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Introduction

‘ re white men, some were
omgreher i egl'zea;il:;;;fgeso‘:lihem agricultural .wmkirs,
e i N ;i ant industrial workers—we consider t l.slﬂ:
o e e lrsvengnm we analyze arose among Sectors of goe
& ?cf thecli??ilﬁding the protest of welfare m;the_rts 11151 S;Z SliSS}tE Ift
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prﬂlﬁtﬂr{ﬂnﬁ: l:1 t ilso an abuse of Marx, who meant the term to re
imgl:ls?;?nasnducriminal elements from all classes.
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CHAPTER

€ 10 suggest a simple
but compelling view of the roots of power in any society. Crudely

but clearly stated, those who control the means of physical coercion,
and those who contro] the means of producing wealth, have power
over those who do not. This much is trye whether the means of
coercion consists in the pPrimitive force of a warrior caste or the
technological force of 2 modern army. And it is true whether the
control of production consists in control by priests of the mysteries

of the calendar on which agriculture depends, or control by financiers
of the large-scale capital on

Coercive
drawn together within one ruling
Common S€nse and historical ex

people what is right and what is
and what is impossible; and the
from these beliefs. Because this
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sharply unequal societies ordinarily do not seem either possible or
right from the perspective of those who live within the structure of
belief and ritual fashioned by those societies. People whose only
possible recourse in struggle is to defy the beliefs and rituals laid
down by their rulers ordinarily do not.

What common sense and historical experience suggest has been
true of many societies is no less true of modern capitalist societies,
the United States among them. Power is rooted in the control of
| coercive force and in the control of the means of production. How-

ever, in capitalist societies this reality is not legitimated by rendering
| the powerful divine, but by obscuring their existence. Thus electoral-

representative arrangements proclaim the franchise, not force and

wealth, as the basis for the accumulation and use of power. Wealth
| is, to be sure, unequally distributed, but the franchise 1s widely and
nearly equally distributed, and, by exercising the franchise men and
women presumably determine who their rulers will be, and there-
fore what their rulers presumably must do if they are to remain
rulers.

Since analysts of power also live within the boundaries of ritual
and belief of their society, they have contributed to this obfuscation
by arguing that electoral arrangements offset other bases of power.
Even the most sophisticated American political scientists have begun
| with the assumption that there are in fact W0 systems of power, one
| based on wealth and one based on votes, and they have devoted
l themselves to deciphering the relative influence of these two systems.
This question has been regarded as intricate and complicated, de-
manding assiduous investigations in a variety of political settings,
| -and by methods subject to the most rigorous empirical strictures.
(“Nothing categorical can be assumed about power in any commun-
ity” was Polsby’s famous dictum.) The answer that emerged from
these investigations was that €lectoral-representative procedures ac-
Il complished a substantial dispersal of power in a less-than-perfect
world. It followed that those who struggled against their rulers by
I defying the procedures of the liberal democratic state were dangerous
troublemakers, or simply fools.

il In the 1960s the dominant pluralist tradition was discredited, at
Il least among those on the ideological left who were prodded by out-
il breaks of defiance among minorities and students to.question this
perspective. In the critique that emerged it was argued that there
| were fiot two systems of power, but that the power rooted in wealth
and force overwhelmed the power of the franchise. The pluralists

— _ —_
———
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3 The Structuring of Protest

l Pad erred, the critics said, by failing to recognize the manifold ways
n which wealth and its concomitants engulfed electﬂral-representi-
tive pmcedvfres, effectively barring many people from participation
-fhll:_e deluding and entrapping others into predetermined electoral
@ c_:hmces." The pluralists had also erred by ignoring the consistent
bias to:ward the interests of elites inherent in presumably neul:ral.
governing structures, no matter what the mandate of the electorate
We d:n not wish to summarize the critique, which was b nc;
means simple, or all of a piece. We wish only to make the pointythat
tlflff ch{;tllenge rested in large part on the insight thatmodes of par-
wmpatwn and nonparticipation in electnral-rePresentative procedures
pmre not, as the pluralists had implied by their narrow empirical
strictures, the freely made political choices of free men and w[;men
Rather, modes of participation, and the degree of influence that rej
sulted, were consistently determined by location in the class struc-
- ture, It.was an important insight, and once it had been achieved the
cmilclusmn followed not far behind that so long as lower-class groups
abided by the norms governing the electoral-representative systenp;
they would have little influence. It therefore became clear, at leasé
to some of us, that protest tactics which defied political nm:ms were
mot simply the recourse of troublemakers and fools. For the poor
‘they were the only recourse, g
Bu!: having come this far, we have gone no further. The insights
that illuminated the critiques of electoral-representative pmcises
have been entirely overlooked in the few studies that have been done
of the nature of protest itself. From an intellectual perspective, it is
a star_tlmg oversight; from a political perspective, it is all too ;asil
explained by the overwhelming biases of our traditions BrieﬂY
é?t?d’__the_ main argument of this chapter is thatyprotest i-"s'aim m::
tl:i::tz; gfmﬁl‘le; ch;n;:]e; i.l; 1S not freely av:ailable to all groups at all
# 311’ e of the time it is not avall.:;ible to lower-class groups
: ‘occasions when protest is possible among the poor, the
m.s'that it must take, and the impact it can have are all delin;ited-
%{?ﬁﬁmcfﬂ structure in ways which usually diminish its extent and
- {;:E.::ze its 1{&’:‘5&. Before we go on to explain these points, we need
deﬁnitigm‘;;t ;v; ];nean by a protest movement, for customary
B e, t; ed both analysts and activists to ignore or discredit
at does occur.
Tﬁefemerg'ence of a protest movement entails a {transformation
sy : imnscmusness-ar‘ld of behavior. The change in consciousness
€ast three distinct aspects. First, “the system’'—or those

m M
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aspects of the system that people experience and perceive—loses
legitimacy. Large numbers of men and women who ordinarily accept
the authority of their rulers and the legitimacy of institutional
arrangements come to believe in some measure that these rulers and

The S tructuring of Protest

of tl}e sc-r.:lal_ order. . . . What characterizes a soci
particular kind of change agent is

. D Its quality as an artj
organized group” (2, 453). Similarly John %(Vilmn :ar;:u‘lieit:::{:}
. 1

movement is a conscious '
nover Organized attempt to bring about
P ocial order by noninstitutionalized

these arrangements are unjust and wrong.! Second, people who are
ordinarily fatalistic, who believe that existing arrangements are
inevitable, begin to assert “rights” that imply démands for change.
Third, there 1s alnew sense of eflicacy; people who ordinarily consider
themselves helpless come to believe that they have some capacity to T

. ) on
alter their lot.

