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Preface 

My friends will recognize this book for what it is: stone soup. Like the down
and-out swindlers of the fable, I boiled up a pot of water, tossed in some peb
bles, then invited passersby to add whatever soup makings they could spare. 
They added plenty. Wha!'s more, they performed a miracle: the stones became 
edible. Whether they actually became tasty as weil, I leave you, the reader, to 
decide. 

Several sections of the book first took shape as memoranda to a lively 
seminar in the now-defunct Center for Research on Conflict Resolution at the 
University of Michigan. Clint Fink, Bob Hefner, Bill Garnson, Joan Lind, 
Elizabeth Converse, and Dee Wemette provided fruitful feedback at that 
stage. Others emerged initially as informal written contributions to discussions 
with friends, students, and collaborators (the three categories are not, I am 
happy to note, mutually exclusive) at Michigan's Center for Research on 
Social Organization. Gamson, Lind, and Wemette again badgered me, now 
joined at different times by Bob Cole, Max Heirich, Louise Tilly, David 
Snyder, Frank Munger, Bruce Fireman, Bill Roy, and Ron Aminzade. Sub
stantial portions of the book build on unpublished papers which circulated for 
years under the titles "From Mobilization to Political Conflict" and "Revolu
tions and Collective Violence." (One version of the latter paper eventually 
appeared in Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson Polsby. eds., Handbook of Political 
Science, volume III, published by Addison-Wesley, 1975.) Anyone who 
looks c10sely at the soup will see some familiar ingredients floating around. 
Yet she or he will also see that I have chopped, blended, trinuned, and spiced 
the ingredients so that few of them remain in anything like their original con
dition. 

About eighty people have given me reactions to the first draft of this 
book. Most, alas, were critical, although they tempered their criticism with the 
lame excuse that praise would do me no good. Ron Aminzade, Lynn Eden, 
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vi Preface 

Bruce Fireman, Tony überschall, Bill Roy, Jan Smith, and Mike Useem pro
vided espeeially searching reviews of my arguments. As a result, I have re
written the entire manuscript, and expanded it from four chapters to eight. 
Louise Tilly, in contrast, was so busy with her own projects during the book's 
writing that she was unable to give the manuscript her customary devastating 
line-by-line review. I had to settle for her quick inspirations and peremptory 
challenges. Perhaps that works to my advantage. I can thank her for letting me 
get into print several months earlier, and blame her for any remaining errors 
and obscurities. 

Sandra Ahrens, Anne Dolinka, Margaret Grillot, Pam Hume, Ruth 
Lewis, Mary Nensewitz, Rose Siri, Kathy Vargo, and Barbara White helped 
produce different versions of the manuscript, while Martha Guest and Bobbi 
Schweitzer gave me aid with bibliography. For recent research assistance in the 
studies of France and Britain on which this book draws repeatedly, I have a 
special debt to Priscilla Cheever, Leila AI-Imad, Elizabeth McDonald, Chantal 
Bancilhon, Mike Polen, and Bobbi Schweitzer. 

üh, yes: money. In recent years, the National Seience Foundation has 
given generous support to the research which lies behind this book. I am grate
ful to Donald Ploch of the Foundation for his encouragement. A Guggenheim 
Fellowship and the Hudson Research Professorship of the University of Michi
gan gave me the leis ure to write the first draft. And the joint support of the 
Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Soeiales and the Maison des Seiences de 
I'Homme gave a great boost to my work in France. 

A final note on stone soup. It's not good to the last drop. At the bot tom of 
the pot, your ladle sera pes grave!. Even the miraculous ministrations and 
incantations of my friends did not dissolve all the rocks I star ted with. For the 
remainder I am doubly responsible: for having posed and answered questions 
badly; worse still, for having knowingly allowed bad questions and bad 
answers to remain. Why? Because halfway through the re-drafting I realized 
that soup was my life. There is the future: spooning out the minestrone, 
adding a pebble now and then, collecting reeipes and complaints, trying to im
prove the taste and nutritional value, but never taking the pot off the fire. So 
long as friends are around, they won't lack for stone soup. 

Ann Arbor, Michigan 
January 1978 

Charles Tilly 
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1 
IDlroduclion 

THE STUFF OF COLLECTIVE ACTION 

The year 1765 was a lively one in England, as it was in America. News coming 
in hom the American colonies described the usual conficts: run-ins between 
smugglers and customs men, skirmishes of Indians with set tIers, attempts of 
frontiersmen to take the law into their own hands. But the big news hom 
America was the resistance to the British-impQsed Stamp AcL The use of cost
ly stamped paper for official transactions was supposed to begin on the first of 
November. Long before then, anonymous notices and determined crowds 
threatened anyone who showed signs of willingness to comply with the Stamp 
Act. In Boston and elsewhere, groups of citizens produced colorful street 
theater, complete with gallows, hand-Iettered signs, and effigies of royal offi
cials. Sometimes they sacked the houses or outbuildings of designated stamp 
agents and govemment officers. They succeeded in blocking the Ac!'s applica
tion in the American colonies. With their allies in England, they obtained 
repeal in March 1766. That concerted resistance started ten years of nearly 
continuous struggle within the American colonies, and endecl in a great 
struggle between the colonies and England. America was already on its way to 
revolution. 

In England, there was some sympathetic reaction to the American cause. 
For example, at the beginning of March 1766, " ... a body of upwards of two 
hundred members of the house of Commons carried up the bill to the house of 
Peers, for repealing the American stamp-duty act; an instance of such a num
ber going up with a single bill, has not been known in the memory of the oldest 
man" (Annual Register 1766: 72). Nevertheless, in 1765 and 1766 most of 
England's visible conflict concerned domestic issues. Tailors went on strike, 
weavers marched on Parliament to demand the exclusion of foreign competi
tion, the sheriffs of London paraded to petition for government intervention 
against high food prices, countrymen seized and sold food at their own prices, 
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2 Introduction 

townsmen attacked the collectors appointed for England' s own version of the 

Stamp Act. 
That was not all. Near Ipswieh, on the 12th of August: 

Several persons riotously assembed to puH down the house of industr,Y, lately 
erected at Nacton , ' . carried their boldness to such length that, nel:her the 
expostulations of the magistrates against the illegality o~ their des~gn, whtch t~ey 
openly avowed, the consequences of the riot proclamahon act bemg read, WhlCh 
were explained to them, nor the appearance of a body of regular h~rse an~ foot, 
called in as part of the posse comitatus, seemed to make the,least Imp~esslOn. on 
them; nay, though the proclamation was then read to them. wlth an audlble v~lce, 
and they seemed to hear it with attention, not a man stlrred (Annual Register 

1765: 116-117). 

On the contrary. As the troops readied themselves for the attack, the crowd of 
a hundred or so "fell upon both horses and men with such arms as they had, 
peasemakes, hedge-stakes, cudgels, etc., but in live minutes the affalr was 
over." The soldiers arrested seven men as examples, and dispersed the rest. 

Was that a riot? In the technie?llegal sense, it was: twelve or more people 
had indeed, assembled with an apparent intent whieh local offieials could 
rea;onablY regard as illegal; they had not dispersed within the. hour the law 
allotted them from the time that the authorities had read the not act. In the 
looser ~enseof fre~z)'! ___ confusion Of wanton destruction, however, the e~ent 

,dM. notqu"üfy ~s"~ riot. Both sides apparently knew what they v:,ere domg;. 
,;nddiditasT,esfIhey could. That was generally true of the many dlsorder.'i:;· 
reported in the Annual Register for 1765. 

In the case of Nacton, the "house of industry" the crowd proposed to 
destroy was a recently built workhouse. Poor English villagers had for a long 
time drawn relief from their own parishes while living at horne. The payments 
were miserable, but they assured survival. And the payments were a right. 
That was" outdoor relief." "Indoor relief" was now threatening to dlsplace the 
older system. From the 1730s onward, many English local authorities 
responded to the increasing numbers of poor wit.h. two impo~t~nt mnovatlOns: 
locking up the poor to work under public supervlSlon; combm.mg the poor-l~w 
efforts of a number of adjacent parishes into a single admmlstratIon. Parha
mentary legislation had legalized both efforts. The building of workhouse5 for 
multiple parishes combined the two of them. It also permItted many panshes 
to reduce their relief payments and to ship their local paupers elsewhere. The 
poor fought indoor relief in the name of established rights. .. 

In the 1750s, the landlords and parsons of the parishes near Ipswlch, m 
Suffolk, caught the reform fever. Admiral Vernon donated ~ sit~ on Nacton 
Heath for a new workhouse. A blue-ribbon commlttee supervIsed lts construc
tion. The Nacton House of Industry, a model of its kind, started enrolling pau-
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pers from a number of adjacent parishes in 1758. The parish poor went to 
work weaving sacks, making cordage, and spinning wool (Webb & Webb 
1963: 127). By 1765, however, the elite supervision had slackened. It had 
proved difficult to find profitable work for· the incarcerated paupers. The 
cooperating parishes, furthermore, had dumped into the poorhouse young and 
old, siek and well, regardless of their ability to work. Small wonder the poor 
people of Suffolk resisted the extension of the system. 

The move against the Nacton poorhouse was one of many such conflicts 
in 1765. As The Gentleman's Magazine reported for the week before the Nac
ton confrontation: 

Some thousands of rioters assembled in the neighborhood of Saxmundharn in 
Suffolk, and destroyed the industry-house, in which the poor were employed. 
Their pretence was to release the poor to assist in the harvest-work; but the faet 
was to defeat a late aet of parliament, lately obtained for the relief of the poor of 
the hundreds of Wilford, and Loes, etc, In this.-riot, the military were ealled in, 
and several lost their lives before the rioters were dispersed (The Gentleman's 
Magazine 1765: 392). 

At Saxmundharn, not only the poor but also many of their less impoverished 
neighbors considered the new institution improper and intolerable. 

During the second week of August 1765, in fact, much of Suffolk was 
alive with rebellion. A large crowd of people first gathered at Wickham 
Market, when the Directors of the Poor for Loes and Wilford Hundreds met to 
plan a new poorhouse; the crowd forced the Directors to sign a repudiation of 
their plan. For a week, the group went from workhouse to workhouse tearing 
the buildings down and demanding that the overseers commit themselves not 
to rebuild. They demanded "that the poor should be maintained as usual; that 
they should range at liberty and be their own masters" (Webb & Webb 1963: 
141-142). Riots these were, in the legal sense of the word. They were dearly 
much more than that. . 

The confrontations at Nacton and Saxmundharn acted out pervasive 
characteristics of eighteenth-century conflicts in Great Britain as a whole. 
While David Hume and Adam Smith worked out the relevant theories, ordi
nary Britons fought about who had the right to dispose of land, labor, capita!, 
and commodities. ~t!adss __ (m P90rhouses, concerted resistance to enc1osures, 
foo(1riot5, and a num.ber of other common forms of eighteenth-century con
fliet all stated an implieit two-part theory: that the residents of a local com
munity had a prior right to the resources produced by or contained within that 
community; that the community as such had a prior obligation to aid its weak 
and resourceless members. The right and the obligation should take priority 
over the interest of any partieular individual and over any interest outside the 
community. It should even take priority over the interest of the Crown, or of 
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the country as a whole. That was, in E. P. Thompson's terms, the ill
articulated but powerful theory of the "moral economy." 

Meanwhile many merchants, manufacturers, landlords, and local 
authorities favo~ed another, newer, four-part theory: that an goods, including 
labor power, should be disposable property; that the individ~al pr?perty 

owner had the right, and to some extent the obligation, to use lt to his o-:n 
advantage; that the collective interest, as articulated by the state, had pnonty 
over parochial interests; that on the whole the collectiv~ inte~est will best be 
served by the rational, unconstrained pursUlt of mdlvldual mterests. C. B. 
Macpherson has called it the theory of "possessive individualism." The four
part theory is familiar nowadays. It expresses some founding principles of our 
own era. But in the eighteenth century the theory of possessive individualism 
was still new and contestable. To become dominant, it had to displace the 
riyal theory of the "moral economy." Although they did not dream of saying it 
in those terms, the contestants at Nacton, Saxmundharn, and many other 
places in eighteenth-century Britain were fighting the losing battle of the moral 
economy against the rise of possessive individualism.. . . 

Not that the fighters on either side were mere theonsts, simple ldeologue:, 
hapless victims of shared delusions. Real interests were in play. The part~cl
pants saw them more or less clearly. At two centurie' distance, we may fmd 
some of their pronouncements quaint, incomprehensible, or hopelessly 
romantic. In comfortable retrospect, we may question the means they used to 
forward their interests: scoff at tearing down poorhouses, anger at the use of 
troops against unarmed crowds. Yet in retrospect we also see. that their actions 
followed a basic, visible logic. The more we learn about elghteenth-century 
changes in Great Britain, the clearer and more compelhng that loglc becomes. 

The struggle did not simply pit different ways of thinking about the world 
against each other. Two modes of social organization locked in a battle to the 
death. The old mode vested power in land and locality. The new mode 
combined the expansion of capitalist property relations with the rise of the na
tional state. Many other changes flowed from that fateful combmatlOn: larger
scale organizations, increasing commercialization, expanded comn:um~ahonsl 
the growth of a proletariat, alterations of the very texture of dally hfe. The 
new mode won. The world of the moral economy dissolved. But when 
ordinary eighteenth-century Britons acted collectively at all, usually they 
acted against one feature or another of this new world. On the whole, they 
acted in defense of particular features of the moral economy. 

The effort to understand the events of 1765 thus takes us in several very 
different directions. It requires some. knowl~9ge of the particular circum
stances in which the participants founcftnerrtselves: the problems they faced, 

Studying Collective Action 5 

the enemies before them, the means of action at their disposal, their definitions 
of what was happening. In eighteenth-century Britain, the magistrates' efforts 
to consolidate poor law administration, the vulnerability of the landless poor 
to swings in prices, the strength of a tradition involving local direct action 
against malefactors are all crucial. Understanding 1765 also calls for an 
analysis of the large-scale changes behind the conflicts of the moment; in the 

- eighteenth century we can sort out little of the pattern of conflict until we 
detect the conjoint expansion of capitalism and rise of the state. It takes us, 
finally, to a general consideration of the ways that people act together in pur
suit of shared interests. It takes us, that is, into the study of collective action. 

STUDYING COLLECTIVE ACTION 

The third inquiry-the study of collective action-is the chief concern of this 
book. I will often illustrate frorn specific historical circumstances and will fre
quently propose explanations involving state making, the expansion of 
capitalism, industrialization, or some other big structural change. But the 
pages to follow will concentrate on the general analysis of collective action. 

The analysis of collective action is a risky adventure. For one thing, there 
are too many experts around. It is a bit li!<e food, or sex, orspeec!J •. Almost all 
of us know enough about fQQd, ~ex, a~9_ s~~h to"survlve -in 'üu'r 'own environ
ments, and none of us likes to be told he is ignoraZ:lJ in any of these three re
gards. Yet from a scientific point of view, we all have lots to learn about all 
three. The same is tru~ of collective action. Like the eighteenth-century people 
of Nacto.~l&~.?:-l! ;9ra~_,o __ n a rich'c .. ~Sll!s:x~~e~~xperience of acting on shared inter
ests. A~Il.i[~ furth"rl11or;~~a5()~sLPl:gafiiz~~are around to share-arid 
even to lecture uson=-tne IessonSütffie1r practical experience. As with the stu
dent of food, or sex, or speech, the, determined student of collective acti~n runs 
the risk either ofJabeling the obvio~s' or of urging hypotheses which common 
sense contradicts. 

It iSlJ1ore.deJicag, . .tl1an that. Oeep in eVery discussion of collective action 
stir~ . th~_?f a ~~~~-~~~~~~~r:~!~~; col1ective action is ahout power and 
POhtICS; lt mevlfa5ly raIses questlOns of right and wrong, justice and injustice, 
hope and hopelessness; the very setting of the problem is likely to include judg
ments about who has the right to act, and what good it does. Consider these 
words frorn a newspaper editorial (Detroit Free Press October 15,1975): 

Present-day liberalism had its roots in the 19th century faith in the idea of human 
progress; that the lives of men could be made better by collective action. In Hs 
extreme form, it was always a naive faith, based on a naive view of human na
ture. 
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The 20th century has been a more tumultuous time, and it has meant considerable 
disillusionment with the idea of ehanging the human eondition. Consider its mul
tiple tragedies: Two world wars, the Great Depression, the often bewildering im
pact of technology on people, the aftereffects of eolonialism and institutionalized 
racism, the growth in the coneentration of wealth and influence, the H-bomb, the 
Cold War, the near-breakdown of many eWes. 

("Heavy stuff, that Collective Action!" said the note inked on the editorial 
when someone tacked it on our research group's bulletin board.) In some 
sense, every position one takes on the desirability, feasibility, or effectiveness 
of collective action is a politieal position. Thectone~öf later discussions in this 
'book is generally hostile to the collective action of governmerlts and fav()5~ble 
to the collective action of ordinary people; that, too, is a political stan~e: 

These risks provide, alas, a strong temptation to dress up the topic in 
fancy, obscure terminology and fearsome abstract models. Yet plain talk also 
has its disadvantages: people often respond more to the overtones and under
tones than to the solid information. Without some standardization of terms 
and some effort at abstraction we run the further risk of bogging down in more 
and more fastidious description of the details of partieular actions.):y"myE.. 
findthe bal"nce point between imprecision and obscur"'lti.s..m. 
......... Another -;'15K restilt' horn the fact that coli"cÜve 'action straddles a divide 
which ordinarily separates one major kind of soeial analysis from another. 
That is the divide between. causal and purposive explanation (see Coleman 
1973: 1-5). We may choos€to consider the action of an individual or of a 
group as the resultant of forces external to the individual or group; those 
external forces supposedly cause the behavior. In this case, we are likely to 
think we have a good explanation when a carefullook at the actor's situation 
permits us to deduce more or less accurately how the actor will behave. 

Alternatively, we may consider the individual or group to be making 
choiees according to some set of rules, implicit or explieit; that approach is 
purposive. Then we are likely to think we have a sound explanation when we 
can impute to the actor a rule whieh leads logically to most or all of the choiees 
we observe the ac tor making. In the realm of collective action, it is hard to 
build causal models which give ~erious attention ~o the inte:ests~r.ievanc~s, 
and aspirations of the actors. It IS also hard to bmld purposl-vemodels whlch 
specify the constraints limiting the pursuit of interests, grieV;nces, and aspira

tions. 
So why not try a synthesis? Why not combine causal models of con

straints with purposive models of choiees among available courses of action? 
The synthesis is surprisingly difficult to achieve. Before this book is over, we 
will have spent a good deal of time oscillating between the two alternatives, 
and trying to draw them together. 
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THE COMPONENTS OF COLLEC'flYE ACTION 

~e analy~i~ of. collective action has five big components: i~,~~re~t, organiza
tI()nL Jllolo,IIIzatIOn, opportunity, .. and collective action itself. The interests 
wh!ch co~cern us most are the gains and losses resulting from a group's inter
actIOn wlth other groups. Later on we will have to worry about what 
constltutes a relevant group, and how to identify or measure real, durable 
mterests. 

Th~~ ~_~g~nization which concerns us most is that aspect of a group's struc
ture whlch most directly affects its capacity to act on its interests. Clearly one 
of the problems IS to determine whieh features of organization da make a dif
f~rence. Is it possible, for example, that how committed members are makes 
Irttle dlfference to the form and intensity of their collective action? Is it possible 
that theneatne.ssof an organization's division of labor matters greatly? 

MabIlrza.!.!,~n IS the process by which a group acquires collective control 
over the ~o:r:r~s"needed for action. Those resources may be labor~poweL 

,g."0<ls: we~pons, .votes:_and any number of other things, just so long as they 
are ~sable In actmg on shared interests. Sometimes a group such as a com
mumty has a complex internal structure, but few pooled resources. Sometimes 
it is ri~,h in resources, but the resources are all under individual control. The 
analysIs, of mobilization deals with the ways that groups acquire resources and 
make them available for collective action. 

, 91'~.artunity concerns the relationship between a group and the world 
around lt. Changes in the relationship sometimes threaten the group's inter
ests. They sometimes provide new chances to act on those interests. The 
trouble with studying opportunity is that it is hard to reconstruct the oppor
tumtles realrstICally avallable to the group at the time. Knowledge of later out
cO,rn.es .makes It too easy to second-guess a group's action, or inaction. We can 
mmlmlze that disadvantage by looking only at contemporary collective action 
or ?y concentrating on situations in which the opportunities are rigorously 
defmed and strictly limited. But then we lose our ability to follow large-scale 
changes, m thelr real complexity, over considerable periods of time. 

~olhu=Jive action'consists of people's acting together in pursuit of com
mon mterests. Collective action results from changirtg cpmbinations of inter
ests, orga.nizatio~, mobilization, and opportunity. The-'~~st'-pe'rs{stent prob
lem we wIll face m analyzing collective action is its lack of sharp edges: people 
vary contmuously frorn intensive involvement to passive compliance, interests 
vary from quite individual to nearly universal. Toward the end of this book 
we will, pursue that complexity into the analysis of revolutionary processes: 
Our chIef effort, then, will flow along the lines going from organization to 
mobillzatlOn to collective action to revolution. Especially from mobilization to 
revolution. 
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In dealing with each of these problems, the analyses which follow make 
serious, debatable choices. With respect to interests, they give priority to 
economic and politicallife. They favor a group's own articulation of its inter
est over the assumptions of contemporary observers and over our own retro
spective judgment as to what would have been best for the group. With respect 
to organization, they focus on relatively well-defined groups. They therefore 
neglect two fasdnating sorts of questions: how new groups oriented to new 
world-views come into being, and under what conditions ill-defined sets of 
people, such as passersby or friendship networks, become important collective 
actors. In regard to mobilization, they stress the factors of production-Iand, 

.. labor, capital, technology-and neglect the possibility that attitudes are more 
important resources for collective action than any of these. On the side of 
opportunity, the analyses in this book stress political opportunity, coalition, 
repression, and relations among governments and well-defined contenders for 
power over those governments. When it comes to collective action as such, 
most of the concrete discussion deals with contentious gatherings: publicly 
visible assemblies in which conflicting interests are clearly in play. 

GROUPS, EVENTS, AND MOVEMENTS 
We find our subject matter in the overlaps of three intersecting areas. Some
times we are interested in a particular population in Hs own terms. For 
example, we want to know what was happening to poor people in eighteenth
century Suffolk. Sometimes we are chiefly concerned with a set of beliefs. For 
instance, we want to follow the rise and fall of ideas about the proper treat
ment of the poor and incompetent. Sometimes certain kinds of action attract 
our attention; we might want to understand the conditions in which people 
take the law into their own hands. The study of collective action ordinarily re
quires us to deal with at least two of these areas at once. We could diagram the 

situation as in Figure 1-l. 
We can take:grilups,'!s our basic units for the study of collective action. 

Then we typically start With a population which has some commonstructure 
andshared beliefs. We are likely to accent those actions which we thi-~kre;;lt 
f;~~thatc~mbination of structure and beliefs. We pay relatively little atten
tion to other versions of the same beHefs or to other actions of the same kind. 
Histories of the working class often take this form: much attention to changes 
in living conditions, work, and internal organization; plenty of material on 
beliefs and outlook; analysis of those actions which appear to express the 
character of the working-class population and its beliefs. 

We can also take events as our starting point. We begin with a particular 
revolution, ceremony or confrontation. Or we begin with a dass of events: 

t \ " 

Gral/ps. Events, cmd Movements 9 

Populations 

Acti,ons 

Fig. 1-1 

Units in the study oi collective action 

attacks on poorho d . 
b

uses, emonstratlOns, revolutions in general In e,'th 
we ecome co d b' . er case 
involved direc~~:r~e th: ~::~~P~~:'I~~:sa~1 '~cel:ffs tto t~ ~xtent ~,hat they ar~ 
take this tack. At their abstract extreme ~ ec lve e aVlOr commonly 
all actions of certain kinds f I ' they s;nve for general Iaws governing 
people hit by disaster. 0 popu atlOns: arge crowds, for example, or 

The notion of a "mo t" . and events By . I vemen 's more complicated than the ideas of groups 
.!?Y..lheir att""ll"" soC!a 1l10vement we often mean a group of people identified 
. .... ac ment to some partICular set of beliefs In th 

tlOn In question can change drastically but sI' at case, the popula-
, 0 ong as some group of people is 



10 Introduction 

still working with the same beliefs, we consider the movement to survive. 
Thus the Women's Movement survives major changes in composition and 
internal organiZ,aHon._.But moye.ment _~lsQ commpnly means, action. People 
writing histories of the women's movement are quite like1y to include past 
heroines who were quite different in beliels and personal characteristics Irom 
current activists, just so long as their actions were similar or had similar 
effects. The lact that population, belief, and action do not always change 
together causes serious problems lor students 01 soeial movements. When they 
diverge, should we lollow the beliels, whatever populations and actions they 
become assoeiated with? Should we lollow the population, whatever beliels 
and actions it adopts? Should we lollow the action, regardless 01 who does it 

and with what ideas? 

WHA T YOU WILL FIND HERE 
This book will generally avoid the analysis 01 sodal movements as such. 
Nevertheless, plenty 01 material other people have analyzed under that head
ing will come into the discussion. We will alternate between groups and events 
as our starting points for the analysis of collective action. Sometimes we will 
begin by asking what peasants are up to, and how that helps us understand 
rural collective action. Sometimes we will begin by asking what lood riots are 
about, and how that helps us understand the collective action 01 poor people. 
Sometimes we will try to start both places at once, searching for connections 
between lood riots and peasant sodal life, or between some other class 01 
events and some other kind 01 sodal group. 

Frorn Mobilization to Revolution offers both a partial synthesis and a pro
posal for further inquiry. As a result, it does not contain a sustained analysis 
01 a single body 01 evidence. The illustrations and findings run from brawls to 
strikes to revolutions. At one point or anothec the discussion ranges over 
much 01 the world. Most 01 the material. however, comes from the experiences 
01 Western Europe and North America over the last lew centuries. That locus 
gives us much opportunity to consider state making, the expansion of capital
ism, industrialization, urbanization, electoral politics, and formally organized 
interest groups. All of them have figured importantly in the modern European 
and American experiences with collective action. 

The locus on the modern West also costs us something. 1t gives us little 
chance to think about collective action in the absence 01 a strong state, about 
people whose sodal relations are organized mainly around kinship, about 
exotic movements such as Mela,nesian cargo cults. The conclusions may, at 
best, apply only to the modern urban-industrial world. Still, making sense 01 
collective action in that world is a big enough task lor one book. 

What You Will Find Here 11 

The remaining chapters lollow a sim I I Ch 
ing theories 01 collective action in order t~ I:: ~~; the a~te: 2 c~t;logs compet
ldentlfy the major disagreements and uncert" c Olces e ore us and to 
illustrates a simple set 01 concepts and d I ~mtl~. Chapt~r 3 presents and 
tion, then works out thel'r I'm I' t' mlo ehs or t e analYSIS 01 collective ac-

p lca IOns or t e ways g . 
to act; that chapter dweils ' t roups acqmre the ability on In erests organ' t' cl '" 
;:;~:;~ 4 tdds opportunity to the analysis; it dw~~fs I~~, C:~fliC~~~~~::::~~' 
action: ~~;s i~::~:~' ~~~p:~r 5 cl~ses in on the spedlic lorms '01 collectiv~ 
uhnder the impact 01 i~dustriali;';t~~:test~t:~:k~~hger'a:2do~how bthey 

alter I 
c anges Chapter 6 I '. ,er Ig socla 

:~:~i::~: ;;nc:al t~e o~;sr:~~:n~n~I~~e~~b~fI:~~!i~~da~~:~IU~:~:. ~~:~tt:~ ~ 
the way. nc uSIOns, an mventones new problems encountered along 
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MARX ON 1848 . . f h F h 
Kar! Marx set out hIs analysIs 0 t e renc 

WeIl over a century ago, . d F for the 
R I fon of 1848 and of the internal struggles whlch engage rance r 

evo U 1 he revolution was the work of a temporary coa 1-

~~~ !::~~e:~:'p~~i::!~~r!let~:~nth~::t%a~~u;:;:::;s a~fd t~ e;~:;l~~~~ 
fragment of the boUrge:gl::~st the ex~sting state of aHairs, these were the ones 
wlth mtense gnevances . . . ousness of 

h b' d high degree of internal commumcatlOn, a consCl 
w 0 eom ,me a cl a collective vision, however fleeting, of future 
cornmon mterests, an . 1 

transfor:ati~ns W~ich ~~;ldh~:t~t~v~~h:l~o~~unications structure, Hs Qwn 
Alt oug . eac gr.. in Marx's analysis the crisis of 1846-47 drove 

interests a~d !ts ~wn ~~s~~:' regime vulnerable. Thus they joined in toppling 
them toget er an . ma . nt easantry sat by, as the bourgeOls of 
the regime, as a mIserable but mc~her~ ~s as' the great landlords looked for 
finance and big industry wrung

h 
t d

elr 
t an

f 
~ of a regime which had shunted 

their own ways to proht by tees fUC 10 

them a~idei b f each participant limited its revolutionary vision and 
T e c ass ase 0 b f th evolutionary coalition as a whole, 

~ecke~ its ~~ti:~t:de;:~e~~:~o ~~~:~lt o:t~e promises of spring 1848. Despite 

th:::::e~~~n ~f the revolution~y cotli~onsto ~~~le~:~~~~t~nda~;U~!=~~sr~~i: 
few advanced centers outS! e 0 an I • The coaHtion 
compromised. It failed to expandkits prodgrathme °broul~sg:a~;:;thin it headed 

d' . t as the war ers an 
began to lsmt~ra ~servative coalition of landlords and bourgeois formed, 
separate ways. cOt f the more comfortable segments of the peasantry. 
wlth passIve suppor rom h' h led to Louis Napoleon's coup d'etat and the 
Thus began the process .w lC . devoted to canceling the gains of the 
establishment of an empIre, an empIre 
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Marx on 1848 13 

revolution and ensuring against Hs recurrence. Marx's account contained a 
good deal more-not least the relentless wit he trained on the individual 
personalities of 1848-but these are the main lines of the analysis. 

Twelve decades of historical work have identified some gaps and errors in 
Marx's analysis. For one example, Marx did not see that many French workers 
were already sympathetic to Bonaparte in 1848. For another, he neither 
appreciated the.extent of the armed resistance to the 1851 coup nor recognized 
the considerable involvement of landowning peasants in that insurrection. Yet 
the arguments Marx stated in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte and 
The C/ass Struggles in France have stood the passage of time rather weIl. In his 
book-Iength confrontation of Marx's account with the Second Republic 
scholars have come to know, Roger Price offers many a cavil and not a few 
nuances, but ends up in basic agreement. The broad lines of Marx's analysis 
have survived more than a hundred years of historical criticism. * 

Few interpretations of historical events last as long as a century. Some 
endure because scholars lose interest in the events, others because they fit 
prevailing prejudices and doctrines, the remaining few because they explain 
what happened better than their available competitors do. Although the rise of 
Marxist doctrines and political movements has undoubtedly promoted the 
acceptance of Marx's historical analyses as weIl, it has also directed criticism 
and new research to his main arguments. That they have survived testifies to 
their explanatory power. 

If that is so, we might pay attention to Marx's mode of analysis. 
Implicitly, Marx divided the entire P,QJl.lÜationinto social dasses based on their ~ 
relationships to the prevailing means of production. Explicitly, he identified 
the major visible actors in the politics of the time with their dass bases, 
oHering judgments, of their basic iI}t~re~ts, conscio1!~;LaspiratioI1s, articulated 
grievances, and col1eatve'''readiness fo~ ~ct1on-:-Lfasses a~-t'~-o;'fail to act.'- In 
general, individuals and institutions act on behalf of particular social dasses. 
(There is an important exception: in analyzing Louis Napoleon's seizure of 
power, Marx allowed that those who run the state may act, at least for a while, 
in their own political interest without reference to their dass base.) In analyz
ing readiness to act, Marx attached great importance to the ease and durability 
of communications within the dass, to the visible presence of a dass enemy. 
When Marx's political ac tors acted, they did so out of common interests, 
mutual awareness, and internal organization. 

*For a deterrnined atternpt to review and revise Marx's arguments concerning the deter
rninants of worker rnilitancy, which concludes with a more extensive restatement than 
Price finds necessary for 1848, see J. A. Banks's Marxist Sociology in Action. 
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As compared with other analysts of the same events, Marx attached little 
importance to generalized tension, momentary impulses, or personal dis
organization. While he saw the Lumpenproletariat as liable to crime and dis
order, he also saw a world of difference between brawling and making revolu
tions. If you want to analyze major conflicts, we hear hirn telling us, identify 
the major classes and interests which emerge from the organization of produc
tion. Catalogue the resulting conflicts of interest. Examine each class you have 
enumerated in terms of its preparedness to act on its interests. Work out the 
class bases of the chief institutions and leaders involved in the conflict. Watch 
out for crises which make the dominant classes vulnerable, and expect the 
organized underclasses to strike. There is much more to it, but those are 

Marx's essential instructions. 
We are dealing with a theory of collective action: of the conditions in 

which people act together in pursuit of common ends. Marx' s theory of collec
tive action is debatable. It is not self-evident that soeial classes and their 
representatives are the principal actors in politics. lt is not necessarily true that 
prior organization strongly affects a group's readiness to act. It can easily be 
maintained, contrary to Marx, that participants in mass movements tend to 
ignore their own true interests. The Marxian theory emphasizes the collective 
rationality of political action. 

Nowadays, Marx' s theory sounds familiar. In some ways it seems 
obvious. Yet in the nineteenth century, it broke decisively with the prevailing 
accounts okroi!gL"ctigu.Other theories treated "the people" as incapable of 
continuous, calculating pursuit of their collective inter~.st's, as responding 
mainly to impulses-good impulses or bad-and to ma~ipulation by elites. 
Today the Marxian view agarn has important competitors. The condescending 
nineteenth-century view of mass action has remained popular with critics of 
democracy. lt has lingered on in academic analyses of "rnass society." And 

that theory, too, has rivals. 
Among professional students of politics, at least three additional lines of 

argument have acquired eloquent advocates. We can identify the lines loosely 
with three other nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century figures: Emile 
Durkheim, lohn Stuart Mill, and Max Weber. Figure 2-1 sketches out the 
generallogic of Marxian, Durkheimian, Millian, and Weberian analyses. The 
Marxian analysis, as we have just seen, generally traces col1ective action back 
to solidarity within groups and conflicts of interest between groups, considers 
the solidarity and the conflicts of interest to reinforce each other, and bases 
both of them on the organization of production. Durkheim treated collective 
action as a relatively direct response to processes of integration and disintegra
tion in whole soeieties. As the diagram suggests, his followers have developed 
rather different explanations of routine and nonroutine collective action. The 
nonroutine forms, according to Durkheimians, grow fro~ the discontent and 
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Competing analyses of collective action 
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ia~r~~itu~~ indivi~u~l inte~ests produced by disintegration of the division of 

leads' to co~~e~~~e 1!IC~7~ 0 rho~thm.e l~tegration: on the other hand, solidarity 
. n, W lC In Its turn remforces solidarit M'll cl 

collectlve action in the strictly calculating pursuit of individuai inte~es:~~~e 
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distinctive approach of MiJlians, as the diagram indicates, is the analysis d the 
various dedsion rules which translate individual interests. mto l~dlvldual 
action and which aggregate individual actions into collectlVe aCtl?n. Max 
Weber, finally, portrayed collective action as the outgr~wth of commltment to 
certain systems of belief. Weberians, like Durkheimians, t~nd to propose 
different explanations for routine and nonroutine collectlve aCh.on. I~ the non
routine forms the shared beliefs of the group have a strong, d"ect impact on 
the group's collective action, while as action routi~izes two things happen: 
organization grows up to mediate between the behefs and the actiOn, and 
group interests playa larger and more direct role in collectlve actiOn: 

Marx, Durkheim, MiJI, and Weber had distinctively different Views of the 
world, and bequeathed to their heirs significantly different analyses of 
collective action. Let us review characteristic analyses m the Du~khel.mIan, 
Millian, and Weberian traditions before returning to the Marxian lme of 

argument. 

DURKHEIM 
Durkheim crystallized a widespread nineteenth-century view of, what 
industrialization was doing tci the world. He fashioned it into a' set of 
arguments which have remained dominant in soclOlogy, e~peClallY Amen
can sociology, up to our own time. As Talcott Parsons put ü: 

... it was the problem of the integration of the sodat system, of what h?l~s 
sodeties together, whieh was the most persistent preoccupation of Durkhelm.s 
career. In the situation of the time, one could not have chosen a more strate~lC 
focus for contributing to sociological theory. Moreover, the'work Du~khelm 
did in this Held can be said to have been nothing short of epoch-makmg; he 
did not stand entirely alone, but his work was far more sharply focuse~ and 
deeply penetrating than that of any other author of his time (Parsons 1960: 

118). 

In The Division oi Labor in Society and in Suicide, Durkheim laid out a 
view of something called a "society" differentiating unsteadily in response 
to a variety of pressures. Speaking abstractly, Durkheim summed up those 
pressures as a growth in the volume and density of society. Speakmg con-
cretely, he discussed occupational changes. ..' . 

The pressures emphatically included the internal 10giC of mdustnahza-
tion. On the very first page of Division oi Labor, Durkheim tells us: 

We need have no further illusions about the tendencies of modern indu~try: it 
advances steadily towards powerful mach in es, towards great concentratlOns of 
forces and capital, and consequently to the extreme div~si~n of labor. <?ccupa
Hons are infinitely separated and spedalized, not only Inside the factones, but 
each product is itself a specialty dependent upon others (Durkheim 1933: 39). 

Durkheim 17 

The "society," according to Durkheim, exerts its control over individuals 
via their participation in a shared consciousness. As Durkheim puts it, "The 
totality of beliefs and sentiments common to average citizens of the same 
soc~_J~Fms.a del~rJ1lLn~te._s".~ which has its own life: one may call it 
th~~lective ~o~trl~n con~ci~hc .. " (Durkheim 1933: 79). The advancing 
division:-uf-+.fl:i"r~_~s;:::th~ the shared conSCiOusness based on the 
essential similarity of individuals, and thereby threatens the primacy of the 
needs and demands of the society as a whole over the impulses and interests 
of the individual. A new shared consciousness based on interdependence 
and common fate is both problematic and slow to emerge. Into the gap 
between the level of differentiation and the level of shared consciousness 
moves anomie. 

To be precise, anomie is Durkheim's name for that gap between the 
degree of differentiation and the extent of regulation of social relations; 
from it he derives a set of undesirable results: individual disorientation 
destructive sodal life, extensive conflict. His concrete examples again com~ 
almost entirely from the industrial world. They are the economic crash, the 
conflict between management and labor, the separation of work and family 
life, and so on through the standard concerns of nineteenth-century 
reformers. 

In Suicide, Durkheim sketches the consequences of a rapid growth in 
power and wealth: 

Time is required for the public conscience to reclassify men and things. So 10ng 
as the soda} forces thus freed have not regained equilibrium, their respective 
vaIues are unknown and so all regulation is lacking for a time ... 
Consequently, there is no restraint upon aspirations. , . With increased pros
perity desires increase. At the very moment when traditional rules have lost 
their authority, the rieher prize offered these appetites stimulates them and 
makes them more exigent and im patient of contro!. The state of de-regulation 
o.r anomy i5 thus further heightened by passions being less disdplined, pre
Cl5ely when they need more disciplining (Durkheim 1951: 253). 

We begin to see that Durkheim not only propounded a theory of social 
change, but also proposed a theory of collective action. 

In fact, he proposed two or three of each. When it comes to the link 
between large-scale social change and collective action, we find Durkheim 
distinguishing sharply between the orderly pursuit of shared interests which 
occurs wh~n the division of labor is not outrunning the shared conscious
ness, and the free-for-all which results for anomie. Later, in The Elementary 
Forms of the Religious Life, we find Durkheim analyzing the solidarity
producing consequences of ritualized, approved forms of collective action. 
In an amazingly. anthröpomorphisP.assage, he says: ______ s:=:::::::="" -- -
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When a society is going through circumstances which sadden, perplex or 
irritate it, it exercises apressure over its members, to make them bear witness, 
by significant acts, to their sorrow, perplexity or anger. It imposes upon them 
the duty of weeping, groaning or inflicting wounds upon themselves or others, 
for these collective manifestations, and the moral communion which they show 
and strengthen, res tore to the group the energy which circumstances threaten 
to take away from it, and thus they enable it to become settled (Durkheim 

1961: 459). 

The basic Durkheimian idea presents a society strained b.y a conti nu aus 
struggle between forces of disintegration (notably rapid differentiation) and 
forces of integration (notably new or renewed commitment to shared 
beliefs). From(the basic notion Durkheim derives models of three different 
kinds of collefiJ;i.JICe . .action: let us callthem·pmtine, anomic, and restorative. 

We might s~m up Durkheim'sanalysis of collective action in a simple 
diagram (Fig. 2-2). The shaded area above the diagonal is safe; there, the 
development of shared belief is equal to or greater than the stress imposed 
by differentiation and other calamitie5. The area below the diagonal i5 
dangerous; there, differentiation outstrips the extent of shared belief 
Routine collective action goes on in the safe area, and renews shared belief 
routinely. Anomic collective action increases as the sodety sHdes down 
from the diagonal, and perpetuates itself by shaking shared beliefs even 
more than they were already shaken. Restorative collective action occurs near 
the diagonal, and moves the society back into the safe area. Although the lan
guage is a little odd, the argument is very familiar. 

Durkheim's theory, in contrast to Marx's, leads us to expect anomic 
and restorative collective action to rise as differentiation accelerates. lt leads us 
to anticipate finding the populations newly created or displaced by differentia
tion at the center of collective action. It predicts a elose assoda
tion among suidde, crime, violence, and nonroutine collective action. In the 
twentieth century, most theories for collective behavior embody so me 
version of the Durkheimian argument. Indeed, the standard analyses of 
industrialization, urbanization, deviance, sodal contra!, sodal disorganiza
tion, and collective behavior which emerged in the twentieth century all 
bore the Durkheimian stamp. 

THE DURKHEIMIAN TRADITION 

To see this clearly, we need only examine an influential book from the 
19605: Samuel Huntington;s Political Order in ChangingSocieties. 
Huntington argues that ihe extensive domestic conflict in developing 
countries after World War II resulted from the fact that political institutions 
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developed only slowly, while rapid soeial change both placed new strain on 
eXIstmg. pohtIcal institutions and promoted the participation of new 
demandmg groups in politicallife. Concretely: ' 

~ocia! ~n~ ec.onomic change-urbanization, increases in literacy and education, 
mdu~trIahzat~o.n, mass media expansion-extend political consciousness, 
multIply pohtlcal demands, broaden political participation. These changes 
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undermine traditional sources of political authority and tra~itional political 
institutions; they enormously complicate the problems of cr~atmg ~e.w bases of 
political association and new political institutions combinmg .legltJmacy . ~nd 
effectiveness. The rates of soda I mobilization and the expans~on. of Foht~cal 
participation are high; the rates of political organiz~tion and tns:1tutlOnahza~ 
tien are low. The result 1S political instability and dJsorder (Huntmgton 1968. 

5) 

The larger the discrepancy between institutionalization and ~oderniza:i~n, 
the greater the disorder. At the extreme lies re~olution: The pohtical 
essence of revolution is the rapid expansion of pohtIcal conscl~usness an~ 
the rapid mobilization of new groups into politicsata speed "':'~ICh m~kes lt 
impossible for existing political institutions to assImIlate them (Huntmgton 
1968: 266). 

In this formulation, either a speedup of institutionalization or a slo",,:
down of modernization will decrease the amount of disorder. But If 
political institutions are very rigid, they will inhibit essentIal sOClal change. 
Schematically, Huntington's analysis takes the pattern of Fig. 2-3. Further
more, the argument describes different paths through these possibIlItIes, 
depending on the pace of social change (see Fig. 2-4). Slow sOClal change, 
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SLOW SOCIAL CHANGE RAPID SOCIAL CHANGE 

Fig. 2-4 
Trajectories of siow and rapid sodal change in Huntington's 
argument 

then, is likely to be orderly throughout its course. Rapid social change 
brings a likelihood of disorder, and a possibility of revolution. The 
similarity to Durkheirn is impressive. Institutionalization takes the place of 
Durkheim' s shared beliefs, modernization the place of Durkheim' s differen
tiation. Huntington's model is much more clearly political than Durkheim's. 
On one side of Huntington's argument, the capacity of political institutions 
(not of society in general) to handle new demands becomes crucial. On the 
other, the political rnobilization of new groups and the production of new 
political problems are the chief means by which modernization incites dis
order. Yet Durkheirn could not have disagreed very vociferously; at most 
he would have insisted on the importance of nonpolitical restraints, 
especially religion, ritual, and occupational organization. The Durkheimian 
argument is very much alive. (For an empirkaI evaluation of one part of 
Huntington's argument-casting doubt on rapid mobilization as a major 
source of political disorder-see Przeworski 1975.) 

Another version from the 1960s appears in ehalmers Johnson's Revolu
tionary Change. J ohnson identifies three clusters of causes for revolution: 

1 A disequilibrated sodal system, espedally one with power deflation: "the 
fact that during aperiod of change the integration of a system depends 
increasingly upon the maintenance and deployment of force by the occu
pants of the formal authority statuses" (Johnson 1966: 90). 

2 Inability of authorities to develop policies which maintain the confidence 
of ordinary people. 

3 Events, often fortuitous, which deprive the elite of their means of 
enfordng conformity, or which lead revolutionary groups to believe they 
can deprive the elite of those means. 
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lohnson then links these very general phenomena to individual behavior 
through the sequence: 

Rapid change 
Systemie disequilibrium . 

Overtaxing of existing means of homeostatic and purposlve response to 
change 

Individual disorientation 
Panie-anxiety-shame-guilt-depression, etc. 

Formation of rnovements of protest 

True to his Durkheimian heritage, he proposes the suicide rate as a prime index 
of disequilibrium. . 

The Durkheimian kernel in lohnson' s scheme has around lt a husk of post
Durkheimian words and ideas. lohnson's analysis of revolution differs from 
Huntington's in several important regards. It is even more strietly political 
than Huntington's. The pivotal variable is the authority of the estabhshed 
elite. Yet the central idea treats disorder as the outcome of a process m WhlCh 
social change weakens the controls and attachments whieh under more stable 
conditions hold people in their places. . ....... __ ~_ .......... _ .. __ ._- ._, 

Let us take a third recent exao:ple: ·.:(~d ~,;rr'~VYhylv1,;~ Rebd. Gurr 
seeks to provide a general explanatlOn of pohtlcal vlOlence. P~htlcal VIO

lence includes all collective at tacks on major political actors-especlally agents 
of the state-within a partieular community. Instead of elaborating a theory ~f 
how political communities operate, however, Gurr c?ncentrates o~ expen
ences whieh happen to individuals and then. c":rr.'.ulate mto mass actl~n: 

Gurr's central arguments concern a~p~ychologicall'!~ss. Indlvlduals 
anger when they sense a large gap between whal::th~et and wh~t they 
~ve • ..:J;h':!...~_J:!~~-,,_~~r_ougha_cl.e<:~iIleiIl_,:,:h."ttlley. g~t, or anse m.~ 
they feel !ney deserve. Glven_the __ c:J:.a.!1~'_il~gY~g~opre reb;!.. When many 
people go through that same experience of mcreasmg Relatlv~ DepnvatlOn 
plus widening opportunity for rebellion at the same time, pohtlcal vlOlence 
generalizes. Gurr once surnrnarized the argument in this way: 

Magnitude of 
political RD + (RD X lUST x/BALANCE) + E::: 
violence 

"where RD is the scope and intensity of relative d~privation (discontent) in a 
population; lUST is the scope and intensity of beliefs in that population about 
the justifiability and utility of engaging in overt strife; BALANCE rders to the 
balance of organization and coercive capacities between dlssldents and 
regimes; and E::: is an error term" (Gurr & Duva11973: 137). Similar ideas have 
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often emerged in the analysis of Ameriean ghetto rebellions, of Latin American 
palace coups, and of the French Revolution. We saw part of the argument 
formulated in Durkheim's treatment of suicide. Gurr has explicated the logie of 
this line of analysis and developed means of measuring a number of the vari
ables involved-although not, as it happens, to measure RD and lUST 
directly. 

Gurr complements his argument with an analysis of 1100 "strife events" 
whieh occurred in 114 states or colonies from 1961 through 1965. In the first 
round of analysis, Gurr takes the results as confirming the influence of some of 
the variables which presurnably produce RD, some variables measuring be
havior whieh presumably reflect JUST and, especially, a cluster of variables 
outside the core theory: Social and Structural Facilitation. A later formulation 
contains much less psychology. In the new set of models, the major predictors 
to the magnitude of political violence represent " 'cleavages' and discrimina
tory inequalities ... relative impoverishment and foreign economic exploita
tion .. , short-term declines in economic conditions , ' .. regime imposition of 
new political sanctions ... historical persistance of dissident-initiated con
fliets ... level of econornic development ... external intervention on behalf 
of dissidents" (Gurr & Duval 1973: 138-139). These variables do appear to 
account jointly for a good deal of the international variation in major domestic 
conflicts from 1961 through 1965. In this reformulation, however, the Durk
heimian tint has alm ost bleached away. To the extent that the models embody 
a central argument, the argument accentuates the principal actors' interests 
and capa city to act. 

The standard Durkheimian arguments, as we have seen, select heavily 
from among the determinants of collective action-organization, mobiliza
tion, opportunity, and interests. On the whole, they neglect the analysis of 
organization and mobilization in favor of a view of collective action as a 

. resultantof-jhterest plus oppo~tunity.lYhe prevalent version of interest, 
~'!1rerm-6fe~ls~atHfuain'al: the motivations, anxieties, and needs of 

individuals. Opportunity, in the Durkheimian Hne, consists mainly of the 
presence or absence of socia1 controls over the expression of those motiva
tions, anxieties, and needs. 

If we take Durkheirnian arguments seriously, we will expect to find sharp 
discontinuity between routine and non routine collective action; their causes, 
content, and consequences will all differ significantly. We will hypothesize 
that the faster and more extensive the social change, the more widespread the 
anomic and restorative forms of collective action; concretely, we will expect 
rapid industrialization or urbanization to produce exceptionally high levels of 
conflict and protest. We will suppose that individual disorder and collective 
protest are closely tied to each other, and sometimes indistinguishable. We 
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will argue that the more coherent and compelling a gr.oup' ~ beliefs, the le~s 
likely it is to engage in disorderly behavior. We will Imagme that shlEts m 
individual dissatisfactions and anxieties are the strongest and most rehable 
predictors of collective contention. . . 

Some version of the Durkheimian formulatlOn has been the dommant 
explanation of collective action-especially contentious and nonroutme collec
tive action-for close to a century. It still appeals to many people today. 
Nevertheless, even in America, Durkheim' s analysis has never qmte squeezed 
out its major rivals: arguments in the traditions of Mill, Weber, and Marx. 

MILL AND THE UTILIT ARIANS . 

lohn Stuart Mill represents the treatment of collective action. ~s a. stnctly 
calculating pursuit of individual interest. A~ong the E~ghsh Utilitanans, we 
f d the individual acquiescing in a set of bmdmg pohtIcal arrangements (a 
s't:te, the rules of the game, or some system of cooperation) at the expense of 
some personal short-run interests, in order to ensure the pursmt. ~f those 
interests in the long run. As Buchanan and Tullock say of Mllls most 
distinguished predecessor: 

Hume recognized, of course, that were it possible, the individual's own interest 
would best be served by the adhering to the conventional rules of all other per~ons 
but hirnself while remaining free to viola te these rules. However, preclsely 
because such rules are socially derived, they must apply generally . I:1ence each 
individual must recognize that, were he to be free to violate conventr.on, othe~s 
must be similarly free, and as compared with this chaotic state of affalrs, he WIll 

rationally choose to accept restrictions on his own behavior (Buchanan & Tullock 
1962: 315). 

The key analytie questions concern the determinants of individual decisions, 
the collective consequences of alternative decision rules, and the mteractlOn 
between the two. 

Mill and the Utilitarians are imperfect exemplars of the. relevant 
twentieth-century line of argument. Their account of collectJve ~ctlOn dealt 
almost exclusively with the state. It gave almost no attentIOn elthe; to the 
striving of groups between the individual and the state as a determmant of 
political decisions or to the explanation of the beha;lOr of the groups them-

I "The individua!ism of the utilitarians, thel< explanatIOn of sOClal 
se ves. dl' t 11 ments phenomena by a human psychology suppose y prior to socle y, eom 
lohn Plamenatz (1949: 158), "also made them indifferent to sOClal classes. 
They conceived of society as composed of a number of competing mdlvlduals 
and not of rival groups." 

For lohn Stuart Mill, it would be more accurate to sayhe feared class 
action than to say he ignored it. In a chapter of his RepresentatlVe Government 
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titled "Of the Infirmities And Dangers to Which Representative Government 15 
Liable," Mill wrote "If we consider as a class, politically speaking, any number 
of persons who have the same sinister interest-that is, whose direct and 
aRparent interest points toward the same description of bad measures; the 
desirable object would be that no class, and no combination of classes likely to 
combine, should be able to exercise a preponderant influence in the govern
ment" (MillI950: 342). (The term "sinister interest" comes from Bentham.) At 
some points in his politieal career, Mill feared the class action of landowners; 
at others, of landless laborers (Duncan 1973: chapter 6). But at all points he 
considered it natural and inevitable that a class given an opportunity to act on 
a partieular narrow interest would do so. The task of government-and of a 
theory of representative government-was to forestall that opportunity, to 
make likely action on the common interest of the entire population. 

Mill's liberal solution and his cautious optimism foreshadowed those of 
twentieth-century pluralists: 

The reason why, in any tolerably constituted sOciety, justice and the general 
interest mostly in the end carry their point, is that the separate and selfish 
interests of mankind are almost always divided: some are interested in what is 
wrong, but some, also, have their private interest on the side of what is right; and 
those who are governed by higher considerations, though too few and weak to 
prevail against the whole of the others, usually after sufficient discussion and 
agitation become strang enough to turn the balance in favour of the body of 
private interests which is on the same side with them (Mill1950: 343). 

A good constitution and a valid theory of political obligation, thought Milt 
would facilitate that outcome. 

By contrast with Milt twentieth-century theorists of individual interests 
show relatively little interest in the general problem of political obligation. 
Instead, they show much interest in two other problems: the consequences of 
alternative decision rules and the causes and effects of different forms of 
interest-group polities. Yet Mill is a useful symbol for a !ine of argument which 
leads us to expect collective action to fluctuate largely as a consequence of 
changing decision rules and the changing costs of accomplishing various 
individual interests. 

COLLECTIVE CHOICE 

The clearest contemporary expressions of this view appear in models of 
collective choice: the determinants of alternative outcomes in situations in 
whieh two or more parties make choiees affecting the outcomes. In asense, all 
of microeconomics deals with collective choke. Microeconomic models have 
been the best developed and most popular in the field. Nonetheless, political 
scientists, psychologists, sociologists, logicians, statisticians, and mathemati-
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dans have an accompanied the economists in their search. Game theory, some 
forms of voting analysis, some approaches to formal organization, many 
treatments of public goods, and a few analyses of power illustrate the relevant 
work within this tradition (for a careful review, see Taylor 1975). . 

James Coleman's general treatise on collective choiee offers the followmg 
examples of applications: a simple legislature, realization of interests aso a func
tion of their concentration, paying the cost of a pubhc faC1l1ty, formatiOn of a 
constitution, patterns of influence in informal groups, exchange betwe~n 
representatives and constituents, a parliamentary system, money as power I.n 
legislative issues, committee structure in a legislature, a simple bureaucra:lc 
structure (Coleman 1973: 96-126). In all these cases, Coleman works wlth 
some version of a basic equation: 

Vi "'" ~XiiLv/..: C/..:j 
I k 

in which v. is the value of a given event within an array of k possible events, 
LX" is the ~um over j actors of individual interests in that event, vk is the value 
fo ~n individual ador of a particular event, and ckj is the control actor j has 

over event k. 
In example 6, the exchange between a representative andhis constituents, 

Coleman assurnes a representative who is totally interested m reelectlOn and 
six blocs of voters who have no interest in the outcome of the election as such 
but have varying interests with respect to a half-dozen dif;erent legislati~e 
actions, as weH as varying degrees of contro} over the electlOn s outcome. He IS 

able to show good theoretical grounds for expecting the legislator to follow the 
constituency where there is consensus. Less obviously, he gives grounds for 
attributing greater chances of success to the actor whose interests are 
concentrated in few legislative actions and/or allied with the interests of other 
actors (Coleman 1973: 115-117). . 

Coleman has extended the same sort of inquiry to the structure of sOClety 
as a whole. He puts together two crucial observations: first, in their very 
nature corporate actors each attend to a narrower range of inte:ests than 
natural persons do; that is their rationale, part of the secret of theIf success; 
second in our own age an enormously increasing share of important resources 
has be~n coming under the contr01 of corporate actors. Consequence: JI ••• 

among the variety of interests that men have, those interests that have been 
successfully collected to create corporate actors are the interests that dommate 
the society" (Coleman 1974: 49). We are no longer dealing with the 
consequences of decision rules in any simple sense. Yet the pro~lem. lS very 
similar. Coleman is still analyzing how the method of aggregatmg mterests 
affects the realization of those interests-whatever those interests are. Under 
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the conditions Coleman describes, an increasing share of collective action, and 
especially of collective action that changes things, is carried on by, within, or 
against corporate actors. Millian analysis identifies a situation which Mill 
would have abhorred. 

Albert Hirschman supplies a complement to Coleman's analysis. In the 
very title 01 Exit, Voice, and Loyalty, he identifies the three main responses the 
members o~soIa'corpo'nite actor may give to its declining performance. 
The constituents of a corrupt state may, at a priee, vote with their feet; they 
may exit. They may voice their dissatisfaction more or less aggressively; that 
response, too, will have its price. Or they may wait out the bad times in hopes 
of better-remain loyal. Loyalty, too, has a priee: enduring the substandard 
performance. All three responses cost something. The analytie problem is to 
specify the trade-offs among exit, voke, and loyalty, and to see how the trade
offs vary. 

For the analysis of collective action, Hirschman' s formulation improves 
greatly on a simple analogy with a price system. In a simple price system, the 
inefficient firm faces the loss of its customers to its competitors, but no other 
sanction. The model of a simple price system often applies poorly to collective 
action, since the costs of exit are frequently too high. When the government is 
corrupt. most ac tors have to choose between stating their opposition and 
suffering in silence, between voice and loyalty. However, Hirschman argues, 
voice is at its most effective when exit is possible (and therefore a realistic 
threat) but not so easy that people rush away as soon as performance declines. 
Voice then carries the threat of exit. A modicum of loyalty-of reluctance to 
leave-strengthens the corrective effect of voice. Hirschman clarifies the 
_strategie choices for collective action in a world of giaAt corpora te actors. 

Hirschman's analysis steers us into the world of colleetive goods, as well 
as of collective action. A collective good is " ... any good such that, if any 
person Xi in a group Xl ... Xi ... X" consumes H, it cannot feasibly be 
withheld from the others in that group" (Olson 1965: 14). Examples are a 
smog-free environment and military defense. Mancur Olson treats collective 
action, in essence, as the effort to produce collective goods. That permits hirn 
to apply the economic theory of public goods to a new domain: the actions of 
labor unions, interest groups, and similar organizations. One result is Olson' s 
serious challenge to a common assumption: that the existenc~ and activity of 
such organizations flows naturally fram the rational pursuit of shared 
interests. 

In most circumstances, according to Olson' s analysis, the average group 
member's estimated additional return from participation in the effort will be 
less than the cost of the effort itself. If collective action does occur, then, its 
explanation must He outside the rational self-interest of the average 
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partieipant. One likely candidate whieh Olson identifies is the provision of 
selective incentives other than the outcome of the collective actIon. to 
particular members of the group. Ano~her is coer~ion, which is the negat~ve 
counterpart of selective incentives. [t IS also posslble that people are actmg 
irrationally-but then we must explain why. 

Many other students of collective action have tried to piek up the problem 
where Olson left it. Some critieize Olson' s analysis. Some try to refme and 
qualify it. Some go back to the classie politieal idea of a g?ver~ment (or 
another organizaHon with powers of compulsion) which overndes mdlvldual 
interests to serve the common good; in that case, it does not m~tter whet~er 
the coercive organization came into being through a dehberate pnor 
agreement, a conquest, a deception, or :omething else.. . . 

Other people have tried to identlfy aspects of ratlOnahty WhlCh Olso,n 
neglected. One promising suggestion separates (1) the average partlclpa~t s 
return from collective action from (2) the posslble return to the pohtlcal 
entrepreneur who organizes an action. As Frohlich, Oppenheimer, and Young 
(1971: 6) put it, collective goods "will be supplied when s~meone fmds It 
profitable to set up an organization (or make use of some eXlstmg orgamza
tion), collect resources, and supply the goods in question." The entrepreneur 
arranges for the supply of the collective good in return for donatlOns, extor
"Hons, purchases, and taxes. If the sum of donations, extortions, .p~rchases, 
and taxes is smaller than the value of the collective good to all reclplents, yet 
larger than the entrepreneur's cost in supplying it, the collective action serves 
the interest of the entrepreneur as well as the collective interest. 

Frohlich, Oppenheimer, and Young work out the theoretieal implications 
of such an approach in microeconomic language. The theory leads to some 
interesting hypotheses concerning collective action. For example: 

"The more a politicalleader depends upon donations, the more war;, he will be of 
collective goods that are durable or have high initial costs of supply, 

"A political entrepreneur will diversify his activities more. and more in,~o the 
provision of private goods as the size of his overall operation m~rea~es , ' " ' 
"If his chances of victory are near zero, an opposition leader wIll dtfferentIate his 
program sharply from that of the incurnbent l:ad~r, andl ~r, pla,~ his actions to 
maximize the surplus he can obtain frorn rernainmg In OpposItIOn, 
"Competitors operating under adecision rule will place a higher pr~:nium on firrn 
commitments on the part of their supporters than those who do nOt. 
"Whenever a competitor makes adefinite prornise to supply a collective good ~n 
exchange for contributions fra m a given supporter or group of supporters, h~ wIll 
try to hide this fact from as many people as possible," (Frohlich, Oppenhelmer, 

and Young 1971: 139-14l.) 
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Thus the tactical situation of politieal entrepreneurs becomes a major part of 
the explanation of the form and intensity of collective action. As in most 
Millian work, the interests in question are given and fixed. Yet the analysis 
permits both uncertainty and strategie interaction concerning alternative 
courses of collective action. 

The same emphasis on the incentives and tactieal problems of political 
entrepreneurs appears in the recent work of John McCarthy and Mayer Zald. 
Looking at American soeial movements, McCarthy and Zald observe the rise 
of professionally staffed movement organizations such as Common Cause and 
the National Council of Senior Citizens for Health Care through Soeial 
Security. Reflection on such organizations leads them to two criticisrns of 
classic analyses of soeial movements: (1) their strong emphasis on grievances 
and states of mind as opposed to organizational and tactieal problems; (2) 
their assumption of an identity among the aggrieved population, the support 
for a movement, and the sources of leadership or activism. Against the "classie 
model" they argue that all movement organizations, whatever the grievances 
to which they respond, face the common, pressing problems of acquiring 
enough resources to do their work, In a similar environment, the common 
problems tend to produce common solutions, such as the professionalization 
of the staff and the turning to people outside the aggrieved population for 
support. The common solutions, in turn, produce their own problems-for 
example, real conflicts among the interests of the movement organization as 
such, the interests of the outsiders who provide major support for the 
organization, and the interests for whose benefit the organization presumably 
first arose. If we are a long way from Mill's concern with the conditions for 
good governrnent, we are a very long way from Durkheim's anomic individ
uals. The analysis is still essentially Millian; it tends to take the interests for 
gran ted, and to emphasize the causes and effects of different means of action 
on those interests, 

STRA TEGIC INTERACTION 

We have followed the path from J ohn Stuart Mill which leads to soeial move
ments via collective choiee and collective goods. There are other, less trodden, 
paths, which could take us to the same destination. The most important ones 
pass through the study of strategie interaction: bargaining, warmaking, game
playing, and the like. Here we tend to take both the interests and the organiza
tion of our actors as given, and to concentrate on tactics and strategy as func
tions of varying opportunities and of varying information about those 
opportunities. 
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Implicitly, most studies of strategie interaction begin with some version of 

the following scheme: 

8 Gains 

A Loses +1 AGains 
3 2 

8 Loses 

In the simple two-party interaction with a single outcome, an end point any
where in quadrant 2 means that Agains while B loses, an end point in 
quadrant 3 means that both lose, and so on. The possible outcomes of a zero
sum inter action will fall into a straight !ine: 

B+ 

A 

B-

And we can describe some extreme types of interaction by placing boundaries 
around all possible outcomes: 

Pure Conflict Pure 
Cooperation 

Open 

In the pure-conflict case, no possible outcome provides gains for both parties. 
In the pure-cooperation case, the worst that can happen is that neither gains. 
In the open case, all four quadrants are available. 

The same diagram serves to trace the path of a strategie interaction 
through aseries of intermediate outcomes (see Fig. 2-5). In this instance 

Strategie interaction 31 

(adapted from Kenneth Boulding's Conflict and Defense, p. 50), the short
sighted interest of each party is to arm against the other, and the short-sighted 
equilibrium has both worse off because of arming. The dotted !ine represents 
the possibi!ity of a longer-sighted, more advantageous equilibrium through 
disarmament. 

B+ 

J Arms 

A-

B-
Fig.2-5 
The hypothetical course of a strategie interaction 

In its many variants, this approach clarifies the analysis of outcomes and paths 
to outcomes. As in studies of collective choiee, the analyst typieally 
mampulates the relevant incentives, information, decision rules, and available 
strategies. He does not attempt to explain how and why incentives, informa
tion, decision rules, and available strategies vary. That is generally true, for 
example, of the theory of games. It is "a general framework for the analysis of 
interactions among several agents who are mutually interdependent ... and 
whose interests are to some degree conf!icting" (Kramer and Hertzberg 1975: 
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379). Game theorists typieally organize their analyses around a payoff matrix. 
In an elementary version, we have two sharpshooting pirates, Hook and 
Blackbeard, duelling over a thousand-dollar ehest of gold. Neither one ever 
misses his mark, both Hre at once, but their old pistols fan one time out of two. 
The survivor, if any, takes the gold; if both survive, they split the treasure 
evenly. The payoff matrix looks like Fig. 2-6. 

'" o 
o 
I 

Fig.2-6 

BLACKBEARD 

Fires Misfires 

Death + 1.000 

Death Death 

Death + 500 

+1.000 + 500 

A simple payoff matrix tor two pirates 
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(In each case, the payoff to Hook lies above the diagonal, the payoff to 
Blackbeard below the diagonal.) Left in this form, the duel is not much of a 
game. Each pirate has two chances in four of dying, one chance of gaining a 
thousand dollars, and one chance of gaining 500. If each values his own life at 
a thousand dollars, in the instant before Hring each pirate should estimate his 
probable gain as 

1000 + 500 - 1000 - 1000 
4 

- 125 dollars. 

Not very encouraging. Without a chance to run away, to bargain, or to cheat, 
nevertheless, the size of that estimate will not affect Hooks or Blackbeard's 
behavior. 

To convert this confrontation into an interesting game, we must give each 
pirate a choiee of strategies, and introduce some uncertainty about which 
strategy each will choose. We can do that by (a) giving each pirate the choiee 
between Hring, as before, or trying to run off with the ehest while the other 
pirate is loading his gun, (b) noticing that one is a slower runner, the other a 
worse shot. One plausible matrix resulting from those changes is Fig. 2-7. 
Overall, "grab and run" is a more favorable strategy for either pirate. But if 
Hook is sure that Blackbeard will "grab and run," he may be tempted to Hre. If 
Blackbeard is sure that Hook will run, he will be indined to "grab and run" 
hirnself; Hook, being faster, is more likely to escape with the loot, but there is 
some chance Blackbeard will get there Hrst, a good chance that they will split 
the treasure, and no chance that either will die. 

This fanciful illustration makes the essential point: a game-theoretieal 
analysis portrays a strategie interaction as the outcome of one or more well
deHned, deli berate decisions on the part of each of the partieipants. The 
decision is a function of the outcomes each participant considers likely to 
follow from the various possible combinations of his own action and the 
action of the other participants. So far, the applications of game theory to the 
analysis of collective action have been indirect. At its best, game theory helps 
us understand the strategie problems of collective actors, and helps us see how 
the available means of interaction limit the possibilities of realizing the best 
interests of any partieular actor, or of all actors together. 

Analyses of bargaining likewise concentrate on outcomes and paths to 
outcomes. Ashenfelter and Johnson, for example, analyze strike activity. They 
begin with a three-party bargaining model whieh involves a Hrm, its workers, 
and the workers' union leadership. The strike, in that model, is a consequence 
of the firm' s unreadiness to accede to wage demands prior to open confliet, 
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BLACKBEARD 

Fire Grab and Run 
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Fig.2-7 
The two-pirate payoff matrix with uncertainty 

which in turn depends in part on the discrepancy between what the workers 
want and what the union leaders think they can get. The firm-level model 
therefore incorporates aseries of conditions (the size of wage increase 
acceptable to the workers, the speed at which the workers' expectations decline 
during a strike, and so on) which predict to that unreadiness. 

For lack of evidence to test their models at the level of the firm, 
Ashenfelter and Johnson make some plausible inferences to determinants of 
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strike activity at a larger scale. At the level oE the labor force as a whole, they 
build models involving unemployment levels, previous changes in real wages, 
and corpora te profits. Estimating their principal equations on numbers oE 
strikes reported quarterly in the United States Erom January 1952 through June 
1967, they achieve a good fit to the observed time series. They conclude that 
strike activity is, in fact, mainly a Eunction of the tightness of the labor market 
and of previous rates oE change in real wages (Ashenfelter and Johnson 1969: 
47). (All the substantial work done so far points to a general tendency for 
strike activity in contemporary western countries to rise in good times and to 
decline in bad.) In both the small-scale model they formulate and the large
scale model they estimate, Ashenfelter and Johnson portray strike activity as 
one outcome of a coherent bargaining process in which aB parties watch 
closely their opportunities to act on their interests. The formulation differs 
from those of game theory, but the tone of the analysis is still resolutely 
Millian. 

MILL AND PSEUDO-MILL 

At the edge of the Millian tradition stand a number of quantitative analyses of 
conflict and collective action. We might better call them pseudo-Millian. They 
resemble the work of collective-choice and collective-goods theorists in that 
the models and estimating procedures typically take an econornetric form. 
They are pseudo-Millian because of their theoretical content, or lack of it. 
Some Oike Ted Gurr' s earlier work) attempt to estimate essentially attitudinal 
models in an econometric style. Some (like Gurr's reformulation of his initial 
argument) are edectic efforts to assemble individually plausible variables into 
equations which state their joint effects and interrelations. In either case, we 
find relatively little of the Millian concern with the effects of alternative 
decision rules in the context of fixed interests and changing opportunities to act 
on those interests. 

Douglas Hibbs's cross-national study of "mass political violence" exem
plifies the best in pseudo-Millian analyses. Hibbs analyzes counts of riots, 
armed attacks, political strikes, assassinations, deaths from political violen ce, 
and antigovernment demonstrations in 108 countries summed for two adjacent 
decades: 1948-57 and 1958-67. Via factor analysis, Hibbs combines these 
diverse events into two dimensions: Collective Protest and Internal War. Then 
he combs the existing literature for proposed predictors of these variables, 
cautiously working them into causal models. One of Hibbs' s diagrams of the 
estimated causal relationships (expressed here as standardized regression co
efficients) appears in Fig. 2-8. The diagram indicates, among other things, that 
the negative sanctions (censorship, restrictions on political activity) imposed 
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One of Douglas Hibbs's causal models of political violence 
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by the government during the second decade predieted strongly to the 
country' 5 level of internal war and of collective protest, while the membershlp 
of the national Communist Party in 1960 predicted weakly to the level of 
collective protest during the second decade. 

Hibbs's work is representative in that it formulates and tests general argu
ments by means of comparisons of aggregated measures for considerable 
numbers of whole countries. lt does not examine variation within countries, 
among groups, or from one time period to another; it does not treat the 
determinants of partieular events or deal with their internal development. 
With the expanded use of computers, multivariate statistieal analysis, and 
international data banks in the 19605, a large number of studies in the same 
style appeared. Hibbs's study summarizes and improves upon the entire l?t. 

As compared with Durkheimian work, Millian analyses of collechve 
action have regularly involved careful formalization and statistieal estimation 
of their arguments. Where Durkheimians postulate two or three rather distinct 
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types of collective action arising out of different patterns of soeial change, 
Millians tend to think of all collective action as expressing the same funda
mental rationality. The price of these advantages has been some loss of rieh
ness, some concentration on situations in which the choices and interests are 
exceptionally clear, some tendency to emphasize variables which are easy to 
quantify. So far we have a good deal of rigor, but no models of revolution so 
suggestive as those of Huntington or J ohnson. The Millian emphasis on the 
rational pursuit of interests is a we1come antidote to notions of crowd action as 
impulsive and irrational. Yet so far the followers of Mill have not given us 
much insight into the way those interests arise and change. They have not said 
much about the way people define, artieulate, and organize their interests. For 
further ideas on those questions, we may turn to the tradition of Max Weber. 

WEBER 

In Max Weber's treatment, groups commit themselves to collective definitions 
of the world and of themselves. The definitions incorporate goals, entail 
standards of behavior, and include justifieations for the power of authorities. 
Constituted authorities act on behalf of the groups. 50metimes the authorities 
act on the basis of their traditional roles, sometimes on the basis of their 
rational-legal designation as agents for the group, sometimes on the basis of 
their extraordinary personal character-their charisma. Which of these bases 
the group adopts strongly affects its organization and its fate. Whether in 
traditiona!, charismatie, or rational-legal form, however, the justifieations all 
constrain the authorities' actions. In Weber's account, the structure and action 
of the group as a whole spring largely from the initial commitment to a 
partieular kind of belief system~B_~li~fs_haY:eJheir ownlogicäli(HoIT"~ 

Weber offered his fullest account of thtoriglns-onhefiin-aame~tal beliefs 
in his discussions of charisma: the divine gift of g~'"ancrlts'-securaf'-~ 
equivalents. According to Weber, religious and ideologieal ':'irtuosos are 
continually formulating new definitions of the world and of themselves. Only 
a few, however, attract anyone besides their inventors. In' those few cases, a 
group of followers commit themselves both to the belief system and to an 
acknowledgment of the charisma-tho. excepti6h-,jJ-moral qualities-of the 
leaders, objects, and rituals consecrated bytliose-beliefs. ." 

Where many more people, for whatever reason, find that the new defini
tions of the world provide more coherent answers to the problem of meaning 
[hey face than do the old definitions aiready available to them, they join and 
the group expands. Then the group as a whole faces the problem of the "rou
tinization of charisma." (Weber's German for routinization is 

. Veralltaglichung)-literally the "everydaying" of the charisma in ques-
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f -which states dramatically the process of turning something extra
~~~nary into something ordinary, into something u~~er.stood and c?n
trollable.) The routinization of charisma involves reconClhatlOn of the beh;!~ 

'th the exigeneies of organization, development of rehable means 
~~tingUishing true and false versions of the beliefs, provision for succeSSlOn to 

the leadership. . ' 1 th 
Weber sees six main mechanisms by which chansmatlc groups so ve e 

problem of succession (Weber 1972: 143-144): 

1 A search for another charismatic leader of the same type. 

2 Revelation through some procedure honored by the group. 

3 The old leader's personal designation of a successor, with the group's 

approvaL 
4 Ritual designation by the body of surviving leaders. 

5 Reliance on kinship, with the idea that charisma is inheritable. 

6 Transfer of charisma to the organization, therefore to its offieials and 

rituals. 

The choiee among these strategies then limits what the group c~n do next. But 
a11 the choices require the creation of a certain a.mou~t of orgamzahonal st~uc
t . th its own momentum and its own eXlgencles. If the group surVlves 
t~:~' ;~ess, we have another durable collective actor operating under the 

direction of Hs own constituted authontles. .' .' 
W be ' discussion of the "everydaying" of chansma hts neatly mto hIS 

e r s d 1 h't sort eneral theory of soeial change. Weber portrays tra itiona aut on yas a . 
~f equilibrium into which soeial life tends to fall if no strenuous dlsruptlOn 
QCcurs. But two opposing sources of disruption are always posslble: the power 
of rationality and the power of charisma .. Each .represents the force of a 
coherent idea of a pure prineiple, when apphed to hIstory '. f 

Bureauc;atic rationalization, says Weber, "can be a revolutIOna~y f.orce 0 

the first rank against tradition, and olten has been. But it revol~tl~,n(l~/:y 
means of techniques ... from outside, things and arrangements first e er 
1972: 657). The rational rearrangement of the environment, eventually 
transforms people and their world views. Charisma, m W~ber s ~nalysls, 

k · xactly the opposite way: first transformmg the mner hfe, then 
wor s m e 1 .. 1 d 
leading people to transform their worlds. "lt is in this p~re y emplfl~a an" 

lue-free sense the supremely and speeifically 'creative force m hIstory 
va Alb . . t t in Weber' s Vlew (Weber 1972: 658). As Francesco erom pOln s ou, . . 
"Charisma does not grow from bureaucracy, but c~unterpOlse~ Its~lf t~ 
bureaucracy; it appears as something gratuitous, mlracu!ous, IrratIOnal 

(Alberoni 1968: 15). 
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As Alberoni also points out, Weber's theorizing stops at exactly that 
point. Weber gives us a dramatic, compelling sense of soeial change as a 
product of the irruption of charisma into his tory and of the diffusion of 
rationalization through history. He provides a sense of the historieal power of 
a movement oriented to a coherent idea. Yet he offers no theory of the eir
cumstances under which charismatic movements arise. His giant comparison 
of civilizations gives us a heroic historicaI analysis of the way one rationalizing 
movement-that of modern western Europe-developed, but no manageable 
general scheme for the explanation of rationalizing movements. As a result, 
Weber's followers have had to complement their Weberian treatments of the 
life-courses of movements with non-Weberian explanations of why people 
formed and joined the movements in the first place. 

Nevertheless, Weber's formulation agrees with Durkheim's in suggesting 
that rapid soeial change (hence, presumably greater likelihood that existing 
beliefs will become inadequate as guides to routine soeial life) will produce 
widespread nonroutine collective action. Then Weber goes his own way in 
implying that there are really two main categories of collective actors, those 
oriented to deviant beliefs and those oriented to beliefs which have won 
general acceptance; routinization and diffusion turn one into the other. By 
extension, the Weberian theory also suggests that commitment to a group is an 
incentive, rather than a barrier, to participation in collective action-incIuding 
nonroutine collective action. Today, politieal analysts commonly invoke 
essentially Weberian explanations of the collective actions of national states 
and complex organizations. They are less likely to apply Weber to the actions 
of crowds, political movements or revolutionary groups. 

SOCIAL MOVEMENTS 

Studies of collective action within the Weberian tradition have cqmmonly em
ployed the framework of the social movement. In his brief conceptual work on 
the subject, Paul Wilkinson defines a soeial movernent as: 

... a deliberate collective endeavour to promote 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 degree of 
organization, though this may range horn a loose, informal or partial level of 
organization to the highly institutionalized and bureaucratized movement and the 
corporate group ... A social movement's commitment to change and the raison 
d'etre of its organization are founded upon the conscious volition, normative 
commitment to the movement's aims 01' beliefs, and active participation on the 
part of the followers 01' members (Wilkinson 1971: 27). 

This definition, although clearer than most of those one encounters on a tour 
through the literature of soeial movements, conveys the usual meaning of the 
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term. The underlying conception reflects that of Weber: a group of people 
somehow orient themselves to the same belief system and act together to pro
mote change on the basis of the common orientation. Thus the standard ques
tions become: How do such systems of beliefs arise and acquire followings? 
How do they constrain their adherents? How do they and the groups which 
form around them change, routinize, disappear? 

We are not surprised, then, to find Michael Useem beginning his discus
sion of the Resistance, the American movement of the 1960s against military 
conscription, with these words: 

The formation of a protest movement is generally contingent on the preexistence 
of a group of people uni ted around a set of political principles dealing with a solu
tion to a sodal problem. Some protests erupt spontaneously and reflect little con
scious effort by a politidzed leadership. But many movements, the Resistance in
cluded, are instituted onIy after a lengthy maturation process in which a substan
HaI number of people come to view a new.protest program as valid and realistic 
(Useem 1973: 37). 

Given that beginning, Useem' s own inquiry into American draft resistance 
proceeds logically: the character of campus discontent, conscription as a real
ity and as an issue, the base and process of recruitment to the movement, orga
nizational problems and transformations of the movement, political outcomes 
of movement actions. For example, Useem points out the great importance of 
the fragile student draft deferment as a stimulus to joining the movement. For 
another, he analyzes the significance of temporary coalitions between 
Resistance and other protest groups seeking substantially different goals; in his 
view, the decay of coalitions with such groups as SDS accelerated the decline 
of Resistance as a movement. 

Useem's agenda is classic. We find it directing studies of revolutionary 
movements, religious movements, ethnic movements, movements of reform. 
Useem hirnself has applied the same scheme to a wide variety of American pro
test movements. He ends that survey with two major complaints about exist
ing analytical schemes: (1) although they provide a reasonable grip on the in
ternal development of a movement once it has begun, they contain no serious 
explanation of the genesis of protest movement;,; (2) their accounts of the pro
cess by which such rnovements mobilize for action are quite unsatisfactory. 
"Attention must be directed," concludes Useem, "at the conflicts within major 
institutional systems in America, both as sources of protest and also for the 
role they play in shaping the program, organization, and growth of the move
ment. Since many types of collective behavior and soeial movements do not 
share such roots, attempts to develop a single theory for explaining a full range 
of collective phenomena are bound to overlook factors that playa role in pro
test, but not other types of, movements" (Useem 1975: 51). 

Sodal Movements 41 

Anyone who runs through the many writings on American sodal move
ments will notice, in fact, a good deal of agreement about the characteristic Hfe 
histories of movements and widespread disagreement about why and how 
movements arise in the first place. Joseph Gusfield's Symbolic Crusade, a 
thoughtful analysis of the American Temperance movement, distinguishes 
among three types of movement: dass, status, and expressive. The class move
ment, according to Gusfield, organizes instrumentally around some speeific 
interest of its public. The status movement orients itself toward the enhance
ment or maintenance of the group's prestige. Expressive movements "are 
marked by goalless behavior or by pursuit of goals which are unrelated to the 
discontents from which the movement had its source" (Gusfield 1966: 23). In 
all three cases the character of the public and the character of the goal provide 
the major explanations of the movement's content. 

Temperance, in Gusfield's view, is largely a status movementi it arose as a 
defense of old elites against their declining prestige. In the twentieth century: 

The polarization of the middle classes into abstainers and moderate drinkers is 
part of a wider process of cultural change in which traditional values of the old 
middle dass are under attack by new components of the middle stratum. In this 
pro~ess of change, Temperance is coming to take on new symbolic properties as a 
veh,cle of status protest (Gusfield 1966: 139). 

