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In  t h e  d i v i s i o n  of l abo r  w i th in  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i ence? ,  s o c i o l o g i s t s  d e o l  more 

wi th  s o c i a l  movements a n d p o l i t i c a l s c e i n t i s t s  d e a l  more wi th  p r e s s u r e  groups. Yet 

both  would a g r e e  t h a t  p r e s s u r e  groups  and s o c i s l  movements s eek  t o  i n f l u e n c e  

governmental pol icy.  The d i f f e r e n c e  between s o c i a l  movements and p r e s s u r e  groups 

is n o t  o f t e n  e x p l i c i t l y  d i scussed ,  but  t h e r e  a r e  a t  l e a s t  two key d i f f e r e n c e s  

( T i l l y  1978; Gamson 1975). F i r s t  p r e s s u r e  groups a r e  o r d i n a r i l y  p a r t  of t h e  

"po l i t y , "  t h e  s e t  of groups t h a t  can r o u t i n e l y  i n f l u e n c e  gwernment  d e c i s i o n s  and 

can i r isure  t h a t  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s  a r e  normally recognized i n  t h e  d e c i s i o n  making 

process .  I n  c o n t r a s t .  s o c i a l  movements e r e  launched by ~ r o u p s w i t h o u t  acces s  t o  

s t a t e  power, and whose i n t e r e s t s  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  n o t  recognized i n  government po l i cy  

making. Second, when p r e s s u r e  groups t a k e  s c t i o n s  t o  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  government. 

t hey  normally r e l y  on a  p rev ious ly  mobi l ized cons t i t uency .  Soc ia l  movements a t tempt  

t o  mob i l i ze  a  cons t i t uency  which is n o t  a l r eady  mobilized. 

A s o c i a l  movement o rgan iza t ion  becomes a  p r e s s u r e  g r w p  when it g a i n s  r o u t i n e  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n  and a c c e s s  t o  t h e  gwernment .  The new member of t h e  p o l i t y  

may s t i l l  use  t h e  r h e t o r i c  of a  s o c i a l  movement. but  i n  a c t u a l  behavior  and t a c t i c s 1  

form t h e  movement resembles o t h e r  groups i n  t h e  p o l i t y .  It moves from o u t s i d e  t o  

i n s i d e  t h e  l e g i s l s t i v e  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a renss .  Much of t h e  a o c i o l o g i c s l  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  t r ans fo rma t ion  of s o c i a l  movements emphasizes t h e  r o u t i n i z s t i o n .  

I i n a t i t u t i o n a l i ~ a t i o n .  and growing conservat ism of t h e  o rgan iza t ions  t h s t  once l ed  

i 
v i t a l  s o c i a l  movements (See Zald and Ash 1966 f o r  a  more complete t r ea tmen t ) .  Thus, 

t h e  NAACP, t h e  AFL-CIO, t h e  Farm Bureau become accepted members of t h e  p o l i t y  

! 
wi th  va r ing  r e s i d u a l  a t tachment  t o  s o c i a l  movement r h e t o r i c  and movement forms. 

! 
Much l e s s  s t t e n t i o n  has  been g iven  t o  t h e  oppos i t e  process .  i n  which p o l i t y  

members l o s e  t h e i r  s tanding:  I n  t h i s  p roces s ,  a u t h o r i t i e s  begin t o  d i s t a n c e  

themsleves from t h e  p o l i t y  members. A u t h o r i t i e s  e r e  no longe r  r o u t i n e l y  a c c e s s i b l e ,  

and t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  p o l i t y  members a r e  i nc reas ing ly  d i s r ega rded .  One op t ion  



f o r  a p r e s s u r e  group i n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  is t o  t ransform i t s e l f  i n t o  a s o c i a l  

movement. 

We p o s i t  t h a t  p r e s s u r e  groups l o s e  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  through two d i f f e r e n t  

though r e l a t e d  processes .  In  t h e  f i r s t ,  s o c i e t a l  change in technology,  i n  

economic o rgan iza t ion ,  and in v a l u e s  l ead  t o  a g e n e r a l  l o s s  of s t a t u s  f o r  a 

p r e s s u r e  group and t h e  i n t e r e s t s  t hey  r ep resen t .  Thus, a d e c l i n e  i n  p u b l i c  

suppor t  f o r  p r o h i b i t i o n  and temperance l e d  t o  a d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  power of groups 

that favored p roh ib i t i on .  I n  t h e  second process .  i n t e r e s t s  groups and i t s  c l a ims  

a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  d i r e c t  a t t a c k .  Chal lenger  groups  a t t a c k  t h e  l eg i t imacy  of t h e  

c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  and ope ra t ion .o f  t h e  p r e s s u r e  g r w p  and t h e  i n t e r e s t s  t hey  r ep resen t .  

'. Where s p r e s s u r e  group has  pub l i c  s t and ing  and a c l a im t o  r ep resen t  l e g i t i m a t e  

s o c i a l  i n t e r e s t s .  t h e  a t t a c k  by a cha l l enge r  group r e q u i r e s  se l f -defense .  The 

two p rocesses  desc r ibed  a r e  r e l a t e d  because t h e  evo lu t ion  o f . t h e  f i r s t  p roces s  

f a c i l i t a t e s  t h e  development of t h e  d i r e c t  cha l l enges .  

T h i s  paper  t r e a t s  t h e  development of t h e  pronuclear  movement a s  a c a s e  of 

t h e  t r ans fo rma t ion  from p r e s s u r e  g r w p  t o  s o c i a l  movement. The term "pronuclear  

movement" i s  h e r e  used t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  e f f o r t  t o  promote u t i l i z a t i o n  of 

nuc lea rpowerne  an energy source .  The d a t e  f o r  t h i s , a n s l y s i s  e r e  drawn from semi- 

s t r u c t u r e d  in t e rv i ews  of 58 pronuclear  a c t i v i s t s .  The in t e rv i ews  were conducted 

i n  t h e  f a l l  of 1979 and t h e  win te r  of 1980. We used a snowballing-sampling 

technique t o  gene ra t e  t h e  f i n a l  sample. Most i n t e rv i ews  were conducted i n  t h e  

New England. Michigan. end t h e  Washington, D.C. a r e a s .  We a l s o  a t t ended  s e v e r a l  

pronuclear  workshops and conferences .  T h i s  gave u s  t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  i n fo rma l ly  

t a l k  wi th  a c t i v i s t s  from around t h e  country. The workshops a l s o  allowed u s  t o  

monitor d i s c u s s i o n s  among p ronuc lea r  a c t i v i s t s .  I n  a d d i t i o n .  we c o l l e c t e d  end 

analyzed m a t e r i a l s  i s sued  by t h e  pronuclear  movement. a s  w e l l  a s  newspaper and 

magazine a r t i c l e s  r e l evan t  t o  t h e  controversy.  F i n a l l y ,  we conducted in t e rv i ews  

wi th  a sma l l  sample of a n t i n u c l e a r  a c t i v i s t s  i n  t h e  New England, Michigan, and 

t h e  Washington, D.C. a r eas .  

The remainder of t h i s  paper is d iv ided  i n t o ' t h r e e  s e c t i o n s .  I n  t h e  f i r s t ,  

we examine t h e  t r ans fo rma t ion  of t h e  pronuclear  f o r c e s  from a p r e s s u r e  group 

t o  a s o c i a l  movement. W e  a rgue  t h a t  t h i s  t r ans fo rma t ion  occured i n  p a r t  because 

of a cha l l enge  posed by t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement. We a l s o  ana lyze  t h e  p ronuc lea r  

movement's s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  bases  of mob i l i za t ion .  In  t h e  second s e c t i o n ,  we 

a rgue  t h a t  t h e  mob i l i za t ion  problems of a p r o t e s t  group vary wi th  t h e  g r m p ' s  

b a s i s  of mob i l i za t ion  and its p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e .  I n  a f i n a l  

s e c t i o n ,  we examine t h e  pronuclear  movements' e f f o r t  t o  damage t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  

movement. 

FROM PRESSURE GROUP TO SOCIAL MOVEEIENT 

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we examine t h e  t r ans fo rma t ion  of t h e  pronuclear  f o r c e s  

from a p r e s s u r e  group t o  a s o c i a l  movement. We a rgue  t h a t  t h e  p ronuc lea r  move- 

ment developed i n  p a r t  ou t  of a s t r u g g l e  a g a i n s t  t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement ove r  

t h e  r i g h t  t o  determine governmental p o l i c y  on nuc lea r  energy. The term "an t i -  

nuclear"  movement is h e r e  used t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  organized.  c o l l e c t i v e  e f f o r t  

t h a t  s eeks  t o  s t o p  t h e  gene ra t ion  of energy from n u c l e a r  f i s s i o n .  Sub-gosls of 

t h e  movement i nc lude  h a l t i n g  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of new p l a n t s ,  c l o s i n g  down e x i s t i n g  

p l a n t s ,  and implementing s t r i c t  s a f e t y  s t anda rds  f o r  t h e  d i s p o s a l  of r a d i o a c t i v e  

waste  m a t e r i a l  and t h e  ope ra t ion  of r e a c t o r s .  

The a n t i n u c l e a r  movement f i r s t  emerged a s  a s e r i o u s  p r o t e s t  movement i n  

t h e  l a t e  1960s (Gyorgy 1979; Wasserman 1980; Berger 1977; Mazur 1975). S ince  

then ,  i t  has  grown d rama t i ca l ly  i n  s i z e  and i n t e n s i t y .  Local c i t i z e n  groups ,  a t  , 

f i r s t  conf ined t o  a few i s o l a t e d  o rgan iza t ions ,  a r e  now numerous. Nat ional  and 

r e g i o n a l  p r o t e s t  r a l l i e s  have drawn hundreds of thousands. Hundreds have used 

c i v i l  d isobedience t a c t i c s  a g a i n s t  nuc lea r  power p l a n t  cons t ruc t ion .  Major a n t i -  



nuclear  demonstrations have occured. f o r  example, in-Seabrook. New Hampshire, 

Rock P la t s .  Colorado, and t h e  a rea  around Three Mile Is land (Waeserman 1979; 

Stever  1980; Walsh 1980). 

During t h e  past  f i v e  years ,  t h e  an t inuc lea r  movement has been winning i ts 

s t rugg le  aga ins t  nuclear  power. The best evidence f o r  t h i s  i s . t h e  erosion of 

government support f o r  t h e  nuclear industry and t h e  cur ren t  s t a t e  of near- 

co l l apse  of t h e  induatry.  During t h e  1950s and 1960s. t h e  government s t rong ly  

supported nuclear  development through d i r e c t  government subs id ies  and o ther  

promotional measures (Bupp and Derian 1978; Montgomery and Quirk 1978). For 

example, i n  the  mid-1950s u t i l i t y  companies were unwilling t o  inves t  l a r g e  sums of 

c a p i t a l  i n  nuclear  generat ing equipment. The u t i l i t i e s '  re luctance a rose  pr imari ly 

from concern over t h e i r  f inanc ia l  l i a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  event of an accident .  In  

response. Congress i n  1957 placed a  c e i l i n g  of $560 mil l ion on a  f i rm ' s  l i a b i l i t y  

f o r  any one accident .  Reactor o rders  soon followed (Weingart 1980, p..242). 