Thechange in behavior is equally striking, and usually more easily
recognized, at least when it takes the form of mass strikes or marches
or riots.; Such behavior seems to us to involve two distinguishing
elements. First, masses of people become defiant; they violate the
traditions and laws to which they ordinarily acquiesce, and they
flaunt the authorities to whom they ordinarily defer. And second,
their 'defiance is acted out collectively, as members of a group, and
not as isolated individuals. Strikes and riots are clearly forms of
collective action, but even some forms of dehance which appear to

S : : fcs standard definiti
be individual acts, such as crime or school truancy or incendiarism, @Eﬂl ‘ rdﬂ:i EﬁmFl?ITS stmply because defiance does not usually ch
while more ambiguous, may have a collective dimension, for those bEx 1€ activities of forma Organizations that arj S
L protest movements. 1se on the crest

who engage in these acts may consider themselves to be part of a
larger movement. Such apparently atomized acts of defiance can be
considered movement events when those involved perceive them-
selves to be acting as members of a group, and when they share a
common set of protest beliefs. tion from

Prevailing definitions, by stressing articulated social change goals mi - and to consign them b
as the defining feature of social movements, have had the effect of m MHIe more shadowy realms of social problems and devi y
denying political meaning to many forms of protest. Thus while the 1 ‘ e
impulse to proliferate idiosyncratic usages ought ordinarily to be
resisted, we believe that the difference between our definition and
those generally found in the fairly extensive sociological literature
on social movements is no mere definitional quibble. Joseph Gusfield,

Wha;ever the intellectual

.-:1' TE
'h.'l L

équating
$—and thus requiring that

lative program, or at

1]In this connection Max Weber writes: “The degree in which ‘communal action’ and
possibly ‘societal action,” emerges from the ‘mass actions’ of the members of a class is
linked to general cultural conditions, especially to those of an intellectual sort. It is also
linked to the extent of the contrasts that have already evolved, and is especially linked
to the transparency of the connections between the causes and the consequences of the
‘class situation.” For however different life chances may be, this fact in itself, according
to all experience, by no means gives birth to ‘class action . . ."” (184, emphasis in the

original).

soci izati

duesali :TEEI?::“ nrgalr(uzatmns" to encompass both
, €r work, distinguish

but she continyes to : o g

stress articulated goals as 4
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Institutional Limits on the Incidence

of Mass Insurgency

Aristotle believed that the chief cause of internal warfare was in-
equality, that the lesser rebel in order to be equal. But human ex-
perience has proved him wrong, most of the time. Sharp inequality
has been constant, but rebellion infrequent. Aristotle underestimated
the controlling force of the social structure on political life. How-

‘ever hard their lot may be, people usually remain acquiescent, con-

forming to the accustomed patterns of daily life in their community,
and believing those patterns to be both inevitable and just. Men and
women till the fields each day, or stoke the furnaces, or tend the
looms, obeying the rules and rhythms of earning a livelihood; they
mate and bear children hopefully, and mutely watch them die; they
abide by the laws of church and community and defer to their rulers,
striving to earn a little grace and esteem. In other words most
of the time people conform to the institutional arrangements which

enmesh them, which regulate the rewards and penalties of daily life,

and which appear to be the only possible reality.

Those for whom the rewards are most meager, Who are the most
ppressed by inequality, are also acquiescent. Sometimes they are
the most acquiescent, for they have little defense against the penalties
that can be imposed for defiance. Moreover, at most times and In
most places, and especially in the United States, the poor are led to
believe that their destitution is deserved, and that the riches and
power that others command are also deserved. In more traditional
societies sharp inequalities are thought to be divinely ordained, or
to be a part of the natural order of things. In more modern societies,
such as the United States, riches and power are ascribed to personal
qualities of industry or talent; it follows that those who have little
or nothing have only what they deserve. As Edelman observes in his
study of American political beliefs:

The American poor have required less coercion and less in social
security guarantees to maintain their quiescence than has been true
in other developed countries, even authoritarian ones like Germany
and notably poor ones like Italy; for the guilt and self-concepts
of the poor have kept them docile (1971, 56).

Ordinarily, in short, the lower classes accept their lot, and that

acceptance can be taken for granted; it need not be bargained for

7
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by their rul . "
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15 socially structured, in th Y iIn which protest

i € sense that it is structurally precluded

Sometimes, however, the
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. . g , —
argues that it mot only requires a major st)malbn_:hslt?za:luz? di:ﬂf:::a ;
e R e
I ly must occur beto e
:EEZSP:;) ]:agi;h pitch, and before that anger can find expression in
ive defiance. | s _
mlII: 11:1:15 useful to divide perspectives on msurge:l‘c:'l :csff;:fhz
whether the emphasis is on pressures that force ;erup u:::a : i
the emphasis is on the breakdm-{n of the_regu at?:l - Tnd st
society, a breakdown thatT[irlermlts e:;}z;:rf?p;; T
form in political protest. Thus amo s B
ight include those who emphasize economic change -
:;E:; lfl::rr civil disorder, whether economic :;msr:;:if:tre?;ﬁ;mn_
iseration. Sharp economic change obviously distu vy
ﬂ:: between what men and women have been led to ex[i'ue; ;:ﬂ bt
iﬂnpditiﬂns they actually experiencfe. If penplel };avetb;lgzneand 2 ;}:LH
more than they receive, they are hkelyi to fee 1;15 i]; i -
iy W B ] e
Prmertzi?oz tI;;T: ftft;::::;:: nrzte nfpattual economic gai;"i.: Otht;':,
'fet}:;]i)ﬂwing more closely in the tradition 0? Marx and EEr:ie f?u;;n;:iﬁn
ize that it is new and unexpected hardsh{ps that gen e ey
. and the potential for civil strife. However,. this 15.ag; :
ilnil: nizrlothers have noted, is not theoretically irreconcilable.
,

is widely held “relative deprivation” theory of
s*PFrhﬂii'“ tl!f: bTeseé k]?z‘;;tﬂgﬁrfnzlgfﬁﬁt}l 1:9;:;1?1;:& also 'Feierabend, Fm;ziﬂfilg;kﬂzg
Eﬂtslglf;nl: an excellent critique of the political theorists who base t
es .

