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II.  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE


The review of the literature traditionally addresses the theoretical and empirical literature in which the study is grounded. In this case, however, the literature base is not an obvious choice. It could be argued, that there is in fact no literature in sociology that adequately explains this type of hybrid collective/individual behavior. The animal that is SR activism shows traits that indicate it may, in part, be a member of the social movement species, but it is different enough from the rest of the kind observed by sociologists, that we may be seeing a postmodern mutation of the species that deserves a new classification. Accordingly, this review revolves around two centers. First, there is an exploration of postmodernist theories that explain much of the context for the rise of SR activism as something different. Second, I address new social movements (NSM) theory as the nearest social behavior classification sociology has to offer. The chapter ends with two NSM theorists, Touraine and Habermas, whose ideas offer partial explanations of the role SR activism plays in the present. 

Postmodernism and New Social Movements


In reviewing the literature appropriate for studying SR activism, I was originally pulled toward postmodernist theory. It seemed to me that the emergence of SR activism had to be tied to the new societal structures described by theorists of postmodernism. Hyper-individualism (Bellah et al. 1985, Galtung 1990, Putnam 2001, Strathern 1992), information overload (Baudrillard 1995, Globerman 1999, Postman 1986, Shenk 1997, Weise 2000, Wersig 1998), the consumption of symbols (Baudrillard 1995, Beck 1994, Edgell 1999, Frank 1997, Giddens 1990), a distrust of institutions (Rosenau 1992), a philosophy of subjectivism and customization (Lyotard 1984, Weinstein and Weinstein 1993), and the rejection of metanarratives (Lyotard, 1984) all appeared to encourage this new kind of activism. Ultimately, however, I decided that this relatively new theoretical base lacked the integration I was looking for in a foundation for a practical model to test the significance of this form of behavior. At most, postmodernism would provide a secondary literature to work from.

I then began investigating the theories of social movements. At first, reading the traditional resource mobilization (RM) literature, it seemed that my subject was quite different from 20th century social movements. In fact, I was not sure that this new kind of activism was a movement at all. Then I began to read new social movements (NSM) theorists who were defining a different breed of movement: less centralized, less organized, culturally focused, making use of both individual and collective forms of action. Many of these theorists have integrated pieces of postmodernism into their conception of what a “new social movement” looks like. While I could not yet classify SR activism as a true social movement, as the new social movements literature used both postmodern ideas and more individual forms of action, I concluded that this would be a more solid theoretical base than either the postmodern or resource mobilization paradigms.

Social Conditions in Advanced Capitalism

To identify and explain the social structures that have helped bring about SR activism, I use several postmodern social theories. While I am not a postmodernist, I do find that these theories describe and explain many social structural changes the best. Modernism and postmodernism describe distinct stages in the evolution of societies (see Table 2.1). I see modernism and postmodernism not as dichotomous concepts that describe specific stages of societal development, but as states at opposite ends of a continuum. As with Weber’s “ideal types” (1903-1917), no society fits perfectly into modern or postmodern but rather is found at a particular point between depending on how various social forces are developing and affecting the general population. As a context for SR activism, I will identify some of the recent social conditions in western societies that may have contributed to the rise of this new form of behavior.

TABLE 2.1  MODERN VS. POSTMODERN

MODERN
POSTMODERN

Dichotomous Thinking
Relativism

Logic, Science, Reason
Expression, Values, Culture

Objectivity
Subjectivity

Centralized Power
Decentralized Power

Manufacturing-based economy
Information-based economy

Material Interests
Post-material Interests

Empiricism, Rationalism
Idealism

One Truth
Many Truths / No Truth

Nation-States
Global Systems

Objective Reality
Socially Constructed Reality

Extreme Individualism

While the rights of the individual have long been a source of pride for western civilization, instrumental in such powerful inventions as democracy, social theorists have noted that an increase in personal freedom has resulted in a decline in the individual’s connection to a larger set of values, the community, and his/her role within it (Bellah 1985, Galtung 1990, Putnam 2001). The tension between individual and collective good has given way to the rights of the individual consistently trumping the collective good, the latter assumed to be taken care of by “the invisible hand” of advanced capitalism through pursuit of personal goals, what Bellah (1985) calls utilitarian individualism. 

