Chapter 4

Social Movement Types and Policy Domains

In this chapter, we analyze the relationship between social movements and
their political context in a somewhat different perspective. Whereas in the
preceding chapters we focused on differences between the NSMs of the four
countries in relation to differing national political contexts (POSs), in this
chapter similarities across countries and differences within countries command
our attention. Until now, we have dealt with the impact of pelitical opportuni-
ties on a whole social movement sector. The general idea to be investigated
in this chapter, however, is that the POS does not influence a whole social
movement sector in the same way and fo the same extent. In what follows, we
would like to introduce two sets of concepts related to the idea of POSs spe-
cific to the different components of the NSM sector and offering an explana-
tion of the remarkable variations between movements within countries.
First, we take into account the different reactions of challengers to politi-
cal opportunities, depending on some of the challengers’ characteristics. In
this regard, the distinction between instrumental movements, countercultural
movements, and subcultural movements, introduced by Koopmans (1992a),
emerges as a powerful analytical tool. Due to characteristics inkerent to the
movements—their logic of action and their general orientation—move-
ments of the same type follow comparable interactive dynamics, that is, the
same reaction pattern to concrete opportunities. Since authorities and allies,
in their turn, have movement-type specific {re)action patterns as well, similar-
ities will occur across countries among movements of the same type and, as a
consequence, differences among movements of the same country will appear.
Second, we consider the relation of the POS to different issues raised by
social movements, causing different interactive dynamics within movement
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types as well. We adopt the terms high-profile and low-profile (Duyvendak
1992) in order to distinguish between issues according to their relation to the
POS. Whereas movement types’ dynamics are primarily dependent on char-
acteristics of the challengers, an issue’s profile is a function of the evaluation
by political authorities. What is crucial is the priority of an issue on the polit-
ical agenda, which is determined by its relevance in the perspective of domi-
nant cleavage structures (see chapter 1) and by the authorifies’ conceptions
of the core tasks and interest of the state. Since issues are generally con-
nected, forming larger issue areas, we would like to introduce the idea that
the impact of the POS on social protest differs according to policy domains.
Some policy domains are seen as more crucial than others by established
actors. Hence issues raised by social movements that concern such policy
domains are potentially more threatening for the authorities, who in this case
would be less responsive/accessible to challengers. In contrast, movements
that raise potentially less threatening issues concerning less crucial policy
domains would find the political system to be more open.

This perspective is also the one followed by the so-called agenda-building
approach (Cobb and Elder-1983), according to which political issues have
varying patterns of entrance or access to the agenda of decision makers. Yet
this approach has mostly dealt with a bottom-up process, looking for factors
that enable political issues to reach the systemic or the institutional agendas,
focusing on the definition of issues by those who raised them, and stressing
such factors as the issue definition, the symbol utilization, and the expansion
to a relevant public. Here we would like to underline the evaluation of issues
by established actors, above all by political authorities, and to show how this
top-down process influences the mobilization by NSMs.

We will first show how variations between movements within a given po-
litical context can in part be explained in terms of the different reaction of
movement types to the set of concrete opportunities deriving from the struc-
tural characteristics of the political context. Then we will elaborate on the
idea of policy domain-specific POSs in the search of an explanation of varia-
tions within movements of the same type.

Types of Movements

In chapter 2, we introduced four motivational factors— facilitation, repression,
success chances, and reform/threat—which form the set of concrete op-
portunities for the mobilization of NSMs. Yet the model was confined to an
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instrumental conception of social movements, in which means and ends can
be neatly distinguished. Although we agree with the resource mobilization
perspective that this assumption is adequate enough 1o serve as a basis for
analyzing the strategic decisions of most movements and participants, we
think the new social movement approach makes a valid point in arguing that
some movements follow a much more expressive logic in which collective ac-
tion and the identities it produces become ends in themselves (Hirschman
1982). Because of such differences among movements, several authors have
proposed a distinction between strategy-oriented and identity-oriented move-
ments! (Cohen 1985; Pizzorno 1978; Raschke 1985; Rolke 1987; Rucht 1988).
Koopmans {1992a) has refined this typology by proposing an additional dis-
tinction between two types of identity-oriented movements. Subcultural move-
ments, such as the gay movement, the new women’'s movement, and many
ethnic movements, are primarily directed at collective identities that are con-
stituted and reproduced in within-group interaction. In contrast, countercul-
tural movements, such as terrorist organizations or sections of the squatters’
movement and, again, many ethnic movements, derive their collective iden-
tity from conflicting and confrontational interaction with other groups.
Thus we can classify (new) social movements according to their logic of ac-
tion (identity/instrumental) and their general orientation (internal/external).
Figure 4.1 illustrates the position of each movement type in the conceptual
space formed by the combination of these two criteria for the definition of
movement types. Subcultural movements are predominantly internally ori-
ented and identity-hased. Instrumental movements are in some way their
antithesis since they have an external orientation. Finally, countercultural
movements are in between, for they combine their identity basis with a strong
external orientation. The fourth combination has no logical foundation. If a
social movement is instrumental, if cannot have an internal orientation, since
instrumentally acting refers by definition to the pursuit of goals in the envi-
ronment. Here we consider the ecology movement, the peace movement,
and the solidarity movement as predominantly instrumental, the homosex-
ual movement and the women’s movement as predominantly subcultural,
and the autonomous movement as predominantly countercultural. Yet this
characterization is a relative one, in two ways. On the one hand, the position
of each movement type may differ from one country to the other. For instance,
countercultural movements may be more confrontational in one country than
in another. As we have seen in the preceding chapters, such differences can
easily be explained by the POS approach. On the other hand, within a given
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Fig. 4.1. The three types of movements

political context, the position of each movement type may change over fime.
For instance, instrumental movements may become more identity-based and
subcultural movements more externally oriented. In other words, one and the
same movement may shift from one type to the other, at least as a general
tendency. As a consequence, the evaluations and reactions by authorities and
allies with regard to a given movement change accordingly, generating new
interactive patterns.

The importance of this typology for our present purpose les in the fact
that movements of different types react differently to their environment.
First of all, this follows from the fact that in identity-oriented movements the
distinction between means and ends largely disappears. Since for these move-
ments “the medium is the message,” success chances and reform/threat—
which are the two factors related to the goals of collective action (the “ends”
side) —are of relatively minor importance to them. On the other hand, be-
cause in the identity-oriented logic collective action itself occupies a central
place, repression and facilitation—which are the two factors influencing
the costs and beneiits of collective action itself (the “means” side) —become
more important as determinants of collective action. A second important
implication of the typology is that, due to their strong internal orientation,
subcultural movements will, on average, be less affected by external oppor-
tunities, whereas the mobilization of both instrumental and countercultural
movements strongly depends on external reinforcement (Koopmans 1992a).

But what are the effects of concrete opportunities on these different move-
ment types? In chapter 2, we discussed the relationship between POS and
social movement action as mediated by these motivational factors in the case
of instrumental movements. Here we shall discuss the two identity-oriented
types of movements. As far as they are concerned, we can concentrate on
the effect of the opportunities that have an impact on collective action it
self—that is, facilitation and repression. For counterculiural movements, we
can restrict our attention to repression, because these movements are so rad-
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ical that hardly any established actors will be ready to facilitate them. Further-
more, even if any were ready to do so, countercultural movements would be
unlikely to accept such support, which they generally see as an attempt by “re-
formists” to tame them and to prevent them from attaining their revolutionary
goals. Repression, however, will have & strong impact on the mobilization of
these movements. Interestingly, these effects will be exactly opposite to
those described earlier for instrumental movements. Repression strength-
ens the collective identity countercultural participants and activists derive
from conflicting interaction. Therefore it stimulates rather than deters mo-
bilization and will provoke a radicalization rather than a moderation of the
action repertoire (Koopmans 1992a: 40-44).

