;
Tarrow 1993). This is also the reason we have several empirical assessments
of the impact of antinuclear movements, an impact which has been mea-
sured through a decrease in nuclear energy production or a delay in plant
construction allegedly provoked by the movements, although results are
quite discordant (e.g., Kitschelt 1986; Jasper 1990; Joppke 1993; Midttun
and Rucht 1994; Nichols 1987).

Again, it should be clear that to study policy or, more broadly, political
consequences of movements is a legitimate task in itself. Since we in this
volume share the foregoing definition of social movements as sustained
challenges to authorities, we shall devote much space to this type of con-
sequence. The contribution by Paul Burstein, in particular, looks at policy
outcomes of social movements. In addition, all the chapters in part 2 pay
particular attention to this aspect of movements. However, if we restrict our
analysis to political effects, we fall short of giving a complete picture of the
consequences of social movements in at least chree respects. First, for move-
ments to be successful, it is not enough to produce policy change. What
really matters, in this context, is that such change be translated into new
collective benefits for beneficiary groups. Thus, several authors have looked
at the extent to which movement mobilization brings about collective bene-
fits (or fails to do so0), such as improved economic conditions or more equal
opportunities for minority groups (e.g., Amenta, Carruthers, and Zylan
1992; Burstein 1985; Piven and Cloward 1979, 1993). The contribution to
this volume by Edwin Amenta and Michael Young addresses precisely this
issue, making a case for the need for inquiry into this type of impact.

Second, even political outcomes of social movements are not limited to
obtaining policy gains. Other types of effects are located in the realm of poli-
tics. Kitschelt (1986) has stressed three types of outcomes: procedural, sub-
stantial, and structural.!? Policy outcomes correspond to whar he called sub-

stantial impact. There seems to be a certain agreement abour this threefold
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distinction (e.g., Gurr 1980; Kriesi 1995; Rochon and Mazmanian 1993).
We also agree that protest can produce political changes in three ways: by al-
tering the power relations between challengers and authorities; by forcing
policy change; and by provoking broader and usually more durable sysremic
changes, both on the structural and cultural levels.!3 The chapters in part 1
are, to some extent, distributed according to this typology. Other researchers
have offered more subtle typologies of possible outcomes. One of the best
known is provided by Schumaker (1975), who defines social movement out-
comes in terms of the responsiveness of the political system. Specifically,
he distinguishes five criteria of responsiveness: access responsiveness, agenda
responsiveness, policy responsiveness, output responsiveness, and impact
responsiveness (see also Burstein, Einwohner, and Hollander 1995; Riidig
1990). This typology avoids the problems deriving from a perspective that
looks at movement success or failure, Nevertheless, the focus remains on the
political effects of social movements.

Third, collective action is hardly limited to its political aspects. Social
movements also have a cultural dimension, and scholars are increasingly ac-
knowledging the need to study this aspect of movements more deeply (e.g.,
Morris and Mueller 1992; Johnston and Klandermans 1995). Accordingly,
movements also have a range of potential eftects in the social and cultural
realm. As it has been recently pointed out, “Collective efforts for social
change occur in the realms of culture, identity, and everyday life as well as in
direct engagement with the state” (Taylor and Whittier 1995: 166). This is
all the more true when we are dealing with new social movements, which, as
students of these movements have pointed out on several occasions, have
a strong cultural orientation (Brand 1982; Melucci 1982, 1989, 1996).
Mobilization, for example, may result in a strengthening of internal solidari-
ty and identities, the creation of countercultures, shifts in public attitudes
toward a given issue, and so forth. While cultural effects of movements are
more problematic to study empirically than their political effects insofar as it
is more difficult to measure them, it is nevertheless possible to do empirical
research on cultural outcomes of movements. Although the main focus of
this volume is on the political impact of social movements, several contribu-
tions also pay attention to their cultural effects, attesting to the feasibility of
studying them empirically. The most explicit attempts to address this aspect
are perhaps made by Donatella della Porta, who shows how the transforma-
tion of public discourse on the right to protest in Italy and Germany can be
seen as a result of a symbolic struggle between protesters and authorities;
and by Doug McAdam, who deals with cultural changes brought about by

social movements particularly on the individual, microsociological level.
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The Problem of Causality

As several authors have acknowledged, scholars who have conducted empiri-
cal research on the consequences of social movements have frequently found
themselves on shaky ground.'# Several methodological difficulties have hin-
dered research. I have already hinted at the difficulty of measuring the
potential impact of movements. However, the problem of causality, that is,
how to establish a causal link between a given movement and an observed
change, is probably the main difficulty scholars have encountered. Simply
put, how can we be sure that an observed change is the result of a social
movement’s mobilization? How can we eliminate the possibility that such
change would not have taken place anyway, as a product of other social
forces or as the result of a broader protest cycle involving several movements
and actions? How can we determine whether the observed change is the
product of movement activities or the result of a reformist move by political
authorities?

This problem can be partly overcome by making certain methodological
choices. First, we should aim to gather data not only about a given movement
and its alleged outcomes but also about the actions of other actors. Five such
actors seem to be particularly relevant in this respect: rulers, political parties,
interest groups, the media, and countermovements when they exist. By gach-
ering data widely, we can control for the role of other actors and, hence, make
a better assessment of the movement’s actual impact on the observed change.
A second choice consists of looking not only at potential movemenc-related
explanatory factors, such as levels of mobilization, strategies, or organization-
al strength, but also at other broad social-change variables, such as political
opportunity structures or sociodemographic factors. Third, we need to set up
a comparative rescarch design. By comparing similar movements in different
contexts or different movements in similar contexts, we can improve our
chances of finding a relationship between movement activities and out-
comes. Fourth, we have much to gain from a perspective that focuses on the
processes through which outcomes are produced. In other words, by analyz-
ing the link between a given movement and some of its alleged outcomes in a
dynamic manner (i.e., over time), we will have a greater chance of singling
out the mechanisms through which movements bring about change. A final
methodological option that may improve our knowledge of the link between
social movements and their consequences consists of looking not only at
cases in which a given movement’s action has led to a change, but also at
situations in which no outcome can be observed. In terms of movement

goals, this means studying failure as well as success.
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However, these and related methodological options will at best only
mitigate the problem of causality if research, as has frequently been the case
in the past, secks invariant models of collective action.!> As Tilly has pointed
out, “The employment of invariant models . . . assumes a political world in
which whole structures and sequences repeat themselves time after time in
essentially cthe same form. That would be a convenient world for theorists,
but it does not exist” (1995: 1596). Tilly’s caution applies to the specific sub-
field of research on the consequences of social movements where research-
ers have often indulged in searching for general laws and universally valid
propositions and models. They have looked for the determinants of success-
ful movement action or for the factors that facilitate movement impact in
general.

Looking for general causes and invariant models is doomed to failure,
for there are no such invariant patterns in social life. In fact, this may be all
the more true when we are dealing with the consequences of social move-
ments, as we are confronted with variation in the characteristics of move-
ments, in the contexts in which they operate, and in the outcomes of their
activities. Instead of searching for general explanations, we would do a better
job by taking into account the historically contingent combinations of fac-
tors that shape the possibilities for movements to contribute to social change.
This would lead us to accomplish four tasks: to define the range of potential
consequences of movements; to specify the types of impacts on which we
want to focus; to search for the plausible relevant factors of such observed
change; and to reconstruct the causal patterns or histories thac have followed
from the movemenc’s action to the observed change. The latter point in-
cludes an explicic or implicit parallel with counterfactual accounts, that is,
other possible explanations, on the basis of the relevant factors. The task be-
comes, then, to eliminate the other accounts on the basis of the available in-
formation. Figure 1 illustrates this approach. It is an approach that we have
tried to adopt in this book, to the extent that following a common frame-
work is possible in a collective volume. In spite of the difhculty arising from
the assembling of authors who sometimes follow different perspectives, we
think that the essays gathered here show how research on the consequences
of social movements will provide better results by following this simple yet
necessary methodological approach and by abandoning the search for in-
variant models.

The methodological agenda I have just sketched does not imply that
we should abandon the search for broad correlations between certain vari-
ables and the particular movement effects on which we focus. However,
this is only a first step, to be followed by a second step through which we
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Figure 1. Methodological agenda for the study of the consequences
of social movements

Define the Specify the Search for Reconstruct

range of types of con- plausible causal
e > —

movement sequences o relevant patterns and

consequences. be studied. causes. histories.

reconstruct meaningful causal explanations that link observed changes to
movement action. In both steps, research has a lot to gain from a compara-
tive perspective.

The Comparative Agenda

Much recent research on social movements is informed by a comparative per-
spective. An increasing number of works follow a comparative design to ex-
plain the emergence and development of movements (e.g., della Porta 1995;
Kitschele 1986; Kriesi et al. 1995; McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1996;
Rucht 1994; Tilly, Tilly, and Tilly 1975). This is, in part, a result of the hege-
monic place that the political process model has come to hold in the field. In
particular, scholars have compared movements cross-nationally to explain
variation in their mobilization, forms of action, and, more rarely, outcomes.
By acknowledging the richness of comparative analyses for the understand-
ing of collective action, this volume takes the comparative agenda seriously
and tries to show its usefulness for the study of the consequences of social
movements. It does so in two ways: first, in an implicic manner, by gathering
essays that discuss different movements; second, by presenting a number of
chaprers that explicitly compare a given movement cross-nationally.

Taken as a whole, this book provides us with a way to compare the
processes leading different movements in different places to bring about
different types of effects. For example, we can see whether the factors that
help movements obtain policy outcomes are the same ones responsible for
changes in the public discourse or for bringing about institutional change.
Similarly, we can determine whether the processes that lead to the impact of,
say, the women’s movement resemble those involved in the outcomes of the
peace and ecology movements. As it appears, the impact of social move-
ments depends more on historical and contingent combinations and se-
quences of events than on general, invariant sets of factors. This kind of im-
p[icit comparison, however, does little more than providc an impressionistic

picture of the variation in movement outcomes. To fully take advantage of
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the richness of a comparative perspective, we need to set up a more system-
atic comparative agenda. To be sure, this is not possible to do here, but we
have tried to come closer to a truly comparative design by asking each of our
contributors in part 2 to write a chapter devoted to a particular movement
and to compare its impact cross-nationally. Moreover, to render the com-
parison more plausible, we asked the contributors to pay special attention to
a specific type of outcome, namely, political outcomes.

Thus, the four chapters in the second part of this volume attempt to as-
sess the impact of several major contemporary movements in comparative
perspective. Of course, the aim here is not to provide a definitive assessment
of all types of effects of all the movements dealt with. The goal is, rather, to
show how different conditions and historical circumstances are conducive
to varying movement outcomes. Furthermore, since there are movements in
all parts of the world, we had to make choices. Although the availability of
scholars working or having worked on the four movements discussed posed
some objective constraints on our choice, we deliberately commissioned es-
says so as to concentrate on movements that have strongly mobilized in the
Western world during recent decades, particularly in Western Europe and
the United States. By thus adopting an implicit “most similar systems de-
sign,” we hope to highlight the characteristics of the political system that
facilitate movements to produce, or prevent them from producing, certain
outcomes. Three of the four chapters in this part are devoted to the new
social movements, which, as some have pointed out (Kriesi et al. 1995),
have been the protagonists of the last few decades. Joyce Gelb and Vivien
Hart compare the role of women’s movements in Great Britain, Sweden, and
the United States and highlight their varying effects due to country-specific
factors. David Meyer compares peace movements in Germany, the United
States, and New Zealand, focusing on their impact on foreign policy matters
and showing how the interplay of domestic and international factors con-
ditions such impact. Dieter Rucht looks at the consequences of ecology
movements in a cross-national as well as a cross-issue perspective, compar-
ing France, Germany, and the United States. Finally, since new social move-
ments are typically movements of the left, we thought it useful to include
a chapter on a contemporary movement of the right. Ruud Koopmans and
Paul Statham hence address the impact of mobilization by movements of the
extreme right in relation to the politics of immigration in Germany and
Italy. While the definition of the extreme right as a social movement is open
to discussion, to study its impact comparatively appears nevertheless to be
a crucial task in light of the recent rise of this kind of protest in several
Western countries.
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We are confident that this broad comparative perspective will yield many
insightful findings about the political consequences of social movements and
the role of national contexts in accounting for the varying impact of different
movements. However, this partly purposive and partly constrained selection
forced us to exclude several major contemporary movements from our dis-
cussion, such as labor, antinuclear energy, and student movements, as well as
the civil rights movement. For the reason mentioned earlier, we also decided
not to discuss movements outside the Western world. Notwithstanding these
limitations, we think that the range of movements discussed in part 2 high-
lights the richness of a comparative perspective for the study of the conse-
quences of social movements. To be sure, case studies also provide insightful
results, especially in that they can advance our theoretical knowledge of how
social movement outcomes occur. The value of case studies rests above all on
their allowing us to examine in detail the processes through which social
movements contribute to bringing about certain changes. This kind of ap-
proach is most useful when we are interested in showing the consequences
of a particular movement more than in determining what characteristics of
movements lead to certain outcomes and what factors ultimately account for
such outcomes. However, a comparative approach is a more viable solution
when we want to test an explanation about movement outcomes and ro gen-
eralize the results obtained from case studies. A sound comparative design al-
lows us to test specific hypotheses in different contexts and, hence, to assess
the role of different variables. In the end, only comparisons can yield general-
izable results about the consequences of social movements.

To adopt a compararive perspective means to shift from the study of the
determinants and causes of social movement outcomes——a perspective that
clashes against the problem of causality—to the conditions and circum-
stances of their occurrence, that is, the specific conditions under which a
given type of impact is possible when protest arises. If social movements are
conceived of as rational, political efforts aimed art social change, the political
conditions of the occurrence of certain changes become central to the analy-
sis of social movement outcomes. The crucial, yet not exclusive, role of po-
litical factors appears in many of the essays gathered in this volume. By com-
paring different movements in different countries, the volume as a whole
atcempts to single out the political conditions that facilitate movements in
bringing about social change.

The Durability and Direction of Change
1 will conclude this introductory chapter by spending some time on two is-
sues that will only be grazed in this volume but that deserve much attention
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by analysts of social movements. If we are to understand how movements
contribute to social change, we need to provide answers to questions of the
durability and direction of change. How durable are the changes brought
about by social movements? Are these effects mostly positive or mostly nega-
tive for both the society and the movements themselves? These two ques-
tions have often been framed in terms of the institutional impact of move-
ments and in terms of the contributions of movements to democracy.

As far as the first question is concerned, several authors have under-
scored the indirect and long-term effects of social movements and protest, as
opposed to their direct and short-term effects (e.g., Tarrow 1998). Generally
speaking, we may draw a parallel between policy outcomes and short-term
effects, on the one hand, and between institutional outcomes and long-term
effects, on the other hand. After all, insticutions change more slowly than
policies. Therefore, if we want to inquire into the consequences of move-
ments in the long run, we need to study how they can alter political institu-
tions as well as those durable aspects of social organization that we may call
social institutions.

In their aim of changing the status quo, social movements face a fun-
damental dilemma. If they ask for short-term policy changes, they have a
greater chance that such changes will occur, but they will not alter, in a fun-
damental way, existing structures and practices. If, instead, movements de-
mand long-term institutional changes, they will encounter more difficuldies
in realizing such changes, but when they do so, they have a more durable
impact. Hanspeter Kriesi and Dominique Wisler, in their contribution to
this volume, maintain precisely that social movements rarely alter political
institutions and only under very restrictive conditions located on the eco-
nomic, cultural, and political levels. The extreme version of this dilemma
is that, while reformist movements may obtain numerous gains of minor
scope, revolurionary movements are only rarely successful, but when they
do succeed, the changes they bring about are fundamental and often long-
lasting reversals of the existing social and political structures. Seen from the
point of view of the movements, this is a strategic dilemma. From a scholarly
perspective, however, research on movement outcomes must first distinguish
between the conditions that give rise to reformist social movements and
those that provoke revolutionary situations, and then must analyze the ways
by which policy change and revolutionary outcomes occur.

In addition to affecting state or political institutions—no matter how
broadly defined—social movements may also produce institutional change
on the social and cultural level. This means that rescarch, following a more
sociological perspective, should look at social and cultural institutions as
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well. Movements not only challenge state structures bur also aim at redefin-
ing the sets of social relations that presuppose such structures and the sym-
bolic elements that justify them. More importantly, movements can have an
institutional impact both on the political level and on the social and cultural
level. In this volume, the chapter by Kriesi and Wisler looks at the impact
on political institutions, while Kelly Moote’s contribution focuses on the
broader effects on institutions on the societal level. Investigating the mecha-
nisms that allow movements to bring about such long-term changes is a fun-
damental task of research if we want to understand better how collective ac-
tion relates to social change. This impact, I should add, can occur regardless
of whether change is a result of a purposive challenge or an unintended con-
sequence of action. Similarly, Doug McAdam’s study of the biographical
impact of activism sensitizes us toward long-term transforming patterns
brought about by participation in protest activities. This should make us
aware of the potential impact of social movements on social and cultural
institutions.

As for the question of the direction of the changes produced by social
movements, various authors have maintained that movements are a source
of democracy, that is, a vector for the democratization of sociery. While this
is usually a rather implicit assumption, several authors have stated this rela-
tionship explicitly and show it empirically (e.g., della Porta 1995; Koop-
mans 1995; Tarrow 1989). Donatella della Porta, for example, accomplishes
precisely this task in her essay. By analyzing in detail the interaction between
protesters and the state around public discourse about the right to demon-
strate, she points to a democratization of the Italian and German societies
insofar as movements have contributed to enlarging the space for political
action. However, nothing assures us that movements always make society
more democratic, and this is true also for the so-called left-libertarian move-
ments that have dominated the unconventional political arena during the
last few decades. It would be wrong to proceed from a normative point of
view that assumes that the contributions of social movements are “positive”
in all circumstances. Such a point of view would mean mistaking reality for
our desires and taking for granted something that must be demonstrated
empirically.

Even assuming that social movements always go in the direction of a de-
mocratization of society, their impact in this regard depends very much on
how we define democracy, for example, whether we adopt a legalistic or a
participatory definition of democracy (Held 1987), following the American
or the French tradition, respectively.'® If, on the onc hand, we conceive of

democracy as a set of formal norms and rules that grant the aggregation of
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individual interests, then the democratizing role of social movements will
consist of an enlargement of formal rights and freedoms. The introduction
and expansion of channels of access due to movements’ actions can thus be
considered an impact on democracy. For example, the public hearing proce-
dure in the United States expanded following, and very likely was caused by,
continuing pressure from the social movement sector, in particular from
peace and antinuclear movements. If, on the other hand, we follow the tra-
dition started by Jacques Rousseau and, accordingly, think of democracy not
as formal rules but, rather, as the actual participation of citizens in the public
sphere, then social movements will have a democratizing impact simply by
“showing up” in the public space. This holds regardless of whether we look
only at the number of collective actors—that is, movements—that partici-
pate in the political game or, in a more sophisticated manner, at the quality
of the relations between collective actors in the democratic process (Habermas
1984). In either case, such participatory politics will create the foundations
for strong democracy (Barber 1984).

It should be clear, however, that if an assessment of the effects of social
movements on democracy depends on our definition of the latter notion,
such impacts are also likely to vary according to the context within which
movements operate. For example, while I certainly do not want to say that
all Western societies are more democratic than non-Western societies, the
characteristics of democracy and the democratization process are certainly
very different in these two contexts. In addition, the context within which
movements can have an impact on democracy not only varies across space
but has changed over time as well. The concept of democracy is not the same
today as it was, say, in the 1930s. If we fail to acknowledge the shifting
meaning of those aspects of society which social movements can affect, we
will hardly be able to explain how such impact occurs.

What Is Next?

In this introduction I have tried to do two things. On the one hand, I have
provided an overview of the extant literature on the consequences of social
movements, which is the main focus of this volume. To be sure, I have pro-
vided not an exhaustive list of theoretical and empirical works on this topic
but rather a selection of the aspects that researchers have tended to empha-
size in their attempt to assess the impact of movements. Specifically, we have
seen that previous work has revolved around two issues: the disruption/
moderation debate and the internal/external debate. Existing studies present
a number of problems and limitations. Here I have stressed three such short-
comings: the rendency to look at the determinants of success or failure of
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social movements, a narrower focus on policy outcomes, and the problem
of causality. In the final analysis, these shorccomings stem largely from the
tendency to look for convenient yet nonexistent invariant models of collec-
tive action.

On the other hand, T have prepared the terrain for the essays included in
this volume by briefly discussing what I think are two major issue areas that
rescarch on the consequences of social movements should address. First,
there is a need for theoretical and empirical work on different types of move-
ment impact. On the basis of the shortcomings of previous work, I have sug-
gested that, if we are to reach a better understanding of the consequences of
social movements, we should go beyond the notion of the movements’ suc-
cess to include the unintended outcomes of their actions, to expand the
range of potential consequences to include broader social and cultural ef-
fects, and, finally, to avoid the search for invariant models in favor of an ap-
proach aimed at reconstructing the causal paths that link observed changes
to the role of social movements in producing such changes. The essays in
part 1 of this volume reflect such a need to look at different types of out-
comes. Second, [ have stressed the need to adopt a comparative perspective
in the study of movement outcomes. Specifically, research should take seri-
ously the idea of making comparisons across countries, across movements,
and across time in order to highlight the social and political conditions
under which movements are more likely to have an impact. The contribu-
tions in part 2 are thus devoted to an assessment of several contemporary
movements, focusing on their political outcomes but also hinting at other
types of consequences.

The field of social movement outcomes, while full of valuable empirical
work on various movements in different places at different times, still lacks a
coherent theoretical framework that will set the pace for future research on
the topic. While this volume does not provide such a framework, we hope it
will at least encourage scholars to make the study of the consequences of so-
cial movements a central and durable concern in social movement research,
an endeavor that should help us in reflecting on the complex connections
between social movements and the durability and direction of the changes
they produce on the political, social, and cultural levels.

Notes
I thank Doug McAdam, Salvador Sandoval, and Charles Tilly for their comments on a

previous draft of this introduction.

1. The description of the March on Washingron is based on information from

Kasher (1996).
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2. On the impact of the civil rights movement, see, in particular, the excellent
work of Button {1989).

3. For a review of the literature on the outcomes of social movements and protests,
see Amenta, Carruthers, and Zylan (1992), Burstein, Einwohner, and Hollander (1995),
Gurr (1980), Jenkins (1981), McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald (1988), Mirowsky and
Ross (1981), and Schumaker (1978). For a more recent overview, see Giugni (1998).

4. See, in particular, Dahl (1967), who pardicularly represents the pluralist per-
spective on American society.

5. Other reanalyses of Gamson’s dara or related works include Frey, Dietz, and
Kalof (1992), Goldstone (1980), and Webb et al. (1983).

6. For recent work on the effectiveness of strikes, see Cohn (1993) and Franzosi
(1994).

7. See, among others, Berkowitz (1974), Betz (1974), Button (1978), Colby
(1982), Feagin and Hahn (1973), Hahn (1970), Hicks and Swank (1983, 1992), Isaac
and Kelly (1981), Kelly and Snyder (1980), Jennings (1979, 1983), Mueller (1978), and
Welch (1975). Useful reviews of the literature on the racial riots of the 1960s can be
found in Gurr (1980) and Isaac and Kelly (1981).

8. See Piven and Cloward (1993) and Tratrner (1983) for an overview of the works
related to Piven and Cloward’s thesis. See the authors listed in note 7 for the part of their
thesis dealing with the urban riots during the 1960s. On the part concerned with relief
expansion in the 1930s, see, among others, Jenkins and Brents (1989), Kerbo and Shaffer
(1992), and Valocchi (1990).

9. Piven and Cloward have strongly emphasized disruption as a winner and orga-
nization as a loser, an approach which has provoked a debate in the literature (Gamson
and Schmeidler 1984; Roach and Roach 1978, 1980; see also the rejoinders by Cloward
and Piven 1984, as well as Piven and Cloward 1978, 1980; and see further Piven and
Cloward 1992).

10. On the unintended consequences of social action, see Tilly (1996).

11. The most famous version of this state-oriented definition has been given by
Charles Tilly (1984: 304).

12. The first ewo types of effects resemble the twofold typology in Gamson’s study
(1990).

13. Tarrow (1998) has proposed a slightly different typology by distinguishing ef-
fects of protest cycles on the political socialization of participants, on political institu-
tions and practices, and on political culture. However, these types of outcomes point to
changes at the individual, political, and institutional levels.

14. An overview of methodological problems and some suggestions for further
research can be found in Gurr (1980) and Rucht (1992).

15. Several methodological suggestions for the study of social movement outcomes
have been made by Gurr (1980} and Snyder and Kelly (1979), among others.

16. Gould (1988) has called these two definitions of democracy, respectively, plural-

ist and socialist.
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Social Movements and Public Policy

Paul Burstein

Sociologists and political scientists are of two minds about the consequences
of social movements. On the one hand, they believe that social movements
have important consequences. As William A. Gamson noted in his path-
breaking Strategy of Social Protest (1975; second edition, 1990), it makes
sense to view social movement organizations (SMOs, which he called “chal-
lenging groups”) as part of the normal democratic political process only if
they often achieve their goals—and, he concluded, they do. “The interest of
many scholars in social movements stems from their belief that movements
represent an important force for social change,” wrote McAdam, McCarthy,
and Zald (1988: 727) in their much-cited review (see also Tarrow 1994: 1).

Yet, on the other hand, sociologists and political scientists also believe
thac social movements seldom have much impact. They have two basic rea-
sons for this belief—reasons which are of special interest because they are
contradictory. Some argue that SMOs seldom have much impact because
democracy works so poorly, while others argue that they have little impact
because democracy works so well.

Gamson takes the former view, contending that for challenging groups,
the United States “is no well-functioning democracy. Rather, it is a members-
only system with formidable ways of keeping the door shut. That some chal-
lengers have the pluck and perseverence to gain entry in spite of such obsta-
cles is sorry evidence for permeability [to new influences]” (1990: 177-78).!
SMOs do poorly because the government is unresponsive and, thus, not
truly democratic.

Lohmann, in contrast, argues that SMOs often do poorly when govern-
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ments are responsive and democratic. In a well-functioning democracy,
clected officials know what the public wants and respond to its demands;
they would be foolish to respond to SMOs rather than the majority, because
doing so could cost them reelection. Indeed, Lohmann writes, “[i]t is puz-
zling that rational political leaders with majoritarian incentives would ever
respond to political action” by SMOs or other organizations (1993: 319).

Thus, we are confronted with two sets of contradictory claims: that so-
cial movements strongly influence public policy, and that they do not; and,
in the lacter case, that they have little impact because democracy functions
badly, and because it functions well. In this chapter, I argue that social
movement organizations and interest groups can influence policy, but chis
influence is strongly constrained by two key aspects of democratic politics:
electoral competition and limits on the ability of citizens and legislators to
pay attention to many issues at the same time. Because elected officials must
constantly strive for public support, they respond primarily to the wishes of
the majority, especially when the majority feels strongly about an issue.
SMOs therefore cannot directly influence policy when they disagree with
the majority on issues it cares about. SMOs can influence policy directly,
however, on issues the public cares little about; and they can influence policy
indirectly by changing the public’s policy preferences and its intensity of
concern about particular issues.

Social Movements and Democratic Politics
My focus is the impact on public policy of what Tilly has called “national so-
cial movements” (1984: 304)—movements that challenge national govern-
ments. Such movements, Tilly writes, are an essential part of democratic
politics, a product of the same forces that led to the development of electoral
politics and modern political organizations (which he calls “created associa-
tions”). To understand the impact of such social movements, therefore, we
must examine their role in the democratic political process; to do this, in
turn, it is necessary to delineare some basic elements of a theory of democra-
tic politics (a task often neglected by those who study social movements).
Simply put, democracy works. The struggle for representative democra-
¢y, which began 350 years ago during the English Revolution, was predicat-
ed upon the belief that if the people of a country win the right to vote and
to freedom of speech and association, they can control what their govern-
ment does. Modern scholarship is showing, ever more conclusively, that the
struggle has not been in vain. Democratic governments respond to their citi-

zens often cnough and consistently enough, especially on issues important
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to those citizens, for us to conclude that democratic institutions really give
citizens substantial power over government.

How do citizens exert such power? The best explanation, in my opin-
ion, is provided by what I call the theory of democratic representation. In
this theory, elected officials have three primary goals. First is reelection,
which for most legislators takes precedence over all other goals. Legislators
also want to win influence for themselves among their colleagues and to pro-
mote what they believe to be good public policy; these are important goals
bur secondary, seldom pursued when doing so would risk electoral defeat
(Fenno 1973; Mayhew 1974).

Knowing elected officials’ goals, we can see what will get them to sup-
port specific policies—the number of votes they think their actions will win
or lose them at election time. Officials thus want and need information
about what the public wants and how it is likely to respond to their actions;
and, indeed, mechanisms for communicating information have become
central to democratic politics (Ferejohn and Kuklinski 1990). Much politi-
cal action intended to influence elected officials—protest demonstrations,
lobbying, letter writing, contributing to campaigns, and so on—will be ef-
fective primarily to the extent that it provides them information about what
citizens want from them.

The key mechanism for communicating information in democratic
politics is elections; not only do the results inform elected officials about
how well they have satisfied voters’ demands, but the information is of a
kind that cannot be ignored—it gives some officials the right to remain in
office and requires others to seek employment elsewhere. As a means of
communication, however, elections are extremely crude; they convey voters’
global judgment about candidates but provide no information about the
reasons for those judgments (Kelley 1983: chapter 9). Elections ensure that
elected officials will try to satisfy the electorate’s demands, but they provide
lictle information about the demands themselves.

Needing more information than elections provide, politicians have cre-
ated other means to ascertain what the public wants; and members of the
public, wanting to convey more information than they can through voting
alone, have developed ways to communicate with candidates. Much of the
efforc on both sides has gone into creating organizations: political parties,
interest groups, and social movement organizations. Political parties were
developed, in part, to improve communication between elected officials and
the citizenry, and the party label itself has come to provide useful informa-
tion, acting as a “brand name” that tells the public much about the likely
policy stances of its candidates (Aldrich 1995; Arnold 1990).



6 PAUL BURSTEIN

Formally organized interest groups developed long after parties; in fact,
many of the earliest ones were created in response to what some groups (par-
ticularly in business) saw as the failure of parties to represent their interests.
They won a place in American politics when they convinced politicians that
they provided better information about citizens preferences than the parties
could and, at less cost, and that they could mobilize voters who shared those
preferences (Hansen 1991; Walker 1991).

From this perspective, legislatures may be viewed as devoting much of
their effort to acquiring and processing information. Some political scien-
tists argue that legislatures are organized in large measure to gather informa-
rion about the likely consequences of legislation and the preferences of vot-
ers; ctheient legislatures will do so as cheaply as possible. Legislators want
the information so they can minimize the risk of being blamed ar election
time for outcomes they did not foresee. According to this view, special inter-
ests cannot dominate the legislature, at least not in the long run, because leg-
islators risk defeat if they respond to special interests rather than to the ma-
jority (Krehbiel 1991).

Thus, many of the organizations we associate with democratic govern-
ments have been developed, at least in part, to make such governments re-
sponsive to the public. No one claims, however, that democratic govern-
ments always do what the public wants.? Sometimes the cause may be what
most people suspect: some groups are especially powerful and can get what
they want even when the public is opposed. Proponents of the theory of
democratic representation contend, however, that there are also other rea-
sons for nonresponsiveness, one of which is especially important to this
essay: limits to the cognitive capacities of individuals and the carrying ca-
pacities of organizations, particularly legislatures.?

Netther individuals nor legislatures have the capacity to address many
issues at once. Individuals deal with this problem by ignoring most issues
most of the time, relying on friends, organizations, the mass media, and
candidates for office to let them know when an issue demands attention.
Legislatures deal with it by delegaring power to committees and administra-
tive agencies, relying on these and other organizations (including political
parties, interest groups, and SMOs) to let them know when an issue requires
the legislature’s full attention (Jones 1994; Krehbiel 1991; cf. Hilgartner and
Bosk 1988).

From this perspective, the public will strongly affect public policy on is-
sues it is very concerned about; but when it turns its attention elsewhere (as
it is almost always bound to do), those who remain inrensely concerned—

norably, interest groups and the relevant legislative committees and execu-
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tive agencies—have the opportunity to exert greater influence. Public policy
may move farther and farther from public opinion, untl something brings
the public’s attention back to the issue. Then the public may reexert its in-
fluence and bring policy back into line with its preferences. Thus, the public
arguably has the power to make policy reflect its preferences but often fails
to do so. On the whole, the proponents of democratic representation con-
clude, elected officials often do what the public wants because the institu-
tions of democratic politics provide the information that makes responsive-
ness possible and the incentives that make it likely.

Social Movement Organizations, Interest Groups, and Political Parties
Where do social movements fit in this picture? To answer this, we must first
ask what a social movement is. No single definition is relied on by everyone,
but it is helpful to look at those provided in two classic articles. McCarthy
and Zald define a social movement as “a set of opinions and beliefs in a
population which represents preferences for changing some elements of the
social structure and/or reward distribution of a society” (1977: 1217-18).
For Tilly, “the term social movement applies most usefully to a sustained inter-
action between a specific set of authorities and various spokespersons for a
given challenge to those authorities” (1984: 3035; Tilly’s emphasis). Com-
mon to both definitions is a desire for change, with McCarthy and Zald em-
phasizing the desire itself—“opinions and beliefs . . . preferences”—and Tilly
the interactions it leads to (cf. Tarrow 1994: 1). So far, so good—both defi-
nitions include what comes to mind when social scientists think of social
movements. Unfortunately, however, they seem to include routine interest-
group politics and party conflict in legislatures as well. For example, the
National Association of Manufacturers expresses a desire for change when it
seeks to weaken occupational health and safety laws and often interacts with
members of Congress in pursuit of this goal. And what does the minority
party do in its interactions with the majority if not represent preferences for
changing the reward distribution?

McCarthy and Zald realize that they risk being overinclusive and even
ask, “Is a SMO an interest group?” (1977: 1218). Their answer highlights
what has come to be scen as the key distinction between social movements
and SMOs, on the one hand, and other political phenomena and organiza-
tions, on the other: social movements are at the “margins of the polidcal sys-
tem,” and SMOs are less institutionalized than interest groups and have fewer
routine ties with government. Other scholars focus on different attributes
of SMOs, but all emphasize that it is their marginality which distinguishes

them from other political organizations; they represent constiruencies not
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previously mobilized (Gamson 1990: 16), speak on behalf of constituencies
lacking formal representation (Tilly 1984: 306), or employ unconventional,
disruptive tactics (McAdam 1982: 25).

Unfortunately, all these attempts to distinguish between SMOs and other
political organizations share the same flaw. Each focuses on a continuum—
of institutionalization or unconventionality of tactics, for example—and in
effect declares that it can be divided at an identifiable point, with SMOs on
one side and other political organizations on the other. But none of the con-
tinua are defined precisely; how particular organizations could be placed on
the continua is never spelled out; and the rationale for locating the dividing
point in one place racher than another is never made clear. These are not,
I believe, minor definitional problems; instead, the very atcempt to distin-
guish between SMOs and other political organizations reflects what Stephen
Jay Gould has called humanity’s “deeply (perhaps innately) ingrained habit
of thought” (1995: 39)—an inclination to categorize, which is so strong that
we mistakenly find dividing points along what are cruly indivisible continua
(for an claboration of this argument, sce Burstein 1998b).

To understand the place of social movements in democratic politics, [
would return to the “created associations” so central to Tilly’s thinking.
Convention has it that there are three types—three categories—of such as-
sociations that are central to democratic politics: political parties, interest
groups, and SMOs. Ultimately, I think, it is impossible to distinguish
among them in terms of the characteristics usually used to define them
(marginality, etc.). Trying to finesse the problem by claiming, as Tilly does,
that social movements are interactions rather than organizations is no help,
because there is no better way to distinguish among kinds of interactions
than there is among kinds of organizations. Thus, it is not useful to think of
SMOs as something different from interest groups.* Whats more, often
it is not useful to think of cither one as different from political parties.
Parties, too, are associations created to help people achieve their goals in de-
mocratic politics; the real difference between them and other such associa-
tions is legal, nor organizational—parties are political organizations that
have a place on the ballot and a formal role in organizing legislatures. It is
most useful to think of there being two types of nongovernmental political
organizations—political parties, which have special Jegal status; and what
we might call “interest organizations” (a combination of “interest groups”
and “social movement organizations”), which do not—while remembering
the many similarities becween the two.

Thus, any hypothesis about the impact on public policy of organiza-
tions conventionally labeled SMOs will also apply to those that have been
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conventionally labeled interest groups, and most will apply to political par-
ties as well. Accepting this fact will help us understand democratic politics,
because it implies that we need just one theory about collective action in the
context of democratic politics, not multiple theories about purportedly dif-
ferent types of organizations. It can only be to our benefit to realize, for ex-
ample, how similar Gamson’s concern about SMOs’ winning “acceptance” is
to Hansen’s concern about interest groups’ winning “access” (Gamson 1990;
Hansen 1991; cf. McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1988: 720), or how seam-
less is the set of “protest” acrivities that includes both street demonstrations
and arguments before the Supreme Court (Burstein 1991).

The Impact of Interest Organizations: Hypotheses and Evidence

The theory of democratic representation suggests hypotheses about the im-
pact of interest organizations on legislative action—on the content of legis-
lation and the timing of its enactment—and on the implementation of
legislation. The hypotheses presented here are about the power of interest
organizations collectively; they address neither the impact of particular orga-
nizations, resources, and strategies nor the role played by legislators’ percep-
tions in the political process. The hypotheses are necessarily somewhat ten-
tative, because relatively little work on interest organizations, particularly by
sociologists, has been motivated by this theory.

The Direct Impact of Interest Organizations
The first and most critical hypothesis is one I have not seen in the literature
on social movements, yet it is an immediate implication of the theory.’
Many of those who write about SMOs emphasize how difficult it is for them
to influence government. Why so difficul? The most common claim is that
other groups, particularly economic elites, are more powerful than SMOs
and get their own way instead. The theory of democratic representation sug-
gests an alternative explanation, however: perhaps interest organizations (in-
cluding SMOs) fail to get what they want because a majority of the public
wants something else. That is, when elected officials want intensely to be
reelected, when the public pays attention to only a few issues at a time, and
when elected officials want and need accurate information about the public’s
preferences, we propose the direct impact hypothesis: The greater and more
persistent the majority favoring a particular policy, and the more important
the issue to that majority, as perceived by legislators, the smaller the direct
impact of interest organizations on legislative action.

"The size of the majority matters to legislators because they want to be
sure their actions represent the majority; the bigger the majority, the less
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likely the officials are to be mistaken. Persistence matters because legislators
want to be as certain as possible that the majority preference will remain the
majority through the next election. Importance matters because it is on the
relatively small number of issues very important to the public that electoral
reward-or-punishment is most likely. Finally, perceptions matter because
legislators can act only on the basis of their perceptions of the public’s pref-
erences. Legislators and those in the popular majority want the perceptions
to be accurate, so that the former can respond to the desires of the latcer. The
popular minority, however, want something else—that legislators inaccu-
rately see the minority view as more popular than it actually is (see Arnold
1990; Page and Shapiro 1983).

To test the direct impact hypothesis for any particular issue, we need
data on legislative action, legislators’ perceptions of the direction and inten-
sity of the public’s preferences, and the activities of interest organizations. To
understand the political process and not just legislators’ perceptions of it, we
also want to know the publics actual preferences. Unfortunacely, although
this hypothesis and others I will present here follow fairly directly from the
theory of democratic representation, they have not been presented in quite
this way before. As a result, very few studies have been designed to test themy
indeed, very few even incorporate the variables needed for such tests. Thus,
the evidence available can be no more than suggestive.

We do know that changes in public policy in the United States are cor-
related quite strongly with changes in public opinion and that the relation-
ship is especially strong when the majority is large and the issue important
to the public (see, e.g., Page and Shapiro 1983; Stimson, MacKuen, and
Erikson 1995; and the review in Burstein 1998a). When the relationship be-
tween public opinion and public policy is very strong, there is little room for
direct influence by interest organizations; such an inference is not a substi-
tute for data but should be kept in mind.

Studies that analyze how legislative action is affected by public opinion
and interest organizations generally find the former to have far greater im-
pact than the latcer. For example, congressional action on equal employment
opportunity, the Vietnam War, gender issues, and controversial Supreme
Court decisions has been far more strongly affected by public opinion than
by interest organizations (Burstein 1985: 85-87; Burstein and Freudenburg
1978: 114-16; Costain 1992: 150-55; Ignagni and Meernik 1994). Even
indirect measures of public opinion (such as constituency demographic
characteristics and general political attitudes) have proven to be far more im-
portant than the contributions of political action committees (PACs; Wright
1985).
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Opportunities to test the direct impact hypothesis are often missed, be-
cause those who study interest organizations so often ignore the theory of
democratic representation. A good case in point is the controversy between
Skocpol and her collaborators on the one side (Skocpol et al. 1993; Skocpol
1995) and Sparks and Walniuk (1995) on the other, about why many
American states enacted mothers pensions early in the twentieth century.
Skocpol et al. argue that state legislatures were strongly influenced by federa-
tions of women’s groups—that is, that interest organizations had a direct im-
pact on legislative action. Sparks and Walniuk disagree, claiming that even
though women did not yet have the right to vote in many states, legislators
believed that they would soon get it, and that women strongly favored
mothers” pensions—in other words, it was the opinion of voters (or poten-
tial voters) that mattered, and the women’s groups had no direct impact on
legislative action.

This disagreement seems to provide a good opportunity to test the direct
impact hypothesis: Sparks and Walniuks argument is consistent with it, and
that of Skocpol et al. is not. Unfortunately, however, the test never quite hap-
pens. Skocpol (1995) argues convincingly that Sparks and Walniuk didnt
make their case, because their data analysis was flawed; but she does not re-
spond to their theoretical argument. Skocpol et al. suggest that public opin-
ion might be important—referring to “nationwide groundswells of public
opinion” (1993: 691) and women’s federations’ exercise of a “surprising in-
fluence on . . . public opinion” (Skocpol 1995: 721)—Dbut never actually ex-
amine its impact on legislative action. Skocpol rejects Sparks and Walniuk’s
assumption that legislators are motivated mainly by electoral concerns, writ-
ing that “I do not like to engage in pure theoretical deduction about what
‘must have been’ in the minds of state legislators when they voted for moth-
ers’ pensions” (1995: 728), but she provides no reasons of her own why legis-
lators would do what women’s federations wanted. Why did legislators enact
mothers’ pensions? In the end, all Skocpol does is conclude, rather lamely,
that “mothers’ pensions became ‘an idea whose time had come™” (1995:
728). It would be more useful had she responded with either a better test of
the direct impact hypothesis or a better theory, but she did neither.

Other scholars analyze public opinion and interest organizations in
ways that make it difficult to assess their roles in the democratic process. The
importance of incorporating all the relevant variables is made plain by the
ambiguities associated with findings seemingly contrary to the direct impact
hypothesis. O’Connor and Berkman (1995) find that public opinion has
strongly correlated with abortion policy in American states, controlling for a
variety of variables, including religious affiliation. When state membership
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in the National Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League (NARAL)
is added to the equation, however, the coefficient for public opinion declines
to statistical insignificance; NARAL membership has had a far greater im-
pact on policy. This might be taken to mean that interest organization ac-
tivity is more important than public opinion, but this is not O’Connor and
Berkman’s conclusion; they interpret NARAL membership as indicating the
“intensity of opinion” on the issue (1995: 450). Is this interpretation cor-
rect, or might NARAL have had an impact independent of public opinion?
Without a direct measure of intensity, there is no way to tell. Rosenfeld and
Ward take the opposite point of view: rather than considering organization-
al activity an indicator of public opinion, they consider public opinion a
measure of the “extent” of a social movement (1991: 53)—an approach that
makes it impossible to determine whether interest organizations can directly
affect legislative action independent of public opinion.

What Does the Public Really Want2
[ have argued that interest organizations have little direct impact on legisla-
tive action when they oppose the clearly and strongly expressed wishes of a
popular majority. That does not mean, however, that interest organizations
have no impact on legislative action. The theory of democratic representa-
tion and the logic of the first hypothesis suggest three ways for incerest orga-
nizations to influence legislative action: by changing legislators’ perceptions
of the public’s preferences or their intensity; by changing the preferences
themselves; or by changing the importance of the issue to the public.
Legislators” perceptions play a key role in democratic politics, and all
the participants know it. Legislators need information about what the public
wants, but accurate information is often difficult to acquire—so difficult, in
fact, that some political scientists describe legislatures as organized to a very
substantial extent around the need for such acquisition (Krehbiel 1991).
Interest organizations can influence legislative action by convincing legisla-
tors that they have significantly underestimated the strength of support for a
policy proposal—that what the legistators thought was minority support is
really majority support, that an issuc of seemingly low salience is really of
high salience, or that preferences that scemed fickle have become solid. Thus
the following information hypotheses: The greater the amount of new infor-
mation on the public’s preferences provided to legislators by interest organi-
zations, the greater their impact on legislative action; information provided
by organizations with a reputation for credibility will have an especially great
impact. When the information is verifiably accurate, interest organizations

stimulate legislatures to act in accord with public opinion; when its accuracy
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cannot be verified, interest organizations may have an independent impact
on legislative action.

The key point is that the information must be new, in the sense of un-
expected (this argument owes much to Lohmann 1993). As legislators try to
keep informed about what the public wants, they may look to letters from
constituents, visits from lobbyists, public demonstrations, newspaper edito-
rials, public opinion polls, and so on. Most of what they see will be routine,
requiring just enough monitoring that they will promptly notice any change
in the public’s preferences or the intensity of its concerns. Information out
of the ordinary will alert them to the possibility of change and cause them
to begin monitoring their sources of information more carefully.® Because
they need information that is accurate as well as novel, they will give added
weight to information from organizations that have proved credible in the
past and that have an interest in continuing a relationship with the officials
in the future (Hansen 1991).

To test the information hypothesis adequately, we need over-time data
on the information available to legislators and on their subsequent actions.
Having data on the information over time would enable us to distinguish
between routine “news”—basically, news that fits whatever pattern has been
established
have are bits of suggestive evidence.

Lohmann (1995) contends that demonstrations in the San Francisco
Bay Area against the 1991 Persian Gulf War were ignored by politicians and
supporters of the war because they were so predictable; Bay Area residents
demonstrate against all American military actions. Antiwar demonstrations

and real news that departs from the pattern. What we actually

in Kansas City, however, were seen as more likely to have an impact; sup-
porters of the war there felt obliged to organize their own demonstrations
to counter any impression that Middle America was opposed to the war.
Following a similar logic, Lohmann (1994) argues that demonstrations
against the East German regime in late 1989 were effective not so much be-
cause of the numbers of people involved but rather because the demonstra-
tions grew in size so rapidly—from an estimated 6,500 participants on
September 25 to 60,000 two weeks later and to 325,000 on November 6—
that they astonished both government and populace with the breadch and
depth of discontent they revealed. Focusing on lobbying rather than demon-
strations, Hansen (1991) concludes that the farm lobby won influence in
Congress between 1919 and 1932 by convincing members of Congress that
it could provide reliable informarion about what farmers wanted. He con-
cludes, more generally, that “interest groups are influential, but not because
of their ability to bring ‘pressures’ to bear on members of Congress. Rather,
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interest groups are influential because they direct lawmakers™ attention to
some pressures rather than others” (1991: 227; Hansen’s emphasis). Finally,
Meyer and Marullo argue that the American peace movement influenced
Congress and the president by showing, through referenda and public opin-
ion polls it encouraged, that the American public was more favorable to a
freeze in nuclear weapons than had been supposed (1992: 116-19).

Changing the Public’s Preferences

The theory of democratic representation argues that the major determinants
of legislative action are the public’s preferences and the intensity of its con-
cern; from this follows the direct impact hypothesis that interest organiza-
tions have lictle impact on legislative action when the public’s preferences are
clear and intense. For interest organizations finding themselves in such cir-
cumstances, a key—but indirect—way to influence legislative action will be
to change the public’s preferences. They can do so in two ways: by altering
the distribution of preferences on an issue as currently framed, or by refram-
ing the issue—changing what the preferences are about. Thus, the publics
preferences hypothesis: The greater the impact of interest organizations on
the public’s preferences on an issue as currently framed or as reframed, the
greater their (indirect) impact on legislative action. This hypothesis can be
falsified by showing that changes in the public’s preferences caused by inter-
est organizations do #oz lead to the desired changes in legislative action. This
could happen if the theory of democratic representation is incorrect, and,
for example, business organizations get what they want from government
regardless of what the public’s preferences are.

To test the public’s preferences hypothesis, we need data on the activi-
ties of interest organizations intended to affect the public’s preferences, on
the preferences themselves, and on legislative action. Should these data not
support the hypothesis, we would also want data on alternative sources of
influence on legislative action.

Unfortunately, the necessary data are rarely available, because those who
study the impact of interest organizations on public opinion seldom follow
through to consider the impact of both the organizations and opinion on
policy, while those who examine the impact of public opinion on policy sel-
dom analyze why public opinion changes (at least within the same study;
compare Page and Shapiro 1983 with Page and Shapiro 1992). We do know
that interest organizations sometimes affect public opinion within a given
frame (Page and Shapiro 1992: 350-54), and that, probably less often, they
can help reframe issucs, getting the public to view the issucs in a new way (as

they apparenty did with regard to affirmative action and nuclear power;
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Gamson and Modigliani 1987, 1989).”7 And of course we also know that
public opinion often influences policy. There are a few attempts to analyze
the impact of both interest organizations and public opinion on policy, but
more often than not they find that the organizations have no effect on pub-
lic opinion (e.g., Burstein 1985; Burstein and Freudenburg 1978). Of the
studies of which I am aware, only Anne Costain’s analysis of the women’s
movement finds interest organizations having an impact on public opinion—
but no direct impact on legislative action (1992: 150-55).

Other scholars have realized how important it is to consider how both
interest organizations and the public affect legislative action, but unfortu-
nately they often fail to distinguish between the substance of public opinion
and the salience of the issue. Piven and Cloward, for example, see electoral
concerns playing a key role in legislators’ responses to social protest (1977:
31-32) and protesters working, at least in pare, through public opinion.
When they write that “[che events [civil rights protests] in the South also
provoked broad support for civil rights demands among northern whites”
(239), however, it is unclear whether they are suggesting that protest activi-
ties affected northern whites’ opinions about civil rights or that they affected
how strongly the whites felc about it; this matters because there is evidence
that civil rights activities did affect salience but not substantive opinions

(Burstein 1985).

Changing Issue Salience

Interest organizations may also affect legislative action indirectly by chang-
ing the salience of an issue to the public. Theoretically, this can be an effec-
tive tactic. As discussed earlier, public policy may move away from what the
public would prefer when the public is paying little attention to the issue—
the normal situation for most issues. Raising the salience of the issue to the
public may lead it to notice the discrepancy between its preferences and
public policy, and to then demand thac the latter be made consistent wich
the former.

Increasing an issue’s salience is a much more problematic tactic than
changing the public’s preferences, however. For one thing, the tactic will work
only if such a discrepancy exists. Beyond that, though, raising the salience of
an issue is actually risky for interest organizations. If interest organizations
inadvertently increase the salience of an issue on which the public opposes
them, ending the discrepancy would make the situation worse for them
rather than better. What is worse, interest organizations that draw attention
to themselves under these circumstances could even provoke repression by
the government or a violent response by other organizations. Thus, the Zsue
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salience hypotheses: The greater the impact of interest organizations on an
issue’s salience to the public, the greater their (indirect) impact on legislative
action, provided thar there is a discrepancy between the public’s preferences
and public policy. The legislative action will favor the interest organizations
only if the organizations goals are consistent with the public’s preferences; if
they are inconsistent, the legislative action will move public policy away from
the organizations’ goals.

To test the issue salience hypotheses, we need data on the activities of
interest organizations intended to affect the salience of the issue for the pub-
lic, on the public’s preferences, on existing policy, and on legislative action.
Of course, many of the activities of interest organizations are intended to af-
fect salience, the public’s preferences, and the information being communi-
cated to legislators, all of which should be considered in research on the im-
pact of such activities.

The most direct test of this hypothesis is found in my work on the
movement for equal employment opportunity (Burstein 1985). Civil rights
protests had little direct effect on congressional action (as I have noted) and
apparently litde or no effect on public opinion on civil rights. They did,
however, greatly increase the salience of the issue, particularly when they
provoked a hostile public response in the South. The increase in salience, in
turn, seems to have affected Congress so strongly that it enacted the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 just after salience reached its peak. Yer it is crucial to note
that Congress finally responded to the public at a time when most Americans
had come to oppose racial discrimination. It is easy to imagine that had simi-
lar demonstrations produced a comparable rise in salience during the 1920s
rather than the 1960s, they would have provoked repression rather than en-
actment of laws against discrimination.

I know of no other direct tests of the salience hypothesis, but an im-
portant controversy about the enactment of the Narional Labor Relations
Act (NLRA) of 1935 provides some evidence consistent with it. In a spirited
debate in the American Political Science Review, Goldfield (1989, 1990) ar-
gues that worker insurgency played a key role in getting Congress to act
Skocpol and Finegold (1990) disagree, emphasizing instead electoral politics
and the discretion that those in government have to respond to pressure in a
variety of ways. Neither side emphasizes the public’s preferences or the im-
pact of interest organizations on salience, but they do provide some relevant
evidence. Addressing Goldfield’s description of increases in labor militancy
during the 1930s, Skocpol and Finegold argue that it is never necessary for
governments to respond to such pressures with any particular concessions;

alternative responses are always possible, including repression (1990: 1304).
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When might governments respond favorably to such pressures (even if the
exact form of the response cannot be predicted)? According to the salience
hypothesis, governments would respond favorably if there were a discrepan-
cy between the public’s preferences and public policy and if the goals of the
interest organizations were consistent with the public’s preferences. Accord-
ing to Goldfield, there may have been such a discrepancy; public ..pinion
had been moving to the left in the period before Congress enacted the
NLRA, but labor policy had not changed significantly (1989: 1275). Thus,
it is entirely possible that organized labor increased the salience of labor is-
sues just as policies that labor wanted were winning majority public support.

Skocpol and Finegold disagree, contending that it was electoral poli-
tics—particularly Democratic victories in 1934—and not labor militancy
that led to congressional action (1900: 1300). In the theory of democratic
representation, however, there is no contradiction berween the two views;
the Democratic victories may be seen as evidence of the shift in public opin-
ion, providing a context in which it would make sense for Congress to re-
spond to public concern about labor with reform rather than repression.®

This chapter has focused thus far on legislative action. The enactment
of legislation is hardly the end of the policy process, however; implementa-
tion must be considered as well.

Interest Organizations and Implementation
It has long been contended that, whatever the impact of interest organiza-
tions on legislative action, their impact on implementation is substantial.
The popular notion that “the bureaucracy” and the courts are “out of con-
trol” is echoed in social scientists’ claims that administrative agencies and the
courts are unduly influenced by the interest organizations whose activities
the public wants regulated. The theory of democratic representation pro-
vides some insight as to how this might occur. The public as a whole cannot
sustain a high level of interest in very many issues and lacks the capacity
to monitor closely how legislation is being implemented; thus, laws may be
implemented in ways the public would disapprove of were it well informed.
Legislatures, too, have only a limited capacity for oversight, and there-
fore they delegate oversight of particular policies to their specialized com-
mittees. The members of these committees, however, may disproportion-
ately represent districts whose citizens” preferences are very different from
those of the public as a whole; congressional committees are proverbially
made up of legislators who sought membership in order to win favored
treatment for their constituents’ particular interests. Finally, the judges and
bureaucrats whose job it is to interpret and implement legislation are not
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elected and thus lack both the legislators’ capacity to monitor public opin-
ion and their incentive to do so. If a law is vaguely worded or grants much
discretion to the administrative agencies or courts, it provides opportunities
for interest organizations to influence its implementation, particularly when
it has just been enacted and there are few precedents to constrain the judges
or bureaucrats.

The theory of democratic representation also suggests that there will be
limits to this influence, however. The legislature as a whole arguably needs to
prevent implementation from departing so far from the public’s preferences
that it becomes an election issue; it will therefore exercise some control over
the oversight committees and may amend the law if administrative or ju-
dicial decisions lead to public outrage. Apparently even the judiciary is af-
fected to some extent by the publics preferences (Stimson, MacKuen, and
Erikson 1995; Norpoth and Segal 1994; Mishler and Sheehan 1994). Thus,
the implementation hypotheses: The lower the salience of an issue to the pub-
lic, the greater the impact of interest organizations on the implementation of
laws bearing on the issue. The greater the discretion available to administra-
tive or courts charged with implementing or interpreting a law, the greacer
the impact of interest organizations on its implementation. To test the
implementation hypotheses adequately, we need data on the salience of an
issue to the public, on the public’s preferences, on the amount of discretion
granted administrative agencies and courts on the issue, on the activities of
interest organizations intended to affect implementation, and on the rele-
vant decisions made by administrative agencies and courts.

Although many studies highlight how administrative and judicial deci-
sions are scemingly influenced by interest organizations, few carefully gauge
how far such decisions depart from the public’s preferences, and fewer still
take salience into account. We have a sense that public outrage provoked by
a series of administrative or judicial decisions may lead ro legislative action
overturning those decisions; the California tax revole of the 1970s and re-
cent changes in the implementartion of atfirmative action policies are good
examples (Lo 1990; Burstein forthcoming). But far more systematic research
is needed.

Few studies treatr discretion as a variable (buc see Lowi 1979). Again,
however, it is fairly widely believed that administrative agencies and courts
often have far more discretion when a law is newly enacted than they will
later, when the precedents they themselves establish will exert great influence
on subsequent decisions. The early, precedent-setting decisions in turn can
be hcavily influenced by interest organizations (see, e.g. Blumrosen 1993;
Clark 1977; Zemans 1983).
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Conclusions

I have argued in this chapter that if we are to understand how interest organi-
zations influence public policy, we must analyze their activities in the context
of theories of democracy and of how individuals and organizations function
in complex, competitive environments. When we do so, we reach conclu-
sions a bit different from those found in most works on social movements.

First, there is no theoretical justification for distinguishing between so-
cial movement organizations and interest groups. Gamson has contended
that “the old duality of extremist politics and pluralist politics” was based on
a mistaken premise; instead, “there is simply politics” (1990: 138). Similarly,
the old duality of SMOs and interest groups cannot withstand scrutiny;
there exist simply organizations—“interest organizations”—trying to influ-
ence public policy.

Second, because elected officials are intensely concerned about reelec-
tion, they must respond, first and foremost, to the wishes of a majority of
their constituents. When these wishes are clear and strongly felt, interest or-
ganizations cannot directly influence policy.

But this does not mean that they cannot influence policy at all. The
third conclusion is that democratic politics provides ways for interest organi-
zations to affect policy even as it limits their impact. Together with limits on
individual and organizational capacities, it provides opportunities for inter-
est organizations to influence legislative action directly on those issues the
public cares little about, and to influence policy indirectly by conveying
information to elected ofhcials, changing the public’s preferences and the in-
tensity of its concerns, and affecting the decisions of administrative agencies
and judges.

These conclusions about the impact of interest organizations on public
policy are necessarily very tentative, because little work on social movements
tries to gauge their impact in the context of theories of electoral competition
and legislative action. But the evidence supporting these conclusions cer-
tainly justifies further work.

I should also note a type of conclusion I have noz tried to reach: conclu-
sions about resources, strategies, and opportunities that enable some interest
organizations to succeed while others fail. Those scholars studying social
movements have been very much concerned with the success or failure of
particular SMOs or, sometimes, particular social movements. At first, much
emphasis was placed on discovering which ractics or organizational charac-
teristics were associated with success—whether, for example, the use of vio-

lence helped SMOs or worked against them. More recently, attendon has
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been devoted increasingly to the “political opportunity structure,” those as-
pects of the environment which affect SMO success.

This is an important step in the right direction, for interest organiza-
tions ate strongly affected by their environment. The more the environment
is taken into account, however, the more complex the analysis becomes; for
example, it becomes clear that the utility of particular resources for one in-
terest organization depends very heavily on the resources available to other
such organizations and the use they make of them (sce Tarrow 1994: 170-71).
Pursuing this line of analysis leads, I believe, to a conclusion already reached
by the evolutionary biologists and economists who study complex, competi-
tive systems—namely, that we can make broad predictions about what rates
of change will be and how such rates are affected by circumstances, but not
about which possible changes are most likely to occur or which agents of
change (for us, which interest organizations) are most likely to win the battle
for success. Democratic politics provides interest organizations the opportu-
nity to compete for influence; and the complexity and intensity of the com-
petition makes it virtually impossible to predict who will win.

Notes

1. It may seem odd to cite Gamson as saying both that challenging groups succeed
and that they have little impact, thac is, that democratic governments are both responsive
and unresponsive. In fact, though, this ambivalence runs throughout his book and the
work of others in this field (see Clemens 1993), perhaps because they have no explicic
standard for gauging impact or responsiveness. These issues will be addressed later in this
chapter.

2. Strictly speaking, organizations are intended to make government responsive to
citizens who have the right to vote. In addition, we would expect government to be re-
sponsive mainly to voters rather than co all citizens. I will not consider the implications of
these distinctions in this paper, and [ will use the term puéblic because it is the term used
conventionally in so many of the works being cited.

3. Two other important reasons are constitutional and statutory restrictions on
the power of majorities (for example, the limits on government power delineated in
the American Bill of Rights), and problems in aggregating preferences by voting (for ex-
ample, the problem of cyclic majorities).

4. McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald (McCarthy and Zald 1977: 1218; McAdam,
McCarthy, and Zald 1988: 720) realize that the distinction between SMOs and interest
groups is often hazy, but they stop short of arguing that such a distinction should be
abandoned.

5. Neustadtl (1990) makes a somewhat similar argument in an article on campaign
contributions made by interest groups.

6. See also Tarrow’s arguments about how British government officials came to de-
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pend on interest organizations for information as early as the late eighteenth century
(1994: 51-55) and also about how disruptive tactics may become routine and cease to
hold politicians’ attention (112-14); Mansbridge (1992), too, emphasizes how impor-
tant information provided by interest organizations is to legislative (and public) decision
making.

7. It must be kept in mind that it is not easy to influence public opinion, partly be-
cause organizations trying to change it in one direction are often opposed by groups sup-
porting the status quo or change in another direction (see Carmines and Stimson 1989;
Kitschele 1994; Page and Shapiro 1992; Riker 1982). Not only do organizations’ at-
tempts to change public opinion often fail, but sometimes they accually backfire, turning
the public against the positions the organizations espouse (Page and Shapiro 1992).

8. It is interesting to note that in her analysis of the NLRA (Skocpol and Finegold
1990) Skocpol emphasizes the importance of electoral politics and downplays the impact
of interest organizations, while with regard to mothers’ pensions (Skocpol et al. 1993;
Skocpol 1995) she does the reverse. It is possible that both conclusions are correct, but
Skocpol provides no theory that could explain how.



Making an Impact: Conceptual and Methodological
Implications of the Collective Goods Criterion

Edwin Amenta and Michael P. Young

The impact of challengers and their collective action in democratic polities
is only rarely studied (Gamson 1975, 1990; Piven and Cloward 1977;
McAdam 1982; Kitschelt 1986; Amenta, Carruthers, and Zylan 1992; Jasper
and Poulsen 1993; Amenta, Dunleavy, and Bernstein 1994; Tarrow 1994:
chapter 10; Burstein, Einwohner, and Hollander 1995; Kriesi et al. 1995:
chapter 9; see review in Giugni 1994). The reason for this is, in part, that
theorizing and analyzing the impact of challengers is different from theoriz-
ing and analyzing their mobilization, which has been the focus of attention
in scholarly work on social movements and collective action. It comes as no
surprise that the subjects receiving the greatest study have witnessed the
greatest advances.

The relative lack of attention to the impact of challengers is due also to
conceptual and methodological problems peculiar to the subject. As we
identify and address these issues, we refer to the impacrt of social movements
rather than widely employed alternatives—the “success” or “failure” of social
movements or the “outcomes” of social movements. Because the alternatives
confuse the conceptual and methodological issues we confront (the standard
use of the term success tends to blur conceptual issues, and the standard use
of the term outcomes blurs methodological issues), we develop analytical
clarity around the term impact.

Ascertaining the impact of challengers requires conceptualizing what
constitutes an important result of a challenge. The easy way out is merely to
take the challenger’s word for this—rto speak in terms of success and failure.

Doing that, however, means placing severe limits on an analysis. Although it
g I g ) g
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would be foolish to ignore a challenger’s stated goals, we argue that focusing
on them alone would mean missing other important occurrences that might
have resulted from the challenge. Often, moreover, many objectives of social
movements are not clearly revealed. To speak of outcomes of social move-
ments, however, is to presume what needs to be established by a researcher.
Important developments sometimes happen in the wake of social move-
ments and the collective action of challengers. But it is premature to call
these developments the outcomes or results of challenges, because events
that happen during or after a challenge may be due to forces other than the
challenge. To ascertain or demonstrate the impact of a challenge, researchers
must ascertain what might have happened in its absence. That basic
methodological task, generic to all forms of causal analysis, is a difficult one
for this subject matter, because the conditions that influence the rise of chal-
lengers may also independently influence both the goals sought by chal-
lengers and occurrences that might benefit those whom the challengers seek
to represent.

In this chapter, we address some of the conceptual and methodological
issues behind the study of the impact of social movements. We present and
defend a definition of impact and methodological strategies to ascertain im-
pacts. Neither of our approaches is particularly original. Our definition of
potential beneficial impacts centers on collective benefits. Our methodologi-
cal strategies, mainly ways to make plausible the causal claims of case stud-
ies, are also standard in social science. Here, though, we seek to apply the
conceptual and methodological strictures to problems specific to research on
the impact of challengers. The methodological problem, in essence, is to
demonstrate that the actions of a given challenger resulted in collective bene-
fits. We compare our definitions and strategies and their implications with
others that are well known in the literature on social movements. We discuss
these issues mainly as they pertain to state-oriented challengers, although we
also argue that analogous thinking is required for challengers oriented to
other targets.

We rely heavily on one particular example—the Townsend Movement.
We use this case to provide recurrent illustrations of our categories and
strategies. We also discuss other challengers from the American 1930s, as
well as some cases from famous studies and recent history. Our effort here,
though, stops well short of providing a theory of the impact of social move-
ments. Nor do we try to establish that any of the challenges we discuss did or
did not have an impact, as we define it. Our discussion here is preliminary to
such analyses.

Before we jump into abstract issues, let us introduce the Townsend
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Movement. Dr. Francis E. Townsend organized his mainly aged followers
and made demands on behalf of the aged beginning in 1934. Peaking at
about one million members in 1936, the Movement was centered on the so-
called Townsend Plan: two hundred dollars per month for all Americans
sixty years or older, to be funded by an earmarked sales tax, so long as the
recipients did not work and spent the money within the month (Holtzman
1963). Though focused on the national level, the Movement also demanded
changes in Old-Age Assistance laws in the states and, eventually, the enact-
ment of “baby” Townsend Plans—flat, large, universal pensions in individu-
al states. Nowhere was the Movement more active than in Townsend’s adopt-
ed home, California. All the same, nowhere did a Townsend Plan pass.
Instead the Social Security Act passed in 1935, creating Old-Age Assistance
and Old-Age Insurance, the former a grant-in-aid program for states and the
lacter a national insurance program commonly known today as social secu-
rity. All states adopted means-tested Old-Age Assistance programs by 1939,
and the Social Security Act was amended in 1939 and 1950 in favor of the
aged. By 1950, though, the Townsend Movement had deteriorated (Amenta,
Carruthers, and Zylan 1992).

Thinking about the Impact of Social Movements

A crucial conceptual issue is how to think about the possible impact of
challengers. We argue that the place to start is with the concept of collec-
tive goods—those groupwise advantages or disadvantages from which non-
participants in a challenge cannot be easily excluded (Tilly 1978; Hardin
1982). Collective goods can be material, such as categorical social spending
programs, or less tangible, such as new ways to refer to members of a group.
Social movement organizations almost invariably claim to represent a group
extending beyond the leaders and adherents of the organization, and most
make demands that would provide collective benefits to that larger group.
To our way of thinking, the greater the collective benefits achieved by the
challenge, the grearter its favorable impact. A focus on collective benefits is a
simple enough starting point, but it is not the standard view. For this reason,
we think it is worth exploring the advantages and disadvantages of our deci-
sion and alternatives to it.

“Success” and the Collective Goods Standard

The main alternative focuses on the program and the organization of the
challenger. William Gamson’s justly famous and influential study of American
social movement organizations posits two forms of “success™—the realiza-
ton of “new advantages” for the challenging organization and the “accep-
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tance” of the organization as a legitimate mouthpiece for the group it claims
to represent (1990: 29). By these means he divides his challengers into the
famous two-by-two table, separating the cases into “full response”—two ver-
sions of partial success: “cooptation” and “preemption”—and complete fail-
ure, which he refers to as “collapse.”

To ascertain what constitutes new advantages, the more influential of
his two forms of success, Gamson focuses on the challenger’s program. For
him, success in gaining new advantages means the degree to which a chal-
lenger’s stated program is realized. Correspondingly, if the challenger’s pro-
gram or demands are not mainly realized, the challenger is considered a
failure on this dimension. Paul Burstein, Rachel Einwohner, and Jocelyn
Hollander (1995) also make a strong case for determining success and new
advantages by way of a close analysis of the degree to which a challenger’s
program is achieved. Examining success and defining it by way of the chal-
lenger’s program has some definite advantages. It provides a sharp focus and
draws attention to specific ends of collective action and the means devoted
to attaining them.

However, the standard definition also has liabilities. Notable among
these are the limits it places on the consideration of possible impacts of chal-
lenges. Most of all, it may be possible for a challenger to fail to achieve its
stated program—and thus be deemed a failure—but still to win substantial
collective benefits for its constituents. It is often premature or erroneous,
moreover, to assume that the formal discourse and plans of social movement
organizations represent the scope of the desires for change represented in a
given social movement. Other goals may be present but ignored by a program-
oriented analysis.

Some disadvantages of the standard definition can be illuminated by
our example. From the standard perspective, the failure of the Townsend
Plan implies the failure of the Townsend Movement (to win “new advan-
tages”). Yet if the Townsendites were responsible for the collective benefits
for the aged in the Social Security Act, as Frances Fox Piven and Richard A.
Cloward (1971) notably suggest, the Movement should rightly stand as one
of the most influential challengers in American history. This is because the
Social Security Act ensured great collective benefits to the aged, the group
that the Movement claimed to represent. Even if the Movement had merely
won less substantial collective benefits for the aged, such as more generous
and more easily accessible Old-Age Assistance benefits, it might still be con-
sidered influential. In short, a focus on program tends to overlook unintend-
ed results of challenges that may be beneficial to the followers of those chal-
lenges. If challengers of the state typically receive concessions other than
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their demands (Piven and Cloward 1977: chapter 1), a program-oriented
analysis will regularly underestimate their impact.

Another problem with the standard application of the “new advantages”
criterion is that aspects of a challenger’s program may not provide collective
benefits to a constituency. While challengers often make demands that would
aid a larger constituency, so that the realization of those demands would pro-
duce collective goods as we define them, often, important parts of a chal-
lenger’s program would provide benefits only to the leaders or participants in
a challenge. More rarely, the program might incur costs on the beneficiary
group. For instance, the Townsend Plan had a requirement that the aged re-
tire. Winning only that goal might be viewed as a collective “bad” or cost and
probably should not be counted as a benefit, despite the fact that it was part
of the challenger’s program. In other cases, it is unclear whether a challenger's
program will do much good for the constituency. Gamson argues, in this
vein, that Charles Coughlin’s National Union for Social Justice, of the same
era as the Townsend Movement, included a number of proposals that seemed
unlikely to aid his unemployed and poor constituents (1990: 34).

