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ABSTRACT

The thesis examines three case studies of the Greek feminist and ecological
movements during the period: 1975-1992. As the most appropriate theoretical
framework for the analysis of those case studies, ‘new social movement theory’ is
selected. However, the Greek case studies represent significant variations in regard to
the ‘ideal type’ of new social movements as depicted in the literature. These
differences originate to a certain degree from Greek new social movements’ different
cultural and political environment. The Greek social movements had to face a strong
statocratic and partocratic society, where there was lack of an autonomous social
movement sector. This led to the formation of semi-autonomous, party-affiliated
social movement organisations. Moreover, the Greek political culture has been rooted
on two different geopolitical visions. The one has pointed to a more traditionally
oriented, inward looking political orientation hostile to Western values and the
institutional arrangements of modernity. The other has been a modernising, outward
looking orientation, adopting Western institutions and values. The stand of the Greek
new social movements towards this open question of modernisation has been variable.
Some social movement organisations have underlined the need for empowering
national autonomy and have, therefore, been positively predisposed towards the state
and the political parties as a significant means for achieving this goal. Others have
eschewed the question altogether, focusing only on the local and international level
with significant, however, poliﬁcal cost. Another factor, which has influenced the
identity of the Greek new social movements, has been the tradition of the Left, which
has favoured grand-narratives based on humanism and posing a dichotomy between
‘general’ and ‘particular’ struggles. Summing up, the social movements presented
show marked variations in comparison with the ideal-typical type. They were strongly
influenced by: statocracy and patrocracy, the open question of modernisation, and the

political culture of the Left.
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Introduction

The subject of this thesis is new social movements in Greece, with special
attention to the feminist and ecological movements. In the relevant academic literature
ecological and feminist movements, which articulated post-materialist values during
the ‘70s and ‘80s, are referred to as new social movements. The purpose of the present
work is to show how far the attributes of the Greek movements studied agree or
disagree with the ideal type. While other schools of thoughts in social movement
literature are also employed (classical model, resource mobilisation theory), no
attempt is made to merge all of these into a single unified model, but simply to
employ those theoretical tools that best illuminate the Greek case.

As will be seen, the Greek social movements, which are here examined in
depth, developed attributes notably absent from the pertinent literature on Western
Europe and the United States. The partial correspondence of the Greek new social
movements’ identity to the ideal type gives rise to a series of central questions. Since
Greek new social movements developed a number of attributes differing from the
ideal-typical type, is it still legitimate to classify them as new social movements? If
the answer is yes, then which were their noyel elements? Were Greek new social
movements influenced by the developments in the social movement sector abroad? If
the influence was only limited, then which variables defined their different course?
Were the emergence and life-course of new social movements in Greek society
related to a specific historical cycle? Does this historical cycle correspond to a similar
cycle in Western Europe and the United States? Beyond the Greek case, have other
researchers on new social movements recorded dissimilarities between the ideal type
and specific empirical cases?

The thesis will show that Greek new social movements developed attributes
that were novel to the Greek context. Movement politics during the period 1975-1992
expanded the boundaries of the political by introducing new political subjects in the
political process. Moreover, the Greek feminist and ecological movements questioned
the quality of representative democracy and aimed to further political participation by
introducing new organisational principles and structures (e.g. direct democracy).
Greek new social movements politicised issues previously regarded as private and
introduced into Greek politics a new agenda, concerning identity formation. In this
respect, Greek new social movements presented novel elements similar to the ones

outlined in the ideal type. However, Greek new social movements also presented



qualities notably absent from the ideal type. The thesis will show that the latter
characteristics were due to complex interactions with two distinct, but interrelated
phenomena: the internal organisation of the Greek nation-state and the state’s relation
with the international community. In the first case, the strong statocratic and
partocratic elements of Greek society have created conditions, which were
unfavourable to the development of autonomous (from party and state) social
movements. Thus, the post-junta (post-1974) Greek feminist movement relied heavily
on political parties and/or the state apparatus. In the second case, disassociation of the
movements’ political discourse from the dominant national issues meant a reduction
in political influence. For instance, the political discourse of the ecological movement
did not include international issues, meaning issues referring to Greece’s relation with
the international community. As a result its appeal to the large majority of people was
quite limited. On the contrary, one organisation of the Greek feminist movement (the
Union of Greek Women) underlined the need for strong national autonomy
reproducing the political parties’ discourse. The geopolitical question of Greece’s role
in the international community was a necessary element in the discourse of any
political force aiming at a broader political support.

Another factor, which influenced the identity of the Greek new social
movements, was the political tradition of the Left. The life-course of the Greek new
social movements was related to a specific historical cycle of the Left, which favoured
grand narratives, humanism and a clear distinction between <‘general’ versus
‘particular’ struggles. The political influence of the Left on Greek new social
movements differed from the respective historical experience in Western Europe and
the United States, where a radical rupture with the Left had usually preceded the
formation of new social movements.

Summing up, the variations shown by the Greek new social movements in
comparison with the ideal-typical type were due to: 1) statocracy and partocracy, 2)
the open question of Greece’s position in the international community and 3) the
political culture of the Left. These marked variations have not been specific to the
Greek context only. The thesis will show that other researchers as well have addressed
issues of non-correspondence between the ideal type and the actual attributes of new
social movements in various geographical zones (e.g. Latin America).

The two case studies of the Greek feminist movement (of the Union of Greek
Women, and of the autonomous feminist groups) both concern the period 1975-1990;



that of the Greek ecological movement (Federation of Ecological and Alternative
Organisations) covers the period 1989-1992. The main parameters of the respective
political contexts and the statistical data presented refer predominantly to the time-
period of study of each movement. Despite variations in their political conjuncture,
the three case studies exemplify the political culture of the post-junta period, which
eventually faded out in the 1990°s. Accordingly, the subject-organisations of all three
case studies were affected by: (i) the issue of autonomy, (ii) the presence of an ‘anti-
systemic’ Left political discourse, iii) the open question of modernisation. The
common origins of the three studies are illustrated by their shared strategic dilemmas.
How can political autonomy be obtained and safeguarded in a society with strong
statocratic and partocratic elements? Does political autonomy inevitably lead to a
feeble presence in a weak civil society? Do the left political forces constitute a
political ally? Do political projects aim at the total reconstitution of society? Can a
movement flourish in civil society without being supported by the state or the political
parties? Is it possible to safeguard national autonomy and self-determination while
attacking the state apparatus? The political discourse of all three case studies was built
around a core of the same strategic dilemmas,.but the answers provided by each case
study are different. A detailed account is given of how the common cultural
background led to the articulation of different identities and strategies, illustrating
thereby that each of the three organisations studied, is not a mere product of its
contextual setting, but is also a partial producer of its chosen trajectory.

The title of the thesis mentions new social movements, but the actual case
studies analyse social movement organisations (SMOs). The fluidity of new social
movements, whose extensive networks vary from formal organisations to individual
sympathisers, renders any theoretical endeavour to capture the various forms they
have taken almost impossible. A narrower focus on the organisations of the Greek
feminist and ecological movements makes the specification of attributes somewhat
more feasible and reliable. The ‘movement dimension’ is introduced into the analysis
by brief historical accounts of the movements and their institutional setting, while the
subsequent in-depth analyses of the movements’ organisations specify more distinct
attributes. The thesis keeps away from any fixed and binary opposition between social

movements and movements’ organisations. The concept of SMO entails three



interrelated meanings.! The first meaning of the term, which is dominant in the field,
refers to formal organisation, meaning ‘a complex organisation that identifies its
goals with the preferences of a social movement or a countermovement and attempts
to implement those goals’.> The second meaning refers to the organisation of
collective action, i.e. to the forms by which confrontation with challengers are carried
out. In different movements, the organisation of collective action ranges from
initiatives emerging from below to activities initiated from above. The third element
concerns the mobilising structures that connect the various organisational levels of a
movement (the leadership with grass-root activities, the centre of a movement with its
periphery). Mobilising structures often exist prior to the establishment of a formal
organisation, as was indeed the case for the Greek ecological movement, where
coordinated mobilisations existed a long time before the Federation of Ecological and
Alternative Organisations was formed.

Concerning the Greek feminist movement, the decision to report two case
studies instead of one, as for the ecological movement, is due to the heterogeneous
nature of the movement. Social movements - consisting of interrelated organisations,
informal groupings, and single individuals - include core organisations with a usually
coherent ideology and rigid structure, as well as loosely connected networks and
circles of sympathisers. In the case of the Greek feminist movement the gap between
the organised core (the Union of Greek Women) and the peripheral networks (the
autonomous feminist groups) was very wide. The core consisted of the party affiliated
organisations that dominated the feminist spectrum. The autonomous feminist groups
and their mobilisations, on the other hand, introduced the movement dimension that
went beyond the borders of party control. To focus on only the core or only the
periphery of the movement would have given a distorted picture, especially since the
periphery of the Greek feminist movement came into being in direct opposition to the
party-aligned core organisations. A proper account of the Greek feminist movement

therefore requires looking at both sides.

! Tarrow, Sidney (1994) Power in Movement: Social Movements, Collective Action
and Politics, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press).

