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Languedoc: 1682

Instead of sitting in chilly Stockholm during the winter of 1978,
1mag;ne yourself strolling in sunny Narbonne, France, during a summer al-
most three centuries ago. On the first of August, 1682, according to the

report which the Intendant of Langucdoc sent to Paris:

. . . there was a little movement in Narbonne on the occuasion
of the collection of the cosse tax, which had becn ordered by
_an act of the royal council. Many women gathered with the

common people, and threw stones at the tax collectors, but

STUDYING SOCTAL MOVEMENTS/STUDYING COLLECTIVE ACTTION the Consuls and the leading citizens hurried over and put a
stop to the disorder . . . (A.N. [Archives Nationales, Paris]
7

G 296; see also Archives Communales, Narbonne, BB 29, folio

144) .

Now a cosse was a local grain measure which held gsomething like five liters.
More important, it held one-fortieth of a setier of grain; to collect one
cosse per sctier, which was the aim of those tax collectors, was to tax
grain at 2.5 percent. The royal domain had long held the legal right to
Charles Tilly

University of Michigan collect the cosse on all grain sold by outslders at Narbonne, but the six-
January 1978

teenth-century wars of religion had interrupted the collection of the tax.
In 1682, the royal council (gulded by Colbert in its incessant search for
revenue to pay for royal wars and regal display) had authorized the royal
t property agent to begin anew the collection of the cosse. The agent or-
dered the construction of toll booths at the city's gates, and directed
Prepared for discussion at the International Symposium on the : his clerks to collect the tax on all grain brought in by non-residents

Ovganizing of Women, Stockholm, 7-8 February 1978
' The city's Consuls did what they dared to oppose the cosse -- and,

especially, its collection at the gates rather than at the market -- on the

ground that it would discourage trade and ralse the price of food in the
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city. But thelr daring did not go very far. While the Consuls filed in-
effectual protests, the city's women gathered and stoned the tax collcucbrs.
Their "litcle movement” failed to halt the collection of the tax. Yet af-
ter ycars of conflict and negotiation, in 1691 the Intendant finally ar-
ranged the conversion of the cosse Into a general cash payment from the Es-
tates to the royal property agent (A.N. G7 298, 299, 300). For all their
disapproval of protest in the streets, the authorities recognized that the
reinstated tax was inconvenient, and perhaps unjust.

Let us neglect the complexities of seventeenth-century finances, and
focus on that "litcle movement” of Narbonne's women. It resembled many
other local French conflicts of the seventeenth century in that it involved
direct action agalnst the royal attempt to levy new taxes. Tt resembled
many other troubles following the mid-century Fronde (but differed from
many before and during the Fronde) in that the authorities, despite thelr
opposition to the royal measure, immediately stepped in to repress the pop-
ular resistance. 1t resembled wany other struggles of the time in which
women played an especially prominent role in that the immediate issues con-
cerned food, marketing and the cost of living. In these regards, the August
confrontation in Narboone stundg for thousands of other seventeenth-century
conflicts. (See Bercé 1974, pillorget 1975 and Porchnev 1963 for numerous
examples.)

What should we call te? The local authorities called it not only a
petit mouvement, but also an émotion populaire and a désordre. All these
tecms belonged to the period's standard vocabulary; they designated a local-
{zed collective action by ordinary people which it was necessary and proper
to end by force. But what should we call it? That is a conceptual question.

 Using the terminology of tlé time is one possible answer to the question;

pechaps we should settle for émotion or désordre, much as we usually insist
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on calling the royal officers of the time by thelr rightful titles lInstead
of substituting the closest twentieth-century equivalent. Yet the terminol-
ogy of the time brings along its own ambiguities, varlations and overtones,
and makes it the more difficult to undertake the sort of comparison we might
want to try between the fighting women of Narbonne in 1682 and the fighting
women of, say, Sweden In the twentieth century.

Since the authorities of Narbonne themsclves used the word mouvement,
would 1t be legitimate to nppl; the venerable label “soctal movement'? That
would probably cause more confusion that insight. Somehow a social movement
should be more durable than that fleeting encounter bectween Narbonne's women
and the tax collectors; it should pursue broader alms than the blocking of
a particular toll. If, on the other hand, we were convinced that the little
affair of 1682 was only one incident in a long series, that the women of Nar-
bonne were aware of their common Interests and distinct identity, and that
they were self-consciously seeking a set of changes considerably larger than
the suspension of one tax or another, then we might comfortably begin to

think in terms of a soclal movement.

The Camisards

In the Languedoc of that time there was at least one set of pcople who
met those demanding standards. They were not the women of Narbonne, but the
Protestants -- women, men and children alike -- of the mountains. For about
four decades, beginning in the 1670s, the sume correspondence of the Tnten-
dant which reported the Narbonne affair was packed with discussion of the
"fanatics". During the 1670s, the Incenéanc followed royal policy by squeez-
ing out of public office those Protestants who refused to abjure their faith.
The measures against the "R.P.R" (Religfon Prétendue Réformée - So-Called
Reformed Religion) broadened and intensified during the early 1680s.