With regard to subcultural movements, we have indicated that they do not
depend to the same extent on external opportunities as the other two types.
Nevertheless, to the extent that they interact with their political environment,
even subcultural movements are affected by political opportunities. Because
subcultural movements have elements in common with both countercultural
movements (the identity orientation) and instrumental movements (conflict
is not sought for its own sake), we can expect their relations to repression and
Jacilitation to combine elements of both logics. When facilitation is forth-
coming, the externally directed activities of subcultural movements tend to
take on an instrumental character. Under conditions of repression, a more
countercultural attitude may come to predominate (Koopmans 1992a: 44-45).
However, both instrumental and countercultural tendencies will be limited
because of the predominant orientation toward within-group interaction. Fa-
cilitation may lead to assimilation and a blurring of the boundary between sub-
culture and dominant culture, and may thereby undermine the movement’s
raison d’étre. This will result either in the movement’s disappearance orina
reaffirmation of the movement’s identity and a relaxation of ties with the domi-
nant culture and politics. Similar limits apply to countercultural fendencies
in more repressive circumstances: at higher levels of repression that threaten
the movement’s subcultural basis, conflict-aversive strategies are likely to
gain the upper hand (Koopmans 19923; see also chapter 7).

To sum up, the discussion of the relationship between concrete opportu-
nities and movement types shows that variations in the patierns of mobiliza-
tion may be explained, at least in part, by the fact that different movement
types react differently to the POS. We may distinguish befween two aspects
covered by this idea, related to the two criteria for the definition of move-
ment types. On the one hand, political opportunities are of variable relevance
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for different types of movements. Whereas for instrumental movements all
four motivational factors may have an impact on their mobilization, for coun-
tercultural movements repression is the dominant factor, and subcultural
movements are relatively independent from their political environment. On
the other hand, the conseguences of a given structural set of political oppor-
funities vary from one movement fype to the other. Thus, instrumental, coun-
tercultural, and subcultural movements do not respond in the same way to
the formal openness or closure of the system, to a given strategy of the po-
litical authorities, or to a given configuration of power. In order to support
these claims, we shall briefly present and discuss some data with regard to
the level of mobilization, the action repertoire, reactions and alliances, and
the dynamics of these three types of movements.

Level of Mobilization

Why have subcultural and countercultural movements been acting and mo-
bilizing less than instrumental movements in all countries, even in the field
of NSMs? If we consider the effect of the POS on the three types of move-
ments, we can explain this. Subcultural movements can be expected to mo-
bilize the least frequently, because of their strong internal orientation. This in
itself implies a withdrawal from (external) political activity, particularly when
the political system is not very open. Their identity-based logic of action, how-
ever, produces rather strong ties within the movement. Thus, although mo-
bilization will not be very frequent, it can be massive.

Countercultural movements are also identity-based, but externally oriented.
As a consequence, they can be expected to show a higher frequency of mobi-
lization, especially where repression is strong. Yet their level of mobilization
can hardly reach that of instrumental movements, because of the kind of
protest events they produce. Radical actions are always less facilitated and
more easily repressed than moderate ones. Hence, compared to instrumen-
tal movements, countercultural movements always face higher mobilization
costs. For this reason, instrumental movements are expected to attain the
highest level of mobilization. Table 4.1 gives some empirical support to the
hypothesis linking the level of mobilization to the type of movement.

As we can see from the table, which reports (g) the percentages of uncon-
ventional protest events produced by each type of movement and (5) the per-
centages of people mobilized by each type in the four countries, the data con-
firm our expectations. It is clear that important and interesting differences
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Table 4.1. Level of mobilization of the three movement types per country
{unconventional events}

France Germany Netherlands Switzerland

a) Level of activity (percentages)

Instrumental 89.7 79.8 72.9 66.8
Countercultural 8.1 17.6 21.5 285
Subcultural 2.2 2.6 5.6 43
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N (737) (1,770 (863) (772)
b) Volwme of participation (percentages)
Instrumental 99.0 96.7 93.7 91.7
Countercultural 0.0 2.3 2.5 6.6
Subcultural 1.0 1.0 3.8 1.7
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N {737) (1,770) (863) (772)

among movement types occur regarding both the number of protest events
and the number of participants. In all countries, instrumental movements
predominate by far among NSMs with respect to the level of activity as well as
the volume of participation: the majority of people mobilized participate in
instrumental movements. This may be surprising, given that a number of
authors of the so-called new social movements approach (Melucci 1980;
Offe 1985; Pizzornoe 1978; Raschke 1985; Touraine 1978) argue that a shift
has occurred away from the old “instrumental” paradigm toward a new para-
digm in which identity-oriented action has become predominant. This new
paradigm is considered to be absolutely predominant in NSMs.? Our data
clearly contradict the claim of such a paradigm shift toward identity-oriented
movements. Subcultural movements mobilize much less than instrumental
movements. For their participants, the process of identity construction is
the collective good and the predominant motivation for their action. The ac-
cess to these movements is exclusive (Zald and Ash 1966): one has to pos-
sess or develop specific characteristics in order to participate in the move-
ment. This has important consequences on the mobilization capacity of
these movements, in contrast to instrumental movements, which can in-
clude more or less everybody. Whereas an individual’s tie to instrumental
movements is loose and inclusive, and many such ties may exist, the tie o
the subcultural movement is exclusive but strong. Although the group in-
volved in subcultural movements will be small, the participation rate can be
relatively high. Although countercultural protest events rank second in fre-
quency in all countries, few people participate in these often radical, exclu-
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sive actions. This largely confirms our expectation thaf countercuitural
movements mobilize less than instrumental movements. We may thus con-
clude that all identity-oriented movements are by and large relatively small.

Action Repertoire

The general crientation and the logic of action of movement types have prob-
ably the most important consequences on the action repertoire of NSMs. In
other words, the action repertoire of social movements is not only dependent
on the country-specific mix of opportunities, as we have shown in detail in
the preceding chapters, but also on the type of movement. According to our
general hypothesis, the three types of movements would use different forms
of action when acting in the political space. Instrumental movements are in-
fluenced by ail four motivational factors, and particularly by success chances.
These movements aim primarily at changing existing politics without, how-
ever, seeking conflict as a goal in itself. Being oriented to obtaining political
goals, they try to adapt their action repertoire to the external conditions. This,
of course, explains why we find important variations across countries. But it
also seems plausible to hypothesize the existence of strong cross-country sim-
ilarities, if we compare this movement type to the other two.