By t h e  ea r ly  19708, however. f edera l ,  s t a t e  and l o c a l  governments began t o  

implement a  s e r i e s  of measures t h a t  se r ious ly  undercut t h e  indus t ry ' s  economic 

v i a b i l i t y .  The various l e v e l s  of government promulgated s t r i c t e r  sa fe ty  regu la t ions ;  

delayed t h e  l i cens ing  of new p lan t s ;  f a i l e d  t o  impl&ent an atomic waste d i sposa l  

system; refused t o  provide u t i l i t i e s  t h e  r a t e  inc reases  necessary t o  f inance 

nuclenr construct ion;  r e s t r i c t e d  foreign s a l e s  of nuclear  generators;  and t ightened 

environmental r e s t r a i n t a  (Stroops, Copland and Sieminski 1979; Weingart 1980. 

Temples. 1980; Stobaugh and Yergin 1979). According t o  one est imate.  two-thirds 

of t h e  coat  of a  nuclear  power p l a n t  f in i shed  i n  1978 was a  r e s u l t  of s t r i c t e r  

design c r i t e r i a  imposed s ince  1969 by t h e  Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NCR) and 

its predecessor. t h e  Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) (Fortune 5/7/77, pp. 117-118). 

The cur ren t  precarious s t a t e  of t h e  industry is highl ighted by severa l  

f ac to ra .  F i r s t .  s i n c e  1977, t h e r e  has been a  de f a c t o  moratorium on orders  f o r  

new nuclear  p l a n t s  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  (Stobaugh and Yergin 1979. p. 125). 

According t o  one ana lys i s ,  t h e  long-term v i a b i l i t y  of t h e  p lan t  construct ion industry 

requ i res  t h a t  u t i l i t i e s  p lace  a t  l e a s t  four  t o  s i x  p lan t  order  per  year (Stroops. 

Copland and Sieminski 1979, p. 17). Second, t h e r e  has been a  reduct ion i n  the  U.S. 

share  of t h e  nuclear  export market from 100% i n  1972 t o  20% i n  1978 (Stroops. 

Copland and Sieminski 1979. p. 17; Stockton and Janke 1978, p. 4) .  Final ly.  t h e  

industry is f inding it d i f f i c u l t  t o  a t t r a c t  and r e t a i n  well- t rained personnel, 
I 
i which may "lead t o  a  f a t a l  d e b i l i t a t i o n  of research and management capab i l i ty"  

(Stroops. Copland. and Sieminski 1979. p. 

I n  sum, during t h e  1950s and 19608, t h e  nuclear  industry was a  "member 
i 
I of t h e  pol i ty" ,  i n  t h e  sense t h a t  its i n t e r e s t s  were promoted by t h e  government I 

* ~ e r n a r d  Cohen, a  prominent nuclear  phys ic i s t .  r ecen t ly  emphasized the  impending 

c r i s i s  i n  t h e  induatry: "Up t o  1973 [ t h e  industry]  got l o t s  of o rders  which 

t h e y ' r e  s t i l l  working on. But they've had very few new orders  f o r  p l a n t s  

s i n c e  1973. As I s e e  i t ,  t h e  c r i t i c a l  time w i l l  be about 1981. I f  the re ' s  

not  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  i n f l u x  of new orders  by then, t h e r e  w i l l  be massive l ayof f s  

i n  t h e  nuclear  industry,  and a l l  t h e  experts  i n  various aspec t s  of t h e  nuclear 

I system w i l l  f ind  work i n  o ther  areas .  And once t h a t  happens, i t  would take 

a  very long time t o  reassemble them" (Cohen 1979. p. 14) .  



and its vigws were t aken  i n t o  a c ~ o u n t . ~  During t h e  1970s. t h e  s t a t u s  became 

threatened.  a a  t h e  an t i -nuc lea r  power movement grew and a s  a u t h o r i t i e s  a t  both  

t h e  s t a t e  and n a t i o n a l  l e v e l  adopted p o l i c i e s  i n i m i c a l  t o  t h e  i n t e r e s t  of t h e  

indus t ry .  I n  response,  both  t h e  nuc lea r  p a r e r  i ndus t ry  and indus t ry  sympathizers  

mobilized. 

Mob i l i za t ion  and t h e  Pronuclear  Movement 

A t  t h e  beginning of t h e  1970s. lawyers  and l o b b y i s t s  c o r r i e d  f o r t h  t h e  

e f f o r t  t o  promote nuc lea r  power. Hearinga on t h e  licensing of n u c l e a r  power p l a n t s  

were usua l ly  uncontes ted and rou t ine .  The i n d u s t r y ' s  s e v e r a l  t r a d e  a s s o c i a t i o n s .  

such a s  t h e  Atomic I n d u s t r i a l  Forum and t h e  American Nuclear Energy Council.  

mainta ined a c t i v e  lobbying o f f i c e s  i n  Washington. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  v a r i o u s  nuc lea r  

a r ch i t ec t - eng inee r ing  f i rms ,  r e a c t o r  manufacturors ,  and uranium mining f i rms  lobb ied  

f o r  nuc lea r  pa re r .  Many of t h e  i n d u s t r y ' s  l o b b y i s t s  were former Congressmen o r  

s t a f f  members of t h e  government agenc ie s  t h a t  r egu la t ed  nuc lea r  power. For 

'whether t h e  new Reagan a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  w i l l  r e v e r s e  t h i s  t r e n d  remains t o  be  seen.  
i 

A l t h o u ~ h  Reaganadvocates i nc reased  r e l i a n c e  on nuc lea r  nower, i n d u s t r y  10 concerned t h a t  

i t  w i l l  no t  r e c e i v e  t h e  needed f i s c a l  and o t h e r  t ypes  o f  s u p ~ o r t  from t h e  sovernment,. 

An e d i t o r a l  i n  American Nuclear Soc ie ty ' s  Nuclear News, f o r  example, s t a t e s  

"Ronald Reagan's p l a t fo rm would t a k e  t h e  wrapa o f f  n u c l e a r  and would g ive  t h e  

p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  room t o  maneuver i n  t h i a  a r ena .  Nonetheless ,  l t h e  Reagan admin i s t r a t ion  

may] t u r n  thumbs down on massive  f e d e r a l  s u b s i d i e s  f o r  such t h i n g s  an enrichment 

and processing p l a n t s  and f o r  l a r g e  demo breeder  and f u s i o n  r e a c t o r s .  P r i v a t e  

i ndus t ry  obviously cannot  bu i ld  t h e s e  t h i n g s  a lone.  and wi thout  theni, nuc lea r  is 

a  shor t - term opt ion"  (Nuclear News 10/1980). 

example, t h e  d i r e c t o r  of t h e  American Nuclear Energy Council.  C ra ig  Hosner, was 

former chairman of t h e  Congress ional  J o i n t  Atomic Energy Committee (Temples 1980, 

p. 2 4 4 ;  Berger 1976. p. 168). There  was l i t t l e  a t tempt  t o  i n f l u e n c e  pub l i c  

op in ion ,  except  through occasional "publ ic  s e rv i ce"  adve r t i s emen t s  p laced by 

indus t ry .  P r o f e s s i o n a l  eng inee r s  and s c i e n t i s t s  might belong t o  p r o f e s s i o n a l  

a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  but  t h e i r  focus  was l a r g e l y  on t e c h n i c a l  i s s u e s ,  o r i e n t e d  t o  member 

educat ion and t e c h n i c a l  r e sea rch .  Popular  suppor t  was n o t  mobi l ized t o  defend 

nuc lea r  power and a t t a c k  t h o s e  opposed t o  nuc lea r  pa re r .  The growth of t h e  

p ronuc lea r  movement involved t h e  mob i l i za t ion  of s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of 

s o c i a l  movement o rgan iza t ions .  

Before  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e s e  o rgan iza t ions .  i t  is important  t o  examine t h e  f a c t o r s  

i d e n t i f i e d  by s o c i a l  movement a n a l y s t s  t h a t  i n h i b i t  o r  f a c i l i t a t e  mob i l i za t ion .  

Some a n a l y s t s  u s e  a  "community-solidarity" model. wh i l e  o t h e r s  employ a  "p ro fes s iona l  

mob i l i za t ion  model", o f t e n  posing t h e s e  models a s  a l t e r n a t i v e  exp lana t ions  of 

t h e  same phenomenon (Perrow 1979). I n  t h e  community s o l i d a r i t y  model, an approach 

a k i n  t o  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  approach t o  c o l l e c t i v e  behavior ,  g r i evances  a r e  hypothesized 

a s  being transformed i n t o  mobilized a c t i v i t y  on t h e  b a s i s  of s o l i d a r i t y  amongat 

a  c o l l e c t i v i t y  (See Fireman and Gamson 1979). Analysts  a rgue  that a  group 's  

s o l i d a r i t y  and a b i l i t y  t o  a c t  c o l l e c t i v e l y  i n c r e a s e s  i f  i t s  membera have i n t r a -  

group f r i e n d s h i p  and k insh ip  t i e s ,  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  same p roduc t ion  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and vo lun ta ry  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  s h a r e  a  common c u l t u r e ,  mainta in  a  common 

s e t  of subord ina t e  and supe ro rd ina t e  r e l a t i o n s  wi th  o u t s i d e r s ,  ond l a c k  means o f  

e x i t  from t h e  group (Fireman and Gamson 1979). 

Community s o l i d a r i t y  p rov ides  a  b a s i s  f o r  mob i l i za t ion  i n  two.ways (Fireman 

and Gamson 1979). F i r s t ,  when an  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  l i f e  is in t e r tw ined  wi th  t h a t  of 

o t h e r s  i n  a  group, he o r  s h e  w i l l  develop a  s ense  of l o y a l t y  t o  t h e  group. 

The i n d i v i d u a l  is then  l i k e l y  t o  h e l p  those  members when c a l l e d  upon t o  a c t  



c o l l e c t i v e l y .  Second, i nd iv idua la  i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  g r w p  a c t i v i t y  a r e  l i k e l y  

t o  develop a  s ense  that t h e i r  group is e n t i t l e d  t o  c e r t a i n  c o l l e c t i v e  goods a s  

a  ma t t e r  of r i g h t  o r  j u s t i c e .  Ind iv idua l s  can be mobi l ized on t h e  b a s i s  o f  

t h e i r  commitment t o  groups e n t i t l e m e n t s  t h a t  a r e  a t  s t a k e  i n  a  p r o t e s t  movement 

(Fireman and Gamson 1979. p. 26). 