The Protestants prepared to defend themselves. '“The Huguenots of the
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Vivarais,” reported the Intendant in August 1683, been able to f{nd yet" (A.N. G 297, October 1686). Vain hope. The "assem-

blies in the desert" multiplied, Protestant military forces sprang up in the

continue not only to preach in forbidden places, but also
backlands, and the royal troops found themselves beginning a guerrilla opera~

to prepare for war. It is true that they have no chieks,
tion which lasted intermittently for twenty-five years.

not cven halfway-qualified gentry, in their party; we took
. By the end of the 1680s, inspired prophets -- men and women, boys, and,

care of that by scizing all the leaders that appeared, or
especially, girls -- were preaching in the Vivarais. By the end of the cen-

that we suspected, right at the start. All the same, they
tury, poor men and women possessed by ecstatic trances and the gift of proph~

have monaged to set up a sort of military base. They have
. ecy were communicating divine instructions to the people of the Ceveunes.

organized companies under specific commanders. They have
There in the Cevennes the Protestant rebels took on the name of Camisards. Tn

captured some castles. They are digging in, they have ammu-
, 1703, the same Intendant who had hoped, seventeen years earlicer, to break Prot-

aition and arms. In a word, whipped up by ministers who ,
. estant resistance through spectacular but limited punishment resorted to order-

preach nothing but sedition and rebellion, they give every .
ing the entire Protestant countryside of the Diocese of Mende evacuated, and

appearance of planning to resist the king's troops

7

dozens of villages burned to the ground. The strategy of scorched earth did

(A.N. G" 296).

not begin in the twentieth century. Even with that ferocious treatment it took

The most serious was yet to come. In 1685, with the revocation of the Edict another year to check the major Camisard rebellion, another six years to smash

of Nantes, began the major drive to convert, or at least to suppress, the the last Camisard military force, another ten or twenty years to fragment and

wany Protestants of the Cévennes, the Vivarais, and other regions of Langue- tame the region's Protestants to the point that they no longer posed a serlous

doc. From that time on, relations between the province's royal officials challenge to royal authority. As late as 1710, a royal patrol fell upon "an

assembly in the parish of Saumane, of five armed men and twenty women', killing

two men and four women in the process (A.N. G7 314, July 1710).

and its Protestants swung between open war and troubled peace.

1mmediately after the revocation, a new Intendant of Languedoc, Nicolas

de Lamoignon de Basville, declared his hope of mastering the enemy by means Who were these zealots? The question is a nettle, difficult to grasp

of severe and ostentatious repression; an early effort was his hanging scven without being stung; the answer varies according to our choice of time poinc,

und decapitating one of the illegal assembly of "new converts which had region and (most importantly) criterion of membership. At one extreme, we

killed two of the soldiers seat to break it up." ("New converts' were people might be thinking of all the Protestants in Languedoc: 202,794 of the province's

1,561,541 inhabitants, according to the ludicrously precise statistics report-

: ed by the Intendant in 1698 (A.N. H 158826

who had nominally subscribed to Catholicism, but had actually retained thelr

Protestant ties.) "There are no ministers preaching," he wrote contemptu- ). At the other extreme, we might

ously, “there are nothing but miserable preaching carders and peasants who ! ~ take only the few thousand who at one time or another actually engaged in

luck even common sense; I hope to arrest two or three of them that I haven't armed combat with royal troops. Somewhere in the middle, we wight place the
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many thousands who at least one time joined one of those illegal "assem-
blies in the desert” to hear a serwon, a prophecy, a reading of the Bible
and an cxhortacion to resist the Antichrist.

One might jusclfy the first definition, the entire Protestant popu~
lation, by pointing out the important woral, political and material sup-
port the activists drew from the general population of the Protestunt re-
glons; then the Camisards would appear to be a movement drawn dispropor-
tionately from the prosperous and commercfal milfeux of Languedoc. But
the more stringcné the criterion of pcmbershlp, cthe more plebeian the
Camisards become: wool carders, weavers, carpenters, pakers. agricultural
laborers and other ordinary rural workers seem to have provided the bulk
of the day-to-day activists, female and male. By the standard of open re-
bellion, it was clearly a popular mouvement.

And what did they want? Agaln the answer varies with the precise
phrasing of the questlion. At times Camisard leaders bid for the abolitlon
of taxes. They often declared against the ccclesiastical cithe. They
cousistently sought -- and acted out -- the freedom to assemble In the name
of their faith. From time to time they dreamed and prophesied the return
of their exiled pastors. Emmanucl Le Roy Ladurie writes of "an explosive
mlxture of prophetic ;eurosis and flscal agitation," while Philippe Joutard
emphasizes the Camisard “refusal to submit blindly to the central power,
and affirmation of the superfority of conscience” (Le Roy Ladurie 1966: I,
629; Joucard 1965: 19). All chese, and more, are possible definitions of

" the Interests, grievances, beliefs and demands around which the Camisards

built thefr movement.

A Social Movement?

But, once again, is the word "movement" appropriate? The query is not
a finicky doubt about English usage, since a precisely parallel concept ap-
pears in other European languages: Bewegung, d;tzhcnte, movimento, rdrelsc.
So far as common English is concerned, for that matter, we unquestionably
have the right to call the actions of the Caminards a movement of some
kind; all the dictionary requires 1is a "serics of actions and endeavors of
a body of persons for a special object." Yet consider onc of the more care-
ful efforts to turn the catch-phrase "social movement” into a workable tool

of analysis:

A social movement is a deliberate collective endeavour to pro-
mote change in any direction and by any means, not excluding
violence, illegality, revolution or withdrawal into "utopian"
community . . . A social movement must evince a minimal de~
gree of organization, though this may range from a loose, in-
formal or partial level of organization to the highly institu-
tionalized and bureaucratized movement and the corporate

group .. . A socilal movement's commitment to change and the
raison d'etre of its organizatlon are founded upon the consclous
volition, normative commitment to the movement's aims or be-
liefs, and active participation on the part of the followers

or members (Wilkinson 1971: 27).