In the four countries under study, the level of repression is usually low
compared to some situations outside Western Europe. It is possible to make
political demands through unconventional actions, which is not always the
case outside Western Europe. As a consequence of such “democratic” con-
ditions, Instrumental movements are expected to adopt quite a moderate ac-
tion repertoire in all four countries. Subcultural movements are also expected
to act rather moderately, due to their relafively strong internal orientation.
This characteristic provokes a withdrawal from political action when the out-
side conditions become too unfavorable. In this situation, participants prefer
to avoid confrontations with political authorities. Thus subcultural movements
make political demands generally when the conditions are not too bad—
that is, when repression is low and some chances of success are present—
leading to the use of moderate forms of action. These parameters change
fundamentally with countercultural movements, which are expected to adopt
a rather radical action repertoire. As we have defined them, countercultural
movements reproduce their collective identity through interaction with ad-
versaries, most notably with political authorities. Hence they often seek con-
flicting interactions with authorities. Such a confrontation can be reached only
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Table 4.2. Action repertoire of the three movement types per country
{percentages, unconventional events)

France Germany Netherlands Switzerland

Instrumental

Demonstrative 64.8 73.8 65.6 88.0

Confrontational 17.7 16.8 24.6 6.6

Violent 175 94 9.8 5.4
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N 651) (1,413) (629) (516)
Countercultural

Demonstrative 5.0 30.9 183 29.6

Confrontational 117 31.2 58.6 30.5

Violent 83.3 37.9 23.1 39.9
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N Gyl (311) (186) 223)
Subcultural

Demonstrative 93.8 84.8 91.7 97.0

Confrontational 6.2 8.7 6.3 3.0

Violent 0.0 6.5 2.0 0.0
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N 16) 46) 48y . 33

through quite radical forms of mobilization; otherwise the movement is left
without a response. Table 4.2 shows the action repertoire of the three types
of movements in the four countries.

In this table, we have reported the percentages of demonstrative, confronta-
tional, and violent protest events produced by the three movement types in
the four countries under study. Everywhere countercultural movements are
the most radical ones. Indeed, most of the protest events they produce are
confrontational or violent, and in none of the four countries do their demon-
strative actions exceed one-third of the total number of actions. The confronta-
tional character of these movements is certainly responsible for the fact that
political authorities treat them in a more repressive way than other move-
ments. Of course, participants in countercultural movements react to these
often tough responses to their demands with more radical and violent ac-
tions. This results in a spiral of violence from which there is no easy way out.
On the opposite side, subcultural movements are the most moderate in each
country. In all four countries, demonstrative protest events prevail by and
large. Instrumental movements also have a rather moderate action reper-
toire, but in general a less moderate one than that of subcultural movements.
As we will see, this is caused by the different political status of many issues
instrumental movements deal with as compared to the issues raised by sub-
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cultural movements, causing a more repressive reaction toward instrumen-
tal movements than toward subcultural ones, which in turn evokes some-
what more radical actions from the instrumental movements.

Reactions and Alliances

In line with our general hypothesis, we expect to find movement-type specific
patterns of reactions by authorities and allies. The reactions of political au-
thorities to social movements’ actions can be illustrated by the level of repres-
sion in general and by the number of arrests per event in particular. We hy-
pothesize that in all four countries the level of repression by the government
will be highest for countercultural movements, even if these movements use
the same action repertoire as the other types of movements. As we have
seen, countercultural movements react strongly to the authorities, and vice
versa: both sides seem more interested in conflict than in cooperation. Prob-
iems dealt with by countercultural movements represent.no “positive” value
for the authorities, and therefore we may expect repression to be strong in
their case. The opposite holds for subcultural movements. These movements
do notrepresent a “threat” for political authorities and, as we have seen, they
do not act in a radical manner, so the level of repression they undergo should
be quite low. We expect to find instrumental movements in between, for the
same reasons we mentioned with regard to the action repertoire. Table 4.3
shows the level of repression of the three movement types by political author-
ities in the four countries. The table includes two kinds of data: {a) the per-
centages of demonstrative protest events that were repressed and (9) the
average number of arrests for demonstrative protest events.

The results show that, according to both indicators, our expectations are
largely confirmed. In each country, countercultural movements are more
strongly repressed than instrumental and subcultural movements, and in-
strumental movements are more repressed than subcultural movements,
even if these latter differences are less clear-cut in the Netherlands.® Thus
governmental reactions to protest events show that political authorities value
and treat the various types of movements differently. As table 4.3 shows, even
if the countercultural movement acts in a demonstrative and peaceful man-
ner, government reactions are more repressive.

Political allies have been said to form a principal component of the POS (see
chapter 3 and Tarrow 1989b). We expect different types of movements to re-
ceive varying degrees of support from established allies. Both instrumental
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Table 4.3, Level of repression of movement types per country
(unconventional demonstrative events)

France Germany Netherlands Switzerland

@) Percentages of repressed demonstrative events

Instrumental 9.8 (428) 16.7 (1,043 7.0 (412) 4.2 (454)

Countercultural - 396 (96) 294 (34 16.7 (66)

Subcultural 0.0 {15 103 (39 6.8 (44) 0.0 (32
b) Average number of arresis per demonstrative event

Instrumental 0.2 (428) 4.1 (1,043) 0.1 (412) 0.0 (454)

Countercultural - 148 (96 1.2 34 0.4 (66)

Subcultural 0.0 (15 0.0 39 04 (44 0.0 (32

Note: Number of cases in parentheses
eFewer than ten cases

and subcultural movements are likely to enjoy the support of established al-
lies, whereas the radical countercultural movements are expected to be more
isolated. This is largely due to the fact that established political actors, like
parties, cannot support too radical a social movement without running the
risk of losing part of their electoral support. Two kinds of external support
can be distinguished. First, there is organizational support: established po-
Titical actors provide material (money, members, etc.) and symbolic (public
recognition, organizational skills, etc.) facilitation. Second, support may take
the form of common participation in protest events. Table 4.4 shows some
results with respect to the second kind of support for each movement type,
again for demonstrative events only.

Support may come from political parties or from interest groups. In the
table we have merged them into a single category. In all four countries, coun-
tercultural movements are much less supported by external established ac-
tors than instrumental and subcultural movements, even if they use the same
action methods. The radicalism of the goals of the countercultural move-
ments and their negative image in the general public contribute largely to
their isolation. We may note that in all countries, but in particular in Germany,
subcultural movements obtained a lot of support. This indicates that subcul-
tural movements deal with particular types of issues. On the one hand, their
issues are not questions of state interest asking for (repressive) reactions
by the side of authorities. On the other hand, the “symbolic” character of the
issues makes them atfractive for parties to express their solidarity; these
movements provide opportunities to allies to profile themselves without many
costs involved. Parties that address themselves to groups with strong iden-
tities (“communities”) may hope for a positive electoral effect.
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Table 4.4. External support to movement types per couniry
{percentages of supported unconventional demonstrative events)

France Germany Netherlands Switzerland
Instrumental 30.8 (428) 34.8 (1,043) 18.7 (412) 16.5 {454)
Countercultural - 7.7 (96) 29 (34 3.0 (66)
Subcultural 6.7 (15 35.9  (39) 13.6 (44) 6.3 (32

Note: Number of cases in parentheses

Hence, when political allies want to support unconventional political action,
they have different patterns of behavior depending on the type of movement.
This is bound to have important consequences on the development of NSMs.