2 Zald, Mayer and McCarthy, John (1987) Social Movements in an Organisational
Society, (New Brunswick, New Jersey, Transaction Books), p. 20



The research methodology of the thesis employed a combination of primary
and secondary sources. Concerning the primary sources, the publications by the three
case studies were utilised extensively and interviews with leaders and simple
members were conducted. The strong emphasis on the case studies’ publications was
necessitated by the organisations’ total lack of (e.g. autonomous feminist groups) or
very restricted access to (e.g. the Federation) the daily press. Moreover, the
organisations’ publications provided the necessary information about the
heterogeneous elements in the organisations’ identity. The press presented a wide
range of opinions, as well as specific issues generating intra-organisational conflicts.
(e.g. Bulletin by the Federation). In addition, the coverage of the organisations’ press
(e.g. Open Window by the Union of Greek Women, 1979 -) over a long period of time
illuminated the different stages in each organisation’s course. This facilitated the
demarcation of the various periods in the organisations’ histories.

The primary material also includes interviews conducted with leaders or
simple members of the organisations. The interviews gave access to the participants’
views and strategies. The leaders highlighted the strategic dilemmas they faced, while
the simple members outlined the subjective perceptions of the organisations’ identity.
Furthermore, the interviews conducted assisted the research by providing useful
information about the organisations’ nucleuses in the countryside. This information
was usually not provided by the organisations’ press, which focused on major events
in urban cities.

Summing up, the primary sources assisted the comparative nature of the thesis.
Comparisons were drawn up not only in regard to different case studies or countries
but also in relation to variations in each organisation’s course or identity.

The secondary sources enhanced the process of unifying fragmented
information into a coherent framework. The research was obstructed by the absence of
collective archives and the lack of a detailed historical account of the organisations or
groups concerned. In some instances (e.g. the autonomous feminist groups) the non-
existence of public or private institutions providing collective archives made access to
personal records and contacts, the only means for obtaining information. In the
absence, furthermore, of any history of the organisations or groups under question, the
present accounts of the three case studies constitute original contributions to the

subject.
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The secondary sources also included theoretical debates initiated by the
feminist and ecological movements in a variety of countries (e.g. state feminism,
ecocentrism). This endeavour aimed at illuminating the Greek context by explaining
the presence or absence of relevant debates. Hence, the comparative nature of the

thesis incorporated social reality as well as its social reconstruction.

The Structure of the Thesis

Chapter 1 explores the academic literature on social movements,
concentrating on the model of new social movements. Developments in the field of
social movement literature are assessed, and the different models are seen to require
integration. This chapter is meant to provide a conceptual framework for the analyses
to follow.

Chapter 2 gives a short account of the historical and social background of the
Greek feminist movement. It looks at the changes in the socio-economic variables of
Greek society, the main parameters of the political system, the recurrent patterns in
the movement’s history, and finally the specific political opportunity structure of the
post-junta feminist movement.

Chapter 3 presents the first of the empirical case studies, that of the Union of
Greek Women. This was the only feminist organisation that succeeded in widely
disseminating its discourse and to have access to the state apparatus. However, the
organisation’s party dependency, its pro-state ideology, highly centralised
organisational structure, and nationalistic discourse contradicts most characteristics of
new social movement organisations as depicted in the literature.

Chapter 4 discusses the case study of the autonomous feminist groups. In this
context the element of formal organisation was very largely absent, leaving
considerable autonomy to individual members. The groups functioned for
consciousness-raising and study. Their identity was structured around a belief in
pluralism, participatory democracy, and the political dimension of the private sphere.
The autonomous feminist groups declared their solidarity with various national-
liberation movements and the oppressed minorities across the world. This anti-
imperialist stance was founded on their opposition to any form of domination, rather
than on a nationalistic ideology. While the autonomous groups took the lead in most
rallies of the Greek feminist movement, dissemination of their discourse was left to

their younger, better-educated members.
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Chapter 5 presents the social and political environment of the ecological
movement. Elements are pointed out that applied equally to the feminist movement,
and certain discontinuities with the past are elaborated. The chapter also mentions a
number of factors (administrative policies, absence of nuclear plants, regional
imbalances, absence of well developed environmental consciousness, etc.) that had
their effect on the course of the Greek ecological movement.

Chapter 6 concerns the third case study, that of the Federation of Ecological
and Alternative Organisations (FEAQO). The Federation has, until now, been the only
extensive and relatively enduring political project of the Green spectrum. However, it
was quite short-lived (1989-°92), and its failure marked the retreat of the Greens from
any political project. The agenda of the Federation was ideologically very close to that
of the autonomous feminist groups. However, its decentralised organisational
structure, approximating to the premises of participatory democracy, was
incompatible with its strategy, when the Federation chose to become a political party
and sought inclusion in the traditional political system. Its attempt to ideologically
safeguard the values associated with new social movements, while at the same time
involved in electioneering and parliamentary politics, resulted in major internal
difficulties and the FEAO’s final dissolution.

The Conclusion looks at some of the implications of the analyses in this thesis,
particularly the viability of new social movements in Greek society. It is argued that
the strong presence of the state and the political parties has inhibited the realisation of
such projects. Their impact has been mediated by the strong geo-political eleménts in
Greek political culture, favouring political discourses including an international

agenda that delineates Greece’s potential role in the international community.
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CHAPTER 1

MAIN THEORETICAL ACCOUNTS OF SOCIAL MOVEMENTS:

THE SHIFT IN ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORKS

13



1.1 Introduction

Social movement theory has developed out of the study of anomic, marginal
phenomena into an analysis of the self-constitution of society (Alain Touraine’s
‘historicity’). Social movements have been perceived as symptoms of deprivation and
anxiety, as well as emancipatory forces. Hence, social movement theory has produced
many different analytical frameworks, which differ not only historically (e.g. collective
behaviour versus resource mobilisation) but also concerning their geographical context
(resource mobilisation has originated mainly in the United States, while new social
movement theory developed in Europe). Despite the variations within the field of analysis,
the study of social movements has investigated the core elements of social movements that
are applicable universally. This search for the ontological essence of social movements has
led to competing frameworks, with new theoretical accounts juxtaposed to the existing
ones. In consequence social movement theory has undergone a shift in terms of its
analytical framework, which originally had completely different starting points (e.g. the
individual, organisation, society), and asked very different questions (e.g. why do social
movements emerge? how are resources nmbﬂisec{?).

The still growing literature on social movements has underlined the need to merge
diverse elements, and to produce theoretical hypotheses that are both historically specific
and multi-dimensional. Instead of reducing social movements to their essence, current
analyses present them as complex phenomena, characterised by many conflictual
tendencies. The principal goal of the theoretical part of this work is to summarise and
evaluate the various frameworks underlying social movement theory today and to outline
the current state of social movement analysis. The text on these subjects is relatively
concise for two reasons: because, firstly, numerous other authors have already provided a
general overview of the field, and secondly, the primary focus here is on what may be

called new social movement theory.' The literature on new social movements concerns

! See McAdam, Doug (1982) Political Process and the Development of Black
Insurgency, 1930-1970 (Chicago and London, University of Chicago Press); Foweraker,
Joe (1995) Theorising Social Movements (London and Boulder, Colorado, Pluto Press);
Lyman, Stanford (ed.) (1995) Social Movements: Critiques, Concepts, Case Studies

14



itself with the emergence at the end of the 1960s of various non-institutionalised, value-
oriented movements (on peace, the ecology, feminism, etc.). The case studies in Part II
below (of the Greek feminist and ecological movements) are analyses providing
comparisons of actual groups with the ideal type of new social movements found in the
relevant literature. As its name implies, this ideal type is independent of any specific
empirical case study. This means that the Greek case studies are seen against the
theoretical background of the broader debate within the field. The principal focus on new
social movement theory is accompanied by references to the classical model as well as to
resource mobilisation, since these three complement and elucidate each other. In addition
to the Greek case, various other empirical studies (from France, Germany, Sweden, the
Netherlands, Spain) are mentioned in order to illuminate theoretical concepts such as the
political opportunity structure, or propositions in social movement theory. In view of this,
Part I constitutes a broad introduction to social movement theory as a basis for the
specific Greek case studies.

Definitions of the social movement concept have varied with different theoretical
frameworks. The recent synthesis in the literaturé of the separate perspectives has led to a
more comprehensive definition, stressing the heterogeneity of social movements. This
work will use Donatella and Diani’s definition:

“We will consider social movements...as (1) informal networks,

based on (2) shared beliefs and solidarity, which mobilize about (3)

conflictual issues, through (4) the frequent use of various forms

of protest”.?

This definition includes the full range of components, variably emphasised by the different

schools of thought in social movement literature.

(London, Macmillan); Zirakzadeh, Cyrus Ernesto (1997) Social Movements in Politics: A
Comparative Study (New York, Longman); Della Porta, Donatella and Diani, Mario
(1999) Social Movements: An Introduction (Oxford, Blackwell); Buechler, Steven (2000)
Social Movements in Advanced Capitalism: The Political Economy and Cultural
Construction of Social Activism (Oxford and New York, Oxford University Press).