Well! If that is a social movement, it is debatable whether the
Camisards qualify. The commitment to change is decbatable, the minimal or-
ganlzation 1s debatable, even the normative commitment to a presumably uni-

tary set of aims ralses a shadow of a doubt. 1f the coherent Camisards do

not qualify as a social movement, on the other hand, who does? In fact, a




number of groups which have formed and acted in Languedoc over the last
century does scem to meet Wilkinson's tests for a soclal movement: delib-
erate collective endeavor to promote change, and so on. One dramatic case
fn point is the wincegrowers of the Midi, who responded to the overproduc-
tion crisis which began in the 1890s by organizing unions, staging strikes
and demonstrations and, in 1907, mounting a great "revolt" which featured
vast mecetings, huge demonstratious, attacks on prefectures, and temporary
tukeovers of major cities. Somehow that series of actions exemplifies

what Wilkinson and other scholars have in mind when they discuss and define
soclal movements. So do a number of other phenomena =-- labor movements,
political movements, even Protestant religioﬁs movements -- which Languedoc
has produced since the later nineteenth century. The comparison of the
twenticth-century winegrowers with the seventeenth-century Protestants
vaises the suspicion that the notion of the social movement is more close-

ly tied to the social organization of our own time than the abstract phras-

ing and universal sweep of the usual definitions suggest. ' i
The suspicion is well founded. Both the concept and the phenomenon

it represents are largely nineteenth-century creations. The concept ''move-

ment", in the sense of sustained collective action, drew some of its initial

appeal. from its wechanistic analogy, and then there was the Social Movement --

dic sozlale Bewegung -- the historical trend which most observers identified

with the rise of the working classes. That idea of a dominant historical

trend tied to the changing position of a particular class of pcople was one

of the chief tools of social analysis bequeathed by the nineteenth century
to the twenticth. The idea of many such movements, not all of them bene-
ficient or even connected with one another, Is a slmple adaptation of the . .

basic concept in the fact of a stubbornly diverse reality.

The Rlse of Social Movements

The reality itself was largely ‘a nineteenth-century creation. People
have, to be sure, banded together more or less self-consciously for the
pursuit of common ends since the beginning of history. The nilneteenth
century saw the rise of the social movement in the sense of a set of people
who voluntarily and dciiberately commit themsclves to a shared identity, a
unifying belief, a common program and a collective struggle to realize that
program. The great bulk of the earlier uprisings and popular fervors to
which we are tempted to apply the term were fundamentally defensive actions
by groups which had long existed; during the aggressive expansion of states
in the seventeenth century, the standard case was the concerted resistance
by the people of long-established communities to the imposition of new forms
of taxation which infringed their rights and jeopardized their survival.
Although plenty of nineteenth-century movements had defensive origins, the
remarkable feature of that century was the shift to the deliberate consti-
tution of new groups for the offensive pursuit of new rights and advantages.

The rise of the social movement belongs to the same complex of changes
which included two other profound transformations in the character of popu-
lar collective action: the growth of national electoral politics, and the
proliferation of created associations as the vehicles of action. Notice
the difficulty faced by Rudolf leberle, in a standard American textbook on
social movements, when he secks to dissociate the movement from the politi-
cal party. After adopting Schumpeter's description of a political party as
a group of people who "propose to act in concert in the competitive strug-

gle for political power,'" Heberle goes on to say:

This definition leaves open the question of whether the main
uniting bond in a party is a principle, a complex of common

and similar interests, an emotional attachment to a leader, or




- 10 -

simply the desire to secure offices and patronage for members
of the group. A genuine social movement, on the other hand,
ls always Intcgrated by a set of constitutive ideas, or an
tdeology, although bonds of other nature may not be absent.
Furthermore, a pnrcy'ls by definition related to a larger
group, wichin which it operates against at least one partial
group of slmilar character. Parties can appear in all kinds
of corporate groups, but a political party by definition can
occur only within a body politic, that is, only within a
state. A social movement, on the other hand, need not be re-
stricted to a particular state or to a national society. In
fact, all major soclal movements have extenﬁed over the en-
tire sphere of Western civilization and even beyond. Finally,
without intent to belittle the need for precise conceptual
distinctions, we shall be more concerned with the relations
between social movements and other action groups than with the

differences" (Heberle 1951: 11).

The net result of all this maneuvering is, lronically, to stress the re-
scemblance between soclal movements and political parties. They are fréres
ennemis, each taking part of its identity from the contrast with the other.
A soclal movement 1; esgentially a party wich broad aspiracions and a unify-
ing belief system. A political party is a tamed, nationalized social move-
ment.  That is why lieberle can step easily to the analysis of Nazism and
Communism, and why we ?ense a vague unease when attempting to treat the
sceventeenth-century Camisards as a social movement.

Let me spare you a review of the'varlous, ambiguous and sometimes
sloppy uses to which the concept "social movement" has been put. My aim

here is nelther to castigate other conceptualizers, nor to plead for more
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precise, adequate and comprehensive definitions, nor yet to argue that
"social movement" is a poor concept because it is historically specific.
Far from it. 1 want to argue that the recognition of the historicul speci-
ficity of the forms of collective action 1s the beginning of wisdom. 1
hope to situate the concept of social movement in its historical setting,
and to suggest how its strengths and weaknesses reflect the realities of
that historical setting. I mean to lay out a set of concepts for the analy-
sis of collective action which 1s quite general in its pretentions, which
is nevertheless amenable to historical specification, and which therefore
takes in the social movement as a special case -- as one of wmany ways in
which people'have joined together to pursue thelr common interests. T have
begun with distant seventeenth-century examples in order to dramatize the
choices and costs involved in building very general models of collcccive
action.