Gusfield sees post-Prohibition Temperance as coalescing with a new funda
mentalism against self-indulgent, morally lax, consumption-oriented 
modernism-and thus expressing the status anxieties of the old middle dass in 
the twentieth century. 

Roberta Ash embeds her own brief discussion of Temperance in a survey 
of nineteenth-century middle-class movements. They were more or less inter
changeable, she says, but Temperance mingled "a desire to ameliorate the lot 
of workers, to destroy a less genteel life style and perhaps unconsciously ex
press frustration at the loss of political power ... " (Ash 1972: 136). The 
characterization differs somewhat from Gusfield's, but the basic procedure is 
the same: account for the movement's genesis and content by means of the 
structural situation in which the adherents find themselves at the start. In her 
,gener~1 analysis of social movements in America, Ash portrays changes in the 
orgamzatlOn of production as produeing new structural problems for different 
social groups; when ideologically legitimate means for acting on those prob
lems are not available, the groups tend to create soeial movements for the solu
tions of their problems. She eventually comes to the condusion that the "status 
politics" which are so important to Gusfield's analysis actually turn out to be 
dass poIitics, misdirected or in disguise. 

The a~alyses of Gusfield and Ash are only loosely Weberian. They accept 
the Webenan ldea of a soda1 movement with its own rationale, momentum, 
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and life history. Yet they do not assign such a compelling power to the idea 
around whieh the movement organizes in the first place, and they expend 
much of their eHort in tradng the correspondences between the sodal situa
tions of the actors and the contents of the movements they form or join. Fur
thermore, Ash self-consdously adopts Marxian ideas concerning the origins of 
structural change. Yet in identifying the sodal movement as a coherent object 
of study and in treating its formation as a break with legitimate, routine sodal 
life, both Ash and Gusfield align themselves with Max Weber. 

The Weberian tradition has been rich in inspiration for case studies and 
poor in inspiration for further theorizing. In hoth regards it diffets from the 
Durkheimian and Millian traditions: both of them have stimulated reformula
tien after reformulation, but have proved very hard to apply to individual, 
concrete cases. Alberoni and Useem have already identified the problem for 
uso Weber left almost untouched the analysis of the genesis and mobilization of 
charismatie movements. At the same time, he taught that such movements had 
their own logie, and represented a sharp break with routine, legitimate sodal 
life. The assumptions ef autonomy and separateness make it awkward for the 
student of a movement to fill the gap in Weber's analysis by appealing to the 

everyday interests of the partieipants. 
Nevertheless, students of soda1 movements who were serious about ori

gins and mobilization have normally gone outside the Weberian framework 
for their explanations. Ash turns to an unexpected combination: neo-Marxism 
and the work of Edward 5hils. Useem's preposal to study "institutional contra
dictions" is Marxist in inspiration. Anthony überschall's general work on 
Sodal Conflict and Sodal Movements essentially breaks the subject into three 
parts: (1) an analysis of sodal conflict, whieh is quite edectie in its theoretieal 
origins; (2) an analysis of the mobilization of conflict groups, which relies es
pedally on the Millian framework of Mancur ülson; (3) an analysis of the life 
histories of conflict groups, which resembles classic treatments of soda1 move
ments. In überschall's analyses, the strong emphasis on real interests and stra
tegie problems with regard to sodal conflict and mobilization wars against the 
autonomy and separateness inherent in the idea of a "movement." In this case, 
the interests and strategy win; the notion of a sodal movement as anything 
more than a set of mobilized conflict groups collapses. 

So why bother with Weber? Because Weber and the Weberians have pur
sued several problems in collective action more persistently and eHectively 
than have the followers of Durkheim and Mill. People do sometimes group 
around distinctive definitions of the world and of themselves: why and how? 
There is something about the growth of Temperance or Abolitionism that 
neither an analysis of whole soda1 classes nor a study of specific assodations 
exhausts: what it it? A group's conception of its aims and rights does inform Hs 
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action and infIuence Hs very readiness to act: can't we tak th t' 
Weber left us an important agenda. e a Into account? 

MARXIAN ANALYSES SINCE MARX 

The classi.c ~arxist analysis derives shared interests from common osition . 
the orfamz~tlOn of production, changes in interest from shifts in tte organi:~~ 
hon 0 pro uctlOn. Any set of people in a common relationship to the means 
of productlOn form a dass, but dasses vary greatly in internal structure and 
common conSClOusness. Shared aims and b l' f f . d' d b e 'e s emerge rom shared mterests 
~ ~e t,ate y a d~sks's internal structure and its relationship to other dasse; 
, 0 ec lve actIOn 1 eWIse results frorn shared interests as media ted . 
mternal structure, relationship to other da d ' . by Th th b dIsses, an common conSClOusness 

us e roa ogicfollows the pattern presented in Fig. 2-9. . 
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Marxian analysts since Marx have varied considerably in the relative 
weight and autonomy they have assigned to these variables. They have also 
varied in how much they have recognized other significant actors than sodal 
classes: states, ethnic groups, religious movements, and so on. The stricter the 
Marxism, the less signifieance attributed to these other actors. By a strict 
standard, many people in the Marxian tradition do not qualify as Marxists at 
all. Nonetheless, they stand out from the followers of Durkheim, Mil!. and 
Weber by insisting on the priority of material interests and by following the 
general logie of Marx's explanation of collective action. Although there are 
strictly contemporary examples, two of the most useful illustrations for our 
purposes are the historieal syntheses of Barrington Moore, Jr., and Eric Wolf. 

The complex web of Moore's Social Origins of Dictatorship and 
Democracy hangs on two pegs: (1) the idea that the dass coalitions involved in 
the great modernizing revolutions-hence the character of those revolu
tions-have depended especially on the fates of the agrarian classes in the 
course of the commercialization of agriculture and the growth of the state, 
with the liquidation of the peasantry and the cooptation of the aristocracy and 
gentry, for example, being crudal in England; (2) the further idea that the dass 
coalition making the revolution has strongly influenced the subsequent 
political organization of that country, with a coalition of bureaucrats and 
landlords, for instance, tending to produce fascism. Thus parliamentary 
democracy becomes the historically spedfie consequence of the early 
emergence of agrarian capitalism in certain countries, a circumstance perhaps 
never to be repeated again. Moore provides evidence for his twin theses via 
extended comparisons of the histories of England, France, the United States, 
China, Japan, and India, plus numerous excursions to Germany and Russia. 

Revolution takes on an interesting role in Moore's scheme. The major 
revolution-the English Civil War, the French Revolution, and so on-acts as 
a crudal switch in the track along whieh a partieular country moves. Yet 
revolution dissolves as a phenomenon sui generis, for it becomes simply the 
maximum moment of conflicts which end ure long before and long after the 
transfer of power; indeed, the case of Germany shows that the fundamental 
transfers of power which occupy the center of Moore' 5 analysis can occur 
without any revolution at all in the conventional sense of the word: 

The nation that a violent popular revolution is somehow necessary in order to 
sweep away "feudal" obstac1es to industrialization is pure nonsense, as the course 
of German and Japanese history demonstrates, On the other hand, the political 
consequences from dismounting the old order from above are deddedly different. 
As they proceeded with conservative modernization, these semiparliamentary 
governments tried to preserve as much of the original sodal structure as they 
could, fitting large sections into the new building wherever possible. The results 
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had same resemblance to present-day Victori h ' 
kitchens but insufficient bathrooms and leak an i ouse,s wlth modern electrical 
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The second case in point is Eric W lf' P 
Century. Wolf takes on the revol t' °f ~ easant Wars of the Twentieth 
Algeria, and Cuba He extract u flOns 0 h exICO, Russia, China, Viet Nam, 

. s rom t em import t 1 b 
response of peasants the world ov t b' d . an essons a out the 
econorny. Even less concerned er 0 emg r~,:n mto the capitalist world 
Moore, Wolf nevertheless buil;: ;ayo:ut t~ eXP:lclt theoretical structure than 
tions of peasant life the re' p. er u ana yslS of the structural founda
international mark:ts sh:ke~lStheowseaYfs m dwh,ch the expansion of national and 
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resistance (however reactionary its i~cen t' €) Clrcumstance~ under which that 
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e most general argument is simple and telling: . 
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allied with military power; the final inability of peasants to accomplish their 
political ends, however successful their rebellions in the short run, in the 
absence of strong alliances with determined and organized nonpeasants. 

Wolfs sense of the variables involved will probably contribute more to 
our understanding of political conflict than his enumeration of the constants. 
He shows very effectively (in a line of argument similar to Moore's) that the 
coalitions formed by rebellious peasants strongly affect whether their actions 
go beyond the immediate redress of grievances; that where commercialization 
has proceeded so far as to dissolve the traditional organization of the peasant 
community, rebellion does not occur (contrary to the mass-society notion that 
atomized and anguished people make ideal rebels); that a center-outward 
pattern of rebellion, as in Russia, China, and Viet Nam, favors th: expanded 
power of a single party, as opposed to an army and! or a national bour

geoisie. 

THE COLLECTIVE HISTORY OF COLLECTIVE ACTION 

Both Barrington Moore and Erie Wolf are nonhistorians who turned to history 
for evidence-concern processes going on in the contemporary world. They 
have plenty of companions within the historieal profession. Among recent his
torians of collective action, Marxian thinking has prevailed. Georges Lefebvre, 
the great, long-lived historian of the French Revolution, provided much of the 
inspiration, if not much of the techniques. He forwarded the idea of multiple, 
semiautonomous revolutions converging into a single Revolution. He demon
strated that the semiautonomous revolutions-especially the peasant revolu
tion-were accessible to study from the bot tom up. But he did not systematize 
the study of the populations involved. 

Albert Soboul did. Soboul has no doubt been Lefebvre's most influential 
heir in'both regards. His 1958 thesis, Les sans-culoltes parisiens en l'an Il, 
shone a torchlight on faces previously deep in shadow: the faces of the day-to
day activists of the Parisian sections. (The "sections" were essentially 
neighborhood governments and politieal associations.) It did so mainly 
through the straightforward but extremely demanding analysis of the papers 
of the sections themselves, and the painstaking reconstitution of their member

ship. 
At about the same time, Richard Cobb was carrying out a close study of 

the composition and characteristics of the volunteer Revolutionary Armies 
whieh played such a crucial role in the early years of the Revolution. Kare 
T 9lnnesson was following the Parisian sans-culottes through the Year III, 
George Rude was analyzing the composition of the revolutionary crowds on 
the great Jourmzes, Adeline Daumard, Louis Chevalier and Franc;ois Furet were 
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closely scrutinizing the changing composition and wealth of the Parisian 
population from the late eighteenth century to 1848, and Remi Gossez was 
applying many of the same microscopic procedures to the Revolution of 1848. 
These historians varied greatly in preconceptions, techniques and subject 
matter. What brought them together, with dozens of their compatriots, as 
exponents of a new brand of his tory is the deliberate accumulation of uniform 
dossiers on nurnerous ordinary individuals in order to produce solid informa
tion on col1ective characteristics not readily visible in the experiences of any 
one ~f th~m. The solid information was often numerical, although the 
quantlhcahon involved was ordinarily elementary. 

The adoption of this sort of "collective history" did not guarantee success, 
It could have been a terrible waste of time. Indeed, it should have been a waste 
of time, if old theories about the blind spontaneity of the masses were correct 
As it turned out, however, collective history yielded great returns whe~ 
apphed to French political conflicts. Historians now understand how wide and 
deep was the political mobilization of ordinary Frenchmen in 1789 and ] 848 
how coherent the action of the so-called mob, how sharp the rifts within th~ 
coalition which made the Revolution of 1789 had become by 1793. The 
MarxIst approach to the study of French political conflicts gained new 
strength, both because Marxists were more inclined than others to take up the 
close study of the "little people" which this sort of collective history involved, 
and because the Marxist tradition provided more powerful means of analyzing 
major dlvlslOns within the population than its rivals did. 

O~tside of France, the greatest impact of collective history on the study of 
collectlve actlOn appeared in England. England has its own tradition of 
collective biography, exemplified by the parliamentary analyses of Lewis 
Narnl.er. In the field of collective action, however, the distinctive English 
contflbutlOn dld not consist of formal individual-by-individual analysis of 
partlClpants. lt was the application of the logic of collective biography to 
events, . cornplemented by the identification and analysis of evidence 
co~cermng ~he character, outlook, and behavior of ordinary participants in 
major confhcts and movements. As a prime example of the first we have 
Hobsba-:rn and Rude's Captain Swing; the book reports a thorough 
systematlc study of the rnany local conflicts comprising the Swing Rebellion, 
the great agflcultural laborers' revolt of 1830. As the dominant work of the 
second type we have E. P. Thornpson's The Making of the English Working 
Class, a flchly documented portrayal of workers' struggles frorn the period of 
the French Revolution to the beginning of Chartisrn. 

Arecent English example combines the Hobsbawm-Rude and Thornpson 
approaches. lohn Foster's Class Struggle and the Industrial Revolution traces 
the development of dass consciousness and working-class col1ective action in 
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three industrial towns-Oldham, Northampton, and South Shields-during 
the first half of the nineteenth century. Several features of Foster's study are 
extraordinary. He is meticulous and self-consdous in his theorizing; he care
fully speIls out the empirieal implications of an essentially Leninist argument: a 
labor aristocracy forms and serves for a time as a vanguard of dass-consdous 
collective action, but is eventually splil, Hs fragments coopted or isolated in 
the capitalist counterattack. Foster is equally metieulous in assembling and 
presenting his evidence; it includes close analyses of marriage patterns, collec
tive biographies of working-class activists, and treatments of changes In the 
labor force. Finally, Foster devotes great attention to the opponents and 
exploiters of the workers: the local bourgeoisie. Indeed, one of Foster's most 
illuminating discussions treats the bourgeois adoption of rigorous religious 
practice as a means of taming and shaming the workers. -

It is no aceident that solid Marxist analyses abo und in European historieal 
work and are rare in studies of contemporary America. There are two basic 
reasons. The first is simply that Marxism has remained a lively, evolving body 
of thought in Europe while sometimes fossilizing and sometimes having to hide 
underground in Ameriea. The second is that Marxist ideas are most adequately 
developed in regard to the experience Marx himself treated most fully: the con
flicts surrounding the growth of capitalism in Europe. The Marxist scholar's 
task is to adapt to other settings a model whieh is already weIl fitted to the 
European historical experience. 

Among the determinants of collective action, Marxists have generally 
given great attention to interests and organization, have sometimes dealt with 
mobilization, but have generally neglected opportunity. As compared with 
Durkheimian, Millian, and Weberian analyses, the Marxian treatment of 
collective action stresses the ubiquity of conflict, the importance of interests 
rooted in the organization or production, the influence of speeific forms of 
organization on the character and intensity of collective action. Marxists have 
not paid as much attention as Weberians have to the implications of prevalent 
belief systems, or to the processes by which movements rise and fall. They 
have not matched the Millians in preeise modeling of deeision-making 
processes. There is, however, no obvious analytic ground on which the 
Durkheimians have the advantage over the Marxians. 

That will be the general attitude of the analyses to follow: doggedly anti
Durkheimian, resolutely pro-Marxian, but sometimes indulgent to Weber and 
sometimes reliant on Mill. Good Durkheimians will find little comfort in my 
arguments or in such evidence as I present: no support in either regard for 
uprooted masses as makers of revolutions, rapid soda! change as a generator 
of anomic collective action, and so on. Orthodox Marxists will find themselves 
somewhat more at home than the Durkheimians, but will still find much to 
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disagree with:-notably the considerable importance attaehed to political pro
cesses and to mterests whlch are not obviously and directly based on dass con
fliet. Followers of Weber will despair at the virtual absence of charisma and at 
my avoidance of the soeial movement as a unH of analysis; at least they will 
gloat over the concessions made to shared conceptions of rights and obliga
tions as bases of collective action. Millians will reject much of the discussion as 
impreeise and unparsimonious, yet they should find familiar the efforts to 
analyze the strategie problems of collective actors. 

QUR TASK 

If we try to adjudieate among the theories of collective action I have somewhat 
arbitrarHy identified with Marx, MH!, Durkheim, and Weber, we find our
selves in a frustrating situation. The situation, alas, 1S common in the sodal 
seiences. The theories at hand clearly lead in different directions. Yet in many 
areas they are too incomplete or too impredsely specified to permit either clear 
confrontations with other theories or decisive testing against the facts. Where 
they are weIl specified, furthermore, it often turns out that they are talking 
about dIfferent things: theories of eollective choiee apply to situations in whieh 
the alternatives are limited and weil defined, theories of eollective behavior 
refer to what happens when the standard ehoices are suspended, and so forth. 

. In Kenneth Boulding's terms, theories in the tradition of Mill deal mainly 
Wlt~ exchang~ systems (those in which the incentive for one person or group to 
ac~ l~ the desl:able return someone else will give them in response). Durk
helmlan theones deal mainly with integration systems (those in which the 
incentive is a sense of common fate or identity). Weber's line emphasizes threat 
s~sten:~ (thos~ in which the incentive is an undesirable response another group 
wIll VISlt on the aetor if he faHs to act in a certain way). The Marxian line of 
thinking deals mainly with threats and exchange, although integration within 
groups-especially within dasses-becomes an important conditi~n for effec
tive action by those groups. 

. We can. criticize the available theories on logical grounds, appraise their 
frUltf~lness m generating hypotheses, explanations, and research strategies, 
examme how weIl they work in their own fields of application, and assess the 
fidehty or effectiveness with wh ich their advocates employ them. In their 
present stage of development, however, we cannot devise a set of general tests 
whieh will convineingly establish their relative validity. 
. Nevertheless, the accumulating literature of collective action offers an 
mviting terrain for theoretical exploration. My plan here is to draw on it in 
P:oposing general coneepts and hypotheses for the study-contemporary or 
hlstoflcaI-of concrete cases of collective action. We return to sorne of the 
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problems posed, but not resolved, by Marx's analyses 01 nineteenth-century 
political conflicts: how do big structural changes affect the prevailing patterns 
01 collective action? Among the big changes, I want especially to inquire into 
the effects of urbanization, industrialization, state making, and the expansion 
01 capitalism. Among prevailing patterns. of collective action, I would 
particularly like to know what kinds 01 groups gain or lose the capa city to act 
together effectively, and how the lorms 01 action themselves change. 

In this abstract lormulation, the problems look like a desert: huge, dry, 
and lorbidding. Happily, all real deserts contain oases; so does this one. Some 
01 the specific questions which lollow from the abstract problem are engaging 
and important. Some are even answerable: Is it true that the political 
participation 01 ordinary people greatly increases with urbanization, indus
trialization, and the growth 01 national states? Is it true that repression can 
work only lor a while, because sooner or later people become so Irustrated 
they snatch at any chance to rebel? Why has the anti-tax rebellion, once the 
most common occasion for large-scale popular violence in western countries, 
alm ost disappeared? In our own time, why have strikes and demonstrations 
become so Irequent? Is there a tendency lor politicallile to become less and less 
turbulent, more and more routinized, as a country gets older and richer? To 
what extent {and when} are social dasses the chief political ac tors? Our ques
tions run the whole range 01 political processes Ir<;>m the mobilization 01 
groups lor action to the working out 01 revolution. 

The pages to lollow will not layout firm answers to these questions. Their 
purpose is more limited. They layout a set 01 concepts which apply across this 
wide range 01 problems; they thereby help identily the connections among the 
problems. The lollowing chapters state some general arguments concerning 
the political processes involved, and illustrate the arguments with a number 01 
different concrete cases. Now and then they pause to sum up the existing evi
dence on some major controversy concerning collective action. 

The illustrations and the evidence deal mainly with discontinuous, con
tentious collective action: strikes, demonstrations, and tax rebellions rather 
than workaday ward politics. That is no accident. The Marxian tradition on 
which I rely has dealt most lully and effectively with situations 01 open con
flict. My own empirical work has concentrated on conflict rather than 
consensus. At a number 01 points later in the book I argue and illustrate the 
great continuity between open conflict and routine contention lor power. Still, 
the relative weakness 01 the evidence concerning everyday, routinized, peace
lul collective action willleave open the possibility that Weber and Durkheim 
were right: that there really is aseparate realm 01 contentious, extraordinary 
collective action which requires a separate mode 01 explanation. I do not think 
so. But the skeptical reader may preler to treat what lollows as an analysis 01 
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discontinuous, contentious collective action, and to reserve J'udgme t b t 
the rest. n a ou 

. The rem~inder 01 this book proposes strategies for the study ol.mobiliza
tlOn, repressIOn, struggles for power, and related processes. It returns 
repeateclly to the problems of observing and measuring the pol't' 1 )' bl b 1 lca processes 
re la y, ecause those ~roblems of observation and measurement have been 
handled thoughtlessly 10 the past. In passing-but only . . h f II . d' . 10 passmg-t e 
o o,:mg ISCUSSIOn .comments on previous work concerning collective action, 

confllCt, and revolutlOn. Our main concern is with the work that ha t t b 
done. s ye 0 e 



3 
Interests 
Organization, 
and Mobilization 

THE ELEMENTARY MODELS 
To get anywhere at a1l, we will have to hew out rough models of interaction 
among groups, and of a single group's c01lective action. At first chop, the 
model of interaction is quite static. Let us call it our polity model. Its elements 
are a population, a government, one cr more contenders, a polity land one cr 
more coalitions. We deHne a population of interest to us by any means we 
please. Within that population we search for one or more of the following: 

Government: an organization which controls the principal concentrated 
means of coercion within the population. 

Contender: any group whieh, du ring some specified period, applies 
pooled resources to influence the government. Contenders include 
challengers and members of the polity. A member is any contender whieh 
has routine, low-eost access to resources controlled by the government; a 
challenger is any other contender. 

Polity: consists of the collective action of the members and the govern

ment. 
Coalition: a tendency of a set of contenders and/or governments to 
coordinate their collective action. 

Figure 3-1 presents these elements schematically. 
To apply the polity model to an actual population, we have a choiee of 

starting points. We can identify a government, then identify the population 
over whieh that government exercises (or claims) control; the great bulk of 
political analysis starts that way, and within political analysis national states 
are the most common points of reference. We can, however, start by identify
ing a population, then identify all governments exercising control within that 
population and/or designate one such government as the point of reference. 
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Fig. 3-1 
The polity model 

In the first approach, we might take the U.S.S.R. as our point of depar
ture, and then interest ourselves in all populations over which the U.S.S.R. 
exercises jurisdiction. The criteria we use for "government" and "jurisdiction" 
will clearly determine how large a population will fall into our analysis: by a 
weak criterion much of Asia and Eastern Europe would qualify; by a strong 
criterion, given the federal structure of the U.S.S.R., we could end up with 
nothmg but the central bureaucracies. 
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In the second approach, we might take the population residing within the 
mapped boundaries of anational state; that would produce a result similar to 
the first approach, with the main differences due to migration across the 
boundary in both directions. However, we might also take all native speakers 
of Russian, all ethnic Kurds, all persons living within 500 kilometers of the 
Black Sea. Those starting points will produce very different populations, and 
very different sets of relevant governments. In this approach, the stiekiest 
problem is likely to be how durable the attachment of individuals to the 
population must be before we include them. Do American tourists in Moscow 
count? If not, what about Ameriean diplomats who spend four or five years in 
Moscow? Americans whom the Russians put in jail for four or five years? We 
will solve these problems arbitrarily or-better-as a function of the questions 
we are asking. The solutions, however, will affect the answers to our ques

tions. 
In the primitive, statie version of this model, all contenders are attempting 

to realize their interests by applying pooled resources to each other and to the 
govemment. They vary in the success with whieh they get back resources in 
return; the biggest division in that regard separates the high-return members of 
the polity from the low-return challengers. Among other things, all contenders 
(members and challengers alike) are struggling for power. In the model, an 
increase in power shows up as an increasing rate of return on expended 
resources. All challengers seek, among other things, to enter the polity. All 
members seek, among other things, to remain in the polity. Changes in the 
resourees controlled by each contender and by the government, changes in the 
rates at which the contenders and the government give and take resources, and 
ehanges in the coalition structure add up to produce entries into the polity, and 
exits from it. The model conveys a familiar image of interest-group politics. 

The second model describes the behavior of a single contender. Let us call 
it our mobilization model. Four important, variable characteristics of con

tenders are: 

Interests: the shared advantages or disadvantages likely to acerue to the 
population in question as a consequence of various possible interactions 
with other populations. 
Organization: the extent of common identity and unifying structure 
among the individuals in the population; as a process, an increase in com
mon identity and/or unifying structure (we ean eall a decline in common 
identity andl or unifying structure disorganization). 

Mobilization: the extent of resources under the collective control of the 
contender; as a process, an increase in the resources or in the degree of 
collective control (we ean call a decline in either one demobilization). 
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Collective action: the extent of a contender's joint action in pursuit of 
common ends; as a process, the joint action itself. 

Interest, organization, mobilization, and collective action are four of the five 
eomponents we reviewed earlier. The fifth was opportunity, 

Opportunity describes the relationship between the population's interests 
and the.current state of the world around it. In this first rough statement of the 
model, It has three elements: 

P~wer: the extent to which the outcomes of the population's interactions 
,;üh other populati~ns favorits interests over those of the others; acquisi
tlOn of power 15 an Increase In the favorability of such outcomes 1055 of 
power a decline in their favorability; political power refers to ;he out
comes of interactions with governments. 

~epress~'on: t~e costs of collective action to the contender resulting from 
mt~ractl~n wtth other groups; as a process, any action by another group 
WhlCh ralses th~_,contender's cost of collective action; an action which 
lowers th~ ,contei1cleiT-cosns'a form of facilitation; let us reserve the 
terms polztlcal repression and political facilitation for the relationship 
between contender(s) and govemment(s). 

Opportunity/threat: the extent to which other groups, including govem
ments, are eüher (a) vulnerable to new claims whieh would, if suecessful, 
enhance .rhe contender's realization of its interests or (b) threatening to 
m~keclalms whlCh would, if successful, reduce the contender's realization 
of tts mterests. 

Repression and power refer to closely related transactions. Repression refers to 
the volume of eollective action as a funetion of the costs of producing it, while 
power refers. to the returns from collective action as a function of Hs volume. If 
by some unhkely chance the volume of collective action were to increase while 
total costs and total returns remained constant, by definition bdth repression 
and power would fall. In general, however, a group which is subject to heavy 
~epresslOn-that IS, pays a hIgh cost per unit of collective action-also has 
httle power (that is, gets a low retum per unit of collective action). 

I~teres.rs and opportunity/threat are also closely connected. Loosely 
speakmg, mterest refers to advantages and disadvantages whieh would 
theoretlcally result from possible interactions with other groups, opportu
rnty Ithreat to the hkehhood that those interactions will really oceur. 

A SIMPLE ACCOUNT OF COLLECTIVE ACTION 

Before moving on to the diffieulties hidden behind these elementary concepts, 
let us conslder the slmplest version of an argument linking them. Figure 3-2 
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Repression/ 
Facilitation 

opportunity/ 14----; 
Threat 

Fig, 3-2 
The mobilization model 

resents it in schematic form. The diagram declares that the n:ain det~rmi~ants 
Pf oup's mobilization are its organization, its interest in posslble ~nter
~ct~o;; with other contenders, the current opportunity/threat of thos~ mt~-

t ' sand the group's subjection to repression. The diagram say~ t at t e 
ac IOn f ' f th t of mterest Jt roup's subjection to repression is mainly a uncbon 0 e sor 
g t It treats the extent of a contender's collective action as a resultant 
represen s. . . d threats 
of Hs power, Hs mobilization, and the current opportumtles an 
confronting Hs interests. And so on. .., 'bI 

It is easy to add hypothetical connections. For instance, It lS qUlte P~SSI : 

th t the form of a contender's organization, as sucli, aHects the repressIOn t 
w~ich other contenders and govemments subjeet it; when voluntary assTcla; 
tions become legal vehicles for one kind of interest, they tend to become ega 
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for other kinds of interest. My provisional argument, however, is that such 
effeets are secondary as compared with the particular interest embodied in the 
contender. Repression depends mainly on that interest, and especially on the 
degree to which it conflicts with the interests of the govemment and members 
of the polity. 

Likewise, a number of these connections are reciprocal over the longer 
ron. For example, in the longer run a contender's form, pace, and extent of 
mobilization surely affect the repression which other groups apply to it. So 
does power position. A mobilizing group which concentrates on building an 
arsenal is likely to run afoul of the law, although the more powerful the group 
is in other respects the more likely it is to get away with it. Over the longer run 
a group's form of both organization and mobilization affect its interest. 
Roberto Michels made the classic statement of the dilemma: to act on an inter
est, a group of people have to organize and mobilize; but complex and effec
tive forms of organization give their managers new interests to advance or 
defend, and the new interests often conflict with the interests around which the 
group organized and mobilized in the first place. This, then, is a short-run 
model; it deals with the determinants of collective action at the moment of ac
tion. 

Although these short-run connections are plausible, they are not self-evi
dent. Some of them contradict standard arguments conceming political pro
cesses. For instance, many "pluralistic" analyses of politics in parliarnentary 
democracies make two assumptions which compete with those of our model: 
first, that repression is relatively low and spread evenly across the whole range 
of cantenders and potential contenders; second, that the costs of organizing 
and mobilizing are also fairly low and equal. When he comes to consider the 
drawbacks of pragmatic two-party politics, Robert Dahl offers some intrigu
ing reflections: 

Consider the lot of the political dissenter. . If he enters into a third party, he is 
condemned to political irnpotence ... It is natural for hirn to interpret political 
conflict arnong national leaders as sham battles within a unified power elite. 
For the political dissenter, continued political impotence and rejection breed 
frustration. Frustration may produce apathy and withdrawal frorn politics, but 
frustration rnay also turn to hostility, resentment, vengefulness, and even hatred 
for national leaders in both parties. The political dissenter, then, is likely to 
become alienated from the political system-from its prevailing practices, its 
institutions, its personnel, and their assumptions (DahI1966: 65-66). 

Dahl does not claim to be building a general account of collective action. The 
work just quoted deals with the conditions for different patterns of political 
opposition in democracies. Nevertheless it is legitimate and useful to generalize 
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Dahl's argument, for it contains the main proposals pluralist theory offers for 

the analysis of collective action in ge~e~i· hasis on individual, as opposed 
Dahl's reflectlOns place ~ remar aThe emaPssume that an individual defines 
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action of which a contender is capablei in many circumstances it affects the 
quantity of collective action as weIl. In Kar! Marx's analysis of 1848, whieh we 
looked at in the previous chapter, the soeial and geographic fragmentation of 
the peasantry helps explain their inaction in the face of assaults on their inter
ests. We will have much to do with these qualitative relationships later on. 

lf we were to apply the elementary mobilization model to the changing 
collective action of different groups of workers in the course of industrializa
tion-whieh is one of the purposes for which it is intended-we would find 
ourselves pursuing two somewhat separate bunches of questions: first, how 
the shared interests, general organization, and current mobilization of a trade 
affected its members' capacity for acting together; second, how its current rela
tionship to the government and to powerful contenders affected the costs and 
returns of each of the available opportunities to act on common grievances 
and aspirations. Under the first heading come questions about the spatial 
concentration of the industry, the extensiveness of the internal communica
Hons network, the existence of unions, and so on, Under the second are ques
Hons concerning the existence of coalitions with power holders, the extent of 
legislation penalizing labor organizations, the rewards available to vietors in 
elections or in strikes, etc, 

Much of the following discussion will propose arguments concerning such 
specific questions. lt will offer concepts to clarify the arguments as well as 
strategies of measurement and analysis. If, equipped only with our elementary 
model, we pressed our inquiry into working-class collective action, we would 
soon need further assumptions about rights, beliefs, and the mIes of the polit
ical game. The later discussion will often tarry over such problems. 

For the moment, nevertheless, we should stiek with interests, organiza
tion, mobilization, col1ective action, repression/facilitation, power and 
opportunity Ithreat. Let us go around our diagram in that order, refining as we 
go. Then we can restate the model before applying it to the analysis of differ
ent forms of confliet. This chapter will take us through interest, organization, 
mobilization and collective action. Chapter 4 will then add repression/facilita
tion, power, and opportunity/threat to the analysis before reconsidering both 
Our models and their implications for real-life confliet. 

INTERESTS 

Most analyses of mobilization and contention for power take the groups 
involved, and their interests, for granted. Once we notice who is acting, it 
rarely seems difficult to explain why they, and not other groups, are acting. 
Yet many groups fail to mobilize, some mobilized groups fail to act collective
ly, some collective actors fail to contend for power, and many actors come and 

, go: indignant women now, angry farmers then, temperance advocates some 
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other time. A valid theory of collective action must explain the comings and 
goings. It must also explain why some groups never show up at all. Part of the 
explanation lies in the organizational problems we will take up later. But part 
of it surely resides in the fact that groups have varying interests in collective 

action. 
Theories in the tradition of lohn Stuart Mill give us little guidance in the 

identification of a group's interest. Yet they suggest that the nature of the 
population's central dedsion-making structures-its rnarket, its system of vot
ing, or something else of the sort-strongly affects which people have an inter

est in acting together, and will therefore do so. 
Durkheimian theories tell us to watch the creation and destruction of 

groups by the changing division of labor. They tell us to expect greater action 
(or at least a different kind of action) from the groups being most completely 
and rapidly transformed. For Durkheim, individual and collective interests 
generally conflict in the short run. Individual impulses and individual interests 
are roughly equivalenti the crucial variation frorn one group or society to 
another is how much those individual impulses and interests are under soeial 

control. 
Weberian theories also draw our attention to the division of labor, but 

lead us to antieipate greater activity from groups which have attached them
selves to new systems of belief. Shared belief itself leads to adefinition of inter
est, and stimulates action oriented to that definition. 

The Marxian line, finally, is well known: the changing organization of 
production creates and destroys soeial dasses which are defined by different 
relationships to the basic means of production; out of the organization of pro
duction arise fundamental dass differences in interest. A dass acts together, in 
the Marxian account, to the extent that it has extensive internal organization 
and to the extent that its interests are currently being threatened. 

The Millian, Durkheimian, Weberian, and Marxian views produce 
cornpeting statements about the relationship between interest and organiza
tion. A major part of the disagreement concerns the proper way to identify a 
population's interest in the first place. The basic choices are two. We can 

1 infer the interest from the populqtion' s own utterances and actions; 

2 infer it from a general analysis of the connections between interest and 

soda1 position. 
Millian theorists tend to do some version of the first; they try to ground their 
analyses on utilities or preferences revealed directly or indirectly by the actors. 
Marxists olten do some version of the second; they determine a group's inter
est apriori from its relationship to the means of production. There are many 
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elaborations and comprornises between the 
infer the interest of workers at one . t' two. For example, some analysts 
they articulate later. Many treat:e~:n l~ tlm~ ~etroactivelY from an interest 
looking back to the early stages f th s 0 SOCla rnovements take that tack, 
goals which would later becorne 1

0 
e dmdove,:,ent for traces of awareness of 

" c ear an ommant. 
The fIrst chOlce-inferring the interest f h ., 

ances and actions-is open to serious ob'ecti~o~ t e popul~tlOn s own utter
appear to be unaware of their own r J n . F~r one thmg, many groups 
lated their shared interests or they h::~ ~~:;~~~!s. ~Jther they have not articu
the appropriate evidence is very hard to ide tt; them fabllsel

y
. For another, 

people often say conflicting th' nhl y, assem e and synthesize: 

eh 
. lOgS, or not ing at all B t th d 

Olce-inferring interests frorn a en I . . u e secon 
interests and soeial position al gh era .analdysls of the connections between 

- so as senous rawbacks It t k f'd 
even arrogance, to override a ' . , ,a es con I ence, 
interest schemes commonly r;~~:r: ~:~I~I:lOn of its interests in Hfe. General 
mterests. (Much interesting game theor d I bet,:,,~en sho.rt-run and long-run 
run mterest leads to strategies contra ~o;a s wIt SIt~atlOns m WhlCh short
In that case, which is the "real'" t ryt? Fhelllong-run lOterest of the parties.) 

I 
In eres ma y we are try'n t l' h 

peop e behave as they do' the goals th h f" I g 0 exp am w y 
to influence their behavi~r eve h eyhave ashlOned for themselves appear 
. . n w en tose goals are tri . 1 
IstlC, or self-defeating. My own res on h" Via, vague, unreal
(1) treat the relations of productio p se t~t IS dilemma contains two rules: 
pursue on the average and in the lo~ as pr~ Ictors of the interests people will 
people' s own articulation of th . . ~ run, ut (2) rely, as rnuch as possible, on 
in the short run. elr In erests as an explanation of their behavior 

We escape that feroeious dilemma h 
of another: individual interest ' owever, only to rush onto the horns 
with confidence they need not

S v~. gdrouP Idnterests. Even if we identify both 
. ' comcl e an may well confl' t M h h 
mg in the vein of lohn Stuart Mill has d I' IC. uc t eoriz
ma-sometimes b .. ea t wlth preCisely. that dilem-
serve the cornmo~ sgt~~~ng to shtoW thbat individual pursuit of self-interest will 

h 
' some Imes y attempting to'd t'f d 

tose situations in which a gen . fl' dien I y an explain , f ume con lct oes emerge f b 1 
mg or decision rules wh ich will cumulate' d"d I' ,some Imes y ook-
advantage. In a famous passage of The We~~thIVf ~a ~nterests to the collective 
Adam Smith set the tone of the first alternative:o atlOns (Chapter 3, Book 4), 

Every individual is continually exerting himself to find 0 t th d 
~mployment for whatever capital he can eom an u. e ~ost a vantageous 
mdeed, and not that of the sodety whieh he h ~ ~,It ~s hIs own advantage, 

:~~:~::g;:.~t:~~~~;a~:~::~: t~:~~~~t~Y' le:~;nh~:~~ p~~f~~et~~~d?':~l:~;:~ 
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On the other hand, the argument by Mancur Olson which we reviewed earlier 
(despite its debt to Adam Smith) indicates that individual interest and group 
interest usually do conflict. At least they conflict in this sense: each individ~al 
actor ordinarily has an incentive to avoid contributing his share to collectlve 
actions which will benefit everyone. Adam Smith resolves the dilemma by 
denying it; by implication, he denies that there is anything special about c?l
lective action which the proper study of individual action will not explam. 
Mancur Olson, however, makes that very link problematic. 

We are not delenseless against the dilemma. We should remain clear that 
collective interests exist, however large apart the pursuit of individual inter
ests may play in the accomplishment 01 those collective interests. We should 
deliberately treat the degree 01 conllict between individual and collective inter
ests as a variable affecting the likelihood and character 01 collective action. We 
should treat that degree 01 conllict, more precisely, as increasing the cost 01 
collective action to the individuals and to the group as a whole. And we should 
pursue the analysis 01 the ways that alternative arrangements lor making deci
sions translate individual perferences into col1ective outcomes. In the analyses 
that lollow, I will occasionally wrestle with these theoretical problems. Usual
ly, however, I will treat them as practical matters: how to determine, in 
particular times and places, which interests are important and how the people 

involved aggregate them. 

ORGANIZATION 
Harris.on White has made a powerlul distillate 01 the most insipid wines in the 
sociological cellar-group taxonomies. There we find only two elements. 
There are categories 01 people who share some characteristic: they are all 
lemale, all Sunni Muslims, all residents 01 Timbuktu, or something else. A 
full-Iledged category contains people all 01 whom recognize their common 
characteristic, and whom everyone else recognizes as having that character
istic. There are also networks 01 people who are linked to each other, directly 
or indirectly, by a specific kind 01 interpersonal bond: a chain 01 people each 
01 whom owes someone else in the set attendance at his or her wedding, let us 
say, or the set 01 individuals defined by starting arbitrarily with some person, 
identilying everyone that person talks with at least once every day, then 
identilying everyone they talk with at least once every day, and so on until no 
new persons join the list. If the common characteristic of the interpersonal 
bond is ordinary, the categories and networks defined by them tend to be 
large. Clearly we can shrink the categories and networks by insisting on 
criteria (or combinations 01 criteria) which occur rarely: lemale Sunni Muslim 
residents 01 Timbuktu, perhaps, or daily conversation plus invitability to a 

wedding. 
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The more interesting combination is the one White calls a catnet: a set of 
individuals comprising both a category and a network. The catnet catches 
gracelully the sense of "groupness" which more complicated concepts miss. 
For that reason, I will substitute the word group lor the exotic catnet. A set 01 
individuals is a group to the extent that it comprises both a category and a net
work. 

The idea 01 organization follows directly. The more extensive its common 
identity and internal networks, the more organized the group. CATNESS X 
NETNESS = ORGANIZATION. Schematically, Fig. 3-3 sums up the rela
tionships among the concepts. "All Brazilians" comprise a set 01 people only 
weakly linked by interpersonal networks, but strongly identified by them
selves and others as aseparate category 01 being: low on netness, high on cat
ness. The printers' union locals portrayed in Upset, Trow, and Coleman's 

High 
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Union Democracy have both distinct, compelling identities and extensive, 
absorbing interpersonal networks: high on both catness and netness, therefore 

on organization. ,..' 
This notion of organization stresses the group s mcluslveness: how dose It 

comes to absorbing the members' whole lives. (For '·inclusiveness" we have 
our choiee of three related standards: the amount of time, the amount of 
energy, or the proportion of a11 social interaction in which the members and 
other people are taking into account the fact of group membershlp:) Other 
features of a group's structure one might want to conslder m Judgmg how 
"organized" it is are its efficiency and its effectiveness-or the ~tructu~al 
features presumably affecting efficiency and effectiveness, such as dIfferentIa
tion, centrality and stratifieation. I stress inclusiveness on two grounds: (1) the 
(unproved) hypothesis that it is the main aspect of group structure whlch 
affects the ability to mobilize; (2) the intrinsic difficulty of separatmg effectlve
ness and effieiency from the mobilization and co11ective action we are trymg to 
explain. By the standard of inclusiveness, an isolated community will t~nd to 
be highly organized, but so will some occupational groups, some rehglOus 

groups, and some political groups. . 
We need these definitions in order to think about the groups whlch could, 

in principle, mobilize. We also need them to specify what it means to :ay th~t 
organization prornotes mobilization. The number of ~otentlal m~blhzers lS 

enormouS. The task of enumerating a11 of them for a glven populatIOn would 

look something like this: 
1 Identify every single status distinction employed within the population. 

2 Select those distinctions which imply some difference in interest between 
those in one category and those in another. 

3 Produce the (tremendous) list consisting of a11 combinations of the 

selected distinctions. 
4 Eliminate those which have no real persons within them (e.g., Chinese

Jewish-cowboy-grandmother) . 
5 Select those with some minimum possibility of identifying and communi-

cating with each other 

This fantastic task is probably out of reach for large populations organized in 
complicated ways, although Edmonson (1958) did analyze apparently exhaus
tive lists of status terms for North American Indian groups. But one mlght be 
able to carry out steps 1 and 2 as sampling operations, if there were an 
unbiased source of status distinctions; then the list for step 3 could be as small 
as one desired. If steps 4 and 5 left no categories, one could go back to 1 and 2 

over and over. 
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Gamson's procedure for identifying '·cha11enging groups" in American 
politics bears a general resemblance to this ideal plan, but starts much further 
along in the mobilization process. C·Challenging groups" are those which in 
the period from 1800 to 1945 made a new, contested bid to change the orga
mzatlOn or behavior of the national political system; they are a special case of 
the groups which, not coincidentally, I earlier called "challengers".) Gamson 
scan~ numerou~ historical sources for any mention whatsoever of a group 
makmg new claims, and places all group names in a pool from which he then 
draws groups at random for close study. After some eliminations for duplica
tion, lack of geographic scope, etc., and after a large search for additional 
information concerning the groups drawn, Gamson has an unbiased, well
documented sampIe of all challenging groups meeting his criteria over the 
entire period. Within the sampIe, he can then study changes in the character
isties of challenging groups over time, differences between successful and un
successful challengers, and a number of other important problems. For our 
purposes, the weakness of Gamson's procedure is that a group must have ~ed 
together somehow to b~ ,merltioned ~lilsrorfc"ahtcco(iftts:TI~re a 
reliable--wayordet;;;;mrnr;r~h;;;t~,:t;;7acterIs~"(;;;; whi~h 
mobdlze from all those others which, in theory, could have mobilized. 

We have an alternative. Instead of attempting to prepare an unbiased list 
of all potential mobilizers, we can take one or two dimensions of differentia
tion which are of theoretical interest, search for evidence of group formation, 
a~d then of mobilization, at different locations along the dimension, letting the 
~ffe~enhals test more general assertions concerning the determinants of orga
mzatlOn and mobilization. Voting analysts and students of industrial conflict 
sometimes do an important part of the necessary work. In voting studies, it is 
c~~mo~ to t~ke the ~ntire population of potential voters in some territory, 
dlVlde Jt up mto major demographie categories, then examine differentials 
a.n:ong the categories in organization, political activity, and v9ting propen
SIlles. In analyses of strikes, it is common to take an entire labor force, divide 
i~ into industries and types of firms, then document variation in the organiza
tlOn of work, type and intensity of unionization, and propensity to strike. 

Different ways of dividing up the electorate or the labor force will pro
duce dIfferent results. But that can be an advantage: it helps us decide which 
differentials are durable and general. For example, some years ago Clark Kerr 
and Abraham Siegel made a plausible and widely accepted analysis of indus
trial strike propensities. First, they summarized the overall pattern of strike 
propensities in Australia, Czechoslovakia, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, the Uni ted Kingdorn, and the 
United States during various periods from World War I to the la te 1940s. Their 
description of the general pattern appears in Table 3-1. Having identified the 
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Table 3-1 Kerr & Siegel's summary of strike propensities 

Propensity to strike Industry 

High Mining 

Maritime and longshore 

Medium High Lumber 

Textile 

Medium Chemieal 

Printing 

Leather 

General manufacturing 

Construction 

Food & kindred products 

Medium Low Clothing 
Gas, water, electricity 

Hotels, restaurants, & other services 

Low Railroad 

Agriculture 

Trade 

Source Kerr & Siege11954: 190 

differentials, they tried to explain them. They settled on the presence of an 
"isolated mass" -a homogeneous workforce, segregated from other work
ers-as the major condition producing high strike propensity. They also 

suggested that, 

If the job is physically difficult and unpleasant, unskilled or semiskilled, and 
casual or seasonaL and fosters an independent spirit (as in the logger in the 
woods), it will draw tough, inconstant, combative, and virile workers, and they 
will be indined to strike. If the job is physically easy and performed in pleasant 
surroundings, skilled and responsible, steady, and subject to set rules and elose 
supervision, it will attract warnen or the more submissive type of man who will 
abhor strikes (Kerr & 5iege11954, 195). 

But this was, fortunately, a secondary hypothesis. 
In either version, the argument has two levelso (1) the identification of 

some standard differentials among industries in strike propensity; (2) the 
explanation of whatever differentials actually appear. Both facets of the Kerr
Siegel analysis, especially the second, appear to be wrong. For the case of 
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France,. Table 3-2 presents rates of strikes and person days in strikes for m . 
~dustnes from 1890 to 1960. The da ta show no more than a moderate stab~:~r 
In relatIve stnke propensites from one period to the next Th h Y 

'd bl d'ff . ey s ow a 
cons! era e. 1 erence in relative strike propensities as measured b fre-
quency of stnkes a~d by total person-days. Although agriculture does s~ck at 
the bottom of the lIst, so do transport and textiles. Food is also co . t 1 
low, contrary to the predic~ion. There is less consistency at the top: n~:r:ni~Y 
turns out to have ~any stnkes, but relatively short, small ones. Mi;ing t~rn~ 
o~t to have few stnkes, but big, long ones. In any case, the other French indus-
tnes whlch rank relatlvely high in strike propensity- h . I . b ']d' . 1 c emlca s, constructlOn 

Ul mg matena s, and smelting-are neither high on all I' d' b" ill . f h n Ices nor 0 VIOUS 
ustratlOns 0 t e greater strike propensity of isolated homo d/ 

"tough" industries. ' geneous an or 

Table 3-2 French strike rates by industry, 1890-1960 

Strikes per 100.000 Person-days lost per 100 
labor force million labor force 

Industry 1890-1914 1915-1935 1915 1932 1950-1960 

Quarrying* 30 22 40 111* 

Chemicals 24 10 54 62 
Construction 24 15 50 31 
Building materials 

ceramics 23 21 91 20 
Mining 19 5 151 • 
Printing & Paper 16 11 37 15 
Smelting 14 17 220 70 
Leather & Hides 13 14 77 13 

Metalworking 12 10 46 88 
Transport 9 8 14 86 

Textiles ( 8 7 72 27 
Gannents 2 
Wood industries 8 9 19 6 
Food industries 5 6 10 6 
Agriculture, Fish, 

Forest 0.4 0.3 n.a. n.a. 
Total nonagriculture 7 6 37 39 

*Quarrying and Mining combined in 1950-1960. 

Source Shorter & Tilly 1974: 201. 
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In order to get at the "isolated mass" portion of the argument, Edward 
Shorter and I regrouped the French strike da ta by small dlstnet mto three types. 
of areas: mono-industrial, poly-industrial, metropolitan .. The Kerr-Slegel 
analysis predicts a strong tendency for the mono-indust:I~1 areas to have 
higher strike rates, greater militancy, and so on. In fact, It 15 the ~ther w~y 

d. on the whole metropolitan districts outshadow poly-mdustnal 
~~~t~ic'ts, and the one-i~dustry districts come in last (Shorter & Tilly 1974: 
287-295). When Muhammad Fiaz arrayed French industnes by thelr degre: of 
geographie segregation over the country as a whole, he dlscover~d ~o r~latlOn
ship between isolation and strike propensity; such factors as ~momzatlO~ and 
plant size, on the other hand, significantly affected the relatIve propenslty to 
strike (Piaz 1973). Likewise, the analyses Snyder and Kelly have done fo: Italy, 
1878-1903 indicate that once obvious organizational features such as slze and 
unionizati~n are allowed for, industry as such has no significant effect on the 
broad quantitative characteristics of strikes (Snyder & Kelly 1976). In these 
trials, at least, no version of the Kerr-Siegel argument holds up. . 

These examples offer an important lesson to users of a gro.up-comp~nson 
strategy: the less compelling your apriori reasons for employmg a part,c~lar 
cJassification as a basis for the study of differentials in orgamzatlOn, mob!llza
t' and collective action, the more important it is to compare the effeets of 
~~~~ different classifications. Each application of a new classificatio.n to the 
data is, in its crude way, the trial of a new theory. The corollary apphes more 
generally: the better specified your theory, the more likely you are to hnd 
some accessible corner of reality in which to try it out. The better speClhe~ 
your theory, the less you will have to worry about th~ monumental task 0_ 

enumerating all groups at risk to organizatlOn, moblhzatlon, and collectlve ac 
tion. An obvious sermon, but one little heeded. . 

The Kerr-Siegel analysis provides another lesson as weIl. Stnkes are a 
form of collective action. To explain group differentials m any kmd of collec
tive action, including strikes, we will have to take into acc~unt an our co~po
nents: interests, organization, mobilization, and opportumt":. ~err and Slegel 
attempt to explain the differentials with interests and orgam.zatlOn alone. The 
reasoning about isolated masses and toughness gives a partlcular (and ,made
quate) account of the organizational structure and indi~idual wor~ers m~er
ests characteristic of different industries. But it says nothmg about dIfferentIals 

in mobilization or opportunity to strike. .' . . 
To be more exaet, Kerr and Siegel assume ImphCltly elther (1) that 

mobilization and opportunity are roughly equal across mdustnes or (2) that 
whatever differences in mobilization and opportunity do eXlst have no mde
pendent effects on strike propensity: they result from the dlfferencesm mterest 
and organization. Those assumptions, too, are hypotheses-~ublOUS ones. 
Before accepting interest and organization alone as full explanatIOns of collec-

Mobilization 69 

tive action, we will have to look at the evidence concerning mobilization and 
opportunity. 

MOBILIZA TION 

The word "mobilization" eonveniently identifies the process by which a group 
goes from being a passive collection of individuals to an active participant in 
public life. Demobilization is the reverse process. Amitai Etzioni (1968: 
388-389) puts it this way: 

We refer to the process by which a unH ga ins significantly in the control of assets 
it previously did not control as mohilization .. By definition, it entails a decline 
in the assets controlled by subunits, the supraunit of which the unit is a member, 
or external units, unless the assets whose control the unH gained are newly 
produced ones ... A mere increase in the assets of members, of subunits, or even 
of the unH itself does not mean that mobilization has occurred, though it increases 
the mobilization potential. The change in the capacity to control and to use assets 
is what is significant. 

Etzioni offers a rough classification of assets, or resources: coercive (e.g., 
weapons, armed forces, manipulative technologies): utilitarian (e.g., goods, 
information services, money): normative (e.g., loyalties, obligations). A 
group mobilizes if it gains greater collective control over coercive, utilitarian, 
cr normative resources, demobilizes if it loses that sort of contre!. 

In practiee, Etzioni's classification of resources is difficult to maintain. It 
refers to their use rather than their intrinsic character. The service a revolu
tionary cabal draws from its 272 loyal members is Iikely to be at once coercive 
and utilitarian. The resource is labor power of a certain kind. Furthermore, 
loyalty and obligation are not so much resources as they are conditions 
affecting the Iikelihood that resources will be delivered when called for. If we 
are actually comparing the current mebilization levels of several groups, or 
trying to gauge a group's change over time, we will ordinarily da better to fall 
back on the economist's factors of production: land, labor, capita!. perhaps 
technieal expertise as weil. 

To the extent that all of the resources have well-established market values 
in the population at large, relianee on production factors will help us set rates 
of return for resources expended in the political arena. We can then represent 
loyalties, obligations, commitments and so forth as determinants of the prob
ability that each resource nominally under group control will be available: 

Mobilization level = sum ([market value ] 
of factor of 
production 
nominally under 
group control 

x 
[

probability ] ) 
of delivery 
when ealled 
for 
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Political life makes the probabilities hard to estimate apriori and unlikely to 
remain constant from one possible type of action to another: the militants who 
will vote or picket will not always go to the barricades. This formulation poses 
the problem explicit1y. We can then ask, as a question for research, whether 
the use of elections as a reference point produces different relative measure
ments of mobilization for a set of groups at the same point in time (or for the 
same group at different points in time) than does the use of street 

demonstrations. 
We can also close in on the old problem of differences between a 

disciplined professional staff and committed vo1unteers: it should appear not 
only as a difference in the market value of the labor under group contro!, but 
also as a variation in the probability that the availab1e labor will actua11y do 
the different things which might be demanded of it: stuff envelopes, picket, 
lobby, bribe, kidnap, bomb, write legal briefs. 

The formulation neatly states an old political dilemma: the choice 
between loyalty and effectiveness. Effective employees or members often use 
their effectiveness to serve themselves or to serve others instead of the 
organization to which they are attached, while loyal employees or members 
are often ineffective; sometimes the solution of the tax farmer (who uses his 
power to enrich hirnself, but at least has enough effectiveness to produce a 
surplus for his nominal masters) is the best available. Sometimes the disloyalty 
of the professionals is so great as to make loyal amateurs a more desirable 

alternative. 
Loyalty refers to the breadth of members' commitments to deli ver 

resources. It has three dimensions: 

• the amount of resources commited, 
• the range of resources involved, 
• the range of circumstances in which the resources will be delivered. 

A commitment to deliver substantial resources of only one kind in a narrowly 
specified situation bespeaks relatively litt1e loyalty. A commitment to deliver 
many resources of different kinds regardless of the situation reveals great 
loyalty. Real-Hfe organizations lie somewhere between the two extremes. 

Albert Hirschman turns this observation inside out; he considers 10yalty 
as one of the major alternative modes of demand for an organization's 
services. (We looked at Hirschman's analysis briefly while reviewing the 
Millian approach to collective action.) In the context of response to decline in 
the performance of organizations, he distinguished three possible reactions of 
consumers, clients, or members of a given organization: exit, voice, and 
loyalty. Economics, Hirschman comments, treats exit-a cessation of demand 
for the commodity or service-as the normal response to declining quality. In 
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the ease of sehooIs, governments, and other organizations whose perform
ances fluetuate, he argues, two other responses are common. The relevant 
public may voice its dissatisfaction, with implicit or explieit threats of exil. Or 
it may tolerate unsatisfactory performance for a while because the costs of exit 
or voice are greater than the 1055 of quality. That to1erance is a measure of sub
jective returns from the organization, hence of loyalty. 

The economic problem is to work out the trade-offs among exit, voice, 
and 10ya1ty. That speeifies the conditions under which one or another occurs. 
For our purposes, however, the value of Hirschman's analysis is to help us 
cakulate the probability that resources ostensib1y on call will actua11y be 
dehvered. EXIt IS the analogue of refusal to deliver, while voice and 10ya1ty are 
alternatIve ways of continuing to yie1d. At least in the short run, voice raises 
the cost of group access to the resources. 

In genera!, a group which puts a large proportion of its membership into 
rem~nerate? positions within its own organization (for example, a bureau
cratIzed pnesthood) raises the cost of exit, and thereby makes voice and 
loyalty more likely responses to its performance. It does so at the cost of 
committing an important share of Hs mobilized resources to the maintenance 
of the organization itself. 

The alternative of placing its members elsewhere-as a victorious 
political party often disposes of government jobs-reduces the internal drain 
on the organization. However, it also lowers the cast of exit, unless members 
continue to hold their posts at the pleasure of the organization. Building an a11-
embracing moral community also raises the relative costs of exit. Earlier I 
suggested that the most important element of organization, so far as impact on 
mobilization was concerned, was the group' 5 inclusiveness of different aspects 
of sociallife. The creation of a moral community is therefore an extreme case 
of organization-building in general. On the whole, the higher the level of 
organization, the greater the likelihood of voice or 10ya1ty. If a group 
emphasizes coereion, however, it probably shifts the likelihood away from 
voice, toward exit or loyalty. 

The major variables affecting the probability of delivery are therefore the 
extent of competing claims on the resourees involved, the nature of the aetion 
to which the resources are to be committed, and how organized the mobilizing 
group iso If the resources are free of competing claims, if the action clearly 
defends the interests of every member, and if the group is an all-embraeing 
~oral community, the probability of delivery is close to 100 percent. Loyalty 
15 then at ItS maximum, the probability of departure or contestation-exit or 
voice-is at its minimum. 

Indeed, a significant. part of the work of mobilization goes into changing 
these three variables: reducing the competing claims on resources controlled 
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by members, developing a program which correspond~ to the perceived inter
ests of members, building up a group structure WhlCh mlmmlze: exIt and 

. I her survey of nineteenth- and twentieth-century Amencan com-
VOlCe. n . ' f" 't e t mech-munes, Rosabeth Moss Kanter identiftes a senes 0 comml m n 
anisms." "For communes," she teIls us: 

the problem of commitment is crucial. Since the commu~ity r~presents ~n a~tempt 
to establish an ideal social order within the larger soclety, lt must ~le wlth the 

tside for the members' loyalties. It must ensure high member 1Ov~lvement 
~~spite external competition without sacrificing its di~tinctiveness ~r Ideals .. It 

t ohen contravene the earlier socialization of lts members 10 secunng 
:bu:dience to new demands. It must calm internal dissension in order to presen~ a 
united front to the world. The problem of securing total and complete commtt
ment is central (Kanter 1972: 65). 

She is describing a mobilization program which concentrates on the labor
power and loyalty of the members themselves. .. . 7 

What organizational arrangements promote that sort of mob~hzatI~n. 
Kanter compares nine nineteenth-century communal movem~nts (mcludmg 
the Shakers, Harmony, lerusalem, and Oneida) which lasted thlrty-three years 
or more with twenty-one (including Modern Times, Oberlm, Brook Farr~, and 
the lowa Pioneer Phalanx) which las ted sixteen years or less. The commltment 
mechanisms which were substantially more common among the long-hved 
communes inc1uded: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

sexual and material abstinence 

prohibition of nonresident members 

signing over property at admission 

nonreimbursement of defectors for property and labor 

provision of medical services . . . 
insulation mechanisms, such as a special term for the OutsIde, ~gn.ormg of 
outside newspapers, speaking a foreign language and/or a specIal Jargon 

rules for interaction with visitors 

discouragement of pairing: free love or celibacy required 

physical separation of family members 

communal ownership of clothing and personal effects 

no compensation for labor 

no charge for community services 

communal work efforts 

daily meetings, and most time spent with other group members 
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• mortification procedures such as confession, mutual surveiIlance and 
denunciation, or distinctions among members on moral grounds 

• institutionalization of awe for the group and its leaders through the 
attribution of magieal powers, the legitimation of group demands through 
appeals to ultimate values, and the use of special forms of address (Kanter 
1972: chapter 4). 

Kanter's list begins to give us a feeling for the real-life manifestations of the 
process Max Weber called the routinization of charisma. Faith and magie play 
apart, to be sure. But so do a concrete set of social arrangements which place 
the available resources at the disposal of the group, and make either voiee or 
exit costly ways to respond to unsatisfactory performance. The socia! arrange
ments build loyalty, and enhance mobilization. 

Most soeial groups are unlike communes. They differ in the priorities they 
assign to exit, voice, and loyalty. The professionals concentrate on accumulat
ing resources free of competing claims, the rationalists on adapting their pro
gram to current group interests, the moralists on building an inclusive group 
which commands assent for its own sake. An exploitative group will concen
trate on the first while appearing to concentrate on the second or the third: 
actually working to free resources while appearing to shape a program to the 
interests of its members or to build a satisfying group. Religious fra uds often 
take this latter form. 

Thus any group'smobilization program breaks down into these compo
nents: 

1 Accumulating resources. 
2 Increasing collective claims on the resources 

a) by reducing competing claims, 
b) by altering the program of collective action, 
c) by changing the satisfaction due to partieipation in the group as such. 

A successful mobilization program does all of them at once. 
Groups do their mobilizing in a number of different ways. We can make 

crude distinctions among defensive, offensive, and preparatory mobilization. 
In defensive mobilization, a threat from outside induces the members of a 
group to pool their resources to fight off the enemy. Eric Wolf (1969) has 
pointed out how regularly this sort of response to the representatives of 
capitalism and state power has preceded peasant rebellions. Standard 
European forms of rural conflict-food riots, tax rebellions, invasions of 
fields, draft resistance, and so on -typically follow the same sort of defensive 
mobilization. This large class of actions challenges the common assumption 
(made by Etzioni, among others) that mobilization is always a top-down 
phenomenon, organized by leaders and agitators. 
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Offensive mobilization is, however, often top-down. In the offensive 
case, a group pools resources in response to opport~nities to ~eali~e Hs 
interests. A common form of offensive mobilization conslsts of the d,ffuslOn of 
a new organizational strategy. In the late 18205, for example, the succe~s of 
O'Connell's Catholic Association in forcing the expansion of the pohhcal 
rights of British and Irish Catholics inspired the creation of politieal assoeia
tions aimed at expanding the franchise and guaranteeing rights to assemble, 
organize and act collectively. A coalition of bourgeois and substanhal 
artisans ~rose from that strategy, and helped produce the great Reform Bill of 
1832. In this instance, the top-down organizational efforts of such leaders as 
Franeis Place and William Cobbett were crueial. Nevertheless, in parish after 
parish the local dissidents deeided on their own that it ~as time to organize 
their own association, or (more likely) to convert thelr eXlstmg forms of 
organization into a political association. . 

Preparatory mobilization is no doubt the most top-down of all. In thls 
variety, the group pools resources in anticipation of future opportumtIes ~nd 
threats. The nineteenth-century trade union is a classic case. The trade umon 
built up a store of money to cushion hardship-hardship in the fo~m of 
unemployment, the death of a breadwinner, or 1055 of wages dunng a stnke. It 
also pooled knowledge and organizational skills. When it escaped the umon
busting of employers and governments, the trade union greatly increased the 
capaeity of workers to act together: to strike, to boycott, to make collectlve 
demands. This preparatory mobilization often began defenslvely, In the course 
of a losing battle with employers or in the face of a threat of hnngs, ,:,,~ge 
reductions, or cutbacks in privileges. It normally reqUlred nsky orgamzmg 
efforts by localleaders who were willing to get hurt. . 

The preparatory part of the strategy was always difficult, since it reqUlred 
the members to forego present satisfactions in favor of uncertam future 
benefits. As we move from defensive to offensive to preparatory mobilization, 
in fact we see the increasing force of Mancur Olson' 5 statement of the free
rider ~roblem: a rational actor will ride for nothing if someone else will pay 
the fuel and let him aboard. But if everyone tries to ride free the vehlcle goes 
nowhere. Preparatory mobilization, espeeially in the face of high risks, 
requires strong incentives to overcome the reasonable desire to have someone 

else absorb the costs. 
As we move from defensive to offensive to preparatory mobilization, we 

also see that the distinction between offensive and preparatory is less clear 
than the distinction between offensive and defensive. Both offensive and pre
para tory mobilization require foresight and an active scanning of the world 
outside the group. Both are unlikely in any but the smallest groups wltho~t 
active leadership and deliberate organizational effort. One frequent pattern 15 
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for leaders to employ resources which are already mobilized to ass ure the 
commitment of other resources to collective ends. That happens, for example, 
when pnests play on their congregations, already obliged to assemble for cash 
contributions. It also happens when landlords send bailiffs to claim p~rt of the 
crop, ~r whe.n ~ard h~ele:: trade jobs for votes. These are concrete examples 
of the selectlve mcentlves for participation whose importance Mancur Olson 
has stressed. 

Unlike defensive mobilization, neither offensive nor preparatory mobili
zation.occ.urs very often as a simple extension of the group's everyday routines 
for domg ltS work: gathering at the market, shaping up for hiring at the dock, 
gettmg together for a little poaching. Offensive and preparatory mobilization 
resemble each other; the main difference is whether the opportunities to which 
the group responds are in the present or the future. So the basic distinction 
runs between defensive and offensive modes of mobilization. 

.. A pop~lation'~. initial wealth and power significantly affect the prob
ablhty th~t ltS mob~hzatlOn will be defensive or offensive. Common sense says 
that the nch moblhze conservatively, in defense of their threatened interests 
while the poor mobilize radically, in search of what they lack. Common sens~ 
is wrong. It is true that the rieh never lash out to smash the status quo, while 
the poor sometimes do. But the rich are constantly mobilizing to take 
advantage of new opportunities to maximize their interests. The poor can 
rarely afford to. 

The poor and powerless tend to begin defensively, the rich and powerful 
offenslvely. The group whose members are rieh can mobilize a surplus without 
threatening a member's other amusements and obligations. A group with a 
paar conshtuency has little choiee but to compete with daily necessities. The 
group, whos~ members are powerful can use the other organizations they con
trol-mcludl~g governments-to do some of their work, whereas the power
less must do lt on thelr own. The rieh and powerful can forestall.c1aims from 
other groups before they become articulated claims, and can afford to seize 
opportunities to make new claims on their own. The poor and the powerless 
often find that the rich, the powerfu!. and the government oppose and punish 
thelr efforts at mobilization. (The main exception, an important one, is the 
powerless gro~p whieh forms a coalition with a rieh, powerful patron; 
European Fasclsts of the 19205 mobilized rapidly in that fashion.) As a result 
30y mobilization at all is more costly to the poor and powerless; only a threa; 
to the httle they have is Iikely to move them to mobilize. The rich and 
powerful are weil defended against such threats; they rarely have the occasion 
for defensive mobilization. 
. If, on the other hand, we hold mobilization constant and consider collec

tIve action itself, cammon sense is vindicated. Relatively poor and powerless 
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groups which have already mobilized are more likely to act collectively. by 
claiming new rights, privileges, and advantages. At the.same.level of moblhza
tion the rich and powerful are more likely to act collect1vely In defense of what 
they already have. Thus the well-documented tendency of strikes to become 
more frequent and more demanding in times of prospenty, when workers have 
more slack resources to devote to acting together, and employers have more to 

lose from the withholding of labor. 
Mobilization implies demobilization. Any process by which a group loses 

collective control over resources demobilizes the group. How could that 
happen? Anything which destroys resources tends to have that effect: war, 
neglect, potlatch. But the more common source of demobilization is the 
transfer of control over certain kinds of resources to another group: a subumt 
of the group in question, a large unit of which the group itself is apart, a group 
outside. A lost war, for example, frequently produces all three so:ts of 
demobilization in the losing country. Men and women return from mIlItary 
service to the service of their families; the government, for a time, gi.ves. u.p 
some of Hs control over Hs own operations to a concert of nations of WhlCh 1~ 1S 

apart; other countries seize some of the loser's territory, population, equ:p
ment or wealth. Whether such processes produce a negative sum, a posItive 
sum,' or a zero surn depends entirely on the relative rates at which new 
resources are being created, and old ones destroyed. . 

Often two groups, one containing the other, mobilize at approxlmat~ly 
the same time. A confusion between the two levels has regularly dogged dlS
cussions of mobilization, since Karl Deutsch's initial formulation of the ldeas 
(1953). The most notable examples from our own era involve national stat~s 
and smaller units within thern: parties, unions or even orgamzed ethmc 
groups. (Many Africanists, for instance, have noti~:d the"str~ngthening of the 
ostensibly traditional groups which outsIders call tnbes wIth the growth of 

new states.) 
Political theorists, both totalitarian and democratic, have often 

considered the mobilization at one level and at the other to be complementary. 
The party, in such an account, accumulates loyalties which transfer to the 
state. There is actually, however, little guarantee that thlS harmony wIll pre
vail. In the usual situation, the smaller and larger units compete for the same 
resources. They may follow well-defined rules of combat, and one of them 
may consistently have the upper hand, but they compet~ nonetheless. 
Likewise, two or more groups rnobilizing simultaneously wlthm some larger 
group which is also mobilizing commonly struggle over control of the. sa.me 
resources. The Teamsters and the Transport Workers fight for JunsdlctlOn 
over the same drivers. When union members pay more tax es, they have less 
money for union dues. When an a person's time goes into a religious sect he 

Mobilization 77 

has none left either for union membership or for government service. Military 
conscription withdraws a man from his obligations to a circle of friends and 
relatives. 

This last example underscores the collective character of the process. We 
are not simply dealing with the fact that people in some categories give up 
resources as people in other categories acquire them. When conscription 
accurs, a group gives up labor power. In the European feudal period, the 
"group" was characteristically a fief. The vassa!'s personal obligation to the 
averlord tied his fief to the overlord's fief, to be sure; but the fief owed the 
knight service. As states grew stronger, communities typically became the 
units which owed a certain number of recruits. The usual mechanism of the 
draft consisted of the assignment of a quota to a commune, with some sort of 
collective decision (frequently the drawing of lots) determining which of the 
eligible young men would go. The purchase of substitutes by those who could 
afford it, as shocking as it appears to egalitarian eyes, expresses precisely this 
sense of a debt owed by a community, rather than an individual, to the state: 
Community X owes six conscripts. Under these circumstances, resistance to 
the draft united a community, not just a group of young people, against the 
state. The great counterrevolution of the Vendee against the French revolu
tianary state, in 1793, began with solidary resistance of communities to the 
demand for conscripts. The community as a whole stood to lose part of its 
supply of labor, love, loyalty, and procreative power. 

The spread of the political theory and practice of "possessive individ
ualism" (as C. B. Macpherson calls it) shifted the military obligation toward 
the individual, but only incompletely. Within French villages, the dasse of 
young men coming up for the draft in the same year remains one of the 
principal solidary groups, one which symbolizes its 1055 through rituals, 
banquets, and ceremoniaI gifts. In most western countries, religious groups 
:md some of the professions have, in the course of acquiring distinct political 
Ident1tles, worked out special compacts with the state exempting some of their 
members-at least their priests-from service, and setting conditions for the 
service of others. In the Uni ted States, the American Medical Association has 
achieved that sort of guar an tee for its members, while the American 
Chiropractic Association has not. The Religious Society of Friends has, the 
Black Muslims have not. This tying of religious exemptions to specific group 
rnernber~hlps caused great confusion in the 19605 as young Americans opposed 
to the VIetnam war began applying for certification as conscientious objectors 
on general moral grounds without claiming affiliation with one of the 
privileged sects. 

. In the America of the 19605, something else was going on as weIl. In 
dIfferent ways, groups of blacks and groups of young people began to claim a 
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eolleetive right to withhold their members from military service. I do not mean 
they were widely sueeessful either in mobilizing their own populations or in 
holding off the state. Both groups contain eompeting mobilizers pursuing 
cornpeting ends, and have rnany rnembers who refuse to cornmit their 
resourees to any of the mobilizers, even though they are willing to yield them 
to the state. Yet the claim was there, in the form of organized eampaigns to 
resist or evade the draft. The demands for the exclusion of corpora te and 
military recruiters frorn campuses likewise made claims for collective control 
of the disposition of manpower. The claim was a sign that some mobilization 
was occurring; groups, rather than individuals, were struggling over the right 
to precious resourees: the labor power of young people. With the end of the 
draft and the withdrawal of Ameriean troops from the Vietnam war, the 
groups involved demobilized. I do not think they, or their claims, have 

disappeared. 
Reminder: mobilization refers to the acquisition of collective control over 

resources, rather than the simple accretion of resources. A group that grows in 
size has more manpower in it. That does not mean the absolute or propor
tionate manpower committed to collective ends increases. An increase of re
sources within a unit normally facilitates its mobilization, simply by 
permitting subunits to keep receiving resources while the 1arger unit gains 
control over more than it had before. But it is that increase in collective 
eontrol itself whieh eonstitutes mobilization. Without some mobilization, a 
group may prosper, but it eannot eontend for power, eontending for power 
means employing mobilized resourees to influence other groups. 

Ideally, then, we are looking at a set of groups, and trying to estimate for 
each group and fer each resource under the control of any of the groups two 
different entities (a) the value of the resouree nominally under group control, 
and (b) the probability that the resource will be delivered when ealled for, 
given some standard assumption about the uses to which the resourees will be 
put. To my knowledge, no one has ever come eIose to estimating these quanti
ties for any set of groups. We have only rough approximations. 

Measuring Mobilization 
How to do it? If the mobilization of diverse resources fell into a standard 
sequence within any partieular population, one could produce a scale of 
mobilization without having direct measures of each of the component 
resources. We might take as a methodological model the scales for "central
ity" of villages which Frank Y oung has constructed (see Y oung 1966). Such a 
scale would resemble the following set: 

1 No one within this category ever identifies it as a group, so far as can be 
determined frorn some standard set of sources. 
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2 Members of this category sometimes identify themselves as a group. 

3 The group has a standard name known to members and nonme b 
ahke. m ers 

4 Members of the group sometimes appear in public as a group identified 
by name. ' 

5 Thhe g:douP ha~ standard symbols, slogans, songs, styles of dress, and/or 
ot er 1 entlfymg marks. 

6 The group contains one or more organizations which some members of 
the group recognize as having the authority to speak for the group as a 
whole on sorne maUers. 

7 The ~roup contains one or more organizations controlling well-defined 
buddmgs and spaces which are at least nominally open to members of the 
group as a whole. 

8 The group has at least one common store of major resources-money 
labor, weapons, information, or something else-held in the name of th~ 
group as a whole. 

9 At least one .. b orgamzatlOn run y group members exercises extensive 
control over group members' allocation of time and energy in the name of 
the group as a whole. 

10 At least one organization run by group members exercises extensive 
control over the personal relations of members of the group. 

The first four items on the list elearly belong under the heading "organ' t' " 
r~her than "mobilization." The fifth balances uncertainly between t~: :~~ 
T us the lowe~ end of the scale rests on the assumption of a elose associatio~ 
bet;een orgamzatlOn and mobilization. Obviously such a scale eould not be 
use to establish the existence of that relationship. 

I~ my own research group's work on col1ective action in' Europe and 
Amenca, we have approached the measurement of mobilization in two simple 
wars. Both fall short of the comprehensive accounts and internally consistent 
sca es we would hke to have, the real world is hard 
. d' The fir~t and~ore obvious way is to take o~e or two widely available 
m lcat~rs 0 mobl~lza~lOn, such as union rnembership, and prepare com ar
:l~ senes of tho~e mdlcators for the set of groups under study. In this cas': we 
h a e no a prlOn effo~t to combine available indicators. On the contrary, we 
tOP~ to learn somethmg about their relationships from the analysis. In our 

: udles of French strike activity from 1830 to 1968, Edward Shorter and I 
e?urrently use number of union members and/or years of continuous 

;xlstence of a local general labor organization (a baurse de travail) as indica
ors of a loeallabor force's mobilization level (Shorter and Tilly 1974). David 
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Snyder (1974) uses union membership in his time-series analyses of strikes in 
Italy, France, and the U.S. !rom various points in the nineteenth century to 
1970. Joan Lind, studying strikes and labor-related street demonstrations in 
Sweden and Great Britain !rom 1900 to 1950, measures mobilization via union 
membership and union income. With interesting exceptions to be discussed 
later on, alternative indicators of mobilization turn out to be strongly 
correlated with each other, and to have a significant positive effect on the level 

of strike activity. 
The second and riskier way we have indexed mobilization is to build 

different versions of the sort of ordinal scale I have just sketched !rom descrip
tions-statistical or otherwise-of the groups in question. Ronald Aminzade's 
study of Marseillaise workers illustrates this tack. Aminzade was trying to 
assess the influence of organizational characteristics, prior experience with 
collective action, and mobilization level on the involvement of different 
groups of workers in Marseille !rom 1830 to 1871. Drawing on evidence !rom 
French archives and from published works, he found that he could assemble 
more or less continuous descriptions for each of twenty-one occupational 
categories concerning (a) the presence or absence and (b) the general pattern of 
activity of guilds (more exactly, compagnonnages), cooperatives, trade 
unions, mutual beneHt societies, and resistance societies. For 1848, he was also 
able to ascertain whether the occupational group had ils own representation to 
the Republican Central Committee, its own political club, and any collective 
privileges formally recognized by government regulations. (Information on 
membership and on funds controlled was also available, but not regularly 
enough for the construction of continuous series.) 

Aminzade then combined this information into three indicators: 

1 Total number of occupational organizations. 

2 Total years of prior existence of different organizational forms. 

3 Total number of collective actions previously carried out by these 

organizations. 

The third indicator is the most debatable as an index of mobilization. 
Aminzade essentially ranked each occupational group as high or low on each 
of the three items (2 = high; 1 = low) and summed them into a six-point scale ~. 
(6 = three highs; 1 = three lows). Using the scores for the periods just ~ 
preceding the events in question, he analyzed occupational differentials in r 
arrests during Marseille's insurrection of June 1848 and in the course of Louis 
Napoleon's 1851 coup d'etat; for the insurrections of August 1870 and March , 
1871 in Marseille, he reconstructed a list of 429 participants !rom police 
dossiers on persons involved in the revolutionary International, frorn 
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convic~ion reco.rcls for the 1870 insurrection, and from arrest records fo th 
1871 msurrectlOn. Individual indicators of b.l.. r e . I . mo llzabon correlate with 
mvo ve'."ent m one or another of these events !rom 0 to + 0 8 Th 
correlatIOns of participation with the combined mobilization index are" e 

1848: +0.333 
1851: +0.571 
1870-71: + 0.473 

There is a subst~ntial relatio~ship between mobilization level-as crudel 
measured by Ammzade-and mvolvement in Marseille's m . 1· Y 
movements !rom 1848 to 1871. aJor revo utlOnary 

General Conditions for Mobilization 

~~co;.ding to dOur mobilization model, the broad factors within a population 
. ec m~ lts .egree of mobilization are the extent of Hs shared interest in 
mteractlOns wlth other populations and the extent to h· h·t f d· . cl cl I W lC 1 orms a lstmct 
categor~ an a ense network: Hs interest and Hs organization Outs' d th 
group, lts, ~ower, its subjection to repression, and the current co~stel1a~i~n o~ 
opportumtles and threats most strongly aHect its mobilization le 1 P 
repressIOn, and opportunity / threat will come in for cletailed discu::i~n ~Wt~~ 
next ~hapter. Interest and organization have already had their share of 
att~ntIOn. Yet lt would be good to review their impact on mobilization before 
rus mg on to examme collective action itself. 

Anthony überschall has provided a neat synthesis of a ood deal of 
~~e~~ thl~km1, .. ~out these relationships. überschall delibera;elY counters 
th r, elmlan t In mg-especial1y its "mass society" variety-by insisting on 
co~~~or!ance o~ome forms of ~rior group coherence to the mobilization of 

. g oups. mong other thmgs, he points out that newly mobilizin 
conflIct groups usually reduce their organizing costs by building intentionall~ 
;~a~ndl~tetntlOnabllY, on existing group structure. Instead of st~rting !rom a 

eInerest ut no organization 't' Thus the co fl' t ' eXlS mg groups coalesce and reorganize, 
at zero mob~izl~ti~~~uP escapes, to some extent, from the great cost of starting 

to t Co;sideri~g that prior organization, überschall calls particular attention 
o w~ l~enslOns: ,to .the character of links within the population (communal 
a~~a:~~h~n, ~ssoClahonal organization, or little organization of any kind) 
grou eIes etween the population and other groups (integrated with other lS vs .. segregated from them). In combination, the two dimensions 
pro uce a slxfold classification of populations. 



82 Interests, Organization, and Mobilization 

Internal Links 

Communal Weak Associational 

Ties to {Integrated! I -----+-----+-----1 üther r 
Groups Segregated L ____ .-J _____ L ____ --' 

We will use a related classification later on, when we try to distinguish the 
major varieties of collective action. 

überschall' s analysis directly confronts mass-society theory. The mass
society argument says that populations in the central column, espeClally those 
which are segregated from the rest of society, are the great breeders of protest 
movements. üne of the best-known statements of the theory runs: 

Groups which are particularly vulnerable to mass movements manifest m~jor dis
continuities in their structure during periods of change, Thus, commumsm a.nd 
fasdsm have gained strength in sodal systems undergoing sudden a~d extensl~e 
changes in the structure of authority and community. Sharp tears In the sOClal 
fabric caused by widespread unemployment or by major. mili~ary defe~t are 
highly favorable to mass politics. Sodal classes which provlde dlS?rO~Orhonate 
support for mass movements are those that possess the fewest soclal hes am.ong 
their members. This means above all the lower social classes. However, smce 
there are sections of all sodal classes which tend to be sodally atomized, me~b.ers 
of all soda! classes are to be found among the participants in m.ass pohtIcs: 
unattached (especially free-Iance) intellectuals, marginal (espeClally .s:nal.1) 
businessmen and farmers, and isolated workers have engaged in mass pohtlcs In 

times of crisis (Kornhauser 1959: 229). 