this theory, see LuPlslha. nd his followers include conditions of political !flbe_l*:ilfz:::ﬂl;j
4 Both de_TncquEI"-_'liEa 1aexpectatiﬂﬂ5 that result, as possible precursors o f;lenristﬁ o
i g lIl-known of the contemporary “rising Expectatlﬂﬂﬁh “J-Curve.”
Probably the.mmthEhuwﬂer argues a variant of the tl_lenr}r known as t t; Howed by
James C. Dawe];’ :'.ire:l it is unl:y when long periods of IIum"’EmEI;;ﬁZm ¥
Eﬂciﬂgﬂigdﬂlwnim;m political repression that civil strife results (1962).

: 3 3 d com-
; f Marx and Engels are, however, both more hlstnncaltl}' sszif;:b:; st
5 The views 0 the relative deprivation theory, and might be bet e; e
thﬂfswe tha‘n ;mt theory. Economic crises, and the atten{}ant ards El::l;ariat ¢
i“{:“"m%tm thhl not mﬂ; ‘hecause of the extreme immiseration of the pfr i
PrOJetanan drugeies ﬂ] because of the expansion of the reserve army o dictions of
such times, and ot 01;1 }trhecallﬂf periods of economic {:risi_s rot':a] the contra e
pm?ed_ﬂt o nme:icu‘ilaﬂy the contradiction between sﬂ(:lfﬂlIEﬂ Prfdl:u::ude ey
i an;i 4 te ownership and exchange. In Engels’ words, T ¥ are convicted
the :?narc!l}' L Pn;:l]iun against the form of exchange. _Thf: bourgelﬂé!;; Fieedinrion,
dlﬂ:.'llﬂll rises in r*;!] to manage their own social productive forces _ ( h),i‘ h cI;nn ot be
?f ln?pai:fg'df;ﬂ;s EJnlY a symptom of a far more profound conflict whic

vésidied wilhiin the existing social formation.

stresses created by structural ch

what Parsons labels “irrational behavior”
vagueness of this model, however,
As Charles Tilly comments,

like ‘structural change,” ‘stress’
of philologists at sea for life” (1964, 100).
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Whether one stresses that it is good times or bad times that
for turmoil among the low

empirical cases the author
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(1965). The breadth and
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theorists of revolution
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o emphasizes the breakdown of the regulatory

controls implicit in the structures and routines of daily life; to those
such as Kornhauser, who argues that major societal changes—depres-
sion, industrialization, urbanization—break the ties that bind people
to the multiple secondary associations that ordinarily control political
‘behavior (1959); to those who focus on divisions among elites as
the trigger that releases popular discontents. Taken together, these
social disorganization perspectives provide a major insight, however
general, into the links between societal change, the breakdown of
social controls—what Ash calls the ‘“‘deroutinization” of life (164-
167)—and the eruption of protest.® The disorganization theories

suggest that periods of rapid change tend, at the same time as they
build frustration, to weaken the regulatory controls inherent in the
structures of institutional life.

More specifically, economic change may be so jarring as to virtually

destroy the structures and routines of daily life. Hobsbawm points to
the impact of just such conditions in accounting for the rise of

“social banditry” among the Italian peasantry in the nineteenth

such as Hobsbawm, wh

century:
[Social banditry] is most likely to become a major phenomenon
when their traditional equilibrium is upset: during and after

periods of ~bnormal hardship, such as famines and wars, or at
he dynamic modern world seize

the moments -when the jaws of t
the static communities 1in order to destroy and transform them

(1963, 24).

Barrington Moore Stresses a similar theme:
olutionary mass are a sudden

The main factors that create a rev
ious deprivations,

increase in hardship coming on top of quite ser

——

o

8 Just as the relative deprivation theories are not inconsistent with a Marxist interpreta-
tion of the origins of working- and lower-class protest, neither ijs the emphasis on
social disorganization necessarily inconsistent (although most of the proponents of that
perspective are clearly not Marxists). Thus a Marxist interpretation of protest would
acknowledge the significance of both relative deprivation and social disorganization,
treating these however not as historically generalizable causes of uprisings, but as

Bertell Ollman’s

symptoms of historically specific contradictions in capitalist society.
work on character structure as inhibiting class consciousness and class action contributes
to making explicit the link between social disorganization and mass uprisings from 2
Marxist perspective. Ollman argues that the “proletariat’s ‘fear of freedom’ and their
submissiveness before authority . . . are, after all, simply attempts to repeat in the
future what has been done in the past” (42). But clearly, periods of major social
dislocation may force 2 break in these character Ppatterns, if only by precluding the

possibility of repeating in the future what has been done in the past.
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arrangements. Still, neither the frustrations generated by the eco-
nomic change, nor the breakdown of daily life, may be sufficient to
lead people to protest their travails: Ordinarily, when people suffer
such hardships, they blame God, or they blame themselves.

