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vate interest goyemment.




Introduction

Arthur Bentley captured the focus of interest politics
when he argued that it is necessary ‘in considering rep-
resentative government, or democracy, not only past or
present, but future as well, to consider it in terms of the
various group pressures that form its substance’ (Bentley
1908: 452). Therefore we should not just compare politi-
cal institutions, but also assess the role of associations
that seek to advance particular interests in the political
process. The terin futerest group is often used inter-
changeably with ‘interest association’ or ‘pressure group’;
but before reviewing different definitions of the term, I
will go back to its origins. '

It is no coincidence that the study of interest poli-
tics can be traced back to the United States of the early
twentieth century. The establishment of this academic
field is closely related to the socio-economic and politi-
¢al conjunctures of the time. When Bentley published
his pioneering The Process of Government in 1908, the
interventions of ever larger corporations in US politics
caused widespread popular alarm. At the same time, the
rise of large-scale industrial capitalism triggered coun-
ter-reactions, namely industrial conflict and movements
that sought to eliminate corruption, improve working
conditions, and give citizens more control over the po-
litical process. Yet, it would be wrong to associate the
origins of comparative interest politics exclusively with
the rise of big business. The behavioural revolution in
the social sciences, which changed the analytical focus

from formal institutions to social processes, was equally

important {see Intreduction to this volume). The con i
sequent broadening of perspectives made it possible tq|
analyse tensions between pluralistic democratic theor)qj
and practice. [

In post-1945 America, the steady rise of professional
lobbyists provided political scientists not only with a
new subject area and a new occupational domain for
their graduate students, but also with a topic for heated
debate (Dahl 1982): can a pluralistic democratic state
regulate interest groups without questioning the right
of association? The broader analytical focus alse enabled
scholars to capture alternative types of association—state
relations, such as neocorporatism, which did not follow
the Anglo-American model.

@ Comparativists should not.only analyse-formal political

institutions, bl._it:'ShC'i_ﬂd also assess interest group pres-

* sures that shape the substance:of politics.
@ Interest.groups play irriportanf, but also different, roles
" in political systems across time and space, even if the
rise of interesi politics is closely related to the rise of

-

capitalist modes of production.

- 2017), co-determination rights of worker representa-

What are interest groups?

Interest groups are not easy to define. The American
pioneers in the field proposed very encompassing defini-
tions: Bentley (1908) and Truman {1971 [1951]) defined
interest groups as associations that make claims to other
groups in society. But is this definition still useful today?
Many contemporary scholars disagree because such a
broad definition makes it impossible to distinguish inter-
est associations from political parties (see Chapter 12}.
Instead, interest groups are usually defined as member-
ship organizations that appeal to government but do not
participate in elections (Wilson 1990). However, this def-
inition also raises questions. Whereas parties and inter-
est groups are sharply differentiated in North America,
this differentiation is much less evident in other parts of
the world where cross-organizational interactions blur
the lines between interest groups and political parties.
Therefore, Gabriel Almond (1958) did not use formal

definitions when he was studying interest groups com:
aratively\Instead, he focused on the function m

est representation because the institutions by means of
which interests are articulated would depend on the

political and socio-economic context of the particular |
political system(\}—\

Functionalist approaches

Students of interest poli"cics should indeed be cautious of
comparisons based on context-free measures. Identical
measures, such as the union density rate (i.e. the number
of trade union members as a proportion of all workers
in employment), mean different things in different coun-
tries. Given the high number of workers covered by col-
lective agreements and the capacity of the French unions
to instigate strike action, French unions are hardly the
least influential labour organizations in the industrial-
ized world (Goetschy and Jobert 2011). However, there
is almost no industrialized country in the world where
fewer people are union members ag a percentage of the,
entire labour force {see Table 14.1). In turn, China dis-
plays one of the highest union densities in Table 14.1,
but Chinas official unions function rather as a trans-
mission belt of the ruling party than as an effective tool
of labour representation (Cooke 2011; Kuruvilla et al.
2011). Obviously, unions play different roles in different
political systems. In most countries, union influence is
related to membership levels. However, in some parts of
the world other factors are ag important, such as glos

political party—trade union connections (Allern and Bale ||

tives enshrined in, corporate governance (Waddington
and Conchon 2015}, institutionalized access to policy--
making, collective bargaining and trade union laws, and
the ability of union activists to inspire social movements
(Gumbrell-McCormick and Hyman 2013; Frege and




Table 14.1 Trade union and employer organization
. density, and collective bargaining coverage®

72013 except where indicated otherwise, Here we used the UD
category in the ICTWSS database.

5 2011 except where indicated otherwise,

€ 2010 except where indicated otherwise. Here we have used
OECD data.

92008; ¢ 2011;f 2012

Source: ICTWSS database {Amsterdam Institute for Advanced
Labour Studies 2015); OECD (2012).

Kelly 2013; Stan et al. 2015). The same observation also
applies to employers’ orgénizations.

For this reason, functionalists argue that studying
interest associations comparatively may require using
different measures for the same function (e.g. interest
representation) in-different cases to reflect differences
in context across political systems. This approach allows.
us to broaden the comparative analysis of interest poli-
tics beyond the boundaries of Anglo-American systems.
However, functionalists also face a tricly analytical prob- -
lem. Is it accurate to assume a universal interest repre-
sentation function, as suggested by Almond? Or should
we distinguish l%etween different types of interest repre-
sentation, as suggested by scholars who differentiate be-
tween private and public interest associations?

Private vs public interests 3¢

Most scholars use all-embracing definitions of interest
groups (Cigler, Loomis, and Nownes 2015). These defi-
nitions are typically based on formal properties, namely
‘voluntary membership, a more or less bureaucratic
structure of decision-making, dependence upon mater
rial and motivational resources, efforts to change the

respective environments into more favourable ones, and
so forth’ (Offe and Wiesenthal 1985: 175). However, this
view has not precluded some scholars from introduc-
ing different subcategories. For instance, Jeffrey Berry
(1977) proposed distinguishing public and private inter-
est groups on the basis of whether an association pursues
public interests or only sectional interests of its mem-
bers. Similar distinctions have been used by scholars
around the world (Young and Wallace 2000; della Porta
and Caiani 2009). But does it make sense to use the same
label for associations that seek private profit and associa-
tions that advance public good? This question is not only
of academic interest. The scope of the definition also pre-
determines the scope of laws that regulate the rights and
obligations of associations.

Yet, however popular this distinction is, it is also ana
Iytically problematic, as all interest associations usuall
present their claims as measures that enhance the pub-
lic good. For instance, business organizations frequently
argue, invoking the theories of neoclassical economists;
that the pursuit of private profit serves the public good.
Claims that an action is consistent or not within the pub-
lic interest are certamly influential ; m pohtlcal debates
Analyttcally, however, the phrase “public interest’ is
‘meaningless if it is taken to refer to an interest so per-
suasive that everyone in the system is agreed upon it’
(Truman 1971: xiv). Does this mean that there is no way
of distinguishing between types of interest associations
in an analytically meaningful manner? Not necessarily,
as we shall see in the section on interest associations in
practice. '

Interest associations in theory

Republican (unitarist) traditions

Although the radical-democratic Swiss—French philoso-
pher Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-78) recognized that
every political body includes interest associations, he
perceived them as a threat to the rule of the people. He
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feared that ‘there are no longer as many votes as there
are men, but only as many as there are associations ...
Lastly, when one of these associations is so great as to
prevail over all the rest ... there is no longer a general
will, and the opinion which prevails is purely particular!
Therefore, Rousseau argued, ‘there should be no partial
society in a state and each citizen-should express only his
own opinion’ Yet, he also proposed a pragmatic solution
to the interest group problem: ‘But if there are partial so-
cieties, it is best to have as many as possible and to pre-
vent them from being unequal’ (Rousseau 1973 [1762]
Book 2: 204}

Nonetheless, the leaders of the French Revolution
clearly adopted a unitarist view of democracy, accordin,
to which interest associations would undermine the gen-
eral will of the people. Accordingly, the French constitu-
tion of 24 June 1793 succinctly stated in its first sentence:
“The French Republic is one and indivisible! This sen-

tence still delineates the republican approach to interest

groups today, despite the suspension of the constitution

on 10 October 1793 because of the state of war.
Whereas the French Revolution established the right

to hold popular assemblies and even a constitutional

duty to rebel when the government violates the right of| |

the people, the notion of a one and indivisible republic’
also justified banning associations that were assumed to
interfere with the general will of the people. Incidentally,
the French revolutionaries not only dissolved the guilds
and congregations of the Ancien Régime, but also ad-
opted a law that outlawed workers’ associations. In
1791, the French constituent assembly adopted the loi
Le Chapelier, which prohibited trade unions until the

law’s abrogation in 1884. With this law the assembly

responded to reports of alarmed employers: “The work-
ers, by an absurd parody of the government, regard their

work as their property, the building site as 2 Republic of

which they are jointly the citizens, and believe, as a con-
sequence, that it is for them to name their own bosses,

their inspectors and at their discretion to share out work

amongst themselves. Thus, the Le Chapelier law was de-
signed to ‘put an end to such potential industrial anar-
chy’ (Magraw 1992: 241F).

The fact that employers convinced the constituent as-

sembly to suspend the freedom of association of French

workers highlights a contradiction within the unitarist
republican tradition of thought. If particular interests
aim to become dominant in order to prevail over the
rest, as argued by Rousseau, how can one be sure that

any restriction of freedom of association ‘in the name of

the general will of the people’ does not simply serve the
particular interests of a group that has acquired a domi-
nant position in the political process?

As noted by Robert Dahl (1982), democratic republics
face a major dilemma when dealing with interest associa-

tions. On the one hand, the larger a democratic political

system becomes the more likely interest associations are

to play an important role in the political process. On the
other hand, as with individuals, so with organizations:
the ability to act autonomously also includes the ability
to do harm. Whereas republicans try to solve the classi-
cal dilemma between control and autonomy in political
life through the introduction of the democratic principle
of popular sovereignty, liberals typically fear a tyranny
of the majority and emphasize instead the liberty of indi-
viduals to act and to associate freely.

Liberal (pluralist) traditions

Liberal scholars do not perceive interest associations as
a potential threat to the sovereignty of the democratic
state, but as an essential source of liberty. This view is
pertinently outlined by the French political thinker
Alexis de Tocqueville (1805-59). In 1831, Tocqueville
was charged by the French monarchy under King Louis-
Philippe to examine the penitentiary system in America.
Ironically, however, Tocqueville’s travels in America
also inspired him to write Democracy in America
(Tocqueville 20064 [1835], 20065 [1840]}, which became
a crucial study within the pluralist tradition of mterest
politics.

Tocqueville, as an offspring of an ancient aristocratic
dynasty which narrowly escaped the guillotine dur-
ing the French Revolution, had very good reasons to:
be wary of the general will of the people. However, in.
contrast with many of his aristocratic contemporaries,
he was also convinced that democracy was unavoidable.
Whereas politics was a privilege of the few in pre-mod-
ern times, the changing social conditions caused by the
modernization of the economy and society would affect
more and more people. The scope of politics would in~
crease, which in turn would also require a new source of
Jegitimacy for politics—namely democracy. For this rea-
son, Tocqueville studied democracy in America in search
of social factors that would prevent it from turning into a
tyranny of the majority.

Two strands of Tocqueville’s analysis relate to this
chapter, namely his observations regarding the role of
interests and the role of associations in American poli-
tics. In relation to the former, Tocqueville found that
Americans were fond of explaining almost all their ac-
tions by the ‘principle of interest rightly understood’ In
Europe, however, claims were justified in absolute moral
terms, even if the principle of interest played a ‘much
grosser’ role in Europe than in America (Tocqueville
20065 [1840}: Chapter VIII). For Tocqueville, the con
sequences of this distinction were obvious. On the one -
hand, absolute moral claims represented a danger to lib
erty, even if they were meant to advance the general will
of the people. On the other hand, the mutual acknowl-
edgement of conflicting interests, as observed in the US
of the early nineteenth century, enabled the accomtfioda-
tion of conflict within democratic procedures.
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With regard to the role of associations in democratic
ocieties, Tocqueville made the following argument: as
the rise of the modern state would make individual citi-
ens wealer, they would need to learn to unite with fel-
fow citizens to defend themselves against the despotic
- influence of the majority or the aggressions of regal
power. Therefore, all kinds of associations, even those
formed in civil life without reference to political objects,
are important because they cultivate the habits and vir-
tues that are necessary for self-rule.

Nothing, in my opinion, is more deserving of our at-
tention than the intellectual and moral associations
of America. ... In democratic countries the science
of association is the mother of science; the progress
of all the rest depends upon the progress it has made.
Amongst the laws which rule human societies there
is one which seems to be more precise and clear than
all others. Tf mén are to remain civilized, or to be-
come so, the art of associating together must grow
and improve in the same ratio in which the equal-
ity of conditions is increased. (Tocgueville 20065
[1840]: Chapter V)

This quotation highlights Tocqueville's views.
Associations represent the lifeblood of civic life.
Therefore, the state should guarantee its citizens’ righ

political regulation of associations. State involvement
is especially warranted to guarantee the freedom of as-
sociation of its citizens (Dahl 1982}, This qualification
is of particular importance in relation to workers’ rights
to organize, Until 2015, more than 150 nation states had
ratified the two core International Labour Organization
conventions regarding workers' freedom of association.
However, important states, including the US, failed to do
50 (see Table 14.2), reflecting the rise of a new truncated
view of liberalism called neoliberalism. Following
the world economic crisis of 1973, General Pinochet in
Chile, UK Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, and US
President Ronald Reagan initiated a radical ‘neoliberal’
policy shift that curtailed workers' freedom of associa-
tion in order to increase the profitability of enterprises
{Harvey 2005; Milne 2004).