2 Della Porta and Diani, ibid., p. 16.
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Social movement theory can be seen as consisting of three general analytical
frameworks: (i) the classical model, (ii) resource mobilisation, and (iii) new social
movements. There are significant variations even within each framework, leading to many
different classifications. However, in general terms these three categories describe the
divisions within social movement analysis concerning the level of analysis (the individual,
organisation, society); the polity model (pluralist, elitist, neo-Marxist); the relation
between agent and structure (e.g. passive versus active social subjects); and the evaluation

of the role of social movements (e.g. positive, negative).’

1.2 The Classical Model

There is general agreement on the analytical distinction of ‘resource mobilisation’
and ‘new social movements’ as different perspectives. There is considerable dispute, on
the other hand concerning social movements analysis prior to the 1970s. I shall adopt
McAdam’s classification and subsume the different strands of pre-1970 theory under a
single model known as the classical model.* Theﬂ different versions of this classical model
are not interchangeable, but what they have in c;ommon is the assumption that collective
mobilisations are caused by structural strains disrupting the psychological state of
individuals who then become susceptible to mobilisation.

* A fundamental premise of the pluralist model is that power is shared by numerous groups
in society. When resources are widely dispersed throughout the population, there are no
limits to political opportunity and options. In the elitist and neo-Marxist models, resources
are scarce and limited to specific socio-economic groups, thereby preventing full and equal
political participation. The elitist model underlines the significance of political elites in
parties and public offices, while it provides a fragmented pattern of social and political
conflict. The neo-Marxist model on the other hand focuses on the distribution of socio-
economic resources, the function of the state, and the emergence of corporatist
arrangements. It provides a societal model based on class analysis, including various
definitions of “class’. See Held, David (1987) Models of Democracy (Stanford, California,
Stanford University Press).

* McAdam, Doug, op. cit, ref. 1.
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There are a number of other shared factors that unite the different versions into a
single category. For the classical model, the level of analysis is the individual. The polity in
all its different versions is that of pluralist democracy. There is a negative bias towards
social movements as irrational responses, and social action is presented as the result of
structural change and not vice versa. These points will be elaborated further after a brief
review of the main versions of the classical model. These are: Davies’ J-curve theory of

revolution, relative deprivation, mass-society theory and collective behaviour.

1.2.1 Main Versions

In the 1960s a considerable literature developed concerning the role of strain in
producing collective behaviour. The main contributors to this were Davies (J-curve), Gurr
(relative deprivation), Kornhauser (mass society) and Smelser (collective behaviour).

A) J-Curve Theory of Revolution: The concept of the J-Curve developed by Davies
explains that
‘revolution is most likely to take place when a prolonged period of rising expectations
and rising gratifications is followed by a sho;'t period of sharp reversal, during which
the gap between expectations and gratifications quickly widens and becomes
intolerable. The frustration that develops, when it is intense and widespread in the
society, seeks outlets in violent action’.’ _

Davies argues that revolutionary outbreaks are linked with improvements of
political and economic conditions, followed by sudden breakdowns. If the frustration of
individuals is widespread, intense, and focuses on government, it can lead to a
revolutionary upheaval that displaces the ruling government and alters the societal power
structure. However, if violence remains contained within the political system, then the
resulting rebellions modify but do not displace the political regime. Davies’ analysis

integrates elements of Karl Marx’s theory that revolutions are more likely to occur when

* Davies, James Chowning (1979) ‘The J-Curve of Rising and Declining Satisfactions as a
Cause of Revolution and Rebellion’, in: Hugh Davies Graham and Ted Robert Gurr (eds.),

Violence in America: Historical and Comparative Perspectives (London, Beverly Hills,
Sage Publications), p. 415.
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conditions are deteriorating, as well as de Tocqueville’s observation that an improvement
in social conditions gives rise to increased expectations that may foster revolutions.®
Davies gives a psychological explanation for the causes of revolution, with the individual
as a unit of analysis. Therefore central in Davies analysis is the individual’s state of mind in
the context of society.

B) Relative Deprivation: Gurr’s theoretical contribution to the classical model has been
the concept of ‘relative deprivation’. He defined the concept as ‘a perceived discrepancy
between men’s value expectations and their value capabilities’.” Accordingly, an increase
in expectations without a simultaneous increase in capabilities to satisfy those
expectations, or a decrease in capabilities without a simultaneous reduction in
expectations, leads to the politicisation of discontent and the emergence of collective
behaviour. For Gurr, political violence results not from some general form of discontent,
but from relative deprivation in specific.® Gurr has also introduced a multiplicity of other
factors (such as regime legitimacy, tradition of political violence, response by the regime)
that influence the development of collective behaviour.

Since the concept of relative deprivation refers to subjective perceptions and
expectations, the question arises whether these perceptions do or do not correspond to
objective circumstances.” Gurr tried to deal with this problem by bringing in a number of
political and economic indicators. This, however, has led to several methodological
problems. Since he does not elaborate the complex interaction between the subjective
perceptions of individuals and the objective indicators, this leads to a definitional

vagueness as to how the final intensity of deprivation is to be measured.

6 Marx, Gary, and Wood, James (1975) ‘Strands of Theory and Research on Collective
Behaviour’, Annual Review of Sociology, vol. 1.

" Gurr, Ted R. (1970) Why Men Rebel, (Princeton, Princeton University Press), p. 13.

* Marx and Wood, op. cit., ref. 6.

® Gurney, Joan Neff and Tierney, Kathleen (1982) ‘Relative Deprivation and Social
Movements: A Critical Look at Twenty Years of Theory and Research’, The Sociological
Quarterly, vol. 23.
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C) Mass Society Theory: Kornhauser’s work examines the social conditions that result in
the abandonment of constitutional modes of political activity in favour of uncontrolled
mass action. Accordingly, Kornhauser employed the term ‘mass society’ to explain
extremist tendencies in society, such as the rise of totalitarianism. He specified, however,
that mass society in itself is not totalitarian, though rather more vulnerable to
totalitarianism than other forms (e.g. pluralist, communal societies). According to
Kornhauser, a mass society includes:

‘(1) the weakness of intermediate relations, (2) the isolation of primary relations

and (3) the centralisation of national relations’."°

His core proposition is that in certain conditions society may give rise to masses of
large numbers of people who are not integrated into any broad social grouping, including
that of classes. These alienated individuals, not belonging to any specific social group, tend
to be susceptible for recruitment in mass movements. For Kornhauser, therefore, lack of
organisational affiliation leads to political protest or violence. Significant factors that
dissolve the individuals’ social bonds, and therefore contribute to the formation of mass
societies, are large-scale social processes (e.g. urbanisation, industrialisation), severe
economic crises, or war.

Kornhauser’s argument has been repeatedly refiuted by resource mobilisation
theorists who have pointed out that social movements usually recruit not the non-
incorporated or alienated, but individuals that are already part of secondary organisations.
Proponents of resource mobilisation have elaborated the way secondary organisations can
function as a positive indicator for the availability of individuals to recruitment.'"

Kornhauser’s analysis of secondary organisations has not been confirmed. Still,
secondary organisations do indicate the influence civil society has on the development of

social movements. The dissolution of social bonds reduces the ability to build independent

'* Kornhauser, William (1960) The Politics of Mass Society (London, Routledge and
Kegan Paul), p. 75.

! Oberschall, Anthony (1973) Social Conflicts and Social Movements (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J., Prentice-Hall); Freeman, Jo (1973) “The Origins of the Women’s Liberation

Movement’, American Journal of Sociology, 78 (no. 4).
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spaces between the individual and the state, and decreases the possibility of autonomous
social movements.
D) Collective Behaviour: The most prominent approach in the classical model is
Smelser’s theory of ‘collective behaviour’, which questions the predominance of
psychological factors as set out in previous formulations. Smelser has defined collective
behaviour ‘as mobilisation on the basis of a belief which redefines social action’.'? Since,
collective behaviour aims at reconstituting a distinct component of social action, its
definition is social and not psychological. Accordingly, Smelser has elaborated six
determinants at the social level, which constitute both the necessary and sufficient
conditions for collective behaviour to develop. They are: structural conduciveness,
structural strain, growth and spread of generalised beliefs, precipitating factors,
mobilisation of participants for action, and the operation of social control. For Smelser,
structural conduciveness means that social conditions are such as to permit collective
behaviour, and where collective behaviour is possible, a structural strain is needed to
create tensions and conflicts both on the social mﬂ1d the personal level. The spread of some
generalised belief interprets the strain, and creates a common culture in which collective
behaviour can develop. Precipitating factors then function as a dramatic incident that
reveals the strain and reinforces the generalised beliefs. Individuals must of course be
available to be mobilised and finally the accumulation of the previous determinants must
not be inhibited by the exercise of social or personal control. Smelser specified this schema
as a value-added process, where a temporal sequence of activation of the aforementioned
determinants must take place, if collective behaviour is to occur.