The Dynamics of Movement Types

Changes in the POS are largely responsible for variations in the level of mo-
bilization and for shifts in the action repertoire of NSMs in a country. In this
chapter, we show that within a country, the development of these NSMs may
also vary depending on their movement type. Changes in POS~—more specif-
ically, in the power configuration— do not affect all NSMs in the same way,
regardless of their general orientation and their logic of action. Let us assume
that there is a change in the configuration of power. More specifically, we
assume changes in the position of the Socialist Party — from the government
to the opposition and vice versa. As we saw in chapter 3, when Socialist par-
ties are in the opposition, they tend in most countries to facilitate NSMs,
whereas when they are in government, facilitation diminishes. On the basis
of our previous discussion, we would expect instrumental movements to be
most affected by a change of the Socialist Party from the government to the
opposition and vice versa. If the Socialists are in government, these move-
ments experience a situation of “reform” — they will not mobilize as long as
the government is working in their direction. Countercultural movements,
on the contrary, will not demobilize since for this type of movement nothing
changes; Social Democrats never support them, either in opposition or in gov-
ernment, and success chances are by definition of little relevance for them.
Subcultural movements, finally, will be less active regarding their explicitly
political aims when the Socialists are in government; in general, however,
they will be more stable than instrumental movements since identity pro-
duction always remains one of their tasks. When the Socialists are in oppo-
sition, facilitation will support the mobilization of both the instrumental and
the subcultural movement types, whereas the mobilization pattern of the
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Table 4.5. Changes in the configuration of power——S@c%aJists in government or
in opposition —and level of activity of movement types in France, Germany, and
the Netherlands (average number of protest events per year per period,
unconventional events)

Instrumental Countercultural Subcultural

France

1975-81 (opposition) 61.5 4.5 13

1981-89 (government) 324 3.6 0.8

N (661) 60) (16)
Germany

1975-82 (government) 56.5 ?6.5 2.1
_ 1982-89 {opposition) 127.0 15.2 3.9

N (1,413) (311 (46)
Netherlands

1975-77 {government) 144 9.5 2.0

1977-81 {(opposition) 28.8 151 45

1981-82 (government) 80.5 184 0.0

1982-89 (opposition) 45.3 10.0 3.7

N 629) (186) (48)

countercultural movement will not change that much since facilitation will
not occur. Table 4.5 shows the relative level of activity of the three movement
types in periods based on changes in the position of the Socialist Party (in
the government or in the opposition) .4 .

The table reports the average number of protest events per year for each
period that Socialists were in government or in opposition. In France, the comr-
ing to power of the Socialist Party indeed seems to have had dramatic con-
sequences on instrumental and subcultural movements. As expected, counter-
cultural movements felt the consequences of this change to a lesser extent:
countercultural movements do not seem to have been heavily influenced
since they were not supported by the Socialists anyway. In Germany as in
France, the Social Democratic Party’s move into the opposition facilitated
instrumental and subcultural movements. Countercultural movements, how-
ever, declined during right-wing government, which may be an indication
that the mobilization logic of the countercultural type is the inverse of the
other two: whereas instrumental and subcultural movements are largely de-
pendent on the support of the Socialists, radical movements consider the
Socialists “enemies” when they are in power for allegedly “betraying” their
left-wing ideals. The situation in the Netherlands partly confirms the Ger-
man picture. Subcultural movements, and to a lesser extent instrumental
movements, profited from the Socialist Party’s exit from government. This
does not apply, however, to instrumental movements in the exceptional and
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short period of 1981-82, when the peace movement was successfully mobi-
lizing against a split center-left government. The countercultural movements
did not follow the exact mverse pattern either, since their mobilization in-
creased somewhat in the period 1977-81 when the Socialists were in oppo-
sition, whereas we would have expected an increase during periods of left-
wing government (1975-77), as was the case in Germany. The development
in 1981-82 is more in line with the idea that countercultural movements mo-
bilize against (center-)left governments: Dutch countercultural movements
peaked in these years and declined when the left again went into opposition.

Hence, changes in the configuration of power have different consequences
on the level of mobilization of different types of movements. Instrumental
movements respond to such changes with an increase (Socialists in opposi-
tion) or a decrease {Socialists in government) in activity, whereas countercul-
tural movements are either less affected by these changes or show the inverse
pattern: mobilization against the left in government. The fact that counter-
cultural movements are less affected by changes at the national level is also
due to the local character of the squatters’ movement.

The results with regard to subcultural movernents enable us to understand
the results of the previous section: these movements only act politically in fa-
vorable circumstances. The fact that their level of mobilization modified in im-
portant ways when changes in the configuration of power occurred during the
period under study seems fo contradict to our hypothesis that subcultural move-
ments are less influenced by external conditions than instrumental and coun-
tercultural movements. Perhaps we should reformulate this idea, because sub-
cultural movements also depend on political opportunities to the extent that
they act in the political arena. In their case, just as for instrumental movements,
the Socialist Party becomes a powerful ally when it is in the opposition. We
may thus think of positive changes in the configuration of power as a means
for subcultural movements to develop their movement side, whereas in unfa-
vorable circumstances the subcultural side becomes predominant. This “double
face” guarantees subcultural movements more continuity than the other move-
ment types: the impact of changes in the power configuration upon subcul-
tural movements seems to be mitigated by their subcultural underground.

Social Movement Issues in Policy Domains

So far we have discussed the role of movement types for explaining differ-
ences between movements within countries and similarities across countries.
Yet variations are alsc observable within movement types, most notably within
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instrumental movements. Neither the general POS argument put forward
in the preceding chapters nor its elaboration based upon the distinction of
movement types outlined in this chapter can explain such variations in a sat-
isfactory manner. Here we would Jike to indicate a possible way of going be-
yond such limitations. The general idea is that varying political opportunities
exist that act specifically upon different components of NSMs: to a certain
extent, different parts of the social movement sector have a specific POS. This
derives from the fact that not all issues movements deal with have the same
relevance within the political arena. Across countries, however, many simi-
larities in the “position” of issues come to the fore. For instance, nuclear energy
is considered a crucial issue by members of all political systems sharing a
{aith in technological progress as a fundamental source of welfare. Similarly,
there is rather general agreement in considering national defense and secu-
rity as crucial tasks of the state.

High-Profile and Low-Profile Policy Domains

Since issues are linked to each other according to various criteria, we can
adopt the concept of policy domain in order to delimit sets of issues.® A pol-
icy domain may be defined as “a basic policy-making subsystem within a
larger polity” (Pappi and Knoke 1991: 184). Policy domains include “all are-
nas into which governmental authority has intruded” (Laumann and Knoke
1987: 10). Hence many of them are crucial concerns of social movements and,
more specifically, of NSMs. The various issues reaching the political agenda
concern different policy domains. Usually a social movement raises issues
concerning more than one policy domain. The ecology movement is the most
typical example in this regard.

Social movements are confronted with various reactions of political authori-
ties and allies in different policy domains. As far as these reactions are con-
cerned, we can make a distinction between high-profile and low-profile policy
domains (Duyvendak 1992: 248-50). Whether a policy domain is considered
to be high-profile or low-profile depends on how authorities and allies de-
fine it on the basis of their conception of the core tasks and the core inter-
ests of the state. According to the way they are defined by members of the
system, some issues and the corresponding challengers find the political
system to be less accessible than others. The relevance of an issue in the
dominant cleavage structure, as well as its perception by authorities and al-
les, are both factors that determine its priority on the political agenda. Some
issues do not even penetrate into the political arena at all. According to the
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political agenda-building approach, the openness and closure of the political

arena is determined by the views of the members of a polity: “In the interest
of their own political survival, leaders and organizations must make sure
that issues which threaten their existence, their own allocations of political
space, are not admitted to the political arena. Toward some species of con-
flict they must remain impenetrable” (Crenson 1971: 23). As we saw in chap-
ter 1, organizations representing old cleavages either organized new issues
out of the political arena or admitted “new” issues on the condition that they
were formulated in old terms. Here we make the point that among NSMs
there also exist differences as to the degree to which they are “acceptable”
for both political authorities and allies, depending on the policy domain’s pro-
file, that is, the type of issues the movement deals with and the potential threat
they represent for the authorities.