Thus, according t o  t h e  community s o l i d a r i t y  model, t h e  degree  of s o l i d a r i t y  

is t h e  c e n t r a l  f a c t o r  a f f e c t i n g  a  group 's  a b i l i t y  t o  mobi l ize .  Traugot t  (1979, 

p. 43) goes s o  f a r  a s  t o  a rgue  t h a t  "bonds of p o s i t i v e  s o l i d a r i t y  a r e  s o  e s s e n t i a l  

t o  s o c i a l  movements a s  t o  c o n s t i t u t e  one of t h e i r  d e f i n i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . "  

Organizera  a t tempt  t o  s t r e n g t h e n ,  harass .  and only  a s  a  l a s t  r e s o r t  c r e a t e  new 

bonds of s o l i d a r i t y  w i th in  a  community (Fireman and Gamson 1979). 

The p r o f e s s i o n a l  mob i l i za t ion  model d i f f e r s  from t h e  community mob i l i za t ion  

model i n  two main r e spec t s .  F i r s t ,  p ro feaa iona l  mob i l i za t ion  t h e o r i s t s  begin 

n o t  w i th  s o l i d a r i t y  o r  g r i evances ,  bu t  w i th  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and en t r ep reneur s .  

i n d i v i d u a l s  who t a k e  t h e  l e a d  i n  d e f i n i n g  i s s u e s  and lo r  mobi l iz ing resources .  

Without denying that s o l i d a r i t y  may be a  f a c t o r  t h a t  a f f e c t s  mob i l i za t ion ,  t hey  

assume t h a t  i n  some c a s e s  movement o rgan iza t ions  may mob i l i ze  r e sources  from 

a  v a r i e t y  of sourcea ,  i nc lud ing  i a o l a t e d  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  foundat ions ,  and churches .  

Moreover, movement en t r ep reneur s  may i n t e g r a t e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  movements w i th  

c a r e e r s .  A second d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  community and p r o f e s s i o n a l  mob i l i za t ion  

models concerns  t h e  r o l e  of mass p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  S ince  community s o l i d a r i t y  p rov ides  

t h e  b a s i s  of mob i l i za t ion .  popular  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is an  i n t r i n s i c  p a r t  of t h e  

community mob i l i za t ion  theory. I n  t h e  p ro feaa iona l  mob i l i ea t ion  model, t h e  l eade r -  

s h i p  may o r  may n o t  s e e k  t o  i nvo lve  a  mass cons t i t uency .  Leaders may a t t empt  t o  

c r e a t e  t h e  impression of a  popular  membership, when, i n  f a c t ,  " the  mwberahip  may 

be non-exis tent  o r  e x i s t i n g  on ly  on paper" (McCarthy and Zald 1973. pp. . 
I n  t h i s  paper.  we p o s i t  two sub-types of p r o f e s s i o n a l  mob i l i za t ion .  We 

term t h e  phenomenon desc r ibed  by McCarthy and Zald "en t r ep reneur i a l "  mob i l i za t ion ,  

which can be  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from what i s  h e r e  de f ined  a s  "eatabl ish ,ment  mob i l i za t ion .  

The c o r e  of t h e  e n t r e p r e n u r i a l  mob i l i za t ion  model is a  d i s t i n c t i o n  among t h e  

aggr ieved popu la t ion ,  t h e  aources  of movement l eade r sh ip  and a c t i v i t i e s .  and ., 

suppor t e r s  of t h e  movement ( T i l l y  1978, p. 29). According t o  McCartl~y and Zald 

(1973), t h e  aggr ieved popu la t ion  may have l i t t l e  o r  no r o l e  i n  t h e  mob i l i za t ion  

process .  I n s t e a d ,  " s o c i a l  movement en t r ep reneur s"  c r e a t e  c a r e e r s  a s  movement 

a c t i v i s t s  who t a k e  a c t i o n s  on behalf  of t hose  aggr ieved.  For example, a  p r o f e s s i o n a l  

s t a f f  organized t h e  C i t i z e n s '  Crusade Against Poverty (CCAP). a  1960s a n t i -  

pover ty  movement (McCarthy and Zald 1973. p. 21).  CCAP ope ra t ed  wi th  no involvement 

whatsoever of poor Americans. Such a  mob i l i za t ion  process  is t y p i c a l l y  sponsored 

by two sources .  Es t ab l i shed  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  such a s  government o r  foundat ions .  

may provide funds  and o t h e r  suppor t  f o r  t h e s e  e f f o r t s .  CCAP, f o r  example. drew 

i t  support  from foundat ions .  Other techniques  used t o  o b t a i n  support  i nc lude  

d i r ec t -ma i l  and media a d v e r t i s i n g  t o  i s o l a t e d  p o t e n t i a l  s u p p o r t e r s  (NcCarthy 

and Zald 1977). 

.A second t y p e  of p r o f e s s i o n a l  mob i l i za t ion  i s  h e r e  de f ined  a s  "es tabl ishment"  

mob i l i za t ion .  I n  t h i s  process .  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  such a s  bus ines s ,  churches  

o r  p o l i t i c a l  e l i t e s ,  a r e  t h e  c e n t r a l  a c t o r s .  Nob i l i za t ion  begins  when an e s t a b l i s h e d  

o rgan iza t ion  makes a  commitment bo t h e  under taking of n o n - i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z c d  a c t i o n s .  

The o rgan iza t ion  changes its goa l s  from t h e  performance of a  s p e c i f i c  non-movement 

s o c i e t a l  func t ion  t o  t h e  accomplishment of a  change i n  s o c i e t y  beyond t h i s  

p a r t i c u l a r i z e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  func t ion .  For example, i f  Ca tho l i c  Bishops and 

Card ina l s  promote o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o  f i g h t  a b o r t i o n  laws, o r  i f  P r o t e s t a n t  m i n i s t e r s  

c r e a t e  p o l i t i c a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o  r e s i s t  cha l l enges  t o  church a u t h o r i t y ,  we would 

cons ide r  them c a s e s  of e s t ab l i shmen t  mob i l i za t ion .  I n  t h e s e  c a s e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  commit pe r sonne l  t o  e f f o r t s  t o  accomplish s o c i a l  change and t r a i n  



them.in  t h e  u s e  of n o n - i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  t a c t i c s .  The e s t a b l i s h e d  i n s t i t u t i o n  

develops  new, though a f f i l i a t e d ,  o rgan iza t ions  t o  make u s e  of t h e s e  t a c t i c s  i n  

p u r s u i t  of s o c i a l  change. 

Now we d e s c r i b e  s e v e r a l  pronuclear  o rgan iza t ions .  Each of t h e  mob i l i za t ion  

models desc r ibed  above sugges t s  a d i f f e r e n t  o r ~ a n i z a t i o n n l  a r i a i n  and dependencies.  

The e s t ab l i shmen t  ve r s ion  of t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  mob i l i za t ion  model would suggest  

a focus  on t h e  mob i l i za t ion  t h a t  might occur  w i th in  t h e  nuc lea r  i ndus t ry .  de f ined  

' h e r e  a s  t h e  f i i m s  that bu i ld ,  purchase ,  o r  supply  nuc lea r  p l a n t s  and t h e i r  

components and t h e s e  f i rms '  t r a d e  a s s o c i a t i o n s .  The model would suggest  t h a t  t h e  

movement o rgan iza t ions  would be  s t a f f e d  by indus t ry  employees. The e n t r e p r e n e u r i a l  

ve r s ion  of t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  mob i l i za t ion  model would suggest  t h a t  t h e  p ronuc lea r  

a c t i v i s t s  would be p r o f e s s i o n a l  o r g a n i z e r s  seeking t o  mobl ize  around g r i evances  

a s s e r t e d  on behalf of an  inchoa te  constituency--perhaps depr ived c i t i z e n s  of 

t h e  a l l e g e d  b e n e f i t s  of nuc lea r  power production--and d e r i v i n g  t h e i r  funds  from 

such sou rces  a s  t h e  nuc lea r  i ndus t ry  and i s o l a t e d  n u c l e a r  suppor t e r s .  F i n a l l y ,  

t h e  community model would suggest  t h a t  t h e  c e n t r a l  f o r c e  behind t h e  movement 

would be community based, s o l i d a r i s t i c  groups. As we s h a l l  see .  each of t h e  

mob i l i za t ion  models d e s c r i b e s  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t s  of t h e  pronuclear  movement. 

The New Hampshire Voice of Energy (NHVOE). a group wi th  a working c l a s s  and 

non-profess ional  middle c l a s s  membership and l eade r sh ip ,  appea r s  t o  f i t  t h e  

community mob i l i za t ion  model. The o rgan iza t ion  began i n  1975 when a group of 

Hanchester.  New Hampshire housewives. who had known one ano the r  f o r  s e v e r a l  

year .  complained t o  t h e  l o c a l  u t i l i t y  about  a proposed r a t e  h i k e  ( In t e rv i ew - 
4 

Nos. 6 and 13).  A u t i l i t y  execu t ive  met w i th  t h e  group, and t o l d  its members t h a t  

t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of a new and c o n t r o v e r s i a l  n u c l e a r  p l a n t  i n  t h e  a r e a  would h e l p  

s t a b i l i z e  t h e  c o s t  of e l e c t r i c i t y .  A f t e r  r e sea rch ing  t h e  i s s u e ,  t h e  group 

e s t a b l i s h e d  a pronuclear  o rgan iza t ion .  The group has  s i n c e  grown p r imar i ly  

through f r i e n d s h i p  and k insh ip  networks, and t h e  i n i t i a l  group of housewivcs 

has  remained t h e  c o r e  a c t i v i s t s  ( In t e rv i ew Nos. 6 and 13) .  The groupl.s head- 

q u a r t e r s : i s t h e  home of one of t h e  members. NHVOE gained n a t i o n a l  prominence i n  

1977, when i t  sponsored t h e  coun t ry ' s  f i r s t  pronuclear  demonstra t ion,  a t t ended  

by over  3000 people  (New York Times 6/27/77). 

The community mob i l i za t ion  model cha rac t e r i zed  many a s p e c t s  of t h e  MIVOE. 

I n d i v i d u a l s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in t h e  movement i n  o r d e r  t o  defend t h e  perceived i n t e r e s t s  

of t h e i r  own g roup ' s  members. P a r t i c i p a n t s  were drown i n t o  t h e  movement through 

networks of k insh ip  and s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  

Host of t h e  members o f  a s i m i l a r  group. t h e  Uassachuset ts  Voice of Energy 

(WOE) a r e  nuc lea r  eng inee r s  i n  a s i n g l e  a r ch i t ec t - eng inee r ing  f i r m  o r  nuc lea r  

eng inee r ing  g radua te  s t u d e n t s  a t  a s i n g l e  Boston-area u n i v e r s i t y  ( In t e rv i ew Nos. 