We have already encountered the same line of argument in our review of 
Durkheimian analyses of collective action. . ' 

überschall counters with the argument that populatIOns wlth. weak 
internal structure rarely act at all. He also argues that each combm~tIOn. of 
internal structure and external ties produces a different variety of moblhzatl?n 
and collective action. In general, he sees ties to other groups (especlally ehte 
groups) as constraints on the formation of conflict group~; m that one :egard, 
he tends to agree with the mass-society theorists. But m hiS analy~lS,. seg-

ented populations with either extensive communal or extenslve assoClatlOnal 
~ructure are especially likely to produce-or become-conflict groups. To put 
it in mass-sodety terms, they are more, not less, "available" for soclal 

movements. b h b T 
üverschall then proposes a useful series of hypotheses a out terno 1 lza-

tion of conflict groups: 

Mobilization 83 

1 In a segmented context, the greater the number and variety of organiza
tions in a collectivity, and the higher the participation of members in this 
network, the more rapidly and enduringly does mobilization into conflict 
groupS occur, and the more likely it is that bloc recruitment, rather than 
individual recruitment, will take place (überschall 1973: 125). 

2 The more segmented a collectivity is from the rest of the society, and the 
more viable and extensive the communal ties within H, the more rapid and 
easier it is to mobilize members of the collectivity into an opposition move
ment (p. 129). 

3 If a collectivity is disorganized or unorganized along traditional commu
nallines and not yet organized along assodationallines, collective protest is 
possible when members share common sentiments of oppression and targets 
for hostility. These sentiments are more likely to develop if the collectivity is 
segmented rather than vertically integrated with other collectivities of the 
society. Such protest will, however, tend to be more short-lived and more 
violent than movements based on communal or assodational organization 
(p. 133). 

4 Participants in popular disturbances and acth:itist in opposition organiza
tions will be recruited primarily from previously active and relatively well
integrated individuals within the collectivity, whereas socially isolated, 
atomized, and uprooted individuals will be underrepresented, at least until the 
movement has become substantial (p. 135). 

Although the third hypo thesis pro vi des an escape clause, the main argument 
strongly emphasizes the influence of prior organization. So does the varied 
evidence which überschall reviews. Perhaps too strongly, or rather too exclu
sively: the argument I have been building up here gives greater weight to 
interests, mobiIization stratcgy, repression, and power position. Nevertheless, 
the two lines of argument agree in denying that unattached individuals and 
homogenized masses have any special propensity to form or join sodal move
ments. 

überschall's hypotheses focus on just that issue: joining or not joining. 
·For that reason, the communal end of his classification remains more 
mysterious than the associational end. It is valuable to point out, as 
überschall does, that events such as great peasant revolts do not ordinarily 
sweep up society's rootless, disorganized, leftover people, but draw in 
eoherent but aggrieved groups of people who remain attached to each other 
and to their sodal settings. But to speak of "recruitment" compromises the 
insight. 

The implicit model has modern contours. It applies easily to such 
membership organizations as labor unions, political parties, and religious 
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organizations. It does not apply so easily to the eighteenth-century country
men who tore down poorhouses and then went back to work m thelr shops 
and fields. lt distorts the experience of nineteenth-century artIsans who bUllt 
barricades in the streets near their shops during the revolutions of 1848. The 
eighteenth-century people of Nacton and the nineteenth-century people. of 
Paris mobilized and acted collectively, all fIght. But they dld not form ~r Jom a 
"social movement" or even a "conflict group" in the sense reqUlred by 
Oberschall's model. . 

To cover the whole range frorn antipoorhouse crowds to revolut~onary 
artisans to political parties to religious cults, we need a very broad vlew.of 
mobilization. It must accomodate a great variety of resources, and no~ ~e tled 
to any partieular organizational form or type of interest. In that SPI:lt, the 
three major prineiples we have laid down so far are broad mdeed; 

schematieally: 

Quantity of resources probability ... 
1 X f d l' ~ mobIhzatIOn collectively controlled 0 e Ivery 

2 Mobilization ~ f (organization) 

3 Organization = catness X netness 

The first and third are, obviously, definitions. The second is a proposition, but 
one whieh needs a good deal more speeification befere it has much value. The 
specification will drive us back toward the same problems Ober~chall empha
sizes: the diHerences between segmented and integrated populatIOns, the con
trasting mobilization patterns of communal and assoeiational gr?ups, the 
conditions for organizationaI eHectiveness. In short, we are on the r~ght path, 
but not very far along. Let us try to stride on by dealing with collectIve actIOn 

itself. 

FROM MOBILlZATION TO COLLECTIVE ACTION 
Collective action is joint action in pursuit of common ends. Up to this point, I 
have ar~ued that the extent of a group' 5 collective .action is a function of (1) the 
extent of its shared interests (advantages and dIsadvantages hkely to result 
from interactions with other groups), (2) the intensity of its organization (the 
extent of common identity and unifying structure among its members) and 
(3) its mobilization (the amount of resources under its collective contro\). Soon 
I will add repression, power, and opportunity/threat to those deter:nmants of 
a group's collective action. In this general statement, the argument 15 not v~ry 
controversial. It rejects Durkheimian theories which trace routme collectlve 
action back to society' s integration and which trace nonroutine collective ac~ 
tion back to soeiety's disintegration. Still a great many Weberian, Marxian, 
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and MiJlian analyses will fit, with a bit of shoving, into the boxes defined by 
interests, organization, and mobilization. 

At this level of argument, the main diHerences among the Weberian, 
Marxian, and Millian analyses are in the weights they assign to the various 
determinants of collective action. On the whole, Weberian arguments
-espeeially as they appear in analyses of soeiaI movements and their routini
zation-assign different weights to interests in routine and nonroutine collec
tive action. In a full-fiedged soeial movement, runs the argument, interests 
have a less immediate eHect because the group's beliefs override or redefine 
them. The Weberian approach tends to treat the costs and eHects of organiza
tion as great, but then to consider the group's interests and organization a suf
ficient explanation of its actions. Irnplieitly, that is, it treats the costs 01 
mobilization and collective action as slight. 

Marxian analyses likewise give high weights to interests and organization, 
low weights to the costs 01 mobilization and collective action as such. The dil
lerence from the Weberian !ine, in this regard, is in the strong Marxian empha
sis on material interests-more precisely, on interests defined by relationship 
to the predominant means 01 production -and in the argument that the orga
nization of production underlies and dominates other forms or organization. 

Millians are the only ones 01 our lour clusters who commonly assign 
major importance to the costs 01 collective action itsell. The standard Millian 
analysis jumps lrom defined interests to collective action with scant attention 
to organization and mobilization. Starting from the challenge laid down by 
Mancur Olson, Millians have sharpened the analysis 01 collective action by 
connecting it to the production 01 collective goods. The ideal collective good is 
inclusive and indivisible. If any member 01 the group receives it, all receive it. 
There is no way 01 breaking it up into shares. The draining 01 a swamp to pre
vent malaria is a lairly pure example. Real goods vary considerably in how 
much they approximate that ideal. Police protection, lor example, is ideally a 
pure collective good; ideaIly, it is inclusive and indivisible. In practice, some 
people get little or no police protection, and others buy up extra shares lar 
themselves. We therelore have to say that action is collective to the extent that 
it produces inclusive, indivisible goods. 

The definition I have proposed is more relaxed in some regards and more 
restrictive in others. Joint action in pursuit of common ends ohen fails to pro
duce any goods at aIl, but so long as it tends to produce collective goods I pro
pose to include it. On the other hand, some collective goods (and many coIlec
tive bads) are produced unintentionally, as by-products 01 individual efforts. I 
propose to exclude them from the definition of collective action. That choice 
has its disadvantages; it requires us to think about what an unsuccessful action 
might have produced and to be sure that people really did act jointly, instead 
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of simply searehing around for the appearanee of eolleetive goods. Yet it has 
the advantage of foeusing the analysis more clearlyon the explanation of the 
action itself, instead of aiming at Hs outcomes. 

Let us borrow the basic Millian insight: eolleetive aetors are attempting to 
produee eolleetive goods that have a speeific value in relation to their interests, 
and are expending valuable resourees in the eHort. If we ean imagine assigning 
relative values to the eolleetive goods produeed and the resourees expended, 
we ean think of a eontender as gaining, losing, or breaking even. Diagram
matieally, we have Fig. 3-4. In the shaded area above the diagonal, the value 
of the eolleetive goods obtained is greater than the value of the resourees 
expended; that is again. Below the diagonal we have losses, and the diagonal 

itself is a break-even line. 
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Fig.3-4 
Gains and losses in collective action 

In any real eolleetive action, there are real limits on how mueh of the 
spaee in the diagram is available to the actor. We have talked about the two 
main limits as mobilization and opportunity. To modify the diagram, we 

create Fig. 3-5. 
The group eannot expend more resourees than it has eurrently mobilized; 

that sets an unbreakable limit in one direetion. The opportunities for gain are 
finite; that sets a limit in the other direetion. Later on we will look earefully at 
limits on opportunity. For the moment it is enough to see that both mobiliza
tion and opportunity limitthe possible gains from eolleetive action. lt folIows, 
clearly, that a change in mobilization or opportunity will produee a change in 
the set of gains and loses available to a group. Zero mobilization equals zero 
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Fig. 3-5 
How opportunities and mobilization limit gains and losses 

;:~~~I:~;S~~sb~ !:~: ~a~ inerease the :~nge of gains and losses available by 
or reducing its subjectio~ ~ l~~~~~t~;~~mtIes-that 15, by increasing Hs power 

If things were this simple, we would expeet ever . . . 
utmost capacity to ma' I t . . y group to mob1hze to 1tS 

mpu a e opportumhes as m h 'bl 
maneuver itself into the highest available position ~~ov:s t~:s~;ag~n:~d ;0 
some extent, that lS a reasonable simplifieation of what goes . . 0 

strugg}es. But it ignor~s important realities: mobilization itself i~~o~~1 po;~: 
group: orgamzahon 1tself sets important limits on the eilt' y .. 

~~;~~~J~ ~~~::;:::d:~~em;~:~~~~~~;~~~~:o:~~~~~s~~ ~::~~:~r~~:1~ 
~~:~:s:i:\~t ~~~~~:~ew~~d~::1:0 ~~~e;e~~::~~:r:~;~~:~~~ ~:l:~~:n~:~u:~ 
ing to d m. any,. per aps most, groups behave like peasants who are seek
the POi:ta~ ':ntarget 1Oeom;. from th~ir land; instead of loeating themselves at 
expend the .ax1mum pro 1t, they alm for a certain return. If they ean they 
workers firs:n~:~~~~h;esourees required for that reason. Thus a gro~p of 
they will have to l wandt an e1ght-hour day, then ealculate what eHort 

expen In?r er to wm that particular objective. 
to i Some groups value a glven eolleetive good so highly that they are willin 

neur what other groups regard as net losses in order to aehieve thei~ 
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eherished objeetives. From the viewpoint of the average group, they are satis
fied with a position below the break-even line. We ean make a distinetion 
among four group strategies: (1) the zealots who, eompared to other groups, 
set an extremely high value on some eolleetive good in terms of the resourees 
required to aehieve that good-willing to expend life and limb, for instanee, in 
order to aequire self-government; (2) the misers, who value the resourees they 
already hold so highly that hardly any available eollective good ean draw 
them into expending their mobilized resourees on eolleetive aetion-we should 
expeet misers to aet together defensively when they aet at all; (3) the run-of
the-mill contenders who aim for a limited set of eolleetive goods, making the 
minimum expenditure of resources necessary for the acquisition of these 
goods, and remaining inactive when the current combination of mobilization 
and opportunity makes a net loss on the exchange likely; (4) the opportun;sts 
who strive to maximize their net return-the difference in value between 
resourees expended and eolleetive goods obtained-regardless of whieh eollee

tive goods they aequire. 
Figure 3-6 presents the four ideal types sehematieally. In this simplified 

pieture, opportunity and mobilization are the same for all types. The diagrams 
value the resourees expended and the eolleetive goods aequired at averages 
over all groups instead of showing the relative values usually assigned to 
mobilized resourees and eolleetive goods by eaeh type of group. Aeeording to 
the diagram, zealots find aeeeptable only a narrow range of eolleetive goods; 
the goods are not neeessarily those that other groups value most highly. They 
are willing to spend up to the limit of their mobilized resourees to aequire those 
eolleetive goods, even if by the standards of other eontenders they are taking 
losses. Misers will only spend a share of their mobilized resourees for a very 
valuable return in eolleetive goods. They will never spend up to the limit set by 
their mobilization. Run-of-the-mill eontenders resemble zealots, exeept that 
they are willing to settle for a wider range of eolleetive goods, and unwilling to 
settle for a loss. Finally, opportunists will take any eollective goods they ean 
gel. They will spend up to their limit to get it, just so long as they make a pro-

fit. 
The diagram invites further theorizing. For example, it is reasonable to 

suppose that zealots tend to maintain higher levels of mobilization than other 
kinds of aetors. They therefore have more chances to aequire their desired eol
leetive goods, but they also run a greater risk of heavy losses. Opportunists, 
on the other hand, probably work more effeetively at moving up the oppor
tunity line by such taeties as forming coalitions with other powerful eontend
ers. Some of these strategie questions will become important in our later 

discussions of power. 
Every political system sorts its contenders among zealots, misers, oppor~ 

tunists, and run-of-the-mill eontenders. No doubt every politieal system 
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Four ideal patterns of collective action 
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MISER 

OPPORTUNIST 

rewards the opportunists more than the run-of-the-mill, and the run-of-the-

af
mIlI eontenders more than the zealots or the misers. That is even true I f 

ter zealots se Th ' ear, Ize power. ey, too, reward opportunists and punish zealots 
Oddly enough, the opportunist is the least likely to appear of the fo~r 

~xtremes: Regardless of group strategy, the return the group seeks is rarely or 
t~ver fl sll~ple profit on eolleetive action. Groups eare about the eharaeter of 

l
e co eetlve goods. Labor unions usually don't want papal dispensations 

e ans usually don't t . . ' I wan reeogmtlOn as bargaining agents. In fact both the 
:pp y and the demand are "Iumpy", clumped, diseontinuous. For that reason 

e eannot slmply graft the analysis of eolleetive action on the eXI'stl'ng . ' 
economlCS f . t d micro-o pTlva e goo s. The existing econornics of collective goods comes 
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doser. But it, too, has yet to solve the problems of interest, organization, and 
mobilization we have encountered. 

THE DETECTION AND MEASUREMENT OF COLLECTIVE ACTION 
When trying to study joint action in pursuit of common ends, we face the 
practieal problems of detecting the action, and then determining how joint it is 
and how common its ends. If we confine our attention to clear-cut examples, 
such as strikes, elections, petitions, and attacks on poorhouses, we still face 
the practieal problems of gauging their magnitudes-especially if we want to 
say "how much" collective action one group or another engaged in over some 
period of time. Aswith the measurement of mobilization, we commonly have 
the choiee between (a) indieators of collective action which come to us in a 
more or less quantitative form, but are too narrow or too remote to represent 
adequately the range of action we have in mind, or (b) indicators derived from 
qualitative descriptions, which are usually discontinuous, which often vary in 
coverage from one group or period to another, and which are always hard to 
convert reliably into meaningful numbers. 

David Snyder's time-series analyses of Italian, French, and American 
strikes provide a case in point. Snyder uses number and proportion of labor 
union members in the civilian labor force as a mobilization measure. Data for 
long periods are difficult to locate and hard to make comparable, but when 
they are available at all they are usually in quantitative form from the start. 
On the side of collective action, Snyder uses two sets of variables. First come 
the strike-activity measures: number of strikes, number of participants in 
strikes, mean duration of strikes, days lost, proportion ending in success or 
failure, proportion making offensive or defensive demands, and so on. 
Ultimately, all of these come from offieial sources, where they appear as 
summary statisties or as uniform descriptions of all the strikes reported for 
some period, area, and definition of the relevant labor force. As in the case of 
union membership, it takes some ingenuity and effort to wrest comparable 
measures from the sources, but the quantification itself is not very difficult. 

That is certainly not true of Snyder' s second set of measures. They con
cern other forms of collective action by workers. Snyder's list (from Snyder 
1974: 114) runs: 

Economic and directly job-related actions 

• employment information and placement 
• local control of working conditions, including grievance procedures, local 

adjustments of national contracts, etc. 

e negotiation of extralocal contracts (usually national) 

• disbursement of strike funds 
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Economic, but not job-related actions 

• 
• 

aid to members for accident, skkness, unemployment, burial 

provision of social! recreational! education facilities 

• financing cooperative efforts (both production and consumption) 

political actions 

• lobbying activities 

• distribution of printed material 

• support of candidates for election 

• coalition with politkal party 

S~yd~r read through a large number of economic, labor, social, and political 
histones for each of hIS three countries, abstracting any mention f f h . .. . 0 any 0 
t ese aC~lvlhes, regroupmg the abstracts into organization-year summaries, 
then codmg each of the eleven items in a standard way. For example, the code 
for support of ~andidates appears in Fig. 3-7. Snyder summed the scores for 
each orgamzatlOn mto four general scores-one each for his Job-Related, 
Econom~c-Not-Job-Related, and Politkal categories, and a summary Collec
lIve ActlOn score. Finally, he weighted each organization for the proportion of 

Fig. 3-7 
Snyder's Code for labor support of candidates 

The coder is evaluating a single-year summary of abstracts from h' t . I . . IS onca sources con-
cemmg a parhcular organization's support of candidates for elective office. 

Code 

o 
1 

2 

3 

4 

Evaluation 

none at an 

small amount 

moderate 

good deal 

great deal 

Source Snyder 1974: 302 

Criteria 

no support of candidates 

endorsement of candidates in printed mate
rial of the organization 

speechmaking, etc., by labor leaders/mem
bers in support of candidates and endorse
ment in printed material 

active campaigning by members for candi
dates (passing out leaflets, going door to 
dOOf, etc.) and Hems Jisted above 

financial support of candidates and items 
listed above 
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the labor force it contained, and summed each weighted score over a11 orga
nizations for a country-year total. Snyder' s analyses of the unionization co11ec
tive action and strike variables for France and Italy indicate that the best sum
mary of their relationships runs, schematica11y: 

Other Collective Action 

Edward Shorter and 1 had implicitly adopted a different model: 

+ Unionization ---'----~~ Strikes 

~I+ 
Other Collective Action 

But we neither formulated that model clearly nor (except for some analyses of 
the relationships between strike activity and collective violenee) made much of 
an effort to estimate it. Thus Snyder's work in description and measurement 
leads us to reconsider the processes we are analyzing. 

Aside from strikes, our research group's most extensive forays into the 
measurement of collective action have dealt with violent events. (For general 
deseriptions and preliminary results, see Tilly, Tilly, and Tilly 1975.) For 
reasons which will become clearer in the course of my later dlscusslOns of VlO
lence as such, collective violence serves as a useful"tracer" of collective action 
in general. Although co11ective actions whieh produce damage to persons or 
objects are by no means a random sampie of a11 co11ective actions, the presence 
of violence greatly increases the likelihood that the event wIll be notlced and 
recorded. With prudent analysis, the pattern of collective violence will yield 
valuable information about the pattern of co11ective action as a whole. My col
laborators and I have done detailed enumerations and descriptions of co11ec
tive violence in Italy, German, France, and England over substantial blocks of 
time with exactly that purpose in mind. 

Let us concentrate on collective violence within a population under the 
control of a single government. Let us agree to pay attention to war, to fu11-
fledged games, to individual violence, and to highly discontinuous interac-
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tions. We are then still Iree to examine events in whieh the damage was only 
incidental to the aims of most of those involved. In our own investigations, my 
research group has discovered that we can, without huge uncertainty, single 
out events occurring within a particular national state in which at least one 
group above some minimum size (commonly twenty or fifty persons) seizes or 
damages someone or something from another group. We use newspapers, 
archival sources, and historical works for the purpose. As the minimum size 
goes down, co11ective violence begins to fade into banditry, brawling, 
vandalism, terrorism, and a wide variety of threatening nonviolent events, so 
far as our ability to distinguish them on the basis of the historieal record is con
eerned. 

We use the community-population-day as an elementary unit. On a 
partieular day, did this segment of the population of this community engage in 
eo11ective violence, as just defined? If so, we have the elementary unit of a 
violent event. Did an overlapping set of people carry on the action in an adja
cent community? If so, both communities were involved in the same event. 
Did an overlapping set of people continue the action the following day? If so, 
the incident lasted at least two days. Introduce a break in time, space, or per
sonnel, and we are dealing with two or more distinct events. The result of this 
modular reasoning is both to greatly simplify the problem of bounding the 
"same" incident and to fragment into many separate incidents series of interac
tions (such as the Spanish Civil War as a whole) which many analysts have 
been willing to treat as a single unit. More details on definitions and proce
dures are in the Appendix. 

For some purposes, like the comparative study of revolutions, a broader 
criterion may serve better. Still other investigations will require more stringent 
standards-more participants, a certain duration, someone killed, a particular 
minimum of property damage. But the general reasoning of such choiees 
would be the same: identify all the events above a certain magnitude, or at 
least a representative sampIe of them, befere trying to sort them out in terms 
of legitimacy or in terms of the aims of the participants. 

Let us consider some alternative ways of handling the enumeration of 
events. Reacting to what he regards as the weakness of our concentration on 
violent events, Heinrieh Volkmann has delineated a class of events called 
"soeial protests". In general, he thinks of a soeial protest as "any collective 
disturbance of public order on behalf of common objectives" (Volkmann 1975: 
33). Events qualify when at least twenty persons take part. Looking at 
Germany (as defined by the frontiers of 1937) during the revolutionary years 
from 1830 through 1832, he finds 165 events meeting the criteria in the pages of 
the Augsburger Allgemeine Zeitung. Just as in the case of France we use certain 
key words (multitude, rassemblement, reunion, foule, attroupement, etc.) to 
establish the presence of at least fifty people when our reports contain no 
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numerical estimate, Volkmann establishes rough numerieal equivalents f?r 
certain terms. He does so by taking the twenty-two accounts wh~ch contam 
both a numerical estimate and a verbal description of magmtude. The 

classification runs: 

20-100 persans: eine Anzahl. ein Trupp, Sch.:v~,r~, Haufemeist :;nit spezi
fizierenden Zusätzen wie" ein Haufe Arbeller, em Haufe Volks . 

100-1000 persons: Rotte, Zusammenrottierung, Haufen, grössere Haufen, 
zahlreiche oder grössere Menge, einige Hundert. 
1000-2000 persans: Menge, grosse Menge, grosser Volksauflauf. Massen, 
unzählige Menschenrnasse (Volkmann 1975: 89). 

He is thus able to estimate sizes for another sixty events, leaving almost exactly 
half without either a numerieal statement or a codable verbal descnptIOn. 
Presumably Volkmann judged whether at least twenty persons took part from 
the nature of the action itself. 

In a study of "rnass disturbanees" in Japan from 1952 to mid-1960, done 
independently of our research group, Yoshio Sugimoto adopted some of our 
definitions and procedures. He used a number of Japanese newspape.rs to 
identify a11 events, involving at least fifty people, in whieh the polICe mte:
vened and there was some detectable violence. He identified 945 such events 10 

his 8.5-year period. Sugimoto's measurement of magnitudes fo11owed the same 
pattern: number of events, size, duration. But, followmg Sorokm and Gurr, he 
added a fourth dimension: intensity. The mtenslly measurement 15 unusual. 
Instead of simply scoring the injuries, property damage, .and arre~ts that 
occurred in any particular event, Sugimoto attempted to estlmate thelr prob
ability as a function of the various kinds of actio~ that made up the ~vent. 
Having broken down every event into phases conslst~ng of only one kmd of 
action he then sorted all action phases from all events 10 hiS sampIe by type of 
action: !tems 31 to 40 on the 70-item list (with numbers of action phases shown 
In parenthesis) were, for example: 

31. proteetion of individuals from attack (109) 
32. picket against cars (105) 
33. attempt to break pieket line (312) 
34. skirmish (1133) 
35. attempt to throw someone into the sea (3) 
36. forceful removal of objects (10) 
37. attempt to trample down fields (1) 
38. attempt to dig a well (1) 
39. attempt to dam water in a river (5) 
40. attempt to hammer pikes into ground (1) 
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For each of the seventy types of action distinguished, he summed injuries, 
property damage, and arrests. The "probability" of injury assigned to each ac
tion is the proportion of all actions in the dass whieh produced injuries. Sugi
moto then combined the three individual scores for each action phase by 
means of the weights derived from a factor analysis of the three, computed the 
magnitude of the action phase by multiplying 

intensity X size X duration, 

and then computed the magnitude of the event as a whole by summing the 
magnitudes of all its action phases. The result was probably the most refined 
measure of magnitude ever computed for a large sampIe of violent events. 

What is more, Sugimoto made good use of his refined measures. He 
shows that the magnitude of agrarian disturbances was greater in regions 
where landholding was relatively equal before the land reforms, and where the 
pace of the reform was more rapid, that the proliferation of labor unions 
strongly promoted disturbances involving workers, and many other findings 
of equal interest. 

Let us take a last example which is entirely independent of my group' 5 

work. Drawing on the Annual Register from 1815 to 1848, Charles Taylor 
(1966) prepared an index of "politieal artieulation" by English workingmen. !t 
singled out efforts to influence the national government, including "meetings 
to demand areform of the franchise, riots to protest the introduction of new 
poor law and demonstrations to support some particular group cause" (Taylor 
1966: 15). The context makes it appear that Taylor also scored petitions, group 
violence, the formation of associations. and the founding of publications, just 
so long as they bore explicitly on the political system. He weighed each in
stance from 1 to 5 depending on its duration and the number of partieipants. 
He then used the index to demonstrate strong relationships between a county' 5 

level of political artieulation over the entire period and the cQunty' 5 urban 
population, density, growth rate, and nonagrieulturallabor force. 

In my own group' 5 effort to index British collective action during the same 
span of time, we have avoided relying on a political criterion at the start, in 
hopes of capturing a wide range of action; then we have some chance to deter
mine whether collective action oriented to national politics and collective ac
tion in general rise and fall together, or whether the rise of national polities 
represents a net shift within the body of collective action. (For details. see the 
Appendix.) That important exception aside, the two approaches to the 
measurement of col1ective action have much in common. 

In line with the hope of assembling evidence on the pattern of collective 
action as a whole. we have coded many features of the violent events: 
characteristies of the setting, types of participants, forms of action, outcomes. 
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In thinking of the magnitude of collective action invölved, we have followed 
the model of strike analysis. We have attempted to estimate the total person
days absorbed by the action, and to disaggregate that estimate into its compo
nents: number of participants, duration. For the total amount of collective ac
tion produced by a given population in a certain period of time, we then have 
a three-dimensional figure which can assurne quite different proportions (see 
Fig.3-8). 

Group 
A 

Duration 

Group 
B 

Duration 

Fig.3-8 

" N 
üj 

Components of the magnitude of collective action 
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Group A produces a few long events of medium size, while Group B pro
duces many large, short events; the volume of collective action as measured by 
person-days, however, is about the same in the two hypothetical cases. This 
simple sort of representation brings out the fact that in France from the nine
teenth to the twentieth century both strikes and collective violence shifted 
from a pattern of small size and long duration to large size and short duration; 
the number of strikes and person-days in strikes expanded greatly, while the 
number of violent events and person-days in violence did not rise significantly 
faster than the French population. 

Some of the reasons for these changes are obvious, and some require 
reflection and research. The twentieth-century rise of the big demonstration 
and the one-day protest strike as modes of collective action and as contexts for 
collective violence played a large part in the net shift toward large, short, vio
lent events. To ask why they rose, however, is to ask about the expanding 
importance of special-purpose associations, the changing relations between 
organized labor and the national government, the movement of protests 
toward large cities and big plants. In short, the alterations in the forms of col
lective action result frorn changes in Hs determinants. 

Interest, organization, and mobilization, however, are not the only deter
minants of the intensity and character of collective action. Opportunity 
matters, too. We must look at the three major components of opportun
ity-power, repression/facilitation, and opportunity/threat-before we have 
a rounded picture of collective action. 



4 
The OpporluDily 
10 Acl Togelher 

FROM MOBILIZATlON TO OPPORTUNITY 
We began the last chapter with two models. The "mobilization model" 
describes the behavior of a single contender in terms of interest, orgamzahon, 
power, and other variables. That model we ha~e kept much in view. We hav~, 
however, looked mainly at one side of it: the slde dealmg wlth the contender s 
internal structure. 5chematically, we have concentrated on the followmg rela

tionships: 

Organization Interest 

Co!lective Action Mobilization 

By itself, this portion of the model is inadequate. It deals only with the capac
ity to act, not with the immediate incentive or opportumty to act. Tho~emc~n
tives and opportunities find their places in the other half of the moblhzatlOn 
model, and in the polity model. 

The "polity model" relates contenders to a government ~nd to ?ther con
tenders-both challengers and members of the polity-vla coahtlOns and 
struggles for power. So long as we were examining the internal structure of a 
contender we could take its external relations for granted. As we move mto 
the world' of opportunity, we must pay sustained atte~tion to other actors. 
Their strengths and weaknesses comprise the contender s opportumtles to act 
on its interests. 
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In Durkheimian thinking, the main word for this set of relations between 
, the collective actor and Hs environment is sodal contra!. Sodal contral con
sists of the eHorts of authorities, or of society as a whole, to bring deviants 
back into line. This idea of sodal contral assigns a passive, uncreative role to 
collective actors. It fits the reality of collective action tao poorly to help us 
here. 

Real contenders are more active than Durkheim's portrait implies. They 
pursue their interests. They struggle for power. On the way, they maneuver, 
form and break coalitions, try alternative strategies, win and lose. Our primi
tive models simplify all this contention by describing it as aseries of responses 
to changing estimates of the costs and benefits likely to result from various 
possible interactions with governments and with other contenders. The central 
assumptions run: 

1 Collective action costs something. 

2 All contenders count costs. 

3 Collective action brings benefits, in the form of collective goods. 

4 Contenders continuously weigh expected costs against expected benefits. 

5 Both costs and benefits are uncertain because (a) contenders have imper
feet information about the current state of the polity; (b) all parties engage 
in strategie interaction. 

We sum up the relevant costs and benefits under the headings repres
sion/facilitation, power, and opportunity/threat. On the opportunity side, 
the main relationships in the model run: 

Collective Action Power 

Opportunity /Th reat Repression 

Remember that these relationships refer to the moment of collective action. 
Over the long run, the extent and form of a contender's collective action aHect 
its power, the repression to which it is subjected, and the further opportunities 
and threats it faces. This version of the model ignores time. Let us consider 
each component of the timeless model in turn. 
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Repression and Facilitation 
Contention for power always involves at least two parties. The behavior of the 
second party runs along a range from repression to facilitation. Let us recall 
the definitions: repression is any action by another group which raises the 
contender's cost of collective action. An action which lowers the group's cost 
of collective action is a form of facilitation. (We call repression or facilitation 
political if the other party is a government.) A group bent on repressing or 
facilitating another group's action has the choice of working on the target 
group's mobilization or directly on its collective action. For example, a 
government can raise a group's mobilization costs (and thereby raise its costs 
of colleetive action) by disrupting its organizatio\1, by making communica
tions difficult or inaccessible, by freezing necessary resources such as guns and 
manpower . Standard repressive measures such as suspending newspapers, 
drafting strikers, forbidding assemblies, and arresting leaders illustrate the 
antimobilization avenue. Or a government can operate directly on the costs of 
collective action by raising the penalties, making the targets of the action 
inaccessible, or inducing a waste of the mobilized resources; the agent 
provocateur, the barricades around the city hall, the establishment of military 
tribunals for insurgents fall familiarly into the strategy of moving directly 
against collective action. Facilitation likewise has two faces, both familiar: 
promobilization activities such as giving a group publicity, legalizing member
ship in it, and simply paying it off; activities directly reducing the group's costs 
of collective action, such as lending information or strategie expertise, keeping 
the group's enemies out of the action, or simply sending forces to help the ac

tion along. 
Despite the two faces of repression/ facilitation, the elementary mobiliza

tion model shows no direct connection between repression/ facilitation and 
collective action. Instead, it portrays repression/facilitation as acting on 
power, which in turn influences collective action. That is because the elemen
tary model refers to the moment of action alone. At that moment, the prior 
effects of repression translate into power: into the extent to which the out
comes of the contender's various possible interactions with other contenders 
favor its interests over those of the others. 

Governmental repression is the best-known case. For example, the United 
States government's outlawing of the Communist Party during the Cold War 
essentially guaranteed that the party would lose leaders to jail when it acted 
together in any visible way. That is a high cost to pay for collective action. 
The law also raised the party's cost of mobilization by penalizing individuals 
who dared to contribute time, money, or moral support to its work. From a 
government's point of view, raising the costs of mobilization is a more reliable 
repressive strategy than raising the costs of collective action alone. The anti-
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mobi~ization strategy neutralizes the actor as weIl as the action, and makes it 
less hkely that the actor will be able to act rapidly when the government 
su~denly ~ecomes vulnerable, a new coalition partner ariS€s, or something else 
qUlckly shlfts the probable costs and benefits of collective action. Raising the 
costs of collectIve actIOn alters the pattern of effective demand from mobilized 
groupS, while raising the costs of mobilization reduces demand across the 
board. 

,G~ve~nmental repression is uniquely important because governments 
speclahze m the contral of mobilization and collective action: police for crowd 
contro!, tro?PS to back them, spies and informers for infiltration, licensing to 
keep potentIal actors visible and tarne. Yet groups outside govemment also 
repress each other, in the sense of manipulating each other's cost of collective 
a.ctlOn. That, is obvious in the case of quasi-governments such as large firms: 
Slmply conslder how much the structure and policy of the firm affeet the 
chances for unionization and therefore for strike activity. It is less obvious in 
the case of routine competition among other groups: the volunteer fire com
panies which bumed each other' s premises and held deadly shootouts in the 
~treets of m~eteenth-century Philadelphia ended up resetting the relative abil
Ity of each hre company to wield political influence (Laurie 1972). The fights 
bet~~en groups of young blacks and Irish for control of local turfs in Boston 
slgmhcantly affect the group's future costs of assembling and acting together. 
In pnnClple, then, repression sums the effects of the actions of all other groups, 
mcludmg governments, on a particular group' s cost of collective action 

If different forms of repression and facilitation sometimes cOflcen;rate on 
mobilization and sometimes on collective action itself, they also select in two 
other lmportant regards: the target groups and the varieties of collective action 
encouraged or deterred. Selectivity by group is the more obvious. In recent 
years, agencies of the U.S. government have worked to impede the collective 
actIOn of gro~ps as diverse as the Symbionese Liberation Army,.the Vietnam 
Veterans Agamst the War, and the Democratic Party. Ageneies of the govem
ment have also worked to fadlitate the collective action of the Blackstone 
Range:s, the American Medical Association and the A.F.L.-C.r.O. Politics as 
usual mvolves a great deal of coalition making among and against different 
conte~ders for power. Divisions of the government play important parts on 
both sldes. 

Selectivity by type of collective action shows up in the very rules of the 
game: and m thelr changes; at a given time, it may be legal to petition, 
aSsoClate, vote as a bIoc, acquire a patron in the legislature, and assemble as a 
formally. ~onstituted community, but not to demonstrate, strike, boycott, 
form mlhhas, or mvade the leglslature. The repression and fadlitation reside 
In the govemmen!'s action to alter the relative costs of different forms of collec-
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tive action. Legality matters because laws state the costs and benefits which 
governments are prepared (or at least empowered) to apply to one form of ac-

tion or another, , 
Impressed by that fact, I once thought we should index fluctu~tio~s 10 a 

government's repressiveness by watehing carefully its flow.of leglslatlOn. A 
doser look at the way the magistrates of eighteenth- and mneteenth-century 
Britain did their work of repression and fadlitation, however, dlmlmshed ~y 
confidence. Eighteenth-century legislation multiplied the number of capltal 
offenses. Penalties for offenses against property led the way: plundenng ShlP
wrecks, food rioting, many forms of fordble entry and theft became pumsh
able by hanging. Moreover, the bills which extended the d~ath penalty were 
characteristically special-interest legislation; in fact, the capltal offenses often 
appeared as incidental features of complex bills designed to advance the cur
rent interests of shipowners, merchants, landlords or other property holders 

(Hay197S). . f" 
This much seems quite consistent with the eighteenth-century flse 0 pos-

sessive individualism." But one fact is inconvenient: the application of t~e 
death penalty became less frequent during the eighteenth century (Beathe 
1974). What are we to make of that? Perhaps the deterrent worked so weIl th~t 
fewer capital offenses were committed. Perhaps juries tempered the law s 
severity by refusing to convicL Perhaps, as Douglas Hay suggests, the 
combination of widespread threats and dedining executions resulted from a 
system of general terror, selective repression, and extensive p~tro~age, In an: 
of these eventualities, the reading of repressiveness from leglslatlOn alone IS 

faulty. k A f 1723 . 
E. P. Thompson's analysis of the background of the Blac ct 0 IS a 

case in point. The Black Act set the death penalty for no fewer than hfty 
offenses, espedally armed and disguised hunting, poach1Og, nck burmng and 
other attacks on rural property. Thompson shows that it was essenhally cla~s 
legislation; it was engineered by Sir Robert Walpole and hi~ friends to consoh
date their exclusive enjoyment of their estates over the reslstance of the small 
farmers nearby. At a superfidal reading, one might easily take the Black Act 
as an illustration of the manner in which legislation makes the nse and fall of 
repression visible ... and thus, perhaps, makes it quantifiable. 

Thompson, however, points out the dlfhculty: 

On the one hand, it is true that the law did mediate existent dass relations to the 
advantage of the rulers; not onIy is this so, but as the century, advanced the l.a~ 
became a superb instrument by which these rulers were able to Impose new defIm
tions of property to their even greater advantage, as in the extinction by law of 
indefinite agrarian use-rights and in the furtherance of endosure. <?n ~he other 
hand, the law media ted these dass relations through legal forms, whlCh Imposed, 
again and again, inhibitions upon the actions of the rulers (Thompson 1975: ~64). 
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We have to deal with not one element-legislation alone-but with three: the 
legislation as such; the interpretation and application of the legislation; the 
limits set on that legislation's effect by other, existing law. 

The first and third elements are both matters of the law as written by 
judges, legislators, and lawyers. One might hope to get at them by studying 
current legislation and jurisprudence. But the interpretation and application of 
existing legislation are subtle, varied and scattered. In Britain, the Justices of 
the Peace had great discretion. They used iL On the one hand, they never 
exerdsed their legal powers to the fullest possible extent; there were groups on 
which the full rigor of the law did not descend, laws which remained unused, 
numerous instances in which one person was punished as an example while the 
other offenders were left to acquire contrition and fear by proxy. In the case of 
the provindal hunger riots of 1766: 

.. . the magistrates not onIy refrained from effective measures to crush the initial 
disorders, they actually abetted other members of the landed and industrial inter
ests in their encouragement of the people to regulate markets and reduce the prices 
of provisions by force ... By this means, they diverted the rioters towards 
middlemen and large farmers, and away horn the landed and industrial interests. 
Unlike other agrarian disorders of the century, the riots of 1766 did not involve 
direct attacks on landowners or manufacturers. Thus while not actually inciting 
the riots, the actions of the magistrates certainly gave them direction. Only 
belatedly, when the sca1e of disorder frightened them, did the gentry-magistrates 
dose ranks with the aristocracy and other rural leaders to crush what they had 
come to fear was the start of social revolution (Shelton 1973: 95-96). 

When it suited them, on the other hand, the Justices of the Peace often used 
portmanteau laws concerning public order. They arrested people for 
vagrancy, trespassing, breach of the peace, unlawful assembly, or hindrance 
of an officer in the pursuit of his duty. Sometimes they reinterpreted an exist
ing law, such as the law of treason, to cover the form of collecHve action at 
hand. 

British magistrates of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries probably 
had unusual freedom of action, as compared with their counterparts in other 
western countries. Nevertheless, the Prussian Junker who judged his own 
tenants as Landrat and the humbler French notable who held court over his 
neighbors as juge de paix also chose their weapons from a large legal arsenaL 

The exerdse of discretion within the system does not mean that the 
distinction between legal and illegal means of collective action is insignificanL 
It means we must derive the distinction from legal practice instead of relying 
naivelyon the statute books. Criminal statistics thus receive a new lease on 
life. 

Criminal statistics are properly suspect as a comprehensive (ar even repre
sentative) record of actual violations of the law. Yet they do unquestionably 
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reflect the action of the judicial apparatus, and therefore provide evidence on 
changes in that action. George Rude notes the marked decline in the British use 
of the death penalty against protest alter 1800: 

Once arson, riot and attacks on property had virtually ceased to be capital 
offenees, the worse he would have to face-and this was terrifying enough-was 
a term of transportation. It is not surprising, therefore, that the typical crimes for 
which pro testers were transported in the 1840's-the Chartists and Rebecca's 
Daughters, for example-were for former capital offenses like demolishing turn
pikes, pulling down hauses, sedition, "cutting and maiming", "mobbing and riot
ing" and "attempted murder" . And the last batch of transported protesters to be 
sent to Australia from England were 21 arsonists who arrived there in a half-a
dozen ships in 1852. After this, transportation ceased in Tasmania as it had ten 
years earlier in Sydney; and when it revived briefly in Western Australia between 
1860 and 1868, there was not a single English, Welsh or Scottish protester among 
the 9,000 convicts that went out. Henceforth, such protesters as remained to be 
sentenced were confined to jails at horne; and, as we noted earlier, indictments for 
such offenses were, by the 1860's, in fairly steady dedine (Rude 1973: 22-23). 

As Rude points out, this use of the criminal record shilts the analytic shoe to 
the other foot. lnstead of assuming a constant pattern of repression and read
ing the reported convictions as a his tory of criminal activity, we want to "hold 
constant" the criminal activity and force the record to tell us about repression. 
Not easy, but at least we can analyze the punishment meted out for simHar 
offenses in different times and places, watch the waxing and waning involve
ment of different types of repressive forces (for example, the increasing role of 
professional police in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries), studying the 
changing life histories of typical complaints. 

In looking at much the same material as Rude, E. P. Thompson notes the 
frequent eighteenth-century use of exemplary punishment-especially the 
public hanging-instead of widespread prosecution as a deterrent to the ram
bunctious eighteenth-century English popular classes, and its later decline in 
favor of a tendency to prosecute all offenders, to incarcerate them instead of 
subjecting them to banishment or brief agony, to remove punishment !rom the 
public view, to dream of reforming the individual. Thompson is therefore 
properly skeptical that anyone could estimate either the amount of protest or 
the degree of repression by following such statistics as arrests, impri50nments, 
and executions. Yet his very objection helps specify what has to be measured. 
Clearly we have to distinguish between the volume and type of repressive 
activity, on one hand, and its symbolic significance, on the other hand. 

Since groups vary so much in their characteristic use of one sort of col1ec
tive action or another, the selectivity of repression and facilitation with respect 
to types of collective action usually entaHs a selection by kind of actor as weIl. 
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No doubt abridging the right of assembly is less selective than outlawing the 
Commumst Party. Even when the assembly laws are equitably enforced, how
ever, they fall with special force on those groups which can only make contact 
by gathering in public spaces. In the nineteenth century, the workers who 
customarily got together in pubs or on the street found themselves more great
Iy hampered by not acts than did the rich. The rich could escape to their salons 
and private clubs. 

The nin~teenth-cent~ry case is particularly interesting because of the great 
professlOnahzatIon of pohcmg which occurred in most western countries as the 
century moved on. Some of the apparently huge expansion of police forces in 
the mneteenth century resulted from the bureaucratization of volunteer and 
part-time policing. In France, the regular national forces rose from about 5 000 
policem~n and 16,000 gendarmes (for a combined rate of 57 police per 100:000 
popul~tlon) m 1848 to about 16,000 policemen and 21,000 gendarmes (for a 
combmed rat~ of 97 per 100,000 population) in 1897. But a significant part of 
the m~rease m p~licemen consisted of the incorporation of irregular local 
forces mto the natIOnal police (see Tilly, Levett, Lodhi, and Munger 1975). In 
the Umted States, no national police emerged, but parallel changes in policing 
occurred. There we see the shift from "entrepreneurial" to "bureaucratic" 
police forces (Levett 1974). In the entrepreneurial stage, three kinds of forces 
shared the responsibility: (1) dtizen forces; they were called such things as 
posse and deputles when the government did not authorize them; (2) regular 
t~oops;. (3) constables and similar officers, often shorHerm or part-time, olten 
glven httle or no ~egular remuneration, olten drawing most of their police 
mcome from fees: fmes, a share of recovered property, rewards posted for the 
apprehenSIOn of major criminals, and so on. These forces had little incentive to 
carry on comprehensive patrols, to deal with routine public order offenses, or 
to prote~t the poor. The third group were "entrepreneurial" in that they made 
thelr hvmgs by competing for the available fees. With a growing,. increasingly 
segregated and increasingly foreign-born working class gathering in nine
tee~th-centur~ cities, however, American political officials became increasing
Iy mterested In forming regular police forces which would patrol the entire 
CIty, deal with vietimless offenses such as public drunkenness, and contain 
major threats of hostile collective action. Thus they organized bureaucratized 
salaried, uniformed full-time forces. ' 

The same general change took place in England. Robert Storch points out 
that as the middle and working classes drew apart, nineteenth-century middle 
cla~s leaders mcreasmgly feIt the need for a force which would contain and 
Clvlbze the workers: 

The disin~egration o~ a common sphere of enjoyment was of course paralleled 
by a physlcal separation of the classes-classically described by Engels-unprece-
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den ted in western history . The Victorian bourgeoisie which set the moral tone of 
dties like Manchester and Leeds were not likely to patronize the cockpit as the 
Preston gentry of the late eighteenth century had done, nor to shower coins on a 
Guy Fawkes crowd as Wakefield Tories still felt at liberty to do at mid~century. 
Such gentlemen were much more inclined to either mind their own business and 
businesses or else to patronize temperance or rational recreation societies or 
mechanics' institutes. It was also they who supported the moral-reform mission 
assigned to the police and added to it in the language of numerous local improve
ment acts. The new demands for civil order in nineteenth-century England pro
duced a novel type of surrogate to replace oider and perhaps more personallines 
of authority and deference which were now conceived to be moribund. The police, 
a "bureaucracy of offieial morality," were produced to try to fill this vacuum and 
to act as alever of moral reform on the mysterious terrain of the industrial eity's· 

inner core (Storch 1976, 496). 

What is more, the poor of English cities resisted the growth of regular police 
forces. They saw the police, quite rightly, as specialists in intruding on their 
life space, keeping them under surveillance, interfering in their organization 
and entertainment. They assaulted police who dosed pubs during church ser
vices or tried to break up crowds of idlers on the street. The resistance was, to 
be sure, self-defeating, it only gave the fearful middle dasses stronger incen
tives to expand and regularize the police forces. Thus an ostensibly general 
protective measure increased the repression directed at urban workers. 

Repressive and Tolerant Governments 
Let us set these ideas down more systematically. The repressiveness of a 
government is never a simple matter of more or less. It is always selective, and 
always consists of some combination of repression, toleration, and facilita
tion. Governments respond selectively to different sorts of groups, and to dif
ferent sorts of actions. Sometimes the discriminations are fine indeed: the same 
government which smiles on church services bringing together a thousand 
people assembled to pray for salvation shoots without hesitation into a crowd 
of a thousand workers assembled to pray for justice. 

Governments which repress also facilitate. While raising the costs of some 
kinds of collective action to some kinds of groups, they lower the costs of 
other kinds of collective action to other kinds of groups. They do so in two dif
ferent ways: (a) by simply diminishing the difficulty of specific varieties of 
mobilization and/or collective action, and (b) by providing positive incentives 
for specific varieties of mobilization and/or collective action. At the extreme, 
facilitation therefore turns into compulsion: punishing nonperformance in
stead of simply rewarding performance. For present purposes, however, we 
can treat facilitation and compulsion as a seamless continuum. 
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~ole~ation is the space between repression and facilitation. For sorne 
combmatlOns of gr~ups and collective actions, a given government does not 
react at alt the resldents of an urban neighborhood get together to write a 
letter to the edItor about local housing for the elderly a d th . h' d ,n e government 
neIt er Impe es them nor helps them; striking students stay away from dasses 
and the pohce studiously ignore them. ' 

To the extent that the acceptability of actions and of groups to a given 
government each fall into a single rank order we have a . 1 f . ' Slmp e way 0 
representmg both the limits of tolerable behavior and the general level of 
governmental repressiveness. Figure 4-1 offers a simple descrl'pt'o f . t l' d I n 0 repres-
SIOn, 0 eratlOn, an facilitation. In this idealized diagram a 1 t bl h ' ny group ess 
accep a e t an D gets repressed no matter what it does. Any action less 
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acceptable than B gets repressed no matter which group does it. AC therefore 
represents the amount of repression. Any group more acceptable than E and 
any action more acceptable than F receive governmental support. EG repre
sents the general extent of governmental facilitation, CG the general extent of 
governmental tolerance. 
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With these tools, we can manufacture the two ideal types of regimes 
shown in Fig. 4-2: Egalitarian and Oligarchie. In the extreme case of egalitar
ianism, the acceptability of the group makes no difference to the likelihood 
that the government will repress or facilitate a given sort of action by that 
group. In the extreme case of oligarchy, the sort of action undertaken makes 
nO difference to the likelihood that the government will repress the action of a 
group with a given amount of power. 

In that never-never worId where evidence is free, clear, and reliable, we 
can compare real regimes in these regards, and thus be on our way to testing 
arguments concerning such things as the tempering effects of parliamentary 
systems on the repression of collective action. Real evidence would also give us 
the means of judging the utility of the polity model presented earlier: the clear
er the distinction between members and challengers, the sharper and more 
nearly vertical should be the line between repression and toleration. To the 
extent that governments are truly egalitarian and that the transition from 
toleration to repression is gradual instead of abrupt, the division of contenders 
into members and challengers is misleading. 

The rectilinear representation we have been using so far is not very real
istic. Let us neglect the unreality introduced by having no gray areas, no 
governmental wavering, and no tactical maneuvering. Even with great certain
ty as to when the government will and will not repress, tolerate, or facilitate, 
what Fig. 4-3 shows is more like everyday reality. In both cases shown in the 
diagrams, even highly unacceptable groups have a few innocuous courses of 
action open to them. Even highly acceptable groups have some actions barred 
to them. But the acceptability of the action va ries with the acceptability of the 
group. 

In the diagrams, although governments X and Y do about the same 
amount of facilitating of collective action, Y is substantially more repressive 
than X. Y is also less tolerant than X. We can represent the difference in repres
siveness between the governments as AC A'C'. The same device will serve 
to portray the change in the repressiveness of a single government over time: 
the question is how far C moves up and down the diagonal. 

The diagram has an interesting by-product: it helps specify some standard 
intuitions of the repressive patterns in different sorts of regimes. Figure 4-4 
lays out the differences among repressive, totalitarian, tolerant, and weak re
gimes. In this characterization, a repressive regime represses many groups and 
actions, while facilitating few of either. A totalitarian regime may repress less, 
hut it facilitates a wide range of actions, even to the point of making them 
compulsory. As a consequence, the band of merely tolerated actions narrows. 
The tolerant regime widens that middle band: diagram (c) sneaks in the 
supposition that to do so it must bar some actions to the most powerful groups 
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GOVERNMENT X 

GOVERNMENT Y 

Fig. 4-3 
T olerance versus repression 

within it. Finally, the weak regime also has a wide band of tolerated behavior, 
but it facilitates less, and tips its repression toward the weaker groups while 
doing practieally nothing about the collective action of the strong. 

So far we have simply been exploring a two-dimensional definition of re
pressiveness. We can edge a bit further into the world of testable propositions 
by asking what features of actions make actions acceptable, and what features 
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(d) WEAK 

T 

Fig.4-4 
Repressive patterns in different types of regime 

of g;oups r:'ake groups acceptable. Those are empirical questions; tough ones. 
TheIr detaIled answers vary according to the kind of people and the kind of 
government we are talking about. Regardless of whatever else affects the 
acceptability of an action, however, its sheer scale certainly does. The larger 
the scale of a collective action, on the whole, the more repression a govern
ment is likely to throw at it. By "scale" we may mean number of participants, 
duratlOn, geographie range, extent of organization, degree of force mobilized, 
or some weighted combination of them. 

On the side of group acceptability, the group's current power is the most 
p.romising single factor. That for two reasons: because might often makes 
nght, and because current power sums up many other kinds of acceptability. 
The more powerful the group, on the average, the less repression it receives. 
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Although at first hearing the relationship sounds obvious, it is neither self-evi, 
dent nor true by definition. Indeed, a government at the edge of a revolu
tionary situation often concentrates whatever repressive strength it has on its 
most powerful rivals, and lets the weak run free. Nevertheless, in general an 
inverse relationship between power and repression probably does hold. . 

This effect of power on repression and facilitation reverses the mam re
lationship proposed by our elementary mobilization model. There, the con
tender's current subjection to repression/facilitation affects Hs power, but not 
vice versa. Again the difference is due to a shift in perspective. The elementary 
model deals with the moment of collective action, and aims at the action of the 
contender. This supplementary model of repression/facilitation, however, 
deals with a government's decision to repress-either in response to some 
single collective action, cr as a pattern of responses over a longer period. 

Our earlier diagrams now translate into Fig. 4-5. In this idealized map, a 
group weaker than A will be repressed no matter how small the scale of its 
action. Even the strongest group will be repressed if it undertakes an actIOn 
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larger than E. Any group stronger than B will receive active support for its 
smaller-scale actions, and the strongest groups will receive facilitation from 
the government for the full range of actions from C to D. The oddity of some 
of these implications makes it clear that a valid map would show more bumps 
and depressions. For example, in any partieular politieal system there is no 
doubt a threshold below whieh groups are too weak to bother with; since they 
pose no threat, their small-scale collective actions are ignored. Making the 
map more realistie is a signifieant theoretical and empirieal problem. 

Figure 4-6, the last in this series, offers some speculations about the stan
dard distributions of repression and facilitation in populations with relatively 
strong governments. I mean them to apply to major western states over the 
last two or three centuries. The repression curve now registers the idea that 
groups with a little power pose a greater threat to the government and its main 
supporters than do powerless groups. The hypothetical government represses 
all but the smallest collective actions of slightly powerful groups, while 
allowing more latitude to the genuinely powerless. It also contains the idea 
that as the power of a particular group rises-as, for example, it actually be
comes identieal with the government-the range of collective actions denied to 
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it eventually dwindles to nothingness. The facilitation curve tells. us that even 
relatively powerless groups receive incentives to carry out certam hlghly ac
ceptable collective actions; the result of that circumstance is to squeeze the 
range of collective action on the part of slightly powerful groups whlch 15 

simply tolerated: either they can't do it or they must do It. As a result, 
relatively powerless groups find their world more totaJitarian than do the 
powerful or the completely powerless. 

. At the other end of the power range, the extremely powerful enjoy 
governmental support in almost any collective action they carry on. At the ,:x
treme where the government and the most powerful group merge rn
dissol~bly, government supports everything the group does. This basic pattern 
is possible with a smaller or larger area of toleration, smaller or larger zones of 

repression and facilitation. .. . 
If this argument is correct, repression and faClhtatlOn should work. lt 

should not be true, for example, that a people long held under a repressive 
regime will gradually build up so much resentment that it bursts out ag~inst 
the regime. lt should be true, on the other hand, that visible chang~s In a 
government's repressive policy-cracking down on vl~lators of a certam l~w, 
or easing up on them-will rapidly encourage or discourage the collectIve 
action of many groups besides those most directly affected; the news of the 
change should quickly affect their estimates of the costs of partIcular kInds of 
collective action, and perhaps of collective action in general. To be more 
exact shifts in the pattern of repression and facilitation should have two re
lated ~ffects: depressing or raising the overall level of collective action, altering 
the relative attractiveness of different forms of collective action. 

The historieal evidence for the impact of repression on the general level of 
collective action is, I think, quite strong. At the extreme, the Europe of our 
own time provides the examples of Spain under Primo de Rivera and Franc?, 
Portugal under Salazar, Germany under Hitler, and Soviet Union under StalIn 
and his successors, ltaly under Mussolini, France under Viehy and the 
Nazis-all times of enormously reduced collective action in those countnes, 
except for collective action directly initiated by the:tate. In general, when a 
European state temporarily trained its fun repreSSIve power on lts mternal 
enemies (as when the ltalian state attacked the SiciJian Fasci of 1893-94), the 

enemies subsided. 
The alteration of the relative attractiveness of different forms of collective 

action by repression and facilitation is easy to illustrate and hard to establish 
as a general rule. The "channeling" of collective action by governments shows 
up in the nineteenth-century preference for mutual-aid societies over trade 
unions. Western governments generally discouraged the banding together of 
workers who sought to control production. They diverted workers into pr~
sumably safer organizations oriented to consumption. The tactic worked In 
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the short run; until they became legal, trade unions attracted few members. At 
first, Friendly Societies and societes de secours mutuels busied themselves with 
problems of welfare away from work. In the longer run, however, they 
became the nuclei of action against employers and against the state. The 
lower-cost alternative eventually became a very effective one. That repression 
makes a difference does not mean that it always accomplishes what the re
pressors had in mind. 

POWER 
The provisional hypo thesis of this last discussion, then, runs as folIows: the 
extent to which a given collective action by a given group is subject to re
pression, toleration, or facilitation is mainly a function of two factors: (1) the 
scale of the action, (2) the power of the group. The larger the scale of the 
action, the more likely its repression; the more powerful the group, the less 
likely its repression. The later diagrams refined that crude hypothesis by 
specifying interactions between the scale of the action and the power of the 
group. But the core of the hypo thesis remains. 

Scale of action is a fairly clear idea. Power is not. Unfortunately for 
elarity, the word has many tones and overtones. Enough, I think, to make the 
search for one essential meaning or one comprehensive definition of power a 
wild-goose chase. The meaning I have in mi nd here is simple and common
sense. Suppose we have two or more interacting parties. Suppose each party 
has an interest in an outcome of the interaction. Suppose at least one such 
interest of one party to the interaction conflicts with the interest of another 
party to the interaction. The power of that party is the extent to which its 
interests prevail over the others with which it is in conflict. 

The other actors may range from a single person to the sum of all other 
persons and groups. The power of a given party is therefore always relative to 
a specific (1) other party or set of parties; (2) interest or set of interests; (3) 
interaction or set of interactions. A farmer who trampIes the interests of other 
members of his household sometimes makes no headway in the village council; 
he has extensive power at horne, but not abroad. An industry which gets ex
tensive governmental protection frorn unionization sornetimes fails utterly to 
arrange protective tariffs; its power is high with respect to labor, low with re
spect to international trade. A group of revolutionaries who were ineffectual 
last year sometimes reorganize and start making a revolution this year; in last 
year's interactions they were powerless, while in this year's they are powerful. 
When we argue about whether a given group is powerful, we are occasionally 
disagreeing ab out the facts. But usually we are contending over which parties, 
interests, and interactions deserve to be taken into consideration, and how to 
weigh thern. 
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Now and then sorneone introduces potential power into the discussion. 
Potential power describes the extent to which the party's interests would pre
vail if it used all the means at its disposal: if all women used all the wcalth, 
tools, knowledge, etc., they dispose of now to enforce their rights to employ
ment, for example. The trouble with notions of potential power is that by 
definition they refer to situations we can't observe, that they force us to declde 
between assuming that the other parties to the interaction continue to behave 
as before (e. g., that men don't respond by piling up all the wealth, tools, 
knowledge, etc., they control) and theorizing about the whole sequence of 
interaction likely to follow: war games. Yet we can't simply brush aSlde poten
tial power as an inconvenient idea, for the implicit threat that a party w!ll use 
the means it has in reserve olten (perhaps always) multlphes the effect of the 
means actually used. 

A related distinction separates power-as-effectiveness from power-as-effi
ciency. (An exactly parallel distinction appears in discussions of organiza
tional outputs; see, e. g., Yuchtman and Seashore 1967.) A group wh~ch ac
complishes what it sets out to do is eifeetive, regardless of the costs lt mcurs. 
To the extent that the group's interests thereby prevall over other mterests 
with which they are in conflict, the group is exercising effective power. On the 
other hand, a group which gets a large retum relative to the means at its dis
posal is eificient, regardless of the specific character of that retu;n. To the 
degree that the retum favors the group's interests and counters the mterests of 
other groups, the group is exercising efficient power. ,. 

Both effectiveness and efficiency are relative to the group 5 defmed 
interests. But an effective group may be rather inefficient; by virtue of their 
willingness to sacrifice almost anything for their objectives, our "zealots" olten 
fall into that category. Likewise, an efficient group may be relatlvely m
effective; our "misers" frequently end up there. A very ineffective group tends 
to demobilize through the process that Albert Hirschman analyzes: a 
succession frorn sorne cornbination of loyalty + voice to exiL A very in
efficient group wastes its mobilized resources and then tends either (a) to be
come ineffective as a result or (b) to lose its support to other groups pursUlng 
the same interests more efficiently. In order to survive and prosper, real 
groups must rnaintain thernselves above sorne rninimu~ of ~ower-efficiency 
and some minimum of power-effectiveness. The analysIs whlch follows pro
vides a means for dealing with both aspects of power. 

Parties 
Let us go back to our three points of reference: parties, interests and in,~er
actions. Many students of power like to distinguish between "govemments or 
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"authorities," on one hand, and all parties outside the govemment, on the 
other. William Gamson, for example, uses power to refer to the effect of 
authorities on other parties, and influenee to refer to the effects of other parties 
on authorities (Gamson 1968). To my way of thinking, the distinctions among 
party, authority, and govemment are purely relative: an authority is simply a 
party which controls some concentrated means of coercion; a government is 
simply the party which controls the most important concentrated means of 
coercion within some defined population. 

Political power, then, is power over governments. Our estirnate of a 
group's political power will depend on which other parties we take into con
sideration. At one extreme, we can look at the group and the govemment 
alone. Then the group's political power is the extent to which its interests pre
vai! over those of the govemment when the two sets of interests are in conflicL 
That result is vaguely unsettling, precisely because we usually have some other 
contenders for the government's favor in rnind, and visualize the situation of a 
perfect coincidence of interests between a given party and the govemment: 
surely we wouldn't want to say that such a party had no political power! 

An extreme answer to that difficulty is to include all other contenders. 
The answer is extreme because it entai!s (a) enumerating all those other con
tenders, (b) preparing the huge balance sheet of their interests vs. the interests 
of the group whose power we are trying to assay. The intermediate answer is 
to limit the set of contenders taken into consideration: one competitor, a 
limited set of powerful competitors, all those which have made themselves 
known with respect to some particular issue and/or some particular phase of 
governmental activity, and so on. 

The notion of a "polity" takes a step in that direction by singling out all 
contenders which have routine access to the government. For this particular 
notion of polity to be useful. there must be a break in the distribution of 
power. The break must separate the relatively great power of alJ contenders 
("members of the polity") who have routine access to the govemment from the 
relatively small power of all other contenders ("challengers") who lack that 
routine access. It also implies a break in the Iife history of a group which 
moves from challenge to membership or membership to challenge . To the 
extent that these processes are continuous and gradual. the concept of polity 
loses Hs value. 

Interests 

We face the trilemma which Steven Lukes lays out. Lukes distinguishes among 
"pluralist," "reformist," and "radical" conceptions of power. The essential dis
tinction rests on the means used to identify the relevant interests of each actor. 
A "pluralist" view, in Lukes' terminology, takes into account only those 
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interests whieh groups artieulate and press in the political arena. A "reformist" 
conception of power adds other interests whieh a group artieulates, but has no 
opportunity to act upon. In a reformist analysis, a truly powerful group not 
only sees to it that its interests prevail in the event of an open confliet within 
the politieal arena, but also manages to keep other group's challenges to its 
interests oH the publie agenda. Both the pluralist and the reformist analyses 
limit the list of relevant interests to those whieh the groups themselves arti

culate. 
The "radical" analysis, according to Lukes, considers a group's real 

interests regardless of whether the group has articulated them. We looked at 
this choiee in the previous chapter: (1) infer the interests from the group's own 
utterances and actions-utterances and actions in the public arena for the 
pluralists, utterances and actions in any arena for the reformists; (2) derive the 
interests from a general scheme which relates interest to sodal position. In the 
Marxist tradition, the "soeial position" whieh counts is the group's relationship 
to the means of production. 

It is easy to accept the reformist conception of power as a substitute for 
the pluralist conception. The reformist approach simply adds new interests to 
those already considered relevant by the pluralist. The choiee between the 
radieal approach and the other two is more drastic. It leads to the conclusion 
that some apparent interests which groups articulate and pursue are not really 
interests. They are chimeras, products of false consciousness, trivialities. The 
radieal approach also leads to the identification of interests which the actors 
themselves do not-and, sometimes, would not-recognize as their own 
interests. It second-guesses the actors' own perception of the world. 

Substituting one's own assessment of the relevant interests for that of the 
actors on the scene takes confidence, sometimes even condescension and arro
gance. Those interests whieh groups artieulate and pursue, whether an outside 
analyst rates them as "real" or not, signifieantly aHect real struggles for power. 
In prudence and humility, then, we should give them priority. Nothing pre
vents us, however, from posing the following empirieal problem: 

Imputed !nterests .,. Articulated lnterests 

\ / 
Contention for Power 

We may ask, that is, how accurately the interests we impute to a group on 
general grounds prediet to (a) the interests the group artieulates and pursues, 
and! or (b) the power struggles in which the group engages. The Marxist analy-

Tile Measurement of Power 119 

sis says that both will have predictive power. Over the long run, a group' 5 

relationship to the prevailing means of production determines the interests 
which the group articulates and pursues. The group's relationship to the means 
of production also aHects its contention for power directly, by determining its 
likely enemies and allies, and by shaping its internal organization. Marxists 
diHer among themselves when it comes to deciding how much importance to 
attribute to these direct eHects of class position on contention for power, and 
how much to insist on dass consciousness as aprerequisite for sustained or 
effective action. If we can find a reasonable way of gauging class con
sciousness, this, too, can become an empirical question. 

Interactions 
Having settled on a particular set of parties and a particular set of interests, we 
still have to settle on a partieular set of interactions. The most obvious limit is 
time: power today, power this year, power over the last decade, power at 
same time in the future? Different sets of interactions are relevant. If we want 
to single out the effects of power, we are almost certainly going to attempt the 
distinction between power today and pow.er tpmorrow, on the assumption 
that today's exereise of power will, directly'or indirectly, aHect tomorrow's 
power distribution. In addition to fixing the interactions in time, we have to 
decide whether to consider an interactions, or only some crucial subset-every 
communieation, direct or indirect, between Standard on and the U. S. 
Government, or just formal requests for rate adjustments? 

We sometimes sidestep this diffieulty by looking simply at the returns a 
given group gets from other parties over some period of interaction, without 
trying to detect the impact of every single interaction. Logically speaking, that 
is a gross simplification. We also tend to assurne that the power which shows 
up in a visible set of interactions is strongly correlated with the power which 
would show up in the interactions shielded from our eyes: if j. P. Morgan 
could do that much in public, then think how much he could do in private! 
The correlation is nevertheless a matter of fact, a subject of possible dispute, 
and an assumption we cannot continue to make indefinitely. 

THE MEASUREMENT OF POWER 

Let us suppose, mirabil", dictu, that we have settled on a specifie set of parties, 
interests and interactions. We can now use the simplified model of collective 
action as the pursuit of collective goods to describe a single group's power 
position. Figure 4-7 refines the earlier collective goods model in two regards. 
The returns now include the possibility of collective bads: negative returns 
from collective action. The position -1 might represent the group's complete 
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Fig.4-7 . 
Interests and returns from collective action tor an opportunist contender 

extinction. The cliagram also represents the interests of the sort of contencler 
we earlier called an opportunist: a group which will accept any sort of collec
tive goods, so long as they represent a significant gain over .the resources ~x
pended to get them. With the additional possibility of collectlve bads, the dIa
gram also shows that the contender's interest extends to defense agalOst these 
negative outcomes. Even in the case of the omnivorous opportumst, the col-
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lective goods we now take into consideration are those which result frorn a 
specified set of interactions with a particular set of parties by reference to 
which we want to gauge the contender's power. 

For sirnplicity's sake, let us narrow our attention to the interaction of two 
parties. The narrowing is not quite so drastic as it rnay seem, since one of the 
"parties" to the interaction may be a sum of all other parties. We can easily 
represent the actions of third parties as influences on the outcomes in question. 
Then, as before, the diagram represents several crucial facts: collective action 
requires an expenditure of resources; the collective goods obtained are worth 
something; to the extent that the resources expended and collective goods ob
tained have comparable values the interaction can result in again, a 10ss or a 
standoff. Above the diagonal. Party A gets back more than it expends; it thus 
gains. Below the diagonal. Party A gets back less than it expends; thus it loses. 
The diagonal is a break-even line. 

In any real interaction, a number of things constrain B's response to A's 
action: the resources under B's control, B's own desire and capacity to resist or 
cooperate, the interest of third parties in the resources under B's control, and 
so on. For a number of reasons it is reasonable to suppose the following things. 

1 A contender which does not act at all will receive collective bads. 

2 A contender which acts on a very small scale will receive even more 
collective bads, as the other party responds negatively to its efforts. 

3 Beyond that point, the contender will receive an increasing return for 
increasing outputs of collective action, but only up to a limit. 

4 The marginal rate of return for collective action eventually becomes nega
tive. 

The curve in Fig. 4-8 describes those hypothetical effects. The rate of return 
eventually declines because B's resources are not inexhaustible, because B will 
defend itself against threats to its own survival. and because thira parties will 
intervene when A's gains visibly threaten their own interest in the resources 
under B's control. Under the conditions shown in Fig. 4-8, an unconstrained, 
coolly calculating Party A-an opportunist-would maximize by expending Z 
resources, landing at Y on the returns curve and getting back X in collective 
goods, for a gain of X-Z. The returns curve gives a simple description of A's 
power over B. 

Putting the diagonal back in makes it clearer that some groups might 
always be in a losing position because their entire returns curve lies below the 
break-even line. Figure 4-9 states that possibility. There, Party A, has little 
hope; its curve lies too low. Party A, is better off; a portion of its curve lies 
above the break-even line. With respect to this set of parties, interests, and 
interactions, Party A, has more power than Party A" An opportunist Party 
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Hypothetical schedule 01 returns Irom collective action 

A would confine its action to the range producing returns above the diagonal: 
Z: to Z,. An opportunist Party A, would aet only enough to forestall colleetive 
bads-and work to improve its schedule of returns. 

We have forgotten, however, that neither A, nor A, has unlimited re
sources to expend. The amount of resources party A currently has under its 
control (that is, mobilized resourees) limits how far out on the S-curve of 
returns A ean move. Figure 4-10 identifies that limit. With M, in mobilized re-
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Fig.4-9 
Gaining versus losing schedules of returns 

sourees, Party A ean only lose, despite its theoretieally favorable position. lf A 
can arrange to mobilize more resources, then aet, that looks like a good 
strategy. With M" expending almost everything on hand will make sense. 
With M" it would still be smart to expend something around M" and keep the 
rest in reserve for another time. 

This last diagram permits two refinements to the analysis of power. First, 
the interseetion of the S-curve with the mobilization line is a fairly good ap-
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How mobilization limits collective action 

proximation of potential power. lt teils us what effeet Party A eould have if it 
expended all the resourees under its eontrol. (Y ou may prefer to s~areh for the 
highest point on the S-eurve which falls to the left of the moblhzatlOn Ime, and 
eall that A's potential power.) Seeond, the distinetion bet,:"een power
effeetiveness and power-efficieney appears clearly. Power-effeetlveness refe~s 
to how far up the vertieal axis Party A ean reaeh or does reaeh. Power-effl
cieney refers to the slope of the return curve at the point PartyA ean or does 
reaeh. In either ease, the diagram teils us that the eurrent moblhzahon level of 
Party A sets a firm limit on Party A's power. 
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A prudent deseription of A's power in the real world disregards the por
tion of the S-eurve to the right of the mobilization barrier. For this state of the 
world, this set of parties, this set of interests and this set of interaetions, the 
segment of the eurve to the left of the mobilization line deseribes the power of 
Party A. 

POWER AND POLITY MEMBERSHIP 

Contention for power links the mobilization model to the polity model. Con
tention for power consists of the application of resources to influence other 
groups, and power itself consists of a group's making Hs interests prevail over 
others with whieh they are in eonfliet. Contention for political power involves 
applying resourees to a partieular kind of organization: a government. A 
government is simply the organization, if any, which eontrols the prineipal 
concentrated means of coercion within some population. The contenders for 
power within a given population include all groups which are eolleetively 
applying resourees to influenee the government. In reallife, we usually want 
to set some threshold for contention, in order to eliminate tiny, evanescent, 
intermittent applications of resources to the government. In theory, we can 
generously include all of them. 

At any point in time, some (and only some) of the eontenders have 
aehieved reeognition of their colleetive rights to wield power over the govern
ment, and have developed routine ways of exereising those rights. They are 
rnembers of the polity. All other eontenders are challengers. They eontend 
without routine or reeognition. Membership in the polity gives important 
advantages to a group. In the most general sense, its power rises: in terms of 
the diagrams of the previous seetion, polity membership produces a rise in the 
curve of returns from eolleetive action. Departure from the polity produces a 
drop in the eurve. Coneretely, reeognition pays off in eolleetive aeeess to jobs, 
exemptions from taxation, availability of privileged information, 'and so on. 

Every polity establishes tests of membership. All polities include among 
such tests the ability to mobilize or eoeree significant numbers of people. 
Furthermore, within the polity members eontinually test one another; repeated 
failures of partial tests lead to fuller tests. The fuller tests lead, in extremis, to 
exclusion from the polity. Eaeh new entry or exit redefines the eriteria of 
membership in a direetion favorable to the eharaeteristies of the present set of 
members. In the proeess, the members tend to become attaehed to those eri
teria as a matter of principle. 

In theory, a group ean mobilize without eontending for power; it ean 
apply its eolleetive resourees entirely to reereation, the seareh for enlighten
ment, or seme other nenpolitical end. A commune or religious community re
tiring from the world moves in that direetion. Within the modern world, how-
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ever, governments are so likely to claim the right to regulate and to extraet re
sourees from any mobilizing group that mobilization usually propels a group 
into contention for power over one government or another-at least into an 
effort to seeure guarantees of its basic rights to exist, assemble, accumulate re
sourees, and earry on its valued aetivities. Erie Wolfs analysis 01 the involve
ment of peasant eommunities in revolutions, for instance, shows how 
regularly they mobilize and then eontend lor power not beeause they initially 
want a change in government, but in self-delense. 

Wolfs analysis also tells us how erucial to the sueeess 01 the eontention 
for power are the coalitions peasant eommunities make with other groups 
outside. No coalition = lost revolution. In a great many situations, a single 
contender does not have enough resources-enough committed people, 
enough guns, enough trained lawyers, enough eash-to influenee the govern
ment by itself. A eoalition with another eontender whieh has overlapping or 
eomplementary designs on the government will then inerease the joint power 
01 the eontenders to aeeomplish those designs. 

Coalitions most eommonly oeeur between members 01 the polity or be
tween nonmembers 01 the polity. Nevertheless, coalitions between members 
and nonmerr;bers olten oecur when the members are seeking ends lor which 
there are not enough coalition partners within the polity, and lor whieh the re
sources being mobilized by the nonmembers would be uselu\. This happens 
when a party wins an election by buying off the support 01 a tribe through pro
mises 01 jobs and influence. It also happens when a dissident but established 
group 01 intellectuals lorms an alliance with a new worker's movement. These 
coalitions take on special importance because they often open the way to the 
new acquisition 01 membership in the polity, or the way to a revolutionary 

alliance. 
Member-nonmember coalitions also matter because they affect the 

amount of violence which grows out of contention for power. Under most 
eonditions a eoalition with a member reduces the violence with attends 'a 
ehallenger's acquisition 01 membership. The coalitions 01 the women's suffrage 
and temperance movements in England and the United States with other 
established segments 01 the middle classes, lor example, almost certainly re
strained the use 01 force against them. Where the effect of coalition is to split 
the polity into factions making exclusive and incompatible claims on the 
government, however, a high degree 01 collective violence is likely to follow. 
That is, in fact, a revolutionary situation. 

Oetecting Changes in Polity Membership 
Political power is a characteristic of the interactions between contenders and 
governments. In seeking to detect major changes in politieal power, we have 
the choiee 01 starting with the contenders or of starting with the government. 
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What should we look for? A simple, if slightly risky, approach would be to 
take running accounts 01 political lile as they appear in political histories, 
yearbooks, memoirs and so on, to determine whether inlormed observers re
port changes in the major actors on the scene. Jean Laponee (1969) has in
vented a refined version of this strategy: he watches the stabilization 01 party 
labels in Canadian politics an an indieation 01 the consolidation 01 various 
blocs 01 voters. A successlul party such as the Liberals tends, at it succeeds, to 
drop the qualifiers from its label and to retain a shortened version 01 its ori
ginal title. A party still gathering its lorces (and perhaps one on the way out, as 
well) tends to accumulate changes and qualifiers as it makes new, provisional 
coalitions. 

That approach has promise. Another possibility is to examine the ex
penditure patterns 01 the government. If a new budget line representing 
serVIces to linguistie minorities appears, that may be a sign that a linguistically 
based challenger is breaking into the polity. If an old program disappears (as 
when special beneHts for Spanish-American War veterans melt into the 
general veterans' program), that probably tells us the bloc itself is dissolving. 
Major changes in the amounts spent on war, education, or wellare might point 
in the same direction, although (as Fenno 1966 makes clear) some such changes 
are mystilieations, and others depend mainly on the internal dynamies 01 the 
government itself. 

Perhaps the actual structure of agencies-a Oepartment of. Labor to match 
the arrival 01 organized labor, a Oepartment 01 Veteran's Affairs to match the 
arrival of veterans-provides evidence of the same kind. But in a parlia
mentary system, the behavior of the parliament itself probably reflects the va
et-vient 01 contenders more accurately than anything else. 00 discussions 01 
issues clearly linked with one contender or another (whether represented in the 
parliament or not) wax and wane in time with the politieal lortunes of those 
contenders? Does the appearance 01 a reliable split of the vote 9n such issues 
signal the arrival 01 a member? Is there a sort of scale going: 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

a discussion of an issue clearly linked with a contender (e. g., putting 
down unruly workers or racial minorities) 

introduction 01 bills or resolutions 

bringing such bills or resoluti<:>ns to a vote 

appearances within the parliament of a bloc, or standard alignment, with 
respect to issues clearly linked with the contender 

appearanee within the parliament 01 a representative publicly identified 
with a speciHc contender 

appearance within the parliament 01 a party publicly identified with a 
specific contender? 
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With the idea that some such process might be going on, Jeff Pearson analyzed 
roll-call votes in the Ninth Legislature of the French Chamber of Deputies, 
which met in 1906-1907. Those were turbulent years in France. Socialists had 
withdrawn their support from the government in the fall of 1905 over the issue 
of schoolteachers' right to unionize and to strike. The elections of January 1906 
renewed the Senate and brought in a new President, Armand Fallieres. A strike 
wave, concentrated in the mines but involving many workers in chemicals and 
smelting as well, began to roll in March and reached a crest in May. During the 
legislative elections of May, the Parti Socialiste Unifie conducted anational 
campaign for the first time; questions of nationalization of railroad lin.es, 
retirement plans, and benefits in general figured widely in the campalgn 
debates. The year 1907 featured a massive protest of southern winegrowers re
sulting from an overproduction crisis. And throughout the period the govern
ment was implementing the disestablishment of the Catholic Church which 
had been decided two years before, and liquidating the Dreyfus Affair which 
had hung over France for a decade. Judging from the general political histories 
of the time, one could reasonably assert that two major changes in polity 
membership were occurring: organized labor was acquiring an established 
place in the national structure of power and the Catholic Church was losing 
an important share of power. 

Pearson's analysis jibes nicely with the political history of the time. He 
examined 228 of the 324 roll-call votes which occurred in the parliamentary 
session. (The issues of the Journal Officiel reporting the other 96 roll-calls were 
unavailable to Pearson at the time.) They fell into three categories: legislative 
roll calls dedding the fate of laws proposed for enactment; sanc/ioning roll 
calls approving or disapproving an action of the government; o/hers which 
cover a variety of procedural matters, resolutions, and other actions none of 
which can lead to the passage of a law or the fall of a government. Using the 
content of the debates and such secondary sources as Bonnefous' Histoire 
poli/ique de la Troisieme Republique as a guide, Pearson coded each vote for 
the groups outside the Chamber, if any, to which the action was supposed to 
apply. The results of the coding appear in Table 4-1. . ' 

Pearson was able to identify about half the roll calls he exammed wlth 
some fairly well-defined group. Some of the entries raise doubts: legislative 
districts, for example, or the Army in general; those doubts involve important 
questions concerning both the definition of contenders for power in general 
and the structure of contention within the French political system. In genera!, 
however, the list catches exactly the actors one would hope for: winegrowers, 
postal workers, the Catholic Church, and so on. The issues involved in the roll 
calls are the issues which rent France as a whole in 1906 and 1907. And the 
tally of outcomes is suggestive. "Favorable" roll calls are simply those in which 
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the proposal voted on approves or prornotes the interests of the group in ques
lion. To be the subject of roll calls which actually pass is evidence of power, at 
least power in the legislature. Although the numbers of roll calls are too small 
to inspire confidence, Pearson's tabulation suggests that in 1906-07 the power 
position of miners and railroad workers was superior to that of schoolteachers 
and postal workers. That remains to be verified with other evidence. But this 
preliminary investigation makes it seem possible to draw systematic informa
tion about contention for power at the national level from the ample proceed
ings of legislatures. 

The use of roll calls and debates has some obvious limitations. It is best 
suited to the detection of groups whose position is changing, rather than calm
ly enjoying long-established benefits. It assurnes that a significant part of 
public business is actually being done in the legislature. If some contenders 
(bankers, say, or the military) typically do their work through other branches 
of government, the procedure will not work so weIl. One might have to turn to 
the sort of analysis Tudesq has undertaken for grands no/ables and for 
conseil/ers gew?raux, or that many others have undertaken for cabinet mem
bers, government officials, or legislators: person-by-person collective bio
graphy aggregated into a characterization of the entire category of persons. At 
the edges of the government, it might be profitable to search for the rise and 
fall of pressure groups, professionallobbyists and the like. By this point, how
ever, we are beginning to edge back into the study of mobilization and of col
lective action, away from the acquisition and 10ss of power as such. 

In dealing with relations between major industries and the U.S. govern
ment from 1886 to 1906, William Roy has invented some procedures which 
neatly link the mobilization processes and the power processes, without 
confounding them. Roy's work focuses on the influence exerted by different 
industries over interactions between the V.S. government and other countries. 
He indexes that influence via the frequency and types of explidt mention 
which the industries in question receive in correspondence between the State 
Department and ambassadorial officials overseas. The index is imperfect; 
some important kinds of influence may not appear in the correspondence 
because they are either tao risky or tao routine to commit to print. Neverthe
less, the basic notion-that to hold power is to be taken account of in your 
areas of interest-is valid, and the method of implementing it ingenious. 