This postmodern rejection of all meta-narratives, of anything beyond one’s personal frame of reference, leads people to pursue meaning through personal expression particularly by consuming the appropriate goods and services (Giddens 1990, Beck 1994). The responsibility of the individual is thus reduced to that of simply managing his/her own affairs (Strathern 1992). As Durkheim (1893) noted, however, this weakening of the collective consciousness tends to leave emptiness where there was once meaning, resulting in growing anomie.


SR activism appears to offer a way for people to generate life-meaning by reconnecting to collective consciousness through specific, ethically-minded actions. Because these actions are individual in nature they do not conflict as much with this sense of heightened individualism as would being a member (follower) of a social movement organization which would imply support for both its ideology and the action it takes. Additionally, SR activism works through a kind of personal customization of ethics and actions that fits nicely with the pursuit of meaning through personal expression encouraged in the larger, individually-oriented society.

Information Overload

As U.S. society has advanced technologically, our ability to disseminate and receive information has increased exponentially (Weise 2000). Television and the Internet in particular bring us previously unimaginable amounts of information. Our selectivity, however, has not increased correspondingly nor has the quality of the information engulfing us kept pace with its volume. Thus, Americans find themselves awash in a sea of often incomplete, irrelevant, and unclear information about everything from the latest stock fluctuations to famine in remote parts of the globe, something Shenk (1997) calls “data smog”: more information than we need or could ever use. In addition, as Wersig (1998) noted, while the overall amount of knowledge that society generates is exploding, the amount of it that any one person can master is rapidly shrinking as a fraction of the total accumulated.


A majority of Americans now get their information about what goes on in the world not from direct experience but from television news (Globerman 1999). Because nightly news programs must compete with more entertaining options, they are often compelled to run the more sensational of the news stories available which are more often than not focused on violence, scandal, disaster and other generally negative events (Klite et al, 1998). These waves of negative imagery cannot be absorbed as is, so most viewers subconsciously suppress their reactions, something that increases their fear of others and numbs them emotionally to events occurring in the world (Postman 1986). Information that cannot be acted upon leads to a sense of personal powerlessness regarding these disturbing realities and a generalized fear and mistrust of others, leading to increasing isolation. Increasingly Americans seek refuge in the explosion of entertainment available to them through television (Postman 1986) until particular shows and characters may become more “real” for people than the information they receive about real world events – what Baudrillard (1994) calls hyperreality.


SR activism appears to permit re-engagement for people feeling powerless before the overwhelming social problems they are exposed to through the mass media news. Individual actions to produce change become sounding boards for the emotional strings that are plucked by compelling stories of the real world social problems. This “doing” instead of just “watching” is empowering in that it allows people to begin to organize some of the information they are confronted with into meaningful categories around which ethical stances and practical solutions can be created. In a sense, SR activism tries to provide some glimmer of hope in a world that is increasingly framed as hopeless.

Hyper-Consumption

With the rise of multinational corporations to positions of international prominence within economics, politics and culture, there has been a corresponding shift in the population away from being merely citizens and towards being citizen-consumers (Bennett 2001). Consumption has been adopted not as just a fulfillment of needs but is now a vital form of personal expression. This has moved far beyond Veblen’s original concept of conspicuous consumption as a linear status symbol (Edgell 1999) into a form of consumption reflecting not just status, but values, personality, heritage, political orientation, a representation of the uniqueness of each individual (Frank 1997).

Along with other facets of postmodern life, SR activism has begun to move activism from the political to the economic and cultural realms. SR activism permits personal expression through consumption by harnessing the economic muscle of the citizen-consumer for specific political and economic ends. As a form of conscientious capitalism, SR activists shift their dollars away from purely profit driven corporations to more socially responsible enterprises. Thus can people express their social values with their dollars while influencing corporate-business culture to shift its practice.

While the postmodern cultural context provides insight into the broad structural forces shaping SR activism, to gain more specific insight into its workings, it is important to ground this form of behavior within the theoretical framework of its closest relatives, social movements.

Introduction to Social Movement Theory


Social movement theory has developed within the larger field of collective behavior in sociology. It is arguably the most thoroughly tested of the recognized types of collective behavior: riots, fads, fashions, panics, crazes, rumors, and social movements. 