Some Models of Collective Action

The theoretical problem we face Is this: given any set of.peoplc.
chosen for whatever reason, how can we judge the likelihood that they will
act collectively in a certain way and to a certain degree? Collective ac-
tion itself is a broad but simple concept; it includes all the ways in
which pcople join their efforts in pursuit of common ends. It is often
useful to narrow the concept a bit and to concentrate on c¢fforts to pro-
duce collective poods: social products which, if provided to one wember
of a group, cannot easily be denied to other members of the group. Examples
are clean air, freedom of assembly and fiscal equality. In efther the very
broad or slightly narrower version, collective action obviously includes a
great variety of behavior: petitioning, making revolutions, praying together,
demonstrating, setting market prices, resisting tax collectors, battling

royal troops, and much more. The essential is that there be common cnds,
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and common cfforts toward those ends.
A first rough distinction separates a group’s internal capacity to act
from its external opportunltles to do so. Oun the capacity side, we need the

following concepts:

interests: the shared advantages or disadvantages likely to accrue
to the set of people in question as a consequence of various pos-—

sible interactions with other populations;

orgunfzation: the extent of common identity and unifying struc-

ture among the set of people;

mobilization: the extent of resources under the collective con-

trol of the set of people. '

Each of these states has a counterpart process: the change in the extent or
character of shared Interests, the increase or decrease of the group's
level of organfzation, ;he mobilization or demobilization of the group.
In its simplest possible version, our analysis of a population's capacity
to act collectively is likely to run:
t + + +
INTERESTS - ORGANIZATION - MOBILIZATION -+ COLLECTIVE ACTION

In this elementary modcl, shared Interests promote organization, higher
levels of organization promote increased mobilization, and mobilization fa-
cilitates collective action, but each element also varies in part indepen-
dently of the others.

Complications spring to wind immediately. For example, the experi-
ences and outcomes of collective actlon tend to alter a group's interests --
or at lcast its shared definitions of those interests. That {s the process

to which Michels called attention with his Iron Law of Oligarchy: that "class

E U UG UV SR S S
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struggles invariably culminate in the creation of new oligarchies which
undergo fusion with the old" (Michels 1949: 407). Michels emphasized the
cooptation of the new leaders, but even in the abscince of cooptation the
acquisition of power alters some interests. That is a complication which
any sophisticated analysis of large-scale collective actlon must confront.
There are many others. Yet the elementary version of the model is useful
in several ways. 1t lays out an agenda for theory and resecavch: treat in-
terests, organization, mobilization and collective action separately before
examining their relationships. It breuks with a good deal of mmalysis --

“collective

for example, most work in the tradition of crowd psychology and
behavior" -- which tends to reason directly from interests to action, and
to attach little importance either to the character of a group's internal
organization or to its current state of mobilization. It forces us to
recognize that many groups which share an interest in collective action
nevertheless do not act, because they lack internal organization, because
they have too few resources under collective control, or because collective
actlon would overtax the resources they do have available. 1In general, the
scheme emphasizes the costs and returns involved in collective action much

more than is customary in sociological and historical work on the subject.

On the side of external opportunity, we need these coucepts:

power: the extent to which the outcomes of the population's
interactions with other populations favor its interests over
those of the others; acquisition of power is an increase in
the favorability of such outcomes, loss of power a decline in
their favorability; political power refers to the outcomes of

interactions with governments;
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repeession: the costs of collective action to a group resulting
from interaction with other groups; as a process, any action by
another group which raises this group's cost of collective ac-
tion; an action which lowers the contender's cost is a form of
facilitation; we may reserve the terms political repression and
political facilitacion for the relationships between groups and

governments;

opportunltz/thteat: the extent to which other groups, including
governments, are elther a) vulnerable to new claims which would,
if successful, enhance the group's realization of its interests
or b) threatening to make claims which would, 1f successful, re-

duce the group's realization of its interests..

The simplest possible model of the opportunivy side is somewhat more com-

plicated than the elementary model of the capacity side. [t looks like

this:
¢ ¥ +
REPRESSLON/ - POWER - OPPORTUNITY/
FACTLUTATION THREAT
+ b

“  COLLECTLVE ACTION

The e¢lementary model.ngaln agsserts that the components vary in partial in-
dependence of each other. It shows no direct connection between repres-’
sfon/facilitacion and collective action on the ground that repression works
through power: through its effect on the likely favorability of the out-
comes of interactions with other groups. It indicates that a group's power
directly affeces the opportunities and threats to which it is exposed.

0n§e morc the model stresses costs and benefits rather more than is habit-

wal fn historical and sociological analyses of collective action.
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A Diagrammatic Excursion .

