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refationships, nor redeemed as the transparent representation of shared
social values,
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Telationships; Such symbolic roduction is a constituent part of these rela-
tionships, but at the same time the actor tends to separate it from the system
of which it is a part, turning it to the defence of ber/his own articular
interests, Hence the interweavin g of truth and falsehood that characterizeg
ideology: it is geared mmmﬂgo—mmelaﬁonships, but at
the same time ji hides and negates them. The symbolic elaboration of
action ‘rationalizes’ social relationships according to the interests of the
actor. It supplies a Iepresentation which tends to legitimate and reinforce
those interests while at the same time defining the relational field of collec-
tive action, The meaning of this action, which is to be found in the systetn,
of relations of which the actor IS a part, is instead identified with the par-'
ticular point of view of the actor himse]f: the field of socia] relationships, -
which is always made up of a network of tensions and oppositions, is .

Ideology and frames

Framing processes, as discussed in the recent literature on social move-
ments (Snow e af, 1586; Snow and Benford 1988, 1992; Benford 1993; see
also Gamson 1992b) are part of the mbolic i a social move-
ment. The literature on frames contributes to g better understanding of
how actors define thejr action but it tends to forget the ‘ideological’ aspect
of such a definition. As a relational process, framing activity is related to
the particular position of the actor in the social ficld and carries with ifgelf

the partiality, plurality and tensions of that position. Frames are to be

always includes, ag Touraine hag pointed oui (Touraine 1977), a (more or
Tess cleatly articulated) defimjtion of the actor herlhimself, the identification
of an adversar d an indication of ends, goals, 5BjEcves for which to

-._-‘-'ﬂ- . - .
to negate any social identity of the fmwo be fighting
or 2 goal which belongs to her/him, but which goes beyond her/his own :

1990; Wuthnow er g/ 1984, Wuthnow 1987, 1989; Swidler 1986, 1995, Biltig
1991, 1992; Billig er al, 1988) have contributed to a new awareness of the
complexity of cultural and symbolic levels in individual and collective
action, .

Ideology is a key analytical tevel for the'understanding of social move-
ments and should include the framing activities as part of the represents.
tional system of the actor. The way in which the actors represent their own

social stature or to any form of legitimacy,

* The connection between the articularism of the acior and certain
general mTues (truth, freedom jusiic cipatj d the like) is a ke I
mechanism of t% ’
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of the actor and some kind of a totality to

be reached through his action. The actor is the true interpr?(?r olf this ;fsill-l
iti i 1 tical, or

i i tive atiributes m cultural, pohtical, |

ity, which has always post ' : o g
he adversary is seen only as
terms. On the othet hand, t 5 8¢ 2 nega
i ity: t is, in fact, the very oos

lationship to the totality: the opponent 15, ' :
;i:vents ggneral needs from being satisfied or social goals from hbeing
i d- . . . - .
att;ixllntie ideology of a social movement, it is then always pli)ss:lble tlg. 1{(131;
ici iti f the social actor who 18 mobIIZEd,
ifv. more or less explicitly, a definition o -
tc?:he adversary against whom the movement must struggle, and of thecol

lective objectives of the struggle. These three analytical elements are com-

iy
bined in a complex system of representations that dehines the position of
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“ra=To the nced jor collective action 13 attrp_yte o an illeg

dentihied 1o nonsocial termsy _.obf:ctves,

for hih ss , exist for ;(t)cwty as a wholeg(d
pOsiii en LIC ACLOT an ocief
}ﬁwz?at;iizhgt?:;‘:of the movement go beyond the particular _11_151
3 = ¥oFine aqversary 1§ scen as an “Getacle Lo the general goas

is established between the role

: 1 i iti en th
@E’a‘e 1s thus an irreconcilable opposition betwe

actor and the adversary, . ‘ s
~Tse constituent elements of the ideology of a social ??Vi?:?; ;j e
i d vary at different moments 1
different cultural contents an . e :
i ective actor 18 CONCEns
i ction. As far as the birth of a co _ _
o (168 the many ways in which the fundament