Smelser’s analysis of collective behaviour differentiates between norm-oriented
and value-oriented social movements. In the first case, the movement attempts to restore,
modify or protect norms in the name of a generalised belief (for example, feminist groups

agitating to establish a private educational system for women). In the second case, the

2 Smelser, Neil (1962) Theory of Collective Behaviour, (London, Routledge & Kegan
Paul), p. 8.
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movement aims at a basic reconstitution of self and society (for example, a movement for
national independence or a religious cult). Smelser argues that norm-oriented movements
are more likely to develop in societies where institutions are highly differentiated, while
societies with a low degree of institutional differentiation are more prone to value-oriented
movements. Smelser’s differentiation expresses the generalised belief of the post-war
period that conflict in the advanced industrial societies has ceased to centre on
fundamental principles of social organisation. Social conflicts become mediated and
elaborated through differentiated institutions and political institutions are an outlet that not
only aggregates, but also harmonises conflictual interests. Underlying Smelser’s scheme is
the functionalist assumption that, since political mobilisation becomes channelled via the
political institutions, the political discourse will focus predominantly on institutionalised
norms, rather than on social values. However, this premise was later fiercely criticised by
new social movement theorists, who showed that the demands of these movements
questioned the very foundations of the post-war consensus.

Smelser’s analysis by incorporating new yariables, further elaborates the concepts
of structural strain and relative deprivation. All theorists of the classical model regard
. structural strain as the necessary precondition for collective behaviour. They give different
answers, however, to the question whether it is also a sufficient condition. Smelser
provides an elaborate account of necessary and sufficient conditions, by incorporating in
his analysis the role of ideology (generalised beliefs) and social controls.” For him,
ideology as a crucial component of collective behaviour puts forward the purposive nature
of such behaviour as well as its correlation to social change.'* On the other hand, Smelser
reproduced the psychological and irrational premises of the classical model by emphasising
the ‘magical’ element of generalised beliefs (e.g. belief in the existence of extraordinary

13 Zald, Mayer (1992) ‘Looking Backward to Look Forward: Reflections on the Past and
Future of the Resource Mobilisation Research Program’ in: Aldon Morris and Carol
McClurg Mueller (eds.) Frontiers in Social Movement Theory (New Haven and London,
Yale University Press).

'* Marx and Wood, op. cit., ref. 6.
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forces) and their distinctiveness compared with the social norms guiding conventional

political action.

1.2.2 Underlying Themes of the Classical Model

The classical model has been associated with the focus on the individual. Social
movements are not presented as collective phenomena, but as an aggregation of
discontented individuals."® This means that the classical model concerns itself not with the
behaviour of collective actors, but with single individuals. Furthermore, the analysis of
social structures and dynamics only functions as a background to this initial focus.
Accordingly, collective behaviour will occur only if objective changes (e.g. structural
strain) are followed by a change in the individuals’ state of mind (e.g. individual
frustration). Since the classical model locates the origins of collective behaviour in
individuals, it will have to explain how individual discontent becomes translated into
episodes of collective action.

Collective behaviour in the classical model is not a result of rational decisions but
of the disrupted psychological state of the individual. In consequence, the motivation for
movement participation is based not so much on the desire to achieve political goals, as on
the need to manage the psychological tensions of a stressful social situation. Thus,
collective action emerges, when the individuals can no longer cope with the psychological
tension created by structural changes. In the classical model, the association of collective
behaviour with psychological tension identifies instances of collective action with irrational
social responses. Consequently, collective behaviour is perceived predominantly as
formless, unpatterned, and unpredictable.'®

A third core assumption of the classical model is that collective behaviour is
essentially non-institutional, and is therefore juxtaposed to institutionalised forms of
action.'” The latter represents the long-term, organised articulation of social demands,

'* McAdam, op. cit., ref. 1.
¢ Buechler, op. cit., ref. 1.
" Neidhardt, Friedhelm and Rucht, Dieter (1992) ‘The Analysis of Social Movements: The
State of the Art and Some Perspectives for Further Research’, in: Dieter Rucht (ed.)
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while the former refers to short-circuited psychological responses to extreme conditions of
strain.

The classical model is associated with pluralist democracy, where power is widely
distributed. In the absence of a concentrated power centre, the political system is
accessible to any social group. Different groups have different goals and utilise different
resources, but none wields sufficient political power to impose its interests. Every group
has to ally itself with others in order to achieve its goals. Although the distribution of
power is unequal, power is so dispersed that no social group monopolises it or becomes
excluded from the political system. The pluralist model of democracy posits that any
political demand can be articulated through the existing political channels. So, the classical
model perceives non-institutionalised collective behaviour as an irrational response
generated by intense individual strain.

The classical model underlines the significance of continuous communication and
interaction between movement participants. Goals are not taken as given, but instead
become the product of the participants’ interplay. The classical model shares with new
social movement theory an emphasis on the fluidity of goals and the importance of
constant interaction by the participants. However, in the classical model the impact of this
interaction is interpreted in negative terms (for instance, as accumulative irrational
responses), while in new social movements theory interaction is perceived as an expressive

and self-reflective process.

1.2.3 Main Critiques

The most common criticism of the classical model is that it oversimplifies the
connection between structural strain and collective behaviour. The interaction between
structure and actors is always a complex one, with different theoretical models illustrating
different balances between the two. The classical model, it is argued, assumes a simple

one-to-one correspondence between strain and collective behaviour.'® It is for this reason

Research on Social Movements: The State of the Art in Western Europe and the U.S.A.
(Frankfurt, Campus).
'* McAdam, op. cit., ref. 1.
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that it cannot explain why collective behaviour is only an occasional phenomenon,
although there is always some structural strain. The classical model has been criticised for
assuming either a very static perception of society where social change and hence social
strain are quite exceptional, or for ignoring the intervening variables that render strain a
necessary but not sufficient condition. However, as time has passed, the classical model
has developed from a simple relationship between individual strain and collective
behaviour to a more sophisticated version (see Smelser), where strain is only one of the
variables mentioned. Still, the assumption underlying the classical model is of a linear,
causal sequence between structural strain and the occurrence of collective behaviour. This
premise equates the macro-question of movement emergence with the micro-questions of
individual participation, and so seeks to explain the occurrence of social movements with
the psychological profile of the participating individuals.”

Another common criticism of the classical model is that it ignores the socio-
political environment in which collective behaviour develops.”’ Resource mobilisation
theorists particularly argue that the socib-politif:al environment is a crucial variable for
explaining the absence of social movements, éven in the presence of structural and
personal strain. Resource mobilisation focuses on the importance of resources and the
political opportunity structure for the development of collective behaviour. In the classical
model, social movements are portrayed as mere social responses to situations of extreme
stress.?! Since they are not seen as purposive and rational actors, they are not able to
consciously interact and take advantage of the resources available in their broader
environment.

The different versions of the classical model are all agreed that individual
deprivation and breakdowns of the social order constitute necessary preconditions for the
emergence of social movements. Non-institutional collective action is juxtaposed to

conventional action guided by the existing social norms, and this identification is

' Mayer, Margit (1995) ‘Social Movement Research in the United States: A European
Perspective’, in: Lyman, op. cit., ref. 1.

*®McAdam, op. cit., ref. 1.

 Banks, J. A. (1972) The Sociology of Social Movements (London, Macmillan).
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interrelated with its dominant polity model. That model cannot account for non-
institutionalised political behaviour, given that it assumes that a liberal polity is accessible
and responsive to all forms of interest articulation. This means that extra-institutional
forms of collective aétion are regarded either as irrational, or as the political behaviour of
marginalised and underprivileged groups not using the available channels of interest
articulation. There is, therefore, an implicit assumption in the classical model that
collective behaviour embeds elements that may endanger civility and the liberal-
democratic regime.”

The individuals participating in social movements are assumed by the classical
model to be under psychological stress (relative deprivation) or to be socially alienated
(mass- society theory).” In both cases, social movement participants are seen as different
from the average citizen. Resource mobilisation theorists have empirically disproved those
assumptions, by providing data concerning the high degree of social integration of
movement participants.

Another significant criticism of the classical model is that it is representative of the
structural-functionalist framework that dominated the social sciences in the United States
at that time. Thus, especially in Smelser’s analysis, society is perceived as a social system
consisting of interrelated parts, each of which is assigned a certain function that
contributes to the stability and reproduction of the system as a whole. The classical model,
being centred on problems of social order, perceives instances of collective behaviour as
undermining the existing balance of the system. Moreover, the classical model shares the
structural-functionalist premise that if social order prevails, this normally prevents
collective action; if collective behaviour does occﬁr, it must be explained in terms of a
breakdown of social order.?* This conservative bias in the classical model in favour of the
dominant social structures has been heavily criticised by other social movements theorists,
who have underlined the positive role of social movements in bringing about social and

political change.

% Zirakzadeh, op. cit., ref. 1.
® McAdam, op. cit., ref. 1.

* Buechler, op. cit., ref. 1.
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Since the classical model cannot account for collective actors and the social
properties of collective behaviour, individuals are portrayed as passive respondents vis-a-
vis structural changes. As they absorb the impact of social changes they become
frustrated, but never actively intervene in the social order to change it. Although the
classical model focuses on the individual, it subsumes the individual to the dynamics of
structure. A partial explanation for this structural determinism is the inability of the
classical model to perceive of collective actors. It can account only for individuals, who as
single units obviously cannot determine the dynamic of structures. Moreover, presenting
social movements as spontaneous emotional outbursts does not accord them the ability to
influence or change long-term, organised political processes.”” This passive portrayal of
individuals in the classical model is in sharp contrast with the premises of resource
mobilisation and new social movement theory, where individuals and collective actors are
the main protagonists of social and political change.