Roy attempts to account for variations in power among industries and 
over time through three different sets of industrial characteristics: (1) the net
work position of firms in the industry, as measured especially by interlocking 
directorates and by relations of industry personnel togovernment and sodal 
organizations; (2) "objective" characteristics of the industry such as size, 
number of firms, and revenue from foreign trade; (3) mobilization and collec-



Table 4-1 Groups figuring in 1906-07 roll cal1s of French Chamber of Deputies 

Number of roll caUs 

Percent 
Percent favorable 

Group Issue Legislative Sanctioning Other Total favorable and passed 

Sehoolteachers Right of state employees to strike 0 7 1 8 50 0 

for wages without government 
sanctions 

Posta! workers Same 6 0 3 9 89 11 

Railroad workers Free from compulsory dependence 2 0 0 2 100 50 

on employer-run economats 

Miners Introduce maximum 8-hour day 1 0 0 1 100 100 

Spinners Emergency funds for unemployed 0 0 1 1 100 0 

Winegrowers Stemming the overproduction crisis 22 0 2 24 83 30 

of 1907 and safeguards for future 

Winegrowers Punishment for June 1907 0 7 2 9 44 0 

demonstrations in South 

Wine merchants Safeguards and controls on them 1 0 0 1 100 100 

and middlemen to prevent watering wine 

Second Army Disdpline regiment which refused 2 1 0 3 33 0 

to quell demonstrations 

Seconcl Army Provide earlier release of 3 0 0 3 100 33 

draftees to aid harvest 

Anny in general Vindicate Dreyfus and Piquart 4 0 0 4 25 25 

Anny in general Increase appropriations 3 0 0 3 67 33 

Anny in general Reduce compulsory service 5 2 2 9 33 33 
by one year 

Small grocers Impose tax on, to regulate sale 2 0 0 2 50 0 
of sugar to Ioeal wine makers 

Workers in general Create Ministry of Labor 1 0 1 2 100 100 

Workers in general Legalize national Sunday 3 0 0 3 67 33 
holiclay for 

Workers in general Abolish private property 0 2 0 2 50 0 
in behalf of 

Left-leaning legis- Institute proportional represen- 0 0 2 2 50 0 
lative districts tation in aU elections 

Lower c1asses Relative tax burden on 1 4 0 5 20 0 

Agriculture Emergency appropriations for 1 0 0 1 100 100 

Private railroad State takeover of 1 0 5 6 67 0 
company (Chemin 
cle Fer cle rOuest) 

Roman Catholic Right to retain tax-free property 4 5 4 13 23 7 
Church 

Total classifiable 62 30 21 113 57 19 

Unclassifiable 115 

Total roll calls 228 
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tive action within the industry, as represented by the intensity of economie 
cooperation and concentration among firmst the character of trade associa
tions and trade publieations, the extent of lobbying, politieal involvement of 
exeeutives, and so on. 

Roy's research design does not quite bring us to the point of measuring the 
returns different industries receive for the resources they apply to the govern
ment; it therefore falls short of the ideal measure of power proposed earlier. It 
takes important steps in that direction. Furthermore, it makes possible a 
valuable partial test of the proposed distinction between challengers and 
members of the polity. If a "polity" exists in a strong sense of the term, there 
should be a distinct break in the continuum of influence wielding; the break 
should correspond to the threshold below which an industry is simply not a 
polity member to be taken account of. 

If, on the other hand, the continuum runs smoothly from zero to infinite 
power, the notion of a bounded polity is misleading. Likewise the notion re
quires a break in the relationship between level of collective action and 
amount of influence, corresponding to the significantly higher return polity 
members should receive for their investments. In any case, if there is no signifi
cant relationship between the industry's mobilization and its politieal influ
ence, the model of the polity laid out here will lose plausibility. 

So far, my account makes the process of entry and exit too calm and 
orderly: stolid Britons waiting in line, ration books in hand. In reality, it is the 
occasion for some of the greatest struggles in which people engage. If every 
polity has tests of membership, that does not mean every challenger has equal 
chances of meeting those tests, or that the leaders of every contender are equal
ly willing to make the effort. 

The likelihood that a new contender will accept and employ the means of 
acquisition of power the members of the polity prescribe (e.g., gathering 
enough votes to elect a party, sacrificing enough people in war, bringing in 
enough food from the hunt, buying enough government officials) depends on 
the congruence of the conceptions of justiee whieh prevail within it to those 
built into the operation of the polity. Where they diverge widely, the chal
lenger is likely to employ irregular means-which means applying resources to 
the government and to members of the polity whieh are rarely used in those 
relationships. A concrete example: Guatemalan revolutionaries kidnap 
government officials and American emissaries in order to seeure the release of 
their own members frorn prison. Another LaHn American case: Peruvian trade 
unions deliberately stage violent demonstrations as a way of pressing their 
demands on the central government (Payne 1965). 

The idea of a polity, then, sums up the major relationships among repres
sion, power, and collective action. Members of the polity have more power 
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and face less repression than challengers do. Challengers become members 
through collective action, and members defend themselves against loss of 
power through collective action. This much is a useful simplifieation. But the 
polity model lacks an important element: interests. It provides no guide to the 
opportunities and threats affecting any partieular group's interests. Without 
sorne idea of the articulation of interest and pO','Jer position, we can have no 
clear idea how the extent and character of challengers' and members' collective 
action differ from one another. 

OPPORTUNITY /THREA T 

Opportunity has two sides. On the opportunity side, we have the extent to 
whieh other groups, including governments, are vulnerable to new claims 
whieh would, if successfu!, enhance the contender's realization of its interests. 
On the threat side, we have the extent to whieh other groups are threatening to 
make claims whieh would, if successfu!, reduce the contender's realization of 
its interests. The analysis of opportunity I threat paralleIs the analysis of 
power: in principle, it embraces everything about the surrounding world 
whieh is likely to affect the actor's well-being. In practice, we can only deal 
with it by referring to some specific set of interests, parties and interactions. 

One important difference between the analyses of power and of oppor
tunity/threat concerns perceptions and expectations. In the analysis of power 
we can choose to neglect them: power then refers to the observable transac
tions among the parties. In the case of opportunity/threat we have no choiee 
but to construct some model of the way that information about the 
environment comes to the aetor's attention. For the moment, let us assurne 
that the contender, who is engaged in frequent interactions with other groups, 
simply responds to the trend of those interactions. The contender responds 
individually to the trend of its interactions with each specifie gr9up, and col
lectively to the trend in all interactions. A contender which is encountering 
increasing attacks on its interests anticipates more attacks; a eontender which 
finds the government increasingly responsive to Hs overtures anticipates 
further responsiveness. Later on we will have to consider a contender's 
observation of interactions among other parties-noting, for example, that 
when a government shows signs of weakness in dealing with any particular 
contender, most other contenders read those signs as threats or opportunities 
with regard to their own interests. We will also have to recognize that strategie 
interaction usually involves feints and misunderstandings. Let us ignore these 
interesting complications for the time being. 

Figure 4-11 breaks opportunity Ithreat into two dimensions: (1) the extent 
of anticipated change in the contender's realization of Hs interests; it runs from 
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Fig. 4-11 
Collective action as Ci function of threats and opportunities 

-1 (complete obliteration of its interests) to 0 (no change) to + 1 (complete 
realization of its interests); (2) the probability that the change will occur (a) lf 
the contender does not act, in the case of threats, (b) if the group acts, in the 
case of opportunities. The diagram says that the greater the absolute value of 
the quantity (probability of occurrence X extent of change), the more exte~
sive the contender's collective action. In this simple verSlOn, the contender s 
responses to threat and to opportunity are exactly symmetrieal: the more of 
either the more collective action. The two curves are gently concave to repre~ 
sent ~ mild tendency for collective action to accelerate more rapidJy with 
higher levels of threat or opportunity. . ' 

An asymmetrical response to threat and opportunity lS more plausible 
than a symmetrieal response. Assuming equal probabilities of occurrence, a 
given amount of threat tends to generate more collective action than the 
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"same" amount of opportunity. On the whole, response to opportunity is like
Iy to require more alteration of the group's organization and mobilization pat
tern than is response to threat; the group can respond to threat via its 
established routines. European peasant communities relied on their local com
munieation networks and shared understandings in getting together to chase 
out the unwanted tax collector. They had much more trouble sending a delega
tion to the capital to demand an alteration of the tax burden. Furthermore, 
groupS generally inflate the value of those things they already possess, when 
someone else is seeking to take them away. For equal probabilities, the loss of 
the existing village common land counts more than the gain of the same 
amount of common land. Finally, threats generalize more readily than oppor
tunities do. A group is more likely to see a threat to a particular interest as a 
sign of threats to a wide range of its interests than it is to see an opportunity for 
enhancement of one of its interests as a sign of opportunity for a wide range of 
its interests. 

These are, of course, not established verities, but hypotheses. Figure 4-12 
sums them up: the extent of collective action, it says, mounts more rapidly as a 
function of threat than as a function of opportunity. On the threat side, it 
says, collective action rises to the maximum permitted by the group's 
mobilization level considerably befere the point at which the threat means an
nihilation. The Jonger the time lag considered, the greater the asymmetry. 
Over a longer period defensive mobilization in response to threat tends to add 
its effect more rapidly than offensive or preparatory mobilization in response 
to opportunity. 

The asymmetry, I believe, produces a deep conservatism in every polity. 
Members of the polity resist changes whieh would threaten their current 
realization of their interests even more than they seek changes whieh would 
enhance their interests. They fight tenaciously against loss of power, and 
especially against expulsion from the polity. They work against ildmission to 
the polity of groups whose interests conflict signifieantly with their own. 

Existing members tend to be more exacting in their demands of contenders 
whose very admission would challenge the system in some serious way. Max 
Heirich points out the stark contrast in the response of University of California 
officials to two equally obscene events which occurred about the same time in 
1965: the campus Ugly Man contest (won by Alpha Epsilon Pi fraternity, 
whose candidate was Miss Pussy Galore) and the late stages of the Free Speech 
Movement, now redubbed the Filthy Speech Movement. At that point, the 
Movement' s quintessence was the posting and parading of signs saying, 
simply, Fuck. Heirieh reports a conversation with a faculty member who 
actively opposed the FSM and was incensed about arecent "obscenity rally" a 
group of free speech advocates had organized: 



136 The Opportunity to Act Together 

z 
o 
i= 
o 
« 
LU 
> 
i= 
~ 
...J 
...J 
o 
o 
LL 
o 
f
Z 
LU 
f
X 
LU 

When I asked hirn why he was angry about this but not about the obscene 
remarks by the fraternity boys, he replied: That was different. That was a bunch 
of fraternity boys blowing off steam. You know that when it's all over they're 
going to return to their place as respectable members of society. But these pe~ple 
are out to deliberately break every rule they can, to try to tear down soclety 
(Heirich 1971, 363). 
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Throughout 1964 and 1965 the varicolored Movement was, indeed, rapidly 
mobilizing and demobilizing; it made recurrent, spasmodic bids for power 
within the structure of the university, ordinarily by tesUng the Berkeley rules 
of assembly, speech, or advocacy at their most vulnerable limit, and then 
claiming same alternative legitimacy for Hs action. The university's recogni
!ion of the claimed right would tend to admit the group making the claim to 
membership in its polity, and thereby to shift the criteria of membership in 
general. Something serious is at stake in every such change. 

As a consequence, people are exceptionally ready to fight over entries into 
a polity, and exits from it. As Arthur Stinchcombe (1965) says, leaders of 
organizations are espeeially likely to employ, authorize, or tolerate unlimited 
means of combat when they sense a discrepancy between what their organiza
!ion is getting and what it is due. That enraging disagreement typically has to 
do, preeisely, with what the organization is due. It is a matter of prineiple, of 
rights, of justice. This state of aHairs has strong implications for the locus, tim
ing and personnel of major struggles for power. 

The recent work of William Gamson (1975) deals effectively with some 
aspects of the power struggle. Gamson and his assoeiates studied fifty-three 
"challenging groups" in the U.S. from 1800 to 1945. (The list makes neighbors 
of the Anarcho-Communists and the National Urban League, of the Uni ted 
Sons of Vulcan, the Tobacco Night Riders and the Steel Workers' Organizing 
Committee.) The research examines two main sorts of outcomes of the 
challenges: 

o acceptance or nonacceptance of the group by at least one of its antagon-
ists as a legitimate spakesman for the interests it claims to represent 

• acquisition or nonacquisition of new advantages for its members. 

The acceptance of the group, as defined by Gamson, overlaps to some extent 
with entrance into a polity, as described earlier. As one might expeet, accep
tance and the acquisition of new advantages are eonnected: 80 percent of the 
groups which gained some aceeptanee also aequired new advantages, while 
only 21 percent of those whieh failed to gain any aeeeptanee aequired any new 
advantages. 

More important, the groups which gained aeeeptanee tended to differ in 
form and strategy from the others: on the whole, they were groups whieh did 
not demand to displaee other groups, organized around a single issue, were 
relatively large, provided seleetive ineentives for participation to their mem
bers instead of relying on diffuse appeals to solidarity, and were bureaueratic. 
Thus far, the results sound like an argument for eoolly organized pressure 
groups. But the sueeessful ehallengers were also significantly more likely to 
have used violence and other constraints in their quest for power. The passive 
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recipients of violence had very low rates of success. 1f it is true that organiza
tion pays, it 1S not so true that patience and moderation pay. Garnson's results 
are congruent with the general argument which is unfolding here. 

Gamson's world is keenly anti-Durkheimian. lt opposes the Durkheimian 
portrayal of collective action in two main ways: (1) its actors approach defined 
objectives with strategy and tactics-which does not mean they always choose 
the best strategy or that their objectives are always consistent and attainable; 
(2) their actions and the outcomes of those actions cannot be explained by 
looking at the challenging groups alone; they result from an interaction 
between challengers and other groupS. In the terms we have been using here, 
they resuIt from the interplay of interests, organization, and mobilization, on 
one side, and of repression/facilitation, power, and opportunity/threat, on 

the other. 

THE INTERPLA Y OF MOBlLlZA TlON AND OPPORTUNITY 
Let us continue to concentrate on the mobilization model. We can crystallize 
the principal teachings of the last two chapters in a pair of diagrams. Remem
ber the earlier distinctions among four types of contenders: zealots, run-of-the
mill contenders, misers, and opportunists. The run-of-the-mill contenders 
define their interest in terms of a limited range of collective goods, and are un
willing to act if the action is likely to bring a loss. In Figs. 4-13 and 4-14 we see 
an idealized run-of-the-mill contender in two contrasting situations. In the 
first, the preceding arguments say that the contender is likely to produce some 
collective action. In the second, if the arguments are correct, the contender 

should not acL 
In Fig. 4-13, the run-of-the-mill contender has significant current incen-

tives for collective action. Current opportunity includes the group's narrow 
area of interest, while current threat includes the possibility of significant loss, 
although not the -1 of total extinction. If those were the only constraints in 
operation, we would expect the contender to act both to capitalize on its 

opportunities and to defend itself against threats of loss. 
There is, however, one other constraint: mobilization. In this sketch, the 

contender's mobilization level is high enough to permit action throughout the 
range of its current interest and opportunity. Nevertheless, the group's power 
position would permit it to acquire still more collective goods if it mobilized 
further; the dotted curve to the right of the mobilization line describes those 
theoretical possibilities; it also shows the theoretical decline in the group'S 
return if it pushes collective action too far. Beyond a certain point, we expect 
repression to start diminishing the group's return frorn collective action. 

Repression does not appear in the diagram, but its effect is there. Faithful 
to the mobilization model, we represent it as one of the factors producing the 
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In our first diagram, then, the current combination of interest, mobiliza
tion, power, and opportunity/threat leads ~s to expect the contender to 
engage in two kinds and levels of collective action: a low mtensJty of actIOn t~ 
counter threats of loss, a higher intensJty of actIOn to take advantage of oppor 
tunities for gain in the area of the group's inte:est. Figu~e 4-14 shows us the 
same sort of contender in a very different situatIOn. The sltuatlOn IS a prescnp-

tion for inaction. . . 
Why? Because all four major variables are now in differ~nt positions. 

Take opportunity I threat: the contender's range of desired collective goods h~s 
above the limit set by current opportunities, and the current threat of loss IS 

very slight. In other words, no other contenders are currently vulnerable to 

o 
w 
Z 
CI: 
::J 
f
W 
CI: 
(/) 

o 
o 
o 
Cl 
w 
> 
f= 

oo~----------------~------~ 

Opportunity 

\ 
\ 
\ 

/'\ 
Probable return 
from collective 

action 

~ O~7T~777T~7Z~t7~~77~~77~~~-0-~ 
...J 

o 
o 

_1~~~~~2L2L2LULUL~~~~~ 
RESOURCES EXPENDED 

W/A Interest 

Fig. 4-14 . 
Idealized sketch of conditions for inaction of a run-of-the-mtll contender 

The lnterplay 01 Mobilization and Opportunity 141 

claims which would enhance this run-of-the-mill contender's realization of its 
defined interests; hardly any other contender is making plausible threats 
against its current realization of its interests. 

Mobilization likewise inhibits this run-of-the-mill contender's capacity for 
collective action. The current mobilization level restriets the contender's pos
sible action to the range in which a net 1055 is almost certain. 

The contender's curve of probable returns from collective action is 
unfavorable as weIl. lt barely crosses the break-even line-and that only in a 
region whieh (a) is currently inaccessible because of the mobilization ceiling, 
(b) does not quite reach to the contender's area of particular interest. Another 
way of stating these relationships is this: the group's aims are "too high" for its 
current possibilities of action. A change in any of the four variables could 
increase the likelihood of collective action. An organizer who wanted to put 
this hapless run-of-the-mill contender into a better position would attempt to 
increase its mobilization and try to augment its power by such tactics as form
ing coalitions. One might also try to foster aredefinition of the contender's 
interests, in order to bring them within a range of possibility. A powerful 
coaHtion partner might try maneuvering to make other contenders or the 
government more vulnerable to this contender's claims-to raise the limit set 
by opportunity. Any of these efforts, if successful, would increase the likeli
hood of the contender's collective action. 

In the short run we have been considering, the extent of collective action 
depends greatly on the degree to whieh the group involved has previously ac
quired collective control of resources. Most alternative theories either make 
mobilization such an immediate function of changing interests that mobiliza
tion ceases to act as an independent variable, or maintain that under many cir
cumstances unmobilized groups tend to mobilize so rapidly and effectively as 
to wipe out any general relationship between prior mobilization and present 
collective action. . 

Simple class-voting schemes follow the first line; bloc votes rise and fall as 
an immediate effect of changing threats to class interests. James Davies's J
curve explanation of rebellions follows the second line; a population whieh 
experiences a long period of rising satisfaction of Hs interests and then experi
ences a rapid decline in that satisfaction, Davies argues, tends to mobilize and 
to strike out at once. The argument offered here answers the first line by say
ing that the effect of changing threats exists, but is not immediate because the 
speed and intensity of the class' response depends on its prior mobilization. 
The argument answers the Davies line by saying that the quick response to 
decline is only characteristie of highly mobilized groups, and that in any case 
the groups whieh rebel do not respond to the general fact of deprivation; they 
respond to the specific fact of another group's making claims which would, if 
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realized, viola te their established rights and privileges. The alternative argu
ments underestimate or eHminate the costs of collective action. 

If the mobilization model is an improvement over previous analyses of 
collective action, it still has some significant weaknesses. lt has no time in it. 
Concentrating on the immediate situation of collective actors greatly simplifies 
the analysis. But it also makes it diffieult to deal with reeiprocal influences 
such as those whieh link power and collective action: current power position 
certainly affects the likelihood of collective action, as the model says: current 
collective action also affects future power position, as the model does not say. 
The absence of time, furthermore, eliminates the feints and hesitations of 
strategie interaction. The most the model can do for us in these regards is to 
help us reduce the blur of the newsreel into many distinct successive frames, 

each with its own logie. 
The mobilization model is essentially quantitative. It deals with amounts 

of collective action, resources and collective goods rather than with their 
qualities. Unless we can find some way of establishing the quantitative equiv
alences among different sorts of collective actions, resources, and collective 
goods, furthermore, the model will only apply to the simplest situations. With 
the discussion of repression and facilitation, we wandered into the comparison 
of different kinds of contender and different sorts of collective action. But by 
and large we noticed qualitative variations without building them into the I' 

mobilization model. 
We face an important choiee. We can continue the step-by-step explora-

tion and elaboration of the mobilization and polity models. Or we can jump 
headlong into the world of time and qualitative variation. I hope many of my 
readers will follow the first course: revising the mobilization and polity models I 
to deal effectively with time, quality, and strategie interaction, then scrutiniz- , ....••..•. 
ing the evidence to see if the models work right. I plan to keep at that work 
myseli, but elsewhere. The next three chapters will follow the second course. 
They will make loose applications of the models to major historieal problems 
in the study of collective action. Chapter 5 treats changes in the prevalent , 
forms of contentious collective action which occurred in western countries as f 
large-scale industry developed, eities grew, powerful national states formed, I 
and capitalism expanded. Chapter 6 deals with the relationship between collec- I· .•.•...•. 

tive action and collective violence. Chapter 7 discusses rebellion and revolu
tion. Then, at the end, we take one more look at the generallogic of collective I.· ... ·• 
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c) the Skimmington or Skimmety parade, which still survived in the 
nineteenth century in the West, as well as in some regions of the 
South; and finally 

d) Rough Music itself, without a parade, but in the course of which peo
pIe often burned effigies of the victims; a widespread custom, but 
found especially in the Midlands and the South (Thompson 1972: 
287-288). 

In addition to the shivaree, variants of these other forms of action remain em
bedded in American folklore, even if they have come unstuck from daily prac
tice: riding someone out of town on a raH, parading and burning effigies, and 
soon. 

Village age-groups were the typical initiators of charivaris. The organiza
tion and functions of age-groups varied considerably from one part of Europe 
to another. (For regional patterns in France, e.g., see Varagnac 1947.) They 
olten had responsibility for Lenten bonfires and other celebrations. They 
sometimes controlled the pairing up of young couples for bundling and court
ing. Village age-groups also fought the youth of neighboring villages, some
times to the death. They often assembled as a bloc at public ceremonies, some
times mounting elaborate charades to mock and warn those who had trans
gressed their rules. All these activities affirmed their priority over the eligible 
females and over the rituals of courtship within their own villages. Within 
their limited sphere, the activities were deadly serious. 

The charivari, the village fight, and the youth group's mocking ceremony 
had many kin. There were brawls between student groups, between different 
detachments of soldiers, between soldiers and civilians, between ethnic and 
religious groups. There were the more highly routinized struggles of rival 
groups of artisans to dishonor each other', symbols, impede each other's cere
monies, and challenge each other' s priority in processions and other public 
assemblies, Somehow these forms of action seem trivial and quaint to twen
tieth-century people. We of this century have seen giant wars and mass mur
der, and have come to think of "serious" politics as having anational or inter
national scope. The events in question were, indeed, usually small, short
lived, localized. They rarely linked with revolutionary movements or great 
rebellions. Yet they left their toll of dead and injured. In times of crisis, they 
blended into major conflicts. They were important forms of collective action. 

Some features of collective cornpetition, such as the ritualized mockery, 
carried over into the second major category: reactive col1ective actions, (We 
can also call them collective reactions.) They consist of group efforts to 
reassert established claims when someone else challenges or violates thern. 
Speaking of peasant land invasions in contemporary Peru, E. l. Hobsbawm 
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points out that they take three forms: squatting on land to which no one (or 
only the government) has a clear title, expropriating land to whlch the 
invaders have not previously enjoyed a claim and to which someone else. has, 
repossessing land from which the invaders have themselves been expropnated 
(Hobsbawm 1974: 120-121). 

The third variant is the clear reactive case: the dispossessed react. That 
sort of land reoccupation characterized the first stages of Zapata's rebellion 
during the Mexican Revolution, recurred through much of southern. Italy 
during the massive nineteenth-century concentratlOn of land In bourgeOIs a~d 
noble hands, and marked the ccnsolidation of bourgeois landownershlp 
wherever it developed in the presence of solidary peasant communities. In a 
standard European scenario, a group of villagers who had long pastured thelr 
cattle, gathered firewood, and gleaned in common fields, found alandlord or a 
local official (or, more likely, the two in collaboration) fencing the fields by 
newly acquired or newly asserted right of property. The villagers commonly 
warned against the fencing. If the warning went unheeded, they attacked the 
fences and the fencers. They acted in the name of rights they still considered 

valid. 
The overlap with collective competition appeared clearly when costumed 

avengers tore down the fences or occupied the fields, as in the DemOlselles 
movement of the 1830s in the Pyrenees (see Merriman 1975). In other collec
tive reactions, the overlap was at least as notable, for in both cases the actors 
commonly assumed, more or less self-consciously, the role of the authorities 
who were being derelict in their duty, and the groups which reacted were often 
the same local solidarities: the youth groups, guilds, and so on. 

The basic outline of the land occupation applied to the bulk of European 
food riots, machine breaking, tax rebellions, and local actions against military 
conscription: all moved directly against someone who had unjustly deprived, 
or tried to deprive, a local population of a precious resource. Yves-Mane 
Berd~, expanding on his comprehensive analysis of the seventeenth-century 
rebellion of the Croquants in southwestern France, has proposed that the ker
nel of European peasant rebellions befere the nineteenth century was the r?sls
tance of dosed, solidary peasant communities to outside attempts to mfnnge 
upon their established rights and routines. In the case of seve~teenth-century 
France, he distinguishes four major occasions for rebelbons: hIgh food pnces, 
billeting of troops, tax collection, and the imposition of .excise taxes by tax 
farmers. In all these cases, says Berce, "Revolt is the strategy of the bttle peo
pIe, an extraordinary organization for defense against fiscal aggression" (BerCE~ 
1974: II, 680-681). 

As community solidarity declined, according to Berce, the concerted 
peasant rebellion disappeared. Only much later did farmers and agricultural 
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workers reappear in action; now they were organized around forward-looking 
special-interest groups. Although (as Berce hirnself concedes) the scheme 
homogenizes unduly the participants and motives in the older forms of con
Biet, it captures an essential contrast. It is the contrast between reactive and 
proactive forms of collective actions. 

Proactive collective actions assert group claims whieh have not previ
ously been exercised. (We mayaIso call them instances of collective proac
tion.) The strike for higher wages or better working conditions provides an 
everyday illustration. Deliberate work stoppages to gain a point have prob
ably existed since people first worked for one another. Natalie Davis (1975: 
1-16) describes well-organized strikes in sixteenth-century Lyons. But the 
strike only became a common way of doing public business in the nineteenth 
century. As wage work in organizations larger than households expanded, the 
number and scale of strikes expanded. In most western countries, fifty to a 
hundred years went by in which strikes were increasingly frequent but re
mained illegal-sometimes prosecuted, sometimes broken up by armed force, 
sometimes tolerated, always disapproved. Under pressure from organized 
workers and their parliamentary allies, most western governments legalized 
the strike between 1860 and 1900. Since then, states that have stepped up 
repression (states of emergency, wartime governments, Fascist regimes) have 
nermally rescinded the right to strike, and all regimes have negotiated con
tinually with workers and employers over who had the right to strike, and 
how. But in general the strike has been widely available as a means of action 
since the beginning of the twentieth century. 

Government sanction of the strike shows up in strike statisties; they date 
from the 1880s or 1890s in most western countries. Their appearance reflects 
the working out of a standard public definition of the word "strike," and the 
formation of a bureaucracy to monitor and regulate the strike's use. In France, 
Michelle Perrot (1974) argues that the strike lost much of its expressive func
tion, its festival air, its revolutionary potential, as the bureaucratization of the 
18905 set in. By way of compensation, it became a more widely accessible, 
less risky way of making demands. 

Several other forms of collective proaction came into their own during the 
nineteenth century. The demonstration, the sponsored public meeting and the 
petition drive began to thrive with the arrival of mass electoral politics. The 
seizure of premises by an insurrectionary committee also generalized during 
the nineteenth century, although the ties to electoral politics are more distant. 
The military pronunciamento is of the same vintage. On the other hand, the 
general strike, the sit-in, and the farmers' dumping of surplus crops in protest 
are essentially twentieth-century creations. Proactive forms of collective 
action have proliferated over the last two centuries. 
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This labeling of forms has two catches. First, although we are dealing 
with situations in which contenders interact, we are not classifying the inter
actions themselves. On the whole, if one group is engaging in collective pro
action then at least one of its partners is engaging in collective reaction: a 
group'of dissident colonels attempts a coup, the junta defends itself against the 
coup. Landlords band together to raise rents, peasants band together to res1st 
the raising of rents. Only the collective competition is usually symmetncal: 
when one party jockeys for a visible position in a public ceremony, so does 

another. 
Second catch. Strictly speaking, a public meeting or a general strike could 

fit any of the three types: competitive, reactive, or proactive. Just as the chari
vari could mock a wrongdoer or celebrate a rightdoer, people can demonstrate 
for something, against something, or both for one thing and against another 
thing at the same time. The classification as competitive, reactive, or proactive 
depends on the claims being asserted, not on the form of the action. The squat
ting and expropriating land occupations described by Hobsbawm have a far 
more proactive flavor than the reoccupations of lost land. Workers have often 
struck in defense of threatened job rights. Those strikes were reactIVe. 

Yet the general correlation persists. In general, the demonstration and the 
strike have been privileged vehicles for new claims, have risen in periods and 
places in which ordinary people were articulating new demands, and are 
peculiarly suitable to the effort to make gains rather than to forestalliosses. In 
general, the tax rebellion, the food riots, and similar events have cascaded 
when ordinary people were defending their rights against attack, and make 
little sense as means of stating new claims. On the average, the demonstration 
and the strike are proactive, the food riot and tax rebellion reactive. 

In Europe of the last few hundred years, the three forms of collective 
action have waxed and waned in sequence. In the fifteenth and sixteenth cen
turies, competitive actions seem to have predominated. From the seventee.nth 
into the nineteenth century, the reactive forms became much more wlde
spread, while the competitive forms remained steady or perhaps declined. 
With the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, collective proaction began to pre
dominate, the reactive forms dwindled, while new forms of competition came 
into existence. If I read the record aright, seventeenth- and eighteenth-century 
Europeans took collective action in defense of threatened rights much more 
than their predecessors had, while twentieth-century Europeans became excep
tionally prone to act in support of claims they had not previously exerdsed. 

The reasons for the successive changes are, I think, twofold: 
(1) during the period from 1600 to 1850, more so than before and aft~r, the 
agents of international markets and of national states were pressmg thelr new 
(and proactive) claims on resources which had up to then been under the con-
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trol of innumerable households, communities, brotherhoods, and other small
scale organizations. The small-scale organizations reacted repeatedly, fighting 
against taxation, conscription, the consolidation of landed property, and 
numerous other threats to their organizational well-being. Eventually the big 
structures won, the battle died down, the reactive forms diminished. (2) 
Increasingly, the pools of resources necessary to group survival came under 
the control of large organizations, especially governments, which only redis
tributed them under the pressure of new claims. 

There may be a third factor: (3) a general decline in the costs of mobiliza
tion and collective action during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Such 
a decline might have resulted from the massing of population in large settle-. 
ments and big organizations, from the elaboration of communications and 
from the expansion of elections as a way of doing public business. This is 
roughly the same set of changes which Kar! Deutsch calls Sodal Mobilization, 
and which Amitai Etzioni regards as making possible the self-directed Active 
Sodety. If the analysis of the previous chapter is correct, however, we could 
only expect such changes to elevate the level of collective action if the relation
ship between contenders and their interests altered. For a fixed set of interests 
and a given level of opportunity / threat, a general decline in the costs of mobi
lization and collective action could well depress the level of collective action. 

Figure 5-1 shows how that could happen. (It illustrates the problem for a 
zealot-a contender which aims at a narrow range of collective goods and is 
prepared to take what others would regard as a loss in order to achieve those 
goods-but applies equally to misers and run-of-the-mill contenders. Oppor
tunists present, as we shall see, another problem.) Under high costs (curve A 
for expected returns from collective action), our contender would be unable to 
attain its interest, regardless of Hs mobilization level or the current constella
tion of opportunities; all we could reasonably anticipate in that case would be 
defensive action to forestall threats: collective action of amount A on the re
sources-expended axis. Under medium costs (curve B), the contender can 
achieve its entire interest in new collective goods and forestall threats at the 
same time by pladng its action in the range from B, to B,. (Being a zealot, the 
contender has no interest in the higher returns obtainable by pushing a bit be
yond B,-but not too far-on the resources-expended scale.) But note what 
happens if costs become very low: curve C applies. In this case, the present 
levels of opportunity and mobilization permit our contender a very high re
turn indeed. Because the contender's defined interest remains the same, how
ever, it can achieve the same objectives with a smaller amount of collective 
action than when costs are medium. Now the ideal range of collective action 
runs from C, to C,. Lowering costs lowers the expected level of collective 
action. 
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Hg. 5-1 
Hypothetical effects of lowered costs of collective action on a zealot 

Ta be sure, the relationship between contenders and their interests.may 
alter in same regular fashion as costs decline. The most obvious alternatIv:, IS 

the one proposed lang ago by Robert Michels. "The revolutionary pohtIcal 

party," said Michels, 

is astate within astate, pursuing the avowed aim of destroyin~ the existing state 
in order to substitute for it a sodal order of a fundamentally dlfferent.c~aracter. 
To attain this esse~tiaUy political end, th~ part~ avai!s i.tself o~ the soclahst org~-

. t'lon whose sole J'ustification IS found preclsely In tts patient but systematIc 
mza I •• • f form 
preparation for the destruction of the organization of the state In lts eXlS mg . 
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The subversive party organizes the framework of the sodal revolution. For this 
reason it continually endeavors to strengthen its positions, to extend its bureau
cratic mechanism, to store up its energies and Hs funds (Michels 1949: 384-385). 

The Iron Law of Oligarchy-that every successful struggle ends with the estab
lishment of a governing elite-thus applies, according to Michels, to dernc
cratic revolutionaries as weIl as to all others. 

Translated into the code we have been using, the Iron Law takes two 
forms. First, the process of mobilization in itself transforms the group's defined 
interests; those who lead the contender's rnobilization acquire the desire and 
the means to maintain the organization they have built and to identify their 
special interests with those of the group as a whole. Second, the lowering of 
costs increases the gap between the group's rnobilization level and the re
sources it must expend to achieve its ends. That produces a surplus. The accre
tion of a surplus might logically lead to demobilization. But according to 
Michels it encourages the oligarchs to divert the available resources to ends 
which they themselves define as desirable. In the extreme case, the new inter
ests which emerge do not even include the interests which originally brought 
the contender into existence. In the extreme case, a zealot becomes an opportu
nist, ready to act for a wide variety of collective goods, prepared to strike for 
the best return available, but unwilling to act in the face of a probable loss. 
The "sodal movement organizations" in contemporary America analyzed by 
McCarthy and Zald (1973) come close to this caricature. 

We must also weigh something else against the presumed cost-cutting 
effects of communications improvements, the installation of free elections, and 
the like: the increased repressive activity and repressive efficiency of govern
ments and other large organizations. Intrinsic costs are down. But the costs im
posed by others are up. I guess that the intrinsic costs have declined more than 
the imposed costs have risen. In the present state of our knowledge, however, 
that judgment is both risky and unverifiable. 

REPERTOIRES OF COLLECTIVE ACTION 

At any point in time, the repertoire of collective actions available to a popula
tion is surprisingly limited. Surprisingly, given the innumerable ways in which 
people could, in principle, deploy their resources in pursuit of common ends. 
Surprisingly, given the many ways real groups have pursued their own com
mon ends at one time or another. 

Most twentieth-century Americans, for example, know how to demon
strate. They know that a group with a claim to make assemblies in a public 
place, identifies itself and its demands or complaints in a visible way, orients 
its common action to the persons, properties, or symbols of some other group 
it is seeking to influence. Within those general rules, most Arnericans know 
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how to carry on several different forms of demonstration: the massed march, 
the assembly with speechmaking, the temporary occupation of premises. 
Moreover, there are some specifiable circumstances in which most Americans 
would actually apply their knowledge by joining a real demonstration. Ameri
cans who have not learned this complicated set of actions through personal 
participation have nonetheless witnessed demonstrations directly, read about 
them, watched them on television. Various forms of demonstration belong to 
the repertoire of twentieth-century Americans-not to mention twentieth~ 
century Canadians, Japanese, Greeks, Brazilians, and many others. The reper
toire also inc1udes several varieties of strikes, petitioning, the organization of 
pressure groups, and a few other ways of articulating grievances and demands. 

Few Americans, on the other hand, know how to organize the hijacking 
of an airplane, despite the publicity hijackings have received in recent years; 
even fewer would seriously consider hijacking as a way of accomplishing their 
collective objectives. Hijacking belongs to the repertoire of only a few groups 
anywhere. Machine breaking, once a frequent occurrence, has dropped out of 
the repertoire. So have the charivari and the serenade. So has the regular inter
village fight; only football remains to remind us of that old form of blood
letting. 

Almost no one anywhere is now familiar with a form of action which was 
once common in Europe: the rebellion in which an existing, functioning group, 
such as an army or a community assembles, casts off its constituted author~ 
ities, commissions that successor (who knows full weil that once the action is 
completed he is likely to be hanged, or worse, for his pains) to present a set of 
grievances and demands to a higher authority, resists with determination until 
those demands have been met or until it has been utterly destroyed, then re
turns to its previous state of submission to the constituted authorities. Remern
ber the recurrent revolts of the victorious but unpaid Spanish armies in the 
Netherlands toward the end of the sixteenth century: they regularly elected 
their own chief, the eIecto; they declared they would follow no one eIses 
orders until their demands for back pay and other benefits were satisfied. They 
sometimes continued to fight, even to fight heroically, but under their own 
direction. They sometimes pillaged when it appeared their demands would not 
be met. They always demanded arnnesty for all actions cornmitted during the 
rebellion-and they usually won. Armies mattered to the Spanish king (Parker 
1973). 

Or recall the Pilgrirnage of Grace, the great Yorkshire rising of 1536 
against Henry VIII's dispossession of the monasteries and against other 
measures designed to increase the royal revenues. The "commons" rose by tens 
of thousands, took gentlemen for their captains and London lawyer Robert 
Aske as their chief captain. They eventually controlled much of the North. But 
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the Duke of Norfolk's vague, Iying prornises to take their case to the King dis
persed them. By July of 1537 Robert Aske had died on a scaHold at the castle 
of York, and two hundred other rebels had perished at the executioner's hand 
(Dodds and Dodds 1915). The word "rnutiny" still conveys a sense of that old 
form of action. But now we use the term almost exclusively in a military con
text. We fail to recognize that it was once an established, if risky, path out of 
an intolerable situation. 

Hijacking, mutiny, machine breaking, charivaris, village fights, tax rebel
lions, foot riots, collective self-immolation, Iynching, vendetta have all be
longed to the standard collective-action repertoire of some group at some time. 
In one setting or another, people have known routinely how to initiate every 
one of them. People have at sometime recognized every one of them as a legit
imate, feasible way of acting on an unsatisfied grievance or aspiration. Most of 
these forms of action are technically feasible in contemporary America. Yet 
they occur rarely, or not at all. More important, no substantial American 
group with a pressing grievance or aspiration considers any of them to be a 
genuine alternative to demonstrating, striking, petitioning, or forming a 
pressure group. They do not belong to the contemporary American repertoire 
of collective action. 

To specify the meaning of repertoire, it helps to ask this question: to what 
clegree does the group prefer the means it has used before over those which are 
theoretically available for the same purpose? That is a difficult question to 
answer in the real world. It is hard to know two things: (1) what other forms of 
action are really "available" to a group, (2) the relative appropriateness and 
efficiency of the means the group actually uses and the alternative means 
which are theoretically available. However, two sorts of natural experiments 
occur often enough to provide information on the subject. First, similar groups 
in similar settings sometimes use quite different means of collective action. In 
the 1950s, for example, we find 5wedish transport workers taking their 
grievances to government agencies while their British counterparts go out on 
strike. Second, the means of collective action alter and spread from one group 
to another. For instance, in the Italy of 1919 sit-down strikes were rather a 
novelty. But by August 1920 half a million workers were occupying their fac
tories. Given such events, we can gauge the importance of repertoires by com
paring the successive choiees of similar groups and by observing innovation 
and diffusion in the means of action. 

Figure 5-2 presents four possible results of such comparisons. In each 
case, we are dealing with a group which is preparing to act collectively in cir
cumstances similar to other circumstances it has faced before. We identify all 
the means which are theoretically or practieally "available" to the group, and 
then array them in terms of their similarity to the means the group has previ-
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Four models of group readines5 to adopt new means of collective action 

ously employed. In the sheer-efficiency model, similarity to familiar means 
makes no difference; the only question is the appropriateness of the means to 
the end. That model is extreme; it may, in fact, be more efficient to use 
familiar means because familiarity itself leads to better execution. The advan
tage-of-familiarity model takes that likelihood into account; it postulates a 
smooth gradient in the probability of adoption !rom most familiar to least 
familiar. The model implies that familiarity is simply one of several factors 
affecting the choiee of a partieular means !rom among all those which are theo
retically available. The third model describes a flexible repertoire. In this case, 
the group has a heavy bias toward means it has previously used, but is not 
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completely closed to innovation. Finally, the rigid-repertoire model describes a 
group whieh chooses familiar means unfailingly. To the extent that this model 
applies, we would expect innovation to be rare, and to occur through breaks 
and crises. 

If the sheer-efficiency or advantage-of-familiarity model applies, it is mis
leading to speak of repertoires of collective action. Only in the third and 
fourth cases is the word a useful summary of the reality. Thus we have an 
empirical test for the utility of the concept: how close the observable behavior 
of collective actors comes to one or another of the four models. My own 
hypo thesis is that the flexible repertoire is the most general case for organized 
groups. The less organized the group, the more likely that the advantage-of
familiarity model will describe its behavior. We might reasonably suppose that 
a contender-especially a member of the polity-whieh remains in the same 
power position for a long time tends to move from a flexible to a rigid reper
toire. Routinization sets in. It is hard, on the other hand, to irnagine any 
contender maintaining the sheer-efficiency pattern for a significant span of 
time. 

A flexible repertoire permits continuous, gradual change in the group's 
means. The change may occur through imitation of other groups or through 
innovation. The imitation of other groups is most likely when the members of 
one contender observe that another centender is using a new means success
fully, or newly using an old means successfully. That is no doubt one of the 
main reasens "waves" ef strikes or demonstrations occur: the fact that a given 
sort of group gets somewhere with the tactie spreads the expectation that em
ployers or governments will be vulnerable to the same tactic in the hands of 
other similar groups. 

Innovation is rarer, and harder to explain. One of the main processes is 
surely the stretching of the boundaries of forms of action which already belong 
to the repertoire. In the early nineteenth century, for instance, We begin to see 
the French charivari in a new guise. It no longer aimed exclusively at cuckolds, 
'May-September marriages, and couples who failed to treat the local bachelors 
to the customary nuptial celebration. Many charivaris began to dramatize the 
opposition of local people to a partieular public official or political candidate. 
Likewise, the complimentary serenade extended to politieal figures who had 
enthusiastie popular support. In France, the first half of the nineteenth century 
was the heyday of the politieal charivari/serenade. Then the institution gave 
way to the demonstration, the rally, the publie banquet, and the formal 
meeting. 

In a parallel fashion, the Ameriean patriots who mobilized from the 
Stamp Act crisis onward adapted old English customs such as tarring and 
feathering or riding the stang (riding areprobate out of town on a rail). Now 
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these shaming actions coupled with mock public trials, and applied to Loyal
ists and other presumed enemies of the colonists. In the French and American 
cases, both the form of the action and its object changed. But in both cases the 
basic action was already part of the popular repertoire. 

A population's repertoire of collective action generally indudes only a 
handful of alternatives. It generally changes slowly, seems obvious and 
natural to the people involved. It resembles an elementary language: familiar 
as the day to its users, for all its possible quaintness or incomprehensibility to 
an outsider. How, then, does such a repertoire come into being? How does it 
change? The answer surely indudes at least these elements: 

1 the standards of rights and justice prevailing in the population: 

2 the daily routines of the population: 

3 the population's internal organization: 

4 Hs accumulated experience with prior collective action; 

5 the pattern of repression in the world to which the population belongs. 

Let us think briefly about each of these elements. 
The prevailing standards of rights and justice govern the acceptability of 

the components of various possible types of collective action. They do not nec
essarily govern the particular form of action. For example, a group which con
siders that the set of persons directly producing an object or a service has a 
prior right to its consumption is likely to condone some kinds of forcible resis
tance to expropriation of objects and services. That is the implicit rationale of 
the modern European food riot and tax rebellion. As important rights came to 
be invested in, and sometimes guaranteed by, the national state, collective 
action itself nationalized. 

The population's daily routines matter because they affect the ease with 
which one or another of the possible forms of action can actually be carried 
on. The strike becomes feasible when considerable numbers of people assem
ble to work in the same location. The notable shift of collective action away 
from routine assemblies such as markets and festivals toward deliberately 
called gatherings as in demonstrations and strikes resulted in part from the 
residential dispersion of occupational groups and of others who shared a com
mon interest. They no longer came together casually and discussed their com
mon grievances or aspirations incidentally. In that process, the participation 
of European women in collective action declined noticeably: the segregated 
worlds of politics and labor organization became male preserves. 

In European and American cities, that process of segregation passed 
through three rough stages. In the first, there was little distinction between 
horne and work. For example, craftsmen lived and gathered in their shops and 
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in the nearby streets. The growth of larger firms and workplaces produced a 
separation of horne and work. The typical arrangement, however, was for 
workers to crowd into dwellings within walking distance of their shops, 
offices, and hiring sites. Thus distinctive working-class neighborhoods 
formed. They tended to be small in scale and segregated by craft. Between the 
workplace and the horne grew up gathering places frequented by single groups 
of workers: pubs, cafes, union halls, sodal clubs. With the further growth in 
the size and segregation of workplaces, journeys to work became longer and 
working-class neighborhoods larger but more heterogeneous with respect to 
crafts. Gathering with your fellow workers near the workplace became less 
and less feasible. 

These changes in workers' daily routines generally raised the mobilization 
costs of particular trades. They therefore tended to reduce the level of collec
tive action by trade. At the same time, the changes may have lowered the costs 
of mobilization for the urban working dass as a whole. That possibility 
deserves further investigation. For the present discussion, however, the impor
tant thing to notice is that the form of working-dass collective action changed 
in conjunction with the alteration of urban form. To the first of our rough 
stages (the period of little or no home-work separation) correspond a reper
toire of small-scale actions which built directly on the structure of the trade: 
the petition from the leaders of the craft, the public procession, the staged 
battle between rival groups of artisans, and so on. In the intermediate stage of 
larger workplaces and adjacent homogeneous dwelling areas we see the rise of 
the strike, the blacklist of uncooperative employers, the ostracism or punish
ment of nonconforming workers, and so forth. At the stage of large firms and 
extensive home-work separation, the deliberately called meeting, rally, 
demonstration, and strike took over. 

In this set of changes, .it is hard to distinguish the effects of alterations in 
daily routines from the effects of our next factor: changes in the relevant 
groups' interna1 organization. Daily routines and internal organ'ization over
lap. The three stages correspond approximately to pure craft organization, the 
organization of proletarianizing trades, and the full-fledged proletarian struc
ture. The religious confraternity is a characteristic expression of soIidarity at 
the first stage, the mutual-benefit society at the second, the bureaucratic trade 
union at the third. These shifts in organization interact with changing daily 
routines to make .different forms of collective action feasible and advan
tageous. 

Prior experience also counts. The relevant experience includes both the 
contender's own successes or failures and the contender's observations of other 
similar groups. We see that blend of previous practice and observation in the 
rich street theater which grew up in the American colonies from the Stamp Act 
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crisis 01 1765 to the Revolution. Mock trials, parading 01 effigies, ritualized 
atlacks on the homes and offiees 01 royal ollidals, tarring and leathering of 
Loyalists accompanied petitions, declarations, and solemn assemblies. Within 
weeks of Boston's first display 01 a boot containing adeviI as a symbol 01 
Stamp Act promoter Lord Bute, the boot and devil had become standard par
tieipants in urban gatherings to oppose the Stamp Act up a~d down the Amen
can coast. The partieular lorm and content 01 these gathenngs were ~ew. But 
all their principal elements were already well-established ways 01 dealmg wIth 
declared enemies 01 the people. The prior experience of urban sadors, artlsans, 
and merchants shaped the revolutionary repertoire 01 collective action. 

Repression likewise affects the repertoire. Repression makes a large differ
ence in the short run because other powerful groups affect the relative costs 
and probable returns of different forms of action theoretieally available to a 
partieular group. lt also matters in the long run because that sort of cost settmg 
tends to eliminate some forms of action as it channels behavlOr mto others. 
The widespread legalization of the strike in the 1860s and 1870s so inc~eased its 
attractiveness relative to direct attacks on employers and on mdustnal prop
erty that the latter virtually disappeared from the workers: repertoire. All 
these changes, however, occur with a lag. The forms of collectIve actIOn wh,ch 
worked during the last crisis have a spedal appeal during this one as .well. 
Thus the successes and failures of contention for power produce changes m the 
repertoire of collective action, but only within the limits set by the aetors' own 
daily routines and conceptions of justice. . . 

The idea of a standard repertoire of collective actions, if correct, sImph
fies the study of variations in collective action from one place, time, and popu
lation to another. It simplifies by breaking the problem into two parts: how 
the population in question came to have its particular repertoire, how the 
population selected a particular form of action (or no action at all) from that 
repertoire. The analysis of innovation in collective actiOn-for exam~le, t~e 
invention and diffusion of the sit-in as a way of pressing for equal fIghts m 
public accommodations-breaks neatly into the same tw~ parts." ." 

The idea of a standard repertoire also provIdes mSIght mto contagIOn 
and "spontaneity" in collective action. It raises the possibility that when a par
tieular form of riot or demonstration spreads rapidly, what dIffuses IS not the 
model 01 the behavior itself, but the information-correct or not-that the 
costs and benefits associated with the action have suddenly changed. The news 
that the authorities are (or are not) cracking down on demonstrators in city A 
filters rapidly to dty B, and influences the estimates 01 potential demonstrators 
in dty B as to the probable consequences 01 demonstrating. In that regard the 
grouches who argue that governmental "permissiveness': will enco~,rage more 
agitation are often right. It is clear, likewise, that an actIOn can be spontane-
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ous" in the sense of not having been planned in advance by any 01 the partici
pants, and yet be highly organized, even ritualized. There the grouches are 
usually wrong; the grouchy inclination is to attribute sustained, concerted 
action to some sort of conspiracy. 

A Case in Point: The Strike 

Over the last century or so, the most visible alteration of the working-class 
repertoire of collective action in western countries has been the rise of the 
strike. Some form of concerted work stoppage goes far back in time. What is 
more, the idea must have been invented independently many times; the dis
parate words for the strike whieh emerged in various European languages sug
gest multiple origins: sdopero, turnout, Streik, greve, zabastovka, huelga. 
Nevertheless, strikes were rare events at the beginning of the nineteenth 
century. By 1900, they were routine lacts 01 working-class life. They were 
generally illegal, and frequently prosecuted, in 1800. A century later, they 
were generally legal, and rarely prosecuted. What is more, in most western 
countries the intensity of strike activity continued to rise past the middle of the 
twentieth century (see Hibbs 1976). In the process, strikes routinized: settled 
down to a few standard formats, acquired their own jurisprudence, became 
objects of ollidal statistics. By "routinized," I do not mean "calmed down." 
Despite the complex, standard rules according to which they are played, pro
fessional hockey matches are olten angry, bone-crunching aflairs. The same is 
true of strikes. 

How and why did strikes enter the repertoire? In multiple ways, prole
tarianization created the strike. By definition, proletarianization created the 
worker who exercised linIe or no discretionary control over the means of pro
duction and who was dependent for survival on the sale of his or her labor 
power. That proletarian and the worker threatened with becoming that prole
tarian have long been the chief participants in strikes. (The word ':proletarian" 
has, alas, recently lost some of the precision Marx gave it in Das Kapital. In 
Marx's analysis the central elements were separation from the means of pro
duction + wage labor. Agrieultural workers were, in lact, the chief historieal 
case Marx discussed. He certainly did not concentrate on unskilled factory 
workers.) 01 all workers, the proletarian most clearly had interests opposing 
hirn directly to his employer. The proletarian had the most to gain through the 
withholding of labor power, and the least to gain by other means. 

Now, the pace of proletarianization increased greatly during the nine
teenth century. My own minimum guess is that in Europe as a whole frorn 
1800 to 1900, while the total population rose from about 190 million to 500 
million, the proletarian population increased from about 90 million to 300 mil
lion. If that is true, the very kinds of workers who were the prime candidates 
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for strike activity were multiplying. Furthermore, many strikes were about 
proletarianization. Whether the immediate issue was wages, hours, or work
ing conditions, the underlying struggle commonly turned about the employer's 
effort to exercise greater and greater control over the disposition of the means 
of production, and therefore over the worker's own use of his labor. 

In his lucid analysis of "remuneration systems," Bernard Mottez discusses 
the broad nineteenth-century movement from various forms of task compen
sation to various forms of time-effort compensation. A clear example of task 
compensation is the set of contracting systems (marchandage) in whieh a 
family or work team undertook to produce a certain number of finished ob
jects meeting certain standards at an agreed-upon price. Much rnining, wood
working, and textile production once took place under contracting arrange
ments. lndeed, early quasi-factories often consisted of assemblages of more or 
less autonomous artisans who brought their own tools and materials into a 
common workplace. (Michael Hanagan gives the example of the artisanal file
makers of nineteenth-century Le Chambon-Feugerolles, near St. Etienne, who 
sometimes worked at horne and sometimes in small shops, depending on per
sonal inclination and the current level of activity in the trade.) 

Time-effort compensation takes many forms, but the two most obvious 
are the hourly wage and piecework. Piecework differs greatly from taskwork: 
the employer characteristieally owns the materials, tools, and workplace, and 
controls the basie location, timing, and routines of the work; in addition, the 
"piece" in question is not normally a finished product, but one small portion of 
it. Most contemporary forms of production incentives fall into the same cate
gory. They assurne a proletarian labor force, while taskwork and contracting 
assurne workers who have substantial control over the means and conditions 
of production. 

As Mottez points out, a nineteenth-century entrepreneur who wanted to 
assemble a group of relatively skilled workers into a good-sized productive 
unit had no choice but to adopt some form of task compensation. But when 
capital accumulated, when the scale of production rose, and when innovations 
in technology and work diseipline made it possible to routinize, subdivide, and 
demystify the basic productive tasks, employers pushed toward greater and 
greater preplanning and surveillance of the entire process. That included push
ing toward time-effort compensation. 

In general, workers resisted the entire process when they could. Not that 
they were simple conservatives; although on the average they did prefer work 
arrangements they knew and could somehow manage to those they did not 
know, their resistance sometimes took the form of demands for radieal reorga
nization of work and soeial life: the word "soeialism" itself originally repre-
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sen ted the vision of a social order in which producers would control their own 
fates. The strike grew up as one of the primary means by which artisans threat
"ened with proletarianization and semiproletarians threatened with complete 
lass of control over the disposition of their labor fought back. 

If my analysis is correct, the strike entered the collective-action reper
toires of European workers as a reactive means, but later became a primary 
means of collective proaction. In the process, the strike routinized. One sign is 
its legalization. Most western countries legalized some form of strike activity 
during the latter half of the nineteenth century; Great Britain led the way in 
1824. Saxony followed in 1861, France in 1864, Belgium in 1866, Prussia in 
1869, Austria in 1870. Another sign is the advent of regular statistieal report
ing: the 1880s and 1890s saw the launching of annual strike statistics in many 
western countries, including the Uni ted States. A third sign is the growth of 
professional bureaucracies devoted to monitoring, regulating, reporting anp, 
on occasion, settiing strikes. These offieials, employers, and organized 
workers hammered out standard definitions of strikes and lockouts. They 
worked out rules concerning the proper behavior of the parties to a strike. 
They developed means of registering and publieizing a strike's end and out
come. They, the courts, police, and other publie officials were fixing the pre
eise place of the strike in the day's repertoire of collective action. To be sure, 
the rules remained uncertain in important regards, the rules changed as the 
balance of power changed, and most of the rule making occurred as a by-prod
uct of bitter struggle. That is the way repertoires of collective action usually 
change. 

Michelle Perrot's collective biography of the roughly 3,000 strikes which 
occurred in France from 1870 to 1890 catches an important period in the rou
tinization of the strike. The book is a feast: rich with the folklore, rhetoric, and 
tactics of strike activity, jammed with telling observation on the contexts of 
the issues about which workers struck. The largest theme of the book, how
ever, is that the 1890s tamed and drilled the strike, which had pr~viously dis
played great spontaneity and had expressed the immediate concerns of 
workers quite directly. The growth of large, centralized labor unions, in Per
rot's view, helped smother the strike's creativity, its spontaneity, perhaps its 
revolutionary potential. On the last point some doubt remains: the 1890s 
brought a great swelling of strike activity, an outpouring of revolutionary dis
plays on the occasion of May Oay and the great strikes, and the heyday of 
anarcho-syndicalism. Furthermore, smaller-scale workers' organizations had 
been crucial to the development of lacal strike activity before 1890. Neverthe
less, the main observation stands: through an interplay of unions, workers, 
government, and employers, the strike was indeed standardizing. 
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In terms of the checklist of factors in the production of collective-action 
repertoires which we looked at earlier, the nineteenth-century crystallization 
of the strike looks something like this: 

1 Prevailing standards of rights and justice: artisanal view that the contri
bution of labor gives a right to control the disposition of its product and 
the conditions of its use, confronting bourgeois view that the ownership 
of capital bestows a right to its untrammeled disposition. 

2 Daily routines oi the population: increasing concentration of workers in 
large shops and the equivalent. 

3 Population's internal organization: combination of residues of craft orga
nization, employer pressure toward proletarianization, increasing resi
dential segregation of workers. 

4 Accumulated experience with collective action: demonstrated success of 
artisanal strikes, failure of appeals to officials and patrons. 

5 Pattern oi repression: increasing readiness of governments to tolerate 
limited forms of strike activity. 

None of these explains the invention of the strike, which goes back weil before 
the nineteenth century. But they are a convenient inventory of the major fac
tors in the nineteenth-century emergence of the strike as a standard workers' 
performance in western countries. 

The strike continued to change in the twentieth century. Figure 5-3 shows 
several aspects of that alteration for France from 1890 to 1954. The three
dimensional graphs represent the median duration, the number of strikers per 
strike, and the strike rate in terms of strikes per year per 100,000 workers in 
the labor force. The volume of the solid gives an approximation of striker-days 
per year. The shape of the solid then sums up the combination of length, size, 
and frequency of strikes. In the 1890s, French strikes were relatively small and 
infrequent, but they tended to last a long time. In the 1950s, French strikes 
averaged large and frequent, but short. That general change in shape was very 
common in western countries (Shorter and Tilly 1974: chapter 12). It reflected, 
among other things, the shift from small shops, artisanal organization, and 
local unions toward large plants, fully proletarian workers, and large-scale 

unions. 
While these changes were quite general, national patterns of strike activ

ity diverged considerably. The general withering away of the strike which 
many theorists expected to come with "mature" industrialization failed to 
materialize; strike frequencies, sizes, and volumes generally rose after World 
War land remained high or climbed even higher after World War I!. Yet 
important contrasts opened up. 
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The alteration of French strike shapes, 1890-1954 

One of the most dramatic contrasts separated the Scandinavian countries 
from the rest of the West. While strike levels were reaching new heights else
where, th~y ~ere declining in Scandinavia. Joan Lind's comparison of indus
tnal confhct In twentieth-century Britain and Sweden brings out an important 
element of that contrast. At first inspection, her findings fall into the pattern 
we have already discussed at length. Time-series analyses of strike activity in 
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both countries reveal strong relationships between the level of industrial con
flict and the extent of worker mobilization, as measured either by union 
membership or by union income. But the finding is less straightforward than it 
sounds. In Britain the relationship is positive: the higher the mobilization 
level, the more strikes. In Sweden, it is negative. Swedish strikes declined 
steadily as union membership mounted. 

That is not all. In Britain, a monthly time-series analysis indicates that the 
repressive measures of World War I had a small depressant effeet on the over
all level of strike activity (allowing for the eflect of such other variables as 
prices and unemployment) and a larger tendency to promote government
aided voluntary negotiations and binding arbitration as an alternative to strike 
activity. But a similar analysis of World War II produces no such results. 
There, strikes rose greatly during the later months of the war, despite the out
lawing of strikes and the establishment of compulsory arbitration in June 1940. 
They rose despite the rise of prosecutions for strikes and lockouts from fifty in 
1941 to 582 in 1942 to 1279 in 1943 (Lind 1973: 156). 

The contradictions are troubling. Some of the things going on are clear 
enough. In Britain, organized labor, despite the Labor Party, never developed 
the continuous, intimate, and reliable tie to the government that the long 
incumbency of the Sodal Oemocrats aflorded to Swedish labor; in Sweden, 
the stronger labor became the easier it was to settle disputes through means 
other than the strike: negotiation, legislation, governmental pressure on the 
employers. As labor entered the British polity, multiple trade unions retained a 
good deal of autonomy; no centrallabor organization acquired the power to 
negotiate for all its members or to force those members to abide by the terms 
of their contracts. In Sweden, a highly centralized federation acquired great 
power both as a negotiator and as an enforcer. Under these circumstances, 
polity membership encouraged strikes in Britain and made routine political 
pressure a more attractive alternative to strikes in Sweden. 

Oavid Snyder's analyses of industrial conflict in ltaly, France, and the 
Uni ted States likewise point toward a more complex model of power holding. 
When Snyder tests standard economic models on annual strike series running 
from the la te nineteenth century to around 1970, he finds they have unsatisfac
tory (although not negligible) predictive power in all three countries before 
World War II and in France and ltaly since then; for the United States, the pre
dictive power of a pure economic model greatly improves after World War II. 
A pure political model (in which union membership, Oemocrats in Congress, 
party of President, and the presence of national elections figure) provides a 
better fit to the observations in all cases but the U.S. after World War II. 

As one might expect, a synthesis of the economic and political models 
provides the most accurate predictions; even there, the political variables 
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carry a major part of the explanatory weight except in the recent U .5. experi
ence. Snyder's proposal is essentially that the New Oeal and the accommoda
!ions of World War II strengthened and stabilized the ties of organized Ameri
can labor to the government. [t stabilized those ties so much that previous 
efforts to influence the government itself by strike activity, or to take advan
tage of its momentary favor, subsided in favor of a fundamentally economic 
contest between employers and organized workers. The contest was fought 
out within limits set and guaranteed by the government. The role of the 
government remained much more contingent, the power of organized labor 
much weaker and more variable, in Italy and France. 

Snyder's best-fitting composite models resemble the ones which Edward 
Shorter and I found to be most effident in accounting for year-to-year fluctu
ations in French strike activity between 1885 and 1965 (Shorter and Tilly 1974, 
esp. chapter 4). Snyder improves on our formulation by clarifying the eflect of 
labor's relation to government. His account of changes in that regard resem
bles Lind's comparison of Britain and Sweden. 

Oouglas Hibbs has brought a similar perspective to bear on twentieth-cen
tury strike trends in Belgium, Canada, Oenmark, Finland, France, Italy, 
Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom, and United States 
(Hibbs 1976). His general conclusions run as folIows: 

.. . strike aetivity is one manifestation of an ongoing struggle for power between 
sodal classes over the distribution of resources, prindpally although not excIu
sively national income. The main thesis of the study is that long-run changes in 
the volume of industrial eonfliet are largely explained by changes in the loeus of 
the distributional struggle. Strike activity has declined dramatieally in nations 
where Sodal Democratic or Labor parties assumed power in the 1930s-or just 
after the second World War-and created the modern "welfare state./1 In these 
countries an enormous fraction of the national income now passes through the 
public sector and is allocated by the politicaI proeess. Politieal conflict between 
left- and right-wing parties in the electoral arena ... has replaced industrial con
Biet between labor and capital in the private sector ... as the ultima te mecha
.nism for the distribution of national incorne. By comparison, in countries gov
erned more or less continuously by bourgeois parties of the center and right, the 
private sector continues to dorninate the allocation as wen as the production of 
resources. The econornie marketplace remains the prirnary locus of distributional 
confliet in these nations, and, consequently, the average level of strike activity 
has been relatively constant for three-quarters of a century or more (Hibbs 1976: 
26-27; italics in original). 

Synthesizing the findings of Lind, Snyder, and Hibbs, we arrive at a tripartite 
division: (1) countries in which the market is the locus of distributional conflict 
and the relationship of labor and management to government relatively stable; 



166 Changing Forms of Collective Action 

there, market variations strongly affect the level of strike activity; (2) coun
tries in which allocation deeisions are basically under political control; there, 
strike activity is low or nonexistent, and the real distributional conflicts OCCUr 
in the course of elections and other political contests; (3) countries in which the 
locus of allocation deeisions is itself at issue; there, short-run political fluctua
tions strongly affeet strike activity. The form of strike activity-for example, 
the prevalence of the one-day protest strike-undoubtedly varies in a parallel 

way. 
All these analyses bring out the great importance of mobilization, at least 

as represented by unionization of the workforce. All of them indicate that the 
most direct way in which short-run economic fluctuations promote strike 
activity is not through the imposition of hardships but through the provision 
of opportunities to act on grievances or aspirations long nurtured. As a result 
of these and other recent studies, there is little remaining doubt concerning a 
general tendency of strike activity to rise with economic expansion and fall 
with contraetion (e.g., Knowles 1952, Weintraub 1966, Ashenfelter and lohn
son 1969, Vanderkamp 1970, Skeels 1971, Kaelble and Volkmann 1972). None 
of these analyses attaches much importance to its complement, faeilitation, in 
the sense of government actions lowering the cost of strike activity to workers. 

The comparison of different national patterns brings out two interesting 
difficulties. First, the strike is only one of several means of aetion open to 
workers. At different times, political pressure, sabotage, demonstrations, and 
occupation of the workplace all become attractive alternatives to striking. The 
workers' repertoire of collective actions always ineludes more items than the' 
strike. Furthermore, whether a particular struggle actually produces a work 
stoppage depends on the behavior of the other parties: management first of all, 
unions and government in many cases. The level of strike activity is therefore 
at best an imperfeet indicator of working-class collective action as a whole. A 
proper explanation of strike activity must include an account both of the 
choice among alternative forms of collective action and of the process of nego-

tiation. 
The second difficulty is that the form of the ties between organized labor 

and government affects strike activity quite strongly. To the extent that labor 
organizations become powerful within the government and acquire control 
over the collective action of workers in general, striking becornes a relatively 
expensive way of doing labor's business. To the extent that the threat or 
promise of government intervention in strikes declines, workers become free 
to tune their strike activity to the rhythms of the economy. The threat or 
promise of government intervention depends on the structure of power among 
labor, management, and the government. 
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ELECTIONS, DEMONSTRATIONS, AND POLITICAL SYSTEMS 

The lesson is more general. The simple model of the polity laid out earlier pro
vides a useful starting point, but it misses the importance of political coalitions 
and of the means of actions built into the existing political organization. The 
use of eleetions to do public business is a major case in point. Political sci
entists have long since noticed that the establishment of binding national elec
tions prornotes the growth of political parties-not only because governments 
tend to legalize elections and parties at the same time but because electoral 
competition gives such a patent advantage of interests which are organized in 
parties. I think the effect of electoral systems on the pattern of collective action 
is even more general. A comparison of the histories of contentious collective 
action in Italy, Germany, France, and England (Tilly, Tilly and Tilly 1975) 
suggests a elose connection between the institution of national elections and 
the use of formal assoeiations of all sorts as vehicles for collective action. The 
great proliferation of clubs, circles, and sodalities in the French, German, and 
Italian revolutions of 1848 (in which expanding the electorate and increasing 
the political significance of elections were standard parts of the revolutionary 
program) illustrates the connection. The experience of those same countries 
also makes plausible the hypothesis that the growth of elections prornotes the 
crystallization and spread of the demonstration as a form of collective action. 

Why? Because of an umbrella effect: the legal umbrella raised to proteet 
the eleetoral process, and to keep it huddled in the center away from the rain, 
has a ragged edge. There is shelter for others at its margins. The grant of legal
ity to an electoral association or an electoral assembly provides a elaim to 
legality for assoeiations and assemblies which are not quite electoral, not only 
electoral or not now electoral. The grant of legality lowers the group's costs of 
mobilization and collective action. It also provides a prestigious, accessible 
model for action in general. In the Uni ted States of the 1960s we find a grudg
ing grant of legitimacy to the Black Panther Party, the Mississippi Freedom 
Democratic Party, the Peace and Freedom Party. 

Agents of the government tried to harass a11 these organizations out of 
existence at one time or another. But there formed an implicit coalition 
between the organizations and "white liberals" with a strong interest in a 
broad definition of acceptable political activity. The coalition made it harder 
for the government to withhold from the quasi-parties rights to organize, re
cruit, assemble, solieit, publieize, and demonstrate which established parties 
exereised as a matter of course. Yet it was not a pure power play. The fact that 
~ovements with important activities and objectives besides winning elections 
had chosen to organize in the guise of political parties itself aHorded them a 
protection unavailable to similar rnovements which chose to organize as 
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autonomous communities, military units, or conspiratorial networks. So 
doing, to be sure, they ran the risk of cooptation, infiltration, and easy surveil
lance. There lies the eternal dilemma of the militant group which finds a pro
tective deft in the legal system: solidary resistance with a chance of destruc
tion, or adaptation with a chance of absorption or dissolution. 

Why should the demonstration prosper as a consequence of the growth of 
elections? Because its basic form resembles that of the electoral assembly, and 
because it pro vi des an effective means of displaying the strength of a contes
tant, sometimes of influencing the outcome of an election. 

The demonstration we know entered the standard repertoire of collective 
actions in most western countries during the nineteenth century. In England 
and America, nevertheless, we can see its form crystallizing before 1800. For 
several centuries, Englishmen had gathered in large numbers on certain stan
dard holidays, such as Guy Fawkes' Oay. Ouring the festivities they often 
expressed their collective opinions of the day's heroes, villains, and fools. 
They paraded effigies, floats, charades, and placards. Hangings, funerals, exits 
frorn prison, royal birthdays, announcements of military victories drew 
crowds and, sornetimes, concerted expressions of demands, sympathies, or 
complaints. In all these cases, the authorities provided the occasion and, to 
some degree, the sanction for the assernblies in question. Contes ted elections 
fell easily into the same pattern, and the assemblies of supporters of different 
candidates acquired a degree of protection. 

In the full-fledged demonstration, the crowd became more autonomous, 
choosing its own occasion and manner of assembly. After 1750, the presenta
tion of a petition to Parliament or to local authorities now and then brought 
together thousands of people in support of a common position. The famous 
Gordon riots of 1780 began with a meeting and march organized around the 
presentation to Parliarnent of the Protestant Association's petition, signed by 
some 44,000 people, against the Catholic Emancipation Act of that year. Lord 
George Gordon led four great columns of demonstrators to the House of Com
mons. They were the nucleus of the large crowd that formed and waited 
through the session in Parliament Square. Late at night, "one section of the 
crowd moved off towards the private chapel of the Sardinian ambassador in 
Duke Street, Uncoln's Inn Fields, another to the chapel attached to the 
Bavarian Embassy in Warwick Street, St. lames'. The first, known to be fre
quented by English Catholic gentry, was burned to the ground; both were 
plundered and ransacked and their contents burned in the streets" (Rude 1971: 
221-222). 

The electoral assembly came into its own as the setting of demonstrations 
in the same period. At the finale of the 1769 election campaign of the popular 
hero lohn Wilkes: 
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Wilkes' supporters formed themselves into various cavalcades that paraded 
peacefully through the streets of London before proceeding to Brentford to cast 
their votes. One of these set out from the Prince of Orange in Jermyn Street, be~ 
fore whom were carried six or seven flags (Bill of Rights, Magna Carta, etc.), all 
badges of the different societies of which Me. Wilkes had been made a member 
(Rude 1962: 69). 

As it happens, Parliament refused to seat Wilkes after his election by a re
sounding majority. That fact initiated another great petition drive, this one 
nationwide in scope; many of the petitions arrived at Parliament or the King's 
door to the accompaniment of demonstrating crowds. Wilkes's supporters in 
his repeated struggles with the government employed the mass petition march 
widely to exhibit their growing strength. 

That innovation took a long step toward the creation of the demonstra
tion as a distinctive form of collective action. Two more changes would com
plete the transformation: the elimination of the petition as a necessary pretext 
for the show of strength, and the generalization of the form of action beyond 
King and Parliament. In the struggles between London Radicals and the 
Crown which blazed in the last decades of the eighteenth century, those 
further changes began to occur. 

By the 1790s, the Radical societies of London and elsewhere organized 
demonstrations, large ones, with great frequency. In Sheffie1d, according to 
E. P. Thompson: 

Demonstrations were held at the end of November to celebrate the success of the 
French armies at Valmy ,and they were reported in the Sheffield Register . .. , a 
weekly newspapel' which supported the reformers. A procession of five or six 
thousand drew a quartered roasted ox through the streets amid the firing of can
non. In the procession were-"a caricature painting representing Britan
nia-Burke riding on a swine-and a figure, the upper part of wh ich was the like
ness of a Scotch Secretary, and the lower part that of an Ass. ',' the pole of 
Liberty lying broken on the ground, inscribed 'Truth 1s Libel'-the Sun breaking 
from behind a Cloud, and the Angel of Peace, with one hand dropping the 'Rights 
ofMan', and extending the other to raise up Britannia (Thompson 1963: 104). 

The symbols are exotic, reminiscent of William Blake. It is easy to forget, how
ever, that twentieth-century demonstrators often carry symbolic coffins, and 
dummies, and masks. The basic form of that 1792 demonstration in Sheffield 
is the one we know today. 

During these same years the demonstration was becoming a standard way 
of doing public business in Britain' s North American colonies. Uke the con
temporaneous battles over Wilkes in England, the American resistance to the 
Stamp Act of 1765 helped separate the demonstration !rom the sanctioned 
assembly, helped establish its importance as a routine instrument for the appli-
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cation of political pressure. On the fourteenth of August two effigies appeared, 
suspended from a great tree on a strategie street into Boston; one represented 
the tax-stamp distributor, Andrew Oliver, the other, a large boot containing a 
devil. The crowd which gathered refused to let the effigies be taken down. 

Towards evening some men cut down the effigy of the stamp-master and placed it 
on abier, which was carried through the town accompanied by a cheering and 
huzzaing multitude: "Liberty and property forever," "No stamps," "No Place
men." In this concourse, "some of the highest Reputation" were walking "in the 
greatest order," "and in solemn manner." At the head of the procession "Forty cr 
fifty tradesmen, decently dressed, preceded; and some thousands of the mob fol
lowed ... " The concourse, amidst the acclamations of large numbers of people 
lining the street, went down Main Street, turned into King Street and stopped 
under the town house where Governor and Council were assembled. The multi
tude, weH knowing this, "gave three huzzas by Way of Defiance, and pass'cl on" 
(Hoerder 1971, 153). 

The great elm which held the effigieslater became famous as the Liberty Tree. 
It was the model for thousands of liberty trees consecrated, and struggled 
over, in America. Later the Liberty Tree became a prime symbol in Revo
lutionary France. In many histories the resistance to the Stamp Act counts as 
the beginning of the American Revolution. The demonstration took an impor
tant and durable place in the American repertoire of collective actions as that 
revolutionary movement swelled. 

The case of the demonstration teaches a general lesson. The forms, fre
quencies and personnel of collective action depend intimatelyon the existing 
structure of government and politics. When we begin refining the simple 
model of government, polity and contenders with which we started, we must 
pay attention to the specific rules of polity membership, the existing pattern of 
repression and facilitation, the rights claimed by different contenders. Our ele
mentary model does little more than specify in what connections each of these 
variables should be significant. 

On the question of political rights, for instance, the argument unfolded 50 

far favors a view of the right to vote, to petition, to assemble, to publish, and 
50 on as (a) consisting not of a general principle, but of a specific claim of a de
fined contender on a certain government, (b) coming into being as the result of 
struggles among mobilized contenders and governments. Thus the common 
idea that a standard set of political rights gradually extended from a small elite 
to the general population is misleading. Not wrang, because on the whole the 
share of the population having enforceable claims on various national govern
ments with respect to voting, petitioning, assembling, and publishing has ex
panded enormously over the last two centuries, has increased in distinct steps 
from elites to ordinary people, has not contracted drastically once it has 
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grown. Nevertheless misleading, because the similar claims ordinary people 
have had on other governments (especially local governments) have generally 
dwindled in the same process, and because each step of the expansion has 
usually occurred in response to the demand of some well-defined contender or 
coalition of contenders. 

The fact that the rights consist of enforceable claims on the government 
by particular groups makes it less puzzling that such elementary rights as 
assembly and petition should be 50 easily denied to challengers (prastitutes, 
millennialists, Fascists, homosexuals) whose personal characteristics, objec
tives, or activities are unacceptable to most other groups. The denial of rights 
to achallenger only threatens the rights of existing members of the polity when 
the challenger's characteristics, organization, objectives, or activities resemble 
those of some members, or when a coalition between challenger and member 
hasformed. 

AU our inquiries into the forms and frequencies of collective action even
tually lead us back to questions of power. A close look at competitive, reactive 
and proactive forms of action dissolves the common distinction between "pre
political" and "political" protest. A careful exploration of the context of strike 
activity challenges the separation of "economic" and "political" conflicts from 
each other. A thoughtful reflection on the demonstration, the charivari, and 
the food riot raises fundamental doubts about any effort to single out a class of 
spontaneous, expressive, impulsive, evanescent crowd actions-although it 
confirms the importance of creativity, innovation, drama, and syrnbolism 
within the limits set by the existing repertoire of collective action and the 
existing structure of power. 
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BRITlSH BRAWLS AS COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 

"We all know what a nomination day is like," eommented The Times in June 

1868. 

The presiding functionary bespeaks a fair hearing for both sides, and it is wen if 
he gets to the end of his few sentences without derisive cheers and ironical cries 
explicable onIy by a 10eal historian. After that no one gets a hearing. Unceasing 
clamour prevails; proposers, seconders, and candidates speak in dumb show I cr 
confide their sentiments to the reporters; heads are broken, blood flows from 
numerous noses, and the judgment of the electors is generally subjected to a 
severe training as a preliminary to the voting of the following day (Richter 1971: 

21). 

As Donald Richter says, the jeers and brawls which regularly aecompanied 
nineteenth-century elections belie both the orderly reputation of Victorian 
Britain and the notion that electoral reform + regular policing = eivic calm. 
Nineteenth-eentury British elections-and mueh other publie life in Britain as 
well-ran violent. "Public rowdiness and resistance to authority," concludes 
Richter, "have been nurtured into the British eharacter through centuries of 
independence and political intransigeance" (Richter 1971: 28). Richter's idea 
resembles the sentiment of the nineteenth-century authorities: that they were 
dealing with naturally unruly people who had to be ehecked, trained and 

eivilized. 
The difficulty with this sort of eharacterologieal explanation of violenee is 

that it explains too much, or nothing at all. Too much, in that there is no 
violent action to which it could not apply in prineiple, and therefore no way to 
prove it wrong. Nothing at all, in that it finally reduces to a description of 
what has to be explained. Available accounts of nineteenth-century British 
electoral violence, however, give us hope of escaping from tautology and of 
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deteeting regular relationships between the pattern of collective violence and 
the nature of current struggles over rights and power. 

As it happens, Richter himself gives us some valuable information on the 
origins of British electoral rowdiness. "It was not uneommon," he reports: 

for agents of the candidates, not always without the latter's cognizance, to hire 
gangs of ruffians from nearby collieries to intimidate and bully riyal voters. A 
witness before the Parliamentary Committee investigating the election of 1868 
testified that at Bristol Liberal agents from London organized and paid "flying 
columns," bands of from 200 to 300 men recruited from the Bristol suburbs. Dis
posed in quasi-military formation and armed with bludgeons, they appeared on 
election day at various polling booths and drove off Conservative voters" 
(Richter 1965, 180). 

More generally, the supporters of a given candidate-hired or not-olten 
made a holiday of the election, sporting their colors, drinking amply to the 
health of their champion, jeering his rivals, brawling with the bearers of other 
colors. This behavior may exemplify "public rowdiness and resistance to 
authority," but it also identifies a clearer link between violence and organized 
struggles for power than The Times commentator was ready to coneede. 

Two years before the 1868 election, the Tory government which had 
newly come to power announced, through Disraeli, that it would not neces
sarily take up parliamentary reform in the next session. The Reform League 
called for a mass meeting in Hyde Park on 23 July 1866. The meeting was the 
occassion for what Praneis Sheppard calls the "only significant outbreak of 
violence" in the great campaign leading up to the Reform Bill of 1867: 

The law officers of the Crown had decided that the Crown had the right to elose 
the gates, and the Home Secretary, Spencer Walpole, now decided to exercise this 
right. On being informed of this the leaders of the League decided nevertheless to 
march to Hyde Park, and if prevented from entering, to proceed to Trafalgar 
Square. Printed leaflets to this effect were distributed in large numbers. When the 
leaders of the procession reached Marble Arch they found the gates elosed and a 
large body of police assembled. After being refused admission by the police 
commissioner, Sir Richard Mayne, Beales and the crowd near hirn left for 
Trafalgar2quare. But other processions were still arriving, control broke down, 
and soon atlensely-packed mass of men were pressing against the railings. The 
railings and st6nework were old and weak, and breach after breach was quickly 
made along Park Lane and the Bayswater Road. The police resisted these incur
sions, and scuffling broke out, but many thousands of people were now inside the 
park, and even a company of the Grenadier Guards, whose arrival was Ioudly 
cheered, could not oust the invaders except by the use of firearms. After an hour 
or two of cheerful speechifying darkness began to fall, and the crowd dispersed 
voluntarily" (Sheppard 1971: 341). 
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" Except perhaps for the good cheer, the affair was a textbook example of large-
scale collective violence: one group undertakes a large action which directly Or 
indirectly states a claim; a second group challenges that claim; they struggle. 
The group stating the counterclaim is often a specialized repressive 
force-police, troops, posse, vigilante-acting on behalf of the dominant 
classes. No doubt some of the demonstrators in 1866 were angry, some were 
drunk, and some enjoyed the rough-and-tumble. But the breaking down of 
fences and the scuffling with police was a by-product of the play of claim and 
counterclaim. That is the standard structure of collective violence. 

VIOLENCE: CONCEPT AND REALITY 
In order to get that point straight, however, we have to dispose of some 
serious conceptual problems. "Violence" often serves as a catchall containing 
an the varieties of protest, militancy, coercion, destruction, or muscle flexing 
which a given observer happens to fear or condemn. Violence, as Henry 
Bienen comments, "carries overtones of 'violating', and we often use violence 
to refer to illegitimate force" (Bienen 1968: 4). Grundy and Weinstein (1974: 
113) array cornpeting definitions of violence on a continuum from narrow to 
broad: 

• narrow: those uses of physical force which are prohibited by a normative 
order presumed to be legitimate; 

o intermediate: any use of physical force; 

• broad: a11 deprivations of asserted human rights. 