. . ; -
Alberoni (1984) has pointed ov & ‘ : :
experience during the status nascendi is framed into {hfferetnt ;tiic;ioti?;
i 1 consider that two elements characto
contents. In the formative pe onsider that two < Lapaee
' 0] e st is thenegation of the gap DELWC
the ideology of a movement i ‘ gl
i “tv The birth of a movement is marxec by
expectations and reality. : ke et
’ hen all things seem possible, :
of madness’ {Zolberg 1972), w and colen v
i tion, confident of a postve I
thusiasm looks forward to action, : : |
eI::ileolc,gy overcomes the inadequacy of practice: the less capac_:lty forh actmn
- the still weak and unorganized movement has, the greater will be the pr

 Fuction of symbols. 1his 1s the oment of e Tusion of the various Colp

3

movement :
ponents of a _ . ' .
expressive dimensions and emotional identification with

prevail.

> The second characteristic is the central tole of thd theme of rerf

inio a new form of solidarity, in which th:;i;'
collective godf”
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Collective actors often make reference to a ‘mother society’ or to a golden
age, temporarily rewriting the chronicle of the group’s infancy. The ideol-

ogy of rebirth, of a return to an atemporal past, is closely bound up with

the need Tor a tofalizing legitimacy mentioned above. In the moment of its
formation, the movement restructures old social allegiances in a new col-
lective framework: the defence of an identity still defined by reference to the:

past is often the way through which new problems are addressed. When a
new conflict arises, the only solid points of reference, the only known lan-*

guage, the only images to be entrusted with the new claims, belong to the
past. E
A return to a situation of original purity, which can assume a variety of
cultural connotations in different cases, allows gollective action to combine
its ancestral components into a new solidarity, and restructures existing |
ientities projecting them towards the prospect of change. A movement
joins past and future, the defence of a social group with a demand for trans-
formation. Symbols and cultural models are sought in the traditions of the
group and the social movements that came before the movement now in
formation. Symbolic referents and the language in which new collective ,
demands arﬁm%hovemem always views :
ts own action as a rebirth — as a regeneration of the present through a
mythic reaffirmation of the past, which in reality is the cocoon in which new
needs and new conflicts are formed. '
For a long time, the labour movement spoke the language of the French
Revolution and dreamed of a return to the community and the solidarity
of corporations. Marx’s analysis, which tried to scientifically define the spe-
cific characteristics of that movement within the capitalist mode of produc-
tion, was accepted only at a certain phase reached in the movement’s
development, and it still had to come to terms with the other components
- Utopian, humanitarian, religious, solidaristic — coexisting within the
movement. The evocation of a Leninist purism or Maoism on the part of
many small sects coming out of the youth movement of the 1960s reflects
i an analogous manner this taxing, hardening search for a backward-
looking identity by a movement in its formative stage. The profound crisis
of so many of the political groups stemming from 1968 does not, contrary
t0 how many would rather have it, indicate the end of the movement or its
disintegration, but rather the end of a utopian, fragmentary phase of col-
lective action, In the late 1970s, the movements left behind the myths and
symbols which had helped to bring it about in the first place; in the 1980s,
the new problems and new conflicts which the movement carried with it sur-
faced and began to manifest their real contents.
1 w situation of movements in formation affégressive Ulopia.]
v ]

R R




w2

The general characteristic of Utopia is til'e_innnediate identification
between the actor and the goals of a global society. Th? cultu_rai model‘ of
{Tansformation of the society coincides, T the utepian view, with the actioa
of a particular actor, who thus becomes the direcft agent of gc::neral change.
A Ujopia is regressive when the transformation is equated with a I‘Bt_u_rEl;D
the past and the myth of rebirth. After thi? nasc§nt phase, the_se utop_aan
Components do not disappear, but progressively give way to an ideological
claboration winch is more directly linked to the specific problems of the
“ovement. New languages and new symbols are created to define the field
Tond the actors of the conflict. The mobilized social group, the ac?versary,
and the collective goals are redefined in a more pertinent manner, 1deol.ogy
becomes a more complex and detailed symbolic system. At the same time,
the movement finds that it is faced with the necessity to assure internal
integration and to improve its position vis-d-vis the environment.