Beginning in the 1940’s, classical social movement theory saw participation in social movements as a characteristically deviant and irrational behavior. (Gurr 1970) Social movements were seen to emerge from a kind of structural strain that was not being addressed by the normal institutions of society. They were seen, more often than not, as an indicator of an unhealthy society.  
Resource Mobilization Theory

By the early 1970s, largely in reaction to the narrowness of these early theories and emerging from the reevaluation of the 1960s taking place within the academic world, a new explanatory paradigm for social movements arose based on two assumptions. First, social movements were an inherently rational form of collective behavior by which participants met interests and grievances that were otherwise unaddressed by the host society (Diani and Eyerman 1992). Second, the success of any given social movement is based on how well it can attract and exploit available sociopolitical resources including money, people, social networks, media, and government (Gamson 1990). This second assumption recognized that emerging “structures of political opportunity” (Eisinger, 1973) create the structural conditions which sustain social movements, but they alone do not determine the formation and success of movements which require a careful and deliberate mobilization of resources by a number of social movement organizations. Social movement organizations (SMOs), in this view, are the fundamental units of analysis (rather than the popular membership of the movement), and in fact, the most relevant component of any social movement (Dalton, 1994).

Resource mobilization has proven itself to be a very popular and powerful paradigm for U.S. social movements researchers (Buechler 1995). A number of influential American theorists arose in the field including William Gamson (1975), John McCarthy (1973), Doug McAdam (1982), Anthony Oberschall (1973), Charles Tilly (1978), and Mayer Zald (1970), each of whom soon became well-known for their research within this new resource mobilization (RM) paradigm. RM theory remains the most widely accepted social movement paradigm in the U.S.

New Social Movements Theory

While RM theory and its several variants remained popular in the U.S., a competing paradigm arose in the late 1980’s from Europe. Originally a reaction Marxism’s inability to explain social movements that were not based strictly on economic interest (e.g., the environmental movement as compared to the labor movement), this alternative paradigm attempted to explain why these new types of movements arose. Scholars such as William Gamson (1988), Bert Klandermans (1988), Alberto Melucci (1982), and Claus Offe (1985), began to study the values that drive social movements, the collective identities of their members, and how their grievances and alternatives they proposed were being influenced by larger changes in the social structure. 

New social movements theory (NSM) points out that many social movements in western, more postmodern societies display characteristics fundamentally different from those of earlier social movements, that include: a rejection of metanarratives, strategies that combine personal and collective actions, a set of post-materialist goals (Klandermans and Tarrow 1988), a cultural rather than political focus, and a decentralized form of organization (Tracy 1999). NSM theory is currently the most widely accepted social movement paradigm in Europe and has a growing number of adherents in the U.S.

Resource Mobilization Theory vs. New Social Movements Theory
To fully understand NSM’s unique approach, we must note how it differs from the more widely recognized RM theory. Many comparisons have been made of these two social movement paradigms as they vie for status, but most of them have been piecemeal efforts. I have, in Table 2.2, organized a number of these attributes for comparison based on the work of Cohen 1985; Zald and McCarthy 1987; Goldberg 1991; Johnston, Larana, and Gusfield 1994;Darnovsky et al. 1995; Hart 1996; Melucci 1997; and Della Porta and Diani 1999.


In sum, RM theorists are interested in SMOs, how they are organized, their leadership, factors that lead to their success and failure, the efficient and inefficient use of resources, objective measurements of movement characteristics, the exploitation of specific structural opportunities, political strategies, and instrumental actions. In contrast, NSM theorists are interested in movement members, the socio-psychological factors that lead people to identify with and join a movement, the broad structural conditions that lead to emergence of a movement, the subjective viewpoints and ideologies of membership, and the symbolic aspects of actions taken.

TABLE 2.2  CONTENDING SOCIAL MOVEMENT PARADIGMS

RESOURCE MOBILIZATION



NEW SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

U.S. Origin

European Origin

Modern

Postmodern

Organization-Focused

Individual-Focused

Specific Structural Conditions

Broad Structural Conditions

Leadership

Membership

How they succeed

Why they exist

Political

Cultural

Instrumental

Symbolic

Objective

Subjective

Resources, Strategy

Values, Consciousness, Identity

Organization Theory

Social Psychology

Characteristics of New Social Movements
In recent years, a number of RM theorists have been broadening their definition of a social movement to accommodate some unique aspects of the “postmodern” social movements that are more recent subjects of interest. Conversely, NSM theorists have differentiated between social movements previously studied and these newer movements displaying characteristics not adequately explained by RM theory. This “difference” is perhaps the most controversial aspect of NSM theory, that there is something “new” about these movements that sets them apart from those “traditional social movements” (TSMs) studied in the past. NSM theorists have attempted to define the differences between “traditional” and “new” social movements (TSMs and NSMs). The attributes compared in Table 2.3 are drawn from the work of Buechler 1995; Cohen 1985; Gamson 1988, 1992; Garner 1996; Melucci 1994, 1995; Mertig 2001; Steinmetz 1994; and Sutton 2000. 