In general, they point out, defenders of constituted authority prefer narrow 
definitions. Opponents prefer broad ones. In between, they place the "liberal 
democrats who define violence as any use of physical force, because they 
would like to justify revolutions against authoritarian regimes which do not 
have built-in mechanisms for peaceful change" (Grundy and Weinstein 1974: 
113). 

We have, however, practical as well as political reasons for selecting the 
middle term. The narrow definition of violence as illegitimate force introduces 
the debate about the proper scope of the authorities into the very delineation 
of the phenomenon to be investigated-an unpromising way to begin. The 
broad definition of violence to include all violations of human rights not only 
requires agreement on the character of those rights, but also expands the phe
nomenon to such a large range of social relations as to make systematic study 
of it almost unthinkable. If we restrict our attention to human actions which 
damage persons or objects, we have at least a chance to sort out the 
regularities in the appearance of those actions. 
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Even that restriction ca11s immediately for further distinctions. Violence 
so defined still includes: 

• cut thumbs 

• murders 

• hockey games 

• rebellions 

• normal wear of automobiles or the roads they travel 

• disposal of noxious wastes 

.. cigarette smoking. 

The obvious temptation is to add some qualifications concerning the inten
tions of the actors: they want to destroy, they are angry, they seek power, or 
something else. The trouble with letting much depend on intentions is that 
intentions are mixed and hard to discem. The judgments outsiders make con
cerning the intentions of participants in conflicts usua11y include implicit 
theories of causation and responsibility. Even with fu11 knowledge, intentions 
often turn out to be mixed and divergent, often change or misfire in the course 
of the action. We must ask whose intentions when. 

Violence, furthermore, is rarely a solo performance. It usually grows out 
of an interaction of opponents. Whose intentions should count: the small 
group of demonstrators who gather on the steps of the capitol, the larger 
group of spectators who eventua11y get drawn into the action, the police who 
first stand guard and then struggle to disperse the crowd? Both in theory and in 
practice, then, intentions provide shaky criteria for the distinction of violence 
from nonviolence. 

In her brilliant essay on violence, Hannah Arendt urged a fundamental 
distinction between power and violence, Power, in her view, is "the human 
ability not just to act but to act in concert." But the difficulties with wh ich we 
are wrestling appear in one fact: Arendt never quite defined violence. This was 
the closest approach: 

Violen ce is distinguished by Hs instrumental character. Phenomenologically, it is 
elose to strength, since the implements ·of violence, like all other tools, are de
signed and used for the purpose of multiplying natural strength until, in the last 
stage of their development; they can substitute for it (Arendt 1970: 46). 

As a distinction in political philosophy-that is, in the principles upon which 
we can reasonably found a system of govemment and by which we can justify 
or condemn public actions-Arendt's treatment of power and violence is 
illuminating. As a guide to observation of acting people, however, it has the 
fatal flaw of resting on exactly the features of collective action which observers 
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and participants dispute most passionately. That is precisely because they are 
the features of the action which will bring on it justification from some and 
condemnation frorn others. Justification and condemnation are important 
business, but they are not our business here. 

Nor do any easy alternatives lie dose at hand. We may try to define "nor
mal" or "expected" or "legitimat;''' uses of force in sociallife, and define devia
tions from them as violent. That approach not only requires the (difficult) 
assessment of the normal, expected state of affairs, but also tends to define 
away violence exerted by professional specialists in coercion: police, soldiers, 
mafiosi, muggers. H, on the other hand, we turn to the amount of damage sus
tained by the individuals or objects involved, we face the difficulty of 
determining how direct and material the damage must be: Does a firm's dump
ing of garbage which prornotes disease count? Does the psychic burden of 
enslavement count? 

I recite these tedious complications in order to emphasize that in the 
present state of knowledge any definition will be arbitrary in some regards and 
debatable in others. People do not agree on what they will call violent. What is 
more, their disagreement springs to an important extent from differences in 
political perspective. My own inclination is toward what Terry Nardin calls a 
"brute harm" conception of violence: any observable interaction in the course 
of which persons or objects are seized or physically damaged in spite of 
resistance. (Direct or indirect resistance, in the form of attacks on persons, 
erection of barriers, standing in the way, holding on to the persons or objects 
at issue, and so on, enters the definition in order to exclude self-destruction, 
potlatches, ceremonial mutilation, urban renewal, and other collective 
damage in which all parties are more or less agreed to the damage. In short, to 
certify the presence of competing interests.) 

Further distinctions start from there: collective vs. individual, depending 
on the number of parties to the interaction; games vs. nongames, depending 
on the extent to which all participants begin with an agreement to work 
toward a determinate set of alternative outcomes by following some standard 
rules; continuous vs. diseontinuous, depending on how great a time span we 
observe and how large an interval we permit to elapse before we call the action 
at an end; and so forth. 

Same Lineaments of Violence 

Onee collective violence is defined in these terms, interesting conclusions begin 
to emerge from the elose examination of the actual record of violent events. 
Our study of thousands of violent incidents occurring in western Europe since 
1800 reveals several strong tendencies which affect our understanding of the 
roots of violence. 
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First, most collective violence-in the sense of interactions which produce 
direct damage to persons and objects-grows out of actions which are not 
intrinsically violent, and which are basically similar to a much larger number 
of collective actions occurring without violenee in the same periods and set
tings. The dearest example is the demonstration: some group displays its 
strength and determination in the presence of the public, of the agents of the 
state, and perhaps of its enemies as weil. The great majority of demonstrations 
pass without direct damage to persons or property. But a small proportion do 
turn to violent encounters between police and demonstrators, or attacks on 
property by the demonstrators. When that happens, we conventionally use a 
new word for the event-"riot"-and thereby obseure its eonnection with non
violent events. The demonstration is such a common way of doing political 
business in modern Europe that even the small proportion of violent outcomes 
is enough to make the demonstration the most frequent setting for collective 
violence. The strike, the parliamentary session, the public meeting, the fiesta 
follow something like the same pattern: the great majority of them going off 
without violence, the violent ones not differing in any fundamental way from 
the rest. 

A second important feature of collective violence which stands out in the 
modern European record is the heavy involvement of agents of the state, 
especially repressive agents like police and soldiers. This is, unsurprisingly, a 
matter of scale: the fewer the people involved, the less likely that repressive 
agents will be there. But it does not mean simply that the larger the scale of 
violence the more likely the police are to step in. For in the modern European 
experience repressive forces are thernselves the most eonsistent initiators and 
performers of collective violence. 

There is a division of labor: repressive forces do the largest part of the kill
ing and wounding, while the groups they are seeking to control do most of the 
damage to objects. The division of labor follows from the usu.al advantage 
repressive forees have with respect to arms and military discipline; from the 
common tactics of demonstrators, strikers, and other frequent participants in 
collective violence, which are to violate symbolically charged rules and 
prohibitions whose enforcement is the affair of agents of government; from the 
typical sequence of events, in which demonstrators are carrying on an action 
which is illegal yet nonviolent, and repressive forces receive the order to stop 
them by whatever means are necessary. The means are ohen violent. 

VIOLENCE IN AMERICA 

Since no one has done the neeessary detailed studies of eontemporary LaHn 
America, North America, Africa, or Asia, it is hard to say how generally these 
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generalizations apply. The fragments of evidence now available indicate that 
they apply very widely in contemporary countries with strong governments. 
Jerome Skolnick (1969: 258) says in summary of one part of his analysis of 
contemporary American protests, "It is misleading to ignore the part played 
by soda1 contro! agendes in aggravating and sometimes creating a riot. It is 
not unusual, as the Kerner Commission observed, for a riot to begin and end 
with police violence." 

A chronological review of violence in American labor-management dis
putes makes it clear both that over the long run police, troops, and plant 
guards have done the bulk of the killing and wounding, and that the typical 
starting point has been some sort of illegal but nonviolent collective action by 
the workers-a walkout, a sitdown, a demonstration, picketing, sending of 
delegations. In their sketch of the usual circumstances in which the total of at 
least 700 persons died in American "labor violen ce" during the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries, Taft and Ross report: , 

Facing inflexible opposition, tmion leaders and their members frequently found 
that nothing, neither peaceful persuasion nor the heads of government, could 
move the employer towards recognition. Frustration and desperation impelled 
pickets to react to strikebreakers with anger. Many violent outbreaks followed 
efforts of strikers to restrain the entry of strikebreakers and raw materials into the 
struck plant. Such conduct, obviously illeg,,!l, opened the opportunity for forceful 
police measures. In the long run, the employer's side was better equipped for 
success. The use of force by pickets was illegal on Hs face, but the action of the 
police and company guards were in vindication of the employer's rights (Taft and 
Ross 1969: 289-290). 

The same general pattern recurs in the bulk of contemporary American collec
tive violence: a group undertakes an illegal and/or politically unacceptable 
action forces of order seek to check the group, a violent encounter ensues, the 
"riote;$" -for that is the label the group acquires at the moment of violent con
tact with police or troops-sustain most of the casualties. 

Reflecting on the long succession of violent encounters between 
challengers and power holders in America, Richard Rubenstein makes an 
important observation: 

At the outset, one thing seems clear: those groups which achieved success without 
partidpating in sustained rioting, guerrilla terrorism or outright insurrection were 
not necessarily more talented, hard-working or "American" than those that 
resorted to higher levels of violence, The resistance of more powerful groups to 
change is one key struggle; another is the match between out-group characteristics 
and the needs of achanging political-economic system (Rubenstein 1970: 15-16), 

Then he goes on to contrast the fluidity of the economic and political arrange
ments open to the immigrants of 1880-1920 with the formation, in the 1930s 
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and 1940s, of a new ruling coalition quite resistant to displacement: 
"Ironically, since these are the groups most wedded to the myth of peaceful 
progress and the culpability of the violent-it is the existence of this coalition, 
exercising power through a highly centralized Federal bureaucracy, which 
helps keep emerging groups powerless and dependent" (p. 17). The conse
quenc€, in Rubenstein's view, is that recent bids for power have met deter
mined resistance and brought forth the pious recommendation that the mem
bers of the groups involved attempt to enter the system as individuals, on their 
own merits, rather than destroying the system through collective efforts to 
wrest benefits from it. 

Rubenstein's analysis includes both an idea of how the American system 
usually works and a notion of the changes it has undergone since the 1930s. 
The general picture corresponds to William Gamson's portrayal of "stable 
unrepresentation" in American politics: IJ , • • the American political system 
normally operates to prevent incipient competitors from achieving full entry 
into the political arena" (Gamson 1968: 18). That description applies to all 
political systems; the real guestions are: How great are the obstacles? How do 
they vary from system to system and time to time? 

That brings up the second part. Has the American system closed down 
since the 1930s? To try that guestion out seriously, we shall need much more 
predse information than we now have concerning the fates of successive 
challengers. Gamson's investigation does not reveal any significantly increased 
tendency for the recent challengers in his sampIe to fai!. But his investigation 
deals with small numbers, and stops in 1945. It is not obvious that recent 
challengers-antiwar students, organized blacks, gay activists, and aircraft 
manufacturers are likely candidates for the post-1940 list-met more resistance 
than craft unions, Prohibitionists or Abolitionists had met in the nineteenth 
century. There is probably variation over time, and there may weil be a long
run trend. Both are surely too subtle to show up in a few offhand.comparisons. 

POLITICAL ACTION AND INVOL VEMENT IN VIOLENCE 

In the terms we were using earlier, Rubenstein is saying that members of the 
polity, acting mainly through agents of the state, have banded together to 
resist the claims of newly mobilized challengers for membership. His most 
prominent case is organized blacks. The analysis applies generally to the past 
and present contention of wheat farmers, wemen, believers in Temperanc€, 
students and organized labor. In these cases and many others, the acceptance 
of the group's collective claims would significantly reallocate the resources 
under the control of the polity, redefine the rules of membership for futher 
challengers, change the likely coalitions inside and outside the polity. In such 
cases, the main Une between violence and cantention for power consists of the 
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repeated sequenee in whieh members of the ehallenging group publicly lay 
claim to some space, object, privilege, protection, or other resource which 
they eonsider due them on general grounds, and the agents of the government 
(baeked by the members of the polity) forcibly resist their claims. Colleetive 
proaction on the one side, collective reaction on the other. 

A eomplete pieture of the proeess linking eontention and violence, how
ever, requires a distinetion between ehallengers and members on their way out 
of the polity. Members losing their position are more likely to find themselves 
trying to maintain exclusive claims to some particular resource-a sehool, a 
distinetive eostume, a souree of ineome, a tax exemption-and unable to enlist 
the support of other members or of agents of the government in maintaining 
those claims. Under those cireumstanees, they eommonly attempt to exert 
those claims on their own, and to keep others from claiming the same re
sourees. 

Then two different sequenees are likely to produee eolleetive violenee 
involving declining members of a polity. The first is like the one involving new 
claimants for membership in the polity, in that agents of the government 
direetly resist the claims of the parting member to keep exerting their former 
rights to eertain resourees. The seeond pits the parting member direetly against 
others seeking to acquire the disputed resources: vigilante movements, private 
armies, and gangs of thugs are espeeially likely to enter the action at this point, 
as the old member seeks to substitute its own force for that of the now unreli
able government. 

The regional movement of resistance against a centralizing state 
eommonly takes this form (see Heehter 1975). So does the classie European 
food riot, in whieh the members of a eommunity eolleetive dispute the right of 
anyone to store grain in times of hunger or ship grain out of the community 
when loeal people still need food, and reinforce their dispute by aeting in the 
traditional role of the authorities: inventorying the grain on hand, aeeumulat
ing it in a publie plaee, and selling it off at a priee loeally determined to be just 
and reasonable (see c. Tilly 1975, L Tilly 1971). So, finally, do a variety of 
fascist movements formed in opposition to the threatening claims of a 
mobilized working class. 

The sequenees involving new contenders and declining members mean 
that eolleetive violenee tends to cluster around entries into the polity and exits 
from it. When membership is stable, eolleetive violenee is less prevalent. The 
most important single reason for that clustering is the propensity of the 
government's repressive forees to act against new contenders and declining 
members. 

Some indieations of the links between eolleetive violenee and struggles at 
the edge of the polity appear in Dee Wernette's analysis of the German elee-
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tions of September 1930 and July 1932-erucial moments in the rise of the 
Nazis and the disappearanee of the eommunists from German politieal life. 
Among other things, Wernette eoded "politieal events" reported in the 
Kölnische Zeitung during the two rnonths preeeding eaeh of the eleetions. The 
events he enurnerated included (1) nonviolent, organized political aetivities 
such as eleetoral rallies; (2) aets of terrorism such as bornbings and ambushes 
touehing manifestly political targets; (3) fights and eolleetive violenee involv
ing at least one group clearly identified by political affiliation; (4) repressive 
aets by the state, such as police investigations, arrests, and trials. 

As Table 6-1 shows, a significant proportion of all the events included 
terror or collective violence. More important, the proportions rose as the 
struggle" became more acute: twenty-seven percent of the events involved 
collective violen ce, nine percent terror and eight percent attacks on property in 
1930, while the figures for 1932 were fifty-seven percent, twenty-five percent 
and thirteen percent. (The eategories are not, of course, mutually exclusive.) 
The leading participants in violent events, by far, are Nazis, Comrnunists, and 
police. The chief settings of eolleetive violenee were major areas of Communist 
strength: the regions of Berlin, Cologne, Düsseldorf, and so on-the areas in 
whieh the Nazis coneentrated their eampaign to extirpate the Communists. In 
fact, the most frequent events were Nazi-Communist clashes and attaeks of 
eaeh on the other's property. The eolleetive violenee grew direetly from the 
struggle for plaees in the German polity. 

I do not mean that the sequenees I have deseribed are the only ones whieh 
produee eolleetive violence, just that they are the most regular and reliable. 

Table 6-1 Percent of alt political events preceding the German e1ections of September 
1930 and July 1932 involving different types of action 

Type of action Percent in 1930 Percent in 1932 

Election-oriented non violent action 33 15 
Other nonviolent action 4 17 
Acts of terror 8 25 
Attacks on property 9 13 
Collective violence 27 57 
Police investigations 6 10 
Arrests 17 22 
Reports of trials 19 5 
Bans on organizations 2 7 
Bans on activities 8 9 

Total number of events 316 569 
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Routine testing among established members of a polity produces a certain 
amount of violent conflict, but it tends to be limited, and treated as a regret
table error. Conventional combats among teams, communities, youth groups, 
or schools sometimes fit the pattern of "testing" violence, but more ohen 
escape it; they, too, operate on a small scale, within large restrietions. 
Drunken brawls, private vengeance, festival madness, impulsive vandalism, 
all reach a dangerous magnitude now and then. What is more, the frequency 
of conventional combats, brawls, vendettas, and so on undoubtedly varies 
with the basic conceptions of honor, obligation, and solidarity which prevail 
within a population. Nevertheless, I would say that in populations under the 
control of states all these forms account for only a small proportion of the 
collective violence which occurs, and change far too gradually to account for 
the abrupt surges and recessions of collective violence which appear in such 
populations. The chief source of variation in collective violence is the opera
tion of the polity. 

Nor do I mean that most collective violence goes on in calculating calm. 
Far from it. Both those who are arguing for the acquisition of rights on the 
basis of general principles and those who are fighting for the defense of 
privilege on the basis of custom and precedent are usually indignant, and ohen 
enraged. Moments of dangerous confrontation (as Louis Girard says of the 
French Revolutions of 1830 and 1848, and almost everyone says of the French 
Events of May 1968) frequently bring an air of festival, of exhiliration, of 
release frorn ordinary restrietions. Plenty of individual venting of resentments 
and settling of old scores takes place under the cover of collective action in the 
name of high principle. The argument up to this point simply denies the com
mon conclusion that the rage, the exhiliration, or the resentment cause the 
collective action. 

If these arguments are correct, they produce a paradoxical lesson for 
researchers: to understand and explain violent actions, you must understand 
nonviolent actions. Any study which treats violent events alone deals with the 
product of two different sets of determinants: (1) the determinants of collective 
action in general, whether it produces violence or not; (2) the determinants of 
violent outcomes to collective action. We encountered a sirnilar problem in the 
explanation of strikes: While in some sense a group of workers chooses to 
strike or not to strike, the strike is simply one of several alternative ways to 
deal with grievances: slowdowns, political pressure, sabotage, and individual 
grumbling are also possible. That is why we can't simply infer the level of dis
content from the frequency of strike attempts. Furthermore, whether a strike 
actual1y occurs is a product of strategie estimates and strategie interaction on 
the part of at least two contenders; when either party is much stronger and 
wilier than the other, the grievance is likely to be settled, or squashed, short of 
a strike. 
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Snyder and Kelly (1976) find that from 1878 through 1903 Italian strikes 
were more likely to be violent if they were large, long, and/or oriented to 
wage demands rather than union organization. Contrary to many arguments 
which proceed immediately from grievances to strikes, they find no relation
ship between the frequency of violence in strikes and the rate of industrial 
growth or wage changes. Contrary to the findings of Shorter and Tilly (1971) 
for France, they find that on the average violent strikes were less successful 
than nonviolent strikes. These are important results. They emphasize all the 
more the necessity of separating the determinants of collective action (in this 
case, the decision to strike) in general from the determinants of violent out
comes to col1ective action. 

In our first category of determinants, we find such items as the frequency 
of violations of established rights, the mobilization levels of different con
tenders for power, the current costs of different forms of action which are in 
the available repertoire, and so on. In the second, we find the presence or 
absence of counterdemonstrators, the tactics of repressive forces, the length of 
time during which opposing parties are in direct contact with each other, and 
so on. Each of the two sometimes changes while the other remains more or less 
the same: demonstrations become more frequent, although the percentage of 
demonstrations which produce street fighting remains the same; the 
authorities get tougher with strikers, although strike propensities have not 
altered. Either one changes the frequency of collective violence. A proper 
explanation of violence levels rnust decornpose into at least these two corn
ponents. 

Out of the entire stream of collective action, only a small part produces 
violence. The collective action which produces violence attracts dispro
portionate attention because (1) the immediate costs to the participants tend to 
be greater, more visible, and more dramatie than in nonviolent collective 
action; (2) the events in question ohen involve the interVention of the 
authorities; the authorities intervene because they find their interests-or 
those of their allies-threatened by the other actors. Collective violence is not, 
by and large, the result of a single group's possession by an emotion, senti
ment, attitude, or idea. It grows, for the most part, out of strategie interaction 
among groups. 

In the modern western experience, the most frequent settings for collective 
violence are contentious gatherings: assemblies of people who make visible 
collective claims which conflict with the interests of other groups. Contentious 
gatherings such as the demonstration, the strike, the so-called food riot, and 
the tax protest are not, on the whole, intrinsically violent. In fact, most of 
them occur without violence. 

The violent versions of the demonstration, the strike, the food riot, and 
the tax protest do not form a distinctly separate class of events. They 
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ordinarily occur in the midst of strings of similar events which are quite sirnilar 
to them except for the fact that they produce no damage or seizure of persons 
or property. They are, for the most part, the members of the strings in which 
other parties resist the claims being made. The other parties are more likely to 
resist if the contender making the claims lacks a large advantage in power or if 
the claims threaten their survival. But violent and nonviolent events of the 
same general type cluster together sufficiently for us to ernploy the visible, 
violent events as a tracer of the ebb and flow of contentious gatherings in 
general. 

CHAN GING CONTEXTS FOR COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 

The competitive/ reactive/ proactive scheme provides a convenient means of 
summing up the largest trends in the evolution of the major contexts of collec
tive violence in western countries over the last four or five centuries. Two 
rnain processes have dominated all the rest: (1) the rise of national states to 
preeminent positions in a wide variety of political activities; (2) the 
increasingly associational character of the principal contenders for power at 
the local as weil as the national level. In 1500, no full-fledged national state 
with unquestioned priority over the other governments within its territory 
existed anywhere in the West. England was probably the closest approxima
tion. The England of 1500 was, however, only fifteen years past the slaying of 
King Richard III by Henry Tudor at Bosworth Field. It was fresh from the 
widely supported rebellions of I.ambert Simnel and Perkin Warbeck. It had yet 
to effect the union with Scotland. It still harbored a number of great lords who 
controlled their own bands of armed retainers. Government itself consisted 
largely of shifting, competing coalitions among great magnates and their 
retinues, the king being the greatest magnate of the strongest coalition. Be
come Henry VII, Henry Tudor began the large work of state making which 
Henry VIII and Elizabeth so vigorously continued. 

A century and a half after 1500, a great civil war reopened the question of 
whether the centralized royal apparatus the Tudors, and then the Stuarts, had 
begun building would be the dominant political organization in England. In 
fact, the state which emerged in 1688 had rather different contours frorn the 
one the Tudors and Stuarts had been building. The strength and autonomy of 
Parliament far exceeded anything a cool observer of the England of 1600 or 
1620 could reasonably have anticipated. 

In 1500 most states faced serious challenges to their hegemony from both 
inside and outside the territory. Onlya small minority of the hundreds of more 
or less autonomous governments survived the next two centuries of state 
rnaking. Most power was concentrated in politics of smaller than national 
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scale: communities, city-states, principalities, semiautonomous provinces. 
Most contenders for power in those polities were essentially communal in 
structure: craft brotherhoods, families, peasant communities. The pre
dominant forms of collective violence registered those drcumstances: wars be
tween riyal governments, brawls between groups of artisans, battles among 
the youth of neighboring communes, attacks by one religious group on 
another. 

The rise of the state threatened the power (and often the very survival) of 
all these small-scale polities. They resisted. The state makers won their 

. struggle for predominance only over the furious resistance of princes, 
communes, provinces and peasant communities. For several centuries the 
prindpal forms of collective violence therefore grew from reactive movements 
on the part of different segments of the general population: communally based 
contenders for power fought against loss of membership in polities, indeed 
against the very destruction of the polities in which their power was invested. 
Collective resistance to conscription, to taxation, to billeting, to a whole 
variety of other exactions of the state exemplify this reactive road to collective 
violence. 

For a century or more in the experience of most West European countries, 
however, the most frequent form of violence-producing movement aimed at 
the market more directly than at the state. That was the food riot. The name is 
misleading: most often the struggle turned about raw grain rather than edibles, 
and most of the time it did not reach the point of physical violence. The classic 
European food riot had three main variants: the retributive action, in which a 
crowd attacked the persons, property, or premises of someone believed to be 
hoarding or profiteering; the blockage, in which a group of local people 
prevented the shipment of food out of their own locality, requiring it to be 
stored and/or sold locally; the price riol, in which people seized stored food or 
food displayed for sale, sold it publicly at a price they declared to be proper, 
and hansJed the money over to the owner or merchant. 

In the best-documented cases-England and France of the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries-the blockage occurred more frequently than the price 
riot, and much more ohen than the retributive action. In those two countries, 
the food riot practically disappeared some time during the nineteenth century. 
Later, questions of food supply motivateddramatic collective actions now and 
then, but almost always in the form of demonstrations in which producers 
complained about low prices or consumers complained about high prices. 

The timing of the food riot's rise and fall is revealing. In England, France, 
and sorne other parts of western Europe, the food riot displaced the tax 
rebellion as the most frequent violent form of collective action toward the end 
of the seventeenth century. It declined precipitously in England just after 1820, 
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in Germany and France just after 1850, only to linger on in parts of Spain and 
ltaly into the twentieth century. 

The calendar did not conform to the history of hunger; indeed the great 
killing famines of Medieval and Renaissance Europe were disappearing as the 
food riot came into its own, and per capita food supply was probably mcreas
ing through much of the period. lnstead, three conjoint changes account f~r 
the timing: (1) the proletarianization of the population, whlCh meant a drastIc 
diminution in the proportion of households which produced enough food for 
the subsistence of their own members, a great expansion in the number depen
dent on the market for survival; (2) the commercialization of food production, 
which included the building of national markets and the promotion of the 
ideas that the national markets should have priority over local needs and that 
the marke!'s operation tended to set a just, proper, and efficient price; (3) the 
dismantling of the extensive previously existing controls over the dlstnbutlOn 
of food, which gave the local population a prior claim over food produc~d and 
sold in a locality, and bound the local authorities to provide for the Subslstence 

of the local poor. 
E.P. Thompson has called the entire process a decline in the old Moral 

Economy, a shift from a bread nexus to a cash nexus. People resisted the pr~
cess so long as local solidarity and some collective memory of the locahty s 
ppior claims survived. To an important degree, the crowd's acti~ns of block
ing, inventorying, storing, declaring aprice, and holding a pubhc sale for the 
benefit of the locals fulfilled what had previously been the obhgatlOns of the 
local authorities in dealing with shortages and high prices. Magistrates or 
mayors often acknowledged that fact implicitly by acquiescing in the routine; 
when they took the initiative themselves, the crowd usually stopped üs work .. 

The immediate objects of the crowd's attention were commonly local ofb
cials, bakers, rich farmers, and, especially, grain merchants. The struggle 
pitted the claims of the national market against the claims of the local popula
tion. For that reason, the geography of the food riot reflected the geography of 
the grain market: tending to form a ring around London, Paris, another capi
tal or a major port, concentrating especially along rivers, canals, and major 

'roads. For the acute English crises of 1795-96 and 1800-01, Stevenson 
remarks: "The map shows the extremely close relationship of disturbances to 
the communications network in the production areas around London in these 
two shortages. The most striking pattern overall is that of 1795-96 when at 
least fifty food disturbances took place at communication centres, eüher 
coastal ports, canal or river ports, or towns within easy carting distance of 
major population centres" (Stevenson 1974: 43). Yet the reflection of the mar
ket came through a distorting mirror, for the most thoroughly commefClahzed 
areas, adjacent to large old cities, did not typically produce food riots. There, 
the market had already won out over local rights to the food supply. 
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Despite the salience of the market, the food riot also resulted in part from 
the rise of the national state. In general (although with great hesitations, varia
tions, and differences in outcome) European statemakers acted to promote all 
three of the processes underlying the food riot: proletarianization, commer
cialization, dismantling of local controls. As their dependent governmental 
staffs, urban populations, and nonagricultural labor forces swelled, the 
managers of states intervened increasingly to promote marketing. (There is 
irony in the fact that they acted thus in the name of freeing the market.) As 
Stevenson says of the English crisis of 1795: 

The government, however, was determined to keep out of the internal corn trade 
and attempted to keep up the normal drculation of grain, so that the large urban 
centres would be supp!ied. On these grounds the government refused to yield to 
the pleas of local authorities and interfere with the normal movement of 
grain ... lt was reported to the Home Office that stopping the movement of grain 
had become so widespread that country millers were said to be frightened to send 
grain to the capital except by night. In an attempt to free the circulation of grain 
from these checks the government passed an act to prevent the stopping of grain 
by making the whole hundred liable to fine and individuals !iable to fine and 
imprisonment (Stevenson 1974: 41-42). 

In that crisis, many local oWcials sought to restriet the flow of grain away 
from their own markets. Within three decades, however, the market and the 
national government had won their battle; few mayors and magistrates chose 
to counter the national will, and few hungry crowds harbored the hope of 
making them do so. One of the English forms of collective action had withered 
away. 

Two things eventually put an end to the predominance of the reactive 
forms, although at times and tempos which va ried markedly from one part of 
the West to another. First, the state won alm ost everywhere. One may ask 
how complete the victory of the state was in the remote sections of vast 
territories such as Canada, Australia, or Brazil, and speculate whether recent 
surges of sectionalism in Belgium, Great Britain, and even France presage the 
end of state contro!. Yet on the whole the two centuries after 1700 produced an 
enormous concentration of resources and means of coercion under the control 
of national states, to the virtual exclusion of other levels of government. Sec
ond, a whole series of organizational changes closely linked to urbanization, 
industrialization, and the expansion of capitalism greatly reduced the role of 
the communal group as a setting for mobilization and as a repository for 
power; the association of one kind or another came to be the characteristic 
vehicle for collective action. The rise of the joint-stock company, the political 
party, the labor union, the club all belong to the same general trend. 

Working together, the victory of the state and the rise of the association 
transformed the collective actions which most commonly produced violence. 
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In country after country, polities nationalized; the polity which mattered was 
the one whieh controlled the national state; the crucial struggles for power 
went on at anational scale. And the participants in those struggles were most 
often organized as associations. The strike, the demonstration, the party con
spiracy, the organized march on the capita!, the parliamentary seSSIOn, the 
mass meeting became the usual settings for collective violence. The state be
came an interested participant in al1 collective violence-as policemen, as 
party to the conflict, as tertius gaudens. . . 

The discovery that collective violence is a by-product of the same pohheal 
processes which produce nonviolent collective action does not mean, then, 
that it is an uninteresting by-producL The occurrence of damage to persons or 
objects gives us some small assurance that at least one of the parties to the 
col1ective action took it seriously. More important, violence makes collectlve 
action visible: authorities, participants, and observers tend to set down some 
record of their actions, reactions, and observations. Collective violence there
fore serves as a convenient tracer of major alterations in col1ective action as a 
whole. Like all tracers, we must use it with care. 

7 
Revolution 

and Rebellion 

REVOLUTIONARY SITUATIONS AND REVOLUTIONARY OUTCOMES 

We have encountered our share of Big Words on the way from mobilization to 
revolution. lnterest, power, and violence have all turned out to be controver
sial concepts not only because they refer to complex realities but also because 
alternative definitions of each of them tend to imply alternative politieal pro
grams. That is why Stephen Lukes speaks of "pluralist, " "reformist," and 
Itruly J "radieal" definitions of power. The same is certainly true of our final 
Big Word: revolution. Revolutionary reality is complex. And whether it 
includes coups, assassinations, terrorism, or slow, massive changes such as 
industrialization is controversial not only because the world is complex but 
also because to call something revolutionary 1s, within most forms of western 
political discourse, to identify it as good or bad. 

Nevertheless, most western analysts of revolution restrict their definitions 
by means of two sorts of requirements: (1) by insisting that the actors and the 
action meet some demanding standards-that they be based on an oppressed 
dass, that they have a comprehensive program of social transformation in 
view, or some other gauge of seriousness; (2) by dealing only with cases in 
whieh power actually changes hands. Peter Calvert, for example, builds the 
following elements into his conception of revolution: 

(a) A process in which the political direction of astate becomes increasingly dis
credited in the eyes of either the population as a whole or certain key sections of 
it ... 

(b) A change of government (transition) at a clearly defined point in time by the 
use of armed force, or the credible threat of its use, namely, an event. 

(c) A more-or-less coherent programme of change in either the political or the 
sodal institutions of astate, or both, induced by the political leadership after a 
revolutionary event, the transition of power, has occurred. 

189 



190 Revolution and Rebellion 

(d) A,political myth that gives to the politicalleadership resulting from a revolu~ 
tionary transition short-term status as the legitimate government of the state (Cal

vert 1970,4). 

Thus, he goes on, "in order to investigate fully the concept of revolution, it 
would be necessary to study in detail process, event, programme, and myth as 
distinct phenomena" (Calvert 1970,4). He confines his own study to revolu
tionary events, changes of government accomplished by force. That choice 
greatly increases the number of cases he has to examine, since most such events 
do not meet his criteria (a), (b), and (c). Yet the insistence on armed force and 
on an actual transfer of power eliminates many instances in which competing 
observers see something revolutionary: the Industrial Revolution, revolutions 
from above, the legendary General Strike of the syndicalists, and so on. On 
the other hand, the definition has a hard-nosed quality which many advocates 
of revolution will find unacceptable; it does not insist that the party which 
seizes power be dispossessed, progressive, or even angry. 

No concept of revolution can escape some such difficulties, because no 
conceptualizer can avoid making some such choices. Nevertheless, we can 
clear a good deal of conceptual ground by means of a simple distinction 
between revolutionary situations and revolutionary outcomes. Most signifi
cant disagreement about the proper definition of revolution falls somewhere 
along these two dimensions. 

Revolutionary Situations 
The distinguishing characteristic of a revolutionary situation, as Leon Trotsky 
said long ago, is the presence of more than one bloc effectively exerdsing con
trol over a significant part of the state apparatus: 

The historical preparation of a revolution brings about, in the pre-revolutionary 
period, a situation in which the dass which is called to realize the new sodal 
system, although not yet master of the country, has actually concentrated in its 
hands a significant share of the state power, while the oHicial apparatus of the 
government is still in the hands of the old lords. That is the initial dual power in 

every revolution. 
But that is not Hs onIy form. If the new dass, placed in power by a revolution 
which it did not want, is in essence an already oId, historically belated, dass; if it 
was already worn out before it was offidally crowned; if on coming to power it 
encounters an antogonist suffidently mature and reaching out Hs hand toward the 
helm of state; then instead of one unstable two-power equilibrium, the political 
revolution produces another, stilliess stable. To overcome the "anarchy" of this 
twofold sovereignty becomes at every new step the task of the revolution-or the 
counter-revolution (Trotsky 1965: 224). 
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The. shadow of Russia in 1917 falls dark across this passage. From the 
partlcular mstance, nevertheless, comes an idea of general value. Trotsky's 
idea of dual sovereignty clarifies a number of features of revolutionary situa
tIOns. Peter Amann has gone so far as to fashion it into a serviceable definition 
of r~;olution itself: for hirn, a revolution begins when more than one "power 
bloc regarded as leglt1mate and sovereign by some of a country's people 
emerges, and ends when only one power bloc remains. 

Amann's adaptation of Trotsky has the advantage of neatly identifying 
the common propertles of coups, civil wars, and full-scale revolutions without 
requiring knowledge of what happened next. It still permits their distinction in 
terms of the identities of the power blocs themselves. At the same time it iden
tifies a weakness in Trotsky's formulation: the insistence that a single dass 
makes a revolut~onary situation. Barrington Moore's treatment of the greatest 
modern revolutions corrects that weakness by tracing out the coalitions of 
dasses which tore down the old regimes. Thus for Moore a coalition of 
workers, bourgeois, and peasants made the French Revolution, even if the 
workers and peasants lost out fairly soon. What is more, Moore argues that 
the character of the revolutionary situation shaped the revolutionary out
come. The fact that it was bourgeois + peasants + workers rather than the 
different coalitions which made the American, English, or Russian revolu
tions, in Moore's view, pushed France toward the attenuated parliamentary 
democracy she maintained in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

Two of Trotsky's restrietions therefore seem unnecessary: (1) that each of 
the blocs consist of a single sodal dass; (2) that there be only two such blocs at 
any point in time. Either of these restrictions would eliminate most of the stan
dard cases of revolution-not least those of France, China, and Mexico. 

Trotsky's idea retains its analytic resiliency if expanded to indude blocs 
conslsting of coalitions of dasses and/or other groups and to allow for the pos
~lblhty ?f three or more simultaneous bIoes. Multiple sovereignty is then the 
Ide~tIfymg feature of revolutionary situations. A revolutionary situation 
beg.ms when a government previously under the control of a single, sovereign 
pohty becomes the object of effective, competing, mutually exclusive claims 
on the part of two or more distinct polities. It ends when a single sovereign 
polity regains control over the government. 

Such a multiplication of polities occurs under four different conditions: 

1 . The members of one polity attempt to subordinate another previously 
distmct pohty. Where the two polities are clearly sovereign and independent at 
the outset we are hkely to consider this conflict a special variety of war. Cir
cumstances like the annexation of Texas to the Uni ted States or the transfers of 
power to various communist regimes in Eastern Europe at the end of the 
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Second World War fall, in fact, into an uncertain area between war and 
revolution. 

2 The members of a previously sub ordinate polity, such as the group of 
contenders holding power over a regional government, assert sovereignty. 
Here the words "rebellion" and "revolt" spring readily to mind. Yet in recent 
years it has become quite usual to call one version of such events a colonial or 
national revolution-especially if the outcome is independence. 

3 Contenders not holding membership in the existing polity mobilize into a 
bloc successfully exerting control over some portion of the governmental 
apparatus. Oespite the attractiveness of this version to leaders of the dis
possessed, it rarely, if ever, occurs in a pure form. 

4 The more usual circumstance is the fragmentation of an existing polity 
into two or more blocs, each exercising control over some part of the govern~ 
ment. That fragmentation frequently involves the emergence of coalitions 
between established members of the polity and mobilizing nonmembers. 

How would we recognize the onset of multiple sovereignty? The question is 
stickier than it seems at first glance. Neither the presence nor the expansion of 
areas of autonomy or of resistance on the part of the subject population is a 
reliable sign. AU governments excite some sorts of resistance, and all govern
ments exert incomplete control over their subjects. That was the poiat of the 
earlier analysis of repression, toleration, and facilitation. Most c,tates face 
continuing marginal challenges to their sovereignty: from within, bandits, 
vigilantes, religious communities, national minorities, or uncompromising 
separatists hold them off. From without, powerful states infiltrate them and 
encroach on their prerogatives. All of these circumstances have some distant 
kinship to revolution, but they do not constitute revolutionary situations. 
Even rival claims to those of the existing polity by the adherents of displaced 
regimes, military movements, or outside states are quite common. The claims 
themselves do not amount to a revolutionary situation. 

The question is whether some significant part of the subject population 
honors the claim. The revolutionary moment arrives when previously ac
quiescent members of that population find themselves confronted with strictly 
incompatible demands from the government and form an alternative body 
claiming control over the government, or claiming to be the government ... 
and those previously acquiescent people obey the alternative body. They pay 
taxes, provide men to its armies, feed its functionaries, honor its symbols, give 
time tO its service, or yield other resources despite the prohibitions of a still
existing government they formerly obeyed. Multiple sovereignty has begun. 
When only one polity exerting exclusive control over the government remains, 
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sen ted the vision of a sodal order in which producers would contro! their own 
fates. The strike grew up as one of the primary means by which artisans threat
ened with proletarianization and semiproletarians threatened with complete 
1055 of control over the disposition of their labor fought back. 

If my analysis is correct, the strike entered the collective-action reper
toires of European workers as a reactive means, but later became a primary 
means of collective proaction. In the process, the strike routinized. One sign is 
its legalization. Most western countries legalized some form of strike activity 
during the latter half of the nineteenth century; Great Britain led the way in 
1824. Saxony followed in 1861, France in 1864, Belgium in 1866, Prussia in 
1869, Austria in 1870. Another sign is the advent of regular statistical report
ing: the 1880s and 1890s saw the launehing of annual strike statistics in many 
western countries, including the United States. A third sign is the growth of 
professional bureaucracies devoted to monitoring, regulating, reporting and, 
on occasion, settling strikes. These officials, employers, and organized 
workers hammered out standard definitions of strikes and lockouts. They 
worked out rules concerning the proper behavior of the parties to a strike. 
They developed means of registering and publicizing a strike's end and out
come. They, the courts, police, and other public officials were fixing the pre
eise place of the strike in the day's repertoire of collective action. To be sure, 
the rules remained uncertain in important regards, the rules changed as the 
balance of power changed, and most of the rule making occurred as a by-prod
uct of bitter struggle. That is the way repertoires of collective action usually 
change. 

Michelle Perrot's collective biography of the roughly 3,000 strikes which 
occurred in France from 1870 to 1890 catches an important period in the rou
tinization of the strike. The book is a feast: rich with the folklore, rhetoric, and 
tactics of strike activity, jammed with telling observation on the contexts of 
the issues about which workers struck. The largest theme of the book, how
ever, is that the 1890s tamed and drilled the strike, which had pre~iously dis
played great spontaneity and had expressed the immediate concerns of 
workers quite directly. The growth of large, centralized labor unions, in Per
rot's view, helped smother the strike's creativity, its spontaneity, perhaps its 
revolutionary potential. On the last point some doubt remains: the 1890s 
brought a great swelling of strike activity, an outpouring of revolutionary dis
plays on the occasion of May Oay and the great strikes, and the heyday of 
anarcho-syndicalism. Furthermore, smal1er-scale workers' organizations had 
been crucial to the development of local strike activity before 1890. Neverthe
less, the main observation stands: through an interplay of unions, workers, 
government, and employers, the strike was indeed standardizing. 
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In terms of the checklist of factors in the production of collective-action 
repertoires which we looked at earlier, the nineteenth-century crystallization 
of the strike looks something Iike this: 

1 Prevailing standards of rights and justice: artisanal view that the contri
bution of labor gives a right to control the disposition of its product and 
the conditions of its use, confronting bourgeois view that the ownership 
of capital bestows a right to its untrammeled disposition. 

2 Daily routines of the population: increasing concentration of workers in 
large shops and the equivalent. 

3 Population's internal organization: combination of residues of craft orga~ 
nization, employer pressure toward proletarianization, increasing resi~ 

dential segregation of workers. 

4 Accumulated experience with collective action: demonstrated success of 
artisanal strikes, failure of appeals to officials and patrons. 

S Pattern of repression: increasing readiness of governments to tolerate 
limited forms of strike activity. 

None of these explains the invention of the strike, which goes back weil before 
the nineteenth century. But they are a convenient inventory of the major fac~ 
tors in the nineteenth-century emergence of the strike as a standard workers' 
performance in western countries. 

The strike continued to change in the twentieth century. Figure 5-3 shows 
several aspects of that alteration for France from 1890 to 1954. The three
dimensional graphs represent the median duration, the number of strikers per 
strike, and the strike rate in terms of strikes per year per 100,000 workers in 
the labor force. The volume of the solid gives an approximation of striker-days 
per year. The shape of the solid then sums up the combination of length, size, 
and frequency of strikes. In the 1890s, French strikes were relatively small and 
infrequent, but they tended to last a long time. In the 1950s, French strikes 
averaged large and frequent, but short. That general change in shape was very 
common in western countries (Shorter and Tilly 1974: chapter 12). It reflected, 
among other things, the shift from small shops, artisanal organization, and 
local unions toward large plants, fully proletarian werkers, and large-scale 
unions. 

While these changes were quite general, national patterns of strike activ
ity diverged considerably. The general withering away of the strike which 
many theorists expected to come with "mature" industrialization failed to 
materialize; strike frequencies, sizes, and volumes generally rose after World 
War land remained high or climbed even higher after World War II. Yet 
important contrasts opened up. 
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Median Days == 6 
Strikers/Strike = 250.5 
Strikes/100.000 = 2.2 

Median Days == 7 
Strikers/Strike = 477.2 
Strikes/100,000 = 4.9 

Median Days == 1 
Strikers/Strike = 747.2 
Strikes/100,000 = 9.2 

The alteration of French strike shapes, 1890-1954 

One of the most dramatic contrasts separated the Scandinavian countries 
from the rest of the West. While strike levels were reaching new heights else
where, they were declining in Scandinavia. Joan Lind's comparison of indus
trial conflict in twentieth-century Britain and Sweden brings out an important 
element of that contrast. At first inspection, her findings fall into the pattern 
we have already discussed at length. Time-series analyses of strike activity in 
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both countries reveal strong relationships between the level of industrial con, 
flict and the extent of werker mobilization, as measured either by union 
membership or by union income. But the finding is less straightforward than it 
sounds. In Britain the relationship is positive: the higher the mobilization 
level, the more strikes. In Sweden, it is negative. Swedish strikes declined 
steadily as union membership mounted. 

That is not all. In Britain, a monthly time-series analysis indicates that the 
repressive measures of World War I had a small depressant effect on the over
all level of strike activity (allowing for the eHect of such other variables as 
prices and unemployment) and a larger tendency to promote government
aided voluntary negotiations and binding arbitration as an alternative to strike 
activity. But a similar analysis of World War 11 produces no such results. 
There, strikes rose greatly during the later months of the war, despite the out
lawing of strikes and the establishment of compulsory arbitration in June 1940. 
They rose despite the rise of prosecutions for strikes and lockouts from fifty in 
1941 to 582 in 1942 to 1279 in 1943 (Lind 1973: 156). 

The contradictions are troubling. Some of the things going on are clear 
enough. In Britain, organized labor, despite the Labor Party, never developed 
the continuous, intimate, and reliable tie to the government that the long 
incumbency of the Sodal Democrats aHorded to Swedish labor; in Sweden, 
the stronger labor became the easier it was to settle disputes through means 
other than the strike: negotiation, legislation, governmental pressure on the 
employers. As labor entered the British polity, multiple trade unions retained a 
good deal of autonomy; no centrallabor organization acquired the power to 
negotiate for all its members or to force those members to abide by the terms 
of their contracts. In Sweden, a highly centralized federation acquired great 
power both as a negotiator and as an enforcer. Under these circumstances, 
polity membership encouraged strikes in Britain and made routine political 
pressure a more attractive alternative to strikes in Sweden. 

David Snyder's analyses of industrial conflict in Italy, France, and the 
Uni ted States likewise point toward a more complex model of power holding. 
When Snyder tests standard economic models on annual strike series running 
from the la te nineteenth century to around 1970, he finds they have unsatisfac
tory (although not negligible) predictive power in all three countries before 
World War 11 and in France and Italy since then; for the United States, the pre
dictive power of a pure economic model greatly improves after World War 11. 
A pure political model (in which union membership, Democrats in Congress, 
party of President, and the presence of national elections figure) provides a 
better fit to the observations in all cases but the U .S. after World War I!. 

As one might expect, a synthesis of the economic and political models 
provides the most accurate predictions; even there, the political variables 
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carry a major part of the explanatory weight except in the recent U.S. experi
ence. Snyder's proposal is essentially that the New Deal and the accommoda
tions of World War 11 strengthened and stabilized the ties of organized Ameri
can labor to the government. It stabilized those ties so much that previous 
eHorts to influence the government itself by strike activity, or to take advan
tage of its momentary favor, subsided in favor of a fundamentally economic 
contest between employers and organized workers. The contest was fought 
out within limits set and guaranteed by the government. The role of the 
governrnent remained much more contingent, the power of organized labor 
much weaker and more variable, in Italy and France. 

Snyder's best-fitting composite models resemble the ones which Edward 
Shorter and I found to be most eHicient in accounting for year-to-year fluctu
ations in French strike activity between 1885 and 1965 (Shorter and Tilly 1974, 
esp. chapter 4). Snyder improves on our formulation by clarifying the eHect of 
labor's relation to government. His account of changes in that regard resem
bles Lind's comparison of Britain and Sweden. 

Douglas Hibbs has brought a similar perspective to bear on twentieth-cen
tury strike trends in Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Italy, 
Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Uni ted Kingdom, and United States 
(Hibbs 1976). His general conclusions run as follows: 

.. . strike activity is one manifestation of an ongoing struggle for power between 
social classes over the distribution of resources, principally although not exclu~ 
sively national income. The main thesis of the study is that long-run changes in 
the volume of industrial confUet are largely explained by changes in the locus of 
the distributional struggle. Strike activity has declined dramatically in nations 
where Sodal Democratic or Labor parties assumed power in the 1930s-or just 
after the second World War-and created the modern "welfare state." In these 
countries an enormous fraction of the national income now passes through the 
public sector and is allocated by the political process. Politieal coufliet between 
left- and right-wing parties in the electoral arena ... has replaced industrial con
flict between labor and capital in the private sector ... as the ultimate mecha
.nism for the distribution of national income. By comparison, in countries gov
erned more or less continuously by bourgeois parties of the center and right, the 
private sec tor continues to dominate the allocation as weIl as the production of 
resources. The economic marketplace remains the primary locus of distributional 
conflict in these nations, and, consequently, the average level of strike activity 
has been relatively constant for three-quarters of a century or more (Hibbs 1976: 
26-27; italies in original). 

Synthesizing the findings of Lind, Snyder, and Hibbs, we arrive at a tripartite 
division: (1) countries in which the market is the locus of distributional conflict 
and the relationship of labor and management to government relatively stable; 
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there, market variations strongly affect the level of strike activity; (2) coun
tries in which allocation deeisions are basically under politieal control; there, 
strike activity is low or nonexistent, and the real distributional confliets OCCur 
in the course of elections and other politieal contests; (3) countries in which the 
locus of allocation deeisions is itself at issue; there, short-run political fluctua
tions strongly affect strike activity. The form of strike activity-for example, 
the prevalence of the one-day protest strike-undoubtedly varies in a parallel 
way. 

All these analyses bring out the great importance of mobilization, at least 
as represented by unionization of the workforce. All of them indieate that the 
most direct way in which short-run economic fluctuations promote strike 
activity is not through the imposition of hardships but through the provision 
of opportunities to act on grievances or aspirations long nurtured. As a result 
of these and other recent studies, there is little remaining doubt concerning a 
general tendency of strike activity to rise with economic expansion and fall 
with contraction (e.g., Knowles 1952, Weintraub 1966, Ashenfelter and John
son 1969, Vanderkamp 1970, Skeels 1971, Kaelble and Volkmann 1972). None 
of these analyses attaches much importance to its complement, facilitation, in 
the sense of government actions lowering the cost of strike activity to workers. 

The comparison of different national patterns brings out two interesting 
diffieulties. First, the strike is only one of several means of action open to 
workers. At different times, political pressure, sabotage, demonstrations, and 
occupation of the workplace a11 become attractive alternatives to striking. The 
workers' repertoire of collective actions always includes more items than the' 
strike. Furthermore, whether a partieular struggle actually produces a work 
stoppage depends on the behavior of the other parties: management first of all, 
unions and government in many cases. The level of strike activity is therefore 
at best an imperfect indieator of working-class collective action as a whole. A 
proper explanation of strike activity must include an account both of the 
choice among alternative forms of tollective action and of the process of nego
tiation. 

The second difficulty is that the form of the ties between organized labor 
and government affects strike activity quite strongly. To the extent that labor 
organizations become powerful within the government and acquire control 
over the collective action of workers in general, striking becomes a relatively 
expensive way of doing labor's business. To the extent that the threat or 
promise of government intervention in strikes declines, workers become free 
to tune their strike activity to the rhythms of the economy. The threat or 
promise of government intervention depends on the structure of power among 
labor, management, and the government. 
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ELECTIONS, DEMONSTRATIONS, AND POLITICAL SYSTEMS 

The lesson is more general. The simple model of the polity laid out earlier pro
vides a useful starting point, but it misses the importance of political coalitions 
and of the means of actions built into the existing politieal organization. The 
use of elections to do public business is a major case in point. Political sci
entists have long since notieed that the establishment of bin ding national elec
tions promotes the growth of politieal parties-not only because governments 
tend to legalize elections and parties at the same time but because electoral 
competition gives such a patent advantage of interests which are organized in 
parties. I think the effect of electoral systems on the pattern of collective action 
is even more general. A comparison of the histories of contentious collective 
action in Italy, Germany, France, and England (Tilly, Tilly and Tilly 1975) 
suggests a elose connection between the institution of national elections and 
the use of formal assoeiations of all sorts as vehicles for collective action. The 
great proliferation of clubs, eircles, and sodalities in the French, German, and 
Italian revolutions of 1848 (in whieh expanding the electorate and increasing 
the politieal significance of elections were standard parts of the revolutionary 
program) illustrates the connection. The experience of those same countries 
also makes plausible the hypothesis that the growth of elections promotes the 
crystallization and spread of the demonstration as a form of collective action. 

Why? Because of an umbrella effect: the legal umbrella raised to protect 
the electoral process, and to keep it huddled in the center away from the rain, 
has a ragged edge. There is shelter for others at its margins. The grant of legal
Hy to an electoral association or an electoral assembly provides a claim to 
legality for associations and assemblies whieh are not quite electoral, not only 
electoral or not now electoral. The grant of legality lowers the group' s costs of 
mobilization and collective action. It also provides a prestigious, accessible 
model for action in general. In the.United States of the 1960s we find a grudg
ing grant of legitimacy to the Black Panther Party, the Mississippi Freedom 
Democratie Party, the Peace and Freedom Party. 

Agents of the government tried to harass all these organizations out of 
existence at one time or another. But there formed an implicit coaHtion 
between the organizations and "white liberals" with a strong interest in a 
broad definition of acceptable politieal activity. The coalition made it harder 
for the government to withhold from the quasi-parties rights to organize, re
cruit, assemble, solicit, publicize, and demonstrate which established parties 
exercised as a matter of course. Yet it was not a pure power play. The fact that 
~ovements with important activities and objectives besides winning elections 
had chosen to organize in the guise of political parties itself afforded them a 
protection unavailable to similar movements which chose to organize as 
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autonomous communities, military units, or conspiratorial networks. So 
doing, to be sure, they ran the risk of cooptation, infiltration, and easy surveil_ 
lance. There lies the eternal dilemma of the militant group which finds a pro
tective deft in the legal system: solidary resistance with a chance of destruc_ 
tion, or adaptation with a chance of absorption or dissolution. 

Why should the demonstration prosper as a consequence of the growth of 
elections? Because its basic form resembles that of the electoral assembly, and 
because it provides an effective means of displaying the strength of a contes
tant, sometimes of influencing the outcome of an election. 

The demonstration we know entered the standard repertoire of collective 
actions in most western countries during the nineteenth century. In England 
and America, nevertheless, we can see its form crystallizing before 1800. For 
several centuries, Englishmen had gathered in large numbers on certain stan
dard holidays, such as Guy Fawkes' Day. During the festivities they often 
expressed their collective opinions of the day's heroes, villains, and fools. 
They paraded effigies, floats, charades, and placards. Hangings, funerals, exits 
from prison, royal birthdays, announcements of military victories drew 
crowds and, sometimes, concerted expressions of demands, sympathies, cr 
complaints. In all these cases, the authorities provided the occasion and, to 
some degree, the sanction for the assemblies in question. Contested elections 
fell easily into the same pattern, and the assemblies of supporters of different 
candidates acquired a degree of proteetion. 

In the full-fledged demonstration, the crowd became more autonomous, 
choosing its own occasion and manner of assembly. After 1750, the presenta
tion 01 a petition to Parliament or to local authorities now and then brought 
together thousands of people in support 01 a common position. The lamous 
Gordon riots of 1780 began with a meeting and march organized around the 
presentation to Parliament of the Protestant Association's petition, signed by 
some 44,000 people, against the Catholic Emancipation Act of that year. Lord 
George Gordon led four great columns of demonstrators to the House of Com
mons. They were the nudeus of the large crowd that formed and waited 
through the session in Parliament Square. Late at night, "one seetion of the 
crowd moved off towards the private chapel 01 the Sardinian ambassador in 
Duke Street, Uncoln' sInn Fields, another to the chapel attached to the 
Bavarian Embassy in Warwiek Street, St. James'. The first, known to be fre
quented by English Catholic gentry, was burned to the ground; both were 
plundered and ransacked and their contents burned in the streets" (Rude 1971: 
221-222). 

The electoral assembly came into its own as the setting of demonstrations 
in the same period. At the finale of the 1769 election campaign of the popular 
hero John Wilkes: 
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Wilkes' supporters formed themselves into various cavakades that paraded 
peacefully through the streets of London before proceeding to Brentford to cast 
their votes. One of these set out from the Prince of Orange in Jermyn Street, be
fore whom were carried six or seven Hags (Bill of Rights, Magna Carta, etc.), all 
badges of the different societies of which MT. Wilkes had been made a member 
(Rude 1962: 69). 

As it happens, Parliament refused to seat Wilkes after his election by a re
sounding majority. That fact initiated another great petition drive, this one 
nationwide in scope; many of the petitions arrived at Parliament or the King's 
door to the accompaniment of demonstrating crowds. Wilkes's supporters in 
his repeated struggles with the government employed the mass petition march 
widely to exhibit their growing strength. 

That innovation took a long step toward the creation of the demonstra
tion as a distinctive form of collective action. Two more changes would com
plete the transformation: the elimination 01 the petition as a necessary pretext 
for the show 01 strength, and the generalization of the form of action beyond 
King and Parliament. In the struggles between London Radicals and the 
Crown which blazed in the last decades of the eighteenth century, those 
further changes began to occur. 

By the 17905, the Radical societies of London and elsewhere organized 
demonstrations, large ones, with great frequency. In Sheffield, according to 
E. P. Thompson: 

Demonstrations were held at the end of November to celebrate the success of the 
French armies at Valmy, and they were reported in the Sheffield Register . .. , a 
weekly newspaper which supported the reformers. A procession of five or six 
thousand drew a quartered roasted ox through the streets amid the firing of can
non. In the procession were-"a caricature painting representing Britan
nia-Burke riding on a swine-and a figure, the upper part of which was the like
ness of a Scotch Secretary, and the lower part that of an Ass .. '. the pole of 
Liberty lying broken on the ground, inscribed 'Truth is Libel' -the Sun breaking 
from behind a Cloud, and the Angel of Peace, with one hand dropping the 'Rights 
of Man', and extending the other to raise up Britannia (Thompson 1963: 104). 

The symbols are exotic, reminiscent of William Blake. It is easy to forget, how
ever, that twentieth-century demonstrators often carry symbolic coffins, and 
dummies, and masks. The basic form of that 1792 demonstration in Sheffield 
is the one we know today. 

Ouring these same years the demonstration was becoming a standard way 
of doing public business in Britain's North American colonies. Uke the con
temporaneous battles over Wilkes in England, the American resistance to the 
Stamp Act of 1765 helped separate the demonstration from the sanctioned 
assembly, helped establish its importance as a routine instrument for the appli-
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cation of politieal pressure. On the fourteenth 01 August two effigies appeared, 
suspended from a great tree on a strategie street into Boston; one represented 
the tax-stamp distributor, Andrew Oliver, the other, a large boot containing a 
devil. The crowd whieh gathered relused to let the effigies be taken down. 

T owards evening some men cut down the effigy of the stamp-master and placed it 
on a bier, which was carried through the town accompanied by a cheering and 
huzzaing multitude: "Liberty and property forever," "No stamps," "No Place
men." I.n this concourse, "some of the highest Reputation" were walking "in the 
greatest order," "and in solemn manner." At the head of the procession "Forty or 
fifty tradesmen, decently dressed, preceded; and some thousands of the mob fol~ 
lowed ... " The concourse, amidst the acclamations of large numbers of people 
lining the street, went down Main Street, turned into King Street and stopped 
under the town house where Governor and Council were assembled. The multi
tude, wen knowing this, "gave three huzzas by Way of Defiance, and pass'd on" 
(Hoerder 1971: 153). 

The great elm whieh held the effigies later became lamous as the Liberty Tree. 
It was the model lor thousands 01 liberty trees consecrated, and struggled 
over, in America. Later the Liberty Tree became a prime symbol in Revo
lutionary France. In many histories the resistance to the Stamp Act counts as 
the beginning 01 the Ameriean Revolution. The demonstration took an impor
tant and durable place in the American repertoire of collective actions as that 
revolutionary movement swelled. 

The case of the demonstration teaches a general lesson. The lorms, Ire
quencies and personnel 01 collective action depend intimatelyon the existing 
structure 01 government and politics. When we begin refining the simple 
model 01 government, polity and contenders with which we started, we must 
pay attention to the specilic rules 01 polity membership, the existing pattern 01 
repression and lacilitation, the rights c1aimed by different contenders. Our ele
mentary model does little more than specily in what connections each 01 these 
variables should be significant. 

On the question 01 politieal rights, lor instance, the argument unlolded so 
lar favors a view of the right to vote, to petition, to assemble, to publish, and 
so on as (a) consisting not of a general principle, but 01 a specilie claim 01 a de
fined contender on a certain government, (b) coming into being as the result 01 
struggles among mobilized contenders and governments. Thus the common 
idea that a standard set of politieal rights gradually extended !rom a small elite 
to the general population is misleading. Not wrong, because on the whole the 
share of the population having enforceable claims on various national govern
ments with respect to voting, petitioning, assembling, and publishing has ex
panded enormously over the last two centuries, has increased in distinct steps 
Irom e1ites to ordinary people, has not contracted drastically once it has 
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grown. Nevertheless misleading, because the similar claims ordinary people 
have had on other governments (especially local governments) have generally 
dwindled in the same process, and because each step 01 the expansion has 
usually occurred in response to the demand 01 some well-defined contender or 
coalition of contenders. 

The lact that the rights consist 01 enforceable claims on the government 
by partieular groups makes it less puzzling that such elementary rights as 
assembly and petition should be so easily denied to challengers (prostitutes, 
millennialists, Fascists, homosexuals) whose personal characteristics, objec
tives, or activities are unacceptable to most other groups. The denial 01 rights 
to achallenger only threatens the rights of existing members 01 the polity when 
the challenger's characteristics, organization, objectives, or activities resemble 
those 01 some members, or when a coalition between challenger and member 
haslormed. 

All our inquiries into the forms and frequencies of collective action even
tually lead us back to questions 01 power. A c10se look at competitive, reactive 
and proactive forms of action dissolves the common distinction between "pre
political" and "political" protest. A careful exploration 01 the context 01 strike 
activity challenges the separation 01 "econornic" and "political" conlliets Irom 
each other. A thoughtlul reflection on the demonstration, the charivari, and 
the lood riot raises lundamental doubts about any effort to single out a c1ass of 
spontaneous, expressive, impulsive, evanescent crowd actions-although it 
confirms the importance of creativity, innovation, drama, and symbolism 
within the limits set by the existing repertoire 01 collective action and the 
existing structure of power. 
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BRITISH BRAWLS AS COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 

"We all know what a nomination day is Hke," commented The Times in June 
1868. 

The presiding functionary bespeaks a fair hearing for both sides, and it is weIl if 
he gets to the end of his few sentences without derisive cheers and ironical cries 
explicable only by a Ioeal historian. After that no one gets a hearing. Unceasing 
c1amour prevails; proposers, seconders, and candidates speak in dumb show, cr 
confide their sentiments to the reporters; heads are broken, blood flews from 
numerous nosest and the judgment of the electors is generally subjected to a 
severe training as a preliminary to the voting of the following day (Richter 1971: 
21). 

As Donald Richter says, the jeers and brawls which regularly accompanied 
nineteenth-century elections beHe both the orderly reputation of Victorian 
Britain and the notion that electoral reform + regular policing = eivic calm. 
Nineteenth-century British elections-and much other public life in Britain as 
well-ran violent. "PubHc rowdiness and resistance to authority," concludes 
Richter, "have been nurtured into the British character through centuries of 
independence and political intransigeance" (Richter 1971: 28). Richter's idea 
resembles the sentiment of the nineteenth-century authorities: that they were 
dealing with naturally unruly people who had to be checked, trained and 
civilized. 

The difficulty with this sort of characterological explanation of violence is 
that it explains too much, or nothing at all. Too much, in that there is no 
violent action to which it could not apply in prineiple, and therefore no way to 
prove it wrong. Nothing at all, in that it finally reduces to a description of 
what has to be explained. Available accounts of nineteenth-century British 
electoral violence, however, give us hope of escaping from tautology and of 
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detecting regular relationships between the pattern of collective violence and 
the nature of current struggles over rights and power. 

As it happens, Richter himself gives us some valuable information on the 
origins of British electoral rowdiness. "It was not uncomrnon," he reports: 

for agents of the candidates, not always without the latter's cognizance, to hire 
gangs of ruffians from nearby collieries to intimidate and bully riyal voters. A 
witness before the Parliamentary Committee investigating the election of 1868 
testified that at BristoI Liberal agents from London organized and paid "flying 
coIumns," bands of from 200 to 300 men recruited from the Bristol suburbs. Dis~ 
posed in quasi-military formation and armed with bludgeons, they appeared on 
election day at various polling booths and drove off Conservative voters" 
(Richter 1965, 180). 

More generally, the supporters of a given candidate-hired or not-often 
made a holiday of the election, sporting their colors, drinking amply to the 
health of their champion, jeering his rivals, brawling with the bearers of other 
calors. This behavior may exemplify "public rowdiness and resistance to 
authority," but it also identifies a clearer link between violence and organized 
struggles for power than The Times commentator was ready to concede. 

Two years before the 1868 election, the Tory government which had 
newly come to power announced, through Disraeli, that it would not neces
sarily take up parliamentary reform in the next session. The Reform League 
called for a mass meeting in Hyde Park on 23 July 1866. The meeting was the 
occassion for what Franeis Sheppard calls the "only significant outbreak of 
violence" in the great campaign leading up to the Reform Bill of 1867: 

The law officers of the Crown had decided that the Crown had the right to elose 
the gates, and the Horne Secretary, Spencer Walpole, now decided to exercise this 
right. On being informed of this the leaders of the League decided nevertheless to 
march to Hyde Park, and if prevented from entering, to proceed to Trafalgar 
Square. Printed leaflets to this effect were distributed in large numbers. When the 
leaders of the procession reached Marble Arch they found the gates cIosed and a 
large body of police assembled. After being refused admission by the police 
commissioner, Sir Richard Mayne, Beales and the crowd near hirn left for 
Trafalgar""Square. But other processions were still arriving, control broke down, 
and soon atIensely-packed mass of men were pressing against the railings. The 
railings and s~nework were old and weak, and breach after breach was quickly 
made along Park Lane and the Bayswater Road. The police resisted these incur~ 
sions, and scuffling broke out, but many thousands of people were now inside the 
park, and even a company of the Grenadier Guards, whose arrival was loudly 
cheered, could not oust the invaders except by the use of firearms. After an hour 
or two of cheerful speechifying darkness began to fall, and the crowd dispersed 
voluntarily" (Sheppard 1971, 341). 
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Except perhaps for the good cheer, the affair was a textbook example of large_ 
scale collective violence: one group undertakes a large action which directly Or 
indirectly states a claim: a second group challenges that claim: they struggle. 
The group stating the counterclaim is often a specialized repressive 
force-police, troops, posse, vigilante-acting on behalf of the dominant 
classes. No doubt some of the demonstrators in 1866 were angry, some were 
drunk, and some enjoyed the rough-and-tumble. But the breaking down of 
fences and the scuffling with police was a by-product of the play of claim and 
counterclaim. That is the standard structure of collective violence. 

VIOLENCE: CONCEPT AND REALITY 

In order to get that point straight, however, we have to dispose of some 
serious conceptual problems. "Violen ce" often serves as a catchall containing 
an the varieties of protest, militancy, coercion, destruction, or muscle flexing 
which a given observer happens to fear or condemn. Violence, as Henry 
Bienen comments, "carries overtones of 'violating', and we often use violence 
to refer to illegitimate force" (Bienen 1968: 4). Grundy and Weinstein (1974: 
113) array competing definitions of violence on a conHnuum from narrow to 
broad: 

• narrow: those uses of physical force which are prohibited by a normative 
order presumed to be legitimate: 

• intermediate: any use of physical force: 

• broad: all deprivations of asserted human rights. 

In general. they point out, defenders of constituted authority prefer narrow 
definitions. Opponents prefer broad ones. In between, they place the "liberal 
democrats who define violence as any use of physical force, because they 
would like to justify revolutions against authoritarian regimes which do not 
have built-in mechanisms for peaceful change" (Grundy and Weinstein 1974: 
113). 

We have, however, practical as weil as political reasons for seleeting the 
middle term. The narrow definition of violence as illegitimate force introduces 
the debate about the proper scope of the authorities into the very delineation 
of the phenomenon to be investigated-an unpromising way to begin. The 
broad definition of violenee to include all violations of human rights not only 
requires agreement on the character of those rights, but also expands the phe
nomenon to such a large range of soeial relations as to make systematic study 
of it almost unthinkable. If we restriet our attention to human aetions which 
damage persons or objeets, we have at least a chance to sort out the 
regularities in the appearance of those actions. 
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Even that restrietion calls immediately for further distinctions. Violence 
so defined still includes: 

• cut thumbs 

• murders 

• hockey games 

• rebellions 

• normal wear of automobiles or the roads they travel 

• disposal of noxious wastes 

• eigarette smoking. 

The obvious temptation is to add some qualifications concerning the inten
tions of the actors: they want to destroy, they are angry, they seek power, or 
something else. The trouble with letting much depend on intentions is that 
intentions are mixed and hard to discern. The judgments outsiders make con
cerning the intentions of partieipants in conflicts usually include implicit 
theories of causation and responsibility. Even with full knowledge, intentions 
often turn out to be mixed and divergent, often change or misfire in the course 
of the action. We must ask whose intentions when. 

Violence, furthermore, is rarely a solo performance. It usually grows out 
of an interaction of opponents. Whose intentions should count: the small 
group of demonstrators who gather on the steps of the capitoL the larger 
group of spectators who eventually get drawn into the action, the police who 
first stand guard and then struggle to disperse the crowd? Both in theory and in 
practice, then, intentions provide shaky criteria for the distinction of violence 
from nonviolence. 

In her brilliant essay on violence, Hannah Arendt urged a fundamental 
distinction between power and violence. Power, in her view, is "the human 
ability not just to act but to act in eoneert." But the difficulties with which we 
are wrestling appear in one fact: Arendt never quite defined violence. This was 
the closest approach: 

Violence is distinguished by Hs instrumental character. Phenomenologically, it is 
dose to strength, since the implements of violence, like all other tools, are de
signed and used for the purpose of multiplying natural strength until, in the last 
stage of their development, they can substitute for it (Arendt 1970: 46). 

As a distinction in political philosophy-that is, in the principles upon which 
we can reasonably found a system of government and by which we can justify 
or condemn public actions-Arendt's treatment of power and violence is 
illuminating. As a guide to observation of acting people, however, it has the 
fatal flaw of resting on exactly the features of collective action whieh observers 
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and participants dispute most passionately. That is precisely because they are 
the features of the action which will bring on it justification from some and 
condemnation from others. Justification and condemnation are important 
business, but they are not our business here. 

Nor do any easy alternatives lie dose at hand. We may try to define "nor
mal" or "expected" or "Iegitimate" uses of force in sociallife, and define devia
tions from them as violent. That approach not only requires the (difficult) 
assessment of the normal, expected state of affairs, but also tends to define 
away violence exerted by professional specialists in coercion: police, soldiers, 
mafiosi, muggers. H, on the other hand, we turn to the amount of damage sus
tained by the individuals or objects involved, we face the difficulty of 
determining how direct and material the damage must be: Does a firm's dump
ing of garbage which prornotes disease count? Does the psychic burden of 
enslavement count? 

I recite these tedious complications in order to emphasize that in the 
present state of knowledge any definition will be arbitrary in some regards and 
debatable in others. People do not agree on what they will call violent. What is 
more, their disagreement springs to an important extent frorn differences in 
political perspective. My own inclination is toward what Terry Nardin calls a 
"brute harm" conception of violence: any observable interaction in the course 
of which persons or objects are seized or physically damaged in spite of 
resistance. (Direct or indirect resistance, in the form of attacks on persons, 
erection of barriers, standing in the way, holding on to the persons or objects 
at issue, and so on, enters the definition in order to exc1ude self-destruction, 
potlatches, ceremonial mutilation, urban renewal, and other collective 
damage in which all parties are more or less agreed to the damage. In short, to 
certify the presence of competing interests.) 

Further distinctions start from there: collective vs. individual, depending 
on the number of parties to the interaction; games vs. nongames, depending 
on the extent to which all participants begin with an agreement to work 
toward a determinate set of alternative outcomes by following some standard 
rules; continuous vs. discontinuous, depending on how great a time span we 
observe and how large an interval we permit to elapse before we call the action 
at an end; and so forth. 

Some Lineaments of Violence 

Once col1ective violence is defined in these terms, interesting conclusions begin 
to emerge from the elose examination of the actual record of violent events. 
Our study of thousands of violent incidents occurring in western Europe since 
1800 reveals several strong tendencies which affect our understanding of the 
roots of violence. 
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First, most collective violence-in the sense of interaetions which produce 
direct damage to persons and objects-grows out of actions which are not 
intrinsically violent, and which are basically similar to a much larger number 
of col1ective actions oceurring without violence in the same periods and set
tings. The dearest example is the demonstration: some group displays its 
strength and determination in the presence of the public, of the agents of the 
state, and perhaps of its enemies as weIl. The great majority of demonstrations 
pass without direct damage to persons or property. But a small proportion do 
turn to violent eneounters between police and demonstrators, or attacks on 
property by the demonstrators. When that happens, we conventionally use a 
new word for the event-"riot" -and thereby obseure its connection with non
violent events. The demonstration is such a common way of doing political 
business in modern Europe that even the small proportion of violent outcomes 
is enough to make the demonstration the most frequent setting for collective 
violence. The strike, the parliamentary session, the public meeting, the fiesta 
follow something like the same pattern: the great majority of them going off 
without violence, the violent ones not differing in any fundamental way from 
the rest. 

A second important feature of collective violence which stands out in the 
modern European record is the heavy involvement of agents of the state, 
especially repressive agents like police and soldiers. This is, unsurprisingly, a 
matter of scale: the fewer the people involved, the less likely that repressive 
agents will be there. But it does not mean simply that the larger the scale of 
violenee the more likely the police are to step in. For in the modern European 
experienee repressive forces are themselves the most eonsistent initiators and 
performers of collective violenee. 

There is a division of labor: repressive forces do the largest part of the kill
ing and wounding, while the groups they are seeking to control do most of the 
damage to objects. The division of labor follows from the usual advantage 
repressive forces have with respect to arms and military discipline; from the 
common tactics of demonstrators, strikers, and other frequent participants in 
collective violence, which are to violate symbolically charged rules and 
prohibitions whose enforcement is the affair of agents of government; from the 
typical sequenee of events, in which demonstrators are carrying on an action 
which is illegal yet nonviolent, and repressive forces receive the order to stop 
them by whatever means are necessary. The means are often violent. 

VIOLENCE IN AMERICA 

Since no one has done the necessary detailed studies of contemporary Latin 
America, North America, Africa, or Asia, it is hard to say how generally these 
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generalizations apply. The fragments of evidence now available indicate that 
they apply very widely in contemporary countries with strong governments. 
Jerome Skolnick (1969: 258) says in summary of one part of his analysis of 
contemporary American protests, "lt is misleading to ignore the part played 
by sodal control agendes in aggravating and sometimes creating a riot. lt is 
not unusual, as the Kerner Commission observed, for a riot to begin and end 
with police violence." 

A chronological review of violence in American labor-management dis
putes makes it clear both that over the long run police, troops, and plant 
guards have done the bulk of the killing and wounding, and that the typical 
starting point has been some sort of illegal but nonviolent collective action by 
the workers-a walkout, a sitdown, a demonstration, picketing, sending of 
delegations. In their sketch of the usual circumstances in which the total of at 
least 700 persons died in American "labor violence" during the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries, Taft and Ross report: 

Facing inflexible opposition, union leaders and their members frequently found 
that nothing, neither peaceful persuasion nor the heads of government, could 
move the employer towards recognition. Frustration and desperation impelled 
pickets to react to strikebreakers with anger. Many violent outbreaks followed 
efforts of strikers to restrain the entry of strikebreakers and raw materials into the 
struck plant. Such conduct, obviously illegal, opened the opportunity for forceful 
police measures. In the long run, the employer's side was better equipped for 
success. The use of force by pickets was illegal on its face, but the action of the 
police and company guards were in vindication of the employer's rights (Taft and 
Ross 1969: 289-290). 

The same general pattern recurs in the bulk of contemporary American collec
tive violence: a group undertakes an illegal and/or politically unacceptable 
action, forces of order seek to check the group, a violent encounter ensues, the 
"rioters" -for that is the label the group acquires at the moment of violent con
tact with police or troops-sustain most of the casualties. 

Reflecting on the 10ng succession of violent encounters between 
challengers and power holders in America, Richard Rubenstein makes an 
important observation: 

At the outset, one thing seems clear: those groups which achieved success without 
participating in sustained rioHng, guerrilla terrorism or outright insurrection were 
not necessarily more talented, hard-working or "American" than those that 
resorted to higher levels of violence. The resistance of more powerful groups to 
change is one key struggle; another is the match between out-group characteristics 
and the needs of a changing political~economic system (Rubenstein 1970: 15-16), 

Then he goes on to contrast the fluidity of the economic and political arrange
ments open to the immigrants of 1880-1920 with the formation, in the 19305 
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and 19405, of a new ruling coalition quite resistant to displacement: 
"Ironically, since these are the groups most wedded to the myth of peaceful 
progress and the culpability of the violent-it is the existence of this coalition, 
exercising power through a highly centralized Federal bureaucracy, which 
helps keep emerging groups powerless and dependent" (p. 17). The conse
quence, in Rubenstein's view, is that recent bids for power have met deter
mined resistance and brought forth the pious recommendation that the mem
bers of the groups involved attempt to enter the system as individuals, on their 
own merits, rather than destroying the system through collective eHorts to 
wrest benefits from it. 

Rubenstein's analysis includes both an idea of how the American system 
usually works and a notion of the changes it has undergone since the 19305. 
The general picture corresponds to William Gamson's portrayal of "stable 
unrepresentation" in American politics: " .. . the American political system 
normally operates to prevent incipient competitors from achieving full entry 
into the political arena" (Gamson 1968: 18). That description applies to all 
political systems; the real questions are: How great are the obstacles? How do 
they vary from system to system and time to time? 

That brings up the second part. Has the American system closed down 
since the 1930s? To try that question out seriously, we shall need much more 
precise information than we now have concerning the fates of successive 
challengers. Gamson's investigation does not reveal any significantly increased 
tendency for the recent challengers in his sampIe to fai!. But his investigation 
deals with small numbers, and stops in 1945. It is not obvious that recent 
challengers-antiwar students, organized blacks, gay activists, and aircraft 
manufacturers are likely candidates for the post-1940 list-met more resistance 
than craft unions, Prohibitionists or Abolitionists had met in the nineteenth 
century. There is probably variation over time, and there may weil be a long
run trend. Both are surely too subtle to show up in a few oHhand comparisons. 

POUTICAL ACTION AND INVOL VEMENT IN VIOLENCE 

In the terms we were using earlier, Rubenstein is saying that members of the 
polity, acting mainly through agents of the state, have banded together to 
resist the claims of newly mobilized challengers for membership. His most 
prominent case is organized blacks. The analysis applies generally to the past 
and present contention of wheat farmers, women, believers in Ternperance, 
students and organized labor. In these cases and many others, the acceptance 
of the group's collective claims would significantly reallocate the resources 
under the control of the polity, redefine the rules of membership for futher 
challengers, change the likely coalitions inside and outside the polity. In such 
cases, the main line between violence and contention for power consists of the 
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repeated sequenee in whieh members of the ehallenging group publicly lay 
claim to some space, object, privilege, protection, or other resource which 
they eonsider due them on general grounds, and the agents of the govemment 
(baeked by the members of the polity) forcibly resist their claims. Colleetive 
proaction on the one side, collective reaction on the other. 

A eomplete pieture of the proeess linking eontention and violence, how
ever, requires a distinction between challengers and members on their way out 
of the polity. Members losing their position are more likely to find themselves 
trying to maintain exclusive claims to some particular resource-a schooL a 
distinctive costume, a source of income, a tax exemption-and unable to enlist 
the support of other members or of agents of the govemment in maintaining 
those claims. Under those cireumstanees, they eommonly attempt to exert 
those claims on their own, and to keep others from claiming the same re
sources. 

Then two different sequenees are likely to produee eolleetive violenee 
involving declining members of a polity. The first is like the one involving new 
claimants for membership in the polity, in that agents of the govemment 
directly resist the claims of the parting member to keep exerting their former 
rights to eertain resourees. The seeond pits the parting member direetly against 
others seeking to acquire the disputed res'ources: vigilante movements, private 
armies, and gangs of thugs are espeeially likely to enter the action at this point, 
as the old member seeks to substitute its own force for that of the now umeli
able govemment. 

The regional movement of resistance against a centralizing state 
eommonly takes this form (see Heehter 1975). So does the classie European 
food riot, in whieh the members of a eommunity eolleetive dispute the right of 
anyone to store grain in times of hunger or ship grain out of the community 
when loeal people still need food, and reinforce their dispute by aeting in the 
traditional role of the authorities: inventorying the grain on hand, aeeumulat
ing it in a publie plaee, and selling it off at a priee loeally determined to be just 
and reasonable (see C. Tilly 1975, L. Tilly 1971). So, finally, do a variety of 
fascist movements formed in opposition to the threatening claims of a 
mobilized working class. 

The sequences involving new contenders and declining members mean 
that eolleetive violenee tends to cluster around entries into the polity and exits 
from it. When membership is stable, eolleetive violenee is less prevalent. The 
most important single reason for that clustering is the propensity of the 
government's repressive forces to act against new contenders and declining 
members. 

Some indieations of the links between eolleetive violenee and struggles at 
the edge of the polity appear in Dee Wemette's analysis of the German elee-
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tions of September 1930 and July 1932-erucial moments in the rise of the 
Nazis and the disappearanee of the eommunists from German political Hfe. 
Among other things, Wernette eoded "politieal events" reported in the 
Kölnische Zeitung during the two months preceding each of the elections. The 
events he enumerated included (1) nonviolent, organized politieal aetivities 
such as eleetoral rallies; (2) aets of terrorism such as bombings and ambushes 
touehing manifestly politieal targets; (3) fights and eolleetive violenee involv
ing at least one group clearly identified by politieal affiliation; (4) repressive 
aets by the state, such as police investigations, arrests, and trials. 

As Table 6-1 shows, a significant proportion of all the events included 
terror or collective violence. More important, the proportions rose as the 
struggle became more acute: twenty-seven percent of the events involved 
collective violence, nine percent terror and eight percent attacks on property in 
1930, while the figures for 1932 were fifty-seven percent, twenty-five percent 
and thirteen percent. (The eategories are not, of course, mutually exclusive.) 
The leading participants in violent events, by far, are Nazis, Communists, and 
police. The chief settings of collective violence were major areas of Communist 
strength: the regions of Berlin, Cologne, Düsseldorf, and so on-the areas in 
whieh the Nazis eoneentrated their eampaign to extirpate the Communists. In 
fact, the most frequent events were Nazi-Communist clashes and attaeks of 
eaeh on the other's property. The eolleetive violenee grew direetly from the 
struggle for plaees in the German polity. 