This example highlights another benefic of our collective goods crite-
rion—its range. A challenge that does not succeed in winning new benefits is
accordingly considered a “failure” by the standard way of thinking and talking,
Complete achievement of a program is the best outcome, and complete failure
to achieve the program is the worst possible result. Indeed, often collective ac-
tion itself is ignored or repressed, and so are the demands (Piven and Cloward
1977). Yet it is possible for challenges to do worse than merely fail to achieve
goals. Collective action can backfire, resulting in negative consequences for the
group that the collective action was supposed to aid (Snyder and Kelly 1979).
Repression can go beyond harming those engaged in collective action; collec-
tive action can generate collective bads

laws passed restricting the material
rights and benefits of groups as well as less tangible collective assets. The collec-
tive goods standard makes it easier to discuss and analyze collective action that
might have harmed people represented by a challenger.

The Townsend Movement provides an example. In 1934, the Move-
ment opposed the gubernatorial campaign of Upton Sinclair, whose plat-
form was to “End Poverty in California,” partly by way of fifty-dollar-per-
month pensions for the aged. The reason for opposing Sinclair was that he
had failed to endorse the Townsend Plan, unlike his far more expedient op-
ponent, Frank Merriam, a conservative Republican who endorsed the plan.
Merriam realized chat his endorsement obligated him o do nothing for the
aged in California (Putnam 1970). By aiding Merriam, the collective action

of the Townsend Movement may have reduced collective benefits for the
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aged in California. Whether it did or did not is perhaps mainly an empirical
question, one that we do not pursue here, but a collective benefits standard
makes it easier to ask such questions.

Our concern with collective benefits to constituents diverges also from
standard definitions of success employed in the sociology of organizations.
The latter often focus on achieving operational goals and enhancing the
survival of the organization itself (see, e.g., Gross and Erzioni 1985: chapter
2). Yet challengers differ greatly from other organizations, especially profit-
making concerns, in their claims to represent a wider constituency—one
that is typically disadvantaged by standard economic or political processes.
We think it is worth making a distinction between the organizations and
participants of a challenge and the constituents the challenge is representing.

The latter point suggests the limits of Gamson’s second dimension—the
use of access or acceptance as a criterion for the success, or what we would
call a beneficial impact, of a challenger. As Gamson notes, the insticutional
acceptance of a social movement organization and its leaders as the legiti-
mate voice for a constituency does not necessarily lead to new advantages,
however defined. For instance, the Townsend Movement wanted the Califor-
nia legislature to ask, or “memorialize,” the national Congress to pass the
Townsend Plan. However gratifying to die-hard Townsendites, in themselves
these “memorials” did little for the aged in California. It has been argued
that, to the contrary, such action may have come at the expense of old-age
benefits in California (Putnam 1970). As Piven and Cloward (1977: xv) argue
more generally, access to elites won by organizations that develop within
movements may blunt the impact of challenges by way of co-optation.

In short, whether a challenger’s access to elites increases or decreases the
likelihood of winning collective benefits for constituents is an issue that
needs to be independently theorized and empirically assessed. For example,
in Charles Ragin’s reanalysis (1989) of Gamson’s data, “access” is treated as a
condition influencing “new advantages” or the lack of them. A focus on col-
lective benefits may make it easier to keep separate the success of organiza-
tions that emerge within a challenge, and the impact of the challenge.
Benefits or symbolic victories limited to activists and activist organizations
do not constitute collective benefits in themselves, and should not be count-
ed as a social movement impact unless they lead to collective benefits.

Implications of the Collective Goods Standard:

Locating Beneficiary Groups and Alfernative Goods

Entertaining impacts outside the stated goals of social movement organiza-
tions has implications for the assessment of challengers and their collective
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action. Radical movements in Western democracies invariably fall short of
their stated goals (Goodwin and Skocpol 1989; Tarrow 1994). An analysis
of success along the standard lines would consider all such movements as
mainly failures by definition—even when they effect significant transforma-
tions of political, economic, and cultural institutions. A focus on collective
benefits might lead to a more positive assessment. Such an emphasis also fa-
cilitates finer-grained analyses of the impacts of revolutionary movements
outside capitalist democracies, instead of the standard all-or-nothing analy-
ses that explain why some revolutions happened and others did not. Simi-
larly, a challenge thar tries for very little and achieves it would be assessed less
positively by this standard. Another implication is that a challenger that has
a tremendous impact, in terms of producing long-term and sustained collec-
tive benefits for constituents, but then disbanded would be evaluated more
favorably than it would by way of standard practices.

We do not want to suggest that our definition is consistent only with
rational-choice imagery and explanations. Scholars in this tradition typically
try to explain collective action in terms of the benefits that might be gleaned
from it. As with most studies of social movements, though, rational-choice
scholars are typically attempting to explain contributions to collective action
or mobilization. Rational-choice theorists often try to ascertain why indi-
viduals contribute money or effort to collective action—say, to a public tele-
vision network—and assume that once the contribution is made, a definite
amount of collective good—say, public television programming—will re-
sult. The issue is how to explain or induce sufficient contributions. Once that
problem, often considered to be a free-rider problem or a prisoners’ dilemma
game, is solved or converted to a more manageable problem or game, collec-
tive benefits are expected to result almost automarically (see, e.g., Chong
1991). Collective action in real life, though, is often much messier and in-
volves interactions that go beyond individual contributions, to efforts to
achieve some collective benefit. For example, money or effort devoted to the
Townsend Movement would not necessarily result in a standard amount of
collective benefit—such as an increase in the old-age pension payment. The
causal mechanisms linking collective action to collective benefits, we sug-
gest, are complex and need to be theorized in their own right.

Our view of potentially beneficial impacts comes with its own prob-
lems, however, and we do not want to slight them. Foremost among them is
ascertaining the constituency for any given challenger or social movement—
the first task implied by our definition. Taking the claims of the challengers
at face value may not solve the problem. The lownsend Movement, for
instance, claimed to be helping everyone, as the plan was supposed to end
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unemployment and a number of other social ills. So even here the decision is
not so simple as it seems. For the Townsend Movement, we would argue that
the most important group represented was the aged, who provided most of
the Movement’s support and who constituted the main direct beneficiaries
of the plan. Because the Townsend Movement was one challenger with a re-
latively coherent form of organization, it provides an easy case. Less well
organized social movements may provide greater difficulty in isolating bene-
ficiary groups. All the same, we think that these issues are worth thinking
about and through, even if one definitive answer is impossible.

Another set of difficulties concerns the identification and assessment of
collective benefits. How does one choose among the possible collective bene-
fits to study? How does one assess the value of the collective benefics that
may result from challenges? Most of all, how does one decide what is a col-
lective benefit? In the end, to make that accribution means to posit that
something is really in a group’s interest—always a difficult task. In the de-
bate over subjective and objective interests (Lukes 1974; Tilly 1978), we side
with those who argue to take both into account. This does not mean ignor-
ing the programs and demands of individual social movement organizations.
We would suggest starting with those programs and demands and then ana-
lyzing the collective benefits inhering in them. A definition of beneficial re-
sults based on collective goods, however, makes it incumbent upon research-
ers to consider alternatives to the challengers’ programs—other potential
concessions—that might also be beneficial. Our view is that scholars need to
do some hard thinking about the range of collective goods that would be
beneficial for a group represented by a challenger. Unlike activists, who are
forced to act on the spot and in a historical moment, researchers often have
the advantage of hindsight and comparative knowledge in their analyses. We
suggest only that these advantages not be dismissed out of hand.

To return to our example, if one can support a claim that the main bene-
ficiary group of the Townsend Movement was the aged, the implications for
rescarch are relatively straightforward. The first would be to examine the
plan for the collective benefits in it—the main one being the large and rela-
tively unrestricted pension. The next step would be to examine other poten-
tial collective benefits, such as other forms of pensions for the aged. The re-
searcher would focus on old-age pensions, evaluating the relative benefits in
the provisions. The fact that the amount of pensions and aggregate of pen-
sioners can be summarized in dollars and numbers simplifies the task. One
would still need to ascertain how much of these benefits were attributable to
the action of the Townsendites (more on that later). However, the challenge
might have resulted in any number of collective benefits for the aged. These



30 EDWIN AMENTA AND MICHAEL . YOUNG

might include everything from a better image of the group provided by offi-
cial statements and government publications or through public opinion, to a
valuable and durable collective identity for the aged. Evaluating benefics that
do not take a monetary form can, however, be difficule. We turn next to the
subject of isolating and evaluating different types of collective benefits.

Types and Degrees of Potentially Collective Benefits

Most challengers, including our example, mainly target the state. Of the
fifty-three groups studied by Gamson that represented the population of
American challengers historically through 1945, thirty-three were state-
oriented (1990: 21). Important examples of state-oriented social movements
since then include the civil rights and women’s movements. Because so
many challengers and movements are centrally concerned with the state, it is
key to categorize and assess potential benefits received by way of the state.
Needless to say, however, many challengers and movements have targets
mainly outside the state. Some prominent examples include labor move-
ments, most of whose collective action is concerned with employers, and
animal rights movements, which often confront businesses and universities.
Some new social movements, hoping to create new collective identities,
might be said to have no targets analogous to the ones just mentioned. Most
challengers have some mix of state, private, and more diffuse targets. In what
follows we discuss types of benefits available from those targets, starting with
democraric states.

Collective Benefits from the State

We define states as sets of political, military, judicial, and bureaucratic orga-
nizations that exert political authority and coercive control over people liv-
ing within the borders of well-defined territories. States engage in action, in-
cluding taxation and social spending policies, that is binding on citizens and
subjects, and the action is backed by the aforementioned organizations
{Skocpol and Amenta 1986). Democratic states are those states whose lead-
ers, forms, and policies are decided with key participation and input from
everyday people, citizens rather than subjects; suffrage is relatively inclusive,
citizens have the right to associate, and the state is significantly responsible
to elected officials (Dahl 1971).

Scholars who have examined the potential impacts of social movements
in relatively democratic states often suggest that there are different types and
levels of impact. These types generally refer back to the new advantages and
acceptance criteria of Gamson (1990). For instance, Kitschelt (1986) argues
thar social movements can achieve substantive, procedural, and structural
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gains, with the first two being analogous to Gamson’s categories. The third
type is a “transformation of political structures,” which is expressed in
Kitschelts study as the rise of a new political party. Jenkins (1983) suggests
a three-part scheme based on short-term changes in political decisions, al-
terations in decision-making elites, and long-term changes in the distribu-
tion of goods. The first and third are different forms of new benefits, while
the second is a more general idea of access or acceptance.

We also propose a three-level approach, but each level refers ultimarely
to collective benefits and omits consideration of the recognition or accep-
tance of any challenging organization. From this perspective, the most
minor impact is to win a specific state policy decision with no long-term im-
plications for the flow of benefits to the group. The greatest sort of impact is
the one that provides a group—but not necessarily organizations represent-
ing that group—continuing leverage over political processes. These struc-
tural gains are defined by the fact that they increase the returns to routine
collective action. Most collective action is aimed at a more medium level—
benefits that will continue to flow to a constituency unless some countering
action is taken. In each case, new legislation is required to secure the bene-
fits. The difference in impact is determined by the content of the legislation.
Needless to say, much collective action in practice may be aimed art different
levels, but these distinctions offer a basis for an analysis of the gains.

At the lowest level, challengers may win something specific for their
constituency groups. A challenger may gain, for instance, greater respect,
through official governmental representations, for the group represented by
the challenger. An example for the aged would be to have them officially re-
ferred to as “senior citizens” in state communications. Another benefit at this
level is a short-run pecuniary benefit. The attempt of American veterans
organizations to win the early payment of their World War I “bonuses” in
1936 instead of 1945 constitutes a case in point. These bonuses went to all
who qualified for them art the time but had no implications for these World
War [ veterans in the future or for the veterans of future wars (Daniels
1971). The one-shot brand of benefit, however, has often been criticized as
insubstantial (Lipsky 1968). From our way of looking at it, such a benefit
implies a limited conception of rights for the categories of citizens to which
the benefit pertains.

At the highest level, a challenger may gain structural reforms that give
the represented group increased influence over political processes. For in-
stance, winning the right to vote or the protection of that right for low-
income or other disfranchised groups increases the productivity of future col-
lective action by such groups. The winning of such rights increases the
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likelihood of gaining future pecuniary and other collective benefits (Meyer
and Staggenborg 1996). The civil rights movement had as an important goal
the enforcement of the right to participate in elecroral politics (McAdam
1982). So, too, did women’s suffrage movements (Banaszak 1996). Alterna-
tively, collective action may win higher-order rights through the state that ad-
vantage a group in its conflicts with other groups (Skocpol 1985). The state
may be used as a “fulcrum” in this sense (Tarrow 1994) by groups not mainly
state-oriented. Labor movements, notably, often focus on the state to ensure
rights to organize and engage in collective bargaining, as American labor did
successfully in the 1930s (Plotke 1996). The general way to differentiate this
sort of benefit from the other types is that it increases the probability of
impact of collective action by a group—a kind of metacollective benefit.

It is at the middle level where most research has taken place and proba-
bly where most challenges aim to have an impact. Much of democratic state
action concerns institutionalized benefits that provide collective goods in a
routine fashion to all those meeting specified requirements. Once enacted
and enforced with bureaucratic means, categorical social spending programs,
notably, provide benefits in such a manner. The beneficiaries gain rights of
entitlement to the benefits, and laws and bureaucratic reinforcement of those
laws ensure the routine delivery of such collective benefits. Under these cir-
cumstances, the issue is privileged in politics and rhe political system be-
comes biased toward the group so favored. The issuc is effectively removed
from the political agenda in favor of the group. For the situation to change,
it is incumbent on some other person or group to challenge the institution-
alized benefits.

Such benefits were the kind that the Townsend Movement mainly at-
tempted to secure. A legislative commitment to the Townsend Plan would
mean that the aged would receive a large and equal pension from the federal
government. The old-age legislation in the Social Security Act, possibly a
result of Townsend mobilization, was also of this middle-level sort. Here
there could be much variation in the degree, extent, and guarantee of the
collective benefits. For old-age benefits, decisions have to be made abour ¢li-
gibility rules, benefit amounts, and the manner of their provision.

Benefits from Targets outside the State

Social movements can, of course, generate collective benefits other than
through state policy. In Gamson’s sample of fifty-three challengers (1990),
twenty groups were occupationally based with, presumably, mainly private
targets. Challengers with nonstate targets are not all so easily studied, though
we think thar the conceprual tasks remain the same—rto identify beneficiary
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groups and potential collective goods and to attempt an estimation of actual
gains. Some of these groups, like the Steel Workers Organizing Committee
in Gamson’s sample, were labor movements seeking concessions directly
from employers. In many of these cases, the constituency of the challenger
and the types and degrees of collective benefits are easily identified. In the
case of labor movements organized by industry, all workers in the industry
constitute the beneficiary group. Shorter working hours, better working con-
ditions, increased job security, employment benefits, and, especially, higher
wages are all standard collective goods sought by labor movements from em-
ployers and can be readily evaluated (Cohn 1993).

The same levels that apply for state benefits may hold for this sort of
mobilization. Some concessions from employers may be of the one-shot
brand of benefit and limited in impact. For instance, back pay for a period
of work stoppage may be won, or discharged workers may be reinstated after
pressure from the collective action of workers. At a higher level, structural
reforms may be won that increase the likelihood of gaining future collective
benefits as well as immediate gains. For instance, workers as a group may
gain rights in decision making concerning the labor process or in investment
decisions. At the middle level, workers may seek in a routine fashion con-
tractual agreements insuring the provision of collective goods such as higher
wage rates or improved benefit packages for all workers in a company or in-
dustry. As with state targets, it is at this level where most challengers bid for
influence. In these relatively straightforward instances, all that remains is to
ascertain how many of these concessions won from employers are attribut-
able to the collective action of the challenger.

In collective campaigns against other nonstate targets, however, it is
often far from obvious who should count as the beneficiary group, what
should count as a collective good, and how such goods might be evaluated.
Animal rights movements, for instance, constitute a special problem in iden-
tifying a constituency. Still, any analysis of impact would benefit from enter-
taining potential constituencies as a first step. Do animals count, or animal
lovers? If one decides on animals, decreases in the harm done to animals
would constitute the main collective benefic. If one decides on animal lovers,
the perceived reduction of harm done to animals would be substituted. To
further complicate macters, the targets of challengers—the persons or groups
from which concessions are sought—can be many and varied. Animal rights
movements often target businesses, private universities, and research institu-
tions (Jasper and Nelkin 1992; Moore [this volume]). As with labor organi-
zations, the concessions in these campaigns are likely ro come directly from
private targets, but they might also result from state intervention.
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As is the case with state-oriented challengers, for challengers with non-
state targets we would discount gains limited to movement organizatcions
and participants. Access won from employers by union leadership does not
automatically constitute a collective benefit. However, certain forms of insti-
tutionalized access might—such as collective bargaining rights implemented
through democratic decision-making processes that include all workers in
the industry, for the beneficiary group has been granted an influential role in
determining its own working conditions. Of course, most occupationally
based challenges, as well as animal rights movements, consumer activists,
and environmental groups, have some mix of state and private targets. They
may attempt to draw the state into their struggle with private targets in
order to force concessions. In such cases, legislation that effects structural
reforms favoring the beneficiary group in future dealings wich the privace
target would be considered an impact of a high order.

Cultural Collective Benefits

In recent years the symbolic-expressive dimensions of challenges have come
to the forefron, raising the question of the cultural impact of movements.
Researchers claim that the development of a movemenc culture is a precon-
dition to collective action (McAdam 1988; Melucci 1988; Tarrow 1992;
Taylor and Whictier 1992). But most research concerning movements and
culture also sees movements as vehicles for cultural change. As Doug
McAdam (1994) argues, this research is devoted to showing that challengers
may have a range of cultural effects, including transformations in belief
systems or ideologies, new collective identities, innovative action repertoires,
impacts on material culcure (e.g., popular culture and language), and influ-
ences on the practices and culture of mainstream institutions (e.g., the cur-
ricula of universiries). Each of these has implicartions for our collective goods
criterion.

To illuscrate the conceptual issues involved with studying cultural im-
pacts, we focus on just one of these, new collective identities, which are
sometimes seen as important consequences of collective action (Friedman
and McAdam 1992; Inglehart 1990; Melucci 1989; Nagel 1995). After all,
such identities are not necessarily confined to those participating in the chal-
lenge and may provide psychological rewards by countering shame and bol-
stering pride (Scheftf 1994). Of course, new collective identities may not
always be beneficial and might conceivably impose costs on a group by be-
coming the focus of a popular backlash against it or the cause of divisions
that undermine subsequent bids for collective goods (Gitlin 1994). Needless
to say, identifying and evaluating these benefits is more difficult than for
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some collective action, but not impossible. Although it may be difficult to
assess the potential costs and benefits of a new collective identity, we believe
it helpful for researchers at least to think through the potential costs and
benefits that accompany new collective identities and other cultural impacts.

We also think researchers must establish that challengers have an impact
on cultural patterns that extend past the network of movement participants.
If alterations and innovations in shared identities are limited to circles of ac-
tivists, then these changes are of limited impact. Through a network of local
clubs, the Townsend Movement, for example, created something of a collec-
tive identity among its most avid followers. As Sheldon Messinger’s study of
the Movement in decline (1955) revealed, however, identification with the
Townsend Movement remained narrowly confined to club members, cen-
tered on a weak hero worship, and did not extend to the beneficiary group.
Although the Townsendite identity had very few implications beyond its
challenge, this is clearly not true for, say, the black power or feminist move-
ments. A rare example of a study that explores these wider ramifications is
Joane Nagel’s examination of the dramatic increase in Americans reporting
an American Indian race in the census (1995). She argues that this resur-
gence in ethnic identity is, in part, the result of American Indian political
activism.

Unlike pecuniary rewards from the state or material concessions from
private targets, cultural impacts may be more closely delimited by the rela-
tionship between a challenger and its constituency than by a relationship
with a third party. Collective identity is often considered self-reflexive in
nature. However, we want to caution against ignoring the degree to which
collective identities require a sort of ratification or affirmation from outside
parties (Melucci 1985). Actors in civil society, particularly the mass news
media (Gitlin 1980), as well as the state can be instrumental in the develop-
ment of collective identities.

We suggest that the analysis of collective identity can be brought under
an analytical scheme of levels of societal affirmation similar to the ones dis-
cussed earlier. At a low level, such affirmation may be episodic, with no
long-term implications. At higher levels, affirmation becomes more routine
and stable. We are not suggesting that affirmation in itself is a collective
good. However, insofar as a challenger constructs a new collective identity
that extends to a beneficiary group and provides psychological rewards such
as pride, winning the affirmation of such an identity deserves attention as
a potentially important concession. Finally, the identity sort of concession
may be an important influence on subscquent collective benefits taking the
form of pecuniary rewards or legal rights.
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Establishing the Impact of Challengers: Methodological Issues

Studies of the impact of social movements need to go beyond specifying the
benefits received by any group represented by challengers. Often neglected
but also necessary are means to ascertain whether and the degree to which
the mobilization and action of any challenger had an impact on collective
benefits. Establishing a challenger’s impact is straightforward in principle. It
means to demonstrate that in the absence of the challenger, collective goods
would not have appeared in the way that they did. The rescarcher has to
show that the challenger realized the collective benefits, or the degree to
which that might be true. We would argue that employing the language of
“outcomes” of challengers tends to make people assume what needs to be
established—thart the challengers made an impact. Of course, not all re-
searchers employing such language ignore causal issues (see, e.g., Giugni
1994; Kriesi et al. 1995). In the limited space remaining, we focus attention
on analyzing the impact of state-oriented challengers.

Establishing the impact of a challenger, though seemingly simple, is an
issue as complex as it is important. Challengers are rarely alone in pressing for
collective benefits for a group and the effects of one challenger must be distin-
guished from the others. Other conditions may also influence outcomes bene-
ficial to constituencies of challengers. Collective benefits may result for rea-
sons that have little to do with challengers. This problem is troublesome in
that economic crises or new political regimes may account for both the rise of
challengers (McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1988) and what they attempt to
effect. Research indicates, for instance, that various economic and political
conditions and actors aside from challengers influence social spending policy
(Huber, Ragin, and Stephens 1993). These other determinants have to be
taken into account in assessing the impact of challengers on achieving collec-
tive benefits. It is possible, for instance, that when the United States or in-
dividual states adopted new programs benefiting the aged, the Townsend
Movement did not cause them to happen. They may have been a result of
other circumstances, such as the Depression itself or political changes.

The ways that the issue of establishing impact have been handled in the
literature on social movements have not been completely satisfactory. Con-
sider, one last time, Gamson’s study (1990). He counts a challenger as hav-
ing achieved new advantages merely if its agenda was mainly fulfilled within
fifteen years of the challenge’s demise. Calling a realized agenda a success
without demonstrating that the organization made it happen, however,
overstates the influence of a challenger. Declaring success in this way is the

methodological equivalent of deeming phenomena that appear in similar
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times or places as challenges their “outcomes.” It is always premature to
make such a decision, for it disregards the potential that other conditions
influenced both social protest and the collective benefits. Other researchers
do worse by merely assuming that anything that happened somewhere close
in time to a collective action campaign constitutes a result of it (see review in
Burstein 1993). Often the connection is asserted by way of simple narrative
devices on the order of, “Soon after the protests, Congress responded by . . .”
Making such statements is like relying on bivariate correlations in causal
analyses—not typically a satisfactory solution.

Gamson’s pioneering research was constrained by his large number of
cases and the need for devising consistent standards across all of them, and
his project paid close attention to the views of movement participants and
other contemporary actors engaged with particular challenges. Most con-
temporary researchers have neither such great constraints nor such high his-
torical sensitivity. The tendency to attribute results to collective action with-
out demonstrating that connection is mainly due to the fact that researchers
are engaged in case studies (see Ragin and Becker 1992). Case studies in
turn are typically beset by the so-called identification problem—too many
potential causes chasing too few pieces of information (Lieberson 1991). For
that reason, researchers of movement impacts need to employ techniques
current in social science to extend case studies in order to make their claims
more plausible. Most of these techniques employ historical or other com-
parisons (Giugni 1994).

Like any research involving causal statements, research on the impacts of
challenges should be designed to appraise specific claims, either those devised
by a researcher or those extant in the literature. To do this requires maximiz-
ing variation in the conditions deemed to be most influential (King, Keohane,
and Verba 1994). Because theoretical arguments on the impact of challengers
have lagged behind theoretical arguments concerning their mobilization,
making precise methodological prescriptions is difficult. In research on state-
oriented challengers, the claims that stand out most are the simple hypothesis
that mobilization or collective action is effective in itself; that certain forms of
mobilization or collective action are more effective than others (Gamson
1990); and, most of all, that combinations of specific forms of mobilization
or action and specific political conditions are effective (Piven and Cloward
1977; Jenkins and Perrow 1977; McAdam 1982; Kitschelt 1986; Amenta,
Carruthers, and Zylan 1992; Amenta, Dunleavy, and Bernstein 1994; Kriesi
et al. 1995). For these sorts of claims, most standard methods for expanding
the empirical dimensions of case studies seem applicable.

The most systematic way to ascertain the potential impact of challengers
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is by gaining information from a large number of ecological units (Snyder
and Kelly 1979). Challengers typically accempt to have an influence in more
than one place at a time; movements have been increasingly national and
international in their scope. This approach relies on gaining information on
variation in a movement organization’s presence and activities, on other po-
tential determinants of collective benefits, and on the benefits themselves. If
information on ecach of these matters is available, all important potential
causal conditions can be taken into account in attempting to explain varia-
tions in outcomes. Employing inferential statistical methods on these units
makes it possible to assess the impact of a challenger relative to the impacts of
other relevant conditions. For causal claims that are interactive or combina-
tional, such as those described earlier, interactive specifications or like means
should be employed. Such interactions can readily be modeled by way of
qualitative comparative analysis (QCA), a technique that often can be em-
ployed in the absence of large numbers of cases (Ragin 1987, 1989; Amenta
and Poulsen 1994). Either form of analysis can also incorporate a time di-
mension, as through pooled cross-sections and time-serics or panel analyses
or through time-sensitive measures for QCA.

Researchers with information on a smaller number of cases or with ques-
tions that cannot be easily addressed by large-scale research can always employ
time-honored ways of making the most of these empirical materials (Amenta
1991). To appraise propositions, any number of small-/V comparisons might
be made. Some likely sorts include comparisons across units in which one
challenger is mobilized, across challengers within a given unit, or across col-
lective benefit outcomes in situations in which challengers are and are not
mobilized or are mobilized in different ways. Making a choice among these
sorts of comparisons would depend on the propositions being appraised.

In historical inquiries of the impact of one challenger, rescarchers can
use some of the standard techniques in a limited way. These include juxta-
posing the trajectory of the challenger’s mobilization and collective action to
outcomes of interest and, like Gamson, examining the views of participants,
contemporary observers, and historians. A lack of a correlation between ac-
tion and outcome probably would indicate a lack of impact. So, too, mighta
historical consensus that a challenger was ineffective. However, a positive
correlation would not necessarily mean causation, and witnesses might be
divided or biased in opinion. For these reasons, comparative methods are
also typically needed.

We conclude this section with some observations about establishing the
impact of a statc-oriented challenger, our main subject. Analyses of the po-
litical process in the development of legislation can usefully be employed con-
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cerning the impact of social movements (Kingdon 1984; Burstein 1993). To
make a convincing claim, any historical analysis would need to demonstrate
that a challenger achieved one or more of the following: changed the plans
and agendas of political leaders; had an impact on the content of proposals
devised by executives, legislators, or administrators; or influenced disinter-
ested representatives key to the passage of proposed legislation. Making such
a case would require understanding political leaders’ agendas and the con-
tent of legislative programs prior to challenges, and assessments of what leg-
islators might have voted in the absence of the challenges.

Dividing new laws containing collective benefits into those components
of the policy process simplifies analysis in ways that make it possible to judge
the impact of challengers. If a challenger is successful in getting its issue onto
the political agenda, we would argue that it has increased the probability
that some collective benefits, whose value is unknown, will be incorporated
in proposed legislation. As far as content is concerned, a challenger can work
to increase the value of any collective benefits included in legislation on the
issue. The type of collective benefit is also specified in a bill’s content. Once
a bill’s content has been specified, moreover, challengers can influence indi-
vidual legislators to vote for it and thus influence the probability of gaining
specified collective benefits. To put it another way, a challenger’s impact on
any one of these processes would increase the expected value of collective
benefits for the beneficiary group.

It follows that challengers might be effective in influencing some part of
the process but fail to achieve new collective benefits. Getting an issue on the
political agenda increases only the probability of action, and changing the
content of a proposal influences only its porential value. Yet unless all three
processes are negotiated successfully—placing the issue on the agenda, writ-
ing a bill with collective benefits, and passing the bill—no collective benefits
will result. Even a successful negotiation of all three steps does not necessari-
ly imply influence for a challenger, and very rarely is a social movement orga-
nization in a position to influence all of these processes. Thus, we are arguing
that if a challenger influences the placement of an issue on the agenda, in-
creases the collective benefits in extant legislation, or changes the probabili-
ties that elected officials will support such legislation, each is a kind of bene-
ficial impact in itself. It may, of course, be difficult to estimate the value of
such partial victories.

Conclusion
In studies of social movements and contentious collective action, scholars
have shown increasing interest in the results of social movements. After all,
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people engage in collective action at least ostensibly to gain collective bene-
fies. All the same, studying the impact of social movements requires not only
theoretical chinking that differs from that concerning mobilization, but also
attending to new and difficulc conceptual and methodological issues. Here
we summarize the contrasts between the standard approaches to these issues
and our own.

The first conceprual issue is to decide what counts as a significant im-
pact. The standard view is to examine “success,” as defined by new advan-
tages and institutional access won by a challenger. In this view, new advan-
tages are defined by the specific demands made by the challenger: the
challenger is considered successful if the demands are mainly met, and un-
successful if not. This definition, with its focus on specific social movement
organizations, has the advantage of being relatively easy to understand and
operationalize.

We advisc instead, however, that researchers focus on potential collec-
tive goods in relation to the challenger’s intended beneficiary group. This
differs from the standard view, first, in that the only phenomena we consid-
er to matter are new advantages. We do not consider the acceptance of a
challenger as meaningful in itself, because, in itself, acceptance does not aid
anyone and may lead to the selling out of the beneficiary group. By collec-
tive benefits, moreover, we mean groupwise goods from which it is difhcult
to exclude group members—the greater the value and type of such goods
achieved by any challenge or challenger, the greater the impact.

Our collective benefits criterion has a number of implications. One of
them is to examine a wider range of potential impacts than implied by the
common understanding. According to that understanding, challengers suc-
ceed or fail. According to our point of view, challengers can gain greater or
lesser collective benefits, but they also may cause collective bads for the rep-
resented group if collective action backfires. From our point of view, more-
over, it is possible for a challenger to be completely successtul in the standard
sense but not have a major impact. Such would be the case if a challenger
realized a program with only minor collective benefits. Correspondingly, a
challenger that is mainly unsuccessful might have a large impact if the bene-
fits inhering in the program were great but only partly achieved. Our stan-
dard is, of course, applicable to collective goods won by way of the state, but
it also applies to benefits won from other targets and to cultural benefits
such as collective identities.

The collective benefits standard also has implications for research. We
suggest that researchers first chink about the group thar challengers repre-
sent. From there, researchers should examinc the programs of challengers,
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separating the collective benefits from goals thart are potential means to such
ends and from goals that are only dubiously related to collective benefits.
Researchers need to think hard, too, about potential collective benefits for
the group not contained in the challenger’s program.

Researchers must also go beyond the standard methodological strategies
to ascertain the impact of challenges, which is typically assumed rather than
demonstrated. The key methodological question to ask is what might have
happened in the absence of the challenger. This problem is especially critical
in studies of the impacts of challengers, because the conditions that influ-
ence challenges are likely to have some influence on the collective benefits
for groups that challengers represent. Many standard social science methods
can be employed to address this problem. In any historical analysis of collec-
tive benefits received from the state, moreover, we suggest that it is useful to
separate the policy-making process into the components of agenda setting,
the specification of the content of the legislation, and the enactment of pro-
posal. This division makes it possible to analyze the degree of success of any
challenger as well as the point in the process at which its impact took place.

None of these decisions, however, can substitute for theorizing about
the impacts of challengers and social movements. Indeed, it is difficult to de-
sign research in the absence of theoretical propositions about such impacts.
Nevertheless, theory and research on the impacts of social movements will
no doubt advance the furthest and with the greatest speed by paying close
attention to these conceptual and methodological issues.
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The Impact of Social Movements on Political Institutions:
A Comparison of the Introduction of Direct Legislation
in Switzerland and the United States

Hanspeter Kriesi and Dominique Wisler

Policical institutions have been considered the most stable elements of op-
portunity structures, almost beyond the reach of social movements. This is
not surprising. The framers of political insticutions purposely design them
ro last and make it difficult for challengers to change them. The stability and
duration of institutions is a value in itself, since they allow for long-term
planning. Moreover, institutions also have built-in mechanisms that make
them self-perpetuating. They tend to generate paccerns of beliefs and prefer-
ences that sustain them, because wants and desires are conditioned by the
perception of available opportunities: by the mechanism of “adaptive prefer-
ences,” one often dismisses as undesirable whart is unatrainable anyhow
(Elster 1983, 1988: 311). Political institutions tend to channel preference
formation into specific directions and to narrow the vision so that alterna-
tives are not perceived as feasible. As Sunstein observes, the phenomenon of
adaptive preferences joins with collective action problems to make signifi-
cant change extremely difficult to achieve with respect to political institu-
rions (1988: 351).

This is, of course, not to forget that political institutions have been a
major area of contest in democracies. Our contribution will analyze one
moment of the struggle for the instirutionalization of democracy, namely,
the struggle for direct legislation that constituted the main issue of the
democratic movement in Switzerland during the 1860s and of its counter-
part in the West of the United States from the 1880s to 1920. The case of
dircct democracy allows us to reflect more generally on the problem of how
social movements achieve institutional change. We shall argue that institu-
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tional change implies a paradigmatic shift regarding the political system.
Such a shift occurs only in periods of profound societal crisis, which open
up the opportunity for fundamental social learning and the introduction of
a new set of institutions, that is, a new political paradigm. This learning is,
however, bound to people’s past experiences, which is why, in order to im-
pose itself, the new paradigm must “resonate” well with the political heritage
of the past. Finally, we shall identify three additional conditions that facili-
tate institutional innovation and that have been crucial for the success of the
democratic movements we are studying in this paper—federalism, the lack
of institutionalization of the state, and the division of the political elite.

The Paradigmatic Shift and Its French Model

Insticutional change constitutes a paradigmatic shift in the makeup of a poli-
ty. By analogy to Kuhn’s argument about paradigmatic shifts in the history of
science (1962), such a shift is triggered by “anomalies” that cannot be taken
care of within the framework of the old paradigm, that is, established institu-
tions. The paradigmatic shift institutionalizes a new set of rules that define a
new framework for and establish a new era of “normal politics.” In the case of
direct democracy, the shift was from the old paradigm of “representative gov-
ernment” to the new paradigm of “direct legislation by the people.”

The origins of this new paradigm go back to the ideas of Rousseau and
Condorcet and their historical actualization in two successive constitutional
projects of the French Revolution (Kélz 1992): the constitutions of the
Girondists (February 1793) and of the Montagnards (June 1793). The
Montagnard constitution had introduced a device for the legislative referen-
dum whereby, for the first time, individuals rather than localities became the
basis for the count of the vote. It is this mode of counting which truly
echoed a new conception of citizenship and which constitutes the specificity
of the modern paradigm of direct legislation (Kélz 1992; Curti 1885: 83).
In the rapid course of revolutionary events, these constitutions were never
implemented, and the Terror put an abrupt end to the new paradigm. Even
if its flame was still kept alive by some French socialists, like Considérant
and the review La démocratie pacifique, direct legislation became increasingly
marginal in the French constitutional tradition and, according to Frei
(1995), both constitutions came to be viewed as revolutionary utopias rather
than practical solutions for the government of France.

However, the modern direct-democratic paradigm was given a new
lease on life by two powerful social movements in Switzerland and the
United States in the nineteenth century. These movements eventually suc-
ceeded in imposing this new paradigm in their respective polities. The 1860s
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constituted the crucial decade for the Swiss case, when the key canton of
Zurich adopted whart was later described as the most democratic constitu-
tion in Switzerland by introducing in a coherent way all direct legislation de-
vices known at that time. Following the example set by the Swiss cantons
and the Swiss federal government, the states west of the Mississippi adopted
some of these instruments at the turn of the twentieth century.

Historiography describes the “democratic movement” in Switzerland as
a social movement that used collective action to claim, above all, the right of
direct legislation, especially the legislative initiative and the optional referen-
dum in the 1860s. Other claims of the movement included the direct elec-
tion of the executive and of government officials (such as judges and teach-
ers), a tax reform, and the creation of a state bank. Although claims for more
direct democracy had been made in Switzerland since the 1830s, those earli-
er movements were less successful and less extensive. Nevertheless, the so-
called veto was first introduced in Saint Gall and Basel-Land as early as
1831-32.1 Several cantons followed these examples in the early 1840s, but,
according to Curti (1885), the wave was quickly stopped after the cantons
dominated by liberals realized that the use of the veto could contribute to
the fall of a liberal government, as it did in the case of Lucerne in 1841. A
motion demanding the veto thus was turned down in Zurich in 1842. It was
only in the 1860s that the democratic movement, a broad coalition of farm-
ers, artisans, and workers, gained more momentum. After its initial success
in the canton of Zurich in 1867-69, the paradigm of direct legislation spread
decisively to the other cantons and, in 1874, was also introduced at the fed-
eral level.

In the United States, the movement for direct legislation started two
decades later, in the 1880s, under the impulse of the populist movement, a
coalition of farmers and workers. As in Switzerland, the referendum had al-
ready been used at the constitutional level—the constitution of Massachu-
setts was the first modern constitution to have been adopted by referendum,
in 1778. Moreover, several states used the plebiscite, a referendum at the dis-
cretion of the authorities, for legislation from time to time. However, it was
South Dakota that, under the impulse of the populist movement, first intro-
duced the initiative and the referendum according to the new paradigm in
1898. lts example was followed mostly by states west of the Mississippi.

Two waves of direct-democratic constitutional amendments can be dis-
tinguished in the United States. The first impulse by the populist movement
(1890s to 1920) was followed by that of the progressive movement at the
turn of the twenteth century, a middle-class movement that made an at-
tempt to replace corrupt practices and the patronage of political parties with
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“good government” reforms. In the struggle for direct democracy, Pro-
hibitionists and suffragettes were usually allies during the first wave, and the
movement was successful almost exclusively in states west of the Mississippi
River (see, e.g., Price 1975). The second wave, which occurred during the
1870s, was linked to the rise of the new social movements. Although only
Florida, Wyoming, and Illinois adopted some form of initiative during this
second wave, direct democracy was also taken into consideration by many
other states (Cronin 1989: 51).

The Crisis

Goldstone’s reanalysis (1980) of Gamson’s classical study (1975) found that
social movement success is more likely in periods of crisis (e.g., major wars,
economic or political crises). What applies to movements in general should
be particularly true for movements making claims for institutional change.
According to Siegenthaler, the core of an economic crisis is constituted by a
loss of faith in the established set of rules (1993: 178). This loss of faith in
the basic institutions of society does not bring about a crisis, but it is the
characteristic feature of a crisis. It becomes probable as a consequence of in-
creasing uncertainty, which is, in turn, a result of the distributional effects of
stable economic development. In Siegenthaler’s theoretical model, periods
of structural stability are giving way to transitional or intermediary phases,
crises in our terminology, when the structure, which is essentially a system of
cognitive rules, becomes more malleable, processes of fundamental learning
take place, and social organizations undergo change, are newly created, and
relate to each other in unprecedented ways. In such periods, the institution-
al rules of the political system are subject to sharp conflicts and risk being
changed. We cannot do justice here to this highly complex theoretical con-
struct, but we believe that it provides an elaborate argument in support of
the idea that institutional change is most likely to take place during periods
of economic crisis.

Historical studies have well documented that both the Swiss democrat-
ic movement in the 1860s and the American populist movement in the
1890s arose in a period of deep economic crisis. Both movements grew out
of an economic crisis that put an end to a period of considerable growth.
The situation is described by Schaffner (1982) with regard to Zurich and
by Blum (1977) and Epple (1979) with regard to Basel-Land, both crucial
contexts for the development of the democratic movement. Schaffner draws
attention to the profound social change that took place during the period of
economic growth in the 1850s and early 1860s in the canton of Zurich.
The expansion of the cotton and silk industries created new wealth but also



46 HANSPETER KRIESI AND DOMINIQUE WISLER

an increasing industrial proletariat. In addition, the period of growth cre-
ated new disparities between regions, especially between the city and the
countryside, for example, in the context of the railroad question. Morcover,
the transformations of the capital market profoundly changed the relation-
ship between debrors and creditors. In the process, farmers lost their tradi-
tionally privileged position on the demand side of the capital market and
were hard-pressed to adapt to its changing rules, which were no longer root-
ed in the rural world. In many ways, this period of growth undermined old
certainties and created tensions that became fully apparent only at the mo-
ment of crisis,

This crisis in Zurich hit all sectors of society. As far as the farmers were
concerned, they witnessed a series of bad harvests in the 1860s, which as-
sumed catastrophic proportions in 1866—67. Rising interest rates, which
were already at high mortgaging levels, and decreasing prices for grain
put the farmers under enormous pressure. The two main industries of the
canton—silk and cotton—also entered into a deep crisis starting in 1864,
from which they recovered only in the early 1870s. The income levels of
workers declined, and consumer prices went up at the same time. Finally, ar-
tisans suffered as well from the general lack of demand. Schaffner concludes,
“The crisis concerned factory workers, day laborers, servants, farmers, and
artisans all simultaneously” (1982: 133).2 He argues that the “experience of
the simultaneous setbacks in the primary and the secondary sectors sharp-
ened the consciousness of the farmers, workers, and artisans who were hit by
them for the profound transformations of their way of life, which had been
going on for the last decades” (176).% In addition, the cholera epidemic of
1867, which coincided with the economic crisis in Zurich, not only aggra-
vated the squalid living conditions of the urban working class but also drew
the attention of a broader public to those living conditions and revealed in a
most dramatic way the extent of social inequality.

As far as the American situation was concerned, Cronin states that the
“boom-and-bust” cycles affecting frontier farmers and miners helped foment
resentment toward elites in times of economic distress, sparking cries for eco-
nomic and political reform (1989: 43). Such was the case with Daniel Shays’s
Rebellion, some Anti-Federalists, and, later, Jeffersonian Republicans and
Jacksonian Democrats. The Grange, the Farmers' Alliances, single-taxers of
the Henry George school, and the People’s (Populist) Party were all populist-
minded groups that became prominent in the period between 1875 and
1895, when prices for farm commodities dropped so low that in cerrain sec-

tions of the country farming was carried on at an acrual loss:
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These farmers and others suffering from economic hard times looked
back to an earlier age when they believed they had been less exploited—
a time when there were few millionaires and no beggars, few monopo-
lies and no recessions. In short, the populist spirit was born of both
nostalgia and genuine hope for a restoration of conditions prevailing
before industrialism, large-scale corporate capitalism, and the com-
mercialization of agriculture. . . . In the late eighties and early nineties
the number of farm foreclosures skyrocketed. In some counties in
Kansas, for example, 90 percent of the farms passed into the ownership
of loan companies. The combination of denied credit, deeper debt,
harsh taxation, and rising rail rates led the discontent to suspect a con-
spiracy by the moneyed interests of the country to enslave them in a
web of economic servicude. (Cronin 1989: 44; see also Argersinger

1974)

Dibbern (1980), analyzing the social profile of the populist-minded
farmers in one border county of South Dakota, found that, far from being
nativists or the poor, they were usually immigrants who had arrived in the
county during the great expansion of population and agriculture on the
frontier in the 1880s. They became small property owners and invested
heavily during the “boom” and the excellent climatic conditions of that pe-
riod. Indebted as they were, these farmers fell victim to the “bust” caused by
a subsequent decline in prices, population, and rainfall during the 1890s.
“Without a successful harvest,” Dibbern writes, “it was almost impossible
for these farmers to meet their interest payments and to preserve their farms.
Populism was rooted in this vulnerability” (1980: 214).

The crisis precondition is certainly crucial for those movements which
Tarrow (1994) calls “early risers.” For latecomers, as McAdam (1995) points
out, the crisis may be less relevant, because other mechanisms come into
play thart facilitate the diffusion of a new political paradigm from one con-
text to another.

Framing

Under conditions of liberal democracies, institutional change presupposes
a process of social learning on the part of large sections of the population,
except in the limiting case of a social revolution, where new institutions are
imposed by force. This implies that ideas come to play a crucial role in the
process (Hall 1993). As Siegenthaler (1993) has argued, a crisis increases the
likelihood of fundamental learning of the required type. But, if it is likely
that the crisis will give rise to a loss of faith in the established rules and to the



48 HANSPETER KRIESI AND DOMINIQUE WISLER

widespread readiness for fundamental learning, it is by no means certain
that the origins of the crisis can be actributed to the basic rules of the politi-
cal game racher than to some elements of specific legislation or to the rules
governing the economy or some other subsystem of society. Using Snow and
Benford’s distinctions between “diagnostic” and “prognostic” frames (1988),
the old political paradigm is put into question only when people diagnose
the problems they face as anomalies or deficiencies produced by the estab-
lished political institutions and when they believe that the adoption of a new
institutional paradigm will dramatically improve their situation. Elscer has
argued that consequential arguments for constitutional change—the “prog-
nostic” frames—are likely to be speculative, because it is hard to know in ad-
vance the actual consequences of major institutional changes. This is why,
he argues, a new political paradigm is typically justified by argumencs from
justice:® “If a reform is perceived as fundamentally just, people will be moti-
vated to endure the costs of transition and the extensive trial and error pro-
cedures that may be required before a viable implemencacion is found”
(1988: 319-20). Let us add, with Elster, thart, like all norms, “those of justice
and fairness are extremely context-dependent in the way they are interpreted
and applied. They are, in particular, highly sensitive to framing and refram-
ing” (316).

For the U.S. populist or progtessive movement and the Swiss democrat-
ic movement, the diagnosis for the origins of the crisis was very similar. Both
of them attributed the crisis to the deficiencies of the system of representa-
tive democracy. Both sought to overcome these deficiencies by the introduc-
tion of direct-democratic procedures, although other contemporary move-
ments did not share these frames. To illustrate the framing in Switzerland,
we shall restrict ourselves to the democratic movement in the canton of
Zurich, which has been comparatively better studied than other cases. For
the American case, we use generally secondary literature on the populist and
progressive movements, in particular Cronin (1989).

The democratic movement in Zurich arose in a specific context. It mo-
bilized againsr the liberals who had been governing the canton uninterrupt-
edly for fifteen years. More specifically, it mobilized against the “system
Escher,” which took its name from the dominant liberal personality of the
period, Alfred Escher, who not only was the head of one of the major banks
and a crucial figure of the expanding railroad industry, but also was the
dominant member of the Zurich government and a key figure in the federal
parliament. Describing the “system Escher,” an 1867 pamphlet of the Zurich
democraric movement diagnosed the situation this way: “What kind of sys-
tem is it that we are talking about? The system which brought to this canton
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the coalition of moneyed interests, credit powers and railroads, the clique
and government behind the scene” (qtd. in Curti 1885: 219). Karl Biirkli,
one of the leaders of the movement, defined it in these terms at one of the
general assemblies organized by the movement:

As “system” 1 understand the pernicious influence of the business
interests, above all of the northeast railroad [dominated by Escher]
which is their headquarters [and] the credit bank (also dominated by
Escher). . .. The system, just like cholera, cannot be touched with your
hands, but you can feel it in your limbs. If in 1830, the Uster day had
to bring down an old, decaying, but legal city aristocracy, we have to

topple now a new, luxuriantly growing, but illegal money aristocracy.

(Qtd. in Gross 1983: 35)

Biirkli makes reference here not only to the cholera epidemic that was rav-
aging the Zurich population at the time, but also to the glorious days almost
two generations before, when the liberal revolution had brought down the
aristocratic regime that had been reestablished in Zurich after the defeat of
Napoleon. Instead of “money aristocracy,” democrats used the phrase “rep-
resentative aristocracy,” suggesting that the old aristocracy had in fact been
substituted by a new aristocracy of big business interests that had captured
the institutions of representative democracy. In a series of pamphlets, one of
which sold more than 30,000 copies (in a polity with no more than 60,000
active citizens), the main agitator of the movement claimed that the republic
had fallen prey to a clique of unscrupulous and greedy men who subordi-
nated morality and justice to their own material interests (Schaffner 1982:
166ft.).

The diagnoses made by the populist and progressive movements in the
United States were very similar to the ones of their Swiss counterparts. Ray
Billington characterized the populist perception of the situation in late 1870
as follows: “On the one side are the allied hosts of monopolies, the money
power, great trusts and railroad corporations, who seek the enactment of the
laws to benefit them and impoverish the people. On the other are the farm-
ers, laborers, merchants, and all other people who produce wealth and bear
the burdens of taxation” (qtd. in Cronin 1989: 44). Big business was framed
as corrupting civil servants and legislators, and it was “a pathetic and tragic
thing,” as stated by the Wisconsin progressive Robert La Follette, “to see
honest men falling before these insidious forces” (qtd. in Cronin 1989: 56),
succumbing either to threats to their material situation or to the attraction
of appointments to Washington jobs and bribes of money and women, even
resorting to getting legislators drunk before a critical vote. Direct-democratic
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devices were thought to “diminish the impact of corrupt influences on the
legislature, undermine bossism, and induce legislarors to be more attentive
to public opinion and the broader public interest” (Cronin 1989: 53). In a
declaration issued to the citizens of San Francisco, who would eventually
vote for the new city charter that introduced, in 1899, the initiative and the
referendum at the city level, the Citizens Charter Association asserted:

We appeal to all good citizens to endorse the work of their freeholders
elected last December and thus crystallize into low and honest effort 1o
save San Francisco from the rule of the bosses, the water, lighting and
railroad corporations and allied interests which have daily dealings
with the city government and which have in the past and will in the
furure, unless they are restrained, debauch our politics, rob the people
and paralyze the orderly operation of the law. (Qtd. in Oberholzer
1912: 352)

Direct legislation constituted the main plank of both movements” prog-
nostic framing. Karl Biirkli wrote: “Where do we find the panacea against
this [system]? We find it in direct legislation by the people, since the repre-
sentative system was too permeable to the corrupt influences” (qed. in Gross
1983: 33). Salomon Bleuler, another main exponent of the movement, used
a pathological metaphor to frame the solution in his address to a general
assembly in December 1867: “The extension of the people’s rights hits the
core and vital nerve of one of our main evils. It cuts through and destroys
the one-sided economical interests, the superiority of one individual and his
devout followers” (qtd. in Gross 1983: 28). The movement asked for the
total revision of the constitution of the canton by a constituent assembly to
be elected without delay by the citizens of the canton.

The paradigm of direct democracy was not invented by the democratic
movement. As is observed by Ostrom, the particular set of rules that reform-
ers contemplate “rarely contains all possible rules that might be used to gov-
ern an operational sitcuation. The rules proposed are likely to be in a reper-
toire of rules already familiar to those who propose them” (1990: 209). In
this sense, the structure of existing political institutions not only provides
the incentive to look for alternatives but also constrains the possible search
for alternatives. A similar idea is developed by Luthardt (1994). Thus, the
new paradigm of direct legislation was inspired by older forms of direct
democracy in Switzerland and in the United States and represented a mod-
ernization of those forms of government rather than a completely new
invention. Ir had a high “narrative fidelity,” because it resonated well with

“the stories, myths, and folk tales that are part and parcel of one’s cultural
y F p



IMPACT OF SOCIAL MOVEMENTS ST

heritage and thus function to inform events and experiences in the immedi-
ate present” (Snow and Benford 1988: 210). As Koélz (1992) has document-
ed, the liberal Swiss reformers of the 1830s and 1840s, who had already ex-
perimented with direcc-democratic devices and had introduced rudimentary
elements of direct legislation, such as the popular “veto” in some member
states of the Swiss confederation, took their models from the constitutions
of the French Revolution, without, however, explicitly acknowledging their
sources. Neither did the French revolutionaries, in turn, create ex nihilo the
paradigm of direct democracy. As we have already seen, it was the state of
Massachusetts that firsc adopted a democratic constitution, in 1787, by ref-
erendum. Moreover, many authors (sce, e.g., Auer 1989) attribute the reso-
nance of direct-democratic procedures in the U.S. member states to eatlier
forms of town meetings in New England and to the Calvinist ideology of
“common consent.” Thus, leaders of the populist movement framed the new
paradigm not so much as a new form of government but much more as a
“restoration” of an older kind of self-government in the United States.

In Switzerland, the democratic movement radicalized liberal ideas and
tied its claims for direct democracy to the older heritage of popular myths
about the direct-democratic general assemblies (Landsgemeinden) in Alpine
cantons and the general councils in city cantons such as Geneva, Lucerne,
Fribourg, and Saint Gall (Battelli 1932).> The liberals and radicals had re-
jected this older Swiss tradition of general assemblies. As Kélz points out,
they were afraid of political fragmentation, since in larger cantons only de-
centralized assemblies would have been possible (1992: 628). Moreover,
they were skeptical about the readiness of the people to accept their progres-
sive ideas. Finally, they wanted a strictly individualistic, liberal, and secular-
ized democracy, not a cooperative or communal one. By contrast, the demo-
cratic movement explicitly built on the indigenous republican tradition. If
Biirkli, “the most conscious protagonist” of the new paradigm (Curti 1885:
216), was also heavily influenced by the French constitutional models and
by the ideas of such French socialists of the 1840s as Considérant, he and his
colleagues also revived the memory of the traditional assembly democracies
that had survived the aristocratic regimes of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries and that provided an important emotional and ideological support
for the democratic movement (Kélz 1992: 629). The ideologues of the
democratic movement tried to frame the new paradigm as nothing but a
modernization of tradition. Thus, Karl Biirkli wrote that “the old democ-
racy, which had been taken away from the people by monarchist ignorance
and blind faith in priests [ Pfaffenglanben] should be won back by reason and

science and modernized according to the changing times” (qtd. in Gross
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1983: 39). It is no accident that the movement used the commemoration of
the Uster day on November 22, 1867, to launch its campaign for a new con-
stitution. And it is also no accident that it organized a series of public as-
semblies, which culminated, in December 1867, in four large general assem-
blies, called Landsgemeinden by proponents.

In Switzerland, as in the United States, direct democracy was perceived
as a means to solve the problems created by the deficiencies of representative
democracy. In both countries, the movements claiming direct democracy
made similar additional demands, such as the creation of a state or cantonal
bank to alleviate the credit squeeze of the farmers. In both countries, the
respective movements created similar images of their adversaries: they mo-
bilized against the world of “the boss,” “the money,” and “corruption.” Ac-
cording to the imagery of both movements, the representative political sys-
tem did not work either because it was in the hands of an oligarchy, a money
elite—as symbolized in Zurich by the “system Escher”—or because it was re-
sponsive to powetful interest groups, such as the Southern Pacific Railroad
Company in California. Direct democracy was seen as the only means to rec-
tify the failure of the representative political system to address the needs of
the people. The aim of direct democracy was to put an end to the influence of
“the boss” on the political system (see Méckli 1994: 176-77).

The contrast between Swiss and U.S. socialists, on the one hand, and
socialists from countries where direct democracy did not have any roots in
political tradition, on the other hand, serves to illustrate our point about the
crucial importance of the cultural resonance of a new master frame: while
the former were optimistic about the possibilities for introducing social
reforms by direct legislation and saw the referendum and the initiative as
“bridges to the new world,” the latter were much less sanguine about the
promises of direct democracy and less inclined to attribute the predicament
of the working class to the malfunctioning of the representative system.
Thus, Karl Biirkli was rather isolated when he advocated direct legislation at
the Fourth Congress of the International Workers’ Association, held at Basel
in September 1869 (Gross 1983: 40—41). Direct democracy was not official-
ly debated ar this congress and was discussed only in the Friday evening ses-
sion at the very end of the congress week. The proposal was sharply attacked
by the Belgian delegates, who maintained that the concept was not adapted
o the Belgian and French political contexts and that socialists should not
contribute to the legitimacy of those governments by participating in their
politics. Although direct democracy had become part of the social demo-
crats program in Germany in the 1860s, Biirkli considered this development
1o be nothing but “decoration” (qud. in Hernekamp 1979: 234). Direct leg-
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islation was in fact opposed by the fathers of the movement: Marx called it
the “old world-wide known democratic Litanie,” Engels saw in it nothing
but “pure fashion,” and Kautsky warned about the reactionary and conserva-
tive results of such devices (qtd. in Heussner 1994: 58). By contrast, the so-
cialist movement in the United States was instrumental in bringing about
institutional change at the state level, and direct democracy was adopted in
the national platforms of the Socialist Labor Party as early as 1885 (Heussner
1994: 44) and the American Federation of Labor in 1902 (Cronin 1989:
164-65).

Structural Conditions

How was it possible that these movements could successfully impose the
new paradigm? We believe that it was not enough for the claims of the
movements to resonate well with the political culture of the U.S. and Swiss
contexts. In addition, they met with similar political opportunity structures,
which facilitated their success considerably but which were absent in other
countries where the direct-democratic paradigm did not get implemented.
We shall deal with two aspects of this political opportunity structure—
federalism and the degree of institutionalization of the state.

Federalism

First of all, the federalist scructure of Switzerland and the United States
provided crucial opportunities for both of these movements. Generally, we
argue that a federalist state structure reduces the start-up difficulties for a so-
cial movement attempting to change political institutions. Federalist decen-
tralization constitutes a case of segmental differentiation based on territorial
criteria. This type of differentiation implies that the different subsystems all
fulfill the same functions. Moreover, they do so within the same overarching
institutional framework, which is to say that they all function in more or less
analogous ways. For purely probabilistic reasons, it is more likely that the
conditions that facilitate the success of a movement for insticutional change
will be met in any one of the parallel subsystems of a federalist state than in
the unique system of a unitary state. A social movement favoring institu-
tional change may periodically monitor the behavior of the authorities in
the different places and test the strength of their resistance to the new para-
digm. The multiplication of parallel access points to the political system in-
creases the likelihood that the system will yield at one point or another. This
likelihood is increased by the possibility that the pressures exerted by social
and economic conditions may be particularly strong in the context of a
given subsystem. We have seen, for example, that in Zurich the economic
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crisis of the 1860s was accompanied by a cholera epidemic that contributed
to the grievances of the population and sharpened its awareness of the deso-
late state of the local working class. This coincidence was unique to Zurich,
and it would have mattered less had Zurich not had its own political system,
which could be made directly responsible for the situation.

Moreover, it is the smaller scale of each one of the member states of a
federalist stare that facilitates the mobilization and the eventual success of
a social movement. This, of course, was especially true in the nineteenth
century, when transportation and communication were not as easy as today.
As Schaffner reports, the contentious gatherings of the democratic move-
ment in the canton of Zurich assembled no less than 15,000 people, about a
fourth of the citizens having the right to vote (1982: 43). The petition that
its leaders presented to the Zurich government at the end of 1867 was
signed by 27,000 citizens. This enormous level of mobilization would not
have been possible in a larger polity with the problems of larger distances
and longer communication lines to surmount. In the absence of mass com-
munications, telephones, and the Internet, people had ro meet physically in
order to give expression to their opposition to the government, to become
informed abour the new program, and to debate the proposals made by the
leaders of the movement.®

If inicial success for a member state of a federalist state is more likely
than for that of a unitary state, the federalist scructure also provides an op-
portunity for the diffusion of this inital success. With Ostrom, we would
stress the incremental, self-transforming nature of institutional change:
“Success in starting small-scale initial institutions enables a group of indi-
viduals to build on the social capital thus created to solve larger problems
with larger and more complex institutional arrangements” (1990: 190). In
other words, institutions thar build on past experience and have been proven
to work in similar contexts are more likely to be adopted than institutions
that have not been used before. The federalist structure of the srate allows
this kind of small-scale experiment (see Aubert 1983), and the success of a
movement in one context increases the likelihood that it will succeed in
other, similar contexts within the federalist scructure as well. In other words,
the successful implementation of a new set of institutions in one context in-
creases the “empirical credibility” of the new paradigm in other, similar con-
texts. As it has been defined by Snow and Benford, “empirical credibilicy”
refers to the “fit between the framing and events in the world” (1988: 208).
With Snow and Benford, we may grant that what constitutes empirical evi-
dence for any particular claim is itself subject to debate. However, this does
not imply that events are completely insignificant for the interpretative suc-
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cess of one paradigm over the other, as Gamson seems to suggest (1992:
69-70).7 If citizens in a neighboring, very similar political system are able to
participate in direct-democratic procedures, and if the political system is not
destabilized by this innovation but rather becomes more stable by its intro-
duction, it will be increasingly difficult for adherents of the old paradigm to
argue to the contrary. The success of an “initiator” movement in one context
has two additional effects on similar kinds of movements in other contexts of
the federal state: they are put under pressure to achieve the same goal, and,
at the same time, they learn from the successful movement how to go about
doing this. As in Goertz’s barrier model of diffusion (1994), we may expect
that once the barrier of resistance against the new institutions has broken
down in one context, its breakdown becomes much more likely in other,
similar contexts and the new institutions are likely to spread rapidly to all
of them.

The spread of the new direct-democratic paradigm in Switzerland con-
firms these expectations. Zurich was not the first canton to introduce the
new instruments, but Zurich was unique for the scope of direct-democratic
procedures it introduced. The success of the democratic movement in the
canton of Zurich proved to be decisive for the further spread of the new
paradigm to other cantons. Right after the adoption of the new constitution
in the canton of Zurich in 1869, Thurgau, Solothurn, Bern, and Lucerne
followed its example, and Aargau adopted a similar set of direct-democratic
institutions the following year (see Gmiirr 1948). Other cantons followed in
the 1880s and 1890s. As we have already pointed out, in 1874, the optional
referendum was introduced at the federal level, too.

In the U.S. case, a number of authors have pointed out the impor-
tance of local autonomy, newly acquired by cities, for the spread of direct-
democratic procedures (Méckli 1994: 175). Auer found that decentraliza-
tion and the adoption of the “home-rule” principle by states in the late
nineteenth century was crucial for the development of direct democracy: “In
the West everything seems to have begun in local communities and, more
specifically, in big cities when they acquired, or better, conquered a certain
level of organizational autonomy which freed them from the grip of the
state” (1989: 111-12). Indeed, the first forms of initiatives are to be found
at the local level in the United States. Oberholzer mentions many examples
(1912: 387-88). Thus, lowa introduced direct-democratic instruments first
at the county level in 1897. Cities in Nebraska adopted the initiative and the
referendum in 1898, fourteen years before analogous legislation was passed
at the state level. Similarly, in California, direct legislation had been intro-
duced at the county level (1893) and in fourteen home-rule cities between
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1898 and 1910, before such legislation was adopted at the state level in
1911 (Key and Crouch 1939: 428).

Let us, finally, note that the Swiss example was instrumental for the
spread of direct democracy in the American West. Rappard (1912: 129-32)
counted more than a hundred writings published in the United States on the
Swiss case berween 1883 and 1898. One book was particularly influential
in diffusing the new paradigm in the United States: . W. Sullivan’s Direct
Legislation by the Citizenship through the Initiative and Referendum, pub-
lished in 1893. Sullivan was a socialist leader and journalist who had scudied
direct democracy in Switzerland during two prolonged stays and returned
to write a series of articles about the initiative and refendum from 1889
through the early 1890s. According to Cronin, “Sullivan was convinced that
direct legislation was not an impractical, utopian scheme—1t worked there,
and he believed it would work well in the United States” (1989: 48). In
other words, the Swiss experiment enhanced the empirical credibility of
direct-democratic devices and “proved” that direct democracy was feasible
even outside Switzerland. The positive results of direct democracy were
clearly overstated by Sullivan, but the Swiss example contributed to the at-
tractiveness of the new paradigm in the United States.®

Lack of Institutionalization of the State

Another striking similarity between the states of the United States and the
Swiss cantons at the time of the democratic movements concerns their lack
of institudionalization, in Badie and Birnbaum’s sense of the term (1982).
This implies, first of all, that both states and cantons were (and still are) very
permeable to the influence of outside (mainly economic) interests. This
was true for the Eastern states, too (see McCaffery 1993: 153-59), but it
was particularly flagrant in the West, where the monopolistic railway com-
panies exercised a tremendous power on legislatures and governors (Key and
Crouch 1939; Shefter 1994). Moreover, the U.S. “spoils system” or “patron-
age state,” which was attacked by the populist and progressive movements,
made the administration dependent on the political parties (“machines”).
The progressive movement in California was as much an “antimachine”
movement as a movement for good government. This kind of state was vul-
nerable to charges of corruption and to the claim that the legislature should
be made more accountable to the people through direct-democratic devices.
In Switzerland, it was this lack of state autonomy thar made the “Escher sys-
tem” possible and that increased the government’s vulnerability with respect
to the framing of the democratic movement. More institutionalized states,

such as France, or Germany since 1871, had a more independent, coherent,
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and professional bureaucracy, which was better insulated from both mo-
nopolistic interests and the patronage of political parties. These strong states
were much less vulnerable to corruption frames (see Curtius 1919: 23).

But a weak state is not only more vulnerable to charges of corruption
and to claims for direct popular legislation, it is also less able or ready to re-
sort to repression in order to defend itself against challenging movements.
Thus, a Swiss police intelligence was not developed before the turn of the
centuty and, when it did develop, was a concession, made reluctantly, to
pressures exercised by Bismarck to control foreign revolutionaries in Swiss
territory (Liang 1992: 10). It was not, at first, oriented toward local social
movements. The situation was cercainly very similar in the new western
states of the United States. By contrast, France and Prussia had developed
early professional police forces, and they were better able to control ideas as
well as movements (see Liang 1992). Basically, in the 1860s, the only repres-
sive force at the disposal of cantonal authorities in Switzerland was the local
militia—not a very dependable force in the face of a massive popular rebel-
lion. Up to the 1840s, armed revolts against the capital, violent demonstra-
tions, and bloody fights had belonged to the action repertoire of intracan-
tonal politics in Zurich and many other regions in Switzerland. Thus, in
1839, the government, solidly liberal at the time, had been toppled by an
armed rebellion of the countryside, against which it had been quite defense-
less. By the 1860s, this type of political violence had disappeared from the
politics of most cantons, although it still existed in Geneva. However, memo-
ries of these events were still fresh, and the cantonal governments may not
have been sure about the readiness of the democratic movement to resort to
such rtactics.

With the lack of coercive means and the fear of losing control over elec-
tions, the dominant strategy of the cantonal governments with respect to
political opponents was integrative. They tried to make limited concessions
and to co-opt the leaders of the social movements. This is illustrated by the
case of Johann Jakob Treichler, a leading socialist opponent of the 1840s and
1850s in Zurich. Treichler was co-opted into the government of the “Escher
system” and was, in fact, its president at the time when his former friend
Karl Biitkli headed the democratic movement in the late 1860s. Another ex-
ample is the reaction of the Zurich government to the first campaign of the
democratic movement in 1863. Faced with considerable popular unrest, the
government declared its readiness to revise the cantonal constitution, but
once the revolt subsided, it took its time with the revision and finally intro-
duced some limited changes that did not make any direct-democraric con-
cessions and left the representative system essentially intact. This revision
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was adopted by a popular vote in fall 1865. But the integrative dominant
strategy is also illustrated by the governing liberals’ reaction to the new,
much more important campaign of the democratic movement in late 1867.
Without delay, the liberal majority of the cantonal parliament accepted the
movements petition asking for the total revision of the cantonal constitu-
tion and fixed the date for a referendum about this question on January 26,
1868! Even if we grant that the governing elite seems to have miscalculated
its chances in the popular vote (Craig 1988: 271), this was an extraordinary
concession. As it turned out, the overwhelming majority of the citizens ac-
cepted the principle of the total revision and the call for a constituent as-
sembly. The governing liberals still counted on winning the election of this
assembly in spring 1868, but they got only about a third of the seats, while
the democrats won enough seats to caprure the presidency of the assembly
and a majority in the committee that was to draw up the actual text. The
final document, which implemented all of the demands of the democratic
movement, was ratified in a popular vote in April 1869.

The fact that the states west of the Mississippi were almost the only ones
to adopt direct-democratic devices in their constitutions (Cronin 1989: 47)
is remarkable and may be partially explained in terms of their lack of insritu-
tionalization. These states were much younger than the castern staces, and
their representative systems scem to have been penetrated to a greater extent
by business interests. In fact, as in California, the Southern Pacific Railroad
Company exercised a tremendous leverage on politics. According to Shefter,
“The most powerful force in state politics during this period [the last decades
of the nineteenth century] was not a party organization, buc rather the
Southern Pacific Railroad. The most influential political Aigure in California
was not a party boss, but rather the head of the railroad’s Political Bureau”
(1994: 179). These states probably also lacked a scrong civil service because
of the youth of their institutions. Cronin attributes the adoption of direct
legislation in these states to their “young age” and asserts that the eastern
states could prove that the representative system had worked (1989: 165). In
other words, according to Cronin, the representative systems of the western
states could not count on an established state tradition and were, in that
sense, much more vulnerable to the new paradigm.

In conclusion, the movements for direct democracy in the second part
of the nineteenth century were more successful in poorly institutionalized
states, which were more vulnerable to the new paradigm of direct legislation
than states that had already acquired a stronger autonomy vis-a-vis business
interests as a result of both the professionalization of politicians and the
establishment of a strong and independent bureaucracy. The lack of institu-
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tionalization of the Swiss and U.S. member states made the diagnostic frames
of the democratic and populist/progressive movements more credible. By
contrast, given the high degree of institutionalization of the state in France
and the strong French parties, it is no wonder that the only direct legislation
that France has ever implemented has been initiated by the top in the form
of the plebiscite, destined to legitimate the power in place rather than to by-
pass it (see Frei 1995; Luthardt 1994).

The Weakness of Political Parties and Elite Divisions

If lack of institutionalization makes a state more vulnerable to institutional
change, such change becomes possible only if it is claimed by a social move-
ment able to mobilize on a broad enough scope to impose it on the estab-
lished political elites. Alchough it seems trivial, it is important to point out
that, under conditions of liberal democracies, institutional change implies
that a majority of the population is ready to support it. In other words,
movements calling for institutional change need to be able to mobilize very
broadly. This is possible only if the established political elite proves unable to
control the masses of the citizenry. We maintain that, in liberal democracies,
such a loss of control is most likely if the following two conditions are met:
the political parties are weak and, thus, unable to integrate the masses into
established channels of interest intermediation; and the political elite is in-
ternally profoundly divided and one of its segments stands to profit from an
institutional change. Under these two conditions, the segment of the politi-
cal elite favoring institutional change—the counterelite—may be temprted
to bypass the arena of representative democracy, to appeal directly to the
masses, and to mobilize them in a social movement.

The first condition was met by the western member states of the United
States and by all the Swiss cantons. With respect to the second condition, we
may note in the Swiss case that the call for direct democracy came from wo
types of counterelites: a conservative and a progressive one (Gilg 1951: 28).
On the one hand, the conservatives no doubt hoped that, given the wide-
spread conservatism of the people, the concessions made with respect to
direct-democratic procedures would bring them long-term advantages at the
polls.? On the other hand, it is conceivable that some progressive democrats
not only wanted to increase the power of the people but also pursued some
more opportunistic goals: they may have calculared thar breaking the power
of the money aristocracy by the introduction of direct-democratic devices
not only could reinforce popular sovereignty but also could be instrumental
for the electoral success of the progressive leadership thart led the way in in-
troducing them. In the American case, there is a correlation berween the rise
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of the progressive movement and the 1896 change from a two-party to a
single-party system (Shefter 1994: 75). Excluded from power, the counter-
elite looked to social movements for an alternative to regain control of the
political process.