4 ,  5, 10,  12 and 25). The community mob i l i za t ion  model, r a t h e r  than t h e  

s u p e r f i c i a l l y  a p p r o p r i a t e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  mob i l i za t ion  model, a p p l i e s  t o  t h e  WOE 

I f o r  two r easons .  F i r s t ,  n e i t h e r  t h e  f i rm  nor  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  sponsors  t h e  group 
l 

o r  encourages p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  it. Top management i n  t h e  f i rm ,  i n  f a c t ,  has  

a t tempted t o  d i s suade  employees from p a r t i c i p a t i n g .  S ince  only  a sma l l  f r a c t i o n  

of t h e  f i r m ' s  bus ines s  is nuc lea r - r e l a t ed .  management f e a r s  t h a t  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  

1 con t rove r sy  a r i s i n g  from employee p a r t i c i p a t i o n  may j eopa rd ize  i t s  o t h e r  business .  

One respondent r epo r t ed  t h a t  he f e l t  an expected promotion hod been delayed hy 

h i s  p ronuc lea r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and ano the r  res igned from t h e  f i rm  because of mnnagement 

"harassment" f o r  WOE a c t i v i t i e s  ( In t e rv i ew No. 23). The u n i v e r s i t y  p rov ides  no 

s p e c i a l  suppor t  t o  t h e  campus WOE branch ( In t e rv i ew No. 25). Second. mob i l i za t ion  

has  t aken  p l a c e  p r imar i ly  through f r i e n d s h i p  networks. The s t u d e n t s  a r e  a c l o s e l y  

k n i t  group, who a l l  work t o g e t h e r  i n  t h e  same s tudy-o f f i ce  a r ea .  Host of t h e  

eng inee r s  were f r i e n d l y  wi th  one ano the r  be fo re  t h e  es tabl ishment  of WOE. 

Among o the r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  WOE has  t e s t i f i e d  i n  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t i v e  and r egu la to ry  

Interview numbers r e f e r  t o  t r a n s c r i o s  of semi-s t ructured in t e rv i ews  which a r e  i n  our  

f i l e a .  



hea r ings ,  e s t a b l i s h e d  a p ronuc lea r  speake r s  bureau, and sponsored such even t s  a s  

t h e  dumping of empty b a r r e l s  i n t o  Boston Harbor t o  d rama t i ze  U.S. dependence on 

f o r e i g n  o i l .  

Another pronuclear  o rgan iza t ion .  t h e  C o r n i t t e e  f o r  Energy Awareness (CEA), 

was formed s h o r t l y  a f t e r  t h e  Three Mile  I s l and  acc iden t .  CEA was launched and 

is funded by t h e  indua t ry ' a  two major t r a d e  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  t h e  Atomic I n d u s t r i a l  

F o ~ m  (AIF) and t h e  Edison E l e c t r i c  I n s t i t u t e  (EEI). Es t ab l i shed  i n  1953. AIF 

has  over  800 members from a l l  s e c t o r s  of t h e  nuc lea r  i ndus t ry  (Atomic I n d u s t r i a l  

Forum 1979). EEI i s  an a s s o c i a t i o n  of t h e  200 l a r g e s t  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s .  

moat of which o p e r a t e  nuc lea r  power p l a n t s  (Berger 1977, p. 144). Organized under  

a s t e e r i n g  committee of e i g h t  s e n i o r  i ndus t ry  execut ives .  CEA i s  s t a f f e d  by pub l i c  

r e a l t i o n e  e x p e r t s  on temporary loan  from t h e  t r a d e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  and nuc lea r  

f i rms.  Tho c u r r e n t  c h i e f  of s t a f f ,  f o r  example, is on-leave from AIF. CEA's 

a c t i v i t i e s  have included sponsor ing a " T ~ t h  Squad" of two n u c l e a r  eng inee r s  t h a t  

followod a n t i n u c l e a r  a c t i v i s t s  J a n e  Fonda and Tom Hayden on t h e i r  1979 na t ion -  

wide tou r .  i n  an e f f o r t  t o  p u b l i c i z e  r e b u t t a l s  t o  t h e i r  arguments; o rgan iz ing  

a p ronuc lea r  a d v e r t i s i n g  campaign; pub l i ah ing  a news le t t e r .  Energy Upbeat f o r  

p ronuc lea r  advocacy groups nat ionwide;  o rgan iz ing  e d i t o r i a l  round tab le s  f o r  major 

newspaper and magazines on nuc lea r  i s s u e s ;  sponsor ing a r e t r e a t  i n  A p r i l ,  1980 f o r  

s e l e c t e d  pronuclear  l e a d e r s  from around t h e  country;  and c r e a t i n g  a communications 

plan t o  a s s u r e  t h e  f low of "accurate" informat ion f r a n  a n u c l e a r  p l a n t  i n  t h e  

event  of an acc iden t  ( In t e rv i ew No. 7).  

The development of CEA is c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  e s t ab l i shmen t  mob i l i za t ion  

model. The nuc lea r  i ndus t ry  sponsors  t h e  o rgan iza t ion ,  and i t s  s t a f f  a r e  i ndus t ry  

employees . 
. Another o rgan iza t ion .  Nuclear Energy Women (NEW), is composed p r imar i ly  

of women employed i n  t h e  indus t ry .  NEV's s t a f f  d i r e c t o r  works f o r  AIF, and he r  

o f f i c e  is i n  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n ' s  Washington hendquar ters .  AIF r e q u i r e s  NEW t o  

r e g u l a r l y  r e p o r t  and j u s t i f y  its activities t o  AIF management ( In t e rv i ew No. 1) .  

I The group 's  moat s u c c e s s f u l  p r o j e c t ,  "Nuclear Energy Education Day". involved 

i more than  4.000 "energy coffeea"  h e l d  i n  p r i v a t e  homes nat ionwide (Cook 1979). 

I 
Other  a c t i v i t i e s  have included t h e  e s t ab l i shmen t  of a speake r s  bureau and t h e  

I 

un success fu l  a t tempt  t o  persuade women o rgan iza t ions ,  such a s  t h e  Nat ions1 

Organizat ion of Women and t h e  League o f  Women Voters ,  t o  r e s e r v e  t h e i r  a n t i n u c l e a r  

p o s i t i o n s  ( In t e rv i ew No. 9) .  NEW is a second example of e s t ab l i shmen t  mob i l i za t ion .  

The o r g a n i z a t i o n  was c r e a t e d  by and is d i r e c t l y  dependent upon t h e  nuc le s r  i ndua t ry .  

NEW members a r e  paid  f o r  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  movement. 

Seve ra l  i iu lcear  i n d u s t r y  f i rms  have become involved i n  t h e  p ronuc lea r  

movement, and t h u s  r e p r e s e n t  f u r t h e r  i n s t a n c e s  of e s t ab l i shmen t  mob i l i za t ion .  

Westinghouse Corporat ion,  a major s u p p l i e r  of nuc lea r  p l a n t  equipment. has  been 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  a c t i v e .  I n  1975, Westinghouse e s t a b l i s h e d  e "Nuclear Informnt ion 

Program" t o  h e l p  promote p u b l i c  and government support  of n u c l e a r  power (Cook 

1980, pp. 16-19). One of t h e  groups a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  "Campus America" program. 

sends h i ~ h l y t r a i n e d  and well-rehearsedwestinghouse employees t o  d e b a t e  a n t i -  

nuc lea r  a c t i v i s t s  on c o l l e g e  campuses ( In t e rv i ew No. 48). I f  neces sa ry ,  Weating- 

house w i l l  pay t h e  expenses of a n t i n u c l e a r  deba to r s  (For tune 1/28/80). 

I n  ano the r  a c t i v i t y .  Westinghouse commissioned a r e sea rch  firm. Cambridge 

Reports ,  Inc . ,  t o  conduct l o n g i t u d i n a l  n a t i o n a l  surveys  a t t i t u d e s  toward 

nuc lea r  power. The surveys  a r e  des igned t o  h e l p  pronuclear  f o r c e s  do a more 

e f f e c t i v e  j o b  of communicating t h e i r  "message t o  t h e  American pub l i c "  ( In t e rv i ew 

No. 49).  For example, t h e  Cambridge surveys  have r evea led  t h a t  suppor t  f o r  

n u c l e a r  power is lowest  among women, b l acks ,  and young people. Drawing on t h e  

survey f ind ings .  Cambridge Assoc ia t e s  has  s p e c i f i e d  t h e  arguments and channe l s  

of i n f l u e n c e  t h a t  a r e  most e f f e c t i v e  i n  r each ing  t h e s e  t h r e e  groups. F i n a l l y ,  



Westinghouse management encourages t h e  a c t i v e  involvement in  t h e  p ronuc lea r  e f f o r t  

of t h e  company's 140.000 employeea. p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  13.000 t o  15.000 who work 

i n  t h e  n u c l e a r  d i v i s i o n .  Employees r e c e i v e  a monthly news magazine o u t l i n i n g  t h e  

types  o f  pronuclear  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  which t h e i r  co l l eagues  have been involved. and 

l i s t i n g  upcoming events .  Employeea a r e  urged t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  town meet ings  and 

a l l  o t h e r  forums t h a t  provide an oppor tun i ty  t o  promote nuc lea r  power. T - s h i r t s  

w i th  t h e  solgan "Nuclear Power, S a f e r  Than Sex" a r e  provided t o  employeea a t  a 

nominal coa t  (Energy Da i ly  8/16/78). 

Another pronuclear  group. Energy Research Group (ERG), i a  a Boston-baaed 

engineer ing-consul t ing f i rm.  The f i r m  was organized s e v e r a l  y e a r s  ago by f i v e  

MIT graduates .  and has been a c t i v e  i n  t h e  pronuclear  movement a t  both  t h e  r e g i o n a l  

and n a t i o n a l  l e v e l s .  ERG has  served a s  a c o n s u l t a n t  t o  many of New England's 

pronuclear  o rgan iza t ions .  ERG providea a d v i c e  on how t o  d e a l  w i th  t h e  media. 

o rgan ize  pub l i c  forums, and r e s e a r c h  d e c i s i o n  makers ( In t e rv i ew No. 28).  At t h e  

n a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  ERG conducted t h e  CEA-sponsored r e t r e a t  mentioned above, and was 

p a r t l y  r e spons ib l e  f o r  t h e  o rgan iza t ion  of t h e  pronuclear  movement's Second 

Nat ional  Conference on Energy Advocacy he ld  i n  June. 1980. I n  add i t i on .  ERG 

has  d r a f t e d  seve r01  important  pronuclear  movement documents. One, commissioned 

by CEA, d e t a i l e d  how indua t ry  has  and can be involved i n  t h e  pronuclear  movement 

( In t e rv i ew No. 28). Another, d i s t r i b u t e d  by t h e  Atomic I n d u s t r i a l  Forum, o u t l i n e d  

proposed p o l i t i c a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  u t i l i t y  companies i n  t h e  

event  of a p l n n t - s i t e  occupat ion by a n t i n u c l e a r  demonstra tors  (Goldsmith and Shants  

1978). 

The e n t r e p r e n e u r i a l  mob i l i za t ion  model d e s c r i b e s  many c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of ERG. 