Nevertheless, Tocqueville’s classical liberal views on
interests and associations still influence contemporary
beliefs about the role of interest associations in demo-
cratic societies, as highlighted by the vast literature that
treats interest associations as ‘schoolsrof democracy’
(Sinyai 2006). Certainly, several contemporary studies
also deplore a decline in associative practices in the US,
such as Robert Putnam’s Bowling Alone (2000) or Theda
Skocpol's Diminishing Derocracy (2003), but it is equally
noteworthy that these critical accounts of American civic
and political life did not trigger a fundamental breal with

of association. {At the same time, however, it should}t
not interfere with the associative life of its citizens.
Nevertheless, conteniporary pluralisis are not against}!

Table 14.2 Ratification of the core 1LO conventions on
workers’ ‘freedom of association’

Japan

Nigeria:

South Africa -

..........................................

South Korea
Spain

Sweden

-~ Not. ratlﬁed Lo

Source: NORMLEX Information System (ILO 2016).

the pluralist paradigm. Whereas the classical pluralist:
approach to interest politics has repeatedly been criti-:
cized for its implicit assumptions—notably the assump-
tion that all people enjoy the same capacity to associate
and the resulting claim that interest associations are
‘equally distributed across the entire political spectrum
{Connolly 1969; Barach and Baratz 1969; Lowi 19694,
19695; Lukes 1974; Lindblom 1977, Offe and Wiesenthal
1985)—most students of democracy, explicitly or tacitly,
continued to use the pluralist paradigm as a normative
yardstick. However, there were exceptions, as shown b
the growing interest in neocorporatism that emerged in!
the late 1970s.

2

Corporatist traditions

In the 1970s, European social scientists and American
scholars of Latin America and Western Europe be-
came increasingly aware of political systems that did
not fit into the pluraiist Anglo-American model. Some
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scholars established the concept of neocorporatism as
an alternative to pluralist theory in the area of inter-
est politics (Schmitter 1974; Katzenstein 1984). Others
used concepts like consensus democracy or consocia-
tional democracy for political systems in which par-
ties that represent different sections of society share
power (Lijphart 2008; Armingeon 2002), Although the
finding of a second tier of government composed of
a complex system of intermediary associations was
nothing new (Rokkan 1966; Gruner 1956), Schmitter’s
(1974) article ‘Still the century of corporatism?’ in-
spired a generation of comparativists. ‘All of a sudden,
a research field that to many had seemed hopelessly
empiricist and American-centred, began to open up
exciting perspectives on vast landscapes of democratic
_theory, political sociology and social theory in general’
(Streeck 2006: 10).
Schmitter’s concept of neocorporatism not only en-
bled comparativists to capture the particular role that
,‘}\( the organizations of capital and Iabgur play in many
| countries, but also challenged republican and pluralist
j notions of interest politics. Like republicans, neocor-
poratists perceive the political system as a body politic

(Rousseau 1973 [1762] Book 2: 260) and not as an aggre-

gation of particular interests, as pluralists would argue.
Fittingly, the term corporatism had been derived from
corpus (body). However, unlike republicans, neocorpo-
ratists argue that the body politic is constituted not only
by individual cells, but also by organs that perform dif-
ferent, but complementary, functions. Hence, the life and
death of the body politic depends on the organic solidar-
ity (Durkheim 1964 [1893]) between iis organs as much
as on the vitality .of its individual cells. As with human
bodies, so with the body politic—the uncontrolled

* growth of individual cells or organs could threaten the
functioning of the entire systemn.

Unlike republicans, neocorporatists argue that in-
terests and interest associations cannot be excluded
from the political process. Contrary to pluralists, how-
ever, neocorporatists question the notion of free com-
petition between different interests. Free competition
would simply lead to the strongest interests prevailing
over weaker interests. This would challenge governabil-
ity, undermine social justice, and hamper the economic
performance of modern mass democracies. Therefore
the state should not only guarantee freedom of asso-
ciation. Public policies should also include measures
that guarantee a balance of power between the oppos-
ing social interests, notably between the organizations
of capital and labour. Only in this case can the outcome
of the policy-making process reflect the best argu-
ments, rather than mere power relations between social
interests.

The last point is of particular interest in relation to
Western Europe, where both the political left and right
agreed on the desirability of institutionalizing social

I

interests. On the left, Social Democrats were the direct
offspring of the organized labour movement. Moreover,
labour parties favoured shifting the conflict between
employers and employees from the market place to the
political arena, where the number of workers tends to be
higher than the number of capitalists. This explains why
the labour movement fought for centuries for the exten-
sion of the franchise. On the right, Christian Democrats
were closely related to the Catholic Church, which also
doubted the ability of liberal individualism to provide
social integration (Pope Leo XIII 2010 [1891]). Similarly,
European and Latin American fascist and peronist
movements were intrigued by an authoritarian variant
of corporatism, namely the pre-modern Stdndestaat
or ‘corporative state’ (Pitigliani 1933; Manoilesco 1936
[1934]) where power relied, at least on paper, on func-
tional constituencies (estates). Incidentally, Schmitter
introduced the term neocorporatism-in order to distin-
guish it from the fascist corporative state. Arguably, the
post-1945 neocorporatist class compromises have little
in common with the authoritarian corporatism of the
past. But despite the elective affinity between state tr
ditions, Social Democrats, and Christian Democrats}
neocorporatist arrangements have always remajne
controversial. Whereas Marxists criticized neocorpo
ratist pacts as attempts to contain socialist labour activ
ism {Panitch 1980), capitalists were newer enthusiasti
:about sharing power with trade unions. Therefore it is.
inot surprising that business elites actively supported the
shift towards neoliberalism from the 1970s onwards
(Harvey 2005), which strengthened their power in poli-
tics and labour relations.
However, neocorporatism is not only a politically
contentious subject; it has also been questioned meth-
odologically. Whereas it is easy to define neocorpo-
ratism in theory, neocorporatist scholars have not
been able to agree on a set of unambiguous measures
of corporatism in practice (Schmitter 1981; Traxler et
al. 2001). In Germany, for example, effective corpe-
ratist arrangements, both formal and informal, have
bees: reached between the employers’ associations and
unions of a particular sector, whereas the national peak
organizations of capital and labour have not signed na:
tional social pacts. In contrast, the Maastricht Treaty
established the European Social Dialogue between the
peak organizations of capital and labour as far back as
1993, but the fact that the European social partners’
can negotiate legally binding agreements has not led
to a neocorporatist European Union (Erne 2008, 2015):
Likewise, Hong Kong can hardly be described as ane
corporatist political system, even if half of its Legislative:
Council is composed of interest group representativ
selected by functional constituencies, representin
however, predominately business interests (Goodsta
2005). For this reason, any comparative analysis of in
terest politics systems, it has to be reiterated, must b



' Neocorporatlsm

_ Neocorporatlsm

Other corporatlsm

Evolution of industrial relations systems (1973—2014)

L.ean corporatism
Lean corporatlsm

" Lean corporatism

" Lean corporatism

Lean corporatlsm

Lean corporamsm

Neohberahsm
" 'Neoliberalism -

Neohberahsm

: Neoilb ahsm
‘ Neohberahsm
w Neohberahsm :

@ Traxler et al. (2001) Borderllne cases in parenthesis. Itahcmed entry based on Crouch {1593).

b My categorization based on Traxler ¢t al. (2001) and data on collective bargaining levels and types from the ICTWSS database
(Amsterdam Institute for Advanced Labour Studies, 2015), Eurofound (2014), and Marginson and Welz (2015).

very aware of the particular context of the different in-
terest politics systems in place in different regions of
-1 the world.

Nevertheless, the theoretlcal divide between pluralist
and neocorporatist systems of interest articulation has
beén very productive for empirical research, especially
in comparisons of Anglo-American and European socio-
economic and political systems. During the last two de-
cades, the distinction between different coordinated and
liberal varieties of capitalisms and industrial relations
systems has inspired many studies (Crouch 1999; Hall
and Soskice 2001; Traxler et al. 200%; Pontusson 2005;
Block 2007). '

. As outlined in Table 14.3, economic globalization
and Europeanization processes did not lead to the de-
mise of the coordinated industrial relations systems of
Scandinavia, the Low Count{"ies, and Germany. Cross-
national differences persist. However, there has also been
a shared liberalizing trend that led to much leaner forms
of corporatism. This trend reflects the decentralization
of collective bargaining levels, the decline of union den-
sity and collective bargaining coverage, and the flexibi-
lization of labour market and social policies (Thelen
2014). In addition, many unions engagad in competitive
beggar-thy-neighbour bargaining strategies to sustain
and attract investment from multinational capital (Bieler
and Erne 2015; Erne 2008). Hence, social inequality in-
creased not only in the US and the UK, in response to the
rise of neoliberalism, but also in the former heartlands of
_ neocorporatism (Piketty 2014).

'The dominant comparative approaches to interest
politics in terms of varieties of capitalism, unionism,

and social policy are also questioned by the EU’s new ~

economic governance regime (Eurofound 2014, 2016;
Erne 2015; Marginson 2015). The more national {labour)
politics is shaped by constraining EU interventions,
the more the ‘methodological nationalism’ of classical
country-by-country comparisons is producing biased
results (Erne 2015). The recent shift to neoliberalism
in Italian, Spanish, and Irish industrial relations, for ex-
ample, must therefore be analysed from a perspective
that conceptualizes European integration as a process,
‘among distinct units indeed but, at the same time, units
belonging to one single system’ (Caramani 2015: 283).
Finally, students of interest politics should also be aware
that liberal and corporatist arrangements might also co-
exist within the very same country, reflecting different
constellations of interest politics across different sectors
and policy fields (Erne and Imboden 2015).

R} Repubi[can theo sts;:
est assocnat;ons a. dan

' two debatable.
assumptzons ( ) aii people er joy. the same capacnty to..
-assotiate,, and (2} mterest assocnatlon
tnbuted across the pohtlcaE spectrum

- @ Unlike: republlcans neocorporatlsts clalm that mterest
associations cannot be excluded from' the political pro- -
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cess: ‘Contrary to pluralists, néocorporatists fear that
“free com'pét'étion betWééri interest groups would. lead
fo stronger preva:img over weaker mterests Therefore

neocorporatlsts favour regula’slons that ensure a bal-

ance of power between opposing social interests, no-
' tably between the orgamzatxons ofcapltal and labour

interest associations
in practice

Interest group formation

In 1965, US economist Mancur Olson challenged the
pluralist assumption that group formation was equally
available to everybody. Assuming that individual action
is determined by individual cost-benefit calculations,
his book The Logic of Collective Action concluded that
selective incentives motivate rational individuals to join
interest groups {Olson 1965). According to the logic of

Yrational choice, only associations that provide private

benefits will prosper, whereas associations that provide
public goods, i.e. general benefits without regard to a
person’s membership status, will find it almost impos-
sible to attract members.

Why should rational individuals pay union sub-
scriptions when collectively agreed wage increases or
improvements in social benefits will be applied to ev-
erybody whether they are union members or not? Union
organizers might respond by saying that the strength of a
union, and therefore its capacity to improve working and
living conditions, ig directly related to the number of its
adherents. But how decisive is this argument? The power
of a union does not increase noticeably if its membership
increases by one individual. Therefore, from Olson’s per-
spective, it would be more rational for a potential union:
member to take a free ride, relying on the contributions
of the existing union members, than to bear the cost of
Wﬁm that
the formation of interest associations is biased in favour
of those associations that are able to offer special ad-
vantages, such as automobile clubs that offer insurance
cover o their members,

M«—\“
At first sight, a comparative assessment of trade union

membership figures across countries seems to confirm
Olson’s arguments; in almost all countries, union mem-
bership density figures are considerably lower than in
Denmark, Finland, Sweden, and Belgium (the so-called
Ghent system countries) where union membership in-
cludes unémployment insurance cover (see Tabie 14.1
and Scruggs (2002); see also Chapters 21 and 22). In turn,
however, Olson cannot explain why rational people vol-
untarily join unions in countries where union member-
ship does not include selective benefits. Olson’s (1965)
claim to have indentified the logic of collective action

has also:been proved wrong by the events of 1968, which
triggered an unexpected resurgence of civic activism and
social movements across the world (see Chapter 16).
Whereas Qlson’s model can explain why some groups
have more members than others, it cannot explain the
formation of interest associations generally.

Qlson’s individualistic logic of the homo economicus
is not the only logic at play when people decide to join
interest associations, Collective experiences and moral
concerns can also trigger a feeling of an identity of in-
terests between people, as shown in E. P. Thompson’s
seminal history The Making of the English Working
Class (1963). Olson’s logic has also been qualified by
European social scientists who studied The Resurgence
of Class Conflict in Western Europe since 1968 {Crouch
and Pizzorno 1978) and by scholars who emphasized
the role of external sponsors or organizers (Salisbury
1969) in the formation of interest groups. For in-
stance, Jeffrey Berry emphasized that at least a third
of the eighty-three American public interest organi-
zations received at least 50 per cent of their funding
from private foundations (Berry 1977: 72). Similarly,
Greenwood quoted the 2010 records of the European
Transparency Register, which indicate that EU grants
represented on average 64 per cent of the total income
of the EU’s major ‘citizen interest groups; such as the
European Environmental Bureay or the European Anti-
Poverty Network (Greenwood 2011: 139). But even if
external support somewhat mitigates the disadvantages
of public interest groups, a review of Olson’s legacy
suggested that groups that offer selective incentives to
their members still have an advantage. However, the
advantage may be declining, as insurance companies
have started to undercut groups, such as the British
Autormobile Association, by offering insurance cover at
a lower cost {McLean 2000).