‘For a protest movement to arise out of these traumas of daily life,
people have to perceive the deprivation and disorganization they
experience as both wrong, and subject to redress.’® The social arran ge-
ments that are ordinarily perceived as just and immutable must come
to seem both unjust and mutable. One condition favoring this
transvaluation is thescale of distress. Thus in the 1930s, and again
in the postwar years, unemployment reached calamitous proportions.
Large numbers of people lost their means of earning a livelihood at
the same time. This was clearly the case in the 1930s when unemploy-
ment affected one-third of the work force. But among blacks the
experience in the post-World War II period was equally devastating,
for millions were forced off the land and concentrated in the ghettos
of the cities. Within these central city ghettos, unemployment rates
in the 1950s and 1960s reached depression levels. The sheer scale
of these dislocations helped to mute the sense of self-blame, pre-
disposing men and women to view their plight as a collective one,
and to blame their rulers for the destitution and disorganization they
experienced.

This transvaluation is even more likely to take place, or to take
place more rapidly, when the dislocations suffered by particular
groups occur in a context of wider changes and instability, at times
when the dominant institutional arrangements of the society, as
people understand them, are self-evidently not functioning. When
the mammoth industrial empires of the United States virtually
ground to a halt in the early 1930s and the banks of the country
simply closed their doors, the “American Way” could not be so fully
taken for granted by the masses of impoverished workers and the
unemployed. Similarly, while the institutional disturbances that pre-
ceded the black movements of the 1960s were not dramatically visible
to the society as a whole, they were to the people who were uprooted
by them. For blacks, changes in the southern economy meant nothing

10*The classical mob,” writes Hobsbawm, “did not merely riot as protest, but because it
expected to achieve something by its riot. It assumed that the authorities would be
sensitive to its movements, and probably also that they would make some sort of
immediate concession . . .” (111). Rudé’s account of the food riots among the urban
poor in the eighteenth century makes the same point (1964).
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less than the disintegration of the ancien regime of the feudal planta-

tion, Just as the sub:sequent migratory trek to the cities meant their
wrenching removal into an unknown society.

Fina]!y, as t_hf:se objective institutional upheavals lead people to
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Peasants in the Ukraine pillaged the gentry and Jews during the

tumultuous year 1905, They did so, however, in the firm conviction

that a new imperial manifesto had directed them to take what they
wanted. An account by a landowner makes the point:
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Nor is this tendency only observable among Russian peasants. Crowds
of welfare recipients demonstrating for special grants in New York
City in May 1968 employed a similar justification, inciting each other
with the news that a rich woman had died and left instructions that
her wealth be distributed through the welfare centers. These events
suggest that 'people seek to legitimate what they do, even when they
are defiant, and the authority of elites to define what is legitimate
remains powerful, even during periods of stress and disorder.

Our main point, however, is that whatever position one takes on
the “causes” of mass unrest, there is general agreement that €xtraor-
dinary disturbances in the larger society are required to transform
the poor from apathy to hope, from quiescence to indignation.’* On
this point, if no other, theorists of the most diverse persuasions agree.
Moreover, there is reason to think that a series of concurrent dis-
locations underlay the mass protests of the 1930s and 1960s. And
with that said, the implication for an understanding of the potential

15 The § iructuring of Protest
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for political influence among the poor becomes virtually self-evident:
since periods of profound social dislocations are infrequent, so too

are opportunities for protest among the lower classes.

T he Patterming of Insurgency
simply

Just as quiescence is enforced by institutional life, and just as the e
socialized within

eruption of discontent is determined by changes in institutional life,
the forms of political protest are also determined by the institutional
context in which people live and work. This point seems self-evident
to us, but it is usually ignored, in part because the pluralist tradition
defines political action as essentially a matter of choice. Political
actors, whoever they may be, are treated as if they are not con-
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13 Rosa Luxemburg’s discussion of the profound and complex social upheavals that lead
to mass strikes makes the same point: “[I]t is extremely difficult for any leading organ of
the proletarian movement to foresee and to calculate which occasions and moments
can lead to explosions and which cannot . . . because in each individual act of the
struggle so many important economic, political, and social, general and local, material
and psychological moments are brought into play that no single act can be arranged and
resolved like a mathematical problem. . . . The revolution is not a maneuver executed
by the proletariat in the open field; rather, it is a struggle in the midst of the unceasing
crashing, crumbling, and displacing of all the social foundations” (245).
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electoral system, while some also shared in the tangible rewards of
a relatively freely dispensed government patronage. Beliefs thus
nurtured do not erode readily.

Accordingly, one of the first signs of popular discontent in the
contemporary United States is usually a sharp shift in traditional
voting patterns.!* In a sense, the electoral system serves to measure
and register the extent of the emerging disaffection. Thus, the urban
working class reacted to economic catastrophe in the landslide elec-
tion of 1932 by turning against the Republican Party to which it had
given its allegiance more or less since 1896.1° Similarly, the political
impact of the forces of modernization and migration was first evident
in the crucial presidential elections of 1956 and 1960. Urban blacks,
who had voted Democratic in successively larger proportions since

e

14 The tendency for popular discontent to lead to third-party efforts is of course also
evidence of the force of electoral norms. Thus as early as the depression of 1828-1831,
labor unrest was expressed in the rise of numerous workingman’s political parties, and
late in the nineteenth century as the industrial working class grew, much labor dis-
content was channeled into socialist political parties, some of which achieved modest
success at the local level. In 1901 the Socialist Party came together as a coalition of
many of these groups, and by 1912 it had elected 1,200 party members to local public
office in some 340 cities and towns, including the mayor’s office in 73 cities (Weinstein,
7) . Similarly the agrarian movements of the late nineteenth century were primarily
oriented toward the electoral system. Nor is this tendency only evident in the United
States. In Europe, for example, with the disillusionment of the failed revolution of
1848, and with the gradual extension of the franchise to workers, socialist parties also
began to emphasize parliamentary tactics. The classical justification for this emphasis
became Engels’ introduction to Class Struggles in France, in which Engels writes of the
successes achieved by the German party through the parliamentary vote: “It has been
discovered that the political institutions in which the domination of the bourgeoisie is
organized offer a fulcrum by means of which the proletariat can combat these very
political institutions. The Social Democrats have participated in the elections to the
various Diets, to municipal councils, and to industrial courts. Wherever the proletariat
could secure an effective voice, the occupation of these electoral strongholds by the
bourgeoisie has been contested. Consequently, the bourgeoisie and the government have
become much more alarmed at the legal than at the illegal activities of the labor party,
dreading the results of elections far more than they dread the results of rebellion.”
Some years later, Kautsky published a letter from Engels disavowing the preface and
blaming it on the “timid legalism” of the leaders of the German Social Democratic
Party who were committed to the parliamentary activities through which the party was
thriving, and fearful of the threatened passage of antisocialist laws by the Reichstag
(see Howard, 383; Michels, 370 fn 6).