The Weakness of Political Parties

In the case of the democratic movement of Zurich, we have seen that the cri-
sis hic all sectors of society. This means that there was a latent potential for
mobilization that extended to almost the entire population. On the basis of
this widespread discontent and armed with its powerful master-frame, the
movement was able to mobilize enormously. In fact, the movement mobi-
lized the entire society. Everybody took part in the conflict: while participa-
tion in parliamentary elections had been down to no more than a third in
the 1850s, the election of the constituent assembly in 1868 mobilized no
less than 94 percent of the citizens. This mobilization was based on a net-
work spanning the whole gamut of cultural and political associations of the
time (Schaffner 1982: 43): monthly, Sunday, and Monday reading societies,
permanent residents’, elderly, and artisans’ associations, and communal and
district associations. There were also so-called political associations, the pre-
cursors of the future party organizations, the formation of which was sped
up by the democratic movement. Schaffner counts no fewer than seventy-
five assemblies organized by these associations in the three-month period
between November 1867 and January 1868. In these “micromobilization
contexts,” the adherents of the movement met to form an opinion and
to deliberate about the new paradigm. These assemblies constituted the
“reasoning public” as it is conceived in the structural model of Habermas
([1962] 1990).

Even more important, perhaps, is the fact that the democratic move-
ment was the first, according to Gruner (1968), to have developed a political
“machine,” that is, an organization designed to control the votes on a broad
basis. Political parties in Zurich and in Switzerland in general had not yet
developed their own organizational apparatus and rarely held conventions.
Thus, it was only after their defeat in the 1868 elections that the liberals en-
gaged in a process of counterorganization and created workers’ associations.
The introduction of direct-democratic devices in Swiss cantonal and federal
constitutions accelerated this process of party building; thus, in the words of
Gruner, political parties are truly “children of direct legislation” (1968: 581).

According to Shefter (1994), the weakness of political parties and their
lack of organizational development before the rise of the populist and pro-
gressive movements is a major factor explaining the success of reforms for
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direct legislation in the United States, too. He argues that the success of the
progressive movement in the western states of the United States was a result
of the fact that, contrary to the situation in the East, political parties had not
yvet developed into strong and broad-based organizations. Shefter shows that
before the crucial election of 1896, both abstention and the volatility of the
votes were high in the western but low in the eastern states, where mass-
based political machines were able to control the votes. In other words, in
the West the populists and the progressives moved into a vacuum, whereas
these movements proved unable to destroy the heavy political machines
against which they mobilized in the East. Moreover, as is claimed by Clemens
(1997), the party-centered system in the East also limited the impact of in-
terest groups. In the West, the same interest groups could contribute, at a
particular historical moment, to a broad movement for reform. Here, femi-
nists, workers, and farmers, as well as specific business interest groups, flour-
ished and constituted the organizational base for a strong movement that
would mobilize successfully against the weak political machines.

Elite Divisions

The democratic movement of Zurich was led by a segment of the established
political elite. At its head we find the ex-chancellor of the canton, Johann
Jakob Sulzer, who became the president of the constituent assembly, and
Salomon Bleuler, the editor in chief of the Landboten, the second newspaper
of the canton. Among the leaders of the movement were several pastors and
conservatives from the countryside, but it also had a very active left wing
with, among others, Karl Biirkli (Craig 1988: 268-69). Based on the com-
position of the constituent assembly, we may note, with Schaffner, thac the
large majority of its members had already held a political office, either on the
cantonal, district, or communal level (1982: 711f.). Moreover, the majority
of those who had not yet held such an office were practitioners of the liberal
professions—physicians, veterinarians, pastors—or were civil servants, teach-
ers, or millers. Given that the constituent assembly was dominated by the
democrats, these data indicate that the leaders of the movement represented
a political counterelite that was already well integrated into the political sys-
tem, rather than “new men” rising from below. The leaders of the movement
constituted nothing else but the political opposition of the government
dominated by the liberals. After the adoption of the new constitution, this
counterelite won the cantonal elections of 1869 and was to dominate the
cantonal government for the next ten years. In fact, as is pointed out by
Craig (1988: 275), once the question of direct democracy was scttled, the
remaining differences between the liberals and the democrats were minor
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ones, apart from the fact that they were led by different personalities (1988:
275). Both parties were oriented toward the center, and both lacked a pen-
chant for ideological polarization. In this sense, the Zurich democratic
movement is a case of a deeply divided political elite, with the opposition
having recourse to the mobilization of the masses in order to reinforce its
own position and being able to mobilize on an impressive scale, given the
lack of party organizations allowing the dominant part of the politial elite to
control the masses.

In other cantons, direct legislation was supported by the Conservative
Party in the opposition. Deploige mentions the case of Bern, where the radi-
cal majority had voted for subsidies for new railroads that exceeded the ordi-
nary revenue of the state. The conservative minority thereupon called for the
introduction of the financial referendum, with the explicit goal being to pre-
vent any furcher increase of the budger deficic (1898: 83). Similarly, Epple
(1997) points out that the democratic movement in Basel-Land combined
its call for direct-democratic instruments with a call for tax cuts. Its goal was
not only to save money but also to prevent the expansion of the cantonal
state. The first attempt to introduce direct-democratic instruments in Zurich,
in 1842, was actually made by the conservatives, who had just overthrown
the radical government three years before. The conservatives in Zurich were
determined to follow the lead of their conservative colleagues in Lucerne,
who had successfully introduced the veto against the opposition of the liber-
als, who regarded the institution as reactionary.

Elite divisions have also been an important factor in the United States,
and historiography traditionally describes the progressive movement in terms
of the rise of a counterelite (see Clemens 1997). This movement split both
the Democratic and the Republican Parties. Many prominent Democrats,
such as Woodrow Wilson, supported ics call for direct legislation. One im-
portant reason for the Democrats’ support of direct legislation was its appeal
to organized labor. The Democrats believed that they would be able to pre-
empt socialism by implementing reforms for “good government” (Auer
1989).19 In the 1896 presidential elections, the Democrats also supported
the “silver movement” in an attempt to co-opt the populist movement,
which by that time was controlled by the silver populists (Argersinger 1974).
The movement for “good government” also split the Republican camp. In
fact, one of the movement’s precursors was the mugwumps, who constituted
a wing of the Republican Party. In California, the progressive movement de-
veloped as a wing of the Republican Party and eventually took control of
thar party.

Shefter (1994) argues that until the emergence of the single-party sys-
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tem after the 1896 elections, progressives could play off one party against
the other and try to implement reforms from within the two parties. How-
ever, with the emergence of the Republicans as the dominant party, the pro-
gressive counterelite was basically excluded from power, and it was this very
exclusion that led it to look for alternatives outside and against the party sys-
tem. “The emergence of a one-party regime after the election of 1896,”
Shefter observes,

rendered the minority party useless as a vehicle through which indi-
viduals and groups without preferential access to the dominant party
could challenge those within it; it was now impossible for them to pur-
sue a balance-of-power strategy akin to the one the Mugwumps had
employed. The political actors who found it impossible to advance
their interests within the party system were joined together by the
Progressives in an attack upon the party system. (1994: 76)

The progressive movement attracted these reform politicians who had been
excluded from power and outsiders who did not benefit from the patronage
system. The composition of the lacter varied from state to state. They could
be “shippers in states where the party was tied to a railroad, . . . firms that
sold in national markets in cities where the machine was tied to businesses
that sold in local markets, [or] . . . native middle classes where the party
drew support from the ethnic working classes” (Shefter 1994: 76). They
could also include workers (who were more or less equally excluded every-
where), suffragists (who lacked the right to vote in all the states), and farm-
ers (Clemens 1997: 94).

Even more generally, at the turn of the century, party identifications
were weakened by the fact that, after territorial expansion and industrial
growth, the regional and the class bases of the two parties crosscut one an-
other. As a result, “strains within the parties accumulated and undermined
old loyalties and practices as the nineteenth-century party system was
stretched to encompass new groups, new demands, and new techniques”

(Clemens 1997: 23).

Conclusion

In our attempt to account for the rare occasions when social movements
have brought about institutional change, we have followed Smelser’s “value
added” logic (1963). According to this reasoning, such change becomes
possible only if a number of restrictive conditions are jointly fulfilled. We
have developed the argument on the basis of a comparative analysis of the
social movements that have successfully mobilized for the introduction of
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direct-democratic legislation in Switzerland and in the United States. The
first condition for social movements to be able to transform political institu-
tions is a societal crisis (typically an economic crisis) predisposing large parts
of the population to fundamental social learning. The second condition
consists of a master-frame that provides the citizens with a credible alterna-
tive to the existing set of institutions. We have argued that such a frame is
particularly convincing if it succeeds in tying the new political paradigm,
that is, the blueprint for the new institutions, to the cultural heritage of the
population in question—if, in other words, it succeeds in presenting the
nonincremental nature of the change as an incremental adapration to chang-
ing conditions. Third, we have stated the obvious by pointing out that the
success of the movement demanding institutional change crucially depends
on the vulnerability of the existing institutions. According to our argument,
federal systems and weakly institutionalized states are generally more vulner-
able and therefore provide greater opportunities for institutional change
than unitary and strong states. Finally, we have added that the movement for
institutional change develops momentum only if the established elites prove
unable to control the masses. We argue that this final condition crucially de-
pends on the existence of both a split in the political elite and the weakness
of political parties. Weak political parties fail to integrate the masses of citi-
zens into established channels of interest intermediation, and divisions with-
in the political elites weaken the control of the governing elite over the mo-
bilizing masses and provide those masses with the ability to impose their
claims for institutional change.

Notes

1. The veto was difterent from the referendum mainly in that the votes against a
piece of legislation that was passed were counted as a percentage of the electorate and not
of the turnout.

2. Here and in subsequent quotations, we have translated the original German text.

3. The same is argued by Epple with regard to the canton of Basel-Land: the
agriculture, silk, and transportation trades—the three major economic sectors of this
canton—found themselves in a structural crisis that was aggravated by conjunctural
setbacks. The farmers were highly indebted and suffered from lack of credit and com-
petitive pressures, the makers of silk lace in the putting-out system were hit by lack of
work and income, and the transportation trade was about to lose its existing base with
the spread of the railroads. The regions most concerned by the economic crisis—
Sissach and Waldenburg, in the upper region of the canton—were also the ones that,
according to Epple, mobilized most in favor of the democratic movement in this
canton (1979: 112f4f.).

4. As is observed by Sunstein, “'The distinction between consequential arguments
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and arguments from justice is hardly clear at all. Sometimes consequential arguments are
arguments from justice, and vice versa” (1988: 350).

5. The general council was an assembly of citizens that voted on important matters
and, as in Geneva, elected the four mayors of the city. As is convincingly argued by
Liebeskind ([1938] 1973, 1952), the Genevan General Council was the inspiration
for Rousseau’s concept of the “general will” that became prominent in the French
Revolution.

6. Today, this advantage of a federalist state may be less important, and it may be
more relevant that the critical mass of people who are willing and able to contribute
to collective action is, not only proportionately but also in absolute terms, smaller in a
larger group than in a smaller one. The paradox of group size discussed by Marwell and
Oliver states that “when groups are heterogeneous and a good has high jointness of sup-
ply, a larger interest group can have a smaller critical mass” (1993: 49).

7. As Gamson maintains, “It is not events that overcome frames but rival frames
that do better at getting their interpretations to stick” (1992: 70).

8. Cronin: “Sullivan overstated the success of the Swiss initiative and referendum,
yet in doing so he stirred the imaginations of would-be reformers in America. For
Sullivan, the Swiss had ‘rendered bureaucracy impossible’ and shown the parliamentary
system not essential to lawmaking: “. . . they have forestalled monopolies, improved and
reduced taxation, avoided incurring heavy public debts, and made a better distribution of
their land than any other European country’” (1989: 48).

9. This is an instance of an exchange of short-term concesstons for long-term ad-
vantages, as discussed by Rothstein (1990, 1992).

10. A progressive editorial quoted by Auer (1989: 88) suggested around 1910 that
“the conservatives blindly fight against socialism, while the progressives fighc it intelli-
gently by trying to improve the abuses and conditions which feed it.”
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Protest, Protesters, and Protest Policing: Public Discourses
in ltaly and Germany from the 1960s to the 1980s

Donatella della Porta

Public Discourse on Protest and the Effects of Social Movements

A main effect of social movements is their ability to focus the attention of
the elites and public opinion on the issue of protest rights. By definition, so-
cial movements aim at producing or resisting changes in their environment.
Social movements do not limit themselves to challenge public decisions, but
they often criticize the ways in which decisions are taken, asking for more
citizen participation in decision making (see, e.g., Rochon and Mazmanian
1993). More and more often, social movement organizations interact with
the public administration, presenting chemselves as representatives of a
“democracy from below” (Roth 1994; see also Dalton 1994). They con-
tribute to the ¢reation of new arenas more open to the control of public
opinion (Willelms, Wolf, and Eckerc 1993). In short, they propose a new
conception of democracy wherein citizens influence decision makers as
more than electors (Offe 1985; Kitschelt 1993). While most existing studies
usually have tried to assess the outcomes of social movements in terms of
single policies or procedures, fewer have been written on the ways in which
mobilization affects the political discourse (but see Gamson and Modigliani
1989).

In this article I analyze a particular field in which social movements
contributed to an enlargement of the conception of democracy: the public
discourse on the protest and the policing of protest. My assumption is that
one of the main effects of social movements in the last few decades has been
a change in the shared conception of the legitimate ways to prorest as well as
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the legitimate ways for the state to control protest. These changes happened
through an interactive process that can be understood only if we bridge po-
litical and cultural explanations, structures, and strategies. Let us start by
briefly qualifying the main terms of these statements.

Analyzing the public discourse, I focus not only on the reality but also
on the perception of the reality—assuming that the latter is one of the rele-
vant intervening variables between structure and action. In social movement
studies, this level of analysis has been quite marginal in the past two decades,
when preferences, values, meanings, and beliefs have been considered as
“given.” As for the ideology, “some recognized its role in the social move-
ment process, but their discussion of it seldom went beyond enumerating its
functions and content, treating the latter as if it lowed almost naturally
or magically from the movement’s underlying strains” (Snow and Benford
1992: 135). More recently, however, there has been growing research on the
development of cognitive processes of interpretation and, in particular, on
movements production of meaning. This article builds upon this literature,
with a particular concern for the collective actors’ interpretation of reality.

Protest is a political resource used by those who do not have direct ac-
cess to policy making in order to mobilize influential public opinion (Lipsky
1965). Very often, in order to attract the attention of public opinion, pro-
testers use illegal forms of action (e.g., blockades and occupations). Even
when they do not, protest actions disrupt the public order. Most protest ac-
tions are therefore accompanied by the mobilization of police forces, whose
task is to police the protest (della Porta and Reiter 1998). Needless to say,
public discourse on legitimate forms of protest and protest policing is of
great relevance for social movements, since it reflects widespread concep-
tions about the very right of expressing dissent through protest actions.

The article focuses on the public discourse on protest, protesters, and
protest policing during the evolution of the left-libertarian movement fami-
ly, a set of homogeneous movements, with similar basic values and organiza-
tional overlapping, that emerged in the 1960s “at the Left of the Old Left”
(della Porta and Rucht 1995).! The study of public discourse during the evo-
lution of a movement family seems particularly important. The transforma-
tion of protest repertoires during the evolution of the left-libertarian family
is already known: protest started with symbolically innovative tactics and
then shifted to mass actions that sometimes escalated in violent forms; when
mass mobilization declined, the movements went back to more institutional
forms of collective action, while small groups resorted to more radical forms
of action (della Porta 1995; larrow 1994; Koopmans 1995). As for the evo-
lution of the political discourse, it has been noticed that “the trearment of
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ideological factors in relation to the course and character of movements has
been far from satisfactory” (Snow and Benford 1992: 135).

To help fill this gap, I am going to analyze the public discourses using
one of the better-developed concepts for a cultural approach to movements:
that of frame. According to Goffman (1974), frames are interpretative
schemes that the various actors use in order to make sense of their world. In
their studies on social movements, Snow and Benford define a frame as “an
interpretative schemata that simplifies and condenses the ‘world out there’
by selectively punctuating and encoding objects, situations, events, experi-
ences, and sequences of actions within one’s present or past environments”
(1992: 137). Master frames work on a larger scale, as “their punctuation, at-
tributions, [and] articulations may color and constrain those of any number
of movement organizations” (139). Applying this concept beyond the study
of social movements, I aim at reconstructing the master-frames on public
order that were used by the different political and social actors who inter-
vened on the issue of protest policing—including those of police officers and
protestors themselves. In particular, I focus on what could be defined as
metaframes, that is, the frames referring not to protest issues but to the very
right to protest. Both protesters and their opponents use the issue of protest
policing to enlarge their respective coalitions of allies by delegitimizing their
adversaries as those who violate the rules of the democratic game. During
protest cycles, public order and protest rights become, in fact, the most rele-
vant issues in the symbolic struggle berween social movements and their
opponents.

Frames can be distinguished according to their functions: defining a
problem, giving solutions, providing motivations for action, stating identi-
ties, attributing blame, and so on. In my research, I concentrate on four
types of frames, referring respectively to protagonist field definition, antago-
nist field definition, diagnosis, and prognosis. The first two frames set iden-
tities. As Hunt, Benford, and Snow observed:

Identity constructions, whether intended or not, are inherent in all so-
cial movement framing activities. Not only do framing processes link
individuals and groups ideologically but they proffer, buttress, and em-
bellish identities that range from collaborative to conflictual. They do
this by situating or placing relevant sets of actors in time and space,
and by attributing characteristics to them that suggest specifiable rela-
tionships and lines of action. (1994: 185)

The protagonist field definition refers to “those individuals and collectivities
who are identified as protagonists in that they advocate or sympathize with
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movement values, beliefs, goals, and practices, or are the beneficiaries of
movement action.” Conversely, the antagonist field definition refers to “per-
sons and collectivities who are seen as standing in opposition to the protago-
nists’ efforts, and are thus identified as antagonists” (Hunt, Benford, and
Snow 1994: 186). While these definitions refer to social movements, I use
them to study other collective actors as well.

The other two types of frames refer to the definition of problems and
solutions. Diagnostic frames identify events or conditions as problematic
and in need of amelioration and single out the culpable agents; the diagnos-
tic frames are usually accompanied by prognostic frames that specify what
should be done and by whom, defining at the same time specific targets,
strategies, and tactics (Snow and Benford 1988).

A main peculiarity of the concept of frame is the definition of public
discourse as an interactive process: movements, parties, media, governments,
and state apparatuses (including the police) engage in a “politics of significa-
tion,” that is, in “the struggle to have certain meanings and understandings
gain ascendance over others, or at least move up some existing hierarchy of
credibility” (Snow and Oliver 1995: 587). The process of framing denotes,
therefore, a process of reality construction that is “active, ongoing, and con-
tinuously evolving; it entails agency in the sense that what evolves is the
product of joint action by movement participants in encounters with an-
tagonists and targets; and it is contentious in the sense that it generates alter-
nate interpretative schemes that may challenge existing schemes” (587). In
the evolution of their own frames, the various actors take into account the
large range of frames present in the society as they develop strategies of
frame alignment as well as frame dealignment. Frame alignment is defined
as a micromobilization device, or rhetorical strategy, aiming at capturing
consensus. Studying social movements, Snow and his collaborators (1986)
suggest that movement organizations try to affect different audiences,
adopting strategies that vary according to the perceived position of the tar-
geted audience with respect to the movement’s aims and means. Although
expanding consensus is an important aim, social movement organizations—
as well as other organizations—must keep a distinguishable identity; that is,
they have to “exclude” others. There are, therefore, also processes of what we
can define as frame dealignment, that is, processes that involve boundary
framing or “attempts to situate one’s own organization in time and space in
relation to other groups” (Hunt, Benford, and Snow 1994: 193-94). From
this “interactive” character of frames the need follows to study contempo-
raneously the evolution of the frames of the different actors who intervene
on the topic of protest and policing. Besides those directly involved in the
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conflicts “in the streets,” other social and political actors form civil right
coalitions and law-and-order coalitions. Following Gerhards (1993), I as-
sume thar the communicative interactions between the various actors devel-
op in different forums—that is, sectors of communications—each of which
is composed of an arena, where the different actors interact, and a gallery,
occupied by the public.

In what follows, I will suggest that, during the evolution of the left-
libertarian movement family, each wave of protest focused the political dis-
course on protest rights. During this struggle over meanings and under-
standings, a civil rights coalition and a law-and-order coalition emerged and
conflicted with cach other over the degree of direct action that was to be
considered legitimate in a democracy, and the proper means to control po-
litical demonstrations. This “politics of signification” was influenced mainly
by two variables: the traditional political culture offered myths and interpre-
tative schemata; and the configuration of power (Kriesi 1989) defined the
strength and characteristics of the allies and opponents of the left-libertarian
movements. If in the beginning there was a strong disagreement between
those who supported a parliamentary conception of democracy and those who
struggled for a participatory one, at the end of the process a larger conver-
gence emerged on protest rights and limits. In this sense, social movements
active inside the civil rights coalition produced a change in the political dis-
course on protest and the control of protest, but at the same time they were
influenced in their conception of democracy by the political forces they in-
teracted with.

To single out the evolution of the metaframes on protest and protest
policing, the empirical rescarch covers a quite long historical period, from
the 1960s to the 1990s. Second, the research involves a cross-national com-
parison. As part of an ongoing research project and long-lasting interest, I
sclected Traly and Germany for this comparison. For an analysis of the left-
libertarian movement family, the two countries offer a nice mixture of simi-
larities and differences. In general, both countries are similar in size, degree
of modernization, and political institutions; moreover, they both have had
long experiences with authoritarian regimes in recent times, and strong so-
cial movements with visible radical wings. At the same time, however, they
exhibir relevant differences in their party systems, the alternation of govern-
mental coalitions, and the institutionalization of industrial relations, as well
as in the cultural reelaboration of their past experiences with authoritarian
regimes. While the similarities in the historical and cultural traditions allow
one to stress, in both cases, the parallel effects of social movements as actors
of a democratization process that developed with a similar timing, the differ-
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ences in the party systems of the two countries permit one to analyze the in-
fluence of a different configuration of power in the “politics of signification”
that developed around the metaissue of protest.? Third, the research is based
on case studies, that is, on in-depth analysis of protest (and protest policing)
events in various periods in the two countries, focusing on one particular
form of protest—the march. Fourth, I analyze the debates in two arenas: the
mass media and the parliament. The empirical rescarch is based on qualita-
tive content analysis of two types of sources for each event: articles in the
press and debates on violent demonstrations in the parliament.

The analysis that follows is organized into three parts, looking respec-
tively at a first, a second, and a third wave of protest during which public
discourse focused on protest and protest policing. Six protest campaigns of
the left-libertarian movements are analyzed: the first escalation of the stu-
dent movement in the late 1960s (spring 1967 in Germany and spring 1968
in Iraly); a violent campaign of the youth “autonomous” movement, or
Autonomen (spring 1977 in Iraly and spring 1982 in Germany); and violent
events involving residual autonomous groups in the late 1980s (spring 1987
in Germany and summer 1989 in Italy). In each part, I present the protago-
nist, antagonist, diagnostic, and prognostic frames of the law-and-order and
the civil rights coalitions, concluding with some remarks on the peculiarities
of each single period.

Profest and Democratization in the 1960s

In the late 1960s, a wave of student protest swept Western democracies.
Together with the protest, the debate on protest rights also developed, in
particular around some symbolically relevant events, such as the shah’s visit
in Berlin on June 2, 1967, when a student lost his life during a police charge,
and the “Valle Giulia” battle in Rome on March 1, 1968, when for the first
time students fought back a police charge.

In the second half of the 1960s, and especially after 1966, a long-lasting
student mobilization, centered in Berlin, put the issue of freedom of demon-
stration on the agenda. The situation precipitated on June 2, 1967, when
the Persian shah visited Berlin and the student organizations, together with
Iranian refugees, organized a series of protests. Several times during the day,
demonstrators and shah supporters clashed with each other, and the police
charged and arrested the demonstrators. The most violent confrontations
happened that evening in front of the Opera, where the Berlin authorities
and their guests attended a concert, protected by about a thousand police
officers. A few minutes after the performance began, the police charged the
demonstrators with batons. Using what the police president defined as the
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“sausage” tactic, some police units pushed demonstrators on the front of the
“sausage” and others charged them on its end. A plain-clothed policeman
hunted one student, Benno Ohnesorg, into a courtyard; then the officer
shot and killed him.

In the winter of 1967-1968, a wave of protest developed in the Iralian
universities. In February 1968, students occupied, among other schools, the
University of Rome. One of the students’ requests was a change in the ex-
amination system. After a long bargaining invelving the academic authori-
ties, on February 28, the rertore (the dean of the university) called the police
to clear the premises. Later, a student march ended in fights between the
demonstrators and the police. The next day, a student demonstration in
front of the faculty of architecture culminared in the famous “battle of Valle
Giulia.” The demonstrators and the police fought each other when the stu-
dents tried to enter the building, which the police were trying to “defend.”
According to offictal sources, about 3,000 demonstrators and 1,000 police
were involved in a barttle that lasted a few hours. The police used batons and
water cannon; the demonstrators, clubs and stones. At the end of the day,
there were 211 injured, 158 of them police officers. Moreover, 228 people
were arrested and 4 imprisoned.

In this first escalation the discussion about protest and protest policing
was heavily influenced, in both countries, by a traditional culture that was
still very suspicious of direct forms of participation. As for the configuration
of power, in ltaly—because of the support of the Communist Party—the
discourse about protest rights was embedded in the tradition of the “mass”
labor movement and resistance against fascism, whereas in Germany—
where the Social Democrats criticized the students—the discourse was cen-
tered around the rights {and risks) of a “radical minority.”

Is Protest Democratic? The Discourse of the

Law-and-Order Codlitions in the 1960s

In both countries, the discourse of the law-and-order coalitions in the 1960s
shared two characteristics: the delegitimation of protest as the action of a
minorirty revolting against democracy; and the claim that the internal oppo-
sition was allied with the external enemies. In Germany, the law-and-order
coalition—formed by the two large parties, the Social Democrats (SPD) and
the Christian Democrats (CDU)—identified with the warrantor of order.
The protagonist master-frame indicates those who ensured (Western) free-
dom and civilization against the dictatorship of the Communist states. As
the Social-Democratic member of the Berlin Parliament Theis stated, “We,
and especially the Berliner workers, are those who suffered most in the
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struggle to provide the city with the necessary material bases for freedom
and democracy” (AHB 1967: 140). The antagonist master-frame stigmatizes
a radical minority. The students, or, better, the few who manipulated them,
were puppets of the Communist regime—"Radikalinskis financed by the
East” (reader’s letter, in MOPQO, June 8, 1967), the anarchist minority, pro-
fessional demonstrators, Berufsrevoluzzer. They were those who “attempt
against our freedom” (Christian-Democratic member of parliament Schmitz,
AHB 1967: 139) using “the methods of Nazis” (readers letter, in FAZ,
June 7, 1967). The students’ radicalism put them “outside the political
system.”

The diagnostic master frame attributes the disorders to a Communist
conspiracy against democracy. According to this picture, the demonstrators
wanted to produce chaos in Berlin in order to offer to the countries of the
Eastern Bloc a justification for a military intervention that would bring the
“quiet of a cemetery” (reader’s letter, in MOPO, June 8, 1967). The catch-
phrase is the “misuse of the right to demonstrate” (e.g., Berlin committee of
the SPD, in MOPO, June 6, 1967). The prognostic master-frame empha-
sizes the need to limit the right to demonstrate to those who are “respon-
sible” enough to know how to use it. In order to avoid the situation that had
brought about Nazism, the politicians stated that—as the Berlin mayor
proclaimed the day after the student’s death—“we shall no longer allow a
minority to terrorize us” (see Archive of the Insticut fiir Biirgerrechte und
offentliche Sicherheit e.V.). A revealing comment published in the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung suggested that “the students avoid for a certain period
any type of demonstrations. Until the demonstrators learn to arm them-
selves with arguments instead of stones. . . . Until the youngsters understand
that political demonstrations are the most stupid and useless means of political
participation” (June 5, 1967; emphasis added). When the right of demon-
stration collides with the laws, the latter should prevail.

Also in Italy in the 1960s, the protagonist master-frame of the law-
and-order coaliion—which included the center parties (in particular, the
Christian-Democratic [DC] Party) and the right (the Movimento Sociale
Italiano [MSI])—refers to the defenders of the rights of the majority
against left-wing extremists. As the minister of home affairs Taviani stated
(P March 1, 1968), “The forces of order do not defend the position of the
government, this or that political line. They defend the szato di diritto, the
democratic state.” “We are here not in a dictatorship, but in a democracy.
The law must therefore be the same for everybody, and all have to respect it”
(president of Rome University D’Avack, in T, March 1, 1968). The demon-

strators, according to the antagonist master-frame, were left-wing extremists,
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party activists who manipulated the students, agitprops, political jailbirds.
The Communists were the instigators of the protest—it was not by chance
that the students met in the headquarters of the FGCI (the Federation of the
Young Italian Communists): “The place they choose for their assembly—so
the editorial of a Roman daily—demonstrates more than any argumentation
that the communist party succeeded in controlling the student protest”
(ME, March 2, 1968).

According to the diagnostic master-frame, the “extremists” wanted dis-
orders in order to destroy democracy: “The disorders at the university are
provoked for political reasons by those Moscovite or Chinese communists”
(comment, in T, March 2, 1968}. In fact, they did not protest or march;
they rioted and provoked tumult; they did not stage democratic and civil
demonstrations, but incoherent and indiscriminate rebellion (comment,
CdS, March 4, 1968). The prognostic master-frame refers to the necessity of
reestablishing public order and legality. The demonstrators” occupation of
the university violated the rights of the majority of the students, who wanted
to study: “The occupation is an illegal act that cannot leave indifferent those
who believe in the validity of the democratic method of the exchange of
ideas” (Christian-Democratic member of parliament Magri, in P March 1,
1968); it was the violence of a minority against a majority. [n order to “nor-
malize the situation before it is too late” (ibid.), illegal protest had 1o be
repressed.

Thus, in both countries the law-and-order coalition affirmed the de-
fense of democracy against the use of illegal forms of protest by the puppets
of a conspiracy against democracy. However, in Germany the turmoil was
considered to be the evil deeds of a foreign enemy, while in Italy the enemy
was an internal one: the Communist Party.

A Struggle for Democracy? The Civil Rights Coalitions

and Profest in the 1960s

In both countries, a different conception of democracy was also present. In
Germany, rthe civil rights coalition—extremely weak ar the party level—
identified with the real opposition in the battle against an authoritarian so-
ciety in order to advance democracy. Facing the Grand Coalition (the al-
liance in government at the federal level between the CDU and the SPD),
the students presented themselves as the only opposition. As stared in a read-
er’s letter to the daily Frankfurter Rundschau, the demonstrators esrablished
“the basis for a democracy that still has to be built” (June 6, 1967). Their
antagonist master-frame refers to the authoritarianism of the society and the
political system, which was reflected in the brutality of a militarized police.
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Professors, assistants, and researchers at various universities protested in nu-
merous statements against the “brutal repression of the fundamental democ-
ratic rights” (Frankfurt and Giessen, in FAZ, June 8, 1967).

According to the diagnostic master-frame, the deep causes for the dis-
orders lay, in fact, in the lack of a really democratic culture in Germany. The
democratization process was seen as still incomplete—especially in West
Berlin, where the concepts of freedom and democracy often overlapped with
that of anti-Communism. In the prognostic master-frame, the civil rights
coalition asked for democratization, including the defense and enlargement
of demonstration rights against repressive measures that “drastically reduce
important citizens’ rights and menace in a fundamental way the freedom of
research and teaching in Berlin” (petition signed by about three hundred
professors, assistants, and researchers at the Free University and the Max
Planck Institute; see Archive of the Institut fiir Biirgerrechte und 6ffentliche
Sicherheit e. V.).

In Italy in the 1960s, the civil rights coalition—with the important
presence of the second largest party, the Communist Party (PCI) and even of
individuals within the Socialist Party (PSI, at the time PSU), a member of
the governmental coalition—identified with the progressive left. The stu-
dents looked for a “connection with the struggle of the working class under
the slogan: No to the school of the capitalists, no to the classist school”
(Comitato di agitazione degli studenti romani, in ME, March 2, 1968). The
workers expressed “fraternal solidarity for the just scruggle” (in PS, March 2,
1968); the democratic public opinion and the democratic professors mani-
fested their solidarity with the students (PS, March 3, 1968). With a refer-
ence to the Resistance movement against fascism, the scudencs were defined
as courageous rebels against an unjust authority: “The Young Courage of
the Students Humiliates Police Brutality,” read a dde in the left-wing daily
Paese Sera (March 2, 1968). The antagonist master-frame refers to the andi-
democratic and conservative forces that responded with fascist methods to
the demands for reform. The government was o weak and unable to im-
plement the long-overdue reforms.* The minister of home affairs was ac-
cused of behaving like the minister of a police state and of imposing the
“police power in the university”; moreover, “The guestore [head of police]
did not realize that everybody has the freedom and the right to demonstrate”
(PS, March 2, 1968).

According to the diagnostic master-frame, the reactionary forces used
the police in order to block innovations—and, in fact, the police intervened
when the situation had started to change. The prognostic master-frame sin-
gles out the need for a deep reform, not only of the university but, more
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generally, of the society. As stated by PCI member of parliament Nacoli:
“Responsible for the present serious tensions are those who believed that by
the use of police forces they could break and destroy a movement that is
rapidly spreading and that raises the serious issues of renewal not only of the
university bur of the entire sociery” (in P 1968; emphasis added). The reform
had to include the defense and enlargement of democracy.

Thus, in both countries the civil rights coalitions stressed the need to
promote democracy in the face of institutions that were still authoritarian.
However, in Germany the opposition perceived itself as a small, enlightened
minority, while in Traly it identified with the traditional left.

Public Discourses and the Legacy of the Past

Cross-national and historical similarities and differences in the political dis-
course on protest policing have to be located, first of all, in the context of the
more general political culture. The political discourses presented in the pre-
ceding sections refer to some significant historical experiences that provide
a repertoire of symbols and models to interpret political conflicts.”

In Germany, for both coalitions, the experiences of the Weimar Re-
public and the Nazi regime provide lenses for understanding the present
situation. The use of these “lenses” can explain the dramatic polarization in
the frame repertoire of the two coalitions. The main model setting of the
law-and-order coalition is the Weimarzeit, a symbolic reference used by
the public as well as by the politicians: “Those who lived in the time of the
Weimar Republic and in the years that followed, they know it: it started in
this way already once,” stated a reader’s letcer (TSR, June 7, 1967). “Ic is not
part of the conflict of ideas when somebody tries to impose his political be-
lief upon others by throwing various objects. This is something we have al-
ready experienced. All of us, who lived the period before 1933, we know
how it starts and how it ends,” proclaimed the Social-Democratic member
of parliament Theis (AHB 1967: 140).

In the model setting of the civil rights coalition, the legacy of the past
explains police bruralicy—a position exemplified by the widely quorted dis-
course of the dean of the philosophical faculty at the Free University, who
stated:

The form of common life that with more or less consensus is called
democracy does not yet have in our country the roots necessary in
order ro grow and Hourish. Unluckily, we need time to transform a

mentality of loyalty to the auchoriry, chat is cenruries old and has been
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cultivated for generations. . . . The years of national socialism brought
an already deep-rooted inclination to its most horrifying and terrifying
forms. The so-called reeducation after 1945 had some success, but

democracy remained in our country a small and tremulous branch,

that needs care and attention. (In MOPOQO, June 9, 1967)°

Often-used catchwords are Widerstandsrecht, the right to resist against an
unjust authority, and Polizeiterror; in order to consolidate democracy, the
police have to be entfaschistisiert (de-Nazified).

In the same period in Italy, the historical legacy of the breakdown of
democracy and fascism was also present, though with different understand-
ings, in the two coalitions, both claiming to represent the heritage of the
Resistance. As for the civil rights coalition, not only did the reactionary
forces behave now “like the fascists,” but the problems of even the university
derived from the legacy of the fascist regime: “The fascist legacy,” a group of
physicists stated, “is in the fascist legislation that still now suffocates the uni-
versity structures” (communiqué of professors of physics, in PS, March 3,
1968). Unable to pass a reform, the government was accused of responding
with the “arms of the fascists”: “Faced with the claims of the student move-
ment, [the government] sent the Public Security agents and the carabinieri;
it predisposed an enormous repressive apparatus (that went from the batons
to the hydrant), deliberately tramping on legality and democracy in the
same moment in which it said to defend those values” (PS, March 1, 1968).
On the other side, the law-and-order coalition recalled that “the weakness,
the incertitude of the forces of order was one of the components of the
sunset of democracy and the advent of fascism” (Minister of Home Affairs
Taviani, in P March 1, 1968).

Moreover, in both countries, the political discourse was influenced by a
configuration of power marked by the polarization of the cold war. It is not
surprising that this polarization was particularly strong in Berlin, where the
law-and-order coalition used the East-West opposition to align its frames
with all those who believed in Western civilization. In their discourse, the
students used symbols that indicated their subordination to the German
Democratic Republic: “Red flags were the symbols under which the popular
rebellion of June 17th was repressed and the wall was buil” (Bild, June 3,
1967). The demonstrators were criticized for the very fact that they pro-
tested against those who ensured them the right to demonstrate, that they
used their freedom to discredit those who granted them freedom. As the
Gewerkschaft der Polizei (the largest police union) stated, they misused
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demonstration freedom insofar as they demonstrated against democracy (in
MOPO, June 4, 1967). In a similar way in Italy, the scudent movement was
perceived as being manipulated by the Eastern Bloc. However, while in
Germany the whole party system was aligned with the “coalition for free-
dom,” in Italy the party system was split, with the endogenous Communists
perceived as the “third column” of Moscow in the Western world.

In both countries, the result was a profound reciprocal mistrust between
the members of the two coalitions, which did not entrust each other with
respect for the rules of the game. This reflects a deep disagreement on the
conception of democracy: it was limited to parliamentarian forms for the
law-and-order coalition; it was “democracy in the street” for the civil rights
coalition.

Polarization or Depolarization? The Political Discourse

during a Second Wave of Protest

The deep differences in the conception of democracy that separated civil
rights and law-and-order coalitions in the 1960s were not quick to disappear.
Far from it; new waves of protest tended to fuel the disputes on democratic
rights. This was the case, at least, in the public discourse around the wo
events I will analyze next: the disorders that followed the prohibition of a
march in Berlin against the first visit of President Ronald Reagan of the
United States during a cycle of protest against the deployment of cruise mis-
siles in Europe; and the wave of violent youth protest during the spring of
1977, which culminated in Rome in the death of two police officers and a
demonstrator.

During a journey in Europe on June 11, 1982, the president of the
United States, Ronald Reagan, visited Berlin. In several European cities,
Reagan’s visit had been met by large marches organized by the peace move-
ment to protest against nuclear armament and, in particular, the deploy-
ment of nuclear rockets in Europe. In Berlin, in a climate of tension that had
already escalated during the evolution of the so-called squatters’ movement,
the police prohibited two demonstrations that were to take place during
Reagan’s stay in Berlin. While the large coalition of demonstrators decided
to move the demonstration to the day before the visit, the Alternative List
(AL; that is, the Berlin Greens) stuck with the decision to organize the pro-
hibited demonstration, joining the radical Autonomen. The march on the
day before Reagan’s visit was peaceful, and the task of the police was limited
to traffic control. But the next day, a series of fights involved the police and
the demonstrators. The result was 87 wounded police officers, 40 hospiral-
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ized people, at least 200 people who were treated by the fire brigades and an-
other 200 by the “autonomous Red Cross,” and 242 demonstrators arrested.

In the spring of 1977, the wave of protest that had started in March
around university issues rapidly escalated. In Rome, after a long series of vio-
lent street battles between radical protesters and the police, on April 22, au-
tonomous militants killed two police officers during a street battle near the
university. The government’s immediate reaction was a prolonged prohibi-
tion of any kind of political demonstration in the capital, suspended only
for the traditional march on Labor Day. A few days later, on May 12, the
authorities prohibited a concert organized by the Radical Party and the New
Left. In the afternoon, the police encircled the Piazza Navona, where the
concert was to have taken place. A small group, including members of Par-
liament, staged a sit-in; the police and the carabinieri charged the protesters.
Street battles went on the whole afternoon. According to official sources,
eight people were injured (one of them with firearm); in the evening, a bul-
let killed Giorgiana Masi, a young activist of the Radical Party and the femi-
nist movement.

In both countries, the legacy of the traditional political culture, together
with a configuration of power that isolated the (radical) wings of the social
movements, maintained a polarized climate. However, if we look carefully,
we can also see the beginnings of some convergence between the discourses
of the two opposing coalitions.

The Law-and-Order Codlition: A Selective Acceptance
of Demonstration Rights
In both countries, the public discourse of the law-and-order coalition em-
phasized the respect of lawful procedures, which should bind both police
and demonstrators. In Germany, the protagonist master-frame of the law-
and-order coalition—which again allied the SPD and the CDU, this time
together with the liberal Free Democratic Party (FDP)—refers to the de-
fenders of the Rechtsstaat, of respect for the law and the right to “order.” The
police were described as efficient and successful. The Social Democrats and
the liberal FDP, however, claimed that the state monopoly of force found its
boundary in the law and in the proportionality of the means to the aims.
The antagonist master-frame describes the violent demonstrators as terror-
ists, Chaoten who came from outside Berlin looking for trouble. The most
widespread metaphors were those of the “criminal” type: hooligans, criminal
mobs, brutal street butchers, rampagers, rioters, rioting youth, troublemakers.
The diagnostic master-frame stresses the demonstrators’ violation of the
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rules of representative democracy. The young autonomous demonstrators
were accused of attacking internal security and international depolarization
(Social-Democratic member of Parliament Paetzold, AHB, 1982). The prob-
lem lay in the existence of groups of violent young people considered to be
“enemies of the Rechtsstaat who want to transform the state in a battle field”
(the police union Gewerkschaft der Polizei, in TSP, June 12, 1982).

The diagnostic master-frame is a quite pragmatic combination of re-
pression and integration. A military solution was supported especially by
those who employed an emergency frame (mainly the CDU, part of the lib-
eral FDP, and the police trade unions), stating the need for new police arma-
ment and/or legislation more restrictive toward demonstration rights.”
There is, however, another frame (present mainly in the SPD and part of the
FDP), which denounces the military solution as counterproductive because
“the violent hooligans want counter-violence” (Social-Democratic member
of Parliament Rasch, AHB 1982). Besides “normal” repression, therefore,
the need for “political education” against the use of violence and against the
belief that the aims justify the means was expressed—a need that was particu-
larly urgent for the parliamentary AL, the Berlin equivalent of the Greens.

In Italy, the law-and-order coalition—this time including also the
PCI—defined the protagonist as the constitutional forces, that is, those respon-
sible forces that defend the democratic and republican order. They protect the
right to freedom and a peaceful living together; they stand by the citizens.
“The workers, the labor movement,” as the PCl member of Parliament
Spagnoli put it, “must avoid that a group of provocateurs and ravagers engage
in an armed war against the democratic state, putting at risk those conquests
that cost us years of struggle and sacrifice” (P 1977: 7533). The police were
also considered democratic, it was “well understandable” thac the police
officers—young people, children of workers, and part of the working class—
were exasperated and sometimes overreacted. In a parallel way, the antagonist
master-frame srates thac the main enemy was the anddemocratic, terrorist
forces that refused to comply with the democratic institutions. The antago-
nists were “notorious autonomous  terrorists who demonstrated on the
strect, provocateurs, destroyers, addicts to the P38 gun. The prohibition to
demonstrate derived from “the painful acknowledgment of the existence of a
group of criminal provocateurs” whose aim was the “search for the fight and
the tragedy, in the hope of triggering a process of chain reactions that drags
the community into a state of fear and rage” (minister for home affairs, in
P 1977: 7515, 7517). They were extraparliamentary forces, and, for this
reason, dangerous: the frame opposes the “piazza” the institution.

The diagnostic master-frame locates the problem in the conspiracy
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against the democratic republic born out of the Resistance. The situation
was one of emergency; there was a “plot” against democracy,

an aggression of armed bands, an attack of terrorist groups that has the
clear and expressed aim of throwing the country into chaos, into paraly-
sis, and to hit the very bases of the democratic regime and of civil life
altogether. . . . We believe that there is a design that intends to hit the
democratic state and subvert it, and humiliate it. (The Communist

Spagnoli during the parliamentarian debate, in P 1977: 7531-32)

The use of plainclothes and armed police officials, the most criticized police
strategy, was framed as a normal way of collecting information on crimes.
The Communist leader Pecchioli, renouncing the traditional Communist
proposal of an unarmed police force, stated that the police must carry guns,
even at demonstrations, for their own security (in R, May 18, 1977). The
prognostic master-frame indicates the necessity of a large unity of the demo-
cratic forces in order to pass emergency measures and to save democracy.
The defense of democracy was possible only with “a strong unitarian in-

»

volvement,” “a large and democratic solidarity,” “the unity of all the con-
stitutional parties,” a large consensus, ot, to quote the Communist mayor of
Rome Argan, “democratic vigilance in order to isolate the violent provoca-
teurs” (in PS, May 15, 1977).

Thus, in both countries the law-and-order coalitions presented them-
selves as the defenders of the democratic state against the provocation of vio-
lent minorities. These minorities, however, were described mainly as non-
political hooligans in the German case, and as political terrorists in the
Italian case. The main solution was a military one, but the integration of the
“less radical” social movement organizations into the democratic process was
also considered.

The Civil Rights Codlition: Between Violence and Nonviolence

In the public discourse of the civil rights coalitions in both countries, we
find a sense of exclusion but at the same time a debate on the “right” way of
protesting, with an emerging criticism against the use of violent repertoires.
In Germany, the protagonist master-frame of a civil rights coalition that has
a small presence in Parliament with the AL is that of a second society: the
real democrats were outside the traditional party system; they wanted to af-
firm the right to demonstrace, a right that cannot be constrained. They iden-
tified their struggle with that of other movements. Rewording John F. Ken-
nedy’s famous statement “We are all Berliners,” the commentator of the
left-wing daily Tageszeitungwrote: “Women and squatters, autonomous and
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alternatives, peace movement and left parliamentarians: we are Berliners
t00” (June 12, 1982). While the most radical part of the movement identi-
fied with the “freedom fighters of the whole world” (Autonomous and anti-
imperialist groups, in TAZ, June 18, 1982), others proposed a self-definition
based on “a nonviolent resistance to traditional politics” (member of AL
Wendt, AHB 1982: 1527). The antagonists were those who were part of the
“established politics.” The most direct enemy was the police: they hunted
isolated demonstrators, devoted themselves to an “orgy of batons,” “went
wild,” and brutalized. Most of the police comprised “criminal elements” and
“militant fighters”—although a few commentators admitted that even among
the police there were “human beings.”

The diagnostic master-frame states that the authorities provoked in
order to repress, because they did not recognize the democratic right to
demonstrate dissent (the AL leader, in TSP, June 13, 1982). Although the
main cause of violence remained the unwillingness of the political system to
respond to the needs of the so-called minorities, a secondary diagnostic
frame refers to the so-called Chaoten, infilcrated by “professional street fight-
ers.” They consticuted a social problem that was “part of our time”
(“Humanistische Union,” in TAZ, June 14, 1982), reflecting economic de-
pression, the legitimacy crisis, technological risks, and the “growing diver-
gence berween misery and waste” (member of AL Jaenicke, AHB 1982:
1529). The solution to political violence was the recognition of an uncon-
strained right to demonstrate when and where one wanted to. However, an
increasingly successful prognostic frame refers to the need to find a way to
demonstrate nonviolently but with fantasy. As one activist put it, “The non-
violent demonstrators need more courage; the militancs have to be wiser”
{(Kunzelmann, in TAZ, June 14, 1982).

In [taly, the civil rights coalition—represented at the parliamentary level
only by the small Radical Party (PR) and the Democrazia Proletaria (DP),
allied with other groups of the New Left (among them the Partito di Unita
Proletaria [PdUP] and Lotta Continua)—defined the protagonists as the
left-wing movements: workers, youth, students. They were the democratic
and progressive forces of the lay left that defended constitutional rights in
the struggle for freedom and democracy. In order to defend the basic liberal
freedoms, including the right to demonstrate on the street, they affirmed the
duty to disobey an unjust order (Nuremberg is a catchword). If, for most of
the New Left, the self-definition relied upon a belief in “the possibility of a
revolutionary alternative” (LC, May 14, 1977), the PR stressed instead the

use of nonviolence (see, e.g., PR member of Parliament Pannella, in P 1977:
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7524). According to the master-frame, the antagonist is the state of the mas-
sacres. Asks the Radical member of Parliament Pinto:

What is pending upon this parliament? Which shadows accumulate
upon it? . . . The massacre of Piazza Fontana, the massacre of the
Italicus, the massacre of Brescia, the comrades and youth killed on the
street by the fascists, the massacres carried out by the secret services
that had to defend the freedom of the Iralian people, and instead
depended directly from the government, from the various Christian-
Democratic governments, and plotted day after day against the free-
dom of the workers. (In P 1977: 7540)

The antagonists were those who represented the authoritarian conspiracy
tendencies always present in the Italian republic; the DC and its allies in an
“authoritarian, violent and clerical-fascist regime”; the “regime of the mas-
sacres”; and those who carried on a “violent and authoritarian design™ aim-
ing at destabilization.

According to the diagnostic master-frame, the prohibition to demon-
strate is a provocation planned in order to produce chaos; it belongs to a
strategy of tension. The police followed, in fact, a precise plan aiming at pro-
ducing disorders and violence so that repression could harden. This was part
of the conspiracy of the bourgeoisie against the working class: “Special
squads had the task of provoking a death in order then to be able, in the
name of this death, to pass under silence much more serious things, aiming
at repressing (with the alibi of the autonomous and the fetish of the P38)
the whole movement, the working class, its conquests, in terms of both free-
dom and welfare” (PR member of Parliament Pinto, in P 1977: 7540). The
provocation of the regime aimed at “precipitating a situation that was pre-
pared for a long time with the main aim of cementing a moderate public
opinion through terror and the constant threar of a civil war” (LC, May 17,
1977). The language was a military one: catchwords were civil war and ter-
ror, state of siege and state of emergency, war of gangs carried out by the govern-
ment, military presidium, and terrorism (“The police kill, the government
claims responsibility”). The police were so brutal that even the bourgeois
press had to admit it. However, not the police officers but their political
leaders were responsible for the escalation. There was, in fact, an attempt to
produce tensions inside the police forces, to block the changes that emerged
with the demands for police unions. The new techniques of repression in-
cluded reactionary and fascist repression, together with the advanced instru-
ment of social consensus, based on the use of the PCI to produce a call for
law and order, even in the progressive masses. The cause of violence lay in
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the Christian-Democratic government and its “antidemocratic intolerance.”
The main task of the movement, the prognostic master-frame states, is the
defense of the liberal and bourgeois democracy. “When a historical crisis
reaches a head, the defense of democracy becomes the most important task,”
states a communiqué of the PdUP (in M, May 15, 1977). The secretary of
Lotta Continua confirmed, “The everyday activity of the government and of
the forces that support it aims at the abrogation of democracy, even bour-
geois democracy” (LC, May 17, 1977). The defense of democracy required
mass unity, vigilance, and especially the mobilization of the working class.
The defense of democracy implied a democratization of the police.

In both countries the civil rights coalitions presented themselves as the
only defenders of democratic rights in the face of authoritarian tendencies.
While in Germany, however, there was an emphasis on an “alternative,” sec-
ond society, in Italy the reference was still to the (real) left.

Between Radicalism and Moderation

The new escalation brought about the return of “old” frames on protest
and the police, frames deeply rooted in the traditional political culture. In
Germany, reference to the Weimar Republic and the Nazizeit was still pres-
ent in the discourse of both coalitions, although it was weaker than in 1967.
Also in Ttaly, the political discourse had very dramatic tones, stressing once
again a situation of emergency. The historical experience of the Resistance
provided symbols to both coalitions: the unity of the constitutional forces
for the law-and-order coalition, and the right to oppose an unjust authority
for the civil rights coalition. In both countries, a pessimistic zeitgeist, together
with some resilient frames from the 1960s, helped ensure the survival of
black-and-white images. As for the configuration of power, one reaction to
the previous waves of protest and their legacy of radical groupings was the
enlargement of the law-and-order coalition.

Besides these continuities, there were also some changes, indicating that
the “struggle over signification” that emerged in the 1960s had consequences
for the political discourse. On the side of the civil rights coalitions, in both
countries there was a growing criticism against violent forms of action and
violent autonomous groupings, which were considered more and more to be
a social problem. Violence was, in fact, criticized. From the most instrumen-
tal perspective, as was often stated in Germany by members of the AL as well
as by readers of the alternative Zageszeitung, violence produced isolation
{people were scared and did not go to demonstrations that were expected to
turn violent), and this damaged the goals of the peace movement. Also in
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Italy, radical autonomous groups were perceived as a “contradiction,” a “mo-
ment of confusion” in the youth movement.

On the side of the law-and-order coalitions, there was a more and more
selective approach, with a stigmatization of some forms of prorest—the au-
tonomous groups were described more often as terrorists, with the frequent
usc of a metaphor of war—and an increasing acceprance of others. Related to
this are the very similar reactions that we find in the 1970s and 1980s in
Germany and Italy apropos of those movement-parties that entered the
parliamentary arena. For the German law-and-order coalition in 1982, the AL
constituted a political problem, since it held seats in Parliament but only par-
tially recognized the rules of parliamentary democracy (Social-Democratic
member of Parliament Vogel, AHB 1982: 1523). The problem was evident in
its very self-definition as a mainly ausserparlamentarian (out-of-parliament)
force: AL members’ belief in direct democracy brought them to justify vio-
lence (Christian-Democratic member of Parliament Rzepka, AHB 1982).

Similarly, in Italy in the 1970s, the law-and-order coalition stigmatized
the “malicious” behavior of the small parties of the left. In fact, even if they
held seats in Parliament, they behaved like extraparlamentari—that is, they
did not “accept the rules of a democracy, with a majority and a minority,
with a government that has the right to govern” (in P 1977: 7529); and “a
member of the parliament, according to the government, cannot and must
not endorse, even with his mere presence, actions that are in contrast with
order, with legality” (minister for home affairs, in P 1977: 7516). In both
countries, the law-and-order coalitions called on the former “extra parlia-
mentary groups to accept the parliamentarian rules of the game.

Normalization or Criminalization2 The Evolution of

the Discourse on Protest

With the diffusion of forms of unconventional political participation in dif-
ferent groups of the population, a larger consensus was achieved on protest
rights and policing techniques. Although in times of intense protest several
elements of the traditional “polarized” discourse on protest and policing
reemerged in both coalitions, the past interactions had also produced a learn-
ing process with increasing similarities on some basic points. For both coali-
tions, violence was excluded as a political means, but peaceful demonstra-
tions were accepted as a basic democratic right. This was visible, for instance,
in the political debate that followed some violent encounters between dem-
onstrators and the police during a visit of the U.S. president Ronald Reagan
in June 1987 in Berlin, and in the demonstration that followed a police inter-
vention to clear a squatted youth center in August 1989 in Milan.
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On June 12, U.S. president Ronald Reagan was again expected in
Berlin, this time on the occasion of the celebration of the 750th anniversary
of the foundation of the city. Once again, for the peace movement, Reagan’s
visit was an occasion to protest against the U.S. policies on rearmament. As
in 1982, the police prohibited marching on the day of Reagan’s visit, and
the majority of peace groups agreed to demonstrate on the day before. On
June 11, about 80,000 people took part in a massive peaceful demonstration
against U.S. rearmament policies, organized by about 140 groups. During
the march, the police distributed leaflets warning the protesters not to use
violence and wishing them a peaceful demonstration. This time, however, a
large group of the radical Autonomen participated in the mass demonstra-
tion. Fights with the police developed at the end of the march and contin-
ued later on in different parts of the city, in particular in the district of
Kreuzberg, where a large number of squatted houses constituted an impor-
tant infrastructure for the alternative milieu. Autonomous groups and the
AL had announced various protest initiatives for the next day, but the ad-
ministrative court confirmed the police prohibition. When a few hundred
demonstrators converged in the city center, the police built cordons and en-
circled a group of about three hundred people. The authorities suspended
most public transportation from Kreuzberg, and the police controlled all
cars headed out of the district. For two nights, there were several incidents
during this massive police patrol in Kreuzberg,.

The history of the “youth centers” in Italy is a very long one. Founded
during the youth protests of the late 1970s, the youth centers developed as
important places for the establishment of a new culture, where, in particular,
new musical fashion was experimented with. However, they also held radical
political positions, often engaging in increasingly ritualized struggles with
the police, especially when police forces were sent to clear occupied build-
ings. These confrontations were particularly frequent in the case of the
Leoncavallo Center in Milan. It was after one police intervention to clear the
headquarters of the Leoncavallo that the militants of the youth centers con-
verged in Milan and staged a march that ended up in violent confrontations.

The Limits to Protest: Law-and-Order Codlitions

and Protest Discourse in the 1980s

In both countries, violence was stigmatized more as a social problem than as
political extremism or terrorism. In Germany, the law-and-order coalition,
which was centered on CDU, identified with the champions of Western
freedom. As “rcal” democrats, coalition members defended the demonstra-
tion rights that were attacked by those who used violence. As the federal
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minister for home affairs Zimmermann declared, in order to assure the right
to demonstrate for nonviolent people, it was necessary to avoid the “misuse”
of the same right by the Chaoten (in FAZ, June 13, 1987). The antagonist
master-frame refers to juvenile gangs: the antagonists were Krawalmacher,
Vermummten, rioters, punks, criminals. Moreover, they were, as in 1982,
reisende, traveling people—or, to use the expression of the senator for home
affairs, “vagabond and criminal bands” (in TSP, June 16, 1987) with no po-
litical aims.

The diagnostic master-frame refers to a state of emergency produced by
the rioters. The explanation includes the unplanned effects of an escalation.
If, according to the senator for home affairs, the police succeeded in achiev-
ing their main goal, criticism against police decisions was expressed from in-
side the coalition (e.g., in AHB 1987). The prognostic master-frame refers
to the need to defend democracy against those who are not ready for it; this
on the basis of the principle of the webrhafte Demokratie, a democracy that
has to limit some democratic principles in order to defend itself (Christian-
Democratic mayor Diepgen, AHB 1987). As in 1982, there were a few de-
mands for changes in demonstration rights.® Even the law-and-order coali-
tion emphasized, however, that the presence of a “potential for violence”
could not be solved just with the police, and it warned against a “purely”
law-and-order solution.? The police tactics that were considered more favor-
able were those that avoided escalation. In the attempt to reestablish a basic
consensus, the AL and the SPD were asked to criticize violence so that
an agreement could be reached among the democratic forces (Christian-
Democratic member of Parliament Buwite, AHB 1987).

In Italy, the law-and-order coalition, gathered around the Socialist Party
and the neofascist MSI, emphasized its role as law enforcer. “First of all there
are the rules, and they have to be enforced,” declared the socialist mayor
of Milan Paolo Pillitteri, later involved in a corruption scandal (in LN,
August 22, 1989). Coalition members were the “defenders of the defenseless
citizens,” who fought drug addicts and extremists. The antagonists, the
“Autonomous” groups, were considered to be hooligans who practiced vio-
lence for its own sake. On the one hand, in the descriptions of the fights
between the “forces of order” and the protesters, the language of the 1970s
emerged anew: “guerrilla war,” “last Autonomous bastions,” “anarchists.”
The young demonstrators were autonomous and wanted to impose their
will using violence instead of ideas (G, August 19, 1989). On the other
hand, with their extravagant clothes, green hair, studs, and safety pins, they
resembled punks more than terrorists. Unlike in the 1960s and 1970s, they
did not qualify as “political demonstrators”—they were “incivili, e basta.”
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The diagnostic master-frame explains escalation as a result of protesters’
marginality. The Autonomen represented, in the words of I/ Corriere della
Sera, “a smaller and smaller arca of irreducible marginal people who decided
to ‘stay out’ of a social context they do not accept and to fight against with
all possible means” (CdS, August 17, 1989). In the 1980s, even if “the molo-
tov strategy survives,” “the Autonomous merges with the punk, with the
marginal youth, those who smoke marijuana, take drugs and behave anti-
socially. . . . [They are] forever marginalized, and self-marginalized, because
of their indomitable need for rebellion” (CdS, August 19, 1989). They “re-
sist reality, more than the police” (G, August 17, 1989). For this reason, the
prognostic master-frame suggests a “decisive” police intervention against the
troublemakers. The “orders from above” that forced the police to tolerate
violence, thus embittering the police, are criticized (G, August 20, 1989). As
the Milan Christian Democrats declared, to help the “violent ones” would
imply discrimination against the “law—abiding” people (LN, September 9,
1989). However, repression had to go together with social help for those
who accepted the rules.

In boch countries, the law-and-order coalitions emphasized the need for
a “selective” repression of violent groups, which were considered to be nei-
ther political actors nor organizations that mobilized social claims. However,
this position was expressed with more emphasis in Germany than in Italy,
where the law-and-order coalition appeared, in fact, quite silent.

How Much Protest? The Civil Rights Coalitions

and Protest Discourse in the 1980s

In both councries, the civil rights coalition condemned violence but consid-
ered it a social problem that could not be solved with police repression. In
the late 1980s in Germany, for the civil rights coalicion, composed of the
SPD and the “alternacive” groups, the master-frame refers to the protagonists
as those who defended demonstration rights, which could not be con-
strained because of a small minority of violent demonstrators. Conversely,
the antagonist master-frame refers to the conservative forces that defined
political and social problems in terms of a public-order emergency. The
antagonist frame is, however, a differentiated one. For instance, if the SEK
(Sondereinheiten, or special corps) was considered particularly evil, even the
lef-wing Tageszeitung reported on criticisms from inside the police against
the brutality of some colleagues (June 15, 1987), as well as on the internal
divisions in the government over the way to deal with protest. Morcover, an
additional antagonist frame refers to the violent groups inside the youth

movement.
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The diagnostic master-frame singles out a political failure to face social
problems, which brings about escalation. In this interpretation, social in-
equalities, unemployment, alcoholism, drugs, and misery were the main
causes for the “lack of perspective” that led youth to violence (see, e.g., letter
to the authorities from evangelist pastors, in FR, June 16, 1987). An addi-
tional component of the discourse emphasizes the risks of escalation when
the solution to social problems is left to the police. The main causes for the
escalation were, however, located in the very dynamics of police-radical con-
frontations in the Federal Republic as well as in Berlin. With a telling appro-
priation of the term, a leader of the AL in Kreuzberg accused the police of
destroying the work that had been done to “normalize” the situation in his
neighborhood (in TAZ, June 16, 1987). The prognostic master-frame is the
quest for a political solution to the social problems that produce violence.
The AL and the SPD suggested establishing a dialogue with the violent
groups (and in particular with the Autonomen) in order to find out the caus-
es for the potential for violence and Staatverdrossenbeit (mistrust toward the
state). As the Social-Democratic leader Paetzold stated during the parlia-
mentary debate, “It is unwise to try to react to violence only with the po-
lice”; it was instead necessary to set up a dialogue with the radicals: “Those
who trust only the police and do not look for political solutions, they are
responsible before this city” (AHB 1987: 3250).

In Italy, a civil rights coalition that was again enlarged to include the PCI
presented itself as a “guardian” of the correct application of democratic rights
for peaceful protest. It emphasized its “responsibility.” The antagonists were
singled out as the irresponsible police officers, and the problem was in the
wrong or imprecise indications by the government that risked increasing ten-
sions and reducing trust in the democratic state. If the police intervention
against the autonomous center was criticized as following “a logic of war,” the
main responsibility nevertheless lay with the dominant economic groups
that, with their value system oriented to profic and success, “push the margin-
als into a deeper and deeper marginalicy” (M, August 18, 1989). The “canni-
balism” of the dominant social groups “destroys even the smaller stronghold
of difference” (M, August 20, 1989). At the same time, the “provocation of
small groups of Autonomous” was stigmatized. The “new Autonomous” were
described by the left as a “prepolitical generation,” the “hippies of the seven-
ties,” “existentialists,” and “rebels.” However, even among the “boys and
girls” of the Autonomia, there were responsible ones who tried to calm down
the comrades who threw stones, inviting them to use “only eggs and toma-
toes” (R, August 21, 1989). In fact, the “youth social centers” were described
as “those who try to fight against heroin and marginality keeping together the
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wise and the crazy ones, the crushed and the furious ones” (M, August 23,
1989).

In the diagnostic master-frame, the “brucal” police interventions are
considered mainly as unplanned results of “old and disgraceful techniques”
and poor training. The government was therefore accused of renouncing a
strategic conception of peacekeeping that would avoid escalation and keep
demonstrations peaceful. Some rhetorical questions were asked in the
Communist daily L'Unita: “Is it tair to solve the problem of marginality with
the police? . . . Was it not possible to face the terrible Autonomous with a
political proposal?” (August 17, 1989). In fact, “criminalization” risked an
increase in social tensions that must instead be eased through social reforms.
The prognostic master-frame includes the need for social reforms that would
help integrate the disenchanted youth into the society. Among these “politi-
cal solutions” was the offering of public space to the autonomous centers,
considered to be a type of grassroots organization that was extremely useful
in countering the diffusion of heavy drugs—“an interesting and potentially
very positive form of aggregation in the periphery of the big cities, which
should not be closed down but multiplied” (Luigi Cancrini, responsible for
the struggle against drugs in the PCI shadow cabinet, in U, August 19, 1989).

Thus, in both countries the civil rights coalitions presented themselves
as defenders of protest rights against the political failure of the conservative
forces in government to solve social problems. In both countries political
violence was described as a sign of social disease. In Italy, a paternalistic over-
tone reflected a traditional attitude by the Old Left to co-opt and represent

any social claim.

A Selective Enlargement of Profest Rights?

In the 1980s, political discourse became more pragmatic. In the law-and-
order coalitions there was a larger acceptance of demonstration rights and
an outspoken criticism of the more radical protest forms advocated by the
civil rights coalitions. In Germany, encumbering historical memories (the
Weimar Republic, the Nazi regime) no longer dominated rhe symbolic field
as part of the rradidional political culture, providing the metaphors for read-
ing contemporary events; in ltaly, references to the “years of lead”—the
“heavy” and “gray” 1970s—and terrorism were more often used for stressing
the differences than for singling out similarities. In both countries, in a de-
polarized configuration of power and with the Old Left again inside the civil
rights coalition, the discourses of the two coalitions had more in common:
for both coalitions, violence was mainly an indicator for social problems;

and for both coalitions, demonstration and protest rights were inalicnable
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civil rights that tended to prevail over concerns for law and order. The police
defined their task as the protection of demonstrators, and they emphasized
de-escalation. As for the master-frame on demonstration rights, the “nor-
malization” of some forms of protest goes along with the stigmatization of
others.

This “depolarization” in the political discourse resulted from an interac-
tive framing process during which, in the long run, each coalition came to
accept part of the discourse of the other, and adapted its frames accordingly.
A typical example is the image of the reisende Chaoten (traveling hooligans)
that the law-and-order coalition proposed in Germany in 1982 and that the
civil rights coalition incorporated in 1987. The political discourse evolved,
therefore, through processes of frame alignment and dealignment, tradition
and innovation. The effect of this “depoliticization” of the adversary was the
denial of political rights. As the law-and-order coalition stressed in Germany,
the Chaoten refused to express any political opinion when they chose to go
around with balaclavas on their faces in the so-called Vermummung, or
“masking.” Along this line, the senator for home affairs referred to the deci-
sion of the Counstitutional Court on demonstration rights to explain why the
“hooligans” were excluded from this right:

Demonstrations, according to the terminology of the Constitutional
Court, belong to the human right to express one’s opinion in the
street. . . . Men and women can in this way clarify their opinions, even
their deviant opinions. But when somebody hides his face behind a
mask, that has nothing more to do wich the expression of an opin-
ion, . . . or of anything related with demonstration or the right to
demonstrate, but a lot to do with violence and terrorism. (Kewenig,

AHB, 1987: 3230)

The Chaoten, who attacked the right to demonstrate, were nondemonstra-
tors: the very fact that they were masked showed that they did not want to
communicate (Christian-Democratic mayor Diepgen, AHB 1987). Simi-
larly, in Italy, the use of violence—even when eggs and tomatoes were sub-
stituted for stones—was considered a sufficient ground for excluding those
involved in it from any negotiation with the authorities. Openly distin-
guishing between “good” and “bad” people, the public administracion de-
clared that it would help those who “deserved” its help. “We do nor negoti-
ate with the violent,” “We do not discuss with them,” stated the Milan city
government (in LN, August 30, 1989; sce also della Porta 1998).

On the other side, the civil rights coalition asked for a dialogue. In Iraly,
the Communist Party stressed the need for “reasoning and dialogue” instead
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of “force and authoritarianism,” and Don Mazzi, a priest involved in the
struggle against heroin, declared: “We should not marginalize all those who
do not accept the city-shop window, that refuse it because they cannot,
or do not want, because they think that being normal is not interesting. Do
we have to leave them in the hands of the judges and the police?” (U,
August 18, 1989). Similarly in Germany, Social-Democratic leaders claimed
to be against the use of the police to solve the causes of violence. “We have to
be self-critical,” the Social-Democratic mayor of Berlin Momper declared in
Parliament, “and look for the social reasons for the lack of confidence in
the state and violence proneness in part of the youth. We have to look for a
dialogue™ (AHB 1987: 3236). In both cases, “violence” was considered an
anomic reaction to social problems.

Protest and Protest Discourse: A Summary

In chis article I have tried to assess the evolution of the frames on protest
rights and policing from the 1960s to the 1980s, as they appeared in the
press and in parliamentary debates. As I suggested in the introduction, these
changes were the cffect of a “politics of signification” on demonstration
rights. During waves of protest, the political discourse focused on the
metaissue of democracy. With their very action, social movements polarized
the political and social forces. Their opponents gathered in law-and-order
coalitions; their allies joined in civil rights coalitions. The traditional politi-
cal culture influenced the frames chosen by the two coalitions, whose com-
position reflected the configuration of power available to the social move-
ments. The effect of these protracted symbolic interactions was a change in
the political discourse of all the actors who participated in them. Through
an interactive process, social movements stimulated a political discussion on
the conception of protest rights, contributing to a change in the political
culture on the issue.

Summarizing our results, in the political discourse on protesters, the
control of protest, and protest rights in the evolution of the left-libertarian
movement family in Italy and Germany, we observe the following evolution.
Identity frames (both protagonist and ancagonist frames) switched from
political ones (progressive versus conservative) to Manichaean ones (good
versus evil) and then to pragmatic ones. For the law-and-order coalitions,
demonstrators in the 1960s were puppets of an international menace (an
“external” one in Germany, an “internal” one in ltaly); during the second es-
calation, the political image faded away, leaving space for the label “terror-
ists”; in the third wave, violent demonstrators became increasingly con-

ceived as socially marginal people. In a parallel way, for the civil rights
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coalitions, the government and the police in the 1960s were actors of a reac-
tionary design; in the second wave, they were enemies of a long-lasting war;
in the third, they were simply unprepared to solve social problems.