The notion of the status of a policy domain in the system — high-profile
or low-profile —implies a hierarchy of political issues. We may select a num-
ber of criteria that enable us to distinguish high-profile from low-profile pol-

f\}( icy domains. First, the amount of Wmolved in the policy

[ . . . 4
| |~ domain strongly influences its profile. The more resources are involved, the

4 more threatening a social movement may be for political authorities. As a

consequence, the high-profile character of the policy domain increases. The
amount of resources is not limited to past expenses, but concerns future in-
vestments as well. Second, the power at stake is one of the crucial factors con-
tributing to a policy domain’s profile. Thus a high-profile policy domain is one

{¥in which, if cheflﬁge’tf by a social movement, the power held by established

;1‘ actors is the most endangered or in which the power they may potentially
acquire is fundamentally contested. Third, a policy domain’s profile is alse de-
termined by its electoral relevance. This factor refers to the possibility that
a challenge could threaten the survival of the government. A fourth factor
influencing a policy domain’s profile is the extent to which the policy do-
main concerns the “national interest.” The more the national interest is con-
cerned, the more a challenge is seen as a threat.

Depending on whether the issue at stake concerns a high-profile or a low-
profile policy domain, established political actors— authorities and allies —
behave differently and, consequently, political opportunities vary accordingly.
With regard to hi/ghqaf@ﬁie policy domains, challengers face a rather closed
political s m. Political authorities tend to follow a more exclusive strategy
and to concentrate their efforts on defeating challengers. In doing so, they
are often supported by the lobbying activity of economic interests. Because
of the large amount of resources involved in high-profile policy domains,
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pressure by lobbies and interest groups against the challengers’ goals be-.

comes more important. Indeed, in such policy domains we find the most pow-
erful interest groups, which are able to prevent challengers from gaining ac-
cess to the system. Moreover, the public administration is willing to invest a
large amount of resources in the struggle against challenging groups. As a
consequence, high-profile policy domains offer a relatively unfavorable mix
of concrete opportunities to challengers deriving from the closure of the sys-
tem In such policy domains. Facilitation is rather limited; repression may be
prégm&&s use radical action forms and success chances are
rather low. Even when direct-democratic procedures are at the challengers’
disposal, success chances deriving from the use of this institutional possibil-
ity are expected to be quite low. On the other hand, low-profile policy domains
tend to be more open to challengers. The opposite arguments may be put for-
ward to show how in this case concrete opportunities represent a more favor-
able setting to a social movement’s mobilization. The administrative arena
tends to be more open and more responsive. Therefore facilitation is larger,
repression practically absent, success chances higher, and so on. Moreover,
when direct-democratic procedures are present, the chances of a positive
resulf are higher than in high-profile policy domains.

As a consequence of the relative closure of high-profile policy domains and
the relative openness of low-profile policy domains, we expect the level of mo-
bilization with regard to the former to be low and radical, and, with regard to
the latter, to be high and moderate. But, as we have already pointed out, the
question of the status of new issues concerns not only political authorities
but potential allies as well. At first glance, the allies of the NSMs—parties
of the left—should support SMOs and actions within high-profile policy do-
mains more strongly and more frequently, for the latter can be more “lucra-
tive” in electoral terms than low-profile policy domains.®

In what follows, we shall try to identify policy domains within the NSM sec-
tor. We shall mainly discuss the instrumental movements, because differences
in profile within the two other types are, generally speaking, small: counter-
cultural movements deal mmﬁg-hmﬂe_@sues, subcultural movements with
rather low-profile ones.

Policy Domains within Instrumental NSMs

We earlier distinguished between three instrumental movements within the
NSM sector: the peace movement, the ecology movement, and the solidar-
ity movement. Each of these movements can be further subdivided into pol-
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icy domains. Here we would like to propose a distinction between seven pol-
icy domains that treat issues rajsed by NSMs. With regard to the concerns
of the peace movement, we may distinguish between nuclear weapons pot
icy and national defense policy. With regard to the concerns of the ecology
movement, we have identified three policy domains: energy policy, transport
policy, and environmental protection policy. As to the concerns of the sol-
darity movement, we make a distinction between the immigration policy field
and the domain of international solidarity. Let us take a closer look at these
seven policy domains.”

Nuclear weapons. This is a single-issue policy domain that is related to the
international security system and that is part of the foreign policy of a given
country. Since the emergence of the NSMs in the 1970s, their mobilization
within this policy domain has mainly concerned the stationing of cruise mis-
siles in some West European members of NATO, among them Germany and
the Netherlands. Even if the protest did not seem to seriously threaten the
institutions and the established political actors, the trustworthiness of these
countries as members of NATO was at stake, as well as the credibility of
NATO policy in general. In the other countries, which include France and
Switzerland, the question of the stationing of cruise missiles was almost a
nonissue. The fact that mobilization around nuclear weapons was almost ab-
sent in France — one of the two European nuclear powers— does not imply,
however, that in France the maintenance of the force de frappe is considered
a state task of minor importance. On Swiss territory, nuclear weapons were
not installed, nor were any plans developed to do so. This suggests that we
consider the nuclear weapons issue as a high-profile policy domain in Ger-
many, the Netherlands, and France, and as a low-profile policy domain in
Switzerland.

National defense. With respect to issues other than nuclear weapons, the
peace movement is the best example of a social movement that raises is-
sues of national interest. These are typically considered by political power-
holders as their own affair. Movements mobilizing on the basis of such issues
will, at the outset, often be depicted as antinational forces supporting the in-
terests of other countries and ideologies. Peace issues normally only manage
to enter the political agenda temporarily, under exceptional circumstances,
when conflict among members of the political system can no longer be “hid-
den.” Formal integration of movement organizations in advisory boards, co-
optation of movement members within bodies of public administration, sub-
sidies of national or local governments—these measures are rarely taken
with respect to the peace movement. This formal closure is, however, not



100 SOCIAL MOVEMENT TYPES AND POLICY DOMAINS

necessarily linked to exclusive or repressive informal strategies. As long as
movements do not pursue radical goals with radical means, and to the ex-
tent that they mobilize massively but peacefully, governments will not react
violently. In contrast to other issues, however, the chance that governments
will respond positively to the demands raised by the movement is very small.
Thus national defense policy is a typical high-profile policy domain.

Energy. The national interest is at stake in other policy domains as well.
The antinuclear energy movement is offen confronted with the argument that
the energy supply is not a matter for the street, but that it only concerns
scientists and politicians. In all countries, movements that challenge the
state’s nuclear power policy run the risk—as long as they are small—of
encountering quite repressive government strategies, absence of facilitation,
and Lmited chances of success. But they are “assured” of some form of re-
action; these movements cannot be “ignored” as easily as movements deal-
ing with (nonnuclear) ecological or solidarity issues. Since itis a rather new
movement, the antinuclear movement has fewer historical bonds with
the main left-wing parties than do, for instance, the peace movement or the
solidarity movement. The result is that state repression is not tempered by
facilitation on the part of allies. Because of the threatening character of the
issues related to nuclear energy, energy policy clearly is a high-profile policy
domain.