The pluralist notion of equality between interest as-
sociations has also been losing ground among scholars
of interest politics who did not follow Olson’s rational
choice paradigm. In the 1970s, several studies appeared
which suggested that group formation and membership
were biased in favour of particular social categories with
particular resources, notably wealth and time. And“in
1985, Offe and Wiesénthal (1985: 175) even challenged
the entire ‘interest group stereotype) arguing that it
would make little sense to use the same label for business

“associations and trade unions, given the distinct logics of

collective action used in the two cases.

Offe and Wiesenthal’s two logics
of collective action

In their influential work, Offe and Wiesenthal (1985)
assessed the associational practices of labour and capi-
tal. They proposed distinguishing between two logics of
collective action in terms of the individual or collective




bility of an interest to affect the policy-making capacity
fthe political system. Offe and Wiesenthal did not argue
that business organizations have an advantage because
. they tend to spend more money on lobbying than other
rganizations. Instead, they highlighted the structural
- dependence of politicians in capitalist societies on the
. holders of capital. As any individual investment decision
has an impact on the economic performance of a terri-
tory, politicians must consider the views of capitalists
whether they are well organized or not. This simplifies
the task of business interest representation enormously.
Business interests do not face the difficult collective ac-
Hon problems that labour unions and other organiza-
" fions face. Whereas investment strikes by capital holders
do not require collective organization, the withdrawal of
labour requires collective organization and the willing-
ness of workers to act together despite the availability of

individual exit options. =

Certainly, at times, business associations also fail, for
instance due to competition between different firms for
government support, such as government contracts,
government bailouts, or privatization bids. Accordingly,
Traxler and colleagues have argued that ‘it is problematic
to translate the pre-associational power asymmetry be-
tween businesses and labour into corresponding differ-
entials in terms of associational capacities’ (Traxler et al.
2001: 37). Even so, the collective action problem facing
workers is much more difficult to solve than that facing
corporations. Trade unions rely on their members’ will:
ingness to act collectively. In contrast, business associa-
tions only have to tell policy-makers that individual firms
will act in an undesirable way if politicians fail to accom-
modate their interests. In this vein, even the imminent
ruin of an organization can turn cut to be an effective
political tool, as demonstrated in 2008 when business
interests successfully lobbied governments around the
world to bail out failing banks (Stiglitz 2010).

A new typology of interest
associations

Offe and Wiesenthal’s analysis allows us to introduce a
new typology of interest associations in action which
does not distinguish groups on the basis of their subject
matter or the private or public nature of the interests rep-
resented. Instead, I propose & two-by-two table based on
two analytical distinctions that relate to two dimensions
of collective action. First, I distinguish interest groups on
the bagis of the nature of their members’ ability to act:
to what degree does the representation of an interest
rely on collective action by the members of an interest
group beyond the simple payment of membership fees?
Second, I distinguish interest groups on the basis of their
relation to the political systen: to what degree can they
shape public policy-making through autonomous action

outside the formal democratic policy-making process? In
other words, to what degree are interest groups capable
of creating facts outside the formal parliamentary sys-
tem that governments and parliaments cannot ignore?
At the outset, this leads us to a typology that enables us
to distinguish business interests (which are not obliged
to act collectively) from other interest groups, such as
trade unions and other organizations which must act col-
lectively in order to have a political impact (Figure i4.1).
In addition, our typology also enables us to distinguish
both business groups and trade unions from other non-
governmental organizations that do not have the power
to affect policy-making through autonomous action in
the economic sphere. In contrast with these organiza-
tions, business interests—especially global firms—are
able to determine rules and regulations without having
to go through government (Crouch 2010, 2011; Graz and
Nblke 2008). In turn, globalization seems to be curbing
workers’ capacity to exercise political power through
industrial action. Nevertheless, even transnational sup-
ply and production chains contain weak links which can
be exploited by union action (Erne 2008: 36). Therefore
unions retain more power compared to other non-gov-
ernmental organizations that play no role in the eco-
nomic production process.

Figure 14.1 enables us not only to distinguish business’
associations, trade unions, and other non-governmental
organizations analytically, but also to distinguish differ-
ent repertoires of action that go beyond the lobbying ac-
tivities that are available to all interest groups. Reflecting
contributions to the study of interest politics from cog-
nate disciplines, such as industrial and labour relations
and political sociology, our typology also captures alter-
native action repertoires that are available only to spe-
cific types of interest associations.

» The capacity to conclude political exchanges with the
government (Pizzorno 1978), available to organiza-
tions with a high degree of autonomy vis-2-vis the
political system (e.g. business associations and trade
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= The capacity to engage in contentious politics (Tilly
and Tarrow 2007), available to organizations with a
high capacity to engage in collective action (e.g. trade
unions and other social movement organizations).

+ The capacity to set up private interest governmment
structures (Streeck and Schmitter 1985), available to
organizations with a high degree of autonomy vis-4-vis

- the political system (e.g. business associations).

W

Direct lobbying

Although the term ‘lobbying’ was originally used to de-
scribe attempts to influence lawmakers in the lobbies of
the British Houses of Parliament, the lobbying literature
usually refers to all activities that aim to influence any
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Figure 141 Action repertoires of interest groups

branch of government at any level of decision-making.  of, or in opposition to, 2 political candidate. However,
However, in order to distinguish lobbying from other on 21 January 2010, the Supreme Court of the United
repertoires of action of interest associations, lam reserv-  States ruled that the McCain—Feingold Act violated
ing this term for activities that are based on personal ac-  the Constitution, stating that its free-speech provisions
cess to decision-makers in line with the concept of direct  should apply to corporations and unions as well as to in-
or inside lobbying. dividuals. It goes without saying that the ruling, which

The American lobbying literature, which still influ- was determined by the Supreme Courts conservative
ences the agenda of lobbying researchers across the majority, caused widespread dismay among commen-
world, has been particularly concerned with practical tators, who argued that elections should be won—not
questions. What factors explain the success of lobbyists?  bought (Streisand 2010).

7& Whom to lobby to be effective? Truman (1971 [1951}) Be that as it may, a comparative assessment of European
and numerous scholars who came after him described  state traditions suggests that there are alternative ways to
and compared the lobbying strategies of interest groups ~ contain the influence of corporate money in the politi-
vis-2-vis the branches of government: the executive, the cal process. European states do not limit the free-speech
state bureaucracy, the legislature, and even the courts. rights of interest groups; however, they do balance the
Predictably, most scholars concluded that the more power of competing interest associations through pub-
an interest group is endowed with resources, such as lic policy measures that strengthen weaker interest as-
money, legitimacy, and expertise, the higher is its capac-  sociations, namely through financial assistance as well
ity to influence decision-malkers and policy outcomes.  as institutionalized consultation, co-determination, and
Lobbying specialists also came to the conclusion that the  veto rights. Consequently, it seems implausible to sug-
accessibility of institutions affects the degree of interest ~ gest converging perspectives on interest group research
group influence on policy outputs. And, finally, therealso  in Europe and America, as has been argued by Mahongéy
seems to be a consensus among lobbying specialists that ~and Baumgartner (2008) and Diir (2008).
the nature of an issue influences the efficacy of lobbying. Perhaps the application of American questions and

In addition, growing popular concerns about the im-  paradigms in European interest politics research can
pact of interest group money in US elections triggered  be justified by the presence of a plethora of professional
not only several studies (Currinder et 4l. 2007; Rozell et lobbyists in Brussels (Corporate Europe Observatory
al. 2006) but also political reform. However, these re-  2010; Greenwood 2011) or the EU’s mode of multi-level
forms did not aim to balance power inequalities within  governance, which resembles the federal US system at
the interest group system, in line with neocorporatist least to some extent {see Chapter 23). However, interest
thought, but rather mirrored a shift from a pluralist to ps must play a particular lobbying game in Brussels.
a republican understanding of interest group politics, ~For example, European business lobbyists do not set up
Fittingly, in 2002 the US Congress passed the bipartisah  US-style political action committees in order to cam-
McCain~Feingold Act which restricted the ability of cor.  paign for or against political candidates or legislation
porations—but also trade unions—to advertise on behalf (Coen 2010). Given the much more technocratic and




consensual nature of the EU policy-making process, they
try instead to establish themselves as trusted actors in
EU-level policy networlcs that ‘seek some kind of “nego-
tiated order” out of conflict and uncertainty’ (Coen and
Richardson 2009: 348). This is leading to a system of in-
terest intermediation called ‘elite pluralism’ (Coen 1997)
in which only those players whose presence is politically
welcome gain access to a particular EU policy network.
In social policy, however, the automatic participation of l
employer associations and unions still reflects corporat-
ist rather than pluralist patterns of interest intermedia-
tions (Léonard et #l. 2007), although the unilateral EUJ
Jabour market and social policy reforms that have been
imposed in the EU after 2010 may also suggest a different -

conclusion (Erne 2015; Marginson 2015). Nevertheless,

policy-making processes and the regulatory regimes that
govern interest group—government relations vary across
countries and different varieties of capitalism to such a
degree {Grant 2005; McMenamin 2013) that any analysis
that fails to go beyond US paradigms of lobbving must’
lead to flawed results. i

Political exchange

As shown in Figure 14.1, direct lobbying is not the only
mechanism through which interest associations influ-
ence -political power. Associations that operate in the
economic sphere, namely business associations and trade
unions, are also able to conclude political exchanges
with political leaders (Pizzorno 1978). Governments
have frequently traded goods with unions or employers
in exchange for social consent. In such cases, political
exchange power is paradoxically linked to the {partial}
renunciation of economic power, namely the capacity
to withdraw capital or labour from the production pro-
cess. In addition, political institutions are dependent on
expert knowledge which might not be available within
an increasingly restricted and residual public service
(Crouch 2004: 89). Accordingly, even corporate lobbying
can be conceptualized as political exchange, namely as
an exchange of information that is crucial in the policy-
making process as against access to the policy-making
process (Bouwen 2002).

Sometimes, exchange power even takes on a symbolic
form, in which neither politicians nor interest groups ex-
change any material goods but only legitimacy {Crouch
2000). For example, trade unions have shared the burden
of legitimizing contested political decisions in exchange
for more or less favourable public policies, as in the case
of past EU referendums {Hyman 2010). Unions have also
offered employers their collaboration to persuade work-
ers to use controversial technologies, to respect safety
regulations, or to retrain. In addition, unions and em-
ployers have made joint submissions in favour of their
industries, which political decision-makers usually find
very hard to deny.

As capital depends on labour in the production pro-
cess, and vice versa, the organizations of capital and la-
bour may also decide to enter into tripartite agreements
with the government in exchange for economic perfor-
mance and social peace. In such agreements during the
1970s unions often accepted wage moderation in ex-
change for legislation that strengthened workplace co-
determination rights, and more recently simply to make
a country more competitive (Erne 2008). In this context,
interest associations can no longer be perceived as a
counter-power to the state. Instead, they become actors
within a policy network that also assumes governmen-
tal functions. However, given the increasing exit options
introduced by neoliberal politics and the international-
ization of capital, even the proponents of neocorporat-
ism had doubts about whether the political exchanges
that characterized neocorporatism could be sustained
{Streeck and Schmitter 1991).

But, surprisingly, in the 1990s social pacts were con-
cluded even in countries, such as Ireland, Italy, and
Spain {Molina and Rhodes 2002), where the structural
preconditions of neocorporatism—namely a strong
policy coordination and enforcement capacity on the
part of the participating ‘social partners’ and a balance
of class forces between capital and labour—were missing
(Schmitter and Lehmbruch 1979). Accordingly, Traxler
et al. (2001} used the term lean corporatism with refer-
ence to the unexpected reappearance of the ‘corporatist
Sisyphus’ in the 1990s (Schmitter and Grote 1997). But

after 2008, social partnership collapsed again in Ireland,

Italy, and Spain, whereas the peak associations of capital
and labour continue to play a major role in the face of the
economic crisis in established neocorporatist countries
(see Table 14.3).

The collapse of social pacting in Ireland highlights
a particular problem related to ‘competitive corpo-
ratism’ (Rhodes 1998). Workers accepted wage mod-
eration, i.e. a smaller share of the national income, in
exchange for an overall higher growth rate that would
follow from higher profits of Irish businesses. During
the booming Celtic Tiger years, it seemed that capi-
tal, labour, and the state had found an arrangement
that triggered a spectacular period of economic and
employment growth. But when growth rates col-
lapsed, the Irish government and employers’ associa-
tions abandoned partnership and imposed unilateral
wage cuts. Whereas Irish workers accepted a smaller
share of the national income when it was growing, they
found it very difficult to accept getting a ‘smaller slice
of a shrinking cake’ (Erne 2013). It follows that cor-
poratist deals can be very risky, especially for labour.
How can unions be sure that employers do not take

- advantage of unions’ concessions within social pacts in

boom years when unions are strong, and then abandon
corporatist arrangements in crisis years when unions
are weak?
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The major difficulty with the exchange power of a
union, however, is its dependence on the capacity to
threaten social stability (Offe and Wiesenthal 1985). In
contrast to the exchange power of capitalists, labour’s
exchange power depends entirely on its collective mo-
bilization power. Hence, exchange power uses—but
does not reproduce—mobilization power (Erne 2008).