For a full model of collective action, we obviously need connections
between the capacity model and the opportunity model. For example, repres-
sion often acts directly on mobilization, as when a governmwent raises a
group's mobilization costs by disrupting its internal communications and
forbidding it to assemble. The traclng of such connections is important
work, but 1t would lead this discussion too far affcld. Let us secttle for
some of the connections, and for another sort of diagrammatic summary. In
this case, we are neglecting qualitative characteristics of the group and
of the action, seeking only to judge the likely extent of collective ac-
tion in which a given group will engage at a particular point in time.
Figure 1 shows the basic framework for calculating the destrability of
various levels of collective action. Both diagrams state the quantity of
resources expended in collective action and the value of collective goods
produced in terms of arbitrary and equivalent units -- a heroic simplifi-
cation which sweeps aside some of the largest difficulties in the empirical
study of collective action. The valucs of those units are not from the
viewpoint of the particular actor whose action we are analyzing, but from
the perspective of an outside observer; the "outside observer" could rely
on the market value of the resources involved, or on the average exchange
rates (for example, the number of jobs acquired for group members per 100
person-hours of collective effort) observed over a wide range of partici-

pants in collective action. As a consequence, the arca above the diagonal

in each diagram represents a net gain: a greater value in collective goods
produced than in resources expended. The diagrams also envision the pos-
sibilicy og collective bads, as represented by the arca of absolute loss
below the zero line.

The two diagrams portray contrasting ways that some groups define
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FIGURE L. CALCULATING Poss/8LE
COLLECTIVE Ac7Trson/
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their own interests. The "opportunist" group defines any significant net
gain (regardless of the kinds and quanctities of collective goods fnvolved)
as in its interest, and any absolute loss as contrary to its interest. The
opportunist would never, however, be interested in acting collectively in
such a way as to produce a net loss. The situation of the "zealot" 1is
very different. For the sake of simpliciry, the diagrams assume that op~
portunists and zealots have the same aversion to collective bads; the
shaded area of absolute loss below the zero line in both diagrams is there-
fore the same. But when it comes to collective goods the zealot is interest-

ed in only a very narrow range: concerned only with freedom of assembly, lect

us say, but not with clean air. Furthermore, the zcalot defines its inter-

est as extending across the diagonal into the area of net loss; the zealot
is willing to take what other actors would regard as a loss lu order to
achieve 1ts specialized goals. All other things being equal, therefore,

we would expect the opportunist to respond to a wide range of opportunities
and to engage in a relatively great variety of collective actions so long
as the environment was responsive, while we would expect the zealot to be
much more selective, but to persist in the face of a hostile environment.

Clearly the opportunist and the zealot are not the only possible con-

figurations of interest. The Camisards we discussed carlier appear to be

extreme even among zealots: willing to take absolute losses in order to
survive as a group and in order to wait for the opportunity to realize their
narrowly-defined znterest in uninterrupted worship. Therec are "misers"
which are very responsive to any threat of absolute loss, but unwilling to

risk any substantial resources for a possible gain. Most of all, I be-

lieve, there are run-of-the-mill collective actors which define thelr com-

won interest rather narrowly, as do the zcalots, but differ from the zeal-

ots in refusing to act when the likely outcome is a net loss.




- 18 -

Collective Action with Constraints

The dlagrams of Figure 1, however, represent too few of the constraints
which Limit the possible action of our opportunists and zealots. A second
palc of diagrams, in Figure 2, brings In the major constraints which figure
In the capacity and opportunity models presented earlicr. Tn this imaginary
comparison, the opportunist and the zealot are in simflar situations; only
thelr patterns of interest differ. Horizontally, the curcent state of oppor-
tunfty scts o maximum to the quantity of collective goods any amount of col-
lective action could extract from the environment, and the current state of
threat sets a limit to the collective bads that could possibly be visiced
upon our actors. For both the opportunist and the zealot, the current level
oft threat falls considerubly short of total loss of what they possess and
value.  For the opportunist, the limit set by current opportunity means that
there s a considerable ares of Lts Interest (the cross-hatched area above
the opportunity line) which simply cannot be realized in this state of the
world, but at least there is a small portion of f(ts Interest which is
theoretlcally avallable. The zcalot 1s worse off: in the current condition
of the surrounding world, no portion of its defined iInterest 1is even theor-
etically available; the entire interest area lies above the opportunity
line.

tmagine now a change in the structure of opportunity and threat. Any
rise In the opportunity line dmproves the situatlon of the opportunist by
inereasing the area of its defined interest that 1s available, while any
drop in that line immediately hurts the opportunist's interests. Any 1in-
crease in the amount of threat fmmediately affects the lnterest of both the
opportunist and the zealot. But no decline in the current level of oppor-
tunfty makes any difference to the zealot's Interest, and only a substan-

tial rise 4n the level of opportunity can improve its chances of realfzing
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that interest. These differences lecad us to expect considerable differen~
ces in the response of opportunists and zealots to general changes in the

openness of the surrounding world; among other things, we expect much more
abrupt changes in behavior from the zealot than from the opportunist.

The heavy vertical line represents the limit set by mobilization; to
the right of the mobilization line, collective action may be theoretically
possible, but the actor has too few resources to act. In the current situ-
ation of the opportunist, the limit set by its mobilizatlon Is no great in-
convenience, since it has enough resources to perform any collective acttion
now within the range set by opportunity. For the zealot, likewise, oppor-
tunity sets such a stringent limit that its current level of mobilization
is no great constraint. If che limit set by opportunity rose considerably,
however, both of them would feel the mobilization limlc keenly; for each,
the entire arca of iInterest to the right of the mobilfzation line would be
unavailable.