In summary, the classical model considers collective behaviour the result of
structural strain disrupting the psychological state of individuals. However, it has a long
tradition and a variety of different approaches. In the early phase the classical model
stressed particularly the psychological factor and the irrationality associated with collective
behaviour. This was reflected in the research into short-circuited collective behaviour
(panics, crazes, mobs, riots, etc.), rather than into organised forms of political
mobilisation. An exaggerated contrast was presented between social movements and
rational, conventional conduct. From the early 1960s onwards, the classical model has
centred more on organised social movements than on irrational forms of collective
behaviour. The gap between the classical model and the subsequent models of resource
mobilisation and new social movements derives partially from their different objects of
study. The classical model, especially in its earlier versions, focused on short-lived,
unorganised collective behaviour, while resource mobilisation and new social movements
concentrated on long-term, organised forms of political mobilisation. However, since both
objects were lumped together under the same analytical terms (‘collective behaviour’ or

‘sociall movements’), this led to definitional vagueness. In others words, the

» Mayer, op. cit., ref. 19.
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incompatibility of the various theoretical models of social movement theories was both

reflected in and reinforced by their different objects of research.

1.3 Resource Mobilisation

The resource mobilisation model came as a reaction to the classical framework.
The civil rights, the antiwar (Vietnam), the women’s, the environmental movement all
challenged the assumptions of the previous theoretical model. The resource mobilisation
framework emerged in a totally different social and political environment. Its main
objective became to analyse the movements of the 1960s (their conditions of emergence,
dynamic of development, structure of organisation, etc.), while the classical model had
focused on the mass movements of the 1920s and 1930s (fascist and communist).”® These
different objects of study meant different analytical questions. Resource mobilisation does
not try to define the reasons why individuals align with social movements (classical model)
or the historical meaning a movement may have (new social movements). Resource
mobilisation is interested in why some movements are more successful than others. It sees
success as depending on the clear definition of the organisational goals and an effective
utilisation of resources, both of which ensure a positive response from the established
institutions. For resource mobilisation theorists, social movements are organisations like
any other. They articulate specific aims and goals, and strive to realise them by applying
their resources (capital, manpower, ideas, etc.) in what they see as the most effective way.
The predominant question asked by the resource mobilisation theorist is, which
organisational forms are the most effective for mobilising and applying resources.”” Since,
resource mobilisation studies the mechanisms of recruitment and the mobilisation of
resources, the model identifies social movements as collective actors pursuing rational

interests.

% Mayer, ibid.
2’ Eyerman, Ron, and Jamison, Andrew (1991) Social Movements: A Cognitive
Approach (Cambridge, Polity Press).
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1.3.1 Underlying Themes of Resource Mobilisation

Shared assumptions of resource mobilisation theorists are as follows:
(i) Rational calculations lead to collective action.
(ii) Social movements are an extension of rational and institutionalised conventional
politics.
(iii) The participants of social movements are not marginalised, alienated individuals. On
the contrary, their participation in social movements reflects their active participation in
social networks.
(iv) Collective conflicts occur not in a pluralist model of democracy, but in an elitist
political system where asymmetries are endemic.
(v) Grievances in societies are constant, collective protest is not. The catalysts that
transform grievances into collective action are the availability of resources and the political
opportunity structure.

These assumptions of resource mobilisation theory are analysed in greater detail in
what follows, in order to illustrate the theoretvical premises that differentiate resource
mobilisation from the classical model as well as from new social movement theory.

The cornerstone of the resource mobilisation approach is Olson’s theory of
collective action.”® He argues that a necessary precondition of an individual’s rational
decision to join collective action for providing a collective good is that his/her individual
cost of participation must not outweigh the individual benefits.” On the subject of a public
good, he notes that there is always the possibility of individuals getting a free ride at the
expense of others’ effort. In order to ensure collective action, therefore, incentives must
be provided to the individual contributors aside from the objective of the collective good.

- Olson’s theory provides an explanation why people do not take part in collective action

despite their interest in collective goals.

% Kitschelt, Herbert ‘Resource Mobilisation Theory: A Critique’, in: Rucht, op. cit., ref.
17. |
% Olson, Mancur (1965) The Logic of Collective Action (Cambridge, Harvard University

Press).
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Resource mobilisation posits that every collective group chooses, by means of a
cost-benefit analysis, a policy to ensure maximum rewards and minimum costs. To this
end, collectivities manage their resources so as to achieve the most efficient results. These
resources are material (money, goods, services, etc.) and non-material (knowledge,
technical skills, organisation, authority, mass publicity, popular support, friendship and
moral commitment, etc.).®

Organisation is an important resource since it decreases the costs of participation,
is vital in the recruitment of participants, and finally increases the chances of success.
Although resource mobilisation overstresses the significance of formal organisation,
empirical research has produced conflicting findings on the role of organisation and
structure for the success of social movements. McCarthy and Zald have found that
centralised and bureaucratically organised movements are more efficient, while Piven and
Cloward have underlined that decentralised, informal movements are more likely to
succeed, especially in the case of dispossessed social groups.” Contrary to the classical
model that focused on the psychological, irraticznal elements of collective behaviour, as
well as new social movement theorists who stress the spontaneity and informality of the
social movements of the 1960s, resource mobilisation theorists argue that at the core of
social movements are organisations with coherent ideologies and rigid structures. They
hold that it is these organisations that actually constitute the backbone of social
movements. In addition they assert that, in the historical context of post-industrial
societies, the formal elements of social movements are enhanced by the dominant trend of

professionalisation.

* McCarthy, John, and Zald, Mayer (1977) ‘Resource Mobilisation and Social
Movements: A Partial Theory’, American Journal of Sociology, vol. 82, no. 6; and
Obershall, op. cit., ref. 11.

' Klandermans, Bert (1992) ‘New Social Movements and Resource Mobilisation: The
European and the American Approach Revisited’, in: Rucht, op. cit., ref. 17.

% Piven, Frances Fox, and Cloward, Richard (1979) Poor People’s Movements (New
York, Vintage Books); and McCarthy, Zald, op. cit., ref. 30.
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The emphasis on the significance of organisations for the success of social
movements has led resource mobilisation theorists to view social movements as an
extension of institutionalised, conventional politics. In place of the old duality (classical
model) of unconventional and normalised political behaviour, resource mobilisation
presents social movements as part of mainstream politics, as coexisting with institutional
politics within the political arena.” This premise arose partly in response to the successful
co-opting of various social movements into mainstream politics.

The classical model, by stressing the isolation and alienation of individuals (mass-
society theory) or the irrational and hence socially marginal elements in social movements
(collective behaviour), had presupposed that the participants in social movements were
deviants on the margins of society or outcasts on the edge of structural strain. The
resource mobilisation framework overturned this assumption by providing data
demonstrating the positive correlation between social movement participation and
membership in secondary organisations. In fact, potential participants in social movements
are people actively engaged in the existing social‘,networks.34 It is not isolation that makes
people susceptible to collective action, but knowledge of social processes and the rational
decision to participate in them.

Resource mobilisation applies an elitist polity model.*> According to this, social
movements are not irrational responses to an open polity, but a tactical response to a
closed and exclusionary political system. So, the unconventionality of social movements
results not from the disrupted psychological state of the participants, but from the strategic
problems confronting the movements. In the elitist model of democracy, resources are
unevenly distributed, leading to the differentiation of elite groups versus non-elites. Those
deprived of resources may develop the following strategies when trying to compete with
the other collectivities in the political arena: they will try to utilise innovative practices and
unconventional resources; they will try to extract resources from reform-oriented factions

of the elite and they will ask their allies for support. Hence, open access to political

# McAdam, op. cit., ref. 1.
* Obershall, op. cit., ref. 11.
% Obershall, ibid.
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institutions, the presence/absence of influential allies, and divisions within the elite are
significant factors for the future development of a mobilised collectivity.

In resource mobilisation theory, collectivities that are excluded from the resources
of the system become marginalised also on the theoretical level, and the model’s
preoccupation with formal organisation and resources contributes to the theory’s class
bias.*® The predominant focus on organised protest reduces lower stratum protest politics
that are devoid of resources to merely irrational and apolitical eruptions. The resource
mobilisation model exclusively takes into account collectivities that are capable of
participating in the elite versus non-elite conflict. The actors, in resource mobilisation
theory, are therefore in possession of power, which they try to maximise by skilful use of
resources and cost-benefit considerations.

Resource mobilisation theorists argue that since grievances are always present in
society, the rise and dynamic of social movements cannot be directly attributed to the
existence of deprivation in a population.’’ It is the variability of resources and the
opportunities for collective action that will define a social movement’s dynamic. Hence,
the success of a movement depends on its abilit): to mobilise resources and to exploit the
opportunity structure. The focus of analysis shifts from the ‘why’ of the classical model to
the ‘how’ of resource mobilisation.