The use of exchange power might even cause a decline

in union membership that would finally undermine the
very capacity to conclude exchanges. This explains why
unions that univocally support social partnership need
to demonstrate occasionally that their consent cannot be
taken for granted, as shown by Hyman (2001) with re-
gard to the German case.

Contentious politics

Interest associations also engage at times in contentious
politics (Tilly and Tarrow 2007; see Chapter 16)—or
outside lobbying (Schattschneider 1975 [1960]), in the
language of the American lobbying literature. Whereas
business associations very rarely see the need to engage
in contentious collective action (e.g. public demon-
strations or lockouts), strike action is often seen as the
constitutive power of labour. In contrast with other so-
cial movements, unions engage in contentious politics
mainly to compel institutions to compromise. In con-
rast with Rosa Luxemburg (2008 [1906]), most unions
understand contentious politics not as a tool to achieve a
ifferent society, but rather as an action of last resort to
“Yemind corporations and governments of labour’s price
for cooperation. However, the more the unions’ capacity
to wage collective action declined, the mere difficult it
became to defend the achievements of the mid-twenti-
eth-century class compromise that led to the formation
of the modern welfare state (see Chapter 21).

The growing cross-border mobility of capital pro-
vides employers with a wider range of possibilities to
counter collective action on the part of labour. Ongoing
restructuring processes and threats to delocalize enter-
prises have considerably weakered union power in in-
dustrialized countries, even if capital is not as footloose
as is often alleged. Nevertheless, it would be wrong to
say that industrial conflict has disappeared in the new
world of global capitalism (Silver 2003; van der Velden et
al. 2007; Bieler et al. 2015; Stan et gl 2015). Yet, strikes
often involve relatively small groups of core workers, es-
pecially in the public sector, and fail to include the mar-
ginalized peripheral workforce. Although the European
peak organizations of employers and workers signed a
legally binding European Social Dialogue agreement that
stated that employees on fixed-term contracts cannot be
treated less favourably than permanent staff (European
Industrial Relations Dictionary 2010), Hyman (1999} ob-
served a growing polarization between different sections
of the working class. This obviously undermines working

class solidarity, and thus the capacity of unions to con-
clude general political exchanges.

Although the contemporary orthodoxy that social
class no longer exists can be contested with sociological
analysis, the increasing difficulty of subordinate groups
to unite as a class entails major consequences for interest
politics and democracy alike (Crouch 2004 53): How is
it possible to reconcile democracy and interest politics,
if the latter seem to be increasingly dominated by a self-
confident global shareholding and business executive
class? In the wake of the financial crisis of 2008, Crouch
gave a pessimistic answer to this question: whereas
democratic politics would continue to play a role in
some areas, the democratic state would be vacating its
“former heartland of basic economic strategy’ Instead,
economic policy would be shaped by ‘the great corpora-
tions, particularly those in the financial secter’ (Crouch
2009: 398), because of the decline of the manual working
class and the failure of new social movements to consti-
tute a new class that stands for a general social interest.
Consequently, economic policy would become a private
matter of business interests, even if corporations might,
at times, be held accountable by public appeals to corpo-
rate social responsibility (Crouch 2011}.

Private interest government

In neocorporatist systems, the state integrates associa-
tions into policy networks. In the case of private interest
government, however, the state goes even further and del-
egates its authority to make binding decisions to interest
groups (Streeck and Schmitter 1985). As far back as the
Middle Ages, producer associations established private
interest government structures, namely the guilds, in
order to police the markets. However, after the French
Revolution the regulation of markets became a domain
of the nation-state, mainly to suit the needs of modern
industry. When the working class entered as a compel-
ling social force in politics, it seemed that the days of
self-regulation of economic affairs by business would
definitely be numbered. Yet, in a particular economic
sector, guild-like patterns of private interest government
remained crucially important.

In the agriculture sector, self-governing producer as-
sociations continued to police the production and dis-
tribution of goods throughout the twentieth century
(Streeck and Schmitter 1985; Farago 1985; Traxler and
Unger 1994; Stan 2005). Although agriculture policy
became an important pillar of the European common
market project, states continued to support the self-
governing bodies of the sector by public policy and laws:
Even in countries with no corporatist traditions, farmers’
associations were co-opted into public policy networks.
that governed agricultural policy (Smith 1993; Muller
1984). However, the more the agricultural sector inter-
nationalized, the more evident conflicts between local




farmers and international agribusiness corporations be-
came. In several countries, small farmers left the once
all-encompassing farmers’ associations and founded
autonomous farmers’ groups (della Porta and Caiani
2009). In this context, it became increasingly difficult,
~‘but not impossible, to sustain private interest govern-
“ing structures in this sector. Traditional private interest
governments such as the Swiss Cheese Union collapsed.
However, in some cases new self-governing private in-
terest government systems also emerged, for instance
around Appellations d'Origine Contrélée (AOC) food
certification, production control, and marketing regimes
(Wagemann 2012). In other sectors, however, powerful
interest groups were even able to establish transnational
private governance structures to regulate, for example,
the internet, international accountancy standards, and
banking regulation in a way that suited their interests
(Graz and Néke 2008).

The shift in policy-making from partisan politics
to autonomous agencies has also been the focus of
scholars who studied the rise of regulatory governance
(Majone 1994}. According to Majone, regulatory gov-
ernance is meant to keep interest groups out of policy-
making process by relieving the process of the ‘negative
consequences’ of electoral pressures on the quality of
regulation. In other words, advocates of regulatory gov-
ernance aim to reduce interest éroup influence by the
exclusion of elected politicians from the policy-making
process. Policy-making would be better if it was left to
independent agencies—for example, to independent
central banks in relation to monetary policy, or indepen-
dent competition authorities in relation to competition
policy. However, the exclusion of interests and interest
intermediation from the policy-making process is at
variance with both pluralist and neocorporatist para-
digms of interest politics. To some extent, the theory
of regulatory governance comes closest to the unitarist
republican paradigm, but without its democratic rheto-
ric. Like republican theory, however, regulatory gover-
nance faces a major problem: how can one be sure that
regulatory agencies do not serve the interest that was
able to capture a dominant position in the agency’s de-
cision-making process? Regulative agencies tend to be
shaped by powerful political actors and ideologies, as
confirmed by the exclusion of social and labour interests
from the frames of references that govern the monetary
policy of the European Central Bank and the competi-
tion policy of the Directorate General for Competition of
the European Commission (Erne 2008). For that reason
regulatory governance structure ‘often masks ideologi-
cal choices which are not debated and subject to public
scrutiny beyond the immediate interests related to the
regulatory management area’ (Weiler ef 4l. 1995: 33), In
this vein, regulatory governance might be more properly
understood if it were conceptualized as disguised private
interest government.
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Conclusion

Comparativists agree that interest associations play a
crucial role in the political process. However, this chap-
ter has also shown that there is no agreement on whether
interest groups represent a danger or a ‘school for de-
mocracy’ (Sinyai 2006). Therefore, it is not surprising
that government-interest group relations, which pre-
occupied Rousseau and Tocqueville centuries ago, still
engage contemporary scholars. Some analysts note that
corporate interests are increasingly determining socio-
economic policy (Crouch 2004, 2011), whereas others
detect twin processes of popular and elite withdrawal
from politics (Mair 2006¢). To this, Tocqueville might
have responded: the wealer individual citizens become,
the more they need to learn to combine with fellow citi-
zens to defend themselves against the despotic influence
of corporate power. Accordingly, many studies ask what
contribution interest associations make to the demo-
cratic involvernent of citizens in the current era (Jordan
and Maloney 2007; Cohen and Rogers 1995). This de-
mocracy—interest association nexus is also of particular
importance in studies that assess EU politics (Erne 2015;
Georgakakis and Rowel 2013; Horn 2012; Kohler-Koch
and Quittkat 2011; Balme and Chabanet 2008; Kohler-
Koch et al. 2008; Smismans 2006).



Comparative studies of interest politics are also crucial
in order to explain variations in capitalisms and welfare
states across the developed world (Hancké 2009). Why did
companies in Germany lay off fewer workers in 2009 than
corporations in the US, although the global economic
crisis hit both coyntries equally? Arguably, the difference
can be explained by the different systems of interest inter-
mediation that are in place in the two countries.

Given the impact of interest group politics on both
democracy and the social and economic well-being of
people, it is no exaggeration to claim that the study of
politics and society cannot forego the contributions of
comparativists in this field. However, there remains one
caveat. Students of interest politics should remain scepti-
cal of studies that seek to increase the field’s coherence
by reducing its scope to the narrowness and parochial-
ism that dominated some sections of the lobbying and
pressure group literature in the past.
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Reader’s guide 3
This chapter looks at a phenomenon which is not usua%ly
part of the core business of comparative political sc1ent:sts
but deserves to be taken seriously in a world that is increa:
ingly shaped by non-state actors, such as social movements
The chapter begins with a discussion of what we mean
when we speak of social movements and a conceptualiza
tion of key terms. It then moves on with the presentation
of three theoretical approaches which have successively:
shaped the debates of the specialists: the classical model,
the resource mobilization model, and the political process
model. 1t pays particular attention to the pelitical process, :
approach, which is the most promising from the compara-
tivist's point of view. This approach is eEaborated jnthie thir
section. The final section presents. some results about the
emergence, the level of mob:l:zatlon and the success of 5
cial movements. -




.ntroduction

On 18 February 2016, about 100 demonstrators, shouting
we are the people’ and anti-immigrant slogans, blocked
‘bus with refugees arriving in Clausnitz, Saxony. The
efugees were part of the enormous wave of people
“seeking shelter in Germany. They were to be housed in
"2 provisional home in the local community. Videos of
the ensuing clash between demonstrators, local police,
and erying refugees spread in the social media and made
international news. Some German media spoke about
the ‘disgrace of Clausnitz! Only a few days later, on 21
February, an arson attack on a refugee’s home occurred
in close-by Bautzen. These are only two incidents in a
series of attacks against refugees in Saxony in particular
and Germany more generally. Thus, in 2015, when the
wave of refugees arriving in Germany first rose to un-
precedented proportions, the police counted no less than
1,000 attacks on refugees’ homes across Germany.

On 15 February 2003, two and a half million Italians
marched past the Coliseum in Rome in protest at the im-
pending war in Irag. On the same day in Paris, 250,000
people protested against the war, and half a million
people walked past the Brandenburg gate in Berlin. In
Madrid, there were a million marchers, in Barcelona
1.3 million, in London, 1.7 million people—the largest
demonstration in the city’s history, Even in New York,
more than 500,000 people assembled on the east side of
Manhattan. ‘On that day in February, starting from New
Zealand and Australia and following the sun around the
world, an estimated 16 million people marched, demon-
strated, sang songs of peace, and occasionally—despite
the strenuous efforts of organizers—clashed with police’
(Tarrow 2005: 15}.

On 17 September 2011, hundreds of demonstrators,
took to the streets of Manhattan's financial district under

ful protest against the financial industry. Modelled on\
the Arab Spring uprisings that swept through Egypt,
Tunisia, Libya, and other Arab countries earlier in the
same vear, Occupy Wall Street occupied Zuccotti Park
in Manhattan, where some 100--200 protesters camped
for several weeks to draw attention to the plight of the
large parts of the population that were suffering the con-
sequences of the financial and economic crisis.

These are examples of protest events organized by so-
cial movements of various stripes—movements of the
extreme right and anti-racist movements in the first ex-
ample, the transnational peace movement in the second,
and the movement aimed against powerful financial in-
terests and orchestrated through Twitter, Facebook, and
other social media tools in the third. Traditionally, social
movements have not been considered part of compara-
tive politics. The study of social movements has been the
preserve of sociologists dealing with collective behaviour
such as panics, crazes, fads, or crowds. As we shall see,

the slogan “We are the 99 per cent; in a largely peace- \
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social movements are specific forms of collective behav-
iour. They have action repertoires of their own which
distinguish them from established political actors, but
they cannot be reduced to their particular action reper-
toires. To the extent that political scientists paid atten-
tion to movements at all, they considered them as public
interest groups, i.e. as interest groups defending the
collective interests of the general public, and proceeded
to analyse them were.nothing more than inter-

est groups.iSocial movements have organizations which
often closely resemble interest groups or, for that matter,
political parties, but they cannot be reduced to their or-
gamzahonal component, L
omparativists have disregarded social movements
for too long. As pointed out in Chapter 24, the current
master process of globalization, among other things,
widens the resources available to non-state actors, in-
cluding social movement organizations. Local, re-
gional, national, and transnational social movements
have become regular participants in the political process
at all levels of polities.