In both countries, there were increasingly differentiated frames—with a
“normalization” of several protest forms and a stigmatization of others. As
for the law-and-order coalition, we suggest the existence of a polarization be-
tween the “good” image of a large part of the demonstrators and the “bad”
image of a minority, between good demonstrators and bad demonstrators.
Peaceful protest was increasingly considered to be normal politics, violent
protest to be crime. In parallel fashion, a differentiation appeared in the civil
rights coalition between “good” and “bad” strategies for handling protest,
with the acceptance of the need for some control. In the diagnostic frames,
there is an evolution from a metaphor of political conflict to a metaphor of
war and then to a metaphor of discase.!® For the law-and-order coalition,
violent protest in the late 1960s was considered, in general, a degenerated
expression of a political conflict. Later on, violent protest came to be seen as
a sort of war (more internally produced in Italy, more imported from outside
in Germany). More recently, political violence came to be framed in terms
of social problems. Similarly, for the civil righes coalition, police brutality
was more and more perceived as an effect of escalation and/or bad training
rather than planned provocation.

In the prognostic frames, there seems to be a shift from the definition of
a differentiated solution (reform and repression), to a military solution relat-
ed through the metaphor of war,'' to a social “cure” prescribed by the
metaphor of discase. As for police tasks, the emphasis shifted from law en-
forcement to peacekeeping and from force to intelligence and specialization.
The growing refusal of physical violence also pushed the police to “justify”
their tactics primarily as “de-escalation.”

This process developed interactively. The traditional political culture
offered myths and models for understanding protest and protest policing.
In both Italy and Germany, the legacy of recent experiences with cocalitari-
an regimes was a mistrust of democratic procedures. The traditional politi-
cal culture, however, was transformed during a symbolic struggle over the
very conception of democratic rights. In both countries, a civil rights and a
law-and-order coalition formed around the issue of protest rights. Unlike in
Germany, where there was a larger “basic consensus” between the main po-
litical parties, in Italy the polarization of the political system around the
lefe-right cleavage was reflected in a political discourse in which the left and
the right reciprocally accused each other of refusing the rules of the demo-
cratic game.
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In both countries, however, we notice a shift from a formalistic view of
democracy as the right of the majority (where demonstrators were called a
“minority” and the police, the institutional defender of the majority rights)
to a more participatory conception of democracy. At the same time, violent
forms of protest were more and more unanimously stigmatized. We can
therefore conclude chat the evolution of movement families brought about
important changes in the very frames that refer to demonstration rights.
This evolution was a complex one, involving processes of alignment and
dealignment, polarization and depolarization. Eventually, the new under-
standing of demonstration rights was more “liberal” than the older one, but
at the same time there was a growing exclusion of violence as a form of
protest. Peaceful demonstrations were considered o be basic rights that the
police had the responsibility to defend; violent ones were considered to be
“nonpolitical” events. This seems to confirm Snow and Benford’s hypothesis
that cycles of protest bring abourt innovative master-frames: “Associated with
the emergence of a cycle of protest is the development or construction of an
innovative master-frame” (1992: 143). One of the main innovative master-
frames refers to democracy itself. After first waves of protest polarize public
opinion, during following waves symbolic interaction brings about a new
“basic” consensus on a new definition of protest rights and on how to handle
them.

Notes

I thank Mario Diani, Pierpaolo Donati, Marco Giugni, and Sidney Tarrow for their com-
ments on previous versions of this chapter. For the research on the German case, | used
the rich archives of the Instituc fiir Biirgerrechre und 6ffentliche Sicherheit e.V. in Berlin.

I am particularly grateful to Heiner Busch and Norbert Piitter for their help.

1. Herbert Kitschelt (1990: 180) suggested the term “left-libertarian” to single out
a certain type of political party that is “leftist” because it asks for equality, and “libertari-
an” because it supports direct democracy.

2. For more references on the choice of Germany and Italy in cross-national com-
parisons, see della Porta (1995: chapter 1).

3. As for the press, [ sampled six dailies for each country and each event, including
both local and national press and newspapers with different political inclinations. For
these dailies, | systematically analyzed all the articles referring to each of the chosen
events for one week after cach event. As for the parliamentary debates, 1 analyzed the de-
bates referring to the chosen events in the Iralian Chamber of Deputies and in the Berlin
Parliament. For both sources, my unit of analysis is the statemenrt, which I consider as a
discourse unit involving a subject, an object, and a predicate. | collected all stacements re-

ferring to the protagonist. antagonist, diagnostic, or prognostic frames. The statement is,
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in my research, “reconstructed.” I wanted not to measure the “degree of presence” of each
statement but to single out the various frames of different actors. The code sheet I used
included, besides the sources and the date of each statement, the definition of the actor
who expressed the statement, its object, and its content. To reconstruct the frame, I re-
ported the storytelling, metaphors, and model settings connected witch it. See the end of
this chapter for a list of the sources and abbreviations. All translations from the dailies
and parliamentary debates are my own.

4. The members of parliament Codignola and Sanci, of the governmental party
PSU, denounced, in a parliamentary interrogation, “the insufficient engagement of the
political power in order to respond to the situation with reforms instead of repression” (in
ME, March 2, 1968).

5. Reference to the disaster of the Weimar Republic, for example, explains the
deep srigmatization of violence in Germany; the myth of the Resistance explains why, for
a long time, violence was not such a taboo in Iraly.

6. Along the same lines, there was mention of the “ever present difficulties of the
German character with the masses: Quctuation between brutality and helplessness. [The
German police officer] never [has] the natural authority of a Bobby. It is not by chance
that the policemen appear in Germany as more militaristic than the very soldiers” (read-
er’s letter, TSP, June 7, 1967).

7. The demands of this coalition included arms that could be used from a long dis-
tance, such as rubber bullets and CS gas, the return to the old Landfriedenbruchparagraph
(which considered it a crime to take part in a prohibited demonstration that had turned
violent, even if personal responsibilities were not proved), and the introduction of the
crime of the dangerous formation of a mob.

8. The Gewerkschafr der Polizei asked for distance arms (in TAZ, June 13, 1987);
the federal minister for home affairs Zimmerman {(in FAZ, June 13, 1987), the conserva-
tive Gewerkschafr der Polizei in Deutscher Beamtenbund, and the former Berlin senator
for home affairs Lummer called for the introduction of the Vermummungsverbot (accord-
ing to which the use of any form of mask during public demonstrations was a crime) and
for the prohibition of demonstrarors to carry “passive arms” (such as helmets).

9. As the senator for home affairs stated, the police would not have intervened
against the three hundred masked Auronomen during the demonstration of June 12,
1987, even if a Vermummungsverbot had already existed, since the police had always to
balance two principles: the respect of the law, and the security of the citizens (Kewenig,
in AHB 1987).

10. According to Rein and Schoen, “A great deal of contemporary policy tends to
organize events in terms of a health metaphor in which worries are interpreted as our-
croppings of social pathology” (1977: 241).

11. To quore Rein and Schoen, “The generative metaphor may be one of battle and
victory. If it is possible in the situarion to idenrify villains, victims and heroes, then the
problem setting may be construed in terms of doing battles with the villains and win-
ning” (1977: 242).
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Sources and Abbreviations

Germany

Dailies:

Berliner Morgenpost (MOPO): 1967, 1982, 1987; Bild: 1967, 1982, 1987; Frank-
[furter Allgemeine Zeitung (FAZ): 1967, 1982, 1987; Frankfurter Rundschau (FR): 1967,
1982, 1987; Tagesspiegel (TSP): 1967, 1982, 1987; Tageszeirung (TAZ): 1982, 1987;
Telegraph (TELE): 1967.

Parliamentary Acts:
Abgeordnetenhaus von Berlin (AHB), Plenarprotokoll, June 8, 1967; June 24, 1982;
June 18, 1987.

[raly

Dailies:

Il Corriere della Sera (CdS): 1968, 1977, 1989; Il Manifesto (M): 1977, 1989; 1l
Messaggero (ME): 1968, 1977; I Giornale (G): 1989; Il Tempo (T): 1968, 1977; La Notte
(LN): 1989; La Repubblica (R): 1977, 1989; Lotta Continua (LC): 1977; L'Unita (U):
1989; Paese Sera (PS): 1968, 1977.

Parliamentary Acts:
Parlamento della Repubblica (P), Camera dei deputati, Resoconzo delle sedute plen-
arie, March 1, 1968; May 13, 1977.



Polifical Protest and Institutional Change:
The Anti~Vietnam War Movement ond American Science

Kelly Moore

After taking a backseat to analyses of the emergence of political protest, the
effects of widespread contentious politics are garnering renewed interest.
Most studies of outcomes, however, still focus on the causes of policy out-
comes, especially the state’s provision of economic goods and legal rights to
protesting groups and their constituents (Amenta, Carruthers, and Zylan
1992; Burstein and Freudenburg 1978; Burstein 1979; Clemens 1993;
Gamson 1990; Gelb and Palley 1987; Isaac and Kelly 1981; McAdam 1982;
Piven and Cloward 1979; Schramm and Turbett 1983; Tilly 1978). Typi-
cally left unexamined are challenges to nonstate institutions such as medi-
cine, art, science, law, and education. Although institutions are distin-
guished from states by their lack of routinized access by everyday people,
they serve smaller sets of constituencies, have less ability to create and use
law, and have little ability to use violence and repression to stifle dissent,
thus making them more likely to be responsive to challengers than would
the state.

This chapter examines the conditions under which institutions change
as a result of challenges from protest movements. The main argument is that
two conditions matter: the existence of disruptive challenges that make the
day-to-day reproduction of institutional action impossible; and, more im-
portantly, institutional vulnerability to challenge that results from rapid
growth, ties to the state, a high level of dispersion, and a dependence on
client relations among professionals within the institution. I also identify
and explicate the mechanisms through which change takes place in institu-
tions. Changes are seen to take place through the actions of mediators, who,
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as simultaneous members of institutions and movement participants, trans-
late challenges into concrete changes in insticutional rules. Changes in nor-
mative rules for association with nonmembers of insticutions are identified
as the most important aspect of institutional change for social movement
challengers, for such changes open up long-term possibilities for affecting
institutional action.

Substantively, the chaprer considers why science was vulnerable to chal-
lenge by anti~Vietnam War activists in the 1960s and 1970s, and how spe-
cific mediators—Iiberal and radical scientists who were also participants in
or sympathetic to the antiwar movement—translated that challenge into
changes in taken-for-granted rules abour proper subjects, activities, and par-
ticipants in science. As a result of these challenges and vulnerabilities, the
relationship between scientists, scientific knowledge, scientific practices (i.c.,
the institution of science) and the American public changed dramatically.
Among the most dramatic shifts was, first, the astronomical increase in citi-
zen access to reliable information about the dangers and benefits of tech-
nologies, indirectly through the mass media and, more importantly, directly
from scientists themselves, through public interest science organizations.
Second, no longer was the relationship between intellectuals, citizens, and
governments cozy and uncritical, as it had been in the 1950s. Leading the
charge in scrutinizing science were intellectuals, especially academics, who
developed analyses of science that were highly critical, rather than sympa-
thetic and deferential. One of the main ways in which this stance has been
formalized is through the development of science and technology studies
programs and departments in universities in the United States. Alcthough
some of these programs are supportive of science, most are dominated by in-
tellectuals with highly critical, and sometimes hostile, views of science. In
turn, scientists have struck back, charging that critics are naive and sometimes
incompetent, spurring what some observers have called the “science wars.”

The antiwar movement was not single-handedly responsible for all
changes in the relacionships between scientists and everyday people, nor for
those between scientists and other intellectuals. But it was the first of a series
of challenges to scientific authority that took place beginning in the late 1950s
by women, recreational drug users, and radical ecologists. [n this chaprer, |
examine the features of science that made this carliest challenge possible.

Protest and Institutional Vulnerability
Protest and criticism are ongoing features of all democratic states, yet they
do not always result in changes in institutions. Characteristics of protesters

and their activities are important determinants of movement success in chal-
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lenges to the state. Challenges that are nationally based, that last for several
years or more, and that have multiple targets are most likely to be successful.
Like states, institutions are big and unwieldy, containing groups with vested
interests 1n stability; without consistent prodding, force, and pressure, they
are unlikely to budge. And since, like states, institutions are constantly nego-
tiating demands for monies, status, and power among members and allies,
those who do not have leverage, in the form of something to exchange, are
bound to fail. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, for example, may add one
exhibition on Asian American artists in response to protest from Asian
Americans, but without consistent, disruptive pressure, Asian Americans are
unlikely to be routinely included. For those who are not bona fide members
of an institution, leverage comes from disrupting multiple aspects of an in-
stitution so as to provoke multiple responses. Similarly, if protest is constant
over several vears burt at the same time innovative, institutions will be more
likely to act than if protest is simply a one-shot action. Like challenges to the
state, then, challenges to institutions must avoid short-term, symbolic changes
in limited areas, and this can be done in part by mounting disruptive, wide-
spread, long-term challenges.

Yet, as students of social movements know, the actions of protesters are
only one determinant of social movement outcomes. Equally important are
the characteristics of targets. States and organizations have clearly received
the lion’s share of attention from scholars of movement outcomes; here |
want to shift the focus to a mid-range entity: social institutions. Institutions
are social groups that bound action by providing taken-for-granted prescrip-
tions for what is a proper object of action (representational rules), for who
can legitimately engage with that object (constitutive rules), and for what
kinds of actions are appropriate and permissible vis-a-vis a particular subject
of action (normative rules; Scott 1994: 68). They are composed of organiza-
tions, networks, people, objects, money, and other resources. What makes
them distinctive is that they are organized around a specific subject (e.g., art,
education, medicine, religion, or science), and the rules that guide action
around that subject endure over time. Their edges are usually blurry, as some
people, subjects, and activities may be seen as only partially legitimate, or
may be scen as shifting from legitimate to illegitimate (midwifery and mid-
wives, in relarion to American medicine, provide one example).

The term 7nstitution is sometimes used in a lay sense to refer to a specif-
ic organization, especially a large organization such as General Motors or
Harvard University, or to describe an organization, person, object, or activi-
ty that has been in existence for such a long time that it becomes taken for
granted as a permanent clement of social life in a parricular area. Thus, the
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New York Yankees baseball team may be called a New York institution. Al-
though there is some overlap between these usages and the more standard
sociological concept of an institution, they are mainly distinct ideas. It is
worth noting, though, that the notion of an institution as permanent and
meaningful (the second lay sense of the word) is related to the sociological
conception of an institution. Institutions in both senses are taken for grant-
ed as permanent because of their political and/or cultural power and because
their origins are obscure or forgotten.

Institutions are also sometimes confused with organizations. The for-
mer are much larger, being composed of many organizations, networks, and
people, not just one formal organization; and are organized around the pro-
duction of a socially and culturally recognized product, such as, but not lim-
ited to, aesthetic goods (art), knowledge and products for controlling the
natural world (science), and knowledge and products for controlling human
health (medicine). In contemporary industrialized societies, institutions are
usually dominated by professionals, and the subjects that they address are
usually taken for granted as distinctive and separate elements of significance
in a given society. For example, religion, in most Western industrialized
democracies, is seen as different from science.

Institutions differ from the state in significant ways vis-a-vis the poten-
tial influence of social movements. A central difference is chat there are no
standard and direct mechanisms for the influence of everyday people on in-
stitutions comparable to elections and other democratic processes that citi-
zens have to influence the state. Insticutions might be thought of as more
like benevolent, nondemocratic states. Other key differences are the local-
ized nature of institutions (including their localized legitimacy) and their
ultimate reliance on the state as regulator (Fligstein 1992: 314-17).

It should be noted that the relationship between institutional vulnera-
bility and protest is interactive: vulnerabilities to protest will not mean
much without persistent, widespread, and disruptive protest; neither will
protest mean much against a target that is impervious. Vulnerability should
not be considered a dichotomous category such that insticutions are or are
not vulnerable, or that there is something permanent about them across
time or place. Few aspects of institutions are static in the sense that they
emanate from a constitution or other set of formal laws. In fact, this is what
makes them so distinctive and fascinating: important rules and relationships
that constitute them are not formalized and are thus constantly subject to ne-
gotiation from within and withour. There are few, if any, static aspects of in-
stitutions, except in the most banal sense (e.g., religion is about something
extrarational; medicine is about healing the sick). I want to make the strong
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claim that other than those bases, institutions are constantly shifting, and
that it is the speed and content of those shifts that ought to be the subject of
analysis.!

Just as there are more opportune times than others to challenge the
state, there are better times than others for challengers to press their claims
against institutions. Simply put, institutional vulnerability makes institu-
tions susceptible to challenge from clients. There are four characteristics of
institutions that determine their relative vulnerability. The first is rapid
growth in organizations, infusions of money, or especially members. Growth
is inherently destabilizing, because it makes change more normative for par-
ticipants and thus more likely. It also increases the sheer numbers of people
and units that have little investment in business as usual. Newer members,
like newer organizations, are likely to seek advantageous positions for them-
selves (whether these are moves higher up in a hierarchy or simply moves to
other positions), for multiple reasons: prestige, personal satisfaction, a wish
to occupy a position in which they can assist more people, money, selfish-
ness, and other motivations. Rapid growth in funding means that patterns
of funding distribution are unlikely to be settled and routinized, encourag-
ing jockeying for monies through new political claims-making.

Second, the relative diffuseness of an institution makes it more vulnera-
ble to challenge. A diffuse institution is one that lacks consistent, centralized
control over members or participants (both individuals and organizations),
in which members gain monies and status from multiple sources, and in
which there are multiple pathways of entry. Another way of saying this is
that institutions that have organizations, networks, and individuals with a
relatively high level of autonomy are, by definition, hard to control. This
means that individuals or organizations may respond to challenges and op-
portunities in unique ways, as they see fit.

American medicine, for example, is presently less vulnerable than art,
because medicine exerts tight control over membership and has a relatively
small number of professional organizations, and because sites of work must
be licensed. Art, on the other hand, has weak control over membership and
has hundreds of professional organizations, and work may be done at any
number of sites. The multiple points of entry and lack of control over mem-
bers mean that art, as an institution, is much more vulnerable.?

A third element of institrutional vulnerability is the link berween clients
and professionals within an institution. All institutions are led by profes-
sionals.? Professional legitimation claims (and hence claims to monies, sta-
tus, and political power) are typically based on expertise and on service to
a client or clients. To the extent that professionals claim to serve specific,
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organized clients and receive benefits (such as money) on this basis, they are
vulnerable to challenge. The type of link matters significantly in determin-
ing vulnerability. On the onc hand, all professionals depend on clients to
help legitimate their activities, in that clients help support the claim that
nonprofessionals cannot perform certain services and tasks as well as profes-
sionals. But on the other hand, professionals are even more vulnerable when
clients are in a position to provide monies or other material support. Finally,
organized clients are more threatening than those who are unorganized.
Finally, it is ironic that ties to the state may also make an institution vul-
nerable to protest by social movements. The main point here is that, to the
extent that institutions are connected to the state, they are vulnerable to the
same processes that give movements influence over the state. Alliances with
the state can be useful during historical periods when there is little dissent,
but close allies of the state may be vulnerable during periods of intense
protest against the state. Institutions may be thought of as allied with the
state (or, more properly, state agencies) when they receive a significant por-
tion of their funding from the state or when an agency that is targeted
by protesters has been captured by an institution. Thus, alliances with and
benefits from the state may sometimes be sources of political and economic
power for a group, but they will be disadvantageous during periods when
the state, or parts of the state, are targeted by social movements. One of the
important ways in which state-institution ties may be established is through
laws. Thus, some institutions with strong legal and informal ties to the
state—such as Jaw—are more vulnerable than those with few of these ties.

What Changes When Institutions Change?

Political protest potentially affects three features of institutions. Institutions
arc routinized ways of organizing the actions of a particular set of people vis-
a-vis a set of subjects of action. Institutions, then, are mainly about rules and
assumptions that shape who can do what in regard to a subject. Protest may
change any of these three aspects: when it changes all three in fundamental
ways, challenges may be thought of as most successful; when none change,
challenges may be thought of as failures.

In examining whether or not change has taken place, then, we should
look, first, for changes in the social or demographic characteristics of people
within the instituton. To follow on the example from medicine, only those
licensed by the state can legitimately practice medicine. Protest may change
who counts as a healer by including new groups or excluding others. These

rules are often the targets of protest groups: AIDS activists, for example, have
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challenged the taken-for-granted rule in medicine that the only legitimate
judges of the effectiveness of AIDS drugs are physicians (Epstein 1996).

Second, we should also look for changes in the taken-for-granted rules
for subjects that gain the attention of institution members, especially the
attention of professionals, who tend to have the most power in institutions.
What are the problems or subjects with which they engage? What sorts of
things do they deem appropriate subjects, and which do they ignore?

Finally, rules with regard to sorts of action around a particular subject
and with regard to specific types of persons may change. These are norma-
tive rules, rules that determine what kinds of contact people may have with
cach other and what kinds of action they may perform on subjects. Since
professionals within institutions often claim to serve clients, changes in nor-
mative rules encompass changes in the sorts of typical or routine actions that
take place between them. Alternatively, normative rules also shape the kinds
of routine forms of action (advice, neutrality, or brokerage, for example) that
institutional members have with other powerful groups, such as the state.
Examples might be changes in scientific researchers’ treatment of laboratory
animals as a result of animal rights protest (but not the abandonment of the
practice of experimenting on animals altogether), and the (hypothetical)
widespread elimination of entry fees for museums.

How much do participants, objects, and forms of action mactter, com-
paratively? For the most part, normative rules are the most important, just as
laws that guide action are usually the target of state-oriented challengers. For
example, consider rhree different sorts of goals that a movement might pur-
sue: one-time changes in who can participate in an institutional activity, a
change in a subject of institutional activity, and changes in rules for access
and representation by nonmembers. All three are concerned with the rules
that govern reladons between members and nonmembers, between products
and clients, and between subjects, clients, and professionals. But in the long
run, changes that affect the form of the relationship between those who are
inside an institution and those who are outside are of central importance, for
herein lies the key to the power of institutions: professionals within them
set rules, while those outside typically do not. Having routine, permanent
access to institutions provides nonmembers with access to rule making.

Mechanisms of Institutional Change

Understanding how vulnerable institutions shift subjects, personnel, and ac-
tivities demands knowing how challenges are translated into change. At the
most basic level, people and organizations within institutions respond when
public, disruptive protest takes place at the site of the public reproduction
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of an institution and when widely circulated verbal and written criticisms
take place. It is not enough to challenge institutions in private—members
do this all the time. Criticisms must be undertaken in such a way that the
ongoing reproduction of normal, everyday relations is undermined. Under-
lying this hypothesis is the assumption that members of institutions, espe-
cially professionals, value business as usual both as an end in itself char le-
gitimates insticutional action, and because it leads to continued flows of
monies and personnel.

Disruptive challenges coupled with institutional vulnerability are trans-
lated into changes when mediators—individuals who are members of a
movement and also professional members of an institution—initiate changes
in actions in organizations within the institution. Usually theories of social
movement treat challengers and polity members as distinct, separate groups,
but there is ample evidence to suggest that there is overlap between these two
groups. Such mediators are likely to occupy marginal, rather than cencral,
positions with respect to institutional membership, movement membership,
or both. Mediators, who occupy this middle ground between institutions
and movements {or between movements, or between movement networks)
are in a good position to translate the claims of protesting groups into
changes in practices, norms, and members. Gay doctors who are participants
in or sympathetic to the claims of AIDS activists, for example, have been
extremely important in challenging the medical community’s treatment of
AIDS patients (Epstein 1996).

It is difficult to discount claims of institutional members—after all,
they have already been legitimated—so they are less likely than outsiders to
be dismissed as kooks or quacks. Intermediaries also promote change be-
cause they have access to rule-making bodies, resources, and people, while
those who are simply movement members do not. Finally, mediators are
multilingual: they can translate concerns of a movement into language ac-
ceptable and understandable by institutional members.4 The next section of
this chapter considers these general propositions through an examination of
the vulnerability of science to antiwar activism, and of the way scientist-
activists who were participants in the anti~Vietnam War movement precipi-
tated changes in the activities and subjects of science.

Science in Post-World War Il America:

New Opportunities, New Vulnerabilities

In the decade following World War II, scientists were celebrated mainly for
their discovery of atomic energy and weapons, which promised Americans a
safe and prosperous life. Americans now had a monopoly on a source of cn-
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ergy “too cheap to meter” and were the beneficiaries of the ongoing produc-
tion of weapons and material goods that made America the most prosperous
and perhaps most highly armed nation in the world. Because they were
thought to be able to address political questions objecrively, scientists were
seen by many politicians as keys to the “end of ideology” in political debate.
Economic policy makers also viewed research and development as the en-
gine of the American military and industrial economy.

More concretely, federal confidence in and enthusiasm for science re-
sulted in an unprecedented rise in funding for science after 1945. Federal
funds for science were considerably less than $100 million in 1930, but by
1945 they had increased tenfold, to $1 billion. That figure had doubled
by 1954, with the United States spending well over $2 billion a year on sci-
ence rescarch and development (Price 1965: 35). State sponsorship was es-
pecially crucial to the state’s military needs. In 1959, 59 percent of the feder-
al research and development budget went toward defense-related research
(National Science Foundation 1977: 34), and those agencies most closely
tied to military needs received the lion’s share of the monies. Conversely,
those federal agencies receiving the lowest percentages of federal funding
were the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the National Institutes of
Health (NIH).

Newly available funds also spurred the growth of scientific knowledge.
Scientists formed new associations to keep up with developments in ever
more specialized fields. While physics was still the “queen of the sciences” as
the discipline with the clearest understanding of the basic building blocks of
matter and at the same time the most capable of building useful goods, by
the middle of the 1950s, biologists were contesting that position, starting
with the discovery of DNA by Watson and Crick in 1956 (Keller 1992).
Professional associations grew like weeds: in 1945, 153 new professional sci-
ence organizations were founded; in 1955, 185; and in 1960, 216 (Encyclo-
pedia of Associations 1992).> The federal government also formed new orga-
nizations to sponsor research, including the NSF, the NIH, and the Atomic
Energy Commission. Because federal sponsorship was to be directed toward
major research institutions, not divided equirably among all colleges and
universities, universities quickly sought to build up their research capability
and to portray themselves as better than competing universities. This meant
that scientists” intellectual attentions were focused on narrower and narrower
slices of the natural world and on the opinions and interests of a smaller
number of scientists, so that there was no real centralization to scientific re-
search as there had been during the Manhattan Project.

Finally, as funding for research grew, so did the number of scientists.
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Although the number of science doctorates awarded rosc at the same rate
as other disciplines, the number within particular scientific disciplines rose
more quickly. Biology grew at a faster rate than any other major scientific
discipline, followed by physics. Not only were these fields thus likely to
be destabilized, they were also populated by younger scientists than other
fields (National Research Council 1950-1970). Scientists also became more
heterogencous. Jewish scientists, some of whom had escaped Nazism and
rarely shared American scientists’ apolitical ethos, increased their numbers
after 1945 (Hollinger 1996), and more and more middle-class men joined
the ranks of scientists. Scientists worked at a wider variety of work locations,
too; whereas in the 1930s the largest employer of scientists was industry, by
1960, the federal government employed nearly as many scientists as did the
private sector. Colleges and universities experienced the highest rate of in-
crease, although scientists there were numerically dwarfed by industry and
government science employees (U.S. Department of Labor 1973).

Between 1945 and 1960, then, science expanded rapidly and dramaci-
cally. New ideas were being developed, monies poured in, and there were
opportunities for those who would rake them.

In this case, growth was also accompanied by decentralization. Conven-
tional wisdom tells us that American science, because it was funded mainly
by the state in the postwar period, was fairly heterogencous and cencralized
(Mukerji 1989; Lapp 1965; Lasby 1966). Yet this is clearly not the case. As [
argued earlier, it is clear that by the early 1950s, biologists did not see them-
selves as subordinate to physicists in the pecking order of science but instead
saw themselves as on the vetge of the fundamental discoveries abouc life that
would surpass those of physicists (Keller 1992). More importantly, there was
no central organization that guided the certification of scientists or their
public or private behavior; even multidiscipline organizations such as the
American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) were not
in control of scientists’ actions so much as they coordinated information
exchanges among them. Nor did the National Research Council or the
National Academy of Sciences dictate the behavior or subject macter of sci-
entists, as the American Medical Association was more likely to do for physi-
cians (see Starr 1982; Wolfle 1989).

Rapid growth and differentiation was one consequence of the state’s in-
terest in the material goods thar science could produce and scientists’ recip-
rocal interest in funding. Yet there were other ties to the state aside from in-
tellectual and financial ties that served the interests of scientists throughout
the 1940s and 1950s and made them vulnerable in the 1960s. First, there
were strong political ties. Scientdsts had emerged from the Second World
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War as strategic elites, a group with special knowledge and skills of value to
the state (Lasby 1966: 267). Through their participation in advisory boards
and ad hoc committees in the executive and legislative branches, scientists
participated in political decision making (Lapp 1965). In 1958, one of the
most politically significant formal political alliances between the state and
science was created through the formation of the Jason program of the De-
partment of Defense Institute for Defense Analysis, whose purpose was to
bring the best and brightest physicists to work on classified problems of na-
tional defense (Cahn 1971).

Cutting across intellectual, political, and financial relationships between
the state and science was the development of military research centers on
university campuses. These centers were usually created by universities to at-
tract research monies from government, especially through specialized pro-
grams, such as Project Themis, that were designed to provide research monies
for universities and to facilitate collaborations with local industries that
themselves were the recipients of defense grant monies from the government
(Heineman 1993: chapter 1). Among the largest and most prominent of
these centers were the Stanford Research Institute and MIT’s Lincoln Labo-
ratories and Instrumentation Laboratory (Leslie 1993). Lucrative university-
military collaborations were located not only at prominent private univer-
sities, including California Institute of Technology, Columbia University,
Harvard University, Cornell University, and Johns Hopkins University, but
also at public schools, such as the State University of New Yotk-Buffalo, the
University of Wisconsin—-Madison, the University of Arizona, the University
of Michigan, and Pennsylvania State University (Heineman 1993).

In the late 1950s and carly 1960s, these programs, and related ones such
as Jason, were seen by scientists, university administrators, and military offi-
cials co mutually benefit all parties. Scientists received steady funding and
often saw themselves as engaged in basic research that served the public in-
terest, administrators received large overhead, and che state reccived weapons
and goods. As Mukerji (1989) has observed, this arrangement placed scien-
tists at the political disposal of the state, making them into a kind of reserve
army of labor that would readily defend state projects in the language of ob-
jective observers, as well as produce weapons.

Finally, the financial and political attachment to the state was seen by
scientists as serving the interests of their main clients: all Americans. States
were supposed to represent the interests of citizens, and thus, by extension,
ties to the state could plausibly be seen to serve broader interests (see Grodzins
and Rabinowitch 1963 for a collection of articles that reflect this supposi-
tion from the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, the main intellectual journal
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concerned with science-society relations in the postwar period. At the same
time, it was a rare professional science organization that had a committee or
program thar linked the interests of scientists with those of ordinary people.
Even the few that did exist before 1969, such as the AAAS Committee on
Science for Human Welfare and ics precursor, the Social Aspects of Science
Committee, worked mainly on promoting public appreciation for the eco-
nomic, political, and culrural value of scientific products and activity but
never solicited input from citizens or were attentive to citizen concerns
(Kuznick 1994; Wolfle 1989: 234-36).

These conditions were not to last, however. In the 1960s, more people
began to challenge this arrangement, asking whether or not the tie between
sclence, the state, and universities was morally correct, democraric, or in the
national interest. That this arrangemenc was successfully challenged was in
part due to the fragmentation in the institution of science, which ironically
was a result of the state’s interest in science.

The Anti—Vietnam War Movement and Science

Although the United States had been involved in fighting nationalist
Vietnamese forces on behalf of France as early as 1954, American involve-
ment took a decidedly large step in 1965, when President Johnson took ac-
tion on the Gulf of Tonkin resolution, dramatically increasing the bombing
of North Vietnam. Unlike the earlier “ban the bomb” movement, which had
been led mainly by professionals, some scientists, and a handful of pacifists,
protest against American involvement in Vietham was led by students
(DeBenedetti 1990). Science was not an early target of campus-based pro-
testers organized against the war, but it became so as a coincidence of
student protests that not only took place on college campuses but were in-
creasingly directed against universities themselves, which were seen as full
partners in facilitating the war in Vietnam. It is a truism that people tend to
protest against the nearest objects, and the military-science alliance on col-
lege campuses was quite visible. For many students it was no great leap to
begin to ask questions about the relationship between universities and the
“milicary-industrial complex” that Dwight Eisenhower had identified in
1958. There were also more ideological and intellectual reasons for attacking
universities and their faculty: members of Students for a Democratic Society
(SDS), who on many campuses acted as leaders of antiwar protest, took seri-
ously the work of Frankfurt school philosopher Herbert Marcuse, who ar-
gued that repression in capitalist societies was located not only in the overt
actions of the police and courts but in the very institutions, languages, and
cultures of a given society (Ehrenreich and Ehrenreich 1969: 34-35).
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Increasingly, students targeted military recruitment programs and re-
search laboratories that received funding for research that was ultimately
used by American troops in Vietnam. Between 1965 and 1970 on at least
eleven major college campuses,® military-supported research buildings and
laboratories were sites of antiwar protest and were associated with some of
the most dramatic events of the period: the 1970 bombing of the Army
Math Research Center at the University of Wisconsin, which killed a re-
searcher; the 1970 Kent State University killings; and the 1968 sit-in at
Columbia University. In each of these cases, protesters directed their actions
against the physical representations of the alliances between universities and
the military, usually Department-of-Defense-sponsored laboratories and
programs. At Kent State as early as 1968, student protest was directed against
the Liquid Crystals Institute, which developed motion detectors used in
Vietnam (Heineman 1993: 37) and at Stanford, against the Stanford Re-
search Institute, which was created explicitly to attract defense contracts and
upon which Stanford was economically dependent, though the institute was
nominally separate from Stanford University. At Columbia University, the
1968 campus occupation was sparked mainly by Columbia’s association
with the Institute for Defense Analysis, which poured millions of defense
dollars into scientific research on campus. Similarly, the bombing of Sterling
Hall at the University of Wisconsin in 1970 was motivated by anger toward
the university’s alliance with the military (Bates 1992; DeBenedetti 1990;
Heineman 1993).

More generally, protesters considered the war foolish, cruel, and stupid,
perpetuated by authorities—including scientists—who were out of touch with
citizens. The main charge against scientists was that they had failed to take re-
sponsibility for using scientific knowledge and goods for socially useful, rather
than deadly and destructive, ends. The attack on science and technology was
so widespread that at a White House ceremony for the National Medal of
Science Award, President Johnson was compelled to defend scientists: “An ag-
grieved public does not draw the fine line between ‘good’ science and ‘bad’
technology. . . . You and | know that Frankenstein was the doctor, not the
monster. But it would be well to remember that the people of the village, an-
gered by the monster, marched against the doctor” (qtd. in Kevles 1978: 400).
This larger questioning of authority placed scientists directly in the line of fire,
since they had earlier laid claim to status based on political authority and on
their role in keeping America safe (DeBenedetti 1990; Kevles 1978; Lapp
1965; Leslie 1993). In conjunction with the direct and public attacks on the al-
liance between science, universities, and the war in Vietnam, antiauthoritarian

challenges made scientists’ claims to serve humanity increasingly implausible.
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It is possible that universities, professional science associations, scien-
tists, and others might simply have ignored these protests. Yet thart is not how
the story unfolded.

Mediators and Institutional Change

As I have argued elsewhere, scientists did not simply respond to protest but
were also participants and initiators of it. Some scientists—especially Jewish
biologists and physicists—were well aware of the Faustian bargain they had
made with the state—exchanging weapons for money—and were greatly
concerned that human political capabilities had been exceeded by techno-
logical advances. Even before the development of the atomic bomb, some
American scientists were expressing moral concerns, and some had pressed
President Roosevelt not to drop the bomb at all (Smith 1963). After the
Second World War, some had formed groups such as the Federation of
Atomic Scientists and the American Association for Social Responsibility in
Science (based on a British group) and had published the widely read
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. In 1948, sciencists gathered for the first an-
nual Pugwash Conference, in Pugwash, Nova Scotia, to seek ways to encour-
age international cooperation.

During the middle and late 1950s, scientists (again, often led by Jews)
could be found as leaders of peace groups: Albert Einstein, Linus Pauling, and
Albert Schweitzer were instrumental in the founding and launching of SANE
(Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy); others, such as Manhattan Project
scientist Leo Szilard and Washington University biologist Barry Commoner,
were active in other peace and “ban the bomb”™ groups, such as Scientists for
Survival and fallout information groups (Commoner 1958; O’Neill 1971).
Still others, such as Eugene Rabinowitch, were outspoken advocates of inter-
national control of nuclear energy (Grodzins and Rabinowitch 1963).

[t was this tradition of scientific activism, which had been submerged
and muted during the 1950s, that was revived by scientists during the
anti-Vietnam War movement. On college campuses, liberal (and, more rare-
ly, radical) scientists, usually physicists and biologists who were often Jewish
and usually either full professors or graduate students (Moore 1996), sought
to find ways to reconcile their political and scientific commitments. These
scientists were usually affected by the antiwar movement in one of two ways.
First and more commonly, they themselves were antiwar activists who, in
conjunction with antiwar activities, came to espouse the critique of science as
captured by milicary interests. The other, more rare pathway through which
scientists participated in antiwar activities was via recruitment by science
graduate student activists, who pressured faculty to act (Moore 1996).
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These mediators, or activist scientists, usually sought to join their politi-
cal and professional interests, first, by making use of existing professional asso-
ciations. Usually, members of these associations either found involvement
with popular politics incompatible with the promotion of the professional
interests of scientists, or engaged in small symbolic acts, such as adding ses-
sions on “science and society” to their annual meetings. As a result of the
intransigence of professional associations, scientists initiated what would
become one of the most important outcomes of the antiwar movement: the
formation of science-based organizations that sought to communicate directly
with, and work on behalf of, liberal and radical individuals and citizen politi-
cal groups by providing them with scientific information and expertise. The
most important of these were the Union of Concerned Scientists (1969),
Science for the People (1969), the Center for Science in the Public Interest
(1972), and Computer People for Peace (1969). Other public interest groups
that were formed in part by scientists and in part by lawyers included the
Natural Resources Defense Council and the Environmental Defense Fund.

The most important effect of these organizations was that they changed
rules in science.” From the 1950s through even the late 1960s, publicly pro-
viding scientific information and legitimation critical of industry and the
state was viewed as out of bounds for scientists (see Fox 1985: 298 for a
good example of scientists’ attacks on Rachel Carson for her publication of
Silent Spring). But by the middle of the 1970s, scientists were falling over
themselves to find ways to study subjects of importance to the public, even
narrow segments of the public, not just the state or industry. At least five
new books by scientists analyzed their responsibility to rhe public and made
suggestions about how they could assist the public in winning political bat-
tles with industry and the state.®

The Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) perhaps did more than any
other group to legitimate this form of action. After producing a report about
citizen challenges in the Boston area air pollution hearings in 1970, the de-
mand for its services skyrocketed (Union of Concerned Scientists 1970). In
July 1971, UCS released the first independent safety report on nuclear
power; because it was aimed at a lay audience, it received substantial atten-
tion from the media, including CBS and NBC news organizations (UCS
1984). Over the next ten years, UCS continued to play an important role in
linking citizens with the state, by providing information about power plant
sitings and safety rules and by attacking the Atomic Energy Commission’s
Emergency Core Cooling System (Downey 1988). Its activities also led to
more public awarcness of the dangers associated with nuclear power; for the
first time, major news sources reported on nuclear power issues.
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Over the next ten years, virtually every major professional science organi-
zation {and most minor ones) adopted platforms, committees, or adjunct or-
ganizations that sought to do just what public interest science organizations
were doing: linking scientific research and action with the interests of citizen
groups.’ Physics, biology, and mathematics associations led the way. Recall
that physicists and biologists, and to a lesser extent mathematicians, were
most likely to be involved in antiwar activism and to challenge their own pro-
fessional associations to engage in socially responsible activities. The path-
way through which insticutional change took place, then, was this: sciencist-
activists found professional associations unresponsive to such activities, but
when they founded their own public interest organizations, these same activi-
ties were then adopted by the professional organizations.

If these groups, with their new subjects (problems of concern to citi-
zens, rather than to the state or industry) and a new kind of action (direct
communication with the public), had been the only effect of the antiwar
movement on science, it would have been a significant victory for activists.
But changes made by scientists were also complemented by changes in
the intellectual and academic treatment of science by nonscientists. If the
changes scientists made in science came in the relationship between sci-
ence and other aspects of social life, humanist intellectuals (mainly sociolo-
gists) acted in a paralle] fashion. They were influenced by leftist critiques
of science (including Marcuse), new developments in the philosophy of
science that showed that science was a social and political creation, and
experiences with antiwar and civil rights activism that illuminated subtle
and not-so-subtle ways in which science was linked to projects of domina-
tion. Philosophers and sociologists of science located on just a few cam-
puses formed new intellectual networks and formal organizations devoted
to emphasizing, rather than obfuscating, the social and political determi-
nants of scientific knowledge and action. The main organization was the
Society for the Social Study of Science, founded in 1975 at Cornell Uni-
versity. New degree-granting academic programs under the rubric of “sci-
ence and rechnology studies” were also formed. The first two in the United
States were at MIT and Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in Troy, New
York. While at some universities these programs have acted as boosters for
science, the dominant attitude of most faculty has been critical of science,
rather than wholeheartedly respectful, as earlier generations of scholars
were.'? As with any discipline, the number of journals devoted to this sub-
ject has mushroomed. The dominant one is still Social Studies of Science,
founded in 1971.
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Conclusions: Critiques, Protest, and Change in Science

Antiwar protest affected science because it was already vulnerable. The ability
of protesters to obtain a response from scientists was due to the fact that sci-
entists themselves were also activists and were responsive to critiques of the
politicized nature of science in America. These mediators were able to trans-
late the challenges of protesting groups (which rarely included scientiuts) into
changes in the rules of action for scientists through the formation of new
kinds of socially responsible organizations, whose activities were also adopted
in modified form by major professional associations throughout the 1970s.

Why were these mediators able to make changes? Science was vulnera-
ble ideologically as well as organizationally. The rapid growth of science
meant that there was no single center of power; hence there were multiple
locations of challenge and access for protesters and dissenting scientists. As
a result, efforts at change by mediators took place through challenges to
university-military ties and professional associations, and in some cases
through the refusal of individual scientists to accept military funding. Rapid
growth also meant that there were many newcomers to the field whose inter-
ests were not the same as those scientists who had made their careers from
the 1940s through the carly 1960s, when the cold war was arguably at its
height.

Liberal scientists, mainly younger physicists and biologists who worked
on college campuses, and Jews of all ages on those campuses sought ways in
which they could reconcile commitments to science and to their political be-
liefs. Why were these groups’ interests so different from both those of their
predecessors and those of their more hawkish and conservative peers? On
the one hand, the sheer numbers of people engaged in science made it more
likely that there would be differences of opinion. But, on the other hand, it
is also the case that new groups of people—émigré scientists, especially Jews
and younger scientists—had political experiences that made them suspicious
of strong military-science ties. Rebuffed by professional associations, with
their largely conservative leaders, these scientists began their own organiza-
tions. Their activities were eventually adopted, first in a modified form by
the very organizations that had initially ignored their requests, and later, by
1975, by most major and minor professional science organizations.

At the same time, academics who were also participants in the antiwar
movement and were engaged in studying the sociology and philosophy of
science came to similar sorts of conclusions: that science was deeply en-
trenched in war making and domination. Like academic activist-scientists,
these intellectuals sought to explicate this relationship through ethnographic,
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historical, and philosophical analyses of science, collectively called the social
studies of science.

[ will conclude by identifying a few of the ways in which the form and
causes of changes in nonstate institutions are similar to and different from
those of changes in the state. They are similar in thart for activists to acquire
their goals, the timing must be favorable. In protest targeted against the
state, this means that activists must have allies—usually elected or appointed
officials—or they must be able to offer something in return for support of
their goals (monies or vores, usually). Similarly, without an incentive to
change, groups within an institution are unlikely to do so. The second point
of similarity is that, in both cases, those who do not hold positions of power
(within the state or an institution) usually need ro use extraordinary means
to acquire a hearing, and even more so to force change. These points of com-
parison are not particular to social movements or to politics—they are more
general comments on most power relations.

The similarities between state-targeted and institution-targeted protest
are overshadowed in significant ways by the differences between them. Most
importantly, challenges to institutions are more difficult for activists, be-
cause it is not clear where power is centered in an institution. Alchough
some institutions are more centralized than others (medicine more so than
art, for example), their fluidity and diversity make changes more difficult to
promote (as well as to observe). Second, elected officials have considerable
power in the state, although they obviously also share it with bureaucrats.
This means that activists can withhold votes from elected officials and use
standardized procedures in conjunction with direct and disruptive action to
acquire their goals. Not so with insticutions. Although professionals within
insticutions usually hold the most power, and although they have prestige
and informal power in part because they claim to serve clients, not just their
own self-interest, in reality there are few ways in which clients can routinely
affect the behavior of professionals. In the long run, this means that groups
challenging institutional behavior, membership, and subjects cannot use the
usual ctrack rhat most American movements have used in challenging stares:
direct legal and electoral action combined with innovative and disruptive
action. Using a different tack—innovative and disruptive action, and the use
of allies who can acr as mediators to translate goals and to pressure institu-
tional leaders—is more likely to lead to collective benefits for challengers.
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and Marie Segares.

1. In comparing the relative vulnerability of institutions within the same state dur-
ing a specified period of time, emphasis is likely to be placed on differences between in-
stitutions. Yet a cross-national comparison of several institutions (say, medicine and art
in France and Japan) will likely focus the researcher’s attention on the similarities among
institutions within a given country. Thus, to what a given institution is compared will
affect a researcher’s judgment about the relative vulnerability of an institution over time.

2. However, diffusion and autonomy as elements of vulnerability are inversely re-
lated co the ability of a challenge to make dramatic changes across an institution. To the
extent that institutions are diffuse, changes are likely to take place only in small segments
and locations, not across all aspects or “from the top down.”

3. Professionals are those occupational groups which monopolize the access to and
the creation of a body of knowledge and which have some sort of code of ethics that they
claim to adhere to in order to gain the confidence of the public or clients, a system of
licensing, peer control (only specialists can judge one another’s work); and professional
associations that uphold these relationships and activities.

4. The importance of “middle-persons” for the spread of ideas, members, and tac-
tics and for coalition building across movements is examined in Meyer and Whittier's
article on social movement spillover (1994).

5. These numbers actually underestimate the numbers of organizations founded,
because they include only those organizations which were still in existence in 1992.

6. Pennsylvania State, SUNY—-Buffalo, Kent State, Georgetown (Heineman 1993:
196, 214-17, 228), Columbia (Avorn 1969), MIT, Stanford (Leslie 1993: chapter 4),
Berkeley, Chicago (Lytde 1988), Wisconsin (Bates 1992), and Northwestern (Porter 1973).

7. Except in some particular cases (the American Physical Society, for example),
there was little change in the kind of scientists engaged in particular scientific activities as
a result of the antiwar movement. This, simply put, was because antiwar protesters typi-
cally did not level charges related to the social characteristics of scientists.

8. The most widely read book of this sort was Advice and Dissent: Scientists in the
Political Arena, by Joel Primack and Frank von Hippel (1974). Others include Science for
Society (proceedings from the National Conference on Goals, Policies, and Programs of
Federal, State, and Local Science Agencies), edited by John E. Mock (1970); The Social
Responsibility of the Scientist, edited by Martin Brown (1971); and The Social Respon-
stbility of Scientists (Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, vol. 196, art. 4), edited
by Philip Siekevitz (1972).

9. These groups, in order of their founding, were the American Physical Society
(1969), the American Society for Microbiology (1969), and the American Association
for the Advancement of Science (1970).

10. Sal Restivo, 1995-96 president of the Society for the Social Study of Science,

made this observation in a conversation with me on October 15, 1995,
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The Biographical Impact of Activism

Doug McAdam

It has been common in recent years for movement scholars to lament the
lack of systematic research on the impact or consequences of social move-
ments (see McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1988: 727). But, as Marco
Giugni’s introduction to this volume makes clear, there has actually been a
great deal of scholarship on the general topic of movement outcomes. When
one surveys this work, however, one is struck by the unevenness in the cov-
erage of various kinds of impacts. Some kinds of consequences have been
accorded a great deal of attention, while others have received short shrift. To
oversimplify a bit, the bulk of work on movement outcomes has been fo-
cused on the political institutional impacts that have followed from move-
ment activity. Much less attention has been paid to the wide range of un-
intended social or cultural consequences that could plausibly be linked to
social movements. Within this lacter category I would include those bio-
graphical or life-course consequences that have been empirically tied to
movement activity.

In this chapter I want to distinguish between two very different kinds of
demographic effects of social movement activity. The first concerns the bio-
graphical consequences that appear to follow from sustained individual
activism. The second, and potentially more consequential, effect centers on
the role of movements as sources of aggregate-level change in life-course pat-
terns. In the next section, I will review the various follow-up studies on
1960s activists that attest to the biographical impact of movement participa-
tion. The balance of the chapter will then be given over to a report of recent
research by some colleagues and me thac appears to support the contention
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that a good many of the demographic changes we associate wich the “baby
boomers” may, in part, betray the influence of the political and culcural
movements of the 1960s.

The Biographical Consequences of Individual Activism

Before turning to the few systematic follow-up scudies of former activists
that have been completed to date, permit me a word or two—some of it of
an editorial nature—about the popular media’s interest in the topic. The
relatively meager scholarly output on the topic contrasts sharply wich the
volume of popular media attention in the United States devoted to the ques-
tion, where are the 1960s radicals today? Based on countless newspaper and
magazine articles and television news shows, many in the general public feel
certain they “know” what happened ro the 1960s activists. And in know-
ing what happened to the 1960s activists, they presume to know something
more general about the consequences of movement participation. What
they “know” can be gleaned from popular media portraits of the contempo-
rary lives of former activists.

What emerges from these stories is the image of the former “’60s radi-
cal” as opportunistic yuppie. The contemporary lives of former activist
“stars” such as Jerry Rubin and the late Eldridge Cleaver are routinely of-
fered as evidence to support this generic story line. Rubin’s reincarnation as a
Reagan-era stockbroker and Cleaver’s conservative, born-again views on life
in contemporary America provide good copy and serve as reassuring evi-
dence of a kind of moral and political maturation claimed to be typical of
many 1960s “radicals.” So often have stories on these two appeared in the
popular press that their lives now serve as a general account of the contem-
porary biographies of yesterday’s activists. Thus, the collapse of the New Left
in the early 1970s allegedly setr in motion a period of wholesale generational
sellout that found the lion’s share of former radicals embracing the politics
and lifestyles of the Me Decade.

Given that Rubin and Cleaver are virtually the only former activists to
receive widespread media attention, why do these images of generacional sell-
out persist? The answer may lie in the larger depoliticizing function of the
story line. If most of the 1960s radicals grew up to become yuppies, then their
carlier radicalism can be largely written off as a product of youthful immacu-
rity and faddishness. By having grown up to espouse mainstream values and
hold conventional jobs, figures like Rubin and Cleaver reassure the public
that it need not take their earlier radical politics seriously. From this perspec-

and, by

tive, the long-term biographical consequences of 1960s activism

extension, movement participation more generally~—appear to be minimal.
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Despite the popular appeal of the dominant media account, there are
several reasons for doubting its generalizability. First, after Rubin and Cleaver,
it is hard to identify many other prominent 1960s activists who fit the story
line. Second, the account rests on a dubious assertion of continuity linking
the shifting patterns of cultural and political allegiance characteristic of the
baby boom generation. Probably no more than 2 to 4 percent of the genera-
tion took an active part in any of the movements of the mid to late 1960s. It
therefore seems likely that today’s yuppies are drawn not from the activist
segment of the generation but from the other 96 to 98 percent of their baby
boom cohorts. Third, and most relevant to this review, the popular media
account is woefully out of sync with the few systematic follow-up studics
that have been conducted on 1960s activists.

Though far less extensive than the literature on movement recruitment,
there does exist a small body of follow-up studies of former activists that
have sought to assess the biographical impact of movement participation.
These studies are remarkable for the consistently contradictory portrait they
draw of the former activists relative to the media account I have described.
Before sketching this scholarly portrait, let me first briefly describe the major
studies that constitute the scholarly literature referenced here.

The first major study to examine the impact of movement participation
was one conducted by Jay Demerath, Gerald Marwell, and Michael Aiken.
In 1965, these researchers conducted “before and after” surveys with 223
volunteers who took part in that summer’s SCOPE project, a voter registra-
tion effort sponsored by Martin Luther King’s Southern Christian Leader-
ship Conference. Four years later, the rescarchers supplemented this initial
wave of data collection with follow-up interviews with 40 of the SCOPE
volunteers. The results of these various efforts were summarized in 1971 by
Demerath, Marwell, and Aiken in their book The Dynamics of Idealism.
Then, in 1984, the same researchers returned to the field to assess the longer-
term impact of participation in the SCOPE project. This time they surveyed
145 of the project participants and published their results in a Public Opinion
Quarterly article in 1987 (Marwell, Aiken, and Demerath 1987).

Next off the mark was James Fendrich, whose own participation in civil
rights activity in Tallahassee, Florida, granted him unique access to his sub-
jects. To date, no one has published more on the topic of biographical conse-
quences than Fendrich. For much of this published work, Fendrich relied on
data collected in 1971 from 28 white and 72 black civil rights activists. In
certain of these articles, Fendrich focuses only on the data from the white
activists (Fendrich 1974; Fendrich and Tarleau 1973). In others, he uses the
dara on white and black activists comparatively (Fendrich 1977). Like
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Demerath, Marwell, and Aiken, Fendrich also revisited his subjects at a
much later date to gauge the longer-term impact of their experiences. In
1986, Fendrich resurveyed 85 of his subjects. These new data served as the
empirical cornerstone of an important article in 1988 (Fendrich and Lovoy
1988) as well as Fendrich’s book Ideal Citizens (1993), summarizing the
overall thrust of his nearly twenty years of research and reflection on the
question of the biographical impact of individual activism.

The next major entry into this line of research came from two political
scientists, Kent Jennings and Richard Niemi, who, in 1973, used survey
data on 216 former activists to look at the question of biographical conse-
quences (Jennings and Niemi 1981). Besides the large sample size, the
Jennings and Niemi study was unique in two other respects. First, their sub-
jects varied widely in the extent of their movement involvements. Second,
these involvements spanned a much longer time frame (1964-1972) than
was true in any of the other studies.

Next came a study in 1977 of 30 activists involved in the 1967 People’s
Park demonstrations in Berkeley, California. Conducted by Alberta Nassi
and Stephen Abramowitz, the study used survey techniques to assess the
lasting impact of the earlier demonstrations on the subjects’ lives. The results
of this study were reported in two articles, published in 1979 (Nassi and
Abramowirz 1979) and 1981 (Abramowitz and Nassi 1981).

Jack Whalen and Richard Flacks weighed in in the early 1980s with
their own focused follow-up study of 11 student radicals arrested in Santa
Barbara, California, in connection with the burning of a Bank of America
branch near the University of California—Santa Barbara campus. Eschewing
survey techniques, Whalen and Flacks used hours of interviews to fashion
rich profiles of their subjects. These profiles formed the core of their book
Beyond the Barricades (1989), as well as two earlier articles (Whalen and
Flacks 1980, 1984).

Finally, my own follow-up study of those who applied to take part in
the 1964 Mississippi Freedom Summer project bears mention in this review.
Conducted between 1982 and 1985, the study relied on surveys, depth
interviews, and an analysis of original project applications to compare the
experiences of 212 volunteers and 118 no-shows in the years following the
Freedom Summer project. The principal findings from the follow-up por-
tion of the study were reported in the book Freedom Summer (1988), as well
as in an article that appeared a year later in the American Sociological Review
(1989).

These various studies are not without their methodological shortcomings.
The first problem concerns the timing of the research. Several of the studies
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(Demerath, Marwell, and Aiken 1971; Fendrich 1974, 1977; Fendrich and
Tarleau 1973; Jennings and Niemi 1981) were conducted at the peak of the
1960s “protest cycle,” making it hard to know how much of the political con-
tinuity evident in the lives of the subjects was a product of their earlier activi-
ties and how much was a function of the turbulent times.

A second issue concerns the small number of subjects involved in many
of these studies. Only the research by Jennings and Niemi; Marwell, Aiken,
and Demerath; and McAdam consistently involved more than 40 subjects.
Third, most of the studies drew subjects from only a narrow geographic
area, sometimes a single city (cf. Whalen and Flacks). This makes it difficulc
to generalize the results of the studies.

Another weakness of these studies is their failure to make use of non-
activist control groups. Without such groups, one cannot establish a behav-
ioral or attitudinal baseline against which to judge the effects of activism.
Four of the aforementioned eight studies failed to employ a control group.
Finally, with only three exceptions (Demerath, Marwell, and Aiken; Marwell,
Aiken, and Demerath; and McAdam), the studies also lack “before and
after” data on the activists. The usual procedure has been to gather contem-
porary information on former activists and then to infer the effects of par-
ticipation from the data collected. But without prior information on the
subject, it is hard to determine the extent and significance that changes in
participation may have brought about.

These methodological shortcomings would be a good bit more worri-
some were it not for the remarkable consistency in the findings reported in
the various publications I have noted. Taken together, these studies suggest
a powerful and enduring effect of participation on the later lives of the
activists. Unlike Rubin and Cleaver, the subjects in these studies display
a marked consistency in their values and politics over the course of their bi-
ographies. Specifically, the former activists

* had continued to espouse leftist political attitudes
(Demerath, Marwell, and Aiken 1971: 184; Fendrich and
Tarleau 1973: 250; Marwell, Aiken, and Demerath 1987;
McAdam 1989: 752; Whalen and Flacks 1980: 222);

* had remained active in contemporary movements ot

other forms of political activity (Fendrich and Lovoy
1988; Jennings and Niemi 1981; McAdam 1989: 752);

* had been concentrated in reaching or other “helping”

professions (Fendrich 1974: 116; McAdam 1989: 756);
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* had divorced or remained single in far greater numbers

than their age peers (McAdam 1988, 1989).

It would be hard to imagine a set of findings that would contradict the
popular image of the 1960s activist more than the one presented here.
Unlike the figures profiled in the popular press, the subjects in these sys-
rematic studies have evidenced a remarkable continuity in their lives over
the past ten to thirty years. They have continued not only to voice the po-
litical values they espoused during the 1960s but to act on those values as
well. Many of them have remained active in movement politics. Moreover,
in a variety of ways they appear to have remained faithful to that New Left
imperative to treat the personal as political. Indeed, both their work and
their marital histories appear to have been shaped to a remarkable degree
by their previous activist involvements. All of this underscores the central
point of this survey: that intense and sustained activism should be added
to that fairly select list of behavioral experiences (e.g., college attendance,
parenthood, military service) that have the potential to transform a per-
son’s biography.

The Broader Life-Course Impact of Movement Activity

While the follow-up studies reviewed above have produced consistent find-
ings attesting to the long-term impact of individual activism, it is reasonable
to question the general significance of these findings. That is, given the high-
ly select nature of the subjects in these studies, one could reasonably argue
that, while the findings are interesting, they have few, if any, implications for
the general population and the aggregate patterning of life-course events. In
the remainder of the chapter I want to take up these issues. Specifically, I
want to report on recent research in which some colleagues and I are cur-
rently involved that would seem to attest to the broader life-course signifi-
cance of movement activity.

The central goal of the recent research is to assess the relationship be-
tween people’s “political experiences and orientations” during the 1960s and
1970s and their subsequent life-course choices. The period in question was
marked not only by widespread political and cultural turbulence bur also by
growing deviation from a good many of the normative conventions that had
previously structured the life-course. The question is, to what extent were
these two trends linked? Are nontraditional political experiences and orien-
tations during these years linked to later deviations from the normative life-
course {e.g., nonmarital cohabitation, childlessness among married couples,
off-time birth of first child)?
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The Sample

To get at this question, we conducted a randomized national survey of U.S.
residents born between 1943 and 1964. Subjects were obtained through a
multistage phone screening process. Working from a random national sam-
ple of phone numbers, interviewers first determined whether the number
was, in fact, an operational residential number. If so, the interviewer then
determined whether cthe person she or he was talking to (or anyone else re-
siding at that number) fell within the specified range of birth years. If more
than one resident was eligible to take part in the study, the interviewer se-
lected, by methods worked out in advance, a single subject to take part in
the study. Having idencified the subject and obtained his or her consent to
take part in the scudy, the incerviewer then asked for an address to which we
might send the questionnaire. In all, 2,253 subjects were identified in this
manner. All were mailed questionnaires within a week of the initial phone
contact. Follow-up cards and an additional survey were sent to all subjects
who failed to respond within three weeks of our initial mailing. Completed
surveys obtained from 1,187 subjects were distributed fairly evenly across
the twenty-two cohorts.

By usual social-science standards, receiving responses from 33% of thosc
to whom questionnaires were mailed is marginally acceptable. However, given
the special difficulties we faced in identifying age-eligible subjects, the time
demands we placed on our respondents—the questionnaire required 45-60
minutes to complete—and the sensitive nacure of many of the survey items,
we were quite pleased by the overall response rate achieved. Still, a 53% re-
sponse rate invariably raises questions concerning the sample’s representative-
ness. As a gauge, I compare the distributions of several sample characteristics
to those found in other escablished samples or censuses. The first characteristic
considered is age, given its centrality to the focus of this research. Comparing
the single-year distribution of respondent age in the sample to chat in the
1990 U.S. census produces an index of dissimilarity of 7.77%. This implies
that fewer than 8% of the cases in the sample would need to be shifted to an-
other category in order to make the two distributions exactly equivalent. This
number is not exceptionally small, but neither is it so large as to cause con-
cern. The sample does not fare as well on other demographic characteristics.
For example, 59.8% of the sample is female, while the census shows that only
51.3% of the U.S. population is female. The sample is 92.3% white, whereas
the U.S. population is 80.3% white. In terms of education, 97.3% of the
sample completed high school and 43.2% graduared college, compared to fig-
ures of around 80% and 22% respectively in the population.
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Given these percentage differences, we will need to exercise caution in
generalizing our findings, but, on balance, we are not overly troubled by the
numbers reported here. While undesirable, discrepancies between sample and
population are especially problematic only if they can be shown to have biased
systematically the characteristics of the sample that are of primary interest to
the researchers. In our case, we are especially interested in the shifting political
orientations and behaviors of our subjects. Interestingly, the discrepancies we
noted would not seem to have undermined the representativeness of our sub-
jects on these latter two dimensions. Consider political orientation. At the
time of the survey, 26.0% of the sample claimed to be “liberal” to some degtee,
32.8% “moderate,” and 41.2% “conservative.” By comparison, the 1991
General Social Survey (GSS) estimates the population tw be 27.8% liberal,
40.0% moderate, and 32.1% conservative. A more detailed set of response
categories were available on the GSS than on our questionnaire, although both
have been collapsed for this comparison. Depending upon the approach to
disaggregating categories, the two samples can be made to look quite similar or
slightly dissimilar. Given the difficulty in comparison, however, this result
could be overstated. A related indicator that is easier to validate and perhaps
more reliable because of its behavioral basis is voting behavior. When asked for
whom they voted in the 1992 presidential election, 40.4% of our sample
claimed to have voted for Clinton, 38.4% for Bush, and 21.2% for other can-
didates (including Perot). According to the National Election Survey, the com-
parable figures are, respectively, 43.0%, 37.4%, and 19.6% for the population.

In summary, the sample appears to lack somewhart in its demographic
representation of the U.S. population, especially with respect to race/ethnicity
and education. However, this does not appear to translate into a dramatic
political difference between the sample and the population as a whole. More
importantly, the purpose of obtaining this sample was not to estimate per-
centage distributions in the population but rather to examine the relation-
shipsamong various demographic and social or political characteristics. Even
where basic demographic distributions differ from those in the population,
there is no reason to believe that the relationships thar are the focus of this
rescarch will be affected. The results of 1992 polls measuring voting behav-
ior provide indirect support for this belief. In short, we are confident in
using our sample to examine the relationship between life-course factors and
political orientations among recent U.S. cohorts.

Key Variables
Data generated from the questionnaire include detailed life-course histories

as well as various measures of our subjects’ “political experiences and orienta-
) p
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tions” during their formative adolescent and young adult years. In creating
measures of these political experiences and orientations, we relied exclusively
on retrospective behavioral rather than attitudinal or self-characterization
items, because there is good reason to suspect that the bias inherent in the
former kind of item is lower than in the latter. Retrospective claims about
what kind of person someone was carlier in her or his life are inherently
problematic, because they are not only ambiguous but also subject to con-
tinual reevaluation and change. In contrast, the likelihood that someone will
deny or forget engaging in a general class of behavior is considerably smaller.
With this in mind, we asked respondents whether they had ever participated
in “political demonstrations” in connection with any of the following:

* civil rights
* opposition to the war in Vietnam

* the women’s movement

A positive response to any of these behavioral items was coded as a “yes” on
our dichotomous New Left variable.

In order to assess the predictive power of this variable in relation to the
life-course choices of our subjects, we designated certain life-course out-
comes as “deviations” from previously “normative” patterns. These deviations
include the following items:

* NOKIDS—subject has no children (biological or adopted)
* COHABIT—subject lived with a sexual partner before

marrying for the first time

* NEVERWED—subject has never been married

These variables were treated as dichotomous, and their relationship to our
measure of New Left activity was assessed by means of logistic regression.

In addition, we used proportional hazard models to study the link be-
tween New Left activity and two other continuous time variables. These
were the subjects’ age at marriage and their age at the birth of first child.
Here, too, we were interested in assessing the degree to which those of our
subjects who had engaged in any New Left activity had deviated from the
age-specific life-course norms associated with these events.! T will present
these various analyses in the next section. The two questions we hope to an-
swer concerning our dependent variables are to what extent are variations
in these life-course “deviations” linked to prior participation in “New Left
politics,” and what factors mediate their diffusion over time? I take up the
question of movement links first.
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Results

To assess the relationship of our key independent variable to the various life-
course deviations noted in the previous section, I make use of three types of
analysis: simple bivariate comparison, logistic regression, and hazard rate
analysis. I begin with a series of t-tests to assess the significance of the per-
centage differences berween those subjects who did and those who did not
engage in New Left activities in terms of each of our three dichotomous de-
pendent variables. Table 1 reports the results of these tests.

Table 1. Percentage Differences between Those Who Did and Those
Who Did Not Engage in New Left Activities, by Dependent Variable

Yes No
(N=192) (N=897)

Cohabited before marriage

(COHABIT) 48% 32%*
Never married

(NEVERWED) 189% 13%™
Has not had children

(NOKIDS) 35% 23%*
Mean age at marriage 23.41 21.98**
Mean age at birth of first child 26.89 24.26**

p<.05  p< 0l *p< 001

In all cases, participation in New Left activities was associated with sig-
nificant differences in the frequency of life-course deviations. 1 also used
t-tests to see whether the mean age at first marriage and the birth of first
child was significantly different for our New Left and non—New Left sub-
jects. In both cases, the differences in mean age were significant at the .001
level. For those New Left subjects who had married by the time of the sur-
vey, the mean age at which they had first done so was 22.9, as compared to
21.2 for non—-New Left subjects. At the birth of first child, the age compari-
son was 26.6 for those who had raken part in any New Left activities and
24.3 for those who had not.

As suggestive as these resules are, they are limited in two very important
ways. First, | have looked only at the bivariate relationships between our key
dependent and independent variables. It remains to be seen what effect
other relevant independent variables will exert on the relationship between

New Left activity and the various life-course alternatives under study here.
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Second, 1o this point, 1 have failed to examine the time order of our two
classes of variables. That is, all I have shown is that there is a strong associa-
tion between our key independent and dependent variables. But our argu-
ment posits a specific time order to this relationship. We hypothesize that it
was prior New Left activities that encouraged our subjects to deviate from
various life-course conventions. To redress this latter deficiency, I will here-
after recode the New Left variable to include only those instances of activism
which precede the life-course outcome in question. To transcend the limits
of bivariate analysis, I turn first to the technique of logistic regression. The
technique of logistic regression allows me to test for the simultancous effects
of various independent variables on our dependent variables. The results of
this analysis are reported in table 2.

As one can see from the table, the inclusion of other variables does little
to erode the strength of the association between the various life-course devia-
tions and our key independent variable. In all cases New Left activities exert
a significant positive effect on the likelihood of life-course deviation. These

Table 2. Estimates of Effects of Selected Independent Variables
on Deviations from Traditional Life-Course

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Independent Variable (COHABIT) (NEVERWED) (NOKIDS)
Prior New Left activity 0.882%** 1.336™** 0.626**
(0.225) (0.290) (0.220)
Gender (1= male) 0.245 0.620** 0.445**
(0.154) (0.209) (0.162)
Parencts’ class (“lower” category omitted)
Upper (1=upper) 0.070 -0.132 0.219
(0.228) (0.291) (0.230)
Middle (1= middle) 0.092 -0.376 -0.048
(0.167) (0.236) (0.181)
Year of birth 0.100** 0.118* 0.103***
(0.013) (0.020) (0.014)
Race (1= Caucasian) -0.228 -0.625 -0.484
(0.357) (0.451) (0.366)
Atained college degree -0.221 0.343 0.696***
(0.163) (0.218) (0.168)
-2 log likelihood 1021.940 597.540 944.725
Degrees of freedom 7 7 7

<05 Tp< Ol *Tp< 001
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resules hold despite our inclusion of the variable “year of birth,” designed o
assess the effect of cohort sequence on life-course outcomes. Predictably,
given what we know about the increasing-over-time incidence of all of our
dependent variables, birth year is highly predictive of all of three outcomes
shown in table 2. Yet, net of these predictably strong cohort effects, the posi-
tive associations between New Left politics and our dependent variables re-
main undiminished.

Before | move on to an analysis of our continuous time variables, let me
say a word or two about the findings presented in table 2. Suffice it to say that,
net of the impact of New Left activity, the results arc entirely consistent with
past research. Given the normatively older age at which men typically marry
and have children, the positive relationship between gender and NOKIDS
and NEVERWED makes sense. The posttive relationship probably has more
to do with the fact that our male subjects still “have more time” to enter into
these life-course statuses than it does about men being ultimately less likely
than women either to marry or to have children. The strong positive associa-
tion between college degree and NOKIDS should probably be interpreted in
the same way. That is, actending college for at least four years has no doubt
had the effect of delaying the entrance into parenthood for some number of
our subjects—especially our younger subjects. In fact, we were surprised to
find no significant effect of college degree on NEVERWED, though the rela-
tionship is positive and borders on being significant ac the .10 level.

The results reported in table 2 strengthen the case for movement partici-
pation as a force shaping individual life-course choices. But to take full ad-
vantage of the retrospective time-series data, I employ event history models
to see whether involvement in prior New Left acrivities is linked not simply
to deviance from the normative life-course but to the timing of movement
through the life-course.

Table 3 reports the results of a single event history model applied to
each of the aforementioned life-course ourcomes.? The results merely ampli-
fy the central conclusion to emerge from the logistic regression. Prior in-
volvement in New Left politics exerts a powerful influence noc only over the
structure of various life-course staruses bur also over the timing of these life-
course events. Indeed, the predictive power of prior New Left activity as
regards our two “timing” variables is on a par with the well-established
demographic influences reported in table 3, even taking these influences
into account in our model. Again we see the powerful effect of birth year
and gender on the timing of both marriage and parenthood.