A change in the mobilization level would also matter. Given the cur-
rent opportunity level, an increase in the zealot's mobilization would not
improve its prospects noticeably; a dewobilization would only matter Lf it
went so far as to compromise the zealot's ability to withstand current
threats. VFor the opportunist, on the other hand, any significant demobi-
lization will reduce the area of 1its interest which 1s availlable. The cur-
rent opportunity level makes an fncrease in mobilizat{ion unprofitable. Tn
this confilguration the épportuntsc has congiderably more to losce from de-
mobilization. Neither one, however, 1s likely to gain from increased mo-
bilization unless the level of opportunity also rises.

There 1s one more factor: power. The power llnes In the two diagrams
represent the most likely returns in collective goods for various quant {-

ties of collective action -- if current mobilization and opportunity permit

¢
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different: we still expect defensive action in the amount of A' to fore~
stall the threat of loss. But position B on the power curve 18 not current-
ly avatflable; Lt {is within the limits set by mobilization, but beyond the
max Imm allowed by opportunicty. So our best prediction for the zealot is
a purely ‘defensive collective action in the amount of A' . . . and great
alercness to possible changes in opportunity.

For both our parties, barring changes In their power positions, the
Ideal circeumstances would require fucreases in both opportunity and mobili-
zation. The ideal position for the opportunist is at C, which 1Ls currently
out of reach; there the net recturn of (collective goods recelved - resources
expended) Is greatest. That would require C' in collective action. Under
no clrecumstunces would the opportunist have an incentive to go beyond D'
in collective action, since beyond D the net returns fall below the oppor-
tunist's minimum requirements and then turn into net losses. In fact, B
is just as profitable as D, and no doubt a good deal safer. In this power
configurat fon tLe opportunist has a weak incentive to iIncrease its mobili-
zation and a moderate incentive to manipulate, 1if possible, the existing
Btructurc\of opportunities. The zealot, by contrast, has a very strong in-
centive to manipulate opportunities if that is possible. Position B on
the power curve is the minimum that will permit the zealot to realize any
of ity Interesc. [t will take a movement to C (and therefore an expendi-
ture of C' in collective action) to realize all of its interest., Beyond
C the zealot can move Into returns that other groups would value highly,
but which are not its concern. Beyond D our zealot has absolutely no in-
terest in collective actfon., With unlimited opporcunity and unlimited mo-
bilization, then, we might reasonably expect the zealot to gituate its
action arovund C', and certalnly never to pass D'.

Aud If power positlon changed? Let us neglect alterations iIn the
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shape of the power curve, although they are very interesting to follow.
Reme&ber that a general rise in the posibion of the curve represents an in-
crease 1n power, a decline in its position a loss of power. For elther
the opportunist or the zealot, it would not take much of a power loss to
place the entire curve below the diagonal, in the zone of net loss., That
shift would reverse our expectations somewhat. For now, regardless of
opportunity and mobilization, we would never expect the opportunist to
take any more than defensive actlon. Under the proper combination of op-
portunity and mqbillzntion, however, we might well see the zealot acting
to realize its interest while taking what other groups regard as o net loss.
An increase in power would also have rather different cffects on the
two sorts of actor. Given no change in opportunity, an increase in the
opportunist's power would probably lead to a decline in its level of col-
ective action; the maximum return would be available for less effizt; there
would be no advantage in expending more. 1f opportunity were very great,
however, the opportunist would tend to respond to increasing power by
maintaining or even ralsing its level of collective action up to some point
of satiation. For a zealot iIn the circumstances described by the diagrvam,
an increcase in power would make little difference unless there were also a
change in the limit set by opportunity. Increasing power would simply make
it possible to hold off threats with less collective action. But with great
opportunity an increase in the zealot's power would tend inexorably to de-
press its level of collective action; less and less action would be neces-
sary to achieve its narrowly-defined interest. This unexpected conclusion
is gratifying. It provides some assurance thac these fearsomely abstract
models are not simply an elaborate way of saying the obvious. And the con-
trast between the zealots and the opportunists lends some insight into the

tragic but recurrent victory of opportunists over zealots,
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Although these models are relutively complex, they are actually a
radical siwplificacion of the reulities of collective action. Flrst of all,
Tn terws of the factors dlscussed earlier, the models only represent the
effects of organization and of repression/facilitation indirectly; those
factors appear as determinants of the actor's opportunities, mobllizatiog
and power, but the models do not specify how they work. As a consequence,
they slip past the morale-buildiog, factional struggle, bargalning, recruit-
ment and communication which goes on within any collective action. Second,
the models laid out here take interest, opportunity, mobilization and power
ag both given and independent; in fact, they Interact, as when a group mo-
bilizes In response to new threats. Third, the models ignore time complete-
ly. They ignore the short run of strategic interaction, in which groups com-
monly use thefr mobllizatlon and collective action not only to realize thelr
basiec Interests, but also to enhance thelr opportunities and power positions.
They also fgnore the long run, in which, for example, a long series of unsuc-
cessful collectlve actions reduces the group's capacity to mobilize for fur-
ther actfon -- because the failures both use up the available resources and
reduce the willingness of individual members to commit themselves to the col-
lective effort. Finally, these models are entirely quantitacive: they have
nothing to say about the cholces among different kinds of collective action,
about the characteristic ways of pursuilng different sorts of interests,
about the effects of different types of internal organization.