Integration and strategy

As the movement grows, two essential aspects of ideology are thus called

@into play. First of all, ideology fulfils a function of integration with respect

to the movement as a wholg; this function is accomplished by a re eated
proposal for values and norms, the control of deviant behavious, and the

fanhzation ol certain fituals, Secondly, ige_glogy performs a strategic func:

rion n rolation to the environment, Discursive capacity is one of the
Crources that can be used to reduce the costs and maximize the benefits (.)f
action. This process can take place in two ways. On the one handz th.ere i
an effort to widen the margins within which the movement acts within the
politigal system, in order thus 1o Increase the scope of 1ts possilility to exerf
influence. On ihe other nand, ideology tres to widen the movement’§ base
and to push the groups which were previously_outside the mnﬂ.tct,{e
Become mvolved m it, Both of these processes imply a complex game, in
mges are sent in an effort to turn social interactions to
the actor’s advantage by symbolically undermining the adversar S oS-
Ton. 11 PATHCHAT, B of the rundanenta fasks is that of n?akmg‘e.vxdel‘n
tmlegitimacy of the adversary, and the negative nature of its position, in
the eyes of both neutral observers and potential supporters. I.et us examing
the integrative and strategic functions separately. ‘
A movement is subject to strong centrifugal pressures, due to both is
own internal fragmentation and the initiatives of the adversary. Thf: need
to maintain organizational unity becomes stronger as the movement is con-
solidated, Ideology emerges as one of the mai ich can be u:sed to
guarantee integration. The multplicity of interests and demands which ar

- always to be found in an ofganizéd inovémenit must: be tediated and’' - -

unified. Tdeology coordinates, articulates, and makes coherent these
demands, associating them with general principles}By reformulating the
values and norms of the group, discoursive frames solidify the collective
ideniity and prevent internal conflicts from damaging unity (see Fine 1995).
At the same time, it fixes the boundaries of belonging (see Gyerin 1983) and
the criteria for the identification and punishment of those who deviate from
these norms. '
Nevertheless, the discursive apparatus of a movement is not a static
entity: it is also influenced by tensions, and remains a field of confiict
“between groups and factions. The control of ideology and, more generally,
the flow of information is an important leadership resource, being as it is
tecessary in the continuous adaptation of symbolic representations to the
present state of the movement. The bottom line of the costs and benefiis
cannot always be directly calculated, particularly when what is in question
are non-material resources. Thus ideology, enlisted to minimize costs, to
facilitate the perception of rewards, to cover losses or to substitute for
resources in short supply, comes to play. The relative rigidity or flexibility
of the discursive frames will in turn make the adjustments more or less dif-
ficult {see Moaddel 1992).
A Tast aspect of the integrative function of ideology can be found in
rifual practices. Every movement creates rituals which serve to consolidate
its components. The adoption of linguistic or gestural codes, of costumes
or ways of dressing creates traits common to those who are patt of the
movement. Actual ceremonies, governed by codified procedures, represent
the synthesis of a shared organizational culture. These ritual—s,‘fhrough the
quasi-sacred crystallization of the norms of the group, tend to guarantee
the continuity and the efficacy of ideology, in spite of the tensions at work
within it.
The second fundamental need for any movement in the phase of
consolidation is that to improve 1ts position in relation to the environment.

“This is handled by, on the one hand, increasing the movement’s influence

within the political system while, on the other, simultaneously widening the
base of consensus on which it can rely within the overall society. In this
sense ideology has a strategic function, for it is through the articulation of
the symbolic meaning of the action that the actor can increase herthis
advantage over the others. In particular, this means gaining the consensus
of components of other organizations, and the support of groups not
directly involved in the conflict against the initiatives of the adversary.