The group providea i n d i v i d u a l s  an oppor tun i ty  t o  have c a r e e r s  a s  movement organizers. 

The s t a f f  is p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  t r a i n e d .  ERG does no t  q u a l i f y  a s  an  i n s t a n c e  o f  

e s t ab l i shmen t  mob i l i za t ion ,  however, s i n c e  i t  is loca t ed  o u t s i d e  of t h e  nuc lea r  

i ndus t ry .  

A f i n a l  group, Americana f o r  Nuclear Energy (AENE). a d v e r t i s e s  i t s e l f  a s  

t h e  n a t i o n ' s  l a r g e s t  pronuclear  og ranz ia t ion .  The e n t r e p r e n e u r i a l  model e x p l a i n s  

moat a s p e c t s  of AENE, i n  t h a t  a smal l  s t a f f  makes t h e  g roup ' s  d e c i s i o n s  and t h e  

mass membership has  l i t t l e  r e a l  r o l e  ( In t e rv i ew No. 49). AFNE'a 15.000 members 

have been r e c r u i t e d  a lmost  exc lus ive ly  through ma i l  s o l i c i t a t i o n ,  and membership 

e n t a i l s  no more than payment of $15.00 dues  and checking agreement w i th  a p r i n t e d  

prontrcleor s ta tement .  A s t a f f  of only  two dec ides  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  p o l i c i e s  and 

a c t i v i t i e s  i n  moat i n s t ances .  On on ly  one occasion has  t h e  s t a f f  a t tempted t o  

a c t i v a t e  t h e  membership, by o rgan iz ing  a mass mai l - in  of form pos t ca rds  i n  oppos i t i on  

t o  a C a r t e r  NRC appointment.  

I n  sum, t h e  pronuclear  movement haa developed on t h e  b a s i s  o f  both  community 

and two types  of p r o f e s s i o n a l  mob i l i za t ion .  The e x i s t e n c e  of t h e s e  two forms of 

mob i l i za t ion  has  given r i s e  t o  two d i a t i n c t  s e c t o r s  i n  t h e  movement. One, t h e  

"profess ional"  s e c t o r ,  emerged from t h e  nuc lea r  i ndus t ry  and mob i l i z ing  en t r ep reneur s .  

The second. t h e  " c m u n i t y "  a e c t o r ,  was i n i t i a t e d  by i n d i v i d u a l s  i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  

community-based groups. 

PRONUCLEAR MOVEMENT AND PROBLPIS OF MOBILIZATION 

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we d i s c u s s  t h e  mob i l i za t ion  problems of t h e  pronuclear  

movement. Previous  work on t h e  s t r a t e g i e s  of p r o t e s t  groups has  tended t o  aaaume 

t h a t  t h e  mob i l i za t ion  problema faced by d i f f e r e n t  t ypes  o f  groups n r e  a n o l y t i c o l l y  

p a r a l l e l  (Cf. Gamson 1975). We argue,  however, t h a t  t h e  problems faced by a 

movement va ry  i n  accordance wi th  its p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e .  The a n a l y s i s  

is organized around fou r  a n a l y t i c  themea. 

F i r s t  we examine t h e  problema i n  ach iev ing  movement l eg i t imacy .  Second. we 

exp lo re  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  suppor t s  t o  o movement. Th i rd ,  we 



analyze the tactical constraints on a social movement. Fourth, we analyze the 

strategic advantages of a centralized verbus decentralized movement structure. 

Movement Legitimacy 

We first analyze the pronuclear movement's effort to achieve movement legi- 

timacy. which we postulate has two components, "legitimacy of numbers" is a 

showing that significant numbers of internally disciplined and committed people 

seek an alternative distribution of power. This concept of legitimacy is based 

on Tilly's (1978 p. 125; 1976 p. 25) argument that all polities establish tests of 

membership. Among these tests is the ability of a group to mobilize significant 

number of internally disciplined people who seek an alternative distribution of 

pover. Especially in systems of parliamentary representation. polity members will 

allow into their ranks chsllenger groups that are able to mobilize large numbers 

of people. To do otherwise. risks further and potentially more serious challenges 

to the regime. Thus, legitimacy in the first sense is the show in^ that a committed 

and mobilized citizenry support political change. 

"Legitimacy of means" is the existence of the belief that a movement is an 

appropriate vehicle to achieve its constituentsf ~oals, A movement not only 

must justify its goals, but also justify its modus operandi as a social movement. 

Legitimacy of means helps a movement recruit new members, gain access to the 

medin. and make government repression less likely and effective (Rimlinger, 1970; 

Zald and Ash; 1966). We next argue that the professional and community sectors 

of the pronuclear movement face disparate problems in securing both types of legi- 

timacy. 

Legitimacy of Numbers and the Pronuclear Movement--We asked each respondent 

to identify the major problems encountered by his or her group. Activists in the 

community mobilization groups reported their most pressing problems to be a shortage 

of resources, such AS money. time and organizing skills (Interview Nos. 4, 5, 10 

11, 13, 15, 17). Some groups, for example, could not afford office rent, and were 

thus forced to locate their headquarters in a member's house. Others reported that 

they lack important skills, such as the ability to deal with the media. Most 

participants complained that the demands made on ;heir time by family and work 

1 obligations often precluded the accomplishment of movement tasks. The activists' 

perception that they are unable to acquire sufficient resources is evidenced by 

their frequent and bitter complaints about the resources allegedly controlled by 

the antinuclear movement. According to the pronuclear activists, the antinuclear 

groups have ample money, donated by musicians and foundations; time. since its 

members do not work or will work for the movement at subsistent wages; and organizing 

skills, since many of its members participated in other movements of the 1960s 

and 1970s. Pronuclear activists see themselves as far less fortunate. 

  he community sector's lack of key resources seriously inhibits its mobilizstion 

efforts. This in turn undercuts this sector's legitimacy, slnce it cannot adequately 

muster the appearance of a well-organized and widely-supported effort. 

Respondents in the professional sector reported a very different aet of problems. 

In most cases, the professional mobilization groups have more than adequnte 

organizational and monetary resources to do their work. - C M ,  for exomple, has nn 

operating budget of $1.6 million (N Utilities FortniQhtly 11/6/80). Energy 

Research Group has a well-equipped and professionally-administered office, and a 

politically experienced and sophisticated professional staff. This sector's major 

challenge is the need to demonstrate that the movement is not merely a paper 

organization or a self-aggrandizing industry group. As a CFA organizing manual 

states: 

(Goverment) officials rationalize that people who support 

energy development do so primarily to protect corporate 

investments or employment opportunities and therefore 



discount their opinions (Committee for Energy Awareness 

1980, p. 1). 

The professional sector thus needs to create the image that a sincere, committed 

citizenry supports its efforts. 

The nature of the respective legitimacy problems of the two sectors suggests 

a basis of cooperation between them. The professional sector is rich in resources. 

but lacks sincere citizens; the reverse holds true for the community sector. The 

C M  organizers' manual describes the nuc1.ear industry's efforts to assist the 

community sector: 

Citizens can provide credible, non-industry spokespersons able 

to reach decision makers, educate the public an! challenge the 

. opposition more effectively than industry. Their pro-energy 

messages are better received and often their actions can be 

more attention getting than corporate activities ... Industry 
can plan a significant role in supporting citizen activities. 

In fact, a number of very successful activities have been con- 

ducted with industry support ... At a minimum, the commitment 
by the company wanting to effectively support pro-energy 

activities must contain the following: staff support time and 

secretarial time, printing or xeroxing, and money for direct 

contributions (Committee for Energy Awarness 1980, p. 3 ) .  

Several examples of these types of assistance were mentioned in our discussion 

of movement groups. Other examples include the following: an East Coast Utility 

company reimbursed local activists for the expenses incurred when they attended the 

Second Annual Pronuclear Conference in Chicago (Interview No. 52). CEA hired a 

New York consulting firm to train community activists in media techniques (Inter- 

view No. 51). Westinghouse and many other corporations have supplied pronuclear 

and AFNE donated funds to Maine Voice of Energy to help that group defeat an noti- 

nuclear state referendum (Nuclear advocate 4/80). 

Professional sector support, however. threatens to undercut one basis for the 

community sector's legitimacy: the claim to sincerity. If a professional group's . 

support is too ovewhelming,then the recipient community group may be publicly 

viewed as an extension of the professional sector. ' 

The pronuclear movement has devised several strategies to deal with this 

problem. One has been to conceal industry involvement in the movement. For example, 

during a workshop at the national pronuclear conference in Chicago, a discussion 

leader advised participants not to use utility postage machines when sending out 

mass mailings. On one occasion when a postage machine hod been used, antinuclear 

activitists had traced the meter to the utility, which provided them further 

ammunition to discredit the pronuclear group. Similerly, a NEW memher, employed 

in the public relations department of a utility, initiated o petition calling for 

"legislation to keep our seven regional nuclear plants operating and to finish those 

planned for 1980s." The petition failed to mention the sponsor. Another technique 

to maintain credibility is to exclude industry employees from membership in the 

organization. A pronuclear group formed in the Three Mile Island area, for 

example, prohibits "THI employees" from formally joining the group. although 

they are'allowed to attend meetings and participate in group activities (Interview 

No. 50). .l:inaJ?.. some community groups refuse to accept professional sector 

contributions, though they normally are willing to take in-kind services (e.g.. 

secretarial help, expert advice. or printing), s form OF nssistnnce less ,likely to 

taint the community groups (Interview No. 54). 

groups with literature, speakers, and technical advice at a nominal cost or free: 



The professional sector faces a different set of risks when it supports 

community ucctur groups. The CEA manual urges "industry (to) have faith that 

the (community) group'a overall thrust's will be positive" (Committee on Energy 

Awareness 1980, p. 2). This faith. however, is sometimes difficult to generate. 

For example, a high-ranking public relations employee of a New England utility 

company reported thnt top management initially resisted a suggestion that the 

company support a connrmnity group (Interview No. 5 5 ) .  This employee said that 

management feared that the group would take irresponsible actions that would 

reflect poorly on the firm. Similarly. a utility executive explained to an annual 

meeting of the Atomic Industrial Forum the potential problems associated with 

utility funding of community groups. State utility regulators require such funds to 

be drawn from stockholders, rather than ratepayers. Stockholders may object to 

the use of their money for this purpose. 

Legitimacy of Hesna and the Pronuclear Movement.--An we noted above, legiti- 

macy of meana.involvea the demonstration that a social movement is an appropriate 

vehicle to achieve its constituenta goals. The analysis of the pronuclear move- 

ment suggests that the achievement of legitimacy of means is especially problematic 

for movements baaed on establishment mobilization. The industry's mobilization of 

the pronuclear movement appears to have violated a norm that protest movements are 

a means reserved for otherwise powerless groups. The logic behind the norms seems 

to be that. since priveleged end represented groups are able to use institutiona- 

lized means of influence, it is "unfair" for them to use non-institutionalized 

means as well-- a defining characterIatic of a socisl movement. 