15 Burnham's well-known theory of “critical elections” resulting from the cumulative
tension between socio-economic developments and the political system is similar to this
argument (1965, 1970). The relationship betwen economic conditions and voter
responses has been subjected to extensive empirical study by American political scien-
tists. These studies generally tend to confirm the proposition that deteriorating economic
conditions result in voter defections from incumbent parties. See for example Bloom
and Price; Kramer; and Campbell, Converse, Miller, and Stokes.
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But when people are thus encouraged in spirit 1nf.lfithnr.::rut being
appeased in fact, their defiance may escape the boundanes‘ qf electoral
rituals, and escape the boundaries established by the political .n{)rms
of the electoral-representative system in general. They may mdeqd
become rebellious, but while their rebellion often appears chaotic
from the perspective of conventional American pﬂ.litics, or fith
the perspective of some organizers, it is not clﬁmntlc at all; 1t Is
structured political behavior. When people riot in the streets, tpen'
behavior is socially patterned, and within those patterns, their actions

are to some extent deliberate and purposeful.

SOCIAL LOCATION AND FORMS OF DEFIANCE

In contrast to the effort expended in accounting for the sources of
insurgency, relatively little attention has been given to the question
of why insurgency, when it does occur, takes one fe:)rrfl and not
another. Why, in other words, do people sometimes :s.tnk.e and at
other times boycott, loot, or burn? Perhaps this question is seldom
dealt with because the defiant behavior released often appears mr:‘huate
to analysts, and therefore not susceptible to explanation, as in the
nineteenth-century view of mental illness. Thus Parsons charatzter-
izes reactions to strain as “irrational” (1965); Neil Smelser describes
collective behavior as “primitive” and ‘‘magical”; and K‘ﬂmhauser
attributes unstable, extremist, and antidemocratic tendencies to mass
movements. Many defiant forms of mass action that fa]} sha:.rt of
armed uprisings are thus often simply not recognized as intelligent
political behavior at all. e
The common but false association of lower-class protest with vio-
lence may also be a residue of this tradition and its v:iew of the
mob as normless and dangerous, the barbarian unchained. Mass
violence is, to be sure, one of many forms of defiance, and perhaRs a
very elemental form, for it violates the very ground rule:s of civil
society. And lower-class groups do on occasion resort to V}D!EHCE—
to the destruction of property and persons—and perha‘ps.thls- is more
likely to be the case when they are deprived by their institutional
location of the opportunity to use other forms of defiance. Mf::trie
typically, however, they are not violent, although they may be mili:
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tant. They are usually not violent simply because the risks are too
great; the penalties attached to the use of violence by the poor are
too fearsome and too overwhelming.’® (Of course, defiance by the
lower class frequently results in violence when more powerful groups,
discomfited or alarmed by the unruliness of the poor, use force to
coerce them into docility. The substantial record of violence asso-
ciated with protest movements in the United States is a record com-
posed overwhelmingly of the casualties suffered by protestors at the
hands of public or private armies.)

Such perspectives have left us with images which serve to discredit
lower-class movements by denying them meaning and legitimacy,
instead of providing explanations. While the weakening of social con-
trols that accompanies ruptures in social life may be an important
precondition for popular uprisings, it does not follow either that the
infrastructure of social life simply collapses, or that those who react
to these disturbances by protesting are those who suffer the sharpest
personal disorientation and alienation. To the contrary i1t may well
be those whose lives are rooted in some institutional context, who
are in regular relationships with others in similar straits, who are
best able to redefine their travails as the fault of their rulers and not
of themselves, and are best able to join together in collective protest.1®
Thus while many of the southern blacks who participated in the
civil rights movement were poor, recent migrants to the southern
cities, or were unemployed, they were also linked together in the

18 Gamison argues convincingly that rational calculations of the chances of success
underlie the use of violence: “Violence should be viewed as an instrumental act, aimed
at furthering the purpose of the group that uses it when they have some reason to
think it will help their cause. . . . [It] grows from an impatience born of confidence and
rising efficacy rather than the opposite. It occurs when hostility toward the victim
renders it a relatively safe and costless strategy” (81).

191t may be for this reason that the extensive data collected after the ghetto riots of
the 1_9603 on the characteristics of rioters and nonrioters provided little evidence that
the rioters themselves were more likely to be recent migrants or less educated or suffer
€T rates of unemployment than the ghetto population as a whole. But while there
are data to indicate that the rioters did not suffer higher indices of “rootlessness,” little
il‘knnwn about the networks or structures through which their defiance was mobilized.
Tilly Speculates interestingly on the relation between integration and deprivation by
Suggesting that the more integrated shopkeepers and artisans of Paris may have led the
Br€at outburst of the French Revolution precisely because they were in a better
Pﬂﬁlllﬂq to do so, and because they had a kind of leadership role, and were therefore
T€sponsive to the misery of the hordes of more impoverished Parisians (1964). Hobs-
W and Rudé ascribe a similar role to local artisans in the English farm laborers’
Protests of the early nineteenth century (1968, 63-64).
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southern black church, which became the mobilizing node of move-
ment actions.?

Just as electoral political institutions channel protest into voter
activity in the United States, and may even confine it within these
spheres if the disturbance is not severe and the electoral system
appears responsive, so do other features of institutional life determine
the forms that protest takes when it breaks out of the boundaries of
electoral politics. Thus, it is no accident that some people strike,
others riot, or loot the granaries, or burn the machines, for just as
the patterns of daily life ordinarily assure mass quiescence, so do
these same patterns influence the form defiance will take when it
erupts.