According to some scholars (Meyer and Tarrow
1998h), our society has become a ‘social movement so-
ciety”: social protest has become a perpetual element of
modern life, protest behaviour is employed with greater
frequency, by more diverse constituencies, and is used to
represent a wider range of claims than ever before, and
professionalization and institutionalization may trans-
form the social movement into an instrument within the
realm of ‘conventional’ politics. Even if somewhat exag-
gerated, this idea reflects well the current tendencies in
the political process of democratic polities.

est group. -

® Social movements hé\)’& action repertoi
that dlstmguzsh them from estab]ashed pol fic

Social movements as regular
participants in political
processes

a

Defining social movements

Although everybody seems to have a fairly good idea of
what a social movement is, the concept is not easy to
define. By a social movement, we often mean a group
of people involved in a conflict with clearly identified

;
i
!
:



izl

g

opponents, sharing a common identity, a unifying be-
lief, or a common programme, and acting collectively. In
other words, the concept of social movement includes at
least three component elements: (1) a group of people
with a conflictual orientation towards an opponent, (2) a
collective identity and a set of common beliefs arxd goals,
and (3) a repertoire of collective actions.

The various definitions of social movements {Box:
What is a_social movement? in the.. Online Resource
Centre provides three examples) all emphasize that
movements are engaged in conflicts with some opponents,
but scholars are not of one mind when it comes to speci-
fymg the character of the conflicts involved. Some leave
the question open-ended; others narrow the range of
q_pponents primarily to those within the political arena,
as reflected in the recent conceptualization of move-
ments as a variant of ‘contentious politics’ (McAdam ez
al. 2001; Tilly and Tarrow 2007). This narrower view ex-
cludes movements within established institutions, such
as religious movements within established churches that
attempt to reform the church or to block such reforms
(e.g. Tarrow 1988), or challengers of cultural authori-
ties. Snow et al. (2004) propose a more inclusive, yet not
entirely open-ended definition by considering as social
movements challengers or defenders of ‘existing institu-
tional authority—whether it is located in the political,
corporate, religious, or educational realm-~or patterns
of cultural authority, such as systems of beliefs or prac-
tices reflective of those beliefs’ (Snow et al. 2004: 9).

However, since most conflicts involve some aspect of
politics, the narrower view may not be so narrow after
all. For example, the women’s movement challenges cul-
tural authorities—patriarchal values and beliefs—but it
also mobilizes women as women

to demand equal rights from Fiji to Finland ... to
confront authoritarian rule (e.g. Mothers of the Dis-
appeared in Argentina and El Salvador), to demand
peace (e.g. Women in Black in Serbia and Israel),
to call for handgun control (e.g. the Million Moms
March in the US), and to address a variety of social
problems across their communities (Perree and Me-
Clurg Mueller 2004: 578).

In any case, in comparative politics we are primarily in-
terested in movements which target the political process
in one way or another.

Movements vs organizations

‘As to the group of people constituting the social move-
ment, the question of how té define its boundaries
proves to be particularly difficult (see also Chapter 18).
The boundaries of social movements are inherently dis-
puted, unstable, and ultimately dependent on mutual
recognition by the members of the group involved. The
peoplé participating in a movement must somehow be

for less stable networks of orgamzatlonal actors. Clearly,

' NIMBY (‘Not In My BackYard’) oppositions, while oth-

connected to one another and they must share a com-
mon goal. Diani and Bison (2004) propose that we speak
of a social movement only in cases of conflictual col-
lective action which is based on dense informal inter-
organizational networks. No single actor can claim to
represent a movement as a whole. Instead, a social move-
ment is constituted by a network of multiple individual
and organized actors who, while keeping their autonomy
and independence, engage in a sustained coordinated ef-
fort to achieve collective goals.

The most distinctive of the three defining elements of
social movement is probably the collective action com-
ponent. At its most elementary level, collective action
consists of any goal-directed activity engaged in jointly
by two or more individuals. It entails the pursuit of a
common objective through joint action. To identify the
specificity of social movements, it is useful to distin-
guish those collective actions that are institutionalized
from those that are not and that fall outside institutional
channels (Snow et al. 2004: 6). In pursuing their collec-
tive political objectives, social movements typically en-
gage in wnom-institutionalized collective action because
they do not have regular access to the decision-making
arenas in parliament and the state administration, Social
movements are often forced to draw attention to their
cause by mobilizing in the public sphere and addressing
themselves to the general public.

In addition, for a social movement to exist, Diani and
Bison require that all participants in the dense informal
network share a strong common identity, Collective iden-
tities take shape on the basis of the informal networks
and, in turn, reinforce them. Organizational and indi
vidual actors with a common identity no longer merely :
pursue specific goals, but come to regard themselves as :
elements of much larger and encompassing processes o
change—or resistance to change.

This element distinguishes social movements from co
alitions, which are formed for specific campaigns and do
not have the sustained character of social movements
We do not speak of social movements in the case of ‘epi
sodic’ events of protest or single campaigns that do no
have certain duration in time. Social movements involve
a protracted series of protest events produced by more

Jegtones, as some movements do indeed last for a com-
paratively short time only, as with most - neighbourhood

ers endure for decades, as with the labour movement or
the women’s movement. However, the kind of changes
movements pursue, whatever their degree or level,
typically require some measure of sustained organized
activity. '
Parties (see Chapter 12) and interest groups (see
Chapter 14) may be part of the network that constitut
a social movement, but social movements can usually:



ot be reduced to them. There are parties that emerge
from social movements, such as the ecologists, which

“Kitschelt (2006: 280) calls ‘movement parties’: ie. ‘co-
‘alitions of political activists who emanate from social

‘movements and try to apply the organizational and
strategic practices of social movements in the arena of
party competition’ There are, however, also social move-
ments which organize in the form of parties in the first
place. When it comes to parties as social movement or-
ganizations (SMOs), it is crucial to distinguish between
movements from the (new) left and movements from
the {new) right. While the former may institutionalize in
the form of parties (e.g. socialist, comrmunist and ecolo-
gist parties) and interest groups {e.g. labour unions or
environmental associations), movements from the right
tend to take the form of parties from the very outset: by
choosing the conventional electoral channel for articu-
lating their challenge, political activists on the right seek
to differentiate themselves from the social movement
activists whom they associate with the left and from
their strategies which they consider as incompatible with
their traditional value-orientations (Hutter and Kriesi
2013). Movements on the right either mobilize as par-
ties from the start, as the new populist right in Western
Europe (Kriesi and Pappas 2015), or they try to capture
already established parties of the right, like the Tea Party
in the United States which successfully captured the
Republican Party (Skocpol and Williamson 2012},

Social movements and media

Very generally, the public sphere can be defined as the
arena where the political communication between deci-
sion-makers and citizens takes place (Neidhardt 1994).
Although no decisions are taken in the public sphere, the
public debate is part and parcel of the political process.
The political contest in the public sphere focuses on the
attention of the public to specific political issues, on its
support for specific political actors, and their issue-spe-
cific positions (public opinion).

As Schattschneider argued a long time ago, the ‘expan-
sion of condlict’ beyond those immediately concerned
plays a crucial role in democratic regimes. Conflicts are
‘frequently won or lost by the success that the contes-
tants have in getting the audience involved in the fight
or in excluding it, as the case may be’ (Schattschneider
1988: 4). The agenda-setting approach has adopted
and developed this basic idea. It considers the struggle

for the attention of the public as the central element of 1\

democratic representation, and attention shifts as key
mechanisms for the development of (political) conflicts.
Under contemporary conditions, where the media plays
a key role in politics, the struggle for public attention
involves all political actors. However, those who do not
have regular access to the decision-making arenas—such
as social movements—are particularly dependent on it.

e,

In general, social movements use two types of strategy
to draw attention to their cause (Keck and Silddnk 19985:
226-30):

o protest politics—-mobilizing for protest events in the
public sphere;

® information politics—collecting credible information
and deploying it strategically at carefully selected sites.

Protest events sometimes directly challenge the move-
ment’s oppbnent, such as in a strike. More often, however,
they address the public more generally. The publicity cre-
ated by protest events pursues two objectives {Gamson
et al. 1992: 383): it is intended to create a public debate
and to increase the ‘standing’ and ‘egitimacy’ of the
social movement in the conflict in question. To be able
to have some impact on the political process, or on any
other decision-makers, social movements must draw the
attention and support of the public, i.e. they need to be-
come visible in the media and their ideas have to obtain
resonance and legitimacy in the citizen public. The chal-
lengers need to gain ‘standing; i.e. a voice in the media,
and they need to do the right “framing; i.e. develop cen-
tral organizing ideas (frames) that some part of the citi-
zen public understands and supports (Ferree ef al. 2002:
86, 105). However, public debate is not the ultimate goal..
In the final analysis, the social movement seeks, via pub- |
[ic support, to have an “impact on the decision-makers }
Mt in question. Creating controversy isa way: '

movement spokespersons and allies (Gamson and Meyer
1996: 288).

While non-institutionalized ‘protest politics’ have the
distirictive characteristics of social movements, they do
not engage only in these forms of collective action. They
typically combine protest politics with information poli-
tics and the two elements tend to support each other. On
the one hand, protest provides the opportunity for ‘in-
formation politics’; only when a movement has obtained
a certain public visibility can it successfully employ an
‘information strategy. As Meyer and Tarrow (1998a: 18)
point out, the organizational and technical requirements
for the ‘information strategy’ today are less restrictive
than they have been in the past, which means that re-
source-poor organizations can pursue efficient informa-
tion strategies. '

Given the media’s fascination with controversy and
conflict, providing controversial information about a
given issue--in addition to protest politics—often con-
stitutes a promising strategy for social movements.
Efficient protests, in turn, oftenpresuppose a credible
information policy. For example, Greenpeace—an orga-
nization of the environmental movement—before mo-
bilizing does its own research, acquires the necessary
expertise, and searches for alternative solutions. In the
course of the subsequent campaign, this background in-
formation is offered to the public and decision-makers.



However, the action repertoire of social movements is
typically skewed in the direction of non-institutional
lines of action.

@ The concept of the- Social movement includes thiee
_'-constltutlve components: (1) a group of people Wlth a
conflictual onerstatlon towards-ari oppornient, (2) a col-
|ect|ve |dentxty and a set of common beliefs and goals,
‘-and (3).a répertory of coliective actions.

. The conflicts maybe of a-cultural 6r political nature. We

* are focusing Here on movements t%lat target the politi-

cal process '

'__The group of people constxtutmg a social movement
‘are’ connected by a dense informal inter-organizational
'network and share 2 strong common l&entlty

@ They engage in a sustamed series of non-institution- .

. dlized coliectlve actlon since they de not have regular

-access to the dECISlOI’I “making drenas in parliament and
state admlmstratmn ‘ :

® _:To be able to ‘have some |mpact on the poiitical pro-
‘- cess, socizl‘Moveménts have to attract the attention
and gain the support ofthe pubhc They do sc bya com-

Theoretical approaof;oo

The theoretical approaches to social movements have
been conveniently divided into three models (McAdam
1982)—the classical model, the resource mobilization
model, and the political process model.

Classical model

The classical model, in fact, refers to a set of theories with
a common denominator: they all start from the notions
of ‘structural strain’ or ‘breakdown’ These notions imply{
a social order whose normal condition is-one of integra-
tion. If the social order remains sufficiently integrated,
strain and breakdown may be avoided and collective be-
haviour—the classical model speaks of collective behayv-

iour rather than collective action—may not take place. -

In this logic, as observed by Buechler (2004: 48), “all

roads lead to Durkheim’s overriding concern with social produce their success)Students of social movements ar

structural strain/ disruptive
breakdown of ~ ~-ve-e——— psychological —————— social movement

social order state

Figure 16.1 Classical model
Source: McAdam {1082: 7).

{ integration and the problematic consequences of insuffi-

cient integration in modern societies’ (Durkheim 1964).
Durkheim’s analysis of anomie and egoism identified
breaches in the social order that could lead to chronic
strains or acute breakdown.

Subsequent theories of strain and breakdown as ex-
planations for collective behaviour all presume that
structural strain and breakdown of standard routines
of everyday life have a disruptive psychological effect
on individuals, which triggers some form of collective
behaviour {Figure 16.1). The motivation for movement
participation is held to be based not so much on the.de-
sire to attain political goals as on the need to manage the
psychological tensions of a stressful social situation.

The most general of all the classical models is the
theory of collective behaviour, which is associated with
authors such as Smelser (1962) and Turner and Killian
{1987). Other variants include the theory of mass soci-
ety (Kornhauser 1959) and theories of relative depriva-
tion (Gurr 1970). All variants have in common the belief
that collective behaviour is sharply set off from conven-
tional behaviour, with elements of contagion, excitability,
spontaneity, and emotionality being prevalent. In some
versions of the theory, collective behaviour is seen as ir-
rational, disruptive, dangerous, and excessive.

As McAdam (1982: 11-19) points out, social strain is
a necessary, but insufficient, cause of social movements.
The classical model is too deterministic and leaves no -
room for political actors and it does not take into ac-
count the larger political context, Moreover, the atomis-
tic focus of this model on the individual is problematic,
It ignores the fact that social movements are collective
phenomena. It is not isolated individuals who become
movement participants; rather, social movements de-
velop within established interaction networks.

Resource mobilization model

In sharp contrast with the classical model, the resourc
mobilization theory views social movements as normal
rational, political challenges by aggrieved groups. The:
predecessors of this approach are John Stuart Mill an
the utilitarians, Weber and Marx, rather than Durkhéim
The new approach implies a shift from a deterministi
to an agency;g;xente aradigm. [Attention turns fro
the soct 'Torces and conditions” that produce move
ents to the question of how movements. mabilize an

L
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:no longer preoccupied by the question of social order,
‘but adopt the point of view of those engaged in pur-
“poseful efforts at social change. This theory claims that
- discontent is more or less constant over time and thus
‘inadequate as a full explanation of social movements.