Transports. Whereas neither the peace movement nor the antinuclear
movement have actually received state subsidies, the moderate parts of the
ecology and the solidarity movements are often (partially) co-opted by authori-
ties. This happens, for instance, within the transport policy demain, which
treats all problems related to the construction and management of road, rail,
and water networks in a given country. The nonthreatening character of most
of the movement’s goals within transport policy suggests that we are deal-
ing with a rather low-profile policy domain. The construction of airports is,
however, an exception to the rule that transport is a rather low-profile area.
1n all countries, airport coustruction and management is a top priority, re-
sulting in harsh confrontations between challengers of these projects and
authorities. Therefore, the overall conclusion should be that transport is an
issue somewhere in between high- and low-profile.

Environment. What we have said with respect to most of the transport is-
sues holds even more for another part of the ecology movement: the one act-
ing within the policy domain of environmental protection. In this case, the
ecology movement is not so threatening for political authorities. This fact
leads us to consider this policy domain to be low-profile.

SOCIAL MOVEMENT TYPES AND POLICY DOMAINS 101

Immigration. The solidarity movement is a broad movement in which there
are many non- or less conflicting issues, clustered in subunits such as human
rights, Third World activism, and support to specific political regimes. Gen-
erally speaking, the solidarity movement as a whole seems to be rather non-
threatening for political authorities, and therefore rather low-profile, for its
protest is generally addressed to foreign political authorities or supranational
institutions. Nevertheless, one of its components may be thought to have
more of 2 high-profile character, since it deals with an issue of national inter-
est, one that has important consequences on the whole political system. We
are referring to the immigration policy, which concerns all problems having
to do with foreigners living or aspiring to live in a given country. More pre-
cisely, this policy domain includes problems having to do with political ret-
ugees, with immigrants in general, and with racism. Although this policy do-
main is less high-profile than, for instance, the national defense policy or the
energy policy, it seems to deal more with questions of national interest (“Who
is a citizen?”) than the rest of the solidarity movement.

International solidarity. Another component of the solidarity movement is
concerned with issues pertaining to the international aid policy. This is clearly
a low-profile policy domain, because the issues raised by the movement are
not very threatening for national political authorities. Such a relative lack of
threat stems from the fact that these national authorities have less of a say
in matters of this policy domain, although we should not forget that any mo-
bilization related to this policy domain is very heterogeneous and includes
many different issues.

Before turning toward an empirical ilfustration of our argument, we would
Tike to add two important qualifications. First, the suggested classification
of policy domains within NSMs is rather vague. A policy domain’s borders are
not as clear-cut as our description presupposes. On the contrary, we have to
take into account the interdependence between political issues. Therefore,
an issue is not easily placed inte one policy domain or the other. Second, the
relevance of an issue or of a policy domain varies from one couniry to an-
other. This is a result of the fact that political authorities do not have the
same priorities or interests in the different countries, as the example of nu-
clear weapons illustrates. Moreover, such priotities may change over time.

Policy Domains and Mobilization by Instrumental Movements

Next we shall present some data in order to provide an empirical llustration
of our argument. It is important to stress that what follows has to be consid-
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ered only as a tentative test of our main argument. Moreover, the fact that the
definition of policy domains as high-profile or low-profile may change across
countries as well as over time prevents us from obtaining a clear-cut empiri-
cal picture.

Since our ideas about high- and low-profile policy domains presuppose di-
vergent reactions of authorities toward challengers on the various fields, we
should first lock at data regarding the level of repression of instrumental
movements within the seven policy domains in the four countries. As table
4.6 shows, our idea that important differences exist in the reaction of author-
ities regarding specific topics makes sense.

The table gives (g) the percentages of protest events repressed by politi-
cal authorities within each policy domain and (§) the average number of ar-
rests that occurred during those events. Some interesting results indicate a
rather clear relationship between a policy domain’s profile and the level of
repression. Overall, challengers acting within high-profile policy domains
seem, indeed, to be more repressed than challengers acting within low-profile
policy domains. In all countries, the percentages of repressed events and the
average number of arrests are higher for high-profile topics than low-profile
ones. It appears that, on average, challengers acting within policy domains
like national defense or energy have faced a more hostile context than, for
instance, challengers acting within the policy domains of transports or envi-
ronmental protection. This tendency is particularly evident when we look at
the average number of arrests. These data make clear that it makes sense
to distinguish between nuclear energy and environmental issues in an analy-
sis of the ecology movement: across all countries, nuclear energy is more “de-
fended” by authorities. The resulis pertaining to the peace movement show
that in Germany, the Netherlands, and France, the profile of nuclear weapons
is indeed much “higher” than in Switzerland. The issues of the solidarity
movement are more difficult to classify. Nonetheless, the hypothesis that
“immigration” is a high-profile issue whereas “international solidarity” is low-
profile seems to find some support in the data. Mobilizations around immi-
gration issues were quite strongly repressed in all four countries, especially
in Germany—though not in terms of arrests— compared to other issues.
Hence concrete opportunities really seem to be more favorable within low-
profile policy domains, where the political system is more open.

Since the concrete opportunities, such as repression, vary across policy
domains, the action forms used by NSMs are also expected to vary accord-
ing to the policy domains. High-profile policy domains are expected to lead to
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Table 4.6. Level of repression of instrumental movements regarding their
unconventional actions in seven policy domains per country

France Germany Netherlands Switzeriand

@) Perceniages of repressed events

National defense 155 (68 19.2 (120 55.0 (40) 6.1 (33
Energy 18.1 (282) 27.7 (310) 343 (67) 11.0 O
Immigration 9.4 (127) 37.0 (235) 143 {77) 125 (48
Nuclear weapons 111 9 24.9 (273) 16.1 (155) -

Average high-profile 13.5 (478) 27.2 (938 29.9 (339) 390172
Transports 8.3 (36) 27.2 {136} 143 (28 14 (74)
Environment 114 (44 4.0 (125 12.0 (75 2.1 (47
International solidarity 167 (36} 24.0 (125 10.9 (147) 6.6 (136)
Nuclear weapons - - - 0.0 (12)
Average low-profile 12.1 (116) 18.4 (386) 12.4 (250) 2.5 (269)

b) Average number of arrests

National defense 0.5 (58) 4.8 (120) 1.9 o) 0.2 (33)
Energy 0.2 (282) 12.0 (310) 1.5 67 0.8 (91
Immigration 0.2 (127) 5.1 (235) 1.2 an 0.0 (48
Nuclear weapons 00 © 10.6 (273) 0.7 (155} -

Average high-profile 0.2 (476) 8.1 (938) 1.4 (339) 0.3 (172
Transports 0.6 (36) 2.9 (136) 0.1 (28 0.0 (74
Environment 0.2 (44) 0.3 (125) 0.1 (75 0.0 @D
International solidarity 0.1 (36) 7.8 (125) 0.2 (147) 0.0 (136)
Nuclear weapons - - - 0.0 (12
Average low-profile 0.1 (116) 3.6 (386) 0.1 (250) 0.0 (269)

Note: Number of cases in parentheses

a more radical mobilization than lowprofile policy domains. Table 4.7 pre-
sents sommacﬁon repertoire of NSMs within each of the
seven policy domains in the four countries in order fo test this hypothesis.
The table gives the percentages of (@) confrontational and violent protest
events and (b) conventional protest events. If we compare the action reper-
toires across countries and across policy domains, we find some empirical sup-
port for the hypothesis mentioned above. In all countries, proponents of high-
profile issues use more confrontational and violent acﬁsrf@srwﬁéréag
WWWMCE low-profile
events are conventional). In particular, mobilization within the national de-
fense and the energy policy domains, which we have defined as highprofile,
is more radical than mobilization relative to the other categories (except for
Germany, where “national defense” is less confrontational and violent than,
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Table 4.7. Action repertoire of instrumental movements in seven policy
domains per couniry