TABLE 2.3  TRADITIONAL VS. NEW SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

TRADITIONAL

SOCIAL MOVEMENTS



NEW

SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

Political Focus

Cultural Focus

In Early Capitalist Societies

In Advanced Capitalist Societies

Pre-1960’s Movements

Post-1960’s Movements

Class-Based Participants

Cross-Class Participants


Class-Based Issues

Non-Class Or Cross-Class Issues

Materialist Goals

Postmaterialist Goals

Accept “Rational” Metanarratives

Reject “Rational” Metanarratives

Conventional Forms of  Activism

Unconventional Forms of Activism

Institutional Action

Direct Action

Collective Action

Collective AND Individual Action

Political Involvement

Individual Lifestyle

Centralized Organization

Decentralized Organization


NSM theorists argue that while TSMs tend to focus on political change (e.g., laws, government representatives, political institutions), NSMs focus more on cultural change (e.g., symbolic actions, counterculture, economic strategies)
 Typically, TSMs are seen as common in early capitalist, modern, industrial societies (e.g., pre-1960s in the U.S.) while NSMs develop more commonly in advanced capitalist, postmodern, information societies (e.g. post-1960’s  in the U.S.). While TSMs draw their participants particularly from oppressed economic classes rallying around issues that have a strong connection to “materialist” values such as raising their social class and a redistribution of wealth, NSMs draw their participants from every class responding to “postmaterialist” issues that have more to do with general collective goods than instrumental material interests. While TSMs tend to see right and wrong as something that is based in objective reality and thus accept one ideological paradigm over another, NSMs tend to emphasize the subjective reality of individuals, distrusting political paradigms claiming to explain everything, and as a result, build more individual autonomy into their movements. While TSMs tend to use more conventional forms of political participation and activism that are focused on influencing institutional action such as voting, protesting, and letter writing campaigns, NSMs tend to utilize more direct and unconventional forms of action that attempt to bypass many of the conventional institutional channels and focus more on lifestyle issues such as living by example, changing diet, and altering how they spend
. TSMs tend to emphasize collective actions, coordinated by centralized organizational structures while NSMs place more emphasis on individual actions often with little or no coordination from any organizing body. Without well-defined SMOs, NSMs often rely on informal, temporary networks to mobilize adherents.


From a synthesis of the various characteristics noted by NSM theorists (Table 2.2), I have defined a new social movement as:

A social movement begun post-1960’s which focuses on changing cultural aspects of a society by empowering a broad range of people to implement postmaterialist values through a range of individual, lifestyle-based actions while allowing for differing personal perspectives.


This last part of the definition, “through a range of individual, lifestyle-based actions while allowing for differing personal perspectives”, leads me to that section of my theory and literature review explaining how SR activism relates to our current knowledge of the different types of activism used in social movements.

Forms of Activism


While the social movements literature in sociology grows rapidly, very little of it concerned the types of member participation movements utilized. This concern is known as social movement tactics, or more specifically as forms of protest or repertoires of collective action. 


Doug McAdam (1982) authored a key work on the subject while studying tactical innovation in the civil rights movement. McAdam asserts that the most basic function of social movement participants is to overcome their political impotence within the existing political structures through alternative channels of influence to create new leverage around their particular set of grievances. His research indicates that a movement’s use of disruptive tactics in this process increases the likelihood of its achieving success, but to maintain itself, the movement must be able to either institutionalize tactical success (e.g., the signing of the Civil Rights Act, the creation of the Environmental Protection Agency) or consistently innovate tactically to remain one step ahead of the opposition’s “tactical adaptation”.  Furthermore, as the political establishment creates a united front of opposition, movement groups are more likely to lose their ability to invent new tactics.

McAdam also notes that “truly mass protest activity had to await the introduction of a protest tactic available to smaller groups of people” (McAdam, 1982). In the case of the civil rights movement, this arrived with the invention of the “sit-in”. He points out that a key factor in the success of sit-ins in the 60s was the accessibility of the tactic to almost anyone in any geographic location.