Earlier versions of the theory focused mainly on the variability of resources as the
catalyst for a movement’s success. Then, in response to the criticism that it lacked any
contextual analysis, it developed new concepts, such as ‘political opportunity structure’,
‘multi-organisational fields’ and ‘social movement sector’. The term political opportunity
structure refers to resources that are external to an organisation but can be exploited.*® So,

the political opportunity structure of a movement refers to the group’s organised allies and

* Piven, Frances Fox, and Cloward, Richard (1995) ‘Collective Protest: A Critique of
Resource Mobilisation Theory’, in: Lyman, op. cit., ref 1.

%7 Zald, Mayer (1992) ‘The Continuing Vitality of Resource Mobilisation Theory:
Response to Herbert Kitschelt’s Critique’, in: Rucht, op. cit., ref. 17.

3 Tarrow, Sidney (1994) Power in Movement: Social Movements, Collective Action and
Politics (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press).
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opponents, as well as to the structure of the institutions (party system, state, etc.) of the
political system.” So a social movement has an alliance system, as well as a conflict
system consisting of representatives and allies of the political system that is being
challenged.”” A movement’s progress depends on the dynamics of the multi-organisational
field. For instance, the cleavage between its organisational alliance and its conflict system
may coincide with other cleavages, such as created by class or ethnic divisions.* The
social movement sector is defined as the total of all ‘social movement industries’, meaning
all the movement organisations oriented toward a similar social goal, which as such
competes with other sectors of society for resources.” By introducing the social and
political environment into the analysis, resource mobilisation presents a more complex and
elaborated theoretical model, where American elements of resource mobilisation are
merged with some European elements of the new social movement theory.

A significant theoretical strand, within the resource mobilisation framework, has
been the political process model.*® This approach focuses on the political and institutional

¥ According to Tarrow, the term political opportunity structure has the following
dimensions: ‘...changes in opportunity structure result from the opening up of access to
power, from shifts in ruling alignments, from the availability of influential allies and from
cleavages within and among elites’. See Tarrow, ibid, p. 18 and for a further elaboration
on the concept: Kriesi, Hanspeter (1995) ‘The Political Opportunity Structure of New
Social Movements: Its Impact on their Mobilisation’, in: Craig Jenkins and Bert
Klandermans (eds.) The Politics of Social Protest: Comparative Perspectives on States
and Social Movements, (London, University College of London).

“ Klandermans, op. cit., ref. 31.

4! Klandermans, ibid.

“ Mayer, op. cit., ref. 19. There are also other terms, which have been introduced by
recent resource mobilisation studies (e.g. social movement infrastructure). These, as well
as those mentioned earlier will be examined more thoroughly later.

“ McAdam, Doug, op. cit., ref. 1; Tilly, Charles (1978) From Mobilisation to Revolution
(Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley); Jenkins, Craig (1995) ‘Social Movements, Political
Representation, and the State: An Agenda and Comparative Framework’, in: Jenkins and
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environment, where social movements emerge and become activated, and so elaborates
further the interaction between social movements and the state as well as institutionalised
political actors.** In this way, variables - such as electoral realignments, availability of
significant allies, changes in governing coalitions, the political conflicts between or within
elites, the degree of closure/openness of the established political system, and the
institutional structure of the state - become significant factors for understanding the
function and evolution of social movements. The political process approach has provided a
more elaborate account of the interaction between new, non-institutionalised actors and
traditional, institutionalised forms of interest representation.45 Moreover, it has introduced
the element of value-systems (e.g. the belief systems of leaders), thereby broadening the
frontiers of resource mobilisation theory. On the other hand, the model has been criticised
for neglecting large-scale structural changes and favouring a political reductionism devoid
of broader social and cultural attributes. *

While the classical model aimed at depicting the reasons for individuals
participating in social movements, resource mobilisation has tried to define the process of
an organisation’s successful evolution. It sees society as collectivities of rational actors,
rather than as of individuals. It considers that there is a meso-level of mediating
institutions and organisations between the individual and society.*’ The social agents in
resource mobilisation are perceived as interacting with the structural elements of their
environment. Individuals are not simply reflections of structural strains, as in the classical

model; instead, they become organised and take advantage of the structural potentials.

Klandermans, op. cit., ref. 39; Burstain, Paul, Einwohner, Rachel and Hollander, Jocelyn
(1995) ‘The Success of Political Movements: A Bargaining Perspective’, in: Jenkins,
Klandermans, ibid.; Costain Anne (1992) Inviting Women’s Rebellion: A Political
Process Interpretation of the Women'’s Movement (Baltimore, Maryland, John Hopkins
University Press).

“ Della Porta and Diani, op. cit., ref. 1.
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Thus resource mobilisation, although it studies the restrictions imposed by the

environment, perceives social agents as active collectivities.

1.3.2 Main Critiques

Resource mobilisation, partly in reaction to the classical model, has focused on the
mobilisation process. Instead of stressing objective strains and individual beliefs, it has
tried to depict the underlying rationality of collective action. Its theoretical assumptions
have been criticised, by both collective behaviour and new social movement theorists, and
that criticism has led to a less rigid formulation of the model. The cornerstones of resource
mobilisation theory that have been deprecated are as follows:
() Oversimplification of ‘rationality’: Resource mobilisation identifies rationality with
instrumental rationality, the essence of which is the effective relation between means and
ends.®® However, disputes about the goals are related to substantive rationality. Resource
mobilisation takes the goals of collective action for granted, instead of perceiving them as
the result of communication and learning. Since the objectives are given, resource
mobilisation can account only for rational stratcegies based on analytical knowledge. It
excludes, therefore, collective action guided by substantive rationality, which addresses a
totally different set of questions (social norms, values, etc.). Moreover, a necessary
premise of resource mobilisation is that individuals are clear about their objectives, and
have all the necessary information to calculate the cost/benefit ratio of different courses of
action. This precondition applies only in an ideal situation, however the reproduction of
which is highly problematic in reality. This means that the collective actor’s rationality
remains conditional.
(ii) Normalisation of protest. Resource mobilisation’s reaction to the irrational perception
of collective action (classical model) has led to the overstatement of similarities between

conventional and protest behaviour. For example, resource mobilisation has identified

“ Ferree, Myra Marx, (1992) ‘The Political Context of Rationality: Rational Choice
Theory and Resource Mobilisation’, in: Morris and Mueller, op. cit., ref. 13.

“ Habermas, Jiirgen (1970) Toward a Rational Society: Student Protest, Science, and
Politics (Boston, Beacon Press).
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social movements with their formal organisations, thus normalising collective protest as a
simply another kind of institutional behaviour. As the distinctions between normative and
non-normative forms of collective action became blurred, the differentiation disappeared
between rule-violating and rule-conforming collective action.”

Resource mobilisation’s partial inability to analyse anti-systemic movements is the
result of its emphasis on resources, and its minimisation of the importance of values as
well as of repertoires of action. Since it focuses on only the instrumental rationality of
movements, it cannot incorporate in its analysis the confrontational elements of social
movements. It sees movements as pursuing given goals by choosing the most effective
means. However, by instrumentalising social movements, it dismisses their potentially
confrontational character. Another consequence of the model’s focus on instrumental
rationality is that it privileges institutional politics and in particular social struggles having
distributional aims. Only such struggles can conform to the economisation of politics,
meaning the perception of the political arena as a free market where rational actors bargain
for resources. By contrast, struggles associated with general values (freedom for
example), create problems in the theoretical asses;ment of their ‘rationality’.

(iii) The problem of indeterminacy: The usual critique by resource mobilisation of the
classical model is that it does not account for episodes where the necessary structural
preconditions (e.g. relative deprivation) or individual beliefs do exist but social movements
fail to emerge. The same critique can also be applied to resource mobilisation itself*' Its
preconditions for collective action are mobilisation of resources and an open political
opportunity structure. Both factors are indeed necessary, but not sufficient conditions for
collective action. Since the model cannot account for those instances where the above-
mentioned preconditions exist, yet collective action does not develop, it shows itself
unable to predict collective action. While resource mobilisation analysis has further
elaborated the question of preconditions for collective action, it has not solved the

problem of indeterminacy.
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(iv) Claims of universal applicability: By summarising the essence of social movements
as the rational pursuit of interests, the resource mobilisation approach implicitly claims to
be applicable to all kinds of movement. However, its historical and societal context is the
United States in the 1970s. There, the existing pragmatist political tradition influenced
social movement research towards an analysis of mechanisms rather than focusing on their
objectives. The non-ideological tradition of social movements in the United States is in
accord with the instrumental rationality of the resource mobilisation paradigm. Moreover,
in the United States it is mainly self-limiting movements that have developed, which focus
on single issues and achievable success; in Europe on the other hand, there is a tradition of
articulating grand projects that aim at a total transformation of society. The two different
models of social movement analysis are representative of these two traditions.’> Resource
mobilisation concentrates on instrumental rationality and the analytical level of
organisation. New social movement theory focuses on ideology, identity and the structural
level. Resource mobilisation reflects the policy of pressure groups, while new social
movement theory reflects the articulation of alternative politics. Different types of
movements require different analytical tools to corhstmct their logic of mobilisation.