The entreprenetirial-organizational variant of this ap-
proach even allows for the possibility that grievances and
discontent may be defined, created, and manipulated by
political entrepreneurs and organizations. At the most
fundamental level, social movements develop not from
an aggregate rise in discontent, but from a significant
increase in the level of resources available to support
collective protest activities. Solidarity and organization,
ag'well as external support, are treated as key resotrces
for social movements and receive central places in the
theory—the more organization, the better the prospects
for mobilization and success.

Tilly’s explanation focuses on group solidarity as the
key factor accounting for collective action (Tilly et al
1975). He seeks to undermine any sharp distinction be-
tween routine political struggle and violence by arguing
that the same political dynamics and solidarity pro-
cesses underlie both. Oberschall (1973), Gamson (1975),
McCarthy and Zald (1977), and Tilly {1978: 62-4) all
stress the fundamental importance of organization oz,
more generally, of mobilization structures for the trans-
formation of grievances into successful collective action.
In insisting on the importance of organizations, propo-
nents of the resource mobilization model reject the clas-
sical theorists’ exclusive focus on the movement’s mass
base in favour of an analysis of the crucial role played by
segments of the elite in the generation of the challenge.

Note that organizational resources include not only
formal organizations, but also the range of everyday life
social networks that are not aimed primarily at move-
ment mobilization, where micro-mobilization may take
place: friendship networks, voluntary associations, fam-
ily and work units, and elements of the state struciure
itself. It is not a particular form of organization that is
emphasized by resource mobilization theory, but the
overall structure of the discontented group (Figure 16.2).

In addition to organization, the resource mobilization
perspective also puts the emphasis on the tactical and
standardized action repertoires of social movements.
Protest politics can take different forms, but the

collective

identity

{'catness") \

density of

{'netness’)

Figure 16.2 Resource mobilization model

Source: Adapted from Tilly et al. (1975} and Tilly {1578).

repertoire at a given moment in a given context proves
to be highly standardized. McAdam’s (1982) critique of
the resource mobilization approach points to the failure
of its proponents to adequately differentiate organized
change efforts by excluded groups from those of estab-
lished interest groups. By emphasizing the similarities ¢

I between convenhonal action and protest politics, the re- q

rpuch, While this was a salutary corrective against the
fendency to assimilate protest and deviant behaviour, the
distinction between conventional and unconventional
forms of protest was seriously blurred and the role of or-
ganizations in protest was exaggerated.

McAdam (1982: 29) also criticizes the ‘consistent fail-
ure by many of its proponents of resource mobilization to
acknowledge the political capabilities of the movement’s
mass base] In particular, resource mobilization theorists
fail to acknowledge the power inherent in the disrup-
tive tactics of the truly powerless. They tend to over-
look the crucial importance of the indigenous resources
of the aggrieved population and to put the emphasis on
the external resources of allies and other external sup-
porters. The importance of spontaneous actions by the
laggrieved population has aiready been stressed by Rosa
Luxemburg (against Lenin’s ‘democratic centralisny’), and
by Piven and Cloward’s (1977) analysis of poor. people’s
movements. More recently, Andrews and Biggs (2006)
have shown that the 1960 sit-ins campaign of the blacks

. in the American South, the campaign that touched off

the civil rights movement, had a very important sponta-
neous component. Only after they had started the sit-ins
did the student leaders turn to the organizations of the
black community for advice, legal assistance, necessary
funds, and assistance to carry on the protest. Finally, the
approach has to some extent failed in its own terms, be-
cause it has tended to neglect the role of leadership in
social movements {Ganz 2000).

Political process model

McAdam (1982) was the first to formulate a third per-
spective on social movements—the political process
model. This model shares the basic assumptions of the
resource mobilization-approach-but-it-also-considers the
level of organization within the aggrieved popuiat\ign asa

internz| organization ——— - social movement

/ {solidarity)
internal networks

{action repertory)



crucial element for its mobilization. Therefore, it is often
treated as just another variant of the resource mobiliza-
tion approach. However, it adds two elements to the pre-
vious model.

1. First, the political process model puts the group into
its political context and focuses on the political op- -
N portunities and constraints structuring the way that
it interacts with its adversaries. The political process .
model is based on the idea that the social processes of :
the classical model do not directly promote the mobi-
lization of social movements, but do so only indirectly
through a restructuring of existing power relations.

The second element added by the political process
models refers to the subjective meaning people at-
tribute to their situation. The emergence of a social
movement implies a transformation of consciousness
within a significant segment of the aggrieved popula-
tion. Before collective action becomes possible, peo-
ple must collectively define their situations as unjust
and subject to change through collective action: Me- -
Adamn (1982: 51) refers to this condition as a cognitive
liberation, which is facilitated by expanding political
opportunities, by the internal solidarity and organiza-
tion of the aggrieved group, and by strategic attempts
by political entrepreneurs.

"This model has subsequently been-elaborated into a
more encompassing ‘social movement paradigm’ which
attempts to integrate the various models. Political op-
portunities, mobilizing structures, cultural framings,
and repertories of contention became integral parts of
this more encompassing perspective—the ‘social move-
ment paradigm’ (McAdam ef al. 1996).

The political process model and its successor have also
met with criticism. Thus the concept of ‘political oppor-
tunity structure’ has been criticized for its all-inclusive
character {Gamson and Meyer 1996). Critics have also
pointed out (Goodwin and Jasper 1999: 34) that not all
social movements are equally focused on the political
process, and therefore are not dependent to the same
degree on political opportunities for their mobilization
and success. Moreover, it has been suggested that the
concept of opportunity often serves as a substitute for
breakdown {Buechler 2004: 61} What constitutes op-
portunities from the perspective of the movement actors
vepresents a breakdown of social control mechanisims
from the point of view of the established authorities and
the defenders of the status quo.

Finally, and most importantly, political opportunity,
too, is only a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for
social movements to emerge and to succeed. The open-
ing up of ‘windows of opportunity’ may contribute to the
explanation of the timing, growth, and success of social
movements, but it is not able to fully account for either
of themn. In addition to the three classic models, which all
rely on exogenous determinants, we need to account for

the endogenous dynamics of the mobilization processes
of social movements. Threshold models {Granovetter
1978) and signalling models (Lohmann 1994) have at-
tempted to explain such dynamics with the cues pro-
vided by the aggregate participation in protest events
for potential participants who only join in the campaign
when they are convinced that it is not too costly to do
so. Positive feedback processes (Biggs 2003) resulting
from the interdependence of protest events, from the
inspiration protesters draw from the example of other
protesters, and from concessions they obtain from the
authorities may broaden the movement's campaign, :
while negative feedback processes resulting from attacks
by counter-movements, increasing repression or lack
of success may lead to negative spirals (Karapin 2011).
McAdam et al. (2001) have made an influential attempt -
to systematize such ‘dynamics of contention. -

@ There are three basic theoretical aﬁptpachés_ to"so'r;%_é]
movements: (1) the classical model, {2) the resource
mobilization mode!, and (3) the political process mods
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discontent among the individﬁa’l members ofthegr :

to trigger collective behaviour. ' R
o] Accérding to the re$‘ourcé rn_ol:ii%izé-tioh tllxeéry,:_ _s_oicia’
movements develop not from an aggregate rise in'dis
content but from a significant increase in the level of :
sources available to support col]gctiV@;ﬁt@teét activi
of the aggrieved group. Solidarity, orga_nizéti_'on_, andex
ternal support are key.resq'urcje,s for social movements
The political process model builds on the ‘resou :
mobilizatior: approach, but with two. additional
ments. First; it puts the a’ggrié\?ééfg'"roup_f'i.ﬁftd its pol
cal context and focuses ori the pélitical opport:
- and constraints structuring the way :'it-iﬁ:te':j‘a'(':fs

@

adversariés; Second; it recognizes that the efr
" of a-social movement ‘irrip__li_e's'"ra—ft?:i‘risforfri tion-of con

sciolisness within the aggrieved:pogulation
& Although the political processmodel has; like t
two models, met with serious criticism, it Bé!ds"'th"th
gréatest promise for comparative politics. L

'The comparative analysis
of social movements

For comparative politics, the political process model
holds considerable promise. By putting social move
ments into their political context, it brings the stud
of social movements into the mainstream of political-
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science. This section discusses the specific ways that
social movements are determined by and interact with
their political context. Figure 16.3 provides a framework
for the comparative political analysw of social move-
ments. This framework distinguishes between three sets
of variables—political opportunity structures, configura-
tions of power, and interaction contexts. Let us look at
the différent elements of each set. ™~

Political opportunity structure

The political opportunity structure constitutes what we
could call the hard core of the political process frame-
work. The basic idea of the framework is that ‘political
opportunity structures influence the choice of protest
strategies and the impact of social movements on their
environment’ (Kitschelt 1986: 58). Since Eisinger (1973)
first introduced the notion of political opportunity struc-
tures, students of social movements have distinguished
between ‘oper’ and ‘closed’ structures, i.e. structures
which allow for easy access to the political system or
which make access more difficult.

The core of the structures, in turn, is made up of
formal political institutions. The degree of openness
of the political system is, first of all, a function of the
regime type. Authoritarian regimes are rather closed to
social movements and tend not to tolerate them at all,

while democracies are much more open to them. Even

mﬁflan reglmes, . contentious politics is pos-
sible, however {see Box 16.1), and social movements
play, of course, a key role in the breakdown of such re-
gimes (e.g. the role of ethnonationalist movements in

the breakdown of the Soviet Union (Beissinger 2002)).
Democracies, in turn, also vary with respect to their
openness. Most generally, the relative openness of de-
mocracies to social movements is a function of their
(texritorial} centralization and the degree of the (func-
tional} separation of power (‘cthecks and balances’).
Decentralized (federal) systems and systems with a pro-
nounced separation of power between the executive,
the legislature, and the judiciary provide a greater di-
versity of access points (‘venues’) for social movemenits.
The overall accessibility of the political institutions can
be summarized by the usual models in comparative
politics (see Section 3 of this volume).

The extent to which social movement actors obtain
access to the decision-making arenas depends not only
on the formal institutional structure, but also on more
informal preconditions, which I propose to call cultural
models.

A first example of such cultural models refers to the
prevailing strategies' of the-authorities -with--regard to
social movements, i.e. to the procedures typically em-
ployed by mémbers of the political system when they are
dealing with challengers. We may distinguish between
exclusive (repressive, confrontational, polarizing) and
integrative (facilitative, cooperative, assimilative) strate-
gies. These prevailing strategies have a long tradition in
a given country and they are related to its institutional
structure. Thus, political authorities in consensus de-
mocracies are rather more likely to rely on integrative
strategies than their colleagues in majoritarian democra-
cies {for the distinction between these two types of de-
maocracy see Chapter 5).



' For students of somal movernents Chma presents a great
‘puzzlel It:is: d country WIth an authorztanan regime that, in
i the Reform Era: sifice 1978 and. especrally smce the embraie-
D ment -of the market economy inthé early 1990s, has become

a.50rt0f. movement'soaety,_As :Chen:.(2012:. )wobserves

_there has beena: dramaticrisein,-and: routm:zatron of, social
protest in. Chma Wh|le the reégime represses national social

movements such as Falungong or the student movement of
L 1989, to some: extent 1t toierates iocai protest Accordmgly,
Chen. charactérizes . the Ci’unese reglme as one of “conten-

tious: authorttarxamsm —meanmg A strong authorltarlan-

regime havmg accornmodated or facilitated w:despread arid

routinized popular coI]ectlve actlon fora relatively Jong pe--
ried of’ame Presentmg petitlons to upper—ievel authorities -

In consensus democracies, the tendency to rely on in-

tegrative strategies is the result of a collective learning |

experience that reaches baclcto.the resolution of the re-
ligious conflicts which had torn these countries apart for
centuries. The resolution of these conflicts provided the
models for dealing with political challenges for centuries
to come. Similarly, the tendency to rely on repressive
strategies is a result of historical experiences, as is argued
by Gallie (1983), who traces the repressive reactions of
the French ruling elites to the challenge by labour move-
ment protest after the First World War back to the earlier
experience of repressing the Parisian Commune in 1870..