The establishment sector of the pronuclear movement has ufied a number of 

' 
techniques to help establish legitimacy of means. The most important has been its 

attempt to recruit blacks and women. According to s statement at a recent Atomic 

Industrial Forum convention. the mobilization of women and blacks is n top priority 

of the movement. The reasons for this emphasis, according to severol eatablish- 

ment sector leaders, Is that blacks and women are especially effective spokespeople, 

since thhir presence suggests that the movement hos a true "grass roots" base 

(Interviews Nos. 7.9). This is born out by the experience of a woman activist, 

employed in the public relations department of a utility company. She reported 

that when she spoke as a utility employee, her "credibility was next to zero" 

(Interview No. 1) .  Audiences were frequently hostile, and the media provided her 

with inadequate and highly critical coverage. When she spoke a~ a representative 

of Nuclear Energy Women, however, she usually received sympathetic press coverage 

and her audiences were more open to her pronuclear arguments. 

A secondary strategy to establish legitimacy of means is the expansion of 

the scope of the movementbs goals. Over the past five years, the pronuclear move- 

ment has evolved from a single issue to a multi-issue movement. The movement's 

original focus on nuclear power has been widened to include promotion of other 

forms of energy (e.g.. coal). attainment of economic growth, defense OF the Ameri- 

can way of life, support of a free-enterprise economy, and independence of nuclear 

power (Interviews No. 47). The expansion of the number of goals has helped esta- 

blish legitimacy for two reasons. First, the expansion of leadership of the goals 
' 

has provided a basis of recruitment of blacks and women. The lendership of the 

NAACP, for example. has endorsed nuclear power in part because they believe it 

will promote economic growth and socisl mobility (Wilson, 1980). Second, it 

seems more reasonable to launch a movement when basic values are under attack 

than when the issue is the promotion of n particular technology, A employee of 

the General Electric corporation, for example, advised an Atomic Industrial 



Forum conference, "If you're about to enter the nuclear debate--don't. It's a 

loser1 The issue in the energy debate is not energy; the issue is, rather, life- 

styles and the structure of society" (Wolfe. 1978). 

Hovement Infrastructure 

An important determinant of the success of the movement is its access to 

resources, such as money, organizing skills and established channels of communi- 

cation. Recently, Freeman (1979) has shown how the existence of one movement may 

generate the requisite resources for subsequent movements. The new left movements 

of the 1960s, for example furnished the women's liberation movement with a personal 

communication network, established underground newspapers, office facilities, 

and movement-trained activists. Freeman (1979, p. 172). maintains that had the 

movement "emerged five years earlier--or later--when such resources were minimal, 

it would have had a much harder time getting off the ground." 

Similarly, this type of social movement infrastructure appears to have been 

in place for the antinuclear movement. Many new left organizations, such as the 

War Resisters League and Friendsof the Earth, have contributed time, personnel, 

ond funds to the antinuclear movement. In addition, the new left papers (such as 

In These Times and the Guardian) have actively promoted the antinuclear effort. 

Finally, the leadership of the antinuclear movement gained crucial organizing 

experience in the movement of the 1960s. As stated by the Atomic Industrial 

Forum, the antinuclear activists qre "the same old crovd that used to be for 

Ho Chi Hinh" (INFO No. 136, 1980). 

The pronuclear movement haa been less fortunate. Although several right wing 

protest groups have joined the pronuclear cause, including the John Birch Society, . 

the Ku Klux Klan, and the National Caucus of Labor Committees, they have largely 

remained at the fringes of the movement. The single mobilized constitutency the 
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pronuclear forces have most assiduously attempted to draw into their movement, 

wome'n's and feminist organizations, have taken antinuclear positions. The National 

Organization of Women and the League of Women Voters, and for exsmple, have adopted 

antinuclear stands (Interview No. 9). In addition. Ntny established feminist 

and women's magazines, ranging from to Redbook, have supported the antinuclear 

position. Thus, the pronuclear movement has been forced to mobilize without the 

benefit of trained activists and an already mobilized constituency. 

Many grass roots activists report that their lack of experience in movement 

organizing has substantially slowed down their mobilization efforts (Interview 

Nos. 4, 5, 6, 10, 11). They indicate that they have had to acquire new skills 

(e.g., how to deal with the media) and establish a network to share ideas. Several 

pronuclear activists, aware of this probl.em, have complained bitterly about their 

, disadvantage on this score. - 
The availability of a movement infrastructure to a movement may be less 

important if other resources are available. The pronuclear movement's greater 

monetary resources, for example, have reduced their disadvantage relative to the anti- 

nuclear movement. The pronuclear movement has been able to hire sophisticated 

public relations firms to train and advise pronuclear groups, run national and regional 

conferences, and assemble pronuclear literature and training manuals (Interview 

No. 7). 

In sum, in contrast to the antinuclear movement, the pronuclear movement has 

not had a movement infrastructure on which to build. This had made their task 

more difficult. The absence of a prior movement infrastructure appears to be 

especially a problem for pressure groups that seek to mobilize a movement. Social 

movements are generally the organizational form taken by challenger groups outside 

the polity. Thus, the repertoire of tactics and resources provided by inter- 

connected challengers may not be available to establishment based pressure groups. 



This disadvantage, however, can be counterbalanced to some degree by access to 

other resources. 

Disruptive Tactics 

Movements, by definition, use non-institutionalized meana to achieve their 

goals (Wilson 1977); they vary considerably. however, in the extent to which 

violent or disorderly tactics are employed. Some movements confine themselves to 

relatively mild forms of protest, such as peaceful demonstrations and signing 

petitions. while others use extreme tactics, such as boycotts, illegal occupations. 

and deliberate attempts to physically damage people or property (Marsh 1974). 

The pro- and antinuclear movements. for example, have been on opposite ends of this 

continuum. While the antinuclear movement has on occasion used civil disobedience 

and power plantsiteoccupations, the pronuclear movement has taken only such non- 

disruptive tactics as letter writing, petitions and legal demonstrations. 

We believe the explanation for the pronuclear movements selection of non- 

disruptive tactics lie in two factors, both of which are related to the movement's 

ties to the polity and established organizations. The first factor can be hetter 

understood if we contrast establishment movements from more spontaneous, locally 

organized. and diffuse forms of protest, such as the student and inner city 

rebellions of the 1960s. As Marx (1979) has pointed out, governments often lack 

an effective intervention technique to control diffuse type of collective behavior. 

This is less likely to be the case with establishment movements, which provides the 

government with s concrete social control target. In the case of the pronuclear 

movement, the government social control agents could use regulatory, legal and 

tax mechaniams\to supreas illegal actions by the corporate sector. 

A second factor that may determine the use of disorderly tactics is the 

a group has a high or moderate degree of access to the government. it hos something 

to lose by taking militant actions against the government. Antinuclear octivists. 

for example, feel relatively free to use disruptive tactics since they have (or 

believe they have) little or no influence over the government's energy policy. 

The pronuclear forces, however, still wield considerable--although declining-- 

I influence over the governmental policy. The movement would jeopardize this channel 

/ of influence were they to take disruptive tactica. 
5 

In sum, the pronuclear movement has taken relatively mild forms of protest 

actions. The reasons for this concern the availability of instruments of social 

control, the vulnerability of the movement to social control efforts, and the 

movements ability to routinely influence policy. 

Movement Centralization 

Social movement snslysts disagree over whether the centralization of power 

within a movement promotes or inhibits protest success. Cerlach and Hine (1970). 

for example, argue that the decentralized structure promotes innovation, facilitates 

recruitment of individuals with diverse background, and blunts the ~ffscts of 

government repression. Similarly, Piven and Cloward (1977) argue that a centralized 

power structure tends to curb a movement's militancy, whjch they assume is basic 

to movement success. I 
In contrast, Gamson's (1975) analysis of 53 challenging organizations revealed 

a positive association between movement success and centralization of power. 
! 

5~ee Gamson (1968) on the association hetween the tactical choices available to 

partisans and their relationship to authorities. 

movement's access to the normal channels of influence over the government. When 



Centralization promotes success, Camson argues, because it subdues intraorganizational 

conflict and factionalism. Finally, Barkan (1979) argues that the extreme 

decentralization of the antinuclear movement has provided that movement with both 

disadvantages and advantages. On the one hand, decentralization has increased 

participants sense of involvement, thereby leading to high morale. On the other 

hand. it has also made it difficult to arrive at quick, unified decisions. in conflict 

situations. 

An analysis of the pronuclear movement supports those who emphasize the 

advantages of a decentralized or loose relationship amongst movement segments, 

but for reasons different than given above. The pronuclear movement has maintained 

a decentralized industry structure in the sense that most groups have only loose ties 

to each other and no single organization either speaks for the movement or has 
, . 

authority over other organizations. Nor is there any sinp.le organi.zation that dominates 

the othern in the sense that it defines the issues or is the center of public attention. 

This decentralized structure has been important for the movement for two reasons. 

The first advantage is related to the complex and multi-leveled system that regulates 

nuclear power. The licensing and operation of a nuclear power plant requires 

approval from many federal, state, and local regulatory and legislative bodies. 

Citizen "intervenor" groups can often play a crucial role when these bodies 

deliberate. One of the pronuclear movement'smainactivities has been to represent 

pronuclear "citizens" in these decision making processes. Often. however, to 

obtain formal intervenor status, a group must establish that they represent a 

constituency directly affected by the contested proposal. Centralization of a 

movement into a unified etructure could undercut any such argument. More importantly, 

however, is that the proljferation of independent citizen groups tends to increase 

the overall impact of the pronuclear forces. The reasons for this are explained 

by a Westinghouse Corporation document: 

It's not really necessary that every activity of all the groups 

in a particular region be coordinated with other groups or with 

industry activities. In fact, it is more important that policy 

makers hear a number of different views ell pointing to a similar 

direction from a number of different directions (Kearns n.d., p. 10). 

Indeed, one pronuclear activist, during a training workshop, reported that he 

has split his one group of 40 into two groups of 20. since this allowed the same 

number of people to have twice the representation during a regulatory proceeding. 

He urged other medium and large size groups to follow his groups example. 

Corporate involvement in the pronuclear movement results in the decentralized 

structure having a second advantage. The decentralization of a movement allows 

it to engage in activities that a more tightly-directed, industry organization would 

be prevented from doing. As noted by the Committee for Energy Awareness organizers 

manual, "specific activities that citizens activities can do that often industry 

cannot are: 

-- litigate in court on certain issues; 
-- provide many pro-energy voices.in hearings before utility 

commissions, regulatory agencies, and the legislative branch: 

-- volunteer for election campaigns; 
-- run for office... 

I -- (conduct) pro-energy initiative campaigns.. . 
-- ensure that policy makers understand and represent attibudes 

of the public (emphasis added) (Committee for Energy Awarness 

1980, p. 2). 