With respect to other organizations, ideology must call forth lovalty g
theﬂg:?rmral amms of the movement, while at the same time differentiating .
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the image and the contents of the single organization. Competition

between_orgaiiizations can morease the differentiation of symbolic con-
fents, without any real ¢OFT nig conflict in praciice. In a situation in

which the market of potential supporters is a imiicd one and there asc
restrictive margins for action, different organizations will tend to accentu-
ate competition on an ideological level.

As far as the adversary is concerned, ideology will tend to assign the
blame for the negative situation to the initiatives of the adversary,
Eftempting to deny the opponent of any legitimacy. Along with this, it is
the positive task of ideology to attempt to improve the position of the
actor vis-d-vis the antagonist in the eyes of a public, from whom support
or favor is sought. The contrast must be symbolically articulated in such
a way as to turn to the actor’s advantage the unbalance of the power rela-
tionship. Ideology can be used to obtain a positive identification with the

. movement on the part of potential supporters and neutral observers, by
. deflecting all negative Teedback onto The adversary. In these fdramatic

encounters {K1app 1965); Qifferenit situations may develop with a variety
of symbolic meanings, following, however, no more than a few standard

scripts. In the “victory of the hero’ version, the actor makes an attempt to
present her/himself as culturally or morally superior to the antagonist;
' this symbolic tool is often complemented by the ‘vanquishing of the

villain® variation in which a tenmiporary or occasional disadvantage of
the opponent is presented as a due and deserved punishment. When
the actor finds her/himsell’ n an uncomfortable or disadvantaged posi-
tion, then the unfarr tactics or ‘dirty fighting’, or even the ‘oppression of
the Weak ; SCEmarios are used as symbolic means to rebmld a relatively
even confrontation with the opponent. And, in case these efforts do
not succeed, the ‘defeat without dishonor’ script is often the last resort
to maintain or recapture the attention and support of the potential
followers.

All of these symbolic scenarios framing the relationship between a move-
ment and its opponents respond to the strategic function of ideology, which
aims at widening the support base of a movement and the space within
which it can act inside the political system, subverting at the same time any
attempts of the adversary to maintain the legitimacy of its action. This dra-

maturgical role of ideology (Snow et al. 1981;_ Benford and Hunt 1997} 15
that of securing the actor’s emergence out of every confrontation with the

fnost favorable Tmage possible. In the case of a positive outcome of the con-
flict, the sttuation will be symbolically articulated as the victory of the good
and the righteous over arbitrary injustice. In the case of a defeat, ideclogy
will retell the story as the battle of the weak against the powerful, with
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special attention to any unfair tactics. In either case, ideology intervenes on
behalf -of the actor in an attempt to increase the consensus mobilization
and to symbolically redefine the field to its advantage. -

It should ot be forgotten that these mechanisms also operate, with even
greater efficacy, in the area of social control. The attempt to discredit col-
lective forms of protest or to turn public resentment against a movement,
thus legitimizing repression, is one of the essential components of the
framing activity of the ruling groups. Control over the flow of information
and the media guarantees a structural advantage to the powers that be; in
social conflict, as in any contention for public consensus, the game is never-
entirely open and the positions are not those of parity.

The ambivalence of eollective frames

The discursive frames of collective action are produced by internal nego-
tiations and conflicts: individuals and groups within a movement construct
them, Taboriously adjusting the different orientations that express multiple
and contrasting requirements of a collective field. But this deep construc-
tive activity of a collective actor is not visible, particularly since some unity
and effectiveness must be maintained over time. Ideological patterns and
leadership functions are always at work in an attempt to give a durable and
predictable order to the continucusly negotiated process. One of the main
tasks falling on the part of the leaders is precisely that of producing those
frames that reinforce the unity and improve the effectiveness of the collec-
tive actor.

Ideological dimensions expressed in framing processes are therefore nec-
essarily ambivalent because, on the one hand, they express the actual
meaning and goals of collective action, but, on ihe other, they cover and
hide the piurality of orientations and tensions corresponding to the differ-
ent components of the movement. Leaders claim a unity that they seldom
achieve and tend to present the movement as homogeneous and coherent
as possible.