A second major category of cultural models concerns
the political—cultural or symbolic opportunities that de-
termine what kind of ideas become visible for the public,
resonate with public opinion, and are held to be ‘legiti-
mate’ by the audience. Koopmans and Statham (1999:
228) proposed the term discursive opportunity structure
to denote this second type of cultural model. They apply
the concept to the mobilization by the extreme right—
a social movement that uses an ethnic—cultural model
of citizenship and national identity to mobilize against
immigration in Western Europe. Ethnic—~cultural mod-
els of national identity assert that people belong to a
nation because of their-ethnic or cultural (e.g. linguistic
or religious) origin. This kind of model contrasts with
civic—political models of citizenship, which conceive of
the nation as a political community of equal citizens to
which everybody who has been born into the commu-
nity in question belongs. Comparing the differential suc-
cess of the extreme right in post-war Italy and Germany,
Koopmans and Statham (1999: 229) test and confirm,
the hypothesis that the resonance of the extreme-right
frame, and consequently its chances of mobilization and
success in a given country, depends on the dominant
model of national identity and citizenship. Its mobiliza-
ﬂ tion and success turn out to be greater (1) the more the

‘| conception of the nation is grounded in and legitimized

petitioners began to appropr]ate thls system to stage coliec 3
tive action.with ‘troublemakmg tactics, rnamly because rior-
mai petltronmg had ||t‘tle effect whlle petmonsng assoqated

“whife not approvmg of this kmd ofcha!lenge pubhc oﬁiaa] .
neveftheless had an. mcentlve to make conceéssichs

blemakers given: the pressure put o them by their superior
to maintain soc1a| stabrhty : :

: dominant discourse on national identity and citizenship
corresponds to and legitimates the ethnic—cultural ideal
type of national identity, and. (2) the less the dominant

by civic~political elements,

Both institutional structures and cultural models
are influenced by even more fundamental structures,
which we should include in our conceptualization of the
structural poiitical context in the broader sense of the

=L 20NEE OF 1€
{are mﬂuenced by the country-specific political cleavage|
structures and by the country’s international contextfAs
iscussed in Chapter I3, the specific-political cleavage
structure of a country, in turn, is rooted in the history of
social and cultural conflicts. Traditional social and cul-
tural cleavages constitute the basis of the political cleav-
age structure even today. To the extent that traditional
contlicts are still salient and segment the population into
mutually exclusive adversarial groups, there is little ma-
noeuvring space for new types of challenger who attempt
to articulate a new kind of social or cultural conflict, A
comparison of the mobilization of new social move-
ments (see Box 16.2) in four Western European countries
in the 1970s and 1980s shows evidence for the existence
of such a ‘zero-swm’ relationship between traditional and
new political cleavages (Kriesi ef al. 1995),

Moreover, even if the national political context today
is still the most significant one for the mobilization of so-
cial movements, it is important that we do not lose sight
of sub-national as well as international contexts. On the
one hand, mation-states are_subdivided into regional
and local levels of governance, The variance of the op-
porwm’cy structure between regmns or member—states is
of great importance, above all in federal ¢ states, but the .
significance of the variations in local contexts for the mo-
bilization of social movement is highly relevant every-
where. On the other hand, nation-states are increasingly




F 'auement (s0 Jdarrty with deve.'opmg
}fnovzmznt the human nghts move:

1s1.1ngwsh them from the ‘old fabotir movement which had
dominated he moblhzatzon for- collective actlon in Western
E ope' p to the 19605

inserted into supra- or international systems of gover-
nance that impose constraints and open opportunities
for social movement actors. Internationalism offers a
wide range of venues for conflict.
According to Tarrow (2005), the anusual character
of the contemporary period is not that it has detached
individuals from their societies or created transnational
citizens, but that it has created what he calls ‘rooted cos-
mopolitans’ and ‘transnational activists! [iﬁ’s is a stra-
tum of people who are able to combine the resources
and opportunities of their own societies into transna-
tional networks, leading to an ‘activism beyond borders’
(Tarrow 2005: 43). Transnational activism and transna-
tional movement (_)rgam’zations are, as Tarrow shows, a
growing phenomenon even if, as I would add, the bulk
of social movement campaigns still take place in a na-
tional context and address domestic targets. Examples
of transnational movements include the resistance to
the war in Irag, which was mentioned at the outset of
this chapter, and the global justice movement which mo-
bilizes against the World Trade Organization (W'TO),
the World Economic Forum (WEF), or the G8& meetings
and organizes its own yearly Social Forums (originally in
Porto Alegre, Brazil, and more recently in different loca—
- fions across the world).

)

Configuration of power -

The next set of variables refers to the configurations of ac-
tors. From the point of view of a mobilizing social move-
ment, this configuration has three major components.

o Protagonists: the configuration of allies (policy-makers,
public authorities, political parties, interest groups, the
media, and related movements).

new jeft | proper. Thanks to their dual political’rocts 'he new-f‘g

‘\patory goals.

‘On the one hand ‘these movements go back to the new

left—the new. generatlcn of radicals ‘whe
nists of the antl-authontarlan‘ 'evolt of t,

Were the ‘protago-- :
E Iate 1960s On- :

social movements have managed 0! achleve what the! new leFt o

has never been able to do ‘on its’ own——nameiy, the pohtu:al

\moblllzatlon of masses of citizens: on behalf ofthear emancl- 1

o Antagonists:the configurationofadversaries (publicau-
thorities, repressive agents, and counter-movements).

@ Bystanders: the not directly involved, but nevertheless
attentive, audience.

Actor configurations represent what we know of the
set of actors at a given point in time—their capabili-
ties, perceptions, and evaluations of the outcomes ob-
tainable {their ‘pay-offs’ in terms of game theory), and
the degree to which their interests are compatible or
incompatible with each other. The configuration de-
scribes the level of potential conflict, the ‘logic of the
situation’ at that point in time, but it does not specify

how the situation is going to evolve, nor does it say how

it has been created.

The configuration of political actors at any given '

point in time is partly determined by the structures of
the political context. Thus, the new social movements
in Western Europe faced a very different alliance struc-
ture depending on the configuration of the left, their
natural ally (the new social movements were essentially
‘movements of the left’; see Box 16.2), which was, in
turn, decisively shaped: by the heritage of the prevail-
ing strategies to deal with challengers in a given country
{Kriesi et al. 1995).

The heritage of exclusive strategies in a country like
France caused the radicalization and eventual split of
the labour movement into a moderate social democratic
left and a radical communist left, This split in the labour
movement, in turn, contributed to the continued salience
of the class conflict which, at the time of the emergence
of the French new social movements in the latter part of
the 1970s, limited the availability of the left for the mobi-
lization of the new social movements. In the French situ-

ation, where the left was dominated by the Communist -

i



_modify the structural context. | o

Party up to the late 1970s, the Socialists could not be-
come unconditional allies of the new social movements.
They had to continue to appeal to the working class in
traditional class terms to ward off Communist com-
petition, and both the Socialists and the Communists
tended to instrumentalize the new social movements—
especially the peace movemént and the solidarity move-
ment—for their own electoral purposes.

However, the configuration of political actors is less
stable than the structural component of the political con-
text. For example, the alliance structure of a given move-
ment may change decisively at any election, depending
on whether the political party which constitutes a natural
ally for the social movement in question is elected into
power or loses its government position. Thus, the so»i\

:

. cial democrats tended to support the new social move-

ments in Western Europe when they were in opposition; |

Moreover, it is also much easier for social movementsx
to modify the configuration of political actors than to'

i
but were much less reliable allies when in government. \

|

ot e

While authors who analyse the mobilization of social
movements in a comparative (cross-national, cross-
regional, or cross-local) perspective rely heavily on ex-
planations involving structural elements, authors who
perform case studies within national contexts tend to
put the accent more on configurations of political ac-
tors. Most importantly, they tend to adopt a longitudi-
nal perspective involving comparisons across time and
important shifts in the configurations of political actors.
In their view, it is the shifts in the configurations of po-
litical actors—the instability of political alignments—
which create the opportunity for successful mobilization
(Tarrow 1994: 87--8). Such instability may relate to the
changing electoral fortunes of major parties.

The civil rights movement in the US provides a well-

! known example of the leverage created by electoral re-

alignments; both the decline of their Southern white
vote and the movement of African American voters
to the Northern cities increased the incentive for the
Democrats to seek black support. With its ‘razor-thin
electoral margin, the Kennedy administration was forced
to move from cautious foot-dragging to seizing the ini-
tiative for civil rights, a strategy that was extended by the
Johnson administration to the landmark Voting Rights
Act of 1965 (Tarrow 1994: 87).

The instability of political alignments may also refer
to a policy-specific situation. In other words, shift-
ing opportunities for mobilization and success may be
policy-domain specific. Some exogenous shock, such
as changes in socio-economic conditions, natural ca-
tastrophes, system-wide governing coalitions, or policy
outputs from other subsystems, may destabilize the
domain-specific equilibrium. Social and cultural shifts
and unpredictable catastrophic events may cause policy
failures in the domain in question, system-wide power

shifts may cause corresponding domain-specific shifts,
and policy outputs of other subsystems may cause dis-
array in the traditional problem-solving routines in the
domain in question.

American nuclear power is an example of the construc-
tion and collapse of a policy monopoly. Baumgartner and
Jones (1993: 70) maintain that the opponents of nuclear
energy in the US won primarily by getting their vision
of the issue accepted and altering the nature of the deci-
sion-making process by expanding the range of partici-
pants involved. When the venue had been expanded by
opponents to include licensing, oversight, and rate-mak-
ing, the industry lost control of the issue and the future
was determined. Whatever the ultimate reason for the
breakdown of the nuclear power coalition in the US (see
next section), the case of US nuclear power illustrates the
opportunities that open up for social movements as the
hold of dominant coalitioris over a policy domain loos-
ens up.

Interaction contexts

The third level of analysis concerns the interaction con-
text, This is the level of the mechanisms linking struc-
tures and configurations to agency and action, and it is
at this level that the strategies of the social movements
and their opponents come into view. ‘Strategy’ is the con-

* ceptual link between the context and the choices actors
* make in specific times and places. Movement actors will
“fake their strategic choices on the basis of their appre-

ciation of the specific chances of reform and threat, and
the specific risks of repression and facilitation they face.

A striking illustration of how repression operates
and how social movements may use its anticipated ef-
fects in their own strategic choices is again provided by
the civil rights movement. This movement deliberately
chose a strategy of demonstrating in cities in the South
of the US, where an unmistakably repressive reaction to
peaceful demonstrations could be expected. The violent
clashes that followed brought the movement more media
attention than it would otherwise have received, and
conveyed the movement’s message in 2 most powerful
way, which consequently led to increased external sup-
port. Although, at least in democratic regimes, repres-
ston may not reduce the level of movement mobilization,
it can be expected to have a considerable effect on the
action repertoire. It will increase the amount of radical
mobilization.

As Gamson and Meyer (1996: 283} argue, the defini-
tion of opportunity, i.e. the appreciation of the concrete
situation, is typically highly contentious within a social
movement, and they suggest that ‘we focus on the pro-
cess of defining opportunity and how it works. The de-
bates within movements typically turn around questions
of ‘relative opportunity’ for different courses of action.
Opportunity may shift in favour of some specific part
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of the movement (the radicals, for example), and may outrage against politicians and bankers and claiming so-
result in a radicalization of the movement as a whole.  cial justice, and more participation, transparency, and
However, according to the political process approach, accountability, lustrate how a contemporary move-
the ‘relative opportunities’ are to a large extent deter- ment can develop a strategic capacity. Instead of rely-
mined by the configuration of actors and the structural  ing on coverage by established media, they innovated
ontext. In other words, the outcome of the internal by relying mainly on internet-based informal organiza-
ebates of the movements is constrained by the larger tions, without formal membership. They mobilized via
pelitical context, which the strategically oriented move-  alternative online media, online social networks, and via
‘ment actors will not fail to take into account in their  personal networks of friends and acquaintances. This al-
o Jowed them to reach beyond the usual political activists
Ganz (2000) adds the important notion of strategic } and mobilize the discontented who are not organized by
capacity, i.e. the movement’s capability of developing |traditional groups such as unions or civic organizations
effective strategy, which is a function of leadership and {(Anduiza et al. 2012).
organization. Box 16.3 provides excerpts from a famous }\ An array of specific mechanisms links the general
speech by Martin Luther King Jr, which may serve as an | structural setting to the mobilization of social move-
illustration of the strategic capacity of this great Jeader of | ments. They constitute what we could call ‘concrete
the American civil rights movement. opportunities. Tilly (1978) introduced the pair of mecha-
Differencés in—strategic capacity may explain why  nisms ‘facilitation and repression, and Koopmans (1992)
some new organizations fail while others sucrvive, and  added ‘success chances and reform/threat! McAdam et
they may at the same time account for less adaptive i (2001) pursued this line of reasoning further and in-
behaviour among older organizations. The Spanish troduced several additional mechanisms, which allowed
‘Indignados; who burst onto the public scene with their  the structural context to be linked to the concrete epi-
demonstration all over Spain on 15 May 2011, expressing  sodes of mobilization (see Box 16.2).

" BOX16.3 ZOOM IN Excerpts from the speech delivered by Martm Luther Klngjr on .
_the steps at the Lincoln. Memorial in Washmgton DC on 28 August 1963

Five 5¢ore yédrs ago, a great Ametican [Abraham Lincoln), in
whose symbalic shadow we stand, signed the Emancipation
Proclamation. This momentous decree came as & great beacon
light of hope to miillions of Negro slaves who had been seared
in the flames of withering injustice. It came as a joyous day-
break to end thelong. nlght of captivity.

But one hundred years later, we must face the tragic fact
that the ‘Negro is still ot free, One hundred years later, the

i e of the Negro-is still $adly crippled by the manacles of seg-

regation and the chains of discrimination. One hundred years

i+ later, the Negro lives on a lonely island of poverty in the midst

of a vast ocean of material prosperity. One hundred years
: {atei',-the_Ne'gro'is still languishing in the corners of American

society dnd finds himself an exile in his own land. So we have

come here today to dramatize an appalling condition.

-1 am not unmindful that some of you have come here out
of great trials and tribulations. Some of you have come fresh

“ from harfow cells. Some of you have come froim areas where
your quest for freedom left you battered by the storms of per- -

'secu't'ion and. staggefed by the winds of police brutality; You
have beeh the veterans. of creative su'FFermg Contmue to work
WJth the faith that uneamed stsffering is rederptive.