More recently, Della Porta and Diani (1999) suggest that the “technology” of new forms of protest evolves slowly, relying for the most part on tried and true techniques recycled from one activist generation to the next. This reaffirms Tilly’s discovery that:

Contenders experiment constantly with new forms in the search for tactical advantage, but do so in small ways, at the edge of well-established actions. Few innovations endure beyond a single cluster of events; they endure chiefly when associated with a substantial new advantage for one or more actors (Tilly, 1986).

Della Porta and Diani (1999) also note that the “repertoire of collective action” utilized by a particular social movement is largely dependent on the cultural and material resources available to them in their specific historical/cultural/social context. The most studied of these social movement tactics are long-used forms of protest, such as:

Strikes


Civil Disobedience

Sit-ins


Litigation

Boycotts

Petitions

Demonstrations

Lobbying

Riots


Negotiation

Although social movement researchers often refer to the tactics of particular movements, only a few have worked at a typology of protest forms. Russell Dalton (1988) suggests that social movement tactics form a continuum based on the degree to which they challenge “business as usual” (Figure 2.1):

FIGURE 2.1  DALTON’S CONTINUUM OF ACTION


While Dalton’s action continuum (Figure 2.1) focuses primarily on political action, Della Porta and Diani (1999) observe that most movements have combined the goals of changing external political realities and transforming value systems. This is taken even further by Dalton (1994), who argues that environmental groups, specifically, are more likely to encourage actions aimed at value expression than political mobilization. Melucci (1984) and Della Porta (1996) have noted that social movement tactics tend to shift back and forth between overt political forms of action and countercultural activity depending on their successes and the political opportunity structures in place. 

Movement actions often must fulfill two, often conflicting, objectives simultaneously: threatening elites and winning over the public (Della Porta and Diani, 1999). Often the success of a particular form of protest is measured by the amount of media coverage achieved (Gitlin, 1980). Barnes, et al (1979) note that less disruptive, institutionalized forms of protest are more likely to find public approval, than are either nonviolent direct actions or violent actions. This can lead to a situation where public approval for the goals of a movement is much higher than support for the tactics used to achieve them, as in the case of the peace movement in Great Britain (Rochon, 1988).


This need for approval reaches beyond the perception among the general public as movements also keep an eye on each other as potential partners for a number of cross-movement issues. In fact, the greater the possibility for social movement alliances, the more movements will pay attention to the preferences of potential supporters (Lipsky, 1965).

Touraine and Habermas


Two NSM theorists, Alain Touraine and Jurgen Habermas, stand out as providing particularly relevant theories integrating postmodernism and social movement theory that may better explain the emergence of SR activism. Touraine argues that postindustrial society is increasingly a product of reflective social action, or self-management (1977). Social actors begin to create both the knowledge and the tools to allow them to produce and reproduce society according to their own ideologies and interests, to take an active role in creating their own history – what Touraine calls “historicity”. It is the struggle to control this function that pits the popular class, consumers/clients, against the dominant class, managers/technocrats. This struggle takes place in the realm of culture and the popular class creates NSMs as vectors from which they can engage in it (Touraine 1981, 1985). 

Touraine also suggests that no single social movement represents a future social order, rather NSMs begin to form a united front simply because they are in opposition to the present social order (1988). He also notes a shift from materialistic to cultural, public to private struggles that result in a kind of individualism that may hinder collective action (Touraine 1985). Another difficulty is that NSMs are caught in a system that seeks to maximize growth in the form of production, money, power and information while their members wish to defend and expand their individuality (Touraine 1992). 

SR activism provides a set of individual actions that enable adherents to take responsibility for the local and global impacts of their everyday lives and tailor them in a way that helps shape the world in accordance with their own social values. In effect, allowing them to reproduce society according to their own ideologies and interests by focusing on their individual contribution to the realm of culture. SR activism also provides a “multiple front” approach to social change rather than relying on a single social movement issue or camp to succeed and resolve the postmaterialist social issues important to citizens-consumers.


Jurgen Habermas (1984-1987) focuses on a similar societal dichotomy that distinguishes between money, power, and instrumental rationality on the one hand (“system”) and normative, communicative, meaningful discourse on the other (“lifeworld”). As the system colonizes the lifeworld, more and more power is transferred away from individuals and their values and into the hands of institutions and experts whose decisions are guided by money and power, completely detached from the responsibility and accountability of the lifeworld. Habermas places NSMs “at the seams between system and lifeworld” (1981) where they focus on issues of quality of life, cultural reproduction, and a critique of the general growth paradigm. While he places hope in NSMs as a force that will bring about broad social transformation and possibly a legitimation crisis for advanced capitalism, Habermas has produced little in the way of evidence to back these claims. 