France Germany Netherlands Swiizerland

a) Perceniages of confrontaiional and violent events

Nationa] defense 516 (64) 12,1 (182) 584 (48 105 (86)
Energy 34.7 (311) 223 (422) 358 (81 6.7 (223)
Immigration 16.7 (168) 15.6 (303) 17.7 (118) 8.0 (100)
Nuclear weapons 36.4 {11) 20.5 (346)  17.2 (197) -

Average high-profile 34.8 (554} 17.6 (1,252)  25.2 {4449 8.4 (407)
Transports 25.6 (43) 227 {215y 158 (38) 0.0 (325)
Environment 7.3 (81 7.7 (297) 315 (130) 1.6 (182)
International solidarity 36.7 (49) 17.8 (191 215 (195) 5.5 (200)
Nuclear weapons - - - 0.0 (12)
Average low-profile 26.5 (173) 161 {(703)  22.9 (363) 1.8 {719

b) Perceniages of conventional events

National defense 9.4 (64 341 (182) 167 (48) 50.0 (86)
Energy 8.4 (311) 265 (422) 173 81 44.8 (223)

Immigration 24.4 (168) 224 (303) 34.7 (188) 51.0 (100)
Nuclear weapons 182 (11 21.1 (348 213 (197 -

Average high-profile 15.1 {554) 26.0 (1,252) 225 (444) 48.6 (407)
Transports 16.3 (43) 363 (215 263 (38 35.1 (325)
Environment 457 (81 57.9 (297) 423 (130) 59.9 (182)
International solidarity 26.5 (49) 34.6 (191) 246 (195 31.0 (200)
Nuclear weapons - - - 333 (12)

Average low-profile 29.5 (173)

Note: Number of cases in parentheses

42.9 (703) 31.1(363) 29.8 (719)

for instance, “transports” and “nternational solidarity”). We may conclude
that the less facilitative situation of these issues really seems to have some

influence on the action repertoire of NSWs Yetthére are 1mportant excep-
tions to this rule. They result in part from the difficulty of giving a clear-cut
definition of the policy domains concerned by @e{rﬁﬁ‘s\of NSMs. But they
are above all due to the varying character and(meaning of certain issues
across countries, which is the main obstacle to an emnipirical analysis like
the one we are trying to make. Nevertheless, at least in the case of the peace
and the ecology movements, the hypothesis of a link between a policy do-
main’s profile and the degree of radicalism of the mobilization occurring
within W@&s@port

The level of repression of instrumental movements in seven policy do-
mains and the action forms used by movements have, of course, effects upon
the mobilization level of movements. Table 4.8 shows the level of mobiliza-
tion within each of the seven policy domains in the four countries.
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Table 4.8. Level of mobilization of instrumental movements in seven policy
domains per country {conventional events, direct-democratic events, and
petitions excluded)

France Germany Netherlands Switzeriand
a) Level of activity (percentages)

National defense 9.9 8.7 5.9 8.2
Energy 47.4 23.6 11.8 227
TImmigration 21.5 18.2 12.7 11.3
Nuclear weapons 1.5 21.0 25.9 -

Total high-profile 80.3 715 57.3 422
Transports 5.8 10.0 4.8 i4.5
Environment 7.5 9.1 12.7 103
International solidarity 6.3 9.5 254 31.1
Nuclear weapons - - - 1.8
Total low-profile 19.6 28.6 42.9 57.7
High-low-profile ratio 41 2.5 1. 0.7
Total 100% 100% 100% « 100%
N (586) (1,279 (568) 379

b Volume of participation (percentages)

National defense 4.3 6.1 1.8 7.1
Energy 23.7 17.2 11.2 321
Tmmigration 67.5 4.9 53 8.4
Nuclear weapons 0.8 61.6 68.0 -

Total high-profile 96.3 89.8 86.3 47.6
Transports 0.8 4.4 2.5 7.9
Environment 1.6 2.1 15 12.8
International solidarity 1.1 3.7 9.5 187
Nuclear weapons - - - 13.0
Total low-profile 3.5 10.2 13.5 52.4
High-low-profile ratio 9.7 2.5 5.4 0.2
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N (727) (1,956) 807) (1,128)

The table shows (@) the percentage of protest events and (5) the percent-
age of participants mobilized. In this table, we observe once again important
differences within the same country and, parallel to them, important simi-
larities across countries. The level of mobilization varies greatly from one
policy domain to the other, especially when it is measured by the volume of
participation. But such differences are also striking with respect to the level
of activity. Whereas (nuclear) energy is very mobilizing in all four countries,
environment and transports attract fewer participants; whereas nuclear
weapons is a highly mobilizing issue in Germany and the Netherlands, it



—

T

R——

106 SOCIAL MOVEMENT TYPES AND POLICY DOMAINS

attracts fewer people in a country ke Switzerland where it is a low-profile
issue.

However, table 4.8 also shows that the high-low-profile ratio varies greatly
from country to country. The differences among countries are striking. Swit-
zerland in particular seems to deviate from the general trend that mobiliza-
tion around high-profile issues is more frequent and massive than around
low-profile issues. How to understand that in Switzerland, at least in terms
of mobilization, the distinction between high- and low-profile issues seems
to lose its relevance? In countries where either the formal institutional struc-
ture, the prevailing strategies of political authorities, or both are closed —
the Netherlands, Germany, and France, respectively —NSMs have mobilized
more with respect to high-profile policy domains than in low-profile ones.
By contrast, in Switzerland, where the political system is open according to
both dimensions of the POS, they have mobilized most with respect to low-
profile policy domains. Moreover, it does not seem accidental that the two
most different cases in our POS typology (France and Switzerland) are lo-
cated at the extremes, whereas the two intermediary cases (Germany and
the Netherlands) stand in between. These results suggest that the more
closed the political system, the more the protest ténds to concentrate on a
few specific, highly politicized and central issues (central in the view of the
members of the system). By contrast, the more open the system, the more
the protest addresses rather “apolitical” and secondary issues. This is a very
interesting result, which calls for an explanation. In closed political systems,
political authorities concentrate their (hard) reaction on the most threaten-
ing issues. Mobilization addressing low-profile policy domains is often left
without a response, since the state can afford to ignore it. This different treat-
ment, combined with the low degree of access to the system, stimulates mo-
bilization directed at high-profile policy domains and discourages mobilization
addressing low-profile policy domains, for, in the former case, challengers
are called to action through the increasing threat to which they are subject,
whereas in the latter case they would abandon the action because of the low
chances of success. This is what happens in France, for instance. By con-
trast, in open political systems like Switzerland, mobilization directed at low-
profile policy domains is high, because authorities cannot ignore issues {since
challengers have the capacity to put issues on the political agenda), and con-
sequently, allies facilitate low-profile issues as well. This may explain why,
with regard to the mobilization data, the cleavage between high- and low-
profile issues is less clear-cut in Switzerland.
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High-Profile and Low-Profile Movements