I do not mean that the sequenees I have deseribed are the only ones which 
produee eolleetive violence, just that they are the most regular and reliable. 

Table 6-1 Percent of all political events preceding the German elections of September 
1930 and July 1932 involving different types of action 

Type of action Percent in 1930 Pereent in 1932 

Election-oriented non violent action 33 15 
Other nonviolent action 4 17 
Acts of terror 8 25 
Attacks on property 9 13 
Collective violence 27 S7 
Police investigations 6 10 
Arrests 17 22 
Reports of trials 19 5 
Bans on organizations 2 7 
Bans on activities 8 9 

Total number of events 316 S69 
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Routine testing among established members of a polity produces a certain 
amount of violent conllict, but it tends to be limited, and treated as a regret
table error. Conventional combats arnong teams, communities, youth groups, 
or schools sometimes fit the pattern of "testing" violence, but more olten 
escape it; they, too, operate on a small scale, within large restrictions. 
Drunken brawls, private vengeance, festival madness, impulsive vandalism, 
all reach a dangerous magnitude now and then. What is more, the frequency 
of conventional combats, brawls, vendettas, and so on undoubtedly varies 
with the basie conceptions of honor, obligation, and solidarity which prevail 
within a population. Nevertheless, I would say that in populations under the 
control of states all these forms account for only a small proportion of the 
collective violence which occurs, and change far too gradually to account for 
the abrupt surges and recessions of collective violence which appear in such 
populations. The chief source of variation in collective violence is the opera
tion of the polity. 

Nor do I mean that most collective violence goes on in calculating calm. 
Far from it. Both those who are arguing for the acquisition of rights on the 
basis of general principles and those who are fighting for the defense of 
privilege on the basis of custom and precedent are usually indignant, and often 
enraged. Moments of dangerous confrontation (as Louis Girard says of the 
French Revolutions of 1830 and 1848, and almost everyone says of the French 
Events of May 1968) frequently bring an air of festival, of exhiliration, of 
release from ordinary restrietions. Plenty of individual venting of resentments 
and settling of old scores takes place under the cover of collective action in the 
name of high principle. The argument up to this point simply denies the com
mon conclusion that the rage, the exhiliration, or the resentment cause the 
collective action. 

If these arguments are correct, they produce a paradoxical lesson for 
researchers: to understand and explain violent actions, you must understand 
nonviolent actions. Any study which treats violent events alone deals with the 
product of two different sets of determinants: (1) the determinants of collective 
action in general, whether it produces violence or not; (2) the determinants of 
violent outcomes to col1ective action. We encountered a sirnilar problem in the 
explanation of strikes: While in some sense a group of workers chooses to 
strike or not to strike, the strike is simply one of several alternative ways to 
deal with grievances: slowdowns, political pressure, sabotage, and individual 
grumbling are also possible. That is why we can't simply infer the level of dis
content from the frequency of strike attempts. Furthermore, whether a strike 
actually occurs is a product of strategie estimates and strategie interaction on 
the part of at least two contenders; when either party is much stronger and 
wilier than the other, the grievance is likely to be settled, or squashed, short of 
a strike. 
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Snyder and Kelly (1976) find that from 1878 through 1903 Italian strikes 
were more likely to be violent if they were large, long, and/or oriented to 
wage demands rather than union organization. Contrary to many arguments 
whieh proceed immediately from grievances to strikes, they find no relation
ship between the frequency of violence in strikes and the rate of industrial 
growth or wage changes. Contrary to the findings of Shorter and Tilly (1971) 
for France, they find that on the average violent strikes were less successful 
than nonviolent strikes. These are important results. They emphasize all the 
more the necessity of separating the determinants of coUective action (in this 
case, the decision to strike) in general from the determinants of violent out
comes to collective action. 

In our first category of determinants, we find such items as the frequency 
of violations of established rights, the mobilization levels of different con
tenders for power, the current costs of different forms of action which are in 
the available repertoire, and so on. In the second, we find the presence or 
absence of counterdemonstrators, the tactics of repressive forces, the length of 
time during which opposing parties are in direct contact with each other, and 
so on. Each of the two sometimes changes while the other remains more or less 
the same: demonstrations become more frequent, although the percentage of 
demonstrations which produce street fighting remains the same; the 
authorities get tougher with strikers, although strike propensities have not 
altered. Either one changes the frequency of collective violence. A proper 
explanation of violence levels must decompose into at least these two com
ponents. 

Out of the entire stream of coUective action, only a small part produces 
violence. The collective action which produces violence attracts dispro
portionate attention because (1) the immediate costs to the participants tend to 
be greater, more visible, and more dramatie than in nonviolent collective 
action; (2) the events in question often involve the interv.ention of the 
authoritiesi the authorities intervene because they find their interests-or 
those of their allies-threatened by the other actors. Collective violence is not, 
by and large, the result of a single group's possession by an emotion, senti
ment, attitude, or idea. lt grows, for the most part, out of strategie interaction 
among groups. 

In the modern western experience, the most frequent settings for collective 
violence are contentious gatherings: assemblies of people who make visible 
collective claims whieh conlliet with the interests of other groups. Contentious 
gatherings such as the demonstration, the strike, the so-called food riot, and 
the tax protest are not, on the whole, intrinsically violent. In fact, most of 
them occur without violence. 

The violent versions of the demonstration, the strike, the food riot, and 
the tax protest do not form a distinctly separate class of events. They 
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ordinarily occur in the midst of strings of similar events which are quite similar 
to them except for the fact that they produce no damage or seizure of persons 
or property, They are, for the most part, the members of the strings in which 
other parties resist the claims being made, The other parties are more likely to 
resist if the contender making the claims lacks a large advantage in power or if 
the claims threaten their survivaL But violent and' nonviolent events of the 
same general type cluster together sufficiently for us to employ the visible, 
violent events as a tracer of the ebb and flow of contentious gatherings in 
generaL 

CHANGING CONTEXTS FOR COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 

The competitive/reactive/proactive scheme provides a convenient means of 
summing up the largest trends in the evolution of the major contexts of collec
tive violence in western countries over the last four or five centuries. Two 
main processes have domina ted all the rest: (1) the rise of national states to 
preeminent positions in a wide variety of political activities; (2) the 
increasingly associational character of the principal contenders for power at 
the local as weil as the national leveL In 1500, no full-fledged national state 
with unquestioned priority over the other governments within its territory 
existed anywhere in the West. England was probably the closest approxima
tion, The England of 1500 was, however, only fifteen years past the slaying of 
King Richard III by Henry Tudor at Bosworth Field, It was fresh from the 
widely supported rebellions of Lambert Simnel and Perkin Warbeck, It had yet 
to effect the union with Scotland, It still harbored a number of great lords who 
controlled their own bands of armed retainers, Government itself consisted 
largely of shifting, competing coalitions among great magnates and their 
retinues, the king being the greatest magnate of the strongest coalition, Be
come Henry VII, Henry T udor began the large work of state making which 
Henry VIII and Elizabeth so vigorously continued, 

A century and a half after 1500, a great civil war reopened the question of 
whether the centralized royal apparatus the Tudors, and then the Stuarts, had 
begun building would be the dominant political organization in England, In 
fact, the state which emerged in 1688 had rather different contours from the 
one the Tudors and Stuarts had been building, The strength and autonomy of 
Parliament far exceeded anything a cool observer of the England of 1600 or 
1620 could reasonably have anticipated, 

In 1500 most states faced serious challenges to their hegemony from both 
inside and outside the territory, Only a small minority of the hundreds of more 
or less autonomous governments survived the next two centuries of state 
making. Most power was concentrated in politics of smaller than national 
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scale: communities, city-states, principalities, semiautonomous provinces. 
Most contenders for power in those polities were essentially communal in 
structure: craft brotherhoods, families, peasant communities, The pre
dominant forms of collective violence registered those circumstances: wars be
tween riyal governments, brawls between groups of artisans, battles arnong 
the youth of neighboring communes, attaeks by one religious group on 
anetheL 

The rise of the state threatened the power (and often the very survival) of 
all these small-scale polities, They resisted, The state makers won their 
struggle for predominance only over the furious resistance of princes, 
cornmunes, provinces and peasant communities. For several centuries the 
principal forms of collective violence therefore grew from reactive movernents 
on the part of different segments of the general population: communally based 
contenders for power fought against loss of membership in polities, indeed 
against the very destruction of the polities in which their power was invested, 
Collective resistance to conscription, to taxation, to billeting, to a whole 
variety of other exactions of the state exemplify this reactive road to collective 
violence. 

For a century or more in the experience of most West European countries, 
however, the most frequent form of violence-producing rnovement aimed at 
the market more direetly than at the state, That was the food riot. The name is 
misleading: most often the struggle turned about raw grain rather than edibles, 
and most of the time it did not reach the point of physical violence, The classic 
European food riot had three main variants: the retributive action, in which a 
crowd attacked the persons, property, or premises of someone believed to be 
hoarding or profiteering; the blockage, in which a group of loeal people 
prevented the shipment of food out of their own locality, requiring it to be 
stored and/or sold loeally; the price riol, in which people seized stored food or 
food displayed for sale, sold it publicly at aprice they declared t9 be proper, 
and hansled the money over to the owner or merchant. 

In the best-documented cases-England and France of the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries-the blockage oceurred more frequently than the price 
riot, and much more often than the retributive action. In those two countries, 
the food riot practically disappeared some time during the nineteenth eentury, 
Later, questions of food supply motivated dramatic collective actions now and 
then, but almost always in the form of demonstrations in which producers 
complained about low prices or consumers complained about high prices, 

The timing of the food riot's rise and fall is revealing, In England, France, 
and some other parts of western Europe, the food riot displaeed the tax 
rebellion as the most frequent violent form of collective action toward the end 
of the seventeenth century, It declined precipitously in England just after 1820, 
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in Germany and France just after 1850, only to linger on in parts of Spain and 
ltaly into the twentieth century. 

The calendar did not conform to the his tory of hunger; indeed the great 
killing famines of Medieval and Renaissance Europe were disappearing as the 
food riot came into its own, and per capita lood supply was probably increas
ing through much of the period. Instead, three conjoint changes account for 
the timing: (1) the proletarianization of the population, which meant a drastic 
diminution in the proportion of households which produced enough food for 
the subsistence of their own members, a great expansion in the number depen
dent on the market for survival; (2) the commercialization of food production, 
which included the building of national markets and the promotion of the 
ideas that the national markets should have priority over local needs and that 
the market's operation tended to set a just, proper, and efficient price; (3) the 
dismantling of the extensive previously existing controls over the distribution 
of food, which gave the local population a prior claim over food produced and 
sold in a locality, and bound the local authorities to provide for the subsistence 

of the local poor. 
E.P. Thompson has called the entire process a decline in the old Moral 

Economy, a shift !rom a bread nexus to a eash nexus. People resisted the pro
cess so long as local solidarity and some collective memory of the locality's 
ppior claims survived. To an important degree, the crowd's actions of block
ing, inventorying, storing, declaring a priee, and holding a public sale for the 
benefit of the locals fulfilled what had previously been the obligations of the 
loeal authorities in dealing with shortages and high prices. Magistrates or 
mayors often aeknowledged that fact implicitly by acquiescing in the routine; 
when they took the initiative themselves, the crowd usually stopped its work. 

The immediate objects of the erowd' sattention were commonly local offi
cials, bakers, rieh farmers, and, especially, grain merchants. The struggle 
pitted the claims of the national market against the claims of the loeal popula
tion. For that reason, the geography of the food riot reHected the geography of 
the grain market: tending to form a ring around London, Paris, another capi
tal or a major port, concentrating especially along rivers, canals, and major 

Toads. For the acute English crises of 1795-96 and 1800-01, Stevenson 
remarks: "The map shows the extremely close relationship of disturbances to 
the communications network in the production areas around London in these 
two shortages. The most striking pattern overall is that of 1795-96 when at 
least fifty food disturbanees took place at communication centres, either 
coastal ports, canal or river ports, or towns within easy carting distance of 
major population centres" (Stevenson 1974: 43). Yet the reHeetion of the mar
ket came through a distorting mirror, for the most thoroughly commercialized 
areas, adjacent to large old cities, did not typically produce food riots. There, 
the market had already won out over local rights to the food supply. 
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Despite the salience of the market, the food riot also resulted in part !rom 
the rise of the national state. In general (although with great hesitations, varia
tions, and differences in outcome) European statemakers acted to promote all 
three of the processes underlying the food riot: proletarianization, commer
cialization, dismantling of local controls. As their dependent governmental 
staffs, urban populations, and nonagricultural labor forces swelled, the 
managers of states intervened increasingly to promote marketing. (There is 
irony in the fact that they acted thus in the name of freeing the market.) As 
Stevenson says of the English crisis of 1795: 

The government, however, was determined to keep out of the internal corn trade 
and attempted to keep up the normal circulation of grain, so that the large urban 
centres would be supplied. On these grounds the governrnent refused to yield to 
the pleas of Iocal authorities and interfere with the normal movement of 
grain ... It was reported to the Horne Office that stopping the movement of grain 
had become so widespread that country millers were said to be frightened to send 
grain to the capital except by night. In an attempt to free the circulation of grain 
from these checks the government passed an act to prevent the stopping of grain 
by making the whole hundred Iiable to fine and individuals liable to fine and 
imprisonment (Stevenson 1974: 41-42). 

In that crisis, many local officials sought to restrict the How of grain away 
from their own markets. Within three decades, however, the market and the 
national government had won their battle; few mayors and magistrates chose 
to counter the national will, and few hungry crowds harbored the hope of 
making them do so. One of the English forms of collective action had withered 
away. 

Two things eventually put an end to the predominance of the reactive 
forms, although at times and tempos which varied markedly from one part of 
the West to another. First, the state won almost everywhere. One may ask 
how complete the victory of the state was in the remote sections of vast 
territories such as Canada, Australia, or Brazil, and speculate whether recent 
surges of sectionalism in Belgium, Great Britain, and even France presage the 
end of state contro!. Yet on the whole the two centuries after 1700 produced an 
enormous concentration of resources and means of coerdon under the control 
of national states, to the virtual exclusion of other levels of government. Sec
ond, a whole series of organizational changes closely linked to urbanization, 
industrialization, and the expansion of capitalism greatly reduced the role of 
the communal group as a setting für mobilization and as arepository for 
power; the association of one kind or another came to be the characteristic 
vehicle for collective action. The rise of the joint-stock company, the political 
party, the labor union, the club all belong to the same general trend. 

Working together, the victory of the state and the rise of the association 
transformed the collective actions which most commonly produced violence. 
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In country after country, politics nationalized; the polity which mattered was 
the one which controlled the national state; the crudal struggles for power 
went on at anational scale. And the participants in those struggles were most 
often organized as associations. The strike, the demonstration, the party Con
spiracy, the organized march on the capital, the parliamentary session, the 
mass meeting became the usual settings for collective violence. The state be
came an interested participant in an collective violence-as policemen, as 
party to the confliet, as tertius gaudens. . . 

The discovery that collective violence is a by-product of the same polltlcal 
processes which produce non violent collective action does not mean, then, 
that it is an uninteresting by-producL The occurrence of damage to persons or 
objects gives us some small assurance that at least one of the patties to the 
collective action took it seriously. More important, violence makes collective 
action visible: authorities, participants, and observers tend to set down some 
record of their actions, reactions, and observations. Col1ective violence there
fore serves as a convenient tracer of major alterations in collective action as a 
whole. Like all tracers, we must use it with care. 

7 
Revolution 

andRebeilion 

REVOLUTIONARY SITUATIONS AND REVOLUTIONARY OUTCOMES 

We have encountered our share of Big Words on the way from mobilization to 
revolution. Interest, power, and violence have all turned out to be controver
sial concepts not only because they refer to complex realities but also because 
alternative definitions of each of them tend to imply alternative political pro
grams. That is why Stephen Lukes speaks of "pluralist," "reformist," and 
[truly J "radieal" definitions of power. The same is certainly true of our final 
Big Word: revolution. Revolutionary reality is complex. And whether it 
includes coups, assassinations, terrorism, or slow, massive changes such as 
industrialization is controversial not only because the world is complex but 
also because to call something revolutionary is, within most forms of western 
politieal discourse, to identify it as good or bad. 

Nevertheless, most western analysts of revolution restrict their definitions 
by means of two sorts of requirements: (1) by insisting that the ac tors and the 
action meet some demanding standards-that they be based on an oppressed 
dass, that they have a cornprehensive program of social transformation in 
view, or some other gauge of seriousness; (2) by dealing only with cases in 
whieh power actually changes hands. Peter Calvert, for example, builds the 
following elements into his conception of revolution: 

(a) A process in which the political direction of astate becomes increasingly dis
credited in the eyes of either the population as a whole or certain key seetions of 
it ... 

(b) A change of government (transition) at a clearly defined point in time by the 
use of armed force, or the credible threat of its use, namely, an event. 

(c) A more-or-Iess coherent programme of change in either the political or the 
sodal institutions of astate, or both, induced by the politicalleadership after a 
revolutionary event, the transition of power, has occurred. 

189 
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(d) A political myth that gives to the politicalleadership resulting from a revolu~ 
tionary transition short-term status as the legitimate government of the state (Cal
vert1970,4). 

Thus, he goes on, "in order to investigate fully the concept of revolution, it 
would be necessary to study in detail process, event, programme, and myth as 
distinct phenomena" (Calvert 1970,4). He confines his own study to revolu
tionary events, changes of government accomplished by force. That choiee 
greatly increases the number of cases he has to examine, since most such events 
do not meet his criteria (a), (b), and (c). Yet the insistence on armed force and 
on an actual transfer of power eliminates many instances in which competing 
observers see something revolutionary: the Industrial Revolution, revolutions 
from above, the legendary General Strike of the syndicalists, and so on. On 
the other hand, the definition has a hard-nosed quality which many advocates 
of revolution will find unacceptable; it does not insist that the party whieh 
seizes power be dispossessed, progressive, or even angry. 

No concept of revolution can escape some such difficulties, because no 
conceptualizer can avoid making some such choices. Nevertheless, we can 
clear a good deal of conceptual ground by means of a simple distinction 
between revolutionary situations and revolutionary outcomes. Most signifi
cant disagreement about the proper definition of revolution falls somewhere 
along these two dimensions. 

Revolutionary Situations 
The distinguishing characteristic of a revolutionary situation, as Leon T rotsky 
said long ago, is the presence of more than one bloc effectively exerdsing con
trol over a significant part of the state apparatu", 

The historical preparation of a revolution brings about, in the pre-revolutionary 
period, a situation in which the dass which is called to reaHze the new social 
system, although not yet master of the country, has actually concentrated in Hs 
hands a signiHcant share of the state power, while the official apparatus of the 
government is still in the hands of the old lords. That is the initial dual power in 
every revolution. 
But that is not its only form. If the new dass, placed in power by a revolution 
which it did not want, is in essence an already old, historically belated, dass; if it 
was already worn out before it was officially crowned; if on coming to power it 
encounters an antogonist sufficiently mature and reaching out Hs hand toward the 
helm of state; then instead of one unstable two-power equilibrium, the political 
revolution produces another, stilliess stable. To overcome the "anarchy" of this 
twofold sovereignty becomes at every new step the task of the revolution-or the 
counter-revolution (Trotsky 1965: 224). 
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The shadow of Russia in 1917 falls dark across this passage. From the 
particular instance, nevertheless, comes an idea of general value. Trotsky's 
idea of dual sovereignty clarifies a number of features of revolutionary situa
tions. Peter Amann has gone so far as to fashion it into a serviceable definition 
of revolution itself, for hirn, a revolution begins when more than one "power 
bloc" regarded as legitimate and sovereign by some of a country' s people 
emerges, and ends when only one power bloc remains. 

Amann's adaptation of Trotsky has the advantage of neatly identifying 
the common properties of coups, dvil wars, and full-scale revolutions without 
requiring knowledge of what happened next. It still permits their distinction in 
terms of the identities of the power blocs themselves. At the same time it iden
tilies a weakness in Trotsky's formulation, the insistence that a single dass 
makes a revolutionary situation. Barrington Moore's treatment of the greatest 
modern revolutions corrects that weakness by tracing out the coalitions of 
dasses which tore down the old regimes. Thus for Moore a coalition of 
workers, bourgeois, and peasants made the French Revolution, even if the 
workers and peasants lost out fairly soon. What is more, Moore argues that 
the character of the revolutionary situation shaped the revolutionary out
come. The fact that it was bourgeois + peasants + workers rather than the 
different coalitions which made the American, English, or Russian revolu
tions, in Moore's view, pushed France toward the attenuated parliamentary 
democracy she maintained in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

Two of Trotsky's restrietions therefore seem unnecessary' (1) that each of 
the blocs consist of a single sodal class; (2) that there be only two such blocs at 
any point in time. Either of these restrietions would eliminate most of the stan
dard cases of revolution-not least those of France, China, and Mexieo. 

Trotsky's idea retains its analytic resiliency if expanded to include blocs 
consisting of coalitions of dasses and/or other groups and to allow for the pos
~ibility ?f three or more simultaneous bIoes. Multiple sovereignty is then the 
IdentIfymg feature of revolutionary situations. A revolutionary situation 
beg.ins when a government previously under the control of a single, sovereign 
pohty becomes the object of effective, competing, mutually exclusive claims 
on the part of two or more distinct polities. It ends when a single sovereign 
polity regains control over the government. 

Such a multiplication of polities occurs under four different conditions, 

1 . The m:mbers of one polity attempt to subordinate another previously 
distmct pohty. Where the two polities are clearly sovereign and independent at 
the outset we are likely to consider this conflict a special variety of war. Cir
cumstances like the annexation of Texas to the Uni ted States or the transfers of 
power to various communist regimes in Eastern Europe at the end of the 
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Second World War fall, in fact, into an uncertain area between war and 

revolution. 

2 The members of a previously subordinate polity, such as the group of 
contenders holding power over a regional government assert sov:reignty. 
Here the words "rebellion" and "revolt" spring readily to mind. Yet m recent 
years it has become quite usual to call one ver~io.n of such events a colomal or 
national revolution-especially if the outcome IS mdependence. 

3 Contenders not holding membership in the existing polity mobilize into a 
bloc successfully exerting control over some portion of the governmen~al 
apparatus. Despite the attractiveness of this version to leaders of the diS
possessed, it rarely, if ever, occurs in a pure form. 

4 The more usual circumstance is the fragmentation of an existing polity 
into two or more blocs, each exercising contro} over some part of the govern
ment. That fragmentation frequently involves the emergence of coalitions 
between established members of the polity and mobilizing nonmembers. 

How would we recognize the onset of multiple sovereignty? The question is 
stickier than it seems at first glance. Neither the presence- nor the expa~slO~ of 
areas of autonomy or of resistance on the part of the subject populatIOn IS a 
reliable sign. All governments excite some sorts of resistance, and al~ govern
ments exert incomplete control over their subjects. That was the po!.'t of the 
earlier analysis of repression, toleration, and facilitation. M?st. c,tates face 
continuing marginal challenges to their sovereignty: from wIthm, bandits, 
vigilantes, religious communities, national minorities, 0: ~ncompromlsmg 
separatists hold them off. From without, powerful states mf1ltrate them and 
encroach on their prerogatives. All of these Clrcumstances have some dlstant 
kinship to revolution, but they do not constitute revolutionary sit~ations. 
Even riyal claims to those of the existing polity by the adherents of displaced 
regimes, militar'y movements, or outside states are quite common. The claIms 
themselves do not amount to a revolutionary situation. . . 

The question is whether some significant part of the subJect population 
honors the claim. The revolutionary moment arrives when prevlOusly ac
quiescent members of that population find themselves confronted with strictly 
incompatible demands from the government and form an alternative body 
claiming control over the government, or claiming to be the government ... 
and those previously acquiescent people obey the alternative body. They pay 
taxes, provide rnen to its armies, feed Hs function~ries, honor. it.s .symbols, gl.ve 
time to its service, or yield other resources despIte the prohIbitIOnS of a still
existing government they formerly obeyed. Multiple sovereignty has begun. 
When only one polity exerting exclusive controlover the government remams, 
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and no rivals are successfully pressing their c1aims-however that happens
the revolutionary situation has ended. * 

Revolutionary Outcomes 

"A revolution," writes Samuel Huntington, "is a rapid, fundamental, and vio
lent domestic change in the dominant values and myths of a society, in its 
political institutions, sodal structure, leadership, and governrnent activity and 
policies. Revolutions are thus to be distinguished from insurrections, rebel
lions, revolts, coups, and wars of independence" (Huntington 1968: 264). 
Huntington's definition stresses outcomes, not the political processes which 
lead to those outcomes. Such outcomes are rare. Depending on how generous
ly one interpreted the words "rapid" and "fundamental", it would be easy to 
argue that no revolution has ever occurred, and hard to argue that the number 
of true cases exceeds a half dozen. Peter Calvert's definition of revolution, 
which we looked at earlier, is somewhat less dernanding than Huntington's. It 
merely requires that a governrnent be discredited, that a new group seize the 
government by force, that the newcomers introduce a program of change, and 
that a myth legitirnating the transfer of power come into being. Except for the 
discrediting, these conditions, too, are outcomes; there is no reliable way to 
know whether a revolution is occurring until the whole process has ended. 

For the moment, I propose an even less demanding standard than Cal
vert's. A revolutionary outcorne is the displacement of one set of power 
holders by anotheL That simple definition leaves rnany reference points avail
able: power over the means of production, power over symbols, power over 
government. ProvisionaIly, let us take power over government as our refer
ence point. A revolutionary outcome is the displacement of one set of mem
bers of the polity by another set. Clearly, a revolutionary situation can occur 
without a revolutionary outcomei in the simplest case, the existing members of 
the polity beat down their challengers after aperiod of effective, .competing, 
mutually exclusive claims. It is at least logically possible for a revolutionary 
outcome to occur without a revolutionary situation, through the gradual addi
tion and! or subtraction of members of the polity. 

In general, how does the displacement of one set of power holders by 
another happen? The answer depends in part on the time perspective we 
adopt. In the short run, the question concerns tactics and the balance of forces. 
In Trotsky's analysis of the October Revolution, for exarnple, the tactical 
problems of winning over the Petrograd garrison and then of capturing the' 
Winter Palace 100m very large; generalized, Trotsky's concerns place the con-

*1 regret to say that in an earlier version of this chapter (TiIly 1975), I used the word 
"revolution" for the circumstances I am here calling a revolutionary situation. 
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trol or neutralization of the available military force at the center of the short
run conditions for a transfer of power. 

In the medium run I we arrive at the considerations which have domina ted 
this book: the presence of mobilized contenders in effective coalitions. The 
medium run of Trotsky's analysis concerns the peasants who had been 
mobilized via the army, the organized workers of Petrograd and Moscow, the 
parties and the processes by whieh each of them mobilized and formed coali
tions. In this medium run, repression and facilitation figure as well-notably 
in the discrediting and weakening of the Tsarist regime by the war. It is in this 
medium run that the creation or emergence of a revolutionary situation contri
butes to-and may be essential to-a revolutionary outcome. Without the 
appearance of multiple sovereignty a significant transfer of power is either 
impossible or highly unlikely. . 

In the long run, interests and organization begin to tell. In thiS book, we 
have faced the challenge of long run analysis only intermittently, through 
quick glimpses at the consequences of proletarianization, thedevelopment of 
capitalism, state making, urbanization, and industrializatlOn. The qUIck 
glimpses have, however, been graphie enough to commumcate the funda
mental importance of threatened class interests. Over the long run, the reor
ganization of production creates the chief historieal actors, the ~aJor constel
lations of interests, the basie threats to those interests, and the prmClpal condi
Hons for transfers of power. 

SITUATIONS AND OUTCOMES COMBINED 
Our concepts will do better work for us if we turn them into continua. A situ~
Hon can be more or less revolutionary. The central quest ion IS: at the pomt In 

time whieh we are evaluating, how much would it cost to eliminate the split 
between the alternative polities? How nearly irrevocable is the split? We 
should try to make that judgment from information available at the point in 
time we are judging, rather than from eventualoutcomes. lf w~ want to Judge 
a completed revolution as a whole, we can fix on the mean spht between poh
ties, the maximum split, the initial split, or the time function as a whole. In any 
case, one extreme is no multiple sovereignty at all, the other an irrevocable 
split. In between are divisions costing the parties varying amounts to 
eliminate. The cost deHnitely includes the cost of repression to the repressors 
and the repressed. The sum of all payoffs and foregone beneHts should also 
enter in. lf so, the estimated cost will obviously depend on the time penod 
considered-and will obviously include some thinking about what might have 

happened if ... 
An outcome can also be more or less revolutionary. Now the central ques~ 

tion is: how close did the existing members of the polity come to being 
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completely displaced? We may settle for a simple head count. We may weight 
the heads by their power prior to the change, but still settle for counting how 
many heads relled. We may try to estimate the power of all previously existing 
members before and after. In any case, one extreme will be the maintenance or 
restoration of the status quo ante, the other extreme the complete elimination 
of previous members from the polity. In between will be varying degrees of 
displacement. 

The decision whether to call an event a revolution now looks like Fig. 7-1. 
Polities as usual involves little or no displacement of existing members of the 
polity, and no more than low-cost splits between alternative polities. Coups 
involve higher-cost splits (although not irrevocable ones), but result in rela
tively little displacement of existing members. Silent revolutions, if they occur, 
produce major displacements with little or no development of a revolutionary 
situation. Great revolutions are extreme in both regards: extensive splits 
between alternative polities, large-scale displacement of existing members. In 
Fig. 7-1, line A represents a genereus definition of revolution: everything to 
the right gets counted. Une B states a restrictive definition; only great revolu
tions qualify. 

Although the diagram is entirely conceptual, it helps pinpoint some 
important theoretical issues. Students of revolution disagree over the 
combinations of outcome and revolutionary situation which are actually pos
sible in this world. To simplify a complex set of disagreements, let us look at 
three idealized maps of the possible and the impossible: "Syndiealist," 
"Marxist," and "Brintonian." They appear in Fig. 7-2. The Syndicalist argu
ment, in Hs simplest form, runs: the more extensive the revolutionary situa
tion, the more sweeping the revolutionary outcome. It is a causal argument. It 
says the creation of an irrevocable split between alternative polities will, in it
self, produce a total displacement of the existing holders of power. It also says: 
the less extensive the revolutionary situation, the less extensive th~ transfer of 
power. 

The Marxist argument (especially as articulated by such revolutionary 
theorists as Gramsci and Lenin) disagrees. It argues that many a revolutionary 
situation fails to produce a revolutionary outcome-for lack of a vanguard, 
for lack of a disciplined revolutionary party, for lack of the right class coali
tions, and so on. But it agrees with the Syndicalist argument in one important 
regard: no revolutionary transfers of power occur without extensive revolu
tionary situations. Thus a two-part revolutionary strategy: create (or look for) 
a revolutionary situation; organize the political means for a revolutionary out
Come. 

Crane Brinton deliberately took the opposite view. He argued important 
interna} limits on the creation of any revolutionary situation; reaction was 
inevitable. He suggested, furthermore, that the relationship between situation 
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Combinations oi revolutionary situations and revolutionary outcomes 

and outcome was negative: the more revolutionary the situation, the less 
revolutionary the outcome. A people who went through a major revolution 
returned, with relief, more or less to the starting point. But the more sensible 
gradualists, thought Brinton, produced major alterations of the power struc
ture. The arguments among Syndicalists, Marxists, and Brintonians are with 

us today. 
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Figure 7-3 offers a revised dassification of transfers of p.ower in terms of 
the extent to which revolutionary situations and/or revolutlOnary .o~tcomes 
occur. The diagram tells us to take a broad view of revolution, reqUlrmg only 
some minimum combination of revolutionary situation and revolutlOnary out~ 
come to qualify an event as a revolution. It asserts that the phenom~~a we call 
"coups," "insurreetions," "dvil wars/' and "ful1-scale revolutions overlap, 
but not completely. Each has its own characteristic range of outcomes and 
revolutionary situations. But the basic differences among them regard the 
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identities of the parties to the transfer 01 power: in the coup, members of the 
polity displace each other; in a full-scale revolution much or all of the 
previously dominant dass loses power, and so on. 

Although the diagram does not say so explicitly, the oblong for "civil 
war" brushes the extreme revolutionary situation, irrevocable split, to remind 
us that one comrnon outcome of dvil war is the permanent division of a ter
ritory previously controlled by a single government into two or more 
autonomous territories. The diagram indkates that extensive revolutionary 
outcomes do not oceur without extensive revolutionary situations. But it 
denies the converse; extremely revolutionary situations do not necessarily 
produce extremely revolutionary outcomes. The debate over definitions takes 
us into a debate over the substance of political conflict and the structure of 
revolution. 

Some of our most valuable analyses of revolution and rebellion do not 
concern the sufficient conditions for one or the other, but the placement of dif

. ferent sorts of groups within some equivalent of the diagram. Some of the ana
lyses concentrate on the mobilizability of different sorts of groups for different 
kinds of action: for revolutionary activism, for politics as usual, and so on. 
Eric Wolf's comparison of twentieth-century agrarian rebellions emphasizes 
the relative ability to mobilize the poor, middle, and rich peasants, although it 
~lso says important things about the way expanding capitalism impinges on 
rural areas and on the interests 01 different groups of peasants within them. 

Some analyses give their primary attention to the correspondence 
between different forms of political action and different configurations of 
interests, while saying relatively little about mobilization or about the political 
processes leading to partkular actions and outcomes. They commonly take the 
form of comparisons of the characteristic forms of action of people in contrast
ing structural settings. Jeffery Paige's Agrarian Revolution is an outstanding 
case in point. Paige sums up his guiding hypotheses in these terms:. 

A. A combination of both noncultivators and cultivators dependent on land as 
their principal source of income leads to an agrarian revolt . 

B. A combination of noncultivators dependent on income from commercial capi
tal and cultivators dependent on income from land leads to areform commodity 
movement .. 

C. A combination of noncultivators dependent on income from capital and cul
tivators dependent on income from wages leads to a reform labor movement . 

D. A combination of noncultivators dependent on income horn land and cultiva
tors dependent on incorne horn wages leads to revolution (Paige 1975: 70-71). 

Paige then conducts two sorts of analysis to verify these hypotheses: a 
comparison of rural sodal movements in 135 export seetors of 70 relatively 
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poor countries from 1948 to 1970, and detailed case studies of Peru, Angola, 
and Vietnam. The evidence looks good for his argument. 

Note how the argument works: it cross-tabulates the interests of cultiva
tors and noncultivators, deduces the character and extent of the interest con
flict resulting from each combination, and predicts from the conflict of inter
ests to the form of the cultivators' politieal action. The substance of hypo thesis 
Dis that the combination of land and wages 

indudes some forms of agricultural organization which combine the inflexible 
behavior of the cultivators of a landed estate with the strong cultivator organiza
tions of the corporate plantation. When both conditions exist simultaneously, the 
result is likely to be an agrarian revolution in which a strong peasant-based 
guerrilla movement organized by a nationalist or Communist party attempts to 
destroy both the rural upper dass and the institutions of the state and establish a 
new society (Paige 1975: 358-359). 

Paige then makes further distinctions concerning the correlates of revolu
tionary nationalist movements and revolutionary socialist movements. 
Although in his case studies Paige is sensitive and informative about mobiliza
tion, collective action, and strategie interaction, the basic theory predicts ac
tion from interests. Here, instead, we are assuming in'terests and dealing with 
the politieal processes which lead from organized and conflicting interests to 
revolution. 

PROXIMATE CAUSES OF REVOLUTIONARY SITUATIONS 

Let us look more c10sely at the implications of the definition of a revolutionary 
situation as multiple sovereignty. By definition, there are three proximate 
causes of multiple sovereignty: 

1 the appearance of contenders, or coalitions of contenders, advancing 
exclusive alternative claims to the contro1 over the government which is 
currently exerted by the members of the polity; 

2 commitment to those claims by a signifieant segment of the subject 
population (especially when those commitments are not simply acknowl
edged in principle, but activated in the face of prohibitions or contrary 
directives from the government); 

3 incapacity or unwillingness of the agents of the government to suppress 
the alternative coalition andl or the commHrnent to Hs claims. 

The critical signs of a revolutionary situation, in this perspective, are signs of 
the emergence of an alternative polity. These signs may possibly be related to 
conditions other analysts have proposed as precipitants of revolution: rising 
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discontent, value conflict, frustration, or relative deprivation. The relation
ship must, however, be proved and not assumed. Even if it is proved that 
discontent, value conflict, frustration, and relative deprivation do fluctuate in 
dose correspondence to the emergence and disappearance of alternative pol
ities-a result whieh would surprise me-the thing to watch for would still be 
the commitment of a significant part of the population, regardless of their 
motives, to exclusive alternative claims to the control over the government 
currently exerted by the members of the polity. 

So why didn't the Uni ted States break into revolution with the onset of 
the Depression after 1930? I claim no special wisdom. Assuming the working 
dass as the principal candidate for countermobilization, however, this line of 
argument singles out factors such as the following: a low initial level of 
mobilization; lack of alienated coalition partners within the polity; shift of the 
burden of extraction, at least relatively, to unmobilized groups such as blacks; 
trading of concessions which were relatively inexpensive to the government 
(for example, the right of industrial unions to organize) for the granting of 
loyalty. The fascists of Germany and Italy went another route, by deliberately 
demobilizing the working class. The other nations of the world paid the cost of 
the demobilization, in the form of the Second World War. 

In an essay whieh followed his large comparative work, Barrington 
Moore (1969) proposed four preconditions for major revolutions: 

1 the elite's 1055 of unified control over army, policy, and other instruments 
of violen ce; 

2 the emergence of acute confliets of interest within the "dominant classes"; 

3 the development of widespread challenges to prevailing modes of thought 
and to the predominant explanations of justifications of human suffering; 

4 the mobilization of a revolutionary mass, most probably through some 
sudden disruption of everyday life coupled with increase of misery. 

The first two are essentially the same condition: the fragmentation of the pol
ity into more than one coalition, each a potential claimant to exclusive control 
of the government, and each a potential coalition partner with challengers that 
are mobilizing rapidly. Condition (3) may well occur both inside and outside 
the polity, as those outside express their outrage at being excluded and some of 
those inside respond to their complaints with sympathy or manipulation. 

The mobilization of a revolutionary mass describes the rapid appearance 
of a new challenger. Nothing in my analysis or in my historieal reflection leads 
me to assume that the mobilization must be sudden or that it must come frorn 
immiseration. But lightning mobilization, if it occurs, does reduce the chances 
for the incremental challenging, testing, and coalition-formation which belong 
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to the routine acquisition of power, and concentrates the attendant collective 
violence in a short period of time. 

We have narrowed the focus of explanation and prediction considerably. 
It now comes down to specifying and detecting the circumstances under which 
three related conditions occur: (1) the appearance of contenders making exclu
sive alternative claims, (2) significant commitments to those claims, (3) repres
sive incapacity of the government. The short-run conditions of these outcomes 
may be quite different from the long-run changes which make them possible. 
Let us concentrate for the moment on the short-run conditions. 

Alternatives to the Existing Polity 

What I mean by "exclusive alternative claims to control of the government" 
comes out dramatically in an article written about a year after the October 
Revolution, as the other parties which had joined the revolutionary coalition 
were being squeezed out of power: 

Now I however, the course of world events and the bitter lessons derived from the 
alliance of all the Russian monarchists with Anglo-French and American imperial
ism are proving in practice that a democratic republic is a bourgeois-democratic 
republic, which is already out of date from the point of view of the problems 
which imperialism has placed before history. They show that there is no other 
alternative: either Soviet government triumphs in every advanced country in the 
world, or the most reactionary imperialism triumphs, the most savage imperial
i5m, which is throttling the small and weak nations and reinstating reaction all 
over the world-Anglo-American imperialism, which has perfectly mastered the 
art of using the form of a democratic republic. 

One or the other. 
There is no middle course; until quite recently this view was regarded a5 the blind 
fanaticism of the Bolsheviks. 

But it turned out to be true (Lenin 1967a: 35). 

These claims came from a party already in power. But they were addressed to 
revolutionary strategists in other countries who wished to continue a col
laborative approach within Russia itself. 

When can we expect the appearance of contenders (or coaHtions of 
contenders) advancing exclusive alternative claims to the control of the 
government currently exerted by the members of the poHty? The question is a 
trifle misleading, for such contenders are alm ost always with us in the form of 
miIlennial cults, radical cells, or rejects from positions of power. The real ques
tion is when such contenders proHferate and/or mobilize. 

Two paths lead to that proliferation and/or mobilization. The first is the 
flourishing of groups which from their inception hold to transforming aims 
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which are incompatible with the continued power of the rnembers of the pol
ity. Truly "other-wordly" and retreatist groups seeking total withdrawal from 
contemporary life do not fully qualify, since in principle they can prosper so 
long as the rest of the world lets them alone. True radicals, true reactionaries, 
anarchists, preachers of theocracy, monists of almost every persuasion come 
doser to the mark. 

The second path is the turning of contenders from objectives which are 
compatible with the survival of the polity to objectives which spell its doom: a 
claim to all power, a demand for criteria of membership which would exhaust 
all the available resources, or exclude all its present members. 

Why and how the first sort of group-the group committed from the start 
to fundamental transformation of the structure of power-forms remains one 
of the mysteries of our time. Max Weber taught that such groups formed 
around charismatic individuals who olfered alternative visions of the world, 
visions that made sense of the contemporary chaos. Marx suggested that from 
time to time a few individuals would swing so free of their assigned places in 
the existing class structure that they could view the structure as a whole and 
the historical process producing it; they could then teach their view to others 
who were still caught in the structure. Since Marx and Weber we have had 
some heroie conceptuaHzing and cataloging of the varieties of intrinsically 
revolutionary groups (see Smelser 1963, Upset and Raab 1970, Gamson 1968). 
But the rise and fall of diverse movements of protest since World War Il has 
shown us that we still have almost no power to anticipate where and when 
such committed groups will appear. 

The turning of contenders from compatible objectives is rather less of a 
mystery, because we can witness its occurrence as old members lose their posi
tions in the polityand as challengers are refusecl access to power. The former is 
the recurrent his tory of right-wing activism, the latter the standard condition 
for left-wing activism. Marx hirnself gave the classic analysis of th~ process of 
radicalization away from seme sort of accommodation with the existing 
system toward an exclusive, revolutionary position. His argument was precise
ly that through repeated victimization under bourgeois democracy (a 
victimization, to be sure, dictated by the logic of capitalism) workers would 
gradually turn away from its illusions toward class-conscious militancy. That 
he should have overestimated the polarizing elfects of industrial capitalism 
and underestimated the absorptive capacity of the polities it supported does 
not reduce the accuracy of his perception of the relationships. So far as Marx 
was concerned a newly forming and growing class was the only candidate for 
such a transformation. In fact, the general principle appears to apply as weil to 
national minorities, age-sex groups, regional populations, or any other 
mobilizing group which makes repeated unsuccessful bids for power. 
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The elaboration of new ideologies, new creeds, new theories of how the 
wodd works, is part and parcel of both paths to a revolutionary position: the 
emergence of brand-new challengers and the tuming of existing contenders. 
Most likely the artieulation of ideologies which capture and formulate the 
problems of such contenders in itself accelerates their mobilization and change 
of direction: how great an independent weight to attribute to ideological in
novation is another recurrent puzzle in the analysis of revolution. 

The need for elaboration of ideologies is one of the chief reasons for the 
exeeptional importanee of intelleetuals in revolutionary movements. The 
reHections of a leading French Marxist intellectual on current politicalstrategy 

are revealing: 

The revolutionary party's capacity for hegemony is directly linked to the extent 
of Hs influence in the professions and in intellectual circles. It can counter 
bourgeois ideology to the degree that it inspires their inquiries and draws their 
vanguard into reflection on an "alternative model," while respecting t~e.in~epen
dence of these inquiries. The mediation of the intellectual vanguard 1S IndISpen
sable in combatting and destroying the grip of the dominant ideology. It is also 
necessary in order to give the dominated classes a language and a means of 
expression which will make them conscious of the reality of their subordination 
and exploitation (Gorz 1969: 241-242). 

This is a congenial doctrine for an intellectual to hold. Yet it corresponds to a 
vigorous reality: as Barrington Moore suggests, an outpouring of new thought 
articulating objectives incompatible with the continuation of the existing pol
ity is prabably our single most reliable sign that the first condition of a revolu
tionary situation is being fulfilled. 

Aceeptanee of Alternative Claims 
The second condition is commitment to the claims by a significant segment of 
the subject population. The first and second conditions ovedap, since the veer
ing of an already-mobilized contender toward exclusive alternative claims to 
contral of the govemment simultaneously establishes the claims and produces 
eommitment to them. Yet expansion of eommitment ean oeeur without the 
establishment of any new exclusive claims through (a) the further mobilization 
of the contenders involved, and (b) the acceptance of those claims by other 
individuals and groups. It is in accounting for the expansion and contraetion 
of this sort of commitment that attitudinal analyses of the type conducted by 
Ted Gurr, lames Davies, and Neil Smelser should have their greatest power. 

Two classes of action by govemments have a strong tendency to expand 
commitment to revolutionary claims. The first is the sudden failure of the 
govemment to meet specific obligations whieh members of the subject popula-
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tions regard as well established and crucial to their own welfare . I have in 
mind obligations to provide employment, welfare services, protection, access 
to justice, and the other major services of government. 

Italy, for example, experienced aseries of crises of this sort at the end of 
Wodd War I, despite the fact that she had ended up on the "winning" side. The 
demobilization of the army threw over two million men on a soft labor 
market, the Huctuation and relaxation of controls over food supplies and 
prices aggrieved millions of consumers, and peasants (including demobilized 
soldiers) began to take into their own hands the redistribution of land they 
argued the govemment had promised during the war. The consequent with
drawal of commitment !rom the govemment opened the way to fascism. Both 
Right and Left mobilized in response to the govemment's inability to deli ver 
on Hs promises. In the event, the regime chose to tolerate or support the Fascist 
strong-arm squadri in their effort to destroy the most effective working-class 
organizations. For that reason (rather than any fundamental similarity in their 
soeial bases) the initial geographie distribution of Italian Faseism resembled the 
distribution of soeialist strength: the Po Valley, the northern industrial eities, 
and so forth. The Right: Far Right coalition worked, more or less, in crushing 
the organized segments of the Left. But it left the Fascists in nearly autonomous 
contral of large parts of Italy: multiple sovereignty. 

The case of postwar Italy has a threefold importance, for it illustrates a 
process which was widespread (although generally less acute) elsewhere in 
Europe at the same time. It falls into a very general pattern in which the end of 
war (victorious or not) produces a crisis of governmental incapacity. Finally, it 
demonstrates the way in which movements of protest themselves not clearly 
"right" or "left" in orientation sometimes open the way to a right-wing (or, for 
that matter, left-wing) seizure of power. 

The second class of govemmental action whieh commonly expands the 
commitment of important segments of the population to revolutionary claims 
is a rapid or unexpected increase in the government's demand for surrender of 
resources by its subject population. An inerease in taxes is the clearest ex
ample, but military conscription, the commandeering of land, crops, or farm 
animals, and the imposition of corvees have all played an historieal role in the 
indtement of opposition. Gabriel Ardant (1965) argues, with widespread evi
dence, that increased taxation has been the single most important stimulus to 
popular rebellion throughout westem his tory . Furthermore, he points out that 
the characteristic circumstanees of tax rebellions in Europe since 1500 are not 
what most historians have thought. Instead of being either the last resort of 
those who are in such misery that any more taxation will destroy them or the 
first resort of privileged parties who refuse to let anything slip away !rom 
them, the rebellion against new taxes most commonly arises where com-
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munities find themselves incapable of marketing enough of their goods to ac
quire the funds demanded by the government, 

Ardant considers "incapable of marketing" to mean either that the local 
economy is insufficiently commercialized or that the market for the particular 
products of the community in question has contracted, Eric Wolf's analysis of 
the relationship between peasants and the market, however, suggests that "in
capability" refers more generally to any demands which would make it im
possible for people to fuHill the obligations which bind them to the local 
community, and whose fuHillment makes them honorable men, It follows 
directly from Wolf's argument that increased taxation in the face of little 
commercialization or the contraction of demand for the products already 
being marketed by a peasant community tends to have devastating effects on 
the structure of the community, 

Other types of communities face different versions of the same problems, 
The consequence is that rapidly increased extraction of resources by the 
government-which in western countries has most frequently occurred in pre
parations for war-regularly persuades some segment of the population that 
the government is no longer legitimate, while those who oppose it are, 

Such a shift in position sometimes occurs rapidly, with little advance 
warning, This appears to be especially likely when a contender or set of con
tenders mobilizes quickly in response to a general threat to its position -an in
vasion, an economic crisis, a major attempt by landlords, the state, or 
someone else to deprive them of crucial resources, We find the villagers of 
northern England rising in a Pilgrimage of Grace to oppose Henry VIII' s dis
possession of the monasteries, Mexican peasants banding together to resist the 
threat of takeover of their common lands, Japanese countrymen recurrently 
joining bloody uprisings against the im position of new taxes. 

This defensive mobilization is not simply a cumulation of individual dis
satisfactions with hardship or a mechanical group response to deprivation. 
Whether it occurs at all depends very much, as Eric Wolf and others have 
shown, on the preexisting structure of power and solidarity within the popu
lation experiencing the threat. Furthermore, Hs character is not intrinsical1y 
either "revolutionary" or "counter-revolutionary"; that depends mainly on the 
coalitions the potential rebels make, This defensive mobilization is the most 
volatile feature of a revolutionary situation, both because it often occurs fast 
and because new coalitions between a rapidly mobilized group and established 
contenders for power can suddenly create a significant commiLment to an al

ternative polity. 
If that is the case, there may be something to the common notion that 

revolutions are most likely to occur when a sharp contraction in well-being 
follows a long period of improvement, James Davies has propounded the idea 
under the label of "J-curve hypo thesis" and Ted Gurr has treated it as one of 
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the chief variants of his general condition for rebellion: a widening of the ex
pectation-achievement gap, All the attempts to test these attitudinal versions 
of the theory have been dogged by the difficulty of measuring changes in ex
pectations and achievements far large populations over substantial blocks of 
time and by the tendency of most analysts to work from the fact of revolution 
back to the search for evidence of short-run deprivation and then further back 
to the search for evidence of long-run improvernent, not necessarily with re
spect to the same presumed wants, needs, or expectations, The latter pro
cedure has the advantage of alm ost always producing a fit between the data 
and the theory, and the disadvantage of not being a reliable test of the theory, 
The question rernains open. 

Assuming that sharp contractions following long expansions da produce 
revolutionary situations with exceptional frequency, however, the line of 
argument pursued here leads to an interesting alternative explanation of the J
curve phenomenon, It is that during a long run of expanding resources, the 
governrnent tends to take on cornmitrnents to redistribute resources to new 
contenders and the polity tends to admit challengers more easily because the 
relative cost to existing mernbers 1S lower when resources are expanding. In the 
event of quick contracHon, the governrnent has greater cornmitments, new 
matters of right, to members of the polity, and has acquitted partial commit
ments to new contenders, perhaps not members of the polity, but very likely 
forrning coalitions with mernbers. The governrnent faces a choke between 
(1) greatly increasing the coercion applied to the more vulnerable segments of 
the population in order to bring up the yield of resources for reallocation or 
(2) breaking commitments where that will incite the least dangerous opposi
tion, Either step is likely to lead to a defensive mobilization, and thence to a 
threat of revolution, Such a situation does, to be sure, promote the disappoint
ment of rising expectations, But the principallink between the J-curve and the 
revolutionary situation, in this hypo thesis, lies in the changing relations be
tween contenders and governrnent likely to occur in aperiod of expanding re
sources. 

In a longer historical view, the changes which have most often produced 
the rapid shifts in cornrnitrnent away frorn existing governments and es
tablished polities are processes which directly affect the autonomy of smaller 
units within the span of the government: the rise and fall of centralized states, 
the expansion and contracHon of national rnarkets, the concentration and dis
persion of control over property. Prosperity and depression, urbanization and 
ruralizaHon, industrialization and deindustrialization, sanctification and 
secularization occur in a dispersed and incrernental fashion. 

Although state making, the expansion and contraction of markets, and 
property shifts also develop incrementally most of the time, they are especially 
susceptible of producing dramatic confrontations of rights, privileges, and 
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principles: this tax collector wants the family cow, this merchant proposes to 
buy the village commons, this prince fails to protect his subjects !rom bandits. 
S. N. Eisenstadt (1963) has brought out the extreme vulnerability of vast 
bureaucratic empires to overexpansion and to damage' at the center; both, in 
his analysis; tend to produce rebellions in which peripheral agents of the 
empire seek to establish autonomous control over the lands, men, organi~ 
zations and wealth first mobilized by the empire. Fernand BraudeI (1966) has 
stressed the frequency with which banditry and related struggles for local 
power proliferated as the ephemeral states of seventeenth-century Europe con
tracted. In all these cases, spokesmen for large-scale organization and cen
tripetal processes find themselves locked in struggle with advocates of small
scale autonomy. 

In order to produce multiple sovereignty, and thus become revolutionary, 
commitments to some alternative claimant must be activated in the face of 
prohibitions or contrary directives from the government. The moment at 
which some people belonging to members of the alternative coalition seize 
contro} over some portion of the government, and other people not previously 
attached to the coalition honor their directives, marks the beginning of a 
revolutionary situation. That acceptance of directives may, to be sure, occur 
as a result of duress or deception as weIl as of conversion to the cause. A mix
ture of duress, deception, and conversion will olten do the job. 

The presence of a coherent revolutionary organization makes a great 
difference at exactly this point. An organization facilitates the initial seizure of 
contro!, spreads the news, activates the commitments already made by specific 
men. If so, Lenin provides a more reliable guide to revolutionary strategy than 
Sorel: Lenin's closely directed conspiratorial party contrasts sharply with the 
spontaneous and purifying rebellion in which Sorel placed his hopes. But the 
existence of such an organization also makes the start of revolution more 
closely dependent on the decisions of a small number of men -and thus, para
doxically, subject to chance and idiosyncrasy. 

In the last analysis, activation of revolutionary commitments happens 
through an extension of the same processes which create the commitments. 
Conspiratorial organization simply happens to be the one which maximizes 
the opportunity of the committed to calculate the right moment to strike 
against the government. The government's sudden inability to meet its own re
sponsibilities (as in the German insurrections during the disintegration of the 
imperial war eflort in 1918) or its violation of the established rights of its sub
ject population (as in the 1640 rebellions of Portugal and Catalonia against 
Castile, which followed Olivares's attempt to squeeze exceptional resources 
from those reluctant provinces for the conduct of his war with France) can 
simultaneously spread and activate the commitment to its revolutionary 
opposition. 
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In a case like that of the Taiping rebellion, the rapid mobilization of a con
tender advancing exc1usive alternative claims to control over the government 
itself leads quickly and inevitably to a break and to an armed struggle. The 
dramatic weakening of a government's repressiv~ capacity through war, de
feetion, or catastrophe can simultaneously create the possibility of revolution 
and encourage the revolutionaries to make their bid; the quick succession' of 
the French revolution of 1870 to the defeat of the Emperor by Prussia falls into 
this category. 

Governmental Inaction 

Condition three is the incapacity or unwillingness of the agents of the govern
ment to suppress the alternative coaHtion or the commitment to Hs claims. 
Three paths are possible: (a) sheer insufficiency of the available means of 
coercion: (b) inefficiency in applying the means: (c) inhibitions to their appli
cation. The starkest cases of insufficiency occur when the balance of coercive 
resources between the government and the alternative coalition swings 
suddenly toward the latter, because the government has suffered a sudden de
pIetion of Hs resources (as in a lost war), because the alternative coaHtion has 
managed a sudden mobilization of resources (as in the pooling of private arms) 
or because a new contencler with abundant coercive resources has joined the 
coalition (as in the defection of troops or foreign intervention). However, the 
massing of rebels in loeations remote !rom the centers of coercive strength, the 
implantation of the alternative coalition in a rough and unknown terrain, and 
the adoption of tactics unfamiliar to the professional forces of the government 
all raise the cost of suppression as weIl. 

Ted Gurr (1969: 235-236) develops an interesting argument about the 
balance of coercive resources between a government and Hs opponents. In his 
phrasing, "The likelihood of internal war increases as the ratio of dissident to 
regime coercive control approaches equality." (For "equality:: read "one"; 
Walter Korpi has expanded a similar argument into a general model of con
flict.) Gurr is referring direetly to the probable magnitude of collective vio
lence: where the balance strongly favors the government, goes the argument, 
only dispersed acts of rebellion occur: where the balance strongly favors its 
opponents, the government tends to be a pawn in their hands. The analysis 
applies even more plausibly to the likelihood of revolution, for an alternative 
coalition with large coercive resources is likely to seize control with at most an 
instant of multiple s(>vereignty, while an alternative coalition with small 
coercive resources will never get multiple sovereignty started. 

Inefficiency in applying means which are, in principle, sufficient is harder 
to pin down and explain: the inefficient almost always plead insufficient 
means. William Langer (1969: esp. 321-322) contends that had the authorities 
not bungled their repression of various popular movements the European 
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revolutions of 1848 would never have occurred. To have confidence in his con
clusion we have to assess the balance of coercive means between popular 
movements and governments as weIl as the political inhibitions to repression. 
In prerevoIutionary 1848 the governments clearly had the edge in men, 
weapons, supplies, and coercive technique. The strong commitment of the 
new bourgeois, who had been acquiring significant roles in European govern
ments to certain kinds of civilliberties, and various working-class movements, 
however, both stayed the government's hand. From a strietly instrumental 
perspective, all such inhibitions are "ineffident." Yet not to distinguish them 
from the apparent incompetence of the Egyptian regime toppled in 1952 or the 
Turkish sultanate displaced in 1919 blurs the essential explanation of these 
events. 

Inhibitions to the application of available coercive means are more in
teresting than shortages or ineffieiency, because they are so likely to flow from 
the political pracess itself. The great importance of coalitions between es
tablished members of the polity and revolutionary challengers exemplifies the 
point very wel!. The Uni ted States of the 1960s witnessed the constant for
mation and reformation of coalitions between groups of intellectuals, opposi
tion politicians, Black Liberation movements, students and peace activists, 
some within the Ameriean polity and some outside of it. The total effect of 
these coalitions fell considerably short of revolution, but while operating they 
shielded those whose principles offered the greatest challenge to the existing 
distribution of power from the treatment they received from police, troops, 
and other repressors when acting on their own. 

Despite the implications of this example, however, the most crudal coali
tions over the whole range of revolutions surely link challengers directly with 
military forces. The Egyptian and Turkish revolutions stand near the extreme 
at which the chief claims to alternative control of the government come from 
within the military itself; in both cases soldiers domina ted a coalition linking 
dissident politicians and local movements of resistance. In the midst of the 
range we find events like the Russian revolution, in which the military were far 
from paramount, but important segments of the military defected, dis
integrated, or refused to repress their brethren. The more extensive the pre
revolutionary coalitions between challengers and military units, the more 
likely this is to happen. 

In this respect and others, war bears a crucial relationship to revolution. 
Walter Laqueur (1968: 501) puts it this way: 

War appears to have been the decisive factor in the emergence of revolutionary 
situations in modern tirnes; most modern revolutions, both successful and 
abortive, have followed in the wake of war (the Paris Commune of 1871, the 
Russian revolution of 1905, the various revolutions after the two World Wars, in
cluding the Chinese revolutions). These have occurred not only in the countries 
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that suffered defeat. The general dislocation caused by war, the materiallosses 
and human sacrifices, create a climate conducive to radical change. A large 
section of the population has been armed; human life seems considerably less 
valuable than in peacetime. In a defeated country authority tends to disintegrate, 
and acute social dissatisfaction receives additional impetus frorn a sense of 
wounded national prestige (the Young Turks in 1908, Naguib and Nasser in 
1952). The old leadership is discredited by defeat, and the appeal for radical sodal 
change and national reassertion thus falls on fertile ground. 

No doubt the statement suffers from a superabundance of explanations. Still it 
points out the essential relationship between war and the repressive capacity of 
the government. 

Although war temporarily places large coercive resources under the 
control of a government, it does not guarantee that they will be adequate to 
the demands placed upon them, that they will be used efficiently, or that they 
will even remain under the government's firm contra!. Defeat and/or 
demobilization provide especially favorable circumstances for revolution be
cause they combine the presence of substantial coercive resources with un
certain control over their use. 

War also matters in quite a different way. By and large, wars have always 
provided the principal occasions on whieh states have rapidly increased their 
levies of resources from their subject populations. Conscription is only the 
self-evident case. Demands for taxes, forced loans, food, nonmilitary labor, 
manufactured goods, and raw materials follow the same pattern. The in
creased exactions almost always meet widespread resistance, which the agents 
of states counter with persuasion and force. 

Despite the advantage of having extensive estates to squeeze and a 
wealthy church to dispossess, the Tudors pressed their England hard to 
support the military forces they committed to sixteenth-century warfare. They 
faced serious rebellion in 1489, 1497, 1536, 1547, 1549, 1553 and 1569. The last 
three-Kett's, Wyatt's and the Northern Rebellion-centered on dynastie 
issues and consisted largely of risings engineered by regional magnates. The 
first four, on the other hand, were popular rebellions; every one of them began 
with the crown's sudden laying hand on resources previously outside its 
contro!. The general pattern is the same as I have already described for tax re
bellions: the rapid mobilization of an entire population which then challenges 
the very injustice of the royal demand for men, money, or goods. 

PROXIMATE CAUSES OF REVOLUTIONARY OUTCOMES 

Let us focus on the short and medium runs, reserving for later another look at 
lang-run conditions for revolutionary outcomes. Three sets of conditions 
appear to be powerful proximate causes of significant transfers of power: 
(1) the presence of a revolutionary situation: multiple sovereignty; (2) revolu-
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tionary coalitions between challengers and members of the polity; (3) control 
of substantial force by the revolutionary coalition. 

To what extent the development of a revolutionary situation is a symp
tom, rather than a cause, of a revolutionary outcome is not easy to resolve. In 
a long view, whether a revolutionary division of the polity occurs depends on 
the same conditions which determine whether a major transfer of power 
occurs: the formation of a coalition of mobilized contenders organized around 
interests which pit them and a substantial segment of the population against 
the dominant members of the polity. In that long view, whether the transfer of 
power occurs through a break in the polity, the threat of a break, or a mo~e 
gradual succession does not matter much. Nonetheless, I would hazard thls 
generalization: the more extensive the revolutionary situation, the greater .the 
likelihood of an extensive transfer of power. That is, indeed, one of the Im-
plicit messages of Fig. 7-3, the classification of power transfers. . . 

An extensive revolutionary situation-a costly split between the eXlstmg 
polity and an effective alternative coalition-increases the likelihood of an ex
tensive transfer of power in several ways. The more extensive the revolu
tionary situation, the harder it is for any organized group or segment of the 
population to avoid committing itself to one side or the other .. That commIt
ment makes it more difficult for any contender to reconstItute ItS old multIple 
alliances in the postrevo!utionary settlement. The more extensive the revolu
tionary situation, the more experience the revolutionary coalition will have in 
forging its own instruments of government independent of the existing holders 
of power. The party, the army, or the insurrectionary committee becomes the 
skeleton (or perhaps the blueprint, or both) of the new government. The more 
extensive the revolutionary situation, the more opportunity and justification 
the revolutionary coalition will have to attack the persons and resources of the 
powerholders, and thus to block their chances to regain power later. 

These generalizations are not new. They are a standard piece of revolu-
tionarywisdom. Writing in December, 1948, Mao Tse-Tung put it this way: 

The raging tide of China's revolution is forcing all social strata to .decid~ their att~
tude. A new change is taking place in the balance of dass forces In Chma. Multl
tudes of people are breaking away from Kuomintang influence and control and 
coming over to the revolutionary camp; and the Chinese reactionaries have fallen 
into hopeless straits, isolated and abandoned. As the People's War of Liberation 
draws doser and doser to final victory, all the revolutionary people and all 
friends of the people will unite more solidly and, led by the Communist Party of 
China, resolutely demand the complete destruction of the reactionary forces an~ 
the thoroughgoing development of the revolutionary forces unHl a peopte s 
democratic republic on a country-wide scale is founded and a peace based on 
unity and democracy is achieved (Mao 1961: 305). 

The experience of China in the following years confirms the general relation-
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ship between the extensiveness of the revolutionary situation and the 
thoroughness of the transfer of power. 

Coalitions between Members and Challengers 

The second proximate cause of significant power transfers, however, works 
against the first to some extent. It is the formation of coalitions between 
members of the polity and the contenders advancing exclusive alternative 
claims to control over the government. The relationship is actually cur
vilinear: If no such coalition exists, that diminishes the chance that the 
revolutionary coalition will win-that there will be any transfer of power at 
all. The existence of a coalition increases the likelihood of some transfer of 
power. But if the coalitions are extensive, the revolutionary settlement will 
tend to restore the previous status quo. The wise revolutionary who wishes to 
produce a large transfer of power forms the minimum necessary coalition with 
existing members of the polity, and forces his coalition partners to break irre
vocably with other members of the polity. 

The nature of such a coalition is for a member of the polity to trade re
sources with achallenger, for example, an exchange of jobs for electoral 
support. Such a coalition is always risky, since the challenger will always be 
on the losing end of the exchange as compared with the value of the resources 
when traded among members of the polity, and therefore disposed to move its 
extensive mobilized resources elsewhere. Nevertheless the challenger is likely 
to accept a coalition where it oHers a defense against repression or devaluation 
of its resources and the member is likely to accept it when the polity is closely 
divided, or when no coalition partners are available within the polity, or when 
its own membership is in jeopardy for want of resources. 

A classic revolutionary tactic also falls under the heading of chal
lenger-member coalition: the penetration of an organization which already 
.has an established place in the structure of power. As early as 1901, Lenin was 
enunciating such an approach to trade unions: 

Every Social-Democratic worker should as far as possible assist and actively work 
in these organizations. But, while this is true, it is certainly not in our interest to 
demand that only Social-Democrats should be eligible for membership in the 
"trade" unions, since that would only narrow the scope of our influence upon the 
masses. Let every worker who understands the need to unite for the struggle 
against the employers and the governments join the trade unions. The very aim of 
the trade unions would be impossible of achievement, if they did not unite all who 
have attained at least this elementary degree of understanding, if they were not 
very broad organizations. The broader these organizations, the broader will be 
our influence over them-an influence due, not only to the "spontaneous" devel
opment of the economic struggle, but to the direct and conscious effort of the 
socialist trade union members to influence their comrades (Lenin 1967b: 191). 
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In these cases, the trade unions were normally established members of their re
spective polities, while the Sodal Democrats in question were challengers still 
outside the polity. In this same message, Lenin concludes by recommending 
the control of the large, open, legal union by the secret, c1osed, disdplined 
revolutionary party. 

Splinter groups of intellectuals appear to have a special propensity to 
form coalitions outside the polity. They trade off ideologieal work, publicity 
for the demands of the challenger, leadership skills, and access to persons in 
high places for various forms of support: personnel for demonstrations, elec
toral strength, defense against other threatening challengers, and so on. 
Analysts of revolution as diverse as Crane Brinton and Barrington Moore have 
considered the "desertion of the intellectuals" to be a crucial early omen of a 
revolutionary situation. The "desertion" may, of course, consist of individual 
acceptance of exclusive alternative claims to control of the government. It may 
also take the form of rejecting all claims, in good anarchist fashion. But the 
shifts in commitment by intellectuals whieh contribute most to hastening a 
revolutionary situation, in my view, consist of coalitions between revolu
tionary challengers and groups of intellectuals having membership in the 
polity. The propensity of French left-wing intellectuals to form such coali
tions-without quite relinquishing their own claims to power and privilege-is 
legendary. 

Control of Substantial Force 
Control over the major organized means of coercion within the population is 
pivotal to the success or failure of any effort to seize power. Within all con
temporary states, that means control of the military forces. Although de
fection of the military is by no means a sulficient condition for a takeover by 
the rebels, no transfer of power at all is Iikely in a revolutionary situation if the 
govemment retains complete control of the military past the opening of that 
'situation (Chorley 1943, Andreski 1968, RusseIl1974). 

D.E.H. Russell took up the question in the case of fourteen twen
tieth-century mass rebellions, seven of them successful, seven of them unsuc

cessful: 

Successful 

Afghanistan 1929 
Albania 1924 
Bolivia 1952 
Brazil1930 
China 1949 
Cuba 1959 
Mexico 1911 

Unsuccessful 

Austria 1934 
Burma 1953 
Colombia 1948 
Cuba 1912 
Honduras 1933 
Italy 1949 
Spain 1934 
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By "rebellion," Russell means "a form of violent power struggle in which the 
overthrow of the regime is threatened by means that include violen ce" (RusseIl 
1974: 56). By successful rebellion, which she equates with revolution, Russell 
means those in which the rebels or their chosen representatives assume the 
positi?~s of power. Her distinction between rebellion and revolution paralleIs 
the dlstmCtI~n between revolutionary situation and revolutionary outcome, 
except that lt excludes the possibility of revolution without rebellion. In the 
fourteen cases, Russell works out a scale for the disloyalty of the govemmental 
armed forces. The scale appears in Table 7-1. As the table shows, the dis
loyalty score has three components: the degree of disloyalty (0), the timing of 
dlsloyalty (T), and the proportion of the armed forces which were disloyal (P). 
The baSIC formula, with adjustments for the number of different armed forces 
involved and the different phases of their action, is the product of the three 
components: 0 X T X P. Russell found some overlap between the distribu-

Table 7-1 D.E.H. Russell's armed force disloyalty scale 

1. Degree of disloyalty (D) 
o = willing, enthusiastic fighters 

1 = unwilling fighters, e.g., surrendered readily 

2 = neutral, e.g., stood by without resisting, ran away 

3 = actively helped rebels, e.g., gave arms, informed rebels of troop maneuvers 
and battle plans 

4 = fought on the side of the rebels 

2. Time at which disloyal (T) 
o = never (in the last 5 % of the duration) 

1 = near the end (in the last 6%-25% of the duration) 

2 = about halfway through (from 26%-75% of the duration) 

3 = near the beginning (in the first 6%-25% of the duration) 

4 = from the start (in the first 0%-5% of the duration) 

3. Proportion of armed forces disloyal at a particular time (P) 
0= none (0%-1%) 

0.5 ~ few (2%-10%) 

1 ~ some(1l%-25%) 

2 = considerable (26%-50%) 

3 = majority (51 % -95 %) 

4 ~ all (96%-100%) 

Source Russell 1974: 74. 
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tions of loyalty scores for sueeessful and unsueeessful rebellions. For example, 
the Burmese rebellion of 1954 failed despite wide support from the armed 
forces. For another, the defeetions of Batista's armed forees to Castro's 
suceessful Cuban revolution were few and la te . On the average, nevertheless, 
the sueeessful rebellions had mueh higher disloyalty scores. Furthermore, in no 
ease did sueeess eome without some armed force disloyalty signifieantly before 
the end of the rebellion. This last is neeessarily Russell's most eontroversial 
finding; one ean easily argue that it merely shows that the armed forces, too, 
eventually see which way the revolutionary wind is blowing. Sinee Russell ex
plieitly builds in the timing of disloyalty, however, the general results look 
solid. 

It follows more or less direetly that the greater the coereive resourees-in
cluding private armies, weapons, and segments of the national armed 
forees-initially eontrolled by the revolutionary eoalition, the more likely a 
transfer of power. Likewise, the earlier movement of coercive resources to the 
alternative eoalition, the more likely a transfer of power. The mobilization of 
other resourees probably affeets the chances of aeguiring power signifieantly 
as weIl, but at a lower rate than the mobilization of eoereive means. It also 
follows that the presenee of existing members of the polity in the revolutionary 
eoalition will inerease the chances for some transfer of power (although it 
reduees the chances for a eomplete wresting of power from members of the 
polity) both beeause of the additional resourees it brings to the coalition and 
beeause of the greater likelihood that the armed forees will defeet, waver, or 
remain neutral when eonfronted with established members of the polity. 

REVOLUTIONARY SEQUENCES AND COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 

We have explored three proximate eauses of revolutionary situations: (1) the 
appearance of contenders, or coalitions of contenders, advancing exc1usive al
ternative claims to the control over the government which is currently exerted 
by the members of the polity; (2) eommitment to these cIaims by a signifieant 
segment of the subjeet population; (3) ineapaeity or unwillingness of the agents 
of the government to suppress the alternative coaHlion and/or the commit
ment to its claims. Another triad summarized proximate causes of revolu
tionary outcomes: (a) the presenee of a revolutionary situation; (b) revolu
tionary coalitions between ehallengers and members of the polity; (e) eontrol 
of substantial force by the revolutionary eoalition. Put together, the items are 
a recipe for revolution. 

To sum up the implieations of the reeipe, we might put together an 
idealized revolutionary sequence: 

1 gradual mobilization of contenders making exclusive claims to govern
mental eontrol and/or unaeeeptable to the members of the polity; 
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2 rapid inerease in the number of people aeeepting those claims and/or 
rapid expansion of the coalition including the unaeeeptable or exclusive eon
tenders; 

3 unsueeessful efforts by the government (at the behest of members of the 
polity) to suppress the alternative coalition and/or the aeeeptanee of its 
claims; this may weIl incIude attempts at foreed demobilization-seizure, 
devaluation, or dispersion of the resourees at the disposal of eontenders; 

4 establishment by the alternative coalition of effeetive eontrol over some 
portion of the government-a territorial branch, a functional subdivision, a 
portion of its personne!; 

5 struggles of the alternative coalition to maintain or expand that control; 
6 reeonstruetion of a single polity through the victory of the alternative 

eoalition, through its defeat, or through the establishment of a modus vivendi 
between the alternative eoalition and some or all of the old members; frag
mentation of the revolutionary coalitionj 

7 reim position of routine govemmental eontrol throughout the subjeet 
population. 

1 layout the seguenee not to propose a new "natural history" of revolution, in 
the style of Lyford P. Edwards or Crane Brinton, but to identify the logic of 
the previous discussion. 

That logic differs eonsiderably from the eommon idea of revolution as a 
sort of tension release. If a tension-release model of revolution were correct, 
one might reasonably expeet the level of eolleetive violenee to mount un
steadily to the climax-the revolutionary situation itself-and then decIine 
rapidly. At that point, presumably, the tension is dissipated. The "eontention" 
modell have been following suggests a different seguenee. lt does not prediet 
clearly to the eurve of violenee before a revolution, sinee that depends on the 
pattern of mobilization and eontention leading to the establishment of multiple 
sovereignty. Yet it does deny the necessity of a buildup of violenee before a 
revolution. 

On the other hand, the eontention model makes it appear likely that onee 
multiple sovereignty begins, eolleetive violenee will eontinue at high levels 
lang after the basic issue is deeided, and will taper off gradually. Sehemati
eally, the eontrast appears in Fig. 7-4. There are several reasons for this 
general predietion. First, the appearanee of multiple sovereignty puts into 
question the aehieved position of every single eontender, whether a member of 
the polity or not, and therefore tends to initiate a general round of mutual 
testing among contenders. That testing in itself produces collective violence. 

Seeond, the struggle of one polity against its rival amounts to war: a 
battle fought with unlimited means. Sinee eontrol of the entire government is 
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at stake, high costs and high risks are justified. High costs and high risks in
clude destruction of persons and property. 

Third, the revolutionary coalition is likely to fragment once the initial 
seizure of control over the central governmental apparatus occurs, and that 
fragmentation itself tends to produce further struggles involving violence. The 
revolutionary coalition fragments for several reasons: it takes a larger 
mobilized mass to seize power than to maintain it; the inevitable divergence of 
some major objectives of the contenders within the coalition will come to the 
fore once the eommon objective of seizure of power has been accomplished; 
those eontenders which have mobilized rapidly up to the point of revolution 
are also likely to demobilize rapidly due to the underdevelopment of their 
organization for the management of the mobilized resources, and thus will 
tend to lose position in the next rounds of testing. 
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Fourth, the victorious polity still faces the problem of reimposing routine 
governmental eontrol over the subject population even after multiple 
sovereignty has ended. As the government returns to its work of extracting 
and redistributing resourees, it finds people reluctant to pay taxes, give up 
their land, send their sons to war, devote their time to loeal administration. 
And so a new round of violent imposition and violent resistance begins. Where 
the initiallocus of the revolution is eonstricted, this is likely to show up as a 
spread of collective violenee to other parts of the population. In a centralized 
governmental system, the most common sequence is therefore likely to be a 
large and decisive struggle at the center followed by a more widespread but 
less eritical series of battles through the rest of the territory. 

Within this framework, several conditions appear likely to affect the 
overall level of violen ce produced by a revolution. In general, the larger the 
number of eontenders involved in the struggle for power (holding constant the 
number of people involved), the higher the level of violence, because the 
number of mutual tests of position between contenders likely rises ex
ponentially with the number of contenders. The greater the fluctuation in 
eontrol of various segments of the government by different coalitions of con
tenders, the higher the level of violen ce, both because the seizure of control 
itself brings violent resistance and because eaeh change of control sets off 
further testing of position. 

Finally, the character of the repressive means under government contro! 
strongly affects the degree of violence. The connections are obvious yet com
plicated: the use of lethaI weapons for crowd eontrol inereases deaths through 
collective violen ce, the division of labor between specialists in domestic order 
(police) and war (armies) probably decreases it, the relationship to overall re
pressive capacity of the government is probably curvilinear (little damage to 
persons or property where the government has great repressive capacity, Httle 
damage where its repressive capacity is slight), the level of violenee probably 
rises as the armament of the government and of Hs opponents approaches 
equality. All of these relationships, and more, are plausible, but no more than 
slivers of systematic evidence for their actual validity exist. 

If these generalizations have something to them, the extent of collective 
violenee produced by a revolution should be only weakly and indirectly 
related to the extent to which the distribution of power changes. A zero redis
tribution of power (which most of us would call a failure of the revolution) can 
occur as an outcome of any of the ideal stages presented befere, although it 
becomes less probable as the stages proceed. 

REVOLUTIONARY OUTCOMES AND FURTHER STRUCTURAL CHANGES 

Under what conditions does extensive structural change accompany or result 
from a revolution? To the degree that struetural change rneans transfer of 



220 Revolution and Rebellion 

power from dass to dass, party to party, contender to contender, to be sure, 
we have already examined the question. But if it means further redistribution 
of resources, changes in the quality of life, urbanization, industrialization, 
moral reconstruction, everything depends on the time scale one adopts. 

Relatively few permanent changes of this sort actually occur in the course 
of revolutions. Engels, Sore!, and Fanon all held out the hope of a vast moral 
regeneration within the act of revolution itself; the historical experience is 
sadly lacking in examples thereof. The other structural rearrangements whieh 
occur in the course of revolutions are typieally temporary: the mobilization of 
men, loyalties, organizational talents, and weapons at a national level whieh 
recedes as the new structure of power crystallizes; the disruption of daily rou
tines for festivals, deliberations, emergencies; the provisional appearance of 
commissars, governing committees, task forces. Michael Walzer has brilliantly 
portrayed a revolutionary outlook for seventeenth-century England, Richard 
Cobb a revolutionary mentality for eighteenth-century France; nevertheless, 
for the outlooks and mentalities of most people, revolutions are but passing 
moments. 

A few great revolutions provide exceptions to this absence of short-run 
transformation; that is perhaps what permits us to call them great revolutions. 
Although the nobles and the clergy regained some of their position in France 
with and after Napoleon, the confiscation and sale of aristocratic and 
ecclesiastical property from 1790 to 1793 permanently shifted the weight away 
from those two powerful classes. The Soviets survived the Bolshevik Revolu
tion. The Chinese communists began reorganizing village structure almost as 
soon as they were on the scene. Contrary to the world-weary view of Crane 
Brinton, who argued that a revolution took a country through tremendous 
turmoil to a position approximately the same as it would have occupied any
way after an equivalent lapse of time, it may be that the extent of structural al
teration occurring while multiple sovereignty persists is our best sign of the 
depth of the permanent change to be produced by the revolution. 

Qver the long run, revolutions appear to change the direction of struc
tural transformation to the extent that they produce a transfer of power. 
Where there is a large transfer of power among classes, the partieular coalition 
which gains profoundly shapes the subsequent political development of the 
country. Barrington Moores comparison of India, Japan, China, the Uni ted 
States, France, England, Germany, and Russia makes preciseIy that point. 
Military coups alm ost never produce any significant structural change 
-despite the declarations of national renovation which ritually accompany 
them these days-because they involve minor rearrangements among extreme
ly limited sets of contenders. The apparent exceptions to this rule, revolutions 
from above Hke those of Japan and Turkey, ordinarily have a reforming seg-
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ment of the ruling elite effectively cutting off their fellows from further access 
to power, and forming coalitions with classes previously excluded from 
power. 

However, the organizational means available to those who emerge from 
the revolution with power affect the degree of structural transformation 
deliberately promoted by the government in postrevolutionary years. In a 
discussion of the effect of the "confining conditions" under which a revolution
ary coalition seized power on Hs subsequent capacity to transform social orga
nization, Qtto Kirchheimer comes to the conclusion that the emergency 
powers accruing to states during twentieth-century crises like World War I 
drastically reduced the confinement of power holders: 

The revolution of the 20th Century obliterates the distinction between emergency 
and normalcy. Movement plus state can organize the masses because: (a) the tech
nical and intellectual equipment is now at hand to direct them toward major 
societal programs rather than simply liberating their energies from the bonds of 
tradition; (b) they have the means at hand to contro} people's livelihood by means 
of job assignments and graduated rewards unavailable under the largely agricul
tural and artisanal structure of the 1790s and still unavailable to the small enter
prise and commission-merchant type economy of the 1850s and 1860s; (c) they 
have fallen heir to endlessly and technically refined propaganda devices substitut
ing for the uncertain leader-mass relations of the previous periods; and (d) they 
face state organizations shaken up by war dislocation and economic crisis. Under 
these conditions Soviet Russia could carry through simultaneously the job of an 
economic and a political, a bourgeois and a post-bourgeois revolution in spite of 
the exceedingly narrow basis of Hs political elite. On the other hand, the prema
ture revolutionary combination of 1793-94 not only dissolved quickly, but left its 
most advanced sector, the sansculottes, with only the melancholy choice between 
desperate rioting-Germinal 1795-or falling back into a preorganized stage of 
utter helpIessness and agony (Kirchheimer 1965: 973). 

This analysis can be generalized. Despite the "confining conditio;"s" faced by 
the French revolutionary coalitions of 1789-94, they seized astate apparatus 
which was already exceptionally centralized and powerful by comparison with 
those whieh had grown up elsewhere in the world. They were able to use that 
great power, in fact, to destroy the juridical structure of feudalism, effect large 
transfers of wealth, subjugate the Church, build a mass army. The nineteenth
century revolutionaries who repeatedly seized contral of the Spanish state 
grabbed an apparatus whose extractive and repressive capacities were insuf
ficient to any task of national transformation. 