(V) The cultural and symbolic dimension: Resource mobilisation does not incorporate
into its analysis the process of the construction of meaning. It considers the ends of a
movement as fixed —not as the result of an ongoing process of communication.
Perceptions and beliefs can change, however, and in order to perceive those changes a
theoretical understanding of the cognitive dimension is needed. Moreover, resource
mobilisation reduces social movements to the bearers of instrumental rationality, while in
reality they are involved in a symbolic struggle over meaning. They are dedicated not only
to clearly defined distributional goals, but also to values and the significance of identity
formation.” While value commitments and dedication are seen by the model as merely
resources, a positive opportunity structure may be of only marginal importance for a social
movement in comparison with the transformation of the self. Collective identity and values

constitute significant variables, which help to explain how instrumental rationality may be
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overpowered, thereby also leading to the practical negation of Olson’s free- riders
problem.
(vi) The assumption of homogeneity: The resource mobilisation perceives the collective
actor as a single unit. It does not explore the multiple, potentially conflictual trends that
compose the identity of a collective actor. By insisting on clarity of the goals pursued, the
theory excludes diversity from the analysis, as supposedly impeding the process of rational
decision-making. However, the field of collective action should not be considered as a
homogeneous entity. Collective actors may play many different games at the same time,
making the empirical behaviour of a group the result of a variety of systems, orientations,
and meanings.** Moreover, the degree of homogeneity of beliefs decreases as one moves
from the centre of a social movement to the periphery of sympathisers or loosely
associated individuals. In addition, and contrary to resource mobilisation premises,
diversity may also function as a positive asset.”® Its existence increases the viability of a
social movement by not making it narrowly dependent on the growth or decline of a given
organisation. .

In summary, resource mobilisation stresses the organisational needs of movements,
and in particular the need for managing resources. It emphasises the role of pre-existing
networks for the emergence of new movements, and points out the complex relationship

between organisation and the political opportunity structure.

1.4 New Social Movement Theory

Since it was developed mainly in Europe, the new social movement theory has
become known as the European approach to social movements, in contrast to resource
mobilisation, which became dominant in the United States. The European approach deals
more with the structural trends that lead to the genesis of new social movements, while the
American approach examines the mobilisation potentials of already existing movements. In

other words, the former concerns itself with the emergence of new political and cultural

* Melucci, Alberto and Diani, Mario (1992) ‘The Growth of an Autonomous Research
Field: Social Movement Studies in Italy’, in: Rucht, op. cit., ref. 17.
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trends, while the latter delineates the factors facilitating the organisation and efficient
contestation of demands.’® Additionally, while it is an important premise of resource
mobilisation that the model can be applied to all kinds of social movements, new social
movement theory, for its part, focuses on the historically specific type to be found in the
advanced capitalist or post-industrial society.

1.4.1 Underlying Themes of New Social Movement Theory

The concept ‘new social movement’ refers to a number of social movements (e.g.
ecological movement, the peace movement, squatters, the gay liberation movement,
citizen’s initiatives, feminist movement, anti-racism, urban movements, counter-cultural
movements, and consumer-protection groups).”’ In the literature they are depicted as a
single category simultaneously representing two major ideological currents: one offensive
and emancipatory, the either negative and defensive.”® Accordingly, new social movements
are presented as both bearers of social change and as a form of reaction to social change.
Hence, on the one hand reflecting the reality of advanced capitalist or post-industrial
societies, while on the other dissatisfied with the negative effects of continuous
modernisation and economic growth.

The new social movement model developed in opposition to mainstream social
theory, which forecasted increasing institutionalisation, routinisation, and the end of
ideology in advanced capitalist societies.”® At the end of the 1960s, large-scale
mobilisations in these societies questioned the fundamental values of the societal order.
The student movement and the New Left articulated an anti-systemic political discourse,

% Tarrow, Sidney (1992) ‘Comparing Social Movement Participation in Western Europe
and the United States: Problems, Uses and a Proposal for Synthesis’, in: Rucht, op. cit.,
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which demanded authenticity, identity, and human liberation.* This historical legacy,
together with the civil-rights movement and its tradition of civil disobedience, became the
ideological foundations on which new social movements have built their own distinctive
identity.

The next section will outline the main elements in the new identity of social
movements. After a definition of their common core, the various macro-structural
explanations for the emergence and evolution of new social movements will be presented.

There is a long on-going debate in the literature about the alternative dimension of
new social movements features. It is argued that in the concrete historical context of the
post-war period new social movements represent a rupture with conventional politics,
embedding constitutive elements that are supposed to be qualitatively different from

interest groups and the labour movement.®' These novel elements are:

A. Ideology

New social movements have been conce{ned predominantly with post-materialist
values (the quality of life, a sense of community, etc.), and their political agenda is
described as a major historical change in the value system of West European countries.”
Their ideological platform subordinates traditional materialist values (economic growth,
military security, and domestic order) to a new set of post-materialist issues (ecological
balance, anti-racism, gender, sexuality, etc.). The new social movements’ discourse
seriously criticises the post-war affluent society (and its symbol, the Keynesian welfare
state) for representing a productivist model of development that concentrates on material
goods and ignores cultural and individual needs. The criticism goes beyond the specifically
economic and political arrangements of the post-war era to the broader foundations of

modern culture. The new social movements question the cultural correlates of
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instrumental-rationality, aggressive acquisitiveness, and uniformism. In their agenda,
individual needs acquire a new substance as well as magnitude.*® Cultural regulations and
collective arrangements that overlook and suppress individual needs become serioﬁsly
questioned. Consciousness-raising, communication, and identity formation are the driving
forces of their political struggle.

In contrast to political parties and labour unions the new social movements have
avoided the formulation of grand projects and abstained from articulating principles for
transforming society as a whole. This attitude arose out of their strong belief in pluralism
and heterogeneity.* One of their shared axioms is that the prevailing plurality of social
struggles is by definition incompatible with any grand manifesto favouring some specific
aspect of social reality while excluding others.%* In parallel, they also oppose the formation
of ‘totalising identities’. They argue that there is no such thing as a single unitary political
subject, since individuals are variously affected by the different social areas to which they
belong.® In consequence, new social movements most strongly advocate the right to
uniqueness within the broader context of a pluralistic culture.”’ This support of pluralism
is not, however, coupled with a politics of indtividualism. On the contrary, new social
movements have striven to establish alternative and egalitarian communities, where
individual autonomy can co-exist with collective identity and belonging. Therefore, their
ideology contains as important targets the construction of community and the attainment

of solidarity.®® Active political participation for new social movements consists precisely of
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their members belonging to multiple networks and spheres of solidarity.” This means that
their organisational structure is very different from that of political parties and interest

groups.

B. Organisational Structure

The new social movements have criticised political parties and labour unions for
creating hierarchical and centralised organisational structures. They themselves try to
overcome hierarchy and domination by relying on decentralised and fluid organisations.
Their loose organisational structure is representative of their ideological stand for
participatory democracy.” They question the institutions of representative democracy on
the basis that representation weights power in favour of the representatives, who then
become autonomous towards those they represent. In other words, the new social
movements criticise formal democracy for its oligarchic tendencies, and are wary of being
drawn into institutional politics.”’ Where a new social movement has become transformed
into a political party, it has introduced innovations in its organisational structure (e.g. the
rotation principle) to help safeguard the partyﬁ against the development of oligarchic
tendencies.

Organisation of the new social movements is based on the principle of de-
differentiation.” They rely on neither horizontal (insiders versus outsiders) nor vertical
differentiation (leaders versus rank-and-file members), and have no strict division between

supporters and sympathisers or members and leaders. On the contrary: they try to merge
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members and formal leaders, public and private roles in order to expand the borders of
democracy.

Although this organisation of the new social movements as a whole is looser than
that of political parties and labour unions, it is complex enough to embrace a wide range
of bodies, from formalised and bureaucratised organisations to completely decentralised
groups. The structure of new social movements can be described as web-like.” The core
of the movement includes groups with a quite coherent ideology and rigid structure, and in
the periphery are more loosely structured associations, networks and circles of
sympathisers. Corollary of this is that the boundaries of social movements are not clear.
When resource mobilisation identifies social movements with their formal organisations, it
misses the fact that the new social movements as a whole lack coherence. What must be
taken into account are the overall relations amongst its various organisations, informal
groupings, and single individuals committed to action. While the new social movements
are decentralised, one can still find within their broad spectrum a wide range of formalised
and institutionalised organisations. The organisgtional rigidity attributed to new social
movements depends on whether the focus is on the core or on the periphery of the

movements.

C. Social Base
The social base of the new social movements is not very well defined, but certain
aspects are held in common by the various social categories that support or are active
participants in them. Three societal segments can be said to form their backbone:
i. the new middle class (especially individuals working in the public sector or in the
service professions)
ii. sections of the old middle class and
iii. people excluded from or being only peripherally involved in the labour market
(students, the unemployed or retired).”

