***winding and snarling***

freedom summer paper

1. how do people get involved in SM?

a. Old stuff: “ideological leanings”

b. New stuff: “structural availability”

i. Weakness

1. focus on only the safest actions

2. imprecision about “prior contact”

2. what does it mean to be “in” a SM?

	
	Low cost
	High cost

	Low risk
	?
	?

	High risk
	?
	?


3. low cost/risk

a. attitudes matter only to the extent that they put one in “latitude of rejection”

b. prior contact(significant costs of non-participation

4. high cost/risk

a. model: (see pg 69)

family socialization + other socialization factors( receptive political attitudes

receptive political attitudes + initial low risk/cost activism ( subsequent high cost/risk

high cost/risk + biographical availability ( increasing integration into activist networks ( deepening ideological socialization(construction of activist identity ( more high cost/risk activism

b. go to protest, 3 things happen

i. meet other activists

ii. develop deeper understanding of issues

iii. “play at” being an activist – sets up identity shift

c. does not always work this way, why?

i. Attitudes

ii. experience might turn person off…

iii. Biographical availability (absence of personal constraints)

5. hypothesis: high cost/risk activism product of:

a. history of activism

b. deeply committed ideology

c. integration into activist networks

d. relatively free of personal constraints

6. the study

a. freedom summer : analyze participants vs. withdrawals

7. results

a. attitude differences

i. no important ones found?

ii. Intensity?  Is this a valid measure?  does this matter in understanding this process?  mcadam doesn’t treat it as important, but others we read hold differing opinions…

b. Prior contact

i. Strong vs. weak ties?

ii. Org affiliations

1. participants: more groups

2. participants: groups more political

iii. prior ties to other participants

1. participants named more parts and activists than withdrawals

2. strong ties more important

iv. extent of prior civil right activism

1. participants had more experience

v. biographical constraints

1. findings opposite—why? (married and jobs increase participation)
a. do you support his answer?

b. implications?

2. is age a good proxy?




JASWIN:

PPT: tautological, trivial, inadequate, or just plain wrong -- at best provides a helpful albeit limited set of “sensitizing concepts” for sm research.  It does not provide what it frequently promises: a causally adequate universal theory or model of SM.

SOLUTION: not new model, but rather “more expansive set of concepts and distinctions for analysis of SM” (29)

Common problem in (SM) research: underspecified concepts that mean everything and nothing at the same time

o—difference between citizenship and post-citizenship movements important—o [and SM differences in general – problem is that narrow range of movements studied and narrow range of practices within them]

if political structures are not fixed, are they structures?

Actual political “opportunities” ambiguous in their effects, B/C they need to be interpreted through culture and strategy

PPM: does not help much, remaining too structural

· mobilizing structures again too broad and vague – everyone is connected to something ALSO they can just as likely keep people from participating as facilitate it

Protesters: can create their own political opportunities AND mobilizing structures

Culture too narrowly  specified – framing/cog lib is one thing, but not the only thing…TOO COGNITIVE, loses sight of emotions of protest

SUGGESTIONS:

1) abandon invariant models

a. they do not exist – quit looking…

b. instead be sensitive to historical and situational contingencies

2) beware of conceptual stretching

a. better specify concepts (which requires MORE concepts)

b. if it means everything, it means nothing (too much of this in SM research)

3) recognize that cultural and strategic processes define and create factors usually presented as “Structural”

a. the other things “work” because of the strategic and cultural work put into them…

4) do some splitting to balance the lumping

a. environments complex – do not hide from this

b. e.g., their splitting up of different forms of political structures…