It is true that the mobilization of contenders which occurs before and dur
ing a revolution may itself facilitate a further national mobilization, putting 
resources at the disposal of the state which were simply unavailable before the 
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revolution: property, energy, information, loyalties. That is, indeed, a 
characteristic strategy of contemporary national revolutions. The Chinese 
experience indicates that in the course of a long mobilization revolutionaries 
sometimes build alternative institutions whieh are potentially stronger than 
the existing state, and serve as the infrastructure of a strong new state when the 
revolutionaries come to power. Most revolutionaries, however, seize astate 
apparatus without that long preparation of an organizational alternative. In 
those cases, the already-accrued power of the state affects the probability that 
fundamental structural change will issue from the revolution much more 
strongly than does the extent of mobilization during the revolution. 

These facile generalizations, I confess, do not do justiee to a critieal ques
tion. For on our estimate of the long-run effects of different kinds of revolu
tions must rest our judgment as to whether any particular revolution, or 
revolutionary opportunity, is worth Hs cost. I estimate some revolutions as 
worth it. But at present no one has enough systematic knowledge about the 
probable structural consequences of one variety of revolution or another to 
make such estimates with confidence. 

Except, perhaps, in retrospect. Historians continue to debate what the 
English, French, and Russian revolutions cost and what they accomplished. In 
those cases (at least in principle) they are dealing with actualities rather than 
probabilities. That potential certainty, however, has a self-destructive side; 
when it comes to an event as sweeping as the English Revolution, alm ost every 
previous event which left some trace in seventeenth-century England is in some 
sense a "cause," and alm ost every subsequent event in the country and its 
ambit is in some sense an "effect." Making cause-and-effect analysis manage
able in this context means reducing the revolution to certain essentials, identi
fying the suffieient conditions for those essentials, and then specifying subse
quent events which would have been unlikely without the revolutionary essen
tials. So in fact the causal analysis of real, historie revolutions and of revolu
tions in general converge on statements of probability . 

8 
Coaclusioas aad 
New Begiaaiags 

BACK TO THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 

We began this inquiry together more than two centuries ago, in 1765. At that 
point we wandered through England, watehing people attack poorhouses. We 
were travelers in time, simply trying to get a sense of the texture and meaning 
of popular collective action. We went from there to a rather timeless world, a 
world containing abstract models of collective action. We climbed up the 
mobilization side from interest to organization to mobilization to col1ective ac
tion. We then climbed down the opportunity side, from repression/facilitation 
to power to opportunity/threat, only to return to collective action. Next we 
reentered time, equipped with our models. We made three main drcuits: 
through major changes in repertoires of contentious collective action, through 
various forms of collective violence, into the turbulence of revolution and 
rebellion. Here we are now, back near our starting point: general reflection on 
the texture and meaning of popular collective action. 

Suppose we spirited ourselves back to 1765. Armed with the teachings of 
this book, what would we do? What could we do that we couI.dn't do when 
first we trod on Nacton Heath? 

One of the first things would be to resolve the general "turbulence" of 
1765 into specific groups, interests, actions, and relations among groups. We 
might, for example, start looking hard at such differences as those between the 
Sussex poorhouse conflicts and the action behind this brief notiee for 10 janu
ary in the Annual Register: 

Some thousands of weavers went in a body to Westminster, and presented peti
tions to both hauses of parliament, in behalf of themselves and their numerous 
families, most of them now, as they represented, in a starving condition for want 
of work; and begging, as arelief to their miseries, that they wouId, in the present 
session of parliament, grant a general prohibition of foreign wrought silks. 

223 
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We would want to differentiate that from the Register's report for 20 April: 

.. . ten journeymen taylors were tried, on an indictment for conspiring together 
to raise the wages, and lessen the hours of work, settled by an order of sessions, 
pursuant to an act of parliament for that purpose, when nine of them, who were 
the principal and committeemen of several of the associations, which raised a 
fund to support each other in such unlawful meetings, and who had distinguished 
themselves by the name of Flints, were found guilty, and received sentence 
according to their several demerits, viz. two to be imprisoned one year in New
gate, five for the space of six months, and two for three months; and were, 
besides, fined one shilling each and ordered to find security for their behaviour. 

At the 30th of lune, we would find abrief mention of the fact that "Nine white 
boys were lately killed, and twenty made prisoners, in a skirmish with a party 
of dragoons, near Dungannon in Ireland." 

The poor on Nacton Heath, the weavers at Westminster, the Flints in Lon
don, and the Whiteboys at Dungannon were all acting collectively. That alerts 
us to an explanatory agenda beginning with the specification of the relevant 
populations, interests, organization, mobilization, repression/facilitation, 
power, and opportunity/threat, as weil as a close look at the specific forms, 
intensities, and outcomes of the collective action. It also draws our attention to 
important differences among the four groups. 

For one thing, the poorhouse attacks have a rather reactive tone: an 
attempt to defend the parish poor against incarceration. The weavers' petition 
march and the tailors' incipient wage demands lean in the proactive direction: 
although both groups may weil have been responding to threats to their liveli
hood, the claims they made were for advantages they did not currently enjoy. 
The quick note on the Whiteboys offers no information on the claims at issue. 
But when we learn that the Whiteboys of Ireland were famous anti-British 
guerrilla warriors, we receive an indication that their skirmish fell somewhere 
in the range of col1ective competition and collective reaction. 

For another thing, the contrasting accounts give an inkling of the prevail
ing schedule of repression: no visible penalties for the petition march, jail 
sentences for the mobilizing tailors, arrests and shooting for attackers of Sus
sex poorhouses, nine dead among the Whiteboys. The four incompletely docu
mented cases are a slim basis for any general conclusions, yet they immediate
Iy draw attention to the variability of repression with the action and group in 
question. They also start us thinking about what was changing: sending thou
sands of weavers to present a petition was a significant innovation, while jail
ing people for concerting their wage demands would practically disappear 
over the next century. 

Final1y, even these fragmentary news stories give us some reason to 
believe that the repertoire of collective action prevailing in the Britain and 
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Ireland of 1765 differed significantly from the forms available to ordinary 
twentieth-century people. Although the petition march would have a signifi
cant place in the demonstration's ancestry, the demonstration itself had not yet 
entered the repertoire. The strike was not then a tool readily available to 
workers-partly, as we have seen, because of the repression visited upon any 
workers who attempted to concert their wage demands. The repertoire varied 
from one part of Britain to another, !rom one social class to another. But it 
was distinctly an eighteenth-century repertoire. 

If we took a somewhat longer view, we would find the repertoire chang
ing. Indeed, some significant alterations in the whole pattern of collective ac
tion were occurring in the Britain of the 1760s and 1770s. The year 1766, for 
example, brought one of the most widespread series of food riots to appear in 
modern Britain; in general, food riots became very common in the villages and 
small towns of Britain during the middle decades of the eighteenth century, 
and only began their definitive decline after 1830. In London (and, to some 
extent, in other major cities) we witness a different trend. There we see a Radi
cal movement forming on a middle-c1ass base with important alliances among 
skilled workers; they brought together, among other things, the demand for 
domestic political reform and the criticism of the Crown's policy in America. 
Such skilled workers as the silk weavers who marched on Parliament were 
building large-scale organizations and applying pressure in the national politi
cal arena. The Radicals, the supporters of lohn Wilkes, the silk weavers, and 
other organized contenders for power, furthermore, were shaping new means 
of exercising their strength. They pressed the right to assemble for petitioning 
and for elections beyond its old limit, and began to create a prototype of the 
twentieth-century demonstration. 

The decade after 1765 was Iikewise an important time of transition in 
America. The American transition, to be sure, differed greatly from the 
British: it went from the great reaction against the Stamp Act to the opening of 
a truly revolutionary situation-of multiple sovereignty-in all the colonies. 
To return to the British periodicals of 1765, The Gentleman's Magazine 
stepped up its coverage of American news at the end of the year. For example: 

1 October: This day is appointed to be held at New York in North America, a 
general congress of all the colonies, in order to draw up aremonstrance to be pre
sented to his maiesty against the stamp duties, and other burthens laid upon the 
colonies, by the late act of the British parliament. 

5 October: ... the ships arrived at Philadelphia, with the stamps on board, for 
Maryland, New Jersey, and Permsylvania, when s€veral thousand citizens 
assembled in order to consider ways and means for preventing the stamp act tak
ing place in that province, and at last came to aresolution to request the distribu
tor to resign his office; which after some demur he in part did, assuring his 
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countrymen that no ad of his, or his deputies, should enforce the execution of the 
stamp-act in the provinces for which he was commissioned, before the same 
should he generally put in force in the neighboring colonies. And at the same time 
the lawyers entered into an agreement not to purehase any of those stamps, giving 
it as their opinion, that it was impossible the duty imposed by them could be paid 
for in gold and silver. 
4 November [dateline New Yorkl: Some extraordinary preparations in Fort 
George, for the securing the stamped paper in that garrison, having displeased the 
inhabitants of this city, a vast numher of them assembled last Friday evening, and 
proceeded to the fort walls, where they hroke open the stable of the L __ t 
G __ r Cadwallader Colden, Esq; took out his coach and after carrying the same 
thro' the principal streets of the city, in triumph, marched to the Commons where 
a gallows was erected; on one end of which was suspended the efHgy of the great 
man, having in his right hand a stamped bill of lading, and on his breast a paper 
with the following inscription: "The Rehel Drummer in the year 1715." At his 
back was fixed a drum, at the other end of the gallows hung the figure of the devil. 
After hanging a considerahle time, they carried the effigies, with the gallows 
intire, heing preceded by the coach, in grand procession, to the gate of the fort, 
from whence it was removed to the bowling green, under the muzzles of the fort 
guns, where a bonfire was immediately made, and the drummer, devil, coach & c. 
were consumed amidst the acclamations of some thousand spectators. The whole 
body next proceeded to Vaux-hall, the house of Major farnes, who, it was 
reported, was a friend to the Stamp-act, from whence they took every individual 
article, to a very considerable amount; and having made another bonfire, the 
whole was consumed in the flames. 

The next night, the assembled crowd demanded that the Lieutenant Governor 
hand over the stamps, After a while, he declared under pressure that he would 
not distribute the stamps hirnself, and finally put them into the hands of the 
municipal corporation, in the New York city halL Gentleman's Magazine of 
1765 printed many more reports on American Stamp Act resistance, not to 
mention multiple essays and commentaries on the political issues. 

We already have an idea what happened in the next ten years, In the trad
ing cities of the American coast, anti-British coalitions formed, drawing 
especially on the merchants, lawyers, tradesmen, and craftsmen, but often 
aided by such groupsas sailors and longshoremen, In a complex interplay 
between British authorities and American celonists, the Americans moved 
unsteadily toward a general boycott on political and economic transactions 
with the British, They moved toward the fashioning of a set of governmental 
institutions-committees, assemblies, courts, and associations-parallel te 
British colonial institutions, and independent of them, As significant numbers 
of Americans began to take their directions from those parallel institutions and 
to reject the orders of Lieutenant Governors and other British officials, a 
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revolutionary situation was underway. The outcorne, teo, was at least a 
limited revolution: thousands of prominent supporters of the British left the 
colonies, the Americans acquired political independence, and the middle-class 
members of the revolutionary coalitions wielded exceptional power in the 
shaping of the new polity, 

The struggles of the 1760s in Britain and America clearly belong in the 
world we have been exploring in this book: the world of contentious collective 
action, Other people have often portrayed that world as full of "mobs," 
"disorders," and "mass rnovernents." We have seen rnany ef the events those 
words refer to, and in the process have noticed repeatedly how misleading the 
words are, Mob, disorder, and mass movement are top-down words, They are 
the words of authorities and elites for actions of other people-and, often, for 
actions which threaten their own interests, The bottom-up approach we have 
taken identifies the connections between the collective actions of ordinary 
people and the ways they organize around their workaday interests, That 
approach also helps clarify how much of the violence which elite observers 
have been inclined to attribute to the disorganization, desperation, or aggres
sive impulses of the masses is actually a by-product of interactions between 
groups which are pursuing their ends in relatively routine ways and rivals or 
authorities who challenge the claims embodied in those relatively routine ac
Hens. 

THEORIZING ABOUT COLLECTIVE ACTIONS 

We could, if we wanted, now formalize the analysis of the Spitalfields 
weavers, the Nacton poorhouse wreckers, the Stamp Act crowds in New 
York, The formalization would consist of mapping the interests of the partici
pants, estimating the current state of opportunity and threat with respect to 
those interests, checking their mobilization levels, gauging their power posi
tions, then seeing to what extent these variables accounted for Ehe intensity 
and character of their collective action, One step back from that formalization 
we would find ourselves examining the prevailing pattern of repression and 
facilitation, the impact of the various groups' organization on their mobiliza
tion and on their interests, the effect of coalitions with other contenders on 
their current power positions, and so on. 

That is the easy part: showing that concepts such as mobilization and 
repression point to broadly similar processes in different settings, and apply 
conveniently in those various settings, We would be surprised and dis
appointed if it came out otherwise; after all, the concepts were meant to be 
quite generaL Yet the easy part has its satisfactions, It helps identify some 
unexpected and potentially fruitful comparisons-between, for instance, the 
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mobilization of British Radieals in the 17605 and the mobilization of American. 
radieals in the 19605. It brings out the riehness and relevance of historieal 
materials for the concerns of contemporary analysts of politieal processes. 
These two advantages combine to produce a third advantage: the recognition 
that historieal experiences are an important and accessible domain for the test
ing and refinement of arguments and explanations of collective action. 

There we arrive at the hard part. The hard part is the research agenda: 
sorting populations into members of the polity, challengers, and nonactors; 
identifying their interests reliably; measuring the extent and character of 
repression!faeilitation to whieh they are subject; determining whether it is 
true, as argued earlier, that rich populations tend to mobilize offensively, poor 
populations to mobilize defensively; determining whether it is true, as I have 
asserted repeatedly, that the general effect of sustained repression is not to 
build up tensions to the point of a great explosion, but to reduce thc overall 
level of collective action. 

This is the hard part. It is hard not only because it involves many 
variables and interactions among the variables. It is hard also because the 
measurement problems are so large; devising generally comparable and mean
ingful measures of organization, mobilization, power, repression, and so on 
lies beyond the present state of the art. That is why this book has so often 
turned to the problems of measurement. Plenty of work to do there. 

The accounts of collective action in Britain and Ameriea we have just 
reviewed also recall a major theoretieal problem. In the mobilization model 
whieh this book has employed, collective interests are given apriori. We 
impute them from some general historieal analysis (my preferred analysis 
being Marx's relation of different segments of the population to the prevailing 
means of production) or we determine them empirically (my preferred pro
cedure being to pay attention to what people say are their grievances, aspira
tions, and rights). The theoretical difficulties multiply. Mobilization, col
lective action, and acquisition or 10s5 of power frequently alter a group's inter~ 
ests. How should we take that alteration into account? The imputation of 
interests and the empirieal derivation often conflict with each other; Leninists 
speak of "false consciousness." Does that make sense? 

Another problem has been with us from the start, and has refused to go 
away: the connection between causal and purposive explanations of collective 
action. We have oseillated between the two without integrating them firmly. 
The mobilization model serves for short-run analyses. When we take up a 
series of actions such as the Stamp Act resistance in Philadelphia and New 
York we sort our observations into interests, organization, mobilization, 
repression, power, opportunity, and collective action itself. But we ultimately 
visualize the various groups involved as undertaking their action purposively: 
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seeking to realize their interests with the means at their disposal within the 
limits set by their relationship to the world around them. I have already 
pointed out the limitations of the mobilization model: the lack of allowance 
for uncertainty and for strategie interaction, the focus on quantity rat her than 
quality, the measurement difficulties inherent in each of its variables. Even if 
we find ways of overcoming these limitations, however, we are still dealing 
with a purposive model. 

In coping with long-run changes in collective action, we have generally 
turned from purposive to causa I models. The polity model has served us in this 
way; for example, it provides a crude explanation of the characteristie differ
ences in collective action among groups which are gaining power, groups 
which are losing power, and groups which are maintaining their power. 
Challengers gaining political power, runs one part of the explanation, tend to 
shift toward collective proaction, but at diminished levels; that is because the 
governmental apparatus protects them from threats and because reduced costs 
of mobilization and collective action mean they can realize the same interest 
with less eHort. Thus the crueial changes a!fect constraints, not intentions. 

Another kind of causal argument has also figured prominently in the 
analyses of previous chapters. lt concerns the effeets of very large soeial 
changes, notably state making, proletarianization, and industrialization. 
There I have argued repeatedly that the change in question simultaneously 
affected the interests and the organization of various contenders for power, 
and thereby affected their mobilization and collective action. The case of peas
ant resistance to the increased taxation accompanying state making is 
presented in Fig. 8-l. 

This is not a complete account, since state making also affects repres
sion! faeilitation and power. Nevertheless, this account clearly differs from the 
standard Durkheimian arguments in whieh the discrepancy between the pace 
of structural change and the institutionalization of sodal contro} determines 
the likelihood of conflict and protest. Although the argument has important 
implications for changes in the purposes of peasant collective action, it is 
essentially a causal argument. 

In prineiple, it should not be hard to integrate the purposive and causal 
analyses. In prineiple, we can integrate them by continuing to think of group 
deeision rules and taetieal computations (the purposive part) which operate 
within severe constraints set by the contender' s internal organization, its re1a
tionship to other groups, and the current state of opportunities and threats in 
the world (the causal part). In practice, that is not so easy. We might try to do 
it by gradually building time into the basic mobilization model: showing, for 
instance, howa contender's collective action at one point in time changes the 
conditions which are relevant to the next round of action. In the agenda set by 
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Abstract 

Concrete 

Demand for Taxes 

Threat to Loca! Control 
of Land, Crops, Wealth, 
Labor 

Short-Run Reinforcement 
of Community Political 
Institutions 

BUildup of Loeal 
Paramilitary Forces 

Fig. 8-1 
Abstract versus concrete causal accounts of peasant tax rebellions 

the model, that means showing how the form, intensity, and outcome of the 
action affect the contender's interests, organization, and mobilization, its 
power position, the new opportunities and threats confronting it, and the 
repression/facilitation to which it is subject. In a very short run, we can ignore 
some of these relationships because they will remain essentially the same. Over 
aseries of short-run snapshots, however, their effects will begin to accumu
late, and to affect the drift of the situation as a whole. 
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Aseries of many such short-run portraits should integrate, like a many
framed movie, into a continuous account of the process by which collective 
action changes and flows. The diffieulty, however, is obvious: for the analysis 
of any partieular instant we can afford to treat the actions of other groups (and 
the contender's relationship to other groups) as features of the environment. 
As soon as time enters, the aetions and reaetions of the others become erudal. 
In the short run, we have strategie interaction . In the longer run, we have 
changing coalitions, eleavages, and structures of power. The polity model we 
have used in this book singles out only one aspect-the relationship of 
contenders to governments-of a eomplex set of changes. In order to integrate 
the causal and purposive arguments unfolded in this book, we need more. We 
need a much fuller analysis of power struggles, coalitions, and other forms of 
interaction among contenders. For students of collective action, that is the next 
challenge. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF HISTORY 

Historieal analysis, taken seriously, will help us fashion more adequate models 
of power struggles. The historieal record is rich and relevant. It permits us to 
follow multiple groups and their relations over substantial blocks of time. Col
lective action, contention, and struggles for political power are especially like
ly to leave their traees in the historian's raw materials. 

History is more than an abundant source of data. It matters for its own 
sake; it puts our own experienee into perspective and sometimes helps to 
explain it. The his tory of collective action is a fascinating inquiry whieh takes 
us into different paths from the history of politieal thought or the his tory of 
power holders, although the three sorts of history cross frequently. The differ
ent historical trajectories of the demonstration and the strike in western 
countries, for example, help us understand the different places they occupy in 
today's politieal repertoires, help us grasp such peculiar things as the relatively 
greater frequency with whieh the demonstrations of our own time produce col
lective violence; after all, in most western eountries strikes were onee very 
common settings for shooting, brawling, and attacks on buildings or equip
ment. 

Historians commonly treat the history of collective action as a subsidiary 
form of politicaL sodaL or eeonomic history: strikes and demonstrations serve 
as the moral equivalent of the statesman' 5 memoirs, provide evidence of the 
quality of life among the lower orders, lend themselves to the measurement of 
the impact of economie fluctuations. Those are alllegitimate uses of the evi
dence on strikes and demonstrations. Taken in its own terms, however, the 
history of collective action cuts across politieal history, social history, econo
mic history as we usually imagine them. The categories and periods of collec-
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tive action's history do not follow simply from those of politieal, soeial, Or 
economie history. Collective action follows its own course. Our repeated . 
glimpses of historieal experience in this book have given us clear indieations of 
the impact on collective action of changes in power structure and in the orga
nization of production, but they have also shown us how the existing 
repertoire of collective action and the previous experience of the collective ac
tors constrain the way they act together on interests, aspirations, and grie
vances. Instead of treating it as a minor elaboration of politieal or social 
history-for example, as the subject whieh George Rude labeled The Crowd in 
History-we have some warrant to write the history of collective action in its 
own terms. 

Before we stake out a new historieal field, however, we should not ask 
merely whether it is conceivable and interesting. We have to ask whether it is 
coherent, worthwhile, and accessible. In the case of collective action, the 
answer to all three seems to be "yes." The subject is coherent in several funda
mental regards: any given population tends to have a fairly limited and well
established set of means for action on shared interests, and tends to change 
those means little by little; the available means of action, the results of action, 
the intensities and Iod of action change in an intelligible manner in the course 
of such large-scale changes as industrialization and state making; we can 
reasonably ask the same questions about interest, organization, opportunity, 
and action in widely different settings, and can even expect similar answers to 
some questions to come back from very different times and places. 

Worthwhile? In the long run, the results of the inquiry will tell uso In 
advance, we can see at least that the study of collective action gets us to the 
problems that concerned the ordinary actors of history in a way that almost no 
other inquiry does. It takes its place with the historical study of work and the 
family; it is about the logic, framework, and content of everyday life. 

The question of accessibility is harder to settle. Too little of the work of 
making the evidence of collective action available and comprehensible has 
been done. Interest, opportunity, organization, action-none of them is easy 
to reconstruct at a distance of a century or two. The action is less difficult than 
the rest, because the most predse and voluminous records come from legal 
authorities. The authorities tried to establish what happened in order to punish 
it this time and prevent it next time. As for interest, opportunity, and orga
nization, we must either infer them from the action itself, guess at them on the 
basis of general arguments, or piece them together from scattered, brittle 
materials. When dealing with the actions of ordinary people, most historians 
content themselves with the first two choices: describe what the people did, 
then deduce what interests they were pursuing, what opportunities to pursue 
those interests they faced, and how they were organized from what they said 
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and did during the action, as weil as from general arguments concerning the 
character of crowds, the nature of peasant life, the meaning of resistance to 
conscription, and similar notions. 

In the absence of direct, solid evidence concerning interest, opportunity, 
and organization, the indirect approach combining general arguments with 
observations from the action can serve us weIl. All we need are sound general 
arguments, well-documented actions, and the wit to correct the general argu
ments when the actions prove them wrong. In analyzing the actions of the 
seventeenth-century rural rebels who show up in history books under such 
quaint names as Bonnets-Rouges, Camisards, and Croquants, Yves-Marie 
Berce frames a useful argument. At that time, according to Berce, the local 
community was the main locus of rural solidarity and the chief repository of 
rights in which rural people had a strong investment. The expansion of the 
state under Louis XIII and Louis XIV threatened both the solidarity and the 
rights. 

To each form of local solidarity, Berce argues, corresponded a form of 
rebellion: revolts of insecurity based on the institutions of common defense 
against marauders, food riots based on the communal arrangements for pro
visioning in hard times, forceful defense of common agricultural rights based 
on the previous exerdse and reeognition of those rights, rebellions against 
direct taxes based on the long participation of the local community in the 
as~essment of those taxes, armed resistance to indirect taxes based on the prior 
eXIstence of local channels for the trading of the items now subject to inspec
Hon, taxation, and seizure. Says Berce: 

It is roughly from 1660 to 1680 that, irreversibly I communal powers were dis
mantled, their military, judiciary and fiscal prerogatives choked or revoked, their 
established rights and privileges crushed. The chronology of great popular rebel
lions follows the same rhythm. Then these reactions of collective violence died 
away as the building of the state succeeded (Berce 1974a: 117). 

Berce's summary underestimates the importance of expanding capitalism. Yet 
it pinpoints themes which do reeuT, time and time again, in seventeenth-cen
tury revolts: established rights being crushed, long-respected privileges being 
swept aside. That much appears in the action itself, as when, in 1636, the 
peasan.ts of Saintonge declared ". . . that they were good Frenchmen and 
would die, rather than live any longer under the tyranny of Parisians who had 
redueed them to the despair and extreme poverty in which our province now 
find themselves because of the great tax assessments and new burdens that 
they have imposed upon us and invented in this reign ... " (Berce 1974b: 736). 

The complaint from Saintonge illustrates both the promise and the 
penalty of working with observations of collective action alone. The promise 
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is that people who act together generally have their own idea of the grievances, 
hopes, and interests which motivate them, and a notlOn of thelr chance~ of 
success. If the "tyranny of Parisians" reappears m complamt after complamt, 
we have some reason to believe that the people of Samtonge had a genume 
grievance against demands from outside. The penalty, ho.wever, is that the 
rhetoric of rebellion does not reveal the origin or factual basIs of the gnevance: 
how to distinguish, for example, between a long-standing cond:tion recently 
become intolerable because of changing aspirations or self-denmtlOns, and 
new privations which violate long-standing rights? 

Part of the remedy consists of paying attention to the whole pattern of 
actions and complaints: in oId-regime France, alm ost everyone who made a 
public lament complained of "extreme poverty"; if you did otherwise, there 
was the chance the tax collector would bite harder the next time he passed by. 
Complaints of "new burdens" and "Parisian tyranny," on the oth~r hand, 
varied from place to place, time to time, group to group. In that vanatlOn over 
place, time, and group we have a chance to try out our ideas concerning the 
interests, opportunities, and organization lying behind the collectlve actlOn. In 
the case of Bero~~'s argument, we can determine whether there was, mdeed: a 
tendency for regions just coming under firm royal control to mount major 
resistance movements then lapse into docility as the state won out. (There 
was, although the c~nnections were more complex than Berce's scheme 

allows.) k' 
Nevertheless. a broad correlation between the rhythm of state ma mg 

and the rhythm of rebellion willleave open many alternative interpretations of 
the interests, opportunities, and organization at work. Eventually we wlll have 
to try to observe them directly. Two apparently contradictory strategies ~pply. 
The first is the more obvious: dig into the evidence concernmg the settmgs m 
which collective action occurs. With enough spadework, it is often possible to 
discover the interests, opportunities, and organization in operation outside the 
great episodes of action. But eventually we will need comparisons wit~ places, 
times, and groups in which little or no action occurred: lf we fmd extreme 
poverty" in the setting of every seventeenth-century rebelhon, does that mean 
the peasants who did not rebel were less poor? That sort of question leads u~ to 
the second strategy: broad comparisons of places, times, and groups WhlCh 
differed in interest, opportunity, and organization. Did their collective action, 
or lack of it, vary accordingly? . ' 

In writing the history of collective action, we have a cholce between hls
torical particularism and the attempt to compare and generalize. In one :iew, 
all such comparisons are odious, first because they inevitably warp the mter
pretation of the past to fit the preoccupation of the present, second because 
they wrench each event from the only context which can give it substance. 

The History of Collective Action in Modern France 235 

"The Burgundian of the seventeenth century," Gaston Roupnel tells us, "did 
not bear the mark of the modern age. At the bottom of his soul there was 
something so old that it was as if the Gauls were still around him in their new 
land where history had not yet arrived" (Roupnel 1955: xxx). If so, presum
ably neither the Burgundian nor the Ameriean of our own time can reconsti
tute or explain the events of seventeenth-century Burgundy without projecting 
himself across the chasm between the present and an earlier age. Comparisons 
will only serve to map the depth and contours of the chasm. 

The depth and width of the chasm, however, are questions of fact, not of 
faith. We can, to some degree, determine whether the patterns and explana
tions which help us order the collective action of the seventeenth century give 
us any grip on that of the twentieth-provide usable categories for our obser
vations, bring out obscure connections, anticipate features which are not 
readily visible at first sight. The points at which the seventeenth-century cate
gories fail are dues to change, signals that we have something new to explain. 
Our attempt to move across the centuries may lead to the condusion that 
different centuries require fundamentally different approaches to collective 
action. Then that conclusion, and the delineation of the essential breaks be
tween one mode of action and another, will be accomplishments in them
selves. 

THE HISTORY OF COLLECTIVE ACTION IN MODERN FRANCE 

How, then, might we set concrete historieal experience into the framework this 
book has built up? The historieal work consists of grouping actions within the 
historical experience into governments, contenders, polities, coalitions, pro
cesses of mobilization, and so on. Other fundamental phenomena, such as 
changes in beliefs, demographie change, or demographie crisis, enter the 
account only in so far as they affect the pattern of pursuit of interests and 
contention for power. 

In the case of France since 1500, the largest frame for analysis shows us 
the interplay of a gradually urbanizing, industrializing, and proletarianizing 
population with anational state which was at first emerging, then establishing 
priority, then consolidating its hold on the population. The two sets of pro
cesses depended on each other to some degree-for example, in the way that 
expanding taxation drove peasants to market goods they would otherwise 
have kept at horne, on the one hand, and the way that the degree of commer
cialization of land, labor, and agricultural production set stringent limits on 
the return from land taxes, income taxes, or excise taxes, on the other. But 
their timing differed. The epie periods of French state making were the times of 
Louis XIII and Louis XIV. Those periods had their share of economic turmoil. 
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Furthermore, they saw both a significant increase in the importance of Paris 
and a few other major eities for the life of France as a whole and the spread of 
trade and small-scale manufacturing through the towns and villages of the en
tire country. Yet in terms of productivity, organization, and sheer numbers of 
persons involved, the urbanization, industrialization, and proletarianization 
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries produced incomparably greater 
changes. To oversimplify outrageously, the drama consists of two acts: first a 
fast-growing state acting on a slow-moving population and economy; then a 
fast-changing population and economy dealing with a consolidating state. 

In analyzing this interplay, we need to ask over and over for different 
places and points in time what contenders for power (potential and actual) the 
existing soeial structure made available, and what governments the existing 
stage of statemaking left them to contend over. The most strenuous current de
bates over the his tory of the turbulent French seventeenth century, for exam
pIe, pivot, first, on the extent to which the national government squeezed out 
its provincial rivals and acquired firm control over French soeial life; second, 
and even more strenuously, on the extent to which the operative divisions of 
the population were soeial classes in something like a Marxian sense (see 
Mousnier 1970, Lebrun 1967, Porchnev 1963, Lublinskaya 1968). 

The analytic scheme I have laid out provides no pat answers to those 
serious questions; if it did, one would have to suspect that its prineipal asser
tions were true by definition. It does suggest that the traeing of the actual 
issues, locations, and personnel of violent encounters in seventeenth-century 
France will provide crueial evidence on the pace and extent of political central
ization, as weil as on the nature of the groups which were then engaged in 
struggles for power. The basic research remains to be done. Yet the recurrent 
importance of new taxation in seventeenth-century rebellions, the apparent 
subsidence of those rebellions toward the end of the century, and the frequent 
involvement of whole peasant communities in resistance to the demands of the 
crown all point toward a deeisive seventeenth-century battle among local and 
national polities. 

Not that all struggle ended then. As Tocqueville declared long ago, the 
Revolution of 1789 pitted centralizers against guardians of provincial auton
omies. The contest between crown and provineial parlements (which Ied quite 
directly to the calling for the Estates General. which in turn became the locus 
of multiple sovereignty in 1789) continued the struggle of the seventeenth 
century. Throughout the Revolution, in fact, the issue of predominance of 
Paris and the national government remained open, with tax rebellions, move~ 
ments against conscription and resistance to the calls of the nation for food 
recurring when the center weakened and when its demands increased sharply. 
Most of the events of the so-called peasant revolt of 1789 took the form of food 
riots and other classic eighteenth-century local conflicts. 
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Yet they did not represent just "more of the same," because they came in 
extraordinary clusters, because they occurred in the presence of multiple 
sovereignty, and because the participants began to form coalitions with other 
contenders for power. Now, the exact contours of the major contenders and 
the preeise nature of their shifting alliances are the central issues of the big de
bates about the history of the Revolution (see e .g. Cobban 1964, Mazauric 
1970). But it is at least roughly true to say that a loose coalition among 
peasants, officiaIs, urban commereial classes, and small but crueial groups of 
urban craftsmen and shopkeepers carried the revolution through its first few 
years, but began to fall apart irrevocably in 1792 and 1793. Looked at from the 
point of view of coalition-formation and multiple sovereignty, the Revolution 
breaks into a whole series of revolutionary situations, from the first-declara
tion of sovereignty by the Third Estate in 1798 to the final defeat of Napoleon 
in 1815. 

Again, in this perspective we begin to grasp the significance of materially 
trivial events like the taking of the Bastille. For the attack by Parisians on the 
old fortress finally set a crowd unambiguously against the regime, revealed the 
uncertain commitment of part of the armed forces to the government, brought . 
the King to his first accessions to the popular movement (his trip to the 
National Assembly on the 15th of July and his trip to Paris on the 17th), and 
stimulated aseries of minor coups in the provinces: 

Until July 14th the handful of revolutionary institutions set up in the provinces 
were disparate and isolated. Henceforward most of the towns and many of the 
villages of France were to imitate Paris with extraordinary swiftness. During the 
weeks that followed the fall of the Bastille there arose everywhere revolutionary 
Town Councils of permanent committees, and citizen militias which soon 
assumed the name of national guards (Godechot 1970: 273). 

So if we date the start of multiple sovereignty from the Third Estate' s Tennis 
Court Oath to remain assembled despite the prohibitions of the King, we still 
have to treat July 15th and its immediate aftermath as a great expansion of the 
revolutionary coalition. 

Obviously the three proximate conditions for a revolutionary situation 
enumerated earlier-coalitions of contenders advandng exclusive alternative 
claims, commitment to those claims, failure of the government to suppress 
them-appeared in the France of 1789. What cannot be obvious from a mere 
chronicle of the events is how long each of the conditions existed, what caused 
them, and whether they were sufficient to cause the collapse of the old regime. 
At least these are researchable questions, as contrasted with attempts to ask 
directly whether the rise of the bourgeoisie, the increase in relative depriva
tion, or the decay of the old elite "caused" the Revolution. What is more, they 
call attention to the probable importance of shifting coalitions among lawyers, 
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officials, provincial magnates, peasants, and workers in the nationwide polit
ical maneuvering of 1787 to 1789, as well as to the effect of "defensive" mobili
zation of peasants and workers in response to the multiple pressures impinging. 
on them in 1789. 

The Revolution produced a g.reat transfer of power. It stamped out a new 
and distinctive political system. Despite the Restoration of 1815, the nobility 
and the clergy never recovered their prerevolutionary position, some segments 
of the bourgeoisie greatly enhanced their power over the national government, 
and the priority of that national government over all others increased perma
nently. In Barrington Moore's analysis, whose main lines appear correct to 
me, the predominance of the coalition of officials, bourgeois, and peasant, in 
the decisive early phases of the Revolution promoted the emergence of the 
attenuated parliamentary democracy which characterizes post-revolutionary 
France (Moore 1966, ch. II; for explication and critique see Rokkan 1969, 
Rothman 1970, Stone 1967). At that scale and in the details of public adminis
tration, education, ideology, and life style, the Revolution left a durable 
heritage. 

None of the old conflicts, nevertheless, disappeared completely with the 
Revolution. The counter-revolutionary Vendee, despite having come dose to 
destruction in 1793, again rose in rebellion in 1794, 1795, 1799, 1815, and 
1832. Further revolutions overcame France as a whole in 1830, 1848, and 1870. 
Most of the characteristic forms of resistance to demands from the cen
ter-food riots, tax rebellions, rnovements against conscription, and so 
on-continued well into the nineteenth century. Indeed, these reactive forms 
of collective action reached their dimax around the Revolution of 1848, before 
fading rapidly to insignificance. 

From the mid-century crisis we can date the date the definitive reduction 
of the smaller polities in which Frenchmen had once done most of their polit
ical business, the virtual disappearance of comrnunal contenders for power, 
the shift of all contenders toward associational organization and action at a 
national level. The massive urbanization and industrialization of France which 
gained momentum after 1830 transformed the available contenders for power, 
especially by creating a large, new urban working dass based in factories and 
other large organizations. From that point on, the demonstration, the meeting, 
the strike were the usual matriees of collective violence as well as the settings in 
whieh an enormous proportion of all struggles for power went on. Collective 
action evolved with the organization of public life. 

A Last Case in Point: Rural Collective Action in Burgundy 

If this broad sketch of the evolution of collective action holds for France as a 
whole, it may still lose its verisimilitude when compared to the experience of 

The History 01 Collective Action in Modern France 239 

particular local populations. In Gaston Roupnel's opinion, which I quoted 
earlier, the old-regime Burgundian was so different from his modern counter
part that a historian has to apply different explanatory principles to his 
behavior. 

Roupnel's challenge to us is to discover whether we can understand and 
explain the collective action of old-regime Burgundy in terms whieh are rele
vant to the time and place, yet still have meaning in other-and especially 
later-times and places. I think we can. Old-regime Burgundians feit the 
effects of two momentous processes: the expansion of capitalism and the con
centration of power in the French national state. They feit the expansion of 
capitalism concretely in the growth of an agrieultural proletariat, the shift 
toward cash-crop production, the dedine of communal property rights in 
favor of individual ownership, and a number of other ways. They feit the con
centration of state power in the rising importance of royal officials in the 
region, the dedining autonomy of the Parlement and the municipality of 
Dijon, the increased contro!, taxation, and sale of local offiees by the Crown, 
and a number of other ways. 

The confliets over state making are most visible in the seventeenth cen
tury, especially during the Fronde of the 1640s and 1650s, when Burgundy was 
the site of major rebellions against the Crown. The conflicts over capitalism 
are more visible in the eighteenth century, when struggles for control of land, 
labor, and crops recurred throughout the province. Let us take a brief look at 
the eighteenth-century struggles, think about their relationship to the expan
sion of capitalism, and then compare them with the rural collective action of 
the nineteenth century. 

In rural Burgundy, eighteenth-century contention had a strong anti
capitalist flavor. It was the golden age of food riots. The crises of 1709, 1758, 
and 1775 brought their dusters of conflicts, and others appeared between the 
great crises. That is the meaning of the 1770 edict of the Parlement of Bur
gundy whieh forbade, like so many other edicts of the period 

to gather and stop wagons loaded with wheat or other grain, on roads, in cities, 
towns or villages, on pain of special prosecution ... (Archives Departementales 
Cote d'Or [Dijonl C 81). 

That blockage of grain expressed the demand of ordinary people that the needs 
of the community have priority over the requirements of the market. The 
market, and therefore the merchants as weil. 

The second cornmon form of anticapitalist action was less routine and 
more ironie. It was local resistance to the landlord's consolidation of lands and 
of rights in the land. The irony lies in our normal readiness to place the land
lords themselves in the anticapitalist camp. As the great regional historian 
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Pierre de Saint-Jacob showed, the Burgundian landlords of the period-indud
ing both the "old" nobility and the ennobled ofHcials and merchants-played 
the capitalist game by seizing the forests, usurping common lands, enclosing 
Helds, and insisting on collecting all of the use fees to which their manors gave 
them claim. Rural people fought back. Suits against landlords multiplied, a 
fact which de Saint-Jacob interprets as evidence not only of seigniorial aggres
sion but also of an increasing liberation of the peasants from traditional 
respect. 

Where the lawsuit was impossible or ineffective, peasants resisted the 
seizure of commons by occupying them, resisted endosures by breaking the 
hedges or fences. As Pierre de Saint-Jacob describes it: 

The wardens of Athie were attacked by the people of Viserny for trying to forbid 
entry to a shepherd. On the lands of Bernard de Fontette, Pierre Cesar du Crest, 
the lord of Saint-Aubin, organized an unusual expedition. He went with 17 men 
armed with "guns, stakes and staves" to break down the enclosures. They led in 
40 cattle under the proteetion of two guards "with guns and hunting dogs," and 
kept the tenants of Bernard de Fontette from bringing in their cattle. In Charrnois, 
at the urging of two wornen, a band of peasants went to break down a fence set up 
by the overseer of Grenand who could do nothing but watch and receive the jeers 
of the crowd. In Panthier, a rnerchant wanted to enclose his rneadow; he got 
authorization from the Iocal court. People assembled in the square and decided to 
break the hedges, which was done that night. They led in the horses. The mer
chant wanted to chase thern away, but the young people who were guarding them 
stopped hirn, "saying that they were on their own property, in a public meadow, 
that they had broken the enclosures and that they would break them again ... " 
(Saint-lacob 1960: 370-371). 

As we can see, the opposition was not directed specifically against the landed 
nobility, but against the landlords of any dass who chewed at the collective 
rights of the rural community. If in Longecourt in 1764 it was the lord who de
manded his own share of the commons, in Darois two years later the Chapter 
of Sainte-Chapelle, in Dijon, tried to take a share of the communal woods, and 
in Villy-le-Bril.le in 1769 it was a farmer-notary who endosed a meadow only 
to see the ditches filled in by the local people (A.D. Cote d' Or C 509, C 543, 
C 1553). 

What a contrast with rural collective action after the Revolution! Food 
riots did survive until the middle of the nineteenth century. For example, in 
April 1829 a crowd in Chatillon forced M. Beaudoin, operator of a flour mil!, 
to sell his wheat at 5 francs and 25 centimes per double bushel, when he had 
posted the price at 5F30 (A.D. Co te d'Or M 8 114). At the next market, several 
brigades of gendarmes were on hand to prevent such" disorders" (A. D. Cöte 
d'Or 8 M 27). Although the food riot continued to flourish, post revolutionary 
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rural struggles bore hardly a trace of the resistance against the landlords. 
Instead they concerned the polides, and especially the Hscal policies, of the 
state. 

The active groups of the nineteenth century came espedally from the 
smalllandholders and the workers of the commercialized, fully capitalist vine
yards, Robert Laurent portrays that sort of protest as it took place just after 
the Revolution of 1830: 

. . . in September, the announcement of the resumption of the inventory of wine 
on the premises of winegrowers star ted turbulent demonstrations, near-riots, in 
Beaune. On the 12th of September at the time of the National Guard review "cries 
of anger against the Revenue Administration [Ja Regie] rose from Hs very ranks." 
T old that the residents of the suburbs planned to go to the tax offices in order to 
burn the registers as they had in 1814, the mayor thought it prudent that evening 
to call the artiIlery company to arms and convoke part of the National Guard for 
5 o'clock the next morning. On the 13th, toward 8 A.M., "a huge crowd of wine
growers and workers," shouting "down with the wolves," "down with excise 
taxes," occupied the city hall square. Ta calm the demonstrators the mayor had to 
send the National Guard horne at once. "The crowd then dispersed gradually" 
(Laurent 1957: 1,484-485), 

Despite that peaceful dispersion, the authorities had to delay the inventory of 
wine. In Meursault it was less peaceful: the winegrowers drove out the tax 
rnen. 

What is more, the anti-tax movement connected directly to political 
movements. The winegrowing area stood out for its republicanism; that was 
especially true of the hinterlands of Dijon and Beaune. All things considered, 
we observe a significant transformation of the repertoire of collective action in 
Burgundy, As compared with the means of action prevailing before the Revo
lution, those of the nineteenth century were less tied to a communal base, 
more attached to national politics. Associations, clubs, societjes played an 
increasing part. Yet there were important continuities: the survival of the 
charivari, the food riot, the classic anti-tax rebellioni the persistent orientation 
to the protection of local interests against the claims of the state and the 
market rather than to the creation of a better future, The old regime repertoire 
of collective action survived the Revolution. The forms of action themselves 
altered, adapted to new conditions; among other things, we notice a sort of 
politicization of all the forms. New forms of collective action arose; the 
demonstration and the strike became standard events in Burgundy, That hun
dred years spanning the Revolution was aperiod of transformation and of 
growth of the means of collective action, 

What of the Revolution's own place in that transformation and growth of 
the means of collective action? The Revolution brought an extraordinary level 
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of collective action, a politieization of all interests and thus of alm ost all the 
means of action, a centralization of power and thus of struggles for power, a 
frenzy of association and thus of action on the basis of associations, a promo
tion of the conditions for the development of capitalism and bourgeois hege
mony and thus of a mounting threat to noncapitalist, nonbourgeois interests. 
lf that summary is correct, the Revolution acted as a fundamental stage in the 
course of a transformation far longer and larger than the Revolution itself. 
Like the seventeenth-century consolidation of the national state, the changes 
of the Revolution led to a significant alteration of the prevailing modes of 
popular collective action. 

The evolution of collective action had not ended, however. Although the 
Dijon winegrowers' demonstrations of the 1830s certainly display many more 
familiar features than the regional tax rebellions of the 1630s, they also show 
their age. Nowadays, the successors of those winegrowers typically assemble 
outside the departmental capitat grouped around placards and banners iden ti
fying their organizations and summarizing their demands. The classic chari
vari and food riot have vanished, along with a number of other fonns of 
action which persisted into the nineteenth century. Today' s large-scale actions 
are even more heavily concentrated in Dijon, Beaune, and other cities than 
they were in the 1830s. Labor unions and political parties often appear in the 
action. Although prices and taxes continue to be frequent causes for com
plaint, such exotic questions as American warmaking in Vietnam and the 
future of students in sports and physical education exereise many a crowd. As 
the world has changed, so has its collective action. 

Appendixes 

APPENDIX 1 Procedures for the Studies of Strikes and Collective Violence in 
France 

General 

Some matters of definition 

Summary 

APPENDIX 2 Materials from the Study of Collective Violence in France 

General 

Excerpts from reports of a conflict between troops and "invaders of 
forests" in la Barousse, March 1848 

Report on Political Disturbance used for abstracting from news
papers, archival documents, and secondary sources, as weIl as for a 
cover sheet for photocopies of excerpts from those sources 

Excerpt from the Intensive Sampie Codebook used in coding the 
event in la Barousse 

Excerpts from the coded version of the event, including· the complete 
set of coder's comments 

Segments of computer printout including a partial listing of the card
image version of the Intensive SampIe coding 

Segment of computer printout including a complete listing of the 
OSIRIS version of the Intensive SampIe coding 

Machine version of Table 15 from Charles Tilly, "How Protest 
Modernized in France," in William Aydelotte, Allan Bogue, and 
Robert Fogel, eds., The Dimensions of Quantitative Research in His
tory (princeton University Press, 1972) 

Table (Participants in Collective Violence per 100,000 Population by 
Urbanity of Department, 1830-1859) from CharIes Tilly, 'The Chaos 
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of the Living City" in Charles Tilly, ed., An Urban W"rld (Little, 
Brown, 1974) 

Graph: Number of Disturbances per Year, 1830-1860 

APPENDIX 3 Procedures for the 5tudy of Contentious Gatherings in Great Britain 

General 

Definitions and rules of thumb 

Boundaries of contentious gatherings 

General agenda for coding 

APPENDIX 4 Materials frorn the 5tudy of Contentious Gatherings in Great Britain 

Provisional list of contentious gatherings in February 1828 

Reports of electoral gatherings in Weymouth, 7 and 8 February 1828 

Reports of meeting of licensed victuallers, London, 15 February 1828 

Codesheets for contentious gatherings 

GENERAL 

Appendix 1 
Proceduresforlhe 

Sludies of Sirikes 
and Colleclive 

Violence in France 

In a nutshell, the strategy of the French study has been to place partieular 
events in time, space, and sodal setting, not so much to account for any single 
event as to detect how large-scale soeial change and alterations of the structure 
of power aflected the pattern of collective action. We deal separately with 
strikes and with violent events, although violent strikes appear in both halves 
of the analysis. Strikes represent a frequent, important, well-documented, and 
usually nonviolent form of collective action. Violent events tend to be better 
documented than their nonviolent counterparts, and therefore serve as a 
biased but useful tracer of collective action in general. 

The studies' main components are: 

1 The enumeration and description of every strike for which we could 
gather a standard body of information from 1830 to 1968, for a total of 
approximately 110,000 strikes; the most detailed analysis concentrated on the 
36,000 strikes reported in the Statistique des Gr/mes from 1890 through 1935. 

2 The enumeration and description of every violent event meeting certain 
standards (to be discussed in amoment) from 1830 through 1960; our analyses 
deal with roughly 2000 violent events. 

3 Indexing of change in sodal organization in France as a whole and in its 
geographie subdivisions-communes, arrondissements and, especially, the 85 
to 95 departments-over the period 1830 to 1960. 

4 Assembling of (far less complete, far more tentative) information on polit
kaI structure and activity for France as a whole and for some times and places 
within it from 1830 to 1960. 

5 Use of all three types of evidence in the analysis of variations in the form, 
intensity, locus, sodal composition, and precipitating conditions of strikes and 
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violent events; the analysis stresses the identification of long-run shifts in the 
pattern of collective action, and the verification or falsification of alternative 
theories concerning the effects of large-scale sodal change on collective action. 

A comprehensive report of the strike studies appears in Strikes in France, 
1830-1968, by Edward Shorter and Charles Tilly. The most general summary 
of the studies of French collective violence is Chapter two of The Rebellious 
Century, by Charles Tilly, Louise Tilly, and Richard Tilly. The Rebellious 
Century also summarizes our studies of Italy and Germany. For more detail on 
the French, German, and ltalian findings, consult the reports listed in the bibli
ography. Because Strikes in France contains an extensive discussion of sources 
and procedures, while The Rebellious Century summarizes them rather 
quickly, the following discussion will focus on the analysis of collective vio
lence rather than of strikes. 

Although in principle our work could be done in other ways, we have re
lied heavily on high-speed digital computers for tabulation and quantitative 
analysis. The codebooks mentioned here, for example, are essentially sets of 
instructions for the preparation of comparable punched cards from the raw 
descriptions of violent events encountered in archival documents, newspapers, 
and political histories. 

The basic data for the study, indeed, come from (a) documents in French 
archives, mainly reports on collective conflicts and government responses to 
them; (b) published series of governmental reports and statistics concerning 
the administration of justice, population censuses, strikes, special inquiries, 
labor organization, and so on; (c) long series of political yearbooks, like the 
Ann<ie politique; (d) long series of French newspapers, notably the Moniteur 
universeI, Le Constitutionnel, La Gazette des Tribunaux, the Journal des De
bats, Le Temps and Le Monde; (e) regular secondary sourees, incluJing 
regionallearned and antiquarian journals. We work largely from microfilmed 
copies of these sources. 

There are four overlapping sam pIes of events under consideration. The 
first includes each strike reported in the Statistique des Greves, the Statistique 
annuelle, the Revue iran,aise de Travail, the Associations proiessionnelles 
ouvrieres, and several other publications in any year from 1830 to 1960. The 
second consists of a haphazard collection of conflicts and short periods on 
which we happen to have exceptionally detailed evidence, evidence permitting 
careful study of the participants and of the sequence of action: The June Days 
of 1848, the resistance to Louis Napoleon's 1851 coup d'etat, and a number of 
others. The third-our "general sampIe" -contains every event meeting cer
tain minimum criteria (to be discussed in amoment) which trained readers 
encountered in scanning newspapers continuously, day by day, over each year 
from 1830 through 1860, three randomly chosen months per year from 1861 to 
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1929, and each year from 1930 through 1960; there were two different news
papers for each day in most years, three newspapers in a few cases of faulty 
coverage. The fourth-our "intensive sampie" -is composed of every event in 
the general sampIe estimated to involve at least 1000 person-days (1000 people 
for one day, or 500 for two days, or 700 on the first plus 300 on the second, 
and so on), plus every tenth event of all the rest. The general sampIe has about 
2000 inddents in it, the intensive sampIe about 400. 

The actual description of the incidents in the two sampIes comes not only 
from the newspaper accounts, but also from the archival materials, historical 
works, and other sources enumerated earlier. The intensive sampIe receives 
extensive verification and very detailed coding; the general sampIe, a less 
intensive treatment. The systematic, and largely quantitative, analysis of these 
coded accounts deals with 

1 the intensity, form, participants, and geographic incidence of violent 
events for each major period under studYi 

2 the relationship between these characteristics of collective violence and 
the nature of social changes occurring in their settings; 

3 covariation of characteristics of individual events, including the identifi
cation of common precipitants, standard sequences of events, regular 
outcomes; 

4 connections between the character of industrial conflict and the pattern of 
collective violence in an area and/or period; 

5 changes of these patterns over time. 

Obviously, these analyses use standard indexes of various sodal changes by 
area and year as weIl as the coded accounts of violent events. 

SOME MATTERS OF DEFINITION' 

The study of France also relies for internal consistency on a set of standard 
definitions. The crucial one identifies the "violent event." Without defending 
it, I shall have to present that definition and the rules of thumb we have 
developed für its application. Anyone who has already worked with descrip
tions of collective conflicts will quickly notice two things about these rules of 
thumb. First, they form the bridge between an abstract definition and a par
ticular period and place; other periods and different places would no doubt re
quire somewhat different bridges. Second, even in the case of France the rules 

*1 have cribbed most of the following seetion from the introduction to the intensive 
sampie codebook, which in turn drew heavily from staff memoranda by Lutz Berkner 
and Charles Tilly. 
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of thumb leave a good deal of room for judgment and a considerable number 
of ambiguous cases. I only claim that these criteria in most cases permit a fairly 
firm determination of whether a particular set of events makes up a "violent 
event" on the basis of information one has early in the game. Here is the 
general definition: 

A "violent event" is an instance of mutual and collective coercioe"'1.pithin 
an autonomous politicaI system wh ich seizes or physically damages persons or 
objects. 

Collective Coercion 

One formation of at least fifty persons must be present, representing either the 
forces of rebellion or the forces of repression. This has been done mainly as a 
practical measure, since we feel that larger groups are more likely to be re
ported and relevant information is more readily available on them in the 
sourees. 

However, for over half of our incidents, no exact or approximate number 
of participants is reported. We have decided to adopt a list of words which are 
often used to describe the incidents, and we are tentatively assuming that they 
mean the involvement of a large group of people, i.e., over fifty. 

multitude troupe echauffouree 
rassemblernent revolte bagarre 
reunion rebellion tumulte 
foule insurrection desordre 
attroupement erneute trouble 

If an incident meets the criteria of damage or violence (below) and no 
number of participants is given, we include it in the sampIe if it is described by 
one of these terms. This does not mean that these are the only terms which 
could be used (e.g., incident, manifestation, agitation, sedition, rixe, boule
versement, fete), but the ones we have chosen imply the participation of a rela
tively large group of people. We are not using these terms to determine the ex
tent of violence, but only as an indicator of participation. 

Adjectives of size used with these words are important. Thus, any adjec
tive suggesting a large size (rassemblements nombreux, foule immense) means 
it is included. Diminutives (petite foule, etc.) keep the incident out of the 
sampIe. 

This exc/udes any independent violent activity undertaken by an individ
ual or a small group of individuals. Thus we do not include assassinations, 
murders, thefts, or other crimes, committed by less than fifty people (or a 
group defined by other than one of our collective terms). However, we include 
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violence by a group on the periphery of a larger demonstration. This also ex
eludes action by unknown persons such as sabotage, bombs, or fires. We take 
these into account, but they are not to be included in the basic sampIe. 

Mutual 

This means that there must be at least two antagonistic formations involved. 
However, one may be involved by the proxy of its property or symbols. We 
include any opposition to the symbols or representatives of authority or 
another group. Violence must be directed at someone else; thus, workers 
attacking a newspaper office are included, while farmers destroying their own 
produce in protest to government farm policies are not. 

Seizure or Physical Damage of Persons or Objects 

Any dead or wounded make the incident qualify. The major problem cases in
volve resistance to police when it is not clear whether anyone was hurt, e.g., 
stones thrown at troops or mounted gendarmes surrounded by a mob. Seizure 
of persons or objects without physical injury is also a problem. In general, if 
persons or objects are seized over resistance, that is enough. If the seizing 
group fights off another group or breaks through a physical barrier of some 
sort, resistance has occurred. 

We include any damage done by one group to someone else's property by 
attacking or seizing control of it. Besides significant destruction this includes 
broken windows or symbolic minor damage. It does not include damage to 
one's own property (farmers destroying own crops, merchants burning their 
own records in protest) and it must be done by a group-which excludes sabo
tage, fires, bombings of unknown origins. Seizure of objects includes "taxation 
populaire" -the forcible seizure of grain or other foodstuffs, followed by their 
public sale at a proclaimed "just price." It also includes nonviolent occupation 
of buildings such as sit-down strikes. In order to handle the huge number of 
sit-downs in 1936, 1937, and 1938, we have grouped them into departmental 
summaries for each month. 

These criteria clearly exc/ude any large political gatherings that do not 
end in violence or crowds which shout threats of violence but take no action. 

Within an Autonomous Political System 

This segment of the definition excludes war and border incidents. It also ex
cludes any violence within a closed institution outside the general political 
sphere such as prisons, asylums and hospitals. If they break out of these insti
tutions, however, they must be included. We include army mutinies since the 
members of the armed forces are part of the political community. 
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Boundaries of Violent Events 
When one of the actions just diseussed has occurred, we must set some limits in 
time, space, and personneIon the events to be recorded and analyzed. When 
two or more such actions occur, we must also dedde whether they are parts of 
the "same" event, or related ones. An event begins when at least two of the 
formations taking part in the violent action begin a eontinuous interaction and 
ends when the last two formations end their continuous interaction. It occu
pies a11 the space in which a spectator could directly observe the interaction 
without benefit of mechanical devices. The partidpants are a11 persons who 
perform the crudal action(s), a11 persons who interact with them directly in the 
course of that action, plus a11 persons acting co11ectively with members of 
either of the first two categories in the stream of activity induding the crudal 
action(s). Fina11y, sets of partidpants fall into separate formations to the extent 
that they act co11ectively, communicate internally, oppose other sets of partid
pants, and are given distinct identities by observers. Where we do not have 
enough information to apply these definitions with any rigor-which is 
often-we accept the conventionaI observer's identification of actors, stage, 
and action. 

When two violent actions oeeur on the same day or consecutive days, in 
the same commune or adjacent ones (in Paris, Lyon, or Marseille: the same 
quarter or adjacent ones), and there is a reasonable presumption of an overlap 
of personnel equal to ten percent or more of the partidpants in the smaller 
action, both actions count as part of the same disturbance, and a11 of the inter
vening time belongs to the event. Three or more violent actions with such con
nections may compound into events covering longer periods and Iarger terri
tories. Two events are distinct but linked when they occur in the same or 
consecutive months, and meet any of these conditions: (a) concerted action of 
at least one formation in one event with at least one formation in the other: (b) 
strong evidence of overlap in personneI: (c) strong evidence of the provision of 
material assistance by the partidpants in one event to the partidpants in the 
other: (d) overt imitation of the action of one event by a formation in another: 
(e) overt response as indicated by demands, slogans, or ritual acts. Three or 
more events may be linked in this way. 

In summary, the procedure comes to this: 

1 Scan the sources for violent actions. 

2 Having located a violent action, determine whether the event of which it 
is apart meets the definition of "violent event." 

3 If it does, set its boundaries in space, time, and personnel. 

4 Identify the formations taking part in the event. 
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5 Determine whether it is linked to any other event. 

6 Code. 

The diagram at the end of this seetion represents the whole complicated 
procedure. 

SUMMARY 

A. Violenee: 
1. Onedead 
2. One wounded 
3. Any damage to objects 
4. Seizure of control of objects 

B. Colleetive: 
1. At least fifty persons in one formation (direct evidence through num

bers of partidpants wounded or arrested) 
2. Indirect evidence of a large group through the use of a co11ective termi-

nology: 
multitude troupe bagarre 
rassemblement revolte tumulte 
reunion rebellion insurrection 
foule emeute desordre 
attroupement echauffouree trouble 

C. Mutual: 
1. Two formations in conflict 
2. A formation versus an individual 
3. A formation versus objects or symbols representing another group 

D. Exelude: 
1. Sabotage, bombings, fires set by unknown persons 
2. Assassinations, murders, criminal activities by individuals 
3. Large gatherings where no violence breaks out even if they threaten 

violence 
4. Rebellions within dosed institutions: prisons, hospitals, asylums 
5. Symbolic damage to one's own property 

E. Boundaries: 
1. Begins with continuous interaction of at least two formations. 
2. Ends with termination of eontinuous interaction of last two forma

tions. 
3. Occupies space within which spectator could observe interaction 

directly. 
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4. Participants: performers of violent acts, others interacting directly 
with them, plus others acting collectively with either of the first two 
groups; they are divided into formations. 

F. Multiple violent actions forming single event: 
1. Same day or consecutive days 
2. Same commune or adjacent communes (in Paris, Lyon, Marseille, 

same quarter or adjacent quarters) 
3. Overlap in personnel of ten percent or more of the participants in the 

smaller action 

G. Distinct but linked events: 
1. Same month or consecutive months 
2. Concerted action of formations 

OR 
3. Overlap in personnel 

OR 
4. Provision of material assistance 

OR 
5. Overt imitation 

OR 
6. Overt response by demands, slogans, ritual acts 

This whole system of definitions and procedures works well enough 
where there are good (and fairly uniform) accounts of many politieal distur
banees, and where there is an identifiable "autonomous political system" with 
a single central authority tending to monopolize legitimate control over means 
of eollective coercion. In France itsell, it weakens during long interregna like 
the Occupation and the Resistance of World War 11. In Italy and Germany, the 
periods before unification present serious problems. The whole system would 
probably have to be reeast to handle such cases as Zaire (formerly the Belgian 
Congo) after 1960, the United States from 1860 to 1865, or western Europe it
self before the 17th century. The scheme also has two quite intentional features 
which suit it weil for the kind of analysis we have undertaken, but might unHt 
it for some other sorts of inquiry: (1) it ignores the politieal effeets of the event, 
giving no special weight, for example, to the rebellion which toppIes a regime; 
(2) although the criterion of "violen ce" is a fairly generous one, the scheme by
passes instances of non violent coercion unless they are coupled with violence. 
Neither a palaee revolution nor an unfulfilled threat of mass rioting is likely to 
qualify as a violent event under its restrictions. These are costs we have 
accepted beeause of the advantages of eeonomy and precision they bring; for 
other investigators and other purposes, they may be costs too great to bear. 
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Appendix 2 
Malerials from 
Ihe Sludy of 
Colleclive Violence 
in France 

GENERAL 
The material follows a single relatively well-documented event from narrative 
account through coding and transcription in machine-readable form to its inte
gration into a quantitative analysis. Forest invasions of this sort (although not 
this scale) were frequent events in the Pyrenees from the la te 1820s through the 
Revolution of 1848. The Forest Code enacted by the French goveroment in 
1828 curtailed common rights to glean, graze, and gather firewood, in favor of 
the consolidation of bourgeois property in woodlands. Poor people of the 
mountains challenged the Code for twenty-five years, especially at moments 
when the govemment weakened, as in the revolutions of 1830 and 1848. The 
conflict of la Barousse took place just one month after the February Revolution 
of 1848. 

When I developed the procedures for sampling and coding violent events 
in the mid-1960s, I used the word "political disturbance" to describe the events 
under study. As I worked with the material, I realized the phrase contained an 
unjustified presumption and a misleading metaphor. Since we enumerate 
events on the basis of size and the presence of violence regardless of political 
context or content, the word "political" presumes what is to be proven: that 
the bulk of collective violence does, indeed, grow out of political processes. 
The word "disturbance" implies malfunction, abnormality, a break with ordi
nary Hfe which our analyses of the evidence generally contradict. I now prefer 
the colorless "violent event," "violent incident" I cr even "collective action pro
ducing violence." However, the older vocabulary pervades our material; it 
would be dishonest to expunge it. 

The violent events studied in France included every one meeting our cri
teria (some damage cr seizure of persons cr objects, at least one formation of 
fifty persons or more, at least one formation nonmilitary) we encountered in 
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reading two daily national newspapers for each day from 1830 through 1860 
and 1930 through 1960, plus three randomly selected months per year from 
1861 through 1929. The General SampIe includes all those events. The Inten
sive SampIe, for the periods 1830-60 and 1930-60 only, includes all events we 
estimated to involve at least 1000 person-days plus a systematic ten percent of 
the remaining events. The information coded comes from the newspaper 
accounts, from historical works, from political yearbooks, and from French 
archival documents. 

The items in this set include: 

1 Excerpts from reports of a conflict between troops and "invaders of for
ests" in la Barousse, March 1848. 

2 Reports on Political Disturbance used for abstracting from newspapers, 
archival docurnents and secondary sources and as a cover sheet for photo
copies of excerpts from those sourees. 

3 Excerpt from the Intensive Sam pIe Codebook used in coding the event in 
la Barousse. 

4 Excerpts from the coded version of the event, including the complete set 
of coder' s comments. 

5 Segments of computer printout including a partial listing of the card
image version of the Intensive SampIe coding. 

6 Segment of computer printout including a complete listing of the OSIRIS 
version of the Intensive SampIe coding. 

7 Machine version of Table 15 from Charles Tilly, "How Protest 
Modemized in France" in William Aydelotte, Allan Bogue, and Robert 
Fogel, eds., The Dimensions of Quantitative Research in History (Prince
ton: Princeton University Press, 1972). 

8 Table 4 from Charles Tilly, 'The Chaos of the Living City" in Charles 
Tilly, ed., An Urban World (Boston: Little, Brown, 1974). . 

9 Graph representing a five-year moving average of our estimates of total 
participants in French collective violence, 1830-1960. 

EXCERPTS FROM REPORTS ON EVENT 848 02 29 01 

"Letters from Saint-Gaudens written the 4th of March announce that order has 
been restored ... The band of looters consisted of almost 2,000 people; at the 
approach of the !ine troops and the National Guard they retreated toward the 
mountains of la Barousse; but having arrived in the defiles, they resumed the 
offensive.. The front ranks, armed with guns, fired; the troops replied and 
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rushed toward their enemy with bravery. The evildoers then escaped in every 
direction across the rough mountain terrain, and it was impossible to follow 
them. lt appears that many of them were shot as they tried to enter caves in the 
mountainsides ... " (Le Siede, 11 March 1848). 

"The troubles which broke out in the valley of la Barousse were started by 
illegal users of the forest. A large number of inhabitants of that valley went to 
the Guard General of the Forests, who was assigned to execute the warrants 
issued against them and burned all his papers while he was gone. Thence they 
went to the office of the Collectors for National Lands, where they likewise de
stroyed all the registers and forced the officers to pay a certain sum of money 
as reparation for the latest fines the officers had collected. Finally the same 
people did some damage to the chateau of Lussan, belonging to M. Goulard, 
the ex-deputy of Bagnores, who has been disputing the ownership of certain 
forests with the communes in the valley. We learn that a fairly large number of 
troublemakers have been arrested and have arrived at Bagneres." (Le Moni

teur, 10 March 1848) 
"A band of about 1,000, most of them armed, organized in the Hautes

pyrenees ... During the night of 2-3 March, that horde invaded the cantons 
of Saint-Bertrand and Saint-Beat in the arrondissment of Saint-Gaudens 
(Haute-Garonne), pillaged the chateau of M. Goulard, the former deputy, at 
Lassan, and that of the Duke of Rovigo at Barbazon, and finally collected a 
kind of tribute from a few well-to-do landowners in the same area. The 
National Guard of various communes joined with line troops sent from 
Toulouse and Tarbes to restore order. The detachments sent after the mis
creants found them. We are told that 25 were taken prisoner, 3 killed and 6 or 
7 wounded." (Archives Nationales BB 18 1461, report of procureur general, 
Cour .cl'Appel, Toulouse, 4 March 1848) 

"The change of regime occasioned fairly serious disorders in the 
arrondissement of Saint-Gaudens. A band of peasants frorn the mountains of 
la Barousse (Hautes-pyrenees) spread through the lowlands in hopes that the 
fall of the monarchy might cause an economic overturn which could hardly 
fai! to be profitable to them. On the 2d of March, the coach frorn Bagneres-de
Luchon was robbed between Bertran and Bagiry, and the news soon spread 
that 1,500 or 1,800 peasants armed with clubs, pitchforks, picks and hunting 
rifles were pillaging the houses and castles of the area, and holding their 
inhabitants für ransüm ... " (Antünin Cayre, "Des jüurnees de fevrier aux 
journees du juin," in Jacques Godechot, ed., La Revolution de '1848 Ci Toulause 
et dans la Haute-Garonne (Toulouse, 1948). (The fullest account, however, 
appears in Louis Clarenc, "Les troubles de la Barousse en 1848," Annales du 
Midi 65 (1951),329-348.) 
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REPORT ON POLITICAL DISTURBANCE (4-65) 

1. Title __________ _ 2. No. 3. Recorder 

4. Date ______ _ 5. Source 

6. Location 7. Antecedents/Presumed Origins 

8. Precipitating Events ____________________ _ 

9. Description ________________________ _ 

10. Objectives: none c=J observer's inference 0 explicit 0 

11. CasuaHies ________________________ _ 

12. Property Damage ________ _ 13. Duration ____ _ 

14. Participants ________________________ _ 

15. Repressive Forces _____________________ _ 

'6. Linkage with Othe;:-:r:-;:D1;-:.s::t"ur::<bc:s=-ne:cec:s-----~I-,-7 C --- -----J 
. __ .. ____________ -" • onsequenees __ 

18. References 

c=J Notes on back D Additional Sheets Dea1ing with this Oisturbance 

c=J Further Information on Continuation Sheet 
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A NOTE ON FORMATIONS 
Some violent action (killing or wounding of persons, damage or seizure of 
property) brought the events under consideration into the sampIe of distur
banees. The partieipants in the disturbance include a11 persons who performed 
the violent action, a11 persons who interacted with them dirtctly in the course 
of that action, and a11 persons acting collectively with members of either of the 
first two categories in the continuous stream of activity which contains the 
violent action. 

We divide the partieipants into formations. Sets of participants belong to 
distinct formations to the extent that they act collectively, communicate 
internally, oppose other sets of participants, and/or are given speeific identi
ties meaningful outside the disturbance itself (e.g., "soeialistes," "paysans," 
"gendarmes") by the observers. Many formations, however, compound sev
eral different kinds of people-for example, mattres and compagnons; we do 
not assign them to separate formations unless they are reported to act indepen
dently or in significantly different ways. 

Most disturbances involve two or three easily distinguishable formations. 
In an extreme case, a formation can have only one member-for example, the 
victim of a lynching. At another extreme, a disturbance can involve only one 
formation-far example, the unanimous destroyers of a chateau. In very 
complicated disturbanees, where these prineiples would permit the distinction 
of ten or more different formations, we combine the participants into nine or 
fewer formations representing the most important divisions in collective 
action. For example, if the bijoutiers, the ebenistes, and the orfevriers each 
have their own barricade, they would appear as separate formations in the 
coding of a sma11 disturbance, but in a very large one could be combined into a 
single formation. In this case, choose the code in cols. 37-38 with great care, 
and COMMENT. 

Even in small disturbances, groups specialized in the maintenance and 
restoration of public order (which this codebook will ca11 Repressive for short) 
can always be combined into a single formation to the extent that their actions 
are indistinguishable. Thus when National Guards and troops of the line under 
a single command disperse a group of demonstrators, treat them as a single 
formation unless they begin to act in significantly different ways. Be sure to 
COMMENT if the code leaves any doubt how and what you have combined. 

In any case, identify the formations before starting to code. When a 
formation has a public identity more specific than wards like foule, attroupe
ment, people, and so on, indicate (for example, "Protestants," "CRS," "les 
habitants de " "Anarchistes"), spe11 out the identity in columns 
12-36. 
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Cards 31-39: Formation Background 

cols. 1-2 

cols. 3-11 

cols. 12-36 

cols. 37-38 

CARD NUMBER 

NUMBER FORMATIONS ARBITRARILY AND NOTE 
IN FILE 
31 
32 

Formation 1 
Formation 2 

to 39 Formation 9 

IDENTIFYING DATA 

DO NOT CODE-WILL BE DUPLICATED AUTOMATI
CALL Y FROM FIRST CARD 

PUBLIC IDENTITY OF FORMA TION: ALPHABETIC 

lf the formation has no definite public identity, leave 
blank. lf it has a name, put it here. 

TYPE OF FORMATION 

01 Crowd (further identifying information unavailable) 
10 Crowd of common ideology 

11 Crowd of common political attachment 
12 Crowd of common religion 

20 Activist group 
21 Political cadres, hacks 
22 Terrorists 
23 Criminal group (brigands) 
24 Guerrilla insurgents 
25 Private (party) army 
26 Secret soeiety 

30 Military or paramilitary group 
31 National guard 
32 Civil guard 
33 Regular army 
34 Garde mobile 
35 Milice bourgeoise 
36 Palace guard 
37 Bons citoyens (volunteers) 
39 Any military group plus public offieials: 

MANDATORY COMMENT 



260 Appendix 2 

40 

50 

60 

70 

80 
90 

99 

Police 
41 
42 

Gendarmes 
CRS 

43 Military police 
48 Police and military group: comment 

encouraged 
49 Police plus public officials: 

MANDATORY COMMENT 
Occupational group 

51 Workers of same industry 
52 Workers of same factory 
53 Workers of same locality 
54 Union 
55 Students 

Outsiders (group representing a locality) 
61 Group coming directly from a foreign 

country 
62 Group coming from an outside locality 
63 Group of migrants from outside France 
64 Group of migrants from another area of 

France 
Consumer group 

71 Users of the same market 
72 Users of the same water supply 

Public officials 
Combinations: MANDATORY COMMENT 

91 Deliberate combination for purposes of 
brevity in coding: 
MANDATORY COMMENT 

Others: MANDATORY COMMENT 

Cord Number 
Code 31-39 

IOENTlACATlON 
00 NOT CODE 

PlJBUC !DENTITY 
.f FORWA TlON 

Speil 
Norne .f 
FOfrnol'ion 

'-Type .f fermatl.n 

Age-Sex 
d}_! dri?<lII/s 
lY V,t i,i'~5,l" 4"f'4m !a.<je.

~/ /t ;;;(5<',1"'- ;::.:.N'C "'5 

( , 
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ßirthptoce of members 
Pre$ent resiclence 

Occupottonol 
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848 02 29 01 La ßrousse 

21/12. T\~elve communes. The three not llsted are Bertren (!I-P). TrO!)b8.t (H-P) , and 
Bagiry (I-!-G). The communal information for thern is the same as for those communes 
1isted on the cards. 

21 to 29/27. No po1itica1 tendency or apathy nOte<!. C1arene states that this dis
turbance had nothing to do w1th po1itics. 

21 to 29/39. Change in regime created uncertainty as to whether former officials I~ere 
still lega11y in office. Insurgents claimed that they were nOt and treated them as such. 
This uncertainty rnay also exp1ain why repressive action t~as not taken until 3 ~larch. 

31 to 29/39. Rcsentrnent against Code Forestier and enforcement of 1t. Resentment against 
state and certain proprietaires who were feIt to be usurpateurs de droits legitimes. 

21 to 29/42. Resentment against usurers. 

21 tO 29/45. Actions by national government which delivered into hands of certain pro
prietaires land whieh WlS feIt to be cOll1lllon. 

21 to 29/48. Numerous proees-verbaux etc. against vioLutors of Code Forestier. 

32/37. Numerous incidents of brigandage and destruction occurred in various communes. 
I have grouped a11 victims together. These include public officia1s (conducteur du 
Diligence, maires, Receveur de l'Enregistrement etc.) proprietaires and usurers. 

33/37. Garde nationaux, militaires, gendarmes, and some priests. 

32/43. Administ.ration, emp10yes des contribution, propriet~ires etc. 

33/43. Police, militaires, national guard, and priests. 

31/52. Net,rs of change in regime gives brigands apretext for revolt and an unsett1ed 
situation to take advantage of. 

31/56. For the first three days, the rebels responded to no violence. On 3 Narch, 
they met the repressive formation in battle, both sides using firearms. 

31/62. Code Forestier. 

31/64. Condüiolls of usury. 

31/66. Destruetion of private property in revenge. 

41/43. Estimates are 15-1800, and 2000. 

t,2/t,3, Different individuals throughout area, a rough estimate. 

43/43. About 50 $oldiers aod gendarmes (Clarenc). The rest was national guard of five 
towns of over 11,000 inhabitants total .. National guard strength inferred from nature 
of action and sizes of tOI,rns. 

41/55. Formation generally expanding. ~!an-days '" 1 x 200 + 1 x 800 + 2 x 1800 '" 4600. 

42/55. Each participant in this formation was inv01ved during only one day. 

42/67. C1arenc mentions no wounded <Ind states that none were ki11ed. Newspapers vary 
horn one to seven wounded and one to ehree killed. 

41/72. Some estimates are 10\,;er (97 and 81), but 98 is often repeated, and used by 
Clarenc. Ten t,rere prosecuted and faund guilty. 

51-52/13. The sequence presented between the two XX codes is not a true sequence but 
a recreation of a typical incident. Ten to tt~elve incidents of a similar nature took 
p1ace between 29 February and 3 March, and there is no room to code thern sequ€ntia11y. 
After the second XX, the battle of 3 ~wrch is coded as usua1. 

51/17. Invasion of mairie, bureau de llenregistremellt or bureau of the forestier. 
Subsequent burning of records and mistreating of officia1s. 

52/31. A different victim: a chateau otmer. 

51-53/t,3. 3 March, noon, at Antichan. Rounding up of prisoners continues until 5:00 p.m. 
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848 02 29 01 La Barousse (cont. , p. 2) 

65/14. Change in regime. 

65/44. Formation 53 is 1aw enforcement force. tlowever, division between 51 and 52 com
bines differences of occupation (lnd property. 

66/51. A great number of public records burned in almost every tO\1fl, mostly pe~tain~ng 
to Code Forestier lists of offenses, fines and proces-verbaux. Records of debts also 
bur.i.ed. Hinor pr~perty damage to public buildings. A huissier's h~use \vas pil1a~ed 
aud horse stolen in Nauleen-Barousse. A pig, some pork, and some \nn~ was taken 1-n 
Sost arms and insignia of administrateur forestier stolen, Pillage 1-n Loures-Barousse, 
hous~ invaded (Ind pillaged in Antichan. six men ransommed in Trobat and Bertren, ,mo~~y , 
and provisions stolen in Aula. Plag torn in Izaourt. Largest damage ,at a pr~pr1-:tal-re s 
chateau in Luscan (vhere trees were cut, gril.les broken, doors broken ln, furn1-tur 
broken or stolen and linen and books destroyed or taken. 
66/55. This is a 10\0,1 estimate. 30,000 fraucs damage alone at cbateau de Luscan. 

66/73. 
tably a 
Signac, 

70/18. 

I\lthough completely stifled, this disturbance stimulated l<lt~r 
plot to assassinate Receveur de l'eenregistrement, the 17 Apr:d 
und the incident at ßize-Nisto$ at thc end of April. 

NC 1848-03-10 (582-583) 
.!d 1848-03-11 

71-78. Comments 

incidents, no
disturbance at 

Very diÜJ.cult to code because of the great number of small incident$. See 
the model sequence code devJ.sed to handle this and note that there are twe1ve communes 
involved. 