7 Pakulski, op. cit., ref. 63.
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Accordingly, new social movements are principally middle-class movements, but they do
not act on behalf of a class.” Quite the contrary, they aim at representing multiple social
groups, without unifying them into a single social category. Their concerns apply to
society in general, not to the special interests of the middle or any other class. This
differentiates the new social movements from the discourse and practices of the labour
movement. Moreover, their self-identification goes beyond established political or socio-
political classifications (e.g. Right-Left, rural-urban, wealthy-poor). Instead, their identity
results from the issues they are concerned with (gender, race, age, etc.), and may include
the whole of the human race (e.g. the pacifist and the ecological movements).”

The members of or sympathisers with new social movements are characterised by
high educational levels and relatively high economic security. Usually they are employed in
the public sector in the areas of welfare and cultural services.” This means that, on the one
hand, they have personal experience of the negative side of bureaucratisation and the
contradictions of the administrative system, but on the other hand they enjoy considerable
autonomy from the instrumental rationality of the market. Members or sympathisers are
not marginal in the socio-economic sense, as th:3 classical model would assume. Neither
are they the principal victims of the processes against which they protest. They are,
however, in a certain sense peripheral.”® New social movements espouse values that are
opposed to the dominant discourse. Hence, there is a ‘normative’ marginalisation of the
members. Moreover, in a predominantly market economy new social movements’
members suffer from a peripherality, which was reinforced in the beginning by their
exclusion from neo-corporatist deals, and later by the ascendancy of neoliberal policies.

The significant contraction of the public sector of the economy in the 1980s undermined
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the material security and social status of the wage-dependent members of the middle class
in public employment.”™

Concisely and generally, the supporters and sympathisers of new social movements
are usually well educated, enjoy economic security, and belong to the younger age groups.
Moreover, their social base presents a higher degree of internal differentiation than that of

the labour movement.

D. Strategy

Unlike political parties and interest groups new social movements, predominantly
address the general public and not the elites. In consequence, their strategy lies in
educating the public in the issues they are concerned with. They reject the political
practices of elite lobbying, of tactical coalitions or political deals, as belonging to the
authoritarian and instrumental function of political parties, interest groups, and labour
unions. In their endeavour to reach the public, the mass media are a very important
resource for them in building and maintaining mass support.” A strategy frequently
applied by new social movements is to stage public incidents, which by attracting mass
media coverage come to the attention of the public and highlight the issue.

A second fundamental element in the new social movements’ strategy is that their
modes of action are founded on the concept of civil disobedience. They make extensive
use of unconventional forms of action (protests, mass rallies, ‘happenings’, unofficial
strikes, sit-ins, etc.).®’ Their political practices deliberately diverge from those of the
established political actors, given that they eschew the traditional channels of political
intervention. Their unconventional modes of action underline the value-based and non-

negotiable nature of their claims, and simultaneously engage the participants in a process
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of collective learning.® It is the tradition of civil disobedience that has endowed new social
movements with the knowledge of practice of dissent and self-organisation.

The loci of action by new social movements have been many. They may disrupt
political processes in the public sphere, or focus on consciousness-raising in small groups.

In the literature their new identity is chiefly associated with their function in civil society.®

% Offe, op. cit., ref. 72.

¥ There are many different definitions of the concept of civil society, structured around
two contradictory meanings. The first meaning is a liberal-individualist one, which arose in
the eighteenth century with the development of capitalism. It referred to the emergence of
a liberal market economy and a bourgeois public sphere where individuals were free, at
least in the negative sense, to pursue their own private interests. This first meaning
underlines the individual economic dimension of civil society without providing any
intrinsic democratic value in civil society. The second meaning of civil society underlines
the positive rights of citizens in the context of a highly participatory model of democracy.
Civil society is composed by self-constituted units (social movements, interest groups,
ideological associations, etc.), which possess a high degree of autonomy in defining their
collective interests. Those units resist subordination to the state and market rationality,
while simultaneously struggling for inclusion into the broader realm of politics. Civil
society can therefore be defined as the realm of agency, creativity, association, and
freedom. In the literature on new social movements (e.g. Cohen and Arato) it is almost
exclusively identified with this second meaning, and so it is in this section of the chapter.
However, the definition adopted in the thesis generally and the analysis of Greek society
specifically, is as follows: Civil society ‘refers to all social groups and institutions which, in
conditions of modernity, lie between primordial kinship groups or institutions on the one
hand, and state groups and institutions on the other... Political parties, particularly in
democratic parliamentary contexts, will be considered as the major organisational means
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New social movements, it is argued, aim to repoliticise the institutions of civil society.
Thus, the actions of new social movements are not always coterminous with ‘visible’
conflicts in the political arena.* New social movements with a stronger cultural orientation
may be absent from the public sphere but present in other areas of movement activities,
such as networks of people sharing a collective identity, groups challenging the routine
procedures of everyday life, etc. The articulation of new political demands that were
previously considered as private and personal, as well as the increase in non-institutional
forms of political participation in civil society, has challenged the established boundaries of
‘the political’.*’ Ever, since the 1970s the delimitations implied by concepts such as
‘political’ and ‘private’ or ‘state’ and ‘civil society’ have become increasingly blurred.

The augmenting intrusion of the state in various aspects of social life has led to the
fusion of the non-political and political spheres of social life. New social movements have
struggled to protect civil society against state intervention.®® They do not target the
economy and the state for inclusion, like political parties and labour unions used to do.
Instead, they try to safeguard the democratic spaces they have built within civil society
against capital, technology, and the state.

The strategy of new social movements has been based on the premise that the
means always have an important influence on the ends. Therefore they avoid means
founded on instrumental rationality, when trying to achieve their goals.”’ In their

endearour to adopt strategies in accord with their ideological commitment to democracy
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and identity formation, the participatory procedures and the egalitarian collective

articulation of ends are often perceived as ends in themselves.

E. New Scenarios of Conflict

New social movements theorists are concerned with a macro-structural level of
analysis. The movements are perceived as historical actors articulating long-term trends,
and are presented as symptoms of a qualitative shift in the nature of capitalist/industrial
societies. Theories of post-industrial or late capitalism have been developed to explain the
growth of new social movements in terms of the underlying structural change. These
explanations can be subsumed in two general categdries, as follows.
(1) The post-industrial interpretation: Current class analyses stress the decline of the
manual working class and the rise of new middle classes, mainly in the service sector, as
manufacture-based production gives way to knowledge-based industry.*® These structural
changes are coupled with the tendency to more away from the polarised structure of the
industrial-manufacturing era towards increased @agmentation and internal differentiation.
The labour movement, so the argument goes, represents the old industrial society when
the dominant conflict was between capital and labour. Industrial society has changed,
however, giving rise to new structures and new political subjects. In post-industrial society
the central conflict no longer takes place in the sphere of production but concerns the
production of symbolic goods (e.g. images, culture, information).* This means that the
area of conflict has moved away from the workplace, and the new social movements have

emerged as the new central social actors.
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(2) The late capitalism scheme: This shares with the above-mentioned theoretical
formulation a belief in the decreasing importance of the capital-labour conflict and the new
significance of the culture industries of knowledge and information. However, use of the
term ‘late capitalism’ suggests that the theoretical roots of this line of argument lie in the
Marxist tradition. Although it agrees that social conflict has left the shop floor, it still
incorporates into the analysis the capitalist mode of production and its impact on the social
dynamic. The late capitalism scheme can be subdivided into two complementary
hypotheses:

(a) Corporate capitalism: In the post-war period the Keynesian welfare state developed in
the countries of Western Europe. Mass political parties as well as the labour movement
became part of a political consensus, which accepted the logic of profitability and the
market as the main principle for the allocation of resources in exchange for employment,
higher wages, and increased union power. Neo-Corporatism - meaning the
institutionalisation of the relation between capital, labour, and the state - became the
predominant form of interest intermediation. Political parties as well as labour unions
stressed the need for economic expansion, dist'ribution, and class consensus and their
discourses chiefly concerned issues relevant to class cleavages. °° In this way politics
became articulated around the workplace, excluding representation of issues referring to
other areas of what Habermas calls the life world. Moreover, social actors not involved in
neo-corporatist arrangements became excluded from the political arena.”’ The new social
movements challenged this liberal-democratic welfare state consensus, which had
remained uncontested by the political forces of the Right and Left.”? In other words, they

developed in reaction to the bureaucratisation of the political parties and labour unions and
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to their productivist logic. Excluded from the dominant political agenda, the new social
movements used non-institutional means to articulate their interests. There were opposed
to the values and the institutional modes of conflict resolution prevailing in western
societies during the post-war era.

(b) Colonisation of the life-world: New social movements are described in the literature
also as a reaction to the growing expansion of the economy and the state into the life
world.” The capitalist mode of production has generated an economic mechanism that has
extended the subsystems of purposive rational action (the army, school systems, health
services, family, etc.). However, since the last quarter of the nineteenth century there has
been an increase in state intervention in order to secure the system’s stability. State
regulation of the economic process has meant a change in relations between the economy
and the political system. Since society ceased to perpetuate itself through self-regulation,
legitimation could no longer be derived from the order constituted by the relations of
production. This meant that the ideology of free exchange gave way to government
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