: -GG back to MISSISSIPPE go back to Alabamsa, go Back to
: -Georgla go baci( to Lowsmna, 20 ‘back to the slums and

ghettos of our northern cities, knowmg that somehow this
situation can and will be changed. Let us not wa!low in the
valley of despair. : :

| say to you today, my friends, that in spxte ofthe diffical- . :
ties and frustrations of the nioment, | still havea dream '
is a dream deeply rooted: in the: Amencan dream ‘T have a
dreamn that one day this nation will rise .up. and: I:ve out'the "
true meaning of its craed: We' hold thasé” truths to be self
evident: thatall men are'created equal’ T e

I have a drearn that one day on'‘the red hills of Georgza the

sons of former slaves and the sohis of former slave-owners :
will be able.to sit down together. at a-table of brotherhcod.

! have a dream that one day. even‘the state of M{55|551pp| i
a desert state, swelteriig with’ %he ‘et of injusticé 5Ad op-
pression, will be transformed into ari oasis ‘of freedom and
justice. 1 have a dream that my four children will'orie day live
in a nation where they will not be judged by the co or ofthelr
skin but by the conitent of their charactet ~ ~". " -7

I have a dream ‘today.: I have a"-dream ‘that bne day the
state of Alabama, whose governor9 lips afe presently- drip--
ping with the words of interposition and nullification, will be - |
transformed intoa sttuatson where little black boys and black :
gitls will be abie tojoin: hands with llttle White boys and-white
girls and walk together as snsters and’ brothers I have a drearn -
today. - : A s
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@ The pohtlcal context For the mobsilzatmn of soc1a|
movements can be broken down into pohtlcal opportu-. .
ity structires; conﬁguratlon of actors, and interaction

- ',contexts

The formal mstltutlonai pohtlcal structures and thecul-
“tyral models; such_ as prevaﬂmg strategles, combine to
_deﬁne the overa[ ' uctural context.”

“The: conﬁguratlon of power refers to the shifting con-
ﬁguratlons of allies; adversarles and bystanders who
‘exist atthe {eve[ ofauthontles ahd pol]cy iriakers in the
pollcy-speaﬁc context orinthe pohty at large, and who
:‘constl-tute the alhance and conﬂlct structu res ’r'acmg the

- success chances vs reform/threat are exam ples cf such

‘mechamsms

Emergence, mobilization, and
success of social movements

Social movement studies intend to explain three aspects
of social movements—their emergence, mobilization,
and eventual success. —

Emergence

The political context has above all been used to account
for the emergence of social movements. A famous ex-
ample of the kind of reasoning involved is Skocpols
boolk, States and Social Revolutions (1979). At the origin
of the three social revolutions she studied—the French,
Russian, and Chinese Revolutions—Skocpol finds a con-
junction of two key factors: (1) a political crisis and (2)
agrarian socio-political structures (i.e. a given form of
national cleavage structures) which gave rise to wide-
spread peasant discontent and facilitated insurrections
against landlords. The political crisis is brought about
by the intensification of international pressure (shifts
in the geopolitical context structure) which leads to a
military and fiscal crisis of the state (institutional strain
and even breakdown}, which in turn gives rise to pro-
found -divisions in the ruling elites over how to respond
to the state’s declining effectiveness and fiscal problems
(realignments in the configuration of actors). The peas-
ant revolts become uncontrollable at the moment when
regime defections become widespread and when the elite
loses its cohesion and is no longer capable of exercising
its social control (by repressive measures).

Skocpol (1979: 154) claims to have identified the
sufficient causes of social revolutionary situations.
However, the various elements of the political context
define only a set of necessary conditions for the emer-
gence of contention—its ‘opportunity set! The trans-
formation of a potentially explosive situation into the
unfolding of events within the interaction context is
historically contingent and therefore quite unpredict-
able. Precipitating factors, exogenous shocks, con-
tingent or catalysing events, and suddenly imposed
grievances play a crucial role in such a transformation,
In addition to the ‘opportunity set; the unfolding of
events crucially depends on the choices made by ac-
tors on the basis of their preferences. Thus, the events
leading up to the French Revolution were set in motion
in 1788, when the king, after two long years of unsuc-
cessful stratagems, was forced to call a meeting of the

‘Estates Géneral, a body made up of electéd representa-

tives of the three estates of the realm. When the Estates
General finally met in May, the delegates of the Third
Estate refused to organize themselves as the traditional
lower body of a three-part legislature, and, on 17 June
they took the radical step of declaring themselves to
be the ‘National Assembly; i.e. the sole legitimate rep-
resentative of the French people. As a result, a revo-
lutionaiy situation had develdped in France with two
distinct political apparatuses, the monarchy and the
National Assembly, claiming to hold legitimate power.
Against this background, on 13 July, the people of Paris
broke fnto the Invalides and appropriated 40,000 mus- |
kets. The next day, 14 July, they took the Bastille,in
order to get the powder which was stored there, to be
able to use the muskets. The impact of this event was
sensational: the king’s troops pulled back from Paris
(which they had encircled previously). Recognizing
that the troops could not be trusted to operate against
Parisians, the king gave up his effort to intimidate the
National Assembly. The latter-¢merged triumphant,
thanks to the actions of the Parisian people. The
members of the National Assembly, however, did not
immediately realize what had happened. As Sewell
(1996} explains, they originally viewed the taking of
the Bastille as a disaster. The implications of the event
only gradually became clear to them, It took some two
weeks for them to realize that the people of Paris had
assured them a great victory and that this was a turning
point in the French Revolution.

The contingency of the precipitating event may vary
from one occasion to another. As McAdam et al. (2001)
observe, the catalytic event is often neither accidental
nor the primordial starting point of the episode, but the
culmination of a long-standing conflict. To the extent
that the build-up of a political ‘conflict systematically
increases the opportunity for mobilization, we are more

. likely to be able to account for the unfolding of subse-

quent contentious episodes.
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Mobilization

" The political opportunity structures are ideally suited to
 the explanation of the volume and form of a movement’s

mobilization. In a cross-national study of four Western

. Furopean countries, we have shown that the level and

form of collective action vary quite closely as a function
of the openness of the political system of the respective
countries (Kriesi et al. 1995). We found that the open-
ness of the Swiss system facilitates the mobilization for
collective action. The existence of direct democracy in-
stitutions, in particular, invites citizens to mobilize col-
lectively. At the same time, the openness of the system
and the availability of conventional channels of protest,
such as the direct democratic channels, have a strong
moderating effect on the strategic choices of the Swiss
movement actors. They have learned to use the available
direct democracy instruments, and they continue to use
thern even if they are not very successful in doing so. In
contrast, the relative closure of the French system pro-
vides little facilitation for mobilization by collective ac-
tors, which not only dampens the level of mobilization,
but also contributes to the radicalization of the move-
ment’s action repertoires. These results are presented in
Table 16.1.

.The example of the Arab Spring in 2011 illustrates
the importance of the media for the level of mobiliza-
tion of social movements today. Many observers have
attributed an important role to the media in explaining
the sudden mobilization of long-standing grievances of
the Arab public in early 2011. On the one hand, cross-
national political communications (such as the influ-
ence of Al-Jazeera) are likely to have undermined the
control of domestic media by authoritarian regimes.
The Qatar-based satellite channel Al-Jazeera continued
to air reports on Egypt and Tunisia d'espite the pleas
of these regimes to the Qatari government to stop it

{Dalacoura 2012: 68). On the other hand, social media

such as Facebook and Twitter, and of course mobile

phones, were widely used to organize the revolts and
link the protesters to each other and the outside world.
Perhaps even more crucially, the media plaved a role in
preparing for the rebellions over a number of years, and
even decades, by facilitating the circulation of ideas in
national and global spaces and’ challenging state mo-
nopaolies of information.

Overall, a preliminary analysis by Wilson and Dunn
{2011: 1269) suggests that, while digital media use was
not dominant in Egyptian protest activity, ‘digital media
use—and social media especially—were nevertheless an
integral and driving component in the media Jandscape’
This is particularly obvious in the role that Twitter played
in actively and successfully engaging an international j
audience in the Egyptian revoiutionmtﬁafzﬁ?
thoritarian regimes have found ways to control the social
media, too. In their recent study of censorship of social
media by the Chinese state, King et al. are able to show the
remarkable efficiency of Chinese censors. They observe
that the vast majority of censorship activity occurs within
94 hours of the original posting, which they describe as
‘a remarkable organizational accomplishment, requiring
large scale military-like precision’ (p. 330). Their key find-
ing is that, ‘contrary to much research and commentary,
the purpose of the censorship program is not to suppress
criticism of the state or the Communist Party} but ‘to re-
duce the probability of collective action by clipping social |
ties whenever any collective movements are in evidence
or expected’ (King et al. 2013: 330, 326).

Success

Sacial movements do not only intend to mobilize suc-
cessfully. Ultimately, they want to have an impact on
political decision-making or on society at large. In
comparative politics, where we primarily deal with in-
strumental movements that seek to influence politics,
their impact on policy decisions is of key importance.
Outcomes are still studied less often than the emergence

Table 16.1 Action repertory of social movements per country (% of total number of protest events)

Direct democraéy 81

Petitions

iLigl_i't"viol_encé- .
‘Heavyviolence : -

Source: Kriesi et al. (1995: 50)-



and mobilization of social movements. However, the
field is not as empty as many observers have claimed
(Giugni 1998).

There is one movement in particular whose success has
been the object of several studies with a comparative po-
litical process perspective—the anti-nuclear movement.
1t provides an excellent illustration of how the different
aspects of the political context have been used to explain
2 movement’s outcomes. Kitschelt's (1986) influential
analysis put the accent on the structural element and
compared the movement’s impact in four countries with
quite distinct political opportunity structures: Germany,
France, Sweden, and the US. He made the general point
that there is no one-fo-one correspondence between the
level of mob;lzzatwn and the success of social movements:
strong mobilization does not necessarily lead to pro-
found impact if the political opportunity structures are
not conducive to change. Conversely, weak mobilization
may have a disproportionate impact owing to properties
of the political opportunity structure.

More specifically, Kitschelt argued that in Germany,
Sweden, and the US, where political opportunity struc-
tures were conducive to popular participation, greater
responsiveness to the anti-nuclear opposition invariably
fed to extremely tight and often changing safety regula-
tions. Once formulated, these new safety standards al-
lowed opponents to intervene and insist that they be
complied with. Construction delays were the result, es-
pecially in the US and Germany—the two countries with
fragmented implementation structures. Much shorter
delays were typical in France and Sweden, where tight
implementation procedures offered few opportunities
for outside intervention in the construction process. In
Sweden, nuclear policy was also ultimately changed, not
by disrupting the policy implementation process, but
by the shifting electoral fortunes of major parties and
changes in government. In the open Swedish system, the
anti-nuclear movement finally prevdiled because it was
largely supported by the institutional structure, the pre-
vailing cultural models, and the configuration of power
in the Swedish system.

. & The emergence ofa social movement ot radical trans-

- formations suchas- revoluitions ¢an be expiamed by the -
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gent events {prectmtatmg factors; suddenly imposed
grle\rances exogenous shocks)
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Conclusion

"There are very good reasons not to treat social move-
ments as a distinct set of phenomena to be dealt with
by a specific ‘subfield of social sciences. It is fruitful to
include them in the comparative analysis of the politi-
cal process, as they have become regular participants in
policy-making in democratic societies.

Amorg the specialists of social movements, there is
currently a tendency to enlarge the perspective beyond
social movements to contentious politics (or protest poli-
tics, as I have called it here) and to focus less on social
movements as such and more on the mechanisms and
processes through which contentious politics operates
(McAdam ef l. 2001; Tilly and Tarrow 2015). In this
perspective, social movements are only one version of
contentious politics, which ranges from small-scale pro-
test events to large-scale revolutions. This is a promising
perspective as Jong as we do not lose sight of the fact that
social movements constitute distinctive social processes
in their own right.

The political process approach is of particular inter-
est for the integration of these distinctive processes into
the mainstream of comparative politics. A number of
mechanisms contribute to integrate contemporary social
movements into the political process of liberal democ-
racies, ie. to institutionalize them (Meyer and Tarrow
19984: 23-4); social movement activists have learned to
employ conventional and unconventional collective ac-
tions; police practices increasingly encourage the réu-
tinization of contention; the tactics used by movement
organizations and those used by more institutionalized
groups increasingly overlap.

At the same time, such mechanisms contribute to the
increasing integration of social movement actors into
the policy-making process and to the adoption of social
movement strategies by routine participants in policy-
making. Moreover, the attention that social movement
scholars increasingly pay to the outcomes produced by
popular claims-making and contention (Giugni 1998;
Giugni et al. 1999) also brings them closer to the analy-
sis of public policy-making which, in turn, enhances the
usefulness of the political process approach.




Critical thinking

1. In which countries does the peace movement face favourable
. groups, political parties, and the media? context conditions, and in which countries are these context

What is the difference between a movement challenging po- conditions rather unfavourable?

tical authorities and a movement challenging cultural au- 2
thorities? Discuss this question on the basis of the feminist
-“movement.

Describe some aspects of the interaction context.

Under which conditions do movements emerge?

What kind of conditions favour the mobilization capécity of
social movements and under what kind of conditiens-dothey

Ea

Describe the three major models for the analysis of social

. movements and discuss the weaknesses of each. radicalize?

“4."What are political opportunity structures and cultural models? 5 \yhen do social movements have success, Le. under what

5. ‘What are configurations of power and how do they change? conditions are they able to reach their goals?
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