Policy domains, as our results generally attest, are a good way to show
how political authorities behave differently according to whether the chal-
lengers are addressing more threatening, or less threatening, issues. In
fact, challengers that address issues concerning policy domains considered
crucial by the authorities and other members of the political system are
conﬁontwéwwws Vet at
this point it is important to go back 1o simgle movements within the NSM
sector. Political issues concerning specific policy domains are carried by so-
cial movements or parts of them, like SMOs. Parallels in movement develop-
ment from country to country can be explained if we take into account the
fact that the importance of different movements for politics varies in a more
or less comparable way within each country; that is, political agendas con-
cerning policy domains addressed by NSMs resemble each other across
countries (apart from the nuclear weapons issue in case of Switzerland). On
the basis of the more or less threateni icter of the different issues

raised by NSMs, as it resuits from our discussion a licy domains, it
appears that of the instrumental movements the f€ace movement and the

amum@rmlmmmm%m we have al-
ready said, the peace movement is the best examp vement that ad-
dresses issues of national interest, and such issues are often considered by
political authorities as their affair. As we have also pointed ouf, national
interest is also at stake in the case of the antinuclear movement. The coun-
tercultural squatters’ movement also attacks one of the state’s fundamental
responsibilities: the protection of private property. Conversely, the other
parts of the ecology movement, the solidarity movement, and the subcul-
tural gay, lesbian, and women’s movements can be considered as low-profile,
which do not threaten in such a dramatic way the core interests and tasks of
the state.

The fact that high-profile movements face a more closed POS than low-
profile movements does not necessarily imply a lack of political allies. Thus,
as we have seen, although the peace movement does not have much access
to the system, it is frequently supported by allies. Indeed, the peace move-
ment is a typical example of a movement that is supported by allies, on the
one hand, while, on the other hand, the state remains closed, even when its
political friends are in power. The ecolegy movement, in contrast, has a high
degree of access fo the system, but does not have at its disposal a compara-
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ble support by allies. The concrete opporiunities of the ecology movement—
with the exception of the antinuclear movement— are the exact opposite of
those of the peace movement: the former is normally confronted with an
open state and little support by the traditional left-wing parties, whereas the
latter is not facilitated by the state but by allies. This results in a different re-
lationship between the level of mobilization and the organizational infra-
structure of these two movements. The peace movement is expected to have
a weaker organizational infrastructure than the ecology movement, because
it lacks formal access to the system; the ecology movement is expected to
have a more restricted mobilization capacity than the wellfacilitated peace
movement. Table 4.9 shows two indicators of the organizational infrastruc-
ture (the number of members and the level of resources) of some important
SMOs and the mobilization capacity of five NSMs.

The difference between high-profile movements and low-profile move-
ments with regard to the number of members, the mobilization capacity,
and the level of resources is quite striking. The latter have many more
members and far greater financial resources than the former, but fewer par-
ticipants in action. In particular, the contrast between the ecology and peace
movements—the two most important movements of the eighties—shows
that similar instrumental movements may be very different with respect to
their organizational infrastructure and the number of people mobilized dur-
ing the last decade.

Conclusion

This chapter represents an attempt to apply the political process model to a
level of analysis other than the one usually adopted. In general, researchers
trying to show how the political context influences social movements and
their mobilization check for differences between single movements or clus-
ters of movements — as, for instance, the NSM sector—in different national
contexts. Thus they can stress some structural factors that have an impact
on the level of mobilization, the action repertoire, the movement’s organiza-
tion, and so on. Such an endeavor is also the main purpose of this book. Yet,
in this chapter we have tried to add a new element to the theory of POS, with
the intention of improving our knowledge of the mechanisms that regulate
collective action. More precisely, we took intc account not only regularities
across countries but also across sets of movements and across parts of move-
ments. In doing so, we have put forward two main arguments, First, we have
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Table 4.9. Constituency, level of resources, and level of mobilization of five new
social movements in four countries

Ecology Peace Solidarity Autonomous Gay

@) Average level of membership of SMOs in four countries in 1989 per mwvemenl

Per SMO 91,800 5,300 15,500 880 5,000
Per million inhabitants 5,450 270 1,020 110 176
N @7 15) (32 ) (16

b) Average level of financial vesowrces of SMOs in four countries in 1989 per movement
(thousands of dollars)

Per SMO 4,396 330 1,850 17 726
Per million inhabitants 235 8 144 24 14
N (€3 Y] 12 (31 ) )]

¢) Total level of mobilization of five social movements in four countries 1975-89*
Absolute level

Peace movement 9,089,079
Ecclogy movement 3,383,546
Solidarity movement 2,024,453
Autonomous movement 515,368
Gay movement 118,497

Note: Parts (@) and (&) are taken from Kriesi 1995.
*Petitions and festivals excluded

tried to show that the way in which movements perceive and react upon
concrete opportunities is determined by their typical logic of action and by
their general orientation. As has been shown, political authorities, in turn,
have a specific reaction pattern to each movement type as well: authorities
are well aware of the different degree to which the types of movements pose a
direct challenge. Countercultural movements are always considered a threat,
resulting in repressive reactions, whereas subcultural movements are ei-
ther ignored or appeased. Second, focusing on instrumental movements,
we have related differences within this type to the more or less challenging
character of political issues raised by these movements. The concrete oppor-
tunities of each instrumental movement vary according to the political eval-
uation of its issues. Here we have proposed to cluster the issues raised by
NSMs according to the policy domain they deal with. Challengers acting
within high-profile policy domains—that is, raising threatening issues—are
confronted with a rather closed system, whereas challengers acting within
low-profile policy domains face a rather open system; with regard to the for-
mer, the strategies of political authorities will be exclusive; with regard to the
iatter they will be inclusive. Moreover, not only do the authorities’ strategies
vary from policy domain to policy domain, but allies’ strategies vary across
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domains as well, which adds a further element of variation within a given po-
litical context.

All this results in rather different settings for social movements, dealing
with several policy domains. These differences in the political context can help
to explain contrasts in movement development within countries and similar-
ities across countries.

Chapter 5

The Dynamics of Protest Waves

In the preceding chapters, we have discussed differences and similarities in
the mobilization of new social movements across countries and across move-
ments. We now focus on a third dimension: the dynamics of NSMs over time.
This dimension was touched upon in chapter 3, where we analyzed the im-
pact of discrete changes in political opportunity structures on the level of
mobilization of NSMs. However, this analysis remained confined to a static
comparison of mobilization levels before and after changes in POS, and
leaves us with a number of questions as to the subsequent development of
NSMs. We have, for instance, shown that there are important differences
among countries in the action repertoires of NSMs. But are these reper-
toires constant within each country, or do they also fluctuate over time in
systematic ways? Another question concerns the sudden character of the
expansion of NSMs at the beginning of the 1980s in Germany, the Nether-
lands, and Switzerland. After all, the POS changes that triggered this expan-
sion were relatively gradual. And, perhaps most important, why did the
level of mobilization in these countries decline again after a certain period
of time? Again, POS provides an insufficient explanation. The conservative
backlash within the Dutch Social Democratic Party may explain why de-
cline was relatively pronounced in the Netherlands. However, this leaves
unexplained why protest also declined in West Germany after 1986, even
though, with the opening up of the Social Democrats and the increasing suc-
cess of the Green party, the NSMs’ opportunity structure seemed more fa-
vorable than ever before.

The dynamic analysis of mobilization that these questions call for is not
an easy task. Tarrow has called this “the largest current problem in collec-