First, people experience deprivation and oppression within a con-
crete setting, not as the end product of large and abstract processes,
and it is the concrete experience that molds their discontent into
specific grievances against specific targets. Workers experience the
factory, the speeding rhythm of the assembly line, the foreman, the
spies and the guards, the owner and the paycheck. They do not
experience monopoly capitalism. People on relief experience the
shabby waiting rooms, the overseer or the caseworker, and the dole.
They do not experience American social welfare policy. Tenants
experience the leaking ceilings and cold radiators, and they recognize
the landlord. They do not recognize the banking, real estate, and
construction systems. No small wonder, therefore, that when the
poor rebel they so often rebel against the overseer of the poor, or the
slumlord, or the middling merchant, and not against the banks or
the governing elites to whom the overseer, the slumlord, and the
merchant also defer.?! In other words, it is the daily experience of

members of the alli
dcmands, and not ¢

for their pl;
plight, beca
and merchants. il

il

20 Tilly, reviewing the literature on the French Revolution, makes a similar argument
about the structuring of the great outbursts of collective violence among the sans-
culottes: “[The insurrection was a continuation, in an extreme form, of their everyday
politics” (1964, 114). See also the account by Hobsbawm and Rudé of the role of the
“village parliaments” and churches in English agricultural uprisings (1968, 59-60).

21 Max Weber makes the similar point “that the class antagonisms that are conditioned
through the market situation are usually most bitter between those who actually and
directly participate as opponents in price wars. It is not the rentier, the share-holder,
and the banker who suffer the ill will of the worker, but almost exclusively the manu-
facturer and the business executives who are the direct opponents of workers in price
wars. This is so in spite of the fact that it is precisely the cash boxes of the rentier, the
share-holder, and the banker into which the more or less ‘unearned’ gains flow, rather
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streets where they are forced to linger, or storm the relief centers,
and it is difficult to imagine them doing otherwise.

That they should do otherwise, however, is constantly asserted,
and it is in such statements that the influence (as well as the absurdity)
of the pluralist view becomes so evident. By denying the constraints
which are imposed by institutional location, protest is readily dis-
credited, as when insurgents are denounced for having ignored the
true centers of power by attacking the wrong target by the wrong
means. Thus welfare administrators admonish recipients for dis-
rupting relief offices and propose instead that they learn how to
lobby 1n the state legislature or Congress. But welfare clients cannot
easily go to the state or national capital, and when a few do, they are
of course ignored. Sometimes, however, they can disrupt relief offices,
and that is harder to ignore.

by features of instituti ' -
people cannot defy institutions to which thz;;{?’:zfezzz.ﬁ i,

which they make no con bribution access, and to

T'he Limited I'm pact of Mass Defignce

If mass defiance j

In the same vein, a favorite criticism of the student peace move-
ment, often made by erstwhile sympathizers, was that it was foolish
of the students to protest the Vietnam War by demonstrating at the
universities and attacking blameless administrators and faculties. It
was obviously not the universities that were waging the war, critics
argued, but the military-industrial complex. The students were not
so foolish, however. The exigencies of mass action are such that they
were constrained to act out their defiance within the universities
where they were physically located and could thus act collectively,
and where they played a role on which an institution depended, so
that their defiance mattered.

Since our examples might suggest otherwise, we should note at
this juncture that the tendency to impute freedom of choice in the
evolution of political strategies is not peculiar to those who have
large stakes in the preservation of some institution, whether welfare
administrators or university professors. Nor is the tendency peculiar
to those of more conservative political persuasion. Radical organizers
make precisely the same assumption when they call upon the working
class to organize in one way or another and to pursue one political
strategy or another, even in the face of overwhelming evidence that
social conditions preclude the exercise of such options. Opportunities
for defiance are not created by analyses of power structures. If there
Is a genius in organizing, it is the capacity to sense what it is possible
for people to do under given conditions, and to then help them do it.
In point of fact, however, most organizing ventures ask that people
do what they cannot do, and the result is failure.
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It is our judgment that the most useful way to think about the & u The Structuring of py
effectiveness of protest is to examine the disruptive effects on institu- : Ive 1 el
tions of different forms of mass defiance, and then to examine the
political reverberations of those disruptions. The impact of mass
defiance is, in other words, not so much directly as indirectly felt. ‘
Protest is more likely to have a seriously disruptive impact when the withhold supp
protestors play a central role in an institution, and it is more likely o
to evoke wider political reverberations when powerful groups have
large stakes in the disrupted institution. These relationships are
almost totally ignored in the literature on social movements; there
are no studies that catalogue and examine forms of defiance, the
settings in which defiance is acted out, the institutional disruptions th
that do or do not result, and the varying political reverberations of 26 e 11 protect itself adequa
these institutional disruptions. ‘usually j i
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thrown into chaos when crowds demand relief; landlords may be
bankrupted when tenants refuse to pay rent. In each of these cases,
people cease to conform to accustomed institutional roles; they with-
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The poor do not have to be historians of the occasions when pro-
testors have been jailed or shot down to understand this point. The
lesson of their vulnerability is engraved in everyday life; it is evident
in every police beating, in every eviction, in every lost job, in every
elief termination. The very labels used to describe defiance by the
lower classes—the pejorative labels of illegality and violence—testify
to this vulnerability and serve to justify severe reprisals when they
are imposed. By taking such labels for granted, we fail to recognize
what these events really represent: a structure of political coercion
inherent in the everyday life of the lower classes.