The reasons that a centalized movement structure would inhibit these activities are 
i 

two-fold. First, federal and local election laws restricts corporate involvement 

in the electoral process. Second, these activities gain credibility, and loose 



some of t h e i r  s e l f - se rv ing  appearance, when "c i t i zen"  r a t h e r  than co rpora t e  groups 

i n i t i a t e  them (See above).  

Thus. our  a n a l y s i s  suppor t s  t hose  who a rgue  t h a t  a  d e c e n t r a l i z e d  s t r u c t u r e  

promotes a  movement's goals .  We be l i eve ,  however, t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  advantages  

of a  decen t r a l i zed  s t r u c t u r e  enjoyed by t h e  pronuclear  movement a r e  s p e c i f i c  t o  

movements wi th  t i e s  t o  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  For o t h e r  t ypes  of movement and 

movement problem& f o r  example, when f ac t iona l i sm is an  extremely problemat ic  o r  

when coord ina t ion  i s  importont,  a  c e n t r a l i z e d  s t r u c t u r e  may be more advantageous. 

The pronuclear  movement has  used a  d e c e n t r a l i z e d  s t r u c t u r e  a s  an  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

weapon' i n  its s t r u g g l e  w i th  t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement.' Now we examine d i r e c t  a t t empt s  

t o  l i m i t  t h e . e f f e c t s  of t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement. 

MOVWISNT EFFORTS TO DAMAGE OTHER MOVEHENTS 

Over t h e  p a s t  decade, s o c i a l  movement a n a l y s t s  have begun t o  focus  on t h e  

dynamics and e f f e c t s  of government e f f o r t s  t o  c o n t r o l  s o c i a l  movements. I n  an  

important  s t e p ,  a n a l y s t s  have moved beyond a  "faucet" image when cons ide r ing  t h e  

impact of governmental a c t i o n s  on s o c i a l  movements (Wilson 1977). The s o l e  

ques t ion  r a i s e d  had o f t e n  been whether government a c t i o n  p reven t s  o r  f a i l s  t o  prevent  

t h e  r e p e t i t i o n  of p r o t e s t  behavior  (See Eg. Smelser 1962). 

The more r ecen t  r e sea rch .  however, has  begun t o  demonstra te  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  between a c t i o n  and s o c i a l  movements i s  f a r  more complex. S tud ie s  

of p o l i c e  behavior  du r ing  c i v i l  d i s o r d e r s ,  f o r  example, have shown how p o l i c e  may 

a c t u a l l y  promote o r  even p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  r i o t s  (sRolnick1969; Marx 1971: S t a r k  1972; 

Bergesen 1976). Other work has  i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  e f f e c t  of one s p e c i a l  t ype  of 

c o n t r o l  agent ,  t h e  agen t  provocateur  (Marx 1974). Most o f t e n  t h e  presence of such 

.agents  o r  even t h e  myth of t h e i r  presence gene ra t e s  f e e l i n g s  of cynic ism,  demoral izat ion.  

and immobilizing parnnoia. 

S i m i l a r l y ,  Wilson (1977) examined t h e  e f f e c t s  of " c r i m i n n l i z ~ t i o n , "  t h e  

l a b e l l i n g  and t r e a t i n g  o f  p r o t e s t o r s  a s  deviant , '  on s o c t a l  movements. Ile argued,  

f o r  example, t h a t  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n  of a  group, t h e  more i n t e g r a t e d  

t h e  group w i l l  be, provided t h a t  c r i m i n s l i z a t i o n  is no t  extreme. F i n a l l y ,  Marx 

(1979) has  examined t h e  U.S. government's e f f o r t  t o  damage o r  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  movements 

o f  t he  1960s. He analyzed t h e  l i m i t s  t o ,  and v a r i o u s  unintended consequences of 

government a c t i o n s  a g a i n s t  and f o r  p r o t e s t  groups. Marx no te s ,  f o r  example, t h n t  

t h e  lock  of s o c i a l  eng inee r ing  knowledge reduces  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  e f f o r t s  (1979, p. 118) .  

L i t t l e  work, however, has  been done on t h e  p a r a l l e l  i s s u e . o f  one n~ovement's 

e f f o r t s  t o  i n h i b i t  another .  Below we examine t h e  e f f o r t s  of t h e  pronuclear  movement 

t o  damage t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement. 

Before we proceed wi th  ou r  a n a l y s i s ,  two c a v e a t s  a r e  necessary .  F i r s t ,  

when we cons ide r  t h e  pronuclear  movements e f f o r t  t o  damage t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  

movement, i t  is o f t e n  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  " indus t ry  a c t i v i t i e s "  from 

"movement a c t i v i t i e s " .  For exemple. when a  u t i l i t y  company p re s ses  charges  a g a i n s t  

a n t i n u c l e a r  " t r e s spasse r s " ,  is t h i s  s pronuclear  movement a c t i v i t y  o r  simply a  

bus ines s  e f f o r t  t o  p r o t e c t  i ts p rope r ty?  We cons ide r  a c t i v i t i e s  d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  

t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement "movement" a c t i v i t i e s ,  when those  who i n i t i a t e  o r  engage 

i n  them view them a s  p a r t  of a  p o l i t i c a l  s t r u g g l e .  Th i s  "rule" is problemat ic  

i n  t h a t  i t  r e l i e s  on o f t e n  d i f f i c u l t  t o  measure s t a t e  of mind f a c t o r s .  

A second cavea t  is t h a t  ou r  focus  i s  on s p e c i f i c  s o c i a l  movement e f f o r t s  

t o  damage o t h e r  s o c i a l  movements. Of l e s s  concern a r e  t h e  broader s t r a t e g i e s  

used by one movement t o  d e f e a t  ano the r .  Thus, we assume t h n t  gene ra l  i s s u e s  

concerning movement/counter-movement i n t e r a c t i o n  can be d i s t i ngu i shed  from 

s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n s  taken by one movement t o  damage ano the r .  For exnmple, t h e  a t t empt  

of an t i - abo r t ion  movement groups t o  amend t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  would be  t r e a t e d  a s  



p a r t  o f  o v e r a l l  s t r a t e g y .  n o t  an a c t i o n  d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  t h e  pro-abor t ion movement. 

Bombings of a b o r t i o n  c l i n i c s  o r  d i s r u p t i o n  of pro-abor t ion r a l l i e s  would be  t r e a t e d  

a s  d i r e c t  a c t s  a g a i n s t  t h e  movement. 

The pronuclear  movement has  taken a  number of a c t i o n s  a g a i n s t  t h e  a n t i -  

nuc lea r  movement. The c a t e g o r i e s  used t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  drawn 

from Marx's (1979) d i scuss ion  of t h e  most p reva len t  forms of government a c t i o n  

a g a i n s t  t h e  p r o t e s t  movements of t h e  1960s. We d i s c u s s  a t t empt s  t o  g a t h e r  informat ion,  

l i m i t  t h e  flow o f  r e sources ,  and p o r t r a y  t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement i n  a  nega t ive  l i g h t .  

F i n a l l y  we examine t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e s e  e f f o r t s  on t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement. 
I 

Informat ion Gather ing 

A c e n t r a l  a s p e c t  o f  government e f f o r t s  t o  damage t h e  p r o t e s t  movements i n  t h e  I 

1960s was t h e  c o l l e c t i o n  of informat ion on d i s s i d e n t s .  As Marx notes .  "knowing 

t h a t  agen t s  a r e  ga the r ing  informat ion on i t  may make a  s o c i a l  movement l e s a  open 

and democrat ic ,  r e q u i r e  t h a t  l i m i t e d  r e sources  be  devoted t o  s e c u r i t y ,  and may 
! 

d e t e r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n "  (1979. p. 99).  Some pronuclear  groups have i n i t i a t e d  aur-  

v e i l l a n c e  a c t i v i t i e s  of a n t i n u c l e a r  a c t i v i s t s  and o rgan iza t ions .  U t i l i t y  companies I I 
have taken p i c t u r e s  of a n t i n u c l e a r  demonatra tora ,  copied l i c e n s e  p l a t e  numbers 

near  a n t i n u c l e a r  r a l l i e s ,  and mainta ined f i l e s  on i n d i v i d u a l  a n t i n c u l e a r  a c t i v i s t s  

( W a l l S t r e e t J o u r n a l  1/14/79). Whether t h e s e  informat ion ga the r ing  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  

in tended t o  damage t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement is open t o  ques t ion .  Indus t ry  spokes- 

people c l a im t h a t  t hey  a r e  p a r t  of l e g i t i m a t e  s e c u r i t y  measures. Nuclear power 

c r i t i c s ,  however, charge t h a t  t he  s u r v e i l l a n c e  programs a r e  designed t o  discourage 

support  f o r  t h e i r  movement. For example, i n  a  hea r ing  be fo re  a  s t a t e  r egu la to ry  

c o m i s s i o n ,  an  a n t i n u c l e a r  group charged t h a t  a  u t i l i t y ' s  s u r v e i l l a n c e  program had 

' 
served t o  "supresa and c h i l l  opponents of nuc lea r  power and anyone e l s e  who d i f f e r s  

from ( t h e  companies) p o l i c i e s "  (Wall S t r e e t  J o u r n a l  1/11/79). 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  c o l l e c t i n g  t h e i r  own informat ion,  s e v e r a l  u t i l i t y  companies 

have h i r e d  s e c u r i t y  f i rms  t o  c o l l e c t  informat ion on a n t i n u c l e a r  p r o t e a t o r a .  A 

West Coast u t i l i t y  has  p u b l i c l y  acknowledged t h a t  i t  hag r e t a i n e d  two s e c u r i t y  

f i rms ,  Research West and Informat ion Diges t ,  f o r  t h a t  purpose. S imi l a r  informat ion 

was r evea led  i n  f i l e s  obta ined i n  t h e  l i t i g a t i o n  t h a t  followed t h e  1977 and 1978 

Seabrook nuc lea r  power p l a n t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  s i t e .  There t h e  u t i l i t y  a l s o  h i r e d  two 

p r i v a t e  s e c u r i t y  f i rms.  Opera t iona l  Systems. Inc .  and Informat ion Digest .  t o  o b t a i n  

in fo rma t ion  on t h e  Clamshell A l l i ance  ( c e n t e r  f o r  Na t iona l  S e c u r i t y  S tud ie s  1981. 

p. 69).  