Repercolres of Collective Action

lLet us concentrate on the last point. Over the last few centuriles,
ordinary people have used a remarkable variety of means to act together.
1f we run forward in time from the era of the Camisards to our own day, we
encounter inter-village fights, -mocking and retaliatory ceremonies such as

Riding the Stang and Katzenmusik, attacks on tax collectors, petitions, mu-
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tinies, solemn assemblies and many other forms of action, most of them now
long abandoned, in the early period. As we approach our own time we no-
tice electoral rallies, demonstrations, strikes, attempted revolutions,

mass meetings and a great variety of other means, most of them unknown in
the time of the Camisards. Now, there are two important things u; notice
about these forms of action. First, they are forms: learned, understood,
sometimes planned and rehearsed by the parcicipants. They are not the "out-
bursts'" and "riots'" dear to authorities and crowd psychologists. Second,

at a given point 1n time a particular group of people who shared an inter-
est had only a few of these means at their disposal. At their disposal?

The group knew, more or less, how to execute them, had some sensé of the
likely consequcnces of employing them, and was capable of identifying some
conditions in which it would be both possible and legitimate to usec those
means. Our women of seventeenth-century Narbonne knew how to attack the tax
collector, but they also knew how to assemble and dellberate, how to secize
the goods of a baker who overcharged for his bread, how to conduct a chari-
vari. They did not, however, have at their disposal the creation of an as-
sociation, the launching of a strike, the organization of a demonstration

or any number of other means which are commomplace in our own time.

Let ug think of the set of means which is effectively avaflable to o
given set of people as their repertoire of collective ncclon.l The analogy
with the repertoires of theater and music is helpful because It cmphasizes
the learned character of the performances and the limics to that learning,
yet allows for variation and even continuous change from one performance to
the next. The repertoire of collective action typically leaves plenty of
room for improvisation, innovation and unexpected endfings. Change in rep-

1For a much more detailed discussion, see a companion paper: "Repertoires
of Contention in America and Britalin, 1750-1830".
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ertolres occurs through three main processes:

1. the inventlon or adoption of new means, e.g. the deliberate
creation of the “sic—in" hy American civil righcs workers of

the 1950s;

2. the evolution and adaptation of means which are already
available, e.g. the way London Radicals expanded the long-
established custom of sending a delegation to accompany a
pecition into mass marches with thousands of supporters for

a petition to Parliament;

3. the abandonment of means which have proved inappropriatce,
ineffective, impractical or dangerous; e.g. the Parisian
crowd's abandonment of ritual execution, with the display of
traitors' heads on pikes, after the Initial years of the

Revoluttion.

This last example ldentifles one of the difficulties in the serious study of
repertolres: how to distinguish a form of action which is in some
sense known and avaflable, but is in fact never used because a likely op-
porcunicy for its effective use never comes along. The answer must again
draw on the analogy with music and theater: if the performer never performs
the plece dn public or in private we eventually conclude that he has forgot-
ten i, or never knew 1t.  That commonsense rule of thumb has the advantage

of confining the study of repertoires to forms of action which real actors

have performed, rehearsed, or at least discussed.
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Why Study Repertoires?

The study of repertolres provides a splendid opportunity for the join~
ing of the abstract models of collective action we cxamined earlier to the
concrete realities of day-to-day contention. For any particular set of peo-
ple who share an interest, we may undertake to describe the means of action
realiscigally available to them. TIn the context of their time, what forms
of action did the Protestants of the seventcenth-century Cévennes have at
their disposal? What forms did they know, and what forms were feasible?
What were the likely costs and consequences of the alternative open to them?
Assembling 1in village councils to petition the Intendant, for example, was
a standard procedure of the time, but It was a dangerous and ineffectual way
to resist a royal poiicy as vigorously pursued as the drive agnilnst Protes-
tantism. The collective appeal to ; powerful patron had worked well in an
earlier age, but became less and less feasible as the scventeenth-century
French state expanded its range and power. And so on. The laventory of
available means of collective action draws us at once Into a specification
of opportunities, threats, repression, facilitation, power and -- most fm-
portant -- the relative costs and likely benefits of the array of choices
actually confronting the group in question. Whlle it is a long way from
that sort of concrete description to the numbers one would neced to fill in
the diagrams we examined earlier, the concrete descriprion is the first step
to a qualitative analysis in the spiric of the rather ratfonalistic wodels
behind those diagrams. Nor is it necessary to assume that the Comisards,
or any other set of collective actors that concerns us, were cool calcula-
tors in their own right. 1In fact, the Camisards had an extraordinary capac-
ity for hysteria, rage, delusjon and blind devotion. 'All that 1s necessary
is a logic of the situation which limits the options, entails some likely

costs and consequences for each option, and provides us with enough {nforma-
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tion to begin the reconstruction of the decision rules the participants
followed.

If the prevaillng repertoire of collective action changes signifi-
cantly at some point in time, the change is prima facie evidence of a sub-
stantial alceraclon in the structure of power. In France, to take the case
I know best, the largest repertoire changes of the last four centuries ap-
pcurvto have occurred around the middle of the seventeenth century and
agoaltn around the middle of the nineteenth century. The Fronde and the Rev-

olutfon of 1848 are convenient markers for the shifts in repertoire. At

the carlier point, the most visible change was the rapid decline of the clas-

slc form of rebellfon of some constituted body (a village, a military unit,
a trade or something else) which consisted of nssémbling. deliberating,
statiog grievances, formally suspending allegiance to the govérning author-
Iy, choosling a temporary alternate leader, then setting conditions for a
return to obedience. 1In contemporary English, only the word “mutiny" comes
close to capturing the character of that old form of rebellion. During the
Wars of Religion and the many rebellions of the early seventeenth century,
groups of peasants and artisans who rebelled had frequently elected a local
noble as their capitaine. That 1s one reason why, at the end of the seven-
teenth century, the Intendant of Languedoc scanned the Camisards anxiously
to sce Lf they had access to Protestant nobles; a link between Protestant
countrymen aud the regfonal nobility was much to be feared. By then, how-
ever, that 1ink and that form of rebellion had almost disappeared. The de-
feat of the Fronde and the seventeenth-century cooptation of the nobility,
1 believe, played a major part in destroying it. The seventeenth-century
rige of rvoyal power and expansion of the state was one of the two or three
wost important alteratlons in the structure of power over the last four

centuries. A major alteratlon in the repertoire of popular collective ac-
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tion accompanied tit.