These results are especially impressive in light of the consistent strong
cffect of college education on the dependent variables. Consistent with much
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Table 3. Estimates of Effects of Selected Independent Variables
on Timing of Two Life-Course Outcomes

Model 1 Model 2
(Age at (Age at
Independent Variable* Marriage) First Birth)
Prior New Left activity -0.662*** -0.666***
(0.133) (0.013)
Gender (1= male) -0.426*** -0.309***
(0.074) (0.074)
Parents’ class (“lower” category omitted)
Upper (1=upper) -0.163 -0.293*
0.111) (0.113)
Middle (1= middle) -0.032 -0.098
(0.079) (0.078)
Year of birth -0.033"* -0.037"**
(0.006) (0.006)
Race (1= Caucasian) 0.312 0.234
(0.201) (0.194)
Actained college degree -0.382*** -0.552***
(0.078) (0.078)
-2 log likelihood 9558.453 9846.614
Degrees of freedom 7 7

<05 *p<. 0l *p<.001

previous research (e.g., Rindfuss, Bumpass, and St. John 1980; Rindfuss and
St. John 1983; Bloom and Trussell 1984; Marini 1984b), commitment to
higher education typically delays marriage and the onset of parenthood. But
this strong association between college graduation and the delay of marriage
and parenthood does nothing to erode the predictive power of prior New
Left activism. Net of college attendance, involvement in New Left politics
has the effect of increasing the age ac which subjects first married and had
children. This is significant insofar as one might have presumed that the
strong positive association between New Left politics and these two life-
course outcomes was a spurious by-product of college attendance. We our-
selves wondered whether, among our New Left activists, the delay in the
onset of these two life-course events was largely a function of the activists’
propensity to attend and graduate from college. These results provide a power-
ful refutation of this interpretation. During the period in question, New
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Left activism appears to have exerted a powerful and consistent effecc on the
timing, as well as the content, of subsequent life-course events.

However, before we wholeheartedly embrace the findings reported in
tables 2 and 3, let us consider one other possibility: that the relationships be-
tween prior New Left activity and our various life-course measures are spuri-
ous; and that both owe to some underlying disposition to nonconformity
that masks the nature of the true causal dynamics involved in the unfolding
of life-course events. In raising this possibility, 1 should say ar the outset that
better than a quarter of a century of careful empirical research on the link
between individual-level personality or dispositional factors and movement
participation has generally confirmed the predictive poverty of such ap-
proaches (McPhail 1971; Gurney and Tierney 1982; Wicker 1969). Accord-
ingly, in recent years, theories of movement participation have moved away
from such “personalogical” accounts of activism to stress instead the pro-
spective recruits’ prior structural relationship to the movement (R. Gould
1991, 1995; Klandermans and Oegema 1987; Marwell, Oliver, and Prahl
1988; McAdam and Paulsen 1993). But if such approaches have generated
lictle empirical support and have minimal theoretical resonance in the con-
temporary study of social movements, they nonetheless have been a power-
ful staple of life-course research. It is therefore incumbent on me to use what
data I have to speak to the issue of spuriousness.

I do so rerunning the analyses reported in tables 2 and 3, this rime
adding five variables designed to measure crudely our subjects” prior general-
ized disposition to nonconformiry. The five variables are as follows:

* liberal/left mother—subject identified his or her mother’s
political orientation as liberal or left during subject’s high
school years;

» liberal/left father—same as above, bur in regard 1o sub-
ject’s facher;

* prior use of marijuana—subject reported use of marijua-
na prior to either New Left activity or entrance into any
of our life-course events;

* carly sexual activity—subject reported “carly” sexual
activity (operationalized for males as having intercourse
before age sixteen and, for females, before age seventeen);

* life different—subject was asked whether, at age eighteen,
he or she had hoped that each of four different aspects of

life—work, education, marriage, and family—"would be
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different” from that of his or her same-sex parent. Taken
together, these four “life different” items constitute a scale
with values ranging from 0 to 4.

The results of the new models incorporating these five “dispositional”
variables are reported in tables 4 and 5. Table 4 reports the results of new
logistic regression models predicting the three “deviant” life-course statuses,
while rable 5 shows coefficients for hazard models predicting the timing of
first marriage and parenthood for our subjects.

The results of these new analyses do lictle to undermine our confidence
in the relationships reported in tables 2 and 3. In all five of the models, prior
New Left activity remains highly predictive of the dependent variable.
Moreover, in only one of the five cases does the introduction of the disposi-
tional variables significantly weaken the relationship between our key in-
dependent variable and the relevant life-course measure. The lone exception
is NOKIDS, where the test for “spuriousness” reduces the significance level
of the New Left-life-course relationship from .001 to .05.

The stability of the hypothesized relationships takes on added signifi-
cance when we reflect on the significant independent effects that some of
our dispositional measures have on the life-course variables. To me, the most
interesting of these effects centers on the consistently strong demonstrated
assoclation berween liberal/left mother and four of our five life-course vari-
ables. Apparently, being raised during these years by mothers with liberal/
left political views tended to exert a powerful influence over our subjects
subsequent life-course trajectories.

Relative to the impact of liberal/left mother, the rest of the dispositional
measures were not consistently predictive of the life-course variables. Having
a liberal/left facher exerted only a weak and generally conforming effect on
our subject’s life-course choices. Our two behavioral measures of generalized
nonconformity—prior use of marijuana and early sex—were generally unre-
lated to our life-course variables. The one notable exception was cohabita-
tion, to which both of these behavioral measures were highly related. The
same was true for the “life different” variable. Only in regard to cohabitation
was a strong, desire to see onc’s life as different from the same-sex parent re-
lated to a “deviant” life-course status.

Whatever the interesting relationships the new models turned up involv-
ing the dispositional and life-course measures, the botrom line is that none of
these relationships serve to weaken seriously the gencral impact of New Left ac-
uvity on the structure and timing of life-course processes. There is no evidence
in the data to suggest that these latter relationships are in any way spurious.



Table 4. Estimates of Effects of Two Sets of Independent Variables on Deviations from Traditional Life-Course

Model 1.1 Model 1.2 Model 2.1 Model 2.2 Model 3.1 Model 3.2

Independent Variable (COHABIT) (COHABIT) (NEVERWED) (NEVERWED) (NOKIDS) (NOKIDS)
Prior New Left activity 0.880*** 0.824*** 1.334*"* 1.354*** 0.626*** 0.546"
(0.204) (0.2106) (0.290) (0.297) (0.220) (0.227)
Gender (1 = male) 0.262 0.233 0.620** 0.611* 0.445** 0.478**
(0.139) (0.148) (0.209) (0.217) (0.162) (0.168)
Parents’ class (“lower” category omitted)
Upper (1= upper) 0.230 0.449* 0.132 0.012 0.219 0.343
(0.203) (0.220) (0.291) (0.302) (0.230) (0.239)
Middle (1 = middle) 0.164 0.372* -0.376 -0.366 -0.048 -0.004
(0.152) (0.165) (0.236) (0.244) (0.181) (0.188)
Year of birth 0.086*** 0.074** 0.118*** 0.119*** 0.103"** 0.109**~
(0.013) (0.013) (0.020) (0.021) (0.014) (0.015)
Race (1 = Caucasian) -0.163 -0.181 -0.625 -0.659 -0.484 -0.415
(0.332) (0.353) (0.451) (0.459) (0.366) (0.375)
Attained college degree -0.223 -0.129 0.343 0.354 0.696™** 0.643***

0.147) (0.158) (0.218) (0.227) (0.168) (0.174)



Table 4. Continved

Model 1.2 Model 2.1 Model 2.2 Model 3.1 Model 3.2
Independenf Variable {COHABIT) (NEVERWED) (NEVERWED) {NOKIDS) {NOKIDS)
Liberal mother 0.228 — 0.828* — 0.867***
(0.253) (0.327) (0.260)
Liberal father 0.352 — -0.116 — -0.688"
(0.289) (0.428) (0.354)
Smoked marijuana 1.058*** — 0.020 — -0.014
(0.153) (0.224) (0.174)
Had sex at a young age 0.304* — -0.323 — -0.310
(0.198) (0.278) (0.216)
Desired own life (o be 0.184*** — -0.005 — 0.074
different from parents’ (0.043) (0.062) (0.049)
arage 18
-2 log likelihood 1162.437 597.540 620.601 944.725 960.588
Degrees of freedom 12 7 12 7 12

p<.10 *p<.05
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Table 5. Estimates of Effects of Two Sets of Independent Variables
on Timing of Two Life-Course Outcomes

Model 1.1 Model 1.2 Model 2.1 Model 2.2
(Age at (Age at (Age at (Age at

Independent Variable Marriage] Marriage)  First Birth)  First Birth)

Prior New Left activity -0.662***  -0.648**"  -0.666™  -0.5727
(0.133) (0.136) (0.113) (0.129)

Gender (1 = male) 0426 -0.454**  -0.309"**  -0.374*

(0.074) (0.076) (0.074) (0.077)

Parents’ class
« » .
(“lower” category omitted)

Upper (1 = upper) -0.163 -0.190 -0.293 -0.344**
(0.111) (0.115) (0.113) (0.117)
Middle (1 = middle) -0.032 0.036 -0.098 -0.101
(0.079) (0.082) (0.078) (0.081)
Year of birth -0.033***  -0.037***  -0.037**  -0.042**"
(0.006) (0.0006) (0.006) (0.0006)
Race (1 = Caucasian) 0.312 0.293 0.234 0.252
(0.201) (0.202) (0.194) (0.195)
Atrained college degree -0.382"*  -0.346™** -0.5527%* -0.4937**
(0.078) (0.080) (0.078) (0.080)
Liberal mother — -0.3697 — -0.482**
(0.144) (0.143)
Liberal father — 0.121 — 0.311*
(0.160) (0.153)
Smoked marijuana — -0.062 — -0.059
(0.077) (0.077)
Had sex at a young age — 0.204* — 0.286**
(0.098) (0.098)
Desired own life to be different — -0.010 — -0.047*
from parents’ at age 18 0.021) (0.021)
-2 log likelihood 9558.453 9547.5006 9846.614 9820.727
Degrees of freedom 7 12 7 12

<05  Tp<0l  *Tp< 001

But what about the aggregate impact of New Left activism on the struc-
ture of the American life-course? Having demonstrated a general link be-
tween individual activism and various life-course outcomes, I turn to the

second goal of the rescarch project: assessing the role of 1960s movements in
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the onset of the distinctive demographic patterns characteristic of the baby
boom cohorts. I begin with a general discussion of the topic.

In the post—World War II period, demographers came to characterize a
particular sequence of life-course statuses as defining the “normative” transi-
tion to adulthood. While there was never universal conformity to the pat-
tern, general adherence to the sequence was certainly the rule. The sequence
began with completion of formal education and proceeded as follows: en-
trance into paid employment, marriage, and the onset of parenting (Elder
1978; Hogan 1981; Marini 1984a, 1984b; Modell 1989).

Over the past ten to fifteen years, however, evidence has accumulated
suggesting that this sequence is being experienced by a decreasing propor-
tion of young adults (Rindfuss, Swicegood, and Rosenfeld 1987). Deviation
from this “normative” sequence is especially characteristic of the baby boom
cohorts.

How can we account for the marked deviation from normative patterns
among the baby boom cohorts? Reflecting the relative lack of interest among
life-course researchers in the question of aggregate-level change in life-course
patterns, few scholars have sought to answer this question. One notable
exception to the rule is the economist Richard Easterlin. In his provocative
book Birth and Fortune (1980), Easterlin argues that these deviations were
largely a function of the size and sequence of the baby boom cohorts.
Benefiting from the rapidly expanding boom-fueled economy and the rela-
tively small size of the Depression and World War II cohorts, the early
boomers confronted unprecedented occupational opportunities that, in turn,
allowed them to conform to the normative sequence defining transition to
adulthood. The younger boomers were not so lucky. Confronting an in-
creasingly stagnant economy and intense competition for any available posi-
tion, the younger boomers found paths to satisfying full-time employment
blocked, thereby delaying their entrance into other adult roles.

Easterlin’s account is a powerful one and no doubt tells us much about
the unique demographic profile of the baby boomers. We are convinced,
however, that it is not the whole—nor perhaps even the most important
part—of the story. What troubles us is the demographic determinism inher-
ent in Easterlin’s account and his failure to grant any causal importance to
the broader political, cultural, and social dynamics of the period in question.
After all, the baby boom comprised cohorts who grew up or matured dur-
ing the 1960s and 1970s, years of significant political and cultural change in
American life. At the center of much of this turbulence were the vari-
ous social movements that made up the New Left. Those movements and
the “counterculture” they helped spawn embodied an explicit critique of
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marriage, the nuclear family, the notion of a traditional career, and the very
way of life that had previously defined “normal” adult status in American so-
ciety. What we are suggesting, in contrast to Easterlin, is that some number
of the baby boomers may not have been forced, by demographic and market
pressures, to postpone entrance into conventional adult roles, so much as
they chose to do so, on the basis of their atfinity wirth New Left politics or the
countercultural practices of the period. This argument raises the more gen-
eral issuc of the link between social movement processes and aggregate-level
changes in the content, structure, or timing of life-course events. Yet, for all
the implicit claims abour the significance of movements as important vehi-
cles of social change, very little systematic research on the topic has been
undertaken by mavement scholars. This certainly holds true in the area of
demographic change. Movement scholars have never sought to study sys-
tematically the link between social movement processes and aggregate-level
changes in the life-course. We hypothesize just such a link between the politi-
cal movemenrs of the 1960s and 1970s and the shifts in life-course patterns
associated with the baby boom cohorts. Whar is the nature of this link?

We think Easterlin’s account of the demographic and market sources of
deviation from the “normative” transition to adulthood is not wrong so
much as incomplete. While demographically produced market pressures no
doubt had something to do with the distinctive life-course patterns that
emerged among the baby boom generation, a great deal of attitudinal and
economic heterogeneity remains within these cohorts (Cooney and Hogan
1991; Elder 1978). Indeed, we suspect the effects of cohort size were medi-
ated by the values and the political and cultural experiences of the baby
boomers. Our own reading is that the rise of the New Left and the attendant
development of a “youth counterculture” exposed a good many baby boomers
(and some preboomers) to very different socialization processes than the
ones that had previously sustained the traditional transition to adulthood. In
turn, these new socialization processes granted those exposed to them very
different images of the life-course. Thus, the political and cultural ferment
of the period selectively altered socialization practices, resulting in more
heterogeneity in life-course images and outcomes. Modell (1989) has inter-
preted this process as one in which large numbers of persons born during
this period were beginning to take personal control over their life-course
processes. Or it may be, as we are inclined to suspect, that this segment of
the baby boom generation were not taking demographic control of their
lives so much as they were conforming to alternative life-course patterns.

Where did these alternative patterns come from? We do not know for
sure. We can, however, sketch a plausible answer 1o the question based on
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the current research as well as work we have done in the past (McAdam
1988, 1989; McAdam, Moore, and Shockey 1992). We suggest a three-stage
process by which these alternative patterns were first established and later
made available to a significant minority of the baby boom and later cohorts.
The first stage involved the conscious rejection of life-course “norms” in
favor of more “liberated” alternatives. The architects of these alternatives
were pioneering activists in both the political and countercultural move-
ments of the period. Drawing upon a diverse strand of critical perspectives
on mainstream America—those of the New Left, the Beats, the black na-
tionalists, Eastern philosophy, the human potential movement, and so on—
these activists sought to make the personal political by fashioning what they
came to regard as more humane, just, or personally fulfilling alternatives to
the traditional life-course statuses. Many of the Freedom Summer volun-
teers gave explicit voice to this process, acknowledging thart such life-course
“deviations” as nonmarital cohabitation, childlessness (or communal child
rearing), and episodic work histories were consciously chosen as alternatives
to traditional patterns thac they perceived to be personally constraining or
politically suspect (McAdam 1988, 1989, 1992).

The second stage of the process involved the embedding of these alter-
natives within that diverse set of geographic and subcultural locations that
came to be the principal repositories of the “’60s experience” within the
United States. In their capacity as centers of New Left activism and counter-
cultural experimentation, college campuses—especially elite public and
private institutions in the North and West—came to serve as home to the
new life-course alternatives. So, too, did self-consciously countercultural
neighborhoods—Haight Ashbury in San Francisco, Greenwich Village in
New York—in virtually every major city in the country. Gradually, upper-
middle-class suburbs—first on the two coasts and later elsewhere—also
came to embody the new alternatives through the socializing force of older
brothers and sisters away at college.

In the third stage of the hypothesized process, through broad processes
of diffusion and adaptation, these alternative patterns became available to
an increasingly heterogeneous subset of American youth. In the process,
however, the alternatives were largely stripped of their original political or
countercultural content and came instead to be experienced by those ex-
posed to them as simply a new set of life-course norms. Thus, the increasing
heterogeneity in life-course patterns noted by researchers owed, we think,
more to variability in the options to which different subgroups of young
people were exposed than to any significant increase in the percentage “tak-
ing control” over their lives. Those who were exposed early on and fairly
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intensively to the alternatives were apt to conform to them; those who grew
up in settings where the traditional patterns remained intact were likely to
adhere to those traditional patterns. This is the process, we hypothesize, by
which the broad social movement dynamics of the period came to reshape
the normative contours of the life-course. However, it remains for us to sub-
ject this account to systematic empirical scrutiny.

Here we want to move from an analysis of the origins of these alterna-
tive patterns to an exploration of those factors which mediated their spread
through the general population. Here we are interested principally in identi-
fying those structural locations which may have increased or decreased our
subjects’ exposure to these alternative patterns. Based on simple bivariate
comparisons within each of three broad cohores (1943-49, 1950-56,
1957-64), three such locations emerged as potentially significant in this
regard. Two of these locations appear to have placed our subjects at greater
risk of adopting the new life-course patterns. These are attendance at an
“activist” college after 1969, and residence in a “liberal state” at age fifteen.
In contrast, a third “location”—weekly church attendance at age eighteen—
appears to have discouraged the adoption of these life-course alternatives.

In examining the mediating effect of all three variables, we were par-
ticularly interested in assessing their effects for the last two of our three co-
horts. In our thinking, these two cohorts are contemporaneous with stages 2
and 3 in our hypothesized diffusion process. Recall that in stage 2 we expect-
ed the new life-course patterns to grow beyond their carly embedding in ac-
tivist and countercultural communities. We expected the spread to be medi-
ated by specific structural locations, such as those we identified earlier. In
contrast, by stage 3 we felt that the patterns would have diffused so widely in
society as to have mured the effects of those variables which mediated the
spread in stage 2.

To test these general propositions, we once again turn to the technique
of event history analysis. Tables 6 and 7 report, for both the full sample and
for each of the three large cohort subgroups, the results of a single propor-
tional hazard model testing for the effect of our various mediating variables
on age at marriage and age at birth of first child.

Do the effects of these “mediating factors” vary as hypothesized over the
three cohorts? With a few exceptions, the answer is yes. As expected, for
the oldest cohort, the introduction of the new variables does little to alter
the general pattern or strength of the relationships we have documented. For
those born between 1943 and 1949, none of the “mediating” variables have
any predictive significance for either age at marriage or age at birth of first

child.



THE BIOGRAPHICAL IMPACT OF ACTIVISM 139

Table 6. Estimates of Effects of Selected Independent Variables on Age
at Marriage for Full Sample and by Birth Cohort (Two-Tailed Test)

Birth Cohorts

Independent Variable Full Sample 1943-49 1950-56 1957-64

Prior New Left activity -0.640***  -0.914***  -0.392* -1.628**
(0.138) (0.269) (0.196) (0.513)

Gender (1 = male) -0.452%** -0.269 -0.653**  -0.526***

(0.078) (0.168) (0.134) (0.134)

Parents’ class

“lower” category omitted)
gory

Upper (1=upper) -0.201 -0.193 -0.296 -0.104
(0.126) (0.252) (0.216) (0.198)
Middle (1 = middle) -0.036 -0.024 -0.207 0.096
(0.084) (0.164) (0.145) (0.147)
Year of birth -0.040*** 0.041 -0.082* -0.083*
(0.007) (0.042) (0.034) (0.030)
Race (1 = Caucasian) 0.283 -0.033 0.502 0.264
(0.208) (0.377) (0.440) (0.320)
Attained college degree -0.375**  -0.389* -0.502* -0.226
(0.096) (0.182) (0.173) (0.167)
Liberal mother -0.400** -0.558+ -0.386 -0.081
(0.147) 0.291) (0.252) (0.258)
Liberal father 0.135 0.476 -0.266 0.251
(0.162) (0.330) (0.288) (0.267)
Smoked marijuana -0.069 0.143 -0.167 -0.104
(0.080) (0.163) (0.134) (0.144)
Had sex at a young age 0.171¢ 0.702** 0.040 0.125
(0.102) (0.266) (0.175) (0.155)
Desired own life to be different -0.019 -0.026 -0.058 0.003
from parents’ at age 18 (0.022) (0.041) (0.041) (0.037)
Attended church weekly 0.096 0.127 0.002 0.046
atage 18 (0.087) (0.152) (0.153) (0.166)
Attended church irregularly 0.242* -0.142 0.319 0.261+
atage 18 (0.097) (0.254) (0.153) (0.151)
Artended an activist college 0.006 0.241 -0.258* 0.010
post-1960s (0.098) (0.238) (0.155) (0.159)
Attended a nonactivist college -0.006 0.163 0.122 -0.229

post-1960s (0.101) (0.230) (0.166) (0.1506)
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Table 6. Continued

Birth Cohorts

Independent Variable Full Sample 1943-49 1950-56 1957-64
Residence in liberal state 0.156 0.228 -0.2767 -0.053
arage 15 (0.106) (0.2006) (0.158) (0.1806)
Residence in moderate state -0.004 0.088 0.206 -0.298*
atage 15 (0.082) (0.162) (0.144) (0.144)
-2 log likelihood 9024.019 2029.492 2654.498 2688.148
Degrees of freedom 18 18 18 18

p< 10 *p<05  p< Ol *pc .00l

Table 7. Estimates of Effects of Selected Independent Variables on Age at
Birth of First Child for the Full Sample & by Birth Cohort {Two-Tailed Test)

Birth Cohorts

Independent Variable Full Sample 1943-49  1950-56 195764

Prior New Left activity -0.521"*  -0.544" -0.446* -0.662+
(0.132) (0.2406) (0.221) (0.354)

Gender (1 = male) -0.348*** -0.197 -0.342* -0.613

(0.080) (0.154) (0.136) (0.142)
Parents’ class

(“lower” category omitted)

Upper (1 =upper) -0.328** -0.449+ -0.355 -0.280
0.122) (0.239) (0.209) (0.214)

Middle (1 = middle) -0.122 -0.011 -0.374** -0.075
(0.083) (0.149) (0.143) (0.152)
Year of birth -0.039*** 0.004 -0.019 -0.072
(0.007) (0.037) (0.033) (0.031)

Race (1 = Caucasian) 0.301 0.040 0.704" 0.102
0.201) (0.374) (0.367) (0.337)
Atrained college degree -0.472%  -0.580**  -0.530** -0.368*
(0.097) (0.172) (0.176) (0.180)

Liberal mocher -0.501%**  -0.565* -0.535* -0.302
(0.146) (0.256) (0.259) (0.277)

Liberal father 0.292+ 0.288 0.402 0.333
(0.157) (0.280) (0.286) (0.279)

Smoked marijuana -0.007 0.031 0.101 -0.145

(0.080) (0.151) (0.134) (0.151)
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Table 7. Continued
Birth Cohorts
Independent Variable Full Sample 1943-49 1950-56 1957-64
Had sex at a young age 0.284** 0.602** 0.166 0.166
(0.101) (0.224) (0.176) (0.159)
Desired own life to be different -0.046* -0.077+ -0.072+ -0.003
from parents’ at age 18 (0.022) (0.040) (0.039) (0.038)
Attended church weekly 0.218** 0.157 0.352~ 0.169
atage 18 (0.087) (0.142) (0.155) (0.172)
Attended church irregularly 0.203* 0.112 0.314+ 0.337+
atage 18 (0.098) (0.222) (0.168) (0.198)
Attended an activist college -0.078 0.128 -0.157 -0.342+
post-1960s (0.105) (0.220) (0.171) (0.191)
Attended a nonactivist college -0.049 0.080 0.072 -0.255
post-1960s (0.106) (0.226) (0.171) (0.186)
Residence in liberal state 0.098 -0.010 0.256 0.017
atage 15 (0.104) (0.185) (0.183) (0.192)
Residence in moderate state -0.098 -0.058 0.131 -0.373*
atage 15 (0.084) (0.152) (0.147) (0.150)
-2 log likelihood 9238.777  2365.158  2729.637  2494.683
Degrees of freedom 18 18 18 18

<10 *p<05  p<. 01 *p<.001

The pattern of effects for those born between 1950 and 1956 is quite
different. Though New Left activity remains predictive of our dependent
variable, it now shares the explanatory spotlight with a number of other vari-
ables, including two of the mediating factors we have reviewed. Attendance
at an “activist college” significantly delayed the onset of marriage for those in
the 1950-56 birth cohort, while church attendance had the opposite effect
on childbearing for the same cohorts.

But the effects for our last cohort are the most interesting and most con-
firming of our general perspective. Here New Left activity remains only
weakly related to our dependent variables, while the full array of mediating
variables comes into play. This is especially true for age of marriage, where
all three of our mediating structural locations bear a significant relationship
to age at marriage. Weekly church attendance lowered the age of first mar-
riage, while both residence in a “moderate” state and attendance at a “non-

activist” college delayed the onset of marriage. The latter two relationships
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hold for the birth of first child as well. The new life-course patterns have
indeed spread far beyond their movement origins. By the time those in co-
hort 3 reached their formative years, the alternative life-course patterns had
diffused through much of society and were now being influenced by a wide
range of variables, including the kinds of structural locations under exami-
nation here.

Discussion and Conclusion

What do we make of the results reported in the previous section? The com-
bined weight of our findings would secem to suggest two important implica-
tions. The first concerns the specific set of influences that shaped the rather
dramatic rescructuring of the life-course we associate with the baby-boom
cohorts. From a dramatic rise in nonmarital cohabitation to the eschewal of
childbearing, the last thirty or so years have witnessed a series of significant
changes in the content and timing of the kinds of life-course patterns that
characterized the two decades following World War II. To date, there have
been few systematic attempts to discern the source of these shifts in the orga-
nization of the life-course. One exception is Easterlin’s book Birth and
Fortune. While out research in no way constitutes a systematic “test” of
Easterlin’s thesis, our findings clearly bear on his argument, and, in general,
they tend not to support its central conclusions.

At its most basic level, the Easterlin argument relies on a form of demo-
graphic determinism in which the size and sequence of the baby boom co-
horts shaped the broad contours of the life-course through two intervening
mechanisms. The first of these mechanisms was the job market. Benefiting
from the rapidly expanding postwar economy, the early “boom”™ cohorts en-
joyed lucrative occupational prospects that allowed them to make a rapid
transition into adult roles. By contrast, the later boomers faced a more stag-
nant economy and increased job competition, thereby delaying their en-
trance into full-time employment, marriage, and parenthood. The second
mechanism stressed by Easterlin as mediating the relationship between co-
hort sequence and life-course choices was the baby boomers’ socialized ex-
pectations as regards their economic fortunes. The generalized affluence of
the postwar years raised the expectations of the boomers, especially the later
boomers, who witnessed the success of parents and older siblings alike. The
lucrative job market allowed the early boomers to meet their expectations,
while the more stagnant economy confronting the later boomers did not
“match” their heightened expectations. This mismatch between expectations
and job prospects grew more severe with cach succeeding cohort, prompting

ever larger numbers to deviate from the normative life-course.
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Quite apart from whatever theoretical issues one might raise with this
account, the simple fact is that our results do not accord well with the
Easterlin argument. For example, it is hard to reconcile several of our co-
efficients with Easterlin’s stress on the mediating effects of socialized expec-
tations. According to Easterlin, these expectations arc “largely the uncon-
scious product of the environment in which they [the baby boomers] grew
up. In other words, economic aspirations are unintentionally learned, or
‘internalized,” in one’s parents’ home. And this environment is very largely
shaped by the economic circumstances, or income, of one’s parents” (1980:
40-41). Given the argument summarized earlier, the implication of this
quotation is that among the baby boomers we should expect those from ad-
vantaged backgrounds to have had the highest and thus most “mismactched”
expectations when confronted with the increasingly stagnant economy of
the late 1960s and early 1970s. Social class should thus also be related to the
various life-course deviations under study here. It is not. Only in regard to
the age ac birth of first child does class background matter, and then only in
some models and at marginal levels of significance.

At the very minimum, it would seem clear that the argument advanced
by Easterlin fails to explain as much of the era’s changing life-course dynam-
ics as he claims it did. So what other influences would secem to be implicated
in these changes? Based on our results, the broader turbulence of the era
needs to be accorded a much more central role in the aggregate-level changes
in the life-course noted by Easterlin. This brings us to the second major im-
plication of our findings. While social movement scholars have long as-
sumed the potency of social movements as vehicles of social change, rarely
have they sought to study their long-term effects systematically. And where
they have done so, they have generally confined themselves to an assessment
of a given movement’s success or failure in attaining its stated goals. Here we
have tried to look beyond the explicit aims of the 1960s movements to their
broader impact, both on the lives of those who took part in the scruggles and
in the current structure of the American life-course. Both bear the clear im-
print of those struggles. At the individual level, prior participation in New
Left accividies is significantly related to all five of the life-course outcomes ex-
amined here. But, as the separate cohort models show, the strength of this
reladionship declines over time, supporting at the aggregate level the general
model of demographic diffusion stressed throughout the chapter. For our
oldest cohorts, New Left participation is among the strongest predictors of
the new life-course patterns. Over time, however, the strength of these rela-
tionships declined. As the new parterns diffused with each passing cohorrt, the
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predictive power of movement activity was supplanted by an increasingly
broad mix of structural and atcitudinal factors.

These findings suggest an impact that transcends the fives of the ac-
tivists who disproportionately appear to have “pioncered” the various life-
course alternatives. Whatever the force of the “normartive” life-course in the
immediate postwar period, its influence appears, in our data, to have waned
with each succeeding cohort. Given the relative youth of our youngest co-
hort, this conclusion must be voiced tentatively as regards the central life-
course cvents of marriage and parenthood. But even here the data speak, at
the very least, of great changes in the timing of these outcomes, if not their

normative force.

Table 8. Percentage of Respondents Who Had Never Married and/or
Had a Child, by Birth Cohort

Never Married Never Had a Child
Birth Cohort Total N % (N) % (N)
1957-1964 412 23.1 (95) 37.4 (154)
1950-1956 361 10.2 (37) 19.5 (80)
1943-1949 316 6.3 (20) 12.7 (41)

Using the same three cohorts described earlier, table 8 reports compara-
tive data on the percentage of subjects in cach group who have yet to marry
or have children. Not surprisingly, the percentages, in both cases, increase
steadily across the three cohorts. The figures for the youngest group, how-
ever, are the most striking. Nearly a quarter of those in the cohort had yet to
marry, and fully 37% had yet to have children. Keep in mind that the sub-
jects in this group were aged twenty-nine to thirty-four at the time of the
survey. To appreciate the magnitude of the change embodied in these num-
bers, consider that in 1960 the median age at marriage stood at 20.1 for
females and 23.1 for males, while the median age at first birch was 21.5 for
temales and 24.8 for males. Thus, even if a majority of those in our youngest
cohort go on to marry and have children, they will bear witness to a signifi-
cant change in the temporal structure of the life-course that has taken place
over the past thirty or so years. Our guess, however, is that, given their rela-
tively advanced ages, the percentage of these respondents who never marry
or have children will significantly exceed the comparable figures for the
other two cohorts. What these data appear to reflect is the solidification of a

broader range of life-course options with cach passing cohort.



THE BIOGRAPHICAL IMPACT OF ACTIVISM 145

This “relaxation” or broadening of what was previously experienced as
a fairly narrow set of life-course parameters—both normatively and tempo-
rally—has, of course, been noted by others (Modell 1989). But what these
other accounts have failed to provide is any systematic empirical sense of the
processes that have shaped the emergence of this broader set of life-course
options, and especially the role that the political and cultural mover «ents of
the 1960s appear to have played in this process. By our findings, we hope to
encourage more empirical work at the intersection of these two subfields.
We hope that our work will reinforce that branch of life-course research
which has long recognized the demographic significance of broader histori-
cal events and processes (see Elder 1974; Buchman 1989; Elder and Caspi
1990). At the same time, we encourage social movement scholars to pay
more attention not only to the impact of social movements on the structure
and timing of the life-course but also to the role of life-course dynamics in
shaping both the onset of protest cycles and the ebb and flow of individual
activism. Only by combining the theoretical insights and empirical methods
of both fields can scholars in each hope to understand fully the phenomena
of interest to them.

Notes

1. In 1960, the median age at first marriage was 20.1 for females and 23.1 for males.
The median age at first birch was 21.5 for females. Thus, our operationalizations of “late-
ness” (of marriage and parenthood) clearly hold face validity with respect w the
post—World War I version of the normative life-course which provided the socialization
context for our older cohorts. Our operationalization is intended to be sensitive to these
gender differences and historical trends. Presently (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990), the
median age at first marriage is 23.7 for females and 25.5 for males. Even with these age
increases, “lateness” is still captured by the ages we use. However, our concern is less with
incorporating these recent trends than with explaining them.

2. The modeling approach we use incorporates the temporal aspects of our hy-
potheses by looking directly at the clapsed time between various life-course markers, such
as entry into first job, first marriage, and birth of the first child. Specifically, we consider
two time-based life-course outcomes: the subject’s age at the birth of his or her first child,
and the subject’s age at first marriage. In each case, we seek to predict the overall “risk”
that the second marker or event (first child, first marriage} will occur at a given moment
in time (measured as the time elapsed since the first marker) and the extent to which New
Left actividies influence this risk.

Morse formally, the dependent variable is defined as the “hazard race,” or the proba-
bility that the second event will occur with exactly time £ having elapsed since the first

event, given that the second event has not yet been observed.

h(+)=lim P+At>2T2tlT20)
At At
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Here T'is the random variable denoting the length of time elapsed since the first
event, that is, the period during which a respondent is “at risk” for the second life-course
marker defined for a particular dependent variable (Allison 1984; Tuma and Hannan
1984; Yamaguchi 1991). The relationship between the set of independent variables
(X,k=1,..., K)and the hazard rate is defined exponendially (or log-linearly) as:

h(t) = h, () exp(zk:kaL)

The baseline hazard function 4,(t) accounts entirely for any variation in the
risk attributable to time. One advantage of the proportional hazards model
is that estimation of the effects of the K independent variables is possible
without having to specify the nature of the baseline time function (Yama-
guchi 1991). However, the proportionality assumption inherent in the
model requires that none of the X, terms change in their relationship to the
hazard over time. This assumption can be examined and relaxed if necessary.
The SAS procedure PHREG (SAS Insticute 1996) was used to estimate the

hazard models reported here.
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Feminist Politics in a Hostile Environment:
Obstacles and Opportunities

Joyce Gelb and Vivien Hart

During the 1980s and 1990s, the women’s movements of the United States
and the United Kingdom have shared the experience of presenting a femi-
nist agenda in an era of antifeminist governments. In this review of women’s
movement activism in the late twentieth century, we contend that new
stimuli and new opportunities have been important alongside the evident
obstacles to achievement of movement goals. Both movements have indeed
been severely challenged. Both can nonetheless claim changes in the political
agenda and the achicvement of policy goals that in some respects have ad-
vanced, not just defended, women’s political aspirations. Neither movement
is the same as it was twenty years ago. There have been new organizational
developments, especially in Britain, and new issues arc featured on the agen-
das of both movements. Cultural change is particularly evident in the
United States, while policy achievements can be attributed to feminist influ-
ence on both sides of the Atlantic.

Change within movements, whether to new forms of mobilization, to
new alliances, or to new relationships with the state, is not in itself an “out-
come” of the same kind as goal achicvement. The recent goal achievements
of these women’s movements, however, cannot be understood without their
connection to structural changes within the movements and external rela-
tionships with other organizations and with the state. Our account describes
a pattern of sustained dynamic interaction in which these movements’ forms
and agendas have both facilitated and responded to internal and external
change. There is no simple cause and effect by which movement structures
are determinant of outcomes. The examples of policy outcomes discussed
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here, however, do endorse the importance of the interrelationship between
mobilization, agenda formulation, and effectiveness in policy making and
changes in values and consciousness.

This chapter addresses change within the women’s movements of Brit-
ain and the United States. The next section briefly outlines the picture of
second-wave feminist organization that was standard in the early 1980s and
the new political environment that appeared to challenge movement sur-
vival. We then review change in the movements themselves, in the United
States and in Britain, in preparation for our core discussion of policy out-
comes in three important arenas—abortion, economic equity, and domestic
violence. If 2 movement is to achieve secure and lasting change, however, it
must hope for more than success in winning individual items on a legisla-
tive agenda. We therefore also examine briefly some evidence of value and
consciousness change to assess the extent to which movement goals may
have become more widely diffused into everyday norms and practices.

Our cautiously optimistic conclusion is strengthened by comparative
evidence contrasting the United States with Britain. Zald has presented the
U.S. movement as arguably the social movement with the best staying
power of social movement groups founded in the 1960s and 1970s (1988:
10—41). Burk and Hartmann were more critical when they wrote that, like
many other social and political movements, the U.S. women’s movement
has found it difficult to respond to changing (economic) times (1996: 19).
However, Bashevkin has hypothesized of Britain that, contrary to a logical
expectation that the movement might “disappear under the strain of pro-
longed Conservative rule,” it might instead have managed to “sustain and to
some extent transform itself” (1996: 526). The two movements have shared
the experience of a hostile political era and social and economic changes that
have harshly affected women. In the late 1990s, access to a second-term
Democratic administration in the United States and the advent of a Labour
government in Britain make timely an appraisal of the ways in which these
movements have survived and transformed rhemselves. Of course, the two
movements have developed, since the early 1980s, from somewhat different
starting points and within different institutional and cultural environments.
It may nonetheless be asked, for example, how the impact of strident
American ideological antifeminism compares with the equally severe struc-
tural and official antifeminism experienced in Britain. To what extent and
by what means has either movement retained its support and its ability to
advocate change, and retained a margin of influence and success in making

tfeminist public policy?
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Movement and Context in the Early 1980s

The standard picture of the American feminist movement has been of a
well-established and professional network of national organizations coordi-
nating a mainstream reformist movement with liberal equality goals. The
American movement has also had a vigorous, if less visible, set of locally
organized grassroots movements, which have combined advocacy and ser-
vice delivery in negotiating with bureaucratic and elected policy makers.
Through coalitions, membership organizations, and other cooperative rela-
tionships that have developed between local and national levels, American
women have interacted with the state in policy advocacy and delivery, litiga-
tion, and campaigns for representacion. At its most effective moments, this
arrangement has permitted maximum flexibility and opportunity to pursue
shifting and varied goals and priorities (Gelb 1995: 130).

In the early 1980s, British feminism had developed no equivalent
superstructure. Women gained access to national policy making primarily
as minority members of male-dominated organizations—parties, unions,
professional associations—or on gender-specific grounds through the Equal
Opportunities Commission (EOC), a government agency with semi-
autonomous status. The movement was characterized by a marginality to or
an ideological rejection of the “high politics” of the centralized parliamen-
tary state. This history underlies the British understanding of movement
politics as distinct from and outside of women’s mainstream party and inter-
est group activity (Byrne 1996: 57-59). At the local level, however, British
women were no less vigorous than Americans, within a “decentralized, local-
ized and anti-elitist—sometimes described as an anarcho-libertarian—" uni-
verse of groups (Gelb 1987: 267). These groups pursued their own agendas
of liberation or broad social or specific political change, forming only occa-
sional temporary coalitions on both local and national issues. National anti-
statism was moderated by tolerance for a “local state” more willing to col-
laborate on the provision of services along the nonhierarchical, communal
principles of the movement (Cockburn 1977).

The U.S. political context—the backdrop against which its movement
politics must be evaluated—has been characterized by the absence of a
strong leftist, labor-based party (unlike “Old Labour” in Britain), the reluc-
tance of the state to intervene in the “private family” except to correct the
behavior of those considered the unworthy poor (a tendency Britain increas-
ingly shared under Conservative rule), a modified pluralist structure in which
interest groups are often more powerful policy makers than parties (unlike

Britain’s party dominance), and multiple obstacles to policy adoption and



152 JOYCE GELB AND VIVIEN HART

implementation of legislation due to the separation of powers and federal-
ism. U.S. feminist groups, unlike their counterparts in Sweden and, to some
extent, Britain, have tended to organize gender-based groups outside estab-
lished political structures. For the British movement, the structural problem
has been how to penetrate the parliamentary hegemony in order to influence
public policy.

Since 1980, movements in both nations have faced right-wing, anti-
feminist national regimes. Republicans occupied the American presidency for
twelve years beginning in 1981. The Republican Party controlled the Senate
for six years under Reagan, then both houses of Congress after 1994, Re-
publican policy impacts in areas such as deregulation and welfare have con-
fronted the American movement with escalating problems and diminishing
resources. The American feminist movement has also had to contend with a
political backlash against its agenda, embodied not only by the Republican
Party from Reagan through Gingrich but also by such right-wing groups as
the Christian Coalition, the Eagle Forum, Concerned Women of America,
and the right-to-life movement. As Bashevkin suggests, the virulence of the
antifeminist movement in the United States has no counterpart in Britain
(1994: 670). Is its vehemence a reaction to the relative success of the better-
coordinated and politically integrated feminist movement in the United States?

The British Conservative Party, in office from 1979 until May 1997,
usually eschewed strong rhetoric while espousing more nebulous “family
values” embodying a traditional view of women’s roles. But in the name of
free-market ideology, Conservative governments implemented both struc-
tural and policy changes directly affecting the women’s movement to a de-
gree paralleled in the United States only by the transfer of federal power to
states in the 1996 welfare reforms. In Britain, with no separacion of powers,
decision making became yet more centralized. Central government severely
pruned the discretionary powers and financial autonomy of local govern-
ment and the education sector, circumscribed the rights of unions, and sub-
jected the EOC to budget cuts and unsympathetic appointments. Privatiza-
tion of public-sector functions diminished public accountability, adversely
affected women’s employment, and threatened women’s support services and
funding. Overall, access diminished while women’s social disadvantage was
exacerbated. With one-party rule, dissent among Conservatives often mat-
tered more than conflict between parties, giving greater power than the num-
bers suggested to a right-wing minority view on social issues.

Movement Change: The United States
“The story of the women’s movement in the US is one of transformation,
expansion and diversification” (Wolfe and Tucker 1995: 436). Probably



FEMINIST POLITICS 153

one major accomplishment of the movement by the late 1990s is the
creation of new and enduring feminist structures of all kinds at all levels of
politics. Ferree and Martin have contended that feminism can no longer
easily be classified into collectivist or bureaucratic forms or, for that matter,
liberal or radical categories (1995: 5). The movement is characterized by
the coexistence of groups with seemingly disparate goals and strategies,
some of which retain a commitment to more radical, alternative goals and
others which behave more like reformist interest groups with a feminist
agenda.

On a continuum of strategies, some movement groups utilize lobby-
ing, litigation, and campaigning to reform the system; they may be mass-
membership-based and staff- or board-run. Other groups, including many
local and some national groups such as the National Coalition against
Domestic Violence, have struggled with contradictions between the need
for financial survival, interaction and tension with bureaucratic rules and
processes, and commitment to feminist ideals. This struggle has led some in
the direction of “modified collectives” and continual reassessment of priori-
ties and structures. U.S. movement groups are especially conscious of the
need to confront conflict and continually to renegotiate organizational
structure and goals, perhaps helping to account for their relative longevity
(Disney and Gelb forthcoming).

The importance of the feminist movement in the United States may be
seen in several ways. From the 1970s onward, one manifestation of the
movement, a feminist presence, was established in Washington, D.C., to
advance a new public policy agenda and to mobilize support for legisla-
tion. Washington-based feminist groups increased from 75 in 1982 to about
140 in 1995, and increased cooperation shows in the formation of such
new coalitions as the National Network to End Domestic Violence, the
Coalition on Women and Job Training, and the National Coalition on Pay
Equity. Because of the importance of the judicial system in the United
States, a network of feminist legal advocacy groups has been crucial in liti-
gating precedent-setting cases, following the example of black civil rights
groups. Political action committees that raise money for feminist candidates
have also become an important feature; EMILY’s List, begun by one wealthy
woman, enjoyed phenomenal growth in the 1990s, claiming 36,000 mem-
bers in 1996. Through legal groups, PACs, policy research centers, and na-
tional membership groups, feminists have developed important policy advo-
cacy momentum in national politics.

The movement has emphasized network and coalition building across
issue and ideological lines. One consequence of organizational proliferation
and defensive adaptation to the adverse political environment of the 1980s



Is4 JOYCE GELB AND VIVIEN HART

and 1990s has been the emergence of new submovements concerned with
such issues as domestic violence, women’s health, rape, and reproductive
rights. New groups that mobilized in the late 1980s with a direct-action
agenda, such as Third Wave, the Women’s Action Coalition, and Women’s
Health Action Mobilization, were predominantly composed of twenty- to
thirty-year-old women (Gelb and Palley 1996: xvi). While tendencies to-
ward fragmentation have been offset to some extent by the Council of Presi-
dents, which represents more than one hundred women’s organizations,
fragmentation has been inevitable as cach group has differentiated itself in
order to raise money from foundations and other sources and to gain mem-
bers and contributors. Riger (1994) has argued, nonetheless, that there is
relatively little competition among service and advocacy groups for limited
funding, because of the “issue niche” approach, through which each group
concentrates on a relatively narrow activity or goal. To secure funding, the
movement has developed ties with the extensive American philanthropic
sector, obtaining about 6 percent of foundation donations in the mid-
1990s. Community-based women’s foundations have created an additional
source of support for local teminist and women’s groups in most large cities.
Most movement groups rely on “conscience constituencies” or contributors
for their resources and staff for both day-to-day decision making and long-
term strategizing (Gelb 1989: 46). While Walker (1991) and others once
stressed the success of feminist groups in gaining grants and contracts from
public- and private-sector groups in comparison with other social move-
ments, in recent years Disney and Gelb (forthcoming) have found that these
groups have sought to lessen dependence on outside sources, diversifying
support and sceking to increase membership-based funding. Overall, ac local
and national levels and among different kinds of groups, it secems that the
feminist movement has gained from a general mobilization against the right.
According to one activist in the early 1990s, quoted by Bashevkin, “We had
more momentum and more public support than ever before” (1994: 693).
The Senate hearings of 1991 in which Supreme Court nominee Clarence
Thomas was accused of sexual harassment by former employee Anita Hill
also proved to be a bonanza for women’s groups, highlighting both sexual
harassment and the absence of women in powerful positions. Membership
groups such as the National Organization for Women (NOW), the National
Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League (NARAL), and the
National Women’s Political Caucus (NWPC) have found membership in-
creasing with the perception of crisis: in the aftermath of the Webszer v
Reproductive Health Services abortion decision in 1989, which modified the
liberal interpretation of women's right to choose, NOW’s membership in-



FEMINIST POLITICS 155

creased from 160,000 to 270,000, and its budget to $10.6 million (Brenner
1996: 33).

Far from being dead, the feminist movement has become more diffuse;
it is organized everywhere, albeit sometimes “unobtrusively” in churches and
synagogues, corporations, state legislatures, other social movements, univer-
sities and unions (Katzenstein 1995; Wolfe and Tucker 1995). Through cul-
tural feminism, a woman’s culture has been advanced through bookstores,
art galleries, publishing companies, and cooperatives. In 1996, carly radical
feminist journals still survived: Sojourner and off our backs claimed circu-
lations of about 25,000 (Brenner 1996: 57). Movement-related groups—
influenced by the feminist ideology of empowerment—may be found at the
neighborhood level through the National Council of Neighborhood Women,
organized in 1975, and the Coalition of Labor Union Women (CLUW),
half of whose leaders are women of color (Brenner 1996: 35). Liberal femi-
nists, too, have been creative in expanding notions of sex discrimination to
include sexual harassment and violence against women, continuing commit-
ment to their original goals while greatly expanding the sweep of issues they
consider crucial to the feminist agenda. Feminist groups at the local level
have responded to specific issues in women’s lives that directly affect women’s
oppression, including rape, domestic violence, health care, and the displace-
ment of homemakers. Local advocacy groups continue to exist, though they
are often found in a tense relationship with funders, both foundation- and
government-based, and bureaucracies that seck to modify their goals and be-
havior. Nonetheless, it is fair to say that feminists themselves have modified
bureaucratic norms and values, even as feminist structures themselves have
been modified (Reinelt 1995). Groups have struggled with the dual demands
of providing service and continuing advocacy, although they have proven
that the two are not mutually exclusive. They have expanded their scope of
action through efforts related to immigrant women, victims of gender-based
violence, HIV and AIDS, housing and homelessness, and economic and en-
vironmental justice. While concerns about generational carryover are greac,
large numbers of young women joined the February 1996 Expo 96 for
Womens Empowerment in Washington, D.C., to explore issues related to
wolmen’s empowerment.

After the 1992 U.S. congressional election and the election of Democrat
Bill Clinton, movement veteran Jo Freeman concluded thar the movement
had gained control of the agenda but also noted that “the two major parties
have completely polarized around feminism and the reaction to it” (1993:
21). Some critics have decried the movements preoccupation (however
necessary) with pro-choice issues to the detriment of advocacy of other
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important concerns such as child care or attacks on poor women and chil-
dren through the welfare reform enacted in the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. One lesson to be drawn is
that political isolation from one party was surely a limiting factor in ensur-
ing the political momentum of American feminism. Anticipating the divid-
ed government occasioned by the 1996 election, Burk and Hartmann de-
plored the development of a competitive “flea market feminism” within the
movement. They asked “how women’s organizations in the short space of
twenty years lost political power and came to be perceived as irrelevant (or
even hostile) to the common woman” (1996: 19). While this harsh judg-
ment is not universally shared, Nelson and Carver contend that, “in the
current context, women'’s organizing—especially feminist organizing—has
many voices but few vehicles for translating demand into sustained action”
(1994: 739). The problem for contemporary feminism, and indeed all social
movement groups that would oversee change, is one not of articulation but
rather of implementation. Burk and Hartmann’s approach may be more an
indictment of the political system, in fact, than of feminist politics.

Movement Change: Britain
Rowbotham has claimed thar “if feminism as an influence has been perva-
sive in Britain, feminism as a movement has become even more elusive”
(1996: 13). The movement has indeed changed, but in some respects
feminism appears more prominent, not less. In Bricish national politics in
the late 1990s, the old antistatism is on the wane. Seventeen years of state-
sponsored antifeminism demonstrated the power of the state against out-
siders. Women have achieved leadership positions in the Labour Party, and
the Labour Party has formed the government since its May 1997 election
victory. All political parties have sought new formulas to appeal to both
activists and voters. Movement activists have been involved in Labour Party
politics since the rise of second-wave feminism. Perrigo (1996) recounts how
women have changed within the Labour Party and how they changed the
party prior to the 1997 election, generating proactive programs to increase
their representation and to communicate their issues. The Liberal Demo-
crats, professing a policy of equality of opportunity, have also sought to in-
crease women'’s presence and to campaign on women’s issues (Squires 1996:
73). Conservatives remain torn between their traditionalist female con-
stituency and newer and more articulate constituencies of conservative pro-
fessional women; for the larter, they have supported legislation on stalking
and have set gender targets for public appointments.

Labour women are well connccted to a network of national voluntary-
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sector organizations. Some have held office in civil liberties and social policy
advocacy groups such as Liberty, the National Council for Single Parent
Families, and the Child Poverty Action Group, which have included femi-
nist causes in their broader agendas. In turn, these women and groups are
becoming linked to newly effective national feminist coordinating organiza-
tions. Revitalized groups like the Fawcett Society (founded in 1866) and
new ones like the National Alliance of Women's Organisations (NAWO,
founded in 1989), although shoestring operations compared with the
American NOW, are providing the machinery for coordinated action on
both national and international feminist issues. The Fawcett Society is a
membership organization that raised numbers from about four hundred
members in 1990 (UK Cabinet Office 1990) to almost two thousand in
1996. NAWO is an umbrella organization for two hundred groups and as-
sociations representing five million women. Both operate with a handful of
staff, teams of volunteers, and spartan budgets (both well under $500,000),
but they maintain extensive lobbying, educational, and media campaigning
activities (Fawcett Society 1996b; National Alliance of Women’s Organisa-
tions 1996). Fawcett initiated a nationwide constituency-based election
campaign in 1997 to lobby and to keep a wide range of women’s issues
prominent in debate and media coverage. NAWO'’s 1996 “Womanifesto” is
a comprehensive policy agenda on the economy, violence against women,
the arts and media, and special issues ranging from the ordination of women
to family law, aging, rural women’s problems, racism, and immigrartion.
National coordinating groups with a more specialized agenda, such as the
Rights of Women or the National Abortion Coalition, have also become
respected players in their areas of expertise (Griffin 1995). The internation-
alization of many women’s issues is evidenced by NAWO's membership in
the European Women’s Lobby, and NAWO’s joint pressure with Fawcett
and other groups for the implementation of the UN Beijing resolutions.
Local movement groups, like their national counterparts, have shed
much of the ideological factionalism that sometimes was a diversion from
women’s needs. The key change in the local movement has been recognition
of and response to diversity. Ethnic women’s groups, especially in Asian
British communities, have acted on particular needs in education, health
provision, marriage, and violence. The Southall Black Sisters (SBS), founded
in 1979 to meet the needs of women in an ethnically mixed and economi-
cally disadvantaged London borough, exemplifies the broadening agenda of
such groups. The original service-providing Southall Centre remains a major
local resource. But in a national advocacy role, SBS now works with “groups
like the Women'’s Institute and the Townswomen’s Guild as well as Justice for
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Women to reform the law on provocation,” which has often protected men,
but not women, accused of domestic violence. SBS works with immigration
groups, education groups opposing separate Muslim schools, and antiracist
campaigns. SBS is also a cofounder of Women against Fundamentalism, is
part of a group fighting for social change in South Asia, and has sent repre-
sentatives to New York and Beijing to address human rights issues (Griffin
1995: 79). Ethnic and other causes spill over into each other, as do local and
national issues. Similarly, the National Group on Homeworking represents
the lowest-paid women in the workforce, many of whom are minorities; the
Leeds-based organization publishes information on wages and conditions in
Panjabi, Urdu, Gujarati, Bengali, and Mandarin Chinese. Justice for Women
campaigns nationally to change the law on intimate homicide as a result of
a case originally raised locally by SBS and a Sussex Women’s Aid branch.
A mutually reinforcing interaction exists between national policy agendas
and the social-change goals and service provision of local organizations.

The local state was a particular rarger of the Conservative government’s
structural reforms. Discretionary powers and funds were savagely cut, the
most extreme example being the abolition in 1985 of the Greater London
Council (GLC). The GLC had become the flagship of feminist organiza-
tion; at its peak, its Women’s Committee had a staft of ninecy-five and con-
trolled an average annual budget of £6 million. With its demise, power was
scattered to smaller local boroughs. Two-thirds of these had a women’s com-
mittee or initative in the 1980s, but by 1994 only two remained. Women
might have expected otherwise as Conservative councils lost elections (na-
tionally by 1996, only 12 out of 457 authorities remained in their control);
but parochial local Labour parties have often given only grudging support to
equality and women’s issues (Lovenduski, Margetts, and Abrar 1996: 11-12;
Lovenduski and Randall 1993: chapter 5). Advances such as an overall in-
creasc in the number of both clected and appointed women in local gov-
ernment and the survival of practical and financial support for women’s
groups may owe more to women's networks, for example, the Women in
Local Government Network of women in management positions (Loven-
duski, Margetts, and Abrar 1996: table 4 and 19-23). Local groups have had
to cast more widely for premises and for funding, from che National Lottery
and the voluntary sector, for example (Russell, Scott, and Wilding 1996). In
one respect, the Conservarives’ decimation of public services has helped; the
privatization of welfare has transferred state funding to services commis-
sioned from the voluntary sector (Griffin 1995: 7). SBS, running referral
and advice centers, support groups, language classes, and children’s summer

projects, and lobbying locally and nationally on domestic violence and im-
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migration issues, receives more than half its annual budget of £150,000
from the London borough of Ealing, with most of the rest raised from foun-
dations and charities (Southall Black Sisters 1996).

Approval within the movement of such considerable changes as the de-
cline in antistatism, ideological softening, recognition of diversity, and pro-
fessionalization has not been universal. To Lynne Harne, a self-described
revolutionary feminist, “the autonomous women’s liberation movement
scemed at an all-time low by the end of the 1980s,” because “municipal
feminism has risen and then fallen” and the movement “has been shaken
apart by the need to take on board the issues of class, race and disability; and
in the process it scems almost to have destroyed itself” (Harne 1988: 65,
69). Feminists among “Thatcher’s children”™—those who grew up under
Conservative governments—are unexpectedly optimistic. It is particularly
among younger women that diversity is seen as positive rather than divisive:
““Women’s Liberation’ as an organised (inter)national movement no longer
exists, but feminism is all-pervasive. Many gains have been made, especially
in terms of putting the experiences of a diversity of women—working-
class women, Black women, lesbians and women with disabilities—on the
‘women’s agenda’”(Pegg 1990: 159).

Structurally, the British women’s movement in the late 1990s is in the
midst of transformation, enforced by the hard times of the Conservative era,
encouraged by social and professional advances made by women, and adap-
tive to new opportunities even as old ones close down. It may be more strat-
ified into elite and local segments than in earlier years, but it is also more
interactive across that and other dimensions of diversity, and more profes-
sional altogether. To a degree, particularly at elite national levels, it is follow-
ing the pattern developed by the American movement of entry into and
lobbying of government, a trend visible even before the 1997 election. These
developments may be valued as successes in mobilization and thus are im-
portant within the movement. But such changes are also integral to the ef-
fective achievement of policy goals, enabling a reflexive response to new cir-
cumstances, new alliances for new agenda items, and new strategies to foster
or to cope with the opening of new channels. The movement formation and
change described thus far are a part of the explanation of the policy changes

to which we now turn.

Feminist Impact on Policy Change: The United States and Britain

The success of a movemnent may be measured in several ways: through move-
ment mobilization, policy impact, and cultural change; or change in collec-
tive consciousness and discursive politics, which may create resources for
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further mobilization and change. Tarrow (1994) has argued that movement
success, in addition to policy change, depends on the range and fAexibility
of the “tactical repertory.” In the policy sphere, a major contribution of the
American feminist movement has been to change federal and state policy
through legislative and judicial decisions. The movement has achieved rec-
ognition as a legitimate participant in decision making,

A major factor in the achievement of feminist goals in the United States
has been the dramatic increase over the past two decades in the number of
women seeking and elected to office. This change is largely a consequence of
the politicization created by the women's movement and specific efforts to
increase women’s representation in order to achieve greater equity. Of par-
ticular significance in aiding the feminist political agenda is the fact that a
large number of women elected to political office in the United States are
members of women’s groups and women’s rights organizations; one study
found that 40 percent of all elected women belong to a women’s rights orga-
nization (Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1995: 37). In addition, women legisla-
tors owe their election in part to the activities of women’s movement groups.
Such groups supply money and volunteers, and women legislators are far
more likely than their male counterparts to identify such support as crucial
to their clectoral success. Groups such as EMILY’s List have joined others,
including the Feminist Majority, the Republican WISH List, the Women's
Campaign Fund, and Voters for Choice, as well as the NWPC, an earlier
movement organization. According to one account as many as forty-two
PACs represent women’s interests in making funds available to feminist
candidates (Brenner 1996: 69 n. 79). The NWPC has also been responsible
for training candidates to aspire to electoral office. Reflecting the interests
of their support base, women legislators are more likely than their male
colleagues to endorse policies that are liberal and feminist. (Center for
American Women and Politics 1995: 2; Carroll 1985: 171). Their presence
is felt even more at the state and local levels, where they hold more than 20
percent of seats.

In addition to seeking change through legislative politics, feminist
groups have sought to increase the appointments of women to executive and
burcaucratic office. By 1994, in partial recognition of women’s support for
his candidacy, Clinton had appointed seven women to cabinet-level posi-
tions and a record thirty of ninety-one appointments to the federal judiciary.
In 1996, after his reclection, which was marked by even greater support
from women voters than in 1992, and under pressure from the Council of
Presidents, representing more than a hundred women’s groups, he appointed
other women to high office, including Madeleine Albright as sccretary of
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state. U.S. feminists have employed “insider/outsider” strategies, utilizing
the support of influential power holders within the system as well as move-
ment mobilization from outside (Staggenborg 1991: 155; Spalter-Roth and
Schreiber 1995).

British movement activists anticipated presence and visibility as govern-
menc insiders following the Labour election victory of 1997. Labour de-
liberately nominated women candidates for winnable scats, but the huge
increase from the preelection 37 Labour women MPs to 101 was as un-
expected as Labour’s total of 419 secats. Altogether, there were 120 women
MPs in the new Parliament, up from 62 and forming 18 percent of the total.
Many of the new members were young and had recent experience in move-
ment politics and local activides. The numbers of women receiving public
appointments to commissions and the all-important quangos that have
taken on much policy implementation in the last seventeen years, had been
rising for some time. Although women still made up only about one-third of
the total in 1996, this compares with less than one in four as recently as
1991 (Equal Opportunities Review 1996 [no. 67]: 6). The 300 Group, which
monitors appointments as part of its aspiration to see three hundred women
in Parliament, maintains lists of hundreds more women who are as qualified
for public jobs as men.

Feminist pressure has contributed to this development. Labour required
women-only candidate short lists in the 1990s undil, in 1996, an industrial
tribunal found this practice a breach of sex discrimination law. The Liberal
Democrats had women on all cheir selection lists, and both parties were
urged on by increasingly active national movement groups like the Fawcett
Society. After the 1992 election, a new phenomenon to Britain, EMILY’s
List UK, was established to recruit, train, and fund feminist candidates. The
success of earlier campaigns for equality in higher education and the profes-
sions has created a larger recruitment pool of experienced women. Women
comprise 15 percent of top civil servants and almost half of qualifying solic-
itors, and significant percentages in other professions (Equal Opportunities
Review 1996 [no. 67}: 6; Moss 1995: 172). Opportunity 2000, a business-
sponsored initiative for equality in management, had 61 business organiza-
tion members in 1991 and 305 in 1996, though in 1996 women comprised
still only 12.3 percent of managers, in comparison to about 40 percent in
the United States (E£qual Opportunities Review 1996 [no. 68]: 4).

With five women in the first Labour cabinet and fourteen more as junior
ministers, and with the professionalization and coordination of national or-
ganization, in 1997 the Brirish movement possessed the characteristics of the
insider/outsider politics described by Staggenborg and proven effective in the
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United States. One aspect of such politics is “access to many skills and re-
sources which facilitated institutionalized types of mobilizing activities and
persuasive rather than confrontational collective-action tactics” (Staggenborg
1991: 30). A second aspect is the connection of insiders to outsiders. In Byrne’s
phrase about the movement, the insiders are “like icebergs—the visible 10%
is important, but withourt the underlying 90% it will melc away”™ (1996: 71).
Influential Labour women in government have connections to the organized
90 percent in the parties and groups outside, through links to women’s, civil
liberties, and social advocacy organizations that advise and support them and
bolster their feminist commitment.

Even under optimal conditions, policy impact may vary according to
many conditions and is best assessed by looking at a set of comparative

examples. We will do so by examining three—abortion, economic equity,
and domestic violence—and contrasting the evidence of movement impact

on each.

Abortion

In the United States, abortion and reproductive choice have been highly
visible issues in a highly politicized context since the Supreme Court’s 1973
decision in Roe v. Wade. An active and strong pro-choice feminist movement
that coalesced behind the decision has been countered by virulenty anti-
abortion, pro-life groups, which have challenged abortion rights in the
courts and in Congress, mounted violent artacks on abortion providers, and
effectively limited access to abortion services. These forces have gained new
legitimacy through their acceptance within the Republican Party. The scope
of conflict has expanded, supporters and opponents have been highly mobi-
lized, and symbols have been manipulated by both sides in an attempt to
control the debate. Efforts to maintain access to abortion have been spear-
headed by NARAL, NOW, Planned Parenthood, and the Reproductive
Freedom Project of the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU). Movement
tactics have combined legal strategics, mass rallies in Washington, D.C., leg-
islative lobbying, and efforts to target antichoice legislators at the ballot box.
In 1989, pro-choice forces suffered a setback when the Court, in Webster .
Reproductive Health Services, upheld a woman’s right to have an abortion but
replaced the trimester principle of Roe v. Wade with that of fetal viability, in
effect drawing a line berween legal and illegal abortion (Gelb and Palley
1996: 221). In a second setback, in 1992 in Planned Parenthood of South-
eastern Pennsylvania v. Casey, the Court upheld a wide disparity of options
limiting access to abortion in the states as not placing an “unduc burden” on
pregnant women. The Hyde Amendment, inidally adopred in 1976, bans
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Medicaid funding for abortion except in highly restrictive circumstances,
while the “right-to-life” strategy of seeking to limit access to abortion in
every possible way continues, although it has been unsuccessful in passing a
constitutional amendment.

Despite the continuing conflict over this issue and the extraordinary
diversion of energy and resources demanded by continued pressure, the pro-
choice movement survives as a relatively strong movement capable of re-
sponding in several arenas. In April 1989, as a response to the Webster deci-
sion, between 300,000 and 600,000 participants marched in Washington,
D.C., in protest. The movement estimate of participants in a 1992 march
was approximately 500,000, including many young women and women of
color. NARALs membership grew from 200,000 in 1989 to 400,000 in
1990, and Planned Parenthood and the ACLU, allies in the pro-choice
struggle, saw significant increases in membership and contributions. How-
ever, after the election of President Clinton, NARAL membership dropped
from almost 350,000 co just 100,000 (qtd. in Brenner 1996: 33). Burk and
Hartmann’s argument that President Clinton’s election “undermined the
central core” of the movement, causing abortion rights activists in particular
to believe their cause was won (1996: 20), is given some credence by these
figures. Clinton did advance a pro-choice agenda from the outset, largely in
response to support from women voters. He lifted the gag rule that prevent-
ed doctors in federally funded clinics from providing abortion counseling,
lifted the ban on fetal tissue research, and repealed the policy that denied
U.S. funding to countries that provided abortion counseling. Clinton also
signed into law the Freedom of Access to Clinics Act and permitted research
on the RU 486 “morning after” pill that could transform abortion policy.
On several occasions from 1996 to 1998, he vetoed a controversial congres-
sional bill banning late-term abortions.

The abortion issue has never been the central, polarizing issuc in British
politics that it has been in the United States, although it generated one of
the first permanent national coordinating organizations. The National
Abortion Campaign (NAC), founded in 1975, led resistance to each at-
tempt to restrict the effectively broad rights won in 1967 to abortion with
the consent of two doctors under cerrain medical and social conditions. In
the 1970s, NAC organized large demonstrations, but by 1990, its tactics
had shifted toward more professional lobbying and smaller marches (Byrne
1996: 62, 65). In 1990, pro-lifers sought to roll back the time limit on legal
abortions from the twenty-cighth to the cighteenth weck of pregnancy. For
the first time, pro-life MPs persuaded the government to give its own parlia-
mentary time (though not its endorsement) to a clause added to the Human
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Fertilization and Embryology Bill. After that pro-life success in agenda
building, NAC’s coalition regarded the eventual vote fot a twenty-four week
time limit as a relative victory.

The principal pro-life organizations, the Society for the Protection of
the Unborn Child (SPUC) and LIFE, have copied American tactics to try to
create a high and emotional political profile for abortion. SPUC has brought
in American advisers, including a team from Operation Rescue, while LIFE
has waged media campaigns around emotive cases of multiple pregnancies
and has unsuccessfully sought an injunction to prevent the termination of
one pregnancy. The usually low profile of the issue in Britain despite these
efforts is partly due to the different political environment. Abortion has not
been a party or electoral issue. Party business fills parliamentary time, and
the party whips allow a free vote on abortion. Direct intervention by reli-
gious bodies has been rare in British politics. Pro-lifers have, however, tried
to change both the nonpartisan status of the issue and the detachment of the
churches. In the buildup to the 1997 election, Catholic prelates demanded a
ban and attacked Labour leader Tony Blair as a sham Christian for failing to
commit the party to an antiabortion position. The newly formed Pro-life
Alliance ran close o fifty candidates against prominent politicians and in
marginal constituencies. These attempts to force the issue onto the electoral
agenda have been rejected by the political party leaders, even by many
pro-life parliamentarians, and by the electorate, but they have undoubred-
ly given new prominence and energy to pro-life organizations (Observer,

January 5, 1997).

Economic Equity

Burk and Hartmann’s prescription for the recovery of the women’s move-
ment follows from their belief that the movement has failed to “make the
priorities of women the focus of the women’s movement.” Women’s priori-
ties, from poll evidence, are “economic issues (pay equity and pensions),
health care (which is economic), and violence” (1996: 20). Economic equity
was a priority for the national organizations of second-wave feminism in the
United States, which gained from the inclusion of women in the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and won further progress with the establishment of the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) and through affir-
mative action and comparable worth programs. British legislation was later
and lesser in scope, but the Equal Pay Act of 1970 and Sex Discrimination
Act of 1975, which established the British Equal Opportunities Commission,
were “greatly influenced by the pactern of US legislation from the 1960s and
early "70s” (Lester 1996: 25).
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A quarter century of slow progress is shown by the crude basic indicator
of pay equity. From a 1970s U.S. average of fifty-nine cents earned by a
woman to each dollar by a man, and British women’s average hourly earnings
of 62.9 percent of men’s in 1970, both figures rose above 70 percent in the
late 1990s (“Through a Glass Darkly” 1996: 51; Equal Opportunities Review
1996 [no. 70]: 34). Some victories for some women have been won on other
work-related causes, notably pensions, with persistent advocacy from
women’s legal organizations in the United States and the EOC in Britain
(Goldstein 1988: 513-36; Collins and Mechan 1994: 385—-87). The U.S.
legal strategy has clearly benefited women through access to higher education
and managerial and professional employment (Kessler-Harris 1994: 73).
Race-conscious affirmative action programs have also enhanced access to
some nontraditional jobs, like construction and engineering. In 1987, the
Supreme Court authorized gender-conscious affirmative action programs
when it upheld the hiring of Diane Joyce as a road dispatcher for the Sanca
Clara County Transportation Agency. In this case, the amicus brief submit-
ted by the NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund (NOW LDEF) and an
alliance of thirteen other feminist and civil liberties groups contrasted with
the Reagan administration’s Justice Department opposition to all affirmative
action (Goldstein 1988: 562-82).

Alongside these achievements, however, the movement must address
continuing and insistent inequities. For middle-class women, access to the
professions is but one step toward equity; thus, the Glass Ceiling Com-
mission established in the Civil Rights Act of 1991 began to probe the next
step, promotion (Gelb and Palley 1996: 235-306). The stratified and gen-
dered structure of the low-skilled labor market has proven resistant to
change. Part-time work, with worse conditions and fewer benefits than full-
time work, is 62.3 percent female in the United States, 85.4 percent female
in Britain. As Kessler-Harris has noted, the outcome of American affir-
mative action programs is ambiguous for “less-educated and less-skilled
women,” including many women of color (1994: 73-74). Legislative cam-
paigns and programs of service provision by organizations such as Wider
Opportunities for Women, to improve access to skills training and to non-
traditional unskilled employment, to provide employment services, and to
network wirh union groups such as CLUW in working for the lower-paid
sector, remain relatively low-profile and, in terms of service provision, just
“drops” in the ocean of need (Spalter-Roth and Schreiber 1995: 124).
Women benefited in the past from the carryover of rights from race- to
gender-conscious programs; now they are vulnerable to decisions whittling
away at race-conscious programs. The women’s legal community did not
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intervene in several 1995 Supreme Court cases that, respectively, shifted the
burden to individual proof of discrimination (Adarand v. Pena), loosened
the standards for affirmative action implementation (Missouri v. Jenkins),
and rejected race redistricting (Miller v. Johnson); nor in Hopwood v. State of
Texas (U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuir, 1996), where race was
rejected as a criterion for college admissions. But feminist legal groups, in-
cluding NOW LDEEF, joined the fight against the anti-affirmative action
Proposition 209 passed in California in 1996.