6  
At l e a s t  one "c i t i zens"  group, t h e  U.S. Labor Pa r ty ,  has  c o l l e c t e d  informnt ion 

on t h e  a n t i ' s  f o r  t h e  e x p l i c i t  purpose of damaging t h e  movement. The Seahrook 

f i l e s  mentioned above revealed t h a t  t h e  Labor Pa r ty  had provided t h e  New Hampahire 

S t a t e  P o l i c e  and t h e  FBI wi th  d e t a i l s  of t h e  C lamshe l l ' s  t a c t i c n l  p lena t o  occupy 

t h e  power p l a n t .  When asked about  t h e s e  and o t h e r  e f f o r t s  t o  c o l l e c t  informat ion 

on t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  movement, a  Labor,Conmittee spokesman s t a t e d :  "This f a  p o l i t i c a l  - 
warfare .  We're running a  p o l i t i c a l  i n t e l l i g e n c e  o p e r a t i o n  t o  expose them ( a n t i -  

nuc lea r  a c t i v i s t s ) .  We w i l l  coope ra t e  w i th  any o r g a n i z a t i o n  w i l l i n g  t o  r o o t  o u t  

t h i s  e v i l "  (Guardian 12/5/79).  The Labor Committee a l s o  c lnims t o  have i n f i l t r a t e d  

t h e  Clamshel l  Al l iance.  i nc lud ing  its top l eade r sh ip ,  f o r  t h e  purposes of informat ion 

ga the r ing  (Guardian 12/5/79).  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  i n d u s t r y ' s  two main t r a d e  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  Atomic I n d u s t r i a l  F o r m  

and Edison E l e c t r i c  I n s t i t u t e ,  have mainta ined f i l e s  on a n t i n u c l e a r  opponents.  

I n  a t  l e a s t  one in s t ance ,  t h e  t r a d e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  requested u t i l i t y  companies i n  

a  number o f  c i t i e s  t o  a t t e n d  and r e p o r t  back on meet ings  of a  p a r t i c u l a r  a n t i -  

nuc lea r  group (Washington Pos t  11/21/77). I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  AIF a l l e g e d l y  disseminated 

'Le f t i s t  groups and o t h e r s  have charged t h a t  t h e  Labor Pa r ty  is a c t u a l l y  a  p o l i c e  

f r o n t ,  no t  a  t r u e  c i t i z e n s  group, but  t h i a  charge has  never  been v e r i f i e d .  



information on antinuclear leaders to its members, including utility companies 

(Campaign for Political Rights April 1979. p. 3). 

Restricting resources 

Another tactic used by the government to damage protest movements in the 1960s 

was to restrict the flow of resources to them. such as money. physical space, and 

employment opportunities (Marx 1979, pp. 99-100). The pronuclear movement has 

also attempted to reduce the antinuclear forces' access to resources. Over the 

last several years, pronuclear activists have tried to eliminate the federal funding 

of citizen intervenors in regulatory proceedings. The Federal Trade Commission, 

ACTION, the Department of Energy, and other grovermnental agencies and programs 

have traditionally provided such funds (Metzger 1980. p. 40). Several pronuclear 

movement organizations, auch as Americans for Nuclear Energy and the Nuclear 

Legislative Advisory Services, have led efforts to prevent further disbursement 

of government funds to antinuclear intervenor groups (Nuclear Legislative Advisory 

Service July 21. 1980; Nuclear Advocate June. 1980). In another effort, several 

campus chapters of pronuclear movement groups have organized efforts to eliminate 

the use of student fees to fund campus antinuclear organizations ( Interview Nos. 

19. 25). 

Finally, two pronuclear groups have used civil litigation to financially damage 

en antinuclear organization. The New Hampshire Voice of Energy (NHVOE) and 

American for More Power Sources (AMPS) have sued the Coalition for Direct Action 

at Seabrook, a faction within the Clamshell Alliance. The suit's stated purpose 

is to "recover the cost to the taxpayer for the added protection necessary to 

protect life, limb and property" during demonstations at the Sesbrook nuclear 

power plant construction site (INFO No. 143, 1980. p. 4). According to Tina Coruth, 

president of NHVOE, "Our suit is a way for the Seabrook demonstrators to pay 

their own way. It's not right for the New Hampshire taxpayer to pick up the tab 

for the added police protection during those antinuclear demonstrations" (INFO 

No. 143, 1980, p. 4). 

Efforts to Produce a Negative Image 

Another technique used to damage the movement in the 1960s was to create 

sn unfavorable public image of it (Marx 1979. pp. 96-98). The pronuclear movement 

has also used this strategy. Several utility companies have collected and disseminntcd 

information derogatory information on antinuclear groups. Between 1973 and 1977 

Georgia Power Company, for example, operated a sophisticated surveillance program 

on company critics. including the antinuclear Georgia Power Project. A former 

company investigator described the surveillance program as "dirt gathering" effort 

to label its opponents as "commies and queers" (Center for National Security 

Studies 1981, pp. 67-68). Similarly, in 1978 Philadelphia Electric Company 

photographed antinuclear demonstrators and kept files on their activities. 

The company gave copies of the photographs to s local television station which 

used them in a story that ridiculed the demonstrators. An antinuclear group 

filed an administrative complaint with the state Public Service Cmissicn. 

charging that rate payers' money was being illegally used on a campaign to spy on 

and "suppress and smear" critics of nuclear power (Center for National Security 

Studies 1981. p. 75). 

The U.S. Labor Party, has also attempted to discredit the antinuclenr movement. 

In 1977, the Labor Party told New Hampshire state authorities that a planned dcmon- 

stration at Seabrook construction site was "nothing but a cover for terrorists acti- 

vity (Center for National Security Studies 1981, p. 7). Covernor Meldren Thompson 

and the Manchester Union-Leader accented and widely publ.icized the alle~atlon. The 



labor Party has made similar charges against anti-nuclear activists in Maryland 

and New York (center for National Security Studies 1981, P. 7). 

Utility companies have also attempted to create a negative image of anti- 1 

nuclear demonstrators during plant site occupations. Utility actions, an Atomic 

Industrial Forum paper points out. should be based on the premise that "public 

opinion, not demonstrators, is the target" (Goldsmith 6 Shants 1978). The paper's 

practical recommendations, drawn from one utility companys own experience, include 

making sure that the arrests are conducted in such a way as to insure conviction; 

placing "highly visible 'no trespassing' signs (to) give the public a revealing 

look at domonstrators' true intentions if the newsphotographers records an individual 

breaking a barrier that is clearly and unmistakingly posted"; and hiring a 

"politically asti~te"~ublic relations f i n  to help manage the events (Goldsmith 

and Shants 1978). 

Another type of effort has been the Committee for Energy Awareness's "Truth 

Squad". The two person Squad followed Tom Hayden and Jane Fonda in their fifty- 

two city antinuclear tour in an effort to discredit them (Interview Nos. 29, 30). 

Effects on the antinuclear movement 

It is difficult to detect the extent of damage afflicted on the antinuclear 

movement by the above described and other efforts. It is likely, for example, 

that surveillance activities have inhibited some from participating in the anti- 

nuclear effort. It is nearly impossible, however, to estimate the number of those 

dissuaded from participation. Similarly, according to one report, the Clamshell 

Alliance disbanded in part to avoid the legal suit against them brought by two 

, pronuclear organizations (INFO No. 143, 1980). It is difficult to determine the 

independent effect of the suit, however, since many other problems plagued the 

Alliance, such as factionalism. The suit may have only acted as a catalyst in an 

ongoing process of disintegration. Thus, in many cases. it may be impossible to 

separate the effects of the pronuclear movement's effort to damage the antinuclear 

movement from other mobilization problems encountered by them. 

Ironically, more observable are the positive effects on the antinuclear 

movement. First the pronuclear movement's efforts have bolstered the argument 

that the presence of nuclear power brings with it curtailment of civil liberties. 

Second, the pronuclear movement's actions have provided antinuclear activists with 

an additional issue around which to organize. One national organization, Campnign 

for Political Rights, and several local organizations have developed to combat'the 

pronuclear movement's efforts to damage the antinuclear movement. Third, the 

presence of a common enemy had produced alliances among antinuclear activists 

and other groups, especially, political rights groups. A manusl for antinuclear 

i activists expldihs how this process occurs: "Groups concerned about civil liberties 
1 

will become involved in supporting the political rights of antinuclear groups -- 
and at the same time they will become informed on issues related to nuclear 

power" (Campaign for Political Right 1979, p. 6). 

Conclusion 

I The above analysis of the pronuclear movement has several implications 

for the theoretical issues stated at the outset. The findings suggest support 

for the contention that pressure groups become transfromed into a social movement 

when challenged by another social movement. The pronuclenr movement grew out of 

a struggle with the antinuclear movement,oyer the right to determine government 

policy toward nuclear power. 

We initia1l.y described two different mobiltzation models. the community model 

and professional model. The examination of several pronuclenr groups suggests 

that the two models are complementary, not alternative theories as some have assumed. 



Such movements a s  t h e  p ronuc lea r  e f f o r t  have s o  d i v e r s e  bases  of mob i l i za t ion  

t h a t  no one model can adequa te ly  account  f o r  t l i e i r  development. The p r o f e s s i o n a l  

model accounted f o r  t h e  mob i l i za t ion  o f  one s e c t o r  o f  t h e  pronuclear  movement. 

wh i l e  t h e  community model applyed t o  t h e  o t h e r .  Our a n a l y s i s  of has  shown t h a t  

t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  bases  of mob i l i za t ion  g i v e  r i s e  t o  d i f f e r e n t  problems i n  ach iev ing  

movement l eg i t imacy ,  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  suppor t ,  t a c t i c s ,  and s t r a t e g i e s  o f  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n .  

I n  t h e  pronuclear  movement's e f f o r t  t o  ach ieve  movement l eg i t imacy ,  f o r  example. 

t he  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s e c t o r  needs t o  c r e a t e  t h e  image t h a t  a committed c i t i z e n r y  and 

no t  merely t h e  nuc lea r  i ndus t ry  s u p p o r t ' s  t h e  s e c t o r s  e f f o r t .  The community s e c t o r .  

on t h e  o t h e r  hand, l o c k s  many of t h e  m a t e r i a l  r e sou rces  needed Eor popular  o rgan lz ing .  

Therefore ,  t h e s e  two s e c t o r s  have become interdependent .  

F ina l ly .  i ndus t ry  involvement i n  t h e  pronuclear  movement sugges t s  t h a t  movement 

a n a l y s t s  shorlld fu r t l i c r  exp lo re  t h e  e f f o r t s  of established groups and i n s t i t ( l t j o n s  

t o  mnbil l z e  resources o u t s i d e  t h e l r  -1s11al venurs .  Among tlie p o s s i b l e  f o c i  f o r  t h i s  

r e sea rch  i s  t h e  c u r r e n t  e f f o r t  of t h e  Ca tho l i c  church t o  mob i l i ze  a popular  movement 

t o  p r o h i b i t  abo r t ions  and the  e f f o r t  of c e r t a i n  bus ines s  s e c t o r s  and foundat ions  

t o  mob i l i ze  a right-wing movement. We a r e  F a i r l y  c e r t a i n  t h a t  t h e  p rocesses  

under lying t h e s e  e f f o r t s  a r e  a n a l y t i c a l l y  p a r a l l e l  t o  t hose  desc r ibed  i n  t h i s  

paper.  

I n  sum, an important  i s s u e  has  been r a i s e d :  how is t h e  p o s i t i o n  of e s t a b l i s h e d  

p o l i t y  members undermined, and how do they respond? 
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