79. Biblionraphy 
79 ... 01 Clarenc, Troubles de Barousse. Annale~ du ~idi, 195J, 
79 ... 02 Cayne, in Godechot, !1!. ~lution s!.§: .1848 .e. l'oulou$~, 

329-3/.8. 
153-15Lf. 
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218_8022901 65115221 001224000810510\006207}000IS0ST 

TT 
TT 
TT 
TT 
TT 
TT 
TT 
TT 
TT 

22848022901 65080428 001224000810510100620710001~AUL~ON BAPOUS5E 
23848022901 65010638 001224000810S10100620710001'Nr!C~A~1 
24848022901 650]0418 00122400081051010062071000!ANlA 
25848022901 31076213 0012240008IOS10I00620710001L'JSCAN 
26848022901 65111028 001224000810510100620710001SARP 
27848022901 31016037 00122400081051010U620710001SAPBAZON 
28848022901 65066209 001224000810510100620710001rZ~~OURT 
29848022901 65075413 001224000810510100620710001l0URES SAROUSSE 
31848022901BPIGANDS 531201010001007330314211132402021412023S46l 
32848022901vlCTIMEs OE BRIGANDAGE 9112020200010012602110111818385105020210110 
33848022901REPRE5S!VE FORCES 9012010201030014407710111837400013120610230 
41B480229011143121208ANDE CDNSIOERABlE 01B00204774304600Q520000000S30098\11e 
42848022901000000010NO KEY ~OPDS 00030901724300030n1400000005600000011 
43848022901446113120DEUX COLONNES 00~009040S1100ß0004100000000000000011 
51848022901 •• 11833582814035648385828164 •• 264545535199 
52$48022901 •• 02513551575151575151530202 •• 020202020202 
53848022901 0202020202020202020202020~020225453F.334040 
60848022901 000305050606050511050505050511030405071213 
6584802290131330121023.102~103 •• 21535JACOUEQIE 'RAVES OES0RQRES 
6684802290100026303057743000543006200000001030098190 •• 34311254ZOl5012347171111t 
7084802290140100313001399660719660817755028 VEPv OIFFrCUlT TO :OOE 
7184802290!BECAUSE OF GKEAT NU~BER OF SMALL INCIOENTS. SEE THE .MOOEL 
7284802290jSEQUENCE CODE OEvISEO TO ~ANOLE THIs AND NOTE TKAT THERE ARE 12 
73848022901COMMUNEs INVO,-VED 
7984802290101CLARENC. TROUBLES OE 8AROUSSE, ANNAlES DU' MIDI. 1951 329-345 
7984802290102CAYNE. IN GOOECHOT. LA ~EVOLUTION OE 1848 A TOUlOUSE. 153-154 
80848022901012112112 COMMUNES. TKE TH"EE NOT LISTEO ~RE 8EQTREN %,,_.?<. 
808480229010221122ANO SAIGRY %H-G<. THE COM"!uNAI_ INFOPMATION FOR THE"! 15 THE 
80!3480229010321123SA:~E AS FOR TI-lOSE C04MUNES LISTEO ON T~E C!'<Ds 
808480229010421271NO POLITlCAl TENOENCy 0'< APATHY 'iOTEO. Cl..AqEl-fC 'iiLHES THAT 
!108 .. 80229010S21272THIS DISTU;fBANCE HAO NOTHIN" TO 00 .iITI1 POLITICS. 
B084802290t0622271NO POLITICAl TENOENCY O~ APATI-lY NOTED. C'.6.RE,>.JC STATES THAT 
808480229010722272TH1S OISTU:<:8A"ICE HAD NOTHING TO 00 wITH POLITICS.~ 
8084802290!0823271NO POLITICAL TENOE"ICY 0;:( APATHY NOTEO. CUI-IE:"<C STATES THAT 
608480229010923272THIS olSTu~8ANCE HAO NOTH!NG TO 00 ~ITI1 POLITIC5. 
308480229011024271NO POLITIC..'!.L TENDE'KY 0" APAT"y :-.jOTEO. C~~RE:"C STATE5 y,.,AT 
8084802290111242721HI5 DISTU~BANCE H6,O NOTHING 10 00 ~ITH POLITICS. 
808480229011225271NO POlIT!CAL TENOENCY O~ APAT ... y NOTEO. C'.Ä'<ENC SP.TES Ti-~AT 
808480229011325272THIS orSTU~BA"ICE HAO NOTHING TO 00 wITH POLITIC$. 
808480229011426271NO POlITICAL TENOENCY 0" APAT~Y NOTEO. CLAr.ENC STATES T"4T 
808480229011526272THIS OI5TU~8ANCE HAD NOTHING TO 00 ~ITH POlITICS. 
8C8~a0229011627271NO POl!TICAL TENOENCY OR APAT~y ~OTE:D. CL~RENC STATES TH~T 
808 480229011727272THIS DISTU:~8ANCE: HAD NOTHING TO 00 ,. .. IPi PO!.lTICS. 
80848022901182827!NO POL!TICAl TENDENCY O~ APAT~Y NOTEO. CLAqE~C STATES TH~T 
808~a0229011928272THIS OISTU~8ANCE HAD NOTH!NG TO 00 ~ITH POl..IT[CS. 
ece .. 80229012029271NO POLITICAl TENOEI-1CY O=< APATI-'Y NOTEO. CI.AqE~C STATES ""~T 
B08 .. 80229Dl2129272TH!S DISTU~6A~CE HAD NOTHING TQ 00 WITH POtITICS. 
aC&4/j0229012221391CHANGE IN PEGl"E CREATEO IJ'KERL\INTY AS TO Io/HETHER FORMER 
a08~B02290123213920FF!CIALS ~ERE STILL LEGALLY lN OFFICE. INSUR6ENTS CLAIMEO 
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808~a0229012421393THAT THEY ~E~E NOT ANO TQEATED THE ~S SUCH. THIS 
d08430229012S21394UNCE~T4INTY MAY ALSO ~XPlAIN W~Y ~Eo~ESSlvE ACTION W4S NOT 

~e8 802290'262139STAKEN UNTIL MA~C~ 3 
8084802290i2722"-91CH4NGE IN REGIME OIEATEO uNCERTAINTY A$ TO ,:tlETf<Eq FOR"ER 
80a:a02290128223920FF ICI AlS '''E~E STILL lEGAlLY IN OFFICE. !NSUQGENTS CUIMED 
608480229012922393THAT THEY wER~ NOT ANO TREATEO THE~ AS SUCH. TH!S 
8084~0229013~22394UNCE~TAINTY MA: ALSO EXPLAlN WHY REPRESSIVE ACTION wAS NOT 

eoe4e0229013122395TAKEN UNTIL MARCH 3 FOR~ER 
80R .. ~_0229C13223391CHANGE IN REGIME CREAT~O UNCEPHINTY 4S TO W~~TH;R 1"0-
80e4802290133233920FfICl~LS liiERE STILL ll'..G!lLLY I~ OFFICE. l>.JSU.-GE,HS CUI ._1) 

808480229013423393THAT THEY wERE NOT ANO TOEATEO THE'1 AS SUCI-i. Tins 
80R480229013523394UNCfRTAINTY MAY Al SO EXPLAIN WHY REPRESSIvE ACTI0I\1 WA<; NOT 
808480229013623395TAKEN UNTIL MARCH 3 ... 
80fl.480229013724"'QlCHANGE IN REGIME CREATEr) UNCEflTAINTY AS Ta "iHETHER FOR ER 
8084802290138243920FfICIALS WERE STILL LfG~LLY IN OFFICE. TNSlIPGENTS CL'IIMEO 
e08480229013924393THAT T"lEY WERE NOT ANO TQEATED THEI' AS SUCI-!. THlS 
8084802290140?4394UNC[RTldNTY "'AY AL'lO EXpt41N '11"'( REPRESSIVE ~CTION wAS NOT 
80B480229014124395TAKEN UNTll MARCH 3 
808480229014225391CHANGf IN REGI"lE CREATEn UNCERTAINTY A5 TO Io/HETHER fORt'ER 
808480Z290143253920F'FICI4LS '4EflE STILL LEGALLY IN OFfICE. INSUPGENTS Cll\IMEO 
e08480229014425393THH THEY 'fiERE NOT ANO TI-IEATEO THEI' AS SUCH. THIs 
80fl,480229014525394UNCERTAINTY ~AY ALSO EXPL~IN W"lY REPRESSIVE ~CTION WAS NOT 
808480229014625395TAt<EN UNTlL MIl,RCH 3 ." 
80A480229014726391CHANGE IN REGI-'>\E CREATEO UNCERTAINTY A" TO ·.~HfTHER fORHER 
8084802290 148263920ffIC I ALS I_EHE STILL LEGf>.LL Y I N OfF I CE. INSU>:GfNTS CLA I MI: 4 
1l08480229014926393THAT THEY WEHE NOT ANO T4EATEO THEM AS SIlCH. THIS 
80S480229015026394UNCr. IHAINTY "'AY ALSO. fXPLAIN W4Y REPRESSIVE ACTION WAS NOT 
808480229015126395TAK~N UNTIL MAQCH 3 
B08480229015227391CHANGE IN REf.I"IE CREATE!) UNCERTJ\.INTy ~" TO wHETHER fORl~fR 
BOfl48022901S3273920FF ICIAL5 "ERE STILL lEGALLY IN OffICE. INSUPGENTS CLAl~'EO 
1l084B022901<;427393THAT THO wEHF.: NOT ANO Tr~EATED THE" AS SUCH. THJ5 
e08480229015527394UNCEHTAINTV ~.AY .ALSO [XPLAIN WHY REPRES5IVF ACTION WA'l NOT 
80SI.80229015627395TAr-:fr~ LNT IL MARCH 3 ,,' 1 .. 
80848022901572B391 CH l\NGE IN f~F.:GII·1E CREATE!) U~CERTAINTY A' TO "iHETHER fOR ER 
S08480229015A2S3920FF IClhLS ~EnE STILL LE~4lLY IN OFfICE. INSUpr,ENTS CLAIMEO 
B08480?2901592S393THAT THEY ,.ERE NOT ANO T!->EATED THE" AS SUCH. THIS 
80A480229016028394UNC(RTAINTY MAY ALSO EXPLAIN w.ry REPRESSIVE ~CTION WAS NOT 
B08480229016128395TAKEI\I UNTIL MARCH 3 
80fl480229016229391CHANGF. IN RE.Gl'~E CREATEn UNCERTAINTY 1\<; TO o,JHETHER FORMER 
808480?290163293920FFICIIILS wfl~E STILL LEGlILlY IN OFfICE. tNSUPGENTS CI_AlMEn 
80B480229016429393THAT THEY WERE NOT ANO TOEATED THE~ AS SUC~. THIS 
8084ß0229016S29394UNCERTAINTY MAY ALSO F.XPLAIN \tI)-1Y REPRESSIVE ACTION 'tiA'l NOT 
808480229016629395TAKEN UNTIL MARCH 3 
tlOfl.4B0229!l16721391RESENT~.\ENT AGAINST CODE FORESTIER ANO ENFORCE,'tENT OF IT •. 
8084802290tI,821392RESENTI-~ENT AGAINST STATE ANO CERTAIN PROPRIETII.IREs '11"10 wEflE 
8084S0?2901n921393FElT TO BE USURPATEURS OE OROITS lEGITIMES 
80S4S0229017022391f?ESENTMENT AGAIN<;T CODE FORESrtER "NO ENfORCE,'ENT nF IT. 
80B480229017122392RESENT"ENT MAINST STATE AND CERTAIN PROPRIETflIRES WHO WERE 
S084 fl 0229017222393FELT TO BE USURPtlTEURS OE OROPS LEGITIME<; 
808480229017323391 1lESENPIENT "GI'IINST CODE fORESTIEf-l "NO ENFOPCE',IENT OF IT" 
8084S0229017423392 RE SENTI'ENT AGArNST STATE ANO CERTAIN PROPRIETAIRE~ \tI'10 WSRS 
BOf\4S02290t7523393fELT TO BE USURPATEURS OE {)fH.'ITS LE<;;ITIHES 
8084a02?9017624391RESENTI~ENT AGAINST CODE FORESTIER ~"ND ENfORCE',:ENT Of IT. 
B{j8480229017724392RESENT'~ENT A<";AINST STATE ANO CERTAIN PROPRIET/lIRES WHO WERE 
80B4802290178?4393FELT TI) BE USURPATEURS OE QROPS LEGITIME:; 
BOß4802290179?5391 RESENTMENT "GA[NST CO OE fORESTIER I'INtl ENFOpcE'·,ENT OF IT. 
SOß4802290180?5392RESENWENT AGAINST STIITE A"iD CERrAIN PROPRIETAIRE:. WHO WERE 
S084802290 18125393FEL T TO SE USURPHEURS f1E OPOITS I Ee-IT IMES 
BOS480?Z9018226391RESENTt.'ENT AGA[NST C00E fORESTIEI':I AN!) ENFORCEI·'ENT OF IT. 
80S48022901S3Z6392f-lESENP,lENT AGAINST STATE AloIO CEPUIN PROPRIETAIRE5 WHO \tiERE 
B084B0229018426393FElT TO BE USURP"TEURS nE DROIT5 lE"ITIMES 
80ß48022901B5~7391RESENT'~ENT AGAINST CODE FOI~ESTIER AND ENFORCE!-~OH OF IT. 
BO!l4S0Z<?<10 1 8627392RE SENTI"ENT AGA I NS T ST AT( AND CERT A 1 N PROPP t EI A IRES \tIHO wEf-lE 
80B .. 80229018727393FEl T TO RE USURPATEURS OE DRO!TS l.EGITIME<; 
8084S0?290113828391 PE<;ENT'.\ENT IIGAINST CODE FORESTIEfl 6NO f.NFORCEt'ENT OF IT. 
a08480?2901892S39 2R(<;ENT'\ENT Ar:ArNST STATE ANO CERTAHI PROPRIEHIRE<; WHO wEP( 
tlOß480229019028393FEI_T TI} BE U5U~PflTEURS IIE tHHHTS LEGITIMES 
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8084B022901912939lf1ESENT','ENT flGAtNST CODE FOI-?ESTTER "NO ENFM!CEt.lENT OF TT. 
8084f!0229019229392nESENT'-'ENT AGAINST STATE AND CEnTAI ... PROPRTEHIPES 10140 ;vEf'f 
SOA4S022901Q329393fELT T0 RE USURPATEURS ~E OR~ITS tEGITIME:, 
S084S0229019421421RESENTMENT AGAINST USURPrRS 
S08480229019522421RESENTMENT AGAINST USUR 'ERS 
808480229019623421RESEI\ITMENT i\GA INS T USUR')ERS 
8084802290 19724421 RESENT'~ENT i\GA II\1ST USUR"ERS 
8084802290 19825421 RESENTI~ENT AGA INST USURofRS 
S08480229(l19926421RESEN!'-IENT AGA INST USURofRS 
S084S0229019927421RESENT'~ENT AI1AINST USURPFRS 
a08480?Z901992842lRESENTI.'ENT AGAINST USUR?ERS 
B013480229019929421RESENTHENT AGAINST USUR'FRS 
SOS480229019921451ACT!ON<; ey NATIONAL GOVT WH!CH OELIVEqED INTO HAND<; OF 
80B4B0229019921452PROPRIETAIRES LANO WHICH WAS FELT TO BE COMMON 
S084S0229019922451ACTIONS SY NATIONAL GOVT WHICH OELlvE.!?EO INTO fH.NOS OF 
808480229019922452PROPRIETAIRES LAND wHIC4 WAS FELT TO BE GOMMO". 
S084B022'J019923451ACTION<; BY NATIONAL ';oVT WHICH OELIvEllEO INTO HA NOS OF 
80S4802?,9019923452PROPRrETAIRES LAND wKICrl WAS FELT TO Sf. COHMON 
8084S0?29019924451ACTION<; BY NATIONAL GOVT WHICH OElIVE!?EO INTO HflNO~ OF 
6084S0229019924452PROPRIETAIRES LANO wHICH WAS FElT TO BE COMMON 
aOS48022901992545!ACTIONS BY NATIONAL GOVT WHICH DElIVEREO INTD HA~DS OF 
80ß480229019925452PROPRIETAIRES LAND WHICH ~A5 f~LT TO RE COMMON 
80fl.48022901992M5},dCTION<; SY NATIONAL ~OVT WHICH OELlvEREO INTO HAND'.' OF 
80B480229019926452PROPRIETAIRES LAND WHICH WAS FELT TO BE COM~ON 
808480229019927451ACTION~ BY ~ATIONAL r,OVT WHICH OElIVE~EO INTO HA NO<; Of 
S08480229019927452PROPRIETAIRES LANO \tIHICH WAS fELT TO BE COMMON 
80ß48022901992A451ACT10N<; ey NATIONAL GOVT WHICH DELIvEllED INTO HAND':> OF 
80S480229019928452PRüPRIETAIRES LAN~ WHiCH WAS FELT TO BE COMMON 
80S480229019929451ACTtO~~ BY NATiONAL ~OVT WHICH OELIVE~ED INTO HAND<; OF 
808480229019929452PROPRIETAIRES LAND wHICH wAS fELT TO BE CO~MON 
8084S0229019921481NUI~EROUS PROCES-VERBAUX ETC AGAINST VIOLATORS OF CODE 
808480229019921482fORESTIfR 
S084802290199224ßINU~EROUS PROCES-VERBAUX ETC AGAINST vrOLATORS Of CODE 
a08480?,290199224S2FORESTTER 
8084802290199234AINU~EROUS PROCES-VERBAUX ETC A',AINST VIOLATORS Of CODE 
80B4802290199234A2FORESTIER 
80S4B02290199244ßINU~"EROUS PROCES-VERBAUX ETC AGAINST VIOLATORS OF CODE 
808480229019924482FORESTTER 
SOB4S0229019925481NU'~EROUS PROCES-vERBAUX ETC AGAtNST VIOLATOPS OF CODE 
SOB480229019925482FORESTIER 
80fl.48022901992M81NUMEROUS PROCES-vERBAUX ETC A1.AINST vrOLATORS OF CODE 
808480?290!9926482fORESTIER 
80S4S0229019927481NU'~EROUS ;>ROCES-VERBAUX ETC AGAINST V!OLATOR5 OF CODE 
80A4S0229019927482FORESTTER 
a084802?90199284S1NUt·1E'Wl'S PROCES-VERBAUX ETC AGATNST VIOLATORS OF CODE 
S084802290 1992,S4 82fUHE >T 1 ER 
S084S02290199294!:\!NU>.1EROUS PROCES-VERBAUX ETC AI;AINST VIOtATORS OF CODE 
808480229019929482FORESTTER 
80848022901993237lNU'~EROUS lNCIOENTS OF ernGANOAGE ANO OESTRUCTION OCCURREO IN 
B084802290191232372VAHIOUS COM~\INES. I HI\VE GROUPED ALL VICTIM<; TOGETHEP. 
B08480229019932373THESE l~ClUOE PUBLIC OfflCIAl<; 't;CONOUCTEUQ DU OIl,rGENCE. 
SOB480229019912374/.iAIRIES. RECEvEuR OE l\'jENREGISTREMENT ETC< PROPRIETI'IIRES 
808480229019932375AND USURERS 
B08480229019933371GAROE NATI0NAUX. MILITAIRES. GENOA~MES. AN~ SOME PRIESTS 
8084B0229019932431AOMINISTRATJOI\I, EMPLOyES OES CONTRIBUTION. PRooRIT1IRES ETC 
8084S0229019933431POLICE. MIUTAIREo::. NATIONAL G>lARO. ANf) PRIESTS 
a084B0229019931521NE .... S OF CHANGE IN ~EGI14E GlvES BRIGANO" APRETExT FOR REVO!. T 
8084a0229019931S2?ANO AN UNSETTlEO SITUATTON TO TA!<E AOVANTAGE OF 
808480229019931S61FOR T4E FIRST "3 PAYS. T,jE REBELS RESPONOEO TO NO VIOLE1>4Cf_. 
SOß4a02290199315620N MWCH 3 THF.Y MET THE REPRESSIvE FORt--IATlON I~ 8ATTLf.. BOT'~ 

8084S02290 19931563S I :)ES US ING F 1 REAR'I<; 
S084S02290 199 31621 CODE FOflES TIER 
aO'\480229019Q31641CO",OITIONS I)F USU~Y 
808480229019931661DESTRUCT10N OF PRIVATE PROPEPTY IN REVENGE 
8084Bn229019941431ESTr~ATES AnE 1500-1aOo. ANO 2000 
8084S02290199424310IFFE"ENT INOIV!OUALS THROUGHOUT A:<EA. A ROUGH E<;TIMATE 
80848022901.9943431ASOUT 50 SOLOIERS ANO GENDARMES "-,CLARENC<. Tf1E ~EST '"lAS 
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SOS4S0229019943432NATtONAL GUARD Of 5 TOwN5 OF OVER 11000 INKA8ITANTS TOTAL. 
808480229019943433NATIONAl GUARO STRENGTH INFERREO FRO~ NA TUnE OF ACTION ANO 
S084S0229019943434SIZE5 OF TOwNS 
eOS480229019941SS1FOR"'ATI0N GENERALLY EXPANOING. "'ANDAYS Ii lx200 & !XPOO I;. 

8084802290199415522x1800 # 4600 
aOS480229019942SS1EACH PARTICIPANT IN T~IS FORMATION WAS INVOlVEO OURING ONLY 
808480229019942SS20NE OAY 
808480229019942671THERE WERE SO"'E OFfIC!ALS '-1ALTRAITES OR STONED. THI5 FIGURE 
a08480229019942672IS A GUESS 
8084802290199416 71CL ARENC MENT IONS NO '.oIOUNOED ANO S T A TES THA T NONE '"ERE K 1 LLE'J. 
80S480229019941672NEWSPAPERS VARY FROM 1 TO 7 Wou~OEO AND 1 TO 3 ~!LlEO 
808480229019941721S0ME ESTIMATES ARE lO#ER ~97 AND 81< 8UT 98 !S OFTEN PEPEATEO 
808480229019941722AND U5ED 8Y CLA'lENC. 10 .:ERE PROSCECuTEO ANO FOUNO GUtLTY 
80S480229019951131THE 5EOUENCE PRESENTEO 8EnO/EEN T'"!E nw xx COOES 15 ~OT ~ TouE: 
80S4S0229019951132SEOUENCE aUT A RECREATION OF A TYPICAL INCIDENT. 10-12 
S08480229019951133lNCIDENTS OF S!MILAR "lATURE TOO<: PLACE eEr-.'EEN FES 29 ANO 
80S4802290199S1134MAR 3. ANO TrERE IS NO ROO~ TO CODE ThEM SE~UENTrALLY. AFTfR 
808480229019951135THE SECQNO xx, THE SATTLE OF MAO 3 I5 COOfO AS USUAL 
S08480229019952131THE SEOUENCE PI<ESENTEO BETwEEN THE T'>IO xx CODES 15 "lOT ~ roUE' 
808480229019952132SEQUENCE BUT A RECREATION OF A TYPICAL INCIOENT. 10-12 
808480229019952133TNCIDENTS OF SIMILAR NAT'\RE TOO-< PLACE 8ETWEEN FEe 29 ANO 
80S4S0229019952134MAR 3. ANO T~ERE 15 NO ROOM TO CODE T~EM SEQUENTIALLY. AFTEq 
808480229019952135THE SECONO xx. THE SATTLE OF MAO 3 15 COOEO AS USUAl 
8084802290199511711NVASION Of MAIRIE. eU~EUA OE L'ENREr.ISTG:E/A-ENT OR BUREAU OF 
808480229019951172THE FORE5TIER. SUBSE,JUENT 8URNr~G Of RECOROS ANO -.!ISTPF.ATING 
8084802290199S11730FFJCI~lS 
8084S02290199523114 DIFFE~ENT VICTIN - A C~ATEAU OWNER 
80848022901995143HlA"lCH 3. NOON, AT ANTICHAN. ROU"IOING UP OF PRISD~ERS 
8084S0229019951432CONTINUES UNITL 5 P M 
80S4S0229019953431~ARCH 3 NQON AT ~NTICHAN. ROUNOIN~ UP OF PRISONERS CONTINU€,S 
80B4802-290199S3432uNT1L 5 P 'I 

80B480<.>29019965141CH.IINGE IN 'lEGIME 
808480229019965441FOKMAT!ON S3 IS LA"" ENfORCEMENT FOPCE. HOWEvER DIVISION 
8084802290199654428ETL,/EEN 51 AND 52 COl'8ItJES OlfFE;.>ENCES OF OCCUPATI01;l ANO 
80S480229019965443PROPERTY 
S08480229019966511A (,REAT NUMBER OF pueLIC RECOROS BURNEO IN ALMOST EvEqy TOWN. 
SOS4S02290199665121"OSTLY PERToINING TO COOE FORESTIERS. LlSTS OF OFfE~~CES. fP'e: 
öOS4S0229019966513ANO PROCES-vERBAUX. RECORDS Of DEBTS ALSO 8ur:<ro. ·<AINOR 
808480229019966S14PROPERTY OAMAGE TO PU8LlC BUILDINGS. A HUISSIEc':S HouSE ,'AS 
S084S022901996E>515PILLAGEO ANO HO~SE STOLEN IN MAULEEN-BAHOUSSE. t. P!G. SO!.!E 
8084S0229019966516POHK ANO SDME WINE WAS TA"EN IN SOST, A4MS AN" It.lSIGNE OF 
8084802290199665170f AOMINISTRATEUR fORESTIER STOLEN. PILLAGE IN lOURES-
80S4S0229019966518BAHOUSSE, HousE INVAOEO AND PILLAGEO IN ANTICHAN. 6 !~EN 
S08480229019966519RANSO~ED IN TR08AT ANO 8ERTREN. MONEY ANO PROvISIONS STOLEN 
S084S0<.>290199665191N ANLA. FLAG TORN IN IlftOURT. LARGEST OA~AGE AT A 
808480229019966519PROPIETAIRE:"'5 CHATEAU IN LUSCAN \~riERE TREES 'tiERE CUT. 
808480229019966519GRILLF.5 BROKEN, ODORS 8G:OKEN IN. fURN!TURE BRO~EN OR STOLEN. 
8084S0229019966519ANQ LINEN ANO BOOKS OESTROYEO OR TAKEN 
80S.:.802290 19966551 TH I S ISA LOw ESTII-\A TE. 30.000 FRANCS DA"IAGE AL ONE AT CHA TEA 
8084802290199665520E LUSCAN 
808480229019966731ALTHOUGH COMPLETELY ST!FLEO. THIS DISTUR8At.lCE STI~ULATED 
8084S0229019966732lATER INCIDENTS. NOTABLY A PLOT TO ASSASSTNATE RECEvEUR OE 
808480229019966733L~ENREGISTREMENT. THE APRIL 17 DISTURSANCE AT SIGNAC. AND 
8084S0229019966734THE INCIDENT AT BIZE-NISTOS AT THE END OF ~pG:rL 
8084802290199701S1MO 184S-03-10%SS2-583<.LS 1848-03-11 
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RUN VII--FORMATION TYPE X-TABS CORRECTION 
QUALIFYING DATA ONLY 
GENERAL SAMPLE 1830-1960 

COUNT OF 
FORNATION TYPES 
BY YEAR, 1845-51 

ROI.,rS '" FORMATION TYPE, COLUMNS ~ YEAR OF ANALYSIS. 

1845 1846 1847 1848 1849 
SIMPLE ~--------;;--------;:---------1---------1---------1--~~~~---I--!~:!---I 
CROIID! 21 81 ~~: 401 41 51 11>1 

1 I! 1.141 11 1 6~: 41 SI 181 

IDEO- i---------i--------;:---------l------:-~!--------~:--------~:-----~:~~: 
LOGlCAL 1 ! 51 i 321 161 51 2i,] 

CROI~D 1_ 1 1.661 I l.~i: I :~: SI 17J 

GUERRIL: --------:---------:---------1---------1------:--1--------~:-----~:~~i 
BANDITS' J I ; ~: I I 251 
PVTARNY ! ! I I I! 1 1 261 

OTHER : - --- ---- - : ---- -----! -- ---- ---1---------1-------- -: --- --- --.. : -----~: ~~: 
AC'fIV- J 1 1 : 31 1 1 2& I 
IS1$ 1 I I 1 i: 1 J 261 

PUBL1C ; - - -- --" -- :. - -- ----; ~ ---- -----1-- ---- ---1---------: ---------; --- ---- -~: 
OFFCIAL 1 1 21 l: ~~I 41 21 81 

1 1 11 11 1 04: 41 21 SI 

OFFC1AL ; - - ~ - -- - -; : - - - - -- - -: ~ ---- --- -: ~_---- --: --I ---- -- --:: - - - - - -- -:! --------~: 
TROOPS ! 21 41 41 161 41 SI 261 
POLICE 1 11 11 I 161 41 SI 281 

1 _________ 1 _________ 1 11 11 11 1.011 
REGULAR! 1 11 -------- -1---------1-- -------1 

TROOPS 1 I 11 : SI 61 11 121 
1 I 11 I 1 1~: 61 1I 121 

OTHER :---------~--------~:---------I------:--I--------::--------~:--------~; 
H1L1TRY I I 61 ~.: 441 61 21 51 

I I 11 11 I ~~: 91 31 61 

POLICE ;---------:---------:---------1------:--1------::::------::~:------~~~: 
ANO 1 1 :1 ~: 'l] 31 21 121 
MIL1TRY 1 1 1I 11 91 31 21 121 

POLICE : -- -- ----;: -- -- ----;: --- ----~;JI--------:: ---- ----~: --------~ :--------~: 
1 21 21 131 g: SI 31 1'l1 
I 11 11 11 I1 81 31 201 

1-- -------1----- ----1-- ---- - --! ---------1------ -_:: ------- - ~: --.---~~~:: 

SUM KEY 

103 RAW 
108 WTD 

1.04 l1EN 

82 RAW 
94 lno 

1.14 HEN 

26 RAW 
27 WTD 

1. 03 :MEN 

29 RAW 
29 WTD 
1 MEN 

41 RA\~ 
42 WTD 

1. 02 l1EN 

61 RA\4 
63 WTD 

1. 03 MEN 

28 RAW 
30 WTO 

1.07 MEN 

65 RAH 
72 !1TD 

1.1 MEN 

38 RAH 
38 WTD 

1 l'1EN 

59 RAW 
60 WTD 

1. 01 MEN 
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RUN VII--FORHATION TYPE X-TABS CORRECTION 
QUALIFYING DATA ONLY 
GENERAL SANFLE 1830-1960 

COUNT OF 
FORMATION TYPES 
BY YEAR, 1845-51 

ROWS FORMATION TYPE. COLillms '" YEAR OF ANALYSIS. 

CCUPA 
W/SAME 
LOCALE 

1845 1.846 1847 1848 1849 1850 1851 
! ___ ~ ___ ~ _ 1 __ -- -- --- I---~ --- - - {------ ---1---- -----1- -------- (------·---1 
! 11 41 11 131 1 I 1 
! It 41 11 1 S 1 1 I 1 
1 11 \I ·11 1. I') 1 1 1 I 
I---------I---------l--------~I-------~-I---------I---------1---------1 

OCCUPA I l' 11 l! 181 31 41 21 
W/SAME 1 11 41 21 12I SI SI 21 
INDSTRY I 11 1.3~1 11 1.221 1.661 1.2')1 11 

1---------1---------1---------1---------1---------1---------1-----·---1 
OTHER! 11 31 151 161 51 11 11 
OCCUPA 1 21 31 161 161 51 11 11 
GROUp! 21 11 1.061 11 11 11 11 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 

GROUP 1 I 1 1 IZI I I I1 
OUTSIDEl 1 1 1 121 1 I 11 
ORIGIN t I I I1 1 I 11 

1---------1---------1---------1---------1---------1---------1---------1 
USERS 1 I 111 I1 21 I 11 11 
SAME 1 J IZ! 11 21 I 11 11 
RESOURC I I 1.091 11 11 1 11 11 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 ___ ------(---------1 

OTHERS I 11 61 121 181 41 31 1'<1 
I \I e-I 191 201 41 31 151 
I I1 11 1.581 1.111 11 I1 1.071 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 _________ 1 ___ ------1---------1 

10 61 83 268 63 34 194 SUMS 
11 66 91 290 70 36 203 

1.1 1.08 1.09 1.08 1.11 1.05 1.04 

*****TABLE TOTALS... RAW'" 713 WTD'" 767 

SUM KEY 

19 RAI.j 
21 \"'1'D 

1.1 MEN 

33 RAW 
41 WTD 

1.24 NEN 

tl2 RAH 
44 iVTD 

1.04 NEN 

13 RAH 
13 inD 
1 MEN 

16 &J\l.j 
17 WTD 

L06 MEN 

58 RAH 
68 lITD 

L17 HEN 

713 RA\I 
767 \~TD 

1. 07 HEN 

Table 4 Participants in collective violence per 100,000 population by urbanity 
of department, 1830-1859, eorrected to annual rates 

Percent of 
population 
. in eWes of 
10,000 or more 1830-34 1835-39 1840-44 1845-49 1850-54 1855-59 

0.0 17 4 40 25 152 
0.1-5.0 23 22 16 70 70 
5.1-10.0 53 22 48 68 43 
10.1-15.0 104 19 10 81 15 
15.1+ 731 57 64 689 86 

Total 147 22 37 210 56 

Total 
, participants 
(thousands) 240 41 64 371 101 

144 
Number of Disturbanees, 1830-1860 
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Appendix 3 
Procedureslorlhe 
Slud., 01 eonlenlious 
Galherings in 
Greal Brilain 

GENERAL 
Our newest large eHort is a study of conflicts in Great Britain from 1828 
through 1834. We have several diHerent incentives for undertaking the new 
analysis. First, our analyses of violent events in Italy, Germany, and France 
appeared to confirm our supposition that the violence was on the whole the 
by-product of the intervention of further interested parties in actions which 
were not intrinsically violent and which occurred frequently without signifi
cant violence. In particular, we were interested in the frequency with which 
the violence began with the intervention of troops, police, and other special
ized repressive forces. Since the only nonviolent events of which we had made 
large, systematic enumerations for some of the same periods and places were 
strikes, however, we did not have the evidence to look closely at that relation
ship between nonviolent and violent collective actions. 

Second, it seemed worth making a sustained comparison between pat
terns of conflict in nineteenth-century Britain and those we had found on the 
Continent. Students of modern Europe often think of nineteenth-century 
Britain's experience as a kind of success story-at least in "avoiding" the revo
lutions which occurred in France, Germany, Italy, and elsewhere. A close 
study of conflicts in Britain should give us the means to rethink that question. 
More important, it should provide firmer ground for choosing among obvious 
alternative explanations of the differences between Britain and the continent: 
that Britain had fewer of the kinds of people who made nineteenth-century 
revolutions and rebellions, that the most likely rebels had fewer grievances, 
that repression was more effective in Britain, and so on. 

Our original hope was to examine the changing patterns of conflict in 
Britain throughout the nineteenth century. With a wide range of nonviolent 
events to consider I however I that action would have required an enormous 
effort-many times the already formidable eHort per year in our studies of 
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France and Germany. After some prelirninary enumerations in scattered years 
from the end of the eighteenth century to the end of the nineteenth, we nar
rowed our attention to 1828-1834. That period recommends itself for several 
reasans. First, it was a time of major movements, conflicts and collective 
actions: Catholic Emancipation, Reform agitation, industrial conflict, the 
attack on select vestries, and the great agrarian rebellions of 1830. Second, 
there eXIst excellent historical studies of some of the period' s conflicts-for 
example, Captain Swing, by E. j. Hobsbawm and George Rude-with which 
we can compare our own results. Third, we have some reason to believe that 
the period acted as an historical pivot in something like the same way that the 
revolutIOns of 1848 did in Franee and Germany: marking, and perhaps pro
ducmg, a shlft from reactive to proactive, from "backward-looking" to "for
ward-looking" collective action on the part of ordinary people. 

In that period, we are attempting to enumerate, describe, and analyze a 
large share of all the "contentious gatherings" which occurred in England, 
Scotl~nd, ~d Wales. Roughly speaking, a contentious gathering is an occa
stOn In WhlCh ten or more persons outside the government gather in the same 
place and make a visible claim which, if realized, would affect the interests of 
some specific pe.rson(s) or group(s) outside their own number. In principle, 
these gathenngs mclude Just about all the events covered in our earlier enumer
ations of strikes and collective violence. They also include a great many other 
events: demonstrations, petition meetings, delegations, group poaching, and 
plenty of others. Drawing the boundaries both generously and consistently is a 
delicate and laborious task. 

We are still adjusting the procedures for that task. After doing a trial 
enumeratIOn and summary coding of some events from 1830, we did a prelimi
nary scanning of thirty randomly selected ten-day blocks from the entire six
year period, then proceeded to enumerate systematically from the beginning of 
1828. We have completed the preliminary enumeration of 1828. 'We find the 
e~ents via a com~lete issue-by-issue reading of the Morning Chronicle. The 
T,mes, Gentlemen s Magazine, Hansard's Parliamentary Debates, The Mirror 
of Parhament, and the Annual Register. Onee the events are enumerated, we 
plan to look for more information about them in the papers of the Horne 
Office (of which :ve have already built up substantial selections via photocopy 
and mlcrofdm), m other periodicals, and in secondary historical works. We 
are still making plans for coding of the information in machine-readable form. 
The file for the six-year period will probably deseribe on the order of 25,000 
events. 
. We are also slowly making plans for the collection of data on the popula

tions and areas "at risk" to contentious gatherings. The units of observation 
will certainly include all counties of England, Scotland, and Wales. They will 
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probably include complete sets.of hundreds ·of parishes within selected COun
ties. If possible, they will also include particular populations of potential 
actors-for example, the hand100m weavers of Lancashire and the agricultural 
laborers of Leicestershire. UItimately the choice of units and of kinds of data 
concerning . those units will result from a compromise between the arguments 
we are seekmg to test and the costs of getting the relevant evidence. 

Events to be Enumerated 

The events are "contentious gatherings" (CGs), occasions in which ten or more 
persons outside the government gather in the same place and make a visible 
claim which, if realized, would affect the interests of some specific person(s) or 
group(s) outside their own numbers. Most CGs in our period fall into one or 
more of th: following categories: (1) collective violence, (2) meetings, (3) 
demonstratIOns, (4) parades, (5) assemblies, (6) rallies, (7) celebrations, (8) 
delegations, (9) strikes, (10) union activities. More precisely, the events in
cluded are all occasions: 

1 reported in the London Times, Morning Chronicle, Hansard's Parliamen
tary Debates, Annual Register, Gentlemen's Magazine and/or The Mirrar 
of Parliament; 

2 occurring in England, Scotland, or Wales; 

3 beginning on any date from 1 January 1828 through 31 December 1834; 

4 in which ten or more persons outside the government: 
a) gather in the same place, 
b) make a visible claim which, if realized, would affect the interests of 

some specific person(s) or group(s) outside their own number. 

Terms which therefore require working definitions 

reported 
occurring 
in England,.Scotland, or Wales 
beginning 
persons 

DEFINITIONS AND RULES OF THUMB 

Reported 

outside the government 
gather same place 
visible claim affecting interests 
specific person(s) or group(s) 

Any ,~ention in any context. lf, for example, an M.P. lays on the table a peti
tIOn from a numerous meeting in Oldham" which conforms to all our other 
criteria, that meeting enters the sampie. In parliamentary debates, mentions of 
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meetings do not need numerical information to be included. For example, if 
Mirrar of Parliament reports a meeting of parishioners at Preston to petition 
Parliament, but makes no mention of how many people attended the meeting, 
we will assurne provisionally that at least ten people took part. 

Occurring in England, Scotland or Wales 
Ten or more people must have gathered within the political boundaries 
(including territorialwaters) of England, Scotland, or Wales. lf any part of the 
action occurs within those boundaries, the entire event falls into the sampie. 

Sometimes it is difficult to determine how many people are involved in an 
event or action. In vague cases take the following terms to mean at least ten 
people: 

AFFRAY 
ASSEMBLY 
BRAWL 
CONCOURSE 
CROWD 
DEMONSTRATION 
DISTURBANCE 
GANG 
GATHERING 

GENERAL BODY IBODY 
MOB 
MULTITUDE 
NUMEROUS 
RALLY 
RIOT 
RIOTOUS ASSEMBLAGE 
THRONG 
TUMULTUOUS ASSEMBL Y 

Beginning on any date from 1 January 1828 through 31 December 1834 

The event begins at the first point at which at least ten of the people who even
tually make the visible claim are gathered without further dispersal befere they 
make the claim. The day begins at midnight. 

Persons 
Any human being who can reasonably be presurned to have intentionally par
ticipated in the rnaking of the claim. 

Outside the government 
When officers are acting inthe capacity given them by their offices and no 
group of ten or more nonofficers is acting with them, we exclude the action. lf 
ten or more officers act together but on their own responsibility, we include 
their action. Among the sets of people cornmonly named in discussions of Eng
lish governments in the nineteenth century, we are actually distinguishing 
three categories, (a) officers, (b) public committees, and (c) citizenry. As offi

cers, we are considering 
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Alderman Horse Guards Paymasters 
Bailiffs Judges Police 
Beadles Justices Police Constables 
Boroughreeves Justices of the Peace Privy Councilers 
Burgesses Lord Lieutenants Schoolboards 
Churchwardens Magistrates Sheriffs 
Common Councilers Mayors Scotch Guards 
Constables Members of Parliament Special Constables 
Coroners Military' Surveyors 
Directors of the Poor Militia Town Councilers 
Grand Juries Ministers Yeomanry 
Guardians of the Poar Overseers of the Poor 

and others of essentially similar position. 

As public committees we are considering Town Meetings, Vestries, Select 
Vestries, Liveries, Improvement Commissions, Police Commissions, and 
essentially similar organizations. 

As segments of the citizenry we are considering Freeholders, House
holders, Inhabitants, Landowners, Leypayers, Occupiers, Parishioners, Rate
payers, Tithepayers, and essentially similar collections of people. One day we 
may well want to analyze the actions of public committees, of segments of the 
citizenry, and of other groups (such as members of particular crafts, associ
ations, age-sex groups or families) separately. For the present, the crudal dis
tinction separates officers from all the rest. Officers olten appear as parties in 
collective actions involving public committees, segments of the dtizenry, 
and/or other groups. But the only drcumstances under which their concerted 
action qualifies by itself is when they take part in a group of ten or more per
sons who on their own responsibility assemble to make a publicly visible 
claim, demand, or complaint. 

As citizens we are considering everyone else. 

Gather same place 

Ten or more persons, meeting, assembling, or any of the key words listed 
earlier to define a get-together. Place is defined as: 

a) spedfic location, church, inn, Held; 

b) secondary location, town, parish, city; 

c) area location, county, hundred, etc.; 
or any combination of (a), (b), and (c). 

*Cavalry, Infantry, Dragoons, Hussars, Marines, Blues, Grays 
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Visible claims affecting interests of some speeifie persons or groups 

We are trying to prepare a comprehensive list of occasions where people out
side the government assemble to make a publicly visible claim, demand, or 
complaint. At one time or another, we use all the following words to describe 
what we're after: claims, demands, complaints, grievances, aspirations, inter
ests, dissatisfactions. Some of these words, such as "demands," clearly have an 
object outside the group. Others, like "dissatisfactions," do not necessarily 
have outside objects; one can easily be dissatisfied with oneself. We want to 
concentrate on actions which do have a target outside the acting group. Let's 
talk about claims and objeets of claims. We are trying to build a sampie of 
gatherings in which-or by which-people articulate claims on actors outside 
their own group. 

What sorts of claims? Basically, any expectation which would, if realized, 
require the other aetor to expend valued resourees: money, labor-power, 
information, and so on. What sorts of actors? Basically, any other set of real 
people. That excludes a group's claims on itself. It excludes a group's claims on 
supernatural or imaginary beings. It does not however, exclude claims on an 
imaginary "power structure," if the group identifies some real people with that 
structure. Nor does it exclude claims on real people in their capacities as self
declared agents of supernatural beings or imaginary groups: priests, sooth
sayers, eharlatans, members of invented conspiracies. It does not exclude 
claims on real people present at the same gathering, just so Iong as there is a 
we/they separation between actors and objects which is not simply an internal 
division of the acting group and which is more durable than the gathering it
self. In fact, "any other set of real people" does not exclude any individual any
where, just so Iong as there is a gathering in which enough people articulate 
claims on that individual. 

When describing the possible content of such claims, we enumerate: 

a) petitioning or addressing or memorializing 10eal or national government, 
either for or against government; 

b) opposition to government policy, form of government, or particular 
agents of it; 

c) support for government; 

d) support for an enemy of government; 

e) control of 10eal government or institution; 

f) other grievances and dissatisfactions, including religious, social or ece
nomic issues, discussion of complaints about wages, hours, or conditions 
efwerk; 
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Here are some rules of thumb for the identification of qualifying and non
qualifying claims: 

1 In the absence of contradictory information, collective violence consti~ 
tutes prima fade evidence of a claim. If ten or more persons act together to 
attack, damage, or forcibly seize a person or object, that is provisional evi
dence of a claim. 

2 Even if the ultimate aim of the activity is the making of some sort of 
claim, purely organizational efforts do not qualify in themselves. For example, 
the creation of a loeal Reform Association does not in itself constitute a claim. 
If, on the other hand, ten or more persons who are organizing an association 
state a qualifying claim as they do so, that claim counts. 

3 Benefit suppers, balls, expositions, and the like do not qualify in them
selves, regardless of the cause for which they are conducted. If, however, we 
acquire further evidence of the making of a claim (e.g., a claim-making procla
mation by the organizers of the benefit, or a widely-cheered claim-making 
speech in the course of the event), a benefit qualifies in the same way any other . 
gathering qualifies. 

4 A speech by a single person which states a claim, articulates a grievance, 
or makes a demand eonstitutes evidence of a eolleetive claim under any of 
these conditions: (a) the group formally adopts the speaker's views by petition, 
resolution, or memorial; (b) the reporter explicitly imputes approval of the 
claim to the participants in the gathering; (c) the group manifestly voices an 
opinion by cheering, jeering, or other vocal display. 

5 If a gathering includes two or more factions, at least one of which has ten 
or more participants, claims made by one of the factions on another qualify if 
the issues and divisions in question extend beyond the partieular gathering and 
the partieular set of participants. For example, when Henry Hunt and his sup
porters show up at a parish vestry meeting and challenge the powers of the 
local elite to control the election of new vestry offieers, the division extends be
yond that meeting, and the claim qualifies. 

6 Explicit support for government, or denial of support to government, 
qualifies. It can take the form of support for institutions (Parliament, the 
present government, the constitution) or of support for specifie officers of 
government: the aldermen, bailiffs, beadles, boroughreeves, and so on, listed 
earlier. It can take the form of deliberate denial of support for these institu
tions or officers. The institutions and officers must be currently in office; for 
example, acelebrating banquet for a member-elect of Padiament does not in 
itself qualify. Evidence of such support or denial includes (a) participation in 
events, including celebrations and festivities, whose commonly understood 
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purpose is the display of support, e.g" Lord Mayor's Day parade; (b) the re
porter's imputation of support or rejection; (c) articulation of a sentiment 
through cheering, jeering, and so on. However, a simple toast (e.g., "To the 
King") does not quality in itself, even if participants cheer. 

7 Gatherings explicitly conducted to support or condemn an action of 
government state qualifying claims if the participants themselves artieulate 
sentiments by passing resolutions, cheering speeches, and so on. 

8 Simple expressions of support or rejection do not qualify if the objects are 
(a) nongovernmental institutions or officers in Britain or elsewhere, (b) 
governmental institutions or offieers outside of Britain. If a gathering makes 
further claims on either of these categories of objects, however, the claims 
qualify. For example, a banquet in honor of the deposed king of Spain would 
not qualify unless the partieipants directly stated the demand that he be 
reinstated. 

BOUNDARIES OF CONTENTIOUS GATHERINGS 

Most CGs will occur on one day at one location; however, many will last 
longer and/or will take place at several sites, so we must delineate boundaries 
in time and space. Activities will be considered to be part of the same CG if: 

1 they oeeur on the same day, or on eonseeutive days and 

2 there is strong evidence of overlapping personnel within the citizen forma
tion(s), such as continuous interaction between two or more of the forma
tions iclentifiecl in the initial activity and 

3 the activities involve the same issue, or some directly related issue (e.g., 
the escalation of demands). 

Activities that meet the above criteria will be defined as one CG even though 
they occur in different locations (e.g., different towns). . 

If an event qualifies on the grounds of the kind of action and kind of 
group involved, but we lack sufficient information to assign it a time and place 
in Britain from 1828 through 1834, we exclude the event pending further infor
mation. If only one of these elements-time or place-is uneertain, we include 
the event pending further information. 

GENERAL AGENDA füR CODING 

This is a provisional set of plans for the preparation of a machine-readable 
description of each CG. The record for a single event will contain the follow
ing seetions: 
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1 EVENT as a whole, including identifieation and summary deseription of 
all major features. 

2 PLACE: one unit per plaee in whieh the event oeeurred. 

3 FORMATION: one unit per formation participating in the event. 

4 ACTION-PHASE: one unit per action by any formation. 

S SOURCE: one unit per souree from which information eoneerning this 
event was drawn. 

6 COMMENTS: one unit per eomment-all keyed to speeifie loeations in 
seetions 1-5. 

1. Event Seetion 

Identifieation number: starting date plus sequenee number on that date 
Aeeuraey of starting date 
Day of week on which event began 
Date on which event ended 
Aeeuraey of ending date 

Duration: days 
Duration: hours 
Low estimate of total participants 
High estimate of total partieipants 
Best estimate of total partieipants 
Best estimate of person-days + margin of error 
Best estimate of person-hours + margin of error 
Best estimate of arrests during event + margin of error 

Best estimate of arrests after event + margin of error 

Best estimate of wounded during event + margin of error 
Best estimate of killed during event + margin of error 
Number of formations 
Summary of formation type(s) 
Summary of participation by authorities 
Summary of repression exercised during event 

Summary of repression exercised after event 
Summary of major target(s) of action 
Broad event type 
Summary of background 
Summary of outeome 
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2. Plaee Seetion 

One unit per plaee in which the action oeeurred. A "place" is any named 
loeation, plus any unnamed loeation in which we have strong reason to believe 
that some portion of the action oeeurred. We produee a unit for "someplaee" 
in two circumstances: (1) we cannot locate the action in at least one specific 
parish; (2) we have strong reason to believe that some portion of the action 
oeeurred outside the plaees for whieh the aeeount eontains speeifie names. A 
"name" ean be very general: by the river, on the road, at the market, and so 
on. 

a) For initial coding 

Principal name of plaee, alphabetic. Parish takes priority. If it is impossible, 
name county; if county is impossible, country. Place inferred locations in 
parentheses. Thus OXFORD means the aeeount specifically mentions Oxford, 
(OXFORD) that we have inferred the loeation from the aeeount or its eontext. 

Detailed name of plaee, alphabetic. Blank if we have a parish name and no 
other plaee information. SOMEPLACE if the principal plaee is a county or a 
eountry (England, Seotland, Wales) and we have no further information on 
location within the county or country; a more specific designation such as 
"near Norwich" (in parentheses if inferred) takes preeedenee over SOME
PLACE. SOMEPLACE ELSE for additional plaees not speeifieally named. 

b) For coding after alphabetic sort of place seelions 

Sequenee number for grid square loeation: 0 if some portion definitely took 
place in this grid square loeation; 1.10 9 if one of a cluster of 1 to 9 possible 
continuous grid square locations, used to describe irregular shapes, e. g., a 
street, town, riverbank, road. Note: this means that a single plaee reeord may 
eontain 1 to 9 subreeords for grid square loeation. 

Grid square loeation per Gazetteer: two letters plus five digits 

Verticalloeation within grid square: 0 if not known, 1 to 9 if known 

Horizontallocation within grid square; 0 if not known, 1 to 9 if known 

Margin of error for grid square loeation 

Loeation in British eensus of 1831: nine digits 

NOTE on the Plaee Seetion . This is not the only information on plaees that we 
will eventually have available for analysis. We plan to eonstruet aseparate 
Plaee File including at least all parishes in which events oeeurred and all 
eounties, whether or not events oeeurred in them. The addition of further 
plaees, if any, will depend on eost, eonvenienee, and analytie urgeney. The 
likely items of information in such a file are 
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name of the administrative unit (parish, etc.) 

proper name of the place 

position within administrative hierarchy: parish, hundred, county, etc. 

grid square location per Gazetteer 

location in 1831 census 

population in 1831 

other characteristics of that place: presence or absence of market, extent 
of manufacturing, etc. 

characteristics of speeific location within that place: inn, church, public 
square, shop, etc. 

enumeration of all events occurring in that place 

3'. For.mation Sedion 

One unit per formation known to be present. Every participant must be 
assigned to at least one formation. 50 must every action: if we know some 
action occurred, but can't assign it to a specific formation, we create a 
formation named SOMEONE. There may be more than one. SOMEONE. In 
that case, we name them SOMEONE 1, SOMEONE 2, .... 

A formation is a set of people who act together and/or interact with 
another formation in the course of the event. The first formation named must 
have 10+ rnembers. We divide the remainder into as few formations as possi
ble: generally one formation for each set of people who act distinguishably in 
the course of the event. 

Formation numbers·: two digits 

Overlap with other formations: list of other formation's numbers 

Relation of this formation to event: partieipant, spectator, etc. 

Name(s) of formation: alphabetic, including SOMEONE (in parentheses if the 
name is inferred rather than given explieitly) 

Social composition of formation: alphabetic, including DK (don't know) 

Other words describing formation: alphabetic, including NONE [in paren
theses if inferred from account, e.g., (LED BY T AILOR)] 

Place of origin or normal residence: alphabetic, including DK 

Words used to describe magnitude of formation: alphabetic, including NONE 
[in parentheses if inferred frorn account, e.g., (GROUP FILLED SQUARE)] 

Number of participants: low estimate (50+ ~ at least 50, 101 + ~ more than 
100, etc.) 

Number of partieipants: high estimate 

Procedures for the Study of Cententious Gatherings in Great Britain 285 

Nurnber of partieipants: best estimate 

50urce of best estirnate: code (when the available accounts contain more than 
one estimate, write COMMENT) 

Number of person-days: best estimate (00 ~ unknown, 01 ~ partieipation 
lasted less than one day) 

Number of person hours: best estimate. 00 ~ unknown, 01 ~ less than 1 
hour. Person-days and person-hours are additive. For example, 025, 075 
means 25 person-days + 75 person-hours, a reasonable estimate for a for
mation of 25 people in continuous action for 1 day plus three more hours. 01, 
75 means 0 person-days + 75 person-hours. Note alternative estimates as 
COMMENTS. 

Source of best estimate: code 

Best estimate of number arrested. Note alternative estimates as COMMENTS. 

Source of best estimate: code 

Best estimate of number wounded. Note alternative estimates as COM
MENTS. 

Source of best estimate: code 

Best estimate of number killed. Note alternative estimates as COMMENTS. 

Source of best estimate: code 

Note: best estimates of person-days, person-hours, arrests, wounded, killed 
must each sum to totals given in EVENT SECTION. 

4. Action-Phase Seetion 

An event begins at the first point at which at least ten of the people who even
tually make a claim which would qualify the event for inclusion in our sampie 
are gathered without dispersing before they make the claim. Th. event ends 
when the last set of people which has made such a claim in the course of the 
event disperses. If new claims by 10 + people which would independently 
qualify the event for inclusion arise in the course of the event, they keep the 
event going. 

A new action-phase begins when any formation begins a new action. At 
least one phase must describe action before the event begins; when possible, 
there should be one such unit for each formation present at the beginning of 
the event. At least one phase must describe action after the event ends; when 
possible, there should be one such unit from each formation which survived to 
the end of the event. 

If more than one formation changes action at the same time, we make a 
phase unit for each formation and -assign each unH the same time. 
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The minimum record contains at least one phase each: (1) before the event 
begins; (2) at the beginning of the event; (3) in the course of the event; (4) at 
the end of the event; (5) after the event. 

Every formation named must appear in at least one action-phase. 

Sequence number: first new phase at this time. Two digits; 00 = SOMETIME 

Order number for multiple phases which start simultaneously: one digit 

Date: year, month, day 

Clock time: 2400 = midnight; 0000 = unknown 

Relation to event: 1 = before event begins; 2 = action initiating event; 3 = in 
course of event; 4 = adion ending event; 5 = after event ends 

Formation number: 00 = someone (jf used, we must enumerate a SOMEONE 
formation; 99 = all formations) 

Action: alphabetic, including DK (definitely permits phrases such as 
ATTEMPT TO .... ; in parentheses if our summary or inference, without 
parentheses if dired transcription of words in account) 

Object of action: alphabetic, including DK, NONE, FORMATION 23, etc. 

Immediate consequences for object: alphabetic, including DK, NONE (con
sequences occurring during same action-phase onlYi use after-event phases for 
later consequences) 

5. Source Section 

One unH per source. In principle, there should be one source unit per cover 
sheet and one cover sheet per source unit. 

Name of source: alphabetic. Standard abbreviations for major sources 

Location within source: information will vary with type of source. For news
papers, for example, loeation will typically be date, page, location on page 

Further identifying information: includes NONE. May eite headline, indicate 
location in footnote, and so on. 

Comments on source: alphabetic. Includes NONE. May mention quality, 
contradiction of other sources, use made in coding. 

6. Comment Section 

One unit per comment. May be keyed to any location within EVENT, PLACE, 
FORMATION, ACTION-PHASE, or SOURCE sections. In some cases, the 
eodebook will require the coder who uses a certain code to make a 
COMMENT. 

Location in record: numerical code 

Comment: alphabetic 

Appenclix4 
Malerials from Ihe 

Sludy of eonlenlious 
Galherings in 
Greal Brilain 

Provisional List of Contentious Gatherings in February 1828: 

Type of ce Place Date Issue 

meeting Weymouth 02-02 parliamentary election 
meeting London 02-03 protection of victualler 

trade 
meeting Poultry 02-04 test corporation acts 
meeting Edinburgh 02-04 petition king about 

political favors 
gathering Liverpool 02-05 election to parliament 
gathering Durharn 02-05 local election 
gathering Dover 02-06 election to parliament 
violence London 02-06 crowd attaeks informer 
parade * Weymouth 02-07 election 
meeting Sheffield 02-07 vestry, ehureh rates 
violence Newbury 02-07 crowd attacks informer 
demonstration Weymouth 02-09 election 
meeting Windsor 02-10 tax on carts 
gathering-crowd Weymouth 02-11 election 
gathering-mob London 02-13 threatens informer 
gathering-crowd Durharn 02-13 county elections 
meeting* London 02-15 licensed vs. nonlicensed 

seilers 
violence Atherstone 02-16 poaching affray 
meeting Leicester 02-18 coin laws 
gathering Weymouth 02-18 e1ection victory celebration 

'" Reports for this event follow. 

287 
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meeting Mary-la-bonne 02-20 parish rates 
violence Scarborough 02-28 smuggling affray 
meeting Sheffield February test and corporation acts 

(approx.) 
meeting Islington February test and corporation acts 

(approx.) 
meeting London February test and corporation acts 

(approx.) 
meeting Honiton February test and corporation acts 

(approx.) 
meeting Dorchester February test and corporation acts 

(approx.) 
meeting Manchester February stamp duties 

(approx.) 
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I! 1IIIIIlJ 
GREAT BRITAIN STIIDY COVERSHEET 

Today'l'l d;ote 0/ - 06·19i7 

( )Schweitzer 
(--nord ()Guest 
( )!(elly ( )Sanchp.z 

( )LONDON TIMES 3 co1umn 2 T ()Gray ()Stelo1art 
page <fB~ID ( )Zizktl ( )Sloomingdale 

(vJl.\ORNING CHRONICLE da.te 0:1; //-/87.8 day A? Rottom ( )Shore ( )Teixeira 
( )Rurke ( )Peterson 

Füst 11oe, ___ ~l0'jlJQQ.rf_-:: ________________________ _ 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION: CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY (see memo (16) 

(1) VIOLENCE ( ) 
property daroage ( ), 
per$on~l in,-'\l1ry ( ). 

seiZUTe of property, spaces or perl'lo1ns ( ), 
threat of a,ny of the ahove ( ). 

(2) 

(3-8) 

MEETINGS ( ) 
( ) E1ection ( ) support fo, eTlRmy () ~' go"""rnml'.nt 
( ) Vel'lt.ry ( ) contr.al of JOCA.l gn,,~rr'>,-"~<)t:/institution 

( ) Livet"y ( ) othf'cr grip.v8,n~ei> aod d:l 8l'lFl,tü;factions 
( ) Dinner ( ) oppositinn ;:01 ot.hf'cl: IIp.opl,e>l. " groups 
( ) PoliticAl elub 'party ( ) ohjeetives unc1e;;;.r 
( ) with petition, address, etc. ( ) notiees, requests (for future meetings) 
( ) opposition to government 
( ) support for government 

GATHERINGS 
demonstrations (v{, parade 

). rallies ( ), 
other 

( ) other (list) 

), ~ero"lds, mobs (cirele one) (0. 
special ee1ebrations ( ), 

(9) DELEGATIONS, DEPUTATIONS ( ) 

(10) LABOR ACTIVITIES ( ) 
strike, turnout ( ), lockout ( ), eO~lhination ot' union mention ( ), 
threll.ts to stop work ( ), work stoppages ( ), ret1lrn to 'Hork ( ), 
deputatlons of workers ( ). 

(11) LECAL ACrIONS ( ) 
an:-ef;t:s ( ), e)<<lminations ( ), pret~Lü tofo.· ( ), tr:i-,~Js/court aetions ( ), 
sentenees, e;.:ecutions, ete, (). Be sure to check tr-',~ ".l'pro1D,iate areas above 
that: pertain to the action that brought ahollt the arrest ,')'r t"r.:l,~:.l. 

O~j:c:i:e-o-; ~c:;;;n- - - ELem~ - - -' Tb - - -)54/;..2:-'- - _.- - - - - - - - - --

Participants rl<lE'AJds or /!JA. Si.lj~{)"e","=-_____ . _____ _ 
Number "J..AR4G co.J(ot.lR.Si: .. Leaders fJ1A< 

Date Ir/;. 07, )32.1 ?Xaß.~, 
Yesterday, last week, a few days aga 

Loeation "Ar ~ 
a 

Speeifie plaee, inn, field, etc. vi11age or town/eity 

COMMENTS ON BACK? ( ) 4-76, Rev. 4-77 Bobbi/CML 

more 

parish 

county 
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1IIIIIIIll 
GRRAT BRITAIN STuny COVERSHEET 

Today's date 7 - er 
(0schweitzer 
()Lord ()Guest 

19i I 

( ) LONDON rums 

(~MORNING CHRONICLE 

( )Kelly ( )Sanchez 
age I cOlumn" __ ~/~_~o ()Gray ()Stewart 

p ' __ .L___ * i dl ()Zizka ( )Bloomingdale 
date ()d..·/1·/8J'8 day, _~/f}(!.L __ BO om ( )Shore ( }Teixeira 

.~ ( )Burke ( )Peterson 
First 11ne: __ tl!.. _ 3 __ :!'!!t:. __ jl!...u(!)':!fJ.~~5_.,..::.. _______________ _ 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION: CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY (see memo 116) 

(1) VIOLENCE ( ) 
property damage ( ), 
personal injury ( ), 

seizure of property, spaces or persons ( ), 
threat of any of the ahove ( ). 

(2) 

(3-8) 

MEETINGS (,.,{ 
( ) Election 
( ) Vestry 
( ) Livery 
( ) Dinner 
( ) Politieal clupJp~rty 
( ) with petition, ~ddress, etc. 
( ) opposition to government 
( ) support for government 

GATHERINGS 

( ) support for enemy of government 
( y control of locsl government/institution 
(~). other grievances a~d dissatisfactions 
(vf opposition to other peoples or groups 
( } objectives unclear 
(~'notices, requests (for future meetings) 
( ) other (list) 

demonstrations (), parade (), assemblies, crowds. mobs (circle one) ( ), 
gatherings (), railles (), special celebrations ( ), 
other (list) _______ . __________________________________________________________ ___ 

(9) DELEGATIONS, DEPUTATIONS ( ) 

(10) LABOR ACTIVITIES \ ) 
strike, turnout ( ), lockout ( ), cOJllbination or union men-:-:'on ( ), 
threats to stop work ( ), work stoppages ( ), return to wO~'k ( ). 
deputations of workers ( ). 

(11) LEGAL ACnONS ( ) 
arrests ( ), e:lrami,n;,\tions ( ), pret!."ial info_ ( ). l,.d~"s/court actions ( ), 
sentences. exp.<:utiol1S, etc. ( ). Be sure to checl<;, the ~.<)W[Op·;·::';1·e ""r~as above 
that pertain to the action that brought ahoat the _?r:~",:c~; 0-:- ~;;':l. 

Participants J... I (. eJJ~t.-J. U{C Tt..JA t(eR.S 

Number 'Iv UM eR/){}5 " Leaders CMS. 

Date, """"A:..::I/~'~. ~ __ ()~J~.~I>~-_. ~/;8~2~a:....,_~------Duration (if knOlID) 
Yesterday, last week, a few days aga o~ or less, a f'ew 

Lo,",1on /.. O»dofl1 7A. vel/}J /..d/'JaO;.t 
Specific place, inn, field, etc. village or town/city 

COMMENTS ON BACK? ( ) 4-76, Rev. 4-77 Bobbi/CML 

days, more 

parish 

county 
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GREAT BRITAIN STrmy 

(0'LONDON TIMES 
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COVERSHEET 

Today' s date öl - '22 19i I 

( )Sc.hweitzer 
()Lord (~uest 

( )l\e11y ( )Sanchez 
page, __ ~3,-__ ,column, _-,3><-_-,TOP ()Gray ()Stewart 

- - ~ ( )Zizka ( )Bloomingdale 

)MORNING CRRONICLE da,te 0;;' 'I/ '/j)'3 day t11 Bottom ( )Shore ( )Teixeira 
( )Burke ( )Peterson 

First Line: ____ _ U:!.~.p.2!!~J._t- f-R!..~x.. 4- A4..~'!...4.!t _ 11' ___________ _ 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION: CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY (see memo 116) 

(1) VIOI,ENCE ( ) 
property damage ( ), 
per.Ror>Rl injury ( ), 

seizure of property, spaces or pe,:<;nns ( ). 
threat of any of thCl 8hov"l ( ). 

(2) 

(3-8) 

MEETINGS ( ) 
( ) E1ection ( ) R\10port foe ~l"p.my 0: ,:r."p.t'nrof>nt; 
( ) Ve:::t.ry ( ) (',ontro1 of )N·».l gw . ,~~nt/institution 
( ) Li.wn:y ( ) other grü:van,<,:p.s IF'(\ dj:::satisfactions 
( ) Dlnnflr ( ) opposition to othP.:: pp.oolf'''l or groups 
( ) Polit:i.c:al club/;>arty ( ) ohjectives ur>c:leRr 
( ) with petition, "ddress, etc, ( ) notices, reqlJ.ests (for future meetings) 
( ) opposition to g,overnment ( ) other (list) 
( ) support foc government 

GATHE.RINGS / 
demonstrations (01'). parade ( 
gatherings (), rallies ( ), 

), assemblies.~, mobs (circle one) (0-
special celebr~( ). 

other (li5t) ____________________________________________________________ _ 

(9) DELEGATIONS, DEPUTArIONS ( ) 

(10) LAROR AC1'!VITH:S ( ) 
strjl(f!, tvrnout ( ), 
thre<>,ts to stop work 
deputIJ:ti.ons of workers 

(11) LEGAL ~CTIONS ( ) 

lockout ( ), cOl'1bination 
). ~ork stoppages ( ), 
( ). 

0, unio'1 1Il8ntion ( ), 
'Clturn to ~1(lrk ( ), 

a,rrest,s (). exami.na.tiOl'$ (). pt'p.t>:::iallr>-€o. (), ;:,-i,:;is/cout't actions ( ) • 
.9:entp.'1c:es. eXf>.cutions. ete.. (). Rp. sure to chPoc:k r··',r ;!lr,nn."·iate areas above 
th;lf: pert;).in to thl': aC_Lion thil.t hrought aho'lt the ,,:':;:,;lst v-( .".';,,:. 

A f)f) !lR5.5 1.AI(p ar 

Participants, ___ '-ßl=I-'M=~;:s __ _=a'_r __ _'A?=II:;,'_..;j=v:.i,,'_d=e::N' ______________ _ 

Number ______ ~jV,~~t_ _________________ ~Leaders _______________________________ _ 

Date 0;'" () 7 M /12 r ~io.n,(if known)'-:;;-;;:;;;;:--::::::::-___ _ 
Yesterday. last ~leek. a few days ago ~ less, a few days, more 

Location Nf't- uJeyNlOtJ7Jh 
',s;:pC.::c:ii;;f:,i~c-::p"aOcOe:-, cicn=n=,-,f"icec,cd',-:e~t~c-.- -=v:ii~,"l"a"ge""o:'e':"t,:.o=~=-/cC~itY narish 

CO!1MENTS ON BACK? ( ) 4-76, Rev. 4-77 Bobbi/CML county 
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Today's date 1- - /6 

( )Sehweitzer 
()Lord ()Guest 

191/ 

GREAr BRITAIN STlIDY COVERSHEET 
( )~lly ( )Sanchez 

page 3 eolumn 3 ~ (0Gray ()Stewart {v5'tONDON TlMES '---=:'---' ~ ( )Zizka ( )Bloomingdale 

)MORNING C1{RONICLE date OQ2 '/1- /81'8' day!YJ Bottom ( )Shore ( )Ten;eua 
, ( )BurKe ( )Peterson 

Firot Line, ___ i!!~'(f!I9.'! . .7j._ r L,QJ~j'_ + Led· __ .i! ____________ _ 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION: CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY (see memo #6) 

(1) VIOLENCE ( ) 
property damage ( ), 
pers(}f'lAl 10,1ury ( ). 

seizllre of property, spAces or person" ( ). 
threat of any of the ahovf:) ( ). 

(2) MEETINGS ( ) 
( ) Election 
( ) Vestry 
( ) Livf:)ry 
( ) Di,nner 
( ) Politic:al club/party 

( ) sUf'port fot' ~np.""y (lf ;:;<,werntnent 
( ) control of )(l(:Al gO"~)""'",e1')t/iTlst;ttution 
( ) ather griflv,p,r.flS ;ann dj,ss>1tisfactions 
( ) opposition to other peoples or groups 
( ) ohjectives unclear 

( ) with petition, address. etc. 
( ) opposition to government 

( ) notices. requests (for future m~et1ngs) 
( ) oth~r (list), _____________ _ 

( ) support'for government 

(3-8) GATHERINGS 
demonstrations~ 
gatherings (11. 

), parade ( 
rallies ( ). 

), ~mbI~ cro'.,dB, mobs (drcle one) (..,;). 
specia celebr.ations ( ). 

other (list) __________________________ -c ________________________________ _ 

(9) DELEGATIONS. DEPUTAT IONS ( ) 

(10) h~BOR ACrIVITIES ( ) 
strikp., turno'~t ( ), lockout ( ), eomhination 01." union mcn::iotl ( ). 
threats t:o stop work ( ) > work stoppages ( ), return to <,Iork ( ), 
deput;al:i.ons of workers ( ). 

(11) LEGAL ACTIONS ( ) 
arrflf<t.s (), (,:J<aminatioTls (), pT.'(~t,:,ial .1<>1:'0. (), ~,-'j:: <:/eourt actions ( ). 
8~ntf!ne:f!B, exee:ut.ions. ete: _ ( ), Re sm:~~ to chp.r:k: tr.o;, ,;',')[,rr.,,:,·,":L'lte ;,~:eas above 
th:>t Pf>.r.I:il,ln to the a<:t1.0n r.hllt hr.ought al)m~t the ',,<,~;::7. t;:~;,,:_ 

Ohjflcti"e of ",~t" on __ .!(,)""'e"L~"C-::"!!I1\'--CIN"'_'6L __ ~/fI"_''II.'''_. _--",5, r.lJdl'l{ __ , ___ ,: 

Participants_ FRle"d!>.,: APn eJf..€J.l7'5 

Nillnber __ -=L:,4"R=4"G __ .oC-::"c::"c:C"bc:""-I/:::S:::"::-_--'Leaders_.<I1&'":40:.. ____________ _ 

Date FA,JA, aQl. 0 8' .D~ (if kno'Nll) ::-:==-=::c-.---·"yOe~'~t~e-:rd';':;.y'1", ~lcaO'Otc. ~w~e:-:e:-;k,.,-'-;a-.,fOe=,,-:;da~yO'::-aOg~o:--~r less. a fe'" days, more 

uJE'ymbOJ';{ , Location",OO",~-::';;;-C~:-,"CCOC-:~ __ 
Spflcific place, ion, field. ete. v111ag~ or t()wn/city ----::r~a~n7·'~h.,-----

COM,MENTS ON" BACK? (v(' "'-76, Rp.v. 4-77 Bobbi/CML 
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1IIIIIIIll Today's date b -J1~ 19/, 

GRRAT BRll'AIN Sl'tIDY COVERSHEET 

(vJSchweitzer 
()Lord ()Guest 
( }Kelly ( )Sanchez 

(0LONDON TIMES page, __ ~/,-__ column_~~",-__ TOP ()Gray ()Stewa,rt 
- ~ ( )Zizka ( hloomingdale 

)MORNING CHRONICLE date OJ-/f'/32'8' day (YJ Bort:5m ( }Shore ( )l'eixeira 
( }Hurke ( }Peterson 

Fim Lin,, ___ 4-7 __ .8 _ _ V~~ _ ß"-'Yl~R.2'l~ __ LI2-?.<!]!/1!(> _________ _ 
GENERAL DESCRIPl'ION: CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY (see memo 116) 

(1) VIOLENCE ( ) 
property darnage ( ). 
pey.l'lonal in,iury ( ). 

seizure of property, spaces or persons ( ), 
threat of any of the ahove ( ). 

(2) MEETINGS (..{ 
( ) Election 
( ) Vestry 

( ) SUPPDrt for .,nemy of governmen:: 
( ) control of local govP,.T:1ment!institution 
(....; other griev<1f<ces M'd dLssa.thf.actions 
(..-1oPPol'l"ltion to other peoples or groups 

( ) L:i.very 
( ) Dinner 
( ) Political club/ ,:ctrty 
( ) with petition, address, etc. 
( ) opposition to government 
( ) support for government 

( ) o'bjeetives unc1ear 
( ) notiees, requests (for future meetings) 
( ) other (list) 

(3-8) GATHERINGS 
demonstrations ( ), parade ( ), assemblies , crowds. mobs (eirele one) ( ), 

), rallies ( ), special celebrations ( ), 
other 

(9) DELEGATIONS, DEPUTATIONS ( ) 

(10) LABOR ACTIVITIES ( ) 
strike. turno\lt ( ), lockout ( ), cOlllbination 
threats to stop work (), work stoppages ( ). 
deputations of workers ( ). 

or union m8nt~(,n 
return to worl:, ( 

( ). 
) . 

(11) LEGAL AerIONS ( ) 
arrests ( ). examinations ( ). pret!;'ial info. ( ), ~.-::i", ~_"l/'::'~':)J:t actions ( ), 
sentences, ('!xeeutions, etc. ( ). Be sure to cDeek the <:'.fl\-lrCl),·i?tP- D,re.as above 
thl'.t pertain to the a.ction that brought abollt the an:",st ')r tri,,::'. 

O~j~c~i~e-o~' '~~e~i~n- 57;; - -IÄ;:e;;::eß'~;~-· --7;1 - r-k~A- - -://ii()~'::- _. - - - - --
Partic1pants LI ceN >Pd Vf( 7UA/..{,.e~s 

Number "!JurneAtJ oJ ,5, " Leaders {N~tes nLeAtJii;J 

;;±H",Ac;/::c·:;-;-;:,O:,'J"O"I:::C>;:--.cI.:;!.=2,,1:::-c=-:-:=_D,uration (H known),-;;::::-:i=:-c=-=-___ _ 
Yesterday. last week, a few days aga one day or less, a few days, more 

Date 

Lo,atioo'-;;;:;:i.t.c,o;::""Jo,JE',;--;;;,(,;.::42:<!,-;e,;;'I<;=;'I-I;--:= _ _ ="/"~o"N:odc;o",;J,,,,= 
Speeific place. inn, field, etc. --village or town!city parish 

----'li!c/d(~sf' K 
COMMENl'S ON BACK? ( ) 4-76, Rev. 4-77 Bohh:UCML county 
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GREAT BRJTAIN STUDY 
[vent Scction 
Bobbi 5-77 Form 76-3 

CODER 
'-==-===-=:cJ 

CA IDI! (9 digits) L:=-==-==--,,=-==_==-==,--==-==-
=t of Ev"nt 

[] U::::Iro 
SMTWTFSNA 

Accuracy of starting date: ~ Exact. 

Date event ends: D Same as start. 

Duration: Days NA 0 Answers 

Type of event: 0 Violence 0 l1eeting 

r-~=---~~--~~=-----~--~ Major issue, 01.' claim: L-_____________________________________________________________ _ 

Location code lI's 

Locatioll :l------------------------------------------------------+----------'-~--__ _ 

Scu"" , 0 MC D LT D GM 0 AR D HPD 0 MOP,r'=~':":'.:_'====:::::; 
Total participants: Low L-____ ~=======~-------H~ig~h~~:;------------------~~=>--'-

Best guess '-----------------"r-~-----~~~==-_, 
HOl" determined: U Guess 0 fis in report DOther (list) L_~==========:::; 
11 of person-davs: Estimate ~==================:; 

of person-hours: Est.~i~m~a~'~,~I~===========:::; 
rlargin 

I Hargin 

! Hargin Arrests during event:.,o==================~ 

Arrests after event: ~=====================~ 

,(.Jounde'd during event :',J:============~ 
Killed during evcnt: 

}jarg.in 

~largin 

Nargin 

cf 

cf error 

cf error 

cf error ! 
cf error + 

cf error + 

Assembler I_~======~ 

Check coder. ,1 _____ 1 Date LI_--LI_~/_~I Punched L= __ ==----" 
S"Ucu coded U A LJ B 11 C D 0 D, D FOG 
Total number of formations enumerated cl ___ -.-JI (I of formations participating di~~ 

in the evcnt C 
For coder use on1:' L-____ _ 
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Coder 11 Lo======cJ 

Total 11 of 
formations 

Nllmber of l~ 
this formation 

Summary name fot r-------------------~ 
this formation 

Does this formation overlap with any other forrnation(s) in the same event? 

o No D Yes: lfuich ones? Give formations lfs 0 0 
00 

l.]hat is the relationsllip between this formation and the Contentious Gathering? 

c==J Participants, making a claim 

o Participants, object of a claim 

L--J Participants, both making end receiving claims 

LJ Spectator, bystander 

U '"""'';'':>'~-=.::._=,:':':i:on~b:e:f:o:':e:._=o:'_=':f:':e:'_c:G=_o:n:':y:,=-___________________ -, 
How? 

c=JOther: L. _______________________________________________________ :==-__ ~ 
Name(s) to this formation in account(s): 

4~:=:=:=:===:=:=:=:===:=:=~ 

3L-__________________ -J 

If the account(s) list any individual names of formation members, list them: 

Dllone 

61~:=:=:=:=:=:===:=:===:=:===; 
71~==============~ 
81;================~ 
9 I 

,0IL ______________________ , 
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Individual names mentioned in aceount(s): (eontinued) 

11. 

12. 

13_ 

14fi 
i:====~ 

15 _ 

The normal residence of this formation is: 

16_ 

~======:; 
17, 

~-======::; 
18_ 

:=====--===::--=~ 
19_ 

20_ L-----_____________ -i 
If more than 20 names. use another page. 

c=J No information given, ean't glless residence. [ ,-------------------

Specifie plaee 

Parish County 

LJ Other l------------------- Use parentheses if Inaking a guess. 

Hords in account(s) describing and/or geographie extent of this formation: 

NOM LJ ,-=--------------- J 3_ 1. 

2_ 
4, 

Do the accounts report a specific numbet (approximate or exact) for this formation? 

o No 
[J y" I ~--r=========================~ c=J Yes, multiple reports 1 
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)'OUT e,;timates of the number of peopl" in this formation: 

Low 

High I----_,~c=====================================::; 
Best guess L-________________________________________ --" 

Impossible to judge c===J Source(s) of your best guess: 

D Couldn' t guess DNumber 

L~t~ord(s) io text I 
I 
l_J Inferred How? I 

Your estimate of lhe number of perso n-days in this forma tion: 

, 

YOUT estimate of the number of per so n-hours in this forma tion: 

c::J , 
Souree of your estimate: 

D Impossible to judge (must be 00,00 above) 

[J N1,lmber in text o Word(s) in text 

o Inferred l1ow? 

in text 

I 
00 - Impossible 

to judge 
01 , ce less 

than 1 da 

00 '" Impossible 
tO j udge 

1 , CG less 
than 1 hr. 

r I Dates in text make it clear less than one day, NA exact amount of hours: 
must be 01-00 above. 

HOI-,. many mcmbers of this formation were: 

Can't Basis of estimate: 
li tell None In text Inferred ,-----------"-''''''------------------, 

A"""" 0 D D D D 
"o"od," [J D D D 
Kill'd' D D 0 D 

Any other word(s) in account(s) describing this D 
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SOURCE SECTION 

1, Name cf Sour ce [L---r=====~~====T========]----_,====;_--~====~1 
o [0 Locations: Date 

Month· Da, Year Page Cclumn 

Top Middle Bottom Volume Number 
(if needed) 

Type cf Repcrt: 

c=J Editorial/letter in news paper 

c=J Advertisement er notice 

c=J Eyewitness report 

o Another newspaper's acccunt 

[J Tl:ial (legal activity) 

c=J Parliamentary repcrt 

c=J Regular article 

o Other 

report 

List nam~e-=::::::::::::::::::::c:--~L~i:'~'-=::==::::::::::;_---------~ 
2. Name cf Souree 

Lccations: Date I I--.J I I 
Mcnth Day Year Page Column 

Top Middle Bottom Vclume Nurnber 
(H needed) 

Type of Report 

Editorial/letter in newspaper c=J Trial (legal activity) report 

Advertisement or notice o Parliamentary report 

Eyewitness report o Regular article 

Another newsDaper account Other 

List List L-______________________ ~ 

Additional materials that pertain to this event, specifically er i11 general. 

u 
u 

Dissertation 

o None 

Diolone 
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PLACE NAME SECTION: Fi11 out one section for each place an action occurs. 

1. Principal place 

List parish first, 
then county. 

Detailed place 

2. Principal place 

List parish first, 
then county. 

Detailed place 

3. Principal place 

List parish first 
then county. 

Detailed place 

4. Principal place 

List parish first 
then county. 

Detailed pLace 

5. Principal place 

List parish first 
then county. 

Detailed place 

6. Principal place 

Li.st pari.sh first 
then county. 

Detailed place 

A) 

- _._. 
B) 

A) 

B) 

A) 

- - _ .• _" 
B) 

A) 

-- -
B) 

A) 

B) 

A) 

B) 
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GBS!CGC 

F. COMMENT SECTICN (use one square per!comment only) 

1) Location, section letter Hern 1, __ _ 

2) Location, section letter item 11 __ _ 

3) Location, section letter itemll __ _ 
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GUS/CGC 

G. CODING INFO. 

1) Name of coder; 2) Coder numberj 

3) Date coded; 

4) General notes on coding of this event; 

5) Check coder name; ___ ~ __ "_~ ____ 6) Check coder number; ____ _ 

7) General notes on check codingj 

Bibliography 

The bib!iography falls into eight seetions, corresponding to the book's eight 
chapters. In each seetion you will find the references cited in the chapter, some 
background material and a few examples of further work along the same !ines. 

1 Introduction 

CARDEN, MAREN LOCKWOOD (1974). The New Feminist Movement~ New York: 
Russell Sage Foundation. 

CLARK, SAMUEL D.; j. PAUL GRAYSON; and LINDA M. GRAYSON, eds. (1975). 
Prophecy and Protest: Sodal Movements in Twentieth-Century Canada. 
Toronto: Gage. 

COLEMAN. jAMES S. (1973). The Mathematics of Collective Action. Chicago; Aldine. 

FEUER. LEWIS S. (1969). The Conflict of Generations: The Character and Significance 
of Student Movements. New York: Basic Books. 

HUME, DAVID (1875). Essays. Moral, Political and Literary. 2 vols. London: 
Longmans, Green. Originally published in 1740. 

KLAPP, ORRIN E. (1969). Collective Search for Identity. New York: Holt, Rinehart & 
Winston. 

KRIESBERG, LOUIS (1973). The Sociology of Social Conflict. Englewood Cliffs, New 
Jersey; Prentice-Hall. 

KUCZYNSKI. jÜRGEN (1967). The Rise of the Working Class. New York: McGraw
Hili. 

LANDSBERGER, HENRY A., ed. (1974). Rural Protest: Peasant Movements and Sodal 
Change. London: Macmillan. 

UPSET, SEYMOUR MARTIN (1970). Revolution and Counter-Revolution; Change and 
Persistence in Sodal Structures. Rev. ed. Garden City, New York: Doubleday 
Anchor. 
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MACPHERSON, C. B. (1962), The Politieal Theory of Possessive Individualism, 

Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
MANN, MICHAEL (1973). Consciousness and Action among the Western Working 

Class. London: Macmillan. 
MÜHLMANN, WILHELM E. (1961). Chiliasmus und Nativismus. Berlin, Dietrich 

Reimer. 
NORDLlNGER, ERIC A. (1972). Confliet Regulation in Divided Societies. Cambridge, 

Massachusetts: Harvard University Center for International Affalrs. OccaslOnal 

Papers in International Affairs 29. 
OHNGREN BO (1974). Folk i röre/se. Samhällsutveekling, flyttningsmönster och 

fOlkrarelser i Eskilstuna 1870-1900. Uppsala, Sweden, Almqvist & WikselL 

Studia Historica Upsaliensia 55. 
PEREIRA DE QUEIROZ, MARIA ISAURA (1968). Reforme et revolution dans les soeietes 

traditionnelles. Historie et ethnologie des mouvements messianiques. Pans: 

Anthropos, 
PICKVANCE, C. G. (1975). "On the Study of Urban Sodal Movements," Soeiologieal 

Review 23,29-49. 
RANULF, SVEND (1964). Moral Indignation and Middle Class Psychology. New York, 

Schocken, First published in 1938. 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMISSION ON CIVIL DISORDERS (1968). Report. 
f II as "The Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office. Known in orma y 

Kerner Report." 
RICHARDSON, LEWIS F. (1960). Statisties of Deadly Quarre/s, Pittsburgh, Boxwood 

Press. 
RlDKER, RONALD (1962). "Discontent and Economic Growth." Economic Develop

ment and Cultural Change 10, 1-15. 
ROSENAU, jAMES N., ed. (1964). International Aspects of Civil Strife, Prineeton, 
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