Equal rights, however, will remain a prime terrain of contest for the
American women’s movement. The centrality of the equal protection clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment to American political culture and to the reso-
lution of issues of social and economic equity, and women’s long tradition
and expertise in constitutional politics ensure that setbacks will not end de-
bate. A more radical challenge in the sphere of economic equity is presented
by the welfare reforms signed into law by President Clinton in 1996, with
their five-year cap on benefits, restriction of benefits to legal aliens, and work
requirements. Analysts of “the feminization of poverty” have long pointed
out that welfare is also an issue of economic equity (Pearce 1990). The 1996
legislation lays bare this connection and the urgency to develop woman-
friendly policies for the many unskilled women of color and white women
who are already marginal workers in the economy or will become so as re-
cipients of the new “temporary assistance for needy families.”

In the 1970s, Britain imported the American model of equality legisla-
tion and an EEOC into a polity where parliamentary sovercignty precluded
claims for judicial review of legislation or administration. At that time,
Britain also lacked a culture of rights politics; economic issues were the
province of class conflict or corporatist negotiation. Recession, the growth of
a part-time, low-paid, privatized, and increasingly female workforce, restric-
tions on unions, and a regime committed to perfecting a frec-market system
then exacerbated problems. In the 1990s however, British women have
made gains in economic equity through litigation #nd have developed new
coalitions to fight with and for low-paid women. Changes in mobilization,
strategy, and agenda have interacted to produce results in an apparently
bleak social situation.

European litigation strategies fostered these developments. In the 1970s,
an expert recalls, “it did not occur to us that Ewropean Community law
would play a crucial part” (Lester 1996: 25). Britain joined the European
Economic Community in January 1973, signing the Treaty of Rome, whose
Article 119 enshrines a right to cqual pay for women. In 1976, in Defreene v.

Sabena, the European Court of Justice ruled that such European equality
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principles could be claimed by individuals in their own national courts to
overrule national legislation or even to require legislation where none exist-
ed. Since then, this route has been used to combart direct and indirect dis-
crimination in pay, pensions and retirement ages, hiring and ﬁring protec-
tions, and the rights of part-time workers, winning significant changes in
women’s economic position (Collins and Mechan 1994). In the process, the
British women’s movement has forged new alliances, offering one of the
clearest examples of the interaction of mobilization and goals in achieving
policy change. A formal complaint to Europe in 1994 that abolition of mini-
mum wage legislation breached European treaty obligations, for example,
was brought by the EOC and Trades Union Congress together, backed by
organizations for gender interests (the Pay Equity Project), nonunionized
low-paid workers (the Low Pay Unit), and ethnic workers (the National
Group on Homeworking) (Hart 1994). The Fawcett Society has undertaken
to lead a campaign against low pay. Both Fawcett and NAWO participate
in the European Women’s Lobby and European Social Policy Forum, in a
developing European network of economic equity organizations. This net-
work is also proactively pushing the narrow economic conception of Euro-
pean law to encompass policy on sexual harassment, reproductive rights,
and family law (Elman 1996; Mechan and Collins 1996). Litigation and
European lobbying are technocratic forms of politics, but the emerging net-
works of experts and advocacy groups for the most deprived women
are achieving the same kind of insider/outsider coalitions as those which
Spalter-Roth and Schreiber (1995) find significant for economic equity
policy in the United States.

Domestic Violence

The issue of domestic violence represents the emergence, in Britain and the
United States, of a locally based feminist issue onto the national agenda. Its
acceptance as a legitimate issue of public policy represents a triumph for the
more radical branch of feminism, which has defined this “personal” issue as
a political one and has been able to obtain legislative and judicial interven-
tion in family relationships by the state. In both nations, the movement has
demonstrated that service delivery and advocacy need not be contradictory
or murually exclusive goals.

The first movement response to the issue in Britain was a practical one:
the establishment of two refuges in 1972 in London. In 1975, thirty-five
groups running refuges formed the National Women’s Aid Federation
(NWAF); today the English federation alone represents about two hundred
refuges. The NWAF became an active legislative lobby, testifying to the
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parliamentary commirttee in 1975 that authoritatively defined domestic vio-
lence as a social, not an individual, problem. Legislation won in 1976 and
1978 provided for injunctions to restrain or exclude abusing partners from
the home, and the Housing (Homeless Persons) Act of 1977 guaranteed
public housing for women flecing violence (Lovenduski and Randall 1993:
305-8). In the United States, following the British model, a shelter for bat-
tered women was first opened in 1974 in Minnesota (and still exists today).
Initial effores at legal reform and funding came at the local level, the lacter
augmented by foundation support. In the 1970s, national women’s move-
ment groups in the United States began to mobilize around this issue. The
NOW Task Force on Battered Women/Domestic Violence was founded in
1976, the National Coalition against Domestic Violence (NCADV) in 1977.

A challenge for shelter providers in the United States and Britain has
been to maintain financial security without surrendering feminist principles
of organization and goals including the empowerment of battered women:
“The battle we all face is the need to develop strategies which make it pos-
sible for the feminist agenda to reverberate through non-feminist organi-
zations; to make them take on our political agenda rather than us taking on
theirs” (Foley 1996: 174; see also Reinelt 1995). The NCADYV, which still
survives in the United States in the late 1990s, is a coalition of service
providers; this group has maintained itself even as it has scruggled to develop
an autonomous women'’s voice and to speak to controversial positions while
relying on government and foundation funding. Because the group’s guide-
lines specify that if a funding agency refused to support its agenda the fund-
ing must be turned back, twice the NCADV returned large grants, one to
the U.S. Department of Justice and one to Johnson and Johnson. A 1992
conference scheduled in Colorado was also canceled at considerable cost, be-
cause of that state’s endorsement of an anti~gay and lesbian proposition.
The movement’s survival despite these funding losses illustrates the earlier
point that funding sources have been diversified, in NCADV's case with no
more than 30 percent deriving from any one source (Disney and Gelb forth-
coming). The group’s structure has also been modified, with continued com-
mitment to consensus decision making; class, race, and sexual diversity; and
a reconstituted smaller steering body.

The British movement has faced the same dilemma in 2 context where
its primary source of funding, housing, and other social service provision has
been the local state. A study of Welsh refuges in the mid-1990s found that
overall funding increased during the 1980s and the number of refuges grew.
Local authorities remained the main source; Welsh Women’s Aid, an um-
brella body, received most of its funding from the central government Welsh
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Office (Charles 1995: 626-28). Refuges now fill a statutorily mandated
function, which helps guarantee funding. Nonetheless, here, as in other
funded services for women in both Britain and the United States, concern
about and alertness to funding unattached to a feminist analysis remains
(Radford and Stanko 1996: 70; Foley 1996: 174). Welsh activists believe
they have sustained their autonomy partly because their role is both distinc-
tive and authorized in law. For state social services, according to a parlia-
mentary select committee, “what is involved” is “not the plight of a particu-
lar category of unhappy women, but the future of families, involving men,
women, and—most important of all—their children” (qtd. in Dobash and
Dobash 1992: 128). Women’s groups can define their role differently, an
unnamed refuge worker explained to Nickie Charles: “We're unashamedly
one-sided. . . . A woman’s been subjected to violence, that’s all. We may be
the only people that do that. You know, the social worker, the health visitor,
doctor, may all be sympathetic, but they'll all be trying to help them as a
family” (Charles 1995: 628).

While domestic violence gained national artention in the late 1970s,
passing national legislation in the United States proved difficult due to the
ascendancy of right-wing groups in the Republican Party after che 1980
election. A “family protection act” was even introduced in Congress in 1981
by these forces, to prohibit funding for any domestic violence programs, al-
though it failed to pass (Gelb 1983). During the next decade, most states
passed legislation related to battered women, providing some funding for
shelters and improved intervention by the criminal justice and judicial
systems. Some states used surcharges on marriage licenses to finance these
new initiatives. Local- and state-level efforts were spearheaded by women’s
groups through class-action civil suits, pressure on responsive locally elecred
officials, and the presence of a large number of professional women in the
justice system itself. Lessons learned by feminist groups at the local level
were later employed in the federal arena, including the creation of broad-
based coalitions, bipartisan support, and neutralization of right-wing efforts
through the use of nonthreatening concepts such as saving the family and
protecting victimized women (Dobash and Dobash 1992: 206-7).

A developing feminist discourse and analysis has had some impact on
the U.S. legislative process in the 1980s and 1990s. In 1984, the Violence
Prevention and Services Act was signed into law, following six years of pres-
sure and activism by the feminist movement. It provided, and continues to
provide, limited funding for shelters. According to Dobash and Dobash, the
passage of this legislation was “a monument to the energy, hard work, in-
creased political sophistication, alliance building and tactics” of the women’s
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movement, particularly notable during the ascendancy of the Reagan ad-
ministration’s antifeminist and regressive social policy agenda (1992: 144).
In 1994, after another extended period of prodding Congress, the Violence
against Women Act was passed as part of an omnibus crime bill. Perhaps the
most significant legislation enacted with regard to the feminist agenda in the
1990s, this law was a testament to the successful use of the insider/outsider
strategy employed by the feminist community and its allies. In a telephone
conversation on April 26, 1996, Pac Reuss, legislative director of the NOW
Legal Defense and Education Fund, explained:

Insiders included Senator Biden, chairman of the Senate Judiciary
Committee, and numerous bipartisan supporters in Congress. Out-
siders were represenred by a coalition of feminist groups led by the
Violence against Women Task Force organized by the NOW Legal
Defense and Education Fund, and with strong participation by NOW,
the National Women’s Law Center, NCADV, Women’s Legal Defense
Fund, and the newly organized National Network to End Domestic
Violence. They worked with a much broader coalition, including the
Junior League, Catholic Charities, General Federation of Women’s
Clubs, and Feminists for Life.

Grassroots mobilization was undertaken by local actvists and union mem-
bers, and coalition participation extended to supportive law enforcement of-
ficials and lawyers. The focus of the legislation is primarily on crisis preven-
tion through judicial and police protection. The law mandaces interstate
enforcement of protective orders, a national domestic violence hotline,
training for state and federal judges, civil rights remedies for gender-related
crimes, and some aid for battered immigrant women. Special support is
given to strengthen local law enforcement and police and prosecurorial
training. In addition, the law provides for some additional federal money for
shelters (Gelb and Palley 1996: 230). A total of $1.6 billion was allocated to
support these activities through the year 2000.

Violence against women is equally a national issue in Britain today. Its
potency as a movement rallying call was demonstrated in November 1996,
when a conference on “violence, abuse, and women’s citizenship” drew two
thousand participants, more than half from Britain, including many young
women and many from ethnic minorities. The event was organized by a uni-
versity women’s unit and sponsors including NAWO, the Women’s Aid
Federarions of England and Wales, cthe SBS, and other echnic, women’s, chil-
dren’s, and devclopment groups. The spread of the Zero Tolerance Cam-
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paign, a public awareness initiative on violence against women, from its
creation by the Edinburgh Women's Committee in 1992 to local initatives
across the United Kingdom is another indicator of the vitality of the move-
ment on this topic (Mackay 1996). Its prominence is equally evident in re-
cent campaigns to educate law enforcement and judicial officials, to reform
procedures, to improve existing legislation, and to bring in new measures on
stalking,

Dobash and Dobash contrast the American policy debate on domestic
violence with that in Britain. In the 1970s in the United States, feminist
discourse was accompanied by the call for civil rights and legal protection.
British MPs ignored feminist social and cultural analyses of the problem,
preferring to atcribute domestic violence to “individual inadequacy and poor
family background,” but then accepted the activists’ pragmatic proposals for
refuges, housing, and social services. In effect, “the solution was adopted
while the nature of the problem was denied or transformed” (1992: 100).
Subsequent Britisb action has followed three lines: continuation of the origi-
nal concern to provide material resources, especially housing, to ensure
women safety and independence; new campaigns, like those in the United
States, for legal reforms and better treatment by law enforcement agencies;
and a broadening of debate from domestic violence to all forms of violence
against women. For example, the issue of rights of residence in, and exclu-
sion of violent partners from, the family home has recently been debated. A
legislative initiative to confirm long-standing rights to residence that applied
to married and unmarried partners alike mobilized a relatively small but
well-connected conservative pro-family lobby. Although it was the Con-
servative lord chancellor (who heads the judiciary and holds both legislative
and executive positions) who introduced the Family Homes and Domestic
Violence Bill in 1995 to codify these rights, the bill was a flashpoint for a
small group of right-wing Conservative MPs, including several women, who
saw in it a threat to the entire institution of marriage. A lasc-minute but
successful parliamentary and media campaign killed the bill. Although some
of the lost provisions were incorporated in the 1996 Family Law Act, the
same opponents forced a compromise that gives judges discretion to dis-
criminate between married and unmarried partners in granting access to
the home, “to have regard to the fact that [unmarried cohabitants] have
not given each other the commitment involved in marriage” (Current Law
Statues 1996, c. 27).

The Women’s Aid Federation of England (WAFE) led a movement

lobby to recover the lost domestic violence bill and in the process raised
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British women’s professionalism and involvement in policy making to a new
level. The staff of two activated refuge workers and local volunteers coordi-
nated a national network of other organizations and briefed the media. They
became directly involved in the legislative process in ways that are not nor-
mal British practice, drafting thirty amendments to the bill, bricfing MPs
and the lord chancellor, and monitoring the key committee stages. As a
counter to the “family values”™ campaign in Parliament and the right-wing
press, they were excremely effective. The eventual compromise meant that,
as in the United States, the legislation was loaded with support for the tradi-
tional family and marriage. But WAFE staff argued that the destruction of
the 1995 bill showed that the “forces of reaction work within government”
and thus that women must do the same. It seemed to them that outright re-
jection of compromise would have created powerful enemies and probably
would have resulted in worse, or no, legislation. As it was, WAFE won a
codified set of remedies and did extend protection against violence. The
compromise allowing discrimination against unmarried partners was at least
only discretionary. The proof of the pudding would be in how the courts
used their discretion; hence, the next step by WAFE was to file an appli-
cation to sit on the committee drawing up the regulations (Harwin and
Debbonnaire 1996).

Monitoring implementation draws attention to police practices and the
judicial system. The Domestic Violence Act of 1976 gave magistrates the
power to attach arrest warrants to injunctions against violent men, but po-
lice remained reluctant to intervene in domestic disputes. Discontent with
the police grew during the 1970s and 1980s, and feminists critiqued their
conduct in domestic violence and rape cases and the racial bias and violence
against, as well as failure to address the needs of, ethnic women. These cri-
tiques generated prolonged pressuse to implement legistation on injunctions
and exclusion of violent men from the home, but only in the late 1980s
did shifts in police practice begin to occur (Hester and Radford 1996).
Home Office guidelines in 1985 and 1990 responded to feminist critiques
from WAFE, Women against Violence against Women, and the Women’s
National Commission (which in 1986 issued a report, Violence against
Women) (Radford and Stanko 1996: 74). By 1993, sixty-two of sixty-nine
Metropolitan Police divisions in London had domestic violence units, as rec-
ommended by the 1990 Home Office guidelines, as did twenty of the forty-
two other police forces in England and Wales (75, 85). “Despite limited and
uneven progress there has been an increasingly vocalized acceptance of
women'’s right to police protection from violent male partners” (Hester and
Radford 1996: 85).
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As in the United States, there are examples of new integrative, multi-
service models of service provision and police intervention, such as that in
the London borough of Islington, where women councillors joined with the
Women’s Commitree, and in Manchester, where feminist groups joined
with police and health authorities to create a sexual assault center (Foley
1996: 168). Together with domestic violence groups such as WAFE, femi-
nist groups such as Rights of Women, Women against Rape, and rape crisis
groups have campaigned persistently for such improvements. Rights of
Women, Justice for Women, and a number of ethnic groups, especially SBS,
have also been at the forefront of pressure on judges to review both court
procedures and, after several high-profile homicide cases against abused
women, the law itself (Bindel, Cook, and Kelly 1995). Most recently, the
vulnerability to deportation of immigrant women who flee abusive mar-
riages has forged a new alliance of feminist, ethnic, civil liberties, and refu-
gee organizations to fight rhe “one-year rule,” which leaves them unprotect-
ed (Southall Black Sisters 1996). As Julie Bindel of Justice for Women has
observed, “Violence against women could be said to be an area of feminist
‘success’ in that the issue is now one of intense public concern, and many of
our particular criticisms have been accepted as valid” (Bindel, Cook, and
Kelly 1995: 65). Success in building an agenda leading to policy change thus
inevitably challenges the movement to susrain that success by building orga-
nizations and resources for the long-term and day-by-day routinization of
implementation and monitoring procedures.

Consciousness and Value Change

The final area for analysis of movement success is that of the impact on
public consciousness and value change. In the United States, a survey con-
ducted for the Center for Women Policy Studies in 1993 found that most
women indicated that the women’s movement had expanded their job op-
portunities, had made possible more roles for women, and had increased
their self-esteem and self-confidence (Wolfe and Tucker 1995: 457). At
titudes toward the women’s movement have become steadily more positive.
In 1970, 40% of women favored efforts to strengthen and change the status
of women; in 1980, the figure had increased to 64%, and in 1990, 77% of
women supported such efforts. A 1989 survey reported that 89% of women
thought that the women’s movement had given them more control over
their lives, and 82% thought that the movement was still improving the
lives of women. Approximately one-third of women in the Unired States
identify themselves as feminist, and 65% think that NOW is “in touch with

the average American woman.” Moreover, about 4.5 million Americans,
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including many young women and women of color, claim to have made a
contribution at one time to the women’s movement (Ferree and Hess 1994:
192, 199).

There is considerably less evidence of the changing views of British
women. A 1992 poll found that “the majority of both women and men
viewed feminism positively (57 and 56 percent respectively)” (Lovenduski
and Randall 1993: 357). Surveys since the 1980s have found a strong ma-
jority of women and men supporting equal opportunities—92% in the
mid-1980s. A clear majority also emerged in a recent survey of ten thousand
women by the Women’s Communication Centre, which noted that respon-
dents “echoed many of feminism’s original concerns,” viewed women still as
sccond-class citizens, and sought “equality of opportunity for all” and an
end to gender stereotyping (Guardian, July 1, 1996). Lovenduski has cau-
tioned, however, that there is only slight evidence of general attitudinal
change within key decision-making circles:

On the one hand there is evidence of change, a slow improvemenr in
women'’s presence in politics, of the establishment of some sex equality
policies. . .. On the other hand, [wider] policy and organisational gen-
der biases appear to be under no immediate threat. Only occasional
sensitivities to the gendered implications of public policy are evident;

cultural change in organisations is rare. (Lovenduski 1996: 16)

Britain’s cultural feminism has also taken some knocks, with, for example,
the demise of feminist publishing house Pandora Press, the struggles of its
counterpart Virago, and the disappearance of Spare Rib from the news-
stands. Although women’s studies programs have spread to most univer-
sities, women remain a tiny minority of professors in those institutions
(Griffin 1995, chapter 14).

In electoral politics, the “gender gap” in the United States—the difter-
ence between the way in which male and female voters think and behave—
owes a great deal to the consciousness of gender at the ballot box created by
the women’s movement (Mueller 1988). First observed in 1980, when men
were cight percentage points more likely to support Republican Reagan for
president, the difference has ranged from 4% to 7%. The issues that elicit a
more Democratic, progressive vote among women are not always or even
usually feminist issues, but rather those reflecting concern with public-sector
spending and intervention related to employment and other policies that
may involve self-interest (Erie and Rein 1988). However, on occasion, can-
didate and partisan stands on abortion and affirmative action do cause fe-

male voters to provide a swing vorte in state and congressional elections. One
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example occurred in Oregon in January 1996 in a U.S. Senate by-election,
where women voters provided the 1-percent margin of victory through
turnout and a gender gap that favored the liberal Democratic candidate
(EMILY s List 1996: 1).

The gender gap played an even more central role in the 1996 national
clection than it had in 1992, with an unprecedented gap of 11% between
male and female voters, with even higher gaps among unmarried women
(49%-62%) and working women (35%-56%) (Connelly 1996). Black and
young women supported Clinton in large numbers. In 1996, the women’s
movement saw efforts by the Democratic and Republican Parties to appeal
to women voters as an important swing constituency. It is the Democratic
Party that has reaped the major benefit from the gap; the Republican Party,
as noted carlier, has continued to support antichoice and antiaffirmative ac-
tion policies despite the efforts of moderate and pro-feminist Republicans to
modify these stances.

A gender gap has developed rather differently in Britain. A seventeen-
percentage-point gap, with women in favor of the Conservatives, was stan-
dard in the 1950s. This gap dwindled to a mere 1% in 1987, grew in 1992
to 6%, and fell again to less than 1% in 1997. Norris (1996), however,
found what she labels a “gender-generation” gap in the 1990s. Among voters
under thirty years old, young women created a fourteen-point gap in favor
of Labour; the 30-64 age group showed eight points in favor of the Tories;
and the disproportionately female group aged sixty-five and older favored
Conservatives by eighteen points. This gender-generation gap grew dra-
macically in 1997, with a 35% gap in favor of Labour among women under
thirty, and only those over sixty-five favoring the Conservatives. But the
strongest political response of women reflects the unattractiveness and irrele-
vance of national party politics to their lives. A Fawcett report noted that
more than half of women (52%, compared to 35% of men) simply did not
know which party they would trust the most; that many called for “a
Parliament that is less concerned with one party bashing the other”; and that
young women in particular felt that politics was a self-interested and futile
activity (Fawcett Society 1996a). Responding to these feelings, an early
promise of senior Labour women after the 1997 election was to change what
Minister for International Development Clare Short has called the “yah-
boo” male culture of the House of Commons. And our account has shown
that a figure of less than 7% of women declaring themselves “very interest-
ed” in politics need not mean apathy. Women have been busy in other forms
of politics than the “men’s club” of Parliament.
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Conclusion

The Relationship between Movement Strength and Continued Success

in a Hostile Political Environment

In the 1980s and 1990s, both the American and British women’s move-
ments have faced hostile antifeminist political regimes and countermove-
ments. Yet there is evidence that both have survived and expanded. Rather
than just holding on in the face of adversity, they have seen positive changes:
movement expansion and redefinition and enJargement of goals, diversifica-
tion of membership and targeting of services, efforts at recruiting a new gen-
eration of political activists, and new forms of public representation. All un-
derpin the effective formulation and adoption of feminist policies. This
analysis has been premised on the concept that collective movement mobi-
lization and action have led to changes in policy and atticudes. Therefore,
the survival and continued strength of movement politics are essential to en-
suring continued movement success.

Even as feminists have succeeded in establishing issues on the public
agenda, however, the problems of women have increased through political,
economic, and social changes, some attributable to government action and
some beyond its control. Simple parallels between the two nations under-
estimate complex political and social differences but can also highlight im-
portant trends. Comparable labor-market developments have added ur-
gency to cross-class agendas attentive to the needs of disadvantaged women
workers and have created new networks, notably in Britain. Yer in both
Britain and the United States, voters elected antifeminist candidates and

parties—although not necessarily wich antifeminist issues as their electoral
priorites. There is some evidence that the presence of hostile regimes can
enhance movement recruitment, although in both nations movement mem-
bership demonstrates cycles of decline and resurgence. In both countries,
challenges to the institution of the family, particularly abortion and domes-
tic violence, have engendered the most opposition, possibly an ironic indica-
tor of success in agenda building and policy change. In the United States,
antifeminism has been longer-lived, more organized, more strident, and
strengthened by its association with a right-wing movement inside and
outside government. The recent activism on family values and abortion in
Britain is minor by comparison; but it nonetheless fits Marshall’s categoriza-
tion of a countermovement in formation, gaining visibility and attempting
to gain a foothold in legislative politics (1995: 334).

As Tarrow suggests, during the conservative years of the Reagan admin-

istration (and thereafter), through personal networks and secondary associa-
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tions, activist women kept the flame of feminism alive by keeping in touch

(1994: 185):

American women first mobilized in the shadow of the civil rights move-
ment, combined a rich and varied repertoire, a meaningful discursive
politics, a network structure embedded in society and institutions and
an electoral advantage that have made the women’s movement among
the most successful in American social history, effecting—among other

things—a profound shift in political culture. (184)

The strength of the American women’s movement is in its broad, varied, and
continually expanding network structure, ranging from informal women’s
collectives, to women’s studies programs in universities, to more structured
professional organizations such as NOW and the NWPC. Even the major
defeat of the Equal Rights Amendment in the 1980s and subsequent chal-
lenges experienced by the movement have not shattered the networks that
comprise it nor signaled a decline in mobilization for antidiscrimination
legislation, broadly defined. There has been change in the grassroots, self-
generated, and largely volunteer branches of the movement, which now are
more likely to be service-oriented and more dependent on government and
charity funding than was true at the outset.

While the story of the American movement is one of sustained mobi-
lization and presence, that in Britain is one of transformation. There have
been two clear trends: a decline in antistatism, leading to increased profes-
sionalization and entry into political institutions; and the local survival of a
multiplicity of active groups, still determined to retain feminist autonomy
but now responding to social as well as ideological diversity. In Britain, al-
though not in the United States, the rollback of state service provision has
had the unexpected impact for some feminist groups of increasing funding
for their provision of material assistance, advice, and comfort—but as the
welfare state has dwindled, this increased funding has been accompanied by
increased demand for such services. British and American women have in
common the resulting struggle to raise funds without compromising their
principles and to sustain a critical advocacy role alongside an accountable
service function. As this chapter has shown, the strong links in both coun-
tries between the local and national levels of feminist politics have con-
tributed to movement sustainability under pressure.

According to Tarrow, the American women’s movement took a long
time to bear fruit, but it has emerged as a major factor in American politics
(1994: 183). It has developed a shifting and uneasy alliance with the party
system, through the gender gap gaining access to the Democratic Party
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platform and challenging the Republicans to follow suit. The close relation-
ship of the feminist movement to only one parcy has limited ics ability to
have an impact on the entire system of fragmented government. British
feminists have also been closely associated with only one of the two major
parties, the Labour Party, and this alliance left them outside the unitary, cen-
tralized state controlled from 1979 to 1997 by Conservatives. This made it
harder to get feminist claims onto the agenda, but if that first step can be
achieved, legislation is more likely to emerge from a unitary and tightly
managed legislative process. Thus, the crucial factor in movement effective-
ness may not be association with one party or many. American structures
allow and respond to mulciparty influence ac multiple poines of access.
Parliamentary government calls for pressure targeted upon the majority
party in the national Parliament, and the extent to which the movement has
survived and even matured during the outsider years of Conservative gov-
ernment will be tested by ics abilicy to win policy demands from a more
friendly regime. It has also been contended that it is easier to arciculate de-
mands in the divided American system than it is to implement them effec-
tively. On the one hand, as with policy making, the federal structure and
separated powers may make the task of monitoring and reporting on bu-
reaucratic implemencation more complex and more difficult chan in the uni-
tary British system. On the other hand, che difficulties imposed by such
structural complexity may be offset by at least chree ocher factors in com-
parison to Britain: the greater number of women already within the system;
the greater number of political appointments to administrative and legal po-
sitions, permitting more interchange between insiders and outsiders; and the
tradition of open government and information sharing,

Policy Success

It is possible to list an impressive number of major picces of congressional
and parliamentary legislation that can be tentatively credited to feminise ac-
tion and classified as feminisc in content (Bashevkin 1994: 682, 684; 1996:
535-36). The feminist agenda in both nations has cerrainly expanded and
has become more central to the public program. The issuc of violence
against women is the prime example of this phenomenon. The adoption
of the less threatening term domestic violence to replace wife beating helped
feminists present the issue in a more inclusive, less threatening manner (al-
though the use of the more value-neutral term pro-choice in the abortion
arena has not had similar results). This approach, borrowed from the area of
child abuse, proved successtul in gaining action through the presentation of

a social problem that was widespread and that cut across class lines (Gelb
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and Palley 1996: 228). Linking efforts to deal with domestic violence to the
larger issue of crime control proved especially effective in the American
context. Moving from “domestic violence” to “violence against women”
widened the policy arena even further, integrating issues such as rape and
stalking and preventative measures such as housing and transportation plan-
ning, as well as the reform of police and judicial procedures—thus approach-
ing an inclusive policy analysis of the pervasive problem of violence.

It is notable that the issue of domestic violence in the United States, first
introduced as major legislation in the Violence against Women Act (VAWA)
in the Senate in 1990, was “initially considered a radical package and a
political hot potato” (qtd. in Carroll 1995: 14). Four years later, the success-
ful crime bill including this legislation was seen to benefit primarily women
and children. VAWA seemed to slip through the process quietly, with little
public attention and no major controversy: “VAWA had become a virtual sa-
cred cow which no one cared to question or oppose” (Carroll 1995: 14). Itis
certainly arguable that issues of the protection of women, as opposed to
their empowerment, carried the day at variance with the initial goals of the
battered women’s movement. Nonetheless, the movement of the once total-
ly private issue onto the public agenda in a period of conservative domi-
nance is nothing short of remarkable. In both the United States and the
United Kingdom (where measures against stalking won all-party support in
a similar atcainment of public recognition), support for shelters and particu-
larly efforts at reform of judicial and police practice have been undertaken in
coalitions with law enforcement officers, law and order advocates, and social
work professionals, among others. Even initially opposed right-wing women’s
groups, including the antifeminist Eagle Forum, had adopted the issue of
wife battering by the mid-1980s (Brenner 1996: 56).

In the case of abortion and reproductive choice, the impact of a hostile
environment continues to be a dominant factor in limiting options and fur-
ther progress, particularly in the United States but, in the late 1990s, in
Britain as well. In the United States, the federal system and Supreme Court
rulings ensure that state legislatures, as well as the Congress, will remain
battlegrounds on this issue for years to come. Because in the United States
abortion politics is linked to a broader conservative worldview and political
movement, the politics of resentment and fear there is more threatening to
feminism than it is in Britain (Brenner 1996: 44). Some have contended
that the narrow emphasis of the American pro-choice movement on a single-
issue-based individual right is insufficient to deal with larger social and eco-
nomic issues related to unwanted pregnancy. Such movement critics, who

recognize the centrality and significance of bodily autonomy, nonetheless
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seek to build new and broader coalitions based on the impressive outpouring
of activism that continually supports efforts to keep abortion legal.

Issues of equity and equal treatment have remained a central terrain on
which feminists in the United States and now also in Britain engage the
state. The initially central cornerstone of the American liberal feminist
movement—equal rights—remains primary, even as new issues of economic
equity have gained ascendancy in both nations. In this pelicy arena, Britain’s
traditional class consciousness and the linkage of feminism and socialism
have fostered a continuing spillover of membership and collaboration be-
tween gender- and class-based groups exploiting the new European politics
together. However, it is arguable that in the United States, social welfare leg-
islation related to balancing the demands of work and family and attacking
the causes of women’s poverty has languished and even fallen further behind.
The passage of the 1993 Family and Medical Leave Act, which provides for
unpaid leave of up to twelve weeks, has not led to any further demand for
paid leave. Comparable worth legislation has been stalled, particularly at the
national level, and poor women have increasingly been victimized by new
assaults on welfare programs. In Britain, too, despite progress in protecting
basic work conditions, the problems that have been the core agenda of the
women’s movement since the revival of second-wave feminism—inequality,
dependence, poverty, racism, violence, and lack of control of women’s own
lives and bodies—have not disappeared.

Finally, there remains the problematic evidence of change in culture and
values. Numerous analysts have argued for the importance of the diffusion
of feminist values in the United States, even as opposition has been sus-
tained (Wolfe and Tucker 1995). Surveys and the gender gap phenomenon
provide evidence of support for feminist goals and values. The “unobtrusive
mobilization” of feminist constituencies in professional associations and
other mainstream institutions, including churches, is another manifestation
of the pervasiveness of feminism in the United States. Parallel developments
in Britain have included the rise of women’s professional organizations. In
the heart of the establishment Church of England, the Movement for the
Ordination of Women has attained its goal, and the traditionalist Mothers’
Union has also taken up women’s issues. These developments suggest that
timing, racher than structural factors, may explain some apparent differences
between Britain and the United States (Griffin 1995). Rowbotham’s belief in
the pervasiveness of feminism in Britain may also be demonstrated in the
hope for equal opportunities expressed by 90% of Britons. But hope coexists
with Lovenduski’s warning that the policy-making process has yet to manifest
an automatic gender consciousness (1996: 16). As more women in Britain
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move into leadership positions, it will become clearer whether the cultural
foundations as well as the organized movement groups are strong enough to
sustain pressure to carry through feminist goals.

Across the dimensions of movement success, we have identified evidence
of the survival of women’s movements. Positive signs include sustained mo-
bilization and recruitment of a new generation of women into diverse local
and national organizations. Vitally, networks of women have been sustained
locally and nationally and also across differences of ethnicity, nationality,
sexuality, and class. The evolution of rights and litigation strategy in Britain
has been responsive to new European opportunities. In the United States,
through exploration of the limitations of a sole dependence on this route,
women are beginning to move beyond rights politics to incorporate broader
social issues. The expansion of the agenda and foregrounding of the issue of
violence against women in both nations epitomize women’s continued pres-
ence and effect in the policy arena. While they are broadly similar in many
developments, Britain and the United States inevitably evidence differences
in their political contexts and cultural traditions. Their most important
common ground is that into the second decade of right-wing and antifemi-
nist political strength, both movements have not only survived but have
continued to sustain their principles, develop dialogue, innovate organiza-
tionally and strategically, win at least some important battles, and position
themselves for new opportunities.



How the Cold War Was Really Won:
The Effects of the Antinuclear Movements of the 1980s

David S. Meyer

The cold war, a bipolar standotf between the United States and the Soviet
Union that dominated international relations for more than forty years,
ended suddenly in 1989. One by one, citizens in the former “buffer” states
of Eastern Europe overthrew state communist governments, and the Soviet
Union refused to intervene to enforce discipline. In November 1989, East
and West Germans danced atop the Berlin Wall, the most visible symbol of
the oppression of the cold war. Just two years later, the Soviet Union itself
dissolved into component republics.

The nuclear arms race, the centerpiece of the superpower rivalry, took a
downward turn a litde earlier. In 1987, the United States and the Soviet
Union signed an arms control pact that reduced the number of intermediate-
range nuclear missiles that each side could place in Europe—the first time in
the history of arms control that an agreement mandated actual reductions,
rather than fucure ceilings, in the number or types of weapons cither side
could deploy. Of the four former Soviet republics with nuclear weapons, all
but Russia explicitly renounced their possession of nuclear weapons, and the
United States began downsizing its nuclear deterrent as well. Progress on
multilateral accords on such issues as a comprehensive nuclear test ban, al-
ways slow, has accelerated, although numerous compliance issues must be
resolved in difhcult future negotiations. Nonetheless, the course that the
nuclear arms race has taken, and that of the cold war more generally, has
featured a series of apocalyptic turns that no policy maker would have pre-
dicted even twelve years ago.

Nearly ten years carlier, however, not a few of the critics of those policy
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makers, had offered a vision of the end of the cold war in which the blocs
would begin to disintegrate (e.g., Forsberg 1984; Havel 1985; Kaldor 1983;
Kaldor and Smith 1982; Michnik 1982; Myrdal 1982; Thompson 1982;
Thompson and Smith 1981). Historian E. P Thompson, in an activist role,
argued passionately and effectively that citizen-activists could force their
governments to disarm and break down the cold war bloc system by mobi-
lizing opposition both to new nuclear weapons and to the cold war more
generally. Established political leaders dismissed this vision, trumpeting the
stability of nuclear deterrence instead, and accused Thompson, as well as the
peace and antinuclear weapons movements that spread throughout the West
during the early 1980s, of (at best) naiveté or (at worst) servility to Soviet
tyranny.

The dramatic events of 1989, unsurprisingly, inspired a raft of reanalysis
and rewriting, for most analysts of international relations not only had not
predicted the end of the cold war but also had missed the mechanisms that
brought about that end (Hopf 1993). Thosc peace movement activists who
had some inkling of what they meant to do were slow to claim credit for
their efforts (but see Cortright 1991, 1993; Meyer 1990-91; Thompson
1990). In contrast, their political opponents rushed to proclaim their ver-
sion of the story (e.g., Fukuyama 1989; Gaddis 1989; Krauthammer 1989;
Weinberger 1990), ascribing the end of the cold war to a variety of factors,
such as great men like Mikhail Gorbachev or Ronald Reagan, long-wave
economic cycles, inherent weaknesses in controlling inventories in demand
systems, and Western stalwartness.

That strong peace and nuclear disarmament movements preceded the
actual process of nuclear disarmament and the end of the cold war by less
than a decade does not prove the political influence of those movements; the
connection between causality and correlation is a familiar chimera in social-
science research. Nor does the fact that antinuclear activists were able to
come up with a better narrative much earlier than their opponents mean
that their efforts actually made a difference; there is a distance between pre-
science and politics. And, at least at first glance, the case for peace movement
influence secems weak: by the middle of the 1980s, antinuclear movements
had largely faded, and the parties they supported in elections almost always
lost national elections throughout the West (but not in New Zealand). Their
supporters were poorly positioned to make claims of influence at the end
of the decade. A few academics, however, using mostly historical process-
tracing methods, have found that elements of the peace movement influ-
enced critical security debates and decisions in both the East and the West in

the late 1980s (see Evangelista 1995; Knopf 1993; Meyer and Marullo 1992;
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Risse-Kappen 1991a, 1991b), but larger puzzles about the influence of so-
cial movements on matters of foreign policy remain.

In chis chapter T will use the peace movements of the carly 1980s and
their influence on national security policy in order to address more general
theoretical questions abour the influence of movements on policy. I begin by
briefly reviewing relevant literature on political outcomes in order to look at
the influence of movements on foreign policy as a particularly difficult theo-
retical problem. I then outline the general mechanisms by which a social
movement might influence a state’s decision on a matter of foreign policy. !
next offer three brief case studies of peace movement influence in the carly
1980s: the nuclear disarmament movements in three liberal-democratic
states—( West) Germany, the United States, and New Zealand. These cases
reflect three Western polities facing very different security problems and dis-
tinet routes to political influence. (Peace movement allies in New Zealand
helped win an important national election; in West Germany they helped
losc one: in the United States they exhibited only an clectoral threat.) I con-
clude by returning to the general question of movement influences on for-
eign policy.

I mean to make an empirical argument about the movements and the
end of the cold war and to argue thar these findings call for an expansion of
theoretical understandings of movement outcomes. The empirical argument
is that the peace movements played a role in ending the cold war in a num-
ber of different ways. In one case, a2 movement won a short-term victory by
directly altering government policy. More significanr, however, the move-
ments constrained policy by altering political alliances and political culture,
making the maintenance of an aggressive security policy politically un-
tenable. They also promoted policy alternatives that percolated into public
policy over a longer period of time. The theoretical argument stresses the
international constraints on the outcomes of political movements on foreign
policy, and the interplay of movements and state policies.

Social Movement Influence and Foreign Policy

Alchough activists always behave as if their efforts might matter, the scholarly
lirerature on movement outcomes, particularly in the area of public policy,
is somewhat less certain. To be sure, analysts of the policy process (e.g.,
Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Kingdon 1984; Stone 1988) acknowledge the
role that social movements can play in setting the public agenda and sug-
gesting alternative policies. At the same time, however, the factors that give
rise to social movements, particularly what McAdam (1982) describes as

“expanding opportunities,” also create additional pressures for policy reform
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that may be independent of anything activists within a social movement do.
In other words, the conditions that produce changes in policy may concomi-
tantly produce social movements calling for those changes. Disaggregating
movement influences from movement causes is no easy matter in the best
of circumstances, for the analyst must suggest the counterfactual case, as if
there had been no movement.

Further, just as policy is affected by more than social movements, move-
ments may affect more than policy, and even the process by which policy
reforms take place is more complicated than it initially seems. It is useful
to begin by looking at three distinct but interdependent levels of effects—
public policy, culture, and movement participants (following Meyer and
Whittier 1994)—before returning to consider the special difficulties of as-
sessing foreign policy effects.

Policy

Every study of movement influence on policy derives in some way from the
critical work of William Gamson (1975, 1990), who identified two distinct
components to movement organization success: recognition as a legitimate
actor in politics, and new advantages to a group or its beneficiary con-
stituency. Broadly speaking, these measures refer to the substance (new ad-
vantages) and process (recognition) of public policy. Subsequent scholars
operationalized the outcomes differently but accepted the general distinc-
tions in studying movement influence. Piven and Cloward (1971, 1979)
traced the influence of poor people’s protest on national social welfare ex-
penditures. Button (1978) tracked appropriation by city, relating federal
government spending to civil unrest in the United States. All of these studies
neglected the mechanisms by which challengers influenced policy, citing
government adoption of movement claims as evidence of influence, even if
such adoption took place well after the peak of a challenge. It is important to
add that movement challenges can affect the policy choices not only of gov-
ernments but also of other institutions, such as parties and interest groups,
businesses, churches, schools, and essentially any other venue in which the

public can be engaged.

Culture

Movements struggle on a broad cultural plane, of which formal government
policy is only one parameter (Gusfield 1980). Thus, the civil rights move-
ment sought not only to win changes in rules and procedures that made po-
litical inclusion appear more possible to black Americans, but also to change
the attitudes about racial integration that were prevalent in mainstream
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society. In its efforts, the movement drew from available symbols in domi-
nant culture, such as the flag and the Constitution, and appropriated others
from African American communities, bringing church spiricuals, for ex-
ample, into popular political parlance. Within mass culture, the civil rights
movement was responsible tor altering the cultural climate so thar television
network executives, for example, thought it appropriate to give black actors
recurring roles on prime-time television.

Culture constrains policy. It is unthinkable today that government could
effect the sorts of formal restrictions on participation in American life by
blacks or women that were common two decades ago. A number of scholars
(Breines 1989; Gusfield 1980; Rochon 1997) have argued that the cultural
effects of movements, though often neglected by analysts, are often longer-
lasting and farther-reaching than the more narrow short-term policy victo-
ries and defeats.

Participants

Movements also affect those who participate in them. By engaging in the so-
cial life of a challenging movement, an individual’s experience of the world is
mediated by a shared vision of the way the world works and, importantly,
the individual’s position in it. By engaging in activism, an individual creates
himself or herself as a subject, rather than simply an object, in history and—
contrary to popular myth—is unlikely to retreat to passive acceptance of
the world as it is. In his scudies of the veterans of the civil rights project
Mississippi Freedom Summer, McAdam (1988, 1989} found that partici-
pants in the project were far more likely to be engaged in social-change
movement activities than a matched group that chose not to participate.
Similarly, Whittier's work on veterans of the radical women’s movement
(1995) indicates permanent changes in the way activists saw themselves and
presented themselves to the outside world, changes that affected conduct
even in the absence of overt social protest. Individuals who have forged a
worldview through the struggle of a social movement will make different
kinds of decisions in all sorts of contexts in the future.

At the most general level, then, movements can affect not only the po-
litical landscape but also material and cultural resources available to them-
selves and to other challengers (Meyer and Staggenborg 1996). In challeng-
ing policy and the policy-making process, movements can alter the structure
of political opportunity, or external environment, that new challengers face.
This approach outlines a broad variety of potential influences and suggests
numerous niechanisms of influence over an extended period of time. The

varicty of mechanisms also mandates a more Hexible approach to assessing
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movement outcomes, particularly in regard to the timing of policy changes.
A movement that loses a battle on a matter of policy may alter the policy
agenda such that its influence extends to subsequent, although often un-
credited, victories.

In looking at foreign policy, particularly strategic nuclear weapons policy,
challengers face an especially unlikely area in which to exercise influence—
and scholars have an especially difficult time in sorting out the influences
of political movements (Meyer 1991). Most people know little about their
governments’ foreign policies and are particularly ill informed about the
strategy underpinning policy decisions and the hardware used to execute
policies. Further, factors exogenous to domestic politics and protest, espe-
cially the conduct of other nations, substandially influence the policy en-
vironment. Nonetheless, in assessing movement influence, scholars have
followed the same general approaches used by those studying other domesti-
cally oriented social-protest movements. Small (1988) interviewed decision
makers in the Johnson and Nixon administrations, explicitly asking whether
protests against the war in Vietnam influenced their decisions. Cortright
(1993) conducted a similar case study on the impact of the nuclear freeze
movement on national security policy.! Other scholars (see Knopt 1993;
Joseph 1993; Marullo 1994) have supplemented interviews wich other his-
torical process-tracing efforts to ascertain the role a movement may have had
in setting the political agenda and in making some decisions more attractive
or less available than others. Historians and memoirists have differed in their
interpretations but generally focus on the same two questions: Did domestic
unrest influence the content of foreign policy decisions? Did protest bring
new actors into the policy-making process?

In order to understand whether citizen movements influence policy, we
need to disentangle the causes of peace movements from their effects. This is
possible only if we understand the circumstances in which such movements
emerge. Citizens rarely pay much attenction to the politics of national secu-
rity, for obvious reasons: national security issues rarely intrude upon the lives
of most citizens in advanced industrial democracies. Although peacc ac-
tivists are always trying to put their concerns about military policy, spend-
ing, and nuclear weapons on the public agenda, only occasionally are they
able to do so. Social-protest movements on national security issues emerge
only when government policy and the international context allow these is-
sues to become salient to large numbers of people.

Since World War II, antinuclear movements have waxed and waned in
response to the perceived urgency of the threat of war. Sometimes through
cooperation and sometimes in response to the same international factors,
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movements throughout the Western alliance have generally faltered or flour-
ished in concert. Immediately after World War 11, a scientist-led movement
to ban the bomb challenged the morality of relying on such a powerful
weapon, but this movement was waylaid by the beginnings of the cold war
when fear of the Soviet Union replaced fear of nuclear weapons. Shortly
afterward, antinuclear protesters in the West remobilized, this time in a cam-
paign that focused on ending nuclear testing; this movement abated when
the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union negotiated a partial
test-ban treaty. The most recent mobilization, the focus of this chapter, was
the most coordinated and broadest-based internationally, although it took
distinct forms in different countries. In most Western countries, peace mo-
bilization subsided by the middle of the 1980s and was shortly followed by
the unraveling of the bipolar cold war international system (Meyer 1993).

To examine the influence of these movements, it makes sense first to
identify the potential ways that subnational movements could affect inter-
national politics.2 A peace movement might exercise influence on inter-
national policy through three distinct routes: direct and indirect influence
on state policy from within the state, direct influence on foreign govern-
ments, and indirect influence on foreign governments by alliance with
movements in other countries.

First, a protest movement may directly influence the policy of the state
in which it operates by bringing elite attention to certain political problems;
bringing new people into positions of power in government; suggesting and
supporting policy alternatives; increasing the difficulty and costs of policy
implementation to such an extent that the government alters its conduct;
and/or changing coalition conditions and thus altering the government’s
policy options. Movements may indirectly influence the policies of their
own government by changing political discourse within their country and
altering perspectives on politically viable solutions; purposefully altering the
empbhasis on selected themes within the value system of the dominant cul-
ture; and providing new experiences for the citizenry thar alter its percep-
tions (see Gusfield 1980).

Second, peace movements may influence the policies of their own gov-
ernments by changing the behavior of foreign governments in much the
same way as outlined in the preceding paragraph. They may also serve as
conduits for ideas, as foreign governments can use activists as unofficial
channels to explore ideas for political negotiations.

Finally, movements can influence international politics by changing the
content of proposals that leaders consider. Proposals may arise from below

and be passed transnationally through conferences and informal contacts.?
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As an example, Evangelista (1990) makes a convincing case that international
conferences between Soviet and American scientists, specifically the Pugwash
meetings, influenced the Soviet scientists’ view of antiballistic missile (ABM)
systems and that the scientists then influenced the Soviet Union’s posture in
subsequent arms control negotiations. Activists may draw public attention
to peace and antinuclear movements in other countries, thus strengthening
them and weakening governments capacities to claim consensus. In the
cases that follow, we will see influence at all of these levels but in different
contexts.

Western Peace Movements in the 1980s

Antinuclear movements have emerged in the past in response to some appar-
ent new and threatening development in the nuclear arms race; they have
subsided when the perception of that threat declined, often as a result of an
arms control agreement or change in policy. The peace campaigns of the
1980s, like their predecessors, emerged when the arms race became more
expensive and threatened to become much more dangerous. More than their
historical antecedents, however, most recent campaigns developed as coordi-
nated transnational campaigns, allied across Western Europe and the Atlantic
and in concert with sympathetic movements in Eastern Europe.

The precipitating factor of the 1980s movements was the “dual-track”
decision of the North Acdlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1979, os-
tensibly in response to the Soviet deployment of new nuclear missiles, the
mobile multiple-warhead SS-20s. NATO would deploy U.S. Pershing 11
and ground-launched cruise missiles carrying nuclear warheads in Western
Europe, while simultaneously conducting arms control negotiations to re-
duce intermediate-range missiles in Europe. President Jimmy Carter’s De-
cember 1979 announcement of this policy spurred an immediate response
in the countries scheduled to host the weapons. The dual-track decision pro-
vided both an impetus and a focal poinc for peace movements across
Western Europe (Cooper 1996; Johnstone 1984; Kaldor and Smith 1982;
Risse-Kappen 1988, 1991a; Rochon 1988). It also presented activists in the
West with a critical political challenge: to oppose the new NATO missiles,
they also had to find some explicic way to respond to the weapons those mis-
siles were meant to counter, or risk political marginalization. The move-
ments considered in this chapter developed distinct ways of dealing with the
problem of symmetry that were contingent upon their national contexts.

In November 1980, the American presidential election underscored the
issues of concern. Ronald Reagan, running far to Carter’s right, defeared
the incumbent and, in a landslide, brought the Republican Party control of
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the Senate for the first time in nearly thirty years, a situation that provided a
legislative base of support for Reagan’s initiatives in domestic and foreign
policy.* Reagan sought to manage none of the grievances that peace activists
had addressed to Carter and, in fact, disdained even the most modest efforts
at arms control, statfing the significant bureaucracies in the departments of
State and Defense with ideological conservatives who had vigorously op-
posed previous arms control agreements. Importantly, this largest and most
visible faction within the Reagan administration was dubious about the
prospect of arms control altogether. Thus, the dual-track decision rapidly
became only a plan to deploy new nuclear missiles in Europe. Additionally,
the Reagan administration oftered new initiatives in strategic nuclear mis-
siles, including new nuclear weaponry featuring land-based intercontinental
ballistic missiles, nuclear missiles on submarines, and nuclear bombs and
missiles on new strategic bombers. In conjunction with buildups in con-
ventional weaponry, the strategic buildup drove the U.S. military budget to
levels previously unmarched in peacetime. Finally, issuing reckless rhetoric
abour the likelihood and consequences of nuclear war,’ the Reagan admin-
istration undermined public confidence in its willingness and capacity to
manage the sccurity posture of the Western alliance. Citizen movements
across Europe and the United States accelerated their efforts and found in-
creasing numbers of sympathetic allies in an increasing diversity of settings. |
will briefly review three of these campaigns and their outcomes.

West Germany

Germany’s division in the wake of World War I, along a border that separat-
ed the West from East, meant that superpower confrontation and nuclear
weapons would always be salient public issues. NATO’s dual-track decision
was in fact primarily a response to German concerns about an imbalance in
forces in Europe, torcefully articulated by West German chancellor Helmut
Schmidr.¢ Missiles in Germany would keep the Soviets out and the United
States in. To avoid German exceptionalism and to share the political burden
of the new missiles, NATO also planned to deploy new missiles in Iraly,
Belgium, Great Britain, and the Netherlands. The government decisions to
accept weapons in each of these countries reflected political realities, includ-
ing the dissident movements, that were peculiar to each country.

Whereas Schmidc’s predecessor, Willy Brandt, often articulated peace
movement positions, Schmidt left considerable room for opposition on his
left, both within and ourside his Social Democratic Party (SPD). The an-
nouncement of the NATO decision provoked what Cooper describes as “the
largest extraparliamentary coalition of political activists ever to launch sus-
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tained protest [in West German history]. It also spread farthest into the
mainstream populace, in terms of both passive support and grassroots par-
ticipation” (1996: 135).

The emergent movement in West Germany was both large and diverse.
Early opposition to the new missiles came initially from local activists who
traced their roots to the student left of the 1960s. In the 1970s, aided by
German law and the federal system, these activists had staged a series of citi-
zen initiatives focused mostly on environmental issues and nuclear power,
but also articulating feminist concerns and an explicit commitment to de-
mocratic processes as well as outcomes. In addition to site-based protests
directed at American military bases, movement partisans contested local
elections, forming a new political party that inidally was a coalition of local
parties, the Greens. For party activists, opposition to the new missiles, as
well as much of the extraparliamentary opposition, was grounded in this
larger vision of grassroots or “base” democracy.

With very few exceptions, activists were also vocal in condemning the
new Soviet missile deployments, explicitly rejecting NATO’s modernization
while vigorously criticizing the Soviet Union at the same time. Typically,
demonstrators called for an end to all nuclear missiles in Europe. German
dissidents were careful in portraying their efforts as less a retreat from NATO
than an assertion of independence and alternatives. As a result, activists also
sought to discover and project alternative models and means of pursuing
national security, grouped under the rubric “peace research.” Starting in the
1970s and often funded by the SPD, small peace research institutes began to
spring up, conducting research on the causes of war and of peace. By the
time the movement of the 1980s had emerged, peace researchers had devel-
oped visions of alternative defense arrangements, most often based on
“nonoffensive” and sometimes nonviolent defenses. They used the burgeon-
ing movement of the 1980s to project their visions. The movement, then,
was largely responsible for creating these new insticutions. In addition to
thriving in alternative instirutions, peace activism grew rapidly within al-
ready established institutions, including both the Catholic and Lutheran
churches and the SPD. The mainstream churches formed new organizations
that coordinated both grassroots and national protest activism.

Activists within the SPD pressed Chancellor Schmidt to ensure, at
minimum, that both elements of the dual-track strategy were pursued vigor-
ously, which meant emphasizing the newly neglected element of arms con-
trol. In this context, Schmidt proposed a “zero option,” in which the West
would forgo its deployments if the Sovier Union would dismantle its SS-20
missiles—a proposal that came directly from the banners of the peace
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movement.” Schmidt, however, presided over a coalition government that
depended upon the support of the centrist Free Democratic Party (FDP) to
form majorities. FDP leaders also pressed Schmidt to aleer his policies, al-
beit in different directions. Facing increasingly unmanageable tensions in
his coalition, Schmidt called for early elections in March 1983 and watched
the FDP desert its thirteen-year partnership with the SPD to forge a suc-
cesstul electoral alliance with two large conscrvative parties (Markovits
1983). Although the peace movement lost the election, it won the SPD.
Freed of the responsibilities of governance and coalition, peace activists
quickly gained substantial influence within the SPD on foreign policy. The
party did not articulate movement positions exactly, but it did criticize
vigorously the imposition of the NATO decision SPD leader Schmidt had
orchestrated, as well as any further modernization of NATO's nuclear
forces in Europe generally, and Germany in particular. The political tur-
moil in Europe created by the fallout from the dual-track decision made the
planned modernizing deployment of follow-on short-range nuclear missiles
politically untenable (Huygen 1986) and forced both the German and
American governments to project serious-sceming efforts at détente and
arms control. In West Germany, the conservative-center alliance led by
Chancellor Helmut Kohl also pressed for arms control and opposed subse-
quent nuclear modernization.

The peculiarities of the German situation also afforded unusual oppor-
tunities to West German dissidents. On the front lines of the cold war, few
West German peace activists saw state commuunism in the East as a benign
phenomenon, and they sought to draw attention to human rights activists in
East Germany. Peace and human rights activists, often athliated with the
transnational group END (European Nuclear Disarmament), publicized
and supported dissident efforts in the East, providing public forums for ex-
iled dissidents such as Rudolf Bahro and Wolf Biermann. They explicitly ne-
glected the official state-aligned peace council to promote independent and
dissident activists who saw necessary links between peace and human rights.

By the middle of the 1980s, the West German Greens held regular
meetings with the independent peace movements in East Germany, even
adopting the East’s “swords into ploughshares” emblem in much of their
own literature (Tismaneanu 1989: 104). Such meetings strengthened the re-
solve of Eastern activists, legitimating their efforts and building their conh-
dence. When the Germanies were united, the Greens negotiated an electoral
alliance with the independent Civic Forum, including many of the activists
who actually started the October revolution, although both wings of the al-
liance did badly at the polls (Ash 1991; Pond 1990). Both the Greens and
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the democratic activists of the East were upstaged by conservative Chan-
cellor Kohl, who promised rapid unification and economic growth.

The loss of important elections in 1983 and after the end of the cold
war obscures the influence of the peace movement on German politics and
policy, particularly given the serious constraints the international context
placed on West Germany. The peace movement played an important role
in altering the terms of the debate about national security, as well long-
standing political alliances. Although the movement suffered an immediate
defeat on policy, it won victories in rhetoric and political culture that condi-
tioned subsequent discourse and public policy. Within just a few years in the
early 1980s, both major parties changed their positions on national security
issues substantially. After leaving governmenc in 1983, the Social Democrats
went from supporting controlled modernization of nuclear forces to oppos-
ing all new nuclear weapons and supporting alternative defense. The conser-
vative alliance, which has controlled the national legislature since 1983,
went from criticizing the old SPD from the right, pressing for faster mod-
ernization and closer ties with the United States, to supporting arms control
and détente and serving as a brake on NATO initiatives to modernize its
nuclear force. Piggybacking on the popularity and mobilization of the peace
movement, the Green Party entered the national Parliament as well as many
state governments (where it sometimes governed in coalition with the SPD),
bringing with it not only visible concern for traditional peace movement
positions but also an insticutional voice for activism on environmentalism,
feminism, and protecting the rights of immigrants.

United States

Although European activists focused on the United States as well as their
own governments (after all, NATO planned to deploy U.S. nuclear missiles
in Europe, and the United States would negotiate on NATO’s behalf with
the Soviet Union), American activists were initially less successful in reach-
ing the public with their message.® A large demonstration planned by a
coalition of antinuclear groups to mark the United Nations’ firsc Special
Session on Disarmament drew only fifteen thousand people to New York
City in 1977. Ronald Reagan’s election in 1980 changed the possibilities for
movement action.

In the same 1980 election, a nonbinding referendum question calling
for the United States to negotiate a bilateral freeze on the development, pro-
duction, and deployment of nuclear weapons won large majorities in three
state senate districts in western Massachusertts. The freeze idea had circulated
for a few years among peace movement organizations, but until 1980 it was
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but one among many ideas for activist attention. The success of the proposal
at the polls in districts that voted for Ronald Reagan suggested its viability as
a goal for political mobilization. The proposal quickly won the endorsement
of a large number of activist organizations and served as the centerpiece of
peace activism for most of Reagan’s first term. The explicit bilateral nature of
the demand was a critical part of the appeal of the freeze proposal. It allowed
activists to avoid both assessing blame for the cold war and the arms race
and discussing particular weapons, yet still to press the government for poli-
cy change. Bilateralism, however, would later prove to be a ool that the ad-
ministration could use in co-opting the movement for its own purposes.

The freeze quickly and easily won broad support in public opinion
polls, town meetings, and state and local referenda. Lacking other visible al-
ternatives or initiatives from government, arms control groups and congres-
sional supporters flocked to it in 1982—nort necessarily to endorse its aims
but to lodge criticism against the Reagan administration. At its height the
movement included an exceptionally broad range of political activity, in-
cluding civil disobedience and direct action, lobbying in and campaign con-
tributions to Congress, large demonstrations, and broad educational pro-
grams. In June 1982, one million people assembled in New Yorks Central
Park to demonstrate for a nuclear freeze and to mark the United Nations’
second Special Session on Disarmament. During the same period, public
attention to nuclear weaponry reached a level rivaled perhaps only by the pe-
riod immediately following the first use of atomic weapons in 1945. Nuclear
weapons were the subject of symposia, public education programs in col-
leges and universities, magazine and journal special issues, concerts, movies,
books, television specials, and situation comedy episodes. In the fall of 1982,
peace organizations claimed credit for significant Democratic Party gains in
the House of Representarives.

In 1983, the House of Representatives overwhelmingly passed a nonbind-
ing nuclear freeze resolution, which it had debated vigorously for more than a
year. The following year the Democratic Party nominated a presidential candi-
date who ostensibly embraced the freeze proposal (six of seven Democratic
hopefuls endorsed the freeze resolution). More significantly, the Reagan ad-
ministration was compelled to respond to the broad concern about nuclear
weapons that the freeze demonstrated. Reagan refused to allow the movement
to demonize him and his policies. He and his administration backed away
from the cavalier rhetoric about nuclear warning shors, recallable missiles, im-
provised fallout shelters, and limited nuclear war that had characrerized the
carly vears of the administration and animarted the movement. Instead, they

learned the utility of guarded language about options and Hexibility.
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The administration engaged in a propaganda war to rob the freeze of
the political space it commanded. One front involved playing on fears of the
Soviet Union by accusing the Soviets of chemical warfare and treaty viola-
tions, explicitly suggesting that bilateralism was impossible. At the same
time, responding to both domestic pressure and the concerns of European
allies, the administration reopened arms control talks with the Soviet Union,
proposing treaties such as a “zero-zero proposal” for intermediate nuclear
forces in Europe and START (the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks). One
proposal called for deep (yet what the administration thought were un-
acceptable) cuts in the Soviet arsenal in exchange for modest reductions in
U.S. plans. This proposal came from Schmidt in response to the German
peace movement, and it immediately encountered strong opposition within
the Reagan administration. Recall that top-level officials distrusted arms
contro] generally and wanted to ensure a political link with Europe by de-
ploying new weapons. The administration finally decided to propose its
“zero” option, which could mean forgoing intermediate-range missile de-
ployment, only when its officials were convinced that the Soviets would not
accept the proposal (Risse-Kappen 1988; Talbott 1984). The final piece of
the Reagan political strategy was the Strategic Defense Initiative (“Star
Wars”). On March 23, 1983, Reagan abandoned talk of prevailing in nu-
clear war and instead asked Americans if it wouldn't be “better to save lives
than to avenge them” (qtd. in Meyer 1990: 221). Taken together, the
administration’s approach, stoking deep-scated public fears of the Soviet
Union while simultaneously softening its rhetoric and proposing arms con-
trol, prevented the 1984 election from serving as a referendum on Reagan’s
nuclear policy. Reagan proclaimed his mammoth reelection landslide a man-
date for arms control, and, ironically, he was right.

The Reagan who campaigned in 1984 was substantially different from
the one who took office in 1981. In January 1984 Reagan announced his in-
tention to resume arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union, and he
was defensive about his failure to meet with any Soviet leaders, promising to
do better in his next term. He no longer spoke of “winnable” nuclear wars.
Indeed, he memorized and frequently repeated the phrase “nuclear war can-
not be won and must never be fought” (Bundy 1989: 6). Between the freeze
campaign and his own Star Wars plan, Reagan had become convinced that
the system of mutually assured destruction was morally intolerable. Import-
antly, this took place well before Mikhail Gorbachev ascended to power in
March 1985.

The president’s conscience was not the only constraint on policy. The

arms control caucus in Congress was stronget, better educated, and more
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aggressive than ever before. The House of Representatives pushed for re-
straint in military spending, antisatellite weapons development, research on
star wars projects, and deployment of first-strike weapons such as the MX
missile. Senartors and representatives also consistently pressed the Reagan ad-
ministration to pursue arms control more actively (Fascell 1987; Magraw
1989). Members of Congress had good reason to be more concerned about
nuclear weapons and arms control. The frecze groups remained active locally
and held representatives accountable to the wishes of their districes. Political
leaders could no longer count on ignorance or apathy about nuclear issues
among their constituents. They had to be more aware themselves, and more
responsive. As a result of raised awareness and activism in both Congress and
mass public opinion, Reagan’s initial approach to nuclear weapons and for-
eign policy was no longer possible. The freeze disappeared from public dis-
course after Reagan’s reelection, but so did the strategic posture it criticized.
United States military spending peaked in 1985, a result of the 1984 budget,
and began to decline. When Soviet general secretary Gorbachey accepred
the zero-zero proposal for nuclear weapons in Europe, a proposal the Reagan
administration had designed to be rejected, Reagan had no alternative but to
negotiate, and those negotiations made subsequent reform and disarmament
possible. In this case, the movement visibly lost on its central demand, the
end to the nuclear arms race. At the same time, however, it won large
changes in rhetoric and culture that subsequently translated into different
policies.

New Zealand
Whereas West Germany was the front line of the cold war and the Unirted
States the motor of Western nuclear modernization, New Zecaland operated
within the Western alliance but on the periphery of most security debate.”
This position, thousands of miles from nuclear weapons and from the scene
of most imagined nuclear confrontations, afforded peace activists the lati-
tude to affect government policy far more directly than their allies elsewhere
could. From the middle 1970s onward, United States Navy ships visiting
New Zealand were commonly met by citizens on surfboards and in kayaks,
dinghies, and yachts, aggressively and ineffectively trying to stop them from
reaching port (Clements 1988; Graham 1989). The strategy was not pecu-
liar to New Zealand, but what was unusual was that the government ulti-
mately endorsed the protesters’ claims.

In 1984, as the antinuclear movements faded elsewhere, the newly
elected Labour government of New Zealand announced that henceforth its

waters would be nuclear-free. Unlike other ostensibly nuclear-free states,
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New Zealand would not allow nuclear-powered ships or ships armed with
nuclear weapons to visit its harbors. New Zealand also banned ships that
could carry nuclear weapons unless certain that they were not doing so. This
new policy presented a direct challenge to the long-standing United States
naval policy neither to confirm nor to deny the presence of nuclear weapons
aboard its ships. The New Zealand policy also represented a clear political
victory for the peace movement in that country.

Neither superpower has assigned much strategic significance to the na-
tion, which is roughly the size of Japan but far more sparsely populated and
geographically isolated. As a result, New Zealanders have secen more of the
negative consequences of the arms race, particularly fallout from nuclear
testing, and much less of the purported benefits of nuclear deterrence.
Historically, antinuclear activism has focused on two issues: radioactive fall-
out from United States, Soviet, and French nuclear tests in the South Pacific;
and port visits from U.S. warships that might carry nuclear weapons. The
antinuclear movement mobilized on these issues from the 1950s through
the 1970s, sometimes with the support of government (when the Labour
Party was in power).

In the late 1970s, the antinuclear movement continued its efforts, fo-
cusing most of its activity against port visirs, the most visible aspect of the
arms race in New Zealand. In the early 1980s, the Reagan administration’s
policies, particularly a naval buildup including new ship-based nuclear
weapons, provoked more activism. The peace movement in New Zealand
conscientiously sought to build on the efforts of allies abroad, sponsoring
tours of international activist visitors including Helen Caldicott and Richard
Falk. In addition to public education and petition campaigns, activists staged
large demonstrations and protests against port visits, in August 1983 actu-
ally stalling a visit by the USS Zexas. Importandy, New Zealand’s strategic
location on the periphery of the cold war allowed both the activists and the
government more autonomy in crafting proposals. The movement did not
feel constrained by bilateralism as its counterparts in West Germany and the
United States did, for activists could credibly argue that their nation could
withdraw its (admittedly minimal) participation in the nuclear arms race
without materially affecting the outcome. Reflecting this reality, activists
focused on nuclear-free zones and began creating them from the grassroots
up, in houses, churches, and small communities. By early 1984, more than
65 percent of all New Zealanders lived in self-declared nuclear-free zones
(Clements 1988: 116). The Labour Party actively endorsed the nuclear-free-
zone concept and increasingly pressed the issue as the movement grew.

The antinuclear movement was but one of many problems plaguing the
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National Party government, led by Prime Minister Robert Muldoon, bur it
was the one that brought the government down. A Labour minister intro-
duced a nuclear-free bill inro Parliament in June 1984, gaining the support
of two National Party MPs and threatening Muldoon’s working majority.
After the government killed the bill, Muldoon called snap clections. Port vis-
its by nuclear-armed ships were a visible issue in the electoral campaign; all
the contending parties but the National Party supported some kind of ban
(Macmiilan 1987; Pugh 1989).

The United States government, unlike the New Zealand public, saw the
nuclear-free promises of the Labour Party as the most significant issue in the
campaign, viewing any kind of “defection” from the alliance as a threat. On
June 25, 1984, in a speech at the University of Pennsylvania, Assistant
Secretary of State Paul Wolfowitz emphasized the importance of access to
New Zealand ports to United States security interests. Within the next few
days, members of the United States Congress suggested that sanctions in
internationa) trade might be an appropriate response to a port visit ban
(Landais-Stamp and Rogers 1989: 61-63). This clumsy attempt at influence
could only hurt the National Party by raising the salience of what had start-
ed as a relatively minor issue. Expressly antinuclear parties received 62 per-
cent of the vorte.

Labour won the election handily and, upon taking office, focused on
economic issues, adopting market-oriented reforms of the New Zealand
economy. Prime Minister David Lange initially sought to moderate the
party’s policy on nuclear ships but was pressed by Labour leadership to hold
to all its campaign promises. Domestic polirical pressures loomed far larger
on the horizon than U.S. pressures.

In October 1985, Lange consulted with U.S. Secretary of State George
Shultz to arrange joint naval exercises for the following March, Lange look-
ing for a way to bring U.S. ships into port without mobilizing the anti-
nuclear movement. At his urging, the United States requested a port visic for
a frigate, the USS Buchanan, which had visited to minimal protests in 1979.
Days before the announcement of the visit, however, a peace group, the
Coalition against Nuclear Warships (CANWAR), anticipating the request,
published a list of all nuclear-powered and nuclear-capable ships in the U.S.
arsenal. Lange asked the United States to declare that the Buchanan would
not be carrying nuclear weapons or to sclect another ship, but the United
States refused (Clements 1988: 132; Jackson and Lamare 1988: 174).

Lange unsuccessfully asked his cabinet to permit the visit, noting that
the Buchanan would probably not carry nuclear weapons. Since Labour’s
election, the New Zealand peace movement had become better organized as



HOW THE COLD WAR WAS REALLY WON 199

a whole and more intensely focused on both port visits and the nuclear-free-
zone idea, and it likely could punish Labour for failing to uphold the ban.
Rounds of criticism from the United States, Britain, and Australia increased
public support for the ban—and for Labour—in New Zealand (Landais-
Stamp and Rogers 1989: 73-75). The United States canceled the joint mili-
tary exercises; although New Zealand explicidy continued to support ANZUS
(the alliance between Australia, New Zealand, and the United States), the
United States declared that an alliance without joint exercises or port visits
was in fact no alliance at all. The United States instituted sanctions reducing
the extent of cooperation and flow of intelligence to New Zealand, but it
never imposed, nor apparently seriously considered, trade sanctions. The
low costs of the ban economically, in conjunction with the national inde-
pendence it represented for New Zealand, enhanced political support for the
ban and for Lange. Public approval of the ban moved from roughly 50 per-
cent of New Zealanders in 1982 to 76 percent in March 1985 (Macmillan
1987: 34).