The frames produced by a collective actor are ambivalent also in another,
even more important respect. The very idea of a social conflict implies the

opposttion ol two actors struggling Tor the same resources, symbolic of

material, which they consider valuable. The adversaries share thesame feld”
of action but they interpret it in opposing ways, as part of the effort of
trying to submit it to their own control. The actor identifies her/himseif
with the entire field, while denying any legitimacy and role to the opponent.

Conflict is a social relationship, but the actors tend to reify it: each pole of

TR
mu‘% o

ﬂ\"'%g.wp s

the opposition wants o erase the other, labelling it in non-social terms. A’ g




v.,eﬁqmcy =

220 ACLINg coltectively

refational field, construcied by conflicting orientations, is thus reduced to

the particularism of a single actor.

~The ideology of a fiovement carries with it this ambivalence because it
is an interpretation of a social field; but itisalso a misinterpretation, guided
by the particularism of the actor. It al once reveals and covers what is at
stake in a conflict. The task of sociological analysis is precisely to discover
the field behind the actors’ particularistic frames and to reveal the internal
tensions of the frames themselves.

Both movements and their opponents speak the same language; they
define a common field from opposite poles. In fact, they both address the
same basic dilemmas of social life in a planetary world, problems which
have no solutions and which define the cultural and social boundaries of
complexity. They constitute polarities which represent impossibie choices,
inasmuch as the roots of the tension between them are located at the core
of a highly differentiated system. They bring forth the problems which

society cannot but try to solve, but whose solution only transfers the uncer-
tainty elsewhere. Society copes with the situation by making decisions,
attempting thereby to reduce uncertainty within the range of possible
action. But a decision, which thus would permit action, is also an attempt
at escape, a denial and cover-up of the dilemmas implicit in the decision
itself. A decision may be tantamount to avoidance of a tension which has
become unbearable, a means for neither seging nor speaking of such dilem-
mas.

Both movement activists and fuling groups deal with these dilemmas,
framing them in opposite ways while denying any trufh {0 The opponent’s

tranies. They also tend to hide their internal plurality. Sociological analy-
sis can detect the ambivalence of these discourses and recognize a conflict-
ual field common to the adversaries. The enormous expansion of
individual capacities and room for choice contrasts with the paralie} ten-
dency for creation of capillary systems of behavioural manipulation; the
fact that social systems have extended their power of action beyond the
boundaries known to any society of the past bears witness to the unprece-
dented capacity of contemporary societies to consciously produce them-
selves to the extreme measure of potential self-destruction; the tendency to
continuously expand the capacity of human systems to intervene even in
their very own development runs counter to the need to respond to the
limits given in internal and external nature; the irreversible accumulation
of scientific knowledge is governed by the administrative rationality of
organizational and political apparatuses, whose choices are reversible;
inclusion in the world culture tends toward a levelling of cultural differ-
ences, and resistance to the pressures towards homogeneity produces self-
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~ exclusion or marginalization —~ contemporary movements deal with all

these dilemmas. They challenge the technocrafic power on a symbolic
ground, opposing to ifs instrumental rationality cultural codes which

- meverse the logtc of the dominant techno-scientific, political, and Industrial

ECONOMNC apparatuses: they assert tho need for autonomy and meamng,
call for awareness of the limits of human action, urge for the searc for a
new scientific paradigm, alert for the respect due to the marginalia of
human cultures. Revealing the shadowy side of the technological power,
movements allow society to take responsibility for its own action.

But when JSTo0UCTIE These challenging codes,fmovements also frame the
dilemmas jdst discussed, n accordance with their particular standpoint:
they reject the field in which they partake in ihe shared trust i science,
rationalization, and efficiency. The affirmative and negative side of ideol-
ogy, the revealing and the covering function, are simultaneously present:
ambivalence marks the consciousness of collective actors and reminds us
that social action is never transparent.