We can now comment on the association of disruption with spon-
taneity, perhaps another relic of traditional ways of thinking about
lower-class uprisings, although here the issue is a little more com-
plicated. Disruption itself is not necessarily spontaneous, but lower-
class disruptions often are, in the sense that they are not planned
and executed by formal organizations. In part, this testifies to the
paucity of stable organizational resources among the poor, as well
as to the cautious and moderate character of such organizations as
re able to survive. But even if formal organizations existed, and
even if they were not committed by the exigencies of their own sur-
vival to more cautious tactics, the circumstances that lead to mass
defiance by the lower class are extremely difficult to predict; and
once defiance erupts, its direction is difficult for leaders to control.
Rosa Luxemburg’s discussion of the mass strike is pertinent:

. the mass strike is not artificially “made,” not “decided” out
of the blue, not “propagated,” but rather it is an historical phe-
nomenon which at a certain moment follows with historical neces-
sity from the social relatioms. . . . If anyone were to undertake
to make the mass strike in general, as one form of proletarian
action, the object of methodical agitation, and to go house to
house peddling this “idea” in order gradually to win the working
class to it, it would be as idle, as profitless, and as crazy an occupa-
tion as it would be to seek to make the idea of the revolution
or of the barricade struggle into the object of a particular agita-
tion . .. (231-245).

Still, if the lower classes do not ordinarily have great disruptive
power, and if the use of even that kind of power is not planned, it
is the only power they do have. Their use of that power, the weigh-
ing of gains and risks, 1s not calculated in board rooms; it wells up
out of the terrible travails that people experience at times of rupture
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when the police struck in Boston after the First World War. Either
way, to be ignored or punished is what the poor ordinarily expect
from government, because these are the responses they ordinarily
evoke.?®

But protest movements do not arise during ordinary periods; they
arise when large-scale changes undermine political stability. It 1s
this context, as we said earlier, that gives the poor hope and makes
insurgency possible in the first place. It is this context that also
makes political leaders somewhat vulnerable to protests by the poor.

At times of rapid economic and social change, political leaders
are far less free either to ignore disturbances or to employ punitive
measures. At such times, the relationship of political leaders to their
constituents is likely to become uncertain.? This unsettled state
of political affairs makes the regime far more sensitive to disturb-
ances, for it is not only more likely that previously uninvolved
groups will be activated—the scope of conflict will be widened, in
Schattschneider’s terminology—but that the scope of conflict will
be widened at a time when political alignments have already become
unpredictable.?

When a political leadership becomes unsure of its support, even
disturbances that are isolated within peripheral institutions cannot
be so safely ignored, for the mere appearance of trouble and dis-
order is more threatening when political alignments are unstable.
And when the disrupted institutions are central to economic pro-
duction or to the stability of social life, it becomes imperative that
normal operations be restored if the regime is to maintain support

28 Disruptions confined within institutions have the characteristics that Schattschneider
attributes to small conflicts: “It is one of the qualities of extremely small conflicts that
the relative strengths of the contestants are likely to be known in advance. In this case
the stronger side may impose its will on the weaker without an overt test of strength
because people are not apt to fight if they are sure to lose” (4).

20 Lodhi and Tilly, in arguing against the social disorganization perspective, Suggest
that the amount of collective violence should be related to “the structure of power, the
capacity of deprived groups for collective action, the forms of repression employed by
the authorities, and the disparities between the weak and the powerful in shared under-
standings about collective rights to action and to use of valued resources . . .” (316).
It is our point that each of these factors changes, at least temporarily, during periods
of serious and widespread instability. Most importantly, the resources available to the
regime decline (316).

30 “To understand any conflict it is necessary, therefore, to keep constantly in mind the
relations between the combatants and the audience because the audience is likely to do
the kinds of things that determine the outcome of the fight. . . . The stronger con-
testant may hesitate to use his strength because he does not know whether or not he 18

going to be able to isolate his antagonist” (2).
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their own survival, to act in ways which aroused the fierce opposition
of economic elites. In short, under conditions of severe electoral
instability, the alliance of public and private power 1s sometimes
weakened, if only briefly, and at these moments a defiant poor may
make gains.®!

Second, political leaders, or elites allied with them, will try to
quiet disturbances not only by dealing with immediate grievances,
but by making efforts to channel the energies and angers of the
protestors into more legitimate and less disruptive forms of political
behavior, in part by offering incentives to movement leaders or, in
other words, by coopting them. Thus relief demonstrators in both
the 1930s and the 1960s were encouraged to learn to use administra-
tive grievance procedures as an alternative to “merely” disrupting
relief offices, while their leaders were offered positions as advisors to
relief administrators. In the 1960s civil rights organizers left the
streets to take jobs in the Great Society programs; and as rioting
spread in the northern cities, street leaders in the ghettos were
encouraged to join in “dialogues” with municipal officials, and some
were offered positions in municipal agencies.*®

Third, the measures promulgated by government at times of dis-
turbance may be designed not to conciliate the protestors, but to
undermine whatever sympathy the protesting group has been able to
command from a wider public. Usually this is achieved through new

=

r—

31 The rapidly growing Marxist literature on the theory of the capitalist state stresses
legitimation or social cohesion as one of the two primary functions of the state (the
other being the maintenance of the conditions for capitalist accumulation). The
interpretation of electoral-representative institutions presented here is consistent with
that general perspective. As noted earlier, we view the wide distribution and exercise of
the franchise as an important source of the legitimacy of state authority. Electoral
activities generate a belief in government as the instrument of a broad majority rather
than of particular interests or a particular class. It is this phenomenon which Marx
defined as the false universality of the state. (See also Poulantzas and Bridges for a
discussion of suffrage, and political parties based on suffrage, from this perspective.)
We argue further that the franchise plays a major role in protecting the legitimacy of
the state against periodic challenges. Electoral contests serve as a signal or barometer of
discontent and disaffection, and the threat of electoral defeat constrains state officials to

promulgate measures that will quiet discontent and restore legitimacy.

32 The newcomers to officialdom were by and large absorbed into local agencies that
made relatively insignificant decisions about service delivery to the insurgent popula-
tion. The analogy to the use of natives by colonial administrations is obvious. Anderson
and Friedland say in general of such agencies and their activities that they “encourage
citizen participation at a local level insulated from national politics . . . ” (21). See
also Katznelson for a discussion of “state-sponsored creation of client-patron Jbroker
links” (227).
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only when the calculus of electoral instability favors the protestors.
And even then, when the protestors succeed in forcing government
to respond, they do not dictate the content of those responses. As
to the variety of specific circumstances which determine how much
the protestors will gain and how much they will lose, we still have

a great deal to learn.