Lange himself, initially less enthusiastic about the ban, grew increasing-
ly committed to the proposition of a nuclear-free New Zealand as he saw the
policical benefits of this posture both in New Zealand and internationally
(see Lange 1985). In a dcbate with conservative American religious leader
Jerry Falwell at the Oxford Union in March 1985, Lange spoke for the
proposition that nuclear weapons were “morally indefensible.” Before and
after each speech, he received standing ovations as he emphasized the rights
of nations not to be protected by nuclear weapons: “We are actually told
that New Zealanders cannot decide for themselves how to defend New
Zealand but are obliged to adopt the methods which others use to defend
themselves. . . . To compel an ally to accept nuclear weapons against the
wishes of that ally is to take the moral position of totalitarianism, which
allows for no self-determination” (qtd. in Landais-Stamp and Rogers 1989:
85-86). The nuclear-free policy allowed New Zealand to carve out a distinct
international identity and a different, actually less marginal, position in
international politics. The favorable responses at Oxford and elsewhere
underscored the possibility of stronger political and cultural ties with an
alcernative social and political network. New Zealand gained heightened
visibility and prestige within the Western alliance, if not among all of the
NATO governments.

The harsh United Startes rhetorical response, in conjuncton with mini-
mal sanctions outside of defense matters, encouraged New Zealanders to see
the nuclear issue as a matter of self-determination—an assertion of national
pride rather than a strategic risk. In contrast to the other two cases, in New
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Zealand a policy change became a source for cultural change. In July 1985,
two French citizens working for the French government blew up the Green-
peace ship Rainbow Warrior, which was in port in a New Zealand harbor,
killing a Greenpeace worker aboard. This action reinforced New Zealanders’
sense of the need to assert national independence and confirmed politically
the coalition supporting the port ban. In September of the same year,
Labour passed legislation reinforcing the ban, and ANZUS dissipated. In
1987, Labour extended its electoral and governing majority, the nuclear
issuc being a minor one in the campaign. In 1992, after the cold war, the
United States Navy announced that it would now not normally place nu-
clear weapons on its surface ships. In New Zealand, politicians discussed the
prospects of reconstituting ANZUS on the nonnuclear terms they had pro-
posed nearly a decade earlier.

Conclusion

The three cases described in this chapter suggest both the difhculties of evalu-
ating the impact of protest movements on forcign policy and the diversity of
ways in which movements can influence policy. Immediately we must recog-
nize that, at least in matters of nacional security, nations are not ecological
units influenced only by domestic or international considerations. Rather,
there is an interplay of domestic and international policy (see Knopf 1993),
with movements in one country responding to, and often influencing, the
conduct of not only movements but also governments in another country.
The election of an American president, for example, served as provocation
for peace movements throughout the Western alliance. The West German
peace movement criticized both its own government and that of the United
States, and its mobilization led the United States to offer arms control initia-
tives. New Zealand’s Labour Party learned that carving out an independent
security policy produced not only electoral security at home bur visibility
and prestige abroad. Transnational contacts between movements and gov-
ernments must be considered as both opportunities and outcomes for social-
protest movements. Activises buile tacrics and claims transnadionally, altering
political culture and discourse even in the face of policy defeats. Further, vic-
tories by one movement were claimed by allied activists operating in differ-
ent narional contexts.

The three cases also suggest different routes to political influence, in
which movement claims and ultimate outcomes are contingent not only
upon activist strategies and claims and national political structures, but also
the international context in which the nation is embedded. Activists and

governments in the United States and West Germany were more directly
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challenged by Soviet activists and the front line of the cold war than were
their counterparts in New Zealand. This made the process of policy reform
more difficult. In New Zealand, policy reforms coincided with, or even pre-
ceded, cultural changes. In the United States and West Germany, victories in
rhetoric and political culture came more easily than policy reforms.

The story of the peace movement in New Zealand is initially the sim-
plest. National security policy was normally a low priority issue for govern-
ments in New Zealand, primarily because of New Zealand’s geographic
isolation from the centers of global conflict. Seeking electoral support, how-
ever, the Labour Party seized upon the issue when out of power and promot-
ed it aggressively as a means of attacking the governing National Party. The
movement won the support of the Labour Party, and when Labour won an
election, it implemented the policies it promised—policies the National
Party had explicitdy neglected. The movement was able to win a policy vic-
tory quickly, which led to cultural and rhetorical vicrories, and not only in
New Zealand. The movement’s influence in promoting the nuclear-free-
zone idea extended beyond the boundaries of New Zealand, as activists in
other Western countries adopted the idea as a strategy for organizing,

In the West German case, peace activism clearly precipitated the fall of a
government unfriendly to activist concerns and initially led to the election
of a much /ess friendly or responsive government. Shattering the thirteen-
year-old coalition berween the SPD and the FDP, however, allowed the SPD
considerably more flexibility in exploring and promoting alternative foreign
and security policies. The SPD’s rhetorical and financial support of peace
rescarch led to the promulgation of new ideas about security in Germany, as
well as elsewhere in Western Europe and in East Germany. The zero option
came from the movement particularly through the Schmidt government,
and ultimately to the United States. Here the movement lost the initial policy
battle but made large gains in political culture. The transnational contacts
berween peace activists in West Germany and human rights activists in East
Germany, particularly, led to greater visibility for the Eastern dissidents and
important support for reformers in the East.

Meanwhile, government policy also changed in response to the move-
ment. Although Chancellor Kohl and a conservative-centrist alliance have
governed (first West Germany, then a unified Germany) since the election
of 1983, from the start government ministers were committed ro prevent-
ing nuclear weaponry from reemerging as an electoral issue. This meant
that the Kohl government was able to press the United States and NATO
more strongly for arms control efforts than had the Schmidt government
it replaced. Thus, the peace movement lost this electoral battle but may
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well have won the war. Intermediate-range missiles were deployed for a
very short time, but the entire category of weaponry was soon climinated
under the Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) Treary of 1987. Subscquent
nuclear modernization was politically untenable. Here the movement’s
short-term losses on matters of policy nonetheless affected the subsequent
policy debate.

The German case also provides evidence for a movement’s “spillover ef-
fects” (Meyer and Whictier 1994). Without doubr, the peace issuc provided
the necessary cohesion for the Green Party to emerge as a significant player
nationally. Entering the national Parliament for the first time in 1983 by
surpassing the 5 percent electoral threshold, the Greens used the resources of
government, not least national visibility, to address a range of other issues,
particularly environmental protection and immigrants’ rights. At the state
level, the Greens frequently won electoral representation and sometimes
shared in governance with the SPD.

Evidence for spillover effects in the United States are less apparent, but
changes in policy and discourse are evident. Although the nuclear freeze was
unable to defeat its primary target, incumbent president Ronald Reagan, de-
spite commanding upwards of 70 percent support in public opinion polls,
its presence on the national landscape changed the contours of nuclear
weapons policy and discourse. The president and his advisers altered the way
they spoke about nuclear weaponry, and the change in discourse affected
morte than symbolic presentations of security. The Reagan administration,
seeking to cultivate public support, offered arms control initiatives it hoped
the Soviet Union would spurn. When Gorbachev accepted one of these
proposals, the zero-zero option, the Reagan administration was essentially
trapped by its own rhetoric; despite its best efforts, the administration could
not find a way to reject its own proposal.

Domestic unrest in the United States and Western Europe influenced
Western policy, partcularly that of the United States and NATO, circum-
scribing further military buildups after 1984 and forcing leaders to adopt a
more conciliatory posture toward the Soviet Union, resurrecting an arms
control regime in the process. Clearly, Pershing IT and cruise missiles were
deployed in Western Europe, an unambiguous defeat for the Furopean
movements. Neither the nuclear freeze nor the ambitious reformulation of
United States policy it demanded has been implemented in the United
States. Failing to bring abour central demands, however, does not demon-
strate lack of effect; rather, it suggests a more complicated process of exer-
cising influence, one involving short-term marginal impact and long-term

changes in polidcal culture.
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Notes

1. In both cases, the findings were intriguing, tentative, and ambiguous; policy
makers are generally and understandably loath to credit extra-institutional protest with
influencing their decisions on important policy matters (Meyer 1991).

2. The scholarly literature on the influence of movements on foreign policy is gen-
erally underdeveloped, but for a synthetic overview, see Risse-Kappen (1991a).

3. John Kennedy, for example, asked antinuclear activist and editor Norman Cousins
to explain the U.S. position on a nuclear test ban. Cousins’s shuttle diplomacy early in
1963 proved critical in bringing the two U.S. and Soviet leaders together later in the year
to negotiate a treaty (Seaborg 1981: 207--8).

4. I have devoted considerable attention to these changes in policy and politics else-
where (e.g., Meyer 1990: chapters 2—4; 1993, 1995).

5. Scheer (1982) provides a disturbing compendium of misstatements on nuclear
weapons.

6. There is much writing on the dual-track decision and German politics. This
section draws on Johnstone (1984), Cooper (1996), Risse-Kappen (1988), Pond (1990),
and Rochon (1988).

7. Importantly, the zero option was designed less as a strategy for national securicy
than as a means of mitigating the domestic pressures of the peace movement. Schmide
also tried to push the United States to offer arms control proposals that sounded viable.
See Talbott (1984: 561, for details.

8. This section draws from a number of studies of peace protest in the United States
generally and of the nuclear freeze in particular, including Kleidman (1993), Lofland
(1993), McCrea and Markle (1989), Meyer (1990), Rochon and Meyer (1997), Solo
(1988), and Waller (1987).

9. T have dealt with the New Zealand case more extensively in Meyer (1994).



The Impact of Environmental Movements in Western Societies

Dieter Rucht

Like the labor movements that raised “the social question” during the second
half of the nineteenth century and beyond, a new kind of movement has put
“the environmental question” on the agenda of the last third of the twentieth
century—and probably beyond. Whereas in retrospect it is obvious what
impact the labor movements had, the effect of the environmental move-
mencs is less clear. Though much has been written about the environmental
movements, no comprehensive study of their impact has been carried out
yet.! What are the relevant dimensions to be taken into account? Does the
movements impact differ significantly across countries in the Western world?
If so, which factors could explain such differences? These are the key ques-
tions to which this chapter tries to offer some tentative answers.

“Tentartive answers~ should be taken not as an understatement but as an
indication of the difficulties and limits of such an enterprise. In part, these
difficulties stem from the nature of the problem, that is, to conceptualize
and assess social movement impact.> Moreover, this impact may be muld-
dimensional and dependent on many mediating factors. Another difficulty
results from the very scope and complexity of the special topic addressed in
this chapter. Environmental movements are composed of many groups and
engage in a large variety of issues. No wonder that the few existing analyses
on environmental movemenrt impact are limited to case studies, in which it
is easier to overview the factors that come into play.

Therefore, this chapter should be understood as an essay in the literal
sense of the word. Other scholars who are more experienced in the study of

policy outcomes or who have a better knowledge of particular issues and/or
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countries in question than the author has may engage in improving and
claborating on this preliminary approach.

The Paradox of Environmental Movements

When compared to the long existence of some other social movements,
the environmental movements are a recent phenomenon. “Environmental
movements’ denotes the network of nongovernmental groups and organi-
zations that aim, by means of political and social intervention, including col-
lective protest, to prevent the exploitation and/or destruction of natural
resources. In their attempts at strategic intervention, environmental move-
ments can be distinguished from the traditional and predominantly apolitical
conservationism that prevailed until che late 1960s. Whereas conservationist
groups focused mainly on local and sectoral issues without embedding them
into a broader approach, environmentalism tends to have a more dramacic
and more coherent perception of the problem (“Save planet Earth”). Even
when mobilizing at the local level, environmental actors perceive their mobi-
lization as part of a worldwide movement according to the slogan “Act local-
ly, think globally” (Rucht 1993).

‘What has the impact of the movement been so far? Leaving aside all ter-
ritorial and thematic variations, we are confronted with a remarkable para-
dox: On the one hand, the brief history of the environmental movement can
be read as an amazing success story. This success becomes apparent when
we consider the movement’s growth and consolidation, its role as an agenda
setter, its impact on individual atticudes and behavior, and its contribution
to the establishment of a new polity and a new industrial sector. On the
other hand, however, the movement has been largely unsuccessful in halting
environmental deterioration. This paradox of success and failure needs to be
explained in more detail.

The Success Story

Within less than two decades, the environmental movement experienced
spectacular growth in the number of activists, adherents, and sympathizers,
as well as in terms of financial and organizational resources. In most coun-
tries of the Western world, preexisting environmental organizations were re-
vitalized, and a considerable number of relatively large new movement orga-
nizations were created. Beyond mere growth, several other trends contribute
to the image of a successful movement. First, the movement has diversified
with regard to various issues, thus covering, by and large, all aspects of per-
ceived environmental problems, including nuclear power production, toxic
waste, the destruction of tropical rain forests, and human-made climate
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changes. This specialization has been accompanied by the acquisition of so-
phisticated knowledge that often matches that of experts within industry
and the state administration. Second, partly related to this trend, the move-
ment has shown a growing tendency toward professionalism and institution-
alization, for example, by creating its own apparatuses, scientific bodies, in-
stitutes, and journals in which a growing number of professionals serve the
common cause. Third, the movement has become a truly international net-
work, with intense cooperation across borders, the formation of internation-
al alliances and networks, and the establishment of coherent supranational
organizations (Princen and Finger 1994; Wapner 1996). Among the latter,
Greenpeace and the Worldwide Fund for Nature claim to be among the
wortld’s largest nongovernmental organizations. Whether or not this is true,
certainly they can be counted among the organizations that have exhibited
the most spectacular growth rates in recent history.

Probably still more impressive than its growth, institutionalization, and
internationalization is the movement’s success as an agenda setter. In the ag-
gregate, environmental problems, in spite of the ups and downs of specific
issues (Downs 1972), are among the most intensively and most continuous-
ly debated political problems in recent decades. Morcover, environmental-
ism is highly valued. Hardly any relevant social group, hardly any important
political party, can afford to reject the goal of environmental protection.
Even those industrial branches and corporations which, on concrete issues,
act as opponents of environmental groups rhetorically embrace environmen-
talism and try to gain a “green and clean” image.

The prominent role of environmentalism in public debates is echoed at
the level of individual attitudes. Even though support for the environmental
cause may be lower at this level when compared to the mainstream of public
opinion, overall we find a high degree of esteem and sympathy for both the
environmental cause and the movement that represents this cause most
forcefully. Observers have called this striking level of attitudinal support the
“miracle of public opinion” (Dunlap and Scarce 1991: 651).

Support for environmental protection also manifests itself in public ad-
ministration and state policies. Here one should consider numerous laws
and other regulations to protect the environment. Recently, even attempts to
declare environmental protection part of the constitution have been under-
taken in some countries. In addition, the task of environmental protection
has resulted in the creation of state departments, environmental agencies,
advisory boards, communal public services, programs of environmental edu-
cation, and the like.

Finally, both societal and state-centered efforts at environmental protec-
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tion are flanked by the establishment of a growing environmental industry
that has a financial interest in strengthening environmental concerns and
thus presents itself as an ally to the movement. Not all these trends can be
attributed to the environmental movement, but the movement certainly
helped breach the wall of ignorance and passivity and served as a catalyst.

The Failure

This success story stands in stark contrast to the movemencs tangible out-
comes. After all, the movemenct’s growth, public support, and institutional
impact are only means to reach the movement’s central goal, thac is, to halc
further deterioration and, eventually, to improve the state of the environ-
ment. Even while acknowledging the measurement problems, gaps, and flaws
of statistical reporting, it is safe 1o say, in summary, that the movement has
not achieved its ends. Globally speaking, in spite of the movemenc’s impres-
sive mobilization, the state of the environment has worsened during che last
decades, according to various sources (Porter and Brown 1991; Worldwatch
Institute 1992; Wissenschaftlicher Beirat der Bundesregierung 1996).3 Con-
sider just a few telling indicators:

* Natural resources continue to be exploited, probably on
a larger scale than ever before in history.

* The number of species of flora and fauna continues to
decline.

* Territories in which human intervention is absent or
scarcely destructive continue to shrink, because of the
growth of the population, intense agriculture, urbaniza-
tion, logging, road construction, and other factors.

* Pollution of air, water, and soil increases steadily and,
consequently, people are confronted more and more with
harmful substances that can cause disease, pain, and even

death.

A More Complicated Story

Though I would maintain that this crude picture of striking success in terms
of means and striking failure in terms of goals holds true, it has to be differ-
entiated in various ways. Most obviously, success and failure vary across
issues and regions. When looking at the state of the environment as an
ultimate measure of the movement’s success, one could easily point to vari-
ous improvements and, in this sense, to partial gains made by the move-
ment, although its actual contribution to these gains may remain unclear.
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Particularly when regarding some of the most economically developed coun-
tries, one could stress the reduction of water pollution in many lakes and
rivers, the decrease of some harmful substances (e.g., carbon) in the air, the
expansion of nature reserves, the “renaturation” of pieces of formerly culti-
vated land, and the decrease in energy consumption. At least in part, these
improvements can be attributed to the mobilization of environmental
groups (Jinicke and Weidner 1995). One could also point to individual
cases in which environmental groups succeeded in stopping specific pro-
grams and projects that were supposed to have detrimental environmental
impact, such as nuclear power stations and the construction of new airports,
highways, and dams. Some of these successful cases are documented (e.g.,
Caldwell, Hayes, and MacWhirter 1976; Jinicke and Weidner 1995). Proba-
bly the issue that has been most closely examined in cross-national com-
parisons is that of nuclear power (Riidig 1990; Midttun and Rucht 1994;
Rucht 1995). Some environmental battles were won even in countries such
as France, where environmentalists are usually confronted with considerable
resiscance (Rucht 1994). Also, some environmental gains at the transnation-
al and even global levels should be acknowledged. For example, oil tankers
have been essentially prevented from cleaning their tanks with seawater that
is then spilled into the ocean. Moreover, plans have been abandoned to di-
vide up and then economically exploit the resources of Antarcrica.

Overall, however, these countervailing examples are too marginal and
too scattered to compensate for the negative trends. Fven when we take into
account that in environmental conflicts, aside from a few complete successes
and probably more complete failures, the movements often achieve partial
successes, we have to consider that these successes tend to be marginal and
are sometimes purely symbolic. This skeprical assessment is also shared by
many environmental activists who tend to admit their powerlessness frankly.
A German rescarcher who conducted in-depth interviews with local activists
found that many of them maintained their activity not because they expect-
ced to be effective but rather because passivity would make them feel guilty
(Christmann 1996). They typically stated thoughts such as this: in the fu-
ture, when confronted with questions by our children abour the disastrous
state of the cnvironment, we can at least tell them that we have done our
share to prevent as much damage as possible.

This last aspect leads to a further complication in assessing the move-
ments impact: Should the success of the environmental movement be
measured only in terms of the present state of the environment? And even if
this stace is horrifying, does it indicate only the failure of the environmen-

tal movement? Or doesn’t it also represent the failure of other forces, in-
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cluding governments, which are formally responsible for the fate of the
environment?

Instead of engaging in a normative discussion about whom to blame, I
would like to stress the need for a more sophisticated treatment of environ-
mental movement impact. First, unlike many other conflicts, environmental
issues are often bound to long-term developments within states. T .e dete-
rioration that can be seen at present is often the result of a series of decisions
or nondecisions that were made far in the past. This insight was already
voiced in Rachel Carson’s Silenr Spring (1962)—probably the first and most
powerful book to contribute to the birth of the environmental movement.
The long-term nature of consequences may also imply that environmentally
sound measures have already been taken but their payoff can be seen only in
the future. Second, stable or even deteriorating environmental conditions
may “hide” positive impact by the environmental movement insofar as these
conditions would have been worse without the movement’s activities. In this
context we have also to take into account that adequate environmental
measures can be outflanked and thus made invisible by the negative impact
of, say, population growth or an increase in living standards. Whenever en-
vironmental conditions deteriorate, it is certainly difficult to speak of the
movement’s success. But this is not to say that the movement has had no im-
pact or even a negative one.

These few remarks on the possibility of hidden positive effects are not
meant to gloss over the essentially skeptical assessment of the environmental
movement’s success, but it should be clear that we need more refined mea-
sures of the movement’s impact. To achieve an assessment and, still more
difficult, an explanation of this impact represents a fundamencal theoretical
and empirical challenge.

Assessing the State of the Environment in Western Nations

If we consider the state of the environment as the ultimate criterion for the
success of environmental movements, it becomes crucial to measure this de-
pendent variable empirically. In this respect, various restrictions have to be
taken into account.

First, regarding the overall state of the environment at the global level, it
is impossible to trace the effects of the entire plethora of actors that come
into play. Who can claim to have an overall view of the activities and impact
of all environmental movements around the globe, not to speak of other ac-
tors engaged in environmental policies? It may be more realistic to undertake
a comparative analysis of the effects of environmental movements within
nadional borders. In this case, however, the analysis must be restricted to
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those environmental problems which are exclusively, or at least mainly,
caused and shaped by actors within the respective nations. Environmental
problems that are beyond the control of a distinct nation—for instance, the
ozone layer above Antarctica or the pollution of oceans—cannot be attrib-
uted to the policy of a single country and must therefore be excluded from
the analysis.

Second, we cannot rely on a static measurement. The quality of the en-
vironment is the cumulative result of countless developments, decisions, and
nondecisions in the past, heavily dependent on factors such as population
density, economic structure, and degree of industrialization. If we simply
measure the state of the environment at a given time, the result would not
adequately reflect the efforts for and effects of environmental protection
during recent years or decades. Thus, we have to identify changes in environ-
mental quality between different times. These changes indicate the success
or failure of environmental prorection. Useful indicators include decreases
or increases in toxic substances in the air, warter, and soil; decreases or in-
creases in the amount of protected land (nature reserves, wildlife parks); and
changes in the etfects of policies to reduce energy consumption.

Collecting comparative data on such measures is a science in its own
right. For the most part, we have detailed dara for only some countries.
However, in recent years the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) (1985-95) has begun to gather standardized data on
the state of the environment. Pardy based on these statistics, a German re-
search group headed by Martin Jinicke has collated data on the environ-
mental performance of most of the OECD countries (Jinicke 1992, 1996;
Jinicke and Weidner 1995). Combining various indicators, this group has
positioned twenty-two countries according to the degree to which they man-
aged (or failed) to improve domestic environmental quality between 1970
and 1985. According 1o the aggregate measurement, the countries can be
ranked, from best to worst, in the following order: Japan, the Netherlands,
Luxembourg, Sweden, Switzerland, Austria, Denmark, Norway, the United
States, West Germany, Finland, Belgium, France, Great Britain, Canada, Italy,
Portugal, Ireland, Yugoslavia, Spain, Greece, and Turkey (Janicke 1992).

This list should be interpreted cautiously. It cannot be read as a rank
order in terms of absolute environmental quality such that Japan is in the
most and Turkey in the least favorable sicuation. We should also be careful in
drawing firm conclusions about the impact of environmental movements in
the listed countries, because the amounts and effects of both private and
governmental measures are not necessarily a direct function of the pressure

trom the movements. As in other policy fields, environmental action may be
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initiated “from above.” These reservations about a direct link between move-
ment mobilization and tangible outcomes, which are supported by many
studies about factors accounting for social movement mobilization, bring us
to a discussion of how to develop an explanatory model.

Toward an Explanation of Environmental Movement Impact

In this section, I aim to develop and apply a model for explaining environ-
mental movement impact. Available data are too scattered and too vague for
a solid explanation to be offered. Thus, as a more modest attempt, this ex-
planatory approach should be understood as a means to develop informed
hypotheses that I will present and discuss in the final section of the chapter.

An Explanatory Model
In general, it can be assumed that social movement mobilization rarely
translates directly into policy outcomes, for a variety of reasons. One reason
is that social movements usually lack access to the decision-making process
and therefore have to use indirect channels of influence. Another is that the
effects of movement mobilization may be neutralized by counterstrategics
on the part of the power holders or other societal forces. As for environmen-
tal politics, I have already discussed why, in many cases, we cannot expect a
direct link berween movement mobilization and the state of the environ-
ment. In consequence, our attention is directed toward a set of intervening
factors. A consideration and conceptualization of these factors may shed
some light on the process of environmental politics, which would otherwise
be no more clear than a black box. These intervening factors may or may not
transform environmental movement mobilization into state activities that,
in turn, are crucial to ultimate changes in the state of environment.
Concentrating first on the factors that influence environmental policies,
I assume that three key factors mediate the impact of mobilization: public
opinion as represented in public statements; individual attitudes and behav-
lors; and green parties or their equivalent, that is, environmentally oriented
tendencies within established parties. It is clear that environmental move-
ments try to influence these factors because the movements are neither in
power nor tend to have direct access to power holders. It is usually only
through these intermediate links that the movements can make an impact
on state policies.

Public Opinion

The fact that policy makers within the state adminiscration cannot ignore
public opinion is by no means specific to the domain of environmental
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politics. A great number of examples from different countries and fields of
policy show that policy makers in liberal democracies not only tend to react
to public opinion but, in some instances, directly depend on it. This, how-
ever, applies only to the extent that public opinion, which is usually repre-
sented by many and often contradictory voices, can be transformed into a
consonant and determined chorus (Neidhardt 1994). Most obviously, this
can be seen in the case of a political scandal, when public opinion manifests
itself in an outcry of anger and indignation. Such a response is likely to re-
sult in procedural and/or personnel consequences, such as a quick legislative
reform, strong governmental measures, the replacement of an officeholder,
or even the demise of a government. Because of the potendally strong ini-
pact of a relatively unified public opinion, decision makers tend to watch
and document public opinion attentively (e.g., by reading the daily editori-
als) and, in turn, try to influence public opinion using their own public rela-

tions instruments.

Individual Attitudes and Behaviors

This factor should be analytically and empirically separated from public
opinion, because the two factors are not necessarily congruent.* The rele-
vance of individual accitudes for policy makers in democracies becomes ob-
vious when we consider that many state activities are dependent on the ac-
ceptance and even the cooperation of the citizens. This is particularly true
when it comes to convincing people to play an active role in policy imple-
mentation, by participating in voluntary health checks, reducing energy
consumption, or sorting waste to facilitate recycling, for example. Above all,
political parties and governments have to take individual attitudes into
account because, via general clections, the possibility of getting into and
staying in power is dependent on the consent of the voters. No wonder that
politicians more or less constantly seek to explore individual opinions through
surveys, consultation hours, visits to their electorates, and the like. Particu-
larly when delicate issues and decisions are at stake, politicians are eager to
explore existing moods and potential reactions. The fact that politicians
have to care about people’s attitudes is further indicated by two phenomena:
First, there is a growing tendency to initiate special surveys in order to learn
what people really think about an issue, a political figure, or an envisaged
measure. Second, politicians seck to garner acceptance via information cam-
paigns when specific policies are to be implemented. For example, large but
ultimately unsuccessful campaigns have been launched by public adminis-
trations to gain acceptance for nuclear power programs in Germany and
Austria (Nowotny 1979; Flam 1994).
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Green Parties

It is debatable whether or not green parties should be considered a vital part
of the environmental movement or rather as an outgrowth that can be ana-
lytically separated from it. To the extent that green parties have more or less
adopted the structure of the established parties and focus on electoral and
parliamentary politics, they should be treated as a separate category. If this
seems plausible, then we should acknowledge the relevance of the existence
and strength of a party as a third intervening factor in our model. The influ-
ence of green parties that promote the demands of the environmental move-
ment becomes apparent when we consider how sensitive parties and political
decision makers react to direct competition on the electoral level. As soon as
a political concern proves attractive and imporrant enough to become the
focus of a specialized party and, morcover, to render this party electorally
relevant, most other parties feel a need to take this concern into account or
at least to pay some lip service to it. Once such a specialized challenging
party manages to win seats in a parliament or to occupy positions in an ad-
ministration, it is likely that the concerns and demands of the movement
close to this party will be transmitted into the decision-making process,
though hardly without modifications and temperance. This pattern may be
clearly observed with regard to the Greens in Germany, who not only hold
seats on all levels, from local councils to the federal Parliament, but also are
represented in a few state governments and, since the aucumn of 1998, also
in the national government.

These assumptions can be drawn together in a model of environmental
movement impact (see figure 1). This model, however, needs to be comple-
mented and refined. First, environmental problems have to be included in the
model, for two reasons. On the one hand, it is obvious that environmental
movements react to environmental burdens or threats, although we cannot
assume that movement mobilization is a direct function of “objecrive” en-
vironmental problems. These problems are socially constructed.> Their po-
tential risks, their causes, and their potential solutions are not immediately
apparent but have to be brought to people’s attention through a process of
framing, interpreting, and arguing. Nevertheless, these problems can hardly
be invented; they must somechow be grounded in reality. As far as environ-
mental problems are concerned, the process of “problemarizing” the srare of
the environment is strongly influenced by the natural sciences and medical
research. But, to some extent, it is also dependent on the firsthand experience
of the wider populace. On the other hand, state policies have to be introduced
into the model, because they are the most crucial variable to substantially
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influence environmental quality. This is not to say that only state policy mat-
ters. Market powers, such as the increase in energy prices, as well as private
action, ranging from individual behavior to the strategies of big business, may
also have an impact on environmental quality. But these nonstate activicies
will be excluded from the model, because, for the most part, they are encour-
aged, facilitated, or even enforced by the state. Otherwise, there would be no
need for a detailed and sophisticated state policy that, as it turns out, is most
effective when it applies its ultimate means, namely coercion. Taken together,
the elemencts discussed here represent what could be called the primary envi-
ronmental policy cycle (marked with solid arrows in figure 1).

Furthermore, the model should be complemented by secondary flows
of influence. We can assume that public opinions, individual attitudes, and
green parties influence one another. Moreover, in some cases, environmental
groups may directly influence policy makers through lobbying. Finally, state
policies, besides having a direct influence on environmental movements
through repression or facilitation, have an indirect influence on the mo-
bilization of environmental movements through their impact on environ-
mental problems. These effects, however, are hard to predict. In the case of
deteriorating environmental conditions, the movement may become dis-
couraged or, on the contrary, may feel a need to intensify its efforts. In a
similar vein, improving environmental conditions may take the wind out of
the movements sails, but it could also inspire the movement to go further.

Figure 1. Impact of environmental movements

Lobbying

i
j
Public opinion \

Environmental | g l Individual attitudes | —— - | Environmental
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Notwithstanding these complications, we may assume a dominant flow
of causality. Perccived environmental problems arc taken up by the environ-
mental movement, whose mobilization, mediated by three main factors, in-
fluences the environmental policy of the state, which in turn is the major
factor in directly influencing environmental problems.® Because we have few
reasons to assume a correspondence between the “objectively” given number
of environmental problems and the amount of movement mobilization, it
should suffice to begin a causal explanation with the latter factor. Hence, we
can condense our expectations into the following hypothesis: The stronger
the pressure exerted by the environmental movement, the greater its impact on
public opinion, individual attitudes, and green parties (or their equivalents), the
more state policies rake strong measures to protect the environment, which ulti-
mately result in positive effects on environmental quality.

This is a crude and somewhat mechanistic assumption that hardly ap-
plies to all situations. Consider a few examples: Public opinion does not nec-
essarily react positively to powerful environmental movement mobilization.
Even when environmental quality is perceived as highly valuable, strong and
effective mobilization can be perceived as a threat to another and probably
prioritized factor, such as full employment. In this case, the public mood may
well turn against the movemenct’s demand. This could explain why, according
to Eurobarometer surveys, the strong environmental and antinuclear move-
ments in Germany were confronted with relatively high levels of a negative
attitude among the population during the 1980s (Fuchs and Rucht 1994).
We may also assume that a powerful green party unincentionally weakens
movement mobilization, because movement adherents may feel that the
presence of such a party means that their commitment is no longer neces-
sary. Finally, to give an example that is not in line with our central hypothe-
sis, one may assume that in some cases the causal flow of influence works the
opposite way. Consider that in the early 1970s, when the United Nations
launched a campaign for environmental protection (see Caldwell 1984),
awareness among political elites in some states was probably more developed
than among the active parts of the citizenry. In this situation it was mainly
the political elites who educated the public about the need for environmental
protection. With such deviating cases in mind, our central hypothesis is less
rrivial than it may appear at first glance. It thus merits closer investigation.

Attempts at Operationalization

We can think about ways to operationalize the factors in the explanatory
model and to look for data that would allow us to assess environmental move-
ment impact. Among the twenty-two countries that were ranked according
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to their changes in environmental quality, four countries (Norway, Japan,
‘lurkey, and Yugoslavia) have to be excluded from further analysis, because
data on the other variables regarding these countries were not available.
Thus we concentrate on the remaining eighteen countries.

Pressure from Environmental Movements

This factor can be conceived of as two variables: the size (number of mobi-
lized people) and intensity (degree of radicalism) of mobilization as regis-
tered in protest-event analysis. Other measures—for instance, membership
in environmental organizations—7 are less indicative, insofar as membership
per se does not represent political pressure. Therefore, membership data
should be excluded or considered only when protest data are unavailable.
Regarding environmental protests from a comparative perspective, we have
darta from only one major project, which covers four West European coun-
tries (Kriesi et al. 1992, 1995). In terms of the volume of environmental
movement mobilization, when taking the differenc sizes of national popula-
tions into account, the following indices were found for the period from
1975 to 1989: Switzerland, 16; West Germany, 11; the Netherlands, 5; and
France, 2 (Kriesi et al. 1995: 22).* This research was later complemented by
data on Great Britain and Spain, though based on a smaller sample and a
shorter time period (Koopmans 1996d). In the period from 1980 to 1989,
environmental mobilization can be expressed in the following indices:
Germany, 29; Switzerland, 27; the Netherlands, 13; Spain, 8; France, 5; and
Great Britain, 5. If, in addition, we were to take the intensity of environ-
mental protests into account, I assume that rhe rank order would change
slightly, with Germany moving closer to, or even surpassing, Switzerland,
and with France and Spain moving closer to the Netherlands, leaving Great
Britain far behind.

Additdional information can be drawn from Eurobarometer surveys,
from which we are able ro determine the number of environmental move-
ment adherents in five countries. The mean values of the proportion of in-
terviewed persons who identified themselves as activists or potential activists
in four surveys between 1982 and 1989 are as follows: the Netherlands,
34.4%; West Germany, 30.8%; Great Britain, 22.1%; Italy, 21.7%; and
France, 13.3% (Fuchs and Rucht 1994). Moreover, for a larger number of
countries we have data on the appreciation of, or support for, environmental
groups, based on the World Values Survey. Finally, I have rough estimates of
pressure resulting from movement mobilization in several European Union
(EU) member states, based on my own long-standing observation of cnvi-

ronmental movements in various countries, as well as interviews with rep-
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resentatives from environmental groups on both national and EU levels
(Rucht 1994, 1997). Again, these data and estimates are too sketchy to en-
able the determination of a distinct rank order. However, considering all
these pieces of information, national environmental movements can be
grouped, according to their differential pressure, into three broad categories,
as shown in table 1.

Public Opinion

Rather than equating public opinion with the aggregate of individual atti-
tudes as measured in survey research, I define it as statements by individuals
or groups addressed to the public. Because the mass media are the most im-
portant (though not the only) forum to mirror or document public opinion,
it would seem appropriate to measure public opinion using a content analy-
sis of mass media. For instance, one could count the number and frequency
of values expressed in statements on environmental matters and movements
in the mass media. For comparative purposes, we would certainly have to
weigh these statements released against the total of statements released on all
political issues. Given the amount of resources needed for this task, it is no
wonder that such data are not available. Therefore, this factor, in spite of its
theoretical relevance, has to be excluded from the analysis.

Individual Attitudes
This factor, which should be distinguished from the category of public opin-

ion, can be relatively easily measured by conventional survey research. Several
cross-national surveys that measure attitudes toward environmental issues
and movements are available. Most important among these are the following:

* various Eurobarometer surveys in the member states of
the European Community (EC) and EU, respectively.

* further surveys covering twelve EU countries, conducted
by Market and Opinion Research International (MORI)
(1994)

* the two waves of the World Value Survey (around 1982
and 1991), focusing on forty-three and twenty-four coun-
tries, respectively

* the Health of the Planet Survey (1992), covering twenty-

four countries

Depending on the questions in and timing of the surveys, the countrics
under investigation occupy different ranking positions in terms of support
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for the environmental cause. Various Eurobarometer surveys in the 1980s
showed that environmental protection was highly valued in Denmark,
Luxembourg, and West Germany. Medium support was found in Iraly,
Grecce, the Netherlands, Spain, and Portugal, and relatively low support in
France, Belgium, Great Britain, and Ireland.? According to the MORI sur-
vey, the high-support group is composed of Luxembourg, Germany, the
Netherlands, and Denmark; the medium-support group includes Belgium,
Ireland, and France; and the low-support group consists of Portugal, Italy,
Great Britain, Spain, and Greece. The second wave of the World Values
Survey revealed strong support for tax increases in order to improve environ-
mental quality in Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands, Great Britain, and
the United States; medium support in East Germany, Finland, Spain, Portu-
gal, Italy, and France; and low support in West Germany, Ireland, and Japan.
According to the Health of the Planet Survey, the percentage of interviewees
who agreed to the statement that environmental problems were an “impor-
tant and very serious problem in our country” was high in West Germany
and Canada; medium in Portugal, the United States, Japan, and Norway;
and low in Great Britain, Ireland, the Netherlands, Denmark, and Finland
(Wissenschaftlicher Beirat der Bundesregierung 1996; sce also Inglehart
1995). The fact thar in the latcer survey some countries that can usually be
found in the top group now rank at the bottom is not necessarily inconsis-
tent. Interviewees in those countries which have already taken major steps
toward improving environmental quality may have less reason to consider
environmental problems very serious when compared to countries with low
environmental qualiry.

Taken together, these various surveys certainly do not allow a non-
arbitrary rank order to be determined. Nevertheless, according to the degree
to which the environmental cause is valued by individuals, the eighteen
countries under consideration can at least be grouped into the three broad
categories shown in table 1.

Green Parties

The most telling indicator for the strength of green parties is their share
of the vote. This, however, may change considerably over time, so average
values should be taken. Miiller-Rommel offers data on the average electoral
results of green parties in fifteen countries during the 1970s and 1980s
(1993: 129). As for the functional equivalents of green parties, namely,
ccologically oriented tendencies within other parties, it is very difficult to
assess their strength. Henee, again, for some countries I have to rely on

rough estimates.
&
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Environmental State Policies

This is an extremely complex factor composed of dimensions such as the
power of institutions (e.g., state secretaries of the environment, environmen-
tal protection agencies, and advisory boards; see Jorgens 1996), environ-
mental laws and other regulations (e.g., thresholds for the amount of partic-
ular substances in drinking water), implementation capacities, monitoring
systems and sanctions against violations of environmental regulations, pro-
cedural rules {e.g., access of environmental groups to courts, and freedom of
information about environmental data), financial investmencts by the state to
improve the quality of the environment, and efforts to educate the wider
public.’% Moreover, we would have to take these conditions and activities
into account on all levels, from local to national. It would be completely un-
realistic to measure all these factors in the eighteen countries under consid-
eration. Thus, we have to limit ourselves to a relatively few simple indicators
for assessing the volume and determination of environmental state policies.
For instance, one could look for state expenses for environmental matters as
a share of the total state budget; the rigidity of clean-air standards (Knoepfel
and Weidner 1986); and the readiness to engage in and to implement do-
mestically international treaties on the protection of the environment (Dietz
and Kalof 1992). Based on such measures, experts on comparative envi-
ronmental policies have identified some countries as leading and others as
lagging behind, though we do not have a distinct rank order based on sys-
temacic data covering various dimensions. As far as EU member states are
concerned, there is accumulated evidence of their cagerness to push environ-
mental macters. In my interviews with various experts from EU administra-
tions and nonstate environmental groups in Brussels, I got fairly consistent
estimates, which may generally be illustrated by the image of a convoy. The
environmental head of the convoy is formed by the Netherlands, Denmark,
Sweden, Finland, Germany, Austria, and Luxembourg. Traveling in the mid-
dle of the convoy are France, ltaly, Great Britain, Ireland, and Belgium. The
rear guard consists of Spain, Portugal, and Greece. Considering these various
pieces of information, again [ have grouped the eighteen countries into three
broad categories. Table 1 condenses and summarizes the available informa-
tion, also grouping rhe eighteen countries according to their changes in en-
vironmental quality.

Discussion
Assuming that the countries are adequately grouped together according to

the various factors discussed, we can assess whether or not these results are in
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Table1. Aspects of Environmental Politics in Eighteen Countries

Variable Strong Medium Weak
Environmental Austria, Denmark, Belgium, Canada, Greece, Portugal
movement Finland, Germany, Spain, France,
pressure Luxembourg, Great Britain,

the Netherlands, Ireland, Tealy

Switzerland, Sweden,

United States
Individual Denmark, Austria, Canada, Belgium,
aftitudes the Netherlands, Spain, Finland, Great Brirain,

Green parties

Policy efforts

Changes in
environmental

quality

Luxembourg

Austria, Belgium,
France, Germany,
[taly, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands,
Switzerland

Austria, Denmark,
Finland, Germany,
Luxembourg,

the Netherlands,
Switzerland, Sweden

Austria, Denmark,
Luxembourg,

the Netherlands,
Switzerland, Sweden

France, Germany,
Italy, Switzerland,
Sweden,

United States

Grear Britain,
Sweden

Belgium,
Canada, France,
Grear Britain,
Ireland, Traly,
United States

Belgium, Canada,
Finland, France,
Germany,

Grear Britain,
United States

Greece, Ireland,
Portugal

Canada,
Denmark,
Spain, Finland,
Greece, Ireland,
Portugal,
United States

Spain, Greece,

Portugal

Spain, Greece,
[reland, Italy,
Portugal

line with our general hypothesis. Moreover, other hypotheses can be derived

from this categorization.

When looking at the column categorizing the countries that exhibit

strong values, we find the same countries with respect to most variables. This

cluster effect is even more pronounced in the column listing countries with

weak values. Overall, this tendency supports the general hypothesis that the

higher the pressure exerted by environmental movements, the more state

policies, in responding to intervening factors, tend to improve environmen-

tal quality, and vice versa.
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Taking a closer look, however, we find exceptions to this rule. In a few
cases, a country that has a weak value in one category has a strong value in
another. This applies, for instance, to Italy when regarding changes in envi-
ronmental quality and the strength of its green party, and it applies to
Finland when regarding the pressure of environmental movements and the
strength of its green party. Moreover, strong green parties exist in Belgium,
Italy, and France—all countries that exhibit only a medium level of move-
ment pressure. These patterns suggest that there is no correlation, or only a
weak positive one, between the strength of green parties and movement
pressure. The relationship between these two categories is shown more clear-
ly in table 2. The explanation for this weak correlation may be found in
other intervening factors that, in some countries, supposedly have a strong
impact on the strength of green parties. Here one could point to the overall
nature of the voting system (majoritarian or representative), to a “percent
hurdle” that small parties face in some countries when they want to enter the
parliament, and to fragmentation within a green party or even the existence
of several green parties—all factors that may prevent potential sympathizers
from voting “green.” So it seems safe to conclude that strong movement
pressure does not necessarily translate into strong green parties.

When relating environmental movement pressure to its ultimate goal,
an improvement of environmental quality, we see a partly inconsistent pattern.

Table 2. Correlation Coefficients of Factors in Environmental Politics

Environmental Changes in
movement  Individual Green  Policy environmental

Variable pressure aftitudes  parties  efforts quality
Environmental

movement

pressure 1.0000 .6144** .2820 9031 .6789™*
Individual

attitudes 6144** 1.0000 .2670 5702 .6843**
Green parties 2820 2670 1.0000 4421 6045**
Policy efforts 90317 .5702* 4421 1.0000 7919
Changes in

environmental

quality 6789%* 6843* 6045 .7919"  1.0000

Nore: Calculations based on values 1, 2, or 3 according to the categorizations weak, medi-
um, and strong, respectively, in table 1.
p< 05 Ttp< 0l
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For instance, the strong movement pressure in Germany, Finland, and the
United States seems to have an impact on one or two intervening variables
but ultimately results in only medium improvements in environmental
quality. From this we can conclude that intervening variables do matter. In
spite of strong movement pressure in Germany, Finland, and the United
States, individual actitudes rank at only a medium level. In addition, chere is
only an extremely weak green party in the United States. Thus, the effect of
movement mobilization seems to weaken on its way to the polity in these
countries. A more specific explanation for this phenomenon may also lie in
the relative strength of forces that oppose the environmental movements,
such as the chemical industry and mining and lumber companies. These
economic forces seem to be particularly strong in the United States and are
thus likely to counterbalance even relatively strong movement mobilization.

Another striking feature becomes apparent when we consider a struc-
tural common denominator among the countries that are most prevalent in
the columns with either strong or weak values. Countries in the first catego-
ry tend to be most prosperous economically, whereas the opposite holds for
countries with weak values. This suggests that economic performance might
be a strong background variable, for two reasons: First, when trying to ex-
plain strong movement pressure, we may assume—in line with Maslow’s
hierarchy of needs—that in prosperous countries postmaterial values or new
policical issues such as environmental protection will find a greater reso-
nance among the populace, because its elementary needs are largely satis-
fied.! In addition, we may assume that in chese countries the education sys-
tem is more developed and thus tends to provide more information on, and
a better understanding of, environmental problems. Second, when consider-
ing state activities, it is also likely that prosperous countries have more eco-
nomic resources to invest in environmental protection. In addition, industry
can cope more easily with sudden financial burdens due to tight environ-
mental standards without losing international competitiveness. In other
words, unlike relatively poor countries, rich countries can afford environ-
mental protection and, as can be seen in retrospect, may even attin a
stronger position precisely because of their high environmental standards,
making them more competitive in the long run.

Though the impact of economic performance on environmental policy
has not yet been studied in much derail, this factor should be taken into
account when it comes to explaining changes in environmental quality. As
in the case of anti—nuclear power movements (Midrtun and Rucht 1994), ic
seems that, beyond social and political factors, economic variables should

also be included in the model presented here.
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In conclusion, T admit that this essay has only scratched the surface of a
complex web of interrelations in environmental politics. My aim is to shed
some light on the difficulties in studying this topic; to develop an explana-
tory approach that, via intervening factors, links movement mobilization
with ultimate changes in environmental quality; and to substantiate this ap-
proach using empirical data. In light of the scattered empirical data, this
approach cannot be a “hard” test, but at least one can conclude chac the
available information does not contradict the assumptions presented here.
Further compilation of data, which to a certain extent is already under way,
may allow more systematic and empirically better informed analyses to be
undertaken in this field.

Notes

This is an expanded and revised version of an article originally published in German in
1996 as “Wirkungen von Umweltbewegungen: Von den Schwierigkeiten einer Bilanz,”
in Forschungsjournal Newe Soziale Bewegungen 9 (4): 15-27. I am grateful to Marco
Giugni for his comments on an earlier version of this chapter. Moreover, I thank Gabi

Rosenstreich for her editorial assistance.

1. For cross-national comparisons of environmental movements, see Worndl and
Fréchet (1991), Heijden, Koopmans, and Giugni (1992), Dalton (1994), Rucht (1994),
and Kriesi and Giugni (1990).

2. Writings about how to conceprualize the outcomes of social movements are rare
(but see Rucht 1992; Giugni 1994; Burstein, Einwohner, and Hollander 1995). Typi-
cally, we find statements about the difficulties in assessing movement outcomes similar to
that expressed in the title of one article, “Social Movements and Political Outcomes:
Why Both Ends Fail to Meet” (Zimmermann 1990), but few empirical approaches. For
exceptions, see Gamson (1975), Piven and Cloward (1977), Gurr (1980), Kirschele
(1986), Huberts (1989), Riidig (1990), Midttun and Rucht (1994), and Giugni (1995).

3. According to press reports, a recent major report and projection on global envi-
ronmental problems presented by the United Nations Environment Program in January
1997 seems to support the assumption that, on the whole, environmental conditions are
worsening dramatically.

4. For example, in postwar Germany, anti-Semitism was stigmatized by the elites
and therefore hardly manifested itself in public opinion. Nevertheless, and in spite of all
attempts to “educate” people to give up prejudice, surveys found thar a sizable part of the
German population continued to have anti-Semitic attitudes (Stisss 1989).

5. In regard to Chernobyl, this argument has been demonstrated by Duyvendak
and Koopmans (1995). For the general argument, see Douglas and Wildavsky (1982).

6. Besides the state, social factors also have an impact on deliberate changes in en-
vironmental quality (Jinicke 1992: 87).

7. Some comparative nonsurvey data on membership in environmental organiza-
tions are presented by Dalton (1994) and Kriesi (1996).
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8. These indices represent the extent of participation in unconventional protest
events initiated by environmental movements in one thousand per million inhabitants.

9. The bases for this rough categorization are the means of three surveys carried
out in 1983, 1987, and 1989. Detailed results are documented by Hofrichter and Reif
(1990: 130). Depending on the various questions that have been asked in similar surveys,
the rank order of countries might change slightly.

10. Burstein, Einwohner, and Hollander (1995) have distinguished several dimen-
sions of social movement impact upon the state.

11. Conrtrary to our expectation, Dunlap and Mertig (1996) found in their analysis
of data from the 1992 Health of the Planet Survey that environmental consciousness in
poor countries was surprisingly high. Most variables that measured environmental con-
sciousness correlated negatively with the national GNP per capita. The authors assume
that this has to do with the obtrusiveness of environmental deterioration that directly

affects the living conditions in poor countries.
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Ethnic and Civic Conceptions of Nationhood and the
Differential Success of the Exireme Right in Germany and ltaly

Ruud Koopmans and Paul Statham

Common Histories, Divergent Presents

Since the beginning of the 1980s, Western Europe has seen a resurgence of
xenophobic and extreme-right mobilization, in the form of violenr attacks
on immigrant groups, neo-Nazi demonstrations, and the rise of extreme-
right political parties. Though a lot of comparative work on these phenome-
na is available, much of it consists of edited volumes bringing together col-
lections of single-country case studies (e.g., Baumgartl and Favell 1995;
Merkl and Weinberg 1993; Hainsworth 1992). Truly comparative studics
are few and far between, and so far there has been no systematic comparison
of Iraly and Germany.

This omission is surprising, if one considers that these are the two coun-
tries that, in the interbellum, witnessed the rise to totalitarian state power of
fascist movements, which still function, implicitly or explicitly, as role models
and ideological reference points for the present-day extreme right. In spite of
the historical parallel, the recent histories of Germany and Italy could hardly
be more divergent, if we consider the strength and electoral success of the
contemporary extreme right. In Iraly, the Alleanza Nazionale (AN), a direct
heir of prewar fascism, gained 13.5% of the vote in the 1994 national elec-
tions. Another party based on a movement with scrong cthnocentric—
though not fascist—tendencies, the Lega Nord, achieved a further 8.4%.
After the elections, both parties entered a coalition government with Silvio
Berlusconi’s Forza Italia. Although this governing coalition lasted only eight
months, it constituted a historic landmark in the sense that it represented
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the first time in postwar Europe that the extreme right has attained govern-
mental power. In the 1996 clection, the significant presence of the AN
(15.7%) and Lega Nord (10.1%) on the political landscape of the Second
Republic was underlined, while a neofascist splinter group from the AN,
MS-Fiamma, gained a further 0.9%.

In contrast, the German extreme right, despite a few limited successes
in federal state and European clections, has not come close to entering the
national Parliament, With 2.1% and 1.9% in the 1990 and 1994 elections,
respectively, the German Republikaner—rthe most important of Germany’s
three extreme-right partics—is one of the weaker extreme-right political par-
ties in Europe. This holds in comparison not only with its Iralian counter-
parts but also with the French Front National (which numbered 15% in the
1995 presidential elections), the Flemish Vlaams Blok (which won 7.8% of
the Belgian votes in 1995 and almost twice that percentage in Flanders), and
the Austrian Freiheidiche Partei Osterreichs (which rotaled 22.1% in 1995).
Moreover, while in ltaly the excreme right has gained acceprance as a coali-
tion partner and has moved from a position of “challenger” to onc of “mem-
ber” of the political system (Tilly 1978; Gamson 1990), in Germany it re-
mains completely marginalized. None of the established political parties in
Germany has been willing o enter coalitions or other forms of cooperation
with the extreme right, even at the local or regional level. The three parties
of the extreme right, the Republikaner, the Deutsche Volksunion, and the
Nationaldemokratische Partei Deutschlands are officially branded “enemies
of the constitution” and are routinely monitored by the internal security
agencies, and their leaders and members have been subjected to various
types of repression.

Thus, in terms of “acceptance” (one of the two fundamental types of
social movement outcomes distinguished by Gamson [1990]), ltaly and
Germany are situated at opposite poles. As our discussion will show, how-
ever, this is not necessarily true for substantive policy outcomes (“new ad-
vantages,” in Gamson’s terminology). In fact, German foreign and immigra-
tion politics have been, at least until very recently, more restrictive and closer
to the demands of the excreme right than has been the case in lraly.

In our view, the reasons for these differential outcomes can be related to
the different configurations of ethnic and political foundations of citizen-
ship and nationhood, and recent developments concerning the balance be-
tween the civic and ethnic components in the two countries. Many scholars
(e.g., Gabriel 1996) have attributed the rise of the contemporary European
extreme right to two main sources: the rise of xenophobic claims based on

ethnic-nationalist conceptions of citizenship; and the crisis of legitimacy in
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established institutions for political representation (best captured by the
German term Politikverdrossenheit). These two developments have tended to
be treated independently. However, if one considers them from the perspec-
tive of the competitive tensions between ethnic and civic conceptions of
citizenship and nationhood that have accompanied the nation-state—and
Italy and Germany in particular—ever since its formation, they become two
sides of the same coin. In this view, the rise of the extreme right is as much
(or even more) a result of the crisis of the political community as a basis for
national identities, as it is a result of the politicization of ethnic boundaries
arising from increased immigration and cultural heterogeneity.

Opportunity and Discourse: A Theoretical Model

To analyze how the competition between ethnic and civic conceptions of citi-
zenship and national identity influences the chances for the mobilization and
success of the extreme right, we propose to combine two recent theoretical
strands in social movement research. The first strand is centered on the con-
cept of political opportunity structure (POS) and stresses the facilitating or
constraining role played by institutional structures and power configurations
(McAdam 1982; Tarrow 1994; Kriesi et al. 1995). Reacting to the earlier in-
ternal focus on social movement resources and strategies, the political oppor-
tunity model emphasizes the role played by the wider political context in
which social movements operate. The model has been successfully applied
both in longitudinal single-country studies (Tarrow 1989; Duyvendak 1995;
Koopmans 1995) and in cross-national comparisons (Kitschelt 1986; Rucht
1994; Kriesi et al. 1995). However, it shares an important weakness with the
resource mobilization model, namely, an inability to deal adequately with
the discursive content of social movement mobilization. Thus, many aspects
of political opportunity structure that have been proposed are “contentless”
in the sense that they apply to social movements regardless of their goals, ide-
ologies, and discourse. Factors such as the instability of political alignments,
electoral volatility, and the institutional makeup of the political system may
explain why opportunities for social movements in general are greater at
some times than at others, and why social movements use more radical
strategies in some polities than in others. However, the POS model has diffi-
culty in dealing with the common finding that opportunity scructures do not
facilitate and constrain all movements to the same degree and in the same
way. Of course, more elaborated versions of the political opportunity model
have tried to deal with this finding by differentiating between movement

types and policy arenas and by incorporating clements of political culture
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such as prevailing elite strategies and cleavage structures (Ruche 1994; Kriesi
et al. 1995).

In extending itself so, however, the political opportunity model, to an
important extent, has already exceeded its conceptual limits and moved into
the domain of the framing perspective, a second strand of theory, which has
concentrated on the discursive aspect of mobilization. In this view, the
chances for the mobilization and success of social movements are deter-
mined by the ability of those movements to develop interpretive “frames”
that can effectively link a movement and its cause to the interests, percep-
tions, and ideologies of potential constituencies (Snow et al. 1986). The
framing model, however, has difficulty in explaining why some frames fail
while others succeed in convincing the public, and why similar frames have
differential impacts in different political contexts. Here as well, proposals
have been made to overcome the problem, in this case by trying to link suc-
cess to the degree of correspondence (“resonance,” “commensurability,” or
“fidelity”) of specific frames with external factors. To the extent that such an
anchotage of frames is sought in objective problems and events, this effort
allies the framing perspective with traditional grievance perspectives (for
a critique, see Koopmans and Duyvendak 1995).1 More fruitful in our view
is the alternative focus on the fit between social movement frames and
the wider political culture of a particular society {(Snow and Benford 1992;
Diani 1996).

This step involves introducing opportunity structures into the framing
model. As such, there is nothing wrong with the broadening of perspectives
that has taken place within the political opportunity and framing approach-
es. We think, however, that the convergence of the two perspectives needs to
be conceptually acknowledged. Of course, the perspectives have not become
identical. The political opportunity model still has its own domain, where it
is concerned with institutional scructures, power relations, or the strategic
stance of potential alliance partners, about which the framing perspective
has lictle to say. Conversely, the opportunity model is unable to account for
the ways in which social movements mobilize symbolic resources to advance
their cause—which is the particular strength of the framing perspective.
Between the two domains, a common ground has developed where both
perspectives refer to political-cultural or symbolic external constraints and
facilitators of social movement mobilization. We propose to denote this set
of variables by the term discursive opportunity structure, which may be seen as
determining which ideas are considered “sensible,” which constructions of
reality are seen as “realistic,” and which claims are held as “legitimate” with-

in a cerrain polity at a specific time.
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In the following sections, we analyze the effects of the structural level of
opportunities on the chances for the mobilization and success of extreme-
right political parties.? Regarding discursive opportunities, we focus on the
strength of ethnic and civic conceptions of citizenship and national identity.
Departing from a definition of the extreme right as a social movement that
mobilizes an ethnic-cultural framing of national identity against the idea
of the nation as a political or civic community, we derive the following hy-
potheses: the resonance of the extreme-right frame, and consequently its
chances of mobilization and success, will be greater (1) the more the domi-
nant discourse on national identity and citizenship corresponds to and le-
gitimizes the ethnic-cultural ideal-type of national identity, and (2) the less
the dominant conception of the nation is grounded in and legitimized by
civic-political elements.?

This relatively simple model becomes more complicated once we intro-
duce institutional opportunities. A first factor to be taken into account is the
accessibility of the polity to extreme-right parties or, formulated in alterna-
tive conceptual terms, the balance between repression and facilitation. This
leads us to the hypothesis that (3) the impact of the extreme right is likely
to be greater, the more its access to the polity is facilitated and the less it is
subject to repressive constraints. Second, we should acknowledge that chal-
lengers not only oppose the members of the polity but also compete with
them. In addition to exerting repression, members of the polity may prevent
a challenger’s access to the polity by preemptively taking up some of its
demands. Thus, (4) the mobilization opportunities of the extreme righe will
be more limited, the more ethnic-cultural conceptions of national identity
are integrated into the programs and policies of the members of the polity.
Paradoxically, this is most likely to be the case when hypothesis 1 applies,
that is, when ethnic-cultural elements are an integral part of a nation’s con-
ception of nationhood and citizenship. In social movement literature, the
degree of coherence and stability of the political elite has often been empha-
sized as a crucial factor influencing a challenger’s opportunities to mobilize
and to achieve success. This leads us to our final hypothesis: (5) the chances
for the mobilization and success of the extreme right will be enhanced when
the political elite is divided and political alignments are unstable, and in par-
ticular when the division and instability are related to questions of national
identity, most clearly when they are caused by a legitimacy crisis of the civic-
political basis of the polity. Before applying these hypotheses, we first discuss
the distinction between ethnic and civic conceptions of nationhood and
citizenship with respect to its relevance for explaining the mobilization and
success of the extreme right.
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National Identity as a Contested Discourse:

Competing Civic and Ethnic Variants for Nationhood

It has been well established by studies of nationalism chat the institutional
apparacus of the state is a vehicle used by the polirical elite for “nation build-
ing.” In the realm of culture, the state exerted authority over traditional in-
stitutions. This involved the establishment of a state education system and a
dominant religion and language that were designed to enforce the principle
of national unity (Hobsbawm 1990; Gellner 1983; Anderson 1983).

Collective identiries of nationhood that have been constructed in this
nation-building process combine elements of two broadly defined ideal-
types: ethnic nationalism, which asserts the unity of “rhe people” on the
basis of cultural belonging to a presumed or real primordial identity, or eth-
nic group; and civic nationalism, which asserts the unity of “the people” on
the universal ideal of a political community of equal citizens. National iden-
tities define a “contract” for membership within a community. In this sense,
political culture is a “civil religion” that defines the duties of citizenship and
the basis for inclusion and exclusion. As collective identity constructions,
ethnic nationalism and civic nationalism imply two different basic ideal-
types of relationships that bind a state and its citizens. Ethnic nationalism
includes and excludes its “people” on the basis of a shared primordial be-
longing to an original et/nie. Civic nationalism includes and excludes its
“people” on the basis of a shared belonging to a political community of uni-
versal political and legal rights.

In the postwar period, it has been common to equate nationalism with
the civic variant, but, as the recent revival of nationalist movements has indi-
cated, this association obscures the complex basis of national identities that
by necessity retain elements of the ethnic variant. Particular historical vari-
ants of nationalism can be seen as collective identities that have been con-
structed by a symbiosis of ethnic and civic nationalism (Smith 1995).

Taking a cross-national comparative perspective within Europe, we see
that ethnic nationalism has found its most prominent expression in German
culcure, whereas civic nationalism is most prominently expressed in the revo-
lutionary tradition of French republicanism. However, it would be wrong
simply to equate the outcomes of ethnic nationalism with an undemocratic,
culturally exclusive, and expansionist state, and those of civic nationalism
with a democratic, culturally inclusive, and nonexpansionist state. In recent
times, the relatively peaceful ethnic nationalism of the Czech movement
stands as a counterexample to that of the Serbs in the former Yugoslavia.

Conversely, the historical example of French nationalism under Bonaparte
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demonstrates how the universalizing impulse of civic nationalism translates
into an expansionist strategy. The different versions of nationalism that exist
between countries and across time can be seen as combinations or “mix-
tures” of civic and ethnic codes. The civic and ethnic codes are the dimen-
sions that actors use to construct specific variants of nationalism as collective
identities. Hence, a dominant variant of nationalism, whether ethnic or civic,
is an ideology of the ruling class or elite that is embedded in the agency of
the state.

Historically different versions of nationalism have emerged within the
nation-states of Europe, dependent upon the different class alignments, con-
flicts, and compromises that have “made nations” and have redefined the
basis of citizenship. As a collective identity, the dominant variant of nation-
alism that is embodied within a nation-state remains open to cultural chal-
lenges from counterdiscourses that are carried by the mobilization of social
movements. National identity is, thus, a contested field of political discourse
(Gamson 1988, 1992) where a dominant discourse—which combines eth-
nic and civic elements—competes with other “challenger” variancs that are
carried by social movements. Social movements may draw upon resources of
identity and countercodes to challenge the dominant conception of nation-
hood and the framework of citizenship obligations it entails. For example, at
a time of the collapse of a political regime, by defeat in war or through inter-
nal crisis, there are opportunities for the “challenger” discourses of social
movements to stimulate processes of “frame alignment” within the domi-
nant discourse on nationalism.4 However, opportunities for movements to
introduce frame alignment are not necessarily reserved for such dramatic oc-
currences, nor do the frames of challengers necessarily translate into their in-
tended outcomes. Another example of frame alignment within a dominant
variant of civic nationalism is provided by the establishment of the social
welfare state, which can be seen as an outcome of the challenge by the social
democratic movement of the working class. The challenge of social reform-
ism introduced a process of frame alignment into the dominant discourse on
national citizenship by incorporating the “belonging” of the working classes
into a new definition of the ideals of the political community. Within a civic
nationalism based on more social rights in addition to political and legal
rights, the working classes could be expected to identify more with the po-
litical culture of national citizenship than with the cultural bonds of class
(Marshall 1950). The challenge of social democracy extended the basis of
civic nationalism by redefining the contractual basis for citizenship wichin
the political community and by establishing the social welfare state.

Even in the extreme example of social revolution and the overthrow of a
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political regime, it is not often the case that a dominant discourse on nation-
alism, whether relatively more ethnic- or more civic-defined, is replaced
completely by a challenger variant. National traditions for political culture
have proven to be resistant to the dynamics of social change. The establish-
ment of the Weimar Republic in Germany after the Great War did not eradi-
cate ethnic nadonalism as the basis for national identity. On the contrary,
the German variant of National Socialism was able to radicalize the ethnic
nationalism of the Weimar Republic to its logical extreme by founding a fas-
cist totalitarian state with an official policy for exterminating other ezhnizes.
By comparison, Italian Fascism drew on a tradition of ethnic nationalism
that was less strongly embedded and produced a more state-corporatist and
less xenophobic variant of fascism.

A civic conception of the nation was forcibly imposed by the Western
Allied forces on the defeated nations of ethnic nationalism, both in found-
ing the Federal Republic of Germany and, to a lesser extent, the Irtalian First
Republic. In postwar Western Europe, the dominance of civic nationalism
has been institutionalized in the polity of the liberal democratic state and in
the political discourses that provide it with legitimacy. Ethnic nationalism
has become a challenger discourse that is carried by the ethnocentric and
antisystemic critiques of extreme right movements.

The history of different variants of nationalism teaches us that as a cul-
tural resource for identity, a model of national citizenship is deeply embed-
ded in the structure of social relationships within a society, and that this
gives it an enduring potentiality to resist transformation into its other vari-
ant. A state and ics challengers disagree but share the same culture and politi-
cal context for collective action. The collective action of challengers is con-
structed from the same set of cultural traditions and “tools” as its opponent
(Swidler 1986), so that even on the rare occasions when a political regime is
overthrown or collapses, its successors establish the national unity of the
polity with reference to the same culcural framework as cheir predecessors.
The cultural traditions that, as founding myths and collective identities,
“make societies into nations” have an enduring quality that influences the
potential of social movements to mobilize against a state. To explain the po-
tential for successtul outcomes by extreme-right mobilization, we argue that
it is necessary to analyze the cultural opportunities provided by the discourse
on nationalism, in addition to the institutional opportunities provided by
the political system.

Scholars applying an international comparative approach to immigra-
tion policies and the legal status of ethnic minorities have idencified different

national traditions or models for citizenship rights (Brubaker 1992; Castles
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and Miller 1993; Kleger and D’Amato 1995; Rex 1996a; Bovenkerk, Miles,
and Verbunt 1990). These differences show that despite the dominance of
civic nationalism, traditions of ethnic nationalism are still an important vari-
able in defining the political culture (and hence the discursive opportunity
structure) of a nation-state. In West Germany the state definition of citizen-
ship has retained a strong ethnic component. Membership in the political
community and full citizenship rights are derived on the basis of ethnicity.
German national identity is based not on the principle of territory or birth-
right, but on a foundation myth of the original ethnic community. This
identity translates into a state policy that does not recognize the legitimacy
of non-Germanic ties of cultural identity and is highly exclusive in the dis-
tribution of citizenship rights. In contrast, the French tradition of national
identity has been strongly tied to the republican foundation myth, where
citizenship is a territorial birthright that guarantees equality of membership
in the political community regardless of ethnic origin. However, French
civic culture is also “exclusive” in its refusal to accept the legitimacy of loyal-
ties other than allegiance to the republic. French nationalism has tradicional-
ly denied political space to cultural difference. This was demonstrated by the
famous refusal of a headmaster to allow a Muslim girl to wear a “head-scarf”
in a state school (Husbands 1994).

In contrast to Germany and France, the cultural pluralism of Dutch
and British nationalism has permitted the relative integration of ethnic
communities to rights of citizenship. In the Dutch model for verzuiling (pil-
larization), the legitimacy of cultural difference based on religious, ethnic,
or kinship ties is institutionally recognized by the division of the political
community into different “pillars” of cultural groups. In contrast, the British
tradition for cultural pluralism is based on a separation of the political com-
munity and the cultural realm into different spheres of action. Religion and
kinship are relegated to private matters for individual conscience. However,
even in this multicultural variant the authority of the state sponsors a pre-
ferred version of the civic culture, as British Muslims discovered when the
state refused to act against Salman Rushdie on the basis of blasphemy laws
(Rex 1996a).

Italy provides a southern European variant to these cases of national
identities. Its geographical and political location has “made” a country that
is the recipient of contrasting cultures and conflicting identities. The collec-
tive identity of the nation is best characterized as Catholic and Mediter-
ranean (Ginsborg 1995). Primordial and familial identities have remained
strong and divisive, as is expressed in the national divide between north
and south and in communal rivalries between regions, localities, and even
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neighborhoods. Membership in the Catholic community and atrachment to
the family as the natural order of society have taken historical precedence
over the establishment of a political community as a focus for Iralian iden-
tity. Civic beliefs have remained subordinate to familial idenriries in the cul-
tural sphere, and patron-client relationships have monopolized the state.
The “cthnic” components of identity are strong in the sense thar social rela-
tionships are based on communal and familial identities, bur weak (exceprt
for the Fascist period) in defining the nation as the primary unit of collective
identity.® This combination of a relatively weak national identity and a com-
mitment to citizenship has produced a state that until recently has not ad-
dressed issues of cultural difference. Paradoxically, the Catholic dominance
of the cultural realm provides a culture that is tolerant of ethnic difference in
a paternalistic sense, but the strength of communal and familial bonding
maintains a propensity toward intolerance for the culcurally different.

Recent debates on citizenship have identified a crisis in the national
identities of European states. This crisis has been attributed ro the integra-
tion of Europe as supranational state (Rex 1996b) and the “individualiza-
tion” processes of modernity that fragment identity. For example, Billigs
“banal nationalism” thesis (1995) sces contemporary nationalism as an ide-
ology that has fragmented into a cultural discourse, a politics of identity.
Another example is Delantey (1996), who distinguishes “old nationalism,”
which defined itself in opposition to other nation-states as the “significant
other,” from a “new nationalism,” which he claims is an ideology for exclu-
sion rather than inclusion, which opposes welfare state “multiculturalism,”
and which defines itself in opposition to immigrants as the “significant other.”

Instead of contrasting “new” with “old” nationalism, we argue for the
analytic utility of the distinction between ethnic and civic nationalism as a
means for defining the cultural opportunities for the extreme right thac exist
in a national context. This avoids the risk of inflacing the recent wave of
xenophobia into a new theory of nationalism and opens the way for em-
pirical analysis. Within our framework, the extreme right is a challenger that
mobilizes a set of ethnocentric claims against the concepr of civic national-
ism embodied in the liberal democratic state. Explaining the differental
success of the extreme right in postwar ltaly and Germany requires that we
analyze the national cases of cultural discourses on national identity (as dis-
cursive opportunities) and their interplay with insticutional opportunities
for gaining access to the political system over time.

Germany: The Extreme Right as an Influential Outsider

In the postwar history of the German extreme righe, three mobilization
p ) &

phases can be distinguished. Already during the period of Allied occupadon,
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a number of ethnic nationalist parties were founded that were supported by
a mixture of former National Socialists and Germans who had fled or had
been expelled from the former German territories in Eastern Europe (the so-
called Vertriebenen). In the first elections to the West German Parliament in
1949, these parties together received more than 10% of the vote. Their pro-
gram included opposition to the Allies’ reeducation and denazification poli-
cies, nonrecognition of the postwar German borders, and attention to the
more matetial interests, such as employment and housing, of the Vermiebenen.
After the lifting of the Allied party-licensing system in 1949, a more ex-
plicitly national socialist party emerged in the form of the Sozialistische
Reichspartel. In 1951, it entered the state parliaments of Bremen and Lower
Saxony, in the latter case with 11% of the vote and absolute majorities in
thirty-five communities (Winkler 1994: 71). Its rise, however, abruptly
ended in 1952 when the party was banned and dissolved by the Federal
Constitutional Court, on the grounds that its program was “hostile to the
constitution.” Other nationalist parties continued to play a role, but they
gradually lost support and did not survive into the 1960s. The reasons for
this development were twofold. First, the entrance criteria for the national
Parliament were twice made more restrictive during the 1950s, with the ex-
plicit aim of removing the smaller right-wing competitors from the political
scene. While originally parties had to gain at least 5% of the vote in one of
the federal states, since 1957 5% of the national vote has been required.
Second, the Christian Democratic Parties (CDU and CSU) succeeded in in-
tegrating many of the demands and personnel of the national conservative
parties and of the organizations of Vertriebenen.