Reversing the symboiic order

Ananalysis of the ideological dimensions of collective action is made today
more difficult by the fact that societal processes are increasingly located at
ihe symbolic level (Klapp 1969, 1991; Moscovici 1993). The struggle of
tontemporary movements is aimed at the foundations of power in complex
societies, at its more extreme claim to impose the codes governing our rela-
tion with the world. The importance of this endeavour becomes central if
one acknowledges that the act of nomination is a crucial factor in the
construction of social life. And that act becomes even more crucial in a
society i which the distinction between the real and its representation has
all but disappeared. Contemporary movements strive to reappropriate the
capacity to natme through the elabaration of codes and languages designed
to define reality, in the twofold sense of constituting 1t symbolically and of
regaining it, thereby escaping from the predominant forms of representa-

fion.

““The movements have waged a critical struggle against the representation
of the world served up by the dominant models, denying their claim to
uniqueness and challenging the symbolic constitution of _politics and
cufture; they have refused the predominant communicative codes and they
have réplaced them with sounds, idioms, recognition signals That break the
language of technical tationality (Melucci 1985). Through social practices

that are not solely the object of thought but lived experiences, movements

have introduced a breakdown in the norms of perception and production
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of reality, from which different ways of addressing things and of imagining
them, new languages and new scriptures struggle to emerge. They have
prompted the redefinition of Nature itself in her rhythms, spaces, odours,
and colours, beyond those inscribed in the hegemonic codes of scientific
dnd fechnological discourse.

“The transformation of codes is equally substantial when they stress the
spiritual dimension of human experience, when they attempt to modify the
symbolic relationship with the world — which is not what one is induced to
perceive by the most diffuse criteria of codification. Hence derives the
impossibility of sharing the dominant social language, and the destructur-
ing of meaning which opens up the way for other modalities of experience
beyond instrumental rationality and which affects the forms of knowledge
themselves. One finds an endeavour to subvert shared criteria of codifica-
tion, the obligatory set of signs with which the social order seeks to impose
a reality which is solely its own. Though easily incorporated into the
market, these languages remain a powerlul challenge (0 the [unctional
neuiralify of the dommant dis¢ourse. Contrary to the case of relationships
Based on matertal strength or physical power, in which those in possession
of the greatest share of resources hold sway, here the relationship hinges on
the symbolic capacity to reverse meaning to demonstrate the arbitrariness
of the power and its domination. And it is enough to siructure realily using
different words for the power monopoly over reality to crumble.

In the neutralized scenario of signs, with the fragmentation of identitics
and the breakdown of every unitary symbolic principle, individuals and
groups are propelled into an anguished state of uncertainty. Contemporary
movements resist the destructuring of the symbolic universe, and symbolic
reintegration 1s one of the terrains on which they pit themselves most force-
fﬁ]ly against estaplished power. In complex societies the incoherent flux of
fhemgns ental the legitimation of a rationatity wimch Teeds upon riself and
pon its operafional Tesults, We wilness The'TISk of a radical draining and
deprivation of the individual's symbolic iife, the loss of those symbolic
finctions which govern the social expression of desire and imagination and
their integration into the social texture. In movements, symbolic reintegra-
tion patterns itself as an attempt to heat this breach, and the adoption of
alternative codes constitutes a first step towards that end. If it is possible to
remake the world by adopting new ways to nominate, perceive, and imagine
reality, it may once again become possible — at a remove from the imper-
atives of operational functionality — to recompose the various parts of the -
self. This objective is pursued by contemporary movements in a variety of
ways but always by disputing the very meaning of social production.
Movements orient their strategies towards the recovery of the dimensions
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of symbolic existence eradicated by the operational model of technical
rationality: Resistance to instrumental investment and fo deferred satisfac-
tion of relational and affective needs, the recovery of fantasy and play, she

- symbolic relationship between humankind and the environment, the

revival of the mund/body relationship.