How do NSM’s reconcile this struggle for individualism and increased personal control over history with their need to represent some kind of coherent opposition to the capitalist paradigm of economic growth? SR activism suggests a possible solution in its lifestyle-focused, customizable, individual actions that work within mainstream culture and economics to promote a wide spectrum of postmaterialist NSM values. As SR activism focuses on changing some of the basic economic structures that drive capitalism (e.g. corporate social responsibility), it may also indicate the beginnings of a counter-colonization of parts of the system by the lifeworld.

Theoretical Questions


While current social movements literature provides a substantial theoretical base to work from, there remain missing pieces to be created. With this study of SR activism I hope to shed light on some of these questions. There are four in particular that I will attempt to answer:

New Forms of Activism

Social movement research discusses forms of activism limited mainly to actions that are political, direct, collective, confrontational, and time and result specific. I would like to expand this discussion of tactics to include the forms we see being utilized increasingly in contemporary movements, including:


Individual-based actions

-  biking to work



Non-confrontational actions

-  investing in SR mutual funds



Cultural / value expressive actions
-  eating less meat


Long-term behavior based actions
-  recycling

Such forms are used extensively in SR activism and in environmentalism, animal rights protection, and the voluntary simplicity movement. Once these forms of actions are recognized and added into the possibilities of what makes up a repertoire of collective action, we can then utilize this expanded repertoire to better understand the extent to which movements, past and present, have used these tactics.

New Social Movement Criteria


The current criteria determining social movement status remain unclear. This is especially the case since NSM theory has expanded the playing field. Exactly what new social movements are and how they function differently from traditional social movements has yet to be fully explained. I would like to begin creating specific criteria that can be used by researchers to clearly distinguish what is and is not a social movement based on my study of SR activism. This should allow others to more easily identify potential NSMs.

New Social Movements Unifier

Several NSM theorists (Mertig and Dunlap 1995, Scott 1990, Sutton 2000) have observed that the values of NSMs, when combined, comprise a coherent ideological paradigm. They propose that the adoption of this new paradigm by mainstream America is the long-term goal of each of the separate movements. These same theorists have speculated that a single movement could emerge as a unifier of the others, bringing them together as a powerful force to begin this major paradigm shift. While most of the speculators have suggested the environmental and green movements as the unifier-to-be, I will examine SR activism as third possibility.

Tensions Within and Between Movement Strategies

This research will also shed more light on a number of tensions that have arisen within the strategies social movements use to accomplish social change. Is it better if a label is accepted by only the few and dedicated (e.g., vegetarian), or is it better if the majority of the population adopts that label, however watered down it may become (e.g., environmentalist)? Should people be required to coordinate their actions with large groups to magnify their potential impacts, or should movements be focusing their energies on translating their actions so that they can be taken on a more accessible, individual basis? What are the costs and benefits of switching from a strategy dedicated to changing political structures to one geared toward social change at a cultural level? Are the energies of movement organizers better spent in focusing on specific social change issues, or should they be trying to put forward a more comprehensive platform that recognizes the interconnected nature of their issues. We can summarize these tensions with the following list:

Narrow vs. broad collective identities
- vegetarian vs. environmentalist

Individual vs. collective action
- SR shopping vs. sit-ins

Political vs. cultural movements
- global justice vs. voluntary simplicity

Holistic vs. specific focus

- Greens vs. animal rights

In each of the cases above, the ends of the continua that SR activism represents have been underlined (broad collective identity, individual action, culturally oriented, and holistically focused). 

Least		1		   2		     3		     4		 Most
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	  unconventional   	direct		  illegal		 violent


	  political action		action	            nonviolent	  action


	


	 (demonstrations)        (boycotts)	    (civil disobedience)	  (riots)

















� Some theorists assert that there is a specific class of people that these new social movements are drawing their membership from well-educated, middle-class, service sector workers, but recent findings have found no evidence for this.


� The term “cultural” is not well-defined and as such has become something of a catch-phrase that includes most non-political elements in the society.


� It’s important to note that there are movements like the Greens which are exceptions in that they engage in both conventional, political actions and less conventional, lifestyle-focused actions.
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