THE DEMISE OF PROTEST

It is not surprising that, taken together, these efforts to conciliate

and disarm usually lead to the demise of the protest movement,

partly by transforming the movement itself, and partly by transform-

ing the political climate which nourishes protest. With these changes,

the array of institutional controls which ordinarily restrain protest

is restored, and political influence is once more denied to the lower
class.

We said that one form of government response was to make con-
cessions to the protestors, yielding them something of what they
demanded, either symbolic or material. But the mere granting of
such concessions is probably not very important in accounting for
the demise of a movement. For one thing, whatever is yielded is
usually modest if not meager; for another, even modest concessions
demonstrate that protest “works,” a circumstance that might as easily

be expected to fuel a movement as to pacity it.
But concessions are rarely unencumbered. If they are given at all,

they are usually part and parcel of measures to reintegrate the move-
ment into normal political channels and to absorb its leaders 1nto
stable institutional roles. Thus the right of industrial workers to
unionize, won in response to massive and disruptive strikes in the
1930s, meant that workers were encouraged to use newly established
grievance procedures in place of the sit-down or the wildcat strike;
and the new union leaders, now absorbed in relations with factory
management and in the councils of the Democratic Party, became the
ideological proponents and organizational leaders of this strategy
of normalcy and moderation. Similarly, when blacks won the vote in
the South and a share of patronage in the municipalities of the North
in response to the disturbances of the 1960s, black leaders were€
absorbed into electoral and bureaucratic politics and became the
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leaders attracted by new opportunities, its followers conciliated,
confused, or discouraged, the show of repressive force against recal-
citrant elements demolishes the few who are left.

However, the more far-reaching changes do not occur within the
movement, but in the political context which nourished the move-
ment in the first place. The agitated and defiant people who compose
the movement are but a small proportion of the discontented popu-
lation on which it draws. Presumably if some leaders were coopted,
new leaders would arise; if some participants were appeased or dis-
couraged, others would take their place. But this does not happen,
because government’s responses not only destroy the movement, they
also transform the political climate which makes protest possible.
The concessions to the protestors, the efforts to “bring them into the
system,” and in particular the measures aimed at potential sup-
porters, all work to create a powerful image of a benevolent and
responsive government that answers grievances and solves problems.
As a result, whatever support might have existed among the larger
population dwindles. Moreover, the display of government benevo-
lence stimulates antagonist groups, and triggers the antagonistic
sentiments of more neutral sectors. The “tide of public opinion”
begins to turn—against labor in the late 1930s, against blacks in the
late 1960s. And as it does, the definitions put forward by political
leaders also change, particularly when prodded by contenders for
political office who sense the shift in popular mood, and the weak-
nesses it reveals in an incumbent’s support. Thus in the late 1960s,
Republican leaders took advantage of white resentment against blacks
to attract Democratic voters, raising cries of “law and order” and
“workfare not welfare”’—the code words for racial antagonism. Such
a change is ominous. Where once the powerful voices of the land
enunciated a rhetoric that gave courage to the poor, now they
enunciate a rhetoric that erases hope, and implants fear. The point
should be evident that as these various circumstances combine,

defiance is no longer possible.

THE RESIDUE OF REFORM

When protest subsides, concessions may be withdrawn. Thus when
the unemployed become docile, the relief rolls are cut even though
many are still unemployed; when the ghetto becomes quiescent,
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- evictions are resumed. The reason is simple enough. Since the poor

no longer pose the threat of disruption, they no longer exert lever-
- age on political leaders; there is no need for conciliation. This is

.-: Elartlcularl}{ the case in a climate of growing political hostility, for
_E byeﬂiﬁgiegssr;ﬂl?;;‘gmnted are likely to become the focus of resentment
§ But SOme concessions are not withdrawn. As the tide of turbulence
;?cedes, major institutional changes sometimes remain. Thus the
: _-r}ght of workers to join unions was not rescinded when turmoil sub-
k- ﬂded_(a_lthnugh some of the rights ceded to unions were withdrawn
{ And it 1s not likely that the franchise granted to blacks in the Sﬂlut%‘;
w1ll b:e I:aken. back (although just that happened in the post-Recon-
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thus helped seal a fissure in the iHS[itl.}tiGI'_lEﬂ fabric
of American society, a fissure resulting from 'fhe growing inconsist-
ency between the economic and political institutions ﬂfl the Sﬂutb.
What these examples suggest is that protesters win, if they win
at all, what historical circumstances has already made ready to be
conceded. Still, as Alan Wolfe has said, governments (::l(} l’}f}t change
magically through some “historical rad%cal transformation,” but only
through the actual struggles of the time (154). When peaple_are
finally roused to protest against great odds, they take .the m.ﬂy options
available to them within the limits imposed by their social circum-
stances. Those who refuse to recognize these 1imit5_ not only blindly
consign lower-class protests to the realm of the semirational, })ut also
blindly continue to pretend that other, _mﬂre regulalj uptmn'f; 'fnr
political influence are widely available in the American political

southern politics,

system.

A Note on the Role
of Protest Leadership

The main point of this chapter is that both the limitations and
opportunities for mass protest are shaped by social conditions. The
implications for the role of leadership in protest movements can be

briefly summarized. ' o
Protest wells up in response to momentous changes in the institu-

tional order. It is not created by organizers and leaders.

Once protest erupts, the specific forms it T.E:lkES are largely deter-
mined by features of social structure. Organ}zers and leaders who
contrive strategies that ignore the social location of the people they
seek to mobilize can only fail. .

Elites respond to the institutional disruptions _that protest causes,
as well as to other powerful institutional imperatives. Elite responscs
are not significantly shaped by the demands of leaders and ﬂrgamzcrsé
Nor are elite responses significantly shaped by formally structure
organizations of the poor. Whatever influence lower-class groups
occasionally exert in American politics does not result from nrganlé
sation, but from mass protest and the disruptive consequences 0

rotest.
. Finally, protest in the United States has bce‘n episodic and: tra.mS:
ient, for as it gains momentum, so too do various forms of institu
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