“The movements’ challenge is also evident in the non-negotiability of their .
goals, Their marked indifference towards the political does not stem from
an inability to formulate demands designed to pass through the filters of
the system, but rather from a shift in the arena of confrontation. The strug-
gle no longer centres on the definition of the terms of exchange acceptable
to both parties as in every political strategy. They are, instead, simply
ignored and the action is carried forward elsewhere: at the level not of real
efficacy but of symbolic efficacy. The radical nature of the challenge derives
precisely from that which evades negotiation; not because collective actors
refuse to compromise with power — indeed, they have shown proneness to
areckless pragmatism in their dealings with the political institutions — but
inasmuch as they address forms of symbolic relation non reducible to anygf
mstrumental logic. .

Finally, movements’ action is geared primarily to offering. To offer
instead of asking represents another breakdown in the rules of the game, ’
another challenge whose impact is incomprehensible on the basis of strate-!
gic and instrumental logic but perfectly justifies itself on the basis of sym-
bolic logic. At the symbolic level, domination is accomplished when the
possibility of the reversion of the gift into the countergift is successfully
precluded {BandyiitiTd 1997). It 1s the unilateral power of giving, of gener-
ating and providing cultural models which constantly reproduces the pre-!
dominance of the apparatuses in complex societies. Movements attempt to
extricate themselves from this asymmetry, with the ofler ol alternative |
Tiodels which the system itself cannot replicate, because they are non-nego-
tiable. Henice, ovemenis tend to Jose their claimant thrust and develop
forms of action aimed at the autonomous and gratuitous production of’’
cultural models not governed by cost-benefit calculations but by symbolic *
waste.

The significance assumed by forms of action in movements gives us a
better understanding of the decline in the importance of general ideolog-
ical messages. Hence derives the transfer of conflict potentiality from con-
tents to the modalities of symbolic relation, or to the medinm. The means
of communication is not the support for the content communicated; on the
contrary, it is the latter which serves to support the means. And it is here,
at the level of codes, that movements distance themselves most radically
from the prevailing norms.ll“he strategic use of the media is to be found in ¢
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360 Acting collectively

all contemporary movements: music, bodily signals and clothing, radios
and images, theatre and art, communication networks and vitual reality are
all media through which the mental, sensory, and emotional perception of
the world is altered and tries to evade the codification imposed by mass
society. These media, of course, can be easily incorporated into the market,
but new forms tend to reappear elsewhere with other actors involvﬁ.l

19

Forms of action | .

Revolutions

In this chapter I shall focus on several forms of collective action which are
frequently associated with the study of social movements. The discussion
of these forms should demonstrate the utility of an analytical approach to
collective action which is able to differentiate levels and meanings, particu-
larly when complex historical phenomena are considered.

Let us start with revolutions. After many classic studies (Johnson 1964;
Brinton 1965; Hobsbawm 1962), writing and discussion on revolution still
continues steadily. No other topic is so resistant to analysis as revolution.
Apart from the affective investments and political implications that
characierize it, the difficulty stems from the fact that revolution is always a
global phenomenon whose analytical meanings are extremely difficult to
unravel.

Evidence of this situation is provided by the wide variety of the defini-
tions given to the term, and the equally wide variety of misunderstandings
that continue to surround it (for a general introduction, see Aya 1990; De
Fronzo 1991). Only twenty years ago, one of the most systematic bibli-
ographies on the topic, published in 1976 (Blackey 1976), comprised about
2,400 titles, and since then the list has considerably increased in length (see
the most recent studies by Tilly 1993 and Skockpol 1954). Nevertheless, as
before the confusion of languages reigns supreme. The object of identifica-
tion or rejection, a goal pursued or an event expected, a phenomenon to be
obsérved and analysed, revolution still retains the glamour of a controver-
sial myth and still prompts people to take sides.

Tt is difficult to find a coherent definition of revolution in the studies on
the subject. One need to look no further than the many sociological the-
ories and analyses of the phenomenon {(Paige 1975; Foran 1994; Taylor
1988; Wood 1991) to realize that the opinions vary considerably.
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