The nineteenth-century change in the prevalling repertoire of collec~-
tive action is better documented, and no less dramatic. Around the time of
the Revolution of 1848 the tax rébgllion conslsting of an attack on the col-
lector or his premises went into rapid decline. Although protests of high
prices and food shortages continued in other forms, the standard bread riot
practically disappeared. So did the gharivaxi and a number of other theat-
rical displays of contempt or moral disapproval, During the same period,
the pre-planned protest meeting, the electoral rally,, the demonstration,
the strike and a number of related forms were crystallizing and becoming
frequent. A great alteration in the repertoire was going on,

Was there a concomitant alteration in the structure of power? 1 be-
lieve there was. It included an emphatic nationalization of politics, a
greatly increased role of special-purpose gssucintlnns, a decline in the
importance of communities as the loci of shared ln;ercsts, a growing im-
portance of organized capital and organized labor as participants in power
struggles. As a consequence of these massive changes, the available mcans
of acting together on shared interests changed as well. The same sorts of
correlated transformations were occurring elsewhere in western Europe during
the nineteenth century: perhaps somewhat earlier in Great Britain, perhaps
a bit later in Germany, on varied schedules according to the particular in-
terplay of capitalism and statemaking in one region or another.

Repertoires, Social Movements and Contemporary Collective Action

Mapping and explaining the changes in the collective-action repertoire
is an important task, but it is not the task of this paper. The nineteench-
century changes connect with the previous discussion in two important ways.
First, the rise of the concept and the reality of the social movement were

part of the same transformation. As parties, unions and other associations
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apecialized in the struggle for power grew in importance, so did the idea
and the reality of parallel streams of people, guided by shared Interests
and beltefs, which overflowed the narrow channels of elections, or labor-
management negotiations which were being dug at the same time., Those paral-
lel streams we;e social movements. Scen from the perspective of national
power structures, they were (and are) coherent phenomena; they exist so long
as they offer a challenge to dominant interests and beliefs. Seen from the
bottom up, they are usually much more fragmented and heterogencous: shife-
ing factlons, temporary alllances, diverse interests, ; continuous flux of
members and hangers-on.

That duality of perspective accounts for the chronic puzzlement and
emplrical. difficulty experlenced by soclologists and historians who seek to
study soclal movements systematically: from the top down, the rise and fall
of a movement does normally have a sort of natural history which corresponds
less to Lts own internal loglce than to the process by which the national po-
Litical system shapes, checks and absorbs the challenges which come to it.
What is more, the leaders and entrepreneurs of a movement have a strong in-
vestment In making it nngéar to be continuous and coherent. From the bottom
up, however, the coincidence of a particular interest, a particular popula-
tion, a particular sct of beliefs and a particular program of action which
characterizes a soclal movement turns out to be qulte temporary; when the
interest, the population, the beliefs and the program move in different di-
rections -- as they lnevitably do -- which of them should the student of
soclal movements follow? So long as we mistakenly think of a social move-
ment as a coherent group rather than as a political product, the problem
s insoluble. The solution is to study the collective action of particular
groups, and then to ask under what conditions, from the perspective of na-

tional centers of power, that collective action appears to form part of a
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social movement.

The second important connection between the nineteenth century rvep-
ertoire changes and the general problems in the analysis of collective ac-
tion raised earlier in this paper is simply that the ninetcenth-century
repertoire is still with us today. The strike, the demonstration, the pro-
test meeting and the othe; forms of action that were noveltles then are
commonplaces today. As compared with the large alterations in the nine-
teenth century, the subsequent alterations of repertolre have been rela-
tively minor. To be sure, new forms of terrorism have arisen, demonstra-
tions have motorized, mass media have reshaped our perceptions and our tac-
tics. Set against the disappearance of the food riot, the withering away
of satirical street theater or the first flowering of cﬁe vacious forms of
action based on special-purpose associatlons, the twentieth century's ad-
ditions, subtractions and transformations ﬁevercheless look small.

If that is ‘the case, some valuable conclusions emerge for the stu-
dent of contemporary collective action. That first emergence of the con-
temporary repertoire in one part of the world or another deserves close
examination. TIts timing should tell us a good deal about the timing of
more general political changes (including those we sometimes loosely eall
"political modernization") in different countries. Its particular path
and character in a given reglon should help us understand what sort of
power structure was coming into existence, and theveby comprehend the
structure within which contention goes on in that region today. The
close examinatlon of more recent changes in the prevailing repertoire
should assist us in detecting gradual alterations of the political systém
as a whole. Finally, the student of the collective action of a particular

group -- women, farmers, regional minoritles, or others -~ should gain




- 32 -

plenty of insight from a systematic comparison of the repertoire of that
group with the repertoires of other groups within the same national popu-
latfon. At chis point, the history and sociology of collective action

merge Into a common and fruitful enterprise.
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