Not least among the reasons for this integrative capacity was the
Wirtschafiswunder, the remarkable economic recovery that was achieved
under Christian Democratic rule. Although, as Almond and Verba’s cross-
national study of political culture (1963) showed, the Germans had not be-
come convinced democrats and although many of them still longed for the
authoritarian past, at least democracy and the social market economy had
proved to “work.” In addition, the ethnic nationalist conception of national
identity, unlike many other features of prewar German politics, continued
o be strongly anchored in citizenship legislation as well as in the discourse
and programs of the major parties, including, in this period, the Social
Democratic Party (SPD). Within the context of the cold war and a divided
Germany, it was ideologically unthinkable to change the ethnic concep-
tion of citizenship that defined East Germans and “ethnic Germans” from
other East European countries as part of the German nation represented by
the West German state (Brubaker 1992: 168—71). Even “revanchist” senti-

ments could be integrated into mainstream politics, since, legitimated by
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anticommunism, Germany did not recognize the postwar borders until the
reunification treaty of 1990 with the Allied powers.

The gradual containment of ethnic nationalist parties in the 1950s fol-
lowed a pattern that, to an important extent, has remained typical since
then: a strategy of preemption with regard to those actors and demands
which can be integrated with the ethnic nationalist elements in mainstream
political culture, combined with a strategy of repression with regard to those
(more explicitly neo-Nazi or antidemocratic) demands and actors which go
beyond these limits. Conversely, mobilization opportunities for the extreme
right arose when the integrative capacities of mainstream politics declined.
This became evident during the second extreme-right mobilization phase
that is associated with the Nationaldemokratische Partei Deutschlands
(NPD). Founded in 1964, the party succeeded between 1966 and 1968 in
entering seven state parliaments, scoring up to 10% of the vote. This was the
period of the so-called Grand Coalition between the CDU/CSU and the
SPD, whose centrist policies, in the virtual absence of a parliamentary oppo-
sition, created room for new competitors on both the left and the right. As a
result of the CDU/CSU’s alliance with the SPD—which it had portrayed as
a bedfellow of communism only a few years before—and the coalition’s firs
cautious steps toward a normalization of relations with Eastern Europe and
the German Democratic Republic (GDR), the Christian Democrats were no
longer capable of containing the extreme-right challenge. In addition, the
still-weak development of a civic basis for national identity became evident
through the impact of the recession of 1966—1967, the limited objective ex-
tent of which bore no relation to the crisis it caused in the national con-
sciousness. Again, however, the heyday of the excreme right did not last
long. After the collapse of the Grand Coalition, the NPD failed to jump the
5% hurdle (reaching only 4.3%) and subsequently disappeared from all state
parliaments. Now in the opposition, the CDU/CSU shifted back to the
right and, alongside the organizations of Vertriebenen, stood at the forefront
of massive demonstrations against the Brandt government’s Osspolitik of rec-
onciliation with the East.

In the 1980s, dissatisfaction with the established conservatives’ Osgpolitik
significantly contributed to the emergence of the Republikaner as the main
carrier of the third wave of extreme-right party mobilization. The party was
founded in 1983 by a dissident group that split off from the CSU in protest
at the substantial financial assistance that had been given by CSU leader and
Bavarian prime minister Franz-Joscf Strauf§ to the GDR regime. The first
notable success of the Republikancr was in the Bavarian clections of 1986,
in which it scored 3% of the vote. In 1989, it entered the Berlin state parlia-
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ment (7.5%) and the European Parliament (7.1%). Another extreme-right
party, the Deutsche Volksunion (DVU), which had split off from the NPD
in the 1970s, achieved some success in the 1987 elections in Bremen (3.4%).

However, these successes could not be repeated in the 1990 national
elections just after reunification, when the extreme-right parties together
scored a meager 2.4%. Again, it was the successful appropriation of the na-
tionalist cause by the established right that was detrimental to the mobiliza-
tion opportunities of the extreme right. Helmut Kohl’s swift appropriation
of the East German demonstrators’ slogan Wir sind ein Volk! robbed the ex-
treme right of one of its central themes, and most of its potential supporters
rallied behind Kohl and his party as champions of the reunification of the
nation.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the continuing relevance of ethnic
elements for German national identity was demonstrated in the remarkably
different ways in which the country’s political elite dealt with two immi-
gration waves. The breakdown of the Eastern Furopean communist regimes
set in motion the massive movement of people, driven mainly by economic
motives, from these countries to Western Europe, and predominantly to
Germany. Some of them came as asylum seekers; others came on the basis
of the special provisions in the German constitution for ethnic German
Aussiedler (resettlers), descendants of German-speaking people who, often
centuries ago, migrated to Eastern Europe and the Balkans. These members
of the German “imagined community,” regardless of the fact that many of
them did not even speak German, had an automatic right to German cidi-
zenship and received extensive financial and social support to help them
integrate into German society. The influx of asylum seckers, on the contrary,
was greeted with open hostility by leading Christian Democrats, who started
a media campaign to restrict the constitutional right to political asylum.
However, this demand met with fierce opposition from the liberal Free
Democratic Party (FDP) and the SPD, as well as the Christian Democrat
left wing. This conflict within the political elite brought the extreme right
renewed opportunities for mobilization, this time not only in the form of
electoral successes for the Republikaner and the DVU in several state elec-
tions, but also in the form of an unprecedented wave of violence against
foreigners, and asylum seekers in particular.

This wave of mobilization had a remarkably strong impact on the fur-
ther course of the asylum debate among the established parties and on suc-
cessive restrictions of the rights of asylum seckers. Time series analyses have
shown that increases in the level of extreme-right violence led to an intensi-
fication of the asylum debate, followed by the adoption of new restrictive
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legislation (see Koopmans 1996a, 1996¢). A first wave of violence starting in
September 1991 after large-scale antiforeigner riots in the Saxon town of
Hoyerswerda was followed by a decision of the federal government and the
Liinder to tighten and speed up the procedures for asylum applications. One
year later, similar riots in Rostock spurred a second wave of violence, which
was followed in December 1992 by an agreement among the major parties
to change the constitution much along the lines of the original demand of
the Christian Democrats’ right wing. These successes of the German ex-
treme right cthus show that violence can be a fruitful strategy for social move-
ments, a conclusion that supports the findings of Piven and Cloward (1977)
and Gamson (1990).

However, the closing of ranks among the political elite and the severe
restriction of the constitutional right to asylum once more sealed the fate
of the extreme right. After the new asylum legislation went into force in
July 1993, the level of extreme-right violence strongly declined, although it
remained at a higher level than in the 1980s. The extreme-right parties
likewise lost ground, and in the national elections of 1994 they were again
reduced to marginal proportions (1.9%). Apart from preemption {or sub-
stantive success), increased repression also played a role in explaining this
decline (see Koopmans 1996b). Almost simultaneously with the restriction
of the right to asylum, the most important excraparliamentary organizations
of the extreme right were banned, and new legislation prohibiting the dis-
play of nco-Nazi symbols was adopted. In addition, the extreme-right par-
ties were subjected to increased surveillance by the internal security services,
and active members were threatened with exclusion from public service
employment.

Again, from the point of view of movement outcomes, the picture is
ambiguous. As a result of the strong ethnic component in the German dis-
course and institutional practice of citizenship and national identity, the
ethnic-nationalist demands of the extreme right had a considerable impact
on the content of immigration and foreign politics, through a mixture of
preemption and responses to actual mobilization. At the same time, the po-
litical opportunity structure for the access of the extreme right to the polity
was closed and repressive. To put it in Gamson’s terms, while the German
extreme right has been quite successful in gaining new advantages—and pre-
venting the loss of existing advantages tied to Germany’s ethnic conception
of citizenship—it has not even come close to gaining acceptance as a legiti-
mate actor within the political system.

There is one further element that contributes to the explanation of the

relative weakness of the German extreme right that sheds a more positve
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light on the German political culture and that stands in contrast to the
Italian situation. Over the course of West Germany’s development, an im-
portant civic-political component of national identity has grown up next
to—and in mostly latent opposition to—the ethnic-cultural tradition. If
one compares recent public opinion data to those from the 1950s, Germany,
or at least its western part, has experienced a shift in political culture that, in
the light of the country’s history, has a revolutionary quality. Levels of satis-
faction with democracy and support for its institutions, as well as levels of
political participation and interest now, can stand a comparison with those
in the classical liberal democracies (see Klingemann and Fuchs 1995). While
in the 1950s the large majority of respondents who were asked to name “the
best period in German history” still mentioned the authoritarian empire
or even the Third Reich, and the economic system and “national traits”
(Volkseigenschaften) were mentioned as the main sources of “national pride,”
there is now wide support for the liberal democracy of the Federal Republic
as the best system Germany has ever had (Greiffenhagen 1984). Thus, a
new, civic form of national identification has developed, which has been
labeled Verfassungspatriotismus (constitutional patriotism). Although more
recently, as in most European countries, dissatistaction with the political sys-
tem and especially with the political parties has risen somewhat, Politikver-
drossenbeit in Germany is comparatively limited and not nearly as wide-
spread as in countries such as Belgium, Austria, or—as we will see—TIraly.
All this, however, is clearly more true for the former West Germany
than for the eastern part of the country, whose inhabitants have hardly any
experience with democracy and where dissatisfaction with the political sys-
tem is more widespread as a result of the social and economic dislocations
accompanying the process of unification. This is certainly one of the reasons
for the greater virulence of extreme-right violence in the East. On the party-
political level, however, the extreme right has not so far succeeded in making
important inroads among the East German electorate. Rather, antisystemic
critique is channeled by the Party of Democratic Socialism (PDS), the suc-
cessor party to the East German Communist Party, which takes a clear pro-
foreigner stance rooted in the traditions of socialist antifascism and inter-
nationalism. How stable this incorporation of antisystemic sentiments by
the extreme left will be is an open quesrion. It is not unthinkable that a pro-
longation of the economic crisis in the former East Germany will offer op-
portunities for the extreme right to capture part of this potential.
Nevertheless, for the moment we may conclude that while the ethnic-
cultural components of national identity offer discursive opportunities to
some of the ethnocentric ideas of the extreme right, the strong identification



240 RUUD KOOPMANS AND PAUL STATHAM

of the large majority of the German people and the political elite with the
democratic political system has erected a strong barrier against that part of
extreme-right discourse which is directed against liberal democracy. If there
is room for an extreme right in Germany, it would be one that combines a
strong identification with democracy inasfar as it applies to ethnic Germans,
with an exclusive strategy with regard to people of foreign origin. The point,
of course, is that, if one can still call this an extreme right, Germany has it
already: the program described in the previous sentence is pretty much in-
stitutional practice and is part and parcel of the politics of the established
conservatives.

ltaly: The Surprising March of the Extreme Right through the Institutions
In 1994, the extreme right achieved a level of electoral success in ltaly
that was unprecedented in the European context. The Movimento Sociale
Italiano—Destra Nazionale (MSI-DN) and the Lega Nord (Northern League)
became the first parties of the extreme right to be democratically elected and
to serve as junior partners in a coalition government. Rather than dismissing
these events as ltalian exceptionalism, we argue that the factors that pro-
duced such unusually successful outcomes—gaining “acceptance” for the
extreme right—shed light on the general conditions that influence the po-
tential for political mobilizarion by this type of collective actor. The follow-
ing discussion refers ro three historical phases of extreme-right mobilization
in postwar ltaly: the period of the First Republic; the collapse of the First
Republic and the 1994 elections; and the period of the emergent Second
Republic after the 1994 election.

The civic basis of the political culture of the First Republic has long
been in disrepute with political scientists, comprehensively failing the tests
of civic culture theorists, who have labeled it as moved by alienation or irra-
tional beliefs or as oriented roward objects that at present do not exist (La
Palombara 1965; Almond and Verba 1963). This one-sided view of Italian
political culture fails to explain the enduring character of the political system
of the First Republic and the reason why, despite a continuously unrivaled
high level of dissatisfaction with democracy in Europe,® successive elec-
torates continued to grane sufficient legitimacy to the practices of the politi-
cal system. One structural factor accounting for the stability of the political
system despite this “legitimacy gap” is economic success and a growing stan-
dard of living. After the economic crisis of 197475, Italy’s gross domestic
product (GDP) grew by more than 50 percent between 1976 and 1990, six
percentage points above the average of the European member states (Gins-
borg 1996: 21). Indecd, in longitudinal opinion data on the levels of overall
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life satisfaction, Italians register levels of satisfaction similar to the rest of
Europe (Morlino and Tarchi 1996: 49).

The paradox of the survival of the political system despite a permanent
legitimacy gap is partly explained by the relationship between the Christian-
Democratic (DC)-dominated state and its citizens. The clientelistic struc-
turing of relationships within a state monopolized by a center-part; .dentity
meant that people defined their interests in the parties and not the state.
Even supporters of the ruling parties were able to blame the nation-state, on
a civic basis, for its overall lack of provision, while remaining faithful to
party allegiance. These factors relativize the claim of civic culture theorists
that Italian political culture was “irrational,” and enable us to identify a
southern European or Mediterranean variant for civic values.

It is worth mentioning that, compared to Germany, the official morality
expressed in the constitution of the First Republic was a legitimate expression
of a tradition for resistance to fascism. Whereas German Verfassungspatriotismus
was a later development, it was an ever-present though subordinate cultural
code in the Iralian First Republic that was kept alive by prominent intellectu-
als of the “resistance generation” (Ginsborg 1996).

The First Republic, dominated for forty-five years by the Christian
Democrats, systematically excluded the ideological poles of left and right
from the process of internal party bargaining that formed the many coalition
governments. The power of the DC was consolidated by a series of ad hoc
strategies for preemption against the excluded poles of left and right and an
ideology that promoted national unity by shifting from antifascism to anti-
communism. At the national level there were few instirurional opportunities
for the MSI, though there were limited chances at the local level of politics.
The strict proportional basis of the Italian electoral system meant that the
MSI retained a permanent presence in the Parliament and Senate and was
able to exert influence at the debate and committee levels of policy making.”
From 1953 to 1994, the MSI, drawing its membership, lineage, and heritage
from the Fascist Salo Republic, gained between 4.5% and 8.7% of the vote at
national elections. This achievement was on the basis of a set of policies that
were explicitly neofascist: ethnic nationalism; the authority principle; law
and order; demand for an extended role of the state as the organizing prin-
ciple for society; capital punishment and military deployment to enforce
public order; and a rejection of the pluralism of party politics in the liberal
democratic state. The ideological opponents of the MSI were clearly defined
on the basis of the historical cleavage between fascism and communism. The
presence of a large Communist Party (PCI) made the internal “threat of com-
munism” a galvanizing identity for the MSI during the cold-war period.
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Whereas institutional opportunities for exerting power were highly re-
stricted, the political demands of the MSI were preempred by the fervent
cold-war anticommunism of the Christian Democrats and the lack of legiti-
macy for a “failed” fascist model for society. The postwar success of the DC
was based on a strong law-and-order platform. Indeed, the inability of the
MSI to organize the mobilization of the Fronte dell'Usmo Qualungue, a
populist, antipolitical movement that enjoyed a brief success in the immedi-
ate postwar period, was due to the preemptive tactics of the DC (Tarchi
1996). The retention of political power at the ideological center by the DC
created a political space on the right that the MSI was able to fill only in
times of political crisis. It is not by chance that the peak of electoral support
for the MSI occurred in 1972, in the wake of protests and strikes by students
and trade unions. In the 1970s and carly 1980s, intense spirals of extra-
parliamentary mobilization, violent clashes between youths, and organized
street violence were characteristic of the conflict between left and right radi-
cals (della Porta 1992). While undoubtedly linked to the right-wing activists
in these waves of violent mobilization, and later to the terrorists pursuing a
“strategy of tension,” the parliamentary wing of the MSI initiated an “entry-
ist” strategy from the 1970s onward. It adopted the veneer of a rhetoric of
liberal pluralism and attempted to work within the political framework,
while retaining explicit links to the cultural heritage of fascism committed to
the overthrow of liberal democracy (Griffin 1996). Nonetheless, the ruling
powers of the “partycratic” state remained unconvinced of the MSI’s liberal
democratic credendals. If it is judged by the political bargaining power of its
organizational resources in the political system, the MSI was an irrelevance.
Throughout the First Republic, the MSI existed as a marginalized outpost
for ideologically motivated radicals who were committed to the ideals of
[talian fascism. The success of the preemptive strategies of Christian De-
mocracy reduced the framing potential of the MST’s political ideology to a
ghetto of “nostalgia for fascism.”

Systematic exclusion and cultural alienadion from the governing politi-
cal framework limited opportunities for the MSI to develop the credentials
of a New Right, even when the integrative capacity of the centrist partycratic
state was challenged in the 1980s by waves of social protest (della Porta
1996). However, one protest actor thac did emerge in this period, an anti-
systemic challenger to the state and an important carrier of ethnic codes of
identity, was the set of northern regionalist movements.

In the early stage of their development, the regional protest movements,
stch as the Liga Veneta, expressed an “ethnolocal” collective identity against

the central economic power of the state. Their demand for cconomic au-
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tonomy attributed an ethnic basis to the territorial idea of belonging
(Diamanti 1993; D’Amato and Schieder 1995). They “imagined” a local
community joined by primordial ties in opposition to the civic identity of
the Italian state. Under Umberto Bossi's leadership, the Lega Lombarda con-
trasted the supposedly hardworking and productive qualities of the Lombardy
people with the corrupt central state and southern Italians, who were stig-
matized by the pejorative term terrone and branded as lazy and dependent.
This ethnocentric basis for an antisystemic challenge fed off the tradition of
racism and discrimination against southern Italians and also translated into
intolerance against the cultural otherness of immigrants and homosexuals.”
The thematization of the ethnic difference of immigrants by the Lega Lom-
barda coincided with the first wave of violence and intolerance against for-
eigners in Iraly.10

In time, these relatively autonomous expressions of local belonging were
extended to a more politically strategic formulation, where the region was
defined as a “community of interests.” The territorial boundaries for in-
clusion in the political community were extended to the whole of the north
of Iraly with the formation of the Northern League in 1990. This formula
provided the basis for the electoral success of the League in 1992, when it
gained 25.5% of the vote in the Veneto region and 23.6% of the vote in
Lombardy. The League waged a campaign against the penetration of the
central state into the local economy and society. It advocated federalism by
threatening secession and attacked the corrupt and clientelist basis of the
partycratic system.

It is beyond our scope to analyze the factors that caused the collapse of
the Firsc Republic. However, the collapse of the partycratic regime may be
seen as the outcome of the inability of a state formed on the logic of patron-
age and internal division of resources to find a legitimate basis for regulating
conflicts over social redistribution (Statham 1996a, 1996b). Domestic pub-
lic spending was out of control, exacerbated by the corrupt and profligace
excesses of the political elite during the economic boom of the 1980s, and in
September 1992 the lira crashed. Italy’s status in Europe seemed threatened
by its almost certain exclusion from the European Monetary Union (Ginsborg
1996). The integrative capacities of the partycratic state, which had survived
despite the long-standing legitimacy gap of a weak civic culture, finally gave
way. The collapse of the First Republic became ritualized into a national
spectacle by the televised tangentopoli trials of corrupt politicians, public ser-
vants, and businesspeople. By mid-1993, 447 members of Parliament were
being investigaced for bribes totaling L 620 billion, 90 percent of which was
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allegedly paid to the ruling Christian Democratic and Socialist (PSI) Parties
(Stacham 1996b).

In addition to the institutional opportunities that the collapse of the
First Republic presented to the League and the MSI, the cleavage and uncer-
tainty within a political culture that had been dominated for so long by
Christian-Democratic hegemony offered discursive opportunities for chal-
lengers to introduce frame alignment processes into the dominant represen-
tations for political ideas. After the void in political culture caused by the
collapse of the state, a rare period of competition emerged between the
prospective challengers to fill the identity gap on the right of the political
spectrum.

Paradoxically, the MSI had defined its interests within the survival of
the political system that had excluded it in the postwar period. In 1993, the
MST unsuccessfully opposed the changes in the electoral system that were
proposed by the referendum movement, fearing the ignominy of disappear-
ance in a move away from strictly proportional representation. Changes in
ltalian political culture, in particular the collapse of communism and the
reformation of the PCI into a democratic party, reduced the antisystemic
neofascist challenge of the MSI to the anachronistic qualities of a cult. In
contrast to the League, the challenger claims of the MSI had little relevance
to the structural and institutional crisis. FEven when the MSI stood in the
1994 election under the label Alleanza Nationale, its policies were nothing
new—they had a clear fascist heritage: a form of presidentialism based on
direct referenda instead of Parliament; a tutelary role for the state in the
national economy; and an internationally negotiated unification to bring
Fiume, Istria, and Dalmatia back to Italy. The challenge of the League, in
contrast, offered a more radical critique of the failings of the nation-state.
The League’s policies advocated a federalist and a neoliberal approach to so-
ciety, the economy, and government by stressing local autonomy for fiscal
measures and direct participation in democratic processes (Sznajder 1995).

The institutional opportunities for the League and the MSI to succeed
in elections and to gain access to government were provided by Silvio
Berlusconi’s attempt to regroup a center-right from the debris of Christian
Democracy. He achieved this by making clectoral pacts with the wwo
extreme-right challengers. Berlusconi’s Forza Italia party was designed and
marketed like a commercial product through his television network within a
few weeks (Statham 1996a, 1996b). In the March 1994 election, Forza Iralia
gained 21% of the vorte, the Alleanza Nazionale 13.5%, and the Northern
League 8.4%, to form the first governmenr of the Second Republic. By form-

ing these two alliances, Berlusconi regrouped the center-right in a scracegy
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designed to keep out the left and to promote market interests. A side effect
of this strategy was to make the extreme-right “challengers” into “members”
of the political system. In Gamson’s terms, they gained “acceptance,” and
they would have the potential to exert real power.

Berlusconi’s establishment of the “pole for good government” alliance
with the MSI was a co-optative strategy for appropriating the political iden-
tity resources of national solidarity and a commitment to law and order and
the family. By historical irony, the political exclusion of the MSI meant that
it could claim to be the one party that had kept “clean hands” in the First
Republic. Berlusconi’s public recognition of the MSI as a legitimate coali-
tion partner was the factor that enabled the organization to leave the ghetto
of isolation within Italian political culture. Under the strong leadership of
Gianfranco Fini, the MSI declared an era of “postfascism” at the Fiuggi
Conference in 1995 and attempted to define a mainstream future role in the
political system."

Berlusconi’s “Pole for Freedom” alliance with the League was co-optative
with regard to the neoliberal economic critique of the state but preemptive
with regard to the threat of secession or northern autonomy. The nation-
alism of the MSI, which achieved high electoral support in the south of
Italy, is the ideological opponent of the northern separatism of the League.
Berlusconi’s attempt to consolidate the center-right by dealing with these
two different and ideologically opposed extreme-right challengers, was suc-
cessful at the election but proved unmanageable in office, when the League’s
defection brought down the government after eight months.

The electoral success of the MSI and the Lega in 1994, compared to
other challengers for replacing the Christian Democracy on the right, can be
attributed to the institutional opportunities provided by the coalition with
Berlusconi.!? Once the League and the MSI (under its new form, Alleanza
Nazionale) had become members of the political system in the emergent
Second Republic, the potential for them to exert influence over policy deci-
sions increased. This has become an especially important factor with regard
to political issues for which the two parties are able to mobilize the types of
ethnocentric claims that were taboo in the political culture of the First
Republic. In particular, the mobilization of the League and the MSI has
contributed to making the presence of immigrants into a political issue con-
cerning the citizenship rights of inclusion and exclusion for the culturally
different. Previously, the Italian state tended to treat the presence of illegal
immigrants in the labor market as a technical matter requiring better admin-
istrative regulation.

In 1995, the League blatantly politicized immigration as a social problem
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at the national level by refusing to pass the budget for Dini’s technocratic
government unless highly restrictive measures were brought in against im-
migrants. Secking to profit from a hostile climate toward immigrants,
which was sparked by the high media profile of the rape of an Iralian woman
by two illegal immigrants, the League and the MSI were both active in mo-
bilizing local communities in Milan, Florence, and Turin against immigrant
quarters and settdlements of nomads. At the national level, the League uti-
lized the precarious balance of power at the time of the technocratic govern-
ment to challenge the existing policy norms for immigrants. Under the
Martelli Law of 1990, ltalian immigration policy had followed a logic of
social integration. These policy norms were contested by the League with
claims that stigmatized the illegal immigrants present in Iraly as “criminals.”4
The League’s demands included that clandestine immigrants be expelled
and immediately accompanied to the border; that those caught trying to
reenter be given a prison sentence of up to three vears; and that the state
have the power to administer a prison sentence of up to six months for
people who refused to show documentation. The Dini Decree (n. 489,
November 18, 1995) did not accede to all of the League’s demands, buc it
nonetheless introduced by far the most restrictive policy measures to date
against immigrants.

This example shows that the relative shift from challenger to member
status has given the extreme right a greater potential for thematizing issues of
cultural difference into political conflicts over citizenship rights. It is on top-
ics such as immigration that the League and the MSI have come closest to the
ideal of receiving a “full response” to their political demands. The demands of
the extreme right do not translate directly into policy outcomes, but its abili-
ty to mobilize the public through movement networks and to achieve media
attention for these contentious topics sets a public agenda to which other po-
litical actors are forced to respond. In the Iralian case, one likely outcome of
the politicization of immigration is a greater social and cultural exclusion of
immigrants and ethnic minorities. This occurs in a society that has previous-
ly exhibited a tolerance of foreigners relative to other European countries. It is
worth noting that the framing thar has been carried into lralian culture
through the immigration debate distinguishes between Italians and exsra-
comunitari. In the 1990s, “extracommunitarian” has become a pejorative
category for those who are excluded from membership in the national com-
munity, whereas the weak civic culture of Iralian citizenship is bolstered as
an identity by reference to citizenship within the European Union. The de-
mands of the Leaguc were an important supplier of the “cultural wols” for

this frame alignment in the national conception of citizenship.
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Conclusion

In our view, these two case studies confirm the usefulness of analytically dis-
tinguishing between the realm of symbolic interaction and the strategic in-
teraction between challengers and members of a polity. Polirical opportuni-
ties, in the narrow institutional sense, are certainly important for explaining
the mobilization success of the Italian extreme right, and its acceptance as a
partner in government, within the context of the collapse of Italy’s tradition-
al party system. Likewise, the failure of the German extreme right to pene-
trate the political system can be related to the restrictive hurdles in the elec-
toral system and the repression that confronts its organizations and activists.
Nonetheless, using only this approach, we would have missed an important
part of the picture. The introduction of the notion of a discursive opportu-
nity structure within the symbolic realm has enabled us to account for the
reason why, despite its exclusion from the polity, the German extreme right
has had a considerable impact on official politics. This influence occurred
more often through the mechanism of preemption rather than as a result of
the pressure of actual mobilization. Similarly, the less conducive discursive
opportunities for ethnic nationalist challengers in Italy help explain why the
impact of the participation of the Alleanza Nazionale, the heir of prewar fas-
cism, in government has remained relatively limited in substantive terms. In
the context of the recent immigration debate, it was the ethnic regionalist
challenge of the Northern League that was able to gain the most impact
from the combination of discursive and institutional opportunities. We may
relate such differenc combinations of discursive and institutional opportuni-
ties to the four types of outcomes distinguished by Gamson (1990: 29), as
shown in figure 1.

If discursive and institutional opportunities are not available, the chal-
lenger will find no support for its ideas and demands, nor will it be able to
gain access to the polity. Though not necessarily leading to the challenger’s
collapse, as suggested by Gamson’s label, the movement will at least be con-
fined to an existence in the cultural and policical margins. Where discursive
opportunities are available but the political system is closed, the challenger
will be able to exert some influence on the public discourse but cannot es-
tablish itself as an active participant in the political game (as is the case in
Germany). The most likely strategy followed by the political elite in this case
will be preemption by taking up those demands and frames of the challenger
which do not conflict with dominant interests and cultural codes, while
simultaneously excluding or even repressing the challenger as a collective
actor. In the opposite situation, with institutional opportunities available but
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Figure1. Relation between discursive and institutional opportunities
and movement outcomes
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with unfavorable discursive opportunities, the most likely response will be
co-optation. This elite strategy gives some access to the polity to those cle-
ments of the movement which are willing to adhere to the prevailing rules of
the game, but this leads to few substantive concessions. Full response, in
which the challenget gets both access and concessions, can be achieved only
when opportunities are available in both the institutional and the discursive
realms. In the 1990s, the situation of the Iralian extreme right has at times
come close to this ideal combination of opportunities—for example, in the
case of the Northern League at the time of the political debate on immi-
gration. However, the limited overall impact on official politics even when
the Alleanza Nazionale and the League were members of the government
shows that there were important co-optative elements, too.

To summarize, both discursive and institutional opportunities are neces-
sary, but, on their own, they are insufficient preconditions for a truly success-
ful challenge. An open discursive opportunity structure may give rise o a
counterculture and may diffuse sentiments of dissatisfaction within the popu-
lation, which may in turn have some effect on the strategies of the political
elite, but this process will benefit a challenging social movement only when
combined with opportunities on the institutional level. Conversely, an open-
ing up of institutional opportunities, for instance, in the form of a political
crisis, will increase the chances of success for those challengers which can build
on available discursive opportunities. These opportunities are a necessary pre-
condition for a challenger, so that its frames and collective actions may figure
as a credible and legitimate alternative to the established political order.

Apart from these general theoretical points, a number of conclusions
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can be drawn from our discussion regarding the ways in which a further in-
crease in the strength and influence of the extreme right in Furopean politics
might be prevented. In our view, the most adequate response does not lie in
the strategic realm of repression or exclusion from the polity. As the German
case shows, the extreme right can have a damaging impact on the relation
between indigenous and immigrant communities without having direct ac-
cess to the polity. A more important and effective strategy for European pol-
icy makers would be to strengthen the civic bases for national identity and
citizenship and to withstand the temptation to revive ethnic cultural defini-
tions of nationhood. Unfortunately, many European countries have recently
been confronted with corruption scandals and evidence of governmental in-
competence, Italy being perhaps the most notorious, but certainly not the
only, example. Such developments, of course, are not suited to strengthen-
ing the idea of the nation as a political community, and it is therefore no co-
incidence that the extreme right has been most successful in those countries
where the political syscem has been discredited most {(e.g., Italy, Belgium,
Austria, and France). In addition, the continuing breakdown of the welfare
state threatens to lead to the development of an underclass with minimal
social citizenship rights. Again, the probable outcome of such a process is a
strengthening of ethnic-nationalist sources of collective identity that fill the
void created by the erosion of civic-political mechanisms of inclusion.
Questions like these will most likely become more relevant for the con-
struction of conceptions of European identity and citizenship, which cur-
rently lags far behind the process of European integration on the economic
level. At present, the oligarchic decision-making structures within the EU,
its closure to citizens direct participation and influence, and the underdevel-
opment of a social component accompanying cconomic integration are
hardly suited to stimulate the development of a civic-political sense of
European identity. Instead, policies aimed at preventing immigration from
outside the EU have heralded the advent of “Fortress Europe” and the differ-
entiation, within each of the individual countries, between two classes of
foreigners with different citizenship rights (“extracommunitarians,” in contra-
distinction to those from other EU countries). In the long term, such devel-
opments threaten to promote an ethnic definition of the imagined commu-
nity of “Union-Europeans” with the latent potential for translating into
chauvinist sentiments and discrimination at the national and local levels.

Notes

1. The limitations of such attempts can easily be demonstrated for the case at
hand. If the correspondence of the ethnonationalist frame of the extreme right with ob-

jective threats to the ethnic integrity of the nation were important, we would expect the
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extreme right to be strong where the influx and size of the foreign population is large,
that is, in Germany (with 7.6% foreigners in 1992) and not in ltaly (with only 0.9% for-
eigners in 1992; Eurostat 1994: 8).

2. The detailed explanation of other forms of extreme-right mobilization, which
often take the form of violence against ethnic minorities and immigrants, would require
a separare study, in which the presence or absence of strong extreme-right parties would
be one of the explanatory variables (see Koopmans 1996d).

3. These two hypotheses are formulated separartely since, as we argue in the next
section, conceptions of nationhood are usually a mixture of ethnic and civic elements
that do not necessarily relate to each other in a zero-sum way. Note also that we use a
broad conception of social movements, which may include conventional party activities
as well as unorganized violence. In this view, the distinctive view of a social movement is

its position as a challenging outsider vis-a-vis the political system—a position that is often,

but not necessarily, linked to a reliance on extra-institutional forms of mobilization.

4. Here we take on the notion of “frame alignment” proposed by Diani (1996).
The traditional notion of frame alignment (Snow et al. 1986; Tarrow 1994) defines the
linking process from the values of 2 movement organization to the culture of potential
constituents. Diani proposes instead that the concepr of frame alignment be limited to
“the integration of mobilizing messages with dominant representations of the political
environment.” This definition is preferable for our present purpose, as it locates the out-
comes of framing processes within the context of political culrure, which is defined as an
interactive ficld racher than cthe property of one collective actor.

5. The observation “We have made Twaly; now we must make Italians by the
statesman Massimo d’Azeglio 135 years ago has been an often-repeated and resonant self-
cricicism wichin Ttalian political culture (Griffin 1997).

6. Between 1973 and 1993, the percentage of Iralians who were rather dissatishied
or very dissatisfied with the working of democracy was always more than 24% higher
than the percentage in other EC countries (Morlino and Tarchi 1996: 47). In the 1987
Eurobarometer poll 27, only 30.7% of Italians responded that they were very or fairly
satisfied with the functioning of democracy in their country, which was the lowest per-
centage among the twelve member states. In contrast, West Germany ranked second only
to Luxembourg, with 78% of West Germans expressing satisfaction with democracy
(Flickinger and Studlar 1992: 9).

7. The presence in Parliament did provide a limited potential for disruptive influ-
ence. For example, Veugelers (1994: 42) notes that the MSI, acting with the PRI, tabled
more than sixty amendments in Parliament in an initial attempt to disrupt che passage of
the proposed law on immigration in 1989.

8. The position of the neofascist MSI in che First Republic is well characterized
by the titles of two studics: /1 polo escluso, *'The excluded pole” (Ignazi 1989); and
Cinguantanui di nostalgia, “Fifty years of nostalgia” (Tarchi 1995).

9. According to ofhcial figures, levels of racist violence against immigrants has
been low in Ttaly compared to other European countries. This fact has contributed to the

official myth that, as a country with a tradition of emigration, Tralians are tolerant of mi-
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grants (Balbo and Manconi 1992). However, there has been a long history in the north of
Italy of incidents of discrimination and xenophobic violence committed against southern
Iralian migrants, which somewhat discredits this myth. As recently as 1989, a southern
immigrant was beaten to death by norcberners (Ford 1991: 67).

10. The official figures of the Ministry of the Intetior, based on police records for
acts of violence and intolerance against foreigners, indicate a clear peak in 1990 (OECD
1995). The “late” appearance of waves of xenophobic mobilization against immigrants in
Italy can be attributed to the relatively low numbers of foreign immigrants—1.4% of the
population, compared to 8.2% in Germany, 6.4% in France, and 3.3% in the United
Kingdom in 1990 (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 1992:
131)—and the relatively late influx of immigrants compared to northern European
countries. [raly became a country of net immigradion for the first time only in the 1980s.

11. Griffin’s excellent analysis of the Fiuggi text (1996) identifies how a reference to
fascist heritage is combined with a prognosis of the Italian crisis in the organization’s ide-
ological shift from the MST to the AN. The transformation of the MSI has been ar the
level of political identity and not organizational structure and personnel, which have
remained largely unchanged (Ignazi 1995). Also, the values of its members have been
shown to differ considerably from those of its electoral supportets (Baldini and Vignati
1996; Tarchi 1996).

12. The failure of a party such as La Rete, which was formed on the civic basis
of public morality against the corruption of the state and the Mafa, indicates that the
demise of the First Republic was a case of regime collapse tather than the outcome of a
cballenge by a social movement. The tangentopoli crusade was carried by a small counter-
elite of magistrates. The inability of La Rete to transform this challenge into a viable po-
litical movement bears testimony to the weak civic basis of Iralian culeure.

13. The League brought down Berlusconi’s government and reverted to an anti-
systemic critique after eight months in 1994. The Berlusconi government was replaced
by a technocratic government that was supported effectively by the left alliance and the
League. This gave the League considerable bargaining power to influence legislation.

14. The clandestine status of so many immigrants in ltaly was due to the adminis-
trative and policy failings of a state that had accepted the benefits of migrant labor with-
out defining the rights of migrants. In this sense the presence of illegal immigrants was
officially accepted as normal in the First Republic and was considered a problem only
insofar as it required better regulation.
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Conclusion

From Interactions to Outcomes in Social Movements

Charles Tilly

Born in Turkey, Benali Kalkan entered France without regular papers in
1982. During the next few years he started his own business, worked in
a legally declared enterprise, developed fluency in French, and married a
Frenchwoman. But he did not acquire legal residence in France. Within a
decade of arrival, as a consequence, he became a major player in a vivid po-
litical drama.

In 1989, the French government responded in a characteristic way to
European Community (EC) agreements on immigration, to increased de-
mands for asylum by immigrants from outside the EC, and to the right-
wing National Front’s exploitation of anti-immigrant sentiments: the gov-
ernment declared it would expedite its processing of asylum applications
and rapidly expel clandestine immigrants who did not qualify. That move
threatened unauthorized residents such as Benali Kalkan. Immediately, lead-
ers of an established network of associations concerned with questions of
immigration and asylum began consulting, mobilizing, and agitating in
favor of countermeasures. Rejected applicants for asylum came to associa-
tion headquarters asking for help. In response, the associations in question
collectively created services for the Rejected (déboutés) and started to solicit
public officials on their behalf.

Soon immigration activists and ethnic leaders were organizing a social
movement in the French style: holding public meetings, drawing in trade
unions, seeking media coverage, and above all addressing demands, public
and otherwise, to agents of the national state. By 1991, their demands cen-
tered on wholesale acceptance of all the Rejected who had arrived in France
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before 1990 as well as full review of dossiers for all later comers. Simul-
raneously, leaders organized immigrant constituencies by occupation and by
national origin, with Turks and Haitians prominent among the activists.
Local organizations formed national federations aimed at the government
in Paris.

And Benali Kalkan? Threatened with expulsion from the country by
Bordeaux police, he began a hunger strike—a strategy already familiar to im-
prisoned militant Turks as a way of putting pressure on their jailers. Soon
twenty-four other Turks joined him. The archbishop of Bordeaux provided
the city’s hunger strikers with a room, hence with symbolic and material sup-
port from the Catholic Church. Connected to the national federation of as-
sociations “in solidarity with immigrants” by a federation representative who
was then vacationing in Bordeaux, the local strikers soon had counterparts in
Ales, Audincourt, Val-de-Reuil, Saint-Dizier, Mulhouse, Strasbourg . . . and
of course Paris.

As Johanna Siméant (from whose detailed study of the movement [
have constructed my story) says, resort to hunger strikes

seems to have been dicrated by the meager resources and support to
which the Rejected had access, and whose effectiveness they had to
maximize. For the Rejected, with little money, rarely having cultural
capital readily expendable in France, often living in marginal housing,
their principal resources lay in support from associations devoted to
solidarity with foreigners and refugees, which in general provided their

chief contacts with members of the receiving society. (1993: 194)
Hunger strikes had multiple effects. They
* restored the then-faltering support of solidarity associa-
tions for the Rejected;
* provided imitable models for action elsewhere;

* defined a strategy whereby church officials could easily
collaborate on humanitarian grounds rather than by
making a declared political choice;

* drew sympathy and support from bystanders;
« attracted media attention; and thus
* publicized the cause on a national scale.
The choice of hunger strikes (as compared, say, with militant demonstra-

tions, attacks on public buildings or officials, strikes at workplaces, or mass

petition drives) also permitted tacit cooperation of public ofhcials, both in
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day-to-day policing of the strikers and in a general redefinition of the prob-
lem as more humanitarian than legal.

When impatient Bordeaux city officials did try to break up the strike,
the archbishop arrived in time to station himself inside as police broke down
the door, strikers chained themselves together while refusing transfer to a
hospital, and national television cameras filmed the whole episode. Soon the
national government was agreeing to postpone all expulsions for three
months and to improve screening procedures. On May 25, 1991, during the
talks that produced the provisional agreement, about ten thousand demon-
strators marched through Paris on behalf of—and including many of—the
Rejected.

The focus on hunger strikes posed problems for negotiators at the na-
tional level. It involved association activists in monitoring and manipulating
risky local events, gave exceptional leverage to a small number of strikers,
and greatly limited national leaders’ room to maneuver. Hunger strikers
understandably insisted on their right to decide the risks they would run,
while their national spokespersons understandably claimed superior knowl-
edge of what would actually move the government. Representatives of soli-
darity associations, negotiating with governmental officials and scenting
victory, but fearing the consequences of a death among the hunger strikers,
pressed the martyrs to suspend their fasts pending the outcome of negotia-
tions. Many strikers, however, held fiercely to the advantage and autonomy
afforded them by sacrifice, at least for a few more days.

Finally national leaders prevailed; most local hunger strikes ended on
May 28. But representatives of associations continued to bargain with the
government. The result was a governmental decree on July 23, 1991. The
decree fell far short of the associations’ maximum demands, especially for
the majority of asylum seekers who had arrived beginning in 1989. But by
the time of the decree, the movement was already disintegrating. As rear-
guard actions, new rounds of hunger strikes occurred from September to
December 1991, in early 1992, then again in September 1992. None of
them significantly affected governmental policy. By the last round, indeed,
the government had acquired sufficient confidence to break up hunger
strikes by force.

Benali Kalkan, his Turkish fellow strikers, the archbishop of Bordeaux,
a variety of public officials, television reporters, self-selected members of the
French public, and a network of activists extending across France were en-
gaging in a recognizable social movement, a campaign for changes in the
state treatment of illegal immigrants. Although this book concerns not causes

but outcomes of social movements, there is no way to trace outcomes of
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such complex social processes without having robust descriptions and expla-
nations of their operations. [ will try to show why this is true. I will also try
to show what sort of explanation of a social movement makes sense in the
present very incomplete state of knowledge about cause and effect in social
movements.

In order to describe and explain what was happening in the French soli-
darity movement and in social movements at large, we must clear away
two mistaken ideas. For reasons that will turn out to be crucial to an expla-
nation of the social action involved, social movement activists themselves
promulgate these mistaken ideas more or less deliberately. The first idea is
that social movements are solidaristic, coherent groups, rather than clusters
of performances. The second is that social movements have continuous, self-
contained life histories in somewhat the same sense that individuals and or-
ganizations have life histories.

Both ideas are false, or at least very misleading. Although social move-
ments often activate existing groups and create agreed-upon stories about
their pasts, no analyst should imagine that the groups and the stories consti-
tute the movement, any more than someone who watches a soccer march
should imagine it as a single team’s solo performance, for all the stories she
can tell about that tecam’s glorious past or previous iterations of a given cup
final. A match becomes a match through the interaction of two teams, the
referees, and the spectarors, not to mention coaches, reporters, and leaguc
officials. Social movements similarly consist of bounded, contingent, inter-
active performances by multiple and changing actors.

Social movements have not always existed. If we identify them with the
forms of interaction that were visible in the French solidarity mobilization of
1989-1992—the formation of associations and federations, public displays
of determination and connectedness such as hunger strikes and demonstra-
tions, encounters with public officials via mass media and closed negotia-
tions, appeals to uninvolved citizens for support, and so on—then no social
movements occurred anywhere before the nineteenth century. Even if we in-
sist on parallels in such mobilizations as the Protestant Reformation or rebel-
lions against successive Chinese dynasties, we must recognize that social
movements happened rarely before 1800, then became standard political
performances in Western Europe and North America before spreading to
other parts of the globe. Yet they rapidly took their place among ways of mak-
ing collective claims in the expanding world of parliamentary democracy.

Social movements took shape in close conjunction with two other clus-
ters of performances that likewise deploy groups and histories but do not
consist of groups and their histories: clectoral campaigns and interest-group
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politics. Indeed, social movements gain some of their effectiveness as modes
of claim-making from their potential bearing on electoral campaigns and
interest-group politics. Although the three differ in timing, organization, co-
ordination, and participants, they all qualify as campaigns in the sense that
they are socially connected, clustered performances oriented to the same set
of collective claims.

While electoral campaigns, interest-group politics, and social move-
ments do not consist of continuous, self-contained life histories in the same
sense that organisms do, they do lay down coherent histories within their
boundaries. In that regard, they resemble wars, revolutions, soccer matches,
street fairs, and jam sessions. None of them is a self-generating group and all
of them involve complex encounters among changing actors, yet in all of
them what happens early constrains what happens later. That chroniclers
and theorists, then, sometimes cast their stories of wars, revolutions, and the
rest as unfolding natural histories resembling the lives of violets, clams, or
bacilli should not confuse us, the analysts of social movements.

How, then, will we recognize a social movement when we see one? It
consists of a sustained challenge to power holders in the name of a population
living under the jurisdiction of those power holders by means of repeated public
displays of that population’s worthiness, unity, numbers, and commitment. At a
minimum, social movements involve continuous interaction between chal-
lengers and power holders. The claim-making usually engages third parties
such as other power holders, repressive forces, allies, competitors, and the
citizenry as a whole. Such a definition excludes coups d’état, civil wars, in-
surrections, feuds, and many other forms of contentious politics. It includes
some interactions that overlap with industrial conflict, electoral campaigns,
and interest-group politics, but by no means exhausts those domains; many
an election, for example, proceeds without either sustained challenges to
power holders or repeated public displays of worthiness, unity, numbers,
and commitment.

No social movement is self-contained. None operates without involve-
ment of at least three distinguishable populations: power holders who are
the objects of claims, the minimum claim being to tolerate the movement’s
existence; participants, who range from minor contributors to leaders and
are often connected by social movement organizations; and a subject popu-
lation on whose behalf participants are making or supporting claims. The
three can of course overlap, as when activists come exclusively from the sub-
ject population or when a populist power holder deserts his fellows to ally
with popular claimants. But they can also remain quite distinct, as when
antiabortionist activists claim to speak on behalf of the unborn. Most social
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movements also involve additional parties: countermovement activists, com-
peting power holders, police, sympathetic citizens. Sustained claim-making
interaction among the three defining parties—power holders, participants,
subject population—plus any other parties thar involve themselves in the
interaction constitutes the social movement.

By proposing such a definition, I am not claiming for a moment that its
elements specify all aspects of social movements that one might find inter-
esting or even crucial to their operation, including the sorts of public identi-
ties that people adopt, the place of social networks in recruitment, and the
relationship of social movement programs to social change in general. 1 am
instead making a strong analytic claim: that clusters of events that the de-
finition identifies operate according to similar cause-and-effect relationships,
differ significantly, with respect to causal processes, from adjacent phenomena
that the definition excludes, and are empirically distinguishable from their
neighbors. Definitions cannot be true or false, but they can be more or less
useful. Useful definitions point to empirical means of grouping together
phenomena that have common causal properties and of distinguishing phe-
nomena that differ significanty in causal properties. I claim udility for my
definition of social movements on just such principles.

Many social movement analysts will reject this claim on the grounds
that the proposed definition is too broad, too narrow, or centered on the
wrong features of soctal movements—in short, that it fails to coincide with
what interests them. The very prestige of social movements as objects of
analysis has generated two sorts of definitional struggles: proposed exten-
sions of the term to analogous phenomena that another age would have
called rebellions, intellectual currents, religious revivals, or something else;
and shifts of emphasis toward phenomena that frequendy overlap with so-
cial movements, such as ideological change and identity construction.

Consider a remarkable example of the shift to identity construction.
Reporting on feminist activism in Columbus, Ohio, from the 1960s to the
1990s, Nancy Whitdier declares:

In order to tap the full range of women’s movement activity and to rec-
ognize its continuity over time, [ propose to define the women’s move-
ment in terms of the collective identity associated with it rather than in
terms of its formal organizations. We see the movement, then, not just
through the organizations it establishes, bur also through its informal
nerworks and communities and in the diaspora of feminist individuals
who carry the concerns of the movement into other settings. What
makes these organizations, networks, and individuals part of a social

movement is their shared allegiance o a set of beliefs, practices, and ways
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of identifying oneself that constitute feminist collective identity. . . . A
focus on collective identity underscores the constantly changing nature
of all social movements and recognizes that struggle occurs, not just in
confrontations with the State, but in culture and daily life as well.

(1995: 23-24)

Social movements, to Whittier’s eye, do not merely rely on structures and
processes that promote collective identity, they consist of those structures
and processes, rather than of claims or collective actions that the relevant
structures, processes, and collective identities support. With such a defini-
tion, we are not surprised to find Whittier arguing that feminist movements
center on successive generations of participants who reshape their shared
identities cthrough struggle and daily practice.

Whittier's definition of social movements as identity-creating structures
and processes, however, confronts four analytical objections:

* It implicitly claims that “shared allegiance to a set of
beliefs, practices, and ways of identifying oneself” consti-
tutes a distinct causal domain, a debatable proposition
that, at a2 minimum, deserves explication and defense.

It lacks a criterion separating (1) the sorts of interaction
Whittier describes in the case of Columbus, Ohio, femi-
nist activists from (2) other situations such as household
membership, religious affiliation, employment by pater-
nalistic firms, or citizenship, all of which also involve
shared allegiance to a set of beliefs, practices, and ways of
identifying oneself, but which most analysts would reject
as social movements; most analysts would deny, further-
more, that these other situations share strong causal prop-
erties with social movements.

[t allows a social movement to exist in the absence of any
public challenge whatsoever.

It makes Whittier's main argumenc—that social move-
ments persist and evolve through periods of public
inactivity—true by definition racher chan an object of
empirical inquiry.

Although (as will soon be apparent) Whittier is addressing a crucial problem
that social movement theorists in my own political-process ctradition have
mishandled, 1 regard the four objections to her definition as insuperable.

Bug, in any case, to proposc a competing definition—Whittier’s or someone



260 CHARLES TILLY

else’s—engages the analyst in claiming the existence of a coherent causal do-
main; in delineating and justifying the boundary between that domain and
adjacent domains; in demonstrating that the definition is empirically work-
able; in identifying causal regularities that occur within the selected domain;
and in showing that those causal regularities explain problematic features of
the phenomena within that domain. Since no social-scientific legislature
or Supreme Court adjudicates definitions, all I can do is show that my pro-
posed definition usefully identifies distinctive causal properties of social
movements, then move on to examine implications of those causal proper-
ties for analysis of social movement outcomes.

Again, my definition of a social movement: a sustained challenge to
power holders in the name of a population living under the jurisdiction of
those power holders by means of repeated public displays of that popula-
tion’s worthiness, unity, numbers, and commitment. In recent versions, the
displays of social movements thus identified include public meetings, dem-
onstrations, marches, the creation of special—purpose associations and coali-
tions of associations, mass media statements, pampbhlets, petitions, the post-
ing or wearing of identifying symbols, and the adoption of distinctive
slogans. In Western countries, these elements have coexisted since the carly
nineteenth century. Although demonstrations occur only intermittently (and
sometimes not at all) in the course of social movements, demonstrations
nicely encapsulate the distinctive features of social movement displays: occu-
pation of public spaces; engagements with authorities or their representa-
tions; projection of collective identities; expressions of support for shared
demands; and performances validating worthiness, unity, numbers, and
commitment.

To be sure, social movement participants carry on all sorts of activities
that look very different from demonstrations. Police and authorities regular-
ly participate in social movement interactions, but rarely as challengers or
demonstrators. Activists often spend their energies planning joint actions,
building alliances, struggling with competitors, mobilizing supporters, build-
ing collective identities, searching for resources, lobbying, and pursuing
other activities to sustain collective challenges. These activities, however, do
not distinguish social movement interaction from a wide variety of other
contentious politics, including wars, electoral campaigns, and revolutionary
conspiracies. The distinguishing features of social movements lie in sus-
tained challenges to authorities and responses by those authorities, during
which at least one challenger publicly displays WUNC: worthiness, unity,
numbers, and commitment.

WUNC matters. Since the emergence and spread of social movements
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as distinctive forms of popular contention, participants in social movements
(including authorities, repressive forces, allies, rivals, and spectators) have
implicitly adopted a standard scorecard for challenges according to the fol-
lowing formula:

strength = worthiness X unity X numbers X commitment

If any of these values falls to zero, strength likewise falls to zero; the chal-
lenge loses credibility. High values on one element, however, make up for
low values on another. As the French hunger strikes illustrate, a small num-
ber of activists who display their worthiness, unity, and commitment by
means of simultaneous risk or sacrifice often have as large an impact as a
large number of people who sign a petition, wear a badge, or march through
the streets on a sunny afternoon. Relevant codes run something like this:

Worthiness: sobriety, propriety of dress, incorporation
of priests and other dignitaries, endorsement of moral
authorities, evidence of previous undeserved suffering

Unity: uniforms, marching or dancing in unison, chant-
ing of slogans, singing, cheering, linking of arms, wearing
or bearing of common symbols, direct affirmation of a
common program or identity

Numbers: filling of public space, presentation of petitions,
representations of multiple units (e.g., neighborhood
associations), direct claims of numerical support by
means of polls, membership inscriptions, and financial
contributions

Commitment. persistence in costly or risky activity, decla-
rations of readiness to persevere, resistance to attack

With variation in the precise means used to display these characteristics
(e.g., the partial displacement of identifying banners by signs on sticks late
in the nineteenth century), emphasis on WUNC has persisted from early in
social movement history. The chief deviations from the code have occurred
in pursuit of visibility and in deliberate assertions of difference, as when
members of dissident factions have broken the fagade of unity by resisting
marching orders or when gay militants have violated conventional standards
of worthiness by cross-dressing.

Why and how does WUNC matter? An initially puzzling feature of so-
cial movement activity provides crucial clues. As compared with attacking a
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tax collector, expelling a worker who accepts below-standard wages, or sell-
ing off a high-priced baker’s bread for less than the asking price, social move-
ment interactions exhibit a huge peculiarity: even in principle, hardly ever
could a single claim-making session accomplish the challenger’s professed
ends. At best, social movement claim-making promotes its program cumula-
tively over many simultaneous and/or repeated meetings, demonstrations,
marches, petitions, statements, and other interactions with objects of claims.
Taken strictly as means-end action on behalf of stated demands, social
movement activity is inefficient, even self-defeating.

So why has the social movement persisted as a prominent form of popu-
lar politics for almost two centuries? Theorists of identity such as Nancy
Whittier have intuited the correct answer but have misstated its implica-
tions. They have recognized that social movements pour much of their en-
ergy into the construction of shared identities, but they have supposed that
identity construction occupies so much attention because of its inherent sat-
isfactions or its direct utility to individual participants in social movements.
Construction of shared identities often does attract and commit individuals
to social movements. Yet for all the satisfaction and utility that participants
may receive from identity construction, the crucial process accounting for
the persistence of social movements as forms of public claim-making is actu-
ally collective and policical.

Social movements couple the making of public claims with the creation,
assertion, and political deployment of collective identities. Far more than at-
tacks on tax collectors, expulsions of nonconforming workers, and seizures
of high-priced grain, social movements effectively establish the presence of
an important entity—and identity—in national politics. They assert the ex-
istence of a worthy, unified, numerous, committed, and aggrieved claimant.
Those characteristics increase the plausibility of the implied threat that the
claimant will use its weight to enter, realign, or disrupt the existing polity.
Whence the historical conjunction of social movements with electoral cam-
paigns and interest-group politics. From the Chartist challenge of the 1830s
and 1840s to feminist and environmentalist challenges of our own time, so-
cial movement politics has depended on the assertion of public collective
identities.

Despite the tales that social movement activists and analysts tell, those
identities almost never exist in advance, simply waiting to be activated.
Examined from the viewpoint of challengers, social movement effectiveness
depends in part on two varicties of mystification. First, worthiness, unity,
numbers, and commitment, as they increase, almost nceessarily contradict
each other; to gain numbers, for example, generally requires compromisc on
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worthiness, unity, and/or commitment. The actual work of organizers con-
sists recurrently of patching together provisional coalitions, suppressing
risky tactics, negotiating which of the multiple agendas that participants
bring with them will find public voice in their collective action, and, above
all, hiding backstage struggle from public view. Organizers almost always
exaggerate their coalition’s worthiness, unity, numbers, and commitment.
Organizers of France’s movement of solidarity with the Rejected faced just
such difficulties in holding their coalition together.

Second, movement activists seek to present themselves and (if different)
the objects of their solicitude as an integrated group, preferably a group with
a long history and with coherent existence outside the world of public claim-
making. Despite powerful evidence to the contrary, organizers of the French
solidarity movement sought to represent the Rejected as a coherent category.
In that regard, activists resemble state-seeking nationalists with their con-
structions of long, coherent, and distinctive cultural histories for their na-
tions. Thus, feminists identify themselves with women’s age-old struggles for
rights in the streets and in everyday existence, civil rights leaders minimize
class and religious differences within their racial category, and environmen-
talists present most of humanity as their eternal communiry.

The two varieties of mystification address several different audiences.
They encourage activists and supporters to make high estimates of the prob-
ability that fellow adherents will take risks and incur costs for the cause, and
thus that their own contributions will bear fruit. They also warn authorities,
objects of claims, opponents, rivals, and bystanders to take the movement
seriously as a force that can affect their fates.

Movements differ significantly in the relative attention they give to these
various audiences, from carrying out self-absorbed tests of daring organized
by small clusters of terrorists, to soliciting signatures on petitions from tran-
sient participants who wish some authority to know their opinion. These
orientations frequently vary in the course of a given social movement, for ex-
ample, in the transitions from internal building to ostentatious action to
fighting off competitors and enemies. But the general effectiveness of social
movement organizing as a way of making public claims depends on the con-
stitution of credible collective actors that could disrupt existing political
arrangements. Because the process of collective identity construction does
often knit together existing networks and produce long-lasting organiza-
tions, many participants, observers, and analysts have drawn a mistaken con-
clusion: that social movements simply realize previously existing identities.

The distinctive relation of social movements to shared identities will be-
come clearer if we examine the nature of political identities in general. An
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identity is principally an actor’s experience of a shared social relation. A po-
litical identity is an actor’s experience of a shared social relation in which at
least one of the parties—including third parties—is a government or agent
of government. Political identities usually double with shared public repre-
sentations of both relation and experience. Thus, at various rimes the same
people represent themselves as workers, local residents, ethnics, women, citi-
zens, gays, partisans, and members of other categories that distinguish them
from other parts of the population. In each case they engage in authenticat-
ing performances that establish worthiness, unity, numbers, and commit-
ment, for example, by marching together, wearing badges, singing songs of
solidarity, or shouting slogans.

Under specifiable social conditions, collective identities that people de-
ploy in the course of contention correspond to embedded identities, those
that inform their routine social lives—race, gender, class, ethnicity, locality,
kinship, and so on. We know embedded identities not from any primordial
content, inescapable character, or emotional depth but because they operate
in everyday social exchange. Observers tend to label as either “spontaneous”
or “traditional” the forms of collective vengeance, shaming, obstruction, and
mutual manipulation that spring from embedded identities. Observers also
commonly imagine the central causal mechanisms of embedded identities to
be transformations of individual consciousness, when in fact selective fortifi-
cation of certain social ties and divisions at the expense of others impels the
mobilization. Although they usually operate on a small scale, when under at-
tack by power holders and enemies embedded identities such as religious af-
filiation and ethnicity can become the basis of fierce, extensive contention.
The Protestant Reformation and breakup of the Soviet Union featured just
such activation of embedded identities.

Under other conditions, people turn to detached identities, ones that
rarely or never govern everyday social relations. Detached collective identi-
ties often include associational memberships, asserted nationalities, and legal
categories such as “minority,” “tribe,” or “handicapped persons.” In these
cases, participants invoke salient social ties much more selectively than with
embedded identities. Political entrepreneurs, on the average, play much larg-
er parts in the activation of detached identities. Beth Roy’s analysis of how
Bengali villagers came to redefine local conflicts as aligning “Hindus” against
“Muslims” (1994) beautifully illuscrates such entrepreneurially mediated
mobilization: the farther intervening political entrepreneurs were situated
from a particular village and the more heavily they were involved in national
politics, the more they invoked generally recognizable categories.

The distinction berween embedded and detached collective identities
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marks end points of a continuum. The collective identity “citizen,” for ex-
ample, falls somewhere in between, typically shaping relations between em-
ployers and workers and strongly affecting political involvements, but mak-
ing lictle difference to a wide range of other social routines. The embedded/
detached distinction denies, however, two common (and contradictory) ways
of understanding the identities that prevail in contentious politics: either as
simple activations of preexisting, even primordial, individual attributes, or
as purely discursive constructions having little or no grounding in social
organization. From embedded to detached, collective identities resemble
linguistic genres in entailing coherent interpersonal collaboration but vary-
ing contingently in content, form, and applicability from setting to setting.

Reinforced by contention, internal organization, or acquisition of privi-
leges, detached identities sometimes become salient in everyday social rela-
tions as well, but they begin elsewhere. Through its various policies from
1903 to 1981, the South African state reified and ratified racial categories
that came to loom large in social routines. Eventually, the state and its di-
verse agents mapped such categories as Zulu, Xhosa, Afrikaner, and Coloured
onto the entire population with such force that the categories governed
significanc shares of everyday social relations (Ashforch 1990; Marks and
Trapido 1987). Thus, initially detached collective identities became embed-
ded ones.

Through sharpening of categorical boundaries and promotion of shared
activities, social movement participation has likewise partially embedded de-
tached identities in routine social life among women, ethnic minorities, and
military veterans. The process also runs in the other direction, generalizing
and detaching embedded identities, as when carpenters in one shop, ma-
chinists in another, and pipe fitters in a third band together as generalized
workers. Nevertheless, the distinction macters: the degree to which political
identities are embedded or detached strongly affects the quantity of widely
available knowledge they draw on, the density of underpinning social ties,
the strength of conflicting commitments, the ease of emulation from one
setting to another, and therefore the effectiveness of different organizing
strategies.

The distinction between embedded and detached collective identities
corresponds approximately to the difference between local contention and na-
tional social movement politics in early nineteenth-century Europe, when a
major shift toward the national arena was transforming popular politics
(Tarrow 1994; Traugott 1995). In such forms of claim-making interaction as
shaming ceremonies (e.g., donkeying, Rough Music), grain seizures, and burn-
ing of effigies, people generally deployed collective identities corresponding
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closely to those that prevailed in routine social life: householder, carpenter,
neighbor, and so on. We can designate these forms of interaction as parochial
and particularistic, since they ordinarily occurred within localized webs of
social relations, incorporating practices and understandings peculiar to those
localized webs. They also often took a patronized form, relying on appeals to
privileged intermediaries for intercession with more distant authorities.

In demonstrations, electoral campaigns, and public meetings, however,
participants often presented themselves as party supporters, association
members, citizens, and similar detached collective identities. The labels na-
tional, modular, and auntonomous for these types of claim-making call atten-
tion to their frequenc fixation on national issues and objects, their standardi-
zation from one sctting or issue to another, and the frequency with which
participants directly addressed power holders they did not see in everyday
social contacts. The difference signified large contrasts in social relations
among participants, mobilization patterns, and the organization of action
itself. The shift from parochial, particularistic, often patronized forms of
claim-making to autonomous, national, and modular forms was articulated
in profound alterations in social structure.

To be sure, once national, autonomous, and modular forms of inter-
action were available as models, claim-makers could employ them on other
scales: in the international arcna (as with coordinated nineteenth-century
campaigns against slavery), within particular regions or cities (as in many
urban struggles from 1848 onward), and even within firms (as when workers
have intermittently taken their strikes to the streets in bids for outside
support). Modularity facilitated the transfer of claim-making routines from
their proving grounds to distant social terrains.

These shifts in the predominant forms of claim-making in Europe took
place in differenc versions and at different times and paces from one region
to another. Altogether, they constituted a dramatic alteration of contentious
repertoires. Repertoires of contention resemble conversational conventions
linking particular sets of interlocutors to cach other: far narrower than the
technical capacities of the parties would allow or their interests alone pre-
scribe, repertoires form and change through mutual claim-making. Like
conversations, when operating well they feature incessant innovation that
occurs closely enough to previously established patterns to achieve both
drama and intelligibility; a completely stereotyped utterance or claim-
making routine carries no conviction except as a joke, yet one that makes no
use of existing cultural conventions fails to connect with its audience. Like
cconomic institutions that evolve through interaction among organizations

but significantly constrain the forms of ecconomic relations at any particular
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time, repertoires limit possibilities for collective action and interaction
(Nelson 1995).

Evolution of the demonstration as a means of claim-making, to take an
obvious example, tilts activists, police, spectators, rivals, and political oth-
cials toward well-defined ways of organizing, anticipating, and responding
to the claims made in this medium, in sharp distinctions to claims laid by
bombing or bribing (Favre 1990). Strikes, sit-ins, mass meetings, and other
forms of claim-making link well-defined identities to each other, involve in-
cessant innovation, and change configuration over the long run, but they ac-
cumulate their own histories, memories, lore, laws, and standard practices.
Repertoires, in short, are historically evolving and strongly constraining cul-
tural products.

Social movements incorporate a special version of national, modular,
and autonomous repertoires, one including association and coalition forma-
tion, public meetings, demonstrations, petitions, lobbying, media presenta-
tions, and relaced forms of interaction. Despite recurrent talk of direct action,
social movement activists generally avoid direct action in the strong sense
of attacks, seizures, occupations, and other immediate implementations of
stated claims. Instead, they usually concentrate their public efforts on

* announcing the presence in the polity of a mobile bloc,
characterized as a worthy, unified, numerous, committed,
and aggrieved population;

* broadcasting the contingent commitment of that bloc to
a program requiring public recognition and/or action;

* moving authorities to forward that program against the
{implicit or explicit) threat of actions by the bloc that
would disrupt existing political arrangements;

* persuading authorities to recognize the bloc as a legiti-
mate political actor and themselves as its authorized
interlocutors;

* producing or altering connections both among move-
ment participants and between movement participants
and other political actors; and

¢ transforming shared understandings of political possibili-
ties, both among movement participants and outside.

These activities, in turn, often have significant effects on the subsequent
lives of individual participants in social movements, as well as on the net-

works that connect them. Yet analysts of social movements, commonly
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drawn from participants and sympathizers, understandably follow move-
ment leaders in preparing scorecards in terms of openly articulated claims.
Marco Giugni’s introduction to this volume and most of the chapters in it
focus on just such questions: given a certain set of collective claims by
activists, what determines the extent to which movement action produces
results fulfilling those claims—or, for that matter, results impeding their
fulfillmene?

Although social movement leaders do generally organize their public
accounting around their movements’ announced programs, an enormous
range of unanticipated effects qualify logically as outcomes of social move-
ments. Even to participants, furthermore, effects other than collective in-
creases in public power obviously matter. If William Gamson, a quarter
century ago, rightly stressed acceptance and new advantages as the two most
prominent goals publicly articulated by movement leaders (1975), we notice
both that central claims concern the acceptance and welfare of others—
fetuses, prisoners, victims of dread diseases, nonhuman animals—and that,
at least in retrospect, leaders and activists often argue that the crucial move-
ment victories took place not on the public, political front but in reorienta-
tions of their own lives. At times movements have their largest effects not
through advancement of their programs but through these other outcomes—
transformation of participants’ lives, co-optation of leaders, or even renewed
repression.

Movements also leave political by-products that lie outside their pro-
grams and sometimes even contradict them: new police personnel and prac-
tices; the generation of rival movements and organizations; alterations in
laws of assembly, association, and publicity; co-optation of activists and cheir
organizations by governments or political parties; transformation of social
movement organizations into pressure groups; the creation of legal prece-
dents for subsequent challenges by other social movements. We begin to see
why the tracing of social movement outcomes causes such difficulty and con-
troversy. This range of effects far surpasses the explicit demands made by ac-
tivisrs in the course of social movements, and sometimes negates them. By
any standard, “success” and “failure” hardly describe most of the effects.

Further complexities in the tracing of social movement outcomes arise.
Independent actions of authorities, interventions of other interested parties,
environmental changes, and the grinding on of nonmovement politics all
produce consequences in the zone of a given social movement’s activity and
interest. Multiple causal chains lead to a plethora of possible effects in a sicua-
tion where influences other than social movement activity necessarily con-
tribuce to the effects.
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Figure 1 schematizes the logical situation as three overlapping circles
representing, respectively, (1) all effects of movement actions; (2) all public
claims made by movement activists; and (3) all effects of outside events and
actions. Space A, the common ground of public claims and effects of move-
ment actions, represents the commonsense meaning of social movement out-
come: movement actions cause fulfillment of movement claims or fail to do
so: we caused an expansion of protections for abortion, we lost our campaign
for an Equal Rights Amendment, we suffered the assassination of our leaders.

The diagram, however, makes an analyst’s logical problem immediately
obvious: spaces B, C, and D also exist. No inductive methodology—no
multivariate statistical analysis, no yes/no comparison checklist, no narrow-
ing of the outcomes considered—can possibly solve the problem, nor can
mere second-guessing of movement activists through the specification of
tried-and-true strategies that would have given them more of whatever they

Figure 1. The problem of identifying social movement outcomes

Movement
claims

Effects of

movement

Effects of

outside

actions events and

actions

A = Effects of movement actions (but not of outside influences) that bear directly on
movement claims
B = Joint effects of movement actions and outside influences that bear directly on move-

ment claims

C = Effects of outside influences (but not of movement actions) that bear directly on
movement claims

D = Joint cffects of movement actions and outside influences that dorn’ bear on move-
ment claims
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were demanding. Both an inductive and an empathetic approach will
founder in the complexity of the explanatory problem.

Only one response will work. That is (1) to formulate clear theories of
the causal processes by which social movements produce their effects; (2) to
limit investigations to the effects made plausible by those theories; (3) to
work upstream by identifying instances of the effects, then seeing whether
the hypothesized causal chain was actually operating; (4) to work down-
stream by identifying instances of the causal chain in operation, then seeing
whether and how its hypothesized effects occurred; (5) to work midstream
by examining whether the internal links of the causal chain operated as the
theory requires; and (6) to rule out, to the extent possible, competing expla-
nations of the effects.

This six-step approach breaks with conventional analyses of social
movement outcomes, including William Gamson’s classic analysis, which
search for correspondences between attributes of social movements and al-
terations in their environments called for by their programs. It entertains the
possibility that the major effects of social movements will have little or noth-
ing to do with the public claims their leaders make. The critical causal theo-
ries, in any case, will turn out to concern not effects alone but also the very
dynamics of social movement interactions.

Do we dispose of such sophisticated causal theories? We do not. The
sketches of social movement dynamics I offered earlier suggest some likely
elements of valid theories: the formation of detached identities for which
potential niches exist in the polity, the production of WUNC and its conse-
quences, feedback from collective interaction thar reinforces WUNC in-
stead of undermining it, credible threats that a WUNC-organized actor will
disrupt established political arrangements, innovation within existing claim-
making repertoires that combines drama with intelligibility, and so on. This
is not the place to review the history and present condition of explanations
for social movements. But it is very much the placc to insist that only well-
validated theories of social movement dynamics will give analysts a secure

grip on social movement outcomes.

Notes

This chapter adapts a few paragraphs from my book Durable Inequality (Berkeley and
Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1998) and paraphrases some arguments pur-
sued at greater length and with more ample illustrations in my article “Social Movements
as Historically Specific Clusters of Political Performances,” Berkeley Journal of Sociology
38 (1993-94): 1-30. Marco Giugni, Francesca Pollerta, and Viviana Zelizer gave me

valuable critiques of